
The Kinder Morgan expansion of the Trans Mountain Pipeline – Why NL should care

Everybody is talking about the Kinder Morgan expansion of the Trans Mountain pipeline, but it seems 
so far away on the other side of the country. 
Why should NL care? Here is why:

1. It is your money the Federal Government is thinking of spending
2. It is your money that has to pay for climate change

Background: Kinder Morgan is planning to triple the capacity of the existing Trans Mountain pipeline 
from Alberta to BC in order to move more oil from the tar sands to markets. The expansion would add 
the annual carbon equivalent of 2.7 million cars to the atmosphere and would increase tanker traffic in 
Vancouver harbour seven-fold.
After fierce opposition from BC and many indigenous groups Kinder Morgan has suspended all 
unnecessary expenses on the project, because investors want more assurances that the pipeline 
expansion will actually go ahead. 
The federal government and the government of Alberta have both indicated that they are contemplating
the idea of investing money to de-risk the project for investors.
In the meantime the world is moving to a low carbon economy in light of the Paris agreement to keep a
global temperature rise to a maximum of 2 degrees. Several countries like Germany, France and others 
have actually declared to ban gasoline engines in new vehicles by 2040. 

The two arguments really go hand in hand. The Trudeau government is insisting that the pipeline 
expansion is in the national interest and would generate billions of dollars of additional revenue. Those 
projections are being questioned by Jeff Rubin in his latest report. Jeff is a CIGI senior fellow, a 
Canadian economist and bestselling author and a world-leading energy expert and former chief 
economist and chief strategist at CIBC World Markets. He argues that those projections “are not 
corroborated by either past or future market conditions” and that “recent international commitments 

to reduce global carbon emissions over the next three decades will significantly reduce the size of 
future oil markets.” In other words, as countries like Germany or France ban the production of new 
gasoline vehicles and other countries decarbonize their economies to meet the Paris Climate Accord the
demand for oil will decrease.
But even if there is money to be made MacLeans outlines quite clearly in this article why it's a bad idea
for government to invest your money in this project. There is an additional projected 6.3 billion to 
spend on the project during a time when the feds have already spend four times their anticipated deficit.
And MacLeans calls the likelihood for government to stay on budget “slight”. This cost would of 
course offset the projected revenue. And caving to the pressure of a threat to pull out of a project is 
setting a dangerous precedent for future mega projects to be propped up by taxpayer money as 
companies learn to blackmail governments with the threat to pull out. 

http://www.macleans.ca/opinion/nationalizing-kinder-morgans-trans-mountain-pipeline-is-a-terrible-idea/
https://www.cigionline.org/sites/default/files/documents/PB%20no115web.pdf


But what if the pipeline expansion is going ahead without government bail out money? There is the 
cost of climate change to consider. 
The National Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy is projecting that the cost to Canadian 
taxpayers due to climate change will be $5 billion per year by 2020 and $21 billion to $42 billion per 
year by 2050 depending if it is a low climate change or high climate change scenario. 
So the difference between a low and a high climate change scenario is $21billion dollars each year.

So we should ask our political leaders some hard questions.
1. How much money will an increase in oil and gas production actually generate when offset by 

the cost of the resulting climate change impacts?
2. Why would we want to invest several billion dollars that increase our national deficit into a 

highly contentious project when the world's economies seem to be moving towards a low 
carbon economy? 

3. How can we prevent other companies in the future from accessing taxpayer's money using the 
threat to pull out?

We think these are valid concerns and we would encourage you to ask your federal representative to 
provide the answers to these questions.


