Ten Popular Canadian Myths about the Kyoto Protocol
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MYTH 1: IT’S TOO EXPENSIVE — OUR ECONOMY WILL SUFFER

This kind of response can aternaely send an environmentalist into a frenzy or a stupor. To
environmentalistsit can seem like the Titanic is heading toward the iceberg and the accounting
departmentisstill tellingthe captain‘ full steam ahead’ becauseit’ s concerned about an arrival-time
bonus. What good will these be at the bottom of the ocean? Clearly they haven't been on deck
recently. To step out of the analogy... unfortunatdy it’s not clear to some that even if it were
expensive, it is samething we have to do.

The good newsfor environmentalists stunned by such a seemingly warped perspective is that even
if you wereto adopt the economic viewpoint you would not conclude ruin. That is, the predictions
of economic goom and doom are not borne out by economic studies.

Assumptions, ranging from the philosophical to the practical, are essential to understanding any
economic forecast. So what are the different forecasts and what are thar assumptions?

Albertapremier RaphKlein at one pant early on said that Kyoto ratificationwould cost Canada a
trillion dollars. He now often quotes $40 billion ayear because astudy by his government put the
cost of Kyoto somewhere between $23-$40 billion for Canada. To give you a feel for just how
extreme or ‘worst-case scenario’ the assumptions of thisreport are, it assumesthat Canadawas the
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only country inthe world that took action to reduce emissions! Thisisand indeed could never be
the case in reality as Kyoto can only be brought into force when a minimum of 55 ocountries,
comprising 55% of 1990 emissions, ratify it. Asit stands, over 70 countries have already ratified,
including all the European Union countries and Japan. AsRussiaplansto ratify within the year, the
‘55% of emissions’' criteriawill be met and so the protocol will soon enter into force.

Similar studies by groupsin the US influenced Bush to claim that Kyoto would be to expensivefor
Americans. One such study was put out by the Wharton Econometrics Forecasting Associates
(WEFA). It prediced that US gross domestic product (GDP) would decline by 3.2% by the year
2010. WEFA's results arise from such dubious assumptions as: 1) renewable energy will be 27%
slower to provide energy neededto fill the gap left from cutting fossil fuel combustion than it was
when fossil fuel pricesrose during the post-oil-embargo period 1973-1985, and 2) energy efficiency
measures will also beimplemented 43% slower than during the 1973-1985 period. Thisisall the
more unreasonable considering the US had a decade to prepare for the final goals of the Kyoto
Protocol, instead of being surprised by an OPEC-generaed oil shock.

The federal government has released, upon lengthy consultation with all sectors of the Canadian
economy, the most likely range as being between -1.7% and +0.4% on ten years growth. That is,
they think that under Kyoto we could do as badly as 29.3% growth instead of 31% in the next ten
years or as well as 31.4%instead of 31%in the next ten years.

How about foreign predictions for Canada? Well, amongst many similar results, a Japanese study
estimates a 0.3%loss on 10 years, and a Dutch study -0.02%.

Internationd Comparison of GDP Impacts (Pre-Bonn/Marrakech)

Model SGM ABARE-GTEM MS-MRT POLES
Country No Trading | Trading | No Trading | Trading | NoTrading | Trading | NoTrading | Trading
us -0.4% -0.2% -1.8% -0.8% -1.1% -0.2% -0.36% -0.14%
Japan -2.2% -0.3% -1.0% -0.2% -0.7% 0.0% -0.31% -0.05%
Western Europe -0.8% -0.4% -0.8% -0.1% -0.3% 0.0% -0.12% -0.06%
Canada -1.9% -0.2% -1.0% -0.3% -25% -0.4% -0.15% -0.07%

A range of impad estimates on ten years of growth under different economic models that was done before meetingsin
Bonn and Marrakech which established the international carbon permit trading rules for the Kyoto protocol (Source:
Environment Minister David Anderson speech “Costs of Kyoto- What weKnow” given prior to the official government
estimate mentioned above).

To put thisin another perspective, suppose the acdual economic cost of Kyoto is over twice asbad
asthe federal government's worst-case scenario, and our GDP is reduced 4 percent by 2012 (about
$50 billion). Thisperfectly compares to what happened inthe 1990s whenthe federal government
cuts reduced our GDP by at |east 4 percent between 1995 and 1997. Apparently when it comes to
slowing growth for fiscal prudencesome deify the likes of Paul Martin .... but possibly slow growth
even half as much for the sakeof a more hospitableplanet? That would be economic suicide!
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What’ s even more amazing about these studies isthat they do not account for: 1) the human health
benefits, 2) the benefits of government and consumer investment in new technology and
infrastructure, and 3) the mourting costs of dimate change itself. The health benefits are
conservatively estimated in the multiple hundreds of millions, hig-ticket investments in
environmental infrastructureand technol ogy have powered alasting economic expansion in earlier
times in the investment in railways (1850s), automotive infrastructure (1950s), and computers
(1990s) and the costs of climatechange havebeen estimated by insurance companiesto equal to the
entireworld’ sGDP by 2065! With thesefactorsin mindanumber of studies (seeaTellusInstitute study
and a study in Nature for example) show Kyoto as bringing about anet benefit.

Finally, it should be pointed out that in the past, large-scaleenvironmental interventions proved to
be significantly cheaper thanexpected. Forexample, the cost of reducing SO, continuesto be lower
than anticipated since the Clean Air Act Amendmentswere enacted to reduce add rain. The cost of
compliance was initially estimated at US$400/ton to US$1000'ton; however, during 2000, SO,
allowances ranged in pricefrom US$130/ton to US$155/ton. Inco now earnsabout $190 million
more a year because legislation forced management to sit downwith engineers and figure out how
to mine nickel without emitting as muchpollution. Asisawaysthe case, they found that doingso
made their processing more efficient and therefore more profitable.

As Sierra Club of Canada member Guy Dauncey says in his book ‘ Stormy Weather: 101 Solutions
to Globa Climate Change': “WE WANT TO REPEAT THIS OVER AND OVER AGAIN: REDUCING
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IS GOING TO BE EXCITING, PROFITABLE AND CREATE A MORE
SUSTAINABLE WORLD. THE FOSSIL FUEL COMPANIES ARE JUST WHINING AND DISTORTING THE
EVIDENCE, AS THEY TRY TO PROTECT THEIR TURF.”

CANADIANSAREN’T WILLING TO ADAPT THEIR LIFESTYLE/THE CHANGES WILLBE REALLY HARD

Theword *hard’ hasdifferent meaningsto different people of course. What most people mean when
they say thisis that changes will either be too expensive or demand a lot of personal sacrifice in
terms of convenience and labour.

One of the remarkable stories showing how painless change can be isthe story of the municipal
government of Toronto. The city government of Toronto established the‘ Toronto Atmospheric
Fund' to deal withissuesof smog and climate change. Since1991 thisgroup hasreduced municipal
government emissonsby 60% — over 10 timeswhat Kyato requires of Canada — while saving the
Toronto taxpayer money ($2.7 million/year). How did they do this? Amongst other things, they
retrofitted their buil dingsto make them more energy efficient, they replaced lightswithmore energy
efficient bulbs and they tapped into thar landfill sites to capture methane (a potent greenhouse gas)
that they in tum used to genaate electridty. Similar stories of reductions achieved with profit by
many intemational companies are listed below in Myth 6.

Some changes don’t take alot of efforton the part of people—they can more or less hgppen with the
stroke of a pen. The establishment and enforcement of reasonable and balanced regulations to
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maintain and improve energy efficiency improvementsfor buildings, motors and technology of al
kinds can go along way towards fighting climate change. While intervening legislation most often
provokes extreme reactions from industry, as mentioned above the pattern is that they ultimately
adjust and actually increase their profitsunder the new rules and the consumer doesn’ t suffer either.
This classic pattern is playing itself outin California & present over the new legislation to restrict
greenhouse gases coming out of vehicle exhaust pipes. Industry — as it did with fuel efficiency
standards, catalytic converters, seatbelts, leaded gasoline, etc — is expounding on how much the
Californian consumer will suffer. Carswill haveto besmaller, less safeand less powerful it decries.
US university engineering contests however, sponsored by the big three US automakers, have
already shown that tailpipe greenhouse gas emissions can be reduced by 50% from large SUV's
without any change to the size or power of the vehicle.

Governments changing their behaviour and the rules is one thing, but what about the individual
Canadian? Many of us know of someone who finally decided to buy the solar panels, or commute
by bike or get that ges-
electric hybrid ca, or

\ Most Alberta households willing to pay $500 hang up that old
”or more to implement Kyoto clothesline, but how much
“Would you be willing to pay ... to implement the Kyoto Protocol?” iS the a/ef@e Cana:" an

really ready to spend or
change? Oneanswer isto
look at recyclingprograms
across the country.
Nobody dared imagine
how diligently Canadians
would sort and save their
recyclabes. Infact, many
thought recycling would
never work as well as it
hasin Canada. Recycling
Nothing [N 5% is one example showing
v ) gt 2 that once Canadians are
Base: All respondents (n=1000) IpsosfReid . .
given the right
information, realize the importance of change, and are given a programwith simple yet effective
behaviour they are willing to change.

More than $2500 per year

Between $1000 and $2500 per year

Between $500 and $1000 per year

Between $100 and $500 per year

Between $50 and $100 per year 5%

$ 50 or less per year 3%

Another answer can be seen in arecent poll of Albertans by IpsosReid. Thepoll asked Albertans
if they supparted the Kyoto Protocol and72% said ‘ yes'. The poll dso asked how much respondents
would be willing to pay to implement the protocol. Their response, depicted below, might surprise
many readers. Thegood newsforAlbertansisthat it’ svery unlikely theywill haveto pay this much.

Source: Ipsos-Reid.
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In terms of difficulty of change, debates often centre around the false dichotomy of technol ogical
versus behavioura soutions. Clearly both can help. Perfectly spacious and aesthetically pleasing
homes that require little to no energy can and have been built to name one of seemingly endless
examples. And many behavioural changes can dso have a significant impact. Buyingyour food
from local sourceswill prevent lots of emissionsinvolved in the transport of your food (the average
meal on a Canadianplate hastravdled thousandsof kilometres). Decidingto have conference calls
as much as possible instead of a meeting in ancther city will save loads of time, money and
emissionsof travel. Deciding to takethe train instead of a planefor atrip of 500km or less will not
be more time consuming but will be better for the planet. One third of Canadian car trips are less
than 2 km — a distance easily walked or biked. The list goeson. The bottom line suffering and
hardship are not inevitable here.

MYTH 3: (HUNDREDS OF) THOUSANDS OF CANADIAN JOBS WILL BE LOST

It can often be mind-numbing to hear certain industry groups act concerned about their projections
of job-loss when their track record, particularly since the eighties, dearly shows that they will
dispense of employees the instant they are able to do so. This concern for job losses by the Kyoto
criticsis particularly vexing when during the last decade of massive produdion increasesin the ail
and gas sector, more than 80,000 Canadian jobs were lost in this sector. What’'s even more
incredibleis the public response Why Canadians passively accept tens of thousands of job losses
each year in the name of profit, yet passionately decry comparatively minor job lossin the name of
aliveable planet blows the mind.

Like the economic growth projections, however, the good news isthat projections of employment
doom are horribly exaggerated.

Remarkably, and i rresponsibly, the Alberta government study on Kyoto predicts 450 thousand jobs
lost as aresult of ratification. Again, assumpti onsare critical to i nter preting this stati stic. Namely,
thisstudy onlylooksat job losseswhiletotallyignoring thesignificant jobs created in industries that
will flourish unde Kyoto such as the renewabl e energy and energy efficiency sectors.

In fact, investments in energy efficiency produce four times as many jobs as investments in new
energy. The American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy has estimated that an annual
investment of $46 billion over the 1992 to 2010 period would have resulted in a 24% reduction in
carbon emissionsand generated 1.1 million new US jobs by 2010.

Transitions can also be properly managed to minimize job loss and transfer strains. The Canadian
Centrefor Policy Alternatives has offered atransitional planfor energy workersthat would seeanet
gainin national employment by 2010 under Kyoto, especially if electric utilities begin to incorporate
more renewabl e sources of energy.

Another angle on this has been offered by some, including Environment Minister David Anderson.

-5-

Myths of the Kyoto Protocol


http://www.thebet.ca
http://www.davidsuzuki.org/files/horning_full.pdf
http://www.aceee.org/
http://www.policyalternatives.ca/

In the event

that the
Two Ways to Measure Greenhouse Gases €conomy grows
INTENSITY Favored by the Bush administraticn, this ACTUAL EMISSIONS Many climale scientists say slightly less
is the amount of pollutants per millian dollars of this is the best measure: How much carbon dioxide H
G.0R Even when emissions increase, this rate can iz released into the atmosphere, The amount has than it WOU' d
decreases. tripled since the 1930%s. have 0therW|se
Muetric tons of U.S. pollutants per $1 million of G.OR. Billions of tons of LS, carbon dioxide in the next
o 18 decade, the
500 BUSH POLIEY, associated job
2002 1o 2012 1.8 | Id
. Intensity declines, 0sses  wou
e even though 0.52 billon tons 1.48 billion tons be ‘future’ job
RMISSIONS ang a9 ) o - il J
o Spected o ries. losses. Thatis,
00 o at worst, a
relatively small
200 .
I A o number of jobs
100 might not be
) . created in the
1930 'a0 S0 50 Tl B0 20 2000 12 1830 40 ‘80 Rinl [it] Bl kL] future People
Sowrcos: Lows E. GEbavt, Colsmii EATy NSWune; the Whits Houso WOU| d not be
losing their
present jobs.

More generally, however, the more sustai nable the practicethe more jobs are created. With oil, the
jobs are mostly in the digging and setup and most disappear afterwards. With wind and other
renewables, the jobs are mare consistent and long-term.  Similarly for sustainable agriculture
foredtry, tourism, the fisheries and so on. Thus, to the extent that the Kyoto Protocol fosters
sustainability it will foster jab creation.

Myth 4: ALTERNATIVE PLANS ARE MORE REASONABLE FOR NORTH AMERICA

After Bushrejected theKyoto Protoool on the groundsthat it wastooexpensivefor theUS, he came

out with an aternate ‘plan for his nation. Unfortunately the*plan’ is window dressing for doing
nothing. Here swhy:

Instead of reducingoverall absolute emission levels, as sdentists say is required, Bush proposes to
reduce emissions relative to growth as measured in GDP units. Thisis a called areduction in
greenhouse gas ‘intensity’. Bush wants to see a reduction in greenhouse gas intensity of 18% by
2012 not an overall reduction of 18%. That is, under Bush’s plan emissions go up.

Historicaly, economic growth wastied to fossil fuel use (build afactory ->need more coa -> more
emissionsresult), but through the majority of the 1900s this has becomeincreasinglylessso. Infact,
the greenhouse gas intensity has been going down, on its own, for anumber of decades. We huild
our factories, buildings, and machines more efficiently on average now andthus emit lessemissions
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per unit of economic growth. Butoverall we still emit more emissions because our economy has
grown at an evenfaster rate* . Recently, greenhousegasintensity hasbeen steadily declining atabout
1.5t0 2% per year. Multiplythisby 10 years and you have ... Bush' starget. He’s literally taking
credit for what will happen on its own regardless. It's not surprising then, that Bush’s main
mechanism for this to occur is voluntary action —which higorically never works.

Oneproblem isthat this can sound reasonable onthe surface. Somesay, “We'vegot to grow, right?
Isn’'t getting more efficient enough?” Well, firstly, he’s not even speeding up efficiency
improvement rates and secondly, the present rateisjust not acceptable. We need absolute levelsto
go down by over 60% as soon as possi bleto minimizeand avoid the dangers of climate change (see
Myth 8). Growth and emission reduction are compatible (see Myth 6 also).

Albertais proposing asimilar plan involvingintensity. In addition, it wants to seeemissions from
homes and buildings to go down but not those from oil refineries. For more on the Alberta plan,
please see apiece by Sierra Club of Canada’ s John Bemett.

Alternateplans also miss out on thebenefits of gobal cooperation. The Kyoto mechanismsinclude
creditsthat will providebenefitsto participatingnations. Should weratify,our Canadianfirmscould
offer their productsor develop their factories & home and around the world at cheaper prices and
thus gain a competitive advantage over US firms(see Myth 5).

* Take transport forexample. Until the inception of the SUV our vehicleswere getting more fuel efficient. Our air was
is still getting more polluted how ever because we'd put so many more vehicles on the road.

MYTH 5: IT WILL HURT CANADIAN ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS BECAUSE WE TRADE SOMUCH
WITH THE US.

In their discussions with the federal government, this line is a favourite of some energy intensive
industry groups. They argue that abiding by the protocol will place an unfair burden on Canadian
companies that are already in tough competition with US companies. Their profits would
presumably suffer if they have to pay to adjust their factories to emit lessgreenhouse gases.

Thisiswrong on somany levdsit’s hard to know wheretostart. Asis elaborated uponin Myth 6
and mentioned above in the related case of Inco, reducing emissions, even for petrochemical
companies, mears an increase in profits and subsequently competitiveness

There’ salso animportant consideration when talking about competitiveness. Energy use hasshown
an historical pattern or direction. We started by burning solid wood. Then we moved to crumbly
old coal. Followed by liquid oil and then to more use of natural gas. Along this path, a chemist
would note that we were not only moving from sdid through liquid to gas but we were also
increasing the hydrogen content of the molecules we used for energy. The pattern over time thus
pointsin adirection: we' re moving towards a gaseous, hydrogen-carried energy system. Generate
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the hydrogen through the powe of renewable energy and we have a good shot at energy
sustainability. Gear your policy off oil and towards this foreseeable state and you will be at a
competitive advantage when it arrives. Kyoto policies will facilitate the transition by giving us
advantages along the way there. In other words, since weknow the direction, we should beracing
there to be competitive leadersanyway. Ratifying Kyoto will only help us get there more essily.

How would Kyoto facilitate change? One way isthe permit trading system. Companiestha devise
ways to reduce their emissions will earn credits that they can in turn sell to companies tha have
surpassed emission limits. The later companiesare forced to buy thecredits. It'sbasically atidy
punishment/reward system tha not only encouragesinnovation but also more justly shifts expenses
to excessively polluting companies. The permit trading market has been estimated at $400 billion.

Another thing to noteisthat the US, despite its federal administration, isfar from static in making
greenhouse gas technological and policy advances. While it’s sometimes tempting for Canadians
to take the higher ground on the climate change front because we are till talking about possibly
ratifying Kyoto, onthe state, municipal and corporate leves, the USisactually doing more about
it. It could well bethat Canada needsto raify justto catch up competitively. The good newsisthat
Canada is well poised to do so. We have the acknowledged leader in hydrogen fuel cdls in
Vancouver’sBallard Power and our renewable energy baseis amongst the best in the world.

Toreinforcethefact that Kyotowill bring about innovation and subsequent competitive advantages,
thereader isinvited to visit somelinks: BBC article, CANet/Pembinal nstitute study, David Suzuki
Foundation study.

For amore intricate competitiveness argument one can also see Myth 10.

Myth 6: INDUSTRY IS AGAINST RATIFYING KYOTO

In the media and possibly even in thislist, Canadian industrial sectors are often lumped together.
“Industry groups don’t want this...” or “Industry groupsdon’t want that...”. Itisof coursetrue that
some industry groups are against ratifying the accord. Vehemently so.

However, there are anumber of indugry groupsthat are pro-ratification world-wide. Onegroup, E-
mission 55, hasa Canadian branch which aready lists over 400 of Canada’ stop companies. Similar
groupsexist inthe US.

Interesti ngly, a recent poll done by the National Post and COMPAS shows that 57% of Canadian
CEOsfelt that ratification could bedoneat little to no cost to the Canadian economy while 13% had
no opinion and 29% were against ratification. Thisis essentially the same result as a poll done 4
years ago by COMPAS in Canada where 60% of CEOs felt that Kyoto would not disrupt the
economy.
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Of course someindustries can be expected tobe pro-Kyoto given the nature of their enterprises. But
thelist of supportersmight surprisesome. Includedinthelist aemulti-nationd oil giantsand major
manufacturers

BP pledged to cut greenhouse emissions 10 percent below 1990 levdsby 2010. It met thetarget last
October — eight years ahead of schedule and all whileits profits rose. Royal Dutch/Shell promised
in 2000 to cut emissions 25 percent by 2002, and has already overshot its goal. Kodak has pledged
to cut CO, emissions from its power plants 20 percent by 2004. DuPont has pledged to reduce its
greenhouse emissions 65 percent from 1990 levds by 2010. Between 1990 and 2000, L 'Oredl, the
world'slargest cosmeticsmanufacturer, increased production by 60 percent but decreased greenhouse
emissionshby 44 percent. Whilewedon’t want to be seen asendorsing these companiesinaholistic
way, we ae pleased to see their progress in reducing emissions.

Multinational companies are also removing their funding of global warming sceptic organizations
paid to generate misinformation and doubt about the science.

"The fact isthat aimost any company in America could find away to meet Kyato regulations with
afour- tofive-year payback, meaningthat withinfour to fiveyears, their efficiency upgrades will
have paid for themselves in energy savings. After that, those savings start becoming profits."

— Joe Romm. Mr. Romm served as assistant secretary of energy efficiency and renewable energy under
President Clinton is nore recertly the founder of www.coolmmpaniesorg, which tracks info on climate-friendly

corporations, and is director of theCenter for Energy & Climate Solutions (Source: Grist Magazine, ' In Good Company
Cutting emissions to raise profits’ by Amanda Griscom).

Myth 7: VERY FEW LIBERALS ACTUALLY WANT TO SEE KYOTO RATIFIED

Thereigning Liberal party has been going through arough ride of lae. PrimeMinister Chrétien’s
age and his public battleswith Paul Martin have set off an unofficial leadership race. While stepping
out in favour of ratifying the Kyoto Protocol would be popular with the Canadian people, it might
generate enemies in key industrial sectors. This could soon change however. A recent ‘uprising’
of sorts has taken place amongd Liberal backbenchers. Spearheaded by the same graup of
backbenchersthat helped improve the Species At Risk Act, aletter has been ciraulating amongst the
Liberal caucus members. The letter, will ultimately be sent to thePrime Minister, iscalling for the
ratification of Kyoto by the end of thisyear. A majority of the caucus has signed the letter. As
theparty headsinto an official internal leadershipracein early 2003, this could well force leadership
candidates to assert a more firm position on rdification.

-9-

Myths of the Kyoto Protocol


http://www.bp.com/environ_social/environment/index.asp
http://www.shell.com/home/Framework?siteId=royal-en&FC1=&FC2=%2FLeftHandNav%3FLeftNavState%3D1%2C1&FC3=%2Froyal-en%2Fhtml%2Fiwgen%2FAbout%2Four_performance%2Fenvironmental_performance.html&FC4=%2Froyal-en%2Fhtml%2Fiwgen%2Fimpulse_sgbp_barriquitas.html&FC
http://www.kodak.com/country/US/en/corp/environment/00CorpEnviroRpt/HSEgoals.shtml
http://www.dupont.ca/English/news/Speeches/NRTEE_Seminar%20on%20Domestic%20Emission%20Trading.html
http://www.loreal.com/us/group/index.asp?environment/environment.asp
http://www.csmonitor.com/durable/2000/01/24/text/p2s1.html?rl
http://www.gristmagazine.com/powers/powers073102.asp 
http://www.gristmagazine.com/powers/powers073102.asp 

Myth 8: IT DOESN’T REALLY DO ANYTHING TO STOP GLOBAL WARMING AND THE TARGETS ARE
ARBITRARY

TheKyoto Protocol requires Canadato reduceitsoverall emissionsby 6%below 19901evels. Since
1990, Canada’ semissions have gone up nearly 14%. Our target istherefore about 20%fromtoday’s
levels.

(Graphic below) Source: GRID (Global Resource Information Dat abase of the United Nations Envi ronment Program in Arendal, Norway)

The only sensein whichthe 6% below 1990 can be considered *arbitrary’ isinthe sensethat iz is 10
times less than what scientists feel we need to avoid the dangers of climate change. Only a
scenario including rapid change in economic strudures, in the very near future toward a service
and information economy, with reductions in material intensty and theintroduction of clean and
resource-efficient
technol ogies emphasising
global and local solutions
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750 .
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Actual and projected emissions of six greenhouse gases (CO2, CHY, N20, HFCs, PFCs, SFE) A n anal OgOUS agummt IS
Sources: Actual emissions UNFCCCISBI2000M1 Table B . Projected emissions UNFCCCH 995/&dd 2 Takle C6. Often mwe by S’nOkerS

“What' sthe usein
quitting? I’mtoo far gone
now, it won't avoid the
cancer...”. Unlikethe individual smoker, however, this advocation for inaction will bringus all
down. Asseenin Myth 2 and 6, significant emission redudions can happen quite quickly.
There’ s no point in giving up.

The protocol has always been intended as a first step towards greater emission targets. To
reintroduce the Titanic analogy, point theboat in a slightly different direction now and we will
eventually be going towards a very different dedination indeed. Hopefully one that will avoid
the iceberg.

-10 -

Myths of the Kyoto Protocol


http://www.grida.no/db/maps/collection/climate6/canada.htm
http://www.ipcc.ch/

Myth 9: DiSCUSSIONS IN CANADA ARE GOING ON IN SECRET

Recently, Alliance party environment critic, Bob Mills, wrote alament in the Ottawa Citizen
about federal government discussions with groups and companies who would be potentially
affected by Kyoto. Hedeplored the fact that the discussions were taking place in the absence of
media coverage and general public access.

In fact, the federal government has made a significant effort to generate discussion and
consultation on all related issuesto the protocol. The federd government established the Climate
Change Secretariat after the conference in Kyoto. Upon lengthy study, it came up with four
potential strategies or optionsunder which Canada could mest its targets set out under the
protocol. To discuss the four gptions, their strengths, weaknesses and potentid costs, it hosted a
series of stakeholder sessionswith highly informed and highly implicated parties. 1t was decided
and agreed upon that these sessions would take place without media and access by thegeneral
public as they would be followed up by general public discussionsin thefall of 2002.

Nonetheless, a summary of the sessionsis posted on the internet. Thewritten views of the
stakeholders are also posted on this site including one by the Sierra Y outh Coalition.

This unfounded concern over “Ottawa’ taking sudden decisions without consulting the rest of the
country often surfaces in order to play on regional political predispositions so as to distract
audiences from the real issues at hand. That is, instead of dealing with the issues raised by global
climate change and the Kyoto Protocol by the federal government, it cen be useful for antagonists
of the accordto play on some peopl€e sgeneral resentment of Ottawa. Put another way, if you
don’t like the message, shoot the messenger and hope you get credit for doing so in some circles.

Myth 10: IT WILL ACTUALLY HURT THE ENVIRONMENT

One somewhat intricate argument against Kyoto has been put forward by the Canadian
Association of Peroleum Producers. Basically, they say that the Kyoto standards would be so
demanding that they would be forced toraise the price of oil and tha the US, which isin no
hurry to use less oil, would react by turning to Venezuela or the like for oil whererefineries are
less efficient and more polluting. The net result, they say, is an increase in gobal emissions as
these messier refineries increased their output and our cleaner refineries decreased ours. Given
that we are amajor exporter of oil to the US (about 17% of US oil comesfrom Canadacompared to
about 15% from Saudi Arabia), if we wereto reduce emissions associated with the produdion of
oil in our own fashion instead of in the overly exigent Kyoto fashion we insure that theUS
doesn’t run to other, less clean sources of petroleum from non-participating nations. In other
words, the only way we can keep the warld cleaner and cooler is by selling our oil.

There are several things to consider in response. As mentioned in Myth 6, major oil companies
have already reduced their emissions while profits and production have gone up. This actually
favours Kyoto because, ater an initial refurbishment of refineries, Canadian companies would
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benefit from agreater competitive advantage over non-compliant oil-producing nations That is,
at best their argument is true only in the very short term.

But it might not even be so in the short term. Canada also offers a much safer and politicdly
stable source of oil to a nation preoccupied with terrorism. Moreover, Canada’s oil is pumped
through pipelines directly to the US. Ontop of the political complications, greater oil from other
nations often means the increased expense, timeand precariousness of more shipping by sea.
Minor and temporary price hikes, should they even occur, might prove inconsequential compared
to stability and convenience.

A greater pant is also being overlooked in this line of argumentation. They are gossing over the
point that profit from oil incressingly comes at such soaal, political and environmental expense
to therest of usthat it’sjust nat worth it anymore. This argument perfectly parallds those made
by proponents of extreme trade liberalization. Atits core, the argument is sayingthat there are
only two possible options. It'sarock or a hard place. You either lower your gandards or
we/others will take our/their money elsewhere and there s no other way you can make this kind
of money. It’s continue suffering or things will be worse.

Well wealth at this priceisno wealth at all. Besides, we think there are lots of other ways we
will do just finethank you very much. Let’s bring on energy efficiency, let’s bring on renewable
energy, let’ s bring on new design and planning, and all the economic, social and health benefits
thiswill bring. Let’s bring on the Kyoto Protocol.
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