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Abstract: Volatility in energy markets has made the purchase of battery electric vehicles (BEV) or hybrid
vehicles (HEVs) attractive versus internal combustion engine vehicles (ICEVs). However, the total
cost of ownership (TCO) and true environmental effects, are difficult to assess. This study provides
a publicly available, user-driven simulation that estimates the consumer and environmental costs
for various vehicle purchase options, supporting policymaker, producer, and consumer information
requirements. It appears to be the first to provide a publicly available, user interactive simulation that
compares two purchase options simultaneously. It is likely that the first paper to simulate the effects
of solar recharging of electric vehicles (EV) on both cost-benefit for the consumer and environmental
benefit (e.g., carbon dioxide, oxides of nitrogen, non-methane organic gasses, particulate matter,
and formaldehyde) simultaneously, demonstrating how, as an example, solar-based charging of BEVs
and HEVs reduces carbon emissions over grid-based charging. Two specific scenarios are explicated,
and the results of show early break-even for both BEV and Plug-in HEV (PHEV) options over ICEV
(13 months, and 12 months, respectively) with CO2 emissions about 1/2 that of the gasoline option
(including production emissions.) The results of these simulations are congruent with previous
research that identified quick break-even for HEVs versus ICEV.
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1. Introduction

This study provides an analysis of both, environmental and total cost of ownership (TCO) estimates
for vehicle capabilities identified by user input in a publicly available simulation. The simulation
focuses on capability, not necessarily an existing vehicle type. Located here https://rminator.shinyapps.
io/Vehicles/, the simulation was built to address the necessity for publicly-available TCO tools that
compare different vehicle types, as well as environmental conditions. The next sections highlight the
necessity for this analysis, environmental motivations for vehicle purchases, previous TCO analyses of
EVs, consumer decision-making regarding EVs, modeling considerations, and this study’s significance,
as well as location in the literature.

1.1. Necessity for Total Cost of Ownership Analysis

With the volatility of gasoline and electrical prices [1], the purchase of battery electric vehicles
(BEV) or hybrid vehicles has become an attractive option to some [2], but understanding the actual
total costs of ownership (TCO) associated with such a purchase, as well as environmental concerns
requires analysis The metrics “miles per gallon” or “kilometers per liter” are not appropriate for
electric vehicles (EVs), which underscores that the consumer understanding of EVs and energy costs
is often incomplete [3]. When conducting a cost-benefit analysis of potential options, the analysis of
EVs must include both cost to the consumer and cost to the environment, as well as performance
and re-charging [4]. The automobile industry must evaluate and compare the costs and the demand
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trade-offs from a consumer perspective to ensure that the engineering of sustainable products meets
consumer requirements [5,6]. The bottom line is that there is a necessity for consumers to understand
the TCO as well as environmental considerations.

1.2. Environmental Considerations

EVs may provide a partial solution to the growing efforts to reduce carbon emissions and improve
the environment [7]. One study suggested that they could reduce Global Warming Potential (GWP) by
15%, carbon monoxide (CO) by 37%, and carbon dioxide by 14% [8]. As part of any energy efficiency
analysis, emissions, costs, and demand trade-offs [9] and geographic location need to be evaluated,
because the efficacy of energy-efficient technology varies across regions [10], just as emissions vary
with economic growth, population density, urbanization, fixed capital investment, and technological
adoption [11]. The adoption of a BEV powered by photovoltaic systems (PVS) may be cost-effective and
would reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions [12]. Of course, TCO is just as important to consumers
as environmental impact.

1.3. TCO of EVs

Most ownership and total cost of ownership (TCO) studies of BEV and hybrids are relatively
recent, due to the emergence of the relevant technology [7]. One study developed a model of the
performance, energy use, manufacturing cost, retail cost, and lifecycle cost of BEVs versus comparable
gasoline-powered vehicles [13]. This study found that BEVs were cost-competitive, but the battery
life and manufacturing costs were concerns. In another study, a vehicle cost simulation was used to
analyze the manufacturing costs, retail prices, and lifecycle costs of hybrid gasoline-electric vehicles,
conventional vehicles, electric-drive vehicles, and other alternative-fuel vehicles [14]. However,
the research is dated. This study uses methods like the previous studies but updates the analysis
with newer data in a publicly available format. Another study indicated that hybrid vehicles were
better than gas-powered vehicles in terms of life-cycle costs and high travel miles [15]. Palmer et al.
used panel regression to compare life-cycle costs for four geographic location. The authors did not
forecast energy costs or consider seasonality. The vehicle data were also dated [16].

One study focused on the battery performance impact on TCO. This study found that TCO for EVs
and PHEVs was 24 to 36% higher than HEVs [17]. Another study found that HEVs were associated
with lower TCO in comparison with other EVs [18]. The purchase of hybrids is correlated with their
TCO, and cost parity is reached relatively quickly (e.g., 16 months in the United Kingdom) [16]. Further,
consumers prefer PHEVs to HEVs, with only a few percent opting for pure EVs [19].

A 2018 study demonstrated that, with proper policy incentives, TCO was better for EVs than than
HEVs [20]. This study suggests that even without subsidies, EVs will gain market share by 2025 [20].
EVs are cost competitive without incentives now. However, incentives for purchase should be tailored
based on battery development [21,22]. Further, grid-powered EVs (and PHEVs) may have deleterious
effects on the grid [23,24] and produce unwanted pollution due to the reliance on grid power [25].
A solution for handling this problem is the use of solar charging for EVs [26]. Such a solution has been
used in both industry [26] and in residences [27]. Fulton [28] compared specific BEV and non-plugin
hybrids via simulation estimating that both were reasonable options. None of these studies provided a
publicly available simulation with flexible parameters that compared break-even costs for gasoline
vehicles, BEV, and non-plug hybrid vehicles.

Another, somewhat dated German study comparing ownership cost of BEV versus gas vehicles
concluded a break-even cost of six years with 4 kW vehicles [29]. However, studies all depend
on geography and climate assessments, as BEVs and HEVs experience different decay rates for the
lithium ion batteries, based on climatology and driving experience [30]. Based on this discussion,
the evidence for BEVs versus PHEVs is mixed. What motivates consumers to buy either is another
concern altogether.
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1.4. Consumer Decision Making in Vehicle Purchasing

Marketing studies have investigated consumer preferences and BEV viability [31]. Shin et al.
evaluated how consumers would change habits based on the adoption of a BEV and how heterogeneity
of vehicles might affect the market [32]. He, Chen and Conzelmann evaluated vehicle usage and
consumer profile attributes, in order to assess vehicle usage versus consumer choices of hybrid
vehicles [33]. Another study indicated how utility prices versus replacement costs are factors in
consumer decision making [34]. All these studies provide evidence that given proper capabilities and
price, EVs may be acceptable to consumers.

1.5. Modeling Considerations

From their unique perspective, Ozdemir and Hartmann estimated the optimal electric driving
range for different oil price levels [35]. Some researchers have helped refine calculation of fuel
consumption and emission factors based on driving styles [36]. This type of work provides a good
framework for cost estimation. Focusing on driving range and gasoline costs, one study compared
the lifecycle costs of electric cars to similar gasoline-powered vehicles [37]. In their study, the authors
concluded that electric cars with 150 km range are viable and meet most consumer needs. The effects
of charging behaviors (i.e., time of day and location) on electricity demand was studied by Weiller [38].
The study estimated a consumption of 1.5–2.0 kWh per day with home electric chargers. These studies
provide the framework for simulation analysis.

1.6. Study Research Question and Significance

This study provides a user-interactive simulation to estimate the consumer costs and environmental
costs for various vehicle configurations. The research question for this study is straightforward:
What consumer trade-off considerations make purchasing a BEV/HEV versus a gasoline-powered
vehicle reasonable in terms of acquisition costs, operations and maintenance costs, disposal/residual
costs, and environmental costs? The study addresses these questions through a freely available and
online simulation located here: https://rminator.shinyapps.io/Vehicles/. This simulation that compares
two vehicle options simultaneously.

Unlike much of the other work in this field, this study does not focus on a particular vehicle or
vehicle set. Instead, the focus is on a capability set that is customizable based on current and emerging
technology (e.g., the improvement of miles per kWh in emerging vehicle lines). This differentiates the
work from other simulations which are based on fixed capability values.

This study appears to be the first to provide a publicly available simulation accessible by any
interested party that compares two purchase options simultaneously. It is likely the first paper to
simulate the effects of solar recharging of EV vehicles on both cost-benefit for the consumer and
environmental benefit (e.g., CO2, NOx + NMOG, PM, and HCHO) simultaneously, demonstrating
how solar-based charging of electrical vehicles reduces CO2 emissions (as an example). No other
study appears to estimate acquisition costs for solar panels necessary to support a residential EV that
is to be charged by such means. This work appears to provide the only user-available sensitivity
analysis for various options of natural gas, electricity, or solar residential power options coupled with
solar power generation capability estimates that vary by state and Error, Trend, and Seasonality (ETS)
forecasts of utility costs based on Energy Information Administration data. The study is novel in that it
combines user-based input with time series forecasting and simulation to generate interesting TCO
and environmental assessments. The study also addresses the primary theme of the journal’s special
issue: Energy savings and reduced environmental impact associated with solar versus natural gas
versus coal-powered grid systems.

https://rminator.shinyapps.io/Vehicles/
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Method, Software, and Flowchart

This study leverages Monte Carlo simulation [39] in R Statistical Software [40] and an R Shiny
web application [41]. The simulation follows the flowchart in Figure 1. Each step A through S is now
discussed in different sections. Feasible ranges of user-based, simulation parameters along with their
default values are shown in Table 1, while variable distributions are discussed in subsequent sections.
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Table 1. Parameter Options in the Simulation.

Parameter/Variable Options Default

Month of purchase January, February, . . . December April
Year of purchase 2020, 2021, 2022 2020
State of use 50 states Texas
Vehicle Type Gas, NPHEV, PHEV, BEV Gas
Residential Power for EV Electric, Natural Gas, Solar Electric
Monthly Driving Distance 100 to 20,000 miles 1100 miles
Years of Ownership 1 to 10 8 years
% of Vehicle Power by Battery 0 to 100 0%
Vehicle Purchase Cost $10,000 to $20,000 $30,000
Miles Per Gallon (Gas) 0 to 120 30 MPG
Tax Credit 0 to 30% 0%
EV kWh/mile 0.2 to 0.5 0.34 EV kWh/mile
Charging Station Cost for Home $0 to $3000 $0
Cost of Solar Panels: $/Watt $2 to $5 $3.3

2.2. Simulation Initialization

The simulation starts by setting a pseudo-random number seed for replicability (step A). This seed
ensures that statistical differences are not due to the selection of random numbers, as they are identical
between models. Step B initializes the indices and variables (e.g., the indices for iterations, i, and months,
k, are set equal to zero) and gathers the input parameters from the user interface for use in future steps
(e.g., user estimated lifespan or retention of vehicle). The iterations then increase by 1 (step C).

2.3. Acquisition Costs, Environmental Effects, and Additional Simulation Parameters

If the user selected number of iterations is not met (step D), then the vehicle acquisition costs
from the user interface including, tax credits and home charging station costs are estimated. These are
user-entered parameters for the simulation. In addition, production emissions, a value derived from a
previous study [42], are calculated based on vehicle selection type, a user parameter (step E, Table 2).

Table 2. Vehicle Emissions Analysis from Previous Study.

Vehicle Type
Estimated Lifecycle

Emissions (Tonnes CO2e)
Proportion of Emissions

from Production
Estimated Emissions in

Production (Tonnes CO2e)

ICEV 24 23% 5.6
NPHEV 21 31% 6.5
PHEV 19 35% 6.7
BEV 19 46% 8.8

2015 vehicle after 150 k KM with 10% ethanol blend and 500 g/kWh grid electricity.

Step F evaluates whether the vehicle is a BEV or PHEV. Residential grid electric charging (step G),
residential solar charging (step H), and the residential natural gas charging (step I) are pulled from the
user interface. Solar charging is used to estimate solar acquisition costs for the panels necessary to
charge the vehicle. Step J estimates the associated solar acquisition cost per panel watt required for the
percent solar charging specified in the user interface. Cost per solar panel watt was user parameter with
values between $2 and $5, representative of the range $3.10 and $4.50 found in [43] with the possibility
of growth and shrinkage provided. Total cost of solar acquisition to charge a BEV or PHEV is then
calculated by Equation (1) (author-proposed). In this equation, solar acquisition cost is estimated based
on and indicator variable for a BEV or PHEV (EV) times an indicator variable for solar charging (Solar)
times a state-based geographic system-sizing multiplier [44] times the miles driven (Miles) times the
BEV kWh per mile (kWh/Mile) (from the user interface, defaulted to 0.34 based on a Nissan Leaf [28])
times the dollars per kWh ($/kWh) times the percentage of power provided by the battery (% Battery,
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which is 100% for BEV but less than 100% for PHEVs). Tax credits, if any, are assigned 12 months after
vehicle acquisition:

Solar Acquisition Cost = EV × Solar × Geographic Photovoltaic Size ×
Miles × kWh/Mile × $/kWh ×% Battery.

(1)

After estimating the acquisition costs in steps E through J, the month of the simulation is then
incremented (step K). Driving distance per month is based on user interface (step L), with a default
value of the average monthly driving distance of 1123 miles based on the United States Department of
Transportation [45].

2.4. Operations and Maintenance Costs/Solar Acquisition Costs (If Needed)

2.4.1. Miles Driven

Electrical, natural gas, and gasoline monthly demands are estimated based on average monthly
driving distance (per user specifications) and user input parameters for vehicle mpg and mpkWh. Step M
leverages forecasts from publicly available information of the Energy Information Administration [46]
to assign costs based on miles driven, mpg, and mpkWh (see author-proposed Equation (2):

Variable Fuel Costs = Grid ×% Battery × ($/kWh Electricity) × (kWh/mile) × miles +

(1-GRID) % Natural Gas ×% Battery × ($/kWh Natural Gas) × (kWh/mile) × miles +

% Solar x 0 + (1 −% Battery) × ($/gl) × (gl/mile) × miles.
(2)

In Equation (2), GRID is an indicator variable identifying that the residence relies on an electrical
grid for recharging the vehicle rather than natural gas. % Battery is the percent of vehicle power
generated by the battery for PHEVs and BEVs. % Natural Gas is the percentage residential battery
recharge from natural gas. Electric car costs are then calculated by taking the estimated cost per kWh,
multiplying by kWh per mile and the distance driven in miles. Solar charging assumes away gray
power, power produced when solar is not active, and is set to zero. This is an artificial simplification.
Cars that are not fully electric generate costs based on dollars per gallon times gallons per mile and
distance in miles for the percentage, not powered by batteries.

2.4.2. Natural Gas, Electricity, and Regular Gasoline Prices

Monthly natural gas residential price data from the Energy Information Administration (EIA)
in dollars per 1000 cubic feet (converted to dollars per kWh) were used to estimate costs for BEV
and PHEV re-charging from residences using. The data were state-dependent with Hawaii being an
obvious outlier. To account for seasonality in natural gas costs, simple error, trend, seasonality (ETS)
models implemented using the fpp2 library in R were used [47]. These models proved reasonable
versus ARIMA (auto-regressive, integrated, moving average models), as well as random walks for this
data in previous research [5].

Grid electricity costs from the EIA in dollars per kWh have trended slowly upwards since 2001 and
vary largely by state, with Hawaii having the most expensive residential costs [46]. Due to the large
cost variability, ETS models by state were used to forecast costs over the vehicles’ lifespans. A previous
study also found that ARIMA and ETS models performed nearly identically for this variable [5].

The EIA does not publish gasoline prices for each of the states but rather only U.S. averages,
U.S. petroleum regions, and data for nine selected states and cities. All states in petroleum production
regions were then assigned the regional cost for regular gasoline, unless the state had its own estimates
from the EIA.

Figure 2 compares the costs of natural gas, electricity, and regular gasoline per kWh for the United
States based on the publicly available EIA data discussed and shows the values used for forecasting
from ETS modeling. About 1000 cubic feet of natural gas is 293.07 kWh, and 1 gallon of regular gasoline
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is equivalent to about 36 kWh, so for comparison, the y-axis is shown in dollars per kWh. The data
exhibit significant seasonality and illustrate that natural gas is the cheapest alternative of the three.
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2.4.3. Insurance and Maintenance Costs

Insurance costs depend on vehicle type and selection, so a fixed cost of 5% of the initial vehicle
price was initially assigned as in [5]. However, a recent study concluded that insurance rates for EVs
are generally 21% higher, due to the higher repair costs [27], congruent with previous research [48].
To account for this factor, insurance rates for BEVs and PHEVs were inflated to 6% of the initial vehicle
cost and assigned monthly.

In step O, maintenance costs for BEV, hybrid, and gasoline vehicles are estimated. The consensus
from the literatures is that EVs are cheaper to maintain than ICEVs [21]. From [28,49], EVs average about
3.5 cents per mile for maintenance compared to 6 cents per mile for hybrids. As PHEVs include both
traditional gasoline engines, as well as BEV components, they may experience the maintenance profile
of ICEVs, although some less conservative studies have argued that maintenance is less expensive [50].
Given the paucity of data, PHEV and EV’s are assigned maintenance costs of an average of 3.5 cents per
mile while NPHEVs and ICEVs are assumed to experience an average of 6 cents per mile. These values
are used as the center for triangular distributions with minimum and maximum set at ±2 cents from
the center values.

2.4.4. Environmental Costs and Residual Values

Environmental costs are estimated in step P, and these include carbon dioxide emissions (CO2e) [51]
as well as estimates of nitrogen oxides (NOx)/non-methane organic gases (NMOG), carbon monoxide
(CO), and particulate matter (PM). Formaldehyde (HCHO) is a constant, based on Tier 3 standards of
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) [52]. BEV cars are non-emissive (although there is carbon
emission in the production phase). Other vehicles are assigned emission standards based on estimates
from [53]. Table 3 illustrates the estimates by vehicle type.

Table 3. Simulation emissions estimates by selected vehicle type.

Vehicle Type NOx + NMOG, mg/mile CO2, g/mile CO, g/mile PM, mg/mile

ICEV 160 475 4.2 10
NPHEV * 128 323 3.0 10

PHEV 95 170 2.1 10
BEV 0.07 0 0.0 0

* imputed as mean of ICEV and PHEV.
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In step Q, the simulation evaluates whether the vehicles have reached their usable lifespan. If not,
steps K through P are repeated until that lifespan has been reached. Then, in step R, residual value for
the selected vehicles is estimated based on Moody’s Analytics Electric Vehicle Residual Value Outlook [54].
Gasoline cars retained on average 45% of their value over 4 years. Electric vehicles retained barely
more than 25% of their value after adjustment for tax credits [54]. The geometric residual rate per year
for gasoline and non-gasoline cars is then 82%, and 71%, respectively. In other words, 0.824 = 0.45
and 0.714 = 0.25. These geometric values are applied to the user-selected life span (not to exceed
10 years). PHEVs are estimated to be 0.75 (closer to BEV), while non-plug-in hybrids are estimated at
0.78 (closer to gasoline vehicles).

Finally, landfill lithium ion battery (LIB) waste is estimated in step S [55,56]. The concern for LIB
waste is that; (1) it is highly toxic to humans, (2) it requires cobalt, which is often extracted irresponsibly
with child labor, and (3) it may be recycled [55]. Waste in pounds is estimated by a uniform distribution
between 100 and 544 pounds, the minimum and maximum specified in Figure 1 of [56].

2.5. Verification, Validation, and Iterations

R’s native debugging ensured proper coding, while a comparison of a priori and posterior
distributions, through hypothesis testing, ensured distributional integrity. To be valid for model
comparison, pseudo-random number streams were identical across experimental. To do so, the function
“set.seed” was used in R, a function which randomly generates a series of numbers so that the differences
in simulation results are not to selection of random values.

3. Results

There are an infinite number of scenarios for break-even analysis based on the simulation user
inputs. For analysis, this study analyzes two basic scenarios, the purchase of a BEV versus ICEV and
the purchase of a PHEV versus an ICEV. All scenarios leverage the mean monthly driving distance
from [45], which is about 1100 miles, and the state selected for all scenarios is Texas. Miles per gallon for
gasoline vehicles is set to 30. All other variables were left at the initialization default unless specified.

3.1. Scenario 1: Gasoline versus Electrical Vehicle Charged via Solar

Scenario 1 evaluated the default values for a gasoline vehicle (termed the “baseline” simulation)
against a BEV priced at the same value that receives a 30% tax credit and is completely charged
by solar panels (termed the “comparison” simulation). An additional $1000 is also charged for a
home-charging station.

The break-even is on month 13, after the 30% tax credit is assigned (Figure 3), despite the assigned
PVS acquisition costs in month 1. The simulation demonstrates the slower growth of total expenditures,
but an initial increase in expenses associated with solar panel acquisition required to charge the BEV.
Figure 4 provides cost breakouts for maintenance, energy, and insurance. While lifetime insurance
costs are more expensive for the BEV, lifetime maintenance costs are less expensive and energy costs
are nominal, as the BEV recharges through a PVS in this simulation.

The environmental analysis (also depicted in Figure 4) shows the value of the BEV most clearly.
The BEV CO2 emission is largely in the production process and less than 1/6 of the ICEV emissions
over its lifecycle. CO, PM, and NOx/NMOG emissions are negligible for the BEV option, whereas they
continuously increase over the lifecycle of the ICEV. There is a clear advantage to the BEV in terms of
the environment.
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3.2. Scenario 2: Gasoline vs. PHEV

In Scenario 2, the baseline simulation is again the traditional, gasoline-based vehicle priced at
$30,000 with all default simulation values. The comparison option is an equally-priced PHEV (no tax
credit) recharged through the electrical grid and obtaining 110 mpg (both electric and gas) with a
battery offsetting 30% of vehicle power consumption. Again, a home charging station cost of $1000
is included.

The break-even analysis (Figure 5) demonstrates that the PHEV and ICEV are approximately
equal at month 16. Since the up-front cost differences was the home charging station, the analysis
suggests about $1000 savings every year for the adoption of a PHEV (not including residual analysis).
The residual is smaller for the PHEV option. However, the TCO is lower (although not strikingly).
Once again, insurance costs are clearly higher over the vehicle life cycle, maintenance and energy costs
are lower (see Figure 6).

Figure 6 also depicts, the PHEV CO2 emissions are much lower than gasoline vehicles. Comparing
Figure 6 to Figure 4 demonstrates that BHEV is superior in this category, as well as in all other emissions
categories. PM is tied for PHEV and ICEV but zero post-production for BEVs.
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4. Discussion

4.1. Findings and Relationships to Previous Studies

This study provides a comparative simulation for various vehicle options, based on real-world
data. The results of the two scenarios provided demonstrate that BEV and PHEV options may be
both green for the pocketbook and the environment. BEVs have a much lower GHG emission profile,
as found in previous studies [57]. BEVs rely on tax credits for an earlier break-even point as in
Scenario 1, and these tax credits are likely to incentivize purchases [58] and allow for lower TCO [48].
Any initial up-front costs may be offset by savings depending on geographic considerations and
other factors.

In Scenario 1, the results show an initial upfront cost increase for the BEV due to the purchase of
requisite solar panels capable of powering the vehicle and the purchase of a home charging station.
BEV lifecycle costs of maintenance are about half of that experienced by ICEV ($3.5 K versus $6.5 K),
while energy costs are near zero after solar panel acquisition versus $10 K for the ICEV. Insurance costs
are higher for the BEV ($14 K versus $12.5 K ICEV), which is congruent with simulation input and
previous research [48]. By eliminating grid use, the upfront cost reduces GHG emissions as in [12].
The production phase produces the majority of the lifecycle waste for BEVs.

In Scenario 2, the unincentivized purchase of a PHEV resulted in a 16-month break-even point
congruent with previous research [28]. The higher initial cost due to the home installation of a charger
was offset quickly due to lower maintenance costs similar to the BEV (arising from reduced wear on
the gasoline engine) and lower energy costs ($10 K versus $3.5 K ICEV), although insurance costs
were higher. The GHG emissions are higher than the solar-charged BEV option in Scenario 1, as the
scenario involves use of an electrical grid. This finding is also congruent with previous research [59].
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Both scenarios reinforce previous research showing that EVs can reduce GHGs [60] and have a
lower TCO [7].

A significant concern of the consumer might be the residual value of the vehicle upon resell.
Both scenarios illustrate that residual values are lower for BEV and PHEV. ICEV appear to retain their
value much better. High-end BEVs have seen some improvement in this area with Tesla Model S
holding its value better than any vehicle regardless of type [61].

Utility market changes are also consideration for purchasing of a vehicle, as they effect fuel-cost
savings and thus the TCO [3]. By including forecasting models for various energy options, the simulation
models these effects for inclusion in the analysis.

4.2. Energy Savings and Reduced Environmental Impact of Electrical Power Systems for Transportation

One of the findings of this study is that GHGs for solar-powered BEVs are nominal. Battery-electric
power systems powered by PVS produce an environmental impact that is almost negligible.
When electrical grid power is used for charging EVs under the conditions of Scenario 2, the simulation
depicts reductions in CO2, NOx + NMOG, and CO. For CO2, that lifecycle reduction is from about
60,000 kg (ICEV) to 25,000 g (PHEV). For NOx + NMOG, lifecycle reductions are estimated to be
from 17.5 kg (ICEV) to 10 kg (PHEV). CO estimates were 450 kg for ICEV versus 225 kg for PHEV.
Under both scenarios, EV adoption resulted in a reduced environmental impact.

The verdict on true GHGs, however, may be mixed. A recent study has proposed a more robust
method for capturing grid energy CO2 emissions in the electricity production phase [62]. The results
suggest that under some conditions, ICEVs might be preferred. This result is surprising and underscores
the value in PVS offsets for electrical charging requirements [23].

The total kWh for the BEV operating at 0.34 kWh/mile for 1100 miles × 12 months × 8 years is
35,904 lifecycle kWh, about 4408 kWh monthly. (The 0.34 kWh/mile is a variable parameter in the
simulation.) With approximately 1 million BEVs on the road today [63], the additional monthly kWh
demand is 4408 GW at the rate of consumption. EV loads are now placing pressure on power grids [64].
Using PVS for recharging these vehicles could offset that increased demand. Given that EVs may
increase global consumption of electricity between 11–20% by the year 2040 [65], this type of solution
along with smart grid and others may prove vital.

4.3. Implications

This simulation has policy implications for both the government and the manufacturers. First,
the use of tax credits visibly accelerates break-even analysis in the online simulation. Tax credits for
hybrid and BEV should be considered an investment in the environment [58]. Second, the expansion of
EVs is likely to result in an 11–20% increase in grid demand by 2040 [65]. The solutions to this problem
might include smart grid development acceleration or incentives for renewable recharging.

4.4. Limitations

One of the limitations of this study is that it focuses on the break-even costs and environmental
effects. Consumer vehicle type selection (e.g., gasoline versus hybrid versus fully electric) is often
based on other criteria such as driving range, charging time, and performance [66]. A BEV may not be
pragmatic for exceedingly long trips.

Another limitation of this simulation is that it assumes zero gray-power costs for solar charging of
BEVs. This simplification belies the fact that many solar power systems do not have battery back-up.
This is an important limitation when considering environmental effects.

A third limitation is that the simulation is based on data and distributions generated from the
United States. There are valid reasons to assume that future costs of gasoline, electricity, and natural
gas are unlikely to be the same among countries. Further, other factors are likely to be different,
including driving range, availability of recharging stations, and energy policy.
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4.5. Future Improvements

This is the first publicly available simulation for this type of analysis. Future work will include
modeling of solar gray-power considerations and include additional parameters for user input.
Updated data distributions will be included as available, and additional variables will be added.

5. Conclusions

The research question in this study addressed the consumer trade-off considerations for purchasing
a BEV, a hybrid, or a gasoline-powered car using a publicly available simulation, the first of its type.
The findings of the paper show early break-even points for the two alternative scenarios: A BEV
re-charged by PVS and a PHEV re-charged through the grid. In both cases, the break-even was about a
year (13, and 12 months, respectively). However, the BEV benefited from tax credits to achieve that
early break-even. Due to other considerations that affect buying a BEV, such as a driving range [66],
the continuation of tax credits should be a policy focus.

The environmental impacts associated with the PVS-BEV scenario are nominal. Further, such a
scenario avoids the 11–20% increase in demand on the grid that may occur by 2040 [65]. Good policy
would consider incentivizing the use of the PVS-BEV relationship, while developing smart grid
capability. For the PHEV, the GHG are estimated to be much less than for the ICEV; however, the true
impact is possibility underestimated [23].

This study provides a foundation for sensitivity analysis in relation to both cost and environmental
effects associated with car purchasing decisions. It also highlights the differences in terms of GHG
and time. It illustrates how tax credits and residuals values affect TCO and how the choice of
re-charging sources affects total costs. Further, the use of ETS forecasts for utility costs provides a
reasonable method for estimating energy costs. Finally, it highlights an issue that may require a
policy solution: Grid demand increases based on increased EV demand. The solution might include
PVS-BEV incentives.
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