
			Energy	Efficiency:	Good	for	Consumers,	Good	for	

the	Climate												

Policymakers looking to curb car-

bon pollution and reduce consum-

er costs should focus first on im-

proving energy efficiency. Energy 

efficiency means using less energy 

to do the same or more. It is by far 

the lowest-cost way to reduce 

carbon pollution. In fact, it actually 

saves money, benefitting consum-

ers and the economy. 

Energy efficiency includes building 

improvements like weatherization 

as well as using more efficient 

light bulbs, appliances, electronics, 

and heating and cooling equip-

ment.i 

Energy efficiency can reduce U.S. 

carbon emissions dramatically—

and it pays for itself. 

• A 2009 McKinsey study found 

that the U.S. could use energy 

efficiency to reduce annual en-

ergy consumption by 23 percent 

from projected 2020 levels—

effectively reducing U.S. green-

house gas emissions by 15 per-

cent. These changes would save 

over a half a trillion dollars.ii 

• A 2014 study found that energy 

efficiency programs return $1.41 

to $4.00 for every dollar spent—

an average of $2.67.iii 

Energy efficiency benefits con-

sumers. 

• The EPA estimates that, under 

its Clean Power Plan, energy ef-

ficiency measures will lower 

electricity bills by 9 percent by 

2030.iv 

• Seventy-one percent of the po-

tential for greater residential ef-

ficiency lies in weatherizing 

buildings and improving heating 

and cooling equipment.v Fund-

ing these improvements for U.S. 

households gives consumers the 

benefit of upgrades while 

fighting climate change and re-

ducing energy costs. 

• A typical household can reduce 

its annual energy bill by 30 per-

cent just by using ENERGY STAR 

appliances.vi   

 

Efficiency improvements are akin 

to low-cost energy. 

• Utilities can invest in efficiency 

programs for their customers at 

an average cost of just 2.8 cents 

per kWh saved. That’s 2-3 times 

less than purchasing the equiva-

lent amount of energy.vii 

• Over the past decade, efficiency 

has remained the lowest-cost 

energy resource even as effi-

ciency programs have made sig-

nificant gains.viii Efficiency keeps 

providing low-cost benefits even 

after the easiest steps have 

been taken. 

SUCCESS STORIES 

California 

• Longstanding energy efficiency 

efforts in California have helped: 

� save California residents more 

than $65 billion; 

� lower electricity bills to 25 

percent below the national 

average; and 

� keep per capita energy con-

sumption in California nearly 

flat over the past 40 years.ix 

• From 2009 to 2011, more than 1 

million California households 

benefitted from programs 

providing free upgrades like 

weatherization and efficient re-

frigerators.x 

Efficiency Vermont 

In 2000, the state of Vermont cre-

ated the first state-wide energy 

efficiency utility, Efficiency Ver-

mont to help households and 

businesses reduce energy use.xi 

• From 2000 to 2013, Efficiency 

Vermont saved 933 GWh of 

electricity—13% of Vermont’s 

electricity demand, worth $108 

million.xii 

• During the same period, Effi-

ciency Vermont helped avoid 

$400 million in costs of invest-

ment in transmission and distri-

bution across New England.xiii 

ENERGY STAR 

In 2013 alone, the use of ENERGY 

STAR: 

• reduced Americans’ utility bills 

by $30 billionxiv 

• prevented more than 227 mil-

lion metric tons of greenhouse 

gas emissionsxv 

• provided over $10 billion in 

benefits to society by reducing 

damage from climate change.xvi 



The Regional Greenhouse Gas Ini-

tiative (RGGI) 

In 2009, ten Northeastern and 

Mid-Atlantic states established 

RGGI, a program that caps carbon 

emissions from power plants and 

requires power companies to buy 

emission allowances at an auc-

tion.xvii Participating states can use 

the proceeds from the auctions as 

they see fit.xviii State spending on 

energy efficiency has produced 

enormous benefits: 

• A 2011 study found that the 

program would reduce electrici-

ty expenditures roughly $1.1 bil-

lion over ten years, largely due 

to investments in energy effi-

ciency.xix Even consumers who 

don’t pursue energy efficiency 

measures benefit from lower 

prices. 

• Between 2009 and 2011 alone, 

state spending of RGGI funds—

largely the spending on efficien-

cy—created 16,000 jobs.xx 

• States that invested the most in 

energy efficiency saw the great-

est economic benefit.xxi A 2014 

study confirmed that finding.xxii 

• In 2012 and 2013, states began 

spending 25 percent more of 

their RGGI funds on energy effi-

ciency, perhaps because they 

saw the benefits of such spend-

ing from 2009 to 2011.xxiii 
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