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Docket Management Facility 
United States Department of Transportation 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE, 20036 
West Building Ground Floor, Room W12-140 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 
 
Friday, January 28, 2022   
 
Re: Development of Guidance for Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Deployment, Docket No. 
FHWA–2021–0022     
  
Dear Secretary Buttigieg and Deputy Administrator Pollack,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide city and local government insight on the Electric 
Vehicle Charging Program (“EV Charging Program”) and the Charging and Fueling 
Infrastructure Program included in the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) (Public Law 
117-58). The following recommendations are submitted jointly by the National League of Cities 
and Climate Mayors, and were developed with technical support from the Rocky Mountain 
Institute (RMI). 
 
Combined, the $7.5 billion programs illustrate the critical role the federal government will play in 
improving confidence across urban, suburban, and rural areas in the availability and reliability of 
electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has 
rightly identified that while these programs are not sufficient to cover all passenger vehicle 
electrification needs, they represent a down-payment in EV charging infrastructure where 
government or companies have yet to invest at the levels needed to facilitate mass adoption. 
They should therefore be directed where the greatest need is identified; and that means 
devoting a majority of the funds to investments in disadvantaged and underrepresented 
communities across the United States.  
 
Cities and local governments know that these programs should not promote a simple 
electrification of the status quo, but should invest in the thoughtful placement and design of EV 
charging hubs to promote equitable access to EV charging. As the global climate action non-
profit RMI has written in its response to this Request for Information, “the $7.5 billion is sufficient 
not only to deliver the backbone of a far superior EV charging network than we have today, but 
it can also deliver a network that achieves the critical objective of ensuring the charging network 
delivers on equity and access to all communities.” In its comments, RMI estimates that if the 
federal government funded DC fast charging (DCFC) stations every 100 miles across the 
165,722 miles of the National Highway System’s Alternative Fuel Corridor Designations, this 
would amount to 1,650 high-quality stations at a cost of $1.65 billion in upfront funding, plus an 
estimated $56 million for five years in operations and maintenance costs. This leaves ample 
funding within both the $5 billion EV Charging Program and the $2.5 billion Charging and 
Fueling Infrastructure Program to address local needs for EV charging infrastructure, above and 
beyond the goal of electrifying the highway network with DCFC to increase consumer 
confidence in and technologically enable cross-country travel.   

with technical support from RMI 

https://www.regulations.gov/comment/FHWA-2021-0022-0104
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/alternative_fuel_corridors/
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The recommendations captured in this letter reflect that it is possible to both build a 
national backbone of DCFC for cross-country travel and invest an estimated $5.8 billion 
for EV charging that meets urban, suburban, and regional communities' needs. The 
recommendations represent the experience and interests of the co-signers: cities and 
organizations who have committed both to electrifying existing vehicles and to providing high-
quality transportation alternatives for residents, businesses, and visitors to access vital 
resources in the areas where they live. While we have responded to several of your specific 
questions below, we also offer some overarching guidance as you develop the rules for these 
programs: 

• Creating multi-modal hubs, rather than “electric gas stations.” There are more than 
150,000 fueling stations across the U.S. In cities, they occupy valuable real estate at 
intersections and near highways, and often represent difficult places for people walking, 
cycling, or rolling to traverse, especially those with disabilities. With the EV Charging and 
Charging and Fueling Infrastructure Programs, FHWA can ensure that the EV charging 
stations they are investing in are designed as multi-modal hubs that are convenient, 
safe, and compatible with the movement of people across all modes of transportation, 
including public transit, and not just electric versions of the current gas station model. As 
multi-modal hubs, they should be accessible and traversable by foot, bike, wheelchair, 
transit, and car; co-located with other modes of transportation to allow for switching 
between modes; designed according to ADA accessibility standards; sited in locations 
where the density and land use are consistent with multiple forms of activity and mobility; 
and equipped with multiple types of charging for other forms of electric mobility, like 
eScooters, eBikes, and eMopeds. With these considerations in mind, the FHWA should 
include the design and implementation of the overall stations in allowable costs, not just 
the installation, operations, and maintenance of charging infrastructure for cars and 
other types of electric mobility. For the Charging and Fueling Infrastructure Program, the 
FHWA should prioritize funding for local government applications that incorporate multi-
modality and universal accessibility by design.   

• Identifying “win-win-win" locations for investment that put disadvantaged and 
underserved communities first. Funding from the two programs would have the 
highest impact if it was directed towards “win-win-win" locations: locations where 
communities have borne the brunt of environmental consequences from internal 
combustion engine vehicles, have lacked access to cleaner mobility alternatives, and 
have not yet benefited economically from the U.S. auto’s industry’s electric mobility 
renaissance. In cities, these “win-win-win” locations are often in frontline and fenceline 
communities next to highways and near ports, airports, and other industrial sites linked 
to the nationwide highway network. From L.A. to Houston, Cincinnati to Atlanta, and 
New York City to Miami, the legacy of highway building is displacement of urban 
communities of color and decades-long exposure to higher levels of noise and air 
pollution for those that remained. In using the Alternative Fuel Corridor framework as the 
basis for the EV Charging and Charging and Fueling Programs, the FHWA can direct 
investments to communities that stand to benefit the most from the positive 
environmental impacts of electric vehicles, the increased access to charging 
infrastructure, and the positive economic impacts of investments in charging 
infrastructure. 

• Balancing investments in DCFC with Level 2 charging infrastructure. Approximately 
75 cities across the U.S. have climate action plans with clear targets for transportation 
electrification and for increasing mode share for zero-emissions freight and passenger 
travel. This means that cities are in the business of electrifying everything: cars, SUVs, 
trucks, vans, shuttles, buses, scooters, bikes, mopeds, motorcycles, and more. As the 

https://www.api.org/oil-and-natural-gas/consumer-information/consumer-resources/service-station-faqs
https://www.careaboutclimate.org/blog/what-is-a-frontline-community
https://ej4all.org/life-at-the-fenceline
https://ej4all.org/life-at-the-fenceline
https://www.vox.com/2015/5/14/8605917/highways-interstate-cities-history
https://www.vox.com/2015/5/14/8605917/highways-interstate-cities-history
https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/u2107.pdf
https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/u2107.pdf
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USDOT issues guidance, it should avoid being prescriptive about the numbers and types 
of chargers the programs should fund. This will allow cities and local governments to 
determine how to balance investments in more costly DC fast charging, which might be 
best suited for quick top-ups for delivery vans, ridehail vehicles, and their own fleet 
vehicles, with investments in lower cost Level 2 charging, which is better suited for 
carshare, mopeds and motorcycles, microtransit, and workplace charging.  

• Providing flexibility to use funds across public and semi-public locations. 
Similarly, the USDOT should avoid being prescriptive about the placement and use of 
the charging infrastructure. This would allow cities and local governments to leverage 
funding to meet the needs of both general public vehicles and public fleets while 
considering regional growth plans and energy grid limitations. For example, installing 
charging infrastructure at city libraries or public parks offers access and convenience for 
city residents, as well as for city government employees driving fleet vehicles. Installing 
charging infrastructure within multi-unit dwellings (MUDs, or apartments, condominiums, 
duplexes, and more), where 40 percent of residents in the top 100 metropolitan areas in 
the U.S. live, improves equity of access to electric mobility. Allowing charging stations to 
be placed at housing authority properties – or other relevant federal, state, or local 
government owned properties – could also help cities and local government ensure 
equitable access to EV charging by facilitating deployment at facilities that service 
predominantly low-income, disadvantaged communities in neighborhoods, which have 
been historically and disproportionately burdened by pollution from cars and trucks. 

• Designing stations for resilience. As our country faces additional inclement weather 
events due to climate change, the solutions we put forward for reducing greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions must also be resilient to its current effects. FHWA funding guidelines 
should mandate that public and private actors plan for resilience; for example, utilizing 
technology that can supply redundancies during grid outages, designing stations that 
could sustain the types of surges seen at gas stations prior to evacuations, and 
prioritizing charging for emergency response vehicles when needed.  
Resilience to cyberthreats, ransomware, and failsafe procedures in case of network or 
system issues should also be taken into account. 
This could mean that the FHWA creates minimum resilience standards for both chargers 
and stations that ensures nationwide uniformity, and / or requires that governments and 
their private partners include resilience in their planning, implementation, and operations 
and maintenance processes.       

• Rewarding states, regions, and cities that pass policies and implement programs 
to improve affordability of EV ownership and access. It almost goes without saying 
that installing charging infrastructure without also increasing levels of EV ownership and 
access is a waste of money. The FHWA should reward with additional funding those 
governments that pass policies and implement programs and planning strategies that 
improve affordability of EV ownership and access – or at a minimum, demonstrate plans 
to do so. In cities, that could mean standing up public-private partnerships around 
affordable electric car / bike / scooter / or moped-sharing programs; or incentivizing 
through tax credits and rebates affordable ownership of eBikes, eCars, eMopeds, 
eScooters, and more; or working with utilities to offer discounted rates for Level 2 and 
DCFC charging; or offering access to overnight use of EVs for employees. Because 
these programs are new, the FHWA has a unique opportunity to make sure that access 
to funding spurs overall investment in the full ecosystem, and that governments meet the 
mobility needs of all urban residents, not just the ones who can afford EVs without the 
benefit of subsidy.  
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• Requiring states to consult with cities and local governments while developing EV 
charging infrastructure plans and spending IIJA funds. Given the difference 
between charging infrastructure needs for cross-country travel along rural highways 
versus everyday use in towns, cities, and suburbs, the FHWA should require that states 
consult with cities and local governments, as well as regional and metropolitan planning 
organizations, as they develop plans for EV infrastructure and spend IIJA funds. Choices 
in EV charging locations made independently at the state level could impact future travel 
patterns and change long-term planning in regions, creating a historical repeat of past 
highway building where communities were displaced by top-down decision-making. 

 
  
Request for Information Questions    
 
We have provided answers below to Questions 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12 from your 
Request for Information.   
 
Electric Vehicle Charging Program  
 
Question 1: The distance between publicly available EV charging infrastructure;  

While establishing a minimum or maximum distance between publicly available EV charging 
infrastructure might be an important criterion for investments along rural highways, it is not a 
relevant criterion for urban and suburban areas. In urban and suburban contexts, the FHWA 
should exercise flexibility in its guidance with its definitions of “distance” – both in terms of the 1) 
distance of the charging station’s location from the Alternative Fueling Corridor network and the 
2) distance between stations.  
 
For example, in Houston, RMI’s analysis finds that approximately 18% of the city’s population 
lives within 0.25 miles of the I-45 Alternative Fuel Corridor, the recommended distance for a 
charging station to be from rural highways in RMI’s standalone letter. [See Figure 1 below.] By 
extending this distance to as many as 5 miles (as allowed under the current Alternative Fuel 
Corridor language), federally funded infrastructure could be installed in locations within reach for 
77% of city population – or 1.3 million additional people. [Visible in Figure 2.]  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. 411,000 People Live within 0.25 Miles of Houston’s I-45 

Source: Urban Footprint 
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Figure 2. By Expanding the EV Charging Infrastructure “Catchment Area” to  
5 Miles, Up to 75% of Houston’s Population (or 1.77 Million People) Could Be  
Within Reach of Federally Funded EV Charging Infrastructure 
 

 
 
Source: Urban Footprint 

 
 
In addition to maintaining flexibility around the distance of stations from the Alternative Fuel 
Corridor network, the FHWA should avoid being prescriptive about the distance between 
chargers / stations in cities. For example, cities could benefit from clustering DCFC in locations 
with high volumes of traffic from fleet vehicles. These include airports served by taxis and 
transportation network companies (TNCs), freight hubs with high volumes of pick-up’s and 
deliveries, and neighborhoods dense with retail and commercial activities. For these use cases, 
the multiple demands on urban space may also necessitate fewer stations with a greater 
number of chargers per station.   
 
Similarly, cities might benefit from siting Level 2 charging infrastructure in communities dense 
with population and activities. There, the more meaningful measure of appropriate intervals 
between charging stations might be “catchment areas,” or the percentage of the population that 
can access the charging stations within a ½ mile, or 15 minutes’ average walking / rolling speed 
– the general rule of thumb for siting transit stations. If the FHWA created a scoring framework 
for funding that privileged investments in catchment areas with the highest population densities, 
they would implicitly prioritize areas with MUDs, transit stops, and mixed uses.  
   
Question 3: The proximity of existing off-highway travel centers, fuel retailers, and small 
businesses to EV charging infrastructure acquired or funded under the Program;  

In cities, DCFC charging stations should ideally be located on or near locations that provide 
drivers with easy access to multiple types of activities: small businesses, like cafes, restaurants, 
and shops; retail centers; parks; and high-quality food options, like bodegas, street vendors, and 
grocery stores. This will ensure that small business owners can benefit financially from drivers’ 
spending as they wait for their vehicles to fully charge. At a minimum, the areas around DCFC 
charging stations should be designated for commercial or mixed-use activities, so that existing 
small businesses and new entrepreneurs can benefit from the additional foot traffic brought in 
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by utilization of the stations. As the U.S. electrifies, the FHWA should ensure that existing small 
business owners stand to benefit from EV charging infrastructure investments and that 
additional job opportunities are created for new entrepreneurs. For example, roughly 122,000 of 
the 150,000 fueling stations across the U.S. are convenience stores, and more than 60% of 
those stores are owned by an individual or family that owns a single store. The “Pump-to-Plug” 
symposium in Los Angeles offers a different vision as to how gas stations could sustainably be 
converted to multi-mobility hubs in the future, which offer station owners multiple revenue 
streams for businesses and both drivers and others passing by opportunities to access charging 
infrastructure and other mobility services.  
 
Question 4: The need for publicly available EV charging infrastructure in rural corridors and 
underserved or disadvantaged communities; 

The FHWA should establish uniform definitions for rural corridors, underserved, and 
disadvantaged communities, which states must apply to their spending of formula funding. 
Standardizing these terms not only increases the equity of the programs, but also facilitates 
comparison across states - a helpful measure for evaluating the current EV Charging Program 
and designing future programs. 

In cities, communities identified as underserved or disadvantaged often intersect. For example, 
RMI’s EV Charging for All report examined access to DCFC infrastructure by low-income 
communities in L.A. The case study found that most early adopters of EVs tended to live in or 
near high-income areas of the city, and therefore most electric vehicle service providers 
(EVSPs) built charging infrastructure where it supported existing customers, e.g., in high-income 
neighborhoods. However, many L.A. neighborhoods where household incomes are below 
$51,000 (or “disadvantaged”) lack access to DCFC infrastructure, resulting in “charging deserts” 
of “underserved” communities, according to definitions of both terms by the State of California.  

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Distribution of Median Household Income and DCFC Network Across  
Los Angeles Reveals Charging Deserts and Underserved Communities 
 

 
 

Source: RMI’s EV Charging for All report 

 

https://www.api.org/oil-and-natural-gas/consumer-information/consumer-resources/service-station-faqs
https://www.api.org/oil-and-natural-gas/consumer-information/consumer-resources/service-station-faqs
https://www.api.org/oil-and-natural-gas/consumer-information/consumer-resources/service-station-faqs
https://www.architectmagazine.com/project-gallery/pump-to-plug-recharge-la
https://www.architectmagazine.com/project-gallery/pump-to-plug-recharge-la
https://rmi.org/insight/ev-charging-for-all/
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/sb535


 7 

In L.A., these areas overlap with communities living in MUDs, which - even beyond L.A. – the 
charging service industry has largely avoided. This is due to a number of unique characteristics 
that make MUDs challenging. Building owners tend to have a limited understanding of EV 
charging, and they are rarely incentivized to consider their tenants’ interest in charging their 
vehicles at home. Further, MUD charging typically requires navigating a number of challenges, 
including:  

• Electrical capacity: many buildings—especially older ones—will need electrical upgrades 
to handle the increased draw from EVs.   

• Conduit and trenching: wiring parking spaces for chargers requires running conduit from 
the electrical panel. Costs associated with this construction vary considerably, 
depending on the distance of the parking spaces from the electrical panel.   

• Hardware and operational costs: building owners must determine what level of 
sophistication they prefer. While “dumb chargers” are widely available at low cost (e.g., 
$300-$600), if charge management and monitoring is desired, chargers increase to 
approximately $5,000, plus software fees.   

  
To address these challenges, FHWA spending guidelines must not only include the anticipated 
costs of installing infrastructure in challenging locations, like MUDs, but also the unanticipated 
ones – both hard and soft costs (like the variable timelines associated with permitting of 
charging infrastructure). For example, in the Denver area, the Regional Air Quality 
Council estimates an average cost of $10,747 per charger installed in MUDs—based on an 
average of $5,506 for station cost and $5,241 for construction costs.  

Question 5: The long-term operation and maintenance of publicly available EV charging 
infrastructure to avoid stranded assets and protect the investment of public funds in that 
infrastructure; 

Long-term agreements between city governments and private companies to operate and 
maintain transit stops, parking meters, and bikeshare programs offer examples both of what to 
do and what not to do to avoid stranded assets and protect the investment of public funds. In 
best practice examples, service level agreements have required high degrees of reliability, with 
95% uptime; minimum levels of maintenance and repair; sharing of near real-time utilization 
data, consistent with data privacy principles; and incentives for cost sharing greater than the 
10% required by law. 

Question 6: Existing private, national, State, local, Tribal, and territorial government EV charging 
infrastructure programs and incentives; 

Many communities have or are exploring EV charging infrastructure programs and incentives. A 
few examples include: 

• To build the charging infrastructure required to support electric vehicle penetration, 
Austin Energy, the City’s municipal utility, created Plugin EVerywhere, which offers EV 
drivers access to its public network of 1,000 level 2 charging ports under a subscription 
plan that gives them unlimited charging on the network for about $4 per month. Austin 
Energy piloted a program that provides unlimited home and public charging, as long as 
charging at home is done outside of peak hours. Finally, Austin Energy has deployed 30 
DC fast chargers (DCFC) located near major transit routes in Austin. Fast charging is an 
essential part of an EV charging ecosystem, enabling ridesharing services, connecting 
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metropolitan areas for quick refueling, and offering a faster way to top up larger EV 
batteries. 

• The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power has created a program called 
ChargeUp LA! The program provides rebates to city residents who purchase and install 
EV charging stations. Customers who buy an eligible Level 2 charging system may 
receive a rebate up to $1,000 and a $250 discount for the installation of EV meters. 
Additionally, those who are older or low-income and take part in the Lifeline or EZ-SAVE 
Programs may receive an additional $500 rebate. Los Angeles is working to provide 
incentives that make EV ownership more accessible for the broader community. 

• Burlington is offering incentives with the purchase of a new or used EV or hybrid vehicle. 
In addition, new EV owners are eligible for a $400 rebate toward a qualifying Level 2 
charger, if purchased within 60 days of purchasing or leasing an EV.  In addition, 
residents with their own charger can sign up for a discounted charging rate of 8 
cents/kWh as long as all charging occurs between 10 pm and 12 pm, meaning residents 
pay the equivalent of 60 cents/gallon. Burlington continues to offer rebates and expand 
their list of qualifying chargers to increase the number of residents able to take 
advantage of these monetary and environmental savings. 

• Sacramento Municipal Utility District offers an instant rebate up to $750 with the 
purchase of a new EV and the city's Charge@Home Program helps to lower the cost of 
a Level 2 charger. All residents who have purchased an EV since July 1, 2021 are 
eligible for up to $500 off a Level 2 charger or $500 off the electrical work required to 
install a charger. Additionally, the city offers a Time-Of-Day rate, which allows EV 
owners to receive an additional 1.5 cents/Kwh discount if the EV is charged between 12 
am and 6 am. The Sacramento County Incentive Project is promoting EV charging 
infrastructure through $15.5 million in rebates for those who purchase and install eligible 
EV chargers in Sacramento County. Up to $7.7 million in rebates is available for Level 2 
chargers and $7.8 million is available for DC fast chargers. Sacramento is working to 
lead the way in EV charging infrastructure, especially as the city provides incentives for 
both residents and commercial properties. 

Question 7: Fostering enhanced, coordinated, public-private or private investment in EV 
charging infrastructure; 

Enhancing and coordinating public-private or private investment in EV charging infrastructure 
will require 1) minimizing long-term risks in installation, operations, and maintenance and 2) 
maximizing benefits to end users.  

In cities, minimizing long-term risks can be a tall order, where much of the costs that EV service 
providers (EVSPs) face relate to unplannable and often unpredictable issues around station 
siting, station permitting, and grid interconnect.  

• Station Siting: Today, EVSPs typically approach utilities with a service request to 
connect grid power to a prospective station site. If this site does not have sufficient grid 
capacity, then grid upgrades are required – with costs that may fall to the EVSP. In some 
cases, grid upgrades are so costly that the site must be abandoned, and the site 
selection process begins again for the EVSP. This trial-and-error approach to siting 
stations leads to uncertain outcomes and risks. A more proactive stance by utilities to 
provide capacity maps to EVSPs, fleet operators and others about where capacity exists 
on the grid today, would enable EVSPs to accelerate the deployment of EV charging 
stations by focusing their efforts on grid-feasible sites. Similarly, what lies beneath the 
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pavement in cities can often be a mystery – even to city governments. Organizations, 
like Chicago’s City Digital, have made efforts to advance technology that would improve 
the accuracy of underground infrastructure information. The reality is, however, that 
accurate information about underground infrastructure is often patchwork. To minimize 
risks to station siting, utilities should work with cities and local governments to 
proactively identify areas where accurate information is available – and invest in 
additional efforts to improve that accuracy in disadvantaged or underserved 
communities.      

• Station Permitting: Despite numerous efforts to streamline EVSE permitting, permitting is 
often not streamlined between installing infrastructure in existing versus new 
developments in a single city, let alone across jurisdictions. For example, in some 
jurisdictions there is a separate process for applying for electrical permits to install EVSE 
for existing developments versus new development projects. Whereas the permit to 
install EVSE in a new development can be processed alongside all other development 
permits, the permit to install EVSE in an existing development must be processed 
separately. Given the need to install publicly available EVSE at multi-unit dwellings, at 
workplaces, and in community hubs, states and local governments must commit to 
streamlining station permitting processes, and to cutting down timelines for permit 
approvals.  

Maximizing benefits to end users means streamlining the experience of accessing and using EV 
charging infrastructure. Over the last decade, cities and local governments have invested in 
making transit, bikeshare, eScooters, electric carshare, and other low- or zero-emissions modes 
convenient for all types of city dwellers to access. Lessons learned from those experiences 
could be applied to these Programs, including standardizing signage, allowing for open 
payments in addition to credit card payments, avoiding apps, not requiring memberships, and 
enabling data sharing while respecting data privacy. The FHWA could look to partnerships cities 
have made with non-profit organizations, like Urban Movement Labs and the Open Mobility 
Foundation, for examples of how communities, companies, and government have iterated such 
solutions.    

Question 8: Meeting current and anticipated market demands for EV charging infrastructure, 
including with regard to power levels and charging speed, and minimizing the time to charge 
current and anticipated vehicles; and 

To accommodate future demands, minimize queuing, and reduce the time to charge, the FHWA 
should direct grantees to install charging stations and—the infrastructure necessary to power 
them—in a way that enables future demand-based build-out of stations at a low cost. Pre-wiring 
and “stubbing out” hookups at parking spaces is a critical and easy way to enable low-cost 
buildouts whether those be for DCFC charging hubs or in challenging apartment garage 
environments. Again, it cannot be stressed enough that the FHWA should not overlook the 
potential to support communities that live in MUDs with lower cost Level 2 stations that are 
capable of charging a fully depleted battery at home and overnight. While DC fast chargers can 
cost up to $200,000 per charger to purchase and install, the average total cost of a level 2 
charging station  is much lower—an estimated $10,000 per charger. City and local governments 
should have the flexibility to invest in DCFC or Level 2 chargers based on community needs; 
however, if invested exclusively in Level 2 charging infrastructure, the estimated $5.8 billion 
could stretch to fund up to 500,000 Level 2 charging stations across the country - meeting 
President Biden and Vice President Harris’ nationwide target.  

https://www.citytech.org/underground-infrastructure-mapping-platform
https://www.citytech.org/underground-infrastructure-mapping-platform
https://www.urbanmovementlabs.com/
https://www.openmobilityfoundation.org/
https://www.openmobilityfoundation.org/
https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/771/documents/EQ/EV/EVFinalReport.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/12/13/fact-sheet-the-biden-harris-electric-vehicle-charging-action-plan/
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Question 9: Any other factors, as determined by the Secretary. In connection with question 9, 
please describe any other factors that you suggest that we consider in developing the EV 
Charging Program guidance.  

The FHWA should issue guidance that states must develop long-term EV infrastructure plans 
alongside stakeholder groups representing local and regional governments, diverse 
communities, industry players, non-profits and NGOs, academia, community-based 
organizations and environmental justice groups. Although both EV and EVSE technology are 
evolving, and therefore plans should be flexible to technology updates, having a stakeholder 
engagement process in place will ensure that future changes are co-created and embraced by 
multiple parties. 
 
Similarly, the FHWA should ensure that states: 

• Make it easier to build charging infrastructure through streamlined permitting and 
updated building codes that require charger-ready parking and sufficient electricity 
capacity; 

• Work with investor-owned utilities, public utilities, or cooperatives on carbon-free energy 
for government-funded charging infrastructure and on affordable charging rates that do 
not hamper competition in the EV charging marketplace; 

• Offer tax credits, rebates, or breaks for both EV charging infrastructure and EV 
ownership, especially for disadvantaged communities; 

• Direct funding towards programs for EV ownership or EV access for disadvantaged and 
underserved communities; 

• Establish regulations for TNCs, taxis, rental cars, delivery vehicles, and other fleets to go 
electric (like with the Advanced Clean Cars and Clean Miles Standards in California); 

• Establish science-based GHG emissions targets, and pass statewide rulemakings 
requiring projects to be evaluated on the basis of emissions reduction, vehicle miles 
traveled, and induced demand impacts (like in Colorado); and 

• Have workforce development programs related to installing and maintaining EV charging 
infrastructure. 

   
 
 
Charging and Fueling Infrastructure Program 

Question 11: What topics do you suggest that we address in guidance on project development 
of EV charging infrastructure and hydrogen, propane, and natural gas fueling infrastructure at 
the State, Tribal, and local levels to allow for the predictable deployment of that infrastructure? 

Only battery and hydrogen fuel cell electric vehicles enable a fully decarbonized, zero-emission 
future and thus every infrastructure effort, including federal assistance, should be focused on 
the EV charging and hydrogen fueling station networks required to encourage this shift in 
transportation technology. EV charging infrastructure is the highest near-term priority and 
urgently required to support not only US climate goals, but also vehicle manufacturers, many of 
whom have already announced intentions to achieve 40-50% EV sales by 2030. Hydrogen fuel 
cell EVs (H2 FCEVs) are likely going to be competitive for continually operating fleets (with 
quick-fueling needs) and for vehicle segments with longer range needs, including some portion 
of transit buses and many long-haul trucking fleets. Furthermore, given the availability of other 
funding programs for both medium- and heavy-duty vehicles, the $2.5 billion would be best 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-cars-program
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/clean-miles-standard
https://www.codot.gov/news/2021/december/colorado-leader-greenhouse-gas-reduction-standards
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spent on DCFC and Level 2 charging infrastructure for light-duty passenger vehicles, which are 
responsible for 58% of U.S. transportation sector GHG emissions. 

Question 12: Please provide any suggestions to inform the administration of competitive grants 
under the Charging and Fueling Infrastructure Program for corridor and community charging. 

Cities, regions, and states should be able to update their list of Alternative Fuel Corridor 
designations before applying for and / or utilizing formula funds and competitive grants to 
ensure the most effective applications. 

 

For questions regarding these recommendations, please contact:  
NLC: Brittney Kohler, 202-626-3164, kohler@nlc.org 

Climate Mayors: Thomas Pommier, 832-393-0277, thomas.pommier@houstontx.gov 
RMI: Julia Thayne DeMordaunt, 303-245-1003, jthayne@rmi.org 


