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I. Introduction and Summary of Recommendations 1 

Q: Please state your name. 2 

A: My name is Justin D. Wilson.  3 

Q: By whom are you employed and in what position? 4 

A: I am a Director of Public Policy at ChargePoint, Inc (ChargePoint). 5 

Q: Please describe your qualifications, including your background, experience, and 6 

expertise. 7 

A: In my current role, I direct ChargePoint’s regulatory efforts in twenty-two states, including 8 

Utah. I engage on behalf of ChargePoint at utility regulatory commissions, state 9 

legislatures, and other state agencies to promote public policies that expand electric vehicle 10 

infrastructure and advance best practices within the electric vehicle charging industry.  11 

   My relevant professional experience appears in my CV, which is attached as 12 

Attachment JDW-1. 13 

Q:  Please describe ChargePoint. 14 

A: ChargePoint is a world leading electric vehicle (EV) charging network, providing scalable 15 

solutions for every charging scenario from home and multifamily to workplace, parking, 16 

hospitality, retail and transport fleets of all types. Today, one ChargePoint account provides 17 

access to hundreds of thousands of places to charge in North America and Europe, 18 

including more than 2,000 across Utah. To date, more than 98 million charging sessions 19 

have been delivered, with drivers plugging into the ChargePoint network every two 20 

seconds or less. Additionally, ChargePoint has worked closely with the State of Utah, the 21 

Utah Department of Administrative Services, and Rocky Mountain Power, to install 121 22 
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Level-2 dual-port ChargePoint charging stations across twenty-three state-owned 23 

facilities.1 24 

 ChargePoint’s cloud subscription platform and software-defined charging 25 

hardware is designed to enable businesses to support drivers, add the latest software 26 

features and expand fleet needs with minimal disruption to overall business. ChargePoint’s 27 

hardware offerings include Level 2 (L2) and DC fast charging (DCFC) products, and 28 

ChargePoint provides a range of options across those charging levels for specific use cases 29 

including light duty, medium duty, and transit fleets, multi-unit dwellings, residential 30 

(multi-family and single family), destination, workplace, and more. ChargePoint’s 31 

software and cloud services enable EV charging station site hosts to manage charging 32 

onsite with features like Waitlist, access control, charging analytics, and real-time 33 

availability. With modular design to help minimize downtime and make maintenance and 34 

repair more seamless, all products are also UL-listed and CE (EU) certified, and Level 2 35 

solutions are ENERGY STAR® certified.  36 

ChargePoint’s primary business model consists of selling smart charging solutions 37 

directly to businesses and organizations while offering tools that empower station owners 38 

to deploy EV charging designed for their individual application and use case. ChargePoint 39 

provides charging network services and data-driven, cloud-enabled capabilities that enable 40 

site hosts to better manage their charging assets and optimize services. For example, with 41 

those network capabilities, site hosts can view data on charging station utilization, 42 

                                                
1 https://govops.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/State-of-Utah-EV-Master-Plan_Version2_FINAL.pdf, See p. 8. 
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frequency and duration of charging sessions, set access controls to the stations, and set 43 

pricing for charging services. These features are designed to maximize utilization and align 44 

the EV driver experience with the specific use case associated with the specific site host. 45 

Additionally, ChargePoint has designed its network to allow other parties, such as electric 46 

utilities, the ability to access charging data and conduct load management to enable 47 

efficient EV load integration onto the electric grid. 48 

Q: What is the purpose of your Initial Testimony? 49 

A: My testimony addresses PacifiCorp’s, dba Rocky Mountain Power (RMP or the Company), 50 

application for approval (Application) of its proposed Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 51 

Program (EVIP). I make recommendations to the Commission that will improve the 52 

success of EV charging infrastructure deployment in RMP’s service territory based on 53 

ChargePoint’s substantial experience in other states.   54 

Q. Are you sponsoring any Exhibits? 55 

A. Yes, I have attached four exhibits, labeled Attachments JDW-1, JDW-2, JDW-3, and JDW-56 

4. 57 

Q: Please summarize your recommendations to the Commission.  58 

A: I recommend that the Commission approve RMP’s EVIP proposal with the following 59 

modifications to improve the proposed program and ensure that the EVIP meets the 60 

statutory requirement that the program enables competition, innovation, and customer 61 

choice: 62 

 Make-ready: 63 
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• Increase the budget for make-ready infrastructure to support third party-owned EV 64 

charging stations, as detailed below; 65 

• Establish a separate budget for the innovative projects and partnerships by reducing the 66 

Company-owned Charger budget; 67 

• Include make-ready investments on the customer side of the meter as a standard 68 

practice rather than in “some circumstances,” to further incentivize investment in EV 69 

Charging stations from the competitive market; 70 

Schedule 120 Incentives 71 

• Increase the incentives for residential AC Level 2 chargers to $500 per charger, and 72 

allow the incentives to be applied to all aspects of the charger installation, including 73 

costs for necessary panel upgrades in addition to the cost of the charging equipment; 74 

• Adopt a requirement for all chargers funded through Schedule 120 incentives to be 75 

“smart” or networked, and ENERGY STAR certified; 76 

Company-Owned Chargers 77 

• Reallocate the capital spending budget so that the total capital spend for Company-78 

owned Chargers (including charging equipment and make-ready infrastructure needed 79 

to support Company-owned Chargers) is equal to the capital spend for the make-ready 80 

infrastructure program; 81 

• Establish a parity rebate that covers the total cost of EV charging equipment, 82 

maintenance, and network fees to ensure that the value a site host choosing to own and 83 

operate their own charging stations is equivalent to the value provided by the Company-84 

owned Charger proposal. 85 
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o As an alternative to a parity rebate, the Commission can ensure that the 86 

competitive market has the opportunity to deploy charging stations with support 87 

from the make-ready infrastructure program before RMP deploys its Company-88 

owned Charger by: 89 

§ Requiring RMP to begin offering the make-ready infrastructure 90 

program for a full two years from launch of the EVIP before deploying 91 

any Company-owned Chargers, and 92 

§ Directing RMP to identify specific locations where it intends to deploy 93 

Company-owned Chargers and share that information publicly with the 94 

Commission and any stakeholder that asks to receive such information. 95 

Developers should be given an opportunity for one year from the date 96 

RMP identifies a given location to provide notice to RMP that they 97 

intend to deploy chargers at that location, after which the developer 98 

should have 18 months to begin development; 99 

• Reject RMP’s pricing proposal and direct RMP to develop charging prices as follows: 100 

o Annually survey the prices of public EV charging in its service territory and set 101 

the price for DC fast charging at the median rate for DCFCs in its service 102 

territory and set the price for Level 2 charging at the median rate for Level 2 103 

charging in its service territory; 104 

o Establish a $0.05/kWh surcharge during on-peak hours; 105 
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o Any discount for RMP customers should be not exceed ten percent and should 106 

decline by one percentage point each year to allow RMP to transition to cost-107 

based prices over a reasonable period of time; 108 

• Require RMP to allow site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 109 

deployed the option of becoming the utility customer-of-record and establishing prices 110 

to drivers; 111 

• Require RMP to offer site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 112 

deployed at least two choices of EV charging equipment vendors and at least two 113 

choices of network service providers. 114 

Innovative Projects and Partnerships 115 

• Require RMP to create clear delineations between the funding set aside for the various 116 

components of the EVIP, including the Innovation and Partnerships component to 117 

provide certainty that funds set aside for make-ready infrastructure investments will be 118 

protected from being greatly diminished by directing them towards other programs; 119 

Extension of Schedule No. 2E 120 

• Approve RMP’s proposal to extend Schedule No. 2E until June 30, 2022, and require 121 

RMP to develop a formal stakeholder process to allow parties to collaboratively review 122 

the final report and discuss the future of the program; 123 

Programmatic Design, Reporting Requirements, and Stakeholder Processes 124 

• Require RMP to submit annual reports for Commission and stakeholder review 125 

containing the specific information listed in my testimony. 126 
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• Provide an opportunity for stakeholders to provide comments regarding the program 127 

performance and propose potential modifications as a part of the annual reporting 128 

process.  129 

II. Current Market for Electric Vehicle Charging in Utah 130 

Q:  How many EVs are registered in the state of Utah? 131 

A: According to the Utah Tax Commission, as of February 15, 2021, there were 10,789 132 

electric vehicles registered in Utah.2 133 

Q: How is the Utah market for EVs growing? 134 

A: There has been tremendous growth over the last 6 years in the number of electric vehicles 135 

registered in Utah.  In 2015, there were only 1,129 electric vehicles registered in the state, 136 

and now Utah has nearly more than 10 times that amount.   137 

Q: How many public EV charging stations are operating in Utah? 138 

A:  According to the Department of Energy’s Alternative Fuels Data Center (“AFDC”), across 139 

Utah, there are 1,368 public charging ports utilizing a standard connector that enable 140 

charging of any model of EV. Each port can charge a single vehicle, and some stations 141 

have two ports. Of those 1,386 ports, there are 96 DCFC and 1,272 Level 2 charging ports.3  142 

It is important to note that the AFDC total does not include essential, non-public charging 143 

locations, such as workplace and residential, which are often cornerstones of successful 144 

utility EVSE programs. 145 

                                                
2 https://tax.utah.gov/econstats/mv/registrations. 
3 U.S. DoE Alternative Fuel Data Center; filtered by Utah, Electric Fuel, Level 2 and DC Fast, Standard Connectors 
J1772/CCS/CHAdeMO; Accessed October 15th, 2021. 
https://afdc.energy.gov/stations/widget#/analyze?region=US-NJ&fuel=ELEC. 
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Q. Are public EV charging stations representative of the whole market of charging 146 

available in Utah?   147 

A. No. There are many more private charging ports that are not included in AFDC’s total 148 

figure, which may have limited access to the public or have exclusive use permissions, 149 

such as a fleet charging station. I have also omitted Tesla charging stations, which provide 150 

charging for Tesla drivers through a proprietary connector. 151 

Q. How many networks of charging stations are available to all EV drivers in Utah’s 152 

market? 153 

A. According to AFDC, there are six charging networks utilizing standard connectors 154 

operating in Utah: ChargePoint, Electrify America, EVgo, Greenlots, OpConnect, and 155 

Volta.   156 

Q. Would you describe the market for EV charging infrastructure in Utah as 157 

competitive?  158 

A. Yes. In the current market for EV charging infrastructure, charging station providers 159 

approach site hosts 4  with their unique products and features, competing with other 160 

providers to sell or install charging equipment. Site hosts have an open choice of several 161 

options for charging equipment and networks from different providers with different 162 

business models. Site hosts also compete for EV drivers in providing charging services and 163 

set their pricing and access features in ways that will attract drivers to their sites. 164 

 165 

                                                
4 “site host” refers to the owner or lessor of the property on which an EV charging station is located. Site hosts 
include residential customers; owners of multifamily housing units (MFH); commercial customers that offer 
charging to the public, their customers, and/or their employees; fleet owners; and government entities. 
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Q. Is there currently active private investment in charging stations in Utah?  166 

A. Absolutely. ChargePoint continues to market and sell charging stations to a variety of site 167 

hosts in Utah, who own and operate those charging stations on their properties.  Site hosts 168 

in Utah include municipalities, gas stations, convenience stores, car dealerships, retail 169 

establishments, and more.    170 

Q. Why do charging station site hosts invest in EV charging solutions available in the 171 

competitive market? 172 

A. The EV charging market is growing and dynamic, and there is not a single static business 173 

case for the electric vehicle supply equipment (“EVSE”) industry or for EV charging site 174 

hosts. The business case, or value proposition, for various entities to install and operate 175 

charging stations incorporates many different value streams and varies across use cases.  176 

 Our customers find that the provision of EV charging services can align with and 177 

augment their existing operations and core business goals. Site hosts balance costs against 178 

the value created by hosting a station, which are often beyond direct revenue that may be 179 

generated. Non-financial benefits include providing EV charging as an amenity to attract 180 

and retain employees, attract new customers and have them stay for longer periods of time 181 

for businesses, and appeal to new tenants for multifamily properties. In addition, EV 182 

charging can help local governments and businesses meet their sustainability goals. 183 

Residential customers acquire L2 EVSEs at their homes for greater convenience and to 184 

meet their individual vehicle charging needs within an overnight time frame.  185 

 186 

 187 



Docket No. 20-035-34 
Direct Testimony of Justin D. Wilson 

ChargePoint, Inc. 
Page 12 of 73 

 
 

 
 

12 

Q. How will site hosts who do not desire to own EVSE be served?  188 

A. ChargePoint and multiple other EVSE vendors are currently providing turnkey solutions 189 

for site hosts in Utah that do not wish to own the EVSE but still want to provide charging 190 

services for their customers or tenants. In these cases, utility ownership is not the only 191 

solution. The private sector offers many different business models and products to provide 192 

turnkey solutions for site hosts, including the coordinating of all aspects of the charging 193 

experience from installation to operation and maintenance. This includes solutions for site 194 

hosts that are not seeking to own or operate their own charging equipment. For example, 195 

ChargePoint offers customers a subscription solution for EV charging, “ChargePoint as a 196 

Service” (“CPaaS”), which is an easy way for customers that do not want to own EV 197 

charging stations to provide charging solutions. It is similar to “Software as a Service” 198 

(“SaaS”) models, which offer access to smart solutions at a reduced cost through 199 

subscription pricing. Under the CPaaS option, site hosts remain the customer of record with 200 

the utility and operates the station, including setting charging parameters (e.g., access and 201 

pricing,), while ChargePoint retains ownership of the station.    202 

 Site hosts should be engaged in the provision of these services, as they are with 203 

many other aspects of their business. It is desirable for them to have some “skin in the 204 

game” to drive efficiency and utilization of installed EV charging infrastructure. 205 

Q. What are the capabilities of smart, connected EVSE?  206 

A. “Smart” EV charging stations is a broad term that generally refers to the EVSE having 207 

connectivity and the ability to measure electricity passing through the unit, providing data 208 

and load management capabilities and scheduled charging features, providing for point of 209 
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use payment and access control, and incorporating two-way communication from the 210 

EVSE to the driver through an app or other means. These capabilities can be of significant 211 

importance to a site-host to enable charging services at their facilities, as well as to their 212 

utility since the smart station provides a wealth of information related to charging behaviors 213 

and load profiles that can enable various demand side management programs. Those 214 

programs could include demand response or even a TOU rate specific to EV charging in 215 

the home through utilization of the embedded meter. The associated communication and 216 

cloud-based technology platform can also be leveraged to provide enhanced station 217 

management features like reservations or notifications for charge completion for an 218 

improved driver experience through greater visibility and interaction. 219 

Q. Would you describe the EV charging market in Utah as a “market failure”? 220 

A. No. This is an emerging market defined by natural demand and private investment across 221 

a diversity of communities. As evidenced by the motions to intervene in this proceeding, 222 

multiple providers of EV charging equipment and services, in addition to ChargePoint, 223 

have been doing business with customers in Utah over the last few years and are interested 224 

in increasing their presence in Utah’s competitive market. As EV adoption continues to 225 

grow and become more widespread in Utah, we will continue to see greater and increasing 226 

demand for EV charging solutions in new areas. 227 

Q. Can incentives for EV charging stations help to accelerate competitive market 228 

activities?  229 

A. Yes. Federal, state, local, and utility-funded incentives have been highly effective in 230 

increasing site host interest in charging infrastructure investments, and thereby increasing 231 
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competition among multiple providers of EV charging equipment and services.  For 232 

example, RMP’s states that its existing STEP program has been “popular and effective”,5 233 

providing incentives to 103 commercial customers in 2020 alone.6 234 

 Further, there is a strong likelihood that Congress will soon authorize a significant 235 

amount of federal funding for EV charging stations. Reporting has identified the potential 236 

for $7.5 billion in federal funding for EVSE within the infrastructure bill, not considering 237 

the potential for additional funding through the upcoming reconciliation package. If the 238 

reported amount of federal funding is included in a final agreement, Utah would expect to 239 

receive $36 million in new federal formula funding over five years for investments to 240 

support EV charging infrastructure. Additionally, Utah would also have the opportunity to 241 

apply grant funding for EV infrastructure from a $2.5 billion program in the bill dedicated 242 

to zero emission vehicle fueling infrastructure.7 243 

Q. What utility investments in EV charging infrastructure further market development?  244 

A. Utilities are well situated to assist in the growth of a competitive, sustainable EV charging 245 

ecosystem. ChargePoint believes the Commission should authorize strategic, risk-averse 246 

activities and cost-effective, ratepayer-funded infrastructure investments that will help 247 

accelerate expansion of EV charging and EV adoption in Utah. In ChargePoint’s 248 

experience in helping to shape and participate in the implementation of utility EV programs 249 

across the country, the most effective roles for utilities have been as follows:   250 

                                                
5 Campbell Exhibit 1, p.8. 
6 See Rocky Mountain Power’s response to DPU data request 1.6. 
7 https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/UTAH_Infrastructure-Investment-and-Jobs-Act-State-
Fact-Sheet.pdf. 
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• Utility Make-Ready:  A utility installs, owns, and maintains the supporting electrical 251 

infrastructure necessary for installation of charging hardware.8  By conducting this 252 

work, a utility prepares a site for installation of the charging station itself, which is 253 

purchased and operated by a site host. It is important to note that the make-ready costs 254 

are significant for the customer, typically comprising a majority of the total project 255 

costs, and the deployment of make-ready infrastructure aligns with the utility’s key 256 

competency of installing and maintaining distribution assets. 257 

• Customer Rebates:  A utility provides rebate incentives to their customers to install 258 

and operate charging stations, which are used to offset the construction and installation 259 

and/or the purchase of qualifying electric vehicle charging stations. Qualification 260 

standards for EV charging stations can be determined to ensure capabilities that will 261 

enable grid benefits.9 262 

• Ownership:  A utility procures, deploys, and owns charging infrastructure while 263 

providing site host choice in charging station hardware and networks, and the ability to 264 

set pricing to drivers.   265 

 The investment models used by utilities have taken many forms, and some have 266 

included a portfolio of investment approaches. In ChargePoint’s experience, the most 267 

successful programs combine make-ready investments by the utility along with rebates 268 

                                                
8 Depending on program design, the utility make-ready investment can include infrastructure on both the utility side 
of the meter and on the customer side of the meter.   
9 Rebate programs have been utilized by investor-owned utilities for years to support energy efficiency programs so 
there is already an administrative framework making it simple to add EV program incentives without driving up 
utility costs.   
 



Docket No. 20-035-34 
Direct Testimony of Justin D. Wilson 

ChargePoint, Inc. 
Page 16 of 73 

 
 

 
 

16 

toward the EV charging stations or rebates toward both installation and construction costs 269 

in addition to the EV charging station. 10   270 

 Critically, ChargePoint believes that there are three main components of effective 271 

utility investment in EV charging infrastructure to support a long-term sustainable 272 

competitive market: 273 

1) The ability for site hosts to choose among multiple, qualified vendors of charging 274 

equipment and networks; 275 

2) Site host operational control of EV charging infrastructure located on their 276 

properties, including control over pricing of the charging service provided to 277 

drivers; and 278 

3) Private investment in EV charging infrastructure in the form of shared costs with 279 

incentive or supplemental project financing. (i.e. “skin-in-the-game”). 280 

 281 

 282 

                                                
10 See, e.g., Alternate Proposed Decision Regarding Southern California Edison Company’s Application for Charge 
Ready and Market Education Programs, CPUC, Docket No. A.14-10-014, (Jan. 16, 2016),  available at: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M157/K682/157682806.PDF; Petition of the Electric 
Vehicle Work Group for Implementation of a Statewide Electric Vehicle Portfolio, Case No. 9478, Order No. 
88997, (MPSC Jan. 14, 2019), available at: https://www.psc.state.md.us/wp-content/uploads/Order-No.-88997-
Case-No.-9478-EV-Portfolio-Order.pdf; Decision Directing PG&E to Establish an Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
and Education Program, CPUC, Docket No. 16-12-065 (Dec. 21, 2016); Massachusetts Department of Public 
Utilities. Docket 17-05. “Order Establishing Eversource’s Revenue Requirement.” November 30, 2017. (available at 
https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/FileService/V1.4.0/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/dehehcjj); New York 
Public Service Commission. Matter No. 17-00887. “Proceeding on Motion of the Commission as to the Rates, 
Charges, Rules and Regulations of Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid for Electric Service.” 
(available at http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterCaseNo=17-E-0238) 
(utility-provided make-ready coupled with EVSE rebates provided by New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority). 
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Q. Why are these components important to designing an effective utility investment in 283 

EV charging infrastructure?  284 

A. All three components relate to the following core outcomes that will drive the competitive 285 

market for the long-term: (1) the variety of technology choices available to the market, (2) 286 

the degree to which site hosts can make choices about how to operate the charging stations, 287 

and (3) the impact of spurring private investment alongside the deployment. 288 

III. Summary of RMP’s Proposed EVIP program 289 

Q: Please briefly describe the enabling legislation for RMP’s EVIP proposal. 290 

A: Utah House Bill 396 (2020), now codified in Utah Code Section 54-4-41, directed the 291 

Public Service Commission of Utah (the Commission) to authorize RMP to offer programs 292 

up to $50 million related to the deployment EV charging infrastructure. Specifically, 293 

funding was authorized for programs that:  294 

(1) include the deployment of utility-owned vehicle charging infrastructure and utility 295 

vehicle charging service provided by the utility; 296 

(2) create a new customer class with a transitional EV charging rate structure that is in the 297 

public interest, allowing the utility to recover the cost of service for the charging 298 

infrastructure, and may allow different rates for utility customers; and  299 

(3) includes a transportation plan that promotes deployment of utility-owned charging 300 

infrastructure and the availability of utility vehicle charging service.11  301 

                                                
11 Utah Code Subsection 54-4-41(2). 
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Q. Are there factors that the Commission must consider when approving programs 302 

under Section 54-4-41? 303 

A. Yes. Section 54-4-41(4) provides that the Commission shall find a proposed program to be 304 

in the public interest if the program: 305 

(1) increases the availability of EV battery charging services in the state; 306 

(2) enables significant deployment of infrastructure supporting EV charging services and 307 

utility-owned chargers in a manner expected to increase EV adoption;  308 

(3) includes an evaluation of investments in areas of authority in jurisdictional land, and 309 

the point of mountain state land;  310 

(4) enables competition, innovation, and customer choice in EV charging services, while 311 

promoting low-cost EV charging; and 312 

 (5) provides ongoing coordination with the DOT.12 313 

Q:  Please briefly summarize RMP’s EVIP Proposal. 314 

A: RMP is proposing its EVIP which would be administered over a 10-year period with 315 

investments made over the first five years of the program, and then reassessed over the 316 

remaining years.13 RMP’s stated goals for the proposed program are to: (1) increase EV 317 

adoption in the state of Utah, and (2) operate a low-cost, efficient infrastructure program 318 

that adds revenue to the system.14 The program includes four components: 319 

                                                
12 Utah Code Subsection 54-4-41(4). 
13 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 14. 
14 Initial Application for approval of EVIP, p. 5. 
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• Company-Owned Chargers: RMP proposes to install DCFC stations at 20-25 320 

locations in its service territory, with two to six DCFCs at each location comprised of 321 

a mix of 50 kW, 150 kW, and 350 kW chargers and an expected capacity of 700 kW at 322 

each location.15 The Company also states that some L2 chargers may be included for 323 

“specific circumstances.”16 The Company states that it will issue a request for proposal 324 

(RFP) to select an operator to establish the network, and it expects to hire a third party 325 

to operate the network of chargers, including maintenance and software services. The 326 

Company also is proposing Schedule 60, which establishes a transitional rate structure 327 

for EV drivers charging at company-owned stations; the proposed rates include a $1.00 328 

session fee, distinct rates for RMP customers and non-RMP customers, and would 329 

include a $0.05 per kWh discount for off-peak charging.  330 

• Make-Ready Infrastructure: The Company proposes to provide make-ready 331 

incentives to support the deployment of third-party owned charging stations. RMP 332 

states that make-ready applications will be evaluated and prioritized based on 333 

satisfaction of the program goals.17  334 

• Incentives: The Company proposes to continue providing incentives for EV charging 335 

stations, which cover a portion of the cost for the equipment but not any of the make-336 

ready infrastructure, using the same process that is presently in place; these incentives 337 

                                                
15 Initial Application for approval of EVIP, p. 5. 
16 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 6. 
17 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 7. 
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are currently available through the Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan 338 

(“STEP”) program, provided through Schedule 120.18 339 

• Innovative Projects and Partnerships: The Company proposes to participate in 340 

various studies and projects, explore technology developed from the Intermodal Hub 341 

project, and stay informed on emerging technological advances.19 Additionally, the 342 

Company states that this program, will be funded from the proposed budget of the 343 

make-ready program.20 344 

Q: Will RMP’s proposed EVIP contribute to overcoming barriers to deploying EV 345 

charging infrastructure?  346 

A: Yes, with modifications.  If ChargePoint’s recommendations are incorporated into RMP’s 347 

proposed EVIP, the Program will help overcome barriers to deploying EV charging 348 

infrastructure while minimizing potential adverse impacts to the competitive market by 349 

reducing the total cost of charging stations and installation through a combination of utility-350 

owned make-ready investments, customer rebates for charging stations, and limited utility 351 

ownership and operation.  352 

Q: Will RMP’s EVIP only create value for participating customers? 353 

A: No. The program has the potential to create value for all customers in RMP’s service 354 

territory, including those who do not participate in the program. Increased deployment of 355 

EV charging infrastructure can create sufficient new load to reduce unit energy costs, 356 

                                                
18 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 8. 
19 Campbell Exhibit 1, pp. 8-9. 
20 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 13. 
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resulting in lower electricity rates and net benefits for all ratepayers, irrespective of EV 357 

ownership.21 For example, a state-wide cost-benefit analysis of EV adoption in Michigan 358 

conducted by MJ Bradley and Associates found that net benefits (in the form of reduced 359 

electricity bills) to ratepayers would be $2.6 billion by 2050 if EV sales reach over 55% of 360 

new vehicle sales.22 Furthermore, a cost-effectiveness analysis of EV charging investments 361 

proposed by four utilities in Maryland found that the proposed investments would generate 362 

net benefits to all ratepayers due to increased load.23  363 

In addition, several studies highlight that the expected long-term electric sales from 364 

incremental EV load exceeds the marginal cost of grid infrastructure to support that load.24  365 

According to a NARUC report published in October 2019, EV load that charges during 366 

off-peak hours can provide positive net revenue flowing back to all customers due to the 367 

efficient use of the existing electric grid.25 Further, a study by Synapse Energy Economics 368 

                                                
21 See, e.g. M.J. Bradley & Associates (2016-2017), State-Wide Costs and Benefits of Plug-in Vehicles in 
Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, and Pennsylvania, Colorado, Illinois, Michigan, 
https://www.mjbradley.com/reports/mjba-analyzes-state-wide-costs-and-benefits-plug-vehicles-five-northeast-and-
mid-atlantic; Submission to the Maryland Public Utilities Commission re: CASE NO. 9478(2018), 
https://webapp.psc.state.md.us/newIntranet/Maillog/content.cfm?filepath=C:%5CCasenum%5CAdmin%20Filings%
5C200000-249999%5C221921%5CJointSignatoriesComments_FF.pdf; Gabel Associates, Inc. (2018), Long Island 
Cost and Benefits, https://www.psegliny.com/saveenergyandmoney/solarrenewableenergy/electricvehicles/-
/media/2C0D0CC8E48648ECBB38463CD0405826.ashx. 
22 M.J. Bradley & Associates (2017), State-wide Costs and Benefits of Plug-in Vehicles in Michigan,  
https://mjbradley.com/sites/default/files/MI_PEV_CB_Analysis_FINAL_03aug17.pdf.  
23 Submission to the Maryland Public Utilities Commission re: Case No. 9478 (2018), 
https://webapp.psc.state.md.us/newIntranet/Maillog/content.cfm?filepath=C:%5CCasenum%5CAdmin%20Filings%
5C200000-249999%5C221921%5CJointSignatoriesComments_FF.pdf (Baltimore Gas and Electric Company found 
that revenue from residential charging would exceed program costs by two times through 2025, and Potomac 
Electric Power Company found that program costs would be exceeded by three times through 2025). 
24 See, e.g., E3, Cost-Benefit Analysis of Plug-in Electric Vehicle Adoption in the AEP Ohio Service Territory, April 
2017. https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/E3-AEP-EV-Final-Report-4_28.pdf. 
25 NARUC, Electric Vehicles: Key Trends, Issues, and Considerations for State Regulators, at 21 (Oct. 2019) 
(“NARUC EV White Paper”), available at https://pubs.naruc.org/pub/32857459-0005-B8C5-95C6-1920829CABFE 
(citing Jones et al. “The Future of Transportation Electrification: Utility, Industry and Consumer Perspectives,” 
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found that in the territories of Pacific Gas & Electric and Southern California Edison, the 369 

incremental electrical sales enabled by EV programs exceeded the costs to the electric 370 

system by more than 3 to 1.26 The addition of new dispersed load during off-peak hours 371 

can result in the wider distribution of fixed costs, leading to lower rates for all customers.27  372 

In effect, prudent investments in EV charging infrastructure result in increases in electric 373 

use, exerting downward pressure on retail rates that can benefit all utility customers 374 

regardless of EV ownership.  375 

IV. Evaluation of RMP’s EVIP Proposal  376 

Q: Do you recommend the Commission approve RMP’s EVIP as proposed?  377 

A: No. ChargePoint supports achieving the goals of House Bill 396. However, we believe 378 

modifications are necessary to improve RMP’s program to more effectively expand 379 

deployment of EV infrastructure in RMP’s service territory and throughout Utah.  380 

Q: How have you organized this section of your testimony? 381 

A: The first two subsections below address RMP’s proposal to invest in make-ready 382 

infrastructure to support customer-owned EV charging stations and RMP’s proposal to 383 

continue its Schedule 120 incentives for EV charging stations. ChargePoint largely 384 

supports these proposals and provides several recommendations to improve their 385 

                                                
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (2018), at http://eta-
publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/feur_10_transportation_electrification_final_20180813.pdf).  
26 Synapse Energy Economics, Electric Vehicles Are Driving Rates Down, at 4 (Feb. 2019), available at 
https://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/EVs-Driving-Rates-Down-8-122.pdf. 
27  NARUC EV White Paper at 21. 
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effectiveness. Next, I will address RMP’s proposal to develop Company-owned Chargers. 386 

ChargePoint has serious concerns with the manner in which RMP has structured this 387 

proposal and will recommend modifications that are necessary to ensure the proposal 388 

supports the competitive market in a manner that benefits EV drivers and that complies 389 

with Section 54-4-41. Finally, I will address RMP’s Innovative Projects and Partnerships 390 

proposal and RMP’s proposal to extend its Residential Time-of-Use (TOU) proposal, both 391 

of which ChargePoint largely supports. 392 

A. Make-Ready Infrastructure 393 

Q:  What will you address in this section of your testimony? 394 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will discuss RMP’s proposal to include “make-ready” 395 

infrastructure investments as a part of the EVIP and ChargePoint’s  recommendations for 396 

improving it. 397 

Q: What has the Company proposed with respect to make-ready infrastructure? 398 

A: The Company proposes to provide make-ready incentives through an application process 399 

to support the deployment of third-party owned charging stations. RMP states that make-400 

ready applications will be evaluated and prioritized based on satisfaction of the program 401 

goals. In this case RMP defines “make-ready” as “all necessary electrical infrastructure 402 

between the utility grid interconnection and the chargers, including stepdown transformers, 403 

electric service panels, conduit, conductors (wire), switchgear and power conditioning 404 

units, mounting pads or brackets, trenching, boring, and other such elements.”  RMP states 405 



Docket No. 20-035-34 
Direct Testimony of Justin D. Wilson 

ChargePoint, Inc. 
Page 24 of 73 

 
 

 
 

24 

that it will include make-ready investments on the customer side of the meter as a part of 406 

the EVIP in “some circumstances”. 28  407 

Q: What is make-ready infrastructure? 408 

A: Generally, make-ready infrastructure includes all the electrical and civil construction work 409 

needed to provide power to charging stations, including wiring, conduit, paneling, and 410 

trenching. Make-ready infrastructure includes infrastructure on both the utility’s side of the 411 

electric meter (front-of-the-meter) and the customer’s side of the electric meter (behind-412 

the-meter). Though I am not an attorney, it is my understanding that Section 54-4-41 413 

authorizes RMP to invest in make-ready infrastructure to support both customer-owned 414 

EV charging stations and utility-owned charging stations. 415 

Q: Does ChargePoint believe it is appropriate for RMP to provide incentives to cover 416 

customer-side make-ready investments? 417 

A: Yes. I recognize that behind-the-meter assets are traditionally the responsibility of 418 

customers and that utilities typically do not own anything on the customer side of the meter. 419 

However, as far as I am aware, treating the customer meter as the point of demarcation of 420 

responsibility is a result of tradition and not of any particular law. Importantly, Utah statute 421 

specifically envisions utility investment in “utility-owned vehicle charging 422 

infrastructure,”29  which is defined as “all facilities, equipment, and electrical systems 423 

owned and installed by a large-scale electric utility on the customer’s side or the large-424 

scale electric utility’s side of the electricity metering equipment.”30 425 

                                                
28 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 7. 
29 Utah Code Subsection 54-4-41(2)(a)(i). 
30 Utah Code Subsection 54-2-1(36). 
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Q: Please explain ChargePoint’s position on utility investments in make-ready 426 

infrastructure for customer-owned EV chargers versus utility investments in utility-427 

owned EV chargers.  428 

A: While ChargePoint is not opposed in principle to utilities owning and operating EV 429 

chargers in certain circumstances that support rather than compete with the existing 430 

competitive market ChargePoint believes that the additional costs to ratepayers associated 431 

with utility-owned charging infrastructure, including expenditures to a third-party to 432 

establish the charging network, and ongoing operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses 433 

of the hardware and network services, is often not the most cost-effective or efficient 434 

programmatic design, and is not in the best interest of ratepayers. Additionally, programs 435 

that include a utility-owned and operated EV charging network should be carefully 436 

designed with parameters in place to ensure that the utility’s participation complements, 437 

rather than competes with, the competitive market. If utility participation in the competitive 438 

market crowds out other competitive providers, it could have long-term negative impacts 439 

on EV drivers and the Company’s customers in the form of fewer choices and higher prices 440 

for EV charging services. Utility participation under the right parameters, however, can 441 

support the competitive market to encourage EV charger deployment and EV adoption.  442 

 By contrast, utility investments in make-ready infrastructure can spur private 443 

investment in EV charging stations by reducing, or eliminating, the cost of the associated 444 

make-ready infrastructure necessary to deploy a charging station. In comparison with 445 

utility-owned and operated EV charging networks, make-ready programs also avoid 446 

placing the burden of ongoing O&M, including costs associated with operating an EV 447 
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charging network, and the cost to procure charging stations, on utility ratepayers. This 448 

effectively lowers the cost to the utility and its ratepayers to deploy an EV charging station 449 

which can result in greater deployment of EV charging infrastructure without the need to 450 

increase the program’s budget; and as an additional benefit could lead to significantly more 451 

energy being sold through a higher number of deployed EV charging stations resulting in 452 

downward pressure on utility rates to the benefit of all utility ratepayers, rather than just 453 

those that are EV drivers. Additionally, these programs can streamline the installation 454 

process of EV charging equipment for site hosts and support the existing competitive 455 

market for EV charging station hardware and network services.  456 

 Utility investment in make-ready infrastructure is one of the most effective ways a 457 

utility can support charging station deployment in their service territory. Investing in make-458 

ready infrastructure is an excellent example of a utility playing a role that only it, as the 459 

monopoly utility, can play because it reduces one of the largest cost barriers to charging 460 

station deployment for site hosts – namely, the wiring, conduit, paneling, and civil 461 

construction work needed to provide power to charging stations. Crucially, utility support 462 

for make-ready is an effective way to enable “competition, innovation, and customer 463 

choice in electric vehicle battery charging services” as the statute requires,31 because site 464 

hosts can choose the EV charging equipment and services that they will offer on their 465 

property. Investments in make-ready also benefit the utility because they can be treated as 466 

rate base assets on which the utility earns its authorized rate of return. Finally, make-ready 467 

                                                
31 Section 54-4-41(4)(d).  
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incentives can support a greater number of charger deployments with the same budget 468 

because site hosts share in the cost of the charging stations. 469 

Q: Has the importance of utility investments in make-ready infrastructure been 470 

recognized in other jurisdictions? 471 

A: Yes. Make ready programs account for the majority of state commission-approved 472 

programs across the country. Attachment JDW-2 to my testimony contains a list (compiled 473 

under my direction and supervision) of utility EV programs in other states that are make 474 

ready models, which enable site host choice of charging infrastructure, site host control of 475 

charging infrastructure, and site host private investment in charging infrastructure.    476 

  For example, the New York Public Service Commission (NYPSC) authorized the 477 

State’s utilities to invest over $700 million in make-ready infrastructure (utility and 478 

customer side of the meter) to support the state’s environmental and transportation 479 

electrification goals.32  Additionally, California has authorized several successful make 480 

ready programs for each of its utilities (see attachment JDW-2). Based on the 481 

overwhelming success of the programs, the California Public Utilities Commission 482 

(CPUC) recently approved EV Infrastructure Rules for each of the state’s investor-owned 483 

utilities authorizing each utility to design and deploy all electrical distribution 484 

infrastructure on the utility side of the customer’s meter for all customers installing 485 

separately metered infrastructure to support EV charging stations. 33  These EV 486 

                                                
32 Order Establishing Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Make-Ready Program and Other Programs. NYPSC Case 18-E-
0138. (July 16, 2020) 
33 Resolution E-5167, Pacific Gas & Electric, Southern California Edison, and San Diego Gas & Electric request 
approval to establish new Electric Vehicle (EV) Infrastructure Rules and associated Memorandum Accounts, 
pursuant to Assembly Bill 841. 
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Infrastructure Rules provide the foundation for California’s utilities to continue offering 487 

successful transportation electrification programs.    488 

  These are just a few examples that demonstrate the growing recognition that utility 489 

investment in make-ready infrastructure can reduce the cost of EV infrastructure for 490 

customers, enable utilities to generate additional kWh sales through increased charging 491 

station deployment, encourage EV adoption, and stimulate competition by leveraging the 492 

competitive market for EV charging hardware and services, rather than directly competing 493 

at a higher cost to ratepayers, allowing customers to choose the charging equipment and 494 

network services that best fit their needs.  495 

Q: Does ChargePoint have any recommendations to improve the make-ready component 496 

of the EVIP? 497 

A: Yes. As I will discuss in more detail later in my testimony, I recommend that the 498 

Commission direct RMP to shift some of its proposed capital spending from the Company-499 

owned Charger proposal to the make-ready infrastructure budget. Because the make-ready 500 

infrastructure proposal supports site hosts and allows them to choose their preferred EV 501 

charging solution, it is both consistent with the statutory requirement to enable competition, 502 

innovation, and customer choice and does not raise the competitive concerns that the 503 

Company-owned Charger proposal creates.  504 

   Additionally, the Company states that some of investments in the innovative 505 

projects and partnerships component of the EVIP, including contributions to the Freight 506 

Logistics Electrification Demonstration project will be funded from the budget for  make-507 

ready infrastructure investments, diminishing the funds available for other make-ready 508 
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infrastructure investments.34 I recommend that the Commission direct RMP to establish a 509 

separate budget for the innovative projects and partnerships and reduce the Company-510 

owned Charger budget to do so. 511 

Further, RMP states it may include make-ready investments on the customer side 512 

of the meter in “some circumstances”, 35  but does not elaborate on what specific 513 

circumstances these investments would occur under. ChargePoint is awaiting a response to 514 

a data request that may provide additional detail on this issue. I recommend that the 515 

Commission direct RMP to include make-ready investments on the customer side of the 516 

meter as a standard practice rather than in “some circumstances,” to further incentivize 517 

investment in EV Charging stations from the competitive market.  518 

B. Continuation of Schedule 120 Incentives 519 

Q: What will you address in this section of your testimony?   520 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will address RMP’s proposal to continue providing 521 

incentives for EV charging stations through the STEP program (Schedule 120) for the 10-522 

year duration of the EVIP.  523 

Q: Please describe the incentives provided through Schedule 120 of the STEP program 524 

 and the Company’s proposal to continue offering the program through the EVIP. 525 

A: RMP’s Electric Service Schedule 120, provided through the STEP program, provides the 526 

terms for its Plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program. The program consists of the 527 

following incentives: 1) an incentive for residential AC Level 2 Chargers up to $200 per 528 

                                                
34 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 13. 
35 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 7. 
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charger or 75% of the total charger and/or installation cost, 2) an incentive for non-529 

residential and multi-family AC Level 2 Chargers up to $4,000 per charger or 75% of the 530 

total charger cost for single-port chargers and up to $7,000 per charger or 75% of the total 531 

cost for multi-port chargers, 3) an incentive for non-residential and multi-family DC Fast 532 

Chargers up to $45,000 per charger or 75% of the total charger and installation costs for 533 

single port DCFCs and up to $63,000 per charger or 75% of total charger and installation 534 

costs for multi-port chargers, 4) a custom incentive program for non-residential and multi-535 

family grant-based custom projects and partnerships.36  Currently, these incentives are 536 

scheduled to end on December 21, 2021, with the conclusion of the STEP program. 537 

However, as a part of its EVIP Application the Company proposes to continue offering the 538 

Schedule 120 incentives, using the same process that is currently in place, for the duration 539 

of the 10-year EVIP.37 540 

Q: Does ChargePoint support RMP’s proposal to continue offering the Schedule 120 541 

incentives? 542 

A: Yes. ChargePoint is generally supportive of the Company’s proposal to continue providing 543 

the Schedule 120 incentives. Mr. Campbell states in his testimony that the incentives have 544 

been “popular and effective”38 and ChargePoint believes these incentives will continue to 545 

facilitate the growth of EVs and EV charging in the Company’s service territory. Schedule 546 

120 incentives will complement RMP’s make-ready investments and will likely lead to a 547 

significant amount of EV charging station deployment by non-utility site hosts in RMP’s 548 

                                                
36 Meredith Exhibit 1, pp. 4-6 
37 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 8. 
38 Campbell Direct Testimony, p. 4. 
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service territory, provided that the Commission modifies the Company-owned Charger 549 

proposal to ensure that it does not discourage non-utility development. 550 

Q: Do you recommend any modifications to the proposal to continue providing 551 

incentives through RMP’s Schedule 120? 552 

A: Yes. I recommend the Commission direct RMP to increase the incentives for residential 553 

AC Level 2 chargers to $500 per charger, and allow the incentives to be applied to all 554 

aspects of the charger installation, including costs for necessary panel upgrades in addition 555 

to the cost of the charging equipment; this proposal is of particular significance due to the 556 

proposed make-ready infrastructure investment only being available to commercial 557 

customers.39 Additionally, ChargePoint recommends the Commission direct the Company 558 

to adopt a requirement for all chargers funded through Schedule 120 incentives to be “smart” 559 

or networked, and ENERGY STAR certified.  560 

Q: What is the basis for your recommendation to increase the rebates for residential 561 

Level 2 chargers? 562 

A: Addressing residential charging is an important step to advance the adoption of electric 563 

vehicles. In fact, more than 80% of EV charging takes place at home and helping customers 564 

overcome the upfront cost and other barriers to installing chargers at home is one of the 565 

most effective ways to encourage EV adoption.40 Further, EVs that are parked for long 566 

periods of time – such as at customers’ homes – are ideal participants in managed charging 567 

programs. 568 

                                                
39 See Rocky Mountain Power’s response to Utah Clean Energy’s data request 1.13. 
40 https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy19osti/73303.pdf, See slide 10. 
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   ChargePoint commends RMP for recognizing the importance of residential EV 569 

charging by providing incentives for residential chargers through the STEP program since 570 

2017. However, ChargePoint believes that due to the important role residential charging 571 

will play in furthering transportation electrification, the incentive levels provided for 572 

residential chargers should be updated to reflect the current EV charging market and be 573 

commensurate with other utility incentive programs. For example, Pacific Power’s recently 574 

approved Residential Charging Pilot Program,41 Portland General Electric’s home EV 575 

charging rebates, 42  and the Public Service Company of New Mexico’s recent TEP 576 

Application43 include incentives for residential chargers of up to $500. Additionally, by 577 

increasing the rebates for residential chargers the Company would be incentivizing the 578 

purchase of chargers that support additional functionality such as networked chargers with 579 

demand response and managed charging capabilities. 580 

Q: Are there currently any technical requirements that EV chargers must meet to be 581 

eligible for RMP’s Schedule 120 incentives? 582 

A: Yes. To be eligible for EV charging station incentives under Schedule 120, the EV 583 

 chargers must be new equipment and Underwriters Laboratories (UL) or equivalent 584 

 certified by a national recognized testing laboratory.44 585 

                                                
41 Public Utility Commission of Oregon Docket No. ADV 1288. ChargePoint notes that Pacific Power is an affiliate 
of Rocky Mountain Power, both being operated under PacifiCorp, a Berkshire Hathaway Energy subsidiary. 
42 https://portlandgeneral.com/energy-choices/electric-vehicles-charging/charging-your-ev/ev-charging-pilot-
program-home 
43 New Mexico Public Regulation Commission Case No. 20-00237-UT 
44 See technical requirements listed on Rocky Mountain Power’s applications for incentives for EV charging 
equipment. https://www.rockymountainpower.net/savings-energy-choices/electric-vehicles/utah-incentives.html 
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Q: Do you recommend any additional technical requirements for EV chargers to be 586 

eligible for Schedule 120 rebates? 587 

A: Yes. I recommend that Commission direct the Company to adopt a requirement for all 588 

 chargers funded through Schedule 120 incentives to be “smart” or networked. This 589 

 requirement would guarantee that all chargers funded through the program have the 590 

 ability  to connect to the internet and manage the charging of the electric vehicle. As 591 

 electric vehicle adoption increases, the Company may seek to offer additional programs 592 

 or incentives (e.g., demand response or managed charging programs) for EV drivers and 593 

 charging station site hosts that leverage the capability of smart chargers. Encouraging the 594 

 installation of smart chargers is a way to ensure site  hosts will be able to participate in 595 

 such programs in the future.   596 

Second, I recommend that all Level 2 charging equipment should be ENERGY 597 

STAR certified. The US Environmental Protection Agency awards ENERGY STAR 598 

certification to EV charging equipment that meets specific efficiency standards in standby 599 

mode, meaning that a charger conserves energy when not actively charging. ENERGY 600 

STAR certified chargers can use up to 40% less energy than standard chargers while not in 601 

active use. To fully achieve the benefits of electrifying the transportation sector, the 602 

Commission should require that all charging equipment that is installed using Company- 603 

owned EV supply infrastructure be ENERGY STAR certified.  604 

 605 

 606 

 607 
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C. Company-Owned Chargers 608 

Q:   What will you address in this section of your testimony? 609 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will address RMP’s proposal to install Company-owned 610 

DCFCs at 20-25 locations in its service territory, with two to six DCFCs at each location 611 

and accompanying L2 chargers in some circumstances, including RMP’s proposed prices 612 

for charging at its Company-owned Chargers. 613 

Q: How did ChargePoint evaluate RMP’s proposal to own and operate DCFCs? 614 

A: Section 54-4-41 authorizes RMP, among other things, to provide EV charging services and 615 

to deploy make-ready infrastructure to support both customer-owned EV charging stations 616 

and utility-owned charging stations. Effectively, the statute authorizes RMP to compete 617 

with non-utilities that offer EV charging services to the public, including dedicated EV 618 

charging service providers, as well as its own customers who have invested or will invest 619 

their own capital to offer EV charging as an ancillary service to support their primary 620 

business operations such as fueling centers, restaurants, shopping centers, and hotels.  621 

However, Section 54-4-41 also specified several criteria that the Commission must 622 

use to evaluate RMP’s EVIP proposals, including RMP’s proposal to own and operate 623 

DCFCs across 20-25 locations. Of specific interest to ChargePoint, the Commission must 624 

consider whether each of RMP’s proposals “enables competition, innovation, and customer 625 

choice in electric vehicle battery charging services, while promoting low-cost services for 626 

electric vehicle battery charging customers.” 45  ChargePoint does not believe RMP’s 627 

                                                
45 Utah Code Subsection 54-4-41(4)(d). 
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Company-owned Charger proposal satisfies this criterion and recommends several 628 

programmatic design changes in order to better enable competition, innovation, and 629 

customer choice.  630 

Though Section 54-4-41 authorizes RMP to own and operate EV chargers, 631 

ChargePoint encourages the Commission to be mindful of the many built-in competitive 632 

advantages that RMP has by virtue of being the monopoly utility. As I will discuss, RMP’s 633 

Company-owned Charger proposal exploits these competitive advantages for RMP’s own 634 

benefit to the detriment of the competitive EV charging market and, ultimately, EV drivers 635 

and RMP’s ratepayers. RMP should use its unique position as the monopoly utility to 636 

support the competitive market, rather than simply compete in the competitive market. The 637 

programmatic modifications I will recommend will allow RMP to play a significant role in 638 

the market for EV charging services in its territory, but to play a role that only it can play. 639 

In this way, RMP’s competitive advantages can be directed to provide more benefits to all 640 

relevant stakeholders, including RMP, competitive market players, EV drivers, and RMP’s 641 

customers.  642 

Q: Please summarize your concerns with RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal. 643 

A: At a high level, my concerns with the Company-owned Charger proposal are as follows: 644 

• RMP’s capital budget overemphasizes the Company-owned Charger proposal over 645 

make-ready infrastructure investments, which will be much more effective at enabling 646 

competition and customer choice and will lead to a larger number of charging station 647 

deployments with the same budget. 648 
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• RMP’s proposal for pricing at Company-owned Chargers undercuts prices the 649 

competitive market is able to offer and, in some cases, undercuts the retail price of 650 

electricity, creating an incentive for EV drivers to charge at Company-owned Chargers 651 

instead of at home or other locations where grid benefits can be maximized by parking 652 

and charging for long periods of time. 653 

• RMP’s proposal to select a single charging equipment vendor and a single network 654 

service provider would distort the competitive market for EV charging services in its 655 

service territory. 656 

I will address each of these concerns in turn and will recommend programmatic 657 

modifications that will allow RMP’s Customer-owned Charger proposal to enable 658 

competition, innovation, and customer choice, as well as meet the other statutory criteria. 659 

i. RMP’s proposed capital spending for the Company-owned Charger proposal. 660 

Q: Please describe your first concern with RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal 661 

regarding RMP’s proposed budget for capital spending. 662 

A: My first concern is the imbalance in RMP’s proposed capital spending between its 663 

Company-owned Charger proposal and its make-ready infrastructure investments. Though 664 

ChargePoint was denied access to RMP’s proposed capital spending by specific cost 665 

category, which was deemed confidential, the public version of RMP’s EVIP Program Plan 666 

states that “the ‘make-ready’ infrastructure expenditures assume a 1/3 ratio to the capital 667 

spend for Company-owned chargers and infrastructure.” 46 I understand this statement to 668 

                                                
46 EVIP Program Plan, p. 19. 
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mean that RMP’s proposed capital spending for its Company-owned Chargers will be twice 669 

its proposed capital spending for make-ready infrastructure for third party-owned charging 670 

stations. 671 

   ChargePoint believes that RMP’s proposed budget improperly favors Company-672 

owned Chargers over site host-owned chargers. The proposal sends a signal to prospective 673 

site hosts and charging station developers that Utah prefers utility-owned charging stations 674 

over privately owned stations. ChargePoint is concerned that heavily weighting the capital 675 

budget to Company-owned Chargers will discourage non-utilities from participating in the 676 

competitive charging market in Utah. Additionally, ChargePoint is concerned that the 677 

proposed 1/3 ratio of investments for make ready to company-owned chargers “does not 678 

have any underlying formulaic support” and was simply determined based upon the 679 

“Company’s judgement.”47 680 

   For the reasons I discussed in the prior subsection, utility investment in make-ready 681 

infrastructure is one of the most effective ways a utility can support charging station 682 

deployment in their service territory and does not raise the competitive concerns that direct 683 

utility ownership in EV charging stations creates. While RMP’s Company-owned Charger 684 

proposal as designed will primarily benefit RMP, RMP’s make-ready investments will 685 

benefit both RMP and the competitive charging market and will support a greater number 686 

of charging stations for the same amount of capital spending, providing greater benefits to 687 

EV drivers and RMP customers. ChargePoint believes that EV drivers, RMP’s customers, 688 

                                                
47 See Rocky Mountain Powers response to DPU data request 1.18. 
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the competitive market, and RMP itself would all be better served by RMP dedicating more 689 

resources to its make-ready proposal rather than its Company-owned Charger proposal.  690 

Q: Is it essential for RMP to invest directly in Company-owned Chargers at this time? 691 

A: No. As previously discussed, there is a strong likelihood that Congress will soon authorize 692 

a significant amount of federal funding for EV charging stations. In evaluating RMP’s 693 

proposal, the Commission should take these ongoing federal infrastructure negotiations 694 

into consideration, even though Congress has not yet voted on a final infrastructure 695 

package. The forthcoming federal funding will support EV charging infrastructure 696 

deployment in the same market segment that the Company is proposing to invest in with 697 

ratepayer funds. This could have significant impacts on the EV charging market and should 698 

therefore be considered in the Commission’s evaluation of the EVIP proposal.   699 

   As currently drafted, the federal infrastructure bills 48  before Congress would 700 

provide funding to offset the cost of charging equipment but not necessarily the make-701 

ready infrastructure. If these bills pass, there will be even less need for RMP’s ratepayers 702 

to fund deployment of EV chargers, but the need for utility make-ready investments will 703 

remain. ChargePoint urges the Commission to ensure that RMP’s investments complement, 704 

rather than duplicate, expected federal funding.  705 

 706 

 707 

                                                
48 Includes the bipartisan Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) and upcoming reconciliation package. 
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Q: Given these concerns with RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal, what do you 708 

recommend? 709 

A: ChargePoint recommends that the Commission direct RMP to dedicate at least half of its 710 

capital spending to make-ready infrastructure to support third party-owned EV charging 711 

stations. Dividing the capital budget evenly between make-ready infrastructure for third 712 

party site hosts and RMP’s Company-owned chargers will go a long way toward leveling 713 

the playing field between RMP, with all of its built-in competitive advantages, and the 714 

competitive market. It will also send a strong signal that the Commission values 715 

investments from the competitive market, which will encourage private investment in Utah. 716 

ChargePoint believes that increasing the capital budget for make-ready investments is the 717 

most effective way for the Commission to ensure that RMP’s program “enables 718 

competition, innovation, and customer choice” as the statute requires because it will 719 

increase opportunities for non-utilities to deploy charging stations instead of favoring 720 

RMP’s Company-owned Chargers.49  721 

Q: In addition to reallocating the capital spending budget as you recommend, are there 722 

other effective ways to help level the playing field between RMP and the competitive 723 

market? 724 

A: Yes. ChargePoint is not opposed to RMP’s Company-Owned Charger proposal provided 725 

the Commission requires RMP to modify the EVIP Plan to ensure there is a level playing 726 

field between the utility-ownership and third-party ownership elements of the program. As 727 

                                                
49 Utah Code Subsection 54-4-41(4)(d). 
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currently proposed, under the Company-owned Charger proposal, RMP would select, 728 

procure, install and maintain Company-owned chargers at locations throughout its service 729 

territory. Site hosts on whose property RMP installs Company-owned Chargers would 730 

receive the charging stations, 100% of the make ready,  plus free maintenance and free 731 

network services for the life of the charging station.  732 

By contrast, a site host that chooses to own their EV chargers and participate in 733 

RMP’s proposed make-ready infrastructure program and Schedule 120 incentives would 734 

receive only partial make-ready incentives and a partial rebate for the charging station. 735 

That site host would be required to pay for any additional cost above the rebate amount of 736 

the charging equipment and its installation, including the full cost of maintenance and 737 

network fees. This tilted playing field strongly favors RMP’s proposed Company-owned 738 

Charger program and will significantly undermine the overall success of the EVIP because 739 

the Company-owned Charger program and make-ready programs will be competing with 740 

one another, rather than complementing one another.   741 

The difference in value to the site host between RMP’s proposed utility ownership 742 

of Company-owned Chargers and site host ownership “options” is not negligible.  RMP’s 743 

testimony does not identify its estimated cost of O&M on a per port basis, or if it does, it 744 

has been deemed confidential and ChargePoint has been denied access to analyze it. 745 

Confronted with this difference in value between RMP’s proposed utility ownership and 746 

customer ownership options, it is reasonable to assume that the majority of site hosts will 747 

pick utility ownership as the rational economic choice, regardless of whether or not they 748 

actually need or prefer utility ownership of their charging stations.    749 
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Q: Have other commissions recognized the importance of putting utility-ownership 750 

programs on equal footing with site host ownership programs in the context of utility 751 

transportation electrification efforts? 752 

A: Yes. In its recent decision in authorizing SCE to offer a utility ownership option for eligible 753 

MUD sites in the Charge Ready 2 program, the California Public Utilities Commission 754 

(CPUC) approved a rebate covering maintenance and network services for MUD site hosts 755 

opting for customer ownership, reasoning that: 756 

Because the value of the package of products and services provided would differ 757 
significantly depending on whether they chose utility or site host ownership, we find it 758 
reasonable to establish financial parity between ownership options given the directive in 759 
[California Public Utilities Code] §740.12(a)(1)(F).50 760 

 761 
 Similarly, in approving the Schools and Parks Transportation Electrification program, the 762 

CPUC found it was reasonable to authorize a utility ownership option for school sites, but 763 

only if the utility offered participants choosing site-host ownership “a rebate that should be 764 

equal to the cost of the charger, maintenance, and network fees for L2 and DCFC only.”51 765 

Again, the CPUC’s reasoning was that a rebate was needed to keep the ownership options 766 

equivalent and avoid a structure that “discriminates against both participants that prefer the 767 

site-host ownership option as well as suppliers (EVSPs) seeking to supply those site-host 768 

owners.”52 769 

                                                
50 D.20-08-045 at 75-76.  See also Conclusion of Law 15 (“It is reasonable to establish financial parity between 
ownership options given the directive in § 740.12(a)(1)(F) to stimulate competition and customer charging option 
choices.”). 
51 D.19-11-017 at 46. 
52 Id. See also Conclusion of Law 13 (“PG&E, SCE and SDG&E should offer participants choosing site-host 
ownership a rebate that ensures an equal playing field for non-utility enterprises, including the cost of the charger, 
maintenance and network fees.”). 
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Q: Based on the disparity between the Company-owned Charger proposal and the site 770 

host ownership options, what does ChargePoint recommend? 771 

A: If the Commission approves RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal, it should require 772 

RMP to include a parity rebate to cover the cost of EV charging stations, maintenance costs, 773 

and network fees. This parity rebate will ensure neutrality between the utility-ownership 774 

option and site-host ownership elements of the EVIP. For the reasons discussed, a parity 775 

rebate ensures that there will not be a built-in bias in favor of utility ownership. Just as 776 

importantly, including a parity rebate covering the cost of maintenance and network fees 777 

will help site hosts who wish to own the EVSE themselves to pay for the additional costs 778 

that might otherwise prevent them from participating altogether. Finally, from a ratepayer 779 

perspective, this approach should be a net benefit because more site hosts may opt to deploy 780 

and own charging stations if their operations and maintenance costs are covered, avoiding 781 

the additional costs associated with rate basing capital assets.  782 

Q: Are there any other ways that the Commission can mitigate RMP’s built-in 783 

competitive advantages to support competition? 784 

A: Further, as previously discussed in my testimony, RMP’s proposed make-ready 785 

investments have the potential to encourage a significant amount of charging station 786 

development, but this development may be stifled if the existence of RMP’s Company-787 

owned Charger proposal unfairly skews customer interest toward utility owned charging 788 

stations. RMP’s pricing proposal, which I will discuss next, makes this concern even more 789 

acute because very few, if any, non-utility site hosts will be able to compete with RMP’s 790 

Company-owned Chargers on price. ChargePoint’s recommendation for a parity rebate is 791 
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the most direct and effective way to ensure that RMP does not enjoy and unfair competitive 792 

advantage in the competitive market for deploying public DCFCs in its service territory. 793 

   However, should the Commission decline to adopt ChargePoint’s parity rebates 794 

proposal, ChargePoint recommends the Commission direct RMP to offer its proposed 795 

make-ready infrastructure investments for at least two years before it begins developing 796 

Company-owned Chargers. Requiring a two-year “waiting period” will help level the 797 

playing field (absent parity rebates) between RMP and non-utility site hosts and ensure that 798 

the competitive market has sufficient time to meet customer needs.  799 

   Additionally, the Commission should direct RMP to identify the specific locations 800 

where it intends to deploy Company-owned Chargers and share that information publicly 801 

with the Commission and any stakeholder that asks to receive such information, to provide 802 

an opportunity for the competitive market to deploy a charging station at the locations. To 803 

accomplish this, developers should be given one year from the date RMP identifies a given 804 

location to provide notice to RMP that they intend to deploy chargers at that location, after 805 

which they should be given 18 months to begin development. RMP should only be 806 

permitted to deploy chargers if no developers state an intention to do so at the identified 807 

location within one year or if a developer fails to begin development within 18 months of 808 

providing notice of their intention to develop at that location. Similar to the two-year 809 

“waiting period” proposal I described above, this process will ensure that RMP is not 810 

deploying charging stations at locations the competitive market is ready to serve and 811 

instead focuses on complementing private market development by filling travel corridor 812 

gaps and other underserved areas.  813 
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Q: Have the processes you recommend been implemented in other jurisdictions? 814 

A: Yes. For example, in response to National Grid’s proposal to own and operate public 815 

charging stations, the Rhode Island Public Utility Commission (RI PUC) required National 816 

Grid to first pursue non-ownership incentives (i.e., make ready and rebate) for at least one 817 

year before returning to the RI PUC with a proposal to own and operate charging stations.  818 

Requiring a “waiting period” was an important factor in ensuring the prudency of ratepayer 819 

investments.53 Notably, National Grid identified in its first annual filing that it would defer 820 

consideration of ownership for an additional year.        821 

   Additionally, the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Board) adopted a similar 822 

“waiting period” approach to utility ownership of EV chargers that also included a 823 

requirement for utilities to publicly advertise the locations of proposed utility-owned 824 

chargers and offer private EVSE owners with the opportunity to own the charger, once 825 

utilities had begun construction on the make-ready for the proposed utility-owned 826 

charger.54 The Board found that “In areas where installation of publicly-accessible EV 827 

chargers has not yet materialized, EDCs may then, and only then, own and operate EV 828 

Chargers and EVSE as a “Last Resort.” Areas of Last Resort are locations that have not 829 

generated private investment interest for a minimum of 12 months after the EDC program 830 

has begun, for overburdened communities, or 18 months for other areas.”55 The Board 831 

                                                
53 In Re: The Narraganset Electric Company d/b/a national Grid Proposed Power Sector Transformation Vision and 
Implementation Plan, Rhode Island PUC Docket No. 4780. (Order Issued May 5, 2020), Available at: 
http://www.ripuc.ri.gov/eventsactions/docket/4770-4780-NGrid-Ord23823%20(5-5-20).pdf.   
54 See the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities’ October 20, 2020, Order in Docket No.  QO20050357. 
55 Id.  
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further ordered any utility “seeking to own and operate EV Chargers and EVSE as a “Last 832 

Resort” to gain Board approval before any work is conducted.”56  833 

  Similarly, the Public Utility Regulatory Authority of Connecticut recently established 834 

a statewide EV charging program in which it determined that “the Authority will monitor 835 

the DCFC deployments throughout the first Program Cycle. If at the conclusion of the first 836 

three-year program the deployment targets are not yet fully realized, the Authority will evaluate 837 

whether a program modification to enable the EDCs to own and operate a percentage of DCFCs 838 

– especially if installed in LMI and other underserved communities – is necessary.”57   839 

ii. RMP’s pricing proposal.  840 

Q: Please describe your concerns with RMP’s pricing proposal. 841 

A: Simply put, ChargePoint expects that the prices RMP has proposed for RMP customers to 842 

charge at Company-owned charging stations will drastically undercut the competitive 843 

market and make it virtually impossible for any non-utility site host to compete with RMP 844 

on price.  845 

Q: Before elaborating on these concerns, please describe RMP’s pricing proposal. 846 

A: As described by RMP witness Mr. Meredith, RMP is proposing a $0.40/kWh plus a $1.00 847 

session fee for charging at Company-owned Chargers based on Electrify America’s current 848 

$0.43/kWh charging price.58 RMP then proposes that RMP customers “receive a 75 percent 849 

discount on the proportion of the cost for DC fast charging service that is above the utility’s 850 

                                                
56 Id. at 26.  
57 CT PURA Docket No. 17-12-03RE04 at 28. Order dated July 14, 2021.  
58 Direct Testimony of Meredith, pp. 5-6.  
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marginal cost of service,” resulting in a $0.15/kWh charge for DC fast charging for RMP 851 

customers.59 For Level 2 charging, RMP does not differentiate between RMP customers 852 

and non-customers and proposes a $0.08/kWh charge for all EV drivers.60 All EV drivers 853 

will also receive a $0.05/kWh credit for charging during off-peak hours,61 which means 854 

that all EV drivers will pay only $0.03/kWh for Level 2 charging during off-peak hours 855 

and that RMP customers will pay only $0.10/kWh for DC fast charging during off-peak 856 

hours. RMP proposes to define on-peak periods as 3 PM to 8 PM on non-holiday weekdays 857 

all year, plus 8 AM to 10 AM on non-holiday weekdays from October through May.  858 

Q: What does Section 54-4-41 state regarding the prices RMP charges EV drivers for 859 

charging at Company-owned Chargers? 860 

A: Section 54-4-41(2)(b) authorizes a new customer class for EV charging services. I am not 861 

an attorney, but Section 54-4-41(2)(b) appears to contain two provisions that seem to work 862 

in different directions. Subsection (ii) requires that RMP’s prices for EV charging services 863 

must eventually transition to prices that allow RMP to recover its full costs of providing 864 

EV charging services. On the other hand, subsection (iii) allows for “different rates [RMP] 865 

customers to reflect contributions to investment,” which I understand to mean that RMP 866 

may propose to charge RMP customers and non-RMP customers different prices for EV 867 

charging services. The Commission must balance these two provisions because the steeper 868 

the discount RMP provides to RMP customers, the more difficult it will be for RMP to 869 

eventually transition to prices that reflect RMP’s full cost of service. I note also that the 870 

                                                
59 Id.  
60 Id. At p. 7. 
61 Proposed Schedule 60.  
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statute requires that RMP’s charging prices be “expected” to allow RMP to transition to 871 

cost-based prices, whereas the discount for RMP customers is allowed but not required.  872 

Q: Please elaborate on ChargePoint’s concern with RMP’s pricing proposals. 873 

A: ChargePoint’s concerns fall into two categories: competitive concerns and grid-related 874 

concerns. I will address the competitive concerns first. 875 

  Though the statute authorizes RMP to propose different charging prices for RMP 876 

customers and non-RMP customers, RMP provides no justification for the steep discount 877 

it has proposed, and alarmingly states that “No particular analysis was completed” to 878 

determine the proposed discount.62  RMP’s convoluted pricing proposal begins with a 879 

benchmark to Electrify America’s current prices. While a benchmark analysis is a good 880 

place to start, it is not appropriate to use a sample size of 1. RMP’s Company-owned 881 

Chargers will be competing with all public chargers in its service territory, not just Electrify 882 

America’s. RMP should survey DCFC prices from multiple providers in its service territory, 883 

including providers that offer DCFCs with charging capacities less than 100 kW, which is 884 

the most common capacity size at the current stage of the market.  885 

  RMP proposes a $0.40/kWh charge plus a $1.00 session fee because it estimates 886 

that such a pricing scheme is roughly equivalent to Electrify America’s current $0.43/kWh 887 

prices. It then proposes a 75 percent discount on the difference between its proposed 888 

$0.40/kWh price and its marginal cost of service. RMP provides no explanation or 889 

justification for why this formula is an appropriate way to calculate charging prices for 890 

                                                
62 See Rocky Mountain Power’s response to DPU data request 1.32. 
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RMP customers or why 75 percent is an appropriate discount. Additionally, while 891 

ChargePoint does not oppose the concept of charging different prices during on-peak 892 

versus off-peak time periods, RMP does not explain or justify its proposal to offer a 893 

$0.05/kWh credit for charging during off-peak hours, which comprise approximately 85 894 

percent of the hours in a year.63  895 

  ChargePoint is greatly concerned that few if any site hosts will be able to compete 896 

with RMP on price if RMP offers DC fast charging for $0.15/kWh, much less for 897 

$0.10/kWh during the majority of the year. Unless a site host offers DC fast charging as a 898 

“loss leader,” these prices will be impossible for site hosts to compete with. 899 

Q: How do you know site hosts will not be able to compete with RMP’s proposed prices? 900 

A: Non-utility site hosts in RMP’s service territory will likely take electricity service from 901 

RMP on Schedule 6A, which was approved in RMP’s most recent rate case, Docket No. 902 

20-035-04. In that docket, Mr. Meredith provided a graph showing the effective $/kWh 903 

rate that Schedule 6A customers would pay at different load factors, which I have attached 904 

to my testimony as Attachment JDW-3. As can be seen in the figure, a site host on Schedule 905 

6A would pay an effective rate of about $0.225/kWh at low load factors. The site host’s 906 

effective rate would not reach $0.15/kWh (RMP’s proposed on-peak charging price for 907 

RMP customers) until the site host’s load factor was well above 10 percent and would not 908 

reach $0.10/kWh (RMP’s proposed off-peak charging price for RMP customers) until the 909 

                                                
63 In the four months of June through September, there are five on-peak hours per weekday, for a total of 400 on-
peak hours during the summer (not including holidays). In the eight months of October through May, there are seven 
on-peak hours per weekday, for a total of 1,120 on-peak hours during the non-summer months (not including 
holidays). Again, before accounting for holidays, there is a total of 1,520 on-peak hours per year, which is ~15 
percent of 8760 hours/year. 
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site host’s load factor reached 30 percent. In other words, a site host would not even be 910 

able to purchase electricity from RMP at the prices RMP proposes for its customers to 911 

charge their EVs at Company-owned Chargers, unless the site host has a load factor over 912 

30 percent (which very few site hosts have achieved). 913 

  Electricity is only one of many costs that non-utility site hosts must pay to provide 914 

DC fast charging to EV drivers. Even if RMP covers the entire cost of make-ready 915 

infrastructure and a portion of the charging equipment cost for a site host, the site host will 916 

still incur costs to purchase the chargers themselves, as well as costs for network services, 917 

signage, site maintenance, and parking enforcement. Most site hosts will also seek to 918 

recover the cost of their investment plus a reasonable return in order to justify the 919 

investment in the first place. Given that any site host with a load factor below 30 percent 920 

will pay more for electricity than RMP proposes to charge RMP customers for charging, 921 

any site host that seeks to recover its costs of providing DC fast charging through the prices 922 

it charges to drivers will be undercut by RMP’s proposed prices.  923 

Q: How will RMP’s pricing proposal affect the competitive market for charging services 924 

in its service territory? 925 

RMP’s proposal to offer DC fast charging service at prices well below the prices that 926 

competitive providers will be able to offer will have significant negative impacts on 927 

competition for DC fast charging in Utah. Though EV drivers may appreciate having 928 

access to very cheap fast charging at Company-owned Chargers if they have convenient 929 

access to them, the long-term effects of RMP undercutting the market will be detrimental 930 

to EV drivers and RMP’s customers. If the Commission approves RMP’s pricing proposal, 931 
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it is reasonable to expect that the only site hosts that will offer public DC fast charging in 932 

RMP’s service territory are those that can afford to do so at a loss to support other revenue 933 

streams. The result will be many fewer DCFCs in RMP’s service territory than there would 934 

be if there were a level playing field, which is a suboptimal outcome for EV drivers.  935 

Q: Please explain your grid-related concerns. 936 

A: The prices that RMP proposes to charge at its Company-owned DCFCs are comparable to 937 

the rates that residential customers pay for electricity at their homes and the prices RMP 938 

proposes to charge at Company-owned Level 2 chargers are significantly less than the rates 939 

residential customers pay at their homes. Specifically: 940 

• RMP’s proposed Level 2 charging rates for RMP customers of $0.08/kWh during on-941 

peak and $0.03/kWh during off-peak hours are significantly less than RMP’s standard 942 

residential rates (Schedule No. 164). 943 

• RMP’s proposed off-peak DCFC rate for RMP customers of $0.10/kWh is less than 944 

RMP’s standard residential rate (Schedule No. 1) for any residential customer that uses 945 

more than 400 kWh in a month.  946 

• RMP’s proposed on-peak DCFC rate for RMP customers of $0.15/kWh is comparable 947 

to RMP’s standard residential rate after accounting for riders that apply to Schedule No. 948 

1. 949 

                                                
64 Available at: https://www.rockymountainpower.net/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/rockymountainpower/rates-
regulation/utah/rates/001_Residential_Service.pdf  
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• RMP’s proposed off-peak Level 2 charging rate for RMP customers of $0.03 is less 950 

than RMP’s currently effective off-peak EV TOU pilot (Schedule No. 2E65). 951 

Q: Why is this a concern?  952 

 A: Any EV driver who lives or works within reasonable proximity to RMP’s Customer-owned 953 

Chargers will have a financial incentive to charge at a Company-owned Charger instead of 954 

charging where their vehicle would typically be parked for long periods of time, such as at 955 

home or work. While this result might be good for RMP’s utilization rates at its Company-956 

owned Chargers, it reduces the ability of EV charging load to provide benefits to all RMP 957 

customers. 958 

   As discussed earlier, when EV charging load increases electricity sales during times 959 

that the grid is underutilized, such as during the middle of the night and early morning 960 

hours, it can put downward pressure on electricity rates by spreading the utility’s fixed 961 

costs over a greater number of kWh sales. As a result, EV charging load provides the most 962 

benefits when it occurs during these periods, which are sometimes referred to as “super 963 

off-peak" hours. Further, since many EV drivers are plugged in all night but only need a 964 

few hours of actual charging (using a Level 2 charger) to complete their charging, 965 

residential charging also provides opportunities for managed charging, which allows the 966 

utility to smooth charging load shapes and avoid “timer peaks,” in which a significant 967 

amount of new load comes online at the beginning of off-peak hours. Though RMP’s 968 

proposed charging prices at its Company-owned Chargers will discourage customers from 969 

                                                
65 Available at: https://www.rockymountainpower.net/content/dam/pcorp/documents/en/rockymountainpower/rates-
regulation/utah/rates/002E_Residential_Service_Electric_Vehicle_Time_of_Use_Pilot_Option_Temporary.pdf  
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charging during on-peak hours, they will not actually encourage customers to shift charging 970 

to periods of significant underutilization, such as overnight. Instead, RMP’s low charging 971 

prices will encourage customers to visit its own stations instead of charging where they 972 

park. By undercutting the cost EV drivers would pay to charge at their homes, RMP’s 973 

proposed charging prices will increase utilization at its Company-owned Chargers but will 974 

greatly reduce the benefits that new EV charging load can provide to all customers and 975 

reduce opportunities for managed charging in the future.  976 

Q: What program modifications does ChargePoint recommend to address the pricing 977 

concerns that you have described? 978 

A: I recommend that the Commission direct RMP to survey prices for public EV charging 979 

services in its service territory annually, perhaps as a part of the annual reporting process 980 

proposed later in my testimony. This survey will allow RMP to benchmark its prices to all 981 

public chargers (including Level 2 chargers and DCFCs 50 kW and larger), instead of 982 

benchmarking to a single DCFC provider as RMP did in developing its proposal. RMP 983 

should set its DCFC prices at the median price for DC fast charging available in its service 984 

territory.  985 

   While ChargePoint generally supports time-varying utility rates for site hosts, time-986 

varying prices for EV charging services can be problematic, especially for public DCFCs. 987 

Because EV drivers typically use DCFCs when they want to get back on the road quickly, 988 

higher on-peak prices at DCFCs generally do not encourage EV drivers to shift their 989 

charging behavior to off-peak hours. In other words, demand for DC fast charging is fairly 990 

inelastic in that changes in price do not encourage changes in customer behavior to the 991 
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same extent that time-varying prices can effectively encourage off-peak charging in other 992 

contexts where EVs are parked for long periods of time, such as at home.  993 

   However, if the Commission adopts ChargePoint’s recommendation (discussed 994 

more below) to allow site hosts to become the utility customer-of-record and set charging 995 

prices, then ChargePoint would not oppose allowing RMP to establish time-varying prices 996 

for those site hosts that do not exercise the option to set pricing themselves. However, 997 

RMP’s time-varying prices should encourage EV drivers to charge during off-peak hours 998 

through a surcharge during on-peak hours instead of a $0.05/kWh credit during off-peak 999 

hours. As discussed, RMP’s off-peak credit proposal has the effect of undercutting the 1000 

competitive market and, in many cases, the retail rate of electricity. An on-peak surcharge, 1001 

instead of an off-peak credit, would avoid these anticompetitive effects. 1002 

   ChargePoint acknowledges that Section 54-4-41(2)(b)(iii) allows RMP to set 1003 

different charging prices for RMP customers. As discussed above, this permissive 1004 

provision works against the requirement that RMP eventually recover its full cost of 1005 

providing EV charging service through the prices paid by EV drivers. Accordingly, if the 1006 

Commission approves a discount for RMP customers, the discount should be modest – 1007 

both to ensure that RMP does not undercut the competitive market and to allow it to 1008 

eventually transition to cost-based rates. To strike this balance, ChargePoint recommends 1009 

that the Commission not approve a discount for RMP customers of more than ten percent. 1010 

A ten percent discount would allow RMP to transition to cost-based rates over a ten-year 1011 

period by reducing the discount by one percentage point each year.   1012 
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   As I will discuss in the next subsection, the Commission should also require RMP 1013 

to give site hosts on whose property RMP deploys Customer-owned Chargers the option 1014 

to set the prices paid by EV drivers.  1015 

iii. RMP’s procurement proposal. 1016 

Q: Please explain ChargePoint’s concerns with RMP’s proposal to select a single 1017 

network service provider and a single EV charging equipment provider for the 1018 

Company-owned Charger proposal.  1019 

A: RMP intends to select a single network service provider to operate the Company-owned 1020 

Chargers through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process. 66  Though ChargePoint is 1021 

currently awaiting discovery responses to confirm, my understanding is that RMP also 1022 

intends to select a single vendor for EV charging equipment for its Company-owned 1023 

Charger proposal through the RFP.67 RMP’s proposal to select a single network service 1024 

provider and a single equipment provider is inconsistent with Section 54-4-41(4)(d)’s 1025 

requirement that RMP’s proposal enable “competition, innovation, and customer choice in 1026 

electric vehicle battery charging services.” 1027 

Q: Why does RMP’s proposal to conduct an RFP to select a single network service 1028 

provider and a single equipment provider fail to enable competition, innovation, and 1029 

customer choice? 1030 

A: In the competitive marketplace for EV charging services, site hosts select the technologies 1031 

they prefer through the open market, invest their own capital, seek any incentives available 1032 

                                                
66 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 4.  
67 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 7.  
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through public agencies or utilities, and, in the case of commercial stations, offer 1033 

competitive charging services to attract drivers and recoup necessary expenses. For their 1034 

part, charging hardware, software, and service providers innovate new hardware, software, 1035 

and service offerings to enable site hosts to choose the products and services that will best 1036 

meet their needs. These providers compete to offer site hosts the best products to meet their 1037 

needs at reasonable cost. In competitive markets, utilities and government agencies can 1038 

support site hosts and charging hardware, software, and service providers by developing 1039 

programs that make it less costly and easier for site hosts to install charging equipment and 1040 

provide charging services. By encouraging competition in the market, charging providers 1041 

will develop innovative hardware, software, and services solutions to provide to site hosts. 1042 

   Utility ownership and operation of public-facing charging equipment can be in 1043 

conflict with the competitive marketplace. Using ratepayer dollars and utility resources to 1044 

identify potential locations, procure charging equipment, and market charging locations to 1045 

EV drivers can provide a competitive advantage to public-facing utility-owned and 1046 

operated charging stations. Other charging station site hosts simply may not have the 1047 

resources to compete with the utility. 1048 

   While there may be competition among vendors within a utility RFP process, this 1049 

is not the type of competition that occurs in the competitive marketplace, in which charging 1050 

companies compete for site hosts that want to offer EV charging services on their property. 1051 

An RFP process also does not involve any customer choice; rather, an RFP process results 1052 

in a “one-size, fits-all” solution that the utility will deploy at all locations (again, assuming 1053 

my understanding is correct that RMP intends to select only one network service provider 1054 
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and only one equipment provider). Finally, because an RFP process does not involve 1055 

customer choice, it also offers no opportunities for innovation because there is a single 1056 

procurement event – the RFP. Site hosts that participate in RMP’s Company-owned 1057 

Charger program will be locked into the solution RMP selects in the RFP and have no 1058 

opportunity to select more innovative solutions.  1059 

Q. Is it possible for utility programs to include choice of multiple networks and still 1060 

achieve the goals of the program?  1061 

A. Yes. And there are many examples of utility programs in other jurisdictions that have site 1062 

host choice of both network and hardware. For example, Consumers Energy’s 1063 

PowerMIDrive EV charging rebate program allows participating site hosts to choose their 1064 

preferred hardware and network software solution that meets certain functional 1065 

requirements, which the Michigan Public Service Commission noted would enable the 1066 

utility to utilize EV charging data to better understand impacts to the grid and trends of 1067 

charging on- and off-peak.68 Additional examples of programs that provide site hosts with 1068 

choices within utility ownership programs include San Diego Gas & Electric “Power Your 1069 

Drive,” Pacific Gas & Electric’s EV Charge Network, and Southern California Edison’s 1070 

“Charge Ready 2” in California.69 San Diego Gas & Electric has owned EV charging 1071 

stations that operate on different charging networks for years.  1072 

                                                
68 I/M/O Application of Consumers Energy Company, 2019 WL 237014, at 8-9 (Mich. P.S.C. Jan. 9, 2019). 
 
69 Decision Regarding Underlying Vehicle Grid Integration Application and Motion to Adopt Settlement 
Agreement, CPUC, Docket No. A.14-04-014 (January 28, 2016); Decision Directing PG&E to Establish an Electric 
Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program, CPUC, Docket No. 16-12-065 (Dec. 21, 2016); Decision 
Authorizing Southern California Edison Company’s Charge Ready 2 Infrastructure and Market Education Programs, 
Docket No. A.18-06-015 (August, 2020). 



Docket No. 20-035-34 
Direct Testimony of Justin D. Wilson 

ChargePoint, Inc. 
Page 57 of 73 

 
 

 
 

57 

Q: Is it necessary for RMP to use a single network service provider given that it will own 1073 

all of the EV charging stations in the Company-owned Charger program? 1074 

A: No, there is no reason that RMP needs to select a single vendor to provide network services 1075 

for the Company-owned Charger program and RMP has not argued that it is. All of the EV 1076 

charging networks, including ChargePoint, have entered into roaming agreements that 1077 

allow EV drivers to conveniently pay for charging sessions on charging stations that 1078 

operate on another network.70 For example, any EV driver that has signed up for the 1079 

ChargePoint network can use the ChargePoint app or their ChargePoint RFID card to 1080 

initiate a charging session at a station operated by another network and seamlessly pay for 1081 

their charging session using their ChargePoint account, and vice versa. Thanks to roaming 1082 

agreements, EV drivers would have a consistent experience across Company-owned 1083 

Chargers even if the chargers are operated by different networks. To ensure that the 1084 

Company-owned Charger program “enables competition, innovation, and customer choice 1085 

in electric vehicle battery charging services,” site host choice in network service provider 1086 

is essential.  1087 

 1088 

 1089 

 1090 

 1091 

                                                
70 See: https://www.chargepoint.com/products/network/  
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Q. If the Commission requires RMP to allow site hosts to choose the network service 1092 

provider for the charging stations deployed on their property, are there IT-based 1093 

solutions that can help RMP manage EV charging load on multiple EV charging 1094 

networks? 1095 

A.  Yes. ChargePoint and many of its competitors provide the ability for station operators to 1096 

grant access rights to utilities to manage data and conduct demand response on their 1097 

stations. Like any other utility demand response program, participants would likely receive 1098 

an incentive from the utility in exchange for offering this capability. Load management 1099 

signals are typically communicated through standards-based application programming 1100 

interfaces (APIs) to automatically send demand response commands to stations in the field. 1101 

Another method for implementing direct load management is via OpenADR, which 1102 

is an open, highly secure, and two-way information exchange model and global Smart Grid 1103 

standard. OpenADR has received approval as an international electrotechnical standard, 1104 

providing an important standard to allow for utilities to run demand response programs via 1105 

communication with networked charging stations. 1106 

OpenADR load management does not require a utility to own all the participating 1107 

EVSE, nor is it necessary for a utility to manage a single, ubiquitous EV charging network. 1108 

While many utility demand response pilots use custom APIs, utilities are increasingly 1109 

adopting OpenADR.  1110 

   In addition, Distributed Energy Resource Management Systems (DERMS) are also 1111 

becoming a popular platform for utilities to implement programs for technologies on the 1112 

customer side of the meter. These systems help connect various technologies (e.g. smart 1113 
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thermostats, hot water heaters, and EV charging stations) from multiple vendors into a 1114 

single platform and interface from which a utility can obtain a unified view of data and 1115 

issue demand response events. This provides the utility the value of charging data and 1116 

demand response from the largest selection of solution providers without limiting the site 1117 

host’s choice to an unnecessarily restricted set of options.   1118 

Q: Is it necessary for RMP to use an EV charging hardware provider given that it will 1119 

own all of the EV charging stations in the Company-owned Charger program? 1120 

A: No. Just as there is no reason to select a single network provider, there is no reason that 1121 

RMP needs to select a single vendor to provide EV charging stations for the Company-1122 

owned Charger program and RMP has not argued that it is. Just as site hosts can choose 1123 

their preferred EV charging equipment in the competitive market in the absence of a utility 1124 

program, they should be permitted to do so in the context of the Company-owned Charger 1125 

program. 1126 

Q: What do you recommend to ensure that RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal 1127 

enables competition, innovation, and customer choice with respect to procurement of 1128 

EV charging equipment and network service provider? 1129 

A: First, I recommend that site hosts that allow RMP to deploy Company-owned Chargers on 1130 

their property be provided a choice in the charging equipment and network services utilized 1131 

on their property. As cited above, there are numerous examples of programs from other 1132 

states in which utilities own the charging stations and allow site hosts to choose their 1133 

preferred hardware and their preferred network services provider. This can be done by a 1134 

utility setting minimum technical requirements and allowing the site host to choose among 1135 
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vendors on a pre-qualified list who can meet those qualifications. ChargePoint believes 1136 

that at minimum there should be two hardware and network service provider options. 1137 

Providing site hosts with choices in both charging hardware and network service provider 1138 

is very common in utility transportation electrification programs around the country, 1139 

including in both utility-ownership programs and other utility incentive programs. 1140 

Attachment JDW-4 provides a list (compiled under my supervision) of many such 1141 

programs that provide site host choice in both hardware provider and network service 1142 

provider. 1143 

   Second, I recommend that any program that assists site hosts with installing 1144 

Company-owned EV charging services should provide site hosts with a choice of either 1) 1145 

allowing RMP to charge its tariffed prices for EV charging (subject to the 1146 

recommendations I made in the previous subsection) or 2) establishing the price of 1147 

charging services themselves in a manner that aligns with their onsite operations. This can 1148 

be easily achieved through a utility’s normal tariff structure. A site host would become the 1149 

utility customer of record and responsible for paying the regular bills associated with the 1150 

electricity used for charging services through standard tariffs. This ensures the utility 1151 

remains whole for any costs related to the energy used by the charging stations, while 1152 

allowing the site host flexibility to price the charging services in a way that supports their 1153 

own goals. Some site hosts may seek a small profit, while some may offer a discount which 1154 

could be offset by increased sales from other products, for example. 1155 

     1156 
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Q: Are there any other reasons the Commission should adopt ChargePoint’s 1157 

recommendations to require RMP to provide site hosts with a choice in EV charging 1158 

equipment and network services and to allow site hosts to set the price for EV 1159 

charging services? 1160 

A: Yes. These two modifications will put the Company-owned Charger program on a more 1161 

equal footing with RMP’s make-ready infrastructure proposal. As I have discussed, RMP 1162 

has structured its Company-owned Charger program to use its built-in competitive 1163 

advantages – particularly its ability to offer EV charging services at prices that are 1164 

comparable or cheaper than the retail cost of electricity – for its own benefit. In large part 1165 

because RMP would offer such cheap charging prices, prospective site hosts considering 1166 

offering DC fast charging to the public would have a strong incentive to allow RMP to 1167 

install Company-owned Chargers on their property instead of participating in the make-1168 

ready infrastructure program and Schedule 120 incentive program. ChargePoint does not 1169 

object to the concept of RMP offering a “turn-key” solution in principle, but RMP should 1170 

not be permitted to offer a turn-key solution with advantages that only RMP can offer, such 1171 

as pricing that is comparable to or less than the price of electricity. The utility’s turn-key 1172 

solution should also not distort the competitive market by favoring a single vendor (the 1173 

winner of the RFP) over all others. The two modifications I recommend above – site host 1174 

choice in equipment and network service providers and site host control over pricing – will 1175 

ensure that RMP’s Company-owned Chargers proposal will enable competition, 1176 

innovation, and customer choice without impeding RMP’s ability to offer an effective 1177 

program. 1178 
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Q: Please summarize your recommendations regarding RMP’s proposed Company-1179 

owned Charger program. 1180 

A: I recommend that the Commission find that RMP’s proposal requires modification in order 1181 

to meet the statutory requirement that the EVIP Program enables competition, innovation, 1182 

and customer choice. To ensure that the Company-owned Charger programs meets the 1183 

statutory criteria, I recommend that the Commission modify the program as follows: 1184 

• Reallocate the capital spending budget so that the total capital spend for Company-1185 

owned Chargers (including charging equipment and make-ready infrastructure needed 1186 

to support Company-owned Chargers) is equal to the capital spend for the make-ready 1187 

infrastructure program; 1188 

• Establish a parity rebate that covers the total cost of EV charging equipment, 1189 

maintenance, and network fees to ensure that the value a site host choosing to own and 1190 

operate their own charging stations is equivalent to the value provided by the Company-1191 

owned Charger proposal. 1192 

o As an alternative to a parity rebate, the Commission can ensure that the 1193 

competitive market has the opportunity to deploy charging stations with support 1194 

from the make-ready infrastructure program before RMP deploys its Company-1195 

owned Charger by: 1196 

§ Requiring RMP to begin offering the make-ready infrastructure 1197 

program for a full two years from launch of the EVIP before deploying 1198 

any Company-owned Chargers, and 1199 
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§ Directing RMP to identify specific locations where it intends to deploy 1200 

Company-owned Chargers and share that information publicly with the 1201 

Commission and any stakeholder that asks to receive such information. 1202 

Developers should be given an opportunity for one year from the date 1203 

RMP identifies a given location to provide notice to RMP that they 1204 

intend to deploy chargers at that location, after which the developer 1205 

should have 18 months to begin development; 1206 

• Reject RMP’s pricing proposal and direct RMP to develop charging prices as follows: 1207 

o Annually survey the prices of public EV charging in its service territory and set 1208 

the price for DC fast charging at the median rate for DCFCs in its service 1209 

territory and set the price for Level 2 charging at the median rate for Level 2 1210 

charging in its service territory. 1211 

o Establish a $0.05/kWh surcharge during on-peak hours. 1212 

o Any discount for RMP customers should be not exceed ten percent and should 1213 

decline by one percentage point each year to allow RMP to transition to cost-1214 

based prices over a reasonable period of time.  1215 

• Require RMP to offer site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 1216 

deployed at least two choices of EV charging equipment vendors and at least two 1217 

choices of network service providers. 1218 

 1219 

 1220 

 1221 
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D. Innovative Projects and Partnerships 1222 

Q: What will you address in this section of your testimony? 1223 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will address RMP’s proposal to include an Innovative 1224 

Projects and Partnerships component within the EVIP. 1225 

Q: Does ChargePoint support RMP’s proposal to include an Innovation and 1226 

Partnerships component within the EVIP? 1227 

A: Yes, with modifications. ChargePoint is generally supportive of the proposed Innovation 1228 

 and Partnership component of the EVIP, and understands the value of collaborative EV 1229 

 charging efforts, as well as utilities staying informed on emerging technology related to 1230 

 transportation electrification.  1231 

Q: What modifications does ChargePoint recommend? 1232 

A: While ChargePoint does not have access to the estimated EVIP program expenditures, the 1233 

Company states that some of investments in the innovative projects and partnerships 1234 

component of the EVIP, including contributions to the Freight Logistics Electrification 1235 

Demonstration project will be funded through the make-ready infrastructure program 1236 

budget.71 As stated earlier in my testimony, ChargePoint is concerned that including the 1237 

Innovation and Partnerships projects within funding set aside for make-ready infrastructure 1238 

further  diminishes the funds available for make-ready infrastructure investments, which is 1239 

already a relatively small component of the proposed EVIP program in comparison with 1240 

the funding dedicated to the Company-owned charger program.72 To reiterate, ChargePoint 1241 

                                                
71 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 13. 
72 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 13. 
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believes that investment in make-ready infrastructure can provide a more efficient and cost-1242 

effective path towards realizing the stated goals of the EVIP program to increase EV 1243 

adoption in the state of Utah, and operate a low-cost, efficient infrastructure program that 1244 

adds revenue to the system.73 For these reasons, I recommend that in addition to increasing 1245 

the funds available for the make-ready component of the proposed EVIP, the Commission 1246 

direct RMP to create clear delineations between the funding set aside for the various 1247 

components of the EVIP, including the Innovation and Partnerships component. This 1248 

would provide certainty that funds set aside for make-ready infrastructure investments will 1249 

be protected from being greatly diminished by directing them towards other programs. 1250 

E. Extension of Schedule No. 2E (Residential EV TOU Pilot) 1251 

Q: What will you address in this section of your testimony? 1252 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will address RMP’s proposal to extend the termination 1253 

date for its Electric Service Schedule No. 2E - Residential EV Time-of-Use Pilot Option – 1254 

from December 31, 2021, to June 30, 2022. The Company is proposing to extend the 1255 

termination date to allow interested parties time to review and provide comments regarding 1256 

its final report on Schedule No. 2E to evaluate whether the program should continue or 1257 

terminate on June 30, 2022.  1258 

 1259 

 1260 

                                                
73 Initial Application for approval of EVIP, p. 5. 
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Q: Does ChargePoint support RMP’s proposal to extend Schedule No. 2E until June 30, 1261 

2022? 1262 

A: Yes. I agree that it is appropriate to allow interested stakeholders time to review the final 1263 

report and provide comments on the program prior to the program’s termination. This 1264 

would allow time for meaningful stakeholder review and discussion to determine whether 1265 

the program should continue in its current form, continue with modifications, or terminate 1266 

at the end of the extended June 30, 2022, termination date. I further recommend that the 1267 

Commission and RMP develop a formal stakeholder process to allow parties to 1268 

collaboratively review the final report and discuss the future of the program.  1269 

F. Programmatic Design, Reporting Requirements, and Stakeholder Processes 1270 

Q: What will you address in this section of your testimony? 1271 

A: In this section on my testimony, I will discuss ChargePoint’s recommendations regarding 1272 

the general programmatic design, reporting requirements and associated stakeholder 1273 

processes related to the EVIP program. 1274 

Q:  Please describe the general programmatic design, reporting requirements and 1275 

stakeholder processes RMP is proposing as a part of the EVIP.  1276 

A: The Company proposes to administer the EVIP over a 10-year period, from 2022 through 1277 

the end of 2031, with initial investments being made during the first five years of the 1278 

program. Further, the Company states that after this initial five-year period it will re-1279 

evaluate the EVIP to determine the effectiveness of the various program components, 1280 
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assess the state of the national and state-wide EV market, and make any necessary 1281 

modifications to the EVIP.74  1282 

  Aside from the proposed five-year re-evaluation, the EVIP does not consider any 1283 

other formal review or reporting requirements to be submitted to the commission;75 and 1284 

while the Company states that is will accept feedback from relevant stakeholders,76 it is 1285 

unclear under what process the five-year review would take place and which stakeholders 1286 

would be considered ”relevant.” Additionally, the EVIP proposal does not contemplate any 1287 

collaborative stakeholder review processes, other than ongoing coordination with the Utah 1288 

Department of Transportation (UDOT) to coordinate the planning and deployment of the 1289 

company-owned EV charging network.77 1290 

Q: Please describe the benefits of regular reporting to the Commission and stakeholder 1291 

 review of utility transportation electrification programs. 1292 

A: Regular reporting to the Commission and stakeholders can provide valuable updates on 1293 

how transportation electrification plans are performing, and the opportunity to evaluate 1294 

potential modifications to increase the effectiveness of the programs going forward. This 1295 

is especially important for the EVIP proposal considering the length of the proposed 1296 

program being a 10-year period, with a single review after five years. The EV market is 1297 

rapidly evolving which makes it appropriate to regularly review program performance and 1298 

                                                
74 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 14. 
75 ChargePoint notes that per Section 54-4-41(8), Rocky Mountain Power must submit annual reports to the Public 
Utilities, Energy, and Technology Interim Committee of the Utah Legislature, on or before June 1st of each year. 
However, these reports are not part of the Commission process. 
76 See Rocky Mountain Power’s response to WRA data request 1.27. 
77 Campbell Exhibit 1, p. 25-26. 
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consider modifications, prior to five-years into the program. Additionally, it is important 1299 

that stakeholders are included in these reporting and review processes to contribute market 1300 

expertise and advocate for the benefit of utility ratepayers and other stakeholders. 1301 

Q: Do you have any recommendations regarding reporting requirements and 1302 

stakeholder processes for the proposed EVIP program? 1303 

A:  Yes. I recommend that the Commission direct the Company to submit annual reports for 1304 

Commission and stakeholder review and provide the opportunity for stakeholders to 1305 

provide comments regarding the program performance and propose potential modifications. 1306 

I further recommend these reports contain the following: 1307 

1) An evaluation of the performance of the Company-owned charger component of the 1308 

EVIP. This should include the number of charging stations that have been deployed 1309 

through the program, broken down by charger type, and an evaluation of the utilization of 1310 

the charging stations, beginning with the first annual report after company-owned chargers 1311 

become operational; 1312 

2) An updated evaluation of L2 and DCFC rates that are being charged by the competitive 1313 

market in Utah and an update to the rate structure at company-owned chargers to reflect 1314 

changes in competitive market rates, beginning with the first annual report after company-1315 

owned chargers become operational; 1316 

3) An evaluation of the performance of the make-ready component of the EVIP. This 1317 

should include the number of potential site hosts that have applied for incentives, and the 1318 

total value of incentives that have been distributed through the program; 1319 
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4) An evaluation of the performance of the Schedule 120 incentives. This should include 1320 

the number of applications that have been submitted, the total value of incentives that have 1321 

been distributed, and the number of charging ports that have been deployed for each 1322 

program offering (e.g., Residential AC Level 2 Chargers, Non-Residential & Multi-family 1323 

AC Level 2 and DCFC chargers, etc.); 1324 

5) An assessment of the impact of each component of the EVIP on the deployment of EV 1325 

charging stations in Utah, and how the program has enabled competition, innovation, and 1326 

customer choice in EV charging services, including an updated assessment of remaining 1327 

gaps in EV charging infrastructure; 1328 

6) An update on efforts that have been made through the Innovative Projects and 1329 

Partnerships components of the EVIP, and a discussion of future efforts planned through 1330 

the program.   1331 

V. Conclusion and Recommendations. 1332 

Q: Please summarize your recommendation for the Commission. 1333 

A: As stated at the beginning of my testimony, I recommend that the Commission approve 1334 

RMP’s EVIP proposal with the following modifications to improve the proposed program 1335 

and ensure that the EVIP meets the statutory requirement that the program enables 1336 

competition, innovation, and customer choice: 1337 

 Make-ready: 1338 

• Increase the budget for make-ready infrastructure to support third party-owned EV 1339 

charging stations, as detailed below; 1340 
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• Establish a separate budget for the innovative projects and partnerships by reducing the 1341 

Company-owned Charger budget; 1342 

• Include make-ready investments on the customer side of the meter as a standard 1343 

practice rather than in “some circumstances,” to further incentivize investment in EV 1344 

Charging stations from the competitive market; 1345 

Schedule 120 Incentives 1346 

• Increase the incentives for residential AC Level 2 chargers to $500 per charger, and 1347 

allow the incentives to be applied to all aspects of the charger installation, including 1348 

costs for necessary panel upgrades in addition to the cost of the charging equipment; 1349 

• Adopt a requirement for all chargers funded through Schedule 120 incentives to be 1350 

“smart” or networked, and ENERGY STAR certified; 1351 

Company-Owned Chargers 1352 

• Reallocate the capital spending budget so that the total capital spend for Company-1353 

owned Chargers (including charging equipment and make-ready infrastructure needed 1354 

to support Company-owned Chargers) is equal to the capital spend for the make-ready 1355 

infrastructure program; 1356 

• Establish a parity rebate that covers the total cost of EV charging equipment, 1357 

maintenance, and network fees to ensure that the value a site host choosing to own and 1358 

operate their own charging stations is equivalent to the value provided by the Company-1359 

owned Charger proposal. 1360 

o As an alternative to a parity rebate, the Commission can ensure that the 1361 

competitive market has the opportunity to deploy charging stations with support 1362 
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from the make-ready infrastructure program before RMP deploys its Company-1363 

owned Charger by: 1364 

§ Requiring RMP to begin offering the make-ready infrastructure 1365 

program for a full two years from launch of the EVIP before deploying 1366 

any Company-owned Chargers, and 1367 

§ Directing RMP to identify specific locations where it intends to deploy 1368 

Company-owned Chargers and share that information publicly with the 1369 

Commission and any stakeholder that asks to receive such information. 1370 

Developers should be given an opportunity for one year from the date 1371 

RMP identifies a given location to provide notice to RMP that they 1372 

intend to deploy chargers at that location, after which the developer 1373 

should have 18 months to begin development; 1374 

• Reject RMP’s pricing proposal and direct RMP to develop charging prices as follows: 1375 

o Annually survey the prices of public EV charging in its service territory and set 1376 

the price for DC fast charging at the median rate for DCFCs in its service 1377 

territory and set the price for Level 2 charging at the median rate for Level 2 1378 

charging in its service territory; 1379 

o Establish a $0.05/kWh surcharge during on-peak hours; 1380 

o Any discount for RMP customers should be not exceed ten percent and should 1381 

decline by one percentage point each year to allow RMP to transition to cost-1382 

based prices over a reasonable period of time; 1383 
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• Require RMP to allow site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 1384 

deployed the option of becoming the utility customer-of-record and establishing prices 1385 

to drivers; 1386 

• Require RMP to offer site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 1387 

deployed at least two choices of EV charging equipment vendors and at least two 1388 

choices of network service providers. 1389 

Innovative Projects and Partnerships 1390 

• Require RMP to create clear delineations between the funding set aside for the various 1391 

components of the EVIP, including the Innovation and Partnerships component to 1392 

provide certainty that funds set aside for make-ready infrastructure investments will be 1393 

protected from being greatly diminished by directing them towards other programs; 1394 

Extension of Schedule No. 2E 1395 

• Approve RMP’s proposal to extend Schedule No. 2E until June 30, 2022, and require 1396 

RMP to develop a formal stakeholder process to allow parties to collaboratively review 1397 

the final report and discuss the future of the program; 1398 

Programmatic Design, Reporting Requirements, and Stakeholder Processes 1399 

• Require RMP to submit annual reports for Commission and stakeholder review 1400 

containing the specific information listed in my testimony. 1401 

• Provide an opportunity for stakeholders to provide comments regarding the program 1402 

performance and propose potential modifications as a part of the annual reporting 1403 

process.  1404 

 1405 
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Q:  Does this conclude your testimony at this time? 1406 

A: Yes. 1407 


