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Standing Committee on Natural Resources
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● (1535)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. John Aldag (Cloverdale—Langley City,

Lib.)): Good afternoon, everyone. We have quorum. I will call the
meeting to order.

I'd like to welcome everyone to meeting number 11 of the House
of Commons Standing Committee on Natural Resources. Pursuant
to Standing Order 108(2), the committee is continuing its study of a
greenhouse gas emissions cap for the oil and gas sector. Today is
our sixth of nine meetings with witnesses for this study.

Please note that today we will be meeting in public to hear from
our witnesses up until 5 p.m. Then we will go in camera from 5
p.m. until 5:30 p.m. for committee business.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to
the House order of November 25, 2021. Members are attending in
person or remotely using the Zoom application. We ask everybody
to note that the webcast will always show the person speaking
rather than the entire committee.

I would like to take this opportunity to remind all participants
that screenshots or taking photos of your screen are not permitted
while we are in session. Today's proceedings will be televised and
made available via the House of Commons website.

I'd like to begin by welcoming Mr. Kurek and Mr. Bragdon to the
committee.

Mr. Morrice, it's always good to see you here as well.

Today the health and safety protocols changed in Ontario but not
in the House. I've been asked to remind people who are moving
about the room in person to put a mask on. When seated and for
interventions, members are allowed to take their masks off. People
are encouraged but not required to have a mask on when they're not
speaking.

For witnesses and members, here are a few rules to help us have
an orderly and efficient meeting. Interpretation services are avail‐
able for the meeting. You have the choice at the bottom of your
screen of either the floor, English or French, the language being
used in real time. Members and witnesses may speak in the official
language of their choice.

For members in the room, it's the same as always. Raise your
hand if you'd like to speak. The clerk and I will do our best to keep
track of the speaking order. For members on Zoom, please use the
“raise hand” function. We'll do our best to make sure we're balanc‐

ing who's in person and who's on screen in the order. Before speak‐
ing, wait until I recognize you by name. If you are on Zoom, you
will have to unmute yourself. When you're done, please mute your‐
self. In the room here, we have our technical staff who will help
with that. All comments by members and witnesses should be ad‐
dressed through the chair.

For our guests who are here, if you haven't been in front of a
committee before, each member is allocated time for their speak‐
ing. They'll usually direct their question to a specific witness. If you
have something you would like to say, you can use the “raise hand”
function, but let the person asking the questions decide if they're
going to involve you in the discussion or not. It's fairly fast-paced,
and the members often have specific things they want to get to, so
the time generally is left to them to manage. So that's how the pro‐
cess will work.

We also have a handy card system here. When you get down to
the last 30 seconds, I raise the yellow flag. When the time is up, I
raise the red card. That's simply a sign to wrap up your thoughts.
You don't have to stop mid-sentence, but wrap up as quickly as pos‐
sible so that we can go on to the next person.

With that, I'd like to officially welcome our guests for today.

As individuals, we have Martin Olszynski, associate professor,
University of Calgary; Louis-César Pasquier, associate professor,
Institut national de la recherche scientifique; Nicholas Rivers, asso‐
ciate professor, University of Ottawa; Charles Séguin, professor,
Université du Québec à Montréal; and Andrew Weaver, professor,
University of Victoria.

From Mikisew Cree First Nation, we have Melody Lepine, direc‐
tor, who will be speaking, and Benjamin Sey, manager, environ‐
mental affairs.

Each witness will have five minutes for opening statements. Us‐
ing the card system, I'll let you know when your time is up.

With that, we'll turn it right over to Mr. Olszynski.

You can now proceed with your opening statement. You have
five minutes.
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● (1540)

Prof. Martin Olszynski (Associate Professor, Faculty of Law,
University of Calgary, As an Individual): Good morning, Chair,
and members of this committee.

I understand that you've all received a copy of my brief, so in the
time allotted to me today I will just reiterate the main points.

I've also managed to watch some of your previous hearings and I
will address some of the issues I've seen raised.

First, I want to acknowledge Russia's invasion of Ukraine, its
tragic and unacceptable toll on the people of Ukraine, and also its
emergent influence on energy policy and politics in Canada. Like
the vast majority of Canadians, I support economic sanctions and
bans on Russian oil and gas.

At the same time, the existential threat of climate change re‐
mains. Indeed, climate change is widely understood as a threat mul‐
tiplier. It makes war and conflict more likely. Consequently, in its
response to this and future crises, Canada's government must heed
the IPCC's most recent warning that further delay in concerted
global action will miss a brief and rapidly closing window of op‐
portunity to secure a livable and sustainable future.

Second, Canada, like other countries, has committed to achieving
net-zero emissions by 2050. The question before this committee,
then, is how to get there. More specifically, is an emissions cap on
the oil and gas sector necessary or desirable for getting there? You
have heard some witnesses say that it is. Others have suggested that
existing policy tools could be sufficient if they were made more
stringent.

I submit to you that the answer depends on your evaluative
framework. All policy tools have their strengths and weaknesses.
As one example, while carbon pricing may be the most economi‐
cally efficient, hard emission caps provide more certainty in terms
of reductions. Feasibility and legal certainty are also relevant con‐
siderations. From my perspective, and considering recent events es‐
pecially, a hard, declining emissions cap is an appropriate addition‐
al tool in the federal law and policy tool box.

Third, in terms of constitutionality, in my opinion, Parliament's
criminal law power provides the necessary jurisdictional anchor for
an emissions cap, which could take the form of a regulation under
CEPA 1999. The Supreme Court of Canada has been clear that sec‐
tion 91.27 of the Constitution Act refers to the criminal law in its
widest sense. It can be used to protect both human health and the
environment and the exercise of this power is not rendered invalid
simply because it affects matters that fall within provincial jurisdic‐
tion.

Fourth, and finally, to the extent that the government appears
committed to tax credits for CCS, you need a clearer sense of the
ledger here. This applies equally to the broader conversation about
the role of Canadian oil and gas in the world.

The facts are these: Despite some improvement over the years,
the best available evidence suggests that Canada's oil sands are still
amongst the most GHG intensive in the world. Oil sands mining
has resulted in the creation of 1.4 trillion litres of toxic tailings.
Plans to release oil sands-processed water and to reclaim the re‐

maining tailings ponds remain highly uncertain. The estimated en‐
vironmental liabilities from all of this range from $34 billion
to $130 billion, for which less than $1 billion has currently been set
aside by industry.

None of this is to suggest that Canadian oil and gas shouldn't
compete in the international markets while they exist. They abso‐
lutely should, but there is reason to question further subsidies to the
sector, bearing in mind current profits in particular.

With that, I will end my remarks.

● (1545)

The Chair: Perfect. Thank you for that.

I will also mention to our witnesses that Mr. Olszynski spoke at a
perfect pace. We have translation going on, so we ask people not to
try to pack in as much as they can, because that does make it very
challenging for the interpreters. A nice, casual, conversational
speed is appreciated.

We'll go now to Monsieur Pasquier.

You'll have five minutes.

[Translation]

Mr. Louis-César Pasquier (Associate Professor, Institut Na‐
tional de la Recherche Scientifique, As an Individual): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Honourable members of the committee, thank you for the oppor‐
tunity to testify today on capping greenhouse gas emissions for the
oil and gas sector.

I'm a chemist by training, and my research focuses on the devel‐
opment of environmental technologies to reduce GHG emissions
through the diversion of alkaline waste that can capture CO2. The
goal is to provide new products and contribute to a low‑carbon cir‐
cular economy. For example, I can use mine tailings or construction
waste and have them react with CO2—

[English]

Ms. Yvonne Jones (Labrador, Lib.): Excuse me, Mr. Chair.

My translation is not working.

The Chair: I'm sorry. The translation is mixed up. We're on the
French channel for English. Just pause for one second.

Are we good now?

Ms. Yvonne Jones: I can hear you now.



March 21, 2022 RNNR-11 3

The Chair: I'm sorry about that interruption. Please continue.
Mr. Louis-César Pasquier: Is the sound good? Okay.

[Translation]

For example, I can take mine tailings or construction waste and
have them react with CO2 to create high value‑added materials and
new construction materials. So I'm basing my remarks today on that
expertise.

This has already been mentioned, but the sixth report of the
IPCC, published a few weeks ago, makes a clear observation. Ac‐
cording to the IPCC, the cumulative scientific evidence is unequiv‐
ocal: Climate change is a threat to human well‑being and planetary
health. The IPCC estimates that any further delay in concerted an‐
ticipatory global action on adaptation and mitigation will miss a
brief and rapidly closing window of opportunity to secure a liveable
and sustainable future for all.

According to the latest inventory, the country's emissions in 2019
were down 1.1% from 2005 levels. While emissions are generally
declining or stagnant, emissions from the oil and gas and trans‐
portation sectors are increasing significantly. Specifically, emis‐
sions from oil and gas extraction increased from 63 million tonnes
to 105 million tonnes of CO2, an increase of 40% due to an increase
of almost 200% in production. The emission intensity reduction per
unit of hydrocarbon produced is insufficient and a net emission re‐
duction should be sought.

In 2016, the Pan‑Canadian Framework on Clean Growth and Cli‐
mate Change was adopted. One of the plans was to reduce emis‐
sions from the oil sector by 40% to 45% below 2012 levels by
2025, three years from now. The results show that emissions are up
13%.

Carbon capture, utilization and storage technology, or CCUS,
which I am very familiar with, has been put forward by industry
players to achieve reduction targets. This technology has been in
use in Canada since 2014. According to the latest report from the
Global CCS Institute, just over 4 million tonnes of CO2 is captured
annually in Canada. CO2 comes from the energy sector, and hydro‐
gen and fertilizer production. However, only 1.2 million tonnes of
CO2 is stored, while the rest is used for enhanced oil recovery,
which in my view negates any environmental benefit.

Currently, no emissions from oil and gas production and refining
are captured or stored in Canada. Projects in development focus on
emissions from areas other than those of interest to us today. Only
the Edmonton Region Hydrogen HUB identifies petroleum refining
as part of its broader portfolio of emissions under consideration.

Therefore, it seems that CCUS will not be the solution for
achieving the sector's specific reduction targets in the short term.

Still, CCUS remains a key technology for the energy transition,
especially for reducing emissions from hard‑to‑kill industrial sec‐
tors, such as cement and steel, and even for bioenergy. CCUS must
absolutely dissociate itself from enhanced oil recovery, which
makes no sense. CO2 must be stored in geological reservoirs or
used as feedstock to decarbonize supply chains, including construc‐
tion materials, chemicals and fuels such as methanol.

Considering the too many reduction targets not met in the past
and current trends, considering the increase in net production and
emissions in the Canadian oil and gas sector, considering the cur‐
rent failure of CCUS to reduce emissions from the oil and gas sec‐
tor, considering the recent observations reported by the IPCC, as
well as the urgent need for concrete action, my recommendations
are as follows.

First, a cap on emissions from the oil sector must be introduced
quickly. The cap could be progressive, but it must definitely meet
the reduction targets set out in the Pan‑Canadian Framework on
Clean Growth and Climate Change.

Second, we need to continue and strengthen carbon pricing to
consolidate and stimulate the market in order to accelerate the de‐
velopment of clean technologies, such as CCUS, but separate from
the oil industry.

Finally, I recommend an energy transition based on renewable
and local energy that will move away from fossil fuels and provide
greater security for Canadians in the face of climate and geopoliti‐
cal tensions, while enabling economic prosperity.

In other words, we aren't talking about not fossil fuel self‑suffi‐
ciency, but about truly low‑carbon energy self‑sufficiency.

Thank you.

● (1550)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Pasquier.

[English]

We'll go now to Mr. Rivers for five minutes, please.

Dr. Nicholas Rivers (Associate Professor, University of Ot‐
tawa, As an Individual): Thank you for inviting me to speak to
you today.

According to Environment and Climate Change Canada's most
recent national inventory report, the oil and gas sector produces
over a quarter of all greenhouse gas emissions in Canada. As high
as that value is, it includes only greenhouse gases emitted during
production of oil and gas, and not the much larger emissions that
are released when oil and gas are eventually combusted for energy.
Moreover, since 2005, emissions from the oil and gas sector have
grown faster than those of any other sector. Future growth in emis‐
sions from the oil and gas sector threatens the possibility for
Canada to achieve its climate change targets.
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Nevertheless, I do not believe a new mandatory cap on oil and
gas sector emissions is required. Instead I believe we can achieve
deep cuts in emissions from this and other sectors through contin‐
ued improvement in existing regulations.

To understand my position, it's important to recognize that oil
and gas emissions, along with emissions from other large indus‐
tries, are already regulated under the federal output-based pricing
system as well as provincial carbon pricing systems that cover large
emitters. A higher carbon price in these systems results in more in‐
centive to reduce emissions.

In contrast, the oil and gas cap under consideration would likely
be implemented using a cap-and-trade approach. In this case, an
overall emissions cap would be allocated across all oil and gas pro‐
ducers, who could trade permits with one another to achieve the
cap. Just like the existing output-based pricing system, companies
would determine how much to reduce emissions based on the pre‐
vailing price of emissions permits, otherwise known as the “carbon
price”.

In other words, at the level of the individual oil and gas producer,
the existing system of output-based regulations and the proposed
oil and gas cap both provide incentives to reduce emissions via the
same mechanism: a carbon price. My basic argument is that we
don't need a new sector cap on emissions since we already have in
place a policy that can motivate emission reductions in exactly the
same manner as would occur under this proposed policy.

While a sector cap on oil and gas emissions would provide simi‐
lar incentives to firms as existing regulations, there are two reasons
it might be promoted anyway. First, a cap on emissions from the oil
and gas sector may enable the pursuit of more aggressive emission
reductions in this sector than under existing regulations. In my
view, however, we should not single out a particular sector for more
ambitious emission reductions, which is a costly way to achieve our
environmental goals, but instead seek to generate more emission re‐
ductions from across all sectors. This can be done by strengthening
our existing cross-sectoral regulations.

The second reason a cap on oil and gas might be promoted is that
it might provide more certainty of achieving a given emission re‐
duction target in the oil and gas sector. This is true in theory, al‐
though in practice cap-and-trade systems typically contain provi‐
sions like compliance flexibility or credit banking that reduce the
certainty that a particular emission target is reached in any given
year.

In other words, there is little to be gained from introducing a new
cap on the oil and gas sector that cannot already be achieved by
strengthening the existing output-based regulatory system for large
industry, and while there is little to be gained, there is a cost associ‐
ated with introducing a sector cap on oil and gas emissions.

First, there's an administrative cost. Setting up a new cap-and-
trade system for the oil and gas sector would require new regulato‐
ry resources and there is no guarantee that it could be implemented
quickly. With increased climate ambition, there are many demands
on regulators, and regulatory time could be better spent.

Second, there is a cost associated with concentrating emission re‐
ductions in the oil and gas sector rather than spreading them across
all sectors, as under the current output-based regulations.

Third, concentrating emission reductions in one regionally con‐
centrated sector could increase political division associated with
climate policy.

Overall, I see little reason to introduce a new cap on oil and gas
emissions. Instead, to more quickly reduce oil and gas emissions, I
recommend that the federal government continue to revise and
strengthen the output-based regulations that reduce emissions both
in the oil and gas sector as well as other sectors. Two actions are
most critical.

First, the federal government should develop output-based
benchmarks and prices that are consistent with 2030 and 2050
emission reduction targets. By 2050, emissions intensity bench‐
marks should reach zero across all regulated sectors, with limited
compliance flexibility. Effectively, this implies a hard cap of zero
on all industrial emissions by 2050, not just oil and gas emissions.

Second, the federal government should increase efforts to ensure
that provincial large emitter carbon pricing policies achieve the
same emission reductions as the federal benchmark.

● (1555)

In sum, the proposed cap on oil and gas emissions is unneces‐
sary. Instead the focus should be on increasing the ambition of our
existing regulations for all large emitters.

Thank you very much.

The Chair: That's great. Thank you for that.

Now we'll move to Mr. Séguin.

[Translation]

You have five minutes.

Dr. Charles Séguin (Associate Professor, Université du
Québec à Montréal, As an Individual): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Honourable members of the committee, it is with great pleasure
and some humility that I offer my thoughts on the emissions cap for
the oil and gas sector. My views are based on my detailed knowl‐
edge of Quebec's cap‑and‑trade emissions system and the economic
literature on controlling polluting emissions.
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Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is necessary to mitigate cli‐
mate change, but it is also costly for the companies that produce
them. It is this trade‑off between benefits and costs that calls for a
gradual reduction over time. Depending on costs, different emitters
should reduce their emissions at different rates. Those for whom it
is the least costly should do it the fastest; those for whom it is the
most expensive, the slowest.

The issue of the costs of reducing emissions is particularly im‐
portant in the context of climate change. Canada alone cannot hope
to significantly change the global climate trajectory, as it is respon‐
sible for less than 2% of global emissions. One of the ways we can
draw other countries along is to show that it's possible to reduce
emissions while maintaining a robust economy, and the better way
to do that is to reduce emissions at the lowest possible cost.

Ideally, regulations would send a common signal to all GHG
emitters and let market forces determine the speed of reductions in
each sector of the economy. Current regulations in Canada are far
from that ideal. It could even be described as Byzantine. A number
of stakeholders have pointed out to this committee the risks of
adding a new element to the existing regulatory mix. I share many
of their concerns.

Nevertheless, I would like to use my time before the committee
to highlight the important elements to be considered, should the cap
on emissions for the oil and gas sector be introduced. This approach
would be imperfect, but it would still leave room for regulatory
choices that could be more or less effective. I have five points to
make in this regard.

First, a cap can only be effectively implemented if emissions are
properly measured. It's notable that emissions in the oil and gas
sector are imperfectly measured, particularly fugitive emissions. It
is imperative that the measurement of emissions from the sector be
clarified before a cap is put in place.

Second, it is important that a cap be associated with tradable per‐
mits, both to send a clear cost signal to emitters through the price of
those permits, and to allow emitters to trade permits, thereby reduc‐
ing the total cost of meeting the cap.

Third, marginal cost of reducing emissions for the oil and gas
sector should not be too different, either upwards or downwards,
compared to the cost for other sectors of the economy. One way to
achieve this goal is to impose limits on the price of permits in the
cap‑and‑trade system. Introducing a floor price and a ceiling price,
which could move in tandem with the federal carbon tax, would
create a virtual connection between the regulated sector and the rest
of the economy's emitters. This would avoid excessive differences
in carbon prices between sectors.

Fourth, a system applying only to the oil and gas sector should
nevertheless seek to cover the broadest possible share of emissions
from that sector. A system with broad coverage would promote
greater liquidity in the secondary market for permits, which would
increase its value. A market with too few players could also suffer
from a lack of competition in the acquisition and trading of permits,
which would distort their price in the market. To remedy this situa‐
tion, it would be interesting to open the permit allocation processes,

such as auctions, to investors who are not only GHG emitters in the
sector.

Fifth, it must be recognized that the oil and gas sector is exposed
to the risk of emissions leakage abroad. This is particularly the case
for oil, because of the strong capacity of the Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries to increase production. To reduce
leakage, emitters can be granted permits free of charge for a frac‐
tion of their historical emissions.

The five elements mentioned each have complex issues. In this
regard, the federal government could benefit from Quebec's experi‐
ence with its cap‑and‑trade system, which includes the elements
mentioned, including a floor price, investor participation in permit
auctions and a dynamic mechanism for allocating free permits.

In conclusion, I would like to reiterate that simply introducing an
emissions cap for the oil and gas sector is no guarantee of success.
This cap can be useless, if set too high, or unnecessarily costly, if it
is poorly linked to the rest of the greenhouse gas emitting sectors.
The devil is in the details, so the details will have to be carefully
worked out to avoid the many pitfalls of this cap.

Thank you.

● (1600)

[English]

The Chair: Thank you for your opening comments.

We'll now move to a witness from my beautiful home province
of British Columbia, Mr. Weaver.

Let's turn it over to Mr. Weaver for five minutes, please.

Dr. Andrew Weaver (Professor, University of Victoria, As an
Individual): Thank you very much. It's an enormous honour for me
to be here. I'm speaking to you as a scientist who has been working
in the field as a climate scientist since the late 1980s. I served as a
lead author in the second IPCC assessment, the third IPCC assess‐
ment, the fourth IPCC assessment and the fifth IPCC assessment,
and numerous other international committees.

Like you, I have some experience also in political decision-mak‐
ing, having served as the leader of the B.C. Green Party, holding
the balance of power in a minority government in British Columbia
when we put in place CleanBC, the policy plan in British
Columbia.
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I'm speaking to you largely as a climate scientist today. I want to
emphasize some of the historical misconceptions with respect to the
carbon cycle, as well as emissions reductions or lack thereof in
Canada. For example, we all know that you around the table, the
decision-makers of today, have very difficult decisions to make, yet
the irony is that you will never have to live the consequences of the
decisions you've made, for the warming we have and the climate
change over the next decade or so, the next couple of decades, your
political lifetime, is in essence in the cards as a direct consequence
of inertia in our socio-economic systems. However, the decisions
you make today will have a profound effect on the future genera‐
tions who are not here to be part of the decision-making process.
Therefore, fundamentally the question is do we, the present genera‐
tion, owe anything to future generations in terms of the quality of
the environment we leave behind, yes or no? If the answer is yes,
you have no choice but to implement bold action today, for failing
to do so will lead us to a planet that frankly is in a lot of strife.

The two biggest issues, of course, are geopolitical instability as‐
sociated with the rapidly changing climate, for which our built en‐
vironment cannot adapt; and widespread species extinction, which
is ongoing as we speak.

Coming to Canada, many people will say that Canada accounts
for 2% of the global emissions, or a small player. In actual fact,
Canada is the eleventh greatest emitter as a nation in the world, be‐
hind countries such as China, India, United States, Germany, Iran
and South Korea, ahead of countries such as South Africa, Brazil
and many others. Per capita, Canada is, if not the worst, one of the
worst developed nations. I'm not counting small petro states such as
Qatar or Palau, but in terms of nations.

However, what is also often not understood in the political deci‐
sion-making process is that it is not the emissions of any given year
that matter; the climate system and its response reflects cumulative
emissions since pre-industrial times. In the cumulative sense,
Canada is the eighth biggest emitter ever.

Canada's emissions since pre-industrial times are on par with
those of India, which has a population greater than 38 times our na‐
tion's size. Therefore, we cannot as a developed nation, for which
we have historically created the problem, point to others and say,
“Well, you know, we'll only do this if you do,” because the problem
that exists today, those cumulative emissions, is ours and that of
other parts of the developed world.

Many have thought that the Kyoto protocol was somehow a fail‐
ure. I would suggest that the Kyoto protocol, put in place in 1997,
was a resounding success. It was a resounding success despite
Canada. As you know, Canada joined the Kyoto protocol and then
pulled out of it. However, collectively, the Annex B nations, even if
you included Canada and the U.S. pulling out, had emissions go
9.9% below 1990 levels when averaged over the 2008-12 period.
The Kyoto protocol was targeting 5.2% reductions globally. Some
countries such as the U.K. averaged over the 2008-12 period emis‐
sions that were 24% below 1990 levels. Canada's shamefully were
16% above 1990 levels.

However, as I mentioned, even with Canada and the U.S. includ‐
ed, the Kyoto target was met. If Canada and the U.S. are excluded,

the Kyoto target was met by more than 20% reductions from 1990
levels, averaged over 2008-12.

We know where emissions are coming from in Canada. We know
the single biggest provinces of emitters are Alberta and
Saskatchewan, and we know which sectors those emissions are
coming from. We have per capita emissions, we know exactly
where those sectors are, and we cannot ignore said sectors or give
preferential treatment to said sectors.

Finally, in terms of further negotiations moving forward, it's ab‐
solutely critical that the notion of border tax adjustments also be
put on the table, and perhaps a global carbon price to ensure that
jurisdictions that show leadership are not left behind economically
by being penalized by others in various sectors.

● (1605)

With that, I'll stop and summarize by saying that there is nothing
preventing a cap and trade system and carbon pricing from being
put in place. In fact, in British Columbia, when we introduced the
first carbon pricing in Canada back in the 2008-09 era, we actually
had enabling legislation there as well to tackle carbon. Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Weaver.

Now, for our final opening statement before we get into our
rounds of question, it's Ms. Lepine.

Ms. Lepine, over to you for your five minutes.

Ms. Melody Lepine (Director, Mikisew Cree First Nation):
Thank you.

Good afternoon, everyone. My name is Melody Lepine, and I'm
a member of the Mikisew Cree First Nation. I'm joining you all
from Treaty 8 territory in northeastern Alberta, my ancestral home‐
lands of the Cree and Dene, and of my Métis relatives.

I'll just introduce the Mikisew Cree First Nation. We're one of
five first nations in this region that are basically heavily impacted
by oil sands development. My key position with the Mikisew Cree
is as director for government and industry relations, so I oversee the
interaction with not only oil sands developers but also policy and
regulators such as the federal government. This is an important pol‐
icy being developed to address a significant impact of climate
change.
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I'll talk a little about our territory. We come from the Wood Buf‐
falo National Park, a UNESCO World Heritage Site and one of the
world's largest freshwater deltas. Significant impacts of climate
change have been felt and seen over decades. This is not new to the
federal government and provincial government, I think, as we par‐
ticipated in numerous joint federal and provincial hearings, raising
not only the impacts of climate change but also the direct impacts
from oil sands development. These include cumulative effects such
as impacts on our way of life, our rights and our culture; the loss
and decline of important key species such as boreal caribou and
medicinal plants; and, most importantly, the our ability to access
our traditional lands as we witness the drying of one of the world's
largest freshwater deltas, the Peace-Athabasca Delta.

Our submission was shared with the Athabasca Chipewyan First
Nation and really highlights some of our concerns about carbon
capture, mainly because we feel that more can be done in address‐
ing climate change in developing policy and legislation—not only
looking at reducing emissions, but also at other ways of addressing
climate change, perhaps by introducing things like an emissions
cap.

Additionally, I would add that if the federal government is only
going to look at carbon capture, as one example, how does some‐
thing like that address loss of biodiversity? How does it address the
tailings issue, the potential release of tailings?

For us, when we look at things, we look at it from a much broad‐
er and cumulative nature. Is there an opportunity to address things
like the impacts on our treaty rights, cumulative effects, tailings
treatment, loss of biodiversity, potential listing of a world heritage
site and an endangered listing? There are many other factors to con‐
sider when looking at this.

The Mikisew Cree have called for reductions, and for issues to
be addressed to deal with climate change. Many of you know that
we are dealing with significant impacts from oil sands develop‐
ment, but climate change is really exacerbating things. We are a
small, remote community. Tomorrow, our ice road closes, and it's
not only a food security issue and a matter of getting goods to our
fly-in remote community. The duration of the season for us to com‐
mute and travel to our community is also diminishing. I will also
add that it's not only a safety issue. We've had a 2016 wildfire here.
We've had floods in this area. We're also seeing unforeseen impacts
such as those events happening more frequently.

I guess my overall ask is that there be an opportunity here to pro‐
tect our treaty rights. There's an opportunity here to protect our way
of life and to deal with cumulative impacts, deal with the loss in
biodiversity such as the woodland caribou, which are really deterio‐
rating before our eyes. We've had a 50% reduction in the population
of caribou, likely due to the impacts of the oil sands development,
but also impacts from climate change.
● (1610)

Is there a way to address all of these things? Yes, it's by dealing
with climate change and effective policy to reduce emissions and
putting an emissions cap in place as one of the ways. With that I'll
just conclude.

Thank you again for the opportunity to present.

The Chair: Great. Thank you to each of you for your opening
comments. I think it sets the stage for a very good conversation to‐
day.

Up first, we have Mr. Melillo, for six minutes in this first round.

Mr. Eric Melillo (Kenora, CPC): Thank you very much, Mr.
Chair. Allow me to thank all of the witnesses for joining us today to
be part of this very important discussion.

I'd like to start with Ms. Lepine, if I may. There has been a lot of
very important testimony and insight so far. I'll start with a question
not just around the oil and gas sector but around industry more
broadly. There has been some previous discussion at the committee
given the urgency of the issue we're dealing with, namely climate
change.

Would you suggest that when we are investigating a potential
emissions cap on the oil and gas sector, there should be a discussion
about having, perhaps not the same cap but, a similar cap imposed
on other industries, such as concrete or other industries across the
country?

Ms. Melody Lepine: In addition to oil sands, are you asking?

Mr. Eric Melillo: Yes, for all industries.

Ms. Melody Lepine: I really don't know the answer to that. I
would look to my colleagues or the others on the panel, but I would
say yes, anything to reduce emissions is a good thing, I think.
That's the goal. If it could be applied elsewhere, then I would as‐
sume the answer is yes.

Mr. Eric Melillo: Okay. I certainly appreciate that. I know it's....
We don't expect all witnesses to have all of the answers, but of
course, I think we're on the same page where, obviously, it's impor‐
tant that the energy sector and the oil and gas sector continue to in‐
novate and find greener ways of doing this. I just wanted to make
the point that there's an opportunity in this discussion to talk about
industry in Canada more broadly.

I'd like to ask a bit of a more personal question, for lack of a bet‐
ter term, about your community.
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I represent the Kenora riding in northwestern Ontario, which
touches treaties 3, 5 and 9. I know there is a real sense of communi‐
ty in the first nations I represent, perhaps more so than in any other
communities in my riding, with the importance of traditional land
and traditional practices. Given that the oil and gas sector specifi‐
cally employs many first nations and indigenous people in Alberta,
would there be any concern from your point of view that if there
were an emissions cap that were to impact production and lead to
some job losses and if the transition were not executed in a seam‐
less way, there would be people who have to leave their community
for work and lose out on some of those cultural and community as‐
pects of staying in their community?
● (1615)

Ms. Melody Lepine: That's a great question.

There has to be a transition framework, especially for us north‐
ern, isolated indigenous communities. It's not fair to allow us to be‐
come highly dependent on an oil and gas sector and then, all of a
sudden, shut the lights off and expect us to sustain.... There has to
be a transition plan and diversification. We have a lot of other great
resources in our region beyond the oil sands. This is where we look
to the federal government for support, to allow us to become active
stewards within our territory so that we continue to sustain our eco‐
nomic and indigenous cultural way of life.

I think it's a balance. I definitely seek that support for this transi‐
tion.

Mr. Eric Melillo: Thank you.

You mentioned as well in your opening remarks the importance
of treaty rights. I think that's a very important aspect of this conver‐
sation as well. In previous meetings we've talked a lot about the
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples,
and about consultation and consent. I'd like to ask you, because so
many indigenous people and indigenous communities are impacted
by the oil and gas sector, if you believe that the government would
need to seek the consent of indigenous communities before moving
forward with a policy like an emissions cap.

Ms. Melody Lepine: Because there's going to be an impact on
our rights, our way of life, then most definitely I think seeking our
consent.... We need to understand what impacts there are to our
rights. We need to minimize those impacts, and if at all possible
avoid those impacts. It's protected under our Constitution.

With any means where the government is going to make a deci‐
sion that may impact those rights, then you must seek our consent
so that we understand what those impacts are. Consent may be a
variety of different things. It could include ways where we can
work with you to address those impacts and where we are able to
avoid those impacts altogether.

That's a long answer, but I think you get my point.
Mr. Eric Melillo: I certainly appreciate that.

I know I don't have much time left, so I'll give it back to the
chair.

The Chair: Did you want Mr. Sey to weigh in?
Mr. Eric Melillo: Oh, sorry, I didn't see the hand. Absolutely.

Dr. Benjamin Sey (Manager, Environmental Affairs, Mikisew
Cree First Nation): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I wanted to add that there's another factor that needs to be con‐
sidered, which is future reclamation work and potential treatment of
tailings going forward. Any cap has to factor those in, because
those are in the interest of the people as well.

The Chair: Perfect. Thank you for that.

We're going to move now to Ms. Jones for six minutes.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I'm speaking to you today from my riding in Labrador in eastern
Canada. I'm coming to you from the unceded lands of the Inuit and
the Innu people of Labrador.

I'd like to first of all thank you for your expertise and for the
work that you do every day around this important topic of climate
carbon reduction and emissions. Education of Canadians is very
critical in the work we need to do together to move forward and to
be able to transition from fossil fuel. I appreciate your expertise and
testimony.

I'm going to start with Mr. Séguin.

When you presented today, you talked about five requirements
that you felt should be implemented. We've been hearing testimony
from witnesses relating to a possible cap on emissions and focusing
on a decrease in emissions rather than a decrease in production. I'm
wondering what your thoughts would be around this or if you
would have some recommendations that you'd like to propose on
those two things.

● (1620)

Dr. Charles Séguin: If what we're trying to achieve here is de‐
creasing GHG emissions, then that's what the cap should be on.
There are definite possibilities of decoupling production from emis‐
sions. It's not certain at this moment if these possibilities will be
economic in the long term.

It's possible that at some point decreasing emissions will neces‐
sarily be decreasing production as well, but it would be better to
leave that flexibility to the private sector to see whether they can
manage the production with the cap on emissions rather than the
cap on production. That relates to my comment on the accurate
measurement of these emissions. If things are not well measured,
then you might want to have a cap on something that's easier to
measure and, of course, the production is easier to measure than the
emissions.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: My second question is for Mr. Rivers.

Over the last several meetings that we've held on this study,
we've heard from witnesses for both direct carbon pricing and cap
and trade as tools for possible options. In your opinion, what would
be the most effective approach to an emissions cap on this particu‐
lar sector and why would you think that way?

Dr. Nicholas Rivers: Thanks very much for your question.
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I think you're right to point out that carbon pricing comes in dif‐
ferent flavours. One flavour of carbon pricing is a carbon tax, and
another flavour of carbon pricing is a cap and trade system, and an‐
other flavour of carbon pricing, which we currently have in place in
Canada, is some sort of tradable performance standard. These are
all quite similar. They all provide incentives to industry to reduce
emissions based on the level of the carbon price.

I think there are fairly minimal differences between these sys‐
tems. The main difference will be determined by the level of the
carbon price in any of these systems.

My contention is that the existing carbon pricing system doesn't
need to be replaced with another carbon pricing system implement‐
ed through cap and trade. We have the tools to mandate deproduc‐
tion and generate deproduction in oil and gas and other sectors
through the existing system of carbon pricing that's already in
place. We don't need another type of system. I think there are rela‐
tively minimal differences between these systems.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: Thank you very much.

I would also like to ask a question of Ms. Lepine. I know that in
your area, not unlike a lot of communities I represent, many first
nation areas across Canada are heavily dependent upon fossil fuels
for electricity and many of the companies that are operating there
are the same.

When we talk about implementing a cap or reducing the depen‐
dency on these fossil fuels, what recommendations would you have
for the government in how we work with indigenous communities
to do a full transition off fossil fuels? We know many of them are
highly dependent upon that source right now.

Ms. Melody Lepine: We're actually one of them. All my fami‐
ly's homes in Fort Chipewyan are heated with diesel fuel. We also
just last year announced the largest solar farm in northern Canada.
It's those kinds of success stories that we need to see and, again,
more support from the federal government to transition us into
these renewables.

It was a great day when we opened the solar farm, but yes, are
there other means? Is there geothermal?

I don't have all the answers, but we need to look at those sources,
because I tell you, when our ice road is gone, we have no way to
heat our homes. There's no way to truck in fuel, as well as other ne‐
cessities in our community.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Thank you.

Unfortunately, Mr. Weaver, we're out of time in that round.

We're going to move now to Mr. Simard.

[Translation]

You have six minutes.
Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Thank you very much,

Mr. Chair.

I'd like to ask Mr. Pasquier a question.

In his opening remarks, he was fairly clear that he felt that car‐
bon capture and storage strategies weren't the solution for the oil
and gas sector. I don't know if he's aware, but the Minister of Envi‐
ronment and Climate Change announced that they wanted to end
ineffective subsidies by 2023. He made it clear that these were inef‐
fective measures.

I'd like to know if Mr. Pasquier feels that the support that the fed‐
eral government would provide to set up CCUS is a form of inef‐
fective subsidies.

● (1625)

Mr. Louis-César Pasquier: Thank you for the question.

To me, CCUS is not one of the technological solutions we can
use for the transition. However, CCUS must not be a hindrance and
make us deviate from our appetite for fossil fuels. We really have to
differentiate between the two. Yes, we would need carbon capture
and utilization technology to use CO2 not as a waste but as a val‐
ue‑added product. However, it would be better to invest money to
help people make an energy transition than to give the industry the
means to continue.

Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you very much.

I want to follow up on that with Dr. Séguin. In his presentation,
he said something that struck me: He talked about reducing emis‐
sions at the lowest cost possible.

There are two major CCUS projects in Alberta that will
cost $2.5 billion, and 57% of that will come from public funds.

The question I've been asking myself since this study began is
whether carbon capture strategies are cost‑effective for the industry,
or whether it will inevitably be public funds that will pay for these
strategies.

Dr. Charles Séguin: Thank you for the question.

It's pretty hard to say at this point, because the costing has to be
done over time. If these technologies were to become very effective
in the future, then perhaps we would find that the amounts currently
invested were not so high after all. However, we can't know. Gov‐
ernments haven't always been in the best position to determine the
best technologies to develop for the future.

What's interesting about an explicit carbon price is that there is
already an incentive to develop technologies through pricing. That's
not always enough, but I think pricing should be the main channel
to encourage technology development, rather than the subsidy, be‐
cause it's pretty hard for the government to know which solution is
better to subsidize.

Mr. Mario Simard: In short, the most effective tool we have is
carbon pricing. Is that correct?

Dr. Charles Séguin: I agree with that.

Mr. Mario Simard: Great.

Mr. Pasquier, I'd like to hear your opinion on what I just said.
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Technically speaking, if you look at the oil and gas industry as a
whole, these are huge volumes. Based on your knowledge of car‐
bon capture and storage, would this type of technology be suitable
for large volumes?

Mr. Louis-César Pasquier: Yes, it would be possible and even
advisable to use this technology for this type of industry. It must be
understood that it's much easier to capture CO2 right at the emis‐
sion source than to chase after CO2 that has been emitted and is
moving through the air.

Indeed, from an investment standpoint, it's more attractive to in‐
vest in a plant where large volumes of CO2 can be captured, as op‐
posed to a plant that captures smaller volumes.

Just look at the current cost of capturing a tonne of CO2. For CO2
captured from ambient air, it's about $600 per tonne, whereas
it's $50 to $100 for more concentrated emissions.

Mr. Mario Simard: I'd like to clarify one thing.

Mr. Pasquier and Mr. Séguin, do you feel that the oil and gas sec‐
tor could self-regulate to reduce emissions without any financial
support from the government in the form of subsidies or tax credits,
or that instead it will need money from the public coffers?

Generally, the guiding principle in environmental matters is the
polluter pays, not the polluter gets paid. What bothers me is that I
get the impression in the Canadian strategy, the reverse logic is be‐
ing applied.

I'd like to hear your thoughts on this.
● (1630)

Mr. Louis-César Pasquier: As Ms. Lepine mentioned, we also
have remote communities. You can't just stop everything all at
once.

To use my colleague's example, I'd say that we should move to‐
ward solutions that are easier to implement, at a lower cost, and
leave no one behind.

Mr. Séguin, I will let you finish.
Dr. Charles Séguin: In the medium term, it's hard to predict the

future. The government has to have emissions regulations, but it's
not clear whether oil and gas development will continue in the fu‐
ture or be replaced in large part by other energy sources. Most like‐
ly, it will eventually be replaced for the most part, but we can't
know to what extent that will happen.

Of course, it's in the industry's interest to get subsidies. I don't
believe that should be the primary focus, but we have to recognize
that some communities depend on these sectors. Pricing provides
incentives to businesses and the things I mentioned are also taken
into consideration.

Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Angus, it's over to you for six minutes.
Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

Madame Lepine, I'm so glad that you are here. I'm going to ask a
number of questions because I'm trying to get a picture for our
committee for us to understand some of the impacts.

I come from Treaty No. 9, a little bit east of Treaty No. 8. I'm no
stranger to tailings ponds. We call them “slimes” back home. Kids
played on them. There's one pretty close to my house.

I'm trying to get a picture of just how big the tailings ponds from
the oil sands are. One example I had for 1.4 trillion litres of water
was 560,000 Olympic-size swimming pools running back to back
from Fort McMurray to Australia and back again. That would be
the amount of water. Or you could fit two cities of Vancouver in the
tailings ponds that exist now at Fort McMurray and the oil sands
operations to the north. Where does that water come from?

Ms. Melody Lepine: That's a good question.

It comes from our Athabasca River, which is actually declining
in flow and inhibiting us from navigating and using our watersheds.
It directly flows all the way down to the Peace-Athabasca Delta.

Mr. Charlie Angus: We know the famous story of the 1,600
birds that died as they were migrating. They had made the mistake
of stopping at Syncrude for a visit. Since then we've had multiple
bird die-offs. Would you tell me that this water isn't really the most
benign water on the planet, if birds flying over it just step down and
die en masse?

Ms. Melody Lepine: Well, absolutely, what's within those tail‐
ings pond is highly toxic.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I was reading about what's in those tailings
ponds: benzene, toluene, hydrocarbons, cresols, cadmium and ar‐
senic. I dealt with benzene, hydrocarbons and toluene in the com‐
munity of Attawapiskat and the cancers they caused in children,
and that site was minuscule compared to what's in these sites. Have
you found...we've heard reports of elevated cancer in Fort Chip and
other communities.

Ms. Melody Lepine: Yes.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Yes, and we have reports that these ponds
are leaking.

Ms. Melody Lepine: Yes, that's correct. I believe the federal
government has reports that verify that. It was part of an investiga‐
tion that I believe was under—Martin correct me if I'm wrong....
The name escapes me right now.

There was a commission that was looking at that not too long
ago.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm asking this because in five years the
Trudeau government has given over $100 billion in subsidies to big
oil. These subsidies are tax write-offs, incentives, grants and direct
monies, but we don't talk about the subsidies that are given in the
taking of your land and your water.
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Am I correct that it takes four to six barrels of water from the
Athabasca to make one barrel of bitumen?

Ms. Melody Lepine: That's roughly the amount. Yes, it could be
three to four barrels, but yes, they use a lot of water.

Mr. Charlie Angus: They don't pay for that water.
● (1635)

Ms. Melody Lepine: No, and they don't return it. They're look‐
ing to return it with this treatment and release technology that has
not been developed yet.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I guess I want to ask about that, then, be‐
cause we keep hearing this concept: polluter pays. Everyone says
“polluter pays” and we look after this, but we're looking, according
to the Canada Energy Regulator, at a million-barrel increase a year
in the coming years. That's going to increase a massive amount of
pressure on the Athabasca River, which will put an enormous pres‐
sure on the tailings.

The solution, we're being told from industry, is, well, just let us
dump it, and we'll make it a lot better for you. Do you believe that
before that water is dumped in any capacity it has to be restored,
reclaimed and made safe so that it is no threat to people, to the
wildlife and to the fragile ecosystem of the Athabasca and the
Mackenzie Delta?

Ms. Melody Lepine: Absolutely—we take the position of zero
risk and zero liability not only today but for the future.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm asking that because I was reading the
thing about the mining associations. They have the obligation,
which is the same in my region of Treaty No. 9, to restore the land.

They say they will restore the land back to nature, and their argu‐
ment is that “[t]he more water that's stored on site, the less of the
site itself is able to be reclaimed until there's an opportunity to re‐
lease water and free up that space”, as though by allowing them to
pump all of this cadmium, toulene and benzenes into the water, it
will allow them to do the job of reclaiming the land.

Shouldn't they have to reclaim the water first and foremost, be‐
fore any of that is released, or should any of it be released without
guarantees?

Ms. Melody Lepine: None of it should be released—

Mr. Charlie Angus: Okay.

Ms. Melody Lepine: —and on reclamation, yes, they promised
reclamation 40 years ago when they started mining.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm going to end on this, then, because they
are making record profits. They've asked the Canadian government
to give them $75 billion for carbon capture. They're making money
hand over fist right now. They're going to look at an increase in
production of a million barrels a year.

Wouldn't it be just reasonable to say, before you do any increase,
we want to know what you're going to do to protect the water, how
you're going to deal with the damage that you've done, and how
you're going to ensure that any new water going forward will be re‐
turned in a manner that is protecting the environment, protecting
the people and protecting the rights of the Cree, Dene and Métis
people of the region?

The Chair: We'll have a brief response to that and then move on
to our next questioner.

Ms. Melody Lepine: That is our goal, Mr. Angus. It's to protect
the treaty, the ecological health of our region, including one of the
world's largest freshwater deltas, a world UNESCO site, Canada's
largest national park, and really important to me is the health of the
people. We have some of the highest rates of cancer and diseases
that are not known to many places in Canada in our community.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you for that, and I would love to vis‐
it at some point.

The Chair: We're going next to Mr. Bragdon if he's ready.

In this round, we have five minutes.

Mr. Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to give my spot to my colleague, Mr. Maguire. We're
changing spots here.

The Chair: Mr. Maguire, we'll go over to you for five minutes.

Mr. Larry Maguire (Brandon—Souris, CPC): Thanks, Mr.
Chair, and thank you to the witnesses today for their testimony.

I want to follow up a bit with you, Ms. Lepine. Your Mikisew
Cree First Nation has been one of the leaders in oil sands partner‐
ship, specializing in the construction, maintenance, servicing and
logistics in the field.

The Liberal government is looking at introducing an action plan
to implement UNDRIP. Do you see any challenges with the govern‐
ment imposing an emissions cap on indigenous-led energy
projects?

Ms. Melody Lepine: No, I don't think so. I can't think of any
challenges right now.

Mr. Larry Maguire: Thank you.

I think it's vital that first nations be economically independent.
As we've heard from previous witnesses in this study, natural re‐
source projects are an excellent way to accomplish this, through
employment and partnerships. If the oil and gas production does go
down, how would this impact the indigenous jobs in your sector in
your communities?

Ms. Melody Lepine: There could definitely be job loss, for sure.
There are a lot of employment and economic opportunities provid‐
ed by the oil and gas sector, and that's why we are asking for a tran‐
sition.
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We had a very vibrant economy well before the oil sands, so we
would like to look at solutions for other alternatives to our econom‐
ic well-being. I don't think the answer is being dependent on one
natural resource sector. First nations can thrive in many different
economic opportunities, within natural sources or within communi‐
ty sustainability initiatives such as tourism and protecting culture.

I mentioned that we're within Canada's largest national park.
There are many opportunities for economic sustainability within
that resource, as an example.
● (1640)

Mr. Larry Maguire: I'll give you a chance to expand on that.

When the government is looking at designing an emissions
cap—this emissions cap—what would be the best way for them to
support the indigenous partnerships?

Ms. Melody Lepine: I think it's adaptation, transition, seeking
ways to find alternatives, seeking ways to transition, not allowing
small indigenous communities to be solely dependent on one sector
and basically putting all of our eggs in one basket. We have to sac‐
rifice so many other things to solely be dependent on one thing.

Mr. Larry Maguire: Thanks.

According to a study by the Macdonald-Laurier Institute, the oil,
gas and mining sectors represent about eight of the top 10 highest-
paying occupations for indigenous peoples in Canada. How would
the indigenous peoples be affected economically if oil and gas pro‐
duction declined? There's one thing to lose jobs, but of course
there's an economic impact as well, and you have a lot of invest‐
ment there, I understand.

Ms. Melody Lepine: I think a lot more research and studies
could be looking at economics. The new buzzword I'm hearing to‐
day is “economic reconciliation”. What does that mean? Exploring
that notion of economic reconciliation could mean the presentation
of untapped economic opportunities that may not have been consid‐
ered before a lot of the more traditional practices of today.

Mr. Larry Maguire: I heard your comment earlier about it not
being fair to start a development like that and then shut it down. It
does impact the lives of a lot of people.

I had the opportunity of being in Fort Mac about 10 or 12 years
ago to look at the types of reclamation going on there, which were
pretty tremendous. There's change there, no doubt about it, and they
use a lot less water now than they did 10 or 15 years ago in that
process.

I thank you for your comments in regard to the impacts.

I want to switch to Mr. Rivers for a minute.

The Canadian Climate Institute put out a report this month out‐
lining the framework of Canada's emissions reductions plan, in
which you're acknowledged as a reviewer. It's a key observation
that “Global oil prices are one of the major determinants of the oil
and gas sector's output, and therefore its emissions. Since interna‐
tional oil prices are beyond Canada's control and given the oil and
gas sector's large share of national emissions, policies in all sectors
should be flexible and adaptable enough to respond to changing
global conditions.”

Given the current events, do you think this statement should
make the government pause and think before establishing an emis‐
sions cap?

The Chair: Can you answer that very briefly? We've run out of
time, so it won't do you much justice.

Mr. Larry Maguire: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

Dr. Nicholas Rivers: Thanks for the question.

I would emphasize that the social costs of oil and gas are consis‐
tent regardless of the international context. I think we want to be
designing our institutions and policies around oil and gas for the
long term.

Of course, we want to be thinking about the day-to-day events
but we want to be designing these policies to reduce emissions over
the half-century to century time frame.

Mr. Larry Maguire: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you.

Now we're going to go to Mr. Chahal.

You have five minutes.

Mr. George Chahal (Calgary Skyview, Lib.): Thank you,
Chair.

I want to thank all the witnesses for their testimony today. I want
to start with Monsieur Pasquier. He talked a little bit about the role
of CCUS and the importance of the technology.

Monsieur Pasquier, do you believe that CCUS is an important
technology and is within the government's role of supporting
emerging technologies?

● (1645)

Mr. Louis-César Pasquier: The short answer is yes. CCUS is
an important technology but it is not the only technology. It should
be amongst a lot of solutions. Furthermore, it should not be the rea‐
son that we actually fail to make the changes we need to make re‐
garding our use of fossil fuels and energy in general.

Mr. George Chahal: You do believe it's an important technolo‐
gy and that we should look at this technology and at other technolo‐
gies in reducing emissions?

Mr. Louis-César Pasquier: Yes. To put it more in context, I've
been in this field for more than 10 years. The evolution is very
slow. I would say that before the SaskPower capture plant was
started, people were thinking that it was the solution and that we
had the solution for clean energy, clean oil and gas, but the fact is
that today, that's not the case.
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On the other side, in Europe, the price on carbon is pushing a lot
of new projects that put CCS or CCU in front.

My conclusion or observation is that the energy, and more specif‐
ically the oil and gas sector, has had its chance and has not yet met
the target regarding the use of CCUS.

Mr. George Chahal: Thank you, Mr. Pasquier, for your com‐
ments.

Mr. Séguin, you talked about leakage of oil and gas abroad. How
could Canada work with key trading partners like the United States
in developing carbon adjustments?

Dr. Charles Séguin: I'm not sure what is being referred to. Do
you mean carbon border adjustments or...?

Mr. George Chahal: That's correct. It's carbon border adjust‐
ments.

Dr. Charles Séguin: Good. The big challenge here will be mov‐
ing from regulation that targets facilities to regulation that targets
the product, because the facilities don't move, but the products get
traded.

In oil and gas, it's probably a little bit easier because projects are
more homogenous. If we wanted to work that out with the United
States, we would have to agree on a common measurement, be‐
cause the oil and gas flow both ways across the border. We would
want the price to be applied the same way. It would be more diffi‐
cult because right now, I don't know if the Americans have Canada
in mind very much. They really have Europe in mind, which is
more advanced on carbon border adjustments, and they want non-
price measures to be taken into account in the tariff that would be
applied at the border. It's very hard to evaluate the monetary impact
of these non-price measures because they are imperfectly translated
into the price of the different products.

It's very challenging, and I think it won't come to be implement‐
ed for many years.

Mr. George Chahal: Thank you for your insights on that.

I'm going to go to Mr. Rivers.

Mr. Rivers, what role do you believe natural gas should have in
helping us transition to net zero?

Dr. Nicholas Rivers: That's a really difficult question, and I
think there's not a clear answer for that from the academic commu‐
nity. It's clear that gas has a lower carbon footprint per unit of ener‐
gy than coal or oil does, so, from that perspective, there's potential‐
ly some opportunity, and historically I think that's what we've
thought.

There have been extraordinarily rapid improvements in renew‐
able technologies in the last decade, however, and I think that's
leading a lot of people to rethink their conception of natural gas as
a bridge fuel. It looks as though we may be able to leapfrog over
gas in many contexts rather than having to step through gas because
of how quickly renewable technologies have developed.

I'll leave it there.
● (1650)

Mr. George Chahal: Do we have enough renewable—?

The Chair: We're out of time on that one now.

We're going to move on, with regrets.

Monsieur Simard, it's over to you for two and a half minutes.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Olszynski, in your presentation you suggested that emissions
from the oil sands have intensified. I, for one, am concerned about
businesses attempting to use CCUS to try to increase production.
It's not a cap on production, it's a cap on emissions. I get the im‐
pression that we're now trying to make oil a little more palatable in
connection with the climate crisis we're experiencing. However,
making oil a little more palatable involves a considerable invest‐
ment of public funds.

If you have an opinion on this, I'd love to hear it.

Prof. Martin Olszynski: Thank you for the question.

[English]

I think what I would say is that, insofar as the federal govern‐
ment is concerned, it's the totality of emissions we're concerned
with. Here we're talking about roughly 26% of Canada's national
emissions, so I think the position has to be, speaking both practical‐
ly and constitutionally, that if oil can be produced more effectively
and efficiently, resulting in lower GHGs, then there should be no
problem with producing that oil.

The evil we are concerned about is rising GHG emissions and
their impact on climate. My understanding—and this is certainly
more of a technical issue outside of my wheelhouse—is that we
could make not insignificant gains in efficiency and reduce emis‐
sions through to 2030 even without CCS. Then from that point on
moving forward, if CCS were feasible and it worked, then there
might be further gains to be had.

So from the long policy perspective, we say that's your motive;
that's your driver there. The cap would simply say very clearly that
absolute emissions have to stay at that cap, and then over time that
cap is going to decline.

We're talking about an emissions cap that is not just intensity-
based. We are talking here about an absolute cap on emissions for
the sector. So it would drive that innovation and those investments,
and what we would see, and what the companies have all commit‐
ted to, would be a net-zero pathway by 2050.
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Whether or not it can be used to greenwash oil, at the end of the
day we know that the downstream emissions—the scope 3 emis‐
sions from our vehicles and from other processes—have to be dealt
with for sure. So I think this is really an interim step: As long as oil
is being used, can we make Canadian oil and gas drive down its
emissions so that it is more competitive, frankly, in a low carbon
scenario?
[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: We're out of time there.

We're going to move to Mr. Angus for two and a half minutes.
Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you.

Mr. Olszynski, I just want to follow up on what my colleague
was asking, because one of the things we've been hearing here is
that the Canada Energy Regulator is planning for a massive in‐
crease in production of a million barrels a day. Certainly even be‐
fore the war in Ukraine, they were looking to promote that for ex‐
port.

It would be theoretically possible for us to be at net zero with a
massive increase, since none of the emissions from this million bar‐
rels a day is going to be counted because it's burned offshore. Is
that logical?

Prof. Martin Olszynski: Well, I think it's baked into the system
that we're dealing with, both internationally and domestically. I had
a chance today to quickly review the Net-Zero Advisory Board's
submissions to the government, and that same perspective is shared
there. What I think it does is that it just makes it clear that overall
here, this isn't a panacea. We are driving—and need to drive—to‐
wards decarbonization of our economies. We need to move in that
direction as hard and as fast as possible.

If, in the interim, the oil and gas industry sees fit to invest in
these technologies so that it can get that last barrel, or whatever it
wants to get, then my own view is that.... I'm fairly agnostic on that.
I will say—and I made this clear, I hope, in my comments and in
my submissions to you—that I have strong concerns about using
any more public money towards that, in the current context in par‐
ticular.
● (1655)

Mr. Charlie Angus: Yes, I guess the thing is that I feel this
would have been the best conversation to have in 1998. In 2022, to
be told, well, you know, let us do a massive increase in oil produc‐
tion, and I'm sure we're going to find efficiencies....

You mentioned the IPCC report. When I read that, the clock is
ticking in a serious way. It may already have run out for us, and yet
we're talking about an emissions cap that Mr. Guilbeault has now
punted off to someplace in the distant future.

You say we need a hard cap. You also say that federally we have
the jurisdiction. Why is it that we have the jurisdiction of the feder‐
al government to have a hard cap on emissions when we're talking
about actually meeting our international obligations? Could you
just explain that?

Prof. Martin Olszynski: I'll suggest that it is in part a question
of constitutional law. Sections 91 and 92 have to be interpreted in
relation to each other. Parliament has certain heads of legislative
power under section 91 and the provinces under section 92.

When you look at the criminal law power, for instance, it clearly
can be used to protect the environment, but we know, for instance,
that the provinces have very strong jurisdiction over natural re‐
sources and the development of natural resources. Production falls
very squarely in that.

I think it's absolutely a reasonable conclusion for Parliament to
say, well, maybe in a hypothetical world in five years we can pro‐
duce oil and gas and not have emissions, so we don't need to crimi‐
nalize the production of oil and gas per se, but we criminalize and
prohibit emissions, and we work on reducing emissions, and that's
our goal. That's a valid use of the federal criminal law power. It is
not a valid federal use of the criminal law power to micromanage
production within the provinces. It might seem....

I'll leave it there.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you so much.

The Chair: Thanks, everybody.

Regrettably, we are at the end of our time today. The final part of
this would be 10 minutes, and that would eat into the time that we
need to....

Mr. Larry Maguire: Mr. Chair?

The Chair: Yes, Mr. Maguire.

Mr. Larry Maguire: Do we have another couple of minutes to
start another question? Or is there a minute each or something for
maybe a few questions?

The Chair: The issue we're going to run into is that we have to
go out of open session and into a closed session, which takes about
five minutes.

Mr. Larry Maguire: Okay.

The Chair: I think it would be great, but what I was going to say
to all of our witnesses who have joined us today is that if you have
additional thoughts based on the conversation, or other thoughts
that have come to mind, you are invited to submit a written brief of
up to 10 pages. We have had many who, as part of the study, have
built on the conversations we've had during our time together. That
invitation extends to each of you.

I do want to thank each of you for all the information you've pro‐
vided us today. There is a lot more for us to consider as we work on
our report, which, hopefully, we will be tabling in Parliament soon
to help the government deal with this very important issue. Thank
you, everybody, for your participation today.

I'm going to suspend the meeting. For the members who are on‐
line, there's a new link for you to get into the closed session.
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We'll be shutting down this part of the meeting. We invite people
to get back in as quickly as possible so that we can get going with
the in camera portion of the meeting for our committee business.

With that, I'll suspend.

[Proceedings continue in camera]

 







Published under the authority of the Speaker of
the House of Commons

Publié en conformité de l’autorité
du Président de la Chambre des communes

SPEAKER’S PERMISSION PERMISSION DU PRÉSIDENT
The proceedings of the House of Commons and its commit‐
tees are hereby made available to provide greater public ac‐
cess. The parliamentary privilege of the House of Commons
to control the publication and broadcast of the proceedings of
the House of Commons and its committees is nonetheless re‐
served. All copyrights therein are also reserved.

Les délibérations de la Chambre des communes et de ses
comités sont mises à la disposition du public pour mieux le
renseigner. La Chambre conserve néanmoins son privilège
parlementaire de contrôler la publication et la diffusion des
délibérations et elle possède tous les droits d’auteur sur
celles-ci.

Reproduction of the proceedings of the House of Commons
and its committees, in whole or in part and in any medium,
is hereby permitted provided that the reproduction is accu‐
rate and is not presented as official. This permission does not
extend to reproduction, distribution or use for commercial
purpose of financial gain. Reproduction or use outside this
permission or without authorization may be treated as copy‐
right infringement in accordance with the Copyright Act. Au‐
thorization may be obtained on written application to the Of‐
fice of the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Il est permis de reproduire les délibérations de la Chambre
et de ses comités, en tout ou en partie, sur n’importe quel sup‐
port, pourvu que la reproduction soit exacte et qu’elle ne soit
pas présentée comme version officielle. Il n’est toutefois pas
permis de reproduire, de distribuer ou d’utiliser les délibéra‐
tions à des fins commerciales visant la réalisation d'un profit
financier. Toute reproduction ou utilisation non permise ou
non formellement autorisée peut être considérée comme une
violation du droit d’auteur aux termes de la Loi sur le droit
d’auteur. Une autorisation formelle peut être obtenue sur
présentation d’une demande écrite au Bureau du Président
de la Chambre des communes.

Reproduction in accordance with this permission does not
constitute publication under the authority of the House of
Commons. The absolute privilege that applies to the proceed‐
ings of the House of Commons does not extend to these per‐
mitted reproductions. Where a reproduction includes briefs
to a committee of the House of Commons, authorization for
reproduction may be required from the authors in accor‐
dance with the Copyright Act.

La reproduction conforme à la présente permission ne con‐
stitue pas une publication sous l’autorité de la Chambre. Le
privilège absolu qui s’applique aux délibérations de la Cham‐
bre ne s’étend pas aux reproductions permises. Lorsqu’une
reproduction comprend des mémoires présentés à un comité
de la Chambre, il peut être nécessaire d’obtenir de leurs au‐
teurs l’autorisation de les reproduire, conformément à la Loi
sur le droit d’auteur.

Nothing in this permission abrogates or derogates from the
privileges, powers, immunities and rights of the House of
Commons and its committees. For greater certainty, this per‐
mission does not affect the prohibition against impeaching or
questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a re‐
production or use is not in accordance with this permission.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux privilèges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses
comités. Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas
l’interdiction de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibéra‐
tions de la Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La
Chambre conserve le droit et le privilège de déclarer l’utilisa‐
teur coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduc‐
tion ou l’utilisation n’est pas conforme à la présente permis‐
sion.

Also available on the House of Commons website at the
following address: https://www.ourcommons.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web de la Chambre des
communes à l’adresse suivante :

https://www.noscommunes.ca


