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Response to Request for Information - Considerations for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Electric Charging 
Infrastructure in NJ, CT, DE, and MD 
 
 
To the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Clean Corridor Coalition’s Request for Information on 
medium- and heavy-duty (MHDV) electric charging infrastructure. We appreciate your leadership in 
seeking external input and resources to inform the coalition’s RFP for charging site hosts. The American 
Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) is a national nonprofit research organization based in 
Washington, D.C. Through research, education, and advocacy, our mission is to advance the efficient use 
of energy to rapidly and equitably spur economic well-being and combat climate change. 
 
Our comments draw on both our published and ongoing research. We recently published Shared 
Charging Hubs for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Electric Vehicles, a topic brief that shapes much of our 
perspective. We are also currently modeling the costs and operational impacts of different electric 
vehicle charging and hydrogen refueling infrastructure buildout scenarios for MHDV freight vehicles at 
the state, corridor, and national levels. Our responses incorporate ACEEE’s research alongside best-
practice findings from other institutions to provide well-rounded, evidence-based insights.  
 
We offer the following recommendations in response to select questions from the RFI: 
 
Build More Stations at Shorter Intervals, with Opportunities to Scale, to Support MHDV Range Needs 
Recommendation in Response to Question 3   
 
We recommend building a greater number of smaller stations located at more frequent intervals (every 
30–50 miles) to support zero-emission MHDVs. Placing stations farther apart than 50 miles risks 
excluding trucks with shorter ranges. 
 
This maximum distance between stations is supported by research and publications from the Electric 
Power Research Institute (EPRI), the California Transportation Commission, and the European 
Automobile Manufacturers Association (ACEA). EPRI’s analysis, when assuming 40% heavy duty battery 
electric truck adoption, assumed a distance between stations of 50 miles to model the impacts of 
battery electric trucks on the grid. Additionally, ACEA’s 2021 position paper on the EU’s Alternative Fuels 
Infrastructure Directive recommended requiring at least one high-power (350+ kW) charging station 
with four charging ports every 50 km (about 31 miles) by 2030 on the Trans-European Transport 
Network (TEN-T) core network, a planned infrastructure network intended to support improved 
movement between EU member states. These siting recommendations were then reflected in EU 
legislation enacted in 2023 requiring one charging station with at least one 150+ kW charging port for 
MHDVs every 60 km (about 37 miles) on the TEN-T core network by 2025. The California Transportation 
Commission’s CA SB 671 Clean Freight Corridor Efficiency Assessment also used 50 miles as the 
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maximum viable station spacing for BEVs to establish an initial statewide network, informed by the 
lower end of medium-duty BEV ranges. Please refer to the graphic below, which illustrates the reasoning 
supporting the spacing recommendation.  

 

 
Figure 1. Approach to establish initial viable network for battery electric vehicles. Please refer to the California 

Transportation Commission’s CA SB 671 Clean Freight Corridor Efficiency Assessment for more information. 
 
To determine the number of ports needed per site, EPRI used NREL’s EVI-EnSite tool to model demand 
at four theoretical charging stations in WY, CO, and NM. It found that stations in the 40% adoption 
scenario would have between 4 and 14 ports providing 2 MW power and between 3 and 30 ports 
providing 350 kW power to ensure minimal average queue times (<1 hour for off-shift slow charging and 
<5 min for mid-shift fast charging). Please see tables 7-1 and 7-2 in the report for more information.  
 
Even with fewer charging ports, locating stations within 50 miles of each other can meet demand if 
careful planning is conducted to expand the sites later. All of the charging hub developers ACEEE 
recently interviewed for a 2025 topic brief shared an expectation that utilization rates for MHDV 
charging will grow over time. Where possible, stations should be designed to accommodate later growth 
in terms of physical footprint, power capacity, and the number of charging ports.  
 
Design MHDV Sites Around Freight Hotspots with Sufficient Power Capacity 
Recommendation in Response to Question 6 
 
While we do not have recommendations for how site design criteria may differ between Class 7-8 and 
Class 2b-6 EV charging sites, our recent shared charging hub topic brief identified several key design 
considerations for MHDV semi-public charging sites based on our conversations with four shared 
charging hub companies.  
 
The presence of fleet customers is a critical factor when siting shared charging hubs for medium- and 
heavy-duty vehicles. Developers prioritize locations in hot spots with a high concentration of fleets or 
heavy truck traffic, such as areas near ports, industrial warehouses, distribution centers, and airports. 
Ideally, sites are close enough to these hubs that fleet vehicles do not need to deviate from their usual 
routes. Some developers even purchase telematics data to gain detailed insights into through-traffic 
patterns near warehouses, industrial hubs, and airports to refine site selection. 
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In many cases, developers must demonstrate local customer demand before beginning construction. 
This is often achieved by securing a few anchor tenants or letters of intent, agreements, or deposits to 
provide revenue certainty to investors. One company noted that, in a market not yet ready to provide 
anchor tenants, siting assessments—including identifying hot spots and screening for available grid 
capacity—were crucial precursors to development. 
 
Land availability and space requirements also shape site design. Most shared charging hubs require 
approximately 2–2.5 acres for an average site, although some smaller sites under 1 acre are feasible 
with fewer stalls, and larger sites may be justified if customer demand and economics support 
expansion. Land costs, particularly near ports and urban areas, can be a significant barrier, and 
brownfield remediation can add additional expense. While land in rural areas is generally cheaper, 
access to sufficient electrical power may be more challenging. 
 
Determining available grid capacity is an essential next step. Developers rely on publicly available local 
grid hosting maps when possible, though not all utilities provide these resources. Granular, circuit-level 
data are ideal to ensure adequate capacity for planned charging infrastructure. Even with hosting maps, 
developers often need to engage directly with utilities to verify current grid conditions, which can be 
time-consuming but is necessary for accurate planning. 
 
The power needs of a shared hub are largely determined by its size, which can range from a few stalls to 
over 80 charging ports. Direct current fast chargers (DCFC), typically starting at 350–400 kW, are the 
primary technology deployed at most hubs, as developers prioritize fast-charging capabilities over Level 
2 chargers for economic viability. Initial power demand for new sites usually falls in the 3–7 MW range, 
with plans to scale up to 15–30 MW over time. Developers often phase construction, laying trenches 
and plumbing early while upgrading electrical infrastructure later to accommodate future growth. Some 
developers are already installing megawatt chargers (MWC) and planning upgrades to megawatt 
charging systems (MWCS) in the coming years. 
 
Given the high power demand at these hubs, load management systems are commonly used to optimize 
electricity use and ensure charger availability. By carefully selecting locations, demonstrating customer 
demand, securing adequate land, verifying grid capacity, and deploying appropriately sized fast 
chargers, developers can build shared MHDV charging hubs that are both operationally effective and 
scalable to meet growing fleet electrification needs. 
 
Majority of Charging Demand from Overnight/Depot Locations, but Public Charging Remains Critical 
Recommendation in Response to Question 7 
 
With respect to en route vs overnight charging, according to a 2025 UC Davis study, between 89% and 
98% of chargers in the US will be private depot/overnight chargers by 2030, and 2%–11% will be public 
on-road chargers. This is based on the findings of three US-focused studies and three California-focused 
studies on expected MHDV charging needs. However, even though on-road chargers will make up a 
relatively small proportion of total chargers, they will account for a relatively large share of electricity 
demand. An ICCT study from 2023 found that while overnight chargers will potentially make up 98% of 
MHDV chargers in 2030, the share of energy used from these chargers will range from 75% to 96% for 
commercial trucks depending on the type of truck and length of haul. 

Public and semi-public en route charging helps reduce charging infrastructure costs for fleets making the 
transition to electric vehicles. This can be especially useful for smaller fleets with less resources, which 
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make up the majority of total fleets. Based on data from Bobit Fleet Group Research Department, 
approximately 95% of commercial fleet operators have fewer than 15 vehicles, and these operators’ 
fleets make up 48% of all commercial trucks. Trucks operated by very large fleet operators (with 1,000+ 
vehicles) comprise roughly 21% of all commercial trucks. Please reference the graphic below based on 
data presented by Zeti at the Fleet Electrification US Conference in April 2024.   

 

Figure 2. The proportion of fleets and trucks in each fleet size category. Data source: Bobit Fleet Group Research 
Department. 

While these data do not provide a comprehensive picture—for example, larger fleet operators may 
transition to battery electric MHDVs sooner than smaller fleet operators because of their ability to 
absorb higher upfront costs—due to the large number of smaller sized fleets (over 95% of all fleets and 
nearly 50% of all trucks), a substantial proportion of demand will be driven by small fleet operators.   
 
Encourage Overnight Charging Where Feasible, but Maintain Flexibility 
Recommendation in Response to Question 8 
 
Overnight charging can be valuable for long haul trucks that do not return to base, but the expanded 
footprint required to support overnight charging can significantly raise development costs. Smaller sites 
that would not have the space to accommodate overnight charging/parking but have the power capacity 
to serve trucks with fast, en route charging needs should not be excluded from the site selection 
process. 
 
Therefore, site developers should be encouraged, but not required, to install overnight charging. For 
existing rest stops with overnight parking, we recommend the installation of overnight charging in 
addition to fast charging. Where feasible, we recommend that additional overnight truck parking and 
charging spaces be developed at rest stops to provide truck drivers access to needed services. 
 
Reservation or Subscription Models Help Optimize Charging Access, but Maintain Flexibility for 
Emerging Business Models 
Recommendation in Response to Question 10 
 
ACEEE’s shared charging hub topic brief notes that reservation-based operating models can be used for 
electric long-haul freight trucks on the highway. Reservation-based operating models, typically managed 
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through mobile apps, give drivers greater assurance that a charging spot will be available upon arrival 
and help reduce wait times. 
 
For drayage and short, regional-haul freight trucks, our conversations with shared charging hub 
companies found that subscription-based operating models are often a better fit. These subscription-
based models result in the MHDV charging sites being semi-public and not completely publicly 
accessible. A variety of factors, including the clustering of MHDV drayage fleets near warehouses and 
ports, contributed to their suitability for semi-public charging. 
 
Because these approaches are still emerging, we recommend offering flexibility with regard to operating 
models to allow for approaches to adapt to different freight needs and contexts. 
 
Clear Information about Utility Processes, Incentives, and Dedicated Points of Contact Encourage 
Project Development 
Recommendation in Response to Question 13 
 
One of the most important ways utilities can support charging hub development is by providing 
developers with clear and comprehensive information at the very start of the site development process. 
ACEEE’s shared charging hub brief looks at the role of utilities in setting up large-scale EV charging sites 
for MHDVs. The key points of information that developers noted would be helpful to have from the 
utility’s side include publicly available local grid hosting capacity maps, clarity on any incentives available 
to offset project costs and how they are calculated, clear and easy to follow utility processes, a list of 
design requirements, cost estimates for necessary infrastructure upgrades, transparent project 
timelines, and a checklist of items developers need to accomplish at each stage of project development.  
 
In addition to information availability on utility websites and portals, coupling digital information 
availability with a consistent point of contact for customers such as a dedicated utility business 
development or EV customer team also greatly improves the process, helping to guide project 
developers through requirements, resolve questions quickly, and prevent unnecessary delays. 
 
Early access to circuit-level hosting capacity maps is another critical step. These maps allow developers 
to narrow down potential hub locations before committing significant resources to feasibility studies, 
saving time for both developers and utilities. Even though final capacity must be confirmed directly with 
the utility, maps provide a valuable starting point and help prevent wasted effort on infeasible sites. 
 
Information about available incentives and utility programs is another crucial piece of the puzzle. 
Developers want to know up-front whether grants, rebates, or make-ready programs are available in the 
service territory, how incentives are calculated, and what requirements apply. Similarly, they benefit 
from clarity around EV-specific electricity rates, such as time-of-use options or temporary demand 
charge relief programs, so that they can evaluate operational costs early in the planning process. 
 
Proactive Grid Planning Helps Minimize Interconnection Timelines 
Recommendation in Response to Question 14 
 
The process of interconnecting and energizing large charging hubs can be lengthy, particularly for sites 
requiring several megawatts of power. One best practice to reduce interconnection timelines for large-
scale EV charging sites is that utilities should discuss flexible and intermediary interconnection and 
energization options with project implementors early in the site planning and development process so 
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that they can explore phased construction or interim power solutions when full capacity upgrades will 
take several years. For example, a site designed to eventually draw 20 MW of power could begin 
operations with an initial 5 MW connection, allowing project implementers to serve customers while 
waiting for larger upgrades to be completed. 
 
Beyond individual projects, proactive grid planning is one of the most effective ways to shorten 
interconnection timelines for large charging hubs. Traditionally, utilities have upgraded grid 
infrastructure reactively, only after receiving specific project requests. In contrast, a forward-looking 
approach anticipates future demand and invests in capacity before it becomes a bottleneck. The process 
of bringing on large charging hub sites (2 MW+) can take a long time and may require new distribution 
circuits (for 5 MW+) or new/expanded substations (for 10 MW+) as noted in a 2024 Utility Planning for 
Electric Truck and Bus Fleets brief by ACEEE. Proactively planning and preparing the grid on a broader 
scale, with a long-term outlook, can help ensure that the necessary capacity is available when needed.  
 
State commissions in Minnesota and New York (NY Case No. 24-E-0364, MN Docket No. CI-24-318) have 
recently approved proactive planning frameworks that require utilities to use forecasting and 
stakeholder engagement to identify where upgrades will be needed and to plan projects systematically. 
Similar proceedings in other states would enable utilities to prepare for expected medium- and heavy-
duty vehicle electrification load and to complete upgrades more efficiently, reducing stranded asset risk 
and ultimately saving money for ratepayers.  
 
When proactive grid planning is combined with early, transparent communication with developers, 
utilities can significantly shorten the timeline from site selection to energization, giving fleets and shared 
hub operators greater confidence that charging infrastructure will be available when vehicles are 
deployed. 
 
Consider Requests for Data Collection to Inform Future Planning 
Recommendation in Response to Question 26 
 
We recommend designing the RFPs to encourage or require the provision of data from site developers 
back to C3, which can then be shared publicly or by request. Useful data could include development 
timelines, current and expected future capacity, planned site footprint and amenities, and other details. 
Data can be redacted or generalized as needed (e.g., average costs) to protect proprietary information. 
Sharing this data can help with future planning efforts regarding MHDV charging. 
 

Transitioning the medium- and heavy-duty vehicle sector to zero-emission technologies is essential to 

reducing freight-related emissions, improving air quality in overburdened communities, and meeting 

climate goals. Building an effective charging network will require balancing near-term practicality with 

long-term scalability. 

 

In conclusion, our recommendations emphasize: 

 

 Frequent station spacing and scalable design 

Building smaller, more frequent stations every 30–50 miles reduces range anxiety, supports 

early adopters with shorter-range vehicles, and avoids bottlenecks as adoption grows. Designing 

sites for future expansion through sufficient land footprint, power capacity upgrades, and 
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placeholders for future charger installation ensures that infrastructure investments remain cost-

effective over time. 

 

 Strategic siting near freight activity centers 

Locating hubs near ports, distribution centers, and industrial corridors minimizes vehicle 

detours, increases utilization rates, and makes projects more attractive to private developers 

and investors. 

 

 The critical role of public and semi-public charging 

Recognizing that the majority of charging will occur at depots, but that public charging will serve 

a disproportionate share of energy demand, particularly for small fleets and long-haul 

operations, ensures that no operator is left behind. 

 

 Flexible design and operations 

Allowing for overnight charging where feasible, but not requiring it at every site, and 

encouraging innovative business models like reservation or subscription systems, gives 

developers room to tailor projects to local needs while maximizing cost-effectiveness. 

 

 Early, transparent engagement with utilities and proactive planning by regulators 

Providing developers with circuit-level hosting capacity data, incentive information, and a clear 

process—supported by dedicated utility points of contact—helps prevent costly delays. 

Proactive grid planning by utilities, paired with state regulatory approval of forward-looking 

infrastructure investments, shortens interconnection timelines and ensures that capacity will be 

available when vehicles are deployed. 

 

 Opportunities for data collection and sharing 

Aggregating site-level data from developers will help C3 and other stakeholders refine future 

planning efforts, identify infrastructure gaps, and direct investments where they are most 

needed. 

 

Taken together, these recommendations form a blueprint for a charging network that is reliable, 

efficient, and supports fleets of all sizes, enabling rapid emissions reductions, and strengthening the 

economic case for zero-emission freight. By building out the right infrastructure in the right places, with 

flexibility to adapt as technology and fleet needs evolve, the Clean Corridor Coalition can play a pivotal 

role in accelerating MHDV electrification across the region and setting an example for other corridors 

nationwide. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Rachel Aland 

Transportation Director, ACEEE 

raland@aceee.org 
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