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How big is the consumer market for BEVs and 
PHEVs that could be effectively targeted by a 
rebate?

How many additional PEVs sales are associated 
with the CVRP program? 

How can better targeting of the CVRP program 
increase the cost effectiveness and improve 
equity outcomes? 
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When thinking about where rebates are needed

 WTP for BEVs is lower than for PHEVs 

 New car buyer market is highly segmented
◦ 32% of new car buyers would purchase BEVs with 

significant rebate. 

◦ 74% of new car buyers would purchase PHEVs, many 
without any rebate.
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Rebates… 
 Significantly impact PEVs sales in 

California…inducing about a 7% increase in sales. 
(large for the auto industry)

 Can be more cost effectively and equitably 
designed by targeting:
◦ BEVs and larger battery vehicles,
◦ Lower income relative to higher income households,
◦ Moderately- to lower-priced vehicles (smaller equity 

impact).  

4



 New car buyer survey
 1261 prospective new car buyers in 
California
 Household and vehicle data
 Vehicle choice experiments
 Allow us to identify preferences for 
vehicles that do not currently exist but are 
likely to in the future
 Allow us to identify preferences along 
different dimensions of heterogeneity
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 Caltrans “2010-2012 California Household 
Travel Survey”
 Cross-check representative sample of new 
car buyers
 Cross-check vehicle class share with 
revealed preference data

 California New Car Dealers Association’s 
“California Auto Outlook 4Q2013”
 Cross-check vehicle brand market share 
data
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1. How big is the consumer market for BEVs 
and PHEVs that could be effectively targeted 

by a rebate?
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42% of respondents express large disutility for 
BEVs while finding PHEVs comparable in 
utility to ICEs. 

26% express large disutility for both BEVs and 
PHEVs.

32% express smallest disutility for BEVs while 
finding PHEVs comparable in utility to ICEs 
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Routinely use rebates, cash back and discounts 
to sell vehicles and capture market share.

Some deals available for you today…. 
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Get up to $3,000 Factory 
Cash Back on a New 2015 

Avalon.
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$2,500 cash back on select Kia 
Cadenza models
Featured Offer
•$2,500 cash back
Offer only valid 11/03/2015 through 
1/04/2016 Applies to select new 2015 
Kia Cadenza.

Retail Consumer Cash[1] $3,000
Conquest [2] $1,000
CBC Chrylser Capital[3] $500
Total Savings Value $4,500

Get up to $4,500 Total Savings Value
On a 2015 DART GT
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2. How many additional PEVs sales are 
associated with the CVRP program? 

3. How can better targeting of the CVRP 
program increase the cost effectiveness and 
improve equity outcomes? 
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1.Estimate empirical model using survey data

2.Predict PEV sales using representative 
sample of new car buyers and currently 
available conventional vehicles and PEVs

3.Compare predictions as PEV prices are 
reduced by differing rebate amounts and 
policy designs



1. Current “status quo” policy

2. Price cap for vehicle eligibility

3. Income-tested policies
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Compare over 3-year policy period:
 Total additional PEVs purchased
 Cost per induced vehicle purchase
 Total program cost
 Equity: distribution of rebate funding 

across consumer income classes
(*Income defined for individuals not 

households.)
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 Rebate is estimated to induce 9,699 PEV 
purchases (7% increase over no rebate policy)

 Higher WTP for PHEVs over BEVs

 Lower income classes have lower values (WTP) 
for both PHEVs and BEVs
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 Every additional PEV purchased requires California to spend $30,000

 42% of the value of the rebates is allocated to consumers making less than 
$75,000
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Target consumers who otherwise would not have 
purchased PEV.
◦ Consumers have a lower WTP for BEVs than PHEVs.

Target consumers who are more responsive to the 
rebate offered.
◦ Lower income rather than higher income consumers. 
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 Vehicle price cap of $60,000

 Highest income class reduces BEV purchases (from 557 to 194) much 
more than PHEV purchases (from 389 to 377)

 10% reduction in induced PEV purchases compared to status quo
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 26% improvement in cost-effectiveness and $100 million reduction in total 
program cost

 Only a small improvement in allocative equity (from 42% to 45%)
 Higher-income consumers also purchase lower-priced PEVs
 Price cap does not influence allocation of rebates to other vehicles
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 One of most cost-effective policies and one of lowest total program costs

 100% of rebates allocated to households with incomes less than $75,000

 Superior to status quo policy
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Vary rebate levels for:
different types of vehicles 

(battery size; BEVs vs. PHEVs; new vs. 
used)

different types of consumers 
(lower vs. higher income)

geographic areas 
(transportation air pollution impacts vary)

Vary eligibility guidelines for given rebate 
Vehicle price exclusions
Consumer income exclusions
Purchase vs. lease of vehicle
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