
1.8X higher 
than actual

9.5x higher 
than actual

4.9x higher than 
regulators

2.0x higher than 
regulators
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CAR analysis relies on NAS study of 
near-term fuel economy potential

CAR analysis uses NAS study as 
the basis of its cost estimates.

But NAS study only examined 
technologies that are available now. Its 
cost estimates are for 2009-2015. Thus 
CAR analysis has higher costs and lower 
fuel economy potential.
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CAR analysis requires 2-3x more 
electric vehicles than EPA et al. 

CAR requires 33% plug-in hybrid 
and electrics vehicles 

Joint Technical Assessment 
Report (EPA, NHSTA, and 
CARB) requires 9% to 14%

TAR is more optimistic about 
improvements to conventional 
gasoline engine vehicles, thus 
reducing the need for PEVs
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