A LBERTA
Energy Efficiency Alliance

Jurisdictional Review of Funding for Energy Efficiency Programs in
Canada and the United States

A review of funding for energy efficiency programs in Canada and the U.S. shows Alberta currently
remains the only province or state without energy efficiency programs. Per capita spending is shown in
Figure 1.

Figure 1: 2014 PER CAPITA ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM BUDGETS (CAD for provinces, USD for
states)
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Energy efficiency programs have a proven history of reducing overall costs for consumers, creating jobs
and reducing emissions. In fact, energy efficiency programming in the United States more than doubled
during its last recession and recovery as a way to stimulate job creation and economic activity while
saving consumers money. Funding for energy efficiency programs in the U.S. increased from US$3.1
billion in 2007 to US$8 billion in 2011, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: FUNDING FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS IN THE U.S. (2007-2012)
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Multiple benefits of energy efficiency

Energy efficiency is globally recognized as the most cost effective way to reduce GHG emissions. Figure

3 shows that energy efficiency actions not only reduce GHG emissions, but save consumers money at the
same time.

Figure 3: COST OF REDUCING GHG EMISSIONS FOR VARIOUS APPROACHES'!

Global cost curve for greenhouse gas abatement measures beyond “business as usual’; greenhouse gases measured in GtCOe!
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Energy efficiency is also recognized as less expensive and easier to deploy than developing new energy
supplies, and provides greater job creation and economic development potential "

Data available on past energy efficiency programs in the U.S. (Table 1) shows that consumers saved more
than twice as much money as was spent (including all costs). Studies completed for other U.S. states and

Canadian provinces show similar consumer benefits for past efficiency programs."

Table 1: CONSUMER BENEFITS OF PAST ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMSY

Calfomia | iPacic | PUgelSoun | assSAVE
Edison Northwest)

Program Overhead $3,493,619 $2,564,894 $2,745,048 $1,191,029
Incentives $15,457,880 $4,721,881 $9,914,463 $3,507,691
Consumer costs for EE upgrades $41,102,993  $16,478,257  $25,103,588 $2,452,985
Total costs $56,560,873  $21,200,138  $35,018,051 $5,960,676
Total savings on energy bills $187,904,906  $30,457,665  $53,040,873 $12,384,048
Non-energy benefits! $12,595,276 $155,601
Total benefits $187,904,906  $43,052,941  $53,040,873 $12,539,649
Net benefits $131,344,033 $21,852,803 $18,022,822 $6,423,372
Benefit : cost ratio £t 2.0 1.5 2.1

A recent study"!, based on a Canada-wide report*il completed for Natural Resources Canada, estimates
the following benefits from an average-sized energy efficiency program? in Alberta:

e  $510 million in annual savings,
e  $550 million annual GDP increase,
e 3,000 jobs created, and

e equivalent to 900,000 cars off the road.

!'Includes labour, operation and maintenance benefits when provided.

2 Per capita spending in Canadian provinces (other than Alberta) in 2014 was $34.
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