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LOOK BEFORE YOU LEAP INTO
“CLIMATE EMERGENCY” MODE
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Leap.org and a group called “THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL” are calling for a
sweeping government program like the Roosevelt “New Deal” of the 1930’s, following the
collapse of the stock market and banking system in the US. The economic destruction at
that time was exacerbated by a decade long drought across the North American plains that
wiped out most farmers.
They claim there is a climate crisis; an emergency, to justify such action. Some of their ideas
are downright totalitarian, with one ENGO supporter, Dogwood, proposing the
expropriation of the Oshawa GM plant to convert it to electric vehicle manufacturing. “THE
PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL” proponents call for an imposed push for 100%
renewable power nationwide by diverting the alleged subsidies to fossil fuel companies,
none of which are real. Oil is Canada’s economic mainstay. Our current economic
stagnation is due to foreign funded environmental groups blocking pipeline access to
markets.
Ottawa energy policy consultant, Robert Lyman, wrote a detailed paper for the Global
Warming Policy Foundation1 last year, showing how it might be possible to decarbonize
the world's economy in perhaps 50 to 70 years or more, assuming that the technological
and economic trends worked out. The counter argument is that, with extremely optimistic
assumptions about the rate of scientific discovery and technology dissemination, it might
take place sooner (i.e. maybe in 40 years).
The present call for a complete termination of fossil fuel use is qualitatively different. It
basically says that we don't have time to wait for things like scientific discoveries,
technology demonstration and commercialization, and freedom of choice. Instead, it calls
for governments to force the end of use of fuels and energy services for which there are no
economic or technologically proven alternatives. There are three main objections to this:
•
•
•

It is impossible.
It is hopelessly expensive (and no, we can't just "soak the rich" to pay for it)
it requires imposition of totalitarian regimes everywhere in the world to take away
people's choices.

In other words, it is so far beyond the pale of possibility and reason as to be not even
remotely worth considering.
This report deconstructs central claims of the “THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL.”
1

https://www.thegwpf.org/energy-policy-needs-to-transition-to-reality/
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CHALLENGING “THE PACT” WITH FACTS

Screenshot from: https://greennewdealcanada.ca/?org=dogwood
Canadian environmental activists, many of them part of the foreign-funded Tar Sands
Campaign, musicians, influencers and community organizers are actively promoting “THE
PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL” which is modelled on the US proposed “Green New Deal.”
In short, the proponents are demanding a government-driven take-over of industry,
employment and energy, similar to that of the 1930’s Great Depression era “New Deal” of
President Franklin D. Roosevelt. For those unfamiliar with history, the 1920’s was a time of
industrial boom and great stock speculation in the US. Many of the regulations about the

stock market, banking and credit that we have today did not exist. Feverish stock
speculation led to a collapse of the stock market in 1929, plunged the US into an economic
depression. Some 11,000 banks collapsed, and millions of citizens lost their savings. US
unemployment skyrocketed to 30% nation-wide; in some place like Toledo, Ohio,
unemployment was 80%; in Lowell, Massachusetts, 90%.
Similarly, the Canadian economy was also hit hard. ‘Hobos’ criss-crossed the US and
Canada by the hundreds ‘riding the rails’ by hitching a ride on boxcars. They were men
without work, travelling to farms and villages, often willing to work for just a meal or a
place to sleep.
At the same time, in the 1930’s, farmers faced a sudden change in weather patterns as a
massive drought and heat waves, with temperatures unmatched till today, swept the Great
Plains of North America. The wide scale plowing of the virgin prairie land over the
previous 20 years undoubtedly contributed to drought conditions, changing regional
precipitation. Dust storms moved through, taking most of the topsoil away, as plowed
fields were unprotected. Massive prairie fires burned without containment.

http://activehistory.ca/2016/11/dusting-off-the-history-of-drought-on-thecanadian-prairies-in-the-1930s/

In the face of economic collapse, agricultural disaster, food shortages, and societal
breakdown, Roosevelt implemented “The New Deal” – basically using government powers
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to create make-work projects to employ everyone from agricultural and construction
workers to singers and actors. A large part of that was devoted to building dams in
Tennessee to provide for the wide-scale electrification of rural society.
Today, unemployment rate in Canada is 5.7%.2 In the United States it is 3.6%.3 These are
not employment conditions that would warrant massive government intervention.
Today, the unifying ‘crisis’ claimed by these “THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW
DEAL” activists is climate change – and they propose that a million ‘green’ jobs can be
created by mass government control, taking over industry and energy, shutting down fossil
fuels, and rapidly shifting to 100% renewable energy generation and all electric vehicles.
Doable? Desirable? Let us examine the facts.

CLIMATE CHANGES – NO CAUSE FOR ALARM

GOOD NEWS! WE HAVE MORE THAN 12 YEARS.

In October of 2018, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) released the
Special Report (SR15) on the implications of a 0.5°C rise in global temperatures for society
and the economy. Newspapers and activists were quick to misread the IPCC’s suggestion as
2
3

https://tradingeconomics.com/canada/unemployment-rate
https://tradingeconomics.com/united-states/unemployment-rate
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an apocalyptic catastrophe, but that’s not what the report said. In SR1.5 Summary for
Policy Makers (SPM), the words "calamity", "catastrophe" or "dangerous" never appear.
Here is the link. You can search the PDF and will not find these words. The IPCC SR1.5
report says, "By 2100, global mean sea level rise is projected to be around 0.1 metre lower
with global warming of 1.5°C compared to 2°C." It contains vague statements of increasing
risk at 2 C over 1.5 C above pre-industrial temperatures but doesn't quantity any harm.
Likewise, the earlier 2013 IPCC AR5 Synthesis report never mentions "calamity", and it
mentions "catastrophe" only in purchasing “catastrophe bonds.” There is no cost benefit
analysis of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. The report only qualitatively suggests
increasing risk of heat wave with global warming, and increasing risk of floods, but there is
no economic or social analysis to suggest a calamity. As noted above, historic records do
not support these predictions; CO2 was very low in those earlier times, clearly not a cause.
But “THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL” opens with a bold statement that “The climate
crisis is here.”

In fact, refuting “The Pact’s” examples of current day climate catastrophes - the Arctic
permafrost has melted in the past. In the 1930’s the Arctic was 4.6°C warmer than it is
today.4 In the 1950’s some 3.4 million acres of forest went up in flames in northern British
Columbia and Alberta in the Chinchaga firestorm – the smoke pall from which was seen
around the world.5 The claims “The Pact” makes that ‘once-in-a-century floods’ are
4
5

https://rd.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs00704-018-02763-y
https://www.uap.ualberta.ca/titles/194-9781772120035-chinchaga-firestorm
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commonplace is a misreading of this term; 1 in a 100-year floods can happen in
consecutive years.6 Calgary’s eight worst floods were before 1933, two of them with larger
flows than that of 2013.7 All of these occurred before human-causation is said to have
affected climate change and when CO2 levels were low. Today we have fewer droughts,
fewer wildfires – and about half of today’s wildfires are caused by humans through arson,
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negligence or human-wildland interface (i.e. power lines sparking fires). Recent flooding is
due to increasing snowpack and early melt8 when the ground it still too frozen to absorb or
channel some of the water to wetlands. Storm intensity is not increasing, but urban centres
have changed local hydrology through paving over much of the land, causing major runoffs
and pooling; aging infrastructure built for smaller populations can’t handle the volume.9
That’s not climate change. That’s an engineering problem.
Migration and civil unrest are driven by food prices, mostly the corn ethanol food-to-fuel
policies that have moved 6 megatonnes of corn off world markets, driving up human and
animal food costs dramatically in developing nations. NECSI tracked food prices and could
predict where the next civil unrest
would occur.10

Shall we LEAP into emergency
mode on misinformation and
misinterpretation?

Read our rebuttal to the IPCC SR15:
“Faulty Premises=Poor Public Policy”
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/10/Faulty-PremisesPoor-Public-Policy-on-Climate-Oct-30-2018FINAL.pdf

Read our rebuttal “Climate Change Your
Mind” to the federal government’s climate
report: https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/01/climate-change-your-mind-rebutting-canadian-governmentsclimate-report/

https://water.usgs.gov/edu/100yearflood-basic.html The term refers to annual exceedance probability (AEP) which
has nothing to do with when another such flood will occur.
7 https://www.theweathernetwork.com/news/articles/calgary-floods-it-could-happen-again/8295
8 https://youtu.be/lztpZdu4Nns
9 https://www.slideshare.net/RobertMuir3/storm-intensity-not-increasing-factual-review-of-engineering-datasets
10 https://necsi.edu/economics
6

INDIGENOUS KNOWLEDGE AND SCIENCE TELL US THE SUN DRIVES CLIMATE CHANGE
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Majorville Medicine Wheel http://www.geocities.ws/donperry44111/majorville.html

Indigenous people around the world have a sacred relationship with the sun, the stars, the
water and the land. Ancient ‘time machines’ like medicine wheels indicate that Plains First
Nations people were sophisticated
observers of astronomical activity.
Some researchers have theorized that
such carefully laid out patterns were
intended to track certain stars – an
indicator of changing seasons. This was
crucial information for nomadic people,
surviving on the open plains.
So, it is today, we see that the sun
drives climate change. Despite a rise in
CO2 there is no equivalent rise in
temperature in the ~100-year record.
https://youtu.be/KazGXAqgkds

GREEN NEW DEAL PROPONENTS SAY FOSSIL FUEL SUBSIDIES WILL PAY THE WAY

Page | 9

Dogwood claims that: “Trans Mountain is a drop in the bucket. Last week, the International
Monetary Fund put out new estimates for fossil fuel subsidies worldwide. IMF economists
calculate that Canada pumps a shocking $58 billion per year into propping up coal, oil and
gas companies.”11
But is that true? Or are other unrelated costs being applied ‘as if’ subsidies. Let’s review.
There are five main sources for the alleged "subsidies."12
The first, and probably largest, is the IMF's loading onto the backs of fossil fuel
producers the alleged environmental costs of global warming. In other words, they
inflate the social cost of carbon and say that because this is not added on to the price of
fossil fuels, it is a "subsidy";
The second in size is their claim that the "western world" spends billions of dollars
fighting wars in the Middle East and that this is all due to the west's desire to control the
price of oil (complete, unadulterated nonsense);

11

https://dogwoodbc.ca/news/green-new-deal-public-money-oilcompanies/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social-organic
12 https://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2015/05/19/imf-report-on-5-3-trillion-in-energy-subsidies-careful-itsnot-quite-what-you-think/#174df57b4bfa

The third in size is the claim that the failure of the governments of OPEC countries to
impose large consumer taxes on their own citizens' consumption of oil products is a
"subsidy" to the oil industry;
The fourth is the use of tax incentive for upstream oil industry investment that are the Page | 10
same as the tax incentives for investment provided to many resources and
manufacturing industry investments;
The fifth, and smallest, is the use of favourable royalties and other tax incentives to
producers.
The studies of so-called subsidies never discuss the amount of taxes and royalties paid by
oil and gas producers to governments or the revenues received by governments from
excise and sales taxes imposed on fuel products. In 2018, for example, the combined
revenues to governments from excise, sales, transit and carbon taxes on gasoline and
diesel fuel products in Canada exceeded $24 billion. We are suffering tremendous
losses.13 14
Alberta alone is the 7th largest producer of oil in the world and the economic driver
of Canada – when market access is not blocked by foreign-funded Tar Sands
Campaign protestors and tanker bans. Obviously, we are in a Green Trade War.

13

https://business.financialpost.com/opinion/a-report-reveals-the-massive-fortune-canadians-just-lost-thanks-topipeline-shortages
14 https://www.fraserinstitute.org/sites/default/files/investment-in-canadian-and-us-oil-and-gas-sector.pdf
https://www.fraserinstitute.org/sites/default/files/cost-of-pipeline-constraints-in-canada-2019.pdf
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Source: https://business.financialpost.com/commodities/energy/rest-of-canada-thinks-it-can-live-without-alberta-oil-jasonkenney-needs-to-prove-them-wrong

Clearly the Canadian government does NOT subsidize oil by $58 billion – instead the
government, every province and every person benefit from the broad reaching economic
impacts of employment – locally in each province within the supply chain; and for fly-in
workers from out of province.
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As shown above, obviously oil, natural gas and coal are growing strongly in demand
worldwide. As shown below, Canada is a competitor in the top six on the world stage – it is
only climate activism and pipeline Blockadia, funded by foreign sources, that is keeping our
product from market and stagnating our economy. That should not require a Green New
Deal – it just requires housecleaning.

HOW WOULD YOU BUILD 100% RENEWABLE SOCIETY WITHOUT FOSSIL FUELS?
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Many people are misinformed about renewables – wind, solar, geothermal, and tidal. They
have been told and believe that wind and solar are ‘free’ because there is no input cost to
the sunlight or wind. However, as with any energy source, it is not the element that
determines the cost – it is the retrieval, capturing and conversion of that energy to a useful
form.
Wind and solar are erratic and rely on Mother Nature. But the power grid must have
precision power supply ‘on demand’ (dispatchable) at all times. Consequently, when you
build a wind or solar farm, you must have or build equivalent conventional power. If you
are building a power plant like the Shepard Energy Center in Calgary, Alberta, that will cost
you $1.4 billion. If your wind farm is in Pincher Creek, 213 km south of Calgary, then you
must build a $2.2 billion high voltage transmission line. Depending on how much wind and
solar you add, anything over a small percentage also requires additional multi-million- or
billion-dollar upgrades to the Information Technology that operates the power grid.
However, the amount of power you get in return is nominal and inconsistent. Wind and
solar farms DO produce Renewable Energy Certificates and they do have many forms of
subsidies, flow-through shares, tax advantages and so on – which are extremely valuable to
investors. However, you the citizen pay this freight for little power generation in return.
Furthermore, you are usually locked into a 20-40-year contract to keep paying…’for

nothing.’ It’s certainly not free. See our report: “In the Dark on Renewables” for more
information.15 See our report on Subsidies to Wind and Solar.16
“THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL” calls for cutting our emissions in half within 11
years. As shown below, this is very unlikely as there is no known replacement fuels for oil,
natural gas and coal.
No wind turbine and no solar panel can be made from wind and solar power; large scale
batteries with longer life than a few minutes remain a ‘Holy Grail’.17

Source: Roger Pielke, Jr.

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/In-the-Dark-on-Renewables-FINAL-Nov-18-2018.pdf
http://blog.friendsofscience.org/2017/11/05/subsidies-to-solar-and-wind-energy-in-canada-an-inventory/
17 http://euanmearns.com/the-holy-grail-of-battery-storage/
15
16
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HOUSING RETROFITS

Ottawa energy policy consultant, Robert Lyman:
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One of the central parts of the energy proposals in the Green New Deal is that all (i.e. 100
per cent) of the housing stock in the United States would be retrofitted to reduce GHG
emissions to zero in the next eleven years. The Leap in Canada supports the same objective
here.

I was reminded of this in reading a recent article written by Michael Kelly, a professor at
the University of Cambridge, in which he described a 2019 U.K. government report stating
that “the 29 million existing homes in the U.K. must be made low-carbon, low-energy and
resilient to climate change”. Professor Kelly’s article can be read here:
https://www.thegwpf.com/decarbonisation-and-the-command-economy/#_ftn2
In it, he described his experience in advising on a pilot program launched by the UK
government in 2008. That program, called, “Retrofit for the Future” committed 150,000
pounds (Canadian $262,000 at today’s exchange rates) to retrofit each of 100 houses in the
housing association (i.e. social housing) sector. The target for the program was to reduce
per house GHG emissions by 80%, largely by installing full wall insulation, underfloor
insulation, the newest high-efficiency appliances, and other measures. The efficiency
improvement goal was not attained (some units reached 60 per cent GHG emissions
reduction), even at that elevated cost.
The City of Cambridge subsequently considered a proposal to retrofit the city’s 49,000
homes and 5500 other buildings at a cost of 700,000 to one billion pounds (Canadian $1.2
billion to $1.7 billion) to halve the CO2 emissions. The City declined. If that proposal were
to be extended to all 29 million existing homes in the U.K., the cost of retrofitting would be
about 4.3 trillion pounds (Canadian $7.5 trillion).
If the typical U.K. household energy bill of 2,000 pounds per year (Canadian $3,500) were
halved, the saving would be 29 billion pounds (Canadian $51 billion) per year, and the
payback time would be 150 years.
Proponents of expensive emissions reduction measures often claim that, if they were
ordered to be done in the entire economy, the resulting economies of scale would reduce
costs to a more manageable level. However, in the U.K., private lenders would not agree to
finance a home improvement unless the payback period were about 3-4 years, rising to
perhaps 7-8 years on infrastructure investments in the home. There is no way that the
payback period could be reduced to that level, especially in eleven years.

If private lenders would not touch such uneconomic investments, would governments?
There are about 14 million housing units in Canada. If the cost of major housing retrofit
here were the same as in the U.K., the cost to halve GHG emissions would be $3.6
trillion.
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How much is $3.6 trillion ($3,600,000,000,000)? If you were given a guaranteed annual
income of $100,000 per year from such a fund, you would have to live 36,000 years to
spend it, even if you received no interest. It costs about $6 million per kilometer to build a
highway in Canada, and the distance from Halifax to Vancouver is just under 6,000 km. You
could build a highway that crossed Canada 100,000 times for $3.6 trillion. It costs about $2
billion to build a new hospital in Canada; you could build 1800 of them for $3.6 trillion. If
you laid $3.6 trillion U.S. one-dollar bills on their edge in a row, they would stretch around
the earth at the equator 10 times.

Which political party will commit to that?

EXPROPRIATE TO BUILD ELECTRIC VEHICLES?

Local auto workers are not engineers. Even if the alleged workers referred to in this quote
could crank out electric vehicles, where could you plug them in without crashing the local
or regional power grid; and who would pay the trillions of dollars in costs to upgrade
transmission and distribution lines, transformers and hubs, to meet this demand?
REUSE AND RECYCLE EXISTING CARS+INFRASTRUCTURE . BEST SUITED TO CANADA.

By 2040, the government of Canada proposes that all new vehicles will be zero emissions
(thus- electric)18 and “THE PACT FOR THE GREEN NEW DEAL” want to expropriate
the GM plant in Oshawa to ‘make it so.’

https://driving.ca/auto-news/news/new-federal-ev-incentives-offer-up-to-5000-back-on-27-models-andtrims
18

First of all, this seems to be a dangerous intention to breach the rule of law when there is
no national need to take property owned by a legal entity and its shareholders; how is
expropriation their first order of business? Secondly, whatever happened to ‘re-use,
recycle’? The lifecycle of existing cars is 20-40 years. How is it environmentally friendly or
good for the climate to send perfectly good, operational vehicles off the road and require
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the complete retooling of automotive production plants and parts supply chains, for a form
of vehicle that is unsuited to Canada and has no operational support network. Thirdly,
electric vehicles have significant performance issues in the Canadian climate. And lastly,
Canadians will run out of sufficient power generation long before we reach that goal
– leaving us literally ‘in the dark.’
When no one does any due diligence on these idealistic notions, we can go down a path of
unintended self-destruction with very dire consequences.
In an assessment of power generation capacity in Canada versus equivalent energy demand
by an electric car fleet, Kent Zehr finds that:
1. There is insufficient electrical generation to serve electric vehicle needs, as
proposed, by 2040.
2. There are no new electrical generation projects in the planning process – the
development and implementation time for such projects being decades.19
3. There is no assessment of the trillions of dollars in costs for upgrading the
transmission, distribution and IT structure of the grid, not to mention the
requirement to run additional power lines to smaller communities – including the
need to acquire land rights for transmission towers – one of the most comment
“Not-In-My-Backyard” NIMBY forms of development.
4. At perfect efficiency, impossible, more than 10,000 megawatts of additional
electrical generation capacity are required for Canada to be 100% electric
passenger cars by 2040.
5. At the present time, there are two large power projects being built in Canada, Site C
in BC and Muskrat Falls in NL. Combined, they have a capacity of 1,924 megawatts,
if they meet their design capacity.
6. The existing projects have taken or will take more than five (5) years to reach
production.

Example: Site C dam in BC was first considered in hearings in 1980-81 and turned down. After the Clean
Energy Act of 2010, it began to move forward; in 2012 it was mandated under CEAA, 2014 received
environmental approval from federal and provincial authorities Site clearing began in 2016 – since then it has
been stalled and started several times with court action from various environmental groups or First Nations.
The original cost was estimated at $6.6 billion; estimates now predict $11 to $12 billion. This does not include
transmission lines to hubs. (Summarized from Wikipedia)
19

7. Mr. Zehr’s full analysis is here. 20
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There are other considerations about electric vehicles that are potentially life threatening
for Canadians. Conventional cars and trucks (Internal Combustion Engine – ICE) use the
waste heat from the engine for heating the passenger cabin. Electric vehicles use battery
power to heat the passenger cabin. This is a very ‘inconvenient truth about EVs.’ 21In a cold
climate like Canada’s, this drastically reduces the battery life. Furthermore, if a person goes
off the road in winter, they will not be able to start and stop the car to warm the passenger
cabin – at least not for long.
Massive infrastructure upgrades would be required outside the core of major cities.
Alas, there is not just one simple answer to the question of what effect EVs will have in
Canada.
For people who go from home to work or to the kids’ school or the grocery store, and who
can plug their vehicles in a lot, range is not much of an issue. For urban fleets that can be
parked and charged at night, range may also not be much of an issue. But unless a province
like Alberta is going to put hundreds (thousands?) of charging stations in K-Country, Lake
Louise, Sunshine, and Nakiska, day-trips to the mountains for hiking and skiing in private
vehicles will be out of the question unless you can afford a top-of-the-line EV (and that’s
only a maybe).

20
21

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/13/electric-vehicle-considerations-for-canada/
https://driving.ca/tesla/auto-news/news/314908

Whereas the cheapest ICE car will get you to Lake Louise and back with no problem, the
cheapest EVs don’t even come close. How many hundreds of cars head west out of Calgary
on Saturdays and Sundays for a weekend in the wilderness recreation parks nearby. What
would mean for charging stations (and wires) in national parks (Will transmission lines in
national parks will go over well with the public or with wildlife concerns?). Do we build
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2000 charging stations at the Lake
Louise ski area and have them sit
idle for eight months a year, or
prohibit people from using private
vehicles? There is no possibility
with the technology on the horizon
that people who haul camping
trailers, boats, or work trailers will
be able to do so with EVs unless
they have oodles of money for
extremely expensive EVs (again,
that’s still a maybe). Unless there is
a major technological breakthrough,
many Canadians’ lifestyles will be
Typical weekend traffic to the mountains from Calgary.
severely negatively affected by
https://www.rmoutlook.com/article/lake-louise-braces-for-busy-long-weekendforced adoption of EVs.
20160728
There is not just one simple answer for transmission lines - ‘wires’, either. If a set of
transmission or distribution wires (and transformers) already exists in an area and they
are not too heavily loaded and the rate of EV uptake is gradual, we can add EVs, at least
initially, without too much
effort. If there are ‘wires’ but they
are already heavily loaded, we will
have to upgrade them. If there are
no wires (many remote
communities in Canada are served
by small diesel generators and
tiny distribution systems), then
we have to build lots and lots and
lots and lots of ‘wires.’ What we
would do about charging stations
along the Trans Canada Highway,
let alone along remote roads in
the vast, sparsely populated areas
of this country? Right now, we can
Beauty spots like Peyto Lake would challenge the range of most EVs.
https://www.travelalberta.com/ca/listings/peyto-lake-1483/

load a fuel tanker, and have it drop fuel off at gas stations along the roads; you can’t do that
with electricity, of course.
Helpful backgrounder on EVs from Newfoundland and Labrador government.22
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Then, of course, THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL proclaims that we’re supposed to
power all of this with unreliable wind and pathetic-capacity-factor solar. To get to 100%
renewables our transmission and distribution system would have to be roughly three to six
times BIGGER than they are now because the fluctuations in output are so wild that you
have to way over-build for peak times, find
places to store all the excess, and then deliver
it back over days, weeks, and even months of
short supply.

To get some perspective on what that means,
Alberta’s wind capacity factor for February 4
was 0.08%; for February 4 and 5 it was 0.5%;
and for February 9 to 15 it was
6.2%. Guaranteeing a 10% capacity factor
for wind using battery storage would have
cost $63.8 billion. Alberta has some of the
best wind resources in Canada. That’s not
enough.
Authors of THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL
assume that trucks and postal vans can also be
turned out by the thousands – but as Robert
Lyman, Ottawa energy policy analyst discusses
in this report, when it comes to transportation, it’s not so simple.
“You Can’t Get there from Here.”23

22
23

https://www.exec.gov.nl.ca/exec/occ/publications/electric_veh_report.pdf
https://friendsofscience.org/assets/documents/You_cant_get_there_from_here_Lyman.pdf

EMISSIONS REDUCTION EFFORTS A FUTILE FOLLY

Texas compared to Canada – Source: Map
Fight
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https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/05/futilefolly-canadas-climate-policy-goals-in-the-global-context/

We are told that measures such as those proposed by proponents of THE PACT FOR A
GREEN NEW DEAL will ‘stop climate change’ – but this is absurd. Canada’s emissions are
only slightly greater than those of Texas.
The annual GHG emissions of the China’s city of
Peking are about the same as that of the entire
province of Ontario.
So why are governments and ENGOs pushing
costly, perhaps disastrous schemes like these,
when the evidence shows the costs are absurd,
the benefits to the environment very small (in
the face of huge emitters), and the outcomes
potentially disastrous. Having Canada sit in the
dark without electrical power is not an option.

GREEN BILLIONAIRES AND PENSION FUND INVESTORS MAKE-MONEY PROJECTS
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Green billionaires are pushing their own make-work to make-them-money projects via
funding to environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) to drive the
appearance of ‘grassroots’ demand for policies, like EV’s, so that they can make more
money at your expense.
The plan is called “Design to Win”24 and it’s been in operation since 2005 via ClimateWorks,
and several years prior through diverse billionaire foundations.
In the past, markets were driven largely by a combination of business/industry innovation
and consumer demand. Now hundreds of ENGOs are driving the climate catastrophe
narrative and have rewarding self-dealing consulting contracts with government and often
with industry to push the Kyoto-Enron model that was so richly rewarding to Enron before
its spectacular collapse.25
EVs are a good example of this method of market creation.
In Canada, one of the ClimateWorks partners, the foreign Oak Foundation, has been funding
diverse ENGOs since about 2006. One of those ENGOs is Equiterre. As described by
Counterpunch, the goal of the Tar Sands Campaign, which is a small section of the “Design

24
25

http://www.climateworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/design_to_win_final_8_31_07.pdf
https://ep.probeinternational.org/2009/05/30/enrons-other-secret/

to Win” plan, was to move people into positions of influence in government.26 This has
occurred. Minister McKenna’s “Climate Action Advisory Council” pushing EVs consists of
two people, one of whom, was formerly with Equiterre.27 Neither person is a Professional
Engineer.
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ClimateWorks has committed a section of its budget and mandate to electric vehicles. As
William Kay writes, Europe has long passed the ‘point of no return’ on climate alarmism in
as it electroglides to an EV future.28 This might make sense for densely populated Europe,
which imports billions of dollars of oil every year. It makes no sense for Canada.

Excerpt of ClimateWorks document.29
As researcher Matthew Nisbet reports, these green
billionaires are set on the ultimate goal of establishing
global cap and trade systems that will ‘prompt a sea
change in the global economy.’ They appear to be
doing this without sanction from the electorate or
government.
As detailed in the ClimateWorks Wikileaks document,
they have vested interests in renewables (which
generate tradeable Renewable Energy Certificates)

https://www.counterpunch.org/2013/10/16/how-tides-canada-controls-the-secret-north-american-tar-sandscoalition/
27 https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/advisory-council-climateaction.html
28 https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/13/europe-electroglides-have-passed-climate-alarmisms-point-of-noreturn/
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29

ClimateWorks Foundation - WikiLeaks https://wikileaks.org/podesta-emails/fileid/57594/16165 Nisbet
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcc.524

and push carbon pricing, carbon markets and anti-oil rhetoric via their funded ENGOs.
According to Nisbet’s earlier work in ClimateShift, the ClimateWorks billionaires were
advised that we have the technology to replace fossil fuels, but that is not the case. As we
have recently seen, Bill Gates has been outspoken about the waste of money and effort on
renewables and batteries.
ClimateWorks and their
partners have spent
millions, perhaps billions
of dollars worldwide on
pushing climate change
initiatives. Nisbet
reports they have been
the principle funders of
academics and nonprofit journalism. Many
of the ENGOs that
ClimateWorks funded
are charities, which are
thus co-funded and
subsidized by taxpayers
through donations.

Nisbet: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcc.524

ENGOs like to hype the ‘climate catastrophe’
angle in order to get more donations from a
gullible and well-intentioned public.
It is a useful exercise to contemplate whether
fear of climate change would be top-of-mind
for governments and the public if it had not
been promoted by hundreds of millions of
dollars over the past two decades.
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MARKETS ARE FLAT – CLIMATE CHANGE ARTICIFICALLY CREATES NEW MARKETS +
SUBSIDIZED JOBS
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In 2013, Joseph Dear, then CIO of CalPERS, one of the largest institutional investors in the
world, told the Wall Street Journal that their clean-tech investments were an ‘L for Lose’
investment. Unlike the typical “J” curve of investments, where there might be a dip,
followed by recovery and climb in value, their clean-tech investments had been flat. He told
WSJ that either one had to raise the price of carbon or lower the cost of alternatives.
Indeed, we see that there is a push to raise the price of carbon with the IPCC report of
October 2018 potentially pushing for $800/tonne carbon price – perhaps as high as
$27,000!30 And wind/solar promoters constantly push the claim that prices of wind and
solar have come down – that’s true – but the backend cost of necessary infrastructure
are still in the billions of dollars – hidden from taxpayers when implemented, but it
shows up on your power bill.
It appears that taxpayers and policymakers are being misled on the costs of implementing
new technologies like clean-tech and EVs. Frankly, we can’t afford to prop up these
wealthy ideologues. We must be “Grounded in Reality.”31
We have been told by Minister McKenna that there is a $30 trillion opportunity in cleantech, but in Robert Lyman’s report “The Clean Growth Hallucination” it is clear this is not
true.32 The public are told there is a revolution in energy and that we can go 100%
renewables in 11 years – but experts like Prof. Michael J. Kelly state that rapid
decarbonization, as advocated by child activist Greta Thunberg, and quoted by “THE PACT
FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL,” would result in mass deaths.

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-10-10/how-much-does-carbon-need-to-cost-somewhere-from-20to-27-000
31 http://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/grounded-in-reality-may-03-2017-final.pdf
32 https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/09/19/the-clean-growth-hallucination/
30

Why would we take the advice of a child over that of an experienced, qualified Professor of
Engineering? Why would we take the advice of a child who has suffered from serious
depression and mental health issues, along with Asperger’s, and whose mother says Greta
is to be able to ‘see CO2’ and who is being exploited by green billionaires,33 34 over practical
cost-benefit and implementation analysis?
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Source: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/pdf/Prof%20Mike%20Kelly%20-%20FENand%20ER.pdf
Green billionaires and institutional investors have been hoping that long-term wind and
solar contracts would prop up unfunded pension fund liabilities with guaranteed long-term
contracts35 – a form of hidden taxation. Governments have played along because carbon
taxes offer them a lucrative cash grab. Indeed, the alarming future scope of carbon taxes
shows carbon taxes will outstrip income taxes as a source of government revenues.36

https://quillette.com/2019/04/23/self-harm-versus-the-greater-good-greta-thunberg-and-child-activism/
http://www.wrongkindofgreen.org/2019/02/03/the-manufacturing-of-greta-thunberg-for-consent-the-house-is-onfire-the-90-trillion-dollar-rescue/
35 https://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/politics-columns-blogs/dan-walters/article90368532.html
36 https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/09/29/the-alarming-scope-of-future-of-carbon-taxes-in-canada/
33
34

UNSUSTAINABLE

The tragic irony of the world of renewables and clean tech is that everything is made
from oil, natural gas and coal. Making more wind and solar devices or more EVs will
require a huge amount of fossil fuels to create the necessary infrastructure and to maintain
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it. That will increase, not reduce, fossil fuel use – for less energy return on energy invested.
There will not be a reduction in fossil fuel energy to any significant degree, and the
economic burden on consumers will not be sustainable.
THE PACT FOR A GREEN NEW DEAL calls for fair employment for all and inclusion, while it

rejects the work of the oil, gas and coal industry and fails to address the risks of building a
‘house of cards’ of employment based on subsidies to renewables and electric vehicles.
A case in point is Germany. According to FinAdvice “Lessons Learned,” Germany created
>300,000 jobs in the wind industry but based on the subsidies and cost of the
Energiewende each of those jobs has been subsidized at a rate of 35,000 Euro/year, or
$52,000 Cdn.37 This is not sustainable.
As in the Great Depression, the dot.com boom, the sub-prime mortgage collapse and other
unsustainable markets based on speculation, it is likely we will face an imminent market
dip due to collapse of renewables – if not today, in the near future, as predicted by the CEO
of Iberdrola.38 39
Sadly, despite fairness,
equity and inclusion being
the themes of THE PACT FOR
A GREEN NEW DEAL , just the
opposite will be the
outcome. Carbon taxes will
impose heat or eat poverty
on the poorest and on farm
producers. Rebates will not
make up the overall
untenable burden of
cumulative carbon taxes on
everything. The impact will
be especially harsh in a vast,
cold country like Canada.
http://nlvow.nl/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/germany_lessonslearned_final_071014.pdf
https://www.powerengineeringint.com/articles/2018/02/iberdrola-chief-says-global-renewable-sector-facing-enronstyle-endgame.html
39 https://energypost.eu/iea-renewables-growth-worldwide-is-stalling/
37
38

It is clear that many activist ENGOs have been funded by organizations with vested
interests to act as proxies to change public policy. These are deceptive market tactics
causing market manipulation. This type of greenwashing is contrary to Competition
Bureau guidelines and laws.
Governments are complicit – swayed by rent seeking carbon taxes to fund green crony
capitalist endeavors, promoted by ENGOs that are funded by green billionaires and
transnational corporations. They are also driven by the astonishing financial and boots-onthe-ground cause-oriented followers of ENGOs.
When we review the top 40 ENGOs in Canada, most of which have been foreign funded by
the ClimateWorks partners, the financial power imbalance is shocking.
•

The top 40 ENGOs received about $11.2 billion over the period 2000 to 2018.

•

The “EnviroLaw” organizations received about $167 million over that same period.

•

The combined revenues of the ENGOs and their EnviroLaw counterparts was almost
$11.4 billion over the period.

•

The total revenues received by all four main federal political parties over the period
was about $631 million.

•

The total revenues received by the major political parties at the federal government
level and the provinces of Ontario, Quebec, British Columbia and Alberta over the
period were $1.5 billion.

•

The total revenues received by the market oriented (“conservative”) institutes over the
period was $412 million.

•

The revenues received by the ENGOs and their EnviroLaw counterparts over the period
was over 18 times the revenues received by all federal political parties, and over 27
times the revenues received by the market-oriented institutes.

•

Both Ducks Unlimited Canada and the Nature Conservancy Canada annually receive
higher revenues than all the major federal political parties; a large portion of the
funding to these organizations is from the federal government.

•

The revenue received by the Tides organization alone is more than the combined
revenues of Canada’s two largest federal political parties, the Liberal Party of Canada
and the Conservative Party of Canada over the period.

•

The David Suzuki Foundation’s average annual revenues exceed the annual revenues of
the federal New Democratic Party.

•

Eight ENGOs have annual revenues that exceed those of the governing Liberal Party of
Canada.

Source: “Money Matters” – see also our related series of reports:
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/07/environmental-charities-a-compilation-of-reports-on-their-financespower-and-implications-for-canada/
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IN SUMMARY – CANADA IS AT RISK
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Canada has championed the Paris Agreement, even pushing for the lower 1.5°C target. As
shown above, it is impossible to reach such targets without the complete shut down of all
major industries in Canada. Whatever we do is futile folly in the face of emissions
elsewhere.

Source: https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/11/17/the-composition-of-global-emissions/

Unfortunately, Canadian climate and energy policies are being driven by activists funded by
green billionaires with vested interests, not the electorate.
Around the world, people are sending a clear message to their governments – these
demands are unsustainable.

There is no climate emergency, no need to ‘expropriate’ GM’s Oshawa plant in order to
make EVs. There is an economic emergency.
As Robert Lyman asked at his presentation to Friends of Science Society in 2017 – “Can
Canada Survive Climate Change Policy?”40 More and more the answer is clear. No.

Parody of the Greenpeace stunt with a serious message pertinent to Canadians today.

40

http://blog.friendsofscience.org/2017/05/10/can-canada-survive-climate-change-policy/
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A few years ago, we thought the LEAP Manifesto needed a closer
LOOK and a rebuttal. Thus, was born the “LookB4ULEAP
Manifesto”. https://lookb4uleap.tumblr.com/
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Friends of Science Society is an independent group of earth, atmospheric and solar
scientists, engineers, and citizens who are celebrating its 16th year of offering climate
science insights. After a thorough review of a broad spectrum of literature on climate
change, Friends of Science Society has concluded that the sun is the main driver of climate
change, not carbon dioxide (CO2).
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