Minister Peter Kent on Power & Politics w/ Evan Solomon, Jan 6, 2011. 

· ES: some ppl have said you’ll be a spokesperson for the status quo, that there’ll be no movement on this file. What’s your rxn?
· “Are people saying that? Are people really saying that?” [ES: they really are. Will we see changes?] “Well, I’d say watch me and watch the department and watch the government.” [ES: what do you mean by that?] “Well, the proof will be in the pudding. We’ll continue, obviously, we’ve… of the issues you mentioned, they are all being addressed. They will… all be part of the… action plan for this coming year. Let’s start at the top of your list.”
· ES: reducing GHGs. Target is 17% below 2005 by 2020. People have asked, “is there an actual detailed plan to get those?”
· “Absolutely.”
· ES: “will we see that detailed plan?”
· “Well, it’s a multi-dimensional plan. Some parts of that plan were announced last year. We’re addressing, for example, the biggest single segment of Canadian greenhouse gas emissions, is in the transportation sector. New regulations were announced by Minister Baird, by Jim last year, for cars and light trucks. I’ll be announcing very shortly new regulations for heavy trucks. In the fall new regulations were announced regarding ethanol in gasoline – minimum amounts of ethanol in gasoline, gasoline nationally. And very shortly I’ll be making an announcement – “
· ES: can you give us any details? For example, with heavy trucks?
· “Well I can… no… these regulations are being finalized now and they’ll come in, but they will be harmonized with American heavy vehicle regulations. With regards to aviation, rail and marine emissions, that’s a matter for the ministry of transport. I will be announcing in the near future regulations for carbon-fired electrical power generating stations and either their conversion to natural gas – “
· ES: coal-fired?
· “Coal-fired, all coal-fired. And they will have a choice in meeting these regulations of converting to natural gas or to carbon capture sequestration. So that’s in the pipe, it’s coming down. That had all started. – “
· ES: talking about harmonizing. Long-standing policy. [Kent nods and says “yes”] We know that on fed level, the CC plan may not be going forward – 
· “Our federal level or the American?”
· ES: The Americans
· “Well, there are issues.”
· ES: Obama’s moving ahead with the EPA. They’re moving ahead on industrial, refineries, maybe O&G, etc. Will you bring down tough GHG standards on refineries, manufacturing and the O&G sector?
· “Well we’re working through the transportation sector, as I said. The largest greenhouse gas emission segment in Canada. The second is the industrial sector, and we’ve started with coal-fired electrical generating stations. We’ll move on to the other large emitters in short order.”
· ES: you will. So you will move over – 
· “Well that’s the logical… we are committed to hit our 20% reduction, or 17% reduction by 2020. And the good news is, and I can tell you this today, and this is the product of my briefings, my first week in the department: we’ve already achieved almost a quarter of that 17% reduction. We are on course to hitting our targets by 2020.”
· ES: part of that was the recession, and now we have growth again. The fastest growing – 
· “Part of it. And also industrial reduction. There’s not a lot of coverage that technology improvement, for example in the oilsands, which I believe have had a bad rap in recent years.”
· ES: but the OS are the fastest growing source of GHGs in North America, one of the fastest in the world, and they are fastest growing in the country – 
· “But the greenhouse gases that are emitted to produce a barrel of oil from the oilsands have been reduced in the last 20 years 39%. So technology is… I mean, there are many factors working on this.” 
· ES: but production has grown exponentially. You said something interesting. The next logical step to greenhouse gases -
· “other large emitters”
· ES: “so are you saying that there will be regulation on the oil and gas sector in terms of greenhouse gas emissions and that’s being planned right now?”
· Well, I’ll take that to Cabinet, absolutely. I mean, it is a logical progression. With regards, you mentioned the EPA plans… the Obama Administration’s intention to use EPA regulation. We will not follow their course. The American and Canadian large emitters, both in coal-fired power generating and other large emitters are – we have a very different situation here. But we’re going for the same - 
· ES: but why not harmonize on the large emitters if – 
· “Well we are harmonizing in terms of the outcome. We will reach the same outcome.” 
· ES: but why not use same regulatory powers?
· “Because… the two situations are entirely different. We have a… Canada is blessed with a much smaller, in terms of the electrical power generation, we have a much smaller coal-fired power generation, generating sector than the United States do. The American coal-fired sector is huge.”
· ES: well we have a big one in Ontario, but we also – 
· “Nanticoke is very large. But again, we have a very different… energy…”
· ES: We have an energy profile that’s different. 
· “Very different.”
· ES: according to Wikileaks, Min Prentice would step in and regulate oilsands, oil and gas in response to international criticism, specifically in terms of GHG emissions. Do you agree with that and would you do that?
· “Well, we are. Well, we’re stepping in with regards to – there are regulations, there will be regulations. Certainly in terms of water monitoring, Jim Prentice commissioned the panel, John Baird announced the recommendations of the panel. We are complying. We’re in that 90-day period now, and I will move forward and we will… take action on the composition of the panel, that is, that the scientific community recommends to us.”

· ES: I asked John Baird about that, and after 90 days, if indeed we find out there are recommendations, but we don’t know what the implementation phase is, so let’s first discuss that — how quickly will those changes be implemented?
· Kent: As quickly as possible. And we’re anticipating, I mean we anticipate the recommendations were basically, monitoring has been done. And it’s not that the individual monitoring stations were wrong or faulty or inadequate, there’s been no coordination. 

· ES: Although Minister Baird, he told me that they were going to establish a world class monitoring system — as if there needs to be a new one. 
· Kent: We need coordination. We need all these results. We need baseline data, we need to be able to make comparisons….The reason we have that monitoring there is to be sure that none of the tailing ponds are fouling the waters of the Athabasca River. So far there’s no scientific evidence that that’s taking place. There are natural bitumen drainages, seepages into the river. And always have been.

· ES: That is true, although there are lots of reports, I think of David Schindler, a well-regarded professor, who says in fact there are leakages from tailing ponds… 
· Kent: He’s wrong. With that regard, there’s absolutely no scientific evidence of seepage from a tailing pond into the river.

· ES: So…you’re suggesting it all from natural leakages from the bitumen that’s already there? 
· Kent: well we don’t know, because we don’t have the coordination of these reports to prove that — that is the scientific assumption without the World Class monitoring system, but when this system is in, this is a precautionary system. This is a system to ensure that there aren’t seepages. 

· ES: But if we don’t know the answer, and I asked this to Minister Baird…
· Kent: That’s why we’re setting it up. 

· ES: Right, but in the meantime, since you don’t know, clearly, the full effects, we don’t know and when I read the data, it was ‘we’re not sure if we’re getting the right data, we don’t know what’s going into the Athabascan water systems, the question is would you put a moratorium on development or new development in the oilsands until you have the proper monitoring systems?  
· Kent: no, because…permits are issued for new developments. This 90 day period, and we have the development of the world class monitoring system, it’s not going to take forever, this is a matter of coordination. But I can say clearly again, my scientists tell me there is no scientific evidence of any leakage from any of the tailing ponds into the Athabasca river. 

· ES: But obviously we don’t know for sure
· Kent: That’s why we’re setting up the system. But also for future possibilities. 

· ES: Right, but as you’re the environment minister, if you don’t have 100% confidence that the data you’re getting about the impact of development on the environment, if you don’t have confidence in the data, which is why you’re setting up the system — would you consider stopping development until you know the full effect of it, before you decide that more permits should be issued?
· Kent: We’ll wait until we get the full report at the end of this 90 day period for the recommendations, and what that report entails. But at the moment there’s absolutely no justification, no imminent threat that would encourage me to stop work. 

· ES (11:50): You called the oilsands ethical oil recently. [Kent: “absolutely.”] Levant has a book called that. Some have said it may be ethical in comparison to other sources, but –
· “Well it is ethical. It’s not may. It’s absolutely ethical compared to … virtually… [ES asks in what way] … Well, the comment was made with regards to we need to reassure the American administration and the American people that Canadian oil is ethical in every sense of the word. It’s regulated, it is… the product of a natural resource whose revenues don’t go to fund terrorism or the destabilization of foreign governments –“
· ES: “But is your job to protect the oilsands or is your job to protect the environment?”
· “Well… but we’re also doing this in terms of environmental control and oversight. The mitigation of negative effects of the exploitation, the legitimate exploitation of a wonderful Canadian resource. And also it’s ethical in the sense that the revenues gained from the development of the oilsands, the production of the oilsands, the sale of the oil, is shared with the people and the environment and the wildlife of the habitat.”
· ES: okay, want to move on, but as env’t minister, assuming OS are going to continue, I understand your job to be that it goes on with the least environmental damage possible, you’re the environment minister. [Kent nods and says “yes.”] “Do you believe that at this point that oilsands development is going on with the least amount of environmental damage possible, or does it need further protection of the environment and further regulation?”
· “Well… well. There will be… there will be regulations as required. But you’re speaking, and I’m … saying that we aren’t… that there’s no justification to stop work in the oilsands on the basis of the water quality monitoring panel. We’re proceeding with that 90-day recommendation and we will implement … whatever we get. But the oilsands are… there is oversight, there is monitoring. The practices and technology of the industry have improved incredibly over recent years. And there’s a great deal of exaggeration of exactly how much the oilsands contribute to, for example, greenhouse gas emissions domestically or internationally –“ 
· ES: that’s an exaggeration? In what way? Who’s exaggerating? 
· “Well, the facts show that … total greenhouse gas emissions from oilsands production are ... a small percentage of Canada’s total greenhouse gas emissions. Transportation is number one, the industrial sector’s number two. And Canada’s total greenhouse gas emissions are barely 2% of total world greenhouse gas emissions. The … greenhouse gas emissions from the oilsands are 1% of the United States’ coal-fired… - 
· ES: but, but… 
· “…They contribute and we’re mitigating them. We’re working to mitigate them.”
· ES: okay. … ecoENERGY programs. They’re up in 2011. “Will you ask Jim Flaherty in the new budget to continue funding for the eco programs?”
· “That will be something that’s considered going forward in the budget. But we believe that … program, that subsidy, if you will, was effective, and certainly was effective during the time of the Economic … Action Plan and the … stimulus of the economy. But it does… after all, it is a subsidy. The number of people that wouldn’t do… who wouldn’t be environmentally-conscious in… improving the environmental set-up of –
· ES: “retrofitting their house?”
· “Exactly. Some people would do that… anyway.”
· ES: “So do you want it in the budget?”
· “I wouldn’t recommend it for the budget, no. It’s been effective in its time – 
· ES: okay, so you won’t champion this to get it back in the budget
· “Well no, because I believe that many Canadians, myself included, will do the things to retrofit their house, as they can afford them. Whether it’s I no longer, we no longer have a hot water tank sitting in the basement… cooking water 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, we have a demand heater. And a lot Canadians will do that, simply because it’s the right thing to do.”
· ES: Is your house green powered? Are you a bullfrog kind of guy, a green power guy?
· “I’m not a green power guy, because… you know, again… it’s not necessarily – but we’ve retrofitted, we’ve put storm windows on, we have all of those delightful little fittings on nozzles and water limiters in the toilets, so…
· ES introduces and shows 1984 Peter Kent clip from the Journal on the greenhouse effect. Q: Do you still hold to that?
· “Well, at that time it was a new theory, it was a new concept and we examined that. And as we said the only disagreement is the timing and the magnitude of the impact. In the last couple of years the intergovernmental climate change panel has concluded that there is overwhelming evidence, 95% probability that in fact of all the …suppositions in the theory have in fact happened and continue to happen now. And that’s why our government is moving ahead with …climate change. Why we spent $400m, made a $1.2bn commitment to the Copenhagen agreement in terms of helping small developing countries, small island states adapt to the changes that we know are taking place. That in itself is recognition of the reality of climate change.”

ENDS

