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1. The authors suggest that this study considers the practicality of electrifying MD/HD vehicles, but it is unclear to the reviewer how it was evaluated. While different levels of charging are assigned to different vehicle types in the study, decisions are only vaguely explained or not explained at all, make the decision rather arbitrary. The level of charger needed depends on how much energy is required (or how big the battery is) and how long is the charging event, if assuming no change to fleet operation due to electrification, the battery size needs to satisfy the same driving range between refills as a diesel vehicle, and the time window for charging event would depend on vehicle down time of the operation schedule. However, authors failed to provide any of the information mentioned above about fleet operation, make it hard for the reader to evaluate how practical it is to assume certain charger for certain fleet.
Thank you for bringing this to our attention. The 14 feasibility studies on which this article is based, did not include detailed evaluation of exact battery sizes and specific charge power values. Instead, a more general approach was taken to evaluate whether typical recharging configurations could work for a vehicle in its application. As recharging costs increase with charge power, the lowest charge power solution that would allow the vehicle to perform its daily duty cycle was selected. We have added lines 116-125 to the document to explain this to the reader.
I don’t think the author can claim these are “feasibility” studies when there is little consideration about how/if charging can be done to fit current fleet operation. If authors would like to claim that L3-50kW charger is good enough for electric city busses, they should at least provide their assumptions on available recharging time per day and size of battery, driving distance between refuels, and vehicle efficiency (already provided) to convince readers that the charging power is adequate for such vehicle to be fully charged before next trip. The added lines seem to suggest such information is used to decide charging power, but no specifics are provided. Those assumptions should be clearly explained for each vehicle type and added to Table 4/5/6 (or listed in a separate table).      
2. On page 4, line 128, diesel city bus fuel consumption is assumed to be 78L/100km, cite reference [36] (https://afdc.energy.gov/data/10310). However, the referenced data has transit bus (“city bus” is not one of the categories in the data, but transit bus is) fuel economy at 3.7 MPG diesel, which is equivalent to 64L/100km, that is much lower than the number used by this study. Reference [36] is also used for fuel consumptions for other diesel vehicles (school bus, refuse truck, long-haul truck) in this study, with no discrepancy between [36] and this study. The authors should either correct the fuel consumption for diesel city bus to reflect the cited data, or a correct citation should be provided to support the 78L/100km fuel consumption for diesel city bus.
We appreciate the reviewer pointing out this discrepancy to us. City bus refers to transit bus in this paper. We used an older copy of the data from DOE which showed a lower fuel economy of 3.0 MPG diesel (78 L/100km) for the transit bus. We have updated our results with the latest data 3.7 MPG diesel (64 L/100km) in Table 4 and the context and Figures accordingly.
Thank you for considering my comment, I am satisfied with the update.
3. The study calculated electricity cost (fuel cost for electric vehicle) without considering charging efficiency (loss), it is typical to have 10%-15% energy loss during charging for electric vehicle, which means that paying for 100 kWh of electricity to charge the vehicle would only supply 85-90kWh for driving. Ignoring charging efficiency would have the effect to underestimate electricity consumption for electric vehicles, so fuel costs for electric vehicles in this study are 10%-15% less than it should be.
Thanks for this valuable comment. We fully agree that charging efficiency should be considered in the fuel cost. However, our references do not mention whether the electric vehicle fuel economy (kWh/km) is based on DC battery kWhs or on AC grid kWhs. For passenger vehicles, the ‘window sticker’ represents AC grid power consumption. We therefore assumed that all performance data from our sources is related to the amount of AC grid power required. We indicated this in line 185-191.
Thank you for considering my comment and making it clear in the text, I am satisfied with the update. 

 
4. The author should also consider the installation and operation cost of onsite charging/refill infrastructure, including the cost of charger, installation cost, operation & maintenance cost, which should also factor in the number of charges needed, based on the size of fleet.
We agree that for a detailed calculation of recharging costs all of the mentioned aspects should be taken into account. However, these introductory feasibility studies were not meant to be detailed design studies, but more introductory study giving a first indication of the potential to electrify certain vehicle types and applications. Therefore we have used current rates for Level 2  and L3-50 kW recharging and estimated rates for L3-300 kW. These rates include all the cost factors given above). As this is a simplification and different local conditions may also result in differences in charging rate, we have included a sensitivity study to show the influence of the uncertainty in the charging rates.
As mentioned in reviewer’s response for Comment #1, it makes little sense to claim it is feasible to electrify those fleet vehicles without considering the size and operation details of the fleet. For example, one electric city bus may be able to be fully charged overnight with a L3-50W charger, but a fleet of 100 electric busses would need either 100 charging stations or sharing fewer chargers using faster charging. The former would require bus company to operate 100 charging stations, which could be challenging and costly, and the later would result in higher electricity cost. Question like this should be addressed in the study when comparing electric with diesel and H2 in terms of feasibility and operational cost. Also, sensitivity analysis in the study failed to consider cases when higher charging rate is required, sensitivity analysis in section 3.5 is limited to electricity price that is lower than what is used in the main study, so the example above would not b covered with the sensitivity analysis in Figure 2.

5. On page 8, Figure 1, lines for city bus and refuse truck should be extended beyond $0.35/kWh to show the impact from a full range of electricity price. There is no reason to believe that only long-haul truck can experience high electricity cost due to higher level of charger used or higher electricity rate in the future, city bus and refuse truck may also choose to use high power charging and/or experience higher electricity price.
From the economic perspective and taking into account their duty cycles, city bus and refuse truck do not need the highest level of charge power related to the highest charging rate. We added this argument in the context (line 275-278).
It remains unclear to the reviewer why higher level of charging power or higher electricity price should not be applied to those vehicles. Also, while the authors suggested that $0.35/kWh for L3-50W is a common price in Canada, unless there is evidence showing this rate is indeed an upper-bound now and in the future, there is no reason to assume cost of L3-50W charger (used for city bus and refuse truck in this study) may not be higher in certain area or in the future. Also, the reviewer believes that the purpose of sensitivity analysis is to show such uncertainties in both direction, not just for cheaper electricity price.    




