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From; Pedrick Roper <dedrick.roper@chargepoint.coms
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 11:38 AM
To: IDEM VWTrust; SEALS, SHAWN
Cc Kevin Miller
‘Subject: ChargePoint response to VW EVSE RF
Attachments: Indiana_VW_RFI_ChargePoint_Final.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Hi Sean,

Happy new year! Attached, please find ChargePoint’s respaonse to the VW Consent Decree Environmental Mitigation
Trust, Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Program RFl. We look forward to continuing to be a resource to
IDEM as it develops a program to bring transportation electrification to communities across Indiana. Please reach out

with any questions.

Best,

Dedrick Roper

Director, Public-Private Partnerships
ChargePoint | chargepoint.com

254 East Hacienda Ave,, Campbell, CA 5008
Phone: +1.669.237.3205

This email and any attachments are intended for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and contain(s)
confidential information that may be proprietary, privileged or copyrighted under applicable law. If you are not
the intended recipient, do not read, copy, or forward this email message or any attachments and delete this email
message and any attachments immediately.
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January 3, 2020

Shawn Seals
Senior Environmental Manager
Office of Air Quality
. Indiana Department of Environmental Management
317-233-0425
SSeals@idem.in.gov

Indiana’s RFP Regarding Volkswagen Consent Decree Environmental Mitigation Trust
Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment {RFP Development Framework)

ChargePaint is pleased to provide written responses to the State of Indiana regarding
the best use of funds stemming from the Volkswagen {VW) Settlement and the State’s
allocation from the Environmental Mitigation Trust. The Trust funds provide a significant
opportunity for the State to mitigate the environmental harm VW diesel vehicles
caused, as well as advance its sustainable transportation goals and produce long-term
benefits to the State and its communities.

1. DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2. However, it
also comes at a significantly higher per connector price. Finding the balance between
the speed of DCFC and L2 equipment and the funds availabie from the national
mitigation trust will be key to a successful and sustainabte EV charging infrastructure
program in Indiana.

B With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast
Chargers {DCFC/L3) with higher cost and fewer charging locations or Leve] 2
{L2) chargers with slower charging, but with lower cost and more charging
locations?

+ Indiana currently has 30 DCFC locations along with 249 Level 2 charging locations. This
existing charging network is insufficient to support the more than 8,800 EVs currently on
Indiana's roads, let alone the tens of thousands expected in the next few years.

With this in mind, we recommend an approach that invests in both DCFC and Level 2
charging technologies. We recommend that the investment be weighted 60 to 70%
toward supporting an intra-state DCFC corridor with the remaining balance earmarked
to support municipal, town, and other locally-based Level 2 charging stations.



o

2. The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national
mitigation trust were identified earlier ranging from 60% for private locations not
made available to the public up to 100% for government-owned locations that do
make the EV charging stations available to the public. Just as there is a question of
balance between the speed and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is
also a balance between funding at the highest possible level for lower-cost investment
to funding at lower levels to encourage public and/or private investment in Indiana’s
EV charging network.

B With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the highest possible levels for each
EV charging location or work towards leveraging public and private funding
partnerships in the hope of broadening the potential reach of the $6.135
million?

The most successful VW Settlement programs have implemented maximum funding
levels in accordance with the Consent Decree. Programs that implemented maximum
funding levels lower than what is outlined in the Consent Decree have realized limited
participation. In several cases, all of the funding was awarded to a single applicant or a
small number of applicant organizations. In other cases, inexperienced applicants with
questionable budgetary estimates have been awarded. In order to promote broad
participation from a wide variety of qualified site hosts, we recommend aligning the
state's program with the maximum funding levels with the Consent Decree.

The state should also work towards leveraging public and private funding partnerships
to broaden the reach of the state's $6.135 million allocation. This could take the form of
utility, federal, and/or local government investment. For example, in New Hampshire
and Michigan, utilities are making investments in all the “make-ready infrastructure
costs,” to support VW Settlement funded projects. This means that the utilities make
rate-hased investments in all front of the meter (transformers, distribution upgrades,
etc.) and behind the meter (electrical panef and line extension) infrastructure, which VW
Settlement funds are used to pay for the chargers themselves, networking services, and
extended warranties. Because make-ready infrastructure comprises 50 to 90% of the
total EV charging infrastructure cost {depending on the specific nature of the site}, this
arrangements enable VW Settlement funds to go much farther.

In Colbrado, the state combined federal, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funds
with VW Settlement funds to support the build out of 33 DCFC corridor sites. By
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combining these funds, Colorada was able to minimize its investment of VW Settlement
- dollars in the DCFC corridor project and invest those savings into a separate, DCFC and
. Level 2 rebate program. if indiana were to confirm co-investment from utilities or other
government funding sources the reach of the State’s $6.135 million VW Settlement
allocation could be expanded.

“3. As the maps earlier in this RFl indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in
Indiana in relation to both proximity to EV driver population as well as distance
between viahle EV charging opportunities.

B With this in mind, what should be the EV charging infrastructure priority?
Should it be focused on areas of certain EV driver population or should the
priority be more related to the maximum distance between charging locations,
regardless of charging speed?

Indiana would be best served by focusing its charging infrastructure investment for light
duty vehicles in the most densely populated regions and underserved areas such as rural
and low income communities. North Carolina’s, Phase 1 Zero Emission Vehicle
Infrastructure Program DC Fast Charging Stations provides a great example for this
approach. In North Carolina’s program, urban and rural projects have separate funding
allocations and are evaluated and ranked separately. This approach ensures an
equitable evaluation across both use cases and will ultimately ensure both
demographics are supported. Indiana could take this a step further by customizing
technology requirements by site type {e.g., lower power for sites with lower utilization),

4. Another way to look at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance
between stations is the intended use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC
serve the purpose of connecting states, traditionally via interstate routes, L2 chargers
allow drivers to charge during typical daily activities such as work, shopping, visiting
key destinations, as well as home charging in multi-unit housing locations (in-home
charging is not eligible under the national consent decree).

With this in mind, where should Indiana prioritize EV charging stations? DCFC
~along highways or L2 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit
housing locations?

As explained above, Indiana's current network is insufficient to support the more than
8,800 EVs on the road today. With just 30 DCFC locations and 249 Level 2 charging
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locations, the interests of State economic development as well as public safety policy
require that additional publicly available chargers be added as expediently as possible.

To that end, we recommend establishing rebate programs open to all property types
with funding allocations for DCFC and Level 2 by county. There are several successful
public funding programs that have followed this approach such as Charge Ahead
Colorado and CALeVIP. As far as we are aware, CALeVIP has been the most successful
from an uptake perspective. CALeVIP is a simple rebate program open to public,
workplace, fleet, and multifamily charging that clearly defines eligible equipment, sites,
and funding allocations by county. The program has been incredibly successful in
promoting broad participation through simple applications and applicant funding caps
and expedited project completion with clearly defined timelines. We recommend a
similar approach in Indiana that allows the market to inform the state on the most
popular applications.

5. Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the
existing EV charging network with only $6.135 million available from the national
consent decree. As noted earlier in this RFI, there is a notable difference in the costs
associated with expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in indiana.

How should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging
equipment, if at all {i.e. 60% for DCFC and 40% for L2)?

We recommend a balanced approach that invests in both DCFC and Level 2 technology.
As mentioned previously, DCFC is more costly to build and operate. To that end, we
recommend 60-70% of funding go toward DCFC. We recommend 30-40% for Level 2
charging without further leverage from additional public or private funding sources.

6. Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national
consent decree (October 2, 2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made
available all at once or in multiple rounds of funding. Furthermore, these potential
rounds of funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or technologies.




EEWith this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state consider for
the EV charging infrastructure program? If more than one round of funding,
what should be the focus of each round (i.e. Round 1: 40% of funding to L2
EVSE followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC)?

We recommend 1-3 funding rounds with an emphasis on both DCFC and Level 2
charging in each round. Indiana desperately needs more light duty charging
infrastructure in the immediate to near term. With just 30 DCFC and 249 Level 2
locations the State's charging network is insufficient to support current demand or
future growth. Spreading this investment over more than three years will miss an
opportunity to accelerate the State's transition to electric transportation.

Conclusion

Thank you for your consideration of ChargePoint’s responses. ChargePoint looks
forward to being a resource to IDEM as it charts a course for Environmental Mitigation
Trust funds to meet the needs of Indiana’s communities.

Sincerely,
Dedrick Roper
Director, Public Private Partnerships

dedrick.roper@chargepoint.com
669.237.3205
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From: Leah Thill <Ithill@macog.com>
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 3:33 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
. Ce James Turnwald
Subject: MACOG Response fo IDEM VW EVSE RFI
Attachments: . MACOG Comment_ IDEM VW EV RFI, Final, 1.3.2020.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the development of the RFP Framework for the Volkswagen
light-duty electric vehicle supply equipment program.

Attached is MACOG's response to the Request for Information.

Sincerely,
Leah Thill

Leah Thill _
Senior Environmental Planner

Michiana Area Council of Governments
227 W. Jefferson Boulevard

.. 11th Floor County-City Building e

" South Bend, IN 46601

www.macog.com
P: 574.287.1829 ext. 801

C: 812.653.9730

F: 574.239.4072
Ithill@macog.com

Follow MACOG on Facebook
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January 3, 2020

Shawn Seals
Senior Environmental Manager
Indiana Department of Environmental Management

VWTrust@idem.IN.gov

RE: Request for Information — Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Program {RFP
Develepment Framework]

The Michiana Area Council of Governments (MACOG) is a voluntary organization of local
governments which serves the four-county region encompassing St. Joseph, Elkhart,
Kosciusko, and Marshall counties.

MACOG applauds the decision to devote the maximum allowable funding for light-
duty electric vehicle supply equipment. MACOG has an interest in improving our local
air quality, given that St. Joseph County and Elkhart County have prekusly been
designated as non-attainment for ozone.

MACOG is committed to reducing emissions by promoting voluntary action. The Partners
for Clean Air Program educates the public about simple actions they can take to clean the
air. In the past 2 years, MACOG has partnered with South Shore Clean Cities, City of South
Bend, City of Goshen, and City of Elkhart to host public education events and test drives.
The wider adoption of electric vehicles and corresponding decrease in tailpipe emissions
will support other regulatory and voluntary efforts to maintain our air quality over the long
term.

The vast majority of EVSE funding should be devoted to DCFC to enable all battery

--.electric vehicles to travel across the state, while a. small percentage of L2 investment S

will still have a transformational impact locally.
MACOG Survey on Volks nding Prigrities

MACOG surveyed 45 local government staff and elected officials in the 4 county region on
how funding should be allocated in 2018:

e 51% ofrespondents wanted their community to host EV charging stations on
government property (i.e. public parking lots) and 42% needed more information.

e The top 3 reasons that funding EV charging statmns through Vvw appealed to
respondents were:
o 66% - Economic development tool (i.e. Increase customer traffic and dwell
time in business districts/downtown}.
o 569 - Attract and retain talent (i.e. Encourage employers to offer workplace

227 W. Jefferson Boulevard, 1120 County-City Building, South Bend, IN 46601
Phone: 574.287.1829 or 574.674.8894 | Fax: 574.239.4072 | www.macog.com

charging amenities I
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o 51% - Demand for charging stations in their commumty (i.e. People want to
purchase or have electric vehicles but lack public places to charge).

* Respondents expressed strong support for the funding of public projects.
o 60.5% supporting 100% funding of public projects, 27.9% supporting at least
80% funding.
¢ Respondents indicated a lower funding level should be made available for private
projects, 519% supporting 20-40% funding (60-80% match requirement).

Charging Stations:
Level 2 - There are no L2 charging stations publicly accessible to all vehicle types (J1772) in

downtown Mishawaka, Elkhart, Goshen, Plymouth, or Nappanee and only one dual-port
non-networked L2 in downtown South Bend. Most L2 EVSE in the region serve a single
destination (auto dealers, hotel, Casino) that are not within a safe or convenient walking
distance to multiple amenities.

DCEC -In 2019, the first CCS and CHAdeMO DCFC stations were installed at the mall in
Mishawaka through Electrify American. For BEVs, this improved travel through the region
and round trips from other communities in the region to the South Bend-Mishwaka area.

However, for BEVs long-distance travel remains restricted or impossible:

s Southbound: No DCFC/L3 stations on or near US-31 between DCFC in northern
Mishawaka and Carmel (132 miles).
e Eastbound:
o No DCFC station on I-80 between station in Mishawaka and Ohio border
(closest station 100 miles in West Unity, OH).
o No DCFC on US-30 between US-31 and Fort Wayne
- Westbound: - e '
o C(losest publlcly~acce551ble DCEC is in South Holland IL [Trl State Tollway. 85
miles from Mishawaka DCFC). Note: At highway speeds, a vehicle with a 100
mile range in good conditions {limited use of heat, A/C and mild battery
temperatures) will experience range anxiety when traveling between the
Chicago and MACOG regions and even shorter-range vehicles are impractical

The map of Indiana’s Current Electric Vehicle Charging Network for DC Fast Charging
Stations provided in the RFI does not accurately show the ability of CCS or CHAdeMO-
compatible vehicles to travel through northern Indiana. Not all of the DCFC on the provided
map serve both CHAdeMO and CCS.

Burns Harbor, IN (Bob Rohrman) - CHAdeMO only

Munster, IN (Calumet Harley-Davidson) - CCS only

Merillville, IN — Tesla only

Fort Wayne, IN - 3 locations with CCS only, 1 with Tesla only

Angola, IN - Tesla only

227 W. Jefferson Boulevard, 1120 County-City Building, South Bend, IN 46601
Phone: 574.287.1829 or 574.674.8894 | Fax:574.239.4072 | www.macog.com
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Electric Vehicle Registration Data;
Despite the relative lack of public charging infrastructure, electric vehicle ownership is

trending upwards as shown in the figure below. The Bureau of Motor Vehicles provided
MACOG with 2014 - 2018 data for BEV and PEV vehicles.

Growth in Plug-tn Vehicles in Michiana Region
St. Joseph, Elkhart, Marshall, Kostiusko Counties
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Figure 1. Number of Plug-In Electric Vehicles Registered in the MACOG Region

Type of PEV in MACOG Region, 2018

= All-Electric (BEV) = Plug-In Hybrid (PHEV)

Figure 2. Adoption of Battery Electric Vehicles versus Plug-In Hybrids the MACOG region

“
227 W, Jefferson Boulevard, 1120 County-City Building, Scouth Bend, IN 46601
Phone: 574.287.1829 or 574.674.8894 | Fax: 574.238.4072 | www.macog.com
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Common BEVs Registered in MACOG Region
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Figure 3. Most common make and model of BEVs registered in MACOG region

MODELX -

Responses to Specific RFI Questions:

1. What EVSE level should be the priority: DCFC with higher cost and fewer locations or
L2 with slower charging but more locations?

DCFC should be a priority, for several reasons:
e Lack of DCFC remains the largest barrier to the long-distance travel of BEVs from
the MACOG region, even as longer-range vehicles have come to market.

DCFC may be a critical bottleneck to BEV adoption. Re-charging on L2 for long-distance
travel is impractical. Although long-distance trips may be relatively infrequent (the number
of local miles driven may be more than long-distance miles), the inability to travel long-
distances may impact purchasing decisions and BEV adoption. For all-electric vehicles,
long-distance travel is especially prohibitive for short range vehicles (100 miles or less)
and even short-range round trips within the region may difficult particularly in cold or hot

“'weather conditions. In contrast, PHEV will not have difficulty réaching their destinationby  ~ 7 777

battery or combustion engine.

» Despite increasing affordability of long-range EVs, based on MACOG's Ride &
Drive events many people continue to drive or purchase pre-owned older
models with shorter ranges.

Many MACOG-area drivers have older EVs with shorter ranges. For examples, 22 out of 50
members of the lacal EV drivers group (Michiana Electric Vehicle Network) drive a BEV
with a range of 75-150 miles (Nissan LEAF (18), Chevy Spark, Tayota RAV4, VW eGolf).

¢ DCFC investments are difficult for station owners to recoup based on usage
fees and requires subsidization - the business case is currently weak.

DCFC requires subsidization, which provides the Volkswagen funding with the
opportunity to play a transformational role in a state-wide build out of a 215t century

227 W. Jefferson Boulevard, 1120 County-City Building, South Bend, IN 46601
Phone: 574.287.1829 or 574.674.8894 | Fax: 574.239.4072 | www.macog.com
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electric vehicle transportation network. In contrast, there is a better business case for

L2 due to longer dwell times and both public and private entities are investing in L2, albeit
slowly, and less significant subsidization is needed.

2. Should EV stations be funded at the highest possible level (60% private, 100% public?)

MACOG stakeholders favor 100% funding for public projects. Follow-up conversations
with communities interested in hosting L2 EVSE indicated that for networked stations
where the local government would provide electricity for free over a certain period
(3-5 years), this should be considered the public match requirement.

For private entities seeking to provide L2 amenities with restricted access (multi-unit
dwellings, workplaces serving customers, employees, tenants), the funding level should be
limited to 60% or less. The funding level for publicly accessible stations that are privately
owned should be higher than for restricted access stations, if electricity will be given away
‘for free aver the period for which warranty/data services are covered by grant funding.

Additionally, the Committee should consider that utilities such as Indiana Michigan Power
are proposing incentive programs that would also subsidize the purchase of L2 stations
(Innovate Indiana proposal].

3. Should the priority be on “areas of certain EV driver population” or on "maximum
distance between charging station locations, regardless of speed”?

EVs of all types need to travel to and between population centers in Indiana, The
primary goal should be to facilitate the travel of BEVs across the entire state of Indiana, by
providing DCFC at least every 50 miles on major highways and interstates. This is

. consistent with the requirements of Federal Highway Administration Alternative Fuel

- -—Gorridors (https:/fwww.fhwa.dot:gov/environment/alternative -fuel--coridorsy}, -~ - = oo i

Investment should not be prioritized primarily in locations with higher existing EV
driver populations. While some additional L2 investment could further increase EV
adoption in those lacations, it should not be to the detriment of critical investments to
enable long-distance travel. EV adoption is highest in urban areas, based on the map in the
RFI. Presumably, the conditions in those locations are already more favorable to EV
adoption or barriers are lower (i.e. income to purchase longer-range EVs or access to
charging). A focus on L2 in locations where the most EVs already exist would not help these
drivers travel outside their metro area or allow BEVs to reach the metro area.

Regarding the question about installing EVSE “regardless of speed”, L2 stations should
not be considered practical tools for long-distance travel, but an option of last resort.
However, a larger number of DCFC stations is more important than speed within the DCFC
category. Closer spaced 50 kW DCFC enable long-distance charging better than more

I—
227 W. Jefferson Boulevard, 1120 County-City Building, South Bend, IN 46601
Phone: 574.287.1829 or 574.674.8894 | Fax:574.230.4072 | www.macog.com
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expensive, less frequent 150 - 200+ kW stations. Additionally, many vehicle models are not
capable of charging at higher speeds so they do not benefit from higher speeds.

4. Where should Indiana prioritize EV charging stations? DCFC along highways or L2 at
workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?

. DCFC along highways should be a priority, with a small investment in L2. Since PHEV

.-and EV adoption in the MACOG region are roughly equal (Figure 2), investments in L2 are

-needed to realize the air quality benefits of local tailpipe emissions-free travel. For BEVs,
L2 stations also fulfill an important role in enabling round-trip travel within the region and
there is currently a need publicly accessible for L2 stations in locations that serve multiple
amenities,

However, the lack of L2 in key publicly accessible areas (notably downtowns) is
evidence that insufficient L2 investment has occurred and incentives are needed.
Some VW funding should be devoted to providing publicly accessible L2 in locations such
as business districts and downtown that serve multiple destinations. L2 stations with
restricted access should receive the least amount of funding.

5. How should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging
equipment, if at all (i.e. 60% for DCFC and 40% for L2)?

Even a small percentage of funding provides a subhstantial number of L2 stations. A
single charging station in a visible location in a community can both provide “necessity
charging” for range-limited BEVs and have a significant public awareness impact.
Anecdotally, a higher than expected number and variety of electric vehicles can be seen
charging at the on-street L2 installed in downtown South Bend in 2018. These public
stations spark conversations and increase awareness of charging station availability, which
s correlated with acceptance of EVs.t
Using the cost estimates provided, if VW funds were invested 85%/15% in DCFC/L2, that
would fund about 25 DCFC stations (1 CCS/1 CHAdeMO plug each) and about 92 L2
stations across the state. Matching funds would further increase these numbers.

6, How many rounds of funding should the state consider for the EV charging
infrastructure program?

MACOG has no opinion on the number of rounds, but DCFC should be the emphasis of the
first round. Given that DCFC is a bottleneck prohibiting long range travel through and from
the region, investment should focus on building out DCFC across the state as fast as
possible to remove this significant barrier to BEV adoption.
7. Ifnot a current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter
Yyour decision and move you to EV? How much of a concern or issue is the lack of access

1 pa, Sinﬁer. Consumer Views on P]uE-in Electric Vehicles National Benchmark Regort. NRELI Jan. 2016.

227 W. Jefferson Boulevard, 1120 County-City Building, South Bend, IN 46601
Phone; 574.287.1829 or 574.674.8894 | Fax: 574.239.4072 | www.macog.com
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to EV charging stations? How much of a concern or issue is the travel range of current -
EVs?

MACOG currently does not own or operate any plug-in electric vehicles in the fleet of light-
duty vehicles. Without access to charging stations where the vehicles park overnight,
charging logistics would be prohibitive. MACOG vehicles return to the same point most

nights but sometimes staff travel to Indianapolis or staff use vehicles for multiple trips
back-to-back. Therefore, a BEV would not be feasible for all but the longest-range BEVs an
the market. With a plug-in hybrid vehicle, L2 would be more than adequate and even Level -
1 charging would be sufficient. '

Additional Comments: ,

Serving All Vehicles: Just as gas stations serve both diesel and gasoline vehicles, DCFC
should serve vehicles with both plug-types: the RFP should require the co-location of at
least 1 CCS and CHAdeMO plug types at all DCFC funded. Vehicles requiring CCS and
CHAdeMO are both common in the MACOG region and state, and new vehicles with both
plug types are sold. Figure 3 shows Nissan LEAF {CHAdeMO) is the 2°d most common BEV
behind Tesla.

Redundancy and Maintenance:
Range anxiety would be best reduced by ensuring the maximum number of DCFC

where drivers can be confident the station will be functioning, rather than more
stations which are often broken and unusable. The greatest risk to a BEV dependent on
DCFC is being stranded after arriving at a broken DCFC that was necessary to reach the
destination, without several hours at a 1.2, assuming one is even nearby. Complaints on
heavily-utilized stations on PlugShare.com on the Tollway in Illinois indicate that one or
the other plug type in the same unit is often broken despite the other functioning, likely
because the heavy connectors are dropped. The Ricker’s stations around Indianapolis,
__though numerous, were also frequentlybroken. .
Therefore, sites with redundancy should receive extra points (atleast 2 CCS and 2

CHAdeMO plugs available). DCFC under this RFP should either be required to be part of an
existing network where 0&M /warranty services are included, or for the station

owner /operator to purchase similar coverage so that problems are addressed quickly. For

1.2, this funding should cover the optional warranty services packages on networked

stations if station owners will provide fee-free charging (i.e. 3-5 years).

Thank you for the opportunity to provide detailed comments on the RFL
Sincerely,

9,._:7j@

James Turnwald
Executive Director _ ;

227 W. Jefferson Boulevard, 1120 County-City Building, South Bend, IN 46501
Phone: 574.287.1829 or 574.674.8894 | Fax: 574.239.4072 | www.macog.com
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From: SN Wallpe, Jordan P. <Jordan.Wallpe@duke-energy.com>
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 4:17 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Ce: Reynolds, Lang W; Weiss, Dan
. Subject: Duke Energy Indiana - IDEM EVSE Infrastructure RFl Response
" Attachments: Duke Energy Indiana IDEM RFI - EVSE Infrastructure - Jan 3 2020.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

To Whom This May Concern:

Duke Energy Indiana is pleased to offer the following comments in response to the Light Duty EVSE RFI. These comments
are in addition to the already filed comments from the [ndiana Joint Utility Group. Thank you for the opportunity to
provide feedback.

Regards,

Jordan Wallpe
Duke Energy | MW Electric Transportafion Manager

0:(812) 662-2030 M:(812) 593-1432 342 E Washington St
Jordan.Wallpe@duke-energy.com Greensburg, [N 47240




January 3, 2020

: Iﬁdla’na Volkswagen Mitigation Trust
VWTrust@idem.in.gov

RE: IDEM's Request for Information dated Decembar 12, 2019
To Whom It May Concern:

Duke Energy Indiana fully supports the jointly filed comments from the Indiana Utllity Group that were
- filed on January 2, 2020. In addltlon Duke Energy Indiana Is filing additional comments specific to our
work experience in our efforts to deploy EV charging infrastructure across our six-state electric service
footprint. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this matter. Our additional comments
are as follows:

1) DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2. However, it also comes at o
stgnificantly higher per connector price. Finding the balance between the speed of DCFC and L2
equipment and the funds available from the national mitigation trust will be key to a successful
and sustainable EV charging. infrastructure program in Indiana. « With that in mind, what EVSE
fevef should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast Chargers (DCFC/L3) with higher cost and fewer
charging locations or Level 2 (12) chargers with slower charging, but with lower cost und more
churging locations?

Comment: Available fundlng should be directed towards higher cost DCFC stations. A level 2 station
is much more affordable ta the site host who installs the statfon. L2 charging stations are currently being
installed all around Indiana, but DCFC stations are not, There are currently only 11 publicly available, non-
Tesla, 24/7 DCFC stations in Indiana according to the DOE Alt Fuels Data Center. This limited number of

DCFC statfons simply does not allow existing or prospective Indiana EV owners or out-of-state travelers to.
"“contemplate ionger trips on our highways or interstate EV travel without major uncertainties suchas

station rellability and slow recharge speeds. EV Range anxlety associated with interstate travel will still
exlst with slower charging L2 charging stations. Furthermore, the DOE Alt Fuels Data Center EVI-Pro tool
suggests that 22 public DCFC plugs are needed to support the 5891 EVs currently registered In Indiana
(this does not even include demand from out of state EVs). A realistic growth to 30,000 EVs within the
next five years will require 112 DCFC plugs throughout the state. A statewide, comprehensive, planned,
maintained and reliable DCFC network is needed to fully realize the objectlves of the Volkswagen
Mitigation Beneficiary Plan to transform Indiana into an electric transportation future.

-2) The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the natfongl mitigation trust were
‘Identified eorller ronging from 60% for private locations not made available to the public up to
100% for government-owned locations that do-make the EV charging stations available to the
public. Just as there Is a question of bolance between the speed and cost of DCFC verses L2




charging equipment, there is also a balance between funding at the highest possible level for lower
cost investment to funding at lower levels to encourage public and/or private investment in
indiana’s EV charging network. With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the highest possible
fevels for each EV charging location or work towords leveraging public and private funding
partnerships In the hope of broadening the potential reach of the $6.135 million?

Comment: . The State should focus on leveraging public and private funding solutions that provide the
best location, recharging speed, and reliability that enable seamless interstate and major highway travel
of EVs. Duke Energy's growing experience with EV projects and infrastructure deployment in our six state
territories make us well-positioned and well-experiented to achleve these solutions by deploying a
coqrd_inaied DCFC network with the other state utilities by leveraging available funding. All DCFC sites
must be publicly accessible 24/7 and near interstate/major highway exits regardless of private or
governmeﬁt—nwned locatlons. '

3) As the maps earller in this RFI indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs In indiana in

" relation to both proximity to EV driver population as weil as distance between vigble EV charging
opportunities. With this in mind, whot should be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Should it
be focused on areas of certain EV driver population or should the priority be more related to the
maximum distance between charging locations, regardiess of charging speed?

Comment: EV charging Infrastructure priority should be focused to build out a statewide,
comprehansive, coordinated, @nd reliable DCFC network that allows all EV drivers in-state and out-of-
state to reasonably drive to any location in Indlana. Maximum distances between statlons should be in
the 20-30'mile range with even lower distances near higher populations since stations would be tied to
interstate exit opportunities. This provides flexibility to recharge at various locations while driving, At a
bare minimum and where reasonable, charging power could be at 50kW for now, but charging power over

- 100kW Wil be needed in 2-3 years as more EV models with larger batteries come on the market, There .

are currently DCFC hardware providers that offer modular DCFC stations that are able to increase charging
speeds with additional power modules over time. Lastly, it is our recommendation to have multiple

- chargers per stations to provide customers the reliability charging redundancy travelers have come to
expect when they travel. '

4) Another way to look at unmet char_q‘ing needs beyond just population and distance between
stations is the intended use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC serve the purpose of
connecting states, traditionally via interstate routes, L2 chargers ollow drivers to chorge during
typical daily activities such as work, shopping, visiting key destinations, as well as home charging
in multi-unit housing locations fin-home charging is not eligible under the national consent
decree). With this In mind, where should Indiana.prioritize EV charging stations? DCFC along
highways or L2 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?



Comment: Prioritize DCFC along highways and interstates. Unlike the DCFC market, the L2 charging
market already provides financlally attractive solutions for site hosts installing L2 stations without any.
financial assistance, For example, a retail store that installs a L2 charging station will attract EV drivers
‘that will-stay longer in their store eventually spending more money there. A workplace that offers L2
charging for employees will attract and keep EV driving employees satisfled. A hotel with. L2 charglng will
attract EV drivers as guests and so forth.

The only DCFC stations installed in 2019 in Indiana were from Electrify America and Tesla, Electrify
America was mandated and funded through the national consent decree. Tesla provides proprietary
charging to Tesla drivers only. The stale open market growth of DCFC stations in Indiana illustrates that
the current business madel does not yet exist. The state has a rare funding opportunity to help jump-start
the DCFC market which will ultimately encourage faster EV adoption for Indlana drivers. It will also attract
out of state EV drivers too. Indiana’s interstate systern already provides numerous beneﬁﬁ to‘dri\'.rers, why
not build from this infrastructure by adding DCFC stations? '

5} Funding fimitations are certainly a factor In Indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing EV charging
network with only 56.135 miffion available from the nationaf consent decree. As noted eatlier in
this RFI, there is a notable difference in the costs ossocioted with expanding the DCFC vs. (2
charging network in Indiana. How should indiana’s limfted funding be split between DCFC and L2
charging equipment, [f at all i.e. 0% for DCFC and 40% for L2)?

Comment: In our experience, the $207k dual charger estimate in the RFl indicates a higher 100kW-+
charging rate per port. Assuming DCFC stations were on non-government owned property and accessible
to the public 24/7 (funded @ 80%), and each location had dual chargers, then 37 DCFC stations @
5207k/slte can be bullt out across the state. In comparison, our Duke Energy Florida Electric
Transportation pllot has installed 15 (50kW) DCFC ports for an average per port cost of rlght under

" $45,000. Depending on the charging speed and modular design of the DCFC stations, there could be

upwards of 80 DCFC stations funded by the VW Settlement. If all the EVSE funding is allocated for DCFC,
there is a strong possihility that a statewlde DCFC network could be created using a mlx of 50kW — 150kW+
charging stations.

6) Indlana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national consent decree
(October 2, 2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made available all ot once or in
muitiple rounds of funding. Furthermore, these potential rounds of funding do not have to be the
identlcal in funding amounts or technologies. With this in mind, how many rounds of funding
should the state consider for the EV charging infrastructure program? [f more than one round of
funding, what should be the focus of each round (i.e. Round 1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE followed
by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC}?




Comment: We prefer the state to commit the maximum amount of DCFC funding possible in the first
round of funding. This would allow the companies to seek the highest volume discounts from suppliers.
If the state felt it needed to distribute the funds over two years to evaluate reporting or potential
compliance issues, then that could be consldered.

Thank you,

Jordan Wallpe
Midwest Electric Transportation Manager

Duke Energy Indiana
jordanwallpe@duke-energy.com
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From: . Tyler Barron <TBarron®@elpc.org>

Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 5:19 PM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Cc: Susan Mudd

Subject: . ELPC Comments on Volkswagen Mitigation Trust RFI - 1/3/2020
Attachments; ELPC IDEM Comments 1-3-2020_FINAL.docx

*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Good afternoon,

Please find comments on the light-duty electric vehicle supply equipment program (RFP development framework) for
the Environmental law and Policy Center attached.

Thank you,
Tyler

Tyler Barron

Policy Fellow

Environmental Law & Policy Center

35 E. Wacker Dr., Suite 1600 | Chicago, IL | 60601
P.(312)795-3721 | tbarron@elpc.org | www.ELPC.org




ENVIRDNIMENTAL LAW & POLICY CENTER

Protecting the Midwest’s Environment and Natural Heritage

January 3, 2020

Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
VWTrust@igdem.IN.gov

Re: IDEM RFI _
Volkswagen Consent Decree Environmental Mitigation Trust
Light Duty EV Supply Equipment Program

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Indiana Department of Environmental Management’s

(IDEM) request for information regarding the light duty electric vehicle supply equipment program (RFP-

Development Framework). ELPC is eager to see the state of Indiana invest in valuable electric vehicle
infrastructure and take meaningful steps towards transformative technology, reducing emissions from
internal combustion engines. Governor Holcomb, when establishing IDEM’s Trust Fund Committee,
expressed interest in investing VW funds to help communities in a lasting way. Electric vehicles and the
infrastructure to support them are the transformative projects which move the state towards cleaner
transportation, especially where fueled by renswable resources.

Before answering the questions outlined in the request for information below, ELPC suggests that the
miles of range per hour of charge (RPH) in the RFI underestimates the number of miles per charge
produced by each charging level. According to information produced by ChargePoint and inserted below,
the RPH produced by cach level of charging is as follows:’
s Level 1 — 5 miles
e Level 2 — 12 miles for cars with 3.7 kW on-board charger
25 miles for cars with 6.6 kW on-board charger

- —--e —~DC Fast Charging =100 miles ‘or more; depending on the power level of the-charger- -~~~ == =~ = :

For these comments, ELPC will use the RPH given by ChargePoint on calculations made to answer the
questions posed by IDEM. ELPC would appreciate any information and/or sources used for the RPH
numbers found on p. 3 of the RFI.

! ChargePoint - Driver's Checklist: A Quick Guide to Fast Charging
35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 1600 « Chicago, lllinois 60601

(312) 673-6500 » www.ELPC.org
Harry Drucker, Chairperson « Howard A. Learner, Executive Director
Chicago, IL » Columbus, OH » Des Moines, IA + Grand Rapids, Ml « indianapolis, IN
Minneapolis, MN « Madison, WI « North Dakota * South Dakota « Washington, D.C.

ﬂ Printed on recycled paper




EV Charging Basics

Type Miles of Range Per Hour of Time to Fully Charge When to Use Connector
Charging (RPH)
Level 1, Standard Wall 5 RPH + 16 hours for an 80-mife battery © + Gel some charge while
Outlel (AC) + 40 hours for a 200-mile you sfeep Note: you'll noed your
battery Note: slower for cars with own cablo to plug In
Jarge batteries to the wall for Lovel 1
Level 2 Charging Station | + ¥2 I'PH for cars wilh 3.7 kW | + 2.5 hours for an 80-mife + At work
(AC) on-board charger battery + While you sleap N 2 g 11772 connecior
[ Tt © 7 [+ 2% RPH forcars with 66 |+ 8 hours for a 200-mile ballery | & 15ping up around town : () T T e
kW on-board charger : 4
DC Fast Charging 100 RPH or more, depending | Depends on the power level of + Short stops ' ’
. on the power lovel of the the charger and car madoe), but + Express Corridor locations '
charget could be 80% charged within 30 (%3) @
minutes
+ 24 KW up t0 100 RPH) CED @
+ 44 to 50 kW (up to 200 SAE Combo  CHAdeMO Tesla
RPH) «cs)

ELPC’s comments on each question outlined in the request for information follow:

Question 1:

IDEM should invest in both L3 and L2 chargers. The locations of these, however, should differ
significantly. L3 chargers should be installed on major highways while L2 chargers should be located in

- ¢ities. L3 chargers should be located roughly 50-70 miles from one another on highways, no more than 2
miles from an exit, while L2 chargers, placed in cities, should be located in areas that can be easily found
and used while drivers engage in other daily activities. This difference in locating chargers should be
prioritized to meet the needs of the drivers who will use them. Highway drivers require faster charges to
move along a presumably longer route more quickly, while city-dwelling owners can afford to wait longer
for a charge as they engage in their daily activities such as grocery shopping or eating a meal.
Additionally, many city owners have the opportunity to charge their vehicle overnight at or near their
homes which further reduces the need for L3 chargers in cities.

Question 2:;

Rather than focusing on level of funding to broaden reach, ELPC suggests that the areas where the
stations can and will be used most effectively and efficiently should be the priority. ELPC has ranked the
four options given in the chart labeled “light-duty zero emission vehicle supply equipment funding levels”

- in-order of potential reach of the $6.135 mitlion: This list is-ordered from most potential reach to least~ -~ = -

potential reach, tempered by where there are currently unmet needs:

¢ Installed at non-government owned property and made available to the public (highly visible and
well utilized facilities such as sports facilities, grocery stores, shopping centers, parking garages,
private universities)

o Installed at government owned property and made available to the public (libraries, city and
county centers, public schools and universities, pools)

e Installed at multi-unit dwelling but not made available to the public (multi-unit dwellings are
very often among the most underserved locations for EV charging)

o Installed at workplace but not made available to the public

Question 3:

As mentioned in question 1, ELPC believes that the focus of the funding should be on both 1.3 and 1.2
chargers, but the location of where each is installed should differ. L3 chargers should be installed on the
highways (~ every 50-70 miles, as close as possible but no more than 2 miles from an exit) where large
gaps in current charging infrastructure exist and charges must be done quickly. L2 chargers should be
installed in cities, where there are naturally more EV owners, and drivers are not in need of quick charges.



Question 4:

ELPC supports the build out of Indiana’s corridors so that there is a comprehensive DCFC network, and
understands the need to balance the charging needs of highways and metropolitan centers. While we
support the idea proposed by IEA and its members that there be a “Crossroads EV corridor,” we do not
think this necessitates spending all $6.1 million of the VW funds on highway related charging facilities.

ELPC estimates that using VW funds to install 12 L3 chargers on IN highways can meet the needs of EV
highway drivers (1 L3 charger ~ every 50-70 miles), allowing the rest of the funds to be used to purchase
and install L2 chargers in cities across the state. Ensuring DCFCs within 50-70 mile range of each other
will address range anxiety, currently a major factor holding back potential EV purchasers. To the extent
possible these charging stations should be at visible and well utilized sites that are unlikely to change, eg
INDOT service arcas. These have the advantages of already being signed for refueling, and hosting

" numerous other features from bathrooms to restaurants, adding to drivers’ comfort and likelihood of use.

In order to meet the needs of EV highway drivers (1 L3 charger ~ every 50-70 miles, no more than 2
miles from an exif) by filling in existing gaps, we suggest that 12 L3 chargers be placed along the
following highways:
e | charger on U.8. 31 between Indianapolis and South Bend
3 chargers on U.S. 41 _
1 charger on U.S. 52 between Indianapolis and Cincinnati, OH
1 charger on I-64 between Indianapolis and Terra Haute
1 charger on I-65 between Indianapolis and Louisville, KY
1 charger on 1-65 between Lafayette and Chicago, IL
1 charger on 1-69 between Indianapolis and Fort Wayne
I charger on 1-70 between Indianapolis and Dayton, OH

* & & & & & 0

41 so it serves both)
s 1 charger at the meeting point of I-80/90 and 1-94 in Portage, IN

For each L3 charger, an 1.2 backup should be installed to create redundancy. This coupling would help

‘establish a more resilient network. L3 chargers should contain both CCS and CHAdeMO plugs.

~Thie renmaining funds; afier allocating for the 12 1.3 chargers listed above, should be used on'L2 Thatgers— "~

placed in metropolitan areas. ELPC estimates that a significant number of chargers can be purchased and
installed, based upon the estimated costs of charging infrastructure in the RFI. The potential number of
chargers varies depending on how much of the cost is covered by settlement funds (60%-100%) and is
shown in the chart below. Because 1.3 chargers would not be installed at cither a workplace or a mukhti-
unit dwelling, ELPC assumes that the lowest amount covered for 1.3 chargers would be 80%.

1 charger on I-74 between Indianapolis and Champaign, IL (ideally at/near intersection with U.S.

L3 Charger — 80% Covered L3 Charger — 100% Covered
Total Cost $1,987,000 $2,480,000
Percent of Funds Used on 1.3 32.4% 40.4%
Funds remaining after L3 $4,147800 $3,655,000
Chargers
Total # of L2 Chargers 1,382 1,218
Purchased at 60%
Total # of L2 Chargers 829 731
Purchased at 100%
Percent of Funds Used on L2 07.6% 59.6%




ELPC strongly encourages IDEM to incorporate language, such as MPCA has included in its VW Phase 2
proposal: “Fast-charging stations must be a minimum of 50 kW and include adequate conduit size at each
station for future upgrades up to 350 kW and space for extending the parking pad. To maximize emission
reductions, we will encourage charging stations be powered by electricity generated from renewable
sources {wind, solar) through either a utility renewable energy program or by purchasing renewable
energy credits. Solar directly connected to EV charging may be encouraged for Level 2 charging
stations.”

Question 5:
ELPC suggests that funding be split: L3 chargers roughly 32%-40% and L2 chargers roughly 59%-67% .
of the total VW 15% allocation.

Question 6:
Funding should be allocated in a single round. Current investments in charging infrastructure are needed
to grow the industry and encourage future adoption and utilization of EVs by Indiana residents.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input as Indiana moves forward on transforming its
transportation system towards a cleaner future.

Sincerely,

Susan Mudd

Senior Policy Advocate
smudd@elpe.org

P: (312) 795-3722

Tyler Barron

Policy Fellow

tbarron{@elpc.org
P: (312) 795-3721

? Volkswagon Settlement Beneficiary Mitigation Plan — State of Minnestota Phase 2 {2020-2023) pg, 15
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From: Therese Dorau <tdorau@southbendin.gov:>
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 5:53 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Cc: Eric Horvath; Leah Thill
Subject: South Bend Comments on VW EVSE Program
Attachments: South Bend_VYW EVSE Comments 2020-01-03.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Dear Trustees,

Attached please find information from the City of South Bend’s Office of Sustainability in response to the 12/12/2019
Request for Information issued by the VW Trust for the Light-Duty EVSE Program. We appreciate the opportunity to
share our experience and the experiences of our local EV drivers to help shape this important and exciting program.

Please contact me directly with any questions.

CC: Eric Horvath, Public Works Director, City of South Bend
CC: Leah Thill, Environmental Planner, Michiana Area Council of Governments

Sincerely,
--Therese Dorau

Therese Dorau
Director, Office of Sustainability
- {574) 235-9323
tdorau@southbendin.gov
City of South Bend
227 W, Jefferson Blvd, Suite 1316
~-~South-Bend; Indiana 46601 - — - - - -7 -7 oo s smeeee s s o et e e

We deliver services that empower everyone to thrive.
Excelfence | Accountability | innovation | inclusion | Empowerment

IMPORTANT NOTICE! This E-Mail transmission and any accompanying attachments may contain
confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. Any dissemination,
distribution, copying or action taken in reliance on the contents of this E-Mail by anyone other than the intended
recipient is strictly prohibited and is not intended to, in anyway, waive privilege or confidentiality. If you have
received this E-Mail in error please immediately delete it and notify sender at the above E-Mail address. Please
note that incoming e-mails are not routinely screened for response deadlines, and as such, please notify the
sender separately by fax of any message containing deadlines. In addition, E-Mail information cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed arrive late
or incomplete, or contain virus. Therefore, the sender does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the
contents of this message which arise as a consequence of E-Mail transmission. If verification is required, please
request a hard-copy version.




C1TY OF SOUTH BEND
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust
RE: Request for Information — Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equnpment Pragram (RFP
Development Framework)

January 3, 2019
Dear Trustees,

We at the City of South Bend applaud the decision to set aside the maximum 15% of state settlement
funds for electric vehicle charging infrastructure via the Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment
Program. The City helieves that transportation electrification is necessary to maintain Indiana’s status as
a great place to live and do business, to support advanced manufacturing, to improve northern Indiana’s
air quality, and to reduce Indiana’s greenhouse gas emissions. This transition will require substantial
investment, so we are enthusiastic about the unprecedented funding opportunity this settlement offers.

The City of South Bend is actively supporting electric vehicle adoption. The City has installed two free
public Level 2 EV chargers at the County City Building and will soon be installing two more at our newly-
renovated Howard Park and Community Center. The City has also hosted or participated in multiple
electric vehicle education events in South Bend, in partnership with the Michiana Area Council of
Governments and South Shore Clean Cities, studied electric vehicle registration data in 5t. Joseph
County, and facilitated networking and communication among local EV drivers.

_We offer the following comments on the State’s Request for Information: . .. o o ;

1. EVSE Level Priority

The City would like the Trust to invest in a mix of DC Fast Charging {DCFC) and Level 2 {L2) charging,
implemented carefully and thoughtfully.

DC Fast Charging

South Bend-based EV drivers frequently express concerns {“range anxiety”) about the lack of DC fast
charging on major non-interstate routes between South Bend and other key Indiana cities, particularly
US 31 between South Bend and Indianapolis and US 30 between South Bend and Fort Wayne.,

The City requests the Program fund a DC fast charging station on the south side of South Bend, at the
intersection of US 20 and US 31. There are several potential sites at large retail stores, such as Wal-
Mart, Lowes, and Menards, immediately off this interchange. This lacation will be doubly-beneficial,
serving in-town EV drivers and increase economic activity at the selected location, while also facilitating

EXCELLENCE | ACCOUNTABILITY | INNOVATION | INCLUSION [ EMPOWERMENT
1316 County-City Building | 227 W, Jefferson Blvd. | South Bend, Indiana 46601 | p 574.235.9251 | f 574.235.9171 | www.southbendin.gov




CITY OF SOUTH BEND | DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
intra-state travel on significant US highways between major Indiana regions — a direct service to
residents of South Bend with business to conduct in other Hoosier cities.

The City would also support DC fast chargers in a location immediately off US 31 that supports South
Bend-to-central Indianapaolis trips (such as Peru or Rochester} and immediately off of US 30 that
supports South Bend-to-Fort Wayne trips (such as Warsaw or Columbia City).

Level 2 Charging
The City of South Bend has limited funding to expand Level 2 charging in the community, however EV

drivers are increasing their requests for new stations and new locations. Because of the dwell time
typical of L2 stations, expanding the L2 charging network in South Bend will positively impact on the
local economy when sited near retail, restaurants, and community amenities like parks, community
centers, schools and sports facilities.

The City requests a portion of Program funding be dedicated to local governments to support publicly-
owned, publicly-accessible Level 2 charging stations at priority locations identified by the local
government,

2. Funding Levels

Publicly-Owned EVSE _

The City believes that publicly-owned EVSE should be funded 100% by the Program, perhaps with an
agreement that a local government owner will provide fee-free charging for EV drivers for a certain
period {e.g., 3-5 years).

Privately-Owned EVSE

Level 2 EVSE that are privately owned, such as at a workplace, shopping center, or apartment building,
or chargers that generate revenue or recoup expenses from users should receive only partial financial
support, at a level designed to incentivize and reduce barriers.

DCFC EVSE
..DCFC EVSE should be funded at a high level regardless of ownership due to the significant.investment
required, with a small match required by the station owner (perhaps an 80:20 cost-share).

For all Levels

The Trust should consider the costs to the station host of operating and maintaining the EVSE
infrastructure and ensure that any host receiving Program funding is obligated to keep equipment in
working ordet, ideally with funding or contractors provided by the Program.

Electric utilities and cooperatives should be major partners in both public and private EVSE installations.
If the relevant utility provided a small amount of financial and/or in-kind technical support for each
station, and particularly any needed electrical upgrades to power the station, the Program could stretch
funds further and more easily overcome barriers.

3. Locatlon Priorities — current EV driver populations

Priority should be given to fast charging in locations and along routes well-traveled by the general
public, regardless of the current penetration of EVs in that location. The visibility of EVSE locations

Page | 2
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prominently placed alang high-traffic routes will help eliminate “Range Anxiety” for trips within Indiana,
thus encouraging adoption of EVs by the average Hoosier driver. It would be counter to the goals of this
program to focus primarily on making charging more convenient for those early adapters who already
have purchased EVs,

4. Location Priorities — highway vs destination

See response to Question 3. L2 charging at destinations is an essential expansion of the charging
network and, at current costs, can be incentivized by a moderate Program subsidy. However, DCFC costs
will require significant investment and are unlikely to be built without significant Program support.
Therefore, Program support for DCFC in locations that can serve both destination and inter-city
travelers are ideal, such as the intersection of US 20 and US 31 in South Bend.

The Federal Highway Administration recommends EVSE stations be located every 50 miles.
5. Dividing funding between DCFC and L2 equipment

The portion of Program funding dedicated to DCFC should be based on identified need. Setting aside an
arbitrary percentage risks installation of major infrastructure in low-utilization locations. The Program
should identify gaps in Indiana’s road network that prevent EV travel, prioritize the highest-value
sites, and seek to provide that amount of funding. For example, if the Trust and its stakeholders
identify 30 corridors or interchanges where DCFC would be highly impactful, the Trust should set aside
30 x 575,000 = 52.25M. The remainder of funds should then be distributed for L2 equipment at a range
of subsidy levels depending on the expected owner and use (public vs private, free vs fee-to-charge).

Al EVSE funded through this program should accommodate a wide range of EV maodels in terms of plug
types and charging capacity. The market for used EVs is rapidly expanding as used vehicles become
available at excellent price points. Ensuring continued access to CHAdeMO plugs will be essential to
suppart the existing stock of EVs. The Federal Highway Administration recommends EVSE stations
include at least one CHAdeMO and at least one CCS plug per location.

.6, Schedule

L2 technology has matured and can be purchased as a consistent, high-guality, turn-key product from a
number of vendors. All vendors should offer discounts for quantity purchase. A significant portion of
the Program’s available funding {50% or more} should be made available for L2 EVSE immediately.
Funding should be application-based with set-asides for local governments (100% subsidy) as well as for
privately-owned facilities (such as retail, workplace, or multi-family residential} or revenue-generating
charging stations.

DCFC funding will require more planning and site recruitment. As proposed in #5, above, a
corridor/interchange study with public input should be completed. Equipment and services should be
procured in multiple rounds of several stations, allowing a balance between taking advantage of
economies of scale and a desire to learn and improve from each round of stations installed.

Remainder funds, after early L2 and staged DCFC funding has all been released, can be providedin a
final round for L2 chargers.

Page |3




CITY OF SOUTH BEND | DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

7. EV Barriers’

The City of South Bend Office of Sustainability frequently receives feedback from local and regional EV
owners. The suggestians below are based on professional knowledge of Office staff and anecdotal .
information from EV owners that interact with the Office of Sustainability and informal online and in-
person netwaorks. ‘

¢+  What would motivate a non-EV owner to purchase EVs?

O
o}
Q
o]

8]
8]

o
o]
o]

o]

o

0 0 0 0

¢

e}

State tax credits

Reduction of extra Indfana vehlcle registration fees

More EVSE to facilitate purchase of pre-owned, lower-range EVs

Local availability of new and used EVs for purchase and motivated and knowledgeable
sales staff

Utility rates that facilitate low-cost at-home charging

Charging available at apartment building or workplace

What Infrastructure would motivate EV purchase?

Charging availability at home and work

Charging at major retail and community destinations

Fast charging as quick, convenient, and cost-effective as gas pumps between major
cities within Indiana

Continued access to CHAdeMO plugs to support the fast-growing used EV market. The
existing stock of EVs significantly relies on the CHAdeMO plug type.

What other factors prevent transition to EVs?

Up-front cost and historically low availability of used models

Extra fees for Indiana vehicle registration

Lack of dealer knowledge or interest

Lack of availability of new or used EVs at local dealers’ lots

Lack of availahility of electrified options in desired form factors (e.g. mini-vans, SUVs,
pickup trucks, 4WD-equipped) '

Diminishing Federal tax credit

Lack of ability to charge at individual's home and/or at work

--»- - How much of a-concern is-lack of aceess to EV charging?--

O

o]
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Lack of access is a significant concern among both current and potentlal EV drlvers in
the South Bend regicn.

Current EV drivers tend to be financially secure, typically with access to either at-home
or at-work charging,-and often a second, gas-powered vehicle for longer trips. Lack of
stations does not deter these current drivers. However, our region’s current EV drivers
are very interested in the expansion of the local charging network, would like to phase
out their need for a second, gas-powered car, and have indicated they would increase
the time and money spent at establishments that offered L2 charging.

Patential EV drivers are very concerned about the lack of EV charging, especially those :
less-affluent or smatl household families who may live in an apartment or otherwise do
not have access to at-home charging.

How much of a concern is the travel range of current EVs?

Current and potential EV drivers all indicate range anxiety is a significant factor in

- choosing an EV.
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o One-car hauseholds who are interested in transitioning to an EV from a gas-powered
vehicle are especially concerned about range limitations and worry about how they
would manage longer trips.

o Current EV drivers indicate they maintain a second, gas-powered vehicle for longer trips
both in and out of state. .

o Range is a serious concern for less affluent potential EV drivers who would like to buy
one of the reasonably-priced but lower-range older EVs that are becoming readily
available. '

We appreciate the open, public, and thoughtful process being undertaken by the Trustees throughout
this process. This cancludes the City of South Bend’s official comments in response to the Trust’s RFI.
Questions can be directed to Therese Dorau at tdorau@southbendin.gov or (574) 235-9323.

Sincerely,

Therese Dorau
Director of Sustainability
City of South Bend

Page | 5
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. From: B
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 6:29 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Subject: IDEM RFP Response
. Attachments: Mason |{DEM RFP Response_20200103.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email, ****

Please find attached comments to the recent IDEM RFP related to EV charging infrastructure.

Respectfully,
Maeve Mason




Maeve Mason

Avon, IN 46123

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
YWTrust@idem.IN.gov

Dear Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust Committee,

I sincerely appreciate this opporiunity to submit comments and share my thoughts and
experiences with you as part of the Request for information to solicit input on the development
of Indiana's electric vehicle {EV) charging infrastructure. | applaud the YW Committee's
commitment to set aside the maximum of 15% for EV charging infrastructure as allowed for by
the Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation Trust Program. This is an important first step in
recognizing the impact that these dollars can have in Indiana and is in line with the stated
purpose of the settlement funds.

| submit to you the following experiences from an EV driver and ask that you consider them
when developing the RFP for EVSE across Indiana. This is indeed an incredible oppartunity; one
that will have lasting and significant impact on Indiana’s economy and environment.

Warm regards,

 Maeve Mason

EV DRIVER

Greater Indiana Clean Cities Stakeholder {past Board Member).




1. Fundihg Priorifies: Costs associated with DCFC Ivs; L2 EVSE

Given the cost discrepancies between purchasing and installing DCFC and L2 chargers
there is no doubt this money should be used to invest in DCFC along interstates. While the
unit costs dlone are significant, the cost associated with the infrastructure needed to
suppoit these different types of chargers is profound.} In my experience in working with
utility companies, the cost associated with trenching and delivering the necessary 3-
phase power for DCFC can quickly cutpace the average installation cost estimates,

2. Funding Priorities: Public vs. Private investments

The issue of public and private investments in EVSE is complicated and multi-faceted.
while | can appreciate the perspectives that encouraging private investments causes
businesses and industries o put some 'skin in the game,' this can quickly backfire when
decisions are made that effect proper operafion and maintenance of this equipment.
Too many fimes | have seen a public/private entity use grant money 1o install EVSE, only
to fail to invest in necessary upgrades and operation and maintenance costs. Unless
private entities see these investments as profitable, they often will not invest in network
charging that provides necessary data on usage or basic operation and maintenance
costs to ensure the chargers remain there for people who need them. It is for this reason,
that | believe both private/public funds should be used to help with the inttial, upfront
investments of EVSE. That said, | believe utilities should be charged with owning and
maintaining the equipment. They are the only entities with a vested interest in placing
EVSE in appropriate locations and properly maintaining them once they are placed.
Furthermeore, because they are regulated entities, there is some confidence that rates
and costs will be kept in check by public service commissions. This arrangement does not
discourage free market entities from maintaining the needed networks or the aciual
chargers themselves. This also limits the all-to-familiar scenarico of abandoned chargers
from either bankrupt manufacturers or retail establishments with no incentive to properly

3. Geographic priority: Distance between EVSE vs, priority population

While | recognize the need for investments in EVSE around pricrity populations, | believe
that interstate/comidor charging is more important in the short-term. We are a mobile
society, one that expects to fravel from point A to peint B whenever we want. While
investments in urban areas is increasing, we are still highly dependent on inferstates and
highways to get us fo work and play. As more individuals see the benefits of EVs and the
ease with which you can own one, the more demand will drive investments in priority
population centers.

1 EERE Cost Estimates. Source: hitps://afdc energy.gov/iiles/u/publication/evse cost report 2015.0df



4. Geographic priority: Location, Location, Location

Except for dealer-owned and operated locations [which typically restrict access to
business hours), there are virtually no public, non-proprietary DCFC in the Indianapolis
areda {within or near the 445 loop).2 This is extremely frustrating for a local EV owner. Even
with this lack of DCFC, the numiber of L2 stations {either public or workplace) still make it
possible to own/use an EV. Perhaps more significant is that the lack of DCFC makes it
virtually impossible for people to travel fo Indlonqpolls as a destination — severely limiting
visitors from coming to the areaq.

Furthermore, traveling between major metropolitan areas in the surrounding area is
difficult with current range options. To be sure, the list below describes the miles between
public, non-proprietary DCFC located in nearby metropolitan locations:

e 96.3 miles beiween DCFC clong I-69 North [North of Indianapolis and Fort
Wayne, IN)

e 108 miles between DCFC dlong I-65 North (Lafayette and South Hofland, Minois
[emphasize added])

+ 104 miles between DCFC along [-65 South {South of Indianapolis and Clarksville,
IN] ‘ '

s 87 miles between DCFC along I-74 West {South of Indianapolis and
Lawrenceburg, IN})

¢ There are no DCFC dlong -62 South o Bloomington/Evansville

o NOTE: There are only é public (24-hour access), non-proprietary, non-Electrify
America DCFC chargers in the entire State of Indiana3

Even owning a newer model 2019 Chevy Bolt (with a typical summer range of 300 miles
and winter range of nearly 200 miles), can make these types of longer-range frips
difficult. This is especidlly frue when traveling on the interstate where regenerative
breaking is limited, and miles seem to shed more quickly.

5. Funding Priorities: DCFC vs L2 EVSE

~ Funding should be spent solely on DCFC for 2 reasons. The current lack of DC
infrastructure is limiting economic growth, In addition, the cost of L2 infrastructure is
currently not preventing investments from retailers, workplaces, and municipalities. First,
there are currently some 25,803 L) and L2 chargers in Indiana.® Furthermore, these
chargers are located throughout the State. Second, based on my own research and
estimates, the typical cost to purchase and install a L1 or L2 charger is approximately
$1,200-$1,500. This is possible not only for residential use, but for small businesses and
municipalities. To be sure, based upon my experience as a Clean Cifies coordinator,
even in cases when grants and or state/private assistance was not available, business
owners and cities and towns would bear the cost to install their own L2 chargers.

2 There are only 3 public, non-proprietary DC fast chargers infaround the 465 loop — Walmart Elecirify America site at
Scuth Emerson Avenue, IMPA Headgquarters, Keystone Crossing and a Ricker's in Carmel. Source: Alternative Fuels Data

Center:
hilps://afde . energy gov/slalions/#/lind/nearesizlocallen=indianacalis %2QIN& fusl=El ECev_levels=dec laslbev conneclors=NEMA| 4508ev conneclors=NEMAS

15&av _conneclors=NEMASHS ey conneclors=117728ev_conneclors=CHADEMOB&ev_connectors=J1772COMBO
3 Source: Alternative Fuels Dala Center Stalion Locaior {data download, sorted, 12/13/2019)
4 Source: Alternalive Fusls Data Center hitps://dfdc.energy .gov/stations/#/analyze2fuel=ELEC &ev levels=2&ev levels=1




DC fast chargers are neceassary 1o spur economic development and ecase of fravel. Most
of the current DCFC in Indiana are either proprietary or have only recently been installed
by Electrify America. | would also add that Electrify America charges between $0.70 and
0.992/minute for a 350-kW charge plus a small session fee. 5 Electrify America and other

independent vendors/provider's rates are ofien not subject fo any commission approval.

6. Timing for the release of funds

In order to spur the development that is necessary now, the funding should be released
as sooh ds possible. While | recognize the Committee has 10 years to distribute fund
under the Settlement/Beneficiary Plan, money is needed now in order to invest in
necessary infrastructure that will in turn spur interest in EVs. Furthermore, investment in
DCFC will send a clear message to automakers that there is interest in Indiana. | had to
travel to Ml in order fo seriously shop for an EV, as there were very few EV models at local
dedalerships.

7. EV Driver Preferences:
a. EV Driver Molivation
My husband and | made the decision to purchase a 20192 Chevy Balt in
December 2018 in order to take full advantage of the $7,500 tax credit. We have
loved owning this car.

b. Charging Infrastructure
We charge our vehicle in several ways — essentially equally among 3 various
options - via DCFC chargers currently available, L2 charging options, and
residential charging.

¢. Factors to Consider
While we love owning our Chevy Bolt, it is not currently our only mode of

- transportation. Without more access to DCFC-we could not maintain our current-—-- - -~ =

lifestyle without both an EV and ICE vehicle as an option.

d. Lack of Access to EVSE
A lack of DCFC within and throughout Indiana makes it difficuilt to plan frips using
our Chevy Bolt. To be sure, even to visit family in southern Ml we need to stop ot
least once, if not twice, to make it the 305 miles. Apart from traveling between
Indianapolis and Cincinnati, long-ierm travel between major metropolitan areas
is and will remain difficult without substantial investments in DCFC clong the
interstates.

e. Range Anxiety
With increased technological advancements and station locators/application,
range anxiety is easier to manage. however, the current lack of DCFC serves ¢s o
significant deterrent for both current and prospective EV owners.

5 hitps:/fwww electifyamerica.com/pricin
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From: - Joshua Cohen <jcohen@greenlots.com:>

Sent: Saturday, January 04, 2020 12:00 AM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Cc: SEALS, SHAWN

Subject: x Greenlots' response to Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust RFI
Attachments; Greenlots response to IDEM VW RFl.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Dear Mr. Seals:

Greenlots is pleased to offer the attached response to the above-referenced Request for Information (RFI} for the Indiana
Volkswagen Mitigation Trust.

Please confirm receipt of this response, and please don’t hesitate to let me know if Greenlots can provide further
information or otherwise serve as a resource as IDEM develops its EV charging program.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Josh

Josh Cohen
Director, Policy
Greenlots

410.989.8121
jcohen@greenlots.com
‘www:greenlots:com™ -




greenlohf

January 3, 2020

Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust
Via email: vwtrust@idem.in.gov

Re: Greenlots’ response to Request for Information (RFI} dated December 12, 2019.

Greenlots respectfully submits the following comments in response to the above-referenced RFI
published by the Indiana Department of Environmental Management {IDEM) for the Volkswagen
Environmental Mitigation Trust’s Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Program.

About Greenlots

Greenlots is a leading provider of open-standards-based electric vehicle (EV) charging stations,
turnkey solutions and accompanying network services. We are committed to providing open-
standards solutions because it provides the greatest flexibility and access to cutting edge
technology to our customers. Greenlots’ customers include owners of North America’s largest
electric vehicle charging networks.

Our software, services and expertise empower industries across the globe to deploy EV charging
infrastructure at scale. Our technology brings together the latest in EV charging and grid
management software, connecting people in a safer, cleaner, and smarter way. Founded in 2008
and headquartered in Los Angeles, California, Greenlots’ footprint spans across three continents
with deployments in 13 different countries. ‘

In January 2018, Greenlots was selected by Electrify America to provide network services for
DCFC chargers on its electric vehicle charging network, which is the largest public, high-powered,

.fast=charging station network.in North.America. For this business, Greenlots was selected aftera .. .. ... ...

competition against all major US and global network providers. Separately, over the past 18
months, Greenlots has identified 140 sites and installed 900 L2 stations at those sites for Electrify
America’s workplace and multi-unit development program.

Greenlots has supported public entity and utility-owned charging programs with Indianapolis
Power and Light {IPL), Duke Energy Florida, Georgia Power, Mississippi Power, Sacramento
Municipal Utility District (SMUD), the City of Los Angeles, Seattle City Light, BC Hydro, Hawaiian
Energy Company {HECO), Hydro Cne and Portland General Electric, among others. Greenlots
partners, including Electrify America, have adopted the Greenlots “one network solution”
approach, allowing a company complete visibility and control of all charging assets from a single
system.

In Indiana, Greenlots provides the software management platform for a number of charging
stations including a small number owned by IPL. In addition, Greenlots provides the software
management platform for the Electrify America DCFC stations deployed in the state.

Greenlots \ 1910 Towne Centre Boulevard, Suite 250, Annapolis, MD 21401 Y {410) 989-8121
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In January 2019, Greenlots was acquired by Sheli New Energies, a subsidiary of Royal Dutch Shell.
Shell purchased Greenlots after surveying the competencies and credibility of various North
American electric vehicle charging companies.

Last October, Greenlots participated in IDEM’s electric vehicie charging workshop in Indiana polis.
We are pleased to provide the State with the following response to its request for information
and look forward to further discussing its plans for vehicle electrification and EV charging
infrastructure development.

Questions and Responses

1. DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2, However, it also comes at
a significantly higher per connectar price. Finding the balance between the speed of DCFC and 1.2
equipment and the funds available from the national mitigation trust will be key to a successful
and sustainable EV charging infrastructure program in Indiana.

- With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast Chargers (DCFC/L3)
with higher cost and fewer charging locations or Level 2 {L2) chargers with slower charging, but
with lower cost and more charging locations?

All levels of EV charging are important and necessary to support EV adoption, but in terms of the
value offered, publicly available DC Fast Charging offers the maost value to the broadest range of
users and market segments. When located along high-travel corridors with a relatively balanced -
geographic distribution, public fast charging can support both interstate travel and in-state travel
by Hoosiers who may have access to charging at home or at work but may lack the range to
travel from one region of Indiana to another. Such public fast charging also supports both

. _existing EV drivers and enables adoption by new drivers wha live in settings without convenient
charging access. Examples include both residents of multi-family apartment complexes who lack
the ability to install in-home charging, or rural residents who live in parts of the state where even
the nearby population centers lack charging. Furthermore, unlike L2 charging, fast charging also
supports a broader variety of EVs, from smaller light-duty passenger vehicles to delivery vans,
work trucks and other larger vehicles.

In terms of cost, fast charging is also the costliest form of charging, as the RFI notes. Indeed, a 50 '
kW fast charger may cost 10 to 15 times as much as an L2 charger; the cost is generally double
that again for a higher power 150 kW charger. Unfortunately, outside of a few narrow use cases,
Greenlots is unaware of any business model to profitably deploy public charging today, especially
fast charging. The return on investment simply does not exist at this early stage of EV adoption.
Greenlots’ perspective is widely shared by market analysts such as Wood MacKenzie Power and
Renewables which writes:

Greenlots \ 1910 Towne Centre Boulevard, Sulte 250, Annapolls, MD 21401 \ (410) 989-8121
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“DC fast chargers encounter three fundamental cost issues that virtually assure they
remain in the red today...the industry will need some combination of support to advance
DC fast charging more broadly [including] significant public subsidies, grants and tax
benefits.”! ' '

The business case for deploying public fast charging is particularly challenging in Indiana, where
BV adoption lags behind a majority of other states. According to the Alliance of Automaobile
Manufacturers, battery electric vehicles {BEVs) and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles {PHEVSs)
accounted for only 0.12% of the state’s 5,955,100 vehicles, and only 0.82% of the states 247,013
vehicles sold during calendar year 2018.2 Nationally, this places Indiana in the bottom third of EV
sales per capita (36 out of the 50 states and the District of Columbia).3

Because public fast charging offers significant value yet entails significant cost, it is well suited to
a thoughtfully designed public funding program. Indeed, Greenlots believes that allocating the
full $6.135 million to public DC fast charging is the most impactful way IDEM can accelerate EV
adoption and address a funding need that otherwise will go unmet.

Specifically, Greenlots recommends IDEM allocate the full 15% of its light duty EV infrastructure
funds to support the Indiana Energy Association (IEAY's proposed Crossroads of America EV
interstate Corridor. As the IEA describes in its comments to IDEM last year, this proposed plan
will establish “a comprehensive network of DC fast charging stations along Indiana’s major
highways” that will “serve as a backbone for future growth of EVs in Indiana.”*

2. The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national mitigation trust
were identified earlier ranging from 60% for private locations not made available to the public up

-to 100% for-government-owned locations that do make the EV charging stations-available to the~ - -~~~ =

public. Just as there is a question of balance between the speed and cost of DCFC verses L2
charging equipment, there is also a balance between funding at the highest possible level for
lower- cost investment to funding at lower levels to encourage public and/or private investment
in Indiana’s EV charging network.

L wood MacKenzie Power and Renewables, August 2019, The U.S. Senate’s 5287 billion ATIA bill set to offer up to 51
billion for EV charging. Available at: https://www.woodmac.com/reports/macroeconomics-risks-and-global-trends-
the-us-senates-287-billion-atia-bill-set-to-offer-up-to-1-billion-for-ev-charging-360365

2 alliance of Automobile Manufacturers. Autos Drive Indiana Forward. Available at: https://autoalliance.org/in-your-
state/IN/. _

3 Ibid, and Atlas EV Hub. Available at: https://www.atlasevhub.com/materials/market-data/

#Indiana Energy Association. March 29, 2018. {DEM’s Draft Framework of the State’s Beneficiary Mitigation Plan
Comments of the Indiana Energy Association. Available at:

https://www.in.pov/idem/airquality/files/vw_settlement 20180425 comments 02.pdf
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With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the highest possible levels for each EV charging location
or work towards leveraging public and private funding partnerships in the hope of broadenmg the
potential reach of the $6.135 million? -

Greenlots believes a comprehensive statewide network of public fast charging stations, such'as .
the Crossroads of America plan envisioned by 1EA, is the most effective way to leverage charging
infrastructure to accelerate EV adoption and return value to the most communities across the
state. However, no single government agency, private infrastructure provider or other entity has
the interest and financial ability to establish such a statewide network on its own.

This need for cooperation with other partners is why the IEA’s proposal offers so much value.
The [EA’s member utilities have service territories that cover every corner of the state; they have
the local knowledge to effectively deploy infrastructure and manage the impact of charging on
the grid; and, they have the financial and operational strength to provide ongoing maintenance
and ensure the state’s investment will be well managed.

For this reason, Greenlots recommends that IDEM both leverage and collaborate with Indiana’s
electric utilities to establish a statewide public DC fast charging network.

3. As the maps earlier in this RFI indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in Indiana in
relation to both proximity to EV driver population as well as distance between viable EV charging
opportunities.

With this in mind, what should be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Should it be focused on

areas of certain EV driver population or should the priority be more re!ated to rhe maxrmum

distance between charging locations, regardless of charging speed?

Many market segments face unique challenges and barriers to EV adoption. However, as noted
above, Greenlots believes the most effective use of Indiana’s $6.135 million portion of the VW
settlement allocated to EV infrastructure is to collaboratively establish a statewide public DC fast
charging network. This approach is the surest way to provide relatively even coverage across the
state. If left to private market participants, not only will the pace of EV charging deployment be
slow; it will fail to serve all regions and residents of the state in an even-handed way.

4. Another way to look at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance between
stations is the intended use of the EV charging infrastructure. Whife DCFC serve the purpose of
connecting states, traditionally via interstate routes, L2 chargers allow drivers to charge during
typical daily activities such as work, shopping, visiting key destinations, as well as home charging
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in mulfti-unit housing locations {in-home charging is not eligible under the national consent
decree). ‘

. With this in mind, where should Indiana prioritize EV charging stations? DCFC along highways or
L2 at warkplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?

As noted above, Greenlots recommends that Indiana prioritize its VW settlement funding to.
establish a public DC fast charging network along its highways.

5. Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing EV
charging network with only 56.135 million available from the national consent decree. As noted
earlier in this RFI, there is a notable difference in the costs associated with expanding the DCFC
vs. L2 charging network in Indiana. :

How should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging equipment, if at all
(i.e. 60% for DCFC and 40% for 12)?

As noted above, Greenlots recommends IDEM allocate 100% of the funding to DCFC, specifically
to support a statewide public DC fast charging network along Indiana’s highways.

6. Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national consent
~decree (October 2, 2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made available all at once
or in multiple rounds of funding. Furthermore, these potential rounds of funding do not have to

- be-the identical in funding amounts or technolOgies: -~ =+ e

With this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state consider for the EV charging
infrastructure program? if more than one round of funding, what should be the focus of each
round (i.e. Round 1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC)?

In light of Greenlots’ overall recommendation to support a statewide public DC fast charging
network in collaboration with IEA and its member utilities, Greenlots recommends IDEM make
the full funding available this year.

7. Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivers might be hesitant to move away from
gasoline-powered vehicles to EVs. Listed below are several EV- related comments that have been
received during conversations on Indiana’s EV charging network. Whether you are a current
driver of gasoline-powered or electric vehicles, indiana asks for insight on these issues:
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¢ [f not a current EV driver, what would motivate you to consider moving to FV?

e [f not a current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter your

decision and move you to EV?

o If not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to continue driving
- gasoline-powered vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs?

e Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the

current lack of access to EV charging stations? '

o Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the

travel range of current EV/s?

Ample research indicates that availability of charging infrastructure — and particularly the
perception of availability, which when lacking is frequently manifested as range anxiety — is a key
driver of EV adoption. To cite one of many examples, a recent McKinsey report cites range
anxiety and access to charging as two of the top three concerns holding back EV adoption.®
Greenlots views both of these concerns as two sides of the same infrastructure coin — availability
and perception of availability.

Greenlots believes that a statewide public DC fast charging network, especially one announced
and implemented in a coordinated fashion by IDEM, the IEA and the state’s electric utilities —and
supported by other key entities such as the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (IURC) —is the
most effective way to address both availability and the perception of availability.

Greenlots thanks IDEM for inviting input through its RFI and is pleased to offer this perspective.
We look forward to continuing to serve as a resource io IDEM as it further develops its EV
charging program for the benefit of all Indiana residents.

Josh Cohen lim Matthews Michael Smucker

Director, Policy Regional Sales Manager, Regional Sales Manager,
410-919-9121 Northern Indiana 7 Central/Southern Indiana
jcohen@greenlots.com imatthews@greenlots.com msmucker@greenlots.com

3 McKinsey & Comgpany. January 2017, Electrifying insights: How automakers can drive electrified vehicle sales and
profitability .Retrieved from: ‘

https://www. mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Industries/Automotive%20and%20Assembly/Qur%20insights/Electri
fying%20insights%20How%20automakers%20can%20drive%20electrified%20vehicle%20sales%20and%20profitabili
ty/Electrifying%20insights%20-
%20How%20automakers%20can%20drive%s20electrified%20vehicle%20sales%%20and%20profitability_vF.ashx
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- From: Alex Patrevito
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 11:23 AM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Subject: EV Infrastructure

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

IDEM,

I am a private citizen and electric vehicle owner (2016 Chevrolet Spark EV) and would like to weigh in on the
use of the VW settlement funds for EV infrastructure.

I ltve in Danville, IN and there are *zero* DC fast chargers available to charge where I live. I think there are
none at all in Hendricks county, nor the surrounding area (except on the Indy north side). There are very few
Level 2 chargers as well.

This is a significant barrier to entry for folks to buy and use EVs in Indiana. I believe we need to invest
significantly in DC fast charging across the state (particularly with the CCS / J1772 standard). I am able to use
my EV for local use only because I can't make it to see family up in NW Indiana. And co-workers and others [
talk to also have family spread out in the state, and they can't tolerate the limited range. Electricity rates are
consistent and reasonable, which makes the costs of car charging predictable.

We need DC fast chargers along our interstates and major highways, and (at a minimum) Level 2 chargers
available for use at as many government facilities and parks as possible. EVs will continue to increase market
share and demand for them will only increase, with many models hopefully being made in Indiana. We need the
infrastructure to be in place to be a part of this growth. [ know that my wife's next vehicle will be an EV, and
once my lease is up on my truck it will be replaced with an EV as well (in 2022-2024). We hope the
infrastructure is there. Thank you!

Best wishes,
Alexander Patrevito
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From: Ignacio EDLM -« i

Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 11:15 AM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: Regarding Electric Vehicle charging infrastructure in the State of Indiana & the VW

settlement fund usage

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. **** _

To whom it may concern,

As an Electric Vehicle (EV) enthusiast, as well as proponent of technological advancements that are more energy-
efficient and less polluting, [ am convinced that supporting the development and proliferation of appropriate “refueling”
(that is, recharging), infrastructure on this no longer so nascent segment of the transportation industry is pivotal. While
our state is prominent in the transportation industry with the significant representation by the likes of Cummins, Inc,,
Allison Transmission, Subaru, Honda, and numercus other vehicle manufacturers in the Internal Combustion Engine (ICE)
space, the reality is that most if not all individual passenger, public transportation, recreational, off-road, heavy-duty,
short-haul and long-haul vehicular manufacturers have incorporated or are in the process of incorporating hybrid
{ICE+EV, or Plug-in Hybrid - aka PHEV), or full EV offerings in their lineup or in their near-range horizon. With major
announcements by The Ford Motor Company (Ford) under the Mustang® brand of a full EV, alongside the rapid rise of
popularity of offerings by Tesla Motors, and prior full EV and PHEV by various major manufacturers, including Ford,
General Motors {GM), Honda, Toyota and several others, it would be foolish to believe that lacking an open refueling
infrastructure would be beneficial for Indiana constituents and visitors. Car rental companies, such as Avis and Hertz
already offer PHEV and EV options in their lineup, as they recognize that their clientele want options that are both low
cost and high efficiency, and have an increasing awareness of environmental considerations of other types of ICE
vehicles. And, in farming equipment, John Deere is rapidly adopting electrification into their power-trains for such types
of equipment. Cummins has made similar announcements for heavy-duty engine technology and many other companies
are adopting PHEV and EV strategies in a rapidly evolving industry and customer preferential transition underway.

Statistics from Bloomberg NEF and other reputable research agencies, as weli as from U.S. Federal Government
statistic bureaus indicate that the transition to EVs is very likely to accelerate and represent a very significant
component of the market and operating base of vehicles by 2030, and more so by 2040 and 2050. Currently, across the
state of Indiana, however, one can rely only on Tesla Supercharger stations as a Tesla Motors vehicle operator, as those
are proprietary to that brand of vehicles. Otherwise, there are scant offerings found at places like the IKEA store in the
City of Fishers, a couple of charging ports at shopping centers like Fashion Mall at Keystone in Indianapolis and Clay
Terrace shopping center in Carmel, and sporadic others in some retail and office outlets, but it is far from a standardized
infrastructure people can rely upon. Plus, given these are offerings by unknown brands, and very difficult to find, makes
it for an effective unreliable condition for any PHEV or EV operator to be expected to keep in mind. And, as was
indicated in an news release on December 20, 2019, Bluelndy will cease operations by May 21%, 2020 as the joint
venture between Indianapolis Power and Light {IPL), and its French industrial partner did not meet anticipated financial
targets to remain viable. This means that while those installed stations will remain in place, it is unclear whether they
will be utilized by EV and PHEV operators or also ripped out of the ground.

The reality is that high-output chargers such as those found at Tesla’s network or in the Bluelndy infrastructure are
expensive, costing $75,000-5110,000 to install and commission. However, at Level-2, the costs drop significantly to
under $10,000, Furthermore, there is a recognition by both the transportation and electrical utility industry that this
needs to be combined with at-home charging options. That said, it would be unadvisahle to consider at-home charging
the only solution or the predominant solution as there are significant gaps in the affordability of these options, as well as

1




the coverage across the multitude of maodes in which people choose residential living that fits their lifestyle and income
across our state. But, if we as a state do not act, we will lag in a market that is here to stay, which will also create
downward pressures for vehicular manufacturers in the not too distant future to believe they have a welcoming and
innovation-centric state for their operations, or for any businesses, domestic or foreign, to consider investing in our
state, or to be an inviting place for people from other states to consider us as a choice state for them to make home or
for tourists to visit it. ‘

I thus urge you to seriously consider the opportunity afforded by the Volkswagen Settlement Funding afforded to the
. state, in excess of $6 million dollars, to expand the options available to consumers and businesses alike, and to provide
the likes of Duke Energy, IPL the affordances necessary to test out various business models that will be both attractive
and affordable to consumers and constituents alike so that we can both lead and fully participate in the accelerating

- growth curve of this exciting industry to the economic benefit of our state and its citizens.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of my comments accordingly.

-Sincerely,
lgnacio Espinosa de los Monteros, MBA
Indianapolis, Indiana resident, Hybrid vehicle owner and EV enthusiast {soon to be owner)

Sent from my personal computing device. Please excuse any ovthographical errors & be kind not to share and/or
reproduce without my say, unless its content is public knowledge. Be advised that this message and all its contents
are bound to confidentiality and protected in accordance to all applicable international, federal, state and local laws
and regulations. Thank you.
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From: ' Scott Bowers <sbowers@HEPN.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 10:07 PM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure RFI Comments

Attachments: Hoosier Energy IDEM EV Charging Infrastructure RFI Comments 1-02-20.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL emaii. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email, ****

To Whom It May Concern,

Attached are comments from Hoosier Energy in response to the Indiana Department of Environmental Management and
the Indiana Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation Trust Fund Committee request for public input regarding Indiana's
electric vehicle charging infrastructure.

Should you have any guestions in regards to our corhments, please don’t hesitate to reach out to me directly.
Thank you.

Scott

Scott R. Bowers

Vice President, Public Policy and Member Services
Hoosier Energy

2501 S. Cooperative Way

P.O. Box 908

Bloomington, IN 47402-0908

© 0:812.876.0345

C:317.538.5514

E: showers@hepn.com

www.hepn.com




2501 South Cooperative Way
P.0. Box 908
Bloomington, IN 47402-0%08
E N E RGY Office 812-876-2021

‘ o Fax 812-876-3474

A Touchstone Energy” Cooperative HEPN.com

lanuary 2, 2020

Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust
VWTrust@idem,in.gov

To Whom It May Cancern,

In response to the Request for Information (RFI) from the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management and the Indiana Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation Trust Fund Committee,
Hoosier Energy respectfully submits the attached comments regarding the state’s development
of its electric vehicle-charging infrastructure.

These written comments are independent of and in addition to the comments submitted by the
Indiana Utility Group, which Hoosier Energy is a member, in response to the RFI.

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss our comments in more detail, please feel free
to contact Scott Bowers at showers@hepn.com and (317) 476-0345 directly.

Thank you for the opportunity to share these additional thaughts on this important public
policy matter,

Respectfully,

Scott R. Bowers

Vice President, Public Policy and Member Services
Hoosier Energy

- 2501 S. Cooperative Way

P.0. Box 908

Bloomington, IN 47402-0908

0: 812.876.0345

C:317.538.5514

E: showers@hepn.com

www.hepn.com

Hoesier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative is an equal opportunity employer,




The RFl seeks information on seven (7} topics. We restate the topics below and add our
responses to each.

1. DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L.2. However, it also
comes at a significantly higher per connector price. Finding the balance between the
.. speed of DCFC and L2 equipment and the funds available from the national mitigation
- trust will be key to a successful and sustainable EV charging infrastructure program in
Indiana.

» With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast
Chargers (DCFC/L3) with higher cost and fewer charging locations or Level 2 {L2)
chargers with slower charging, but with lower cost and more charging locations?

Comment

Hoosier Energy and our member co-ops believe that focusing on DCFC charging will be the most
impactful use of the funds. DCFC chargers are more expensive and are therefore less likely to be
built by private groups or businesses, especially in rural areas that currently have a small
number of EV drivers. Using the money to increase the number of DCFC chargers will help fill a
current gap in the state’s EV infrastructure and help facilitate EV adoption statewide, and not
just in metropolitan areas. Additionally, the large cost associated with DCFC charging
infrastructure would be hard to justify in rural indiana without the use of these funds.

A DCFC charging network along Indiana interstates would facilitate EV travel within and through
the state with minimal range anxiety, which is a concern for rural EV drivers who may travel
greater distances for work, shopping, entertainment, etc.

Using these funds to invest in L2 charging has its problems for rural communities. The
investment would likely be concentrated in areas with greater amenities for people to take
advantage of while waiting for their vehicles to charge (Urban areas). This could potentially lead
to an underinvestment in rural areas. A DCFC network would provide a greater benefit

to all communities in Indiana.

2. The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national mitigation
trust were identified earlier ranging from 60% for private locations not made available
-to the public up to 100% for government-owned locations that do make the EV
charging stations availabie to the public. Just as there is a question of balance
between the speed and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is also a
balance between funding at the highest possibie level for lower-cost investment to
funding at lower levels to encourage public and/or private investment in Indiana’s EV
charging network.



« - With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the highest possible levels for each EV
charging location or work towards leveraging public and private funding partnerships
in the hope of broadening the potential reach of the $6.135 million?

Comment

No additional comments to make outside of the comments made by the Indiana Utility Group.

3. Asthe maps earlier in this RFl indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in
Indiana in relation to both proximity to EV driver population as well as distance
between viable EV charging opportunities.

» With this in mind, what should be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Should it be
focused on areas of certain EV driver popuiation or should the priority be more related
to the maximum distance between charging locations, regardless of charging speed?

Comment

As the “Crossroads of America”, the state should ensure that a DCFC charging network allows
easy access across the entire state to benefit all Indiana communities. Additional DCFC chargers
may need to be installed in areas of greatest use, but statewide access is most important to
serve the greatest number of EV drivers and encourage future EV adoption. With rural EV
adoption growing from DCFCs within comfortable range of our Members, we believe that L2
infrastructure will grow organically within our communities.

As larger battery packs become more common in EVs, more large trucks with high towing
capacity will be introduced into the market. These are the types of EVs that are likely to be
adopted by many Members served by rural electric cooperatives. It will be important to

have DCFC infrastructure located along Indiana’s interstates to facilitate charging needs of
Indiana’s farming community as well as provide a benefit to all EV drivers traveling across the .
state.

4. Another way to lock at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance
between stations is the intended use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC
serve the purpose of connecting states, traditionally via interstate routes, L2 chargers
allow drivers to charge during typical daily activities such as work, shopping, visiting
key destinations, as well as home charging in multi-unit housing locations {in-home
charging is not eligible under the national consent decree). '




« With this in mind; where should Indiana prioritize EV charging stations? DCFC along
highways or L2 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?

Comment

The majority of EV charging occurs at home with a L1 or L2 charger owned by the EV driver and
is adequate to cover most daily needs. We believe that a DCFC interstate charger network
would be the most beneficial use of the funds with the greatest statewide impact, particularly
for rural EV drivers who typically do not have the same access to public charging infrastructure
as urban drivers. A DCFC interstate network would also ease range anxiety and encourage
greater EV adoption across all Indiana communities.

5. Funding limitations are certainly a factor in indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing
EV charging network with only $6.135 million available from the national consent
decree. As noted earlier in this RF}, there is a notable difference in the costs associated
with expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in Indiana.

+ How should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging
equipment, if at all {i.e. 60% for DCFC and 40% for L2)?

Comment

Hoosier Energy and our member co-ops believe that investing 100% of the funds into a
statewide DCFC charging network will have the greatest impact in spurring future EV
investment in the state and best serve the most people across a wide diversity of Indiana
communities.

6. Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national
consent decree {October 2, 2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made
available all at once or in multiple rounds of funding. Furthermore, these potentiat
rounds of funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or
technologies.

o With this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state consider for the EV
charging infrastructure program? If more than one round of funding, what should be
the focus of each round (i.e. Round 1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE followed by Round 2:
60% funding to DCFC)?

Comment

No additional comments to make outside of the comments made by the Indiana Utility Groub.



7. Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivérs might be hesitant to move
away from gasoline-powered vehicles to EVs. Listed below are several EV-related
comments that have been received during conversations on Indiana’s EV charging
network. Whether you are a current driver of gasoline-powered or electric vehicles,
Indiana asks for insight on these issues:

« if not a current EV driver, what would motivate you to consider moving to EV?

« If not a current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter
your decision and move you to EV?

¢ If not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to continue
driving gasoline-powered vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs?

«. Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is
the current lack of access to EV charging stations?

¢ Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is
the travel range of current EVs?

Comment

Hoosier Energy and our member co-ops believe that there is a distinct difference in the needs
of an urban vs. rural EV driver. When planning the use of the funds, consideration should be
given to the needs of both groups. We believe the best way to have the broadest impact with
the funds is to use them for a statewide DCFC charger netwark.

Hoosier Energy’s Members’ vehicle purchasing decisions are primarily driven by price and
utility. As EV prices drop and the vehicles become maore functional to rural needs, we expect
our Members to increasingly adopt EVs if the correct public charging infrastructure is in place.

Some of our Members must travel long distances in order to even reach an Indiana interstate
when commuting to work or for recreational purposes. Having the ahility to quickly and
conveniently charge at a DCFC charging station when they reach an interstate will be crucial to
rural EV adoption and enable easier travel across the state.
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Frony Brad Blackman )
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 9:51 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Subject: RF! Input .

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email, ¥**

To whom it concerns:

As you know Tesla has been leading way with its private network, having a supercharging station with 150 miles
anywhere in the USA.

So it is important to build out EV infrastructure to broaden the appeal for purchasing non-Tesla EVs. The VW Trust funds
provides IN an excellent opportunity to do this.

| would support a complete DCFC infrastructure for all IN interstates and US 31 say from Greenwood up to near
Michigan. The Indiana Energy Association has essentially proposed this. Any new BEV worth its salt will have over 200
mile range; back this down to say 80% charge to maximize battery life and at minimum you have 160 mile range. | saya
spacing of DCFC 80-100 miles apart, with more of concentration in populated areas would be sufficient to establish a
network, Allow for future growth in your planning even if funds don't exist today. | would try to leverage state funding
with partners like utilities to maximize impact.

https://indianaenergy.org/electric-vehicles/

Don’t know if state law allows this but seems like a great location for chargers would be in Interstate Rest Stops. Also
may consider adding some at trucks stops where both cars and trucks could have access to. The Tesla semi should be
available by 2021 if not soaner. Tesla vehicles can use adapters for to connect to other standards.

One of the bigger barriers EV face is with apartment/high-rise/condo dwellers where parking places don’t lend
themselves to electrical outlets. Certainly would be favor supporting L2 chargers for this segment. Need to work with
landlords, perhaps there’s some association you could work thru. Key message is having chargers will increase the
appeal of their property. In Carmel and even now in Brownsburg there are high rise units with parking on the ground
level. Again try to leverage resources. Also advocate for building code changes that require installing electric
infrastructure during construction that would allow for L2 chargers to be added later. Thinking of installed conduits and
room to add necessary breakers in panels.

Finally, for better health for all Hoosiers Indiana needs to promote energy portfolio standards for electrical production.
Best Regards,

Brad Blackman

T

| ,
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From: S Mark/

Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 5:05 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: RFI YW Trust, Electric Vehicles
Attachments: EV response.pdf

#%#% This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email. ****

Please see the attached.

Mark Smucker




Information responsive to this RF| should be sent to: Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust
VWTrust@idem.IN.gov

Program Questions

Questions specific to Indiana’s Volkswagen Mitigation Trust Program should be sent to:
Mr. Shawn M. Seals

Indiana Department of Environmental Management (317) 233-0425

SS8eals@idem.IN.gov

| didn't realize that you had asked for answers to specific questions. In reviewing them, I've not
revised my initial response because it speaks more to what EV drivers are encountering out

there, which | think may be more helpful than adding my "vole" to answer more specific

technical questions. EV drivers' EXPERIENCES may be the things most important to which vou
might respond, especially given vour relatively limited resources.,

Respondents to the VW Fund RFI:

Mark Smucker, MD: Retired physician. An early adopter of Electric Vehicle transportation,
Mark acquired a new Tesla Model S in December, 2013. After 6 years and 130,000 miles, he
remains fond of his car and unwilling to trade it for anything else.

Adam Thada: Director of Ecological Relationships at Ancilla College, Plymouth, IN. He has

spearheaded the college's move towards sustainability, and towards an EV motor pool. His

. experience with non Tesla EVs has given him a different perspective on the state of Electric
Vehicle transportation. His blog: https://ecology.phjc.org/index.php/author/athada/

Adam responded separately to the questions in vour RFI, but his response to my comments is

included below,

Mark Smucker's response

Qur experience;

An early adopter of electric driving, my wife and | bought about the 25,000th Tesla Model S,
delivered in December, 2013—6 years ago. We have driven this 130,000 EV miles since:
routine daily driving, shorter trips to nearby cities and states, and long trips as far as TX, FL,
K8, and New York.

The car had a total range on full charge of 265 miles initially, but that was revised to 244 miles
with evolution in software.

Our driving routine is unchanged from before the EV; we average exactly the same number of -
miles per year we did with our last 2 IGE cars, both Gadillac Model CTSs. We traded those at




about 100K miles, but this car is holding up much better than they did and we plan to keep it
indefinitely.

The picture for the Tesla EV driver has evolved over time. From the beginning, however,
there has been PlugShare and similar apps that demonstrate where chargers may be found.
Farly on we focussed on how we would make "long haul" trips which were "no-brainers” in ICE
vehicles but challenging in an EV,

How would we make it from town to town when we travelled? We were worried just how low
we could run the battery without winding up "dead" at the side of the road. | bought a folding

- bicycle for the car that would allow me to charge the car at one place and ride the bike to
somewhere else, perhaps a nearby motel for the night after plugging in elsewhere. Once, in
Southern indiana, we plugged in at a vacant RV fairground site at about midnight. There was a
party going on in a nearby building. We siept In the car for several hours while we got enough
charge to go to the next Supercharger. In Northern Michigan, we found an inapparent 240 v.
plug in in a local park mapped on PlugShare by an earlier user. Daylight stili, we wandered
around town and had lunch during the several-hour charge.

Once, we missed a toll road exit for a nearby supercharger, and had to continue to the next exit
and navigate back. Very low on power, we did what we were told would work in a pinch: Drive
slowly. We drove on the shoulders at 35 mph, and an hour later made it to the Supercharger
with minus 3 miles left on the battery. Another user we met there told us he had dfiven his
Tesla to minus 25 or 30, circling around the charger parking lot, just to see how far he could go.

We now travel from Tesla Supercharger to Supercharger. This has become a "no brainer" as
numbers of chargers has exploded over the past 6 years. The most time-efficient stops are
laid out for the entire trip at the beginning of the trip by the Tesla computer. We found that the
computer is surprisingly accurate at predicting range, length of stops, and the most efficient
way to save time while driving/charging on long trips. If we "aim" to have 10% left in the
battery predicted by the computer to the next charger, we will be fine. Even 5% is acceptable,
but we will be cautioned to drive more slowly by the computer in order to extend our range. We
typically drive at 70 mph with speed control engaged, but if we are worried about range we can
cut our speed to 60 or even 55 mph with little loss of time and encouraging increase in range.

Some considerations:
A. Long distance personal driving: Should Indiana invest in a vehicle charging network?

In our Tesla, 85% of our miles are completely "local,” charging at home while we sleep and
requiring no public charging. Another 5% are to a distant town, where we must plug in to be
able to return home but expect to spend several hours at that destination during which even a
slow charge {4-5 hours} is not a problem. 5% are to distant locations requiring intermittent
charges to get there. In those few instances, a fast charger is required.

The future will be electric cars whose batteries are cheaper and whose range is generous, even
if somewhat less than the range of a 20-gallon tank of gas. With a projected range on the
upcoming Tesla Cyberiruck of 500 miles, drivers will virtually never need to charge anywhere
but at home while they sleep. Spending 4 hours 1o charge, as is necessary at most Level 2
chargers and current battery capacities, remains too slow for a traveler moving toward a more
distant destination or an employee paid by the hour.



The network of Tesla Superchargers is convenient and heavily used by Tesla drivers. Perhaps
Indiana should replicate this network for everyone else who wishes to drive long distance in
some other manufacturer's car.

Should Indiaria act alone? What about neighboring states? Will chargers in Indiana help you if
you intend to spend the day shopping in Chicago, Louisville, or Cincinniati? Should Indiana
invest in a network of chargers using today's technology? If one intends io take a longer trip,
they will need access to fast charging (30-45 minute duration) in whatever direction they head if
they exceed their battery range. But, the technology and type of "hookups" for rapid charging
are evolving. Perhaps the VW fund could devote funds to establishing an industry
standard for fast charging technology, rather than paying to install the few chargers the
VW fund could pay for.

B. What are charging problems that could be solved inexpensively by a statewide
network? The problem of the "blocked" or "inoperative” charger :

There is nothing maore frustrating to an EV driver than being "low" on charge and being unable
to charge. The chargers at the South Bend UP Mall tell an interesting story:

The Tesla chargers are frequently in use by long distance travelers. Tesla chargers are located
at the back of the parking lot at UP {and wherever they are installed), far from any building
entrance. Perhaps because of their location well away from where others wish to park, they
are rarely used by non-EV cars.

In contrast, the UP Mall non-Tesla EV chargers seem infrequently used—but the spaces are
next to the mall entrance are often occupied by non-EVs, "Rarely used" may be because there
are now very few EVs; those which exist probably do not exceed their range when travelling to
the mall and back home.

Instead, these chargers are often blocked by non EVs wishing to park close to the mall
entrance. The problem is no less if the blocking vehicle is an EV which is no longer charging.
EV charging spots are not regulated by mall security, who tell those who complain that this is
"not our problem." To the non-Tesla driver who comes in with a very low battery, this is
frustrating if not even dangerous 1o the vehicle's battery system. This frustration makes the
purchase of an EV untenable for those who do not buy Tesla.

The problem of blocked fueling locations is not new. A gas station won't allow you to park
your car blocking a pump. This rarely required enforcement because of self enforcement by
drivers all of whom share an.interest in being able 1o stop next to a fuel pump to refuel. EVs are
different, in that most drivers don't care about eleciric charging and some seem fo even resent
the presence of electrically-fueled vehicles.

Tesla resolves this problem on its chargers, available only to Tesla owners (1) by installing
chargers where no one would care to park if they didn't need fo charge, and (2) by imposing
fines 1o the Tesla EV owner's credit card, which one must supply if they wish to charge, for
stays beyond the time necessary to charge your car—whether you are getting free charging or
are paying for your charge. Your car's charging is monitored automatically, and warnings are
issued by internet messages to your celiphone app warning of a potential fine when your car is
nearly charged.

Perhaps the VW fund could be used to develop a standard system to encourage drivers
not to block available chargers with non EVs or with already-charged EVs. Perhaps the




fund could promote charger placement further from business entrances. Perhaps the
fund could require businesses receiving their funding to supply a written agreement with
local law enforcement to look up owners of offending cars and give them a polite call
asking if them to move their cars. Signs instructing EV drivers how to contact authorities
would also deter some non-EV drivers from parking there. ({The signs could also refer
drivers to a 24 hour assistant if if the charger is non-functional).

C. Should the VW Fund focus on long distance trucking? Shipping by truck has replaced
horses, wagons, and (largely) trains. Our economy has evolved into distribution of goods made
elsewhere. Efficient shipping, whether defined by low cost or low CO2 production, is going to
continue to increase. Long distance trucking is ideal for electric vshicles for many reasons:

1. Truckers must stop periocdically and have down time for reasons of fatigue and
alertness and the law. These stops are ldeal times to charge the truck for the next stretch of
road.

2. Trucks are heavy, and can tolerate heavy loads of batteries. These heavy loads of
batteries will be necessary for the foreseeable future. '

3. Charge times will probably need to be in the range of an hour even with future
technology because of the amount of power needed to run a large truck.

4. Whether or not trucks become drivetless, trucks will still have fo stop 1o refuel along
the way.

5. Diesels getting 5 mpg emit a lot of carbon, lowered by EVs, could make a huge dent
in environmental CO2 emission.

Adam Thada's Response:

The following are an edited set of emails discussing the state of electric vehicles from the
standpoint of an EV supporter who has pursued more affordable options than Tesla.

Unfortunately, the more affordable options have drawbacks, partictilarly with regard o ease,
avaifability, and rapidity of recharging.

The author of these emails, Adam Thada, is the Director of Ecological Relationships at Ancilla
College, Plymouth, IN. Follow this link fo his blog:
https:/fecology.phic.orgfindex.php/author/athada/

Mark,
It's not yet clear where EVs go from here.

This round of funds (from VW Mitigation Trust) is not eligible for private home-based charging or
commercial trucks, so we can eliminate those concerns.

| think your comment about apartment charging is good. However, | don't see it as a bottleneck
at this point, the reality in Indiana is that new car buyers | have to think are largely home owners
{with a plug), most renters {outside of urban professionals) being in the used car market. If we
are looking to influence the purchase of new vehicles over the next 1-10 years, | don't think
apartment buildings are a big priority. The EV market is still only at 2%... we need to grow that to
10% then momentum will start to take over. Also, landlords have a revenue stream, and can
cashflow cheap Level 1 charging across the parking lot that will suffice for many.



] suspect because of your experience with a manufacturer who has solved the long-distance .
charging "problem"”, you don't see it as a need, but [ disagree with you on long-distance
charging pretty strongly.

500 mi batteries will either require lots of Li_ION batteries, which will mean big bucks. Costs are
improving 7% a year, but that's incremental, not revolutionary. Solid state batteries are still years
away. Most drivers wil find that 200 mi range is sufficient for 95% of driving... and only need
=200 mi for a.few trips per year. It doesn't make too much sense to haul around all that extra
lithium to be used just a couple times/yr. More efficient to build a network of highway chargers.
Some will opt for big batteries out of convenience, but | think the masses will [ook hard at the $$
$ and choose a 200 mi range and, say, save $6K on the purchase.

You don't have "range anxiety" because you have experience driving EV. Car buyers want the
freedom of the open road... even if they almost never road trip, they want the ability. Rational or
not, that's that. And | have to tell you that the non-Tesla DCFC landscape is ABYSMAL. Filter
on Plugshare for CHAdeMO and CCS in Indiana and start clicking around. See where chargers
are, when they are open, and who has checked in lately. You are often looking at a single plug,
only 50kW, often broken, with nothing else around for some distance, A network without
reliability & redundancy is useless. 1 can't see putting my family in an EV in January for a road
trip unless | know there are muitiple options. | know you and [ are willing to drive fo a dark RV
and sleep in our cars... but that won't get us to 10%+ of the market for the energy rEVoiution,

Consider also that there are fleet vehicles and people with low-EV-education. | went with a plug-
in hybrid at work for this reason... | didn't want to get calls of people stranded on the side of the
road, or waiting an hour to charge. Esp if you are a business going by billable hours... you
probably won't pay people to do that. As we expand from enthusiasts/early-adopters, people are
less forgiving. And they need a positive experience from day 1... or else they'll be turned off.

With confidence of a fast-charging network, | just don't see no-gas EVs going mainstream.
"Where's the chargers?" they'll say.

Now... fast-charging. Tesla solved this by building in the infrastructure into the cost of the car.
But if you isolated the Supercharging network as a business, | suspect the electricity revenue
from kWh sold would not cover costs... it "loses” money. Maybe not Tesla, because they are
smart, but consensus view elsewhere is that there is NO business case for stand-alone fast
chargers. You're looking at $200,000 for a 2-plug fast charger. With 80% of EVs charging at
home... you have to make up all that expense with infrequent trips. You'll have huge congestion
on holidays... then nobody charging the following Wednesday during business hours. Also,
consumers will scream when you charge more $/kWh than the electric company... they don't
give a damn about the $200,000 you spent. To say nothing of a profit margin. It's a classic
"market failure" and the government has to step in somewhere to incentivize... unless the big
automaketrs form a consortium, or buy-out the Electrify America network.

Maybe in some markets, a fast charger could be a loss leader, where shoppers run into the
grocery store for a few things.

I'm rambling, but let me end with an anecdcte. | had a day trip up to Grand Valley State U. the
other month... ~130 mi distant. | had a 150 mi LEAF. | would arrive around 11:45 AM, leave for
an ecological field trip, then return around 5:00 PM for the trip home. [ weighed my options. NO




fast charging was available on the route north. if I drove reaily slow, | could arrive on a single
charge. GVSU even has 4 level 2 chargers... however per the ChargePoint app, | saw that they
were very frequently full. if | were to arrive and they were ali full... | would still have to go on my
field trip. I'd be back at 5:00 PM with a battery with 10 mi of range and a very long night ahead.
All of those considerations led me to take my plug-in hybrid, with it's 20 mi battery + ICE.
Granted, the new minimum will soon be ~200 mi range, but let's say it's Dec - Feb and it's
functionally a 135 mi cat. .

Chargers need to be ubiquitous. It doesn't even necessarily matter if you use them very often. It
doesn't matter that we might even call that irrational. Did everyone need to ditch sedans so they
could drive around in faux-SUVs (aka crossovers)? No, but they did. So now we need crossover
EVs. We could've had a perfectly good VW hatchback coming next year, but we won't. The
perception of having lots of options will drive the confidence 1o buy.

1 won't buy a brand new battery-only car right now unless it has a "T" on the badge.

Others will pick the gateway drug... a plug-in hybrid. The Rav4 PHEV will seli like hotcakes in
2020.

Well, you've wasted another perfectly good hour listening to Car Talk. Hopefully I'll catch you at
church after the service Sunday if I'm not doing GAP time.

Note 2

| think 1 had also detailed to you my first longer-distance electric ride down to Indianapolis last
March. Cold and nerve-wracking. Holding off on the defroster so | wouldn't run out of juice. { had
3 fast chargers that | could have used... only 1 was in setvice on the day of my trip. | then went
to plug in downtown Indy, where you think there would be plenty of Level 2 options. Again, both
L2 places | tried were inoperable.

Grab the keys to any non-Tesla. it‘s not a pretty place out there.

Note 3

Sorry, | didn't see a text from you.

Here's all my work with EVs at work (htips://ecology.phjc.ora/?
s=elactric+vehicle&submii=Search) we have a Honda Clarity (PHEV) and a LEAF (BEV). LEAF

range is only 150 mi, it's fast-charger is "CHAdeMO".... essentially the only model that uses it
anymore.

Note 4: Yup, ongoing upkeep & customer service (of a level 2 charger) is a problem. 1 made
myself responsible for our charger... not sure who will maintain it after I'm gone.

That's why I'm perfectly fine with free, non-networked "dumb" Leve! 2 chargers. Pick a quality
brand. It just works. The cost of the electricity is really minimal compared to much else about a
business.



With the LEAF: | needed a "gateway" EV for people... we have lots of local/regional trips, so the
LEAF sits right outside the transportation office door on the charger - high visibility. It is easy to
use, quiet, quick, and "normal" ... the only difference is people just have to figure out how to
plug it in {(and if they can' do that, well... they probably shouldn't be trusted to drive on public
roads). | have pushed the envelope with the vehicle in regards to highway driving + fast
charging... but no one else has, and I'm okay with that. | want their first experience out of the
gate being 100% positive, no-compromise experience, and they have it: It was driven ~9,000
miles this calendar year. Ok, in an ideal world, a more proactive transportation manager would
have utilized it more, but I'm going to chalk it up as a win. She (the manager) was in fact
antagonistic to the initiative, and management was unwilling to hold her to job performance
goals... so with ALL of those headwinds, I'm very happy. No one was stranded, or over promised
anything.

NOW: there is a 50/50 chance the college will get a Model 3 next year. That will be fun! The
President wants to go full-electric, and wants it to be a motor pool car that people can take
across the region. | said that anything other than Tesla is going to evoke massive complaints.
Model 3 total cost of ownership should be impressive, not to mention ability to add/delete users,
have a fully-trackable vehicle, camera recording of incidents, etc.

Charge on, ‘

~-Adam-




SEALS, SHAWN

RN, _
From: INFO
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 1:24 PM
To: SEALS, SHAWN
Subject: : FW: Volkswagen Mitigation Trust and building EV infrastructure
Hi, Shawn!

This came through infomail. Let me know if it should go to someone else instead.
Thanks!

IDEIM  Barry Sneed
= Public Information Officer
Indiana Departrment of Environmental Management

100 N. Senate Ave, IGCN, Suite 1313
indianapolis, IN 46204

On Call Contact Information:

(317) 232-8596

Toll Free (800} 451+6027
media@idem.IN.gov

IDEM values your feedback,
Please take two minutes and complete this brief survey.

From: anonymous@idem.in.gov [mailto:anonymous@idem.in.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 2, 2020 12:03 PM

To: INFO <INFO@idem.IN.gov>

Subject: Volkswagen Mitigation Trust and building EV infrastructure -

Comments or Questions:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Volkswagen Mitigation Trust and how best to improve EV
charging infrastructure. [ own three EVs (and no internal combustion engine cars). [ have a home charger and
have no challenges in daily driving. [ need EV charging infrastructure for longer trips. Ideally, Level 3 chargers
(both CHADeMO and CCS) should be available at regular intervals (ideally every 50 miles) along the
interstates and major state roads. People on road trips need fast charging. Level 2 chargers should be avatlable
at destination attractions and transit points where people will stay a long time. Some examples: 1. 1-65
Indianapolis to Chicago—1I recently travelled this route. There are chargers clustered in Indianapolis and
Chicago. During cold weather one also needs chargers between these cities. As of now only Lafayette has Level
3 chargers near 1-65. This is a good location if traveling to Indianapolis because the car battery will be
sufficiently deleted to allow efficient charging. However, when traveling to Chicago the location is sufficient
but not ideal. The car battery (I have an EV with a 60 kWH battery) is still 3/4 full. I need the extra bit of charge
to have a cushion to make it to Chicago during cold weather or heavy traffic, but charging is slower as the

S, R




battery fills up. Ideally there would also be EV charging in Merrillville. 2. The Indiana Dunes area—there are
Level 2 chargers at the South Shore Line train station and in the Valparaiso parking lot, which make sense.
However, the infrastructure for this key attraction, which is not near the interstates, should be strengthened. Key
attractions and transit hubs, such as the state park and national park and the town centers, should have a
combination of Level 3 and Level 2 charging. This would encourage visitors from out-of-state. 3. Attractions
that draw from a wide region—the Children’s Museum in Indianapolis, for example, would benefit from a
combination of Level 3 and Level 2 charging to meet the needs of these visitors. Fortunately, the infrastructure
for electricity already exists, including at existing travel plazas. It will be important that the Level 2 and 3
chargers meet the needs of ALL EV drivers. Specifically, Tesla chargers can be used only by Tesla drivers.
Some charge networks require passwords and accounts for use. It will be important to install CCS, CHADeMO,
and J1772 that can be used by any EV owner with a credit card.

Name:

Amy Beth Kressel
Affiliation:
Occupation:

Street Address:

County:
Marion

Z1P/Postal Code:

Phone:

Fax:

E-mail:

How did you find out about IDEM?



SEALS, SHAWN

IERAR——
From: INFO
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 8:55 AM
To: SEALS, SHAWN
. Subject: FW: Volkswagen Mitigation Trust — comments

Another comment.

Thanks!

Barry Sneed
Fublic informalion Officer
Indiana Department of Environmental Management

100 N. Senate Ave, IGCN, Suite 1313
Indianapolis, IN 46204

On Call Contact Information:

(317) 232-8596

Toll Free {800) 4516027
media@idem.IN.gov

IDEM values your feedback.
Please take two minutes and complete this brief survey.

From: anonymous@idem.in.gov [mailto:anonymous@idem.in.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 3, 2020 12:58 AM

To: INFO <INFO@idem.IN.gov>

Subject: Voikswagen Mitigation Trust — comments

Comments or Questions:

I appreciate the opportunity to write about EV charging infrastructure, and how it can be improved. I live in
Indianapolis; my family have only electrical vehicles {since the demise of our Prius). We recently drove to
Chicago, and were able to charge on the way at Lafayette’s Walmart. In the past, we have made the whole trip
(without charging on the way) but this was a winter trip. In the winter the batteries don’t go quite as far. We
might have made it, in our Chevrolet Bolt, but we didn’t want to take the chance. So we charged on the way in
Lafayette. Ideally, we would charge farther along the journey. The more depleted the battery, the faster the
battery charges; the more full the battery, the slower it charges. So if the charging station was closer to Chicago
we would have gotten more charge for our money (the fee is per minute, not per kWh). When we had gasoline
cars, we would sometimes travel across the country, to New Jersey and New York to see family. Now, with our
electric vehicles, and the lack of sufficient infrastructure, we have rented a car for the trip. The money we save
on gasoline during the year pays for these occasional car rentals. But the consequence is our eighteen year old
daughter, who now has her driver’s license cannot help drive on the trip. (Drivers in rental cars must be at least
twenty-one years old.) So please understand we need more charging stations on 1-65, all the interstates, and the
major state roads in Indiana, and across our country. Thank you for listening.

1




Name:

Bruce J. Pfeffer
Affiliation:
Occupation:

Street Address:

City:

State:
IN
County:
Marion

Z1P/Postal Code:

Phone:

Fax:
E-mail:
How did you find out about IDEM?

Other



SEALS, SHAWN

From: John Lurkins «

Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 10:47 AM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: RFI--Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Program

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

1, DCFCequipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2. However, it also comes at a
significantly higher per connector price. Finding the balance between the speed of DCFC and L2 equipment and
the funds available from the national mitigation trust will be key to a successful and sustainable EV charging
infrastructure program in Indiana. » With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current
Fast Chargers (DCFC/L3) with higher cost and fewer charging locations or Revision Date: 12/12/2019_SMS Level
2 (L2} chargers with slower charging, but with lower cost and more charging locations?

100% of the funds should be spent on DCFC/L3

2. The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national mitigation trust were identified
earlier ranging from 60% for private locations not made available to the public up to 100% for government-
owned locations that do make the EV charging stations available to the public. Just as there is a question of
balance between the speed and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is also a batance between
funding at the highest possible level for lowercost investment to funding at lower levels to encourage public
and/or private investment in Indiana’s EV charging network. ® With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the

highest possible levels for each EV charging location or work towards leveraging public and private funding

- partneréhips in the hope' 6fbrdécfériing the potén’tial reach of thelSG.135 million?

Fund at the highest possible levels for each location. -1 do not see the benefit of funding iocations not made available to
the public.

3. Asthe maps earlier in this RFl indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in Indiana in relation to
both proximity to EV driver population as well as distance between viable EV charging opportunities. » With this
in mind, what should be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Should it be focused on areas of certain EV
driver population or should the priority be more related to the maximum distance between charging locations,
regardless of charging speed?

Focus should be placed on maximum distance between DCFC locations.

4. Ancther way to look at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance between stations is the
intended use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC serve the purpose of connecting states, traditionally
via interstate routes, L2 chargers allow drivers to charge during typical daily activities such as work, shopping,
visiting key destinations, as well as home charging in multi-unit housing locations {in-home charging is not




efigible under the national consent decree). » With this in mind, where should Indiana prioritize EV charging
i - stations? PCFC along highways or 12 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?

100% of the funds to go towards DCFC along highways. 0% of the funds should go towards L2 at workplace, shopping,
destination, or multi-unit housing. Having 12 at the above mentioned locations is a nice perk; it is not a primary reason
pecople shop, work or live at those locations.

5. Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing EV charging network
with only $6,135 million available from the national consent decree. As noted earlier in this RFI, there'is a

- notable difference in the costs associated with expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in Indiana. « How

- should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging equipment, if at all {i.e. 60% for DCFC
and 40% for L2)?

100% DCFC; 0% L2

6. Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national consent decree {October
2, 2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made available alf at once or in multiple rounds of
funding. Furthermore, these potential rounds of funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or
technologies. Revision Date: 12/12/2019 SMS » With this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state
consider for the EV charging infrastructure program? if more than one round of funding, what should be the
focus of each round {i.e, Round 1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC}?

1 Round—100% funding to DCFC

7. Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivers might be hesitant to move away from gasoline-
powered vehicles to EVs. Listed below are several EVrelated comments that have been recelved during
conversations on Indiana’s EV charging network. Whether you are a current driver of gasoline-powered or
electric vehicles, Indiana asks for insight on these issues: « If not a current EV driver, what would motivate you to
consider moving to EV? e If not a current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter
your decision and move you to EV? s |f not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to
continue driving gaseline-powered vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs? » Whether currently a gasoline-
‘powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the current lack of access to EV charging stations?s
Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the travel range of
current EVs?

We are currently a two car household, One vehicle is an EV with only 80 miles of range. However, this vehicle meets all
of our daily driving needs to get to and from work, drop the kids at school, run to the grocery store, basketball practice,
etc.

Our second car is gasoline-powered and this vehicle is also used for our daily driving needs , to and from work, school,
grocery store, etc. This is the vehicle we use for long trips. We would strongly consider replacing this vehicle with an EV
if a DCFC charging infrastructure was in place,

Thank you,

John Lurkins



SEALS, SHAWN

From: Evans, Elizabeth Paige

Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 11:35 AM
To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: RF!

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

1.

DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2. However, it also comes at a significantly
higher per connector price. Finding the balance between the speed of DCFC and 12 equipment and the funds
available fram the national mitigation trust will be key to a successful and sustainable EV charging infrastructure
program in Indiana. » With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast Chargers
(DCFC/L3) with higher cost and fewer charging locations or Revision Date: 12/12/2019_SMS Level 2 (L2) chargers
with slower charging, but with lower cost and more charging locations?

Funds should only be spent on DCFC/L3

2.

The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national mitigation trust were identified
earlier ranging from 60% for private locations not made available to the public up to 100% for government-
owned locations that do make the EV charging stations available to the public. Just as there is a question of
balance between the speed and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is also a balance between
funding at the highest possible level for lowercost investment to funding at lower levels ta encourage public
and/or private investment in Indiana’s EV charging network.  With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the
highest possible levels for each EV charging location or work towards leveraging public and private funding
partnerships in the hope of broadening the potential reach of the $6.135 million?

Fund at the highest possible levels for each location.

. As the maps earlier in this RFl indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in Indiana in relation to both proximity
to EV driver population as well as distance between viable EV charging opportunities. » With this in mind, what should

be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Should it be focuse. on areas of certain EV driver population or should the
priority be more related to the maximum distance between charging locations, regardless of charging speed?

Focus on maximum distance between DCFC locations.

3.

Another way to look at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance between stations is the
intended use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC serve the purpose of connecting states, traditionally
via interstate routes, L2 chargers allow drivers to charge during typical daily activities such as work, shopping,
visiting key destinations, as weli as home charging in multi-unit housing locations {in-hame charging is not
eligible under the national consent decree). « With this in mind, where should indiana prioritize EV charging
stations? DCFC along highways or L2 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?

100% of the funds to go towards DCFC along highways.

4,

Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing EV charging network with
only $6.135 million available from the national consent decree. As noted earlier in this RFI, there is a notable
difference in the costs associated with expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in Indiana. « How should
Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging equipment, if at all {i.e. 60% for DCFC and 40%
for L2)?




DCFC-100%

5.

Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national consent decree (October 2,
2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made available all at once or in multiple rounds of funding.
Furthermore, these potential rounds of funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or
technologies. Revision Date: 12/12/2019_SMS e With this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state
consider for the EV charging infrastructure program? If more than one round of funding, what should be the
focus of each round (i.e. Round 1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC)?

100% funding to DCFC in a single round

6.

Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivers might be hesitant to move away from gasoline-powered
vehicles to EVs. Listed below are several EVrelated comments that have been received during conversations on
Indiana’s EV charging network. Whether you are a current driver of gasoline-powered or electric vehicles,
Indiana asks for insight on these issues: « If not a current EV driver, what would motivate you to consider moving
to EV? e If not a current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter your decision and
maove you to EV? e If not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to continue driving
gasoline-powered vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs? ¢ Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV
driver, how much of a concern or issue is the current lack of access to EV charging stations? « Whether currently
a gascline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the travel range of current EVs?

{ do not currently own an EV. 1 would like to purchase an EV for my next vehicle in order to save money on operating
costs and pay off my student loans. | feel that my daily charging needs could be met, however, the highway
infrastructure does not exist to take long trips.

Betsv Evans, B.S.

P



SEALS, SHAWN

From: Adam Mohabbat <adam.mchabbat@evgo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 31, 2019 5:58 PM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Ce: Colin Murchie

Subject: EVgo Response to IDEM Request for Information | VW Funds Light-Duty EVSE
Attachments: . Indiana Appendix D LDV EVSE RFI EVgo Response 123119.pdf

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Heilo,

Please find EVgo’s respanse to Indiana Department of Environmental Management’s Light-Duty EVSE Program Request
for Information {RFI) attached.

If there are any questions or if we can be of further resource, please do not hesitate to reach out.

Best regards,
Adam Mohabbat

Adam Mohabbat

Market Development Manager
(760) 505-82920 -

REEEGE




FAST CHARGING

December 31, 2019

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Indiana Government Center North

100 North Senate Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46204

RE: Request for Information - Light Duty Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Program {RFP Development
Framework)

EVgo appreciates the opportunity to provide written comments in response to the Request for Information as
the Indiana Department of Environmental Management {IDEM) develops its Light-Duty Electric Vehicle Supply
Equipment (EVSE) program. EVgo operates America’s largest public and most reliable EV fast charging
network?, with more than 750 DC fast charging (DCFC) locations in 34 states and 66 metro markets nationwide.
Today, more than 100 million Americans live within a 15-minute drive of one of an EVgo charger. EVgo looks
forward to accelerating its deployments in Indiana upon successful implementation of its upcoming programs.

EVgo commends the Indiana Volkswagen Environmental Trust Committee (VW Commitiee) for making
important strides in electrifying.transportation in Indiana by prioritizing electrification and committing to utilize
the full 15% allocation permitted by the national settlement towards Light-Duty ZEV Supply Equipment, or
approximately $6.135 million in Indiana.

As IDEM works to develop its upcoming program for light-duty under Appendix D for the State of Indiana, EVgo
respectfully submits the following comments for consideration:

1. Clarify funding allotments for DC fast charging {DCFC) and Level 2.

Currently, IDEM and the VW committee have not decided how funding will be divided, if at all, between
DCFC and Level 2, To ensure the share of each technalogy aligns with environmental goals, EVgo affirms
that IDEM should clarify the amount of funding that will be reserved for each technology. This would be
consistent with other states’ approaches to Appendix D, including New Jersey’s decision to dedicate $7

_.million of its Volkswagen settlement funds to fast-charging infrastructure technology?, and North
Carolina, who similarly devoted 53.45 million of its first funding window to fast charging.®

Fast charging infrastructure is critical to reaching the state’s increasing population of EV drivers and
especially crucial to enabling electrification for drivers without reliable access to charging at home or in
the workplace, residents of multi-unit dwellings who rely on public charging for the majority of their
charging needs?, drivers utilizing key transit corridors, as well as light duty vehicle (LDV) fleets, including
car sharing and ride sharing applications. The significantly higher cost of DCFC stations, as identified by
IDEM, is warranted given the much larger number of vehicles that each DCFC capahly serves.

.S, Dep’t of Energy Off. of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy, FOTW #1052, October 22, 2018: Four Networks
Maintain Over 60% of Level 2 and DC Fast Charging Stations (Oct. 22, 2018},
eov/eerefvehicles/articles/foiw-1052-october-22-2018-four-networks-maintain-over60-22343-level-2-

2 hitps://www.nj.gov/governor/news/news/562019/approved/20190603b.shtml

3 https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/air-quality/motor-vehicles-and-air-guality/voikswagen-settlement/vw-settlement-0




FAST CHARGING

2. Focus charging infrastructure first in urban areas with high multi-family dwelling density to alleviate
barriers to £V adoption.

Urban areas with high density of multi-family dwellings often go without access to reliable home
charging. In a report guantifying the gap in needed charging infrastructure to support EV adoption, the
international Council on Clean Transportation places the number of apartment-dwellers who rely on
public charging as high as 82%*

Currently, IDEM states a dichotomy of charging equipment and uses cases in the RF}, with “DCFC along
highways or 1.2 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit.”® EVgo urges IDEM to also consider
public DCFC for use cases in urban areas and strongly recommends focus of charging infrastructure

— specifically public DCFC which is able to deliver a high number of electrified miles— in urban cores to
helps alleviate the barrier of owning an electric vehicle when home charging is not an option. This
ensures that multifamily communities and renters — not just homeowners ~are able to charge an

EV. Moareover, focusing DCFC in high-density areas also typically align with areas most affected

by contaminants and poor air quality.

3. Establish 50kW as the minimum for DC fast charging infrastructure, with “future proofing” as an
eligible expense.

A 50kW minimum power rating for DCFC is consistent with other programs across the country, including
California, Virginia, New York, Washington, North Carolina, and other states. It cannot be emphasized
enough that DCFC is not purely a corridor technology, but also one of urban lifestyle charging in many
cases. This creates an important role for the 50kW charger, which delivers real fast charging capability
{at approximately 3 miles driving range per minute of charge} with low capital requirements and
significantly streamliined siting and approval due to lower power requirements than higher power
charging.

By establishing 50kW as the minimum power rating, IDEM allows program partners to optimize the
value of the settlement funding while delivering at charge rates that vehicles on the road can handle
today.
However, if an applicant requests higher power charging, IDEM may consider a higher grant allocation

~ for higher power charging, which will have higher costs, Additionally, EVgo also recommends that
“future proofing” be made an eligible expense; this will allow for sites to be “upgraded” to higher power
as vehicle battery and charging capabilities develop.

4. Keep funding application windows cantinuous to accommeodate a dynamic market.

Rather than allocate all funding at ance, EVgo recommends that IDEM continucusly open funding
windows in order to ensure constant development in the state and avoid any disruptions in the
market. Pennsylvania and New Jersey are two states taking such an approach. %7

It may even be advisable to “backload” funding into the future, with a significant but minority portion
of funding allocated in the first year, with total budgets growing as EV penetration enables a smailer
capital subsidy to be awarded as utilization expectations pick up more of a given project’s financials.

# International Council on Clean Transportation, Quantifying the Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure Gap Across U.S.
Markets (January 2019), p, 9, https://theicct org/sites/default/files/publications/UsS_charging Gap 20190324.pdf

5 httos:/fwww.in.gov/idem/airqualitv/filesfvw trust reguest for information.pdf

& pttp:/fwww.depgis state.pa.us/DrivingPAForward/ ‘

7 https://www.drivegreen.nj.gov/plugin.htmi




FAST CHARGING

5. Develop balanced, quantifiable scoring criteria to score proposals.

IDEM should develop scoring criteria that sends a signal to the market about which projects the state
would like to see to meet its paolicy goals, and the relative balance between what can be competing
priorities. EVgo has found that complete geographic coverage, for example, often comes at the
funding expense of high utilization and environmental impact, and in turn, less-used chargers require
higher subsidy.

The “gold standard” for this practice to date has been North Carolina, which developed a balanced
rubric to assess applications, and uses transparent, third — party measures such as driving range to
extant DCFC, and measures of environmental justice impact to assess what could otherwise be
difficult criteria to develop towards.? EVgo highly recommends that IDEM review the North Carolina
RFP as a best practice.

6. Value, but do not specify, charging station locations in program RFP.

While there are important considerations for IDEM to make in regard to charging equipment and
charger use cases, EVgo recommends flexibility in the RFP guidelines for site locations of proposed
charging stations. The private sector is well-equipped to carry out site selection and development,
and in many cases has national host relationships that can be used to deploy af scale and meet the
state’s public policy criteria.

7. Aletter of intent signed by a host customer should be considered sufficient for project applications.

While EVgo does not advocate for funding programs that do not require developers to first identify a
specific location for their equipment, a letter of intent should be sufficient to demonstrate site
control in the case that the grant applicant is not also the site hast.

Such a letter demonstrates site control while allowing all parties to execute additional contractual
requirements after, not before, funding has been secured. EVgo has found that this is often preferred
for site hosts, and a similar approach by indiana will ensure that certain sites are not excluded due to
additional onerous paperwork requirements signed before funding is certain.

Conclusion
EVgo thanks IDEM for the opportunity to provide input and commends the extensive work in moving
transportation electrification forward in Indiana. As IDEM continues to develop its Light-Duty EVSE program,

please consider EVgo as a resource. We offer ourselves as a continuing partner to usher in a new era of
transportation innovation in Indiana.

Sincerely,

Adam Mohabbat
Manager, Market Development

adam.mohabbat@evgo.com

rants/files/VW/North-Carolina-Volkswagen-Settlement-ZEV-DC-Fast-

Charging-RFP-Phase-1-061719.pdf
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From: Donald.Snemis@icemiller.com

Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 10:39 AM
To: IDEM VWTrust

Cc: Frederic A. Mills (fred.mills@aes.com)
Subject: RFI Response

Attachments: SEB892KC120010311520-c.pdf

*#* This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

To Whom It May Concern:

Attached is a response to IDEM’s December 12, 2019 Request for Information regarding Light-Duty Electric Vehicle
Supply Equipment on behalf of Duke Energy Indiana, Hoosier Energy, Indiana-Michigan Power, indiana Municipal Power
Agency, Indianapolis Power & Light Company, NiSource, Vectren, and Wabash Valley Power Association. Please direct
any inquiries to Fred Mills. Thank you.

IceMiller LLP

Donald M. Snemis

Parther

office 317-236-2341 cell 317-652-3012

lce Miller LLP

One American Square, Suite 2900

Indianapolis, IN 46282-0200
https:www.icemiller.com/people/donald-m-snemis/
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'CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This E-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be protected by
legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use
of this E-mail or any attachment is prohibited. If you have received this E-mail in error, please notify us
immediately by returning it to the sender and delete this copy from your system.

Thank you.

ICE MILLER LLP
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January 2, 2020

Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust
VWTrust@@idem.in.goy

RE: IDEM’s Réquest for Information dated December 12, 2019
To Whom It May Concern:

1 write in response to IDEM’s December 12, 2019 Request for Information on the
development of Indiana’s electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure. These comments are
being submitted jointly on behalf of Duke Energy Indiana, Hoosier Energy, Indiana-Michigan
Power, Indiana Municipal Power Agency, Indianapolis Power & Light Company, NiSource,
Vectren, and Wabash Valley Power Association (the “Indiana Utility Group”). Some members of
the Utility Group may also submit comments individually.

As a matter of full disclosure, the members of the Indiana Utility Group intend to submit
a request to utilize VW Trust Funds to fund a bold, statewide, transformational project to create a
network of electric vehicle (“EV") charging stations along Indiana’s major highways in order to
provide motorists confidence in the use of EVs for long-distance travel throughout the Hoosier
State. The increased use of EVs in lieu of passenger vehicles with internal combustion engines
will reduce NOx emissions and improve Indiana’s air quality.

As the Crossroads of America, Indiana occupies a special place in our country. We are a
day's drive of 50% of the population of the United States and Canada, and more highways pass

through Indiana than any other state. It is imperative that Indiana be a leader in EV. =~

~ transportation.

The RF1 seeks information on seven (7) topics. We restate the topics below and add our
responses to each.

1. DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2. However, it
also comes at a significanily higher per connector price. Finding the balance between the speed
of DCFC and L2 equipment and the funds available from the national mitigation trust will be key
to a successful and sustainable EV charging infrastructure program in Indiana. With that in
miind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast Chargers (DCFC/L3) with
higher cost and fewer charging locations or Level 2 (L2) chargers with slower charging, but
with lower cost and more charging locations?

Comment: The primary purpose of installing EV charging infrastructure is to
encourage the purchase and use of electric vehicles in lieu of vehicles with internal combustion
engines in order to reduce air pollution (including nitrogen oxides, or “NOx”) from mobile
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sources. One of the major reasons that people do not buy and use electric vehicles is “range
anxiety,” which is the fear that they will run out of power before they reach their destination.
This mostly applies to long-distance travel. No EV can currently match the range of a gas-
powered vehicle, so charging infrastructure is the key to relieving this concern.

DC fast charging stations can charge an EV in about 30 minutes, making it perfect for a
long-distance traveler who is stopping for a meal, a cup of coffee, or a quick shopping trip. If a
network of such charging stations were to be established along Indiana’s major highways, it
would go a long way toward relieving any range anxiety held by those wishing to travel across
the Hoosier state in an EV. Creating a network of DC fast chargers would make Indiana a leader
in the field of EV infrastructure, connect us to existing and future EV infrastructure in our
neighboring states, and ensure that we remain the "Crossroads of America" for many years.

Local travel is adequately covered by Level 1 or residential charging infrastructure,
which usually requires overnight charging for a full charge. Most EV owners already have such
infrastructure in their homes. A level 2 charging station takes about three (3) hours to charge an
EV. It would be unrealistic to expect someone to drive long distances if they know they will need
to stop for three (3) hours during such trips. Further, as demonstrated by the RFI, the state
already has 249 Level 2 charging locations. Increasing that number will be of only marginal
benefit and will have almost no statewide impact, Dividing money for unorganized and non-
coordinated local projects will result in the lowest overall benefit for the State,

As such, the best option is for the State to invest in DC fast charging stations positioned
strategically along Indiana's major highways to encourage long-distance travel within and
through the Hoosier State. Many drivers of vehicles with internal combustion engines will likely
be motivated to move to an EV if they knew they could travel longer distances without having to
allocate a substantial amount of time during their trip to charge their EV.

Section 1413 of the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act requires the
Secretary .of Transportation . to. designate national electric vehicle (EV) charging, hydrogen, ..
propane, and natural gas fueling corridors. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is
working with other Federal, State, and local officials, as well as private industry, to help plan and
promote an Interstate network of charging stations that will fuel vehicles powered by clean and
domestically-produced alternative fuels, so commercial and passenger vehicles can reliably
travel between cities and regions, and across the entire nation.

FHWA completed the third round of Alternative Fuel Corridor designations. One of two
designations have been assigned to each nominated highway segment: (a) “Corridor Ready,”
which is where a sufficient number of facilities exist on the corridor to allow for corridor travel
using one or more alternative fuels and (b) “Corridor Pending,” which is where an insufficient
number of facilities currently exist on the corridor to allow for corridor travel using one or more
alternative fuels. The designation status for EV Charging is based on the availability of EV
charging facilities at 50 mile intervals along designated EV corridors. At this time, Indiana has
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only one area with a "Corridor Ready" designation, which is in the Northwest corner of the
state.

2. The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national
mitigation frust were identified earlier ranging from 60% for private locations not made
available to the public up to 100% for government-owned locations that do make the EV
charging stations available 1o the public. Just as there is a question of balance between the
speed and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is also a balance between funding
at the highest possible level for lower cost investment to funding at lower levels to encourage
public and/or private investment in Indiana's EV charging network. With this in mind, should
Indiana fund at the highest possible levels for each EV charging location or work towards
leveraging public and private funding partnerships in the hope of broadening the potential reach
of the $6.135 million?

Comment: Funding EV infrastructure at private locations not available to the public
would not serve the interests of the State of Indiana, as only a few select individuals would
benefit from the use of the public funds used to build the infrastructure, EV charging stations at
governmental facilities would solve that problem, but funding such infrastructure at 100% would
mean losing an opportunity to leverage the trust funds in a manner that maximizes its effect.

The best option for the State is to fund projects at privately-owned locations open to the
public, which would require grantees to fund at least 20% of the projects they propose. This
would mean that the state’'s $6.135 million would, in effect, purchase $7.362 million of EV
infrastructure. By partnering with grantees who (a) will make the infrastructure available to the
public and (b) are willing to fund a significant portion of the cost of the project, the State will
- significantly leverage the value of its investment while building infrastructure available to all
Hoosiers and all visitors to our State.

3 As the maps earlier in this RFI indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs

-in Indiana in velation to both proximity to EV-driver population as-well -as-distance between- - - .

viable EV charging opportunities. With this in mind, what should be the EV charging
infrastructure priority? Should it be focused on areas of certain EV driver population or should
the priority be more related to the maximum distance between charging locations, regardless of
charging speed?

Comment: Level 1 residential charging stations and existing Level 2 infrastructure
can largely provide the power necessary for local travel but are not good solutions for long-
distance travel. The current problem with EVs is range, so the priority should be to create a
network of fast charging stations across Indiana’s major highways, from east to west and north to
south, that will enable drivers using EVs to travel throughout the state. This will require charging
stations placed strategically along our major highways sufficiently close to one another that a
driver is always within range of a fast charging station. Because the focus would be on the
distance between charging stations, rather than population centers, charging stations will be

! See: hitps://afdc.eneray.uovicomidors and click on "EV charging” in the box in the upper right portion of the
website,
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located in both urban and rural areas, thus serving more people. The location of DC fast chargers
should follow FHA criteria for corridor-ready designation. As such, each DC fast charger should
be located 50 miles apart along the highways.

4. Another way 1o look at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance
between stations is the intended use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC serve the
purpose of connecting states, traditionally via interstale routes, L2 chargers allow drivers fo
charge during typical daily activities such as work, shopping, visiting key destinations, as well as
home charging in multi-unit housing locations (in-home charging is not eligible under the
national consent decree). With this in mind, where should Indiana priovitize EV charging
stations? DCFC along highways or L2 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit
housing locations?

Comment; The State should focus its resources on DC fast charging stations. Home
charging stations will cover the vast majority of short-range EV needs. While Level 2 charging
stations may have their place in office buildings and multi-family units, those are not usually
accessible to the public and are thus a poor choice for public funds. It takes a Level 2 charging
station 5-9 hours to fully charge today’s EVs. As such, Level 2 chargers are not well-suited for
trips to shopping malls and grocery stores, which usually last much longer.

3. Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the
existing EV charging network with only $6.135 million available from the national consent
decree. As noted earlier in this RFI, there is a notable difference in the costs associated with
expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in Indiana. How should Indiana’s limited funding
be split between DCFC and 1.2 charging equipment, if at all (i.e. 60% for DCFC and 40% for
L2)?

Comment: The cost of creating a network of DC fast charging stations along Indiana's
major interstate highways will likely exceed available funds, even if the grantees fund a

.. significant .amount of . the . project. themselves. Such a project would be truly bold and .

transformative. Using the funds for isolated Level 2 charging stations would have little overall
impact. For ail of the reasons expressed in these comments, the State should fund only DC fast
charging stations as part of a strategically-designed network.

6. Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the
national consent decree (October 2, 2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made
available all at once or in multiple rounds of funding. Furthermore, these potential rounds of
funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or technologies. With this in mind,
how many rounds of funding should the state consider for the EV charging infrastructure
program? If more than one round of funding, what should be the focus of each round (i.e. Round
1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC)?

Comment: As described above, we believe that the funds should be used for only one
purpose: to create a network of DC fast charging stations along Indiana's major highways. We
believe that the State should make the decision to fund the project now and fund it over the next
several years as the project proceed.
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7. Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivers might be hesitant to move
away from gasoline-powered vehicles fo EVs, Listed below are several EV-related comments
that have been received during conversations on Indiana’s EV charging network. Whether you
are a current driver of gasoline-powered or electric vehicles, Indiana asks for insight on these
issues: If not a current EV driver, what would motivate you to consider moving to EV? [ If not a
current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter your decision and
move you to EV? If not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to
continue driving gasoline-powered vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs? Whether
currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the current lack of
access io EV charging stations? Whether currenily a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much
of a concern or issue is the fravel range of current EVs?

Comment: As most of these questions are directed to individuals, we defer to the
individuals responding to the RFI. That said, although transportation choices are left to the
individual, EV manufacturers will be introducing a significant number of new model EVs in the
next few years to the general public. This trend will likely increase the number of EVs on the
road, particularly in those states that have the foresight to create the infrastructure necessary to
support EVs and alleviate the “range anxiety” that is currently a barrier to the natural
development of the EV market. Manufacturers have made their decisions about the future of
transportation and have shifted away from the combustion engine towards cleaner EVs. We
expect consumers to do the same,

Additional Comments
We have the following additional comments to the RFI:

- The chart in the RFI showing existing DC fast charging stations includes Tesla-
only charging stations that can only be used by Tesla owners. According to our
research, at least 11 of the charging stations shown on the chart are proprietary to
‘Tesla. This underscores the need for CD fast charging stations in Indiana that are
available to the public.

. It is true that a DC fast charging station is more expensive than a Level 2 charging
station. However, the DC fast charger takes only about 30 minutes to charge a car.
-So, a DC fast charger can charge many cars in the same amount of time it takes a
Level 2 charger to charge a single vehicle.

. The chart on page 2 of the RFI entitled "Electric Vehicle Charging Level
Overview" is outdated. The U.S. Depariment of Energy reports the following:?

o Level 1 Charging: 2 to 5 miles of range per 1 hour of charging
o Level 2 Charging: 10 to 20 miles of range per 1 hour of charging
o DC Fast Charging: 60 to 80 miles of range per 20 minutes of charging

2 See: https://afde.encray.sovilucls/electricity_infrastructure.iml
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Other states arc considering similar proposals. For instance, a plan put forth in
New Hampshire proposes a network of DC fast chargers across its major
highways. The proposed plan can be found here:
https:/fwww.des.nh.gov/organizal ion/divisions/air/isb/tps/msp/documents/201903
22-eversource-presentation.pdf

The RFI does not discuss future costs, Charging stations will require repairs,
maintenance and eventually replacement. As such, the State must choose trusted
partners who have the stability and financial wherewithal to ensure that these
stations are still working 2, 5, and even 10 years after they arc installed.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me directly on behalf of the Indiana

Utility Group.

N15039647.3

N,

V3 Truly & S

Fred Mills

VP External Affairs

Indianapolis Power & Light Company,
on behalf of the Indiana Utility Group
fred.milis(@aes.com
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From: - Corbin Grohol

Sent: Manday, December 30, 2019 10:28 PM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: IDEM Requesting Public Input about Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure

*** This'is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ¥

1. DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2, However, it also comes at a
significantly higher per connector price. Finding the balance between the speed of DCFC and L2 equipment and
the funds available from the national mitigation trust will be key to a successful and sustainable EV charging
infrastructure program in Indiana.  With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current
Fast Chargers (DCFC/L3) with higher cost and fewer charging locations or Level 2 (1.2) chargers with slower
charging, but with lower cost and more charging locations?

DCFC should be priority since they are so expensive. LI/L2 charging is relatively cheap and it is no problem
for owners to pay for themselves at home. A law should considered that forces landlords to allow tenants fo
install L2 chargers (my landlord declined by request and I had to buy a PHEV instead of EV because of this).
Laws should also be considered that encourage employers to install L1/L2 workplace chargers.

2. The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national mitigation trust were identified
eatlier ranging from 60% for private locations not made available to the public up to 100% for government-
owned locations that do make the EV charging stations available to the public. Just as there is a question of
balance between the speed and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is also a balance between
funding at the highest possible level for lowercost investment to funding at lower levels to encourage public
and/or private investment in Indiana’s EV charging network. « With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the
highest possible levels for cach EV charging location or work towards leveraging public and private funding
partnetships in the hope of broadening the potential reach of the $6.135 million?

DCFC may require a larger % of government funding to cover the high cost. Some funds could be used to
_encourage workplace charging. I do not think L1/L2 chargers at shopping centers are the solution since
customers spend less than 1 hour there resulting in less than 20 miles of charge. The focus should be DCFC
along highways (barrier: cost), L2 charging at home {barrier: landlords won't let tenants modify electrical
infrastructure), and L2 charging at work (barrier: employers have no reason to do it, laws should be considered
to encourage employer charger installation)

3. As the maps earlier in this RF] indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in Indiana in relation to
both proximity to EV driver population as well as distance between viable EV charging opportunities. ¢ With
this in mind, what should be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Should it be focused on areas of certain
EV driver population or should the priority be more related to the maximum distance between charging
locations, regardless of charging speed?

DCFC should be distance based (purpose: road trips), 1.2 charging should be population based (purpose: daily
commuting needs)

4, Another way to look at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance between stations is the
intended use of the EV charging infrastructure, While DCFC serve the purpose of connecting states,
traditionally via interstate routes, L2 chargers allow drivers to charge during typical daily activities such as
work, shopping, visiting key destinations, as well as home charging in multi-unit housing locations (in-home
charging is not eligible under the national consent decree). » With this in mind, where should Indiana prioritize

1




EV charging stations? DCFC along highways or 1.2 at workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing
locations?
DCFC along highways, L2 at workplace / multi-unit housing locations. L2 at shopping centers are not as useful.

5. Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing EV charging network
with only $6.135 million available from the national consent decree. As noted earlier in this RFT, there is a
notable difference in the costs associated with expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in Indiana. « How
should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging equipment, if at all (i.e. 60% for
DCFC and 40% for 1.2)?

As stated above, DCFC may require high subsidy due fo high cost. However, the focus on workplace/multi-unit
housing should be on legislation (rather than direct funding) that encourages/forces charger installation since the
cost reatly isn't much

6. Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national consent decree (October 2,
2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made available all at once or in multiple rounds of funding.
Furthermore, these potential rounds of funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or
technologies. e With this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state consider for the EV charging
infrastructure program? If more than one round of funding, what should be the focus of each round (i.e. Round
1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC)?

The electric vehicle landscape is set to grow quickly with many manufacturers launching vehicles in the next I-
3 years., Roll out the DCFC fudning and the L2 workplace/home legislation quickly.

7. Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivers might be hesitant to move away from gasoline-
powered vehicles to EVs. Listed below are several EVrelated comments that have been received during
conversations on Indiana’s EV charging network, Whether you are a current driver of gasoline-powered or
electric vehicles, Indiana asks for insight on these issues: » If not a current EV driver, what would motivate you
to consider moving to EV? I own a Honda Clarity PHEV. 1 would like to go all electric but landlord

declined my request for 1.2 charger (I even offered to pay for it myself.) o If not a current EV driver, what
charging infrastructure related changes might alter your decision and move you to EV? I commute o Purdue.
They only have 6 chargers to serve the entire campus...they need at least double to guarantee charger
availability when needed. o [f not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to
continue driving gasoline-powered vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs? None. Let's go electric! o

- Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the current lack of
access to EV charging stations? Very high. 1 would drive all electric if my landlord let me install charger or if
Purdue had more 1.2 chargers. « Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or
issue is the travel range of current EVs? For Tesla, greater than 300 miles is achievable and no problem.

Thanks,
Corbin Grohol
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IR
From: Jo Braden <jbroden@southbendin.gov:>
Sent: Monday, December 30, 2019 4.08 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Cc: Tim Scott; Karen L. White; Troy Warner
Subject: Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation Trust
Attachments: South Bend Climate Action Plan.pdf

*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email, ****

Dear Trustee Members:

New Year greetings to you. | am writing to you today as an elected official from South Bend, Indiana on a matier that
impacts my constituents and those residing in St. Joseph or neighboring counties, but also Hoosiers

statewide. Specifically, as a Common Council member of a Tier2 city, who has worked on transportation and
infrastructure issues through a 4 year term as a member of Michiana Association Coalition of Governments (the regional
planning authority for northern Indiana and areas of SE Michigan), as well as, per my service on key Council committees
(Chair, of Heaith and Public Safety; Member, Public Works; and Member, Personnel & Finance), | urge you to consider
allocating VW Trust dollars toward expansion of publicly-owned, public-accessible Level 2 charging stations here in the
South Bend area.

Specifically, an investment here in the City of South Bend, would serve to address concerns about the paucity of DC fast
charging stations between South Bend, Indy, and/or Ft. Wayne. Located at the cross-roads at US 31 and US 20, a future
station would benefit both residents and business entities traveling this busy North-South and East-West corridor. EV
infrastructure investments in this location, would also be consistent with our values as expressed not only in MACOG
planning documents, but also in'our recently {(and unanimously!) passed Carbon Neutral 2050 Plan. Within the attached
South Bend Climate Action plan document, you will see the emphasis on alternative fuel vehicle usage as a priority
objective. You will also see that the document emphasizes that we will anly achieve our goals as a community {and
-.continue to lead the state on climate action) through colfaborative relatienships—with your financial assistance of VW. .
Trust dollars, we could build out our limited network and make EV charging a viable option in more convenient
locations, and thereby, increase EV purchases and use. As we demonstrate the viability of EV use across our City and
provide for access along the US 31 at US 20 location regionally, we will deliver on the goals of the VW Trust funds.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter in support of VW Trust fund usage here in South Bend.

Sincerely,

Jo M. Broden

City of South Bend
Common Council Member
4t District

(574) 235-5978
jbroden@southbendin.gov
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FROM THE MAYOR'S DESK

Climate change has evolved over decades from a theory to a reality fo
a true emergency. South Bend has seen this evolution up close. In
recent years, climate change has affected our public infrastructure, our
economy, and our neighborhood quality of life. As temperatures
fluctuate and precipitation worsens, we will have to face increasing
expenses, new health dangers, and ever more challenges for the most
vulnerable of our neighbors.

The timeline for action, and the impacts South Bend will face if we do
not act, are dictated by science, but the solutions are defined by the
character of our community. As big as this crisis is, South Bend’s ideas
and aspirations are big enough to meet it. We aspire to make South
Bend a net-zero emissions city by 2050, and will work aggressively
toward immediate and mid-term targets. We will need to take
meaningful action on where our electricity comes from, how our
bufldings use energy, and how we move around our city.

As we rise up to meet this challenge, there is some good news. Taking action on climate both helps reduce
our risk and provides significant benefits across our community. From reducing a small business’s utility
bills to updating drafty homes and creating jobs in clean energy sectors, climate action will improve
economic outcomes. Equity and justice will grow as emissions shrink with strategies that expand
transportation options, improve local air quality, and bring renewable energy to neighborhoods that need
investment.

South Bend’s Carbon Neutral 2050 Plan sets a series of ambitious goals to reduce carbon emissions from
local sourcas and lays out a high-level plan to address them. This climate action plan focuses on strategies
that will provide the most substantial emissions cuts, will be feasible to Implement in the near term, and
will maximize benefits to residents and businesses. The plan will be a living document, updated at regular
Intervals to reflect the fast pace of change and keep us focused on our priorities,

We will need everyone — every worker and resident and student, every business and institution and school .

— to support these ambitious goals and bring these strategies to bear. Together, we must continue to work
tirelessly to create a South Bend where our children and grandchildren can thrive. Let our actions today be
the basis for the stories we tell, about this moment when our community worked together, took bold action,
and met the greatest challenge of our time.

e

Pete Buttigieg, Mayor
South Bend, Indiana
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Climate éhange is a global issue that has local impacts across the United States, including in Scuth Bend.
Mitigation that includes actions that reduce the release of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is essential to
limiting the impacts of climate change.

Carbon Neutral 2050, a climate action plan, is intended to 1) contextualize the need for greenhouse gas
emission mitigation in South Bend, 2) provide an overview of the City's current emissions inventory, and
3) identify high-priorty strategles and actions for short, medium, and long-term reductions across each

sector of the community.

Recommended actions in this climate action plan are targeted to help the City of South Bend achieve high-
impact GHG emission reductions over three time horizons, each relative to the 2005 baseline.” These should
be adopted and communicated as the City's official GHG reduction goals.

NOW: Reduce GHG emissions 26% by 2025
NEXT: Reduce GHG emissions 45%0 by 2035
FUTURE: Reduce GHG emissions 100% by 2050

SOUTH BEND GHG REDUCTION GOALS
0% e.
0% -
0% i
c 0% ®..
.g 40%
Y s0% -
T 60%
& CT0%
80%
0% - o
100% - . . . Y
2005 2025 2035 2050
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The chart above illustrates the trajectory towards a target of 100% greenhouse gas reduction by 2050.
Based on the range of local stakeholder input and a review of South Bend’s need and capacity to achieve
this reduction goal, the course of emissions reduction targeted in this plan is as follows:

+« NOW - Short Term: This goal aligns with national reduction targets set by the United States in
the Paris Agreement. Cities across the country have adopted the Unlted States’ agreed-upon

* The City is in process of backcasting an estimated 2005 greenhouse gas footprint to serve as a baseline.
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contribution to the Paris Agreement as their near-term reduction target. To achieve this 26%
reduction in the first five years of concerted action, this plan leverages the most readily available
policies and actions and takes advantage of the resources and capacity that South Bend already
possesses to implement immediate reduction opportunities,

s NEXT - Medium Term: Between 2025 and 2035, the pace of reduction may slow, as medium-
and long-term actions will begin to be Implemented. This Implementation requires systemic
changes to achieve an overall reduction of 45% and set the course for a sharper reduction after
2035. Meeting this goal will require significant time, resources, program development, and policy
change befare yielding returns.

« FUTURE - Long Term: A dramatic period of reduction will occur between 2035 and 2050. To
achieve the ambitious goal of carbon neutrality, we will continue to drive change but also must rely
oh new technologies and innovative programs that are not available today.

The South Bend community embraces a forward-looking attitude toward technolegy, innovation, and
inclusion. Specifically, many South Bend residents believe that with advances is scientific understanding
and mitigation technology, there will be more opportunities to reduce GHG emissions. Among local
stakeholders there aré also differences of opinion on how aggressively to pursue GHG emission reduction
goals, amidst South Bend's numerous pricrities.

In South Bend, as in most municipalities, transportation and energy use represent the largest sources
of GHG emissions. While the significance of transportation and energy emissions is common across
munidpalities, actually achleving reductions requires context-sensitive solutions specific to South Bend,

With transportation representing nearly a third of South Bend's greenhouse gas emissions, there exists
a significant opportunity to reduce GHG emisslons in the transportation sector through the following
strategies:

s Reducding vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and reducing single occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips.
e Transitioning to cleaner, more efficient fuels.

Energy use in buildings represents nearly two-thirds of South Bend’s greenhouse gas emissions, so this
source represents the largest opportunity for GHG reduction in the city. Avenues for achieving these

.. reductions include: . . .

¢ Increasing energy efficiency across residential, industrial, and commercial sectors.
+ Transitioning to renewable energy sources.

This plan is formulated to ensure that the recommended actions include projections of imeframe, impact,
cost, co-benefits, likely stakeholders, and the role of South Bend’s municipal government,
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Our Clfmate Action Plan has been developed with the following guiding principfes:

Equity-Centered

The impacts of climate change are often disproportionately burdensome on low income and minority
populations. Additionally, strategies for mitigating the impacts of climate change can sometimes be
unaffordable, regressive, ar not beneficial to these more vulnerable communities. This Plan has focused on
producing equity-centered mitigation outcomes.

Quantifiable

A plan that can be measured is a plan that can be managed. For South Bend to meaningfully benchmark
its progress towards mitigation between now and 2050, clear targets and metrics have been developed as
key components of the plan.

Context-Sensitive

Each community and region present their own assets, challenges, opportunities, and weaknesses. The
existing organizations, structures, processes, and systems in each location are drivers of or barriers to
implementation of any mitigation strategy. While useful climate strategies can be pulled from around the
globe, this plan prioritizes solutions that most clearly fit South Bend’s institutions, demographics, natural
environment, regional economy, and infrastructure.

Practical, Achievable, and Affordable

Oftentimes, the highest-impact strategies are not the most feasible. Considering the importance that this
plan be actionable for the city, strategies were prioritized based on how achievable they were for the
community, municipality, and other agencies, and whether they proved to be too expens;ve or at the cost
- of other priorities, like quality of life, access, and economic opportunity. ' -

Incentive-Oriented

Driving change typically requires a mixture of incentives and regulations. Incentives (fike grants, loans, and
credits) drive change financially. Regulations and policies (like ordinances and permitting requirements)
drive change through the legal process. While regulations may not cost a municipality much to implement,
they can prove to be onerous and expensive to property owners and developers. Given South Bend’s status
as a rebounding post-industrial city, concerns exist that increasing regulations could weaken promistng
economic growth. Therefore, greater emphasis has been placed on incentive-based strategies.

Partnership-Driven

As with any plan, successful implementation will require numerous points of collaboration between
municipdl government, area-wide agencies, institutions, private enterprise, and non- pro‘r“ its. This plan treats
such partnerships as fundamental.
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CLIMATE MITIGATION & RESILIENCE PLANNING

South Bend residents have already felt the accelerating

negative impacts of dimate change.

The South Bend Carbon Neutral 2050 plan provides
actionable dimate change mitigation strategies to
reduce the release of greenhouse gases. These
strategies provide the City of South Bend with
opportunities for environmental and public health
improvements, as well as economic benefits.
Adaptation or resilience plans, which typically follow
climate action plans like this one, provide strategies for
addressing the current and future impacts of climate

change within a municipality.t

CLIMATE IMPACTS IN SGUTH BEND

Climate change Is a global Issue that will have local

Mitigation & Adaptation

Mitigation: Actions that reduce the release
of greenhouse gas emissions in order to
limit dimate change (e.q. sustainable
transportation, clean energy generation,
and energy efficiency),

Adaptation: Actions that help communities
or individuals adjust to the impacts of
climate change (e.g. retrofitting
infrastructure for severe weather events,
flood protection, and disaster
management}.

impacts across the United States, including in Indiana. The Indiana Climate Change Impacts Assessment,
completed in 2018 by a collaborative of Indiana-based experts, provides state-specific observations and
projections for temperature increases, weather events, and the subsequent impacts for Indiana residents,

visualized In Figure 1.2

Figure 1. Indiana Climate Change Impacis

In addition to the major impact categories detailed above, negative impacts of climate change In Indiana
include stress and wear on public infrastructure with increased severity of weather events, decreased water
quality in the St. Joseph River with increased probability of fiooding and sewer outflow, and public health
concerns as warmer wirders allow for mosquitoes, ticks, and other disease-carrying pests to thrive.?
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Agriculture will be affected via longer agricultural growing seasons, with conditions ripe for undesirable
invasive species to flourish, Extreme heat and increased severity and frequency of floods can also cause
diminished soil health and other problems for Indiana’s farmers.*

increasing Temperatures

-Indiana has already observed a rising average temperature over the past century, and it is projected to

increase significantly more In coming years. The number of days that exceed 95°F in South Bend is expected
to grow from an average of three to an average of 20-29 days per year by the 2050s.> As the average
femperature rises, the likelihood of extreme heat days also increases. This can be particularly dangerous
for vulnerable populations like children or the elderly, and those without air conditioning.®

Extreme Weather Events

~ Since 1959, average annual rainfall In the state has been increasing at a rate of 1.33 inches per decade.
By mid-century, annual precipitation in South Bend is expected to increase by over four inches and
termnperatures are expected to increase by 4.7°F.7 Heavy rainfall events (top 2% of rainfall rates in a year)
are expected to increase by an average of 1.2 days per year. As Indiana continues to warm, more
precipitation will fall in the form of rain, as opposed to snow, which can increase the risk of flooding in the
winter and spring.®

Flgure 2: 2018 Flooding along Northside Boulevard in South Bend — Robert Frankiin, South Bend Tribune

In a span of two years, South Bend witnessed a ™1,000-year flood” in 2016 foliowed by a “500-year flood”
in 2018, each causing severe damage to the city and surrounding areas.? The *500-year flood” in February
2018, which saw the St. Joseph River crest at a record-high 12.7 feet,'® displaced residents, damaged
thousands of homes, and hundated the wastewater treatment plant resulting in discharge of untreated
sewage and stormwater into the river. The City of South Bend is estimated to have suffered $2.1 million of
flood damage to municipal assets, including pedestrian trails, embankments, roads (Figure 2),!! and the
water filtration system’s North Pumping Station, 12 '
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BENEFITS OF CLIMATE MITIGATION

Climate mitigation and adaptation strategies that address the direct causes and impacts of climate change,
often positively impact other areas. Cost savings from reduced energy and fuel usage benefits residents
and businesses. Decreased fuel use reduces air pollution and improves local air quality. Transportation
alternatives that encourage active lifestyles can improve health outcomes for residents'? in addition to
expanding access and mobility to traditionally underserved populations. Innovation driven by the search
for climate solutions creates economic opportunity for existing businesses and local entrepreneurs. Co-
benefits often re-enforce each other, For example, improved quality of place and increased transportation
access have been shown to support economic growth. Actions were selected for this plan in part based on
maximizing these co-benefits. Areas of benefit are summarized below:

Public Health: Strategies that result in improvements to air quality (particularly for areas or
populations suffering environmentat injustice), increased opportunities for exercise (ltke running
and biking, or walking to school), and increased access to aritical goods and services that advance
healthy living (like supermarkets and medical facilities).

Cost Savings: Strategies that result In immediate or long-term financial savings for residents,
utllity customers, businesses, and property owners. Savings can be from reduced energy
consumption lowering energy bills, or rebates, incentives, or tax credits for installing energy
efficiency or renewable energy equipment. Savings can alsc come from reductions in monthily
transportation costs. Less fuel needs to be purchased if transit, hiking, or walking can be used
instead. With more travel options, some may opt to get rid of their car altogether. For large
companies, addressing climate change means reducing waste in their processes and supply chain
while also decreasing risks and compliance costs.

Economic Growth: Strategies that support regional economic development, growth In gross
domestic product (GDP), workforce development, and job creation. This can include: substantial
Infrastructure Investments that elther enable a company’s operaticns or connect residents to jobs,
development of a regional economic cluster that attracts tatent from outside and exports goods
and services, or programs that increase the capacity and expertise of the local labor pool.

Quality of Place: Strategies that improve the physical, aesthetic, and civic character of a place
and help residents feel engaged in their communities. These strategies can include the
development and enhancement of parks and green space, public art, downtown beautification
programs, street festivals, etc.

Increased Transportation Access: Strategles that expand and strengthen transportation
options beyond car ownership, induding bus and rail transit, cyding, walking, using wheelchairs,
etc. Universal access principles, which focus on building spaces and places that encourage the
movement of all people (including the physically impaired) are central to this benefit.

Increased Engagement: Strategies that increase transparency and facilitate participation in
community programs and initiatives.

- Increased Equity: Sirategies that address racial, cultural, economic, soclal, and physical

disparities. These include actions that address environmental justice concerns, discrimination,
income inequality, impairments to access, etc. Most climate action co-benefits can be designed to
improve equity when collaboratively planned and executed.
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WHY NOW?

Trusted organizations, including the United Natlons Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (UN IPCC),
have established that urgency is necessary to address climate change. Globally, the UN IPCC has assessed
that preventing a 1.5-degree Celsius Increase in temperature, which would exponentiafly increase negative
climate change effects, requires a 45% reduction of worldwide carbon emissions by 2030.* Through local
climate mitigation actions, South Bend is contributing to this global effort.

South Bend has demonstrated climate leadership for over a decade. In 2008, Mayor Stephen Luecke signed
the U.5. Mayors Climate Protection Agreement, and in 2009 coenvened the Green Ribbon Commission, which
led to the foundation of the Municipal Energy Office in 2010, Mayor Pete Buttigieg reconvened the Green
Ribbon Commission in 2014 and expanded the Energy Office’s role, creating South Bend's Office of
Sustainability. The South Bend Common Councdil passed the Cleaner Energy Resolution in 2016, expressing
interest in reducing use of coal power and increasing investment in renewable options,'* and in 2018 Mayor
Buttigieg joined the state’s "Repower Indiana” letter, calling for utilities to supply 100% clean energy. Most
recently, Mayor Buttigieg confirmed South Bend’s comimitment to the Parls Agreement on Climate by signing
the "We're Still In” letter in 2017 and committed to the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy
the following year.'® The Global Covenant, comprised of over 9,000 cities across 132 countries, seeks to
collectively reduce 1.3 billion tons of annual CO» emissions by 2030.7

In April 2019, the South Bend Common Council passed a resolution calling for climate acticn. This resolution
(see appendix) acknowledges established climate science and the observed and projected impacts of
climate change on Indiana and South Bend. The resolution outlines the City’s leadership in dimate issues
and outlines next steps for addressing climate change, including development of this climate action plan. 18

South Bend is at a unique point in its history. As a medium-sized, post-industrial Midwestern city that has
stabilized a 50-year population decline, South Bend and its small metropolitan region are still not
experiencing as high a rate of economic or population growth as the state of Indiana, overall (Fig. 3). %20

POPULATION AND GDP
STATE, REGION, AND CITY — 2010-2017

2010 2017 % GROWTH
| State of Indiana GDP (millions)* $295,133 |  $320,084 _845% |
State of Indiana Population 6,483,802 6,660,082 2.72%
South Bend — Mishawaka Regional GDP (millions)* $11,480 $12,231 6.54%
South Bend — Mishawaka Regional population 319,224 321,447 0.70%
City of South Bend Population 101,168 101,860 0.68%

*adjusted for inflation (2012 dollais)
Figure 3

Although the South Bend region desires to attract more residents and increase economic activity, growth
presents both positive and negative implications for addressing climate change. GDP growth can
represent an increase In economic oppottunity locally, as well as avallabiiity of financial resources for
addressing climate change, but increased economic activity historically gives rise to an increase in
emissions, e.g. more factories operating, more commuters that own cars and travel alone, and more
consumption of goods. Additionally, if the South Bend region does not codify sustainable land use
principles, growth is likely to produce negative development patterns, like suburban sprawl, which directly
increase transportation emissions. As the City and region continue to change, all possible efforts should
be made to decouple GDP and population growth from the increases in emissions that typically

accompany growth.
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WHY WE'LL SUCCEED

South Bend is well-positioned to achieve GHG emissions reducticns. The City has several advantages
including zoning and building ordinances that are responsive to sustainable development and green
business practices, strong transportation infrastructure, and proximity to several world-class higher
education institutions. 2! '

Additionally, South Bend can build upon its long-term commitment to environmental sustalnability as
evidenced by the Office of Sustainability, Green Ribbon Commission, and support from the Commeon
Coundl, including a commitment to adopting climate actions.??2 Where some communities may be just
beginning to establish environmental task forces, South Bend has nearly ten years of formal activity. In
addition to government support, several of South Bend’s largest businesses and anchor institutions support
climate action to protect South Bend from negative impacts of dimate change. Lastly, South Bend can work
with neighboring communities and regional agencies to tackle issues collaboratively and holistically.

EMISSIONS INVENTORY & REPORT

In order to determine the most effective strategies for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the City of
South Bend collected data on emissions-producing activity for both municipal operations and the larger
South Bend community. South Bend completed its first comprehensive community-wide GHG emissions
inventory using 2017 data, and a municipal operations inventory using 2015 data. The data here reflects
2017 community data, validated in 2019 for inclusion in this plan.

OVERALL

In 2017, the South Bend community was

responsible for over 1.2 million metric
tons of greenhouse gas emissions
(COz2¢). Municipal operations account for
3% of the city-wide total.?

Energy and transportation are the largest
sources of community emissions,
comprising 63% and 32% of emissions,
respectively. The remaining 6% come
from a variety of activities including solid
waste disposal and water and wastewater
systems.

COMMUNITY GHG EMISSIONS

Other "
6%

Transportation
32%
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ENERGY

Energy accounts for 62% of community emissions, split almaost evenly between residential, commercial and
industrial energy. Additionally, emissions from gas and electricity for each sector are split fairly evenly. The
residentiat and industrial sectors have slightly higher emissions from gas, and the commercial sector has

slightly higher emissions from electricity.?*

SOUTH BEND COMMUNITY GHG EMISSIONS: ENERGY

_...Residential Flectric
13%

Industrial Gas

21% O\ g

. Residential Gas
21%

Industrial Eectric.__]
15% :

Commercial Electric
17%

Commercial Gas.
13%

[,

TRANSPORTATION

Transportation accounts for 32% of community emissions. Of that 32%, passenger vehicles account for
almost two-thirds of emissions and heavy diesel transit accounts for 19%. Rail, road construction, and
aviation-related emissions, among others, are captured in the "Other” category.”

SOUTH BEND COMMUNITY GHG EMISSIONS: TRANSPORTATION

other.“..,_..,u.»-u—‘ )
19% -

Heavy diesel v

19% \. Passenger cars

62%
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MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS

Municipal operations account for 3% of the City's
overall emissions. The top sources of greenhouse
gases within municipal operations include buildings
and facilities, the vehicle fleet, and street lights and

traffic signals.

s VLN

Communi
ty
Emissions ...
97%

EMISSION REDUCTION GOALS & ACTION AREAS

The City of South Bend’s Climate Action Plan is a holistic plan that identifies greenhouse gas reduction
opportunities throughout the community.

GHG EMISSIONS INVENTORY

icipal

Operation

S

3%

Recommended actions in this Climate Action Plan are targeted to help the City of South Bend achieve high-
impact GHG emission reductions over three time horizons, each relative to the 2005 baseline.” These should
be adopted and communicated as the City's official GHG reduction goals.

NOW: Reduce GHG emissions 26% by 2025

NEXT: Reduce GHG emissions 45% by 2035

FUTURE: Reduce GHG emissions 100% by 2050

10%
20%
30%
40%

60%
70%

Reduction

90%
100%

0% -

50% -

80% -
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SOUTH BEND GHG REDUCTION GOALS

2025 2035 2050
Year

* The City is in process of backcasting an estimated 2005 greenhouse gas footprint to serve as a baseline.
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The chart above illustrates the trajectory towards a target of 100% greenhouse gas reduction by 2050.
Based on the range of local stakeholder input and a review of South Bend's need and capacity to achieve
this reduction goal, the course of emissions reduction targeted in this plan Is as follows:

« NOW - Short Term: This goal aligns with national reduction targets set by the United States by’
the Paris Agreement. Cities across the country have adopted the United States’ agreed-upon
contribution to the Paris Agreement as their near-term reduction target. To achieve this 26%
reduction in the first five years of concerted action, this plan leverages the most readily available
policies and actions and takes advantage of the rescurces and capacity that South Bend already
possesses, to implement immediate reduction opportunities.

o« NEXT - Medium Term: Between 2025 and 2035, the pace of reduction may slow, as medium-
and long-term actions will begin to be implemented. This implementation requires systemic
changes to achieve an overall reduction of 45% and set the course for a sharper reduction after
2035, Meeting this goal will require significant time, resources, program development, and policy
change.

« FUTURE - Long Term: A dramatic period of reduction will occur between 2035 and 2050. To
achieve the ambitious goal of carbon neutrality, we will continue to drive systems change but also
must rely on adoption of new technologies and innovative programs that are not available today.

This projection requires certain assumptions and cannot reftect changes that develop over time, or the
interaction between those changes, which are difficult to forecast. For example, greater investment would
result in a greater reduction, but South Bend Is also part of larger region where actions beyond the City's
control may impact GHG emissions reductions. Additionally, changes in climate conditions, the economy,.
-technology, and stakeholder priorities will naturally impact the City's progress toward GHG emissions
reduction. Thus, the range of possible reduction grows wider as the projections are further in the future.

In South Bend, as in most municipalities, transportation and energy use represent the largest sources
of GHG emissions, While the significance of transportation and energy emissions is common across
municipalities, actually achieving reductions requires context-sensitive solutions specific to South Bend.

All emissions reduction actions listed in this section have been assaessed through lenses of Timeframe for

Implementation (Short, Medium, Long), Impact (Low, Medium, Mgh), and Cost of Implementatlon

(%, %3, $$8). They are represented by the-following icons: - - -+ o e

Timeframe:

ME LIl TmPece

A A US 88 688

TRANSPORTATION

With transportation responsible for nearly a third of South Bend's greenhouse gas emissions, the foliowing
two strategles present significant opportunity to reduce greenhouse gases in the transportation section:

Goal 1.  Reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and reducing single occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips.
Goal 2.  Transitioning to cleaner, more efficient fuels.

Given the disparate nature of vehicle trips and emissions, system-wide reductions must be driven by the
actions of many different stakeholders, including public agencies, private companies, and private systems.
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Solutions will require collaboration to tackle this level of complexity. Additionally, reductions must be
advanced through a multi-faceted series of improvements in vehicle technology, in provision of alternative
modes of transportation, and through more compact land use patterns.

While system-wide reductions to transportation emissions are long-term in nature and complex to execute,
there are many feasible actions that the City of South Bend and its affiliated public agencies can take in
the near and mid-term to drive transportation-related emissions reductions. These include improvements
to existing fleets, local incentives and regulations, and committed partnerships with diverse public agencies
and private organizations.

GOAL 1. REDUCE BOTH VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (VMT) AND SINGLE OCCUPANCY VEHICLE (SOV) TRIPS

ACTION T1.1 - Promote and strengthen public transit

A $$6 coenerrs: mm

Bus and paratransit services provided by Transpo are already a standard method for replacing and reducing
car trips. As with many transit agencies, Transpo experiences capacity constraints around service, staff,
and resources. The same batrlers exist for growing ridership in South Bend that many transit agencies
experience throughout the country; length of headways, scattered nature of origin-destination, lack of
revenue sources, and comparatively low gas prices, parking hassles, and traffic levels. Despite these
challenges, the impact transit can make on reducing VMT and SOV trips is significant. Increasing frequency
and quallty of service, and tailoring coverage areas to existing and emerging origin-destination patterns,
will empower transit to play a major role in reducing transportation emissions,

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do

« Lobby the Indiana state legisiature for increases to transit funding.

» Advocate for a greater emphasis on transit within the project selection criteria of MACOG's
Transportation Improvement Program,

« Update the City’'s capital improvements plan to priotitize transit investments.

» - - Broker relationships between major employers and educational institutions and Transpo, to provide
aemployer-assisted transit programs.

o Educate community organizations and residents on the value and opportunities around transit,
through advocacy and events.

¢ Partner directly with Transpo on planning and economic development efforts to ensure that projects
factor in transit.

Additional Responsible Parties: Transpo, MACOG, State of Indiana, South Bend Regional Chamber,
l.ocal Businesses and Anchor Institutions

ACTION T1.2 - Promote and Improve bike share and alternative mobility programs

A $$ | CO-BENEFITS:

Bike share and electric scooter programs are low cost, highly flexible systems for replacing short car trips,
and are a transportation mode that produces little to no emissions. These programs have emerged in
numerous cities over the last decade. Although they can come with operational challenges (such as safety),
they can be effective at reducing the need for single occupancy vehicles when their coverage areas are
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. properly tailored to origin-destination patterns and when their integration into a system is in such a manner
that it does not weaken transit services.

What South Bend City Government Can Do;

« Broker relationships with bike and scooter share providers and properly regulate these programs
under the goals and policies of the City’s Blke South Bend Plan. ,

s Consider public-investments in bike programs, through MACOG's Transportation Improvement
Program and the City’s capital improvements plan.

« Broker relationships between major employers, educational institutions, and program prowders to
provide employer-assisted bike share programs.

« Partner with providers to educate community organizations and residents on the value of the
programs through advocacy and events.

Additional Responsible Parties: Program Providers, MACOG, South Bend Regional Chamber, Local
Businesses

ACTION T1.3 - Promote and advance blking and walking through education and community

partnerships
A $ CO-BENEFITS: Bl m@m

Community-fed initiatives and partnerships that educate residents about biking and walking are critical to
establishing these modes as a standard form of transportation. The affinity residents have for biking in
particular can grow significantly when offered as community riding events and workshops around safety,
maintenance, and basic operation.

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Partner with advocacy groups, schools, recreation centers, anchor institutions, and businesses to
promote events and programming on biking, walking, and non-motorized transportation.

Additional Responsible Parties: Bike Michiana Coalition, South Bend Community School Corporation,
MACOG, Community Recreation Centers (YMCA, etc.), Local Businesses, Community Organizations

ACTION T1.4 - Reduce the length and frequency of vehicie trips through land development
policies and economic development strategies
=00 L1

scae: VIEE M $$  co-seners: e

By promoting dense, walkable development around transit hubs and corridors, and co-location
opportunities for businesses, South Bend will have successfully reduced the length of the average trip
amongst city residents, as well as the dependence on car ownership, since shorter trip distances can more
easily be undertaken by alternative transportation modes, like walking, biking, and transit.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Update municipal development codes to promote density, compact development, transit-oriented
development, and bicycle infrastructure, and reduce minimum parking requirements.
« Utilize municipal incentives, like tax increment financing, tax abatement, etc. to help fund and
finance development projects that promote transit, walking, and biking over automaebile trips.
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+ Fducate property developers on smart growth policies and transit-oriented development,
¢ Educate the business and development community on the advantages of shared office and
commercial spaces.

Additional Responsible Parties: Local Developers, Transpo, MACOG, South Bend Regional Chamber,
South Bend Region Economic Development

ACTION T1.5 - Prioritize Infrastructure investmenis that advance access to translt and active
transportation options within existing urbanized areas

SCALE: N BE A $44  CO-BENEFITS:

Regional transportation patterns are heavily dictated by how federal, state, local transportation funding is
programmed, Cities and regions that direct these dollars towards complete streets Improvements (like
sidewalks, bike infrastructure, transit service and infrastructure, universal access) and for pavement and
lighting enhancements in denser areas can significantly advance transit-oriented development and shifts
toward transit, biking, and walking amongst residents.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Update the City's capital improvements plan to prioritize investments that benefit transit and
alternative transportation modes.

» Develop an internal Complete Streets Checklist and Implementation Plan, focused on coordinating
efforts between relevant departments and agencies, to ensure that the City’s prospective complete
street projects are planned and implemented effectively.

s Advocate for a greater emphasis on transit, non-molorized transportation, and compact
development within the project selection criterla of MACOG's Transportation Improvement
Program.

Additional Responsible Parties: Transpo, MACOG, INDOT, NICTD
ACTION T1.6 - Prommote carpool and vanpool services

SCALE NMIBE A$$ CO-BENEFITS:

Carpool and vanpool services (sometimes operated by transit agendles or private companies) can offer
commuters the oppottunity to complete dally trips with limited-to-no travel in a single occupancy vehicle.
Often providing service beyond a transit agency’s coverage area, they can complement or serve in lieu of
transit ridership.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Educate businesses on carpaoling programs and provide them with incentives to institute and
maintain these programs, and promote them with their employees.

» Advocate for a greater emphasis on vanpooling and paratransit services within the project selection
criteria of MACOG's Transportation Improvement Program,

Additional Responsible Parties: Transpo, South Benhd Reglonal Chamber, Local Businesses
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ACTION T1.7 - Promote and strengthen passenger rall services for reglonal travel

SCALE: M“ A$$$ CO-BENEFITS:

For regional trips above 30 miles in length, passenger rail services like NICTD and Amtrak significantly
reduce VMT. Given South Bend’s proximity and connection to Chicago, the regional rail hub of the Midwest,
as well as its Amtrak connection to eastern cities like New York and Boston, both Amtrak and NICTD have
the capacity to serve as alternatives to regional flights and car trips to reduce transportation emissions.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Lobby the Indiana State legislature and US Congress for increases to passenger rail funding.

s Consider public investments to station infrastructure through MACOG's Transportation
Improvement Program and the City's capital improvements plan.

+  Work with rall providers and the community, to remave railroad-street at-grade crossings.

« In partnership with major employers, educational institutions and economic development entities,
market rall connectivity as a regional asset to drive business and population growth.

« Utilize municipal incentives and codes, like tax increment financing, tax abatement, etc. to drive
transit-oriented development around railroad stations, or work with railroad agencies to relocate
stations closer to planned areas of dense development.

Additional Responsible Paities: MACOG, NICTD, Amtrak

GOAL 2: TRANSITION TO CLEANER, MORE EFFICIENT VEHICLE FUELS AND TECHNOLOGY IN PASSENGER
AND COMMERCIAL VEHICLES

ACTION T2.1 - Undertake and promote dlesel engine retrofits In municipal and commercial
fleels

soue \EE A $$  coemerrs b B IX

Whether managed in municipal fleets or private freight companies, trucks with older diesel engines are
heavy contributors to emissions and air pollution. Programs to retrofit truck fleets with modern clean air
technologies (e.g., diesel oxidation catalysts, diesel particulate filters, NOx catalysts, selective catalytic
reduction, exhaust gas recirculation, and CNG conversions) will positively impact air quality.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

» Oversee retrofitting of diesel engines in existing municipal, transit, and school corporation fieets,
¢ Educate businessaes and provide them with incentives for diesel engine retrofits in private fleets.

Additional Responsible Parties: Transpo, South Bend Community School Corporation, South Bend
Regional Chamber, South Bend Region Economic Development, MACOG, INDOT, IDEM
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ACTION 72.2 — Incentivize community members fo refire older vehicles and replace them
with alternative fuel vehicles

scae: 1A A $$$  CO-BENEFITS: @ m

Whether electric, hybrid, or the conventicnal internal combustion engine, newer vehicles are typically more
fuel efficient and often use cleaner fuel than their older cousins. Replacing older vehicles with newer ones
in a community will reduce local emissions and air pollution.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

+ Incorporate efectric and hybrid vehicles into municipal, transit, and school corporation fleets. -

« Plan and implement electric vehicle charging infrastructure throughout the city.

s Adopt municipal development codes that incentlvize and expedite eleciric vehidie charging
infrastructure by developers and property owners.

+ Develop an incentive program for residents and businesses, focused on implementing vehicle
charging infrastructure on private property or initiate vehicle swaps with Jocal dealerships.

» Educate businesses, institutions, and residents on the emissions impact of vehicle replacement.

Additional Responsible Parties: Transpo, South Bend Community School Corporation, MACOG, INDCT,
iIDEM

ACTION T2.3 - Advocale for Increased state vehicle emissions testing requirements in St
Joseph County

scate: 1l A $ CO-BENEFITS: m

Outside of Lake and Porter counties, motor vehicles must only get tested upon a new vehicle registration.
There Is no regulatory mechanism in place to ensure the ongoing compliance of motor vehicles with
ernission standards later in the vehicle’s life cycle. Older vehicles with dated, worn out technology are most
likely to fall out of compliance, demonstrating a need for more routine testing.

‘What South Bend City Government Can Do:
« lobby the Indiana state legislature for regulatory changes.

Additional Responsible Parties: Indiana State Legistature, IDEM, INDOT

ACTION 72.4 - Promote anti-fdiing technofogy locally

scae: MIEE A $ CO-BENEFITS: (@)

Anti-idling technology reduces or eliminates emissions when an engine is active but the vehicle is not in
motion by reducing engine activity and/or switching to reserved sources of energy when idle, Technologies
inciude auxiliary power units, generator sets, battery air conditioning systems, electrified parking spaces,
truck stop electrification, fuel-operated heaters (direct fired heaters), and thermal storage systems.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:
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« Retrofit municipal, transit, and school fleets to include anti-idling technology, and implement
infrastructure improvements like electriffed parking spaces.
« Educate businesses and residents and provide them with incentives for anti-idling technotogy.

Additional Responsible Parties: Transpo, Scuth Bend Community School Corporation, South Bend
Regicnal Chamber, South Bend Region Economic Development, INDCT, IDEM

ACTION T2.5 - Promote upgrades to vehlcles that reduce road friction and wind resistance

CO-BENEFITS:

Retrofits to a vehicle’s shape, form, or geometry can also improve fuel efficiency by reducing friction and
resistance during movement, through techniques like aesrodynamic devices and low rolling resistance tires.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:
o Educate businesses and provide them with incentives for reducing road friction and resistance,

Additional Responsible Parties: Transpo, South Bend Community School Corporation, South Bend
Regional Chamber, South Bend Region Economic Development, INDOT, IDEM

ACTION T2.6 ~ Identify how adoption of autonomous vehicle technology can drive fuel

efficlency and emlissions reductions
scae: LINE A $ CO-BENEFITS: @'_ Y 2% )

Irrespective of the timeline and scope of adoption, autonomous vehicles are certain to play a role in South
Bend’s transportation network within this century. Comprehensive planning is critical for ensuring that this
technology results in reductions to greenhouse gas emissions, instead of the increases that many experts
are projecting.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

¢ Undertake a planning process to prepare for both public and private autonomous vehicle operations -
by assessing impacts and developing strategies to help manage this technology on a local level.

Additional Responsible Parties: MACOG, INDOT
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Additionuiz

Action : Municipal Role Timeframe/ Impact | Co-Benefits Cost
Stakeholders P JImp
GOAL T1. Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and single occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips
A Cost Savings
Transpo, MACOG, Public Health
. State of Indiana, SBR | Planning : Economic Growth
T1.1 E;orggte and strengthen public Chamber, Local Advocacy a[?or:t irgnggtmg Quality of Place $43
Businesses & Promotion g P Increased
Institutions Transporttation Access
Increased Equity
. Cost Savings
. . Program Providers, Funding Public Health
o E;‘;?;ﬁi;gig%ﬁf: nilé(t?mty MACOG, SBR Program Management | Short, Ongoing Economic Growth 54
’ FOUAMS Chamber, Local Promotion Medium Impact Quality of Place
prog Businesses Partnership Building Increased
) Transportation Access
Bike Michiana Cost, Savings
Coalition, School Public Health
" Corporation, MACOG, Quality of Place
T13 z;%mv?;:’e]dindtﬁsgjngeeg:jkéggon Community: Recreation | Promotion Short, Ongoing Increased $
’ and commSnity agrtnershi s Centers (YMCA, etc.), | Partnership Building Medium Impact Transportation Access
P P Local Businesses, Increased Equity
Community Increased
Organizations Engagement
Reduce the length and Local Deveibpers, Ef§£?§ Egghgnfi ag?owth
frequency of vehicle trips with Transpo, MACOG, SBR ' Medium, Ongoing . '
TL4 land use and economic Chamber, Economic :;%g&aargoﬁanagement High Impact %‘ﬁglgg Place $
development Development Promotion Transportation Access
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Cost Savings
Public Health

Prioritize infrastructure .‘ Planning Economic Growth
TL5 investments that advance Transpo, MACOG, Funding Medium, Ongoing lity of Pl 545
’ access to transit and active INDOT, NICTD Program Management | High Impact %%?egig d ace :
transportation options ‘ Advocacy Transportation Access
Increased Equity
Cost Savings
Public Health
Promote carpool and vanpool Transpo, SBR Advocacy Medium, Ongoing Quality of Place
Ti.6 . Chamber, Local : - $%
services BLSiNesses Promotion Medium Impact Increased
Transportation Access
Increased Equity
Funding Economic Growth
Promote and.stren_gthen MACOG, NICTD, Program Management | Medium, Ongoing Quality of Place
TL1.7 | passenger rail services for K Ad Medium 1 $%%
regional travel Amtra vocacy edium Impact Increased
Promotion Transportation Access
GOAL T2. Transition to cleaner, more efficient vehicle fuels and technology
Transpo, School :
Undertake and promote diesel Corporation, SBR Funding Medium. Ongoin Public Health -
T2.1 | engine retrofits in municipal Chamber, Economic Program Management High Im’ 3 ctg g Quality of Place $$
and commercial fleets DPevelopment, MACOG, | Promotion 9 P Increased Equity
INDCT, IDEM
Incentivize community ' Cost Savings
.2 members to retire older Zgin2$gé§§hﬁ4ciCOG Funding Medium, Ongoing Public Health 445
) vehicles and replace them with P o " | Program Management | Medium Impact Economic Growth
. - INDOT, IDEM .
alternative fuel vehicles : Increased Equity
Advocate for increased state i :
T2.3 vehicle emissions testing ir;dlias;;jft?DEM Advocacy Medium, Ongoing Public Health $
) requirements in St. Joseph g ! ! Regulation Medium Impact Increased Equity
INDOT
County
Transpo, School
- Corporation, SBR . . .
T2.4 Ei) rgar]r;ote anti-idling technology Chamber, Economic Promotion ngﬁm&?ﬂng&g’cﬂg gﬁ;ﬁf‘;’;’gggﬁ %
Y Development, INDOT, P
IDEM ' '
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Promote upgrades to vehides

Transpo, School
Corporation, SBR

T2.5 | that reduce road friction and Chamber, Economic Promotion I]\_lioe"sl?g,;);gomg Cost Savings
wind resistance Development, INDOT, P
IDEM
Cost Savings
Identify how adoption of Public Health
autonomous vehicle technology . long Economic Growth
T26 can drive fuel efficiency and MACOG, INDOT Planning High Impact Quality of Place

emissions reductions

Increased
Transportation Access

SOUTH BEND CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 22




ENERGY

With energy use in buildings representing nearly two-thirds of South Bend'’s greenhouse gas emissions, this
area represents the largest opportunity for greenhouse as reduction in the city, Two primary gans for
achieving these reductions include:

Goal 1.  Increasing energy efficiency in residential, industrial, and commercial sectors.
Goal 2.  Transitioning to renewable energy sources,

Partnerships with utilities like Indiana Michigan Power and the Northern Indiana Public Service Company
{NIPSCO) will be critical for driving these reductions, and as with transportation, the City of South Bend
has a distinct abllity to use its publichy-owned buildings, financial resources, regulatory power, and
procurement processes to demonstrate the value of implementation for constituents.

GOAL E1. INCREASE ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN RESIDENTIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND COMMERCIAL SECTORS

ACTION E1.1 - Expand energy efficlency audfts for bulldings across multiple sectors

A $ CO-BENEFITS:

Energy efficiency in buildings starts with a clear and comprehensive appraisal of a property’s current energy
usage, whether for homes, apartments, businesses, or factories. Energy efficiency assessments are the
basis for both energy benchmarking and for identifying opportunities for savings from weatherization,
system replacement, process improvement, fuel switching, or other measures.

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Partner with local utilities to provide and maintain free energy auditing services for property owners
and managers, either through their own staffing or a third-party provider.

« Connect property owners with auditing services at trigger events in the municpal licensing and
permitting processes.

~ Additional Responsible Parties: Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO, South Bend Regional Chamber,

Homeowner Associations, Property Management Firms

ACTION E1.2 - Enact an energy benchmarking ordinance for larger buildings

A $ CO-BENEFITS:

As of 2019, 30 cities across the US have adopted some form of an energy benchmarking ordinance. Whether
it be simply a reporting-based policy, or paired with actual performance requirements, benchmarking
ordinances are an effective way to encourage active energy management by property owners. Typically,
the largest buildings account for an outsized portion of the energy usage, and since they are typically
professionally-managed and income-facused, they have a greater capacity and motivation to improve
performance than an individual residential homeowner. Benchmarking ordinances are typically focused on
energy awareness via data collection and reporting, versus instituting new standards for compliance.

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Adaopt an energy benchmarking ordinance.
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e Educate property owners and managers on energy benchmarking, its benefits, and how to
successfully undertake it. :

Additional Responsible Parties: Property Management Firms, Real Estate Assodations, South Bend
Regional Chamber, Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO

ACTION E1.3 - Expand South Bend's reglonal energy efficlency workforce

@ $ CO-BENEFITS: l@i

For South Bend's buildings to achieve a maximum level of energy efficiency, an increase in the number of
appropriately-skilled local contractors and consultants Is urgently needed. In reglons of the country similar
to South Bend, this form of workforce development has been most successful when existing contractors
and tradespeople in related fields are supported in expanding their skillset. Energy efficiency training can
also target disadvantaged segments of the workforce, like the re-entry population. A key challenge to
overcome is the seasonality of energy efficlency work - planning is necessary to ensure that this sector
represents a truly viable oppertunity for trainees.

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do

« Partner with workforce development and economic development professionals, trade organizations,
and certiflcation programs on conducting energy efficiency training workshops.
s Prioritize training workshop graduates for potential municipal energy efficiency projects.

Additional Responsible Parties: Workforce Development Entities, South Bend Regional Chamber,
Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO, South Bend Region Economic Development

ACTION E£1.4 - Update bullding codes to Increase energy efficlency requirements on new
construction and major renovation projects

scale: VAR A $$  CO-BENEFITS:

Municipal building codes are a primary method for managing and maintaining the quality. and safety of built
structures throughout the city. Additionally, building codes set energy efficiency standards and
requirements. Compliance with these standards is necessary for securing municipal permits for renovation,
construction, and occupancy. Codes can drive improvements to energy efficiency as the electrification of
building systems, net-zero enhergy requirements for new construction buildings, and mandatory increases
in energy savings after changes in occupancy or ownership. Importantly, since state regutations significantly
govern what municipalities can and cannot include in their municipal codes, coordination with the State of
Indiana will be critical for integrating more stringent energy efficiency standards into these codes.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

.« Adopt building code ordinances that require increased energy efficiency requirements on new
construction and major renovation projects, but are sensitive to the capacity of the focal
development and property management communities.

» Lobby for more progressive state building regulations that raise the minimum standards for energy
efficiency requirements in municipal codes.

Additional Responsible Parties: Property Management Firms, Building Trades, South Bend Regicnal
Chamber, Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO, State of Indiana
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ACTION E1.5 - Develop local incentives that support adoption of energy efffclency
Improvements In bulldings

SCALE: M“ A $$  CO-BENEFITS:

Municipalities have often partnered with local utilities or lending Institutions to fund energy efficiency
- incentive programs for residential, commercial, and industrial property owners. Typically palred with free
energy efficiency audits, incentives can result in improvements to a building or unit's heating, cooling,
ventilation, insulation, appllance, and lighting systems by offering low-cost financing, rebates, or municipal,
state or federal tax credits.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

¢ Develop new municipal programs and incentives, in partnership with utilities and lenders, to drive
energy efficiency audits and adoption of energy efficiency improvements by property owners.

+ Develop new municipal incentives (like PACE), or use existing ones, like tax Increment financing
and tax abatement, to help fund and finance development projects that incorporate energy
efficiency elements.

+ Promote programs with the local development community.

Additional Responsible Parties: Local Banks and Lenders, Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO, South
Bend Regional Chamber, Homeowner Associations

GOAL E2. TRANSITION TO RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES

ACTION E2.1 - Advocate for the conversion to renewable energy sources by Jocal energy

utifities
A $ CO-BENEFITS:

As the entities required by Indiana law to generation and distribute electriclty, utilities have tremendous
influence on greenhouse gas emissions on a regional scale. Due to dedlining hard costs of renewable energy
sources over the past decade, many large utilities are moving heyond simply providing green tariffs or
passively allowing customer-installed renewable energy, and instead have begun to switch to renewables
and cleaner fuels as their primary source of power. As the economics for conversion leads utilities further
in thelr transition from fossit fuels like coal to renewable sources like solar and wind power, the City of
South Bend can demonstrate leadership by advocating for this change.

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

» Lobby Indiana Michigan Power and NIPSCO for policy changes around conversion to renewable
energy sources by large-scale utilities.

Additional Responsible Parties;: Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO, Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commission
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ACTION F2.2 - Advocate for Increased state incentives to support renewable energy

A $ CO-BENEFITS;

Across the country, state-based incentives like tax credits, rebates, loan programs, and renewable energy
credits have been critical mechanisms for driving early adoption and integration of renewable energy
sources in every sector. While Indiana does provide property tax exemptions and require net metering, and
some utilities offer feed-in tariffs and special net metering rates, these opportunities are limited. The size
and number of awards and credits delivered through these incentive programs could be significantly
increased to match levels offered in other states, which would help drive adoption renewable energy
sources by homeowners, businesses and institutions.

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do:
o Lobby Indiana state legislature to broaden incentive programs for renewable energy sources.

Additional Responsible Parties: State of Indiana

ACTION EZ2.3 - Develop municlpal incentives to support renewable energy

A $$ CO-BENEFITS:

Munidipalities can develop their own incentive programs that support a transition to renewable energy. One
example is the Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) program for commercial buildings. PACE allows a
municipality (or a third-party partner) to provide property owners incentivized financing for the up-front
cost of energy improvements on a property, with the owner paying the costs back over time through a
voluntary property tax assessment. Other traditional incentives like tax increment financing and tax
abatement could also be utilized to fund development projects that Incorporate renewable energy.

SCALE:

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

¢ Develop new municipal incentives (like PACE), or use existing ones, like tax increment financing
and tax abatement, to help fund and finance development projects that incorporate renewable
eneray. . ST .

s Promote programs with the local development community.

Additional Responsible Parties; Local Developers, Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO, South Bend
Regional Chamber, Neighborhood Asscciations

ACTION E2.4 - Ensure Incorporation of renewable energy Into municlpal operations

SCALE: Mil A $$ CO-BENEFITS:

As one of the largest landowners In the dity, South Bend city government has a significant opportunity to
adopt renewable energy technology (like rooftop solar panels) across its buildings and facilities. Since public
buildings are highly visible and accessible to constituents, the city’s adoption of renewable energy strategles
wolld serve as a leading example for residents and businesses in the community.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

+ Conduct a feasibility assessment and develop a capital plan for integration of renewable energy
sources into municipal buildings.
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Additional Responsible Parties: Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO

ACTION E2.5 — Continue to update and maintaln municlpal permitting and procurement
guldefines that facllltate renewable energy adoption

SCALE: M“ A $ CO-BENEFITS:

Existing permitting requirements, public procurement guidelines, and construction standards that pre-date
renewable energy technology may prove inadvertently onerous and can add to the fime and cost of a
developer building a wind farm, a homeowner adding a solar array, or a contractor’s bid for a city renewable
energy installation. Through the City’s participation in SolSmart, some local permitting processes have been
streamlined for solar energy systems. As technology continues to evolve and business and labor markets
change, continuing to update the City’s guidelines for both internal and private projects will ensure that the
process does not become a barrier to adoption,

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Continue to update building permit guidelines to include and consider new renewable energy
generation technology.

« Update procurement guidelines to reflact the evolving capacity and structure of renewable energy
contractors.

Additional Responsible Parties: Indiana Michigan Power, NIPSCO

ACTION E2.6 — Integrate renewable energy generation Into land use pfanning and
redevelopment activities

scalE: NI EE A$$ CO-BENEFITS:

Some renewable energy generation can require significant amounts of land. The largest solar arrays can
occupy hundreds of acres, and wind farms or new compressed natural gas lines oftentimes require large
easements to establish a necessary buffer from areas of density and development. Readying a community
- for renewable energy-generation oftentimes requires an assessment of -existing land uses to determine
compatibility, as well as the establishment of planned zones for strategies like solar arrays, wind farms,
anaerobic digesters, and CNG lines. Planning for renewable energy districts must be Integrated Into the
City’s comprehensive planning and land acquisition strategies.

What South Bend City Government Can Do:

« Maximize the number of allowable zones for small solar. and wind installations.

« Identify potential areas and zones for solar and wind farm installations.

« Develop a land acquisition strategy, in partnership with development groups and local utilities, for
facilitating the creation of planned renewable energy generation zones.

Additional Responsible Parties: South Bend Redevelopment Commission, MACOG, Indiana Michigan
Power, NIPSCO, Renewable Energy Developers
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AddiﬁonuI;

local energy utilities

Quality of Place

Action Municipal Role Timeframe/ Impact | Co-Benefits Cost
Stakeholders P /1mp
GOAL E1. Increase energy efficiency in residential, industrial, and commercial sectors
I&M, NIPSCO, SBR Funding Cost Savings
Fi.1 Expand energy efficiency audits | Chamber, Homeowner | Program Management | Short, Cngoing Economic Growth $
) for buildings Assodations, Property | Promotion Medium Impact Increased
Management Firms Partnership Building Engagement
Property Management Cost Savinas
E1.2 Enact an energy benchmarking | Firms, Real Estate Regulation Short, Ongoing Increased g §
) ordinance Groups, SBR Chamber, | Promotion Mediurn Impact Enaaqement
I&M, NIPSCO gag
Workforce
_ Expand South Bend's regional Development Entities, Program Management Short Economic Growth
E1.3 enaray effidency workforce SBR Chamber, I&M, Promotion Medium Impack Increased %
9y R NIPSCO, Economic Partnership Building P Engagement
Development
Property Management
Update building codes fo Firms, Building Trades, - . . Cost Savings
El.4 | increase energy efficiency SBR Chamber, 1&M, isgiaatlon mie?wlulnr;’ (ajgtgomg Increased $$
requirements NIPSCO, State of ey g P Engagement
Indiana
Local Banks and
: . Lenders, I&M, : .
E1.5 Develop locgl incentives for NIPSCO, SBR Promation Medgurn, Ongoing Cost Savings 4%
energy efficiency Chamber. Homeowner Medium Impact
!
Associations
GOAL E2. Transition to renewable energy sources
Advocate for the conversion to . Public Health
Advocacy Short, Ongoing )
E2.1 | renewable energy sources by I&M, NIPSCO, IURC Promotion High Tmpact Economic Growth $
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Economic Growth

Renewable Energy
Developers

Medium Impact

Quality of Place

Advocate for increased state . Short, Ongoing Increased
£2.2 incentives for renewable energy State of Indiana Advocacy Medium Impact Engagement 3
Local Developers, Cost Savings
o . I&M, NIPSCD, SBR Funding , Economic Growth
F2.3 givggzwn;;r;c;iaelrlncentaves Chamber, Program Management ﬁ;%ﬁn? ?gnmggt Quality of Place $¢
9y Neighborhood Promotion P Increased
Associations Engagement
Ensure incorporation of . : Cost Savings
E2.4 | renewable energy into I&M, NIPSCO Planning Med!um, Ongoing Increased $$
. : : Medium Impact
municipal operations Engagement
. e Cost Savings
Update and maintain permitting . : :
"E2.5 | and procurement guidelines I&M, NIPSCO Regulation Med!um, Ongoing Economic Growth $
o : Medium Impact Increased
that facilitate renewable energy E
. ngagement
SBR Chamber,
E2.6 _Integrate renewable energy MACOG, I&M, NIPSCO Planning Medium, Ongoing Economic Growth $%
into fand use and zoning policy

SOUTH BEND CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

29




OTHER AREAS OF POTENTIAL ACTION

Though not primary sources in South Bend's emissions inventory, 5.6% of emissions are attributed to
additional categories incduding water treatment and waste. Exciting new energy-efficlent technologies are
transforming how waste is managed and that may present tremendous opportunities for emissions
reduction. Automated vehicles, artificial intelligence, land management and agriculture methods and other
innovations may bring about advances that we cannot even conceive of now. Furthermore, South Bend is
positioned well to be a leader in innovation thanks to its nearby universities and developments like
Innovation Park, which exists to cultivate marketable innovations in an inspiring environment and assist
entrepreneurs bringing products to market.

FUTURE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

The City of South Bend and Scuth Bend Common Council have prioritized iterative goal setting and
progress-tracking for GHG emissicns reductions. The City of South Bend Sustainability Office will provide
annual progress reports on the Climate Action Plan, and the municipal and community GHG emissions
inventories will both be updated every three years.? Action Plans can also be updated as implementation
occurs and new resources become available, Reporting can draw from the below list of potential metrics,
based on the quality of the available data and the priorities of the audiences.

Category Metric Action -
Percent change In community GHG, relative to baseline year -
Percent change in municipal government GHG, relative to baseline year -
Community- - — -
Wide Percent change in electricity or natural gas use (kWh/therms) per capita, |
versus baseline year
Percent change in population from baseline year -
Percent change in dity sales tax from baseline year -
Ridership totals on bus transit T Ti.1
Number of trips made by bus transit - Ti.1
Vehide miles traveled by bus transit Ti.1
Miles covered by public transit bus routes T1.18T1.5
Vehicle miles traveled by automobiles, tri-annually T1.1-T1.7
Percent population who commute by bike T1.2-T1.4
Number of trips made by walking T1.2-T1.4
Transportation | Number of trips made by biking T1.2-T1.4
Percentage of population living within ¥ mile of transit Ti.4
Number and percentage of building permits issued within 14 mile of transit | T1.4-T1.5
Miles of bike lanes T1.5
Miles of sidewalks Ti.5
Dollars spent on sidewalks and bike lanes in city’s capital improvements plan | T1.5
Dollars spent on sidewalks and bike lanes in MACOG's Transportation TL5
Improvement Program (TIP) )
Vehicle miles traveled by carpool and vanpool services TL.6
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Number of boardings and alightings on NICTD and Amtrak trains in South

TL7
Bend
Percentage of clty-owned fleet converted to electric or CNG vehicles T2.1
Percent municipal buses and fleet operating on electric and CNG power T2.1
Number of electric and hybrid vehicles registered in South Bend T2.1
Number of public charging stations located in South Bend T2.1
Number of diesel emissions reduction measures for municipal and .2
commercial fleets since baseline year )
Average (mode) age of vehicles registered in South Bend T2.2
Number of vehicles tested in St. Joseph County T2.3
Total energy consumed in applicable units El
Number of energy efficiency audits conducted annually El.l
Percent of city’s total bullding square footage that received an energy E11
efficiency audit within the last 5 years '
Number of residentfal and commercial buildings with energy efficiency E1.1-EL5
designations ' )
Total square footage, number, type, and energy-use intensity of buildings £12
parting in a municipal benchmarking program )
Number of contractors with professional energy efficiency certifications, like E13
*BPI certified energy auditor”, “AEE certified energy practitioner,” etc. ’
Total amount of municipal and state incentives awarded for energy ELS
efficiency projects )
Energy Cumulative and annual kWh distributed solar installed E2
Number, size and output of onsite renewable energy installations in South B
Bend
Total megawatt hours (MWh) offset by renewable energy tariffs in South E2
Bend
Percentage of utility provider’s energy generation portfolio that Is derived E7.1
from renewable energy sources )
Number of South Bend customers participating in renewable energy tariff E2.2-E2.3
programs
Total amount of municipal and state incentives awarded.for. renewable. |-, 5 £5-3- -
energy projects ‘ ’ )
Percent renewable energy in municipal electricity portfolio E2.4
Acreage of land zoned for renewable energy generation E2.6
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APPENDIX

PLANNING PROCESS

Delta Institute followed a traditional plan approach wherein Delta reviewed the existing conditions utilizing
documents previously created by the City of South Bend and conducting a careful analysis of the City’s
emissions inventory. After studying the City's existing conditions, Delta engaged with internal and external
stakeholders. That engagement informed the creation of the GHG reduction targets for which Delta Institute
identified top strategies for pursuing those targets.

INVENTORY AND METHODOLOGY

Delta reviewed the 2016 City emission inventory that reported 42,225 mT COze {Scope 1 and 2} as well as
the 2018 community-wide inventory which identified annual emissions of 1,294,599 mT COze (Scope 1, 2,
and 3). Delta reviewed the data collection processes and reviewed data entry for any potential
discrepancies. Delta reviewed all energy and emissions variables and factors to ensure solid calculations.
The data was input into ICLEI ClearPath. ClearPath™ is the feading online software platform for completing
greenhouse gas inventories, forecasts, ciimate action plans, and monitoring at the community-wide or
government-operations scale.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Delta Institute engaged stakeholders for the Climate Action Plan through two strategies:

¢ Interviews with internal City of South Bend stakeholders for local context.
¢ Focus groups for targeted community feedback.

- LOCAL CONTEXT INTERVIEWS

Summary
Every community has spedific local conditions that are fundamental to review in order to create a plan that

is relevant-and useful. Between May 30 and June 30, 2019, Delta Institute met with ten Scuth Bend
representatives ranging from elected officials to municipal staff and the staff of regional agencies that work
with South Bend. Those interviews confirmed community values, hopes for the future, and a willingness to
collaborate in new ways while also raising important considerations for greenhouse gas reduction
strategies.

To frame interviews, Delta staff briefed South Bend representatives providing key findings from Delta's
review of how the South Bend government, residents, and businesses impact dimate. Similar to many
Ametican cities, South Bend's emissions largely stem from transportation and energy use. South Bend
representatives were already knowledgeable about climate and how their city works and enthusiastically
shared their ideas.
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Key Observations
» South Bend needs a South Bend-style plan and solution. Specifically, the plan should be actionable,

realistic and meaningful, It should be mindful of South Bend's status as a Midwestern city striving
to build a thriving economy.

o Operationally, South Bend has already addressed several foundational barriers to sustainability

 through zoning, permitting, and design. Leveraging existing economic development tools to
encourage sustainable practices in the private sector is an untapped opportunity.

¢ South Bend wants to improve quality of life for residents with improvements to housing stock and
access to economic opportunity. Similary, there is a desire to make South Bend conducive to
emplovyers, 100,

s Some South Bend staff want more infarmation and knowledge about both chmate and technologies.

« South Bend staff hope GHG reduction strategies can create opportunities and support both new
and existing initiatives.

s South Bend staff believe key factors for selecting GHG strategies include cost, impact, achievability,
and creating opportunities for residents.

TARGETED COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

In June 2019, Delta Institute conducted a series of focus groups in South Bend. These focus groups were
used to collect targeted community feedback to inform the plan’s guiding prindples, climate reduction
targets, and climate action strategies. Community input helped Delta create a framework for selecting and
prioritizing strategies,

The focus groups were structured to begin with a brief presentation outlining the goals, historical context,
and process for South Bend's dimate action plan and inventory information highlighting where the city's
GHG emissions are primarily generated. Participants were then asked to share their general feedback, as
well as specific concerns, opportunities, and recommendations for reducing GHG emissions in South Bend.

FOCUS GROUP SUMMARIES

Green Ribbon Commission
The first focus group was comprised of ten South Bend residents, all affiliated with the Green Ribbon

Commission, The South Bend Green Ribbon Commission was established in 2009 and was instrumentalin =~

the creation of both the Municipal Energy Office in 2010 and the Office of Sustainability in 2014. The group
highlighted the need for a major cultural shift in South Bend, making the implications of climate change
relatable to all residents and providing hope and motivation for transformative change. This group hoped
to see education for residents, contractors, and students on GHG emission reductions and innovative City-
led programs to encourage commercial and industrial sustainability initiatives. They also expressed a desire
for aggressive, inspirational goals, as opposed to incremental ones.

General / Overflow Focus Group
- An alternate focus group time was set up in the evening to allow for flexibility for any participants unable

to attend other groups. One participant, affiliated with the Green Ribbon Commission, attended this session.
This participant identified economic development as a major driver for the City and expressed desire to
attract innovative businesses and solutions. They also stated concerns about potential overregulation, a
lack of trained contractors, and a high percentage of renters - making residential improvements difficult to
incentivize. Highlighted advantages and opportunities for South Bend included the proximity of several
higher education institutions and attractive location.
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Commercial / Industrial
Stakeholders within this focus group represented commerdal and industrial businesses, real estate

development, organized labor, and City employees. Individuals discussed the need for efficient
transportation for the city's workforce and identified the complexities of establishing long-term remedies to
reduce single occupancy vehicles. Participants suggested the need for a broader transportation vision for
trades workers that could include a mix of employer supported mebility solutions and collaborating with
other cities such as Elkhart, IN.

Energy conversations highlighted the practicality of energy efficiency; however, stakeholders agreed that
while it would be important to increase local contractors' skifls and abilities to install new technologies that
might be energy efficient or generate renewable energy, it was more important to target the architects,
owners and vendors that could drive the market. This group was keen on articulating the role of educating
and informing decision makers within the buildings sector. The group articulated programs and pathways
for continuing education, for a more skilled worlforce, while sharing the realities of how those resources
are being accessed and their success/popularity.

Nelghborhood Development
Participants from universities, nonprofit organizations, neighborhoods, City departments, and agencies

shared their insights regarding GHG reduction strategies. Attendees recelved an overview of the
community’s GHG emissions profile, which provided context for the focus group's conversation. Attendees
spoke candidly about housing stock, [ow-income communities, communities of color, and risks associated
with climate change that vulnerable groups experience. The conversation highlighted transportation
conflicts such as the absence of emissions testing Indiana that results in older, less efficlent, and higher-
emitting cars remaining in service. Many echoed similar sentiments of other focus groups with regards to
prioritizing energy and emissions education. Individuals advocated for the Climate Plan to have strategies
that translate Into tangible pathways for the following areas of concern; home quality Improvements,
attracting and retaining contractors, tackling public health issues/interconnected issues, and improving
conditions for the city's poorest population.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Concerns
" lack of proficient energy efficiency contractors and lack of efficiency education for contractors.
+ Large low-income population - making sure residential strategies are inclusive of all residents.
» Insufficient public transportation, reglonal commuting. Driving is the easiest form of transportation.
« Competition with surrounding municipalities for businesses and talent.

Opportunities
« Proximity to several high-caliber higher educational institutions with innovative programs.

« Partnership with workforce development efforts to train contractors and ensure that workers in
fossil fuel related Industries are not left behind.

+ Colocation and development corridors to reduce passenger vehicle miles.

s Partner with existing entities (e.g. neighborhood associations, unions, Green & Healthy Homes,
youth groups, higher education institutions) to strengthen efforts.

Recommendations
» Education for residents, contractors, and students/youth.

« Action oriented strategies that are inclusive.
« Coordinate emissions reduction strategies with economic development incentives,
» Encourage the City of South Bend to lead by example with actions to reduce GHG emissions.
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RESOLUTION

No. 4787-19

Passed by the Common Council of the City of South Bend, Indiana

Aprit 22 20__19

Attest: e JT// A City Clerk
Karaemah N. Fowler

~

Attest. >~ President of Common CouncH

Presented by me to the Mayor of the City of South Bend, Indiana

April 22, 19
20
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F(areemah N. Fowler
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'BILL NO. 1933
RESOLUTION NO. 4787-19

A RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BEND COMMON COUNCIL CONCERNING
CLIMATE RECOVERY AND OUR COMMITMENT TO DEVELOP A CLIMATE
ACTION PLAN AIMED AT GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTIONS FOR THE CITY OF
SOUTH BEND AND TO SUPPORT OTHER CLIMATE RELATED INITIATIVES.

WHEREAS, scientific consensus concludes that it is exiremely likely that the dominant cause of
engoing climate change is the emission of heat-trapping gases by human actions, primarily from
the combustion of fossil fuels; and the more carbon dioxide in our atmosphere, the warmer our
planet gets. Per the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), carbon has not
been this highly concentrated in the atmosphere in the past 800,000 years; in fact, according to
NOAA, the last five years, 2014-2018, are the warmest years ever recorded b and

WHEREAS, in 1988, NASA’s Dr. James l1anson testified before Congress on the impending '
petils of climate change, and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was
eslablished by the United Nations and the World Meteorological Association, and has since
released five climate assessments with each affinming: the planet is getting warmer and humans
are causing it through our carbon emissions, and unfess we reduce emissions, there are serious
environmental consequences in our future, Both the 1997 Kyoto Protacol® and the 2015 Paris®
Agreement challenged nations to reduce greenhouse emissions and thereby, limit climate change,
and the 2019 1PCC report just released in January advocates for policies aimed at temperature
targets under one point five (1.5} degrees Celsius, and further acknowledged that the impact of
even a one point five (1.5) degrees Celsius rise will pose drastic impaci on the Earth's
ecosystems and inhabitants®; and

WHEREAS, climale change already poses risks at the global, state, and local level, impacts
evidenced around the world are: changes in precipitation (intensification of both drought and
storm effects), ocean acidification, coral reef degradation, loss of species, threats lo marine life
and biodiversity, rising sea levels threatening (ood supplies and livelihoods, and forced
emipration of coastal populations. In addition, extreme weather events, temperatures, and air
pollutants can acutely impact human health. The elderly, young, homeless, and people with
chronic discases, or respiratory illnesses (such as asthma) are particularly sensitive 10 extreme
temperatures contributing to increase hospital visits, health care costs, and mortality. Another
health effect of climate change is the spread of disease such as Lyme and the Zika Virus which
are transmitied by ticks and mosquitoes that thrive in hot, humid environinerts®; and i
WHEREAS, Indiana and South Bend will certainly share in some of these impacts, already
documented or projected effects include, but are not limited to: record breaking heat waves and
high humidity (with accompanying increased demand for cooling), reduced water and air guality,
decreased agricultural productivity (e.g., of corn and soybean crops); increased heavy rainfall
leading to more flooding, shorter winters and delayed fall freeze (e.g., extending the ragweed
allergy season), increased invasive species; foss of plant, fish and wildlife habitats®; and

WHEREAS, these and other impacts will not be equally distributed; communities that already
face socioeconomic and health inequities, whether around the world or here in our community,

! https:/fwww.natlonalgesgraphic.com/environment/2019/02/2018-fourth-warmest-year-ever-noaa-nasa-

reports/
2 YNFCCC {1997) Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change adopted at COP3

in Kyoto, Japan on 11 December 1397
3 https:/funfoec.intfresource/bigpicture/#content-the-paris-agreement

4 https:/fwww.pce.ch/
5 http://docs. southbendin gov/Weblink/Browse.aspx ?dbid=0&startid=279856&row=18&cr=1

& purdue Climate Change Research Center’s 2019 Indiana Climate Change Impacts Assessment;
hitps://ag.purdue.edu/indianaclimate,




will be most severely impacted, including youth, senior, people of color, and low-income
populations; and

WHEREAS, City services, infrastruciure, our local economy, the natural environment, public
health, and our homes and businesses are endangered by climate change; and Cities have a
primary duty and responsibility lo ensure the public health, safety, and welfare of its residents —
both now and in future generations; and

WHEREAS, Cilies are uniquely empowered to take proactive, reselute, and prompt measures lo
directly influence activities that have climate impacts, such as energy use in homes and
buildings, transportation, and by promoting sustainable development; and

WHEREAS, this Council, in February of this year at iwo joint committee hearings of our Health
and Public Safety and our Utilities Committees, were presented with clear and compelling
science, public testimony, letters, and petitions by local youth of all ages and other community
members, to take immediate, real, and lasting legislative actions to reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases and thus reduce global warming and contribute to the recovery of our planet;
and

WHEREAS, Climate action provides opportunities for South Bend to improve our air quality,
mobility, public health, social equity, energy independence and energy sceurity, and the quality
of our natural environment; it also can serve to attract jobs and economic development
opportunity and increase long-termi competitiveness. Action on climate change supports the
development ol a livable, sustainable City with a strong economy and high qualily of life.
Aclion can also improve resilience in face of climate change and other challenges; and

WHEREAS, South Bend has pursued various climate action with Mayor Stephen Luecke having
signed the U.S. Mayors Climate Protection Agreement in 2008, convened the Green Ribbon
Commission in 2009, and founded the Municipal Encrgy Office in 2010. In 2014, Mayor Pete
Buttigieg created the Office of Sustainabilily and reconvened the Green Ribbon Commission, an
advisory-body of local climate and sustainability experts. The South Bend Commen Couneil, in
2016, unanimously passed the Cleaner Encrgy Resolution, and then, in 2018 signed on with
Mayor Buttigieg to a “Repower Indiana” letter calling for 100% clean energy use by our utility
supplier. In 2017, Mayor Pete Buttigieg signed the “We're Still In” Ietter, joining Climate
Mayors world-wide affirming a commitment to the Paris Agreement on Climate, despite the
United States’ formal withdrawal from the talks; and

WHEREAS, this and previous Councils have also supported other energy efficiency and
renewable energy iniliatives in the municipal budget, including but not limited to energy and
water-efficient facilities, alternative fuc! vehicles, reducing waste and paper use, and robust
community education and engagement endeavors. The City of South Bend actively influences
sustainable behaviors in our community, encouraging biking and walking, supporting mass
transit, yard waste and recycling opportunities, and advocating for clean and affordable energy;
and

WHEREAS, by way of executive authority in April of 2018, Mayor Pete Buttigieg committed to
the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy, and effectively joined South Bend to
9,296 cities representing 814 million people in a pledge to implement policies and to undertake
measures to (i) reduce/limit greenhouse emissions, (ii) prepare for the impacts of climate change,
(iii) increase access 1o sustainable energy, and (iv) track progress of these policies and measures
in meeting or exceeding the Paris Agreement objectives’; and

WHEREAS, in keeping with our pledge, our City has alrcady measured and reported both our
community and government operation levels of greenhouse gases, we are next poised under this
global framework on climate action to set a greenhouse gas reduction goal and create a climate
action plan encompassing not only the City of South Bend's operations, but our community as a
whole as defined by the geographic limits ol our City; and

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED the South Bend Common Council hercby supports the
City Administration’s current Q2/Q3 2019 initiative lo develop a climate action plan that:

T https/fwww.globalcovenantofmayors.ons




specifies climate actions most impactful in South Bend, identifies ambitious but achievable
greenhouse gas reduction goals customized to South Bend, includes both immediate internal
actions and longer-lerm programs and policies, and outlines appropriate timelines for
implementing the specific climate actions and achieving the preenhouse gas reductions; and

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the South Bend Common Council requests this plan be
completed by the Fall of 2019, and the adminisiration’s planning procéss include appropriate
' stakeholder feedback, consider Council and administration priorities, including but not limited to
opportunities for climate action to increase social equity, maximizing benefits and minimizing
impacts on individuals and businesses; and consideration of any action through the fens of the
“triple bottom line.” This approach posits we can slow the pace of climate change in ways that
- save money, build a better quality of life for our residents, and drive economic growth,

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, and to this end of wriple net returns, the South Bend
Common Councii will look 1o support the administration’s current and future intemal policies,
and community-focused measures to reduce greenhouse emissions. Accordingly, Council will
respond to administration proposals; act 1o adopt proposed plans, goals, targets and measures as
appropriate, including the consideration of a local ordinance or ordinances by the end of 2019;
and lo ensure adequate funding and staffing for adopted operational climate and community
priorities,

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVYED, the South Bend Common Council also sets, henceforth,
that the administration create an iterative process of setting goals, tracking progress, and
reporting. Specifically, Council and the community will be provided annual progress reports on
the climate action ptan well in advance of the budget planning process, Both the municipal
greenhouse gas inventory and the community greenhouse inventory will be updated every 3
years, and the climate action plan updaled on a 3-year cycle.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, Council will seek opportunities to demonstrate climate
leadership in Indiana, throughout the Midwest, and in our own community. H will also support
the work of the Office of Sustainability and the Administration in doing the same, including
collaboration with other governmental entities and agencies, assisting in engaging community
stakcholders, and through public-private partnerships, These relationships and activities will be
essential o the design, funding, implementation and attainment of our community’s climate
action plan goals.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that this Council commits itself today, and strongly urges
future members of the South Bend Common Council, our Mayor’s office, and our citizenry {o
remain engaged in and commitied to climate action. Working together, we can confront what
‘has been considered one of the greatest challenges of our time in proactive.and strategic ways
that benefit our community, owr county, and our world.

Shar McBride, 3"’ [f{ijl Council Member Gavin Eeflic, M largc Council Mcmber
Ol AdAme

to M.&(xdcn, 4"' District Council Member Karen L. Wlnw, Al Large Counml Member

é:f; Teshka, 5% District Councit Mentber Robert ). Falmer, Council Attorney
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SEALS, SHAWN

From: Blade, Marvin A

Sent: Monday, December 30, 2019 3:08 PM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: Public Comments on EV Infrastructure funding for Indiana

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. *™**

| want to provide public input in response to the IDEM RFl around how funding will be used toward a future EV
infrastructure. | work at Duke Energy have driven my personal Nissan Leaf for almost four years now. Here are my

thoughis below.

DCFC stations are the choice installations but due to their expense should be limited to interstates nearest the
highest population centers. More impact for most the most Hoosiers rather than being dispersed across the
state in remote areas where EV adoption is limited initially. 1 suggest about 70% of dollars going to DCFC and
30% going to level 2s solely based on the installation costs.

DCFC stations are good but in reality a combination of level 2 stations at locations that are safe and convenient
can also expand the infrastructure immensely. My experience of driving in Central Indiana tell me we need DCFC
spots near interstates but having level 2 stations near malls, concentrated area of employment such as
downtown areas, universities (only open for public use) and strategically located business parks could be a
welcome edition. | was thinking of places that are safe and where people spend time, which is essential for
sufficient charging until you get to the next location.

| love driving to Bloomington as | can find a level two charging stations in a downtown city garage, a county
garage and the local mall. These are not the only locations but they are very public and practical in terms of me
using time wisely at a downtown B'town coffee shop or mall.
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From: Tim Hartigan
Sent: Friday, December 27, 2019 12:09 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Cc: Tim Alberda
Subject: Public Input on Indiana EV Charging Network

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ™

Input pursuant to the Volkswagen Mitigation Trust RFI due by January 3, 2020 according to the RFI document
questions posed:

1. (Page 8) The priority for Indiana's network should be L2 type chargers. Funding can impact the network to a
much greater degree due to unit cost, and provide more effective coverage.

2. (Page 9) Funding should be shared with other funding sources to help spread the funds over a wider area, as
opposed to completely funding fewer locations.

3. Funding should be used to decrease distance between charging points, Using the funding concentrated where
current EV's reside will not help achieve a more broad distribution network and further adoption of EV's.

4. Funding should be targeted more toward L2 usage at workplaces, shopping areas, and other destinations.

5.1 suggest funding DCFC at this time would greatly restrict the breadth of funding and unnecessarily favor few
vehicle brand owners, specifically Tesla. I suggest the split be at least 80-90% for L2 chargers, if not
exclusively 1.2, .

6. Due to the limited amount, I suggest the funding be used in a one round offering.

7. (Page 10) I am not an EV driver. More L2 charge stations might influence my next vehicle purchase,
. Continued relatively low gasoline prices would affect a future decision to remain gas as well. Travel range is
not currently a large factor in my mind since I would maintain at least one other gasoline powered vehicle for

some time.

Tim Hartigan
General Manager
Gasoline Equipment Service

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This E-mail (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Commnmications Privacy Act, 18 US.C. §§ 2310-2321, is confidential and may
be legaily privileged, [f you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any retention, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is sirictly
prohibited. If vou receive this message in error, please do not read, print, disclose, distribute or take any action in reliance of its contents or attachments. Neither transmission
nor receipt of this message creates an atlorney-client relationship. However, the information contained herein may be confidential and/or privileged. Ifyou have received this
message in error, please contact Gasolite Equipment Service af 260-747-5058 immediately and delete this message and any attachments.
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From: Robyn Bancroft <rbancroft@oki.org>

Sent: Thursday, December 19, 2019 3:48 PM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Cc: SEALS, SHAWN; Todd Listerman; Mark McCormack; Terri Randall; jordan.wallpe@duke-
energy.com; Mark Policinski ‘

Subject: OKI Response: IDEM Requesting Public Input about Electric Vehicle Charging
Infrastructure

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Indiana Volkswagen Mitigation Trust Representative,

On behalf of the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments (OKl), | want to thank you for the opportunity
to share our input regarding IDEM’s future investments in EV charging infrastructure. As the recent international Council
on Clean Transportation {ICCT) study has shown, the relationship between public charging ports and EV adoption is
clearly linked. Being the MPO for SE Indiana, Northern Kentucky and SW Ohio, we support adoption of £Vs for the
positive impact zero emission vehicles will have on our region’s air quality.

The helow responses {in green) are based upon OKI's continuous engagement with a broad range of public and private
Ev-stakeholders and professionals, as well as conversations with our members. OK| staff work diligently to be on the
cutting-edge of EV technology, so that we may realize the greatest benefits and opportunities for our tristate’s multi-
modal transporiation network.

In addition to our responses to the seven questions below {in green), OKl is here to help IDEM in any way. There are two
specific items we would like to share with you today.

e First, 0Kl has developed an App in response to Ohio EPA’s plans for investing their allotied VW Settlement funds
in EV charging infrastructure. This App is intended to assist in defining the attributes of focations as potential
sites for EV charging stations. OKl would be pleased to create a similar App for Indiana’s EV charging network
planning activities as well.

e Second, I-74 and 1-70 serve as Indiana’s east-west interstate corridors. {-70 has been designated a FHWA
Alternative Fuel Corridor, however I-74 has not. GKI would welcome the opportunity to work with IDEM to
remedy this inconsistency and get the 1-74 corridor equipped and designated to support FHWA’s multi-State and
regional cooperation and collaboration to create a reliable and comprehensive national network.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to provide comment and partner together. Please feel welcome to contact me with
any further comments or questions,
Happy Holidays,




Robyn G. Bancroft, AICP
Strategic Initiatives Manager

720 E. Pete Rose Way, Suite 420
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Tel: 513.619.7662

www.oki.org | rbancrofi@oki.org

OKIi

IDEM Reguest for Information / OKI Responses

1,

DCFC equipment provides significantly faster charging than does L2. However, it also comes at a significantly higher
per connector price. Finding the balance between the speed of DCFC and L2 equipment and the funds available
frem the national mitigation trust will be key to a successful and sustainable EV charging infrastructure program in
Indiana.

e With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast Chargers (DCFC/L.3} with higher
cost and fewer charging locations or Level 2 (L2) chargers with slower charging, but with lower cost and more
charging locations?

# There should be a mix of both. Fast chargers along interstate corridors {i.e.: 74 and 1-275 in SE Indiana) would
support longer-distance, region-te-region/fstate-to-state travel which is key for any local, regional or state
economy. At the same time, Level 2 chargers are needed to fill in local, non-interstate gaps at high traffic
generators {i.e.: Hollywood Casino in Lawrenceburg, Perfect North Slopes, Dearborn County Hospital, etc.). As
far as what the mix should cansist of, ICCT reports that, “...in the top electric vehicle markets, about 10 to
25% of the availabte public charging is fast charging.”

The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national mitigation trust were identified earlier
ranging from 60% for private locations not made available to the public up to 100% for government-owned locations
that do make the EV charging stations available to the public. Just as there is a question of balance between the
speed and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is also a balance between funding at the highest
possible level for lower cost investment to funding at lower levels to encourage public and/or private investment in
Indiana’s EV charging network. _ 7

e  With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the highest possible levels for each EV charging location or work
towards leveraging public and private funding partnerships in the hope of broadening the potential reach of the
$6.135 million?

e  Priority should be placed on funding EV charging stations that will be open to the public. That said, most LPA’s
are used to the 80/20 split in funding. IDEM may want to consider using this same funding approach.

e In addition, it is widely believed that privately-owned multi-unit dwellings are not likely going to include EV
chargers for their residents without a subsidy. Therefore, OKl suggests that EV charging equipment “installed at
multi-unit dwelling but not made available to the public” be covered at a higher percentage than those
“installed at workplace but not made available to the public.”

e Inthe bigger picture, EV charging infrastructure should be amended into local zoning requirements for new
construction and major building renovation/expansion projects. IDEM could have a pohcy supporting this
(perhaps providing sample ordinance language) for local jurisdictions.

= Based on OKl input, the following two funding level options are provided for IDEM’s consideration:

Light-Duty Zero Emission Vehicle Supply Equipment Funding Levels

installed at govt owned property and made Up to 100% covered Up to 80% covered
available to the public -
Installed at non-govt owned property and made Up to 80% covered Up to 70% covered
available to the public




Installed at multi-unit dwelling but not made Up to 70% covered Up to 60% covered
available to the public

installed at workplace bui not made available to Up to 60% covered | ' Up to 50% covered
the puhlic

As the maps earlier in this RFl indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in Indiana in relation to both

proximity to EV driver population as well as distance between viable EV charging opportunities.

e With this in mind, what should be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Shouid it be focused on areas of
certain EV driver population or should the priority be more related to the maximum distance between charging
locations, regardless of charging speed?

e Focus should be on building the entire network. Investing in EV charging equipment only where £V usage is
currently at higher levels will perpetuate “EV deserts” across Indiana. Once again, the availability of public
charging ports go hand-in-hand with EV adoption.

Another way to look at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance between stations is the intended
use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC serve the purpose of connecting states, traditionally via interstate
routes, L2 chargers allow drivers to charge during typical daily activities such as work, shopping, visiting key
destinations, as well as home charging in multi-unit housing focations {in-home charging is not eligible under the
national consent decree).

e With this in mind, where shouid Indiana prioritize EV charging stations? DCFC along highways or L2 at
workplace, shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?

e  OKlrefers back to our response to #1. There needs to be a mix of both. ICCT’s finding of top EV markets having a
mix of 10-25% fast chargers and 75-90% Level 2, might be a good formula to reference and apply to each “EV
market” across indiana. IDEM may want to consider Indiana’s metropolitan areas as separate “EV markets.”
Adding the MPO overlay to your fast charging and Level 2 charging stations maps would provide an existing
inventory for each MPO and a starting point for targeting additional stations at a 1:3 or 1:9 (Fast:L2} ratjo. It's
worth noting that the maps provided by IDEM are a bit misleading. For example; the “point” on each map in
Dearborn County represents four charging ports (2 Fastand 2 L2).

Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing EV charging network with only
$6.135 million available from the national consent decree. As noted earlier in this RF|, there is a notable difference
in the costs associated with expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in Indiana.

¢ How should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging equipment, if at all {i.e. 60% for
DCFC and 40% for L2)? ' ' ' . '

e  Onthe surface - based on cost and budget alone, the 60/40 example makes perfect sense. However, without
having an analysis of where the gaps for Fast chargers exist across Indiana’s interstate netwaork, this is difficult
guestion to answer. Key interstate gaps should be identified for fast charger locations in order to determine the
number needed and priority. Referring back to #4, once the locations for fast chargers are noted, a ratio of 1:3
to 1.9 (Fast:L2) can be applied to determine the number of Level 2 chargers needed within the designated EV
Market/Indiana MPO area.

indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national consent decree (October 2, 2017)

to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made available all at once or in multiple rounds of

funding. Furthermore, these potential rounds of funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or

technologies.

e  With this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state consider for the EV charging infrastructure
program? If more than one round of funding, what should he the focus of each round (i.e. Round 1: 40% of
funding to L2 EVSE followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC)?

e OKI supports one funding round, well-advertised with ample response time for application submissions. This will
minimize IDEM staff time and resources. Yes, as time passes the cost of EV charging technology will continue to
decrease. However, this $6.135 M would provide a much needed financial catalyst to spark private expansion
sooner versus later. '
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e Application criteria and scoring will be key in awarding the best investments with this limited pool of funding.
IDEM’s determination of “EV Markets” and gaps/locations where Fast and L2 chargers are needed should hold
the greatest weight in the funding prioritization process.

7. Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivers might be hesitant to move away from gasoline-powered
vehicles to EVs. Listed below are several EV related comments that have been received during conversations on
Indiana’s EV charging network. Whether you are a current driver of gasoline-powered or electric vehicles, Indiana
asks for insight on these issues:

e If not a current EV driver, what would motivate you to consider moving to EV? State tax credit, market
availahility (many EVs are not available at car dealerships in the Midwest), Ride & Drive events for people to
experience EVs, more public charging stations, employer incentives.

e If not a current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter your decision and move you
to EV? Availability especially at retail/commercial areas. For example, running errands around town on weekend
—making several stops, one might cut short their shopping trips if they can’t recharge. Also, reliability — will
charge port be available when | need it? Will it work? Ongoing maintenance of stations once installed is key.

e If not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to continue driving gasoline-powered
vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs? Cost. Technology is changing so fast - what will value of car be in
one, two,...years? Maintenance — having local dealer/garage know how to service EV. Ability to charge when
needed even around town. Gas stations are on every corner — there’s really no excuse for running out of gas, but
people dol

e Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the current lack of access

to EV charging stations? Current stations — you never know if they will be in use and not available or completely

out of service

e Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the travel range of
current EVs? Depends on your budget for an EV. Currently, larger ranges are available in more expensive EVs.
Benefit of Hybrid/Plug-ins is that you have gas hack-up,

From: Indiana Department of Environmental Management {mailto:idem@subscriptions.in.gov]
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 3:27 PM

To: Robyn Bancroft <rbancroft@oki.org>

Subject: IDEM Requesting Public input about Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure
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Press Release!

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
December 12, 2019

IDEM Requesting Public Input about Electric Vehicle
Charging Infrastructure

INDIANAPOLIS - The indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) and the indiana
Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation Trust Fund Committee {Committee) are requesting input from
the public to help enhance Indiana’s electric vehicle charging infrastructure. Public responses



gathered from this Request for information {RFI) will be used to ensure the success of Indiana's
investment in an electric vehicle charging network.

To view the RFI and submit a response, visit IDEM's VW website at idem.iN.govivwtrust, Public
responses must be submitted by Jan. 3, 2020. For guestions regarding the RFI, contact
VWTrust@idem.IN.gov.

About the Committee

The Indiana Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation Trust Fund Committee was formed under an
executive order issued by Gov. Eric Holcomb on Oct. 4, 2017. The Committee will play a vital role in
the disbursement of Indiana’s share of funds from the Environmental Mitigation Trust created as
part of Volkswagen's seftlement of Clean Air Act violations regarding diesel emissions from their
vehicles. Indiana will receive approximately $41 million under the terms of the consent decree.

About IDEM

IDEM (idem.IN.gov) implements federal and state regulations regarding the environment. Through
compliance assistance, incentive programs and educational outreach, the agency encourages and
alds businesses and citizens in protecting Hoosiers and our environment.

-30-

Media contacts:

Barry Sneed

Public Information Officer
317-232-8586
media@idem.IN.gov
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SEALS, SHAWN

I
From: Hahn, Jason A,
Sent: Saturday, December 14, 2019 8:18 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Subject: Charging stations

**%% This is an EXTERNAL email, Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email, *¥¥**

My input is that the Gov't should not be spending time nor funds to subsidize electric charging stations. | realize this is a
program to use money taken from VW. However, the state is working on projects to subsidize what the market should
determine, As you may know, car companies are more than capahle to survive without federal ar state welfare
programs to facilitate strategies. Welfare for companies generally only causes decisions the market will not support
after the subsidies are gone. Perhaps examples would be hydrogen fuel cells or CNG cars, You don’t see many today
yet many millions of taxpayer doilars were fiushed pushing those technologies which ultimately were not viable. Electric
cars may be viable, but the market should be left to determine the timing.

Regards,
Jason Hah
Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone




SEALS, SHAWN

From: Porus Shah

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 6:59 PM

To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: Request to install EV charging at Richmond Indiana

**%% THis is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email, ¥***

Hello

I'd like to request a few DC fast charging stations and level 2 charging stations in Richmond indiana. There’s a large
group of hospital employees who drive electric cars and work at Reid Hespital in Richmond Indiana. There are also
multiple hotels in Richmond that caters to travelers that drive through I-70.

There’s a Meijer store close to the hospital and hotels that would be a great spot for these charging stations.

Thank you.
Porus Shah

Sent from my iPhone




SEALS, SHAWN

—
From: Kathy Schuth <nnndirector@nearnorthwest.org>
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 10:41 AM
To: IDEM VWTrust
Subject: RFI - responses

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information for your EV efforts in Indiana.
I am responding from two points of view — as an EV owner {primary vehicle) and as the director of a non-profit business
that would be interested in instailing charging equipment.

Responding to your 7 questions:

1. [ With that in mind, what EVSE level should be the priority? Direct-Current Fast Chargers (DCFC/L3) with
higher cost and fewer charging locations or Level 2 (L2) chargers with slower charging, but with lower cost and
more charging locations?

I think prioritizing a system across the state by location is the most important consideration. DCFC chargers
placed at strategic locations on main roads can provide much needed infrastructure, but Level 2 chargers can
provide a needed infrastructure in areas slightly less traveled — a secondary system. We live in South Bend, for
example, and without a DCFC charger between South Bend and Indianapolis, we recently took an 8 hour trip
between the cities in a Nissan Leaf, utilizing Level 2 chargers. Longer range cars will also alleviate these
concerns. A single DCFC charger placed about midway would have tremendous travel time impact in that area of
the state, and could be considered on both 31 and 65 {and likely 69)

2. The maximum funding levels for EV charging equipment from the national mitigation trust were identified earlier
ranging from 60% for private locations not made available to the public up to 100% for government-owned locations
that do make the EV charging stations available to the public. Just as there is a question of balance between the speed
and cost of DCFC verses L2 charging equipment, there is also a balance between funding at the highest possible level
for lowercost investment to funding at lower levels to encourage public and/or private investment in Indiana’s EV
charging network. '

With this in mind, should Indiana fund at the highest possible levels for each EV charging location or work towards
leveraging public and private funding partnerships in the hope of broadening the potential reach of the $6.135
million?

In my opinion, again, the best answer is not likely to be one or the other, but a mixture of both levels of incentive, with
location priority being the largest governing factor. However, | strongly believe that any charging station NOT available
for general public use should not receive 100% funding.

3. As the maps earlier in this RFl indicate, there are certainly unmet charging needs in Indiana in relation to both
proximity to EV driver population as well as distance between viable EV charging opportunities.

With this in mind, what should be the EV charging infrastructure priority? Should it be focused on areas of certain
EV driver population or should the priority be more related to the maximum distance between charging locations,
regardless of charging speed?

| would prioritize maximum distance between charging stations, to create a statewide infrastructure.

4. Another way to fook at unmet charging needs beyond just population and distance between stations is the intended
use of the EV charging infrastructure. While DCFC serve the purpose of connecting states, traditionally via interstate
routes, L2 chargers allow drivers to charge during typical daily activities such as

1




work, shopping, visiting key destinations, as well as home charging in multi-unit housing locations {in-home charging
is not eligible under the national consent decree).

B With this in mind, where should indiana prioritize EV charging stations? DCFC along highways or L2 at workplace,
shopping, destination, or multi-unit housing locations?

| would recommend prioritizing DCFC along highways, | believe the private interests and partnerships have L2 charging
costs much more available to them, and it's much easier for local provision to fill in those gaps.

5. Funding limitations are certainly a factor in Indiana’s attempt to broaden the existing EV charging network with
only $6.135 million available from the national consent decree. As noted earlier in this RFl, there is a notable
difference in ihe costs associated with expanding the DCFC vs. L2 charging network in Indiana.

@ How should Indiana’s limited funding be split between DCFC and L2 charging equipment, if at all (i.e. 60% for DCFC
and 40% for L2)?

We should certainly see all broadening efforts, and funding, as a great win for the state though! If the state needed to
spend 100% for DCFC in order to create a complete network, Id encourage it. Again, I'd prioritize creating networks and
work back from that hope.

6. Indiana has up to 10 years from the initial date of the full execution of the national consent decree (October 2,
2017) to spend the Trust funds. These funds can be made available all at once or in multiple rounds of funding.
Furthermore, these potential rounds of funding do not have to be the identical in funding amounts or technologies.
With this in mind, how many rounds of funding should the state consider for the EV charging infrastructure program?
If more than one round of funding, what should be the focus of each round (i.e. Round 1: 40% of funding to L2 EVSE
followed by Round 2: 60% funding to DCFC})?

That’s an interesting thought to me, mainly due to possibility of technology upgrades. Perhaps two rounds, so there can
be adjustment if needed for better technology, or adjusting to other {if any) charging stations being added adjacent to
this program

7. Indiana recognizes there are many reasons why drivers might be hesitant to move away from gasoline-powered
vehicles to EVs. Listed below are several EVrelated comments that have been received during conversations on
Indiana’s EV charging network. Whether you are a current driver of gasoline-powered or

electric vehicles, Indiana asks for insight on these issues:

If not a current EV driver, what would motivate you to consider moving to

EV? '

Current EV driver, but yes, access to at least an outdoor outlet is a must. Access to faster chargers on a daily in-town
driving basis is actually not as necessary

& If not a current EV driver, what charging infrastructure related changes might alter your decision and move you to
EV?

Definitely more public access in general (gas stations are everywhere!)

@ If not a current EV driver, what other factors might impact your decision to continue driving gasoline-powered
vehicles as opposed to transitioning to EVs?

Range of vehicles is the maln one, as well as access to charge

B Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the current lack of access to
EV charging stations?

{t's not a large issue for in-town driving, in general — but for any inter-town, city, or state driving, it's a must.

@ Whether currently a gasoline-powered or EV driver, how much of a concern or issue is the travel range of current
EVs?

This is aiso a large concern, and new cars and technologies pushing into the 200 mile limits will greatly increase the
readiness of drivers to be able to make this switch (and these cars becoming more affordable)

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh inl

Kathy Schuth



Executive Director

Near Northwest Neighborhood, Inc.
1007 Portage Ave,

South Bend, IN 46616

(574) 232-9182
nnndirector@nearnorthwest.org

www.nearnorthwest.org




SEALS, SHAWN

From: Casey Herman -

Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 4:15 PM
To: IDEM VWTrust

Subject: RFI

***¥ This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email, ****

To whom it may concern,

- Tjust wanted to share my two cents. I appreciate the infrastructure going in but there are several items I see as
being a problem.

The new stations that [ have been to have extremely short charging cables. You have to split parking
spaces to charge a vehicle that has the charging door on the front left of the car. 1E Walmart at Emerson
and 465

I would have only instalied 2-4 chargers there with room for pads to expand later if needed. Then
allocated that money fo another 2-4 charger DC fast charge station.

An upcoming issue I foresee is the market is changing. Rivian, Ford, Tesla, and a few others are starting
fo enter the market with EV trucks. I believe Rivian is next year with theirs. This being said, what
happens when you pull up to DC fast charge your truck when you are pulling a trailer. A pull-through
station would be needed. It would be super cool if Indiana was first at making this happen. The
alternative would be unhitching your camper or whatever you are pulling, charging, then hitching your
trailer again. It is still doable but I would be more likely to stop somewhere that I didnt have to drop my
trailer to top off the batteries. If you have ever been to the walmart at emerson and 465, you will
understand how big of a pain that would be. It is always busy over there. You would probably have to.
drive to lowes next door, unload, drive back to walmart, charge, and then head back to get your trailer.
EA should charge appropriately for KW/h vs time. This makes me not want to charge at all at any of the
stations as it costs more to charge there than other systems. I base that off of my drive to Wisconsin and
back for less than ten dollars last year. [ paid at 2 charge point stations and the rest were either
dealerships or restaurants. Not trying to sound cheap here but there are other places to charge for way
less than what they charge. The convenience of a dc fast charge at these stations vs finding other private
stations for a lot less money is going to make the difference. Simply why pay more if you dont have

" too.

Hopefully some of the above information is found to be helpful.

Thank you for your continued efforts,

~-Charles Herman




SEALS, SHAWN

e L T RN
From: Brian at Home
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 8:14 AM
To: IDEM VWTrust _
Subject: Electric Charging Network

¥*%% This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email, ¥***

There is a serious lack of charging infrastructure in southern Indiana. | have grandchildren in Washington, IN, and } am
unable to use my Tesla Model 3 to visit them from Lafayette because of the lack of charging options in that area.
Evansville is also another hole in the charging network.

Brian Primeau
Lafayette, IN

Sent from my iPad




