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Executive Summary 
ES 1. Introduction 

Plug-in electric vehicles (PEVs) are an essential component of California’s path towards 

meeting its economic and environmental goals. This report presents an economic 

assessment of statewide deployment of light-duty PEVs. To elucidate the linkages 

between PEV deployment, economic growth, and job creation, we used a state-of-the-art 

economic forecasting model to evaluate different scenarios for PEV deployment. Our 

most salient findings are summarized in table ES1.1. 

Table ES1.1: Main Findings 
 

 

PEV adoption stimulates economic growth by promoting transport efficiency, reducing 

the cost of transportation fuel, reducing carbon fuel use, and saving money for 

households and enterprises. These savings return as different expenditures that are, on 

average, more job-intensive and less import-dependent than the petroleum fuel supply 

chain. Consequently, the new expenditures have stronger “multiplier” effects on state 

product and create many more jobs than they displace. 

• Light-duty vehicle electrification can be a potent catalyst for economic 
growth, contributing up to 100,000 additional jobs by 2030. 

• On average, a dollar saved at the gas pump and spent on the other 
goods and services that households want creates 16 times more jobs. 

• Unlike the fossil fuel supply chain, the majority of new demand 
financed by PEV fuel cost savings goes to in-state services, a source of 
diverse, bedrock jobs that are less likely to be outsourced.  

• Individual Californians gain from economic growth associated with 
fuel cost savings due to vehicle electrification, whether they buy a new 
car or not. As a result of light-duty vehicle electrification, the average 
real wages and employment increase across the economy and incomes 
grow faster for low-income groups than for high-income groups.  
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For all these reasons, scenarios that promote adoption and diffusion of PEV technologies 

will enable California to enjoy significant reductions in energy dependence and global 

warming pollution, while stimulating its economy and statewide employment with the 

resulting fuel savings.  

ES 2. Economic Assessment  

Table ES2.1: PEV Deployment Scenarios 
Scenario Name Description 

1 Baseline Assume California implements current commitments to state and post-1990 
federal fuel economy standards, but continues growth at levels forecast by 
the Department of Finance. This is the baseline scenario. 

2 PEV15 Including the Baseline scenarios, but assuming 15.4% PEV deployment in 
the new light-duty vehicle fleet by 2030, this would be consistent with the 
ZEV regulations being met by PEVs.  Tax credits for PEV vehicles are 
phased out by 2020, and LCFS credits are awarded for pollution 
reduction (see section 3). 

3 PEV45 Same as PEV15, except PEV deployment is accelerated to 45% of the new 
light-duty vehicle fleet by 2030. 

 

To appraise the economic impacts of PEV deployment on the California economy, we 

used a state-of-the-art forecasting tool, the Berkeley Energy and Resources (BEAR) 

model. After calibrating it to detailed data on the state economy, vehicle fleet, and 

related information, we evaluated a set of three policy scenarios, summarized in Table 

ES2.1.  

Long-term aggregate economic effects of the three vehicle deployment alternatives are 

presented in Figure ES2.1 and Table ES2.2. These projections indicate that new vehicle 

technologies, particularly those that reduce our reliance on fossil fuels, stimulate 

economic growth and job creation. Overall, these results are consistent with a large body 

of related research on energy efficiency and economic growth.1 While total employment 

still grows in all sectors by 2030, some (fossil fuel related) sectors grow more slowly 

(blue), most others experience accelerated growth (green). 

                                                
1  See e.g. Roland-Holst: 2010, 2011a, CARB:2010, EAAC:2009. 
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Figure ES2.1: PEV Employment Impacts 
 

 
Source: Authors’ estimates.  

Note: Results are changes from Baseline values in 2030. Jobs in 1,000s of FTE workers.  

 

Generally speaking, the most robust finding of this study, as illustrated above, is that 

statewide economic growth and employment rise with the degree and scope of PEV 

adoption. What matters is that PEV technologies have positive net value to those who 

adopt them. When vehicle owners realize these savings, be they households or 

enterprises, they will reappear as demand for goods and services outside the petroleum 

fuel supply chain, and the result will be higher state economic growth and employment.2 

Table ES2.2: Statewide Macroeconomic Impacts 
 

 PEV15 PEV45 
Real GSP 4.954 8.177 
Net Job Growth 48,816 97,761 

Source: Authors’ estimates. 
Notes: Real Gross State Product (GSP, dollar billions) and Employment (FTE) are 

expressed as changes from Baseline values in 2030.  

 

  
                                                
2 These findings are wholly consistent with a recent meta-review of some 48 past state and regional policy 
assessments (Laitner and McKinney 2008) which notes that significant energy efficiency improvements of 
all kinds can yield net positive employment and GDP benefit to the economy (see,).   
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We summarize salient features of the growth impacts below: 

•  PEV15 – Increasing the market share of new PEVs to 15.4% by 2025 would 

confer new economic growth via long-term energy fuel savings, adding about $5 

billion to Gross State Product (GSP) and about 50,000 more jobs by 2030. 

Shifting the fleet’s average energy fuel content more strongly toward electricity 

also reduces potential emissions. 

• PEV45 –More aggressive PEV deployment, that places California on track to 

meet Executive Order S-3-05 greenhouse gas reduction goal (80% below 1990 

levels by 2050), achieving a milestone of 45% of new vehicle market share by 

2030, would more strongly stimulate state growth. Real GSP is estimated be over 

$2 billion higher, about 100,000 additional jobs. Clearly, the shift from 

traditional transportation fuels to electricity is a potent catalyst for growth across 

the economy. 

More detailed analysis of economywide impacts (section 2 below) show that low, 

middle, and high income households all gain from the PEV deployment. Moreover, 

households gain whether they buy a new car or not, as PEVs reduce upward pressure on 

fuel prices and stimulate job creation across the economy. 

ES 3. Conclusions 

Using a long-term economic forecasting model that details patterns of vehicle ownership 

and use across the state, we evaluated scenarios for accelerated deployment of PEVs. In 

all cases, PEV deployment translated into significant new demand for more job-intensive 

goods and services, ranging over a broad spectrum of in-state activities and jobs.  

This evidence shows that accelerated PEV deployment can be a catalyst for economic 

growth. Because, on average, household demand is 16 times more job-intensive than the 

fossil fuel supply chain, every dollar saved at the gas pump and spent on the other goods 

and services consumers traditionally buy adds stimulus to state incomes, employment, 

and real wages.  
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Plug-in Electric Vehicle 
Deployment in California: 
An Economic Assessment 

 
David Roland-Holst3 

UC Berkeley 

1 Introduction 

California’s commitment to alternative-fuel vehicles, in particular plug-in electric vehicles 

(PEVs) have set a course for determined improvements in our energy security and environment 

over the next generation. This report presents an economic assessment focusing on accelerated 

statewide deployment of PEVs. 

This research does not advocate particular policies, our primary objective is to promote 

evidenced-based dialogue that can make public policies more effective and transparent. 

California’s initiative in this area makes it an essential testing ground and precedent for other 

states, nationally, and internationally.  

As much as any economy in modern times, California owes its prosperity to transportation. The 

state is a gateway for half the nation’s trade flows and home to agriculture and industries that 

supply extensive national markets. Moreover, California represents the most extensive 

laboratory for regional development based on ex-urban residential systems and interlinked 

townships. For all these reasons, motorized transport has been, is, and will be indispensable to 

California living. The state is also committed to reducing vehicle miles travelled, diversifying 

the transportation fuels market and shifting to a sustainable clean fuels future that both protects 

the State’s economy and its environment. Plug-in electric vehicles can play a decisive role in 

                                                
3 Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UC Berkeley: dwrh@are.berkeley.edu.   
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this process. The environmental justification for adoption of PEV technologies is relatively 

transparent, but because they represent substantial change to established patterns of behavior 

and economic relations, policies promoting them are not without controversy. This study 

provides new evidence to support more informed public and private dialog on the economic 

implications of wider PEV adoption. Generally speaking, we find that such measures, by 

increasing economic efficiency, confer significant long-term gains on the California economy. 

 
Table 1.1: Main Findings 

 

 

 

To elucidate the linkages between PEVs, economic growth, and job creation, we used a state-of-

the-art economic forecasting model to evaluate different scenarios for PEV deployment. This 

model closely tracks the evolution of California’s vehicle fleet over time, projected 

macroeconomic aggregates, energy use, and emissions patterns between now and 2030. Before 

discussing the individual scenarios, we summarize the most salient findings in Table 1.1. 

Plug-in electric vehicles stimulate economic growth by saving money for households and 

enterprises, promoting more efficient vehicle technology and reducing the carbon fuel intensity 

• Light-duty vehicle electrification can be a potent catalyst for economic 

growth, contributing up to 100,000 additional jobs by 2030. 

• On average, a dollar saved at the gas pump and spent on the other 

goods and services households want creates 16 times more jobs. 

• Unlike the fossil fuel supply chain, the majority of new demand 

financed by PEV efficiency savings goes to in-state services, a source of 

diverse, bedrock jobs that are less likely to be outsourced.  

• Individual Californians gain from fuel efficiency policy whether they 

buy a new car or not. Average real wages and employment increase 

across the economy and incomes grow faster for low-income groups 

than for high-income groups.  
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of transportation. These savings return as different expenditures that are, on average, less import 

dependent and more job intensive than the fossil fuel supply chain. Consequently, the new 

expenditures have stronger “multiplier” effects on state product and create many more jobs than 

they displace. 

Except for in sectors directly linked to the fossil fuel supply chain, transport fuel efficiency 

stimulates job creation across all economic activities where consumers and enterprises spend 

money. This leads to employment growth far beyond “green” sectors and “green-collar” 

occupational categories.  

For all these reasons, accelerated PEV deployment will enable California to diversity its 

transportation fuels sector, reduce global warming and other pollutants while stimulating its 

economy and statewide employment with the resulting fuel savings. 

2 Economic Assessment 

To appraise the economic impacts of PEV deployment on the California economy, we use a 

macroeconomic forecasting model. Over the last five years, economists at UC Berkeley have 

conducted independent research to inform public and private dialogue surrounding California 

climate policy. Among these efforts has been the development and implementation of a 

statewide economic model, the Berkeley Energy and Resources (BEAR) model, the most 

detailed and comprehensive forecasting tool of its kind. The BEAR model has been used in 

numerous instances to promote public awareness and improve visibility for policy makers and 

private stakeholders.4  

The BEAR model has been peer reviewed and fully documented elsewhere (Roland-Holst: 

2010), and its general structure is summarize in Annex 1 below. Rigorous policy research tools 

like the BEAR model can shed important light on the detailed economic incidence of 

accelerated PEV deployment. By revealing detailed interactions between direct and indirect 

effects across a broad spectrum of stakeholders, this kind of empirical evidence improves our 

understanding of the many indirect benefits of PEV market penetration. 

                                                
4 See e.g. Roland-Holst (2006ab, 2007a). 
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This study finds the action of accelerating the deployment of PEVs in the light-duty vehicle fleet 

actually saves money and increases employment overall because the indirect effects are so 

important. These overall benefits only become apparent when the economy-wide spillovers and 

innovation potential of the scenarios are taken into account. For example, we see below that fuel 

savings allow consumers and enterprises to redirect their spending, largely on in-state goods and 

services, and this stimulates California growth and employment. An economy-wide perspective 

like that of the BEAR model is needed to balance the adjustment and growth perspectives. 

2.1 PEV Deployment Scenarios 

Table 2.1 summarizes three alternative scenarios assessed in this study. After detailed 

examination of baseline growth characteristics, these are thought to best represent the potential 

growth in the PEV market, looking ahead for two decades.5  

 
Table 2.1: PEV Deployment Scenarios 

 

Scenario Name Description 

1 Baseline Assume California implements current commitments to state and post-1990 federal 
fuel economy standards, but continues growth at levels forecast by the Department 
of Finance. This is the baseline scenario. 

2 PEV15 Including the Baseline scenarios, but assuming 15.4% PEV deployment in the new light 
vehicle fleet by 2025, which is assumed to hold constant to 2030. Tax credits for PEV 
vehicles are phased out by 2020, and LCFS credits are awarded for pollution reduction (see 
section 3).  

3 PEV45 Same as PEV15, except PEV deployment is accelerated to 45% of the new light 
vehicle fleet by 2030. 

 
 

The first scenario is a baseline that assumes California implements its commitment under the 

National Program GHG emission and fuel economy standards, which are used as a reference to 

evaluate existing policy commitments to fuel efficiency. The baseline includes the first round of 

the National Program standards reaching the equivalent of 250 grams of CO2 per mile (or 35.5 

mpg-equivalent) by model year (MY) 2016 and the second round increasing to 163 grams of 

CO2 per mile (or 54.5 mpg-equivalent) by MY 2025.   

                                                
5 See Lutsey: 2010, for a survey of the broader spectrum of policies. 
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The PEV15 scenario was designed based upon CARB’s recent decision to accelerate 

deployment of zero-emission vehicles as a reference point, where diffusion of these 

technologies is expected to reach 15.4% of new vehicle sales by 2025. For the 2012-2030 

interval of our forecasts, we hold the 2025 deployment level constant over 2026-2030.  

Scenario 3 represents accelerated deployment of PEVs, consistent with the California’s goal of 

reducing economy-wide emissions (80% below 1990 levels) by 2025. This scenario includes 

more aggressive PEV deployment, with 45% of the state’s new light-duty vehicle fleet by 2030 

having some capability to be powered by grid electricity. We assume that this milestone is 

achieved in the PEV45 scenario, with these vehicles displacing other technologies in a linear 

fashion over the 2018-2030 time interval.  

Because so many elements of the future are uncertain, economic forecasting must rely on 

assumptions to simplify our understanding of scenario comparisons. Without summarizing all 

the formal structure of economic theory, a few assumptions specific to the current policy context 

should be emphasized.  

1. This assessment does not forecast vehicle adoption behavior explicitly, but models the 

impact of different deployment rates.  

2. For PEV owners, we use National Academy of Science (NAS:2011) estimates of the so-

called Indirect Cost Multiplier (ICM) for new vehicle technologies. This issue is 

discussed in more detail in section 3 below. 

3. For economic benefits of fuel cost savings in for vehicles, we do not discount the 

spillover effects of these savings in the future. This was done because we want to assess 

the impact of these savings on the state economy when they are realized, in constant 

(2010) dollars. 

4. We assume that existing State and Federal incentive programs for PEVs are retired 

linearly by 2020. When modeling the tax credits applicable to these vehicles, the BEAR 

model takes full account of fiscal costs and forgone consumption arising from this. 

5. The analysis assumes that on-road efficiency is about 80% of the laboratory, or CAFE, 

value (see, e.g. De Cicco: 2005).  
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6. We assume, in accordance with U.S. Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) Annual 

Energy Outlook forecasts, adjusted for California, that a gasoline price averaging about 

$4.00 per gallon prevails across the Baseline scenario (see Figure 3.5 below). There are 

many reasons to suspect that long-term real prices could be much higher than this. 

7. For other fuels, we follow EIA forecasts and adjust with state estimates of historic 

California price differentials (discussed in Section 3 below). 

8. PEV vehicle owners are awarded LCFS credits for pollution mitigation during the course 

of their vehicle use. Section 3 discusses this in greater detail. 
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2.2 Plug-in Electric Vehicle Deployment and Macroeconomic Growth 

Because of the ubiquity of personal vehicle use in California, it is hardly surprising that 

significant technological change in this activity will have sizeable and lasting macroeconomic 

impacts. The results in Figure 2.1 and Table 2.2 show estimated long-term, statewide impacts 

both alternative vehicle deployment scenarios. In terms of real income (GSP in constant 2010 

dollars) and employment, these projections indicate that more efficient PEV technologies can be 

a catalyst for economic growth and job creation.6 Overall, these results are consistent with a 

large body of related research on energy efficiency and economic growth.7  

Figure 2.1: PEV Employment Impacts 
 

 
Source: Authors’ estimates.  

Note: Results are changes from Baseline values in 2030. Jobs in 1,000s of FTE workers.  

 

Generally speaking, the most robust finding of this study, as illustrated above, is that statewide 

economic growth and employment rise with the degree and scope of PEV adoption. What 

matters is that PEV technologies have positive net value to those who adopt them. When vehicle 

owners realize these savings, be they households or enterprises, they will reappear as demand 

                                                
6 While total employment still grows in all sectors by 2030, some (fossil fuel related) sectors grow more slowly 
(blue), most others experience accelerated growth (green). 
7  See e.g. Roland-Holst: 2010, CARB:2010, EAAC:2009. 
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for goods and services outside the petroleum fuel supply chain, and the result will be higher 

state economic growth and employment.8 

 
Table 2.2: Statewide Macroeconomic Impacts 

 

 PEV15 PEV45 
Real GSP 4.954 8.177 
Net Job Growth 48,816 97,761 

Source: Authors’ estimates. 
Notes: Real Gross State Product (GSP, dollar billions) and Employment (FTE) are expressed as 

changes from Baseline values in 2030.  

 

  

We summarize salient features of the growth impacts below: 

•  PEV15 – Increasing the market share of new PEVs to 15.4% by 2025 would confer new 

economic growth via long-term energy fuel savings, adding about $5 billion to Gross 

State Product (GSP) and about 50,000 more jobs by 2030. Shifting the fleet’s average 

energy fuel content more strongly toward electricity also reduces potential emissions. 

• PEV45 – More aggressive PEV deployment, that sets California on track to meet it’s 

goal of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, achieving a milestone of 45% of new vehicle 

market share by 2030, would more strongly stimulate state growth. Real GSP is 

estimated be over $2 billion higher, about 100,000 additional jobs.  

More detailed analysis of economywide impacts (section 2.4 below) shows that low, middle, 

and high income households all gain from the PEV deployment. Moreover, households gain 

whether they buy a new car or not, as PEVs reduce upward pressure on fuel prices and stimulate 

job creation across the economy. 

2.3 Why Fuel Saving Promotes Economic Growth 

As we saw in the foregoing macroeconomic results, PEV efficiency, particularly when 

combined with shifting from liquid fossil to electricity fuel, offers significant aggregate 
                                                
8 These findings are wholly consistent with a recent meta-review of some 48 past state and regional policy 
assessments (Laitner and McKinney 2008) which notes that significant energy efficiency improvements of all kinds 
can yield net positive employment and GDP benefit to the economy (see,).   
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economic stimulus. The PEV growth dividend arises from a relatively simply mechanism called 

expenditure shifting. Household and enterprise fuel savings are spent on new vehicle technology 

and other consumer goods and services. Because the latter two categories of spending create 

many more jobs per dollar of demand than the fossil fuel supply chain, the result of this shift is 

substantial employment growth. New jobs in turn lead to more spending, with its own induced 

income and employment stimulus, extending the virtuous growth cycle that economists call the 

multiplier process. 

Figure 2.2: Employment Intensity by Sector 
(labor/output ratios for 124 California sectors) 

 
Source: California Employment Development Department dataset. 

 

The implications of expenditure shifting are illustrated schematically in Figure 2.2 goods and 

services require different amounts of labor to produce and deliver them, and this figure shows 

the ratio of FTE work hours to output across the California economy. Production is divided into 

124 different economic activity sectors, ordered from left to right from highest to lowest job 

content (blue diamonds). Note that labor intensity across the economy varies so much that a 

logarithmic scale is needed to encompass it. 
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When households and enterprises reduce fuel expenditures, these savings are removed from the 

fossil fuel energy supply chain, among the least employment intensive in the economy (lower 

right circle). Since about 70% of California household demand and a significant portion of 

enterprise spending on non-energy inputs goes to services (upper right circle), the resulting 

expenditure shifting will result in substantial net job creation. Simply put, a dollar saved on 

traditional energy is a dollar earned by 10-100 times as many new workers. 

 

Table 2.3: Index of Job Intensity by Sector 
 

Sector Job Index 

Agriculture 20 
Construction 42 
Oil & Gas 1 
Vehicle Manufacturing 5 
Vehicle Sales & Service 19 
Wholesale & Retail Trade 29 
Other Service 34 

Source: California Employment Development Department dataset. 

 

To give a more focused picture of the forces behind expenditure shifting, we present in Table 

2.3 a measure of jobs per million dollars of revenue, indexed to units of job intensity in the 

California petroleum sector. For example, the same dollar demand for Vehicle Sales and Service 

generates 19 times as many jobs as the Oil & Gas sector. On average, a dollar that goes to 

increasing California household spending is 16 times as job-intensive as that same dollar going 

to the fossil fuel supply chain. 

Other aspects of this job creation process are also noteworthy. Firstly, it is apparent that energy 

fuel sector wages can be high, but they are not higher than service sector wages by anything like 

the employment multiples evident from these comparisons. Moreover, jobs created from this 

expenditure diversion are distributed across a broad spectrum of sectors and occupational 

categories, not restricted to green technology or import-dependent energy fuels and services. On 

the contrary, most of the jobs created by PEV deployment are in service sectors with high levels 
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of in-state inputs and value added. Jobs like this have stronger and longer multiplier linkages 

inside the state economy, and they are at very low risk of being outsourced. 

When reflecting on these results, a few caveats should be borne in mind. We believe these 

findings to be robust subject to reasonable uncertainty regarding external events, and the BEAR 

model earned such a reputation in the past. Still, it is always worth emphasizing that an 

economic forecasting model is not a crystal ball. Our model does not capture individual 

decision-making, but simulates the behavior of representative agents subject to generic changes 

in the economic environment. The real world is full of heterogeneity and complex events 

beyond the ken of modelers, particularly over a time horizon as long as 15 years.  

More research is needed to elucidate this important equity issue, but meanwhile we see 

interesting dynamics in these adjustments. Across the diverse state economy, households have 

vehicles of differing ages and efficiency levels, but the aggregate fuel cost savings confer 

employment growth and fuel price benefits across the economy. The basic message of these 

results is simple, however, lower fuel expenditure saves household money, increases 

employment and real wages and incomes, whether individual households buy a new vehicle or 

not, but most so if they do. 

2.4 Composition of Job Growth 

While the overall state economy gains from the scenarios considered here, the composition of 

impacts is more complex. Beneath the smooth veneer of macroeconomic aggregates, pervasive 

structural changes can take place. In particular, aggregate benefits can mask tradeoffs between 

different stakeholder groups across the economy. In particular, transition to PEVs obviously 

challenges enterprises in the fossil fuel supply chain, as is plainly evident in Table 2.4. 

These figures break down the aggregate employment results of Table 2.2 on a sector-by-sector 

basis. Employment impacts within sectors are measured as net job creation, while the last three 

rows present statewide sector aggregates that reveal patterns of aggregate job creation and 

reduction. What is perhaps most noteworthy is that only one in twenty sectors experiences 

employment growth below baseline trends, most prominently the fossil fuel sector (Oil & Gas). 

Because of the expenditure shifting process described in the last subsection, job creation in both 

scenarios outweighs job reduction by a factor of more than 10. These results strongly support 
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the notion that, over two decades, deployment of PEVs in the light-duty vehicle market will 

benefit many more people than might miss opportunities in traditional energy intensive 

activities. The Oil & Gas sector does not lose jobs per se, but instead experiences slower job 

growth overall over a twenty-year timeframe under these scenarios. 

 

Table 2.4: Employment Effects by Sector 
(change from 2030 Baseline values in thousands of FTE jobs) 

Sector PEV15 PEV45 
Agriculture 0 0 
Other Primary 0 0 
Oil and Gas -2 -6 
Electric Gen and Dist 1 3 
Natural Gas Dist. 0 0 
Other Utilities 0 0 
Processed Food 0 0 
Construction -– Residential 1 2 
Construction -– NonRes 2 5 
Light Industry 3 6 
Heavy Industry 1 3 
Machinery 0 0 
Technology 2 4 
Electronic Appliances 0 0 
Automobiles and Parts 1 2 
Trucks and Parts 0 0 
Other Vehicles 0 1 
Wholesale, Retail Trade 15 30 
Transport Services 2 4 
Other Services 23 45 
Total Net Jobs 49 98 
New Employment 51 104 
Reduced Job Growth -2 -6 

Source: Authors’ estimates. 

 

An especially important feature of these results is the diversity of job creation. As explained in 

the discussion of expenditure diversion, PEV fuel cost savings creates jobs across the economy, 

not just in sectors making new vehicle technologies or substitute energy fuels. These jobs are in 

all categories of that enjoy greater demand because households and enterprises have more 

money to spend. Based on long established demand patterns, we know these will be mainly 

service and consumer sector jobs, in-state and not as vulnerable to outsourcing.  
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2.5 Household Level Impacts 

The BEAR model maintains economic information on California households by income. These 

are divided into seven tax brackets as in Table 2.5, which details number and population by 

household group. For any state policy encouraging vehicle electrification, the equity 

implications of economic impacts will be an essential consideration.  

 

Table 2.5: California Household by Income Tax Bracket 
 

    Households Population Percent 
1 < $12k 1.220 3.575 10 
2 $12-28k 2.360 6.915 19 
3 $28-40k 1.650 4.835 13 
4 $40-60k 2.110 6.182 17 
5 $60-80k 1.650 4.835 13 
6 $80-200k 2.140 9.2 25 
7 $200k+ 0.710 1.113 3 

  Total 12.510 36.654 100 
Source: California Department of Finance. Numbers in thousands. 

 
 

Table 2.6: Real Income Impacts by Household Income Group 
 

 Household ZEV15 ZEV45 
1 < $12k 0.2% 0.4% 
2 $12-28k 0.2% 0.4% 
3 $28-40k 0.2% 0.4% 
4 $40-60k 0.2% 0.2% 
5 $60-80k 0.2% 0.2% 
6 $80-200k 0.2% 0.2% 
7 $200k+ 0.1% 0.2% 

 Average 0.2% 0.4% 
Source: Authors’ estimates. Percentage changes from 2030 Baseline, average real household 

income. 

 

For the two alternative deployment scenarios, Table 2.6 shows real income effects. Two aspects 

of these estimates are worthy of emphasis. Firstly, all income groups benefit from these 

deployment scenarios, regardless of who buys new vehicle types or their income levels. This is 
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because the spillover effects of improved vehicle efficiency are widespread, creating jobs across 

nearly every sector of the economy and raising average real wages. 

Moreover, even though most market research suggests that higher-income groups will have 

higher PEV adoption rates, at least initially, the largest relative income benefits accrue to lower 

income groups (2, 3, and 4). This again is a result of spillover effects that transmit higher-

income consumption effects to lower-income income/employment benefits.  

3 Plug-in Electric Vehicle Adoption: Costs and Benefits 

Although this study emphasized the economy-wide benefits of PEV deployment, including 

extensive indirect benefits from household expenditure shifting and structural adjustment, the 

fuel cost savings effects generally begin at the microeconomic level. Individual economic agents 

are assumed to make technology adoption and use decisions based on perception of costs and 

benefits that will accrue to them personally, their household, or their enterprise. These direct 

effects are a primary driver of market-oriented technology diffusion as well as the main target of 

policies that seek to influence adoption behavior, including standards, incentives, and fees. 

Vehicle technology costs and benefits are primary drivers of the economic impacts of PEV 

deployment, and thus are the subject of intensive research and discussion. Our comprehensive 

review of the research literature reveals a range in estimates of both user costs and benefits, with 

attendant controversy that is predictable both in scope and orientation. To more effectively 

support public discussion of its own policies, EPA, NTHSA, and CARB have been working 

individually and in concert to improve this evidence. Their results, summarized by Lutsey 

(2010), also reflect extensive consultations with vehicle and energy sector participants. 

Generally speaking, these estimates suggest that under existing price expectations, government 

adoption incentives, and historically defensible technology assumptions, PEVs are very sound 

individual investments, yielding positive returns over vehicle lifetimes that aggregate to higher 

real incomes for the state economy. 

BEAR is a model of the overall economy, but it does not detail vehicle costs and benefits at the 

individual level, especially with respect to emerging technologies and vehicle diversity. To 

calibrate this component of our estimation procedure, we created a detailed spreadsheet model 
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of incremental vehicle cost (IVC). This entailed collection and synthesis of the most up-to-date 

information on available present and future vehicle technologies, a wide range of analysis and 

assumptions regarding ownership and use behavior, and assumptions about forward market 

conditions. The entire IVC spreadsheet is fully documented elsewhere, but we summarize its 

main characteristics and findings below. 

3.1 Vehicle Technologies 

Would be car buyers have by an ever-expanding array of model choices, both in Internal 

Combustion Engine (ICE) and PEV technologies, with each passing year. Because this analysis 

is macroeconomic, it is impractical to track all these alternatives individually. Still, vehicle 

heterogeneity is a primary determinant of the outcomes being considered, and we need to 

specify at least enough vehicle diversity to capture this. To that end, we consider representative 

ICE category each for cars and light trucks, reflecting average performance characteristics over 

the period considered (2012-2030). The fuel economy is modeled to improve significantly over 

time with new, ICE passenger cars achieving close to 45 miles per gallon (real world) and new, 

ICE passenger light trucks achieving 32 miles per gallon by model year 2025, consistent with 

the joint rulemaking between the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration.9 This representative vehicle type is assumed to 

consume a blend of gasoline and diesel reflecting the shares of both fuel types in the light 

vehicle market. In addition to this, for both cars and light trucks we consider three PEV 

categories, PHEV20, PHEV40, and BEV100.10 While there are more and more sub varieties 

appearing on the market, we believe these three capture the essential heterogeneity of the PEV 

fleet.  

                                                
1. 9 U.S. EPA and U.S. DOT, November 2011, “Draft Regulatory Impact Analysis: Proposed Rulemaking for 2017 

and 2025 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
Standards” www.epa.gov/oms/climate/documents/420d11004.pdf 

10 In these acronyms, letters refer to the engine technology (PHEV = plug-in hybrid electric vehicle, BEV = Battery 
powered electric vehicle) and numbers represent the percentage of total driving distance on electric-only power. 
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3.2 Adoption and Use Behavior 

3.2.1  Demand Growth 

As was emphasized in the scenario section above, we do not model vehicle demand or adoption 

at the individual owner level. This is a very interesting area of behavioral research, but our goal 

in the present study is to estimate the impacts of policy scenarios that assume a given pattern of 

adoption, specified in terms of target sales or market shares in the terminal year 2030. In 

addition to this, we have calibrated our baseline PEV demand shares to match CARB estimates 

for 2015. Between this year and the 2030 target, we interpolate demand using a logistic 

function, the standard profile for technology adoption studies.  

 

Figure 3.1: Schematic Technology Adoption Patterns 

 

As Figure 3.1 indicates, adoption patterns can be accelerated (Early), as with fashionable 

consumer goods, or more gradual (Late), where significant learning might be required for 

adoption. For PEV deployment to reach the scenario market share targets, we assume a median 

case (Normal) that is typical of most successful automotive technology. 
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3.2.2 Fleet Composition 

We considered six generic PEV vehicle types, cars and light trucks in three electric power 

categories, assuming long term market shares given in the following table: 

 
Table 3.1: Assumed Shares of New PEV Sales 

PEV	  Passenger	  Cars	  (by	  tech	  type)	   	  
PHEV20	   	   	   33%	  
PHEV40	   	   	   33%	  
BEV100	   	   	   33%	  

	   	   	   	  
PEV	  Light	  Trucks	  (by	  tech	  type)	   	   	  

PHEV20	   	   	   50%	  
PHEV40	   	   	   30%	  
BEV100	   	   	   20%	  

 
Having little reliable empirical evidence on the forward composition of this market, we chose 

fairly generic shares to capture diversity of the fleet. Depending on fuel price and innovation 

trends, more efficient vehicles could be expected gain larger market share. 

 

3.2.3 Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Costs of vehicle operation, particularly fuel costs and savings from PEVs, depend significantly 

on vehicle use levels, of which Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is the primary indicator. Actual 

VMT vary with a myriad of vehicle and user characteristics, but for practical purposes we rely 

on averages from CARB (Figure 3.2) implemented for each model year and over the life of all 

vehicles sold in each model year.  

Generally speaking, VMT will also vary with model of car or light truck, but we rely on 

averages for the current estimates. Some evidence suggested that the early PEVs were being 

driven fewer VMT than average for ICE models, but we assume this will change as the PEV 

fleet increases its market share and battery technology improves. 
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Figure 3.2: Light Vehicle Miles Traveled 

 

 
Source: CARB (2008). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.4 Survival 

Vehicle life expectancy varies with technology and driving conditions. To model this 

component of fleet turnover, we assumed survival rates for each model year followed trends 

published by the National Highway Transportation and Safety Authority and summarized in the 

figure below. 
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Figure 3.4: Light Vehicle Average Survival Rates 

 
Source: NHTSA (2006) 

 

3.2.5 Financing 

The overwhelming majority of new light vehicle sales include financing (90% according to the 

National Automobile Dealers Association, NADA:2008). In the context of PEV adoption, these 

options are quite important because it gives buyers the option to pay for their vehicle in 

significant part with fuel savings enjoyed after purchase. To capture this, we assumed a 

relatively simple finance model, allowing buyers of PEVs to pay the full cost of their vehicles in 

equal installments over five years, inclusive of a 5% APR premium. This interest rate is 

relatively conservative by the standards of recent years. 

3.3 Energy Costs 

The two primary energy sources relevant to our analysis are liquid transportation fuels and 

electric power. In the transport category, the primary fuels are gasoline and diesel. We assume 

global energy markets are independent of our policy scenarios, and that they drive national fuel 

prices according to trends set forth in the EIA’s Annual Energy Outlook (early release, 2012). 

California fuel prices are further assumed to follow their historical pattern of being higher than 

national average prices, and the resulting baseline California prices are presented in Figure 3.5 

below. 
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Figure 3.5: Forecast California Gasoline and Diesel Prices 

 

Source: EIA (2012) 

 

For electric power price trends over the period considered, we rely on a combination of EIA 

data forecasting Pacific region and California electricity prices. The resulting baseline trend is 

illustrated in Figure 3.6. 

Figure 3.6: Baseline California Retail Electricity Prices 

 
Source: EIA 
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3.4 Vehicle Costs 

Our assumptions regarding vehicles explicitly recognize innovation processes and changing 

vehicle standards over the time period considered. To this end, we assume that ICE vehicles 

attain higher average mpg in accordance with EPA and NHTSA’s National Program 

harmonizing greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards, and that conformity with these 

confers incremental costs for ICE vehicles. We utilize EPA and NHTSA’s incremental cost 

estimates of $2,811 for MY2025 passenger cars and $3,052 for MY2025 passenger trucks 

versus today’s new vehicles. For PEV vehicles, we built our IVC estimates from the bottom up, 

using the most up-to-date electric vehicle technology data available.11  

Batteries are a primary cost component in all PEVs, and here we have assumed steady but 

moderate progress or “learning” in this technology. Estimation of battery costs was based on the 

projections by McKinsey and Company (2012). The usable state of charge window was adjusted 

from a fixed value of 70% to values of 60% for the PHEV10, 70% for the PHEV40, and 90% 

for the BEV100 to reflect the different usage characteristics of each vehicle type. Battery costs 

were scaled by 1.5 for the PHEV10 and 1.3 for the PHEV40 to reflect the increased costs to 

meet power requirements with smaller batteries (EPRI estimates). An indirect cost multiplier 

(ICM) of 1.5 was used to mark-up the direct costs to retail. ICMs generally account for indirect 

costs such as research and development, overhead, dealer markup, warranty, and dealer profit as 

documented by EPA (2009), NAS (2011), and CARB (2012). Component costs for PEVs were 

based on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and National Transportation Highway 

Safety Association regulatory impact analysis. We believe the ICMs and component mark ups 

utilized in the report are conservative. The result, as indicated in Figure 3.7, is a cost/efficiency 

improvement of about 80% over the next two decades.12 

 

 
                                                
11 National Program Phase 2 (MY2016-MY2025), EPA/NHTSA (2011) Proposed Rules, December 1, 2011, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-12-01/pdf/2011-30358.pdf, page 44. National Program Phase 1(MY2012-
2016), http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-05-07/pdf/2010-8159.pdf, p26. 
12 The complete calculations are fully documented elsewhere, and can be made available up request. 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 29 
 

Figure 3.7: Battery Cost/Efficiency, by Vehicle Type 

 

Source: McKinsey: 2012. 

 

Figure 3.8: Incremental Vehicle Costs, by Vehicle Type 

 

Sources: McKinsey, EPA, CARB, EPRI 
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After a review of the vehicle engineering literature and consultation with experts in this field, 

we have estimated incremental vehicle cost for PEVs using these battery cost profiles and a 30% 

mark-up on other power and drivetrain components. The resulting IVC trends for our analysis 

are summarized in Figure 3.8 for the six PEV vehicle types in out analysis (PC=passenger car, 

LT=light truck). 

 

3.5 Policy Components 

3.5.1 Incentives 

Because of both state and Federal commitments to vehicle electrification, a variety of financial 

incentives exist for individual who adopt PEV vehicles. We have incorporated current incentive 

schemes on a uniform average basis into our IVC model, and assume these are not renewed 

beyond 2020. In the BEAR model, the cost of fiscal incentives, in terms of foregone 

income/expenditure elsewhere in the economy, is fully accounted. The macroeconomic impact 

results in Section 2 are thus net of these transfer effects. 

3.5.2 LCFS Credits 

PEV owners are contributing to global greenhouse mitigation by reducing carbon fuel 

consumption. Under California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) regulations, providers of 

electricity as a fuel are required to return value derived from the sale of LCFS credits to PEV 

drivers. We have incorporated these credits into the net IVC calculations using CARB formulas 

for vehicle efficiency and emissions factors. CARB estimates that LCFS credit value to be 

between$15 and $50 per metric tonne of CO2 displaced, so we used the average ($32.50) for 

our calculations. 

3.6 Aggregate Trends 

Taking all the market, technology, and behavioral information discussed above, our IVC model 

calculated net economic returns to PEV deployment in both the PEV15 and PEV45 scenarios. 

The overall aggregate trends for IVC components are given in Figures 3.8 and 3.9 below, 

showing a strong positive dividend for those who adopt these vehicles, as well as support for the 

industries developing, selling, and maintaining them. By 2030, PEV vehicles are saving 
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California households over $1.5 billion per year, with cumulative savings since 2012 of over $6 

billion. Under the 45% deployment scenario (PEV45) annual savings by 2030 are over $3.5 

billion and cumulative household savings exceed $13 billion. With positive net savings (green 

trend) in nearly every year considered, electric vehicles represent a long-term stimulus package 

for the state economy. 

A few notes on these figures are in order. Firstly, they represent aggregate private costs and 

benefits of PEV vehicles. For individual buyers, financing defers costs over five years, while 

their incentive payments accrue upon purchase. LCFS credits accrue over the useful life of their 

vehicles. From an aggregate perspective, positive private net benefits are strongly supported in 

later years by legacy adoption (fuel savings), but individual owners will face net costs upon 

purchase and have to overcome these in later years of ownership.  
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Figure 3.8: Aggregate Incremental Costs and Benefits of Electric Vehicle Deployment – 
PEV15 (millions of 2012 dollars) 

 

 
Figure 3.9: Aggregate Incremental Costs and Benefits of Electric Vehicle Deployment – 

PEV45 (millions of 2012 dollars) 

 

 

Finally, we do not include public benefits here, such as the macroeconomic stimulus impacts 

presented in Section 2 above. In addition to individual financial benefits from fuel cost savings, 
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large-scale adoption creates general equilibrium, or spillover benefits across the state economy. 

These take two primary forms, the expenditure shifting benefits already discussed, and cost-of-

living benefits from reduced conventional energy demand. The second benefits results from the 

fact that, taken together, individual efficiency choices reduce aggregate energy demand and 

exert downward pressure on energy prices. For a small economy, these might not affect national 

or global energy markets, but because California comprises 11% of US GDP and is itself the 

nineth largest economy in the world, substantial changes in California energy fuel demand 

certainly will affect both national and global prices (although we do not consider the latter in 

this analysis). 

Also, this analysis does not predict detailed adoption patterns, e.g. which income groups will 

adopt which vehicles, and thus assume that new vehicles are dispersed uniformly across the 

population. This means that we are probably underestimating the efficiency gains for high-

income groups and overestimating them for others. In any case, it is clear from the patterns of 

employment creation that lower income groups reap indirect benefits of aggregate energy 

efficiency. 

Finally, even though perceived economic costs and benefits are influential, however, they are by 

no means the only, or even in many cases the decisive, factors in vehicle adoption choice. A 

large and growing body of evidence makes it clear that consumers choose durable goods 

generally, and vehicles in particular, based on a range of subjective factors including individual 

and social identity style, and performance characteristics. Because they represent a dramatically 

different emergent technology, PEVs evoke quite complex responses, only some of which are of 

direct relevance to net cost of adoption. Innovative research by Turrentine and collaborators 

(e.g. McCarthy et al: 2010, Kurani et al: 2008, and Heffner et al: 2008) all suggest that there is 

significant willingness to pay for qualitative characteristics in this vehicle category. This 

evidence helps explain why, regardless of relatively high initial adoption and uncertain 

operating costs, PEVs are enjoying rapid acceptance in certain demographic and geographic 

markets. In any case, as emphasized in the previous section, we do not model adoption behavior 

endogenously, but assume vehicle deployments correspond to the scenarios as defined. 

 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 34 
 

4 Conclusions 

Using a long-term economic forecasting model that details patterns of vehicle ownership and 

use across the state, this report evaluated alternative scenarios for accelerated deployment of 

plug-in electric vehicles (PEVs). In each case, PEV deployment translated into new demand for 

more job intensive goods and services, most of which were in sectors with less import 

dependence and more extensive in-state multiplier linkages. New vehicle adoption and fuel cost 

savings result in expenditure shifting, moving household and enterprise demand from the carbon 

fuel supply chain to demand-induced income and job creation across a broad spectrum of local 

activities and local jobs.  

For these reasons, accelerated PEV deployment can be a catalyst for economic growth. Because, 

on average, household demand is 16 times more job intensive than the fossil fuel supply chain, 

every dollar saved at the gas pump and spent on the other goods and services consumers want 

adds stimulus to state incomes, employment, and real wages. 

These results also support the conclusion that fuel cost savings confer economic security against 

volatile energy prices.13 An economy the size of California’s can affect energy prices modestly, 

but larger trends are outside our control. The smaller the share of energy costs in personal and 

commercial transport services, the less vulnerable we are to adverse income and profitability 

shocks from energy prices. 

It must be noted that, although fuel cost savings promote growth and energy security for the vast 

majority of Californians, there are of course some actors linked to the fossil fuel supply chain 

that will be adversely affected – in the form of slower industry job growth -- by fuel cost 

savings. Since indirect economic benefits far outweigh these direct costs, temporary adjustment 

assistance could be considered to gain support in helping the state realize our efficiency 

potential, and it could be a small price to pay for the lasting benefits of transition to a diverse 

transportation fuels sector, particularly a transition towards greater deployment of PEVs.  

The apparent importance of PEV deployment to the state’s long-term economic growth suggests 

that this research should be extended in the future. Of particular relevance would be more 

                                                
13 Many researchers have made this argument, most recently and forcefully Fine, Busch, and Garderet (2010). 
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extensive analysis of program design: incentive policies, vehicle adoption patterns, and welfare 

effects.  

 

5 Acronyms Used 

AB32 California Assembly Bill No. 32 
BEAR Berkeley Energy and Resources (model) 
BEV Battery Powered Electric Vehicle 
CAFÉ  Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency standard 
CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CO2 Carbon Dioxide 
EIA U.S. Energy Information Administration 
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
EPRI Electric Power Research Institute 
FTE Full-time Equivalent, one full-time worker year 
GHG Greenhouse Gases 
GSP Gross State Product 
ICE Internal Combustion Engine 
ICM Indirect Cost Multiplier 
IVC Incremental Vehicle Cost 
LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
MPG Miles Per Gallon 
MT Metric Tonne 
MY Model Year 
NADA National Automobile Dealers Association 
NAS National Academy of Sciences 
NTHSA National Transportation and Highway Safety Administration 
PEV Plug-in Electric Vehicle 
PHEV Plugin Electric Hybrid Vehicle 
PHEV20, 40, 100 PHEV with 20%, 40% , or 100% of total driving on electric power 
VMT Vehicle Miles Travelled 
ZEV15 Policy scenario for 15% ZEV in 2025 new vehicle sales 
ZEV45 Policy scenario for 45% ZEV in 2025 new vehicle sales 
 
 
 

 
 

  



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 36 
 

6 References 

Adoption of Regulations to Control Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Motor Vehicles. 
Sacramento, 

AISI. 2002. ULSAB-AVC: Ultralight Steel Auto Body Advanced Vehicle Concepts, Program 
Results. CD-ROM. Southfield, MI: American Iron and Steel Institute; see also "New 
Steels Can Help Vehicles Achieve Five-Star Crash Rating, Double Fuel Economy at No 
Additional Cost," Press release, 30 January. 
www.autosteel.org/press_room/2002_avc_short.htm. 

Amendola, G. 1990. The diffusion of synthetic materials in the automotive industry: towards a 
major breakthrough? Research Policy 19: 485-500. 

An, F., and D. Santini. 2004. Mass impacts on fuel economies of conventional vs. hybrid PEVs. 
SAE Paper No. 2004-01-0572. Warrendale, PA: Society of Automotive Engineers. 

An, F., and J. DeCicco. 2007. Trends in Technical Efficiency Trade-Offs for the U.S. Light 
Vehicle Fleet. SAE Paper No. 2007-01-1325. SAE Transactions, Journal of Engines 116: 
859-873. Warrendale, PA: Society of Automotive Engineers. 

An, F., J. DeCicco, and M. Ross. 2001. Assessing the Fuel Economy Potential of Light-Duty 
Vehicles. SAE Paper No. 2001-01-2482. Warrendale, PA: Society of Automotive 
Engineers. 

Ashley, S. 2001. A low-pollution engine solution. Scientific American, June, pp. 91-95.  

BLS. 2010. Consumer Price Index webpage, CPI-U queries. Washington, DC: Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. http://www.bls.gov/cpi/#data accessed 6 April 2010. 

BMW & SGL. 2010. SGL Automotive Carbon Fibers Breaks Ground in Moses Lake, 
Washington. Press Release. BMW of North America, LLC, and SGL Group, July 7. 
http://www.bmwusanews.com/newsrelease.do?id=370&mid=1 

Boston, W. 2007. Car buyers like horsepower better than flower power. Automotive News 
Europe, October 1, p. 2. 

Brandt, A.R. and A.E. Farrell. 2007. Scraping the bottom of the barrel: CO2 emissions 
consequences of a transition to low-quality and synthetic petroleum resources. Climatic 
Change 84: 241-263, July 2007. www.springerlink.com/content/y283j2220jj365g4/ 

Bunch, David S. (2004) California Air Resources Board-Institute of Transportation Studies 
(CARBITS) - Vehicle Market Microsimulation, Technical Support Document, California 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 37 
 

Air Resources Board, June. 

Burnham, A., M. Wang, and Y. Wu. 2006. Development and Applications of GREET 2.7 – The 
Transportation Vehicle-Cycle Model. Report ANL/ESD/06-5. Argonne, IL: Argonne 
National Laboratory, November. 

Business Planning. Ann Arbor, MI: Center for Automotive Research, July. 
www.cargroup.org/documents/ProductDevelopmentFinalReport7-30.a_000.pdf 

CA: California Air Resources Board, August. http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/grnhsgas/isor.pdf 

Cambridge Systematics  (2009).  Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for 
Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Prepared for the Moving Cooler Steering 
Committee. Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute. 

Cambridge Systematics. 2009. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for 
Reducing 

CAR. 2007. How Automakers Plan Their Products: A Primer for Policymakers on Automotive 
Industry 

CARB (2009). Low Carbon Fuel Standard Final Regulation Order. Sacramento, CA: California 
Air Resources Board. <http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2009/lcfs09/lcfscombofinal.pdf>. 

CARB (2010a). AB 32 Scoping Plan. California Air Resources Board website. Reviewed 2 Nov 
2010. <http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm>. Accessed 21 Feb 2011. 

CARB (2010b). California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 2001 and 
Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty Vehicles. 
Sacramento, CA: California Air Resources Board. 27 Sep 2010. 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/levprog/cleandoc/ldtps_clean_complete_warranty_12-
10.pdf>. 

CARB (2010c). Clean Car Standards – Pavley, Assembly Bill 1493. California Air Resources 
Board website. Reviewed 4 Oct 2010. <http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccms/ccms.htm>. 
Accessed 21 Feb 2011. 

CARB (2011a). Amendments to the Low-Emission Vehicle Program – LEV III. California Air 
Resources Board Website. <http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/levprog/leviii/leviii.htm>. 
Accessed 27 Feb 2011. 

CARB (2011b). Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions Act. California Air Resources 
Board Website. <http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm>. Accessed 21 Feb 2011. 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 38 
 

CARB (2011c). Frequently Asked Questions, The California Zero Emission Vehicle Regulation. 
Sacramento, CA: California Air Resources Board. 26 Jan 2011. 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/factsheets/zev_fs.pdf>. 

CARB (2011d). Heavy-Duty (Tractor-Trailer) Greenhouse Gas Regulation. California Air 
Resources Board Website. <http://arb.ca.gov/cc/hdghg/hdghg.htm>. Accessed 27 Feb 
2011. 

CARB (2011e). Truck and Bus Regulation, On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles (In-Use) 
Regulation. California Air Resources Board Website. 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/onrdiesel.htm>. Accessed 27 Feb 2011. 

CARB. 2004a. Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Public Hearing to 
Consider 

CARB. 2004b. Climate Change Emission Control Regulations. Fact Sheet. Sacramento, CA: 
California Air Resources Board, December. 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccms/factsheets/cc_newfs.pdf 

CCR (2011). Exhaust Emissions Standards and Test Procedures -1985 and Subsequent Model 
Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles. California Code of Regulations. Title 13, § 1956.8. 

Cheah, L., C. Evans, A. Bandivadekar and J. Heywood. 2007. Factor of Two: Halving the Fuel 
Consumption of New U.S. Automobiles by 2035. MIT Laboratory for Energy and 
Environment, Report No. LFEE 2007-04. Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, October. 

Cheah, L.W., A.P. Bandivadekar, K.M. Bodek, E.P. Kasseris and J.B. Heywood. 2008. The 
trade-off between automobile acceleration performance, weight, and fuel consumption. 
SAE Paper No. 2008- 01-1524. Warrendale, PA: Society of Automotive Engineers. 

Clark, R.A. 2010. Meeting Environmental and Fuel Economy Requirements and Still Giving the 
Customer the Vehicle They Want to Drive. Presentation at FEV Powertrain Innovation 
Forum, SAE World Congress, Detroit, MI, April 14. 

CRA International (2007). “Economic Analysis of California Climate Policy Initiatives using the 
MRN-NEEM Modeling System,” report prepared for The Electric Power Research 
Institute, Palo Alto. 

Crandall, R.W., H.K. Gruenspecht, T.E. Keeler, and L.B. Lave. 1986. Regulating the 
Automobile. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. 

Dargay, J., D. Gately, and M. Sommer (2007) Vehicle Ownership and Income Growth, 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 39 
 

Worldwide: 1960-2030. 

Davis, S.C., S.W. Diegel, and R.G. Boundy. 2009. Transportation Energy Data Book: Edition 
28. Report ORNL-6984. Oak Ridge, TN: Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 

DeCicco, J. 2005. Steel and Iron Technologies for Automotive Lightweighting. Working Paper. 
Washington, DC: Environmental Defense, March. 

DeCicco, J., and M. Ross. 1994. Improving automotive efficiency. Scientific American, p. 52-57, 
December. 

DeCicco, J., F. An, and M. Ross. 2001. Technical Options for Improving the Fuel Economy of 
U.S. Cars and Light Trucks by 2010–2015. Washington, DC: American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy. April. 

DeCicco, J., F. Fung, and R. Scrafford. 2007. Automakers' Corporate Carbon Burdens: Update 
for 1990- 2005. New York, NY: Environmental Defense, August. 

DeCicco, J.M. 2010. Vehicle Standards in a Climate Policy Framework. Chapter 7 in Sperling, 
D., and J.S. Cannon (eds.). Climate and Transportation Solutions: Findings from the 
2009 Asilomar Conference on Transportation and Energy Policy. Davis, CA: Institute of 
Transportation Studies. Also available via http://hdl.handle.net/2027.42/76030. 

DOE. 1995. Energy Conservation Trends. Report DOE/PO-0034. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Energy, Office of Policy, April. 

DOT & EPA. 1974. Potential for Motor Vehicle Fuel Economy Improvement. Report to 
Congress (the "120 Day Study"). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Transportation 
and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. October. 

Draper, N.R., and H. Smith. 1981. Applied Regression Analysis, 2nd Edition. New York: John 
Wiley & Sons. 

Duleep, K.G. 2010. Overview of Light-Duty Vehicle Fuel Economy Technology to 2030 and 
Policy Implications. Chapter 11 in Sperling, D., and J.S. Cannon (eds.). Climate and 
Transportation Solutions: Findings from the 2009 Asilomar Conference on 
Transportation and Energy Policy. Davis, CA: University of California, Davis, Institute 
of Transportation Studies. 

EEA. 1991. An Assessment of Potential Passenger Car Fuel Economy Objectives for 2010. 
Report prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Arlington, VA: Energy 
and Environmental Analysis. July. 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 40 
 

EIA. 2007. Annual Energy Outlook 2008, with Projections to 2030. Washington, DC: Energy 
Information Administration. 

EIA. 2010. Electric Power Annual. Washington, DC: Energy Information Administration. 
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epa/epa_sum.html (accessed 17 June 2010). 

Emission Target for Copenhagen. Press release. Washington, DC: The White House, November 
25. www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/president-attend-copenhagen-climate-talks 

EPA & NHTSA. 2010. [Joint Rule] Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards 
and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards; Final Rule. Federal Register 75(88): 
25323-728, Friday, May 7. 

EPA & NHTSA. 2010b. [TSD] Joint Technical Support Document for Final Rulemaking to 
Establish Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy Standards. Report EPA-420-R-10-901. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Department of Transportation, National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, April. 

EPA & NHTSA. 2010c. [RIA] Regulatory Impact Analysis for Final Rulemaking to Establish 
Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel 
Economy Standards.  Report EPA-420-R-10-009. Washington, DC: U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and U.S. Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, April. 

EPA. 2004. Progress Report on Clean and Efficient Automotive Technologies Under 
Development at EPA. Report EPA420-R-04-002. Ann Arbor, MI: U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, Advanced Technology 
Division. January. 

EPA. 2009. Light-Duty Automotive Technology, Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Fuel Economy 
Trends: 1975 through 2009. Report EPA420-S-09-001. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality. November. 

EPA. 2010. EPA and NHTSA to propose greenhouse gas and fuel efficiency standards for 
heavy-duty trucks; begin process for further light-duty standards. Regulatory 
Announcement, EPA-420-F-10-038, May. 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations/420f10038.htm 

EPA. 2010b. eGRID. Web database. Washington, DC: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/ (accessed 17 June 2010). 

Fed. Reg. (2010). Light-Duty Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 41 
 

Economy Standards, Final Rule, 75 Fed. Reg. 25323-25728. 7 May 2010. 

FHWA. 2006. Highway Statistics 2005. Washington, DC: Federal Highway Administration. 

Fields, M. 2008. Presentation on "Transcending Turbulence: A New Beginning?" by Mark 
Fields, Ford Motor Company President of the Americas, at Center for Automotive 
Research Management Briefing Seminars (CAR MBS), Traverse City, MI, August 13. 

Fine, James, Chris Busch, and Remy Garderet (2010). “Shockproofing Society How California’s 
Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) Reduces the Economic Pain of Energy Price 
Shocks,” Processed, Environmental Defense, Washington, September. 

German, J. 2004. Hybrid PEVs. Encyclopedia of Energy, Volume 3, pp. 197-213. New York: 
Elsevier. 

Golob, T. F., S. K. Kim and W. Ren (1995) How Households Use Different Types of Vehicles: 
A Structural Driver Allocation and Usage Model, Transportation Research - Part A: 
Policy and Practice, 30, pp. 103-118. 

Goodwin, P., J. Dargay and M. Hanly (2004) Elasticities of Road Traffic and Fuel Consumption 
with Respect to Price and Income: A Review, Transport Reviews, Vol. 24, No. 3, pp. 
275-292. 

Gray, C.A., and F. von Hippel. 1981. The fuel economy of light vehicles. Scientific American, 
May, pp. 48-59. 

Greene, D.L. 1998. Why CAFE worked. Energy Policy 26(8): 595-613. 

Greene, D.L., and A. Schafer. 2003. Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from U.S. 
Transportation. Washington, DC: Pew Center on Global Climate Change, May. 

Greene, D.L., and J.M. DeCicco. 2000. Engineering-economic analyses of automotive fuel 
economy potential in the United States. Annual Review of Energy and Environment 25: 
477–535. 

Greene, D.L., and Y. Fan. 1994. Transportation Energy Efficiency Trends, 1972-1992. Report 
ORNL- 6828. Oak Ridge, TN: Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Center for Transportation 
Analysis, December. 

Greene, D.L., J. German and M.A. Delucchi. 2009. Fuel Economy: The Case for Market Failure. 
Chapter 11 in D. Sperling & J.S. Cannon (eds.), Reducing Climate Impacts in the 
Transportation Sector. Springer.com. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Washington, DC: Urban Land Institute. www.movingcooler.com 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 42 
 

Greimel, H. 2008. Japanese take lead in carbon fiber. Automotive News Europe, 12 May, p. 26. 

Guilford, D. 2010. Luxury's new look: smaller and more practical. Automotive News, February 8, 
p. 8. Hybridcars.com. 2010. December 2009 Dashboard: Year-End Tally. 
http://www.hybridcars.com/marketdashboard. html (accessed 8 July 2010). 

Heffner, Reid R., Kenneth S. Kurani, Thomas S. Turrentine (2008) Symbolism in California’s 
Early Market for Hybrid PEVs. Transportation Research Part D 12 (6), 396 – 413. 

Hyundai. 2010. Most fuel-efficient automaker in America, Hyundai, says lineup to average 
minimum 50 MPG by 2030. Press release. Fountain Valley, CA: Hyundai Motor 
America, 4 August. 

Jacobson, Mark (2008). “Evaluating U.S. Fuel Economy Standards In a Model with Producer 
and Household Heterogeneity,” Discussion Paper, Department of Economics, University 
of California, San Diego. 

Jorgenson, Dale W., Richard J Goettle, Mun S Ho and Peter J Wilcoxen (2009). “Cap and Trade 
Climate Policy and US Economic Adjustments,” Journal of Policy Modeling, 31(3), pp. 
362-381, May-June. 

Kasseris, E.P. and J.B. Heywood. 2007. Comparative analysis of automotive powertrain choices 
for the next 25 years. SAE Paper No. 2007-01-1605. Warrendale, PA: Society of 
Automotive Engineers. 

King Review. 2007. The King Review of Low-Carbon Cars. London: HM Treasury. 
http://www.hmtreasury. gov.uk/king_review_index.htm 

Kirwan, J.E., M. Shost, G. Roth and J. Zizelman. 2010. 3-cylinder turbocharged gasoline direct 
injection: a high value solution for low CO2 and NOX emissions. SAE Paper No. 2012-01-
0590. Warrendale, PA: Society of Automotive Engineers. 

Kleit, A. and R. Lutter. 2004. Increasing CAFE Standards: Still a Very Bad Idea. Washington, 
DC: AEI/Brookings Joint Center Regulatory Analysis, June. 

Knittel, C.R. 2009. Automobiles on Steroids: Product Attribute Trade-Offs and Technological 
Progress in the Automobile Sector. Working Paper. Davis, CA: University of California, 
Davis, Institute of Transportation Studies. 
http://pubs.its.ucdavis.edu/download_pdf.php?id=1305 

Knut Sydsæter, Arne Strøm, Peter Berck (2005). Economist’s Mathematical Manual, Springer. 

Krafcik, J. 2010a. Presentation on "Automotive: The New Industry Emerges" by John Krafcik, 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 43 
 

President of Hyundai North America, at Center for Automotive Research Management 
Briefing Seminars (CAR MBS), Traverse City, MI, August 4. 

Krafcik, J. 2010b. 90 seconds with Hyundai's John Krafcik, video interview by Jason Stein of 
Automotive News, August 4. 
http://www.autonews.com/article/20100805/VIDEO/308059878 

Kranz, R. 2006. Premium goes mainstream: from safety to sound systems, features are no longer 
just for luxury drivers. Automotive News, June 5, p. 30. 

Kranz, R. 2008. Lifestyle pickups. Automotive News, April 21, p. 3. 

Kromer, M.A., and J.B. Heywood. 2007. Electric Powertrains: Opportunities and Challenges in 
the U.S. Light-Duty Vehicle Fleet. Report LFEE 2007-03 RP. Cambridge, MA: 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, May. 

Krupitzer, R. 2008. Steel and Fuel Economy. Presentation at the Center for Automotive Research 
Management Briefing Seminars (CAR MBS), Traverse City, MI, August 12. 

Krupitzer, R. 2009. Automotive Steels and Future Vehicles. Presentation at Bloomberg Cars & 
Fuels Summit, Los Angeles, CA, December 1. 
http://www.autosteel.org/AM/TemplateRedirect.cfm?Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cf
m&ContentID=35528 

Kurani, Kenneth S., Reid R. Heffner, Thomas S. Turrentine (2008) Driving Plug-In Hybrid 
PEVs: Reports from U.S. Drivers of HEVs converted to PHEVs, circa 2006-07. Institute 
of Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis, Research Report UCD-ITS-
RR-08-24. 

Laitner, John A. "Skip.” (2011). Energy Efficiency Investments as an Economic Productivity 
Strategy for Texas. ACEEE Report E112.  Washington, D.C.: American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy. 

Laitner, John A. "Skip” and Vanessa McKinney (2008). Positive Returns: State Energy 
Efficiency Analyses Can Inform U.S. Energy Policy Assessments. ACEEE Report E084.  
Washington, D.C.: American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. 

Laitner, John A. "Skip”, Rachel Gold, Steven Nadel, Therese Langer, R. Neal Elliott, and Daniel 
Trombley (2010). The American Power Act and Enhanced Energy Efficiency Provisions: 
Impacts on the U.S. Economy. ACEEE Report E103.  Washington, D.C.: American 
Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. 

Lake, T., J. Stokes, R. Murphy, R. Osborne and A. Schamel. 2004. Turbocharging concepts for 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 44 
 

downsized DI gasoline engines. SAE Paper No. 2004-01-0036. Warrendale, PA: Society 
of Automotive Engineers. 

LeGault, M. 2009. Carbon slashes weight, but it's still too pricey. Automotive News, 10 
November, pp. 22D-E. 

Lewin, T. 2008. The little engines that could: downsized powerplants are seen as the most 
economical way to reduce CO2 and boost fuel savings. Automotive News Europe, 26 May, 
p. 12. 

Lotus. 2010. An Assessment of Mass Reduction Opportunities for a 2017–2020 Model Year 
Vehicle Program. Report prepared for The International Council on Clean Transportation. 
www.theicct.org/an_assessment_of_mass_reduction_opportunities_for_a_2017-
2020_model_year_vehicle_program 

Lovins, A.B., J.W. Barnett and L.H. Lovins.1993. Supercars: The Coming Light Vehicle 
Revolution.Snowmass, CO: Rocky Mountain Institute. March. 

Lutsey, N. 2010. Review of technical literature and trends related to automobile mass-reduction 
technology. Report UCD-ITS-RR-10-10. Davis, CA: Institute of Transportation Studies, 
University of California, Davis. http://pubs.its.ucdavis.edu/download_pdf.php?id=1390 

Lutsey, N., and D. Sperling. 2005. Energy efficiency, fuel economy, and policy implications. 
TRB Paper No. 05-0234. Washington, DC: Transportation Research Board. 

Lynn, B.C. 2004. Today's Promises, Tomorrow's Cars? Lessons for FreedomCAR from the 
Ghosts of Supercars Past. Washington, DC: Environmental Defense Fund. 
http://www.edf.org/documents/3781_FreedomCAR_Final.pdf 

MacKenzie, D.W. 2009. Trends and Drivers of the Performance - Fuel Economy Tradeoff in 
New Automobiles. Master's Thesis. Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, June.   

Mayne, E. 2008. Strange bedfellows: CAFE crunch, lifestyle trends reshaping small pickups. 
Ward's AutoWorld, March, pp. 44-49. 

McCarthy, P.S. 1996. Market price and income elasticities of new vehicle demands. The Review 
of Economics and Statistics 78(3): 543-547. 

McCarthy, Ryan W., Thomas S. Turrentine, Kevin A. Nesbitt, Joshua M. Cunningham, Josh 
Boone (2010) Taking Charge: Establishing California Leadership in the Plug-in PEV 
Marketplace. California Plug-in PEV Collaborative. 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 45 
 

McKinsey (2012). “Battery Technology Charges Ahead”, McKinsey Quarterly, 
http://www.mckinseyquarterly.com/Battery_technology_charges_ahead_2997, July.  

McKinsey (2009a). “Electrifying Cars: How Three Industries will Evolve,” McKinsey Quarterly, 
https://www.mckinseyquarterly.com/Energy_Resources_Materials/Electric_Power/Electr
ifying_cars_How_three_industries_will_evolve_2370, June. 

McKinsey (2009b). Unlocking Energy Efficiency in the U.S. Economy. McKinsey & Company 
Global Energy and Materials. 

Miel, R. 2004. Nanocomposites attract attention as alternative on '04 Chevrolet Impala. 
Automotive News, 2 September, p. 24L. 

Miel, R. 2008. Road to tomorrow is paved with plastics. Automotive News, 18 February, p. 22.  

MIT. 2008. On the Road in 2035: Reducing Transportation's Petroleum Consumption and GHG 
Emissions. Report No. LFEE 2008-05. Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology Laboratory for Energy and the Environment, July. 

Mitchell, W.J., C.E. Borroni-Bird and L.D. Burns. 2010. Reinventing the Automobile: Personal 
Urban Mobility for the 21st Century. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Monaghan, M. 2008. Defeating drag. Automotive Engineering International, May, p. 56-59. 

Moody's. 2008. Industry Outlook: European Auto Original Equipment Manufacturers. London: 
Moody's Investor Service. www.moodys.com, January. 

NADA. 2008. “Automotive Financing FAQ,” National Automobile Dealers Association, 
Washington, http://www.newcars.com/how-to-buy-a-new-car/auto-financing.html 

NESCCAF. 2004. Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Light-Duty Motor Vehicles. 
Boston, MA: Northeast States Center for a Clean Air Future. September. 
http://www.nesccaf.org/documents/rpt040923ghglightduty.pdf/ 

NHTSA (2010a). EPA and NHTSA Propose First-Ever Program to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Improve Fuel Efficiency of Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicles: 
Regulatory Announcement. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 
<http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/rulemaking/pdf/cafe/CAFE_2014-
18_Trucks_FactSheet-v1.pdf>. 

NHTSA (2010b). NHTSA and EPA Propose New National Program to Improve Fuel Economy 
and Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Passenger Cars and Light Trucks. National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 46 
 

<http://www.nhtsa.gov/DOT/NHTSA/Rulemaking/Rules/Associated%20Files/MY2012-
2016CAFEPRMfactsheet.pdf>. 

NHTSA (2011). CAFE – Fuel Economy. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Website. <http://www.nhtsa.gov/fuel-economy>. Accessed 19 Feb 2011. 

NHTSA. 2006. Vehicle Survivability and Travel Mileage Schedules. Report DOT HS 809 952. 
Washington, DC: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, January. 

NRC. 1992. Automotive Fuel Economy: How Far Should We Go? Report of the National 
Research Council, Committee on Fuel Economy of Automobiles and Light Trucks. 
Washington, DC: National Research Council. 

NRC. 2000. Review of the Research Program of the Partnership for a New Generation of 
Vehicles. Sixth Report. Washington, DC: National Research Council. 

NRC. 2002. Effectiveness and Impact of Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards. 
Washington, DC: National Research Council. 

NRC. 2008. Assessment of Technologies for Improving Light Duty Vehicle Fuel Economy. 
Letter report by the Committee on Assessment of Technologies for Improving Light-
Duty Vehicle Fuel Economy. Washington, DC: National Research Council, Feb. 14. 
www.nap.edu/catalog/12163.html 

NRC. 2010. Assessment of Fuel Economy Technologies for Light-Duty Vehicles. Washington, 
DC: National Research Council. http://books.nap.edu/catalog/12924.html (preprint 
version, accessed 4 June 2010). 

OTA. 1995. Advanced Automotive Technology: Visions of a Super-Efficient Family Car. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment. September. 

Pagerit, S., P. Sharer and A. Rousseau. 2007. Fuel economy sensitivity to vehicle mass for 
advanced vehicle powertrains. SAE Paper No. 2006-01-0665. Warrendale, PA: Society of 
Automotive Engineers. 

Paleti, R., N. Eluru, C. Bhat, R. Pendyala, T. Adler and K. Goulias (2010) The Design of a 
Comprehensive Microsimulator of Household Vehicle Fleet Composition, Utilization, 
and Evolution, pp. 1-14 

PNGV. 1994. Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles, Program Plan. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Commerce, July. 

Ponticel, P. 2010. Focused on fuel economy. Automotive Engineering International, March: 22-



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 47 
 

24. 

Ricardo. 2008. A Study of Potential Effectiveness of Carbon Dioxide Reducing Vehicle 
Technologies. Revised Final Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, June. www.epa.gov/otaq/technology/420r08004a.pdf 

Riley, R.Q. 1994. Alternative Cars in the 21st Century. Warrendale, PA: Society of Automotive 
Engineers. 

Roland-Holst, David (2008a), “Efficiency, Innovation, and Job Creation in California,” Research 
Paper, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UC Berkeley, November, 
www.next10.org. 

Roland-Holst, David (2009), “Energy Pathways for the California Economy,” Research Paper, 
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UC Berkeley, November, 
www.next10.org. 

Roland-Holst, David (2010a). “Economic Analysis of California Climate Policy Initiatives using 
the Berkeley Energy and Resources (BEAR) Model,” Economics Subgroup, Climate 
Action Team, “Updated Macroeconomic Analysis Of Climate Strategies Presented In 
The March 2006 Climate Action Team Report, Public Review Draft,” Economics 
Subgroup, Climate Action Team, CalEPA, Sacramento, September. 

Roland-Holst, David (2010b), “Berkeley Energy and Resources (BEAR) Model: Documentation 
for a Dynamic California CGE Model for Energy and Environmental Policy Analysis,” 
Version 3, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of 
California, Berkeley, Processed. 

Roland-Holst, David (2011a). “Driving California's Economy: How Fuel Economy and 
Emissions Standards Will Impact Economic Growth and Job Creation,” Research Paper, 
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UC Berkeley, November, 
www.next10.org. 

Roland-Holst, David and Fredrich Kahrl. 2007. “Net Positive: California and the Cost of Curbing 
Carbon,” Research Paper 0708241, Center for Energy, Resources, and Economic 
Sustainability, University of California, Berkeley, August 

Roland-Holst, David. 2006a. “Economic Assessment of Some California Greenhouse Gas 
Control Policies: Applications of the BEAR Model.” In Managing Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions in California, ed. Michael Hanemann and Alexander Farrell, Chapter 2. 
University of California at Berkeley: The California Climate Change Center. January. 

Rose, A. and D. Wei.  (2010).  Macroeconomic Impacts of the Florida Energy and Climate 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 48 
 

Change Action Plan, Climate Policy, forthcoming. 

Rose, A. and G. Oladosu.  (2002).  "Greenhouse Gas Reduction in the U.S.:  Identifying Winners 
and Losers in an Expanded Permit Trading System," Energy Journal 23(1): 1-18.  

Rosenfeld, A. (2008). Energy Efficiency: The first and most profitable way to delay climate 
change. EPA Region IX, California Energy Commission. 

Ross, Martin T. (2007). “Documentation of the Applied Dynamic Analysis of the Global 
Economy (ADAGE) Model,” Working Paper 07_02, RTI International, April. 

Santini, D.J., A.D. Vyas, J. Moore, and F. An. 2002. Comparing cost estimates for U.S. fuel 
economy improvement by advanced electric drive vehicles. Proceedings of EVS-19: The 
Answer for Clean Mobility, Busan, Korea, Oct. 19-23. 

Sherman, D. 2004. The internal combustion engine's last hurrah. Automotive Industries, 
December, pp. 44-46. 

Simanaitis, D. 2007. Breathing smart: variable-valve technologies breathe new life into internal 
combustion. Road & Track, August, pp. 107-113. 

Snyder, J. 2010. It's official: buyers downsized. Automotive News, July 12, pp. 1, 25. Sperling, 
D. 1996. The case for PEVs. Scientific American, November, pp. 54-59. 

Stavins, Robert N., Judson Jaffe, and Todd Schatski. 2007. “Too Good to be True? An 
Examination of Three Economic Assessments of California Climate Change Policy,” 
Working Paper, AEI-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies, January. 

Treece, J.B. 2010. The key EV question: batteries alone, or a gasoline engine, too? Automotive 
News, June 21. 

USCAP. 2007. A Call for Action. Consensus Principles and Recommendations from the U.S. 
Climate Action Partnership: A Business and NGO Partnership, Washington, DC, January 
22, 2007 (www.uscap. org). 

Ward, J. 2010. Presentation at Advanced Powertrain Forum by Justin Ward, Advanced 
Powertrain Program Manager, Toyota, at Center for Automotive Research Management 
Briefing Seminars (CAR MBS), Traverse City, MI, August 3. 

Ward's. 2008. Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2008. Southfield, MI: Ward's Communications. 
Ward's. 2010. Ward's Automotive Yearbook 2010. Southfield, MI: Ward's 
Communications.  

Weernink, W.O. 2005. New technology leads gasoline-turbo revival. Automotive News Europe, 3 



Roland-Holst | PEV Deployment in California 49 
 

October, pp. 12-13. 

Weernink, W.O. 2007. Plastic glazing gains on lower weight, design freedom. Automotive News 
Europe, 3 September, p. 13. 

Wernie, B. 2008. Chrysler: 'Hemi is not powertrain of the future.' Automotive News, 21 January, 
p. 14. 

White House. 2009. President to Attend Copenhagen Climate Talks; Administration Announces 
U.S. 

Winchester, N., S. Paltsev, J. Morris, and J. Reilly, 2010, "Cost of Mitigating Climate Change in 
the United States," Annual Review of Resource Economics, 2, 257-273. 

Winter, D. 2009a. Is the horsepower race over? Ward's AutoWorld, April, pp. 31-34. 

Winter, D. 2009b. Materials war heats up in race to shed vehicle weight. Ward's Automotive 
Yearbook 2009, p. 23. 

Yang, Z., and B. Khalighi. 2005. CFD simulations for flow over pickup trucks. SAE Paper No. 
2005-01- 0547. Warrendale, PA: Society of Automotive Engineers. 

 
 

 


