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Abstract: Although electric vehicles (EVs) are climate-friendly alternaRve to gasoline powered vehicles, 
adopRon is challenged, in large measure, by higher up-front procurement prices. ExisRng discourse 
emphasizes EV ba^ery costs as being principally responsible for this price differenRal and EV affordability 
– and consequently, widespread adopRon - is rouRnely condiRoned upon ba^ery costs declining. Is such 
reasoning supported by exisRng data? What factors beyond ba^ery cost may impact EV procurement 
prices? And what is relaRve influence each of these factors levy on price? Sourcing data on EV a^ributes 
and auto market condiRons between 2011 and 2023, we esRmate a model that addresses these 
quesRons. Our findings are fourfold. First, we find that contrary to exisRng discourse, EV prices are 
influenced principally by the number of ameniRes, addiRonal features, and dealer-installed accessories 
sold as standard on an EV, and to a lesser extent, by the EV’s horsepower. Second, we observe that EV 
range is negaRvely correlated with EV price implying that range anxiety concerns may be less 
consequenRal than exisRng discourse suggests. Third, we show that ba^ery capacity is posiRvely 
correlated with EV price, due to more capacity being synonymous with an EV’s ability to deliver more 
horsepower. CollecRvely, this suggests that higher up-front procurement prices for EVs reflects consumer 
preference for vehicles that are feature dense and more powerful. Fourth and finally, we show that 
accommodaRng these preferences have – since 2018 – produced vehicles with lower fuel economy, a 
shii we esRmate reduces an EV’s envisioned lifecycle emissions benefits by at least 3.26 percent, subject 
to the ba^ery pack chemistry leveraged and the carbon intensity of the electrical grid. These findings 
warrant a^enRon as decarbonizaRon efforts increasingly emphasize EVs as a pathway for complying with 
domesRc and internaRonal climate agreements.  
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Introduc7on 

What predicts electric vehicle (EV) prices? Over the last decade, EV market share has steadily risen 
across the world. In 2022, more than 10 million EVs were sold globally, up from 130,000 in 2012 (1-3). 
This trend – which shiis energy usage away from gasoline towards electricity – reflects growing 
environmental concerns surrounding the use of fossil fuels (4). Vehicles powered by these fuels 
consRtute one of the largest emi^ers of CO2, a contribuRon that accelerates the naRonal greenhouse 
effect, causing global temperature to rise (5,6). In 2021, CO2 emissions alone were responsible for 
approximately two-thirds of the total warming influence of all human-produced greenhouse gases (7). 

Given the far-ranging environmental and health effects of these emissions, many countries have 
implemented policies that incenRvize EV adopRon. EVs present numerous advantages over their fossil 
fuel-powered counterparts, the most relevant – from a carbon emissions perspecRve – being reduced 
dependence on fossil fuels, which results in a more favorable emissions profile (8). This profile persists 
even when emissions associated with EV producRon, extracRon, processing, transportaRon, and fuel 
distribuRon are accounted for (9). However, widespread adopRon of EVs is challenged, in part, by on-
average higher up-front procurement prices. In 2022, the average manufacturer suggested retail price 
(MSRP) of an EV in the United States – a key auto market – was over $65,000, compared to $48,000 for 
vehicles powered by internal combusRon engines (ICEVs) (10). 

What explains this price difference? A common explanaRon is mineral-intensity-related differences in the 
manufacture of EVs versus ICEVs (11). ICEVs only require five of the eight minerals used in the 
manufacturing of EVs, and by some esRmates, two addiRonal minerals – copper and manganese – 
despite being leveraged by both ICEVs and EVs, are used in far lower quanRRes for the former versus the 
la^er (12). Higher mineral requirements for EVs – which are used largely to produce the ba^eries that 
propel these vehicles – contribute to higher ba^ery manufacturing costs, and by consequence, higher EV 
prices (relaRve to ICEVs) (13,14). ProjecRons of price parity between EVs and ICEVs reflect this senRment, 
emphasizing declining ba^ery costs – realized via increased ba^ery producRon volume, and new and/or 
opRmized ba^ery chemistries – as crucial to EV affordability and mass-market adopRon (14-16).  

Is this senRment supported by exisRng data? Do lower EV ba^ery costs lower up-front EV procurement 
prices for consumers? If so, is the magnitude of price reducRons proporRonal to the reducRon in ba^ery 
costs? What other factors might influence up-front procurement prices for consumers? An answer is – 
from the vantage point of effecRve public policy – Rmely, given increasing emphasis on EVs as a 
decarbonizaRon pathway. This is parRcularly true in the United States which, owing to its high 
motorizaRon rate, is a significant CO2 emi^er. In recent years, efforts to lower these emissions have 
accelerated. Crucial to the success of these efforts is the presumpRon (or expectaRon) of a favorable up-
front cost proposiRon for EVs (relaRve to ICEVs).  

Surprisingly, few studies – to our knowledge – enumerate EV cost predictors. Some studies esRmate EV 
adopRon rates based on macro-economic factors (e.g., oil prices, regulatory environment, currency 
fluctuaRons, and broad geopoliRcal risk) (17,18). Others leverage specific per-kWh ba^ery pack cost 
targets to predict when price parity between EVs and ICEVs will occur (13,19,20). Further efforts 
scruRnize limited cost breakdowns based on teardown informaRon of components universal to autos at 
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large (versus specific powertrains) (21,22). Moreover, all known efforts to date scruRnize cost 
informaRon for a specified year which limits an appreciaRon of how the EV market has evolved. Efforts 
to enumerate long-run predictors of EV prices are – given the technology’s importance for 
decarbonizaRon – surprisingly scarce. 

When predictors of EV prices are invesRgated; these efforts oien explore consumer willingness to pay 
for an EV given a certain set of a^ributes (e.g., extended range ba^ery, bi-direcRonal charging, and auto-
safety features) rather than scruRnizing the extent to which these a^ributes predict the price set by 
automakers (23-25). This disRncRon is a subtle but important one as the equilibrium quanRty of EVs sold 
is determined by the interacRon between consumers’ demand for EVs and the price point set by EV 
manufacturers. Given the dearth of literature enumeraRng factors that influence the la^er, we argue 
that an exploraRon of supply-side, rather than demand-side, outcomes is increasingly Rmely.  

We do so here. Sourcing publicly available data on vehicle a^ributes and market condiRons between 
2011 and 2023, our model enumerates predictors of the EV price (26-28). We focus our efforts on the 
light-duty vehicle market in the United States, a sector that – owing to annual sales volume and overall 
miles travelled – is major contributor to naRonwide greenhouse gas emissions. In recent years, efforts 
have emphasized EV adopRon as the crucial pathway for reducing emissions contribuRons from light 
duty vehicles. The most notable of these efforts are the 2022 InflaRon ReducRon Act (IRA), passed by the 
United States Congress, and the Multi-Pollutant Emissions Standards proposed by the Environmental 
ProtecRon Agency in 2023 (29-31). Our work can help inform the efficacy of these and similar EV 
adopRon efforts by enumeraRng factors likely to impact EV pricing, and by consequence, adopRon.  
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Results and Discussion 

To enumerate predictors of EV prices, we scruRnize electrified light duty vehicles sold in the US between 
2011 and 2023. We defined an light duty vehicle  as sedan, crossover and sport uRlity vehicles (SUVs) 
powered by ba^ery electricity that can seat three or more passengers. EVs that can only seat two 
passengers are excluded, as are electrified trucks and vans. This approach allows emphasis on vehicle 
types that are responsible for most vehicle miles travelled by households in the US. We idenRfy 501 
unique EVs that meet these criteria, 467 of which are included in our model (see method and 
Supplementary InformaRon for details). Each EV is subject to a teardown whereby specific vehicle 
a^ributes are scruRnized and where applicable, enumerated (see Table 1 for a detailed descripRon of 
these a^ributes). 

Our results and discussion are structured as follows. First, we present and discuss results from our 
primary ordinary least-squares (OLS) regression model, which we used to esRmate the predicRve power 
of EV a^ributes on EV price. Second, we assess and refine the results of the primary OLS model using a 
secondary two-stage least-squares (2SLS) regression model. Doing so allows for an assessment of the 
relaRve impact of staRsRcally significant a^ributes. Finally, we discuss the implicaRons of these results, 
elucidaRng which factors are most responsible for historical changes in EV prices. We subsequently 
assess the public policy implicaRons of our findings. 

OLS Regression Results 

Controlling for all other a^ributes, feature density (i.e., the total number of ameniRes, addiRonal 
features, and dealer-installed accessories sold as standard for a vehicle model/trim) followed by vehicle 
horsepower, are the most significant influencers of EV price (p < 0.001)(Table 2). Our model suggests that 
a one percent increase in the feature density leads to a 0.745 percent increase in price, while a one 
percent increase in horsepower is associated with a 0.529 percent increase in price.  

What are the specific feature categories that levy the most influence on EV price? To address this 
quesRon, we re-execute the OLS regression, this Rme excluding the feature density a^ribute in favor 
individual feature categories. In doing so, we find that compared to convenience, prevenRon, and 
security features, survivability, entertainment, navigaRon, and mechanical features levy the greatest 
influence on EV price (p < 0.001) (Table 3). Our model esRmates that a one percent increase in 
survivability, entertainment, navigaRon, and mechanical features increases an EV’s price by 0.477, 0.434, 
-0.164 and 0.109 percent respecRvely (compared to 0.225, 0.286, and 0.078 percent for convenience, 
prevenRon, and security features respecRvely). 

Beyond feature density and horsepower, we scruRnize the influence of range on EV price, given range 
also emerges as being a significant cost predictor (albeit not to the same extent as feature density and 
horsepower). Our model esRmates that a one percent increase in range leads to a 0.444 percent 
decrease in price. That range is negaRvely correlated with price may appear counterintuiRve. Range 
anxiety is a well-documented phenomenon that arises from the longstanding inability of EVs – on 
average – to provide comparable range to ICEVs. This effect persists despite recent improvements in EV 
range (32,33). Hence, consumers may be willing to pay more for a higher-range EV to alleviate range 
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anxiety concerns. Prior literature has also observed a posiRve correlaRon between purchase price and 
driving range of EVs (34). EVs that offer greater range should – convenRonal reasoning suggests - levy a 
higher up-front procurement cost for consumers.  

However, exisRng literature also demonstrates that consumers are willing to sacrifice range and fuel 
economy for vehicles that offer more features and more horsepower (35). Were vehicle size and 
horsepower to remain unchanged (and further indexed to 1980 levels), average ICEV fuel economy 
would – by some esRmates – be nearly 60 percent higher in 2006 (36). Thus, our findings suggest that EV 
purchasers – like their ICEV-purchasing counterparts – favor vehicles with more features and more 
horsepower, even at the cost of lower range and fuel economy.  

Given this finding, how might automobile manufacturers respond? Our model suggests that – to the 
extent that manufacturers aim to maximize EV sales – offering vehicles with more features and 
horsepower will have a larger effect on vehicle sales compared to improving fuel economy (37). Put 
simply, our results corroborate prior literature that consumer demands for more features and 
horsepower have a greater and more pronounced impact on vehicle prices (regardless of powertrain 
type) than range and fuel economy (35,36).  

We further refine the results of the OLS regression by running our model using the sales figures for every 
EV model in our dataset as probability weights. Sales volume trends are indicaRve of fluctuaRons in 
demand, which likely influences EV price. The result of weighRng price by sales volume aligns with the 
iniRal conclusions drawn from the original OLS regressions. Here, we find that both feature density and 
horsepower levy a significantly influence on EV price. Specifically, a one percent increase in the feature 
density leads to a 0.684 percent increase in price and a one percent increase in horsepower is associated 
with a 0.468 percent increase in price (Table 2). Ba^ery capacity  and lagged aggregate ba^ery cost 
(LABC)  also emerge as significant predictors of EV prices when weighRng price by sales volume (p < 
0.001). Here, we find that a one percent increase in ba^ery capacity decreases price by 0.544 percent 
while a one percent increase in LABC increases price by 0.296 percent. 

These findings illuminate several interdependencies between vehicle a^ributes and vehicle price. Larger 
ba^eries are generally more reliable due to slower rates of natural degradaRon via charge-discharge 
cycles, thereby prolonging ba^ery lifespan (38). Larger ba^eries also offer greater range, thereby 
miRgaRng range anxiety related concerns (39,40). Yet, as previously noted, our model suggests that 
range is negaRvely correlated with price. Moreover, although per-kilowa^ hour ba^ery costs have fallen 
over Rme (14), LABC has increased. LABC is the product of nominal ba^ery capacity of an EV in the 
current year, and the average inflaRon-adjusted per-kilowa^ hour ba^ery cost for the preceding year. 
Thus, LABC increasing while EV prices have declined likely represents marked increases in ba^ery 
capacity exceeding the observed decline in per-kilowa^ hour ba^ery costs, thus resulRng in the product 
of ba^ery capacity and cost rising (38,41). CollecRvely, this result highlights mulRple potenRal pathways 
through which ba^ery capacity might impact EV prices.  

Which pathway – reliability, range, or LABC – best explains ba^ery capacity’s relaRonship with EV prices? 
To answer this quesRon, we re-execute the OLS regression model, this Rme omiqng ba^ery capacity and 
LABC in a stepwise manner (Table 4), thereby isolaRng the impact of each pathway. Absent controlling 
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for LABC, a one percent increase in ba^ery capacity is associated with a 0.336 percent increase in EV 
price. When LABC is controlled for, the impact that ba^ery capacity has on EV price increases by 23.214 
percent, from 0.336 to 0.414, though ba^ery capacity’s influence on price becomes staRsRcally less 
profound. Conversely, absent controlling for ba^ery capacity in the model, a one percent increase in 
LABC leads to a 0.336 percent increase in EV price. When ba^ery capacity is controlled for, LABC’s impact 
on EV price decreases by 76.786 percent, from 0.336 to -0.078, though the staRsRcal significance of 
LABC’s impact on price becomes less profound.  

CollecRvely, this suggests that LABC is not the primary pathway through which ba^ery capacity affects EV 
price, as ba^ery capacity’s impact is less sensiRve to the inclusion of LABC than LABC’s impact is on 
ba^ery capacity. Absent both ba^ery capacity and LABC, the magnitude of range’s impact on price 
decreases by 63.964 percent, from -0.444 to -0.160. Instead, under these condiRons, fuel economy 
emerges as a staRsRcally significant factor (p = 0.054). This suggests that the pathway that explains 
ba^ery capacity’s impact on EV prices is that higher ba^ery capacity is a signal for greater reliability. 

In leveraging sales figures data, we also find that range no longer has a staRsRcally significant impact on 
EV price. This suggests that range anxiety concerns may not be a significant influencer of EV price. 
Furthermore, even though ba^ery costs have a staRsRcally significant impact on price, its effect remains 
small in magnitude relaRve to feature density and horsepower. This suggests that feature density and 
horsepower are the primary supply-side factors affecRng EV price. 

2SLS Regression Results 

What is the relaRve influence of fuel economy, range or horsepower on price? By understanding the 
relaRve impact of these three a^ributes, we can determine the primary mechanism through which EVs 
could be made more affordable. To answer this quesRon, we perform a 2SLS regression using curb 
weight and internal volume as instrumental variables, and fuel economy, range, and horsepower as the 
treatment variables. All other a^ributes from the OLS regression model serve as controls. Curb weight 
and internal volume are chosen as instruments as they are theoreRcally exogenous and relevant, 
affecRng EV prices through their impact on range and horsepower, without either instrument directly 
impacRng prices. We note that neither of our instrumental variables are – as evidenced by the results 
from our OLS regression model - staRsRcally significantly correlated with price. 

In execuRng the 2SLS regression, we find that when using fuel economy as the treatment variable, 
range’s impact on price becomes staRsRcally insignificant, while the impact of horsepower on price 
remains staRsRcally significant (p < 0.001) (Table 5). The local area treatment effect of range becoming 
staRsRcally insignificant with every 2SLS regression suggests that range’s impact on price reflects the 
curb weight and internal volume of the car, and not range itself.  

The OLS analysis demonstrates that curb weight and internal volume are posiRvely correlated with price. 
Greater curb weight and internal volume implies that a car becomes heavier and/or larger, which 
reduces range. Curb weight and internal volume are posiRvely correlated with the number of features 
present on an EV, and thus, it follows that heavier, larger cars would be more expensive. This is 
consistent with our conclusions from the OLS regressions regarding feature density and horsepower’s 
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impact on price. Consequently, we conclude that feature density and horsepower levy far more influence 
on EV prices compared to fuel economy and range.  

Long-run changes in EV design and consumer preferences 

The analysis executed thus far enumerates the influence of specific a^ributes on EV price. This approach, 
however, provides li^le insight on how the EV market has evolved. Such insight is Rmely as climate 
change miRgaRon efforts increasingly emphasize electrificaRon as a decarbonizaRon pathway. 
Maximizing the decarbonizaRon potenRal of this technology necessitates – from the vantage point of 
effecRve public policy – an understanding of, 1) how the EV market has evolved and, 2) how this 
evoluRon impacts the emissions reducRon potenRal of EVs.  

To achieve this, we first scruRnize long-run changes to the up-front procurement price of EVs, this given 
that procurement price remains – for many consumers – a significant influencer, and barrier, to EV 
adopRon (10,13,14). Declines in ba^ery pack costs coupled with increased producRon (as evidenced by 
sales volume) will – exisRng discourse consistently emphasizes– facilitate procurement price declines 
over Rme that ulRmately accelerate EV adopRon (1,22,42,43). Such reasoning features prominently in 
emissions reducRons projecRons offered by both, the public and private sector, as declining procurement 
prices moRvate widespread EV uptake, and by consequence, help lower emissions. 

Our analysis suggests that a more nuanced perspecRve may be warranted. While ba^ery pack costs have 
declined significantly (from $1059 per kWh in 2011 to $245 per kWh in 2017 to $153 per kWh in 2022) 
and sales volume has increased (from 9,754 to 101,836 to 708,159 units during the same period), these 
trends have not been accompanied by corresponding declines in average procurement prices. Instead, 
we observe that the average inflaRon-adjusted price of an EV has steadily increased over Rme, from 
$43,871 in 2011, to $62,760 in 2017, to $74,460 in 2022 (Fig. 1).  

This increase does not imply the absence of more affordable EVs on the market. Such vehicles could – 
between 2011 and 2023 - be purchased for, on average, $35,913 lower than what EVs would typically 
cost ($67,888)(Fig. 2a). Moreover, we observe that the least expensive EVs have declined in price from 
$43,251 in 2011 to $27,842 in 2017 to $27,787 in 2022 (Fig. 2a). However, these vehicles consRtute – 
with rare excepRon – a small proporRon of overall sales in the EV market. In 2017, the cheapest EV – the 
Mitsubishi i-MiEV – cost $27,842, well below the $62,760 average for that year. Yet, this vehicle 
accounted for 0.005 percent of overall EV sales. In 2022, the cheapest EV – the Nissan Leaf - cost 
$27,787, well below the $74,460 average for the year but accounted for 1.69 percent of overall EV sales. 

Weak demand for these vehicles may be explained by scruRnizing the a^ributes that set them apart 
from their averagely priced counterparts: principally, lower feature density and lower horsepower (Fig. 
2b, 2c). The average number of features and horsepower offered across all 467 EVs in our dataset is 73 
and 317.48 respecRvely. ComparaRvely, the average number of features and horsepower for the 
cheapest EV available yearly is 48 and 123.46 respecRvely, differences our model suggests – and sales 
volume implies – helps explain weak demand for this vehicle profile (35,36,44,45). We acknowledge that 
the cheapest EVs also offer less range than their moderately priced counterparts (111 miles versus 227 
miles), an a^ribute that may concurrently contribute to limited uptake (Fig. 2d). However, as previously 
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noted, exisRng literature suggests that range is – where vehicle selecRon is concerned – less influenRal 
than feature density and horsepower (35,36). 

Having assessed the long-run price trajectory of EVs, we subsequently examine fuel economy (Fig. 2e). 
Although studies show clear, consistent and compelling evidence of a superior emissions profile for EVs 
compared to ICEVs, the magnitude of superiority depending upon – among other factors – an EV’s fuel 
economy. Given the interdependencies between fuel economy and lifecycle emissions (8), a vehicle with 
higher fuel economy will – ceteris paribus – have a smaller emissions footprint than a vehicle with lower 
fuel economy. Consequently, scruRnizing long-run changes in EV fuel economy is Rmely if the 
decarbonizaRon benefits of the technology are to be maximally realized. Doing so reveals that the 
average fuel economy of EVs has in recent years, decreased. Specifically, we observe that fuel economy 
has steadily decreased from 112.79 mpg-e in 2018 to 100.12 mpg-e in 2023. 

What explains this decrease? Our model idenRfies ba^ery capacity, and to a lesser extent, horsepower 
and curb weight, as being most responsible for declining fuel economy (p < 0.001) (Fig. 2f, 2c, 2g). Both 
average ba^ery capacity and average horsepower of EVs have seen marked increases since 2015 coupled 
with a corresponding increase in average curb weight. The confluence and interdependencies between 
these a^ributes – namely manufacturing vehicles that have more ba^ery capacity  (favored by 
consumers as a pathway towards realizing more horsepower) increases the curb weight of the vehicle, 
which subsequently reduces its overall fuel economy (46)1. 

Fuel economy is also influenced by range. We observe an increase in the average EV fuel economy from 
2011 to 2018, an increase predicted by increasing EV range during the same period. However, since 
2018, increases in ba^ery capacity, horsepower, and curb weight are found to levy greater influence on 
fuel economy (albeit in the opposite direcRon) compared to range. From a behavioral perspecRve, this 
implies that range anxiety has – within the exisRng pool of prospecRve EV buyers - become less of a 
salient factor in EV procurement decisions. One reason why is that EVs uRlized thus far may serve as 
secondary vehicles in many households and/or be driven less, in which case, range concerns pose less of 
an impediment to use (47,48). Furthermore, many EVs increasingly offer range that meets the average 
(but not extreme) daily travel needs (49). 

What are the emissions consequences of declining fuel economy? Leveraging the 2022 Greenhouse 
Gases, Regulated Emissions, and Energy Use in TransportaRon (GREET) model, we find that this decline 
risks reducing the envisioned lifecycle emissions benefits of EVs (50). In 2023, the average fuel economy 
of new EVs was 100.12 mpg-e, 7.03 percent lower than it was in 2020 (107.69 mpg-e)., and 11.23 
percent lower than it was in 2018 (112.79 mpg-e). Using representaRve values for EV manufacturing and 
fuel producRon (8,51,52), we esRmate this decline alone would – for vehicles manufactured in 2023 - 
reduce the envisioned lifecycle emissions benefits of EVs by at least 3.26 percent (or 0.58 tons of CO2e 
per vehicle), subject to the ba^ery pack chemistry leveraged by the EV and the carbon intensity of the 

 
1 We note that internal volume and lagged aggregate ba2ery cost (Fig 2h and 2i) levy li2le influence on long run 
price trajectory changes for EVs). 
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electrical grid2. Were the fuel economy trajectory of the future to follow that observed since 2018, our 
model esRmates this decline would – for vehicles manufactured in 2028 - reduce the envisioned lifecycle 
emissions benefits of EVs by at least 6.66 percent (or 1.23 tons of CO2e per vehicle)3. 

  

 
2 This figure assumes the use of an EV that covers 179,200 miles over a 15-year lifespan. The vehicle is powered by a Nickel 
Manganese Cobalt 811 baIery, can deliver 300 miles of range on a single charge, and is recharged from an electrical grid that 
has a carbon intensity of 205.79 gC02e/kWh in 2023 (the year of the vehicle’s introducOon). This figure – assuming carbon 
emissions associated with electricity generaOon declines at an annual rate of 16.42 percent, which is commensurate with a 
target of 90 percent fewer carbon emissions by 2030 (relaOve to 2005 levels) - falls to 16.70 gC02e/kWh in 2037 (the year the 
vehicle is phased out of the fleet) ((8,51,52). Using an LFP baIery at slower rates of grid decarbonizaOon increase the 
envisioned lifecycle emissions benefits that are lost. 

3 This figure assumes the use of an EV has a fuel economy of 88.87 mpg-e and covers 179,200 miles over a 15-year lifespan. The 
vehicle is powered by a Nickel Manganese Cobalt 811 baIery, can deliver 300 miles of range on a single charge, and is and 
recharged from an electrical grid that has a carbon intensity of 83.92 gC02e/kWh in 2028 (the year of the vehicle’s introducOon). 
This figure – assuming carbon emissions associated with electricity generaOon declines at an annual rate of 16.42 percent, 
which is commensurate with a target of 90% fewer carbon emissions by 2030 (relaOve to 2005 levels) - falls to 6.81 gC02e/kWh 
in 2042 (the year the vehicle is phased out of the fleet) (8,51,52). Using an LFP baIery at slower rates of grid decarbonizaOon 
increase the envisioned lifecycle emissions benefits that are lost. 
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Limita7ons and Conclusion 

To enumerate predictors of EV prices, we have scruRnized 467 unique EV mode/trims available for sale in 
the United States between 2011 and 2023. Doing so – we argue – offers reassurance that our results and 
ensuing interpretaRons are robust. Nevertheless, limitaRons of our approach warrant discussion. 

Firstly, 34 vehicle trims had to be excluded from our analysis owing to insufficient data. This exclusion 
raises potenRal concerns regarding the robustness of our dataset. To assuage these concerns, we note 
that price data -aggregated across EVs for a given year in our dataset aligns with historical trends 
documented in prior literature and is consistent with publicly available automoRve inventory data 
(44,53-58). Furthermore, to ensure our dataset is robust, a^ribute and price data leveraged by our 
model has been substanRated for completeness with Edmunds and Cox AutomoRve, authoritaRve 
sources for automoRve inventory and informaRon. We also emphasize the vehicles excluded owing to 
insufficient data consRtute a small percentage (6.7 percent) of the complete data set. 

Secondly, while the staRsRcal significance of the relaRonships found from the OLS and 2SLS regressions 
help illuminate the influence of individual predictors of EV prices, we cauRon that these factors may 
nevertheless work in combinaRon to influence prices. The conclusions we draw from the results 
regarding the importance of feature density and horsepower, and the declining prevalence of range 
anxiety as a salient concern when consumers are choosing a vehicle, warrant further scruRny as the EV 
market conRnues to evolve. Further research should also assess whether these predictors retain their 
importance when behavioral characterisRcs of consumers are considered, the most notable being 
heterogeneity in driving pa^erns in mulR-vehicle households (47,49). 

LimitaRons notwithstanding, our findings challenge long-standing asserRons that high ba^ery costs are 
principally responsible for high procurement prices and that price declines principally necessitate 
declines in ba^ery costs. We demonstrate that while ba^ery costs have fallen over Rme, EV prices have 
risen, a rise that reflects the entry of – and consumer preference for – vehicles that are more feature 
dense and more powerful (59-61). 

The climate implicaRons these findings are profound. On the one hand, rising prices risks impeding 
electrificaRon efforts, parRcularly among middle and low-income households. EV adopRon within these 
households is parRcularly Rmely given vehicles in these households tend to be more polluRng owing to 
vehicular age (62-64). We acknowledge that the IRA specifically incenRvizes the producRon of less 
expensive EVs. If this producRon does not forfeit aestheRc and performance features valued by these 
households, EV adopRon is – when considering procurement price alone - unlikely to be impeded (29). 
However, we cauRon that declining fuel economy – a trend since 2018 – risks tempering the emissions 
reducRons benefits EVs offer. We advocate for acRon as EV adopRon increasingly serves not only as a 
pathway towards emissions reducRon but also a means of realizing precise emissions-reducRons targets 
specified at the domesRc and internaRonal climate agreements (30,65,66).  
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A=ributes Descrip7on of A=ributes 
Curb weight  
(pounds) 

The weight of an EV with standard equipment and a full tank of fuel. 
Figure excludes passengers, cargo, or opRonal equipment. 

Feature density The total number of ameniRes, addiRonal features, and dealer-installed 
accessories sold as standard for a vehicle model/trim. Features are 
broken down into 7 categories: Convenience, Entertainment, 
Mechanical, NavigaRon, PrevenRon, Security and Survivability. 

Fuel economy [combined] 
(miles per gallon-
equivalent) 

The distance travelled by the EV using the energy equivalent of one 
gallon of gasoline. This esRmate assumes 55% city driving and 45% 
highway driving. 

Horsepower The power produced by an EV’s engine. 
InflaRon-adjusted MSRP  
(USD) 

The price suggested by manufacturers to retailers prior to the vehicle’s 
release. MSRP is inflaRon-adjusted to 2023 levels. 

Internal volume  
(cubic feet) 

The total space in the interior of an EV. 

Lagged aggregate ba^ery 
cost  
(USD) 

The product of the nominal ba^ery capacity of an EV in the current year 
mulRplied by the average inflaRon-adjusted dollar-per-kilowa^ hour 
ba^ery cost in the preceding year. 

Nominal ba^ery capacity 
(kWh) 

A measure of how much energy the ba^ery can deliver from a fully 
charged state. 

Range  
(miles) 

The total distance travelled by the EV on a single, full charge. 

Sales volume The total sales volume of a parRcular model, year-on-year. 
Yearly number of 
Manufacturers 

The total number of manufacturers selling EVs, year-on-year. 

Yearly number of models The total number of EV models sold by all manufacturers, year-on-year. 

Table 1: DescripAon of EV aXributes 
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 (1) (2) 

ATTRIBUTES MSRP Sales-Weighted MSRP 

   

Curb Weight (lbs) 0.260 0.588** 

 (0.209) (0.244) 

Feature Density 0.745*** 0.684*** 

 (0.167) (0.180) 

Fuel Economy (mpg-e) -0.0450 -0.568*** 

 (0.218) (0.182) 

Horsepower  0.529*** 0.468*** 

 (0.0612) (0.0540) 

Internal Volume (c3) -0.153 -0.550** 

 (0.142) (0.252) 

Lagged aggregate baIery cost ($) -0.0780 0.296*** 

 (0.505) (0.0784) 

Nominal BaIery Capacity (kWh) 0.414 -0.544*** 

 (0.535) (0.179) 

Range (miles) -0.444*** 0.0689 

 (0.153) (0.147) 

Yearly Number of Manufacturers -1.056 0.364 

 (1.827) (0.284) 

Yearly Number of Models 0.356 -0.145 

 (0.696) (0.132) 

   

Constant 6.763 4.422** 

 (5.197) (2.212) 

   

ObservaOons 392 298 

R-squared 0.816 0.843 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 2: OLS regression model of the effect of all aXributes on MSRP, with and without weighAng MSRP 

by the year-on-year sales volume of each EV model 

 

Note: All a*ributes are natural log-transformed, so results must be interpreted as percentage changes. Lagged aggregate 
ba*ery cost is the product of the average $/kWh value of an EV ba*ery for the previous year mulDplied by the capacity (kWh) 
for that EV in the current year. Time fixed effects are controlled for, as our dataset tracks changes in a*ributes associated with 
specific car models across Dme. The MSRP of each EV is inflaDon-adjusted. Year-on-year sales volumes for each EV model are 
used as a probability weight. 
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ATTRIBUTES MSRP 

Curb Weight (lbs) 0.338 
 (0.207) 
Fuel Economy (mpg-e) 0.134 
 (0.200) 
Horsepower  0.570*** 
 (0.0557) 
Internal Volume (c3) -0.419*** 
 (0.140) 
Lagged aggregate baIery cost ($) -0.0183 
 (0.439) 
Nominal BaIery Capacity (kWh) 0.373 
 (0.469) 
Range (miles) -0.454*** 
 (0.152) 
Yearly Number of Manufacturers -0.845 
 (1.594) 
Yearly Number of Models 0.261 
 (0.609) 
Feature Categories  
Convenience 0.225** 
 (0.0916) 
Entertainment 0.434*** 
 (0.0653) 
Mechanical 0.109*** 
 (0.0322) 
NavigaOon -0.164*** 
 (0.0434) 
PrevenOon 0.286** 
 (0.113) 
Security 0.078* 
 (0.0426) 
Survivability 0.477*** 
 (0.113) 
  
Constant 5.323 
 (4.740) 
ObservaOons 384 
R-squared 0.846 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 3: OLS regression model of the effect of all aXributes except feature density on MSRP, with the 

addiAon of all feature categories 

 

Note: All a*ributes are natural log-transformed, so results must be interpreted as percentage changes. Lagged aggregate 
ba*ery cost is the product of the average $/kWh value of an EV ba*ery for the previous year mulDplied by the capacity (kWh) 
for that EV in the current year. Time fixed effects are controlled for, as our dataset tracks changes in a*ributes associated with 
specific car models across Dme. The MSRP of each EV is inflaDon-adjusted. 
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

ATTRIBUTES MSRP MSRP MSRP MSRP 

     

Curb Weight (lbs) 0.260 0.260 0.260 0.313 

 (0.209) (0.210) (0.209) (0.209) 

Feature Density 0.745*** 0.745*** 0.745*** 0.812*** 

 (0.167) (0.167) (0.167) (0.169) 

Fuel Economy (mpg-e) -0.0450 -0.0450 -0.0450 -0.320* 

 (0.218) (0.218) (0.218) (0.165) 

Horsepower  0.529*** 0.529*** 0.529*** 0.523*** 

 (0.0612) (0.0613) (0.0612) (0.0606) 

Internal Volume (c3) -0.153 -0.153 -0.153 -0.125 

 (0.142) (0.143) (0.142) (0.145) 

Lagged aggregate baIery cost ($) -0.078 - 0.336** - 

 (0.505)  (0.159)  

Nominal BaIery Capacity (kWh) 0.414 0.336** - - 

 (0.535) (0.160)   

Range (miles) -0.444*** -0.444*** -0.444*** -0.160*** 

 (0.153) (0.154) (0.153) (0.0586) 

Yearly Number of Manufacturers -1.056 -0.123 0.886 -0.117 

 (1.827) (0.356) (0.947) (0.360) 

Yearly Number of Models 0.356 -0.0234 -0.496 -0.0269 

 (0.696) (0.283) (0.495) (0.285) 

     

Constant 6.763 5.029*** 2.128 5.339*** 

 (5.197) (1.852) (2.861) (1.824) 

     

ObservaOons 392 394 392 394 

R-squared 0.816 0.816 0.816 0.814 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 4: OLS regression model of the effect of all aXributes on price, removing baXery capacity and 

lagged aggregate baXery cost in a stepwise manner 

 

Note: All a*ributes are natural log-transformed, so results must be interpreted as percentage changes. Lagged aggregate 
ba*ery cost is the product of the average $/kWh value of an EV ba*ery for the previous year mulDplied by the capacity (kWh) 
for that EV in the current year. Time fixed effects are controlled for, as our dataset tracks changes in a*ributes associated with 
specific car models across Dme. The MSRP of each EV is inflaDon-adjusted. 
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
ATTRIBUTES MSRP MSRP MSRP MSRP 
     
Curb Weight (lbs) 0.260 - - - 
 (0.209)    
Feature Density 0.745*** 0.836*** 1.373** 0.637*** 
 (0.167) (0.148) (0.643) (0.196) 
Fuel Economy (mpg-e) -0.0450 -0.698 -3.387 0.0589 
 (0.218) (0.450) (3.703) (0.262) 
Horsepower  0.529*** 0.501*** 0.290 0.683*** 
 (0.0612) (0.0649) (0.296) (0.124) 
Internal Volume (Y3) -0.153 - - - 
 (0.142)    
Lagged aggregate ba2ery cost ($) -0.0780 -0.0333 -0.00613 -0.00312 
 (0.505) (0.539) (0.692) (0.511) 
Nominal Ba2ery Capacity (kWh) 0.414 -0.0308 -2.753 0.398 
 (0.535) (0.602) (3.645) (0.549) 
Range (miles) -0.444*** -0.0123 2.705 -0.577*** 
 (0.153) (0.362) (3.611) (0.203) 
Yearly Number of Manufacturers -1.056 -0.317 0.0551 -0.283 
 (1.827) (0.395) (0.675) (0.382) 
Yearly Number of Models 0.356 0.0862 -0.0670 0.0758 
 (0.696) (0.169) (0.280) (0.163) 
     
Constant 6.763 8.950** 16.34 6.166** 
 (5.197) (3.887) (11.79) (3.134) 
     
Observa`ons 392 392 392 392 
R-squared 0.816 0.810 0.602 0.810 
Method OLS 2SLS, with Fuel 

Economy as 
treatment variable 

2SLS, with Range 
as treatment 

variable 

2SLS, with 
Horsepower as 

treatment variable 
Instruments none Curb Weight  

Internal Volume 
Curb Weight  

Internal Volume 
Curb Weight  

Internal Volume 
First stage F-sta`s`c - 23.29 0.746 20.68 
Cri`cal value - 11.04 9.865 10.34 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 5: OLS and 2SLS regression models showing the price impact of various aXributes, treatment 

variables and control variables 

 

Note: All attributes are natural log-transformed, so results must be interpreted as percentage changes. Lagged aggregate 
battery cost is the product of the average $/kWh value of an EV battery for the previous year multiplied by the capacity (kWh) 
for that EV in the current year. Time fixed effects are controlled for since our dataset tracks changes in attributes associated 
with specific car models across time. EV MSRP is inflation-adjusted. For the 2SLS regression model, curb weight and internal 
volume are instruments, range and horsepower are treatment variables, and all other attributes serve as controls. 
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Figure 1: Historical Trends (2011-2023) of AXributes. Solid colored lines denote staAsAcally significant 
aXributes. DoXed colored lines denote insignificant aXributes. Solid black lines denote price. 
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Figure 2 (a-i) depicted below: Cap7on listed at the end. 

 

2a: InflaRon Adjusted MSRP 

 

2b: Number of features 
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2c: Horsepower 

 

2d: Range 
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2e: Fuel economy  

 

2f: Nominal ba^ery capacity 
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2g: Curb weight 

 

2h: Internal volume 
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2i: Lagged aggregate ba^ery cost 

 

Figure 2: Detailed Ameseries breakdown of aXributes offered by EVs sold between 2011 and 2023. Blue 
dots denote specific vehicle model/trim available for sale each year. Red diamond denotes aXribute 

average for a given year. Black circles denote aXribute value for the least expensive EV available for sale 
during that year. 
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Method 

To begin, we clarify our terminology, specify our market focus, and highlight key parameters of our 
model. 

In enumeraRng predictors of EV prices, the term ‘price’ – in our study - refers to the MSRP. The MSRP 
reflects a manufacturer’s price recommendaRon given, 1) the aestheRc and performance profile of the 
vehicle, and 2) how this profile compares to similar models (if any) on the market. This recommendaRon 
accounts for the costs incurred to manufacture the vehicle, applicable overhead, and a profit margin for 
both the manufacturer and where applicable, the dealer. The MSRP is set prior to the model release for a 
given year and remains – with rare excepRon – unaltered as changes, parRcularly decreases, lower the 
residual value of the vehicle4. By using a consistent price determined at the start of each sales year by 
supply-side factors, our work eliminates heterogeneity that arises from the usage of (and fluctuaRons in) 
dealer/transacRon prices, which reflecRve of demand-side forces (26-28). 

In scruRnizing the EV market, we focus our analysis on light-duty EVs – which we define as passenger 
cars and SUVs that can seat three or more passengers and are powered exclusively by an electrified 
powertrain. Electric trucks and vans are excluded from consideraRon in our analysis as are EVs that can 
only seat two occupants. This approach allows us to focus solely on vehicles that account for most of the 
vehicle miles travelled in the United States. Furthermore, we limit our analysis to vehicles that are, 1) 
available for sale in the US domesRc market alone, 2) not considered demonstraRon vehicles, and 3) 
represent trim types available to consumers. 

A vehicle’s trim is a collecRon of features packaged together in various ways to create vehicular profiles 
that differ from one another despite these vehicles sharing similar underlying characterisRcs. Specific 
trim levels denote the aestheRc and performance profile of the vehicle, associated packages, opRons, 
addiRonal features and ameniRes, all of which are included in the MSRP. Heterogeneity in vehicle trims 
can produce - for a single model of vehicle - numerous derivaRves (hereaier referred to as ‘unique 
vehicles). For example, in 2022, the Tesla Model Y, was available in two different trims, the Long Range 
and the Performance. Despite sharing the same underlying vehicle chassis, these trims differ in the 
range, horsepower and stability control drivers can expect. These differences explain heterogeneity in 
MSRP across each trim. For every model in each year, we consider every trim available for sale in the US 
domesRc market.  

Our approach yields 533 unique EVs that were available for sale between 2011 and 2023. From this list, 
32 vehicles are excluded as these vehicles are two-seater vehicles, trucks or vans, and 34 vehicles are 
excluded from our model owing to missing or incomplete aestheRc and/or performance profile data (see 
Supplementary InformaRon: Tables S2a and S2b for a detailed list of excluded vehicles). This leaves us 
with  467 unique vehicles that are leveraged by our model (see Supplementary InformaRon: Tables S1a 
and S1b for a complete list of included vehicles). For each of these vehicles, we consider – in addiRon to 
price – the aestheRc and performance features of the vehicle (see Table 1 for details). These include curb 
weight, feature density, fuel economy, horsepower, internal volume, lagged aggregate ba^ery cost, 

 
4 2023 has been an excepOon in this regard as lagging demand for EVs at prespecified price points has prompted OEMs to 
repeatedly reduce prices over the course of the year. 
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nominal ba^ery capacity, and range. We further also consider for inclusion in our model, the number of 
manufacturers and models available each year.  

Two regression models are subsequently employed – an OLS regression model, and a 2SLS regression 
model, to analyze the relaRonship between the selected a^ributes, and EV price. The model controls for 
Rme fixed effects, given that there are car models in our dataset that remain in producRon over the span 
of a few years. Thus, our dataset tracks the changes in a^ributes associated with these car models across 
Rme, so controlling for Rme fixed effects is necessary.  
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Supplementary Informa7on 

The supplementary informaRon secRon is organized into the following two secRons: first, we describe 
how the data set leveraged by our model was compiled, and the raRonale behind the a^ributes chosen. 
Second, we detail our OLS and 2SLS regressions used to analyze relaRonships among EV features and 
price.  

ConstrucAng the Dataset 

Our model considers EVs available for sale between 2011 and 2023. We focus our analysis on light-duty 
EVs – defined as passenger cars and SUVs that are exclusively powered by ba^ery electricity and can seat 
three or more passengers. We exclude demonstraRon vehicles that were not sold to the public. Our 
analysis is furthermore limited to vehicles sold by US retailers. For every model and specific trim in each 
year, we collected data on a series of a^ributes. 

Out of the 533 possible models/trim combinaRons available for sale between 2011 and 2023, a total of 
467 unique vehicles are idenRfied for inclusion in our model. This figure reflects 34 EVs excluded due to 
missing or incomplete data, and 32 EVs excluded as they do not fit our desired vehicle profile (i.e., these 
vehicles were either two seaters, vans, or trucks). The total number of models and trims analysed can be 
found in Table S1a, and specific details on the 467 unique vehicles from each manufacturer can be found 
in Table S1b. The total number of models and trims excluded can be found in Table S2a, while details on 
the 66 excluded vehicles can be found in Table S2b. 

With every model and specific trim in each year, we collect data on a series of a^ributes. These include 
the range, horsepower, and ba^ery capacity, among others, as well as the features of the EV, which 
refers to pieces of equipment or uRlity that the vehicle contains. A feature density a^ribute that tracks 
the total number of features present in the vehicle is constructed and included in the dataset. Data on 
most a^ributes was collected from the official websites of manufacturers and retailers, as well as third-
party sources such as car magazines. Fuel economy and range data in specific were collected from the 
official EPA website. Data on features was collected from autoblog.com and organised into broad 
categories. Finally, data on the year-on-year sales volume was also collected for every vehicle model in 
our dataset. Sales data on all models was collected from IHS Markit, Wards AutomoRve and Cox 
AutomoRve. Details on the a^ributes used in our staRsRcal analysis can be found in Table S3. Details on 
all the individual features recorded can be found in Table S4. 

StaAsAcal Analyses 

We use two regression models – an OLS regression model, and a 2SLS regression model, to analyze the 
relaRonship between the selected a^ributes, and EV price.  

The OLS regression model is as follows: 

MSRPit = α0 + α1FEit + α2Rit + α3HPit + α4CWit + α5IVit + α6FDit + α7BCit + α8LABCit + α9MDLt + α10MNFt + εit + δt 

Model S1: OLS Regression Equa6on 
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where MSRPit is the inflaRon-adjusted manufacturer-suggested retail price for EV i in year t, and α0 is a 
constant. FEit is the combined fuel economy (in miles per gallon-equivalent), Rit is the range (in miles), 
HPit is the horsepower, CWit is the curb weight (in pounds), IVit is the internal volume (in cubic feet), FDit 
is the composite indicator for feature density, BCit is the nominal ba^ery capacity (in kWh), and LABCit is 
the lagged aggregate ba^ery cost (in USD), which is calculated by mulRplying nominal ba^ery capacity 
with average annual inflaRon-adjusted ba^ery prices (in $/kWh), for EV i in year t. MDLt is the total 
number of EV models, and MNFt is the total number of EV manufacturers in year t. α1 to α10 are the 
coefficients of interest, εit is the error term, and δt is Rme fixed effects.  

The staRsRcal significance and magnitude of the coefficients of interest determine the relaRve impact of 
the different selected a^ributes on EV prices. The model controls for Rme fixed effects, given that there 
are car models in our dataset that remain in producRon over the span of a few years. Thus, our dataset 
tracks the changes in a^ributes associated with these car models across Rme, so controlling for Rme 
fixed effects is necessary. With longitudinal panel data, we also plot the historical changes in the various 
a^ributes. Finally, we use a composite indicator for all features, as using an indicator for every individual 
category of features creates a lot of noise in the regression, and places undue significance on individual 
features that would not realisRcally drive up the price of an EV (such as accident survivability features, 
which come standard on cars according to federal regulaRons). 

The 2SLS regression model is as follows: 

Yit = α0 + α1CWit + α2IVit + α3Xit + εit + δt  [1] 

MSRPit = α0 + α1Ŷit + α2Xit + εit + δt   [2] 

Model S2: 2SLS Regression Equa6on 

where equaRon [1] of the model shows the first stage of the regression, and equaRon [2] shows the 
second stage. In equaRon [1], Yit is the treatment variable of interest (either Range or Horsepower) for 
model i in year t, α0 is a constant, CWit and IVit are the instrumental variables, and represent the curb 
weight (in pounds) and internal volume (in cubic feet) respecRvely of model i in year t, Xit is the vector for 
various controls (all the other a^ributes in the OLS regression), εit is the error term, and δt is Rme fixed 
effects. In equaRon [2], MSRPit is the inflaRon-adjusted manufacturer-suggested retail price for EV i in 
year t, Ŷit is the predicted value of treatment variable of interest (either Range or Horsepower) from the 
first stage regression for EV i in year t, Xit is the vector for various controls (all the other a^ributes in the 
OLS regression), εit is the error term, and δt is Rme fixed effects. 
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Table S1a: The total number of manufacturers and models analyzed year-on-year, broken down by trim level 

Year Number of Manufacturers Number of Models Number of Trims 

2011 1 1 2 

2012 5 5 10 

2013 5 5 9 

2014 10 10 16 

2015 9 9 18 

2016 9 10 29 

2017 10 12 30 

2018 9 11 26 

2019 11 15 46 

2020 10 14 34 

2021 14 18 51 

2022 18 35 82 

2023 20 46 114 

Total Number of Unique Vehicles (2011-2023) 467 
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Year Manufacturer Model Trims 

2011 Nissan Leaf 
SV 

SL 

2012 

Ford Focus Electric Base 4dr Hatchback 

Mitsubishi i-MiEV 
ES 

SE 

Nissan Leaf 
SV 

SL 

Tesla Model S 

- 

Performance 

Signature 

Signature Performance 

Toyota RAV4 EV 

2013 

Fiat 500e Battery Electric 2dr Hatchback 

Ford Focus Electric Base 4dr Hatchback 

Honda Fit EV - 

Nissan Leaf 

SV 

S 

SL 

Tesla Model S 
- 

Performance 

Toyota RAV4 EV 

2014 

BMW i3 Base 4dr Rear-wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Spark EV 
1LT 

2LT 

Fiat 500e Battery Electric 2dr Hatchback 

Ford Focus Electric Base 4dr Hatchback 

Honda Fit EV - 

Mercedes-
Benz B-Class Electric Drive 4dr Hatchback 

Mitsubishi i-MiEV ES 

Nissan Leaf SV 
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S 

SL 

Tesla Model S 

60 

- 

P85 

P85D 

Toyota RAV4 EV 

2015 

BMW i3 Base 4dr Rear-wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Spark EV 
1LT 

2LT 

Fiat 500e Battery Electric 2dr Hatchback 

Ford Focus Electric Base 4dr Hatchback 

Kia Soul EV 
Base 4dr Hatchback 

+ 4dr Hatchback 

Mercedes-
Benz B-Class Electric Drive 4dr Hatchback 

Nissan Leaf 

SV 

S 

SL 

Tesla Model S 

70D 

85 

85D 

60 

P85D 

Volkswagen e-Golf 
Limited Edition 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

SEL Premium 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

2016 

BMW i3 Base 4dr Rear-wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Spark EV 
1LT 

2LT 

Fiat 500e Battery Electric 2dr Hatchback 

Ford Focus Electric Base 4dr Hatchback 

Kia Soul EV EVe 4dr Hatchback 
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Base 4dr Hatchback 

EVe 4dr Hatchback 

Mitsubishi i-MiEV ES 

Nissan Leaf 

SV 

S 

SL 

Tesla 

Model S 

70 

60D 

75 

70D 

75D 

60 

90D 

P90D 

P100D 

Model X 

70D 

75D 

60D 

90D 

P90D 

P100D 

Volkswagen e-Golf 
SE 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

SEL Premium 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

2017 

BMW i3 
4dr Hatchback 

60 Ah 4dr Rear-wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Bolt EV 
LT 

Premier 

Fiat 500e Battery Electric 2dr Hatchback 

Ford Focus Electric Base 4dr Hatchback 

Hyundai Ioniq Electric 
Electric 4dr Hatchback 

Limited 4dr Hatchback 
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Kia Soul EV 

EVe 4dr Hatchback 

Base 4dr Hatchback 

+ 4dr Hatchback 

Mitsubishi i-MiEV ES 

Nissan Leaf 

SV 

S 

SL 

Tesla 

Model 3 
- 

Long Range 

Model S 

75 

60D 

75D 

60 

90D 

100D 

P100D 

Model X 

90D 

100D 

75D 

P100D 

Volkswagen e-Golf 
SE 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

SEL Premium 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

2018 

BMW i3 
s 4dr Hatchback 

94AH 4dr Rear-wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Bolt EV 
LT 

Premier 

Fiat 500e Battery Electric 2dr Hatchback 

Ford Focus Electric Base 4dr Hatchback 

Hyundai Ioniq Electric 
Electric 4dr Hatchback 

Limited 4dr Hatchback 

Kia Soul EV EVe 4dr Hatchback 



40 
 

Base 4dr Hatchback 

+ 4dr Hatchback 

Nissan Leaf 

SV 

S 

SL 

Tesla 

Model 3 

Long Range 

Mid-Range 

Long Range AWD 

Performance 

Model S 

75D 

100D 

P100D 

Model X 

100D 

75D 

P100D 

Volkswagen e-Golf 
SE 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

SEL Premium 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

2019 

Audi e-tron Premium Plus 

BMW i3 
120Ah 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Hatchback 

120Ah s 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Bolt EV 
LT 

Premier 

Fiat 500e Battery Electric 2dr Hatchback 

Honda Clarity Electric Base 4dr Sedan 

Hyundai 

Ioniq Electric 
Electric 4dr Hatchback 

Limited 4dr Hatchback 

Kona Electric 

Limited 

SEL 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Ultimate 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Jaguar I-Pace 
S 

HSE 

Kia Niro EV EX 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 
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EX Premium 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Soul EV 
Base 4dr Hatchback 

+ 4dr Hatchback 

Nissan Leaf 

SV 

S 

SL 

S Plus 

SV Plus 

SL Plus 

Tesla 

Model 3 

Standard Range Plus 

Standard Range 

Long Range RWD 

Mid Range 

Long Range 

Performance 

Model S 

75D 

Long Range 

Sedan 

Standard Range 

100D 

Performance 

P100D 

Model X 

75D 

Long Range 

Standard Range 

100D 

- 

Performance 

P100D 

Volkswagen e-Golf 
SE 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

SEL Premium 4dr Front-wheel Drive Hatchback 

2020 Audi e-tron Premium Plus Sportback 
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BMW i3 
120Ah 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Hatchback 

120Ah s 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Bolt EV 
LT 

Premier 

Hyundai 

Ioniq Electric 
SE 4dr Hatchback 

Limited 4dr Hatchback 

Kona Electric 

Limited 

SEL 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Ultimate 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Jaguar I-Pace 
S 

HSE 

Kia Niro EV 
EX 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

EX Premium 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Mini Cooper Hardtop SE 

Nissan Leaf 

SV 

S 

S Plus 

SV Plus 

SL Plus 

Porsche Taycan 

4S 

Turbo 

Turbo S 

Tesla 

Model 3 

Standard Range 

Long Range 

Performance 

Model S 

Long Range Plus 

Long Range 

Performance 

Model X 

Long Range 

Long Range Plus 

Performance 

Model Y Long Range 4dr Sport Utility 
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Performance 4dr Sport Utility 

2021 

Audi e-tron Premium SUV 

BMW i3 
120Ah 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Hatchback 

120Ah s 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Hatchback 

Chevrolet Bolt EV 
LT 

Premier 

Ford Mustang Mach-E 

Select AWD 

Select 4dr 4x2 

Premium 

Premium AWD 

California Route 1 

First Edition AWD 

GT 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Hyundai 

Ioniq Electric 
SE 4dr Hatchback 

Limited 4dr Hatchback 

Kona Electric 

SEL 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Limited 

Ultimate 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Kia Niro EV 
EX 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

EX Premium 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Mini Cooper Hardtop SE 

Nissan Leaf 

S 

SV 

S Plus 

SV Plus 

SL Plus 

Polestar 2 Launch Edition 4dr Fastback 

Porsche 
Taycan 

4S 

- 

Turbo 

Turbo S 

4 
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Taycan Cross 
Turismo 

4S 

Turbo 

Turbo S 

Tesla 

Model 3 

Base 

Standard Range Plus 

Long Range 

Performance 

Model S 

Long Range Plus 

Sedan AWD 

Plaid+ 

Model X 
Long Range Plus 

Plaid 

Model Y 
Standard Range 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Performance 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Volkswagen ID.4 

AWD Pro 4dr AWD 

Pro 4dr 4x2 

1st Edition 4dr 

Pro S 4dr 

Pro S 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Volvo XC40 Recharge Pure Electric P8 

2022 

Audi 

e-tron Premium SUV 

e-tron GT 
Premium Plus 

RS 

e-tron S 
Premium Plus SUV 

Premium Plus Sportback 

Q4 e-tron 
Premium SUV 

Premium Sportback 

BMW 
i4 

eDrive40 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Gran Coupe 

M50 4dr All-Wheel Drive Gran Coupe 

iX xDrive50 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sports Activity Vehicle 

Chevrolet Bolt EUV 
LT 

Premier 
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Bolt EV 
1LT 

2LT 

Ford Mustang Mach-E 

Select 4dr 4x2 

Premium 

California Route 1 

GT 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Hyundai 

Kona Electric 
SEL 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Limited 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Ioniq 5 

SE Standard Range 4x2 

SE 

SEL 

SE AWD 

SEL AWD 

Limited 

Limited All-Wheel Drive 

Jaguar I-Pace HSE 

Kia 

EV6 

Light 4dr 4x2 

Wind 

GT-Line 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Niro EV 

S 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

EX 

EX Premium 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Lucid Air 

Pure 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Sedan 

Grand Touring 

Dream Edition 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sedan 

Dream Edition Performance 

Mazda MX-30 
Base Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Premium Plus Package Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Mercedes-
Benz 

AMG EQS 4MATIC+ Sedan 

EQB 300 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC 

EQB 350 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC 
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EQS 450+ 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Sedan 

EQS 580 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC Sedan 

Mini Cooper Hardtop SE 

Nissan Leaf 

S 

SV 

S Plus 

SV Plus 

SL Plus 

Polestar 2 
Long Range Single Motor 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Fastback 

Long Range Dual Motor 4dr All-Wheel Drive Fastback 

Porsche 

Taycan 

- 

4S 

GTS 

Turbo 

Turbo S 

Taycan Cross 
Turismo 

4 

4S 

Turbo 

Turbo S 

Taycan Sport 
Turismo GTS 

Rivian R1S 
Explore All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Launch Edition All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Tesla 

Model 3 

- 

Long Range 

Performance 

Model S 
- 

Plaid 

Model X 
- 

Plaid 

Model Y Long Range 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 
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Performance 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Volkswagen ID.4 

Pro 4dr 4x2 

AWD Pro 

Pro S 

Pro S 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Volvo 

C40 Recharge Pure Electric P8 Ultimate 

XC40 Recharge 

Pure Electric P8 Twin 

Plus AWD 

Pure Electric P8 Ultimate 

2023 

Audi 

e-tron Premium SUV 

e-tron GT 
Premium Plus 

RS 

e-tron S 
Premium Plus SUV 

Premium Plus Sportback 

Q4 e-tron 
Premium SUV 

Premium Sportback 

BMW 

i4 

eDrive35 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Gran Coupe 

eDrive40 

M50 4dr All-Wheel Drive Gran Coupe 

i7 xDrive60 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sedan 

iX 
xDrive50 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sports Activity Vehicle 

M60 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sports Activity Vehicle 

Cadillac Lyriq 
Luxury 4x2 

Luxury AWD 

Chevrolet 

Bolt EUV 
LT 

Premier 

Bolt EV 
1LT 

2LT 

Ford Mustang Mach-E 

Select 4dr 4x2 

Premium 

GT 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

California Route 1 
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Genesis 
GV60 

Advanced 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Performance 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Electrified G80 - 

Hyundai 

Ioniq 5 

SE Standard Range 4x2 

SE 

SEL 

Limited All-Wheel Drive 

Ioniq 6 
SE Standard Range 

SEL 

Kona Electric 

SE 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

SEL 

Limited 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Jaguar I-Pace HSE 

Kia 

Niro EV 
Wind 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Wave 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

EV6 

Light 

Wind 4dr 4x2 

GT-Line 

GT 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Lucid Air 

4dr Rear Wheel Drive Sedan Pure 

Touring 

Grand Touring 

4dr All Wheel Drive Sedan Grand Touring Performance 

Mercedes-
Benz 

AMG EQE 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC+ Sedan 

EQB 250 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

EQB 300 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC 

EQB 350 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC 

EQE 350 
Base 4dr Rear-Wheel Drive Sedan 

Base 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC+ Sedan 

EQE 500 Base 4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC+ Sedan 

EQS 450 
4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC Sedan 

4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC Sport Utility 

EQS 450+ 4dr Rear Wheel Drive Sedan 
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4dr All Wheel Drive 4MATIC Sport Utility 

EQS 580 
4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC Sedan 

4dr All-Wheel Drive 4MATIC Sport Utility 

Mini Cooper Hardtop 
SE Signature 

SE 

Nissan 

Ariya 

ENGAGE 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Venture+ 

Engage e-4ORCE 

Evolve + 

Engage + e-4ORCE 

Empower + 

Evolve + 3-4ORCE 

Platinum+ e-4ORCE 

PREMIERE 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Leaf 
S 

SV PLus 

Polestar 2 
Long Range Single Motor 4dr Front-Wheel Drive Fastback 

Long Range Dual Motor Performance Plus 4dr AWD 
Fastback 

Porsche 

Taycan 

- 

4S 

GTS 

Turbo 

Turbo S 

Taycan Cross 
Turismo 

4 

4S 

Turbo 

Turbo S 

Taycan Sport 
Turismo GTS 

Rivian R1S Launch 

Subaru Solterra 

(premium) 

Limited 

(touring) 
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Tesla 

Model 3 

- 

Long Range 

Performance 

Model S 
- 

Plaid 

Model X 
- 

Plaid 

Model Y 

Performance 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Base 

Long Range 4dr All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility 

Toyota bZ4X 
XLE 4dr Front-Wheel Drive 

Limited 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Volkswagen ID.4 

Standard 4dr 4x2 

S 

Pro 

AWD Pro 

Pro S 

Pro S Plus 

AWD Pro S 

Pro S Plus 4dr All-Wheel Drive 

Volvo 

C40 Recharge 

Pure Electric Twin Core 

Plus 

Pure Electric Twin Ultimate 

XC40 Recharge 

Pure Electric Twin Core 

Plus 

Pure Electric Twin Ultimate 

Trims that are not denoted using a specific label are denoted by a - 

Table S1b: Specific models from each manufacturer analyzed year-on-year, broken down by trim level.  
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Table S2a: The total number of manufacturers and models excluded from analysis, broken down by trim level 

 

Year Number of Manufacturers Number of Models Number of Trims 

2011 3 3 5 

2013 2 2 3 

2014 1 1 3 

2015 1 1 2 

2016 2 2 2 

2017 2 2 3 

2018 2 2 4 

2019 1 1 4 

2020 1 1 2 

2021 2 2 2 

2022 4 5 11 

2023 10 12 25 

Total Number of Unique Vehicles (2011-2023) 66 
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Year Manufacturer Model Trims 

2011 

Smart Fortwo Electric Drive 
- 

Cabriolet 

Tesla Roadster 
2.5 

2.5 Sport 

Th!nk City Base 2dr Front-wheel Drive Coupe 

2013 

Coda Automotive Coda -* 

Smart Fortwo Electric Drive 
Passion Convertible 

Passion Coupe 

2014 
Smart Fortwo Electric Drive 

Passion Cabriolet 

Passion Coupe 

Tesla Model S 85* 

2015 Smart Fortwo Electric Drive 
Passion Cabriolet 

Passion Coupe 

2016 
Mercedes-Benz B-Class Electric Drive -* 

Smart Fortwo Electric Drive Passion 

2017 

Mercedes-Benz B-Class Electric Drive -* 

Smart Fortwo Electric Drive 
Pure Coupe 

Pure Coupe 

2018 

Honda Clarity Electric Base 4dr Sedan* 

Smart Fortwo Electric Drive 
Prime Cabriolet 

Pure Coupe 

Volkswagen e-Golf SEL Fleet* 

2019 

Smart EQ Fortwo 
Prime Cabriolet 

Pure Coupe 

Jaguar I-PACE EV 
First Edition* 

SE* 

2020 
Audi e-tron Prestige Sportback* 

Jaguar I-PACE EV SE* 

2021 Audi e-tron Sportback Prestige* 
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Polestar 2 Performance Package* 

2022 

Audi 

e-tron Chronos Edition SUV* 

e-tron GT Prestige*  

e-tron S Prestige* 

Ford 

E-Transit Cargo Van 
- 

- 

F-150 Lightning 

Platinum All-Wheel Drive SuperCrew Cab 5.5 ft. 
box 145 in. WB 

Pro All-Wheel Drive SuperCrew Cab 5.5 ft. box 
145 in. WB 

GMC Hummer EV Pickup 4x4 (X3) 

Lucid Air Touring* 

Rivian R1T 
Explore All-Wheel Drive Crew Cab 

Launch Edition All-Wheel Drive Crew Cab 

2023 

Audi 

e-tron 

Chronos* 

Premium Plus* 

Sportback Prestige* 

e-tron GT Prestige*  

e-tron S Prestige* 

Q4 Sportback e-tron 
Premium* 

Prestige* 

Fisker Ocean 

Extreme* 

One* 

Sport* 

Ford 

F-150 Lightning 

Platinum All-Wheel Drive SuperCrew Cab 5.5 ft. 
box 145 in. WB 

Pro All-Wheel Drive SuperCrew Cab 5.5 ft. box 
145 in. WB 

E-Transit Cargo Van 
- 

- 

GMC Hummer EV Pickup 4x4 Edition 1 

Hyundai Ioniq 6 
Limited* 

SE* 
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Lexus RZ 
RZ450e F Sport* 

RZ450e* 

Lordstown Endurance Work 4x4 Crew Cab 

Mazda MX-30 
Base* 

Premium Plus* 

Mercedes-Benz AMG EQS 4MATIC+ Sedan* 

Rivian 
R1T Adventure All-Wheel Drive Crew Cab 

R1S Adventure All-Wheel Drive Sport Utility* 

Trims that are not denoted using a specific label are denoted by a - 

Table S2b: Specific models excluded from analysis 

Note: Trims marked with an asterisk are excluded from further analysis due to missing or incomplete 
data. Trims not denoted by an asterisk are excluded from further analysis because they do not meet our 
vehicle profile criteria (i.e., these vehicles are trucks, vans, or two-seater sedans). 34 models are excluded 
from further analysis due to missing or incomplete data, and 32 models are excluded because they do not 
meet our vehicle profile criteria. 
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A=ributes Descrip7on of A=ributes 
Curb weight  
(pounds) 

The weight of an EV with standard equipment and a full tank of fuel. 
Figure excludes passengers, cargo, or opRonal equipment. 

Feature Density The total number of ameniRes, addiRonal features, and dealer-installed 
accessories sold as standard for a vehicle model/trim. Features are 
broken down into 7 categories: Convenience, Entertainment, 
Mechanical, NavigaRon, PrevenRon, Security and Survivability. 

Fuel economy [combined] 
(miles per gallon-
equivalent) 

The distance travelled by the EV using the energy equivalent of one 
gallon of gasoline. This esRmate assumes 55% city driving and 45% 
highway driving. 

Horsepower The power produced by an EV’s engine. 
InflaRon-Adjusted MSRP  
(USD) 

The price suggested by manufacturers to retailers prior to the vehicle’s 
release. MSRP is inflaRon-adjusted to 2023 levels. 

Internal volume  
(cubic feet) 

The total space in the interior of an EV. 

Lagged aggregate ba^ery 
cost  
(USD) 

The product of the nominal ba^ery capacity of an EV in the current year 
mulRplied by the average inflaRon-adjusted dollar-per-kilowa^ hour 
ba^ery cost in the preceding year. 

Nominal Ba^ery Capacity 
(kWh) 

A measure of how much energy the ba^ery can deliver from a fully 
charged state. 

Range  
(miles) 

The total distance travelled by the EV on a single, full charge. 

Sales Volume The total sales volume of a parRcular model, year-on-year. 
Yearly Number of 
Manufacturers 

The total number of manufacturers selling EVs, year-on-year. 

Yearly Number of Models The total number of EV models sold by all manufacturers, year-on-year. 
 

Table S3: DescripAon of various aXributes for which data was collected 
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Feature Category Specific Features 
Convenience 1. air filter 

2. cooled front seats 
3. cooled rear seats 
4. cupholders 
5. dual zone automaRc air condiRoning 
6. heated front seats 
7. heated rear seats 
8. illuminated vanity mirrors 
9. lumbar support, driver 
10. lumbar support, passenger 
11. overhead console 
12. power door locks 
13. power mirrors 
14. power seat direcRon controls, driver 
15. power seat direcRon controls, passenger 
16. power windows, front 
17. power windows, rear 
18. programmable garage door opener 
19. remote keyless entry 
20. retained accessory power 
21. sunroof 

Entertainment 1. AM radio 
2. aux input jack 
3. Bluetooth compaRbility 
4. FM radio 
5. HD radio 
6. LCD screen, 1st row 
7. LCD screen, 2nd row 
8. satellite radio 
9. speed-sensiRve volume 
10. voice recogniRon 

Mechanical 1. adapRve suspension 
2. all-wheel drive 
3. automaRc level control 
4. height adjustable suspension 
5. locking/limited slip differenRal 
6. ride control 
7. speed-sensiRve steering 
8. suspension tuning 
9. Rlt-wheel adjustable steering column 

NavigaRon 1. compass 
2. driver informaRon center 
3. head-up display 
4. navigaRon system 
5. trip computer 
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PrevenRon 1. adapRve headlights 
2. auto-dimming mirrors, driver 
3. auto-dimming mirrors, passenger 
4. auto-dimming rear-view mirror 
5. blind spot sensor 
6. brake assist 
7. cornering lights 
8. cruise control 
9. day-night rear-view mirror 
10. dayRme running lamp 
11. delay off headlights 
12. electronic stability system 
13. headlight washers 
14. heated door mirrors 
15. illuminated entry 
16. lane departure warning 
17. lane keep assist 
18. LED brakelights 
19. LED headlights 
20. low Rre pressure warning 
21. parking assist 
22. rear child safety locks 
23. rear window defogger 
24. tracRon control, ABS 
25. tracRon control, driveline 

Security 
 

1. content thei-deterrent alarm system 
2. igniRon disable  
3. panic alarm 
4. stolen-vehicle tracking 

Survivability 1. airbags, frontal, driver 
2. airbags, frontal, passenger 
3. airbags, knee protecRon, driver 
4. airbags, knee protecRon, passenger 
5. airbags, side curtain, 1st row 
6. airbags, side curtain, 2nd row 
7. airbags, side impact, seat mounted, driver 
8. airbags, side impact, seat mounted, pass 
9. height-adjustable safety belts, front 
10. occupancy sensor 
11. seatbelt pre-tensioners, front, 
12. seatbelt pre-tensioners, rear 

 

Table S4: The various feature categories, and specific features selected for inclusion into the dataset 

 


