





never use these services. It would constitute a long-term transfer of wealth from all utility
customers - including those who do not own EVs - to support services used by a select segment
of the population.

Rate-basing competitive infrastructure has serious implications. First, it creates an unfair
advantage for monopoly utilities over private competitors. Unlike FPL, private charging
providers must raise capital, assume operating risk, respond to market forces, and recover costs
directly from the user. By contrast, FPL’s proposal would insulate it from market dynamics by
ensuring cost recovery through regulated rates, regardless of station utilization or performance.
As Grid Strategies has written:

“Allowing monopoly utilities to own public EV charging stations will provide
less efficient, lower-quality service and choice to EV owners, resulting in unfair
cost shifting to other electricity consumers. Regulators should ban or disfavor
utility ownership of charging stations.”

Second, FPL’s use of a regulated charging rate - set at 35 cents per kilowatt-hour - poses a direct
and unfair threat to the private EV charging market. Private providers must charge significantly
more to cover equipment, maintenance, electricity, site leasing, and transaction costs. By
offering a below-market rate subsidized by ratepayers, FPL undercuts private providers who
operate without guaranteed cost recovery. This pricing distortion suppresses competition,
discourages private investment, and signals to would-be market entrants that Florida prefers
monopoly-controlled infrastructure over private-sector innovation.

Third, this model increases the risk of stranded assets. As EV charging technology and consumer
behavior evolve rapidly, utility-owned charging stations could become obsolete before their costs
are fully recovered. Utilities are not designed to respond quickly to changes in consumer
demand, site utilization, or charging platform upgrades.

Fourth, publicly funded utility networks tend to suffer from inferior performance in terms of
functionality and access to amenities. Independent studies in Maryland observed that despite
generous ratepayer support, utility-owned chargers were frequently underutilized and failed to
provide the amenities that drivers expect such as bathrooms and food vendors. In one survey,
only 31% — 33% of utility-operated fast chargers were operational, compared to 99.6% uptime
for privately-owned fast chargers.? These findings reinforce that utility ownership of charging
stations often leads to underperforming charging experiences for EV drivers.

The Florida Market Is Competitive and Growing

Florida’s EV charging market should not be dominated by monopoly electric utilities. EV
adoption in Florida is rapidly growing with nearly 250,000 registered EVs in the state.?
Additionally, Florida ranks third nationally in the number of publicly available EV charging
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ports, with over 6,000 as of early 2024.* This network includes Level 2 and DC fast chargers,
many of which are provided by private-sector companies that are deploying infrastructure in
response to increasing demand. What is needed now is make-ready programs, favorable rate
structures, and regulatory support for private businesses not a permanent expansion of utility-
owned chargers.

Florida Law and National Trends Favor Market-Driven EV Infrastructure

Florida’s current statutory framework, as amended by House Bill 1645 (2024), places restrictions
on investor-owned utilities’ ability to rate-base EV charging infrastructure. While earlier
proposals like Senate Bill 920 sought to require utilities to use unregulated affiliates, HB 1645
did not go that far. However, it does limit cost recovery by requiring that utility EV infrastructure
serve a grid benefit and disallows ratepayer recovery for charging stations that compete directly
in the retail EV charging market. This reflects a policy direction that acknowledges the
competitive nature of EV charging and aims to avoid cross-subsidization that could distort
private investment.

Other states have adopted similar policies:

e In Maryland, the Commission issued Order No. 91297, requiring utilities to halt
development of new utility-owned stations and to begin evaluating non-ratepayer funding
options for existing chargers.’

e In South Carolina, Duke Energy’s public EV charging program is being phased out.
Operating and maintenance costs are now recovered exclusively through charging
revenues, not general rates.’

e In Georgia, Charge Ahead Partnership supported the passage of Senate Bill 146 (2023),
which ensured EV charging remains a deregulated retail service by specifying that
entities selling electricity by the kWh for EV charging are no longer classified as utilities.
This legislation limits utility ownership of charging stations to a narrowly defined
"community charger" program, restricts ratepayer funding, and gives private providers
the right of first refusal on proposed charger sites, safeguarding private investment and
ensuring fair competition.’

These policy shifts recognize that utility monopolization of EV infrastructure is not sustainable,
particularly as the private sector proves ready and able to meet growing demand.
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