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“THE JUST TRANSITION” – WHAT IS IT?
The concept of a ‘just transition’ is founded in the Paris Agreement on climate change of 2015
“Conference of the Parties”1 COP21 meeting. The assumption of the climate community is that the
world will transition from the use of oil, natural gas, and coal to alleged low-carbon energy forms such
as electricity generated by wind and solar, geothermal or the use of hydrogen. The assumption is that by
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doing so, climate change will stabilize, and there will be a cessation of human-influenced global
warming, said to be caused by greenhouse gas emissions (principally carbon dioxide) from human
industry. Many people further claim there will be a reduction or prevention of extreme weather events,
wildfires, floods, and droughts.
This ‘decarbonization’ process intends to use less or no carbon dioxide intensive forms of energy. ‘Net
Zero’ emissions means that industrial emissions of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere are balanced
by removals of greenhouse gases from the atmosphere through methods like Carbon Capture and
Underground Storage (CCUS), Direct Air Carbon Capture (DACC), Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and
Storage (BECCS), planting of trees and in some permitted cases, carbon trading on existing carbon ‘sinks’
(such as old growth forest projects like Darkwoods or Great Bear Rainforest).
‘Net Zero’ 2050, (and in some cases/sectors NetZero by 2030) is understood to mean the complete
upheaval of existing energy systems that power modern society in just a few years or a couple of
decades. Thus, people working in conventional energy industries might be ‘left behind’ as oil, natural gas
and coal are ‘phased-out’. The ‘just transition’ philosophy is intended to minimize the impacts on
affected workers and communities while being more inclusive of all sections of society.
Natural Resources Canada calls it a “people-centred transition to our net-zero future”.2

Image licensed from Shutterstock.
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“parties” being the signatory nations to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change of 1992
https://www.rncanengagenrcan.ca/en/collections/just-transition

REALITY CHECK – THERE’S JUST NO TRANSITION
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

In the 1970’s, Amory Lovins projected that renewables would supply 30% of U.S. energy consumption by
2000.
In the 1970’s the Carter Administration predicted that solar energy would supply 20% of U.S. energy
consumption by 2000.
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In the 1990’s, the Clinton Presidential Advisory Panel predicted that renewables would supply 50% of U.S.
energy consumption by 2020.
In the 1990’s, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) projected that renewables would
supply 30% of U.S. energy consumption by 2020.
In the 1990’s the U.S. National Renewable Energy Laboratory projected that renewables would supply
25% of U.S. energy consumption by 2030.
In 2020, Mark Jacobson of Stanford University projected that renewables would supply 80% of U.S. energy
consumption by 2030.
In 2019, renewables actually supplied only 6.0% of U.S. energy consumption and 3.5% of Canadian
energy consumption.3
In 2019, wind plus solar supplied only 0.92% of Canadian energy consumption.

Wind,
solar, etc

Source: IEA

3

Renewables include wind, solar and biomass. Source: BP Statistical Review of World Energy 2021, page 11

IS NETZERO AN INTERNATIONAL OBLIGATION?

Robert Lyman, former public servant of 27 years and diplomat for 10 years, has followed the climate
change arguments, facts, and evidence throughout his career. Lyman says of the COP26 meeting:
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The country representatives at COP 26, like the ones at COP 15 in Paris, did not agree to take action to
achieve "Net Zero". In fact, they did not agree to meet any collective targets for greenhouse gas
emissions reductions. All they agreed to, at COP15, was to submit emission reduction plans every five
years, with no legal commitments and no penalties for non-compliance.

The actual plans submitted prior to the 2015 conference and the 2021 conference indicated what each
country said it would do by 2030. Since 1992, no such plans have ever been adhered to, except by a few
European countries. The UN Secretariat analyzed what would be the effect if all countries completely
adhered to their plans (i.e., highly unlikely). The result would be a 14% INCREASE in emissions over 2019
levels on a global basis.
The developing countries did do something important at COP 26. They indicated the conditions that must
be met if they are to adhere to expensive emissions reductions programs in future. Specifically, the
“Annex II countries” (mostly OECD countries including Canada) must contribute at least $750 billion per
year to finance the developing countries' programs. The Annex countries agreed to a set of meetings to
discuss whether this will be possible. You can be sure that it won't be.
All claims that countries like Canada are obliged to meet "net Zero targets are environmentalist
propaganda.”
UNJUST COST-BENEFIT OF THE ALLEGED “JUST” TRANSITION
Climate Justice advocates anticipate and promote the notion that there will be plentiful ‘green’ jobs, that life will
be more affordable with ‘clean energy’ (presumably because wind and solar are said to be ‘free’), and that various
minorities will benefit from the ‘Just Transition’ and that ‘no one will be left behind’.
There is much evidence that none of these sentiments are true.
In 2017, Smart Prosperity made the pitch that the global clean tech industry would be worth $2.5 trillion by 2020.
They predicted that, based on a McKinsey report, there would be 60,000 jobs created every year in Canada’s cleantech world to 2020.4
4

https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2021/08/10/2277874/0/en/Global-Clean-Energy-Technologies-Market-Size-Expected-to-Grow-to-USD-423-7-Billion-by-2026-FactsFactors.html

In reality, “Global Clean Energy Technologies Market Size Expected to Grow to USD 423.7 Billion by 2026”5 and in
Canada, the Parliamentary Budget Officer reported in 2020 that the proposed hi-tech/clean tech super cluster
projects which were part of the 2017 Smart Prosperity push had not even created 10,000 jobs6 and this at a cost of
$918 million in spending by Ottawa.
As Robert Lyman noted in his 2018 report “The Clean Growth Hallucination”:7
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“Statistics Canada does not include in its breakdown of Canada’s GDP any reference to “clean technology”. The
notion that some energy sources are clean, and others are not ignores the fact that all energy sources have both
positive and negative environmental effects. StatsCan does however, report on two separate groups of economic
activities: “clean energy and environmental goods and services” and “the environmental and clean technology
products account”. However, most of the former category has to do with municipal sewage treatment, site
remediation and environmental audits; less than $2 billion of the $14 billion annual income in this group is related
to GHG emissions reduction. Of the latter category, which amounts to $59.3 billion per year, again only a small
portion relates to GHG emissions reduction. When one examines the data, the environmental and clean technology
products account actually has held a shrinking share of Canada’s economy over the last decade. What
opportunity?”
So, it appears that a ‘Just Transition’ to clean-tech will not result in a huge
growth market, nor will there be thousands of good paying jobs.
Likewise, the cost-benefit equation of a ‘Just Transition’ must be
considered.
Robert Lyman did a rough calculation based on the work of Thomas
Tanton and found that decarbonizing the Canadian economy would lead
to a very expensive and disastrous outcome.
RBC analysis suggests that it would only cost $2 trillion to decarbonize
Canadian society.8 However, this is figure and that of Tanton’s must be
reviewed in light of a further detailed reanalysis of Tanton’s work done
by Ken Gregory, Professional Engineer.

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/11/29/ballparking-the-costof-electrification/

The costs are astounding:9
Many governments have made promises to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by replacing fossil fuels with solar
and wind generated electricity and to electrify the economy. A report by Thomas Tanton estimates a capital cost of
US$36.4 trillion for the U.S.A. economy to meet net zero emissions using wind and solar power. This study
identifies several errors in the Tanton report and provides new capital cost estimates using 2019 and 2020 hourly
electricity generation data rather than using annual average conditions as was done in the Tanton report. This
study finds that the battery costs for replacing all current fossil fuel fired electricity with wind and solar generated
electricity, using 2020 electricity data, is 109 times that estimated by the Tanton report. The total capital cost of
electrification is herein estimated, using 2020 data, at US$433 trillion, or 20 times the U.S.A. 2019 gross
domestic product. Overbuilding the solar plus wind capacity by 21% reduces overall costs by 18% by reducing
5

https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2021/08/10/2277874/0/en/Global-Clean-Energy-Technologies-Market-Size-Expected-to-Grow-to-USD-423-7-Billion-by-2026-FactsFactors.html
6
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/politics/article-supercluster-funding-behind-schedule-unlikely-to-create-10000-jobs/
7
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/09/19/the-clean-growth-hallucination/
8
https://royal-bank-of-canada-2124.docs.contently.com/v/the-2-trillion-transition-canadas-road-to-net-zero-pdf
9
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2021/12/21/the-cost-of-net-zero-electrification-of-the-u-s-a/?highlight=ken%20gregory

battery storage costs. Allowing fossil fuels with carbon capture and storage to provide 50% of the electricity
demand dramatically reduces the total costs from US$433 trillion to US$24 trillion, which is a reduction of 94.6%.
Battery storage costs are highly dependent on the year’s weather and the seasonal shape of electricity demand.
This is a staggering amount of money!! So, is it worth it? If this was truly going to save the planet it might be, but
despite claims from fringe environmental activists, this just isn’t the case. The IPCC in their latest Assessment
Report (AR6) [Working Group I – Physical Sciences] has removed their “worst case” scenario (known as RCP8.5),
stating that it is an implausible scenario. There is no climate emergency.

https://rogerpielkejr.substack.com/p/how-to-understand-the-new-ipcc-report?s=r

The purpose of attempting to achieve net-zero is to minimize the impact of man-made CO2 emissions on our
planet. So, what is the cost per tonne of CO2 reduction and what is the value of reducing the emissions (this is
termed the Social Cost of Carbon, or SCC. There have been may studies valuing SCC.)
If wind and solar is “overbuilt” by 21% As described above, the capital cost drops to $355 trillion. Assuming a 20year facility life 10% discount rate, a very modest return on capital of 10% and annual operating costs at 15% of
the annualized capital cost, the annual cost of these facilities is approximately $410 billion per year. The global
CO2 emissions from electricity generation in 2020 (according to the EIA) was 1.45 billion tonnes. Therefore, the
cost of reducing CO2 emissions in the US using wind and solar generation combined with battery storage is in
the order of $240,000 per tonne.
If natural gas fired electricity with carbon capture and storage (which is an emerging technology, not yet
commercialized) is used for 50% of the power generation as described above, the cost drops to $1,500 per tonne.
The IPCC has not directly stated or endorsed any SCC values but references the DICE model in it’s Special
Report: Global Warming of 1.5 degrees C (SR 1.5) stating an SCC value of $15/tonne with a possibility of reaching
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$100/tonne if tipping points are breached. As described above, most models do not include a valuation of the
benefits of higher CO2 levels such as greening of the earth and higher crop yields which can make the higher CO2
emissions a net benefit.10 In it’s AR5 report, the IPCC states:
“For most economic sectors, the impact of climate change will be small relative to the impacts of other drivers
(medium evidence, high agreement). Changes in population, age, income, technology relative prices, lifestyle,
regulation governance, and many other aspects of socioeconomic development will have an impact on the supply
and demand of economic goods and services that is large relative to the impact of climate change.”
In summary, the cost of converting electricity generation in the US is in the order of $1,500 to $240,000 per
tonne. The benefit of reducing CO2 emissions is in the order of $0 to $100 per tonne.
Clearly, this would not constitute a ‘just transition’ – as these costs would be burdensome, in fact, impossible to
bear.

NATURAL RESOURCES CANADA -INCONVENIENT FACTS FOR CLIMATE ACTIVISTS

ENERGY AND THE ECONOMY

Facts:
While the energy sector GDP in Alberta in 2020 was the highest in Canada at $59.6 billion, it was
significant in all provinces, including notably Ontario ($15.6 billion), Quebec ($12.0 billion), British
Columbia ($11.8 billion) and Saskatchewan $10.5 billion).
Facts:
The average annual government revenue from the petroleum sector over the period 2015-2019 was $13
billion. Of this, the upstream extraction and support industries accounted for $10 billion. The energy
sector’s share of total taxes paid by all industries was 6.9 %.
Facts:
Of Canada’s primary energy consumption in 2019, crude oil, natural gas and natural gas liquids
accounted for 76% of the total, hydro 11%, nuclear 9%, coal 4%, biomass 4% and other renewables
(wind and solar) 1%.
Facts:
Canada’s energy sector is a capital-intensive, not labour-intensive part of the Canadian economy. In
2020, 4.7% of total direct and indirect employment was in the energy sector; of this, 1.6% of
10

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2021/05/28/social-cost-benefit-of-carbon-dioxide-from-fund-with-corrected-temperatures-energy-and-co2-fertilization/
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employment was direct: 1.0% in petroleum, 0.6% in electricity and 0.1% in others (including renewable
energy generation).
Facts:
Energy exports in 2020 represented 18% of total Canadian goods exports, considerably higher than
motor vehicles and motor vehicle parts, the second-largest category.
Facts:
In 2020, 78% of Canada’s oil imports came from the United States, 3% from Norway and 1% from
Colombia. Thirteen % came from Saudi Arabia and 4% from Nigeria.
Facts:
In 2020, oil and gas extraction was the largest area of capital expenditure in the energy sector, at $21.7
billion, followed by electric power generation and transmission at $21.2 billion.
Facts:
In 2021, there were 305 planned (announced, under review, or approved) energy projects worth $449
billion, and 97 projects under construction worth $139 billion. Oil and gas sector projects accounted for
the largest portion of project value, $336 billion.
EMISSIONS TRENDS AND DECARBONIZATION

Facts:
There were two carbon capture and storage projects in Canada underway in 2017 and 2018, one in 2019
and none in 2020 and 2021.
Facts:
Electricity and biomass combined in 2018 accounted for 26% of secondary energy use; 74% were oil,
natural gas, and other products.
Facts:
In 2018, natural gas supplied 53% of residential heating use, 70% of water-heating use, 19.4% of
commercial sector use and 43% of industrial sector use.
Facts:
Transportation energy use increased 26% from 2000 to 2018.
Facts:
The capital investment in the oil sands to the end of 2020 was $332 billion.
The oil sands provide 97% of Canada proved oil reserves.
Facts:
From 2000 to 2016, Canada’s GHG emissions declined by 23% per dollar of GDP and by 18% per capita.
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OIL SANDS

Fact:
From 2000 to 2019, oil sands emissions per barrel decreased by 33%.
Fact:
The oil sands account for 0.1% of global GHG emissions.
Facts:
The total area being mined for oil sands is 901 square kilometers. That is 0.009% of Canada’s area.
ELECTRICITY GENERATION

Facts:
Here are the shares of electricity generation provided by coal, natural gas and oil by province and
territory in 2019:
Nunavut: 100%
Alberta: 89 %
Saskatchewan: 81%
Nova Scotia: 76%
NWT: 50%
N.B.: 28%
Ontario: 7%
IF ALL COUNTRIES MET PARIS TARGETS - NO CHANGE IN GLOBAL WARMING

Plain language: https://www.lomborg.com/press-release-research-reveals-negligible-impact-of-paris-climatepromises#:~:text=%E2%80%9D%20(INDCs).-,Dr.,0.086%C2%B0F)%20by%202100.
Peer-reviewed paper: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/1758-5899.12295
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THE TWO DEGREE CELSIUS DELUSION
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Ted Nordhaus on the original 2-degree Celsius target. Obviously a 1.5 ° C target is even more delusional.

Dr. Guus Berkhout, President of Clintel, the international climate intelligence organization based in The
Netherlands, has shown the tremendous temperature differential around the world, in his presentation
“Let the Data Speak”.

https://youtu.be/Msy3sFneOdA?list=PLZcRTdbkGEnFFHb2VRXxFtO71ErWy6ibL

This map (below) shows the temperature monitoring stations prior to 1860. Since 70% of the world is
covered in oceans, subject to changes in vast cold and warm currents, El Nino/La Nina natural cycles,
underwater volcanic eruptions, and tectonic plate movements, it is extremely unlikely that a
reduction in human industrial emissions could constraint global temperatures within a couple of
degrees. Indeed, claims that carbon dioxide is the control knob on climate change have been refuted
in hundreds of recent peer-reviewed papers. https://notrickszone.com/50-papers-low-sensitivity/
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ENERGY EXPERT VACLAV SMIL ON DECARBONIZATION
Professor Emeritus Vaclav Smil, University of Manitoba, is regarded as a global authority on energy. He writes:11
“Designing hypothetical roadmaps outlining complete elimination of fossil carbon from the global energy
supply by 2050 is nothing but an exercise in wishful thinking that ignores fundamental physical realities.
And it is no less unrealistic to propose legislation, as has been done in the US Congress, claiming that such
a shift can be accomplished in the US by 2030. Such claims are simply too extreme to be defended as
aspirational. The complete decarbonization of the global energy supply will be an extremely challenging
undertaking of an unprecedented scale and complexity that will not be accomplished—even in the case of
sustained, dedicated and extraordinarily costly commitment—in a matter of a few decades.” He
discusses the realities in “Energy Revolution? More Like a Crawl”.

Consequently, if scientific studies show that the climate sensitivity (warming effect) of carbon dioxide is
low, meaning that additional amounts of CO2 will not cause any dramatic change in global
temperatures, and if global temperatures show us there are existing dramatic temperature differentials
in many places in the world, but people still find a way to adapt and make these places habitable, then
what ‘just transition’ are we talking about?
Surely, the greatest justice is providing energy equality to people – allowing people access to pumped
water, modern sanitation systems, reduction of burdensome human labour through the use of fossil fuel
powered industry, air conditioning for hot countries/heating for cold countries/seasons, and the energy
and by-products of hydrocarbons which make modern medicine possible.
Surely access to energy constitutes the ‘just transition’ – not the denial of access to modern energy.12

11 https://www.schoolofpublicpolicy.sk.ca/research/publications/policy-brief/what-we-need-to-know-about-the-pace-of-decarbonization.php
12

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2017/10/21/saving-the-planet-on-the-backs-of-the-worlds-poor/
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THE WORLD RUNS ON OIL, NATURAL GAS, AND COAL – NO VIABLE ALTERNATIVE

https://www.ibisworld.com/canada/industry-trends/biggest-exporting-industries/

Despite strenuous and expensive efforts to decarbonize these industries, progress has been slow and
limited. Any industry reliant on computer technology (banking, IT services, life insurance,
hospitals/medical industry) is also reliant on conventional sources of electrical power which, even in
hydro rich Canada, means substantial reliance on fossil fuels – especially natural gas.
Industrial processes are notoriously difficult and expensive to ‘decarbonize’ or ‘electrify’. Electricity is a
secondary form of energy that must be produced from a primary source, meaning there will be a
substantial loss of energy in the attempt to electrify existing processes that typically are done by primary

energy sources like coal-fired metal fabrication. An exception may be aluminum where industry typically
seeks out hydro options to power the factory and maintain lower prices and consistent power.
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Speed Bumps on the Road to Decarbonization: https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2021/05/09/speed-bumps-on-the-road-to-decarbonization-part-1/

THE RENEWABLE ENERGY PARADOX

“With the current market architecture, future deployment of renewable energy will necessarily
be more costly and less scalable. Moreover, transition towards a full 100% renewable electricity
sector is unattainable. Paradoxically, in order for renewable technologies to continue growing
their market share, they need to co-exist with fossil fuel technologies. Ignoring these findings can
slow adoption and increase the costs of deploying new renewable technologies.”13
As Vaclav Smil has pointed out in his many books,
lectures, and publications, “To Get Wind Power You
Need Oil”.14 You need lots of oil, natural gas, and coal to
make wind turbines and solar panels. You need so much
energy to make them that their Energy Return on Energy
Invested (EROI) means they cannot support even basic
society, let alone a complex modern world that includes
high culture, hi-tech, and aerospace.15 Thus, claiming
that society will transition off oil, natural gas, and coal is
delusional as there is no viable, equivalent replacement
form of energy.
https://spectrum.ieee.org/to-get-wind-power-you-need-oil

13

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1364032117312546#:~:text=The%20paradox%20is%20that%20the,in%20the%20energy%20mix%20grows.
https://spectrum.ieee.org/to-get-wind-power-you-need-oil
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/mrs-energy-and-sustainability/article/lessons-from-technology-development-for-energy-andsustainability/2D40F35844FEFEC37FDC62499DDBD4DC
14
15

Climate ‘justice’ activists are often quick
to point to a handful of rare examples
such as:
Iceland’s geothermal (not a portable
form of energy; produced for a very small
population of ~300,000 that uniquely sits
on a massive fault line);
Norway’s hydro (geographically unique,
not a portable form of energy, relatively
small population of 5 million);
Costa Rica’s geothermal (not a portable
form of energy) for a small population of
5 million that is not highly industrialized.

WHY RENEWABLE ENERGY CANNOT REPLACE FOSSIL FUELS BY 2050

EXPERIENCE WITH RENEWABLE ENERGY USE IN ELECTRICITY
No region of the world has made larger investments in constructing renewable
energy plants to replace fossil fuels than Western Europe. By the end of 2014,
European Union countries had invested approximately 1.1 trillion Euros (CDN
$1.63 trillion at current exchange rates) in large-scale renewable energy
installations. This has provided a nominal nameplate electrical generating
capacity of about 216 GW, or about 22% of the total European generation needs
of about 1000 GW. Nameplate capacity, however, is quite different from
electricity generation. Generation is the result of total capacity multiplied by the
actual capacity factor achieved. According to the renewables industry itself, the
measured output from renewable generation in Europe in 2014 was 38 GW, or
3.8% of Europe’s electricity requirement, at a capacity factor of about 18% on
nameplate capacity overall.
Adjusting for capacity factors, the capital costs of these renewable energy
installations has been about 29 billion Euros ($CDN $43 billion) per Gigawatt.
That capital cost should be compared with conventional natural gas-fired
electricity generation costing about one billion Euros (CDN $1.48 billion) per
GW. In other words, the capital costs of the renewable energy plants were
almost 30 times as high as the capital costs of natural gas plants that could
have been built instead.16

16

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/WHY-RENEWABLE-ENERGY-CANNOT-REPLACE-FOSSIL-FUELS-BY-2050-FINAL-2.pdf
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As Lyman notes in the above report, the numbers related to the production of solar panels alone beggar belief, not
to mention, if all the Western world is engaged in trying to go NetZero 2030/2050 at the same time, demand for
raw materials and manufactured ‘renewables’ elements will skyrocket. So will prices, thus destroying the claim of
climate activists and renewables promoters that wind and solar are ‘cheaper’.
Renewables alleged price advantage disappears…"Price pressures from auctions, higher raw-material, and logistics costs, plus the Ukraine
war, have led to an unsustainable situation, top executives from GE, Nordex and Enercon tell WindEurope 2022
Raw material and logistics inflation coupled with downward price pressures from auctions have led to an unsustainable situation where
wind OEMs are selling at a loss, with the sector unable to deliver Europe's planned tripling of wind capacity by 2030, industry leaders have
warned.
“The state of the supply chain is ultimately unhealthy right now,” GE Renewable Energy chi bao on Tuesday.
“It is unhealthy because we have an inflationary market that is beyond what anybody anticipated even last year. Steel is going up three
times.”
Steel for offshore wind towers is currently being purchased at over $2,000 per tonne, Hickok gave as example, adding that the prices of
copper, carbon and logistics had also soared. https://www.rechargenews.com/wind/were-all-in-trouble-wind-turbine-makers-selling-at-a-loss-and-in-a-self-destructiveloop-bosses-admit/2-1-1197217?mc_cid=9acd144434&mc_eid=5e3c942cd8

ARE QUEBEC AND BC LEADERS IN HYDRO?
While some activists make the case that provinces like Quebec and British Columbia have shown the
way with their massive hydro resources, both provinces are highly dependant on oil, natural gas, and
coal for their economic strength; BC hydro is particularly vulnerable to natural cyclical El Nino cycles
which often leave the province subject to water rationing.17 Despite Quebec’s massive hydro resources,
in winter, when homes are drawing maximum power for electrified home heating, the people of Ontario
must prop up the Quebec grid with natural gas power, exported at a loss to Ontarians, as reported by
former international banker, Parker Gallant.
“Over the four days commencing January 13th (2022) through to January 16th we exported just over
106,000 MWh (megawatt hours) to Quebec for an average of 1,104 MW/hour and the peak day was the
16th with an average of 1,410 MW/hour. Over those four days Ontario’s gas plants generated just over
395,000 MW so we were able to provide our neighbours with what they needed (27% of our gas plant
generation) to keep those electric furnaces and baseboard heaters operating so they would avoid
blackouts and freezing households. We provided those 106,000 MW at an average cost of less than 5
cents/kWh based on the HOEP prices over those four days so their cost didn’t drive up Hydro Quebec’s
energy prices whereas Ontario’s ratepayers lost money on every kWh exported.”18

17
18

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/the-bad-news-for-western-drought-monster-hot-el-nino-on-the-way-1.3162146
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2022/01/18/the-ocaa-is-seeking-future-blackouts-for-quebec-in-the-winter/
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CANADA IN THE GLOBAL CONTEXT
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WHAT ENERGY TRANSITION? FACTS OVER FANTASY.

The media daily report on the “Energy Transition” implying that the world is undergoing a rapid and irresistible
transition from fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal) to various “low carbon dioxide alternatives”, notably wind
and solar energy. Let us examine the facts instead.
According to the British Petroleum Statistical Review of World Energy, in 2019 84% of
world energy use was supplied by fossil fuels. Another 11% was supplied by
hydroelectricity and nuclear energy, and 5% was supplied by “renewables”, mostly
biomass. The non-OECD group consumes two-thirds of the energy and produces twothirds of the GHG emissions. Moreover, with every passing year, the non-OECD share
increases, and the emissions reductions made at great cost by the OECD countries
count as a smaller and smaller part of the world total.
From 2010 to 2019, the world experienced the fastest annual average rate of growth
in world oil demand in history, as total demand grew from 88 million barrels per day
to over 100 million barrels per day. The highest rate of growth, year-to-year, in that
period was from 2010 to 2011, when demand grew by 2.6 million barrels per day. After a decline of 8.7 million

barrels per day in 2020 due to the pandemic, all major authorities project demand to grow in 2021 by somewhere
between 5.4 and 6.0 million barrels per day and by another 3.0 million to 3.5 million barrels per day in 2022. The
International Energy Agency (IEA) projects that over the period to at least 2026, oil demand will grow by over 1
million barrels per day per year.
The death of coal has been declared long and often. Yet, coal demand grew from about three billion tonnes of oil
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equivalent in 2005 to 3.8 billion tonnes of oil equivalent projected for 2021. The largest single influence on coal
demand over the last decade has been the almost doubling of coal consumption in China, but there has been rapid
growth in other countries as well. Moreover, China, India, Indonesia, Japan, and Vietnam are planning to build
more than 600 coal plants. The new plants will be able to generate a total of 300 gigawatts of energy for at least 30
years and up to 60 years.
Global natural gas demand grew by 59% from 2005 to 2019, from 2.6 trillion cubic metres to 4.1 trillion cubic
metres. It declined only 1.9% year-over-year from 2019 to 2020. According to the IEA, gas demand growth over the
period 2019 to 2025 will be primarily in Asia and the Middle East, with the industrial sector accounting for 40% of
that growth.
Once again, the story is the same. For at least the next five years and probably beyond, the world’s appetite for
fossil fuels will grow, not decline.
The banks and other financial institutions that pressure fossil fuel companies and their investors to reduce funding
for fossil fuel development clearly are not basing their judgements on actual trends in energy consumption.
Instead, they are wagering their clients’ money on the thesis that the central planning of OECD governments will
drive future global energy trends. There is no evidence based on consumption to support this contention.
The real “energy transition” is from a world energy market led by North America and Europe to one dominated by
economic and population trends in Asia and other non-OECD countries. That transition has been well underway
since at least 2005, and it is accelerating. It is the only energy transition that is indeed “irresistible”. 19

UNJUST CLIMATE INFLUENCE ON CANADA

In about 2012, TIDES’ (now MakeWay) CEO Ross McMillan told the Economic Club of Canada: “The
charitable and not-for-profit sector employs more than 2 million people, representing about 11 percent
of the country’s workforce. By way of comparison, this sector employs four times as many people in
Canada as the oil and gas sector and five times that of the automotive industry.”
As documented in Robert Lyman’s ‘green’ series of reports,20 environmental groups in Canada, most of
which are tax-subsidized charities or non-profits and many of which are or have been foreign-funded for
millions, indeed, billions of dollars, are now far more powerful than political parties or elected officials.
This has created an extremely unjust transition in Canada, where working taxpayers have been
unwittingly forced to underwrite the activities of foreign-funded groups that are actively working against
jobs, industry, freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom of choice, a robust economy, and a
true climate of justice in Canada for Canadians.
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HAS NO ONE READ THE DELOITTE REPORT?
Robert Lyman reviewed and summarized the Deloitte report, the forensically audited section of the Allan Inquiry
into the Tar Sands Campaign against Canada.
Amid the extensive press coverage and public commentary on the Anti-Alberta Energy Public Enquiry, most of the
focus has been on the political issues, and more specifically, on the appropriateness of foreign funding to support
Canadian environmental organizations in their political opposition to oil sands development and production. What
has been almost completely ignored is the report submitted to the Alberta Inquiry by Deloitte Forensic Inc.
(Deloitte) and the facts and analysis that the Deloitte report 21 brought to light about the broader and more
important issues concerning the funding of efforts to harm the oil sands industry.
The purpose of this article is to present a summary of the highlights from the Deloitte report and to offer some
comments on its importance for public policy in Canada.
Deloitte’s mandate was a relatively narrow one, focused primarily on reviewing the materials gathered by Vivian
Krause concerning the financial assistance from foreign organizations to the anti-oil sands campaign and to
quantify the amount of that funding over the period January 1, 2000 to October 31, 2020.
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MAIN FINDINGS
• More than 200 Foundations, Canadian environmental organizations (“ENGOs”), Envirolegals (Environmental
organizations that use the law and lobbying to pursue their objectives), and United States ENGOs either provided
funding, received funding, or participated in some fashion in Alberta Resource Development Opposition.
• Foreign funding directed to Alberta Resource Development Opposition ranges between $37.5 million and $58.9
million over the period 2003 to 2019.
• Most of the Canadian ENGOs enjoy the benefits of charity status under the Canadian Income Tax Act. This allows
them to gain significant taxpayer-funded support. ENGOs, however, represent only a small portion of the over
84,000 registered charities, whose revenues totaled about $2.2 trillion in 2018.
• Governments are the largest funders of registered charities. Over the period 2010 to 2018, the federal
government provided $72.6 billion, the provincial governments $1.3 trillion and municipal governments $85.9
billion. Foreign funding added $14.9 billion more.
• Over the period of review, foreign foundations provided grants totaling $788.1 billion to Canadian ENGOs. The
Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation, Pew Charitable Trusts and the William and Flora Hewlitt Foundation
provided about 71% of the total.
• The names of the 31 largest ENGOs ranked by revenues were mostly redacted from the Deloitte report for
unexplained reasons. Over the period under review, those 31 ENGOs accumulated over $2.5 billion in assets,
received $897.5 million in foreign funding, and received $2.1 billion in government funding.
• Environmental Law Organizations, as a separate group, accumulated almost $11 million in assets, had foreign
funding of $21.5 billion and received $7.8 million in government funding.
• Deloitte was asked to also examine funding to “Conservative/Market Oriented Organizations” for purposes of
comparison. Without identifying the organizations (all the names were redacted in the report) or providing any
evidence that these organizations were involved in attempting to sway public opinion on energy issues in Alberta,
Deloitte estimated that the eleven largest organizations had $103.8 million in assets, had received $26.6 million in
foreign funding and received $39.3 million in government funding.
• As of December 31, 2018, ENGO assets were 24 times higher than “Conservative/Market-Oriented
Organizations” and their annual revenues were 12 times higher. The foreign funding received by the marketoriented organizations was about 3% of the funding received by the ENGOs during the period under review.
ACTIVITIES OF FOUR ENGOS MOST INVOLVED IN OPPOSING ALBERTA’S OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY
Deloitte was asked to provide illustrative examples of the activities of the anti-oil sands organizations, and they did
so with respect to Stand.earth, the Pembina Institute for Appropriate Development, Tides/Makeway, and
Dogwood BC. The descriptions of activities funded by these organizations illustrates the broad scope and intent of
their operations. Examples include:
• Stopping oil sands development;
• Making it more difficult to finance these projects;
• Stigmatizing the industry;
• Persuading major companies to reduce their use of oil sands production;
• Halting the approval of the Northern Gateway Pipeline;
• Influencing the Canadian government to impose a ban on oil tankers on the northern B.C. coast;
• Amplifying the opposition of First Nations and other communities;
• Organizing the largest act of Canadian civil disobedience in the history of the pipeline fight;
• Curtailing or stopping all modes of oil sands transportation (pipelines, tanker traffic, and oil-by-rail);
• Promoting the narrative that oil sands expansion is problematic, promoting land use decisions that slow
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expansion and promoting climate policy;
• Providing legal strategies and communications support for First Nations to constrain oil sands development;
• Opposing Line 9 and Energy East pipelines; and
• Leading government relations in Ottawa.
COMMENTS
The detached and forensic tone of the Deloitte report should not obscure the extraordinary evidence that it
contained about the large funding of anti-oil sands activity by Canadian ENGOs and envirolegals. The report also
highlighted an issue that the Alberta government, to its disadvantage, did not seek to investigate – the
astonishingly large role that government funding plays is enabling activity designed to destroy one of Canada’s
most important resource industries.
Federal, provincial, and municipal governments, on behalf of taxpayers whose interests they should be protecting,
are massively aiding and abetting political activities of organizations that oppose Canadian oil industry
development, transportation and market access. If these activities were being carried out by commercial
enterprises, they would be grounds for seeking protection under our laws governing competition. Instead, the
industry opponents get a free ride because they claim to be acting in the name of the environment. The gouging of
the taxpayer takes two forms. First, the federal government grants charity status to organizations because they
claim to “educate” the public about environmental issues, when this has nothing to do with enhancing the public
welfare. Second, governments subsidize the ENGOs directly, thus adding to their financial strength and, indeed,
building enormous war chests of accumulated assets with which the ENGOs can go on harming Canada’s economic
development long into the future.
The claim that these ENGO political actions are warranted for climate policy reasons does not withstand scrutiny. I
will not here add to the long list of reasons why climate catastrophism is not justified on scientific grounds or on
the basis of the highly questionable modelling and scenarios used by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change. You can read that elsewhere.
It should be obvious by now that, after thirty years of failed international conferences and constantly growing
global emissions that present and foreseeable mitigation efforts are doomed to fail in the face of determined
efforts by the less developed countries to grow their economies based on affordable and secure hydrocarbon use.
Even if this were not blindingly obvious, one would be left wondering why, of all the dozens of countries in the
world that produce oil and gas, the only one that is the target of such a dedicated and vindictive campaign of
harassment and economic sabotage is Canada.
Those who, for whatever reasons, oppose Canada’s economic development and income growth have a right in a
democratic society to voice their opinions. The rest of us have an over-riding right to ensure that the actions of our
own governments as well as those of foreign funders do not perpetrate catastrophic harms on our economies. The
Deloitte report made clear who the enemies of our future are.

WHEN CLIMATE CHANGE GOES COMMERCIAL
Since the 1970’s, Canada has been engaged in the improvement of air, water, and land quality through
various international, national, provincial, and municipal activities and legislation. These early efforts
were principally concerned with improving the environment, not climate change.
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By the 1992 Rio Declaration, climate change shifted to the forefront with signatories to the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change making political efforts to address Article 2:
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The assumption was that human industrial emissions, primarily carbon dioxide (CO2) would destabilize
the atmosphere in a dangerous way that would affect the climate system. This thesis was not based on
evidence other than a correlation between rising global temperatures and a rise in human industrial
emissions.
In fact, the resulting Kyoto Protocol (a forerunner to the Paris Agreement) was very popular with the
now defunct Enron, as it promised a new financial market in emissions trading. In the 1970’s, acid rain
caused by sulfur dioxide (SO2/SOx) emissions from coal plants had become a serious concern in terms of
atmospheric air quality, public health, and the environmental quality of rivers and lakes for fish, and air
quality for forests.
Enron had capitalized on the emissions trading market that had been developed to provide industrial
plants with an interim measure as solutions were found for reducing or preventing noxious emissions.
Sulphur dioxide is an ‘aerosol’ – a tiny airborne particulate matter – and it was found that ‘scrubbers’
could relatively easily filter these particles from the air (along with other noxious emissions like ‘soot’ –
particulate matter of 2.5 microns or 10 microns PM2.5/PM10). Additional chemical measures were
developed to attract and trap other emissions in the stack of industrial facilities.
Thus, this emissions market income was drying up.
Enron saw the carbon dioxide markets as a fabulous business opportunity.
An internal Enron memo, sent from Kyoto by John Palmisano, a former Environmental Protection
Agency regulator who had become Enron’s lead lobbyist as senior director for Environmental
Policy and Compliance, describes the historic corporate achievement that was Kyoto.
“If implemented this agreement will do more to promote Enron’s business than will almost any
other regulatory initiative outside of restructuring of the energy and natural-gas industries in
Europe and the United States,” Palmisano began. “The potential to add incremental gas sales,
and additional demand for renewable technology is enormous.”
They heavily lobbied the US government and various officials in relation to the Kyoto negotiations,
hoping to achieve the following:
The memo, entitled “Implications of the Climate Change Agreement in Kyoto & What
Transpired,” summarized the achievements that Enron had accomplished. “I do not think it is
possible to overestimate the importance of this year in shaping every aspect of this agreement,”
he wrote, citing three issues of specific importance to Enron which would become, as those
following the climate-change debate in detail now know, the biggest money plays: the rules
governing emissions trading, the rules governing transfers of emission reduction rights between
countries, and the rules governing a gargantuan clean energy fund.
Palmisano’s memo expressed satisfaction bordering at amazement at Enron’s successes. The
rules governing transfers of emission rights “is exactly what I have been lobbying for and it

seems like we won. The clean development fund will be a mechanism for funding renewable
projects. Again we won …. The endorsement of emissions trading was another victory for us.”
Enron had had these successes largely because they had paid environmental non-governmental
organizations substantial sums of money to lobby on their behalf.
“Enron now has excellent credentials with many ‘green’ interests including Greenpeace, WWF
[World Wildlife Fund], NRDC [Natural Resources Defense Council], German Watch, the U.S.
Climate Action Network, the European Climate Action Network, Ozone Action, WRI [World
Resources Institute] and Worldwatch. This position should be increasingly cultivated and
capitalized on (monetized),” Palmisano explained.
It should be noted that the origin of Enron’s interest in this market dates back to the world’s most
influential management firm, McKinsey, and employee Jeff Skilling.22
Though Enron collapsed in ashes in 200123, by this time, several major philanthropies, corporations, and
governments had taken an interest in ‘climate change’ as a means to achieve various ends. Margaret
Thatcher found climate change a useful means to break the powerful coal miners’ unions in the UK.24 In
the EU, the concept of Renewable Energy Certificates generated by wind and solar, and the associated
carbon trading appealed to nations like Germany, seen as a form of ‘equalization’ payment from fossil
fuel rich nations, if the effort could simply go ‘global’. Groups like the Club of Rome found a profitable
future in climate change ideology; the World Business Council on Sustainable Development (WBCSD)
was formed, as was the UNPRI with its fiduciary guru Al Gore, directing the investments of ~1,000
institutional investors (pension funds)
holding some $90 trillion in assets under
management (AUM).
By about 2005, in the US a group of major
philanthropies had banded together to form
ClimateWorks, a group engaged in strategic
philanthropy, attempting to develop two
global cap and trade systems and to cause
“a sea change” in the world’s economy.
They hired McKinsey to develop their
program “Design to Win”, which intended to
fund local and regional non-profits and
environmental charities to agitate for
climate and carbon policies that would serve
the purposes of the ClimateWorks’ partners, but which would appear ‘as if’ a demand of the
local/domestic population.
As reported by Matthew Nisbet, these philanthropies have been spending hundreds of millions of
dollars a year in funding to environmental groups, many of which are further tax-subsidized charities, to
promote their vested interest pet projects, like electric vehicles, and their global price on carbon and
their cap-and-trade programs.
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Source: https://web.northeastern.edu/matthewnisbet/wpcontent/uploads/2018/05/Nisbet2018_ClimatePhilanthropy_WIREsClimateChange_Final.pdf

GREEN TRADE WAR AGAINST CANADA –
COMPETITORS REJOICE-GREEN CRONIES CAPITALIZE

Canada is one of the top ten oil and gas producers in the world. For the past twenty years, we have faced an unjust
trade war, which our global competitors have capitalized upon, and through which green crony capitalists have
feasted royally on feed-in-tariff contracts, endless subsidies for ‘green’ projects of all descriptions. Our once
globally respected National Energy Board process of evaluating infrastructure projects in a fair and equitable
manner, that allowed investors to make realistic assessments of commitments and expected returns has been
trashed by foreign-funded environmental groups, leaving behind an image for investors that PPHB Energy Bankers Page | 24
of Houston has described as ‘hostile’ to investment.

While certainly most of the ‘climate justice’ participants are deeply committed to their fact-free ideology on oil,
natural gas, and coal use world-wide, it is such ideological group think that has led the world into war between
Ukraine and Russia. It is important to consider the insights of Prof. Samuel Furfari as we contemplate ‘climate
justice for Canada.

THE WAR IN UKRAINE REVEALS THE FAILURE OF THE GERMAN ENERGY STRATEGY AND
THEREFORE OF THE EU
Contributed by Samuel Furfari. First published in French in Atlantico; republished here in translation with permission
of the author. ©2022
Vladimir Putin’s brutal and inadmissible invasion of Ukraine revealed the perilous state of the EU’s energy
situation. It was Germany that dragged us into this debacle, that made us prisoners of the energy of Russia. For
decades, the EU has been indoctrinated by German environmentalists (Hans Jonas) who demonized nuclear
electricity and fossil fuels. And yet, these reprobate energies have forced the European Council — in what must be
called a form of humiliation — not to adopt sanctions against the energy that comes from Russia, so essential is it
to our economy. Yes, energy is life. We need abundant and cheap energy, like it or not.
In October 2000, the European Commission published a Green Paper on the security of energy supply in the EU. It
was defining a common-sense strategy of not putting all the eggs in one basket. First, the types of primary energy
used should be diversified. Secondly, it is prudent to diversify the countries from which these energies are
imported and thirdly, even for the same energy and the same country, it is wise to diversify the routes and means
of supply.
For fifteen years, these elementary precautions prevailed. But under the pressure of the ideas of the German
ecologists who reign in Brussels/Strasbourg, these basic principles have been set aside. Germany – with Chancellor
Angela Merkel converted to anti-nuclear environmentalism – has imposed on the EU to aim for the elimination of
all fossil fuels and nuclear energy to leave only the sympathetic renewable energies. Their EnergieWende strategy
consisted in fighting against climate change – translate ‘nothing but renewable energy’ – and no longer in ensuring

the essential security of supply. You might argue that if we had 100% renewable energy, we wouldn’t have to
worry about Russia anymore. Except that this desire to produce more renewable energies is not the result of the
fight against climate change, because this quest dates back almost half a century. If since the oil shocks of 1973
and 1979 we have managed to produce 2.5% of primary energy demand from wind and photovoltaic solar energy,
despite the unfailing support by the European Commission ― and initially justified, it is because there are
compelling reasons that are related to physics and do not obey EU directives. Denying the obvious helped lead to
this German failure which reverberates throughout the EU.
Germany’s second mistake is to be too dependent not on natural gas (it represents only 25%), but on Russian gas.
In 2019 it imported 84 billion m³ (Gm³), of which 51 Gm³ from Russia. The Nord Stream 1 gas pipeline which avoids
Ukraine, Belarus and Poland by crossing the Baltic Sea and which has been in operation since 2011 can transport
55 Gm³ and the new Nord Stream 2 as much. It is finished thanks to the determination of Angela Merkel who
convinced Joe Biden on July 15, 2021, that this infrastructure had to be completed. It must be said that the SPD,
which was in coalition with Mrs. Merkel, and which now leads the government, has always been close to Russian
energy. In the time of Chancellor Willy Brandt, the SPD was called the fifth column of Moscow. Besides, this
Russian romanticism led ex-SPD Chancellor Gerhard Schröder to propose the Nord Stream 1 and still is since he is
nominated for the Gazprom Board of Directors, which is why he lives under protection. The land of MecklenburgWestern Pomerania, where the two gas pipelines end in Greifswald, is also run by the SPD. Admittedly, the
German Greens were opposed to this gas pipeline, but the government agreement had not provided for the
abandonment of Nordstream 2.
But there is something stranger for such a large economy. Germany has not built a single gas terminal to receive
LNG carriers carrying liquefied natural gas (LNG) for supply on the world market. Ecologists opposed the various
projects presented, because they saw in them the perpetuation of the importation of fossil energy. Yet in 2003,
when the United States was facing a shortage of indigenous natural gas—this was before shale gas was
developed—Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan called LNG “an ultimate safety valve”. Germany did not
believe him. No more than shale gas for that matter. Almost all EU maritime Member States have one or more LNG
terminals. France has 3, Italy also and Spain 7.
By paraphrasing Lord Palmerston (in reference to the United Kingdom), let us remember that States have no
friends, they only have interests. This is true for the United States — of course also for Russia — but it is
unfortunately also true for the EU Member States among themselves. The Iberian Peninsula has 8 LNG terminals,
but they are useless for the rest of the EU because of France which refuses the gas interconnection between
northern Catalonia and Perpignan. The same is true for Algerian gas which could arrive in Spain but cannot
continue to Germany via France. We are right there in one of the many contradictions of the EU’s energy policy.
Let us recall the German enthusiasm for hydrogen, an enthusiasm that I denounce in my book “The Hydrogen
Illusion” and which has once again led the EU to rush into this cul-de-sac thanks to the “Covid “. Worse! Germany
was preparing to import hydrogen produced in Russia through the Nord Stream gas pipelines. Hydrogen does not
exist in nature and must be produced from an energy (most often from natural gas) and of course this can only be
done with a loss of yield, but in addition it was Putin’s natural gas that the Germans were preparing to be
dependent on so-called green energy.
The very day that Vladimir Putin announced the recognition of the republics of Donetsk and Luhansk (or Lugansk),
the forum of gas exporting countries met in Doha. This kind of “OPEC of natural gas” which represents 70% of the
world gas market (the United States is not part of it) has made it known that the EU should not count on additional
exports from them. Their order books are filled by long-term contracts with countries that are not obsessed with
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decarbonization. This ridicules the position of Jo Biden, who hoped to divert LNG carriers leaving from these
countries… to Germany where there is no terminal.
Energy is life. It transcends all other activities. This is why European leaders were unable to pass any sanctions on
Russian energy (except for a vague reference to spare parts for oil refineries). There remains Olaf Scholz’s
announcement to freeze the administrative certification procedure for Nord Stream 2. The EU is and will remain
Page | 26
very dependent on Russia for a long time to come for its supply of gas, oil, coal, and uranium. Energy infrastructure
that should have been built years ago cannot be created in a few months.
Berlin will have to resign itself to abandoning its green anti-nuclear and anti-lignite (it is very cheap coal) ideology.
If they want to control their dependence on Russian gas to a minimum, they must maintain the power stations that
they promised to close. Ironically, it is a government with environmentalists who will have to do it. Belgium is in
the same situation, the government ― with ecologists who have imposed since 2003 the definitive and irrevocable
abandonment of nuclear electricity ― will be forced logically to extend the life of certain nuclear power stations.
It is time for the EU to stop following the German EnergieWende which should rather be called EnergieVerrat,
because it is a betrayal and not a transition. The rest of the world teaches us that the future lies in abundant and
cheap energy, i.e., fossil fuels, and nuclear energy, while bringing competition into play to ensure both security of
supply and a reasonable price.
In his book L’esprit des lois, Montesquieu writes “Two nations which negotiate together make each other
reciprocally dependent: if one has an interest in buying, the other has an interest in selling. And all unions are
based on mutual need “. This sentence applies perfectly to our energy situation. Security of energy supply is like
tango; you have to be two partners who like each other. After the disintegration of the USSR — which Putin calls
the great catastrophe — the EU signed the Energy Charter Treaty with Russia in 1994 to ensure the technological
contribution of the EU in exchange for access to Russia’s vast hydrocarbon deposits. For two years, European
parliamentarians indoctrinated by green ideology have been claiming that the EU should withdraw from this
international treaty or that it is imposing its modifications on others on the pretext that the charter protects
investments .in fossil fuel production and transport infrastructure. We could have continued the constructive
dialogue begun in 1994 with Russia and thus been partners who trusted each other, so as to integrate Russia and
therefore also Ukraine more and more into the European economic area. Or else it would have been necessary to
greatly reduce the dependence on Russian energy imports.
The EU has done neither. It failed in its energy geopolitics strategy. The trap of decarbonization is closing in on us.
In future Ukrainians will remember that it was the EU that gave Vladimir Putin the weapons to invade them while
humiliating EU leaders. It’s a shame for us who believed in the construction of Europe. We were off to such a good
start, but an ecological ideology as destructive as communism broke everything.
Samuel Furfari wrote “Ecologism. Assault against Western society” (VA editions) and wrote in 2 volumes “The
changing world of energy and the geopolitical challenges”, KDP editions.

PROSPERITY FOREGONE
Post COVID, Canada’s provincial health care systems are broken, our treasury is bare, and indeed we are deeply in
debt. 25
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•

•
•

Federal expenditures, excluding interest payments on the debt, rose from $314.5 billion in 2018-2019 to
$608.5 billion in 2020-2021. In other words, expenditures rose by 93% in two years, the largest increase in
history.
The federal government budgetary deficit rose from $5.6 billion in 2018-2019 to $312.4 billion in 20202021, an increase of 5479%.
The total interest-bearing debt of the federal government rose from $1.02 trillion in 2018-2019 to $1.44
trillion in 2020-2021. A one per cent increase in interest rates would add $14.4 billion to annual federal
debt servicing charges.

Robert Lyman put together a power point in March 2020, just prior to COVID lockdowns which further devastated
Canada’s economy and the lives of most citizens. The evidence shows that Canadians, who sit on some $21
TRILLION USD in resource riches ($13 Trillion Cdn)26, are being forced into the poorhouse through climate injustice,
imposed upon them via foreign-and-domestic funded activists whose army of fact-free foot soldiers threaten
national security, our national economy, and our daily bread.
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Lyman writes:
In this PowerPoint presentation, I have tried to answer a question about climate policy that is too rarely asked in
Canada. How much does it cost? Only those with a profound ignorance of economics, or a contempt for it, would
say that the answer to this question is unimportant. The central economic fact of life is that there are always more
things that we want and need than we can afford; when we fail to understand what our choices cost, we indirectly
deprive ourselves of things that may be far more important to our overall wellbeing.
The costs of current climate policy can be measured in many ways;
• By the financial costs to the governments (i.e., taxpayers) of the programs, tax incentives and other measures
that they implement;
• By the financial costs imposed by these measures directly and indirectly on businesses and individuals;
• By the direct economic costs of misallocated resources, foregone investment, losses in employment, losses in
export earnings, or other measures; and
• By the reduction in current and future income for the country as a whole or certain regions.
We have limited information on most of this, so we have to proceed by citing anecdotes, or an examination of
specific examples.
In this presentation, I show that the effects of federal and provincial climate policies so far have fallen
disproportionately in two areas – on the present income and future investment prospects for the Canadian
hydrocarbons industries and the prices paid by electricity ratepayers due to above-market rates for wind and solar
energy generation. In regional terms, the burden of increased costs has fallen disproportionately on Alberta and
Saskatchewan.
Three major pipeline projects that had spent years undergoing regulatory review have been blocked or delayed by
governmental decisions and inertia plus deliberate obstruction by well-funded environmental and indigenous
groups and some provincial governments. The Northern Gateway Pipeline, the Energy East Pipeline and the Trans
Mountain Expansion Project together would have offered $32.5 billion in capital investment, an additional $65.3
billion in national income and about 3,500 long-term jobs. Three major liquified natural gas projects in British
Columbia have been so delayed that the sponsors gave up in frustration and decided to invest elsewhere – the
Aurora LNG project, Prince Rupert LNG project and WCC LNG project. Together, these projects would have entailed
$67 billion in investment. The Teck Resources Frontier oil sands mine was cancelled after eight years of regulatory
review; it would have offered $20.6 billion in new investment, provided $70 billion in revenues to governments,
and created 2,500 long-term jobs.
Canada has the same pipeline capacity to deliver crude oil to export markets that it did in 2016. The absence of
adequate “takeaway” capacity has depressed prices for Canadian heavy crude oil in US markets. Over the 2014 to
2018 period, Canadian producers’ revenues declined by $40.6 billion due to discounted heavy crude prices. During
the same period, the United States has added thousands of miles of new oil pipeline capacity.
Canada lost $100 billion of investment in energy projects in two years, according to the C.D. Howe Institute. New
planned investments in the energy sector fell from $146 billion in 2015 to $35 billion in 2018; this represents 4.5%
of Canada’s GDP.
The federal and provincial governments, in the name of climate policy, have changed the regulatory systems to
place climate considerations over economic considerations, as though what Canada does by itself can have any
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influence on global emissions trends. Global oil, gas and power demand grows every year, especially in Asia. Many
countries compete to meet these demands. None of the major producers and exporters endures the burden of
climate-inspired regulation, taxes, and restrictions that Canadian companies do.
In 2016 and 2018, the Trudeau government imposed and then expanded its moratoria on northern onshore and
offshore oil and gas drilling, thus preventing the companies with 63 existing exploration and discovery licences
from moving to develop the resource potential in the North. The Trudeau government also passed legislation to
change Canada’s regulatory review systems governing environmental assessment and review and the licensing of
new energy infrastructure. The changes worsened considerably the outlook for future approvals. Worse, they
politicized a regulatory review process that was long respected for operating at arms’ length from partisan
considerations. The former NDP government in Alberta imposed a statutory cap on GHG emissions from oil
sands production that, if upheld, could result in cumulative production losses between 2027 and 2040 of over 2
billion barrels of oil, with a lost value of $153 billion.
The imposition of carbon dioxide taxes has worsened the investment outlook, added an additional element of
uncertainty (as companies do not know how high taxes will go after 2022), and signaled that the adverse effects
now felt by the oil and gas industry will probably be extended to all the emissions-intensive industries across
Canada – mining, petrochemicals, oil and metals refining, steel, cement, aluminum, pulp and paper, and others.
The phase-out of coal-fired power plants in Ontario, Alberta, Saskatchewan and Nova Scotia and the efforts of
provinces governments to force the use of wind and solar generation in their place is still proceeding. The cost so
far in Ontario has been an 80% rise in electricity generation costs, an increase of consumers’ electricity bills over
the life of the facilities totaling $9.2 billion and the loss of 75,000 industrial jobs. The estimated cost of new wind
and solar projects in Alberta ranges from $4 billion to $8 billion, without taking into account the extra expenses
that will be associated with integration of these sources and balancing the systems in future.
Then there are the many, many unknown costs associated with the 237 existing federal, provincial, and territorial
emission reduction programs, the multiple subsidies to renewable energy projects and electric vehicles, and the
measures that are yet to be added to meet the 2030 target. The cost in terms of national unity may be the worst of
all, but who can put a price on it?
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