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April 22, 2013  

 

The Honorable John Kerry 

U.S. Department of State 

Office of the Secretary 

2201 C Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20520 

 

Dear Secretary Kerry: 

 

We urge you to reject the resubmitted permit for the proposed Keystone XL pipeline.  It 

is not in the national interest of the United States because the pipeline would facilitate a 

dramatic increase in the production of high carbon polluting tar sands oil, but will only 

create very few U.S. jobs.  And much of the oil transported to the Gulf Coast will be 

exported to other nations.  The United States must not facilitate the expansion of a huge 

source of carbon pollution that would exacerbate climate change.  The Keystone XL 

pipeline is all risk and no reward. 

 

The draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement SEIS includes the following 

information that reinforces that the pipeline is not in the national interest: 

 

 Production of tar sands oil emits more carbon pollution than conventional oil, 

which is confirmed by independent analysis by both the Congressional Research 

Service and Environmental Protection Agency; 

 

 Much of the oil transported via Keystone XL to refineries in the Gulf Coast will 

be refined into fuel and exported to other nations, thereby adding little to U.S. 

energy security. 

 

 Only 35 permanent jobs would result from the pipeline. 

 

The primary assumption in the draft SEIS is that oil companies will produce the same 

amount of  tar sands oil in Alberta regardless of whether Keystone is built because this oil 

could ship by railroad if need be.   An investigation into this claim by Reuters found that 

“oil-by-train may not be a substitute for Keystone pipeline.”  It determined that the SEIS 

assertion that rail will move 200,000 barrels of tar sands oil per day to the Gulf Coast in 

2013 ignores the Energy Information Administration’s determination that rail moved no 

more than 30,000 barrels per day during any time in the past year.  The SEIS assumption 

that rail can replace the pipeline, and would generate the same level of production as with 



 

 

 

 

CAP Comments on Keystone XL Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

April 22, 2013 

 

2 

 

the pipeline is wrong.   In other words, the dramatic increase in tar sands oil production 

and carbon pollution is not possible without the Keystone pipeline. 

 

Thank you for your efforts to make action on climate change a top foreign policy priority, 

particularly with China – the world’s largest emitter.  The new U.S.- China joint 

statement on climate change enhances the likelihood of significant carbon pollution 

reductions by both nations.  Your tireless efforts in the Senate to achieve domestic 

pollution reductions were remarkable.   Denial of the Keystone XL pipeline permit would 

be entirely consistent with these decades of leadership on climate change. 

 

Attached to this letter are more detailed comments on the Keystone XL pipeline draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the record.  Given the SEIS’s faulty 

assumption that building the pipeline would make no difference in carbon pollution 

levels, we believe that denial of the permit is entirely appropriate.   Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Daniel J. Weiss 

Senior Fellow and Director of Climate Strategy 

 

 

CC: Dr. Kerri-Ann Jones, Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and International 

Environmental and Scientific Affairs 
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Center for American Progress comments on the draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Keystone XL Pipeline Permit 
 

State Department acknowledges that production of tar sands oil emits more carbon 

pollution than conventional oil 

The State Department’s draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 

acknowledges that the tar sands oil to be transported to the Gulf Coast via the Keystone 

XL produced more carbon pollution compared to conventional oil.   

 

“As WCSB [Western Canadian Sedimentary Basin] and Bakken crudes replace 

crudes from other sources — independent of whether the proposed Project exists 

—the life-cycle GHG emissions associated with transportation fuels produced in 

U.S. refineries would likely increase.”
1
 

 

The Congressional Research Service reported that tar sands oil release more carbon 

pollution both on a “well to tank” and “well to wheel” basis compared to both 

conventional U.S. crude oil and other foreign oils. 

 

“Well-to-Tank (i.e., ‘production’) GHG emissions are, on average, 70%-110% 

higher for Canadian oil sands crudes than for the weighted average of 

transportation fuels sold or distributed in the United States. 

 

“Compared to selected imports, Canadian oil sands crudes range from 9% to 19% 

more emission-intensive than Middle Eastern Sour, 5% to 13% more emission- 

intensive than Mexican Maya, and 2% to 18% more emission-intensive than 

various Venezuelan crudes, on a Well-to-Wheel basis.”
2
 

 

The Natural Resources Defense Council cites an estimate from the Environmental 

Protection Agency that “simply replacing 830,000 bpd of conventional crude with the tar 

sands in the Keystone XL pipeline would increase US carbon dioxide emissions by 27.6 

million metric tons per year, or the equivalent of adding nearly 6 million cars on the 

road.”
3
 

 

Reuters analysis debunks State Department assumption that tar sands oil production 

levels will be the same regardless of Keystone approval 

Despite larger amounts of carbon pollution from the production of tar sands oil to be 

transported by the Keystone XL pipeline, the draft SEIS assumes that it will have little 

impact on the volume of tar sands oil produced in Alberta.  Therefore, the approval or 
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disapproval of the pipeline will make little difference in the level of carbon pollution 

produced.  The SEIS declares on page ES-15 that 

“Based on information and analysis about the North American crude transport 

infrastructure (particularly the proven ability of rail to transport substantial 

quantities of crude oil profitably under current market conditions, and to 

add capacity relatively rapidly) and the global crude oil market, the draft 

Supplemental EIS concludes that approval or denial of the proposed Project is 

unlikely to have a substantial impact on the rate of development in the oil sands, 

or on the amount of heavy crude oil refined in the Gulf Coast area.”
4
 

This assumption, however, appears false.  A just completed in-depth analysis of this 

claim by Reuters reporter Patrick Rucker debunks it. Reuters determined that “Oil-by-

train may not be a substitute for Keystone pipeline.”
5
 If only small amounts of the 

dirty tar sands oil can move to the Gulf Coast by rail, then approval of Keystone would 

indeed facilitate a huge increase in tar sands oil production and carbon pollution.  

Reuters’s investigation produced the following results. 

“Some industry officials, energy analysts and recent data raise questions about 

whether the industry is really eager to adopt crude-by-rail should the U.S. 

government rule against the TransCanada Corp pipeline. 

“They say train transport is so expensive that Canadian heavy crude, produced by 

processing bituminous sand, isn’t likely to reach Texas and Louisiana in 

Keystone-like quantities by rail. 

“The State Department report cites two industry studies to predict that 200,000 

barrels a day or more of Canadian heavy crude oil will reach Gulf Coast refiners 

by train by the end of this year. 

“Officials used that figure to bolster their argument that the oil industry has 

already decided rail is a good option for moving oil sands crude. “Limitations on 

pipeline transport would force more crude oil to be transported via other modes of 

transportation, such as rail, which would probably (but not certainly) be more 

expensive,” the State Department said. 

“But one of the sources for the 200,000 barrels per day estimate, Calgary 

investment bank Peters & Co, says its forecast was misunderstood as being for 

just Gulf Coast-bound oil when it included shipments to Eastern Canada and other 

refiners. 
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“’We haven’t tracked exactly where those barrels are going,” said Tyler Reardon, 

a spokesman for Peters & Co.’ 

“The other source for the number, Hart Energy, did predict in a report last year 

that 250,000 barrels per day of heavy crude from Western Canada would be 

reaching the Gulf Coast before the end of this year but its analysts are reviewing 

that forecast. 

“‘Hart Energy continues to carefully monitor flows from Western Canada,’ said 

Susan Emfinger, a spokeswoman for the Houston energy consultant. 

“The latest figures from the U.S. Energy Information Administration show heavy 

crude shipments to the Gulf Coast from Canada by rail have a long way to go 

to meet the 200,000 figure. They have not exceeded 30,000 barrels per day in 

any of the past 12 months, though they did rise by two thirds to 25,000 barrels 

per day in January, the last month for which there are figures, from 15,000 in 

January 2012. 

“In fact, EIA data shows that little heavy crude from Canada is reaching the Gulf 

Coast via any route, with about 75 percent of 33 million barrels of heavy 

Canadian crude being processed in the Midwest in January and only 7 percent of 

it being processed further south. Other destinations account for the remainder.”
6
 

In other words, rail is an unlikely to move much tar sands oil to Gulf Coast refineries to 

replace the 830,000 barrels per day to be transported by Keystone. 

Canadian oil producers believe Keystone is essential to produce more tar sands oil 

Interestingly, the State Department’s finding that tar sands oil will be produced in large 

amounts and exported to the United States regardless of Keystone’s construction is at 

odds with the estimates by the Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers (CAPP). 

Last year CAPP’s “Crude Oil Forecast, Markets, & Pipelines” estimated that tar sands oil 

production will double between 2020 and 2030, unless Keystone XL and other proposed 

pipelines are not built.
7
 

“In this forecast, oil sands production rises from 1.6 million b/d [barrels per day] 

in 2011 to almost double at 3.1 million b/d by 2020 and 4.2 million b/d by 2025 

and 5.0 million b/d by the end of the forecast period in 2030. If the only projects 

to proceed were the ones in operation or currently under construction, oil 
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sands production would still increase by 54 per cent to 2.5 million b/d by 

2020 and then remain relatively flat for the rest of the forecast.”
8
 

The SEIS is more much more optimistic on the production of tar sands oil without 

Keystone than the Canadian oil industry’s trade association. 

Toronto Globe and Mail analysis finds construction of alternative pipelines very 

uncertain 

The Toronto Globe and Mail recently assessed the prospects for Keystone and these other 

proposed pipelines. It found that “Oil companies, seeking new markets, are pursuing a 

number of pipeline projects, with many meeting resistance from environmentalists or 

being mired in red tape.”
9
 The Globe and Mail concluded that Keystone and other 

pipeline proposals may be a “pipe dream.”
10

  In other words, without the Keystone XL 

pipeline, the tar sands oil in Alberta would not have an economical route to market, and 

there will likely be less production and pollution, which is consistent with the CAPP’s 

assessment. 

Much of the oil transported by Keystone XL pipeline will be exported 

Proponents of the Keystone XL pipeline argue that tar sands oil is vital for U.S. energy 

security. However, the draft SEIS suggests that much of the 830,000 barrels per day of 

this dirtier oil will be transported to Gulf Coast refiners to be refined into fuels and 

exported to other nations.
11

 

 

This would significantly reduce the benefits to U.S. energy security.
12

  The SEIS 

acknowledges 

 

“This is the case for heavy WCSB crudes, which match well with the large 

amount of heavy crude processing capacity on the Gulf Coast. Therefore, existing 

refinery throughputs and product exports are likely to continue.”
13

 

 

The draft SEIS notes that the Energy Information Administration revised downward the 

need for foreign oil imports, with “this significant change...driven primarily by the lower 

U.S. demand forecasts.”
14

  EIA also predicts higher exports compared to the previous 

draft SEIS.
15

 

The New York Times notes that the Canadian tar sands oil would travel via pipeline “to 

refineries on the Gulf Coast. From there, most of the fuel would be sent abroad.”
16
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John Kemp, Senior Market Analyst for Commodities and Energy at Reuters, noted in 

February 2013 that  

“If it is eventually given the go-ahead, Keystone will take crude from Alberta 

south across the United States to the U.S. Gulf Coast, from where it is likely to be 

loaded onto tankers for export via the expanded Panama Canal or the Cape of 

Good Hope to refineries in China, Korea and Japan. … The problem for Keystone 

is that its original rationale of exporting oil to the United States has disappeared. 

The replacement aim of exporting to China can be met more sensibly by 

developing a western pipeline across the Rockies.”
17

 

The Natural Resources Defense Council explains that “Many of these [recipient] 

refineries are in Foreign Trade Zones where oil may be exported to international buyers 

without paying U.S. taxes.”
18

 

Keystone XL Pipeline would create only 35 permanent jobs 

Some Keystone proponents argue that we must approve the pipeline to bolster the U.S. 

economy.  In fact, the SEIS concluded that only “3,900 [jobs] would be directly 

employed in the construction industry.”
19

  After construction is complete, the SEIS 

estimates that the pipeline would create very few permanent jobs.  

“Operation of the proposed Project would generate 35 permanent and 15 

temporary jobs, primarily for routine inspections, maintenance, and repairs. Based 

on this estimate, routine operation of the proposed Pipeline would have negligible 

socioeconomic impacts.”
20

 

The operation of the pipeline requires fewer people than on a National Football League 

team roster. 
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