May 31, 2022

Julie Dabrusin,
Member of Parliament for Toronto-Danforth,
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources and to the Minister of Environment
and Climate Change,
House of Commons,
Ottawa, Ontario,
Canada K1A OA6

Dear Ms. Dabrusin:
Re: Climate policy and the Baie du Nord offshore oil project
I am writing to you in your capacity as Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural
Resources and to the Minister of Environment and Climate Change regarding the statement you
made in the House of Commons on May 19, 2022, in answer to a question from Elizabeth May,
MP for Saanich – Gulf Islands.
The substance of Ms. May’s question focused on the incompatibility between the government’s
decision approving the Baie du Nord offshore oil project (announced April 6, 2002) and
Canada’s Paris commitment to act to limit warming to 1.5°C. In presenting her question, Ms.
May quoted accurately the IPPC’s most recent report (AR6) to the effect that to hold onto any
remaining chance to meet the 1.5°C goal, “global emissions must peak between 2020 and, at the
latest, 2025”. You are also aware and have known since October 2018, when the IPCC released
its Special Report on Global Warming to 1.5°C, that to meet that crucial goal, overall global
emissions must decline 50% by 2030 below the current level.
With respect to global oil production, you will also be aware that the IEA’s Net-Zero by 2050
report released on May 18, 2021, concluded that to meet that goal and stay on a pathway to
1.5°C., global oil consumption must by 2030 decline 25% (down to 74 million bpd) by 2030
below 2019 level – and further decline by 2040 to 44 million bpd, a 50 % cut in oil production
below current levels.
There can be no doubt as to the substance of Ms. May’s question directed to you in the House.
After setting out the exigency of the deadlines we face, she asked you to explain how the
government can justify its most recent actions that will facilitate the expansion of Canada’s oil
production for another 10 to 20 years and which are clearly aimed to support continued high
production levels to 2050. She pointed specifically to the Baie du Nord project which will
provide 200,000 to 300,000 barrels per day (bpd) of new oil production once it is completed in
about 2028.
As Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources, you are fully aware of the
salience of Canada’s role as one of the world’s leading oil producers: in recent years we have
1

been the world’s 4th largest oil producer and 3rd largest oil exporter and we export 80% of our oil
production. Since October 2015 (when the Liberals took power and when you were first elected
to Parliament), Canada’s level of oil production has expanded by more than 1 million barrels per
day (bpd) – an absolute increase of 25% within the last six years.
Elizabeth May’s question to you was therefore straightforward. You began your response with a
digression about what you described as the “flattening of emissions from this country” which
referred to our domestic emissions. You spoke about the shutdown of coal-fired electricity within
Canada. You declared that “progress is being made”. You spoke about promised future steps
being taken to reduce our domestic emissions, including “mandating net-zero emissions
vehicles” and “retrofitting buildings”. The unpalatable truth is that the most recent domestic
emissions data published by your government on April 14, 2022, confirms that Canada’s
domestic emissions in 2019 (the last year before Covid) were 738 Mt, which represented a 0.5%
reduction below the 2005 level over a period of 19 years. There has been no material progress in
reducing our domestic emissions.
Still not responsive to the question, half-way through your statement you voiced a well-worn
talking point: “Currently, we are still in a place where we rely on oil and gas for our homes and
transportation”. Everybody understands that our economies are currently deeply dependent on
oil. The question, raised by Elizabeth May, is why your government is continuing to
substantially increase Canada’s oil production and whether our currently projected ongoing
expansion of oil production can be reconciled with a 1.5°C world. The scientific evidence is
clear that to meet the 1.5°C goal, deep reductions in global oil production are essential by 2030.

Combustion emissions
Continuing to avoid the question, you raised another talking point, beloved of all members of
Parliament. You declared: “Even as we transition from the combustion of fossil fuels … there is
going to be a need for non-combustion sources”. In truth, as you should know, the IEA’s May
18, 2021 “Net-Zero Scenario” report fully acknowledges that there are non-combustion uses for
crude oil. The non-combustion needs (to produce chemical feedstocks, lubricants, and asphalt,
etc.) are discussed in detail and allowed for in the IEA findings that by 2050 when global oil
must decline by 75% down to 24 million bpd, 70% of that remaining 24 million bpd will be used
for “non-combustion” purposes.
The fact that we are going to continue to need some oil for “non-combustion” purposes does not
mean deep and rapid reductions in total oil production can be delayed. Non-combustion uses are
a small fraction of the world’s current global oil production. Yet, in your speech to Parliament on
May 19, you used part of your valuable time to tell a story about how you learned at your local
bicycle shop that we will continue to need oil to make lubricant for bicycle chains. You then
added another famous taking point, which is that we need oil to make plastics for medical use.
The world does not need Canada to increase its oil production by another 1 million bpd by 2030
to help the world get enough bicycle lubricant and medical plastics. The IEA’s call for a 25%
reduction of oil consumption by 2030 is aimed at the core oil demand problem, which is the
combustion of oil as a transportation fuel.
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The Baie du Nord offshore oil project
Two paragraphs from the end of your statement, you finally came back to Baie du Nord:
The federal government accepted the environmental assessment of the Impact Assessment
Agency regarding the Baie du Nord project after four years of consideration and scrutiny
by scientific experts. The projected emissions from Baie du Nord are 10 times less than
the oil sands on average and five times less than the average oil and gas project.
Ultimately, I am going to highlight this, because it is something important to me as I look
at all this: the atmosphere sees emissions, but it does not see production barrel numbers.
Again, you avoided answering the question. In December 2021 the Federal Government
published an “Environmental Assessment Report” for this offshore oil project. The report did
take four years to complete. It considered the risks to marine mammels, sea turtles, Atlantic
salmon and to American eels and migratory birds, and it assessed multiple hazards – sea
collisions, sea ice, acoustics, etc. It did examine the volume of greenhouse gas emissions that
will be released into the atmosphere at the offshore production site, during the extraction process
(which it found to be a relatively small amount, as I note below).
But the 225-page environmental assessment report did not consider at all or even mention the
massive volume of emissions that will be released into the atmosphere during the next 30 years,
once we begin exporting this oil and it is burned as fuel in foreign markets.
Ms. May was asking you about the contradiction between Canada continuing to increase its oil
production and the urgent need to rapidly move to reduce global production. She directed your
attention to a series of recent reports based on climate science that have warned unequivocally
that oil production worldwide must decline very rapidly to 2030 and even more deeply by 2040.
Her question concerned the emissions impacts of continuing to combust increasing levels of oil
globally. Her question clearly addressed the global impact of the downstream emissions from our
exported oil from Baie du Nord. The environmental assessment report that you cited to
Parliament is entirely silent about the downstream emissions.

Downstream emissions
A point of fundamental importance, which you understand, concerns the life-cycle emissions of
crude oil. Total life-cycle emissions for all types of oil produced around the world range from a
low of about 450 kg CO2 per barrel up to a high end of about 650 kg CO2 per barrel. Total lifecycle emissions per barrel (also sometimes called “well-to-wheels emissions”) comprise all
emissions released during the entire production and consumption cycle of the product. In the
case of Canadian oil sands, total lifecycle emissions rank at the higher end of that range, above
550 kg CO2 per barrel (averaging as much as 588 kg CO2 according to one recent study)
including emissions from the production process in Alberta, refining the product (which mostly
occurs in the U.S. after we export our raw bitumen), shipping and distribution, and final
consumption as fuel. Oil sands extraction emissions average 80 kg CO2 per barrel (“upstream
emissions”). That share of the emissions released during production activities in Alberta
accounts for less than 15% of the total life-cycle emissions released by each barrel we produce.
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Over 85% of the life-cycle emissions (about 470 kg CO2 per barrel or more) occur after the
extraction process is completed, after we export our oil, when it is burned as fuel in cars and
trucks (“downstream emissions”) and released into the atmosphere as tailpipe emissions. There is
no existing technology that can “remove” those downstream emissions from the atmosphere once
they are released.
Baie du Nord is a massive offshore undersea oil operation which when it is completed in 2028
will produce for 30 years. It is true the emissions during the extraction stage off the coast of
Newfoundland will be much lower per barrel compared to the oil sands production process. The
environmental review concluded that the annual level of emissions for the initially planned
output of 200,000 bpd will be in the range of 177, 770 tonnes to 257,790 tonnes of CO2eq. The
amount per barrel is in the range of 8 kg CO2. But that is just the share of emissions released at
the production stage (that is the share counted in Canada’s domestic emissions).
That figure does not include the “downstream emissions” that will be released once the Baie du
Nord oil is exported, refined, and ultimately combusted as fuel in vehicles, in foreign markets.
The downstream emissions will be approximately 470 kg CO2 for every barrel we produce and
export. In the case of Baie du Nord, the downstream emissions are the big problem, in terms of a
significant amounts of CO2 released into the atmosphere. That was the point of Ms. May’s
question.
In truth, what the atmosphere “sees” are total emissions, comprising both the “upstream
emissions” during extraction (whether in the oil sands or offshore in Newfoundland) and the
“downstream emissions” after our oil is exported and it is burned in cars and trucks. The
atmosphere does not see national borders. And that was precisely the point of Elizabeth May’s
question to you: if the atmosphere counts the downstream emissions, why doesn’t the
Government of Canada?

Failure - Conclusion
The downstream emissions in the case of Baie du Nord will be about 45-times larger per barrel
than the share of domestic emissions that will be released within Canada during the production
process. Those downstream emissions will be released into the atmosphere year-after-year, for
another 30 years once Baie du Nord comes into production in 2028. Yet during the four-year
environmental assessment for Baie du Nord, the government did not consider the emissions
implication of the downstream emissions from this project. A brief four pages of the
environmental assessment report tallied the expected 8 kg CO2 per barrel that will be released at
the production site and concluded that amount (the emissions released within Canada’s borders)
are “not likely to cause serious environmental impacts as a result of GHG emissions.” But that
conclusion did not take into account the impact of the downstream emissions.
You had a duty to answer with absolute candour the question you were asked by Elizabeth May
in Parliament. You failed to do that. Global emissions from burning fossil fuels are driving the
warming of the atmosphere. That includes the massive volume of the downstream emissions
released by our exported oil, which your government is planning to increase for another 10 or 20
years. The fact that the Government of Canada does not “count” them does not halt the warming.
4

Downstream emissions from our oil contribute directly to climate change in Canada – to the
same extent as if those emissions were released in Saskatchewan or in Nova Scotia.
The severe time constraints that limit our remaining options are indicated by the fact that the
atmospheric carbon concentration level reached 413.2 ppm CO2 in 2020. To stay within the
1.5°C warming threshold, the atmospheric carbon concentration level must be kept below 430
ppm. It is now rising at an average rate of 2.5 ppm per year and is on track to exceed 430 ppm
CO2 by about 2028. That rate of increase reflects the ongoing rise of total global emissions
which, as the UN Emissions Gap Report 2021 confirmed on October 26, 2021, are currently
projected to keep increasing to 2030. That increase will not be halted without immediate action
to curb the further expansion of global oil production and deep production cuts by 2030.
With respect to the above points of evidence, I enclose a paper dated May 10, 2022, which
addresses the climate implications of the Baie du Nord project approved on April 6, 2022. It
discusses in more detail the unforgiving 2030 deadline we are facing and provides you with
sources for relevant evidence I have referred to above. I wish to draw to your attention a related
brief filed with the Standing Committee on Natural Resources dated February 11, 2022:
https://www.ourcommons.ca/Content/Committee/441/RNNR/Brief/BR11624220/brexternal/Jointly1-e.pdf . I testified on these issues at the March 31 meeting of the Standing
Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development. At that time, the government’s
decision approving the Baie du Nord project had not been publicly announced.
I urge you to reconsider the path you are following. We are sadly out of time.

David Gooderham
Encl: Canada’s New 2030 Emissions Reduction Plan: An Unforgivable Deception, May 10,
2022, David Gooderham and Jennifer Nathan.
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