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California in the US has the most aggressive Cost of Transition to ZEVs by 2035 -
targets for electrification of the transportation differences by household segments
sector; proposed Advanced Clean Cars I om0 . Figure 3: Average TCO Difference per new

rule being the primary mechanism. $14.000 vehicle sale (ZEV-ICEV)
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Figure 1: Targets for the share of ZEV sales ~ For the average LDV fleet, TCO parity Is

in total light-duty vehicle sales in California  achieved by 2032. Beyond 2032, as ZEV prices
continue to drop and at-home charging

Like many other energy and climate Infrastructure expands, TCO parity is achievable
policies, rapid electrification of the LDV for all the household groups as well, without
sector can produce winners and losers in the policy intervention.
traQSItlon process, highlighting th_e role of Share of TCO gains and Loses by household segments
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Figure: 2: TCO by household estimated transition costs of $2.8 billion; between
segments 2030 -2035, low-income households bear on

average 21% of the transition cost of $1.9 billion.



