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Executive Summary 

• Oil demand in the Midwest is peaking, meaning the era of oil-pipeline expansion 
can end 

• As Midwest oil demand decreases, an increasing share of the oil flowing 
through Enbridge pipelines in Minnesota will go to Gulf Coast refineries and 
export terminals 

• A strategy of phased pipeline retirements could prevent over-supply of oil.  
Regulators should consider whether some pipeline closures can begin by 2030, 
perhaps starting with Enbridge’s oldest pipelines, Lines 1 and 2b. 

 

Introduction 

When Midwesterners think of Northern Minnesota, they often imagine lakes, cabins 
canoeing, and fishing.  They may think of the mining history of the Iron Range, wheat 
farming in the Red River valley, or wild rice harvested by Anishinaabe and Dakota people. 

Few would think of Northern Minnesota as a major world thoroughfare for crude oil, but it 
is.  Each day, about 3 million barrels of oil enter northwest Minnesota, about 150 miles 
north of Fargo-Moorhead.  Moving through a network of pipelines, the oil flows south of Red 
Lake, past Bemidji and Leech Lake, and exits the state 300 miles to the east, near Duluth.  
From there, it is pumped on to refineries in Chicago, Detroit, and beyond, including being 
loaded onto tankers at ports in Texas and Louisiana and shipped internationally.  

Three million barrels per day is a huge amount of oil: 3% of the world’s daily oil 
consumption.  It is also nearly ten times more oil than is used each day in Minnesota. By 
hosting these pipelines, Minnesota connects oil producers in Canada with oil consumers in 
the Midwest (including Minnesota), other states, and other countries. 

Pipelines are long tubes of steel, and they don’t last forever.  Steel corrodes over time, and 
pipelines can be dented or cracked by trucks or other maintenance equipment.  Moreover, 
people and industry may not end up using as much oil – mainly, oil refined into gasoline 
and diesel – as they did when the pipelines were first built. 
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Now is a good time to consider whether the Midwest needs all its pipelines. This white 
paper looks at the future of oil demand in the region. It finds that, given stagnant and even 
declining demand for oil, Minnesota’s oil pipelines need not operate forever.  Instead, 
regulators should prepare to scale back the pipeline system, perhaps by denying future 
permits for pipeline construction, re-construction, or operation. 

 

Background: The Mainline carries oil from Canada to the Midwest and beyond 

This paper focuses on the six oil pipelines in Minnesota, mostly running parallel to each 
other, that are referred to as the Enbridge Mainline. This includes Lines 1, 2B, 93 (formerly 
called Line 3), 4, 65, and 67. 

The Mainline pipelines, constructed between 1950 and 2021, primarily carry oil from 
producers in Canada to refineries and consumers in the Midwest. About two-thirds of the 
Mainline’s oil enters the pipelines in the Canadian province of Alberta, where it is separated 
from sand deposits in what are known as the “oil sands”. About a quarter of the oil is 
extracted in Saskatchewan using conventional and hydraulic fracturing techniques. 
Smaller fractions originate from the Bakken oil field in North Dakota.1,2 

Once the oil is in the pipeline, it is delivered to customers, most of which are oil refineries 
that turn crude oil into products like gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel. Of the 3 million barrels / 
day entering Minnesota on the Mainline, over half (nearly 1.8 million barrels/day) goes to 
refineries in Midwest states, especially Minnesota (Twin Cities), Illinois and Indiana (mainly 
Chicago area), Ohio (Toledo area), Michigan (Detroit area), and Oklahoma (Cushing area). 
(See Table 1.)  
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Table 1.  Refineries processing oil from the Enbridge Mainline 

Destination Estimated 2025 
throughput 

(barrels/ day) 

Fraction of 
Mainline 

flow 

Major sources of supply other than the 
Enbridge Mainline  

Midwest refineries 1,750,000 57% BP1, Chicap, DAPL, Mid -Valley pipelines3  
Twin Cities   480,000     

Superior (WI)  50,000     
Chicago area  510,000      

Toledo (OH) area  100,000      
Detroit (MI) area  110,000      

Southern IL   120,000      
Cushing, OK area  380,000      

Other US refineries 680,000 22% Permian, Eagle Ford basins 
East Coast 70,000     
Gulf Coast 610,000     

Canadian refineries 590,000 19% Waterborne imports4 
Ontario 370,000     
Quebec 220,000     

Other countries 30,000 1% Other U.S. sources, OPEC+  
TOTAL 3,050,000 100%   

 

Oil in the Mainline also travels beyond the Midwest. About one-fifth of the flow (~0.6 million 
barrels/day) goes back to Canada after the Mainline leaves the Detroit region. About 
another fifth (~0.6 million barrels/day) turns to the south, passing through Pontiac or 
Patoka, Illinois and traveling all the way to the Gulf Coast.  

As explained next, oil demand in these regions has plateaued and may soon begin 
declining. 

 

Finding #1: Gasoline and diesel demand in the Midwest has plateaued, meaning the 
era of oil pipeline expansion can end 

For decades, most families, workers, and businesses used gasoline and diesel cars and 
trucks to get around. They still do, but when buying new cars and trucks, they are 
increasingly choosing electric. 

Take Minnesota. Electric vehicle (EV) sales have been growing by about 50% per year for the 
past five years,5 and now represent 8% of new-car sales.6 Nationally, EVs represent 10% of 
new sales, and growing.7   

Even before EV sales took of, Minnesota’s gasoline consumption had plateaued and begun 
to decline. Gasoline use peaked in 2004, more than 20 years ago, and was down 5% from 
its highs even before the pandemic in 2020.8 Similar trends exist in other Midwest states, 
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including Illinois (gasoline peaked 2004), Michigan (gasoline peaked 2002), and Indiana 
(gasoline peaked 2004).8 

Of course, the outlook for EVs is not all good.  Spurred by President Trump, Republicans in 
Congress removed a $7,500 tax break for purchasing EVs.  But EV sales are continuing, and 
even increasing, despite the waning tax benefits.  

Taking into account the removal of the $7,500 EV incentive, analysts at the Rhodium Group 
estimate that Midwest gasoline consumption will soon begin declining by 1 percent each 
year for the foreseeable future.9 (We say “soon”, because it is possible that recent low oil 
prices may lead to a slight uptick in 2025 and 2026 consumption levels.) The same is true 
for diesel: as electric truck sales (like the Volvo heavy-duty regional truck) go up and 
eficiency increases, diesel consumption will go down, also at about 1% per year.9  

Consultants to the oil industry see the same trends. For example, RBN Energy foresees the 
plateauing of national oil demand and the beginning of a long decline, especially after 
2030, owing to increasing EV penetration and vehicle eficiency.10 

In summary, pipeline operators such as Enbridge have long claimed that expected 
increases in demand justify increased pipeline capacity.  But now demand is set to 
decrease, and the policy and regulator mindset can shift to pipeline retirement.  This may 
require a less permissive, and more constructively critical approach to engagement with 
Enbridge, who may (if history is any guide) be slow to acknowledge the end of oil expansion. 

 

Finding #2: As Midwest oil demand decreases, an increasing share of the oil flowing 
through the Enbridge Mainline will go to Gulf Coast refineries and export terminals 

Enbridge and its oil-producing customers already understand that Midwest – and even 
North American – demand for oil is set to decline.  So, their strategy for maintaining and 
expanding pipelines relies increasingly on demand from other countries beyond the US and 
Canada.11 

The problem is, even demand in these regions is expected to be stagnant and begin 
declining.  For example, the growth of EVs outside the US is faster than inside the US,12 
meaning that global oil demand has also likely plateaued.  

To put all the trends in oil demand together, the chart below (Figure 1) shows the major 
regions consuming oil from the Enbridge mainline at present (2025), and three diferent 
views on what demand could be ten years from now (2035).   
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The basic method used here is to identify the size of each of Enbridge’s regional markets 
(e.g. Midwest) currently, and then forecast oil demand for each region into the future, 
adding all the pieces together again to get a total picture for 2035 demand.  (An appendix to 
this report provides more detail.)   

Figure 1.  Demand for Enbridge Mainline Oil in 2025 and in 2035, by Region 
(ROW = Rest-of-World) 

 

The main takeaway from Figure 1 is that, under the current outlook for oil demand in the 
Midwest and beyond, the demand for Enbridge oil in 2035 (second column) is less than it is 
today (first column).   

Notably, had this outlook been made a year ago – before the election of President Trump 
and the passage of the OBBB Act in the United States13 – the outlook for Enbridge oil 
demand would have been even more pessimistic.  As the “2035 Pre-Trump Outlook” 
column shows (based on our analysis of the IEA’s New Policies Scenario from 202414), 
demand for Enbridge oil had been foreseen to fall by about 400,000 barrels/day by 2035.  In 
summary, despite political developments in the last year that have supported oil, the 
demand for oil from Enbridge’s Mainline is still expected to go down.  

It is also worth considering what would happen if nations were making good on their 
previous commitments (e.g., in the Paris Agreement) to reach net-zero greenhouse gas 
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emissions by mid-century, in keeping with limiting global warming to 1.5 degrees Celsius.  
In that scenario – where, for example, EV uptake was proceeding even more rapidly – 
demand for Enbridge oil would fall about 40% over the next decade, eliminating over 1 
million barrels/day in demand (Figure 1).  

In contrast to outlooks for 2035 that show plateaued, even declining, demand, Enbridge is 
planning to expand capacity in the Mainline by up to 300,000 barrels per day.15 This is 
shown at the top of the right-axis in Figure 1, above. The only way for Enbridge to expand 
throughput in an environment of flat or declining demand is for it (and, by extension, its 
suppliers in Canada) to gain a greater market share relative to other suppliers of oil. 
Reports suggest that Enbridge plans to do this mainly by increasing exports from terminals 
in Texas and Louisiana.3,16 

Regulators should be ready to engage with Enbridge on the reasons for Enbridge wanting to 
maintain the flow on the Mainline system. It is not increasing demand that is now driving 
Enbridge’s expansion plan. Rather, it is a desire to increase Enbridge’s share of a fixed or 
declining demand for oil. If Enbridge succeeds in its plans, it will be sending an increasing 
share of its oil not to the Midwest, but to Gulf Coast refineries and export terminals. 

 

Finding #3.  A strategy of phased pipeline retirements could prevent over-supply of oil 

The oil carried by the Enbridge pipeline ofers consumers one option to fuel their needs and 
desires for car, truck, and airplane travel.  But gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel – not to mention 
other oil-based products – also have serious consequences for society. The burning of 
these fuels contributes not just to climate change, but equally importantly, to making 
people sick and, ultimately, to premature deaths.17  

These consequences become even more serious when that oil comes from the highly-
carbon-intensive and polluting Canadian oil sands,18–20 and when oil companies each seek 
to maximize their own output, leading to an over-supply relative to declining demand.21  

To date, Midwest regulators have been accommodating in the permits and permissions 
needed for expanding Enbridge’s pipeline capacity. These decisions may have been 
justifiable when oil demand was thought to be expanding. However, providing too much oil 
– especially relative to what would be flowing under agreed climate change objectives – 
contributes to an over-supply of oil that depresses prices and can, as a result, threaten the 
trend towards electrification of cars and trucks.22,23 

Minnesota regulators should take note of this tension as they prepare for upcoming 
decisions about pipeline infrastructure.  For example, Enbridge’s Line 1 (built in 1950) and 
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Line 2b (built in 1957) are each over 65 years old.  These aging pipelines, with combined 
capacity of 679,000 barrels per day, provide products that could be fulfilled through other 
means, including other existing oil infrastructure and alternatives to oil.  

To explore the possibility of retiring Lines 1 and 2b, we analyzed what decommissioning 
those pipelines by 2030 might do to oil (and gasoline) prices. Together, Lines 1 and 2b 
comprise 679,000 barrels of capacity which, once retired, would return the Mainline to 
about the same capacity it had just over a decade ago (c. 2014), before the expansion of 
Line 3 (now called 93) and Line 67 (Alberta Clipper).2  (Interestingly, oil demand in many 
Midwestern states – e.g. Minnesota, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, and Wisconsin –  is 
less today than it was in 2014.) 

Reducing the flow through the Enbridge Mainline could mean that, with less oil supplied by 
Enbridge, Midwest refiners may need to pay slightly more to secure oil from other (already-
existing) domestic sources to keep their refineries full. That, in turn, could lead to slightly 
increased prices at “the pump” for gasoline and diesel.   

Using historical data, we estimate the potential efects of these price increases. (See the 
Appendix for discussion of methodology).  Namely, closing Lines 1 and 2b by 2030 could 
result in an increase in Midwest gasoline and diesel prices of about $0.10/gallon. 

The significance of a $0.10/gallon increases in price depends on one’s perspective, of 
course. First, it is important to note that, $0.10/gallon is small compared to the normal 
swings in gasoline prices, which regularly vary by $0.50/gallon or more over the span of 
months.   

Furthermore, as gasoline and diesel demand decrease due to increased EV penetration, 
prices would likewise be expected to decrease.  So, a $0.10/gallon increase due to pipeline 
retirement – relative to what otherwise would occur – could result not in an absolute 
increase (e.g. relative to today), but instead simply a slower pace of price declines.  

Indeed, a good way to blunt any price increases from constraining supply is to work 
diligently to reduce oil demand. Such eforts could include speeding the transition to EVs 
(by, for example, reinstating the cancelled federal $7,500 EV tax incentive or some 
equivalent benefit) and enhancing public transportation. In fact, if decreases in oil demand 
were made equivalent to the reduction in pipeline capacity, then any price increases could 
be eliminated completely.24   

Still, the potential political efects of a $0.10/gallon increase – and of retiring Lines 1 and 2b 
more broadly – should not be ignored. Allowing less Canadian oil to cross into the U.S. 
would cause tension with regional and national policymakers in Canada, just as it has done 
in the past. And, allowing less oil (presumably) to be carried on to refineries and exporters 
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in Texas and Louisiana could likewise cause them to respond in some way, perhaps by 
reducing flows back to the Midwest via the mid-Valley pipeline or others flowing into 
Cushing.   

That said, oil production in the Rocky Mountain and Gulf Coast states has tripled in the last 
two decades, such that Gulf Coast refineries and crude export terminals have no shortage 
of oil. In that context, they may miss the Canadian oil less than they might have 
previously.25 Even Canadian observers are now showing concern that, due to increased 
U.S. oil production,  “North America and the world no longer need Alberta’s oil in the same 
way they did … 10 or 20 years ago.” 22  

Taken together, the potential impacts of retiring Lines 1 and 2b appear manageable, if 
enough advance notice is given, and if policymakers also pursue electric vehicles and 
other means of reducing oil demand and diplomacy with counterparts in Canadian 
governments and other U.S. states. As energy consulting PLG said when analyzing the 
potential for a partial Mainline shutdown, “energy markets will adapt – as they have always 
done and continue to do . . . with advance notice, the markets can be expected to do so 
without supply shortages or price spikes.”4 Indeed, our own analysis suggests that, were 
Midwest energy markets to fully adapt in line with how global markets would respond, the 
price increase could be less than $0.02 / gallon (see Appendix), a finding very much in line 
with PLG’s.4 

The overall point is that how pipeline capacity is managed is important. Minnesota 
regulators should not simply sit back and let the broader oil market – let alone Enbridge – 
dictate the future of oil pipelines in Minnesota. There are consequences to having too many 
pipelines, and governments needs to steer the future they want to help create.  As one 
Canadian oil economist wrote in October 2025, “Only governments can determine whether 
a pipeline is in the overall public interest.”22  

Lastly, it’s worth noting that the process of planning for retirement of energy assets is not 
new to state-level regulators.  As an example, many energy regulators have long 
acknowledged the need to move away from high-carbon sources for electricity generation, 
and have been planning for the retirement of coal-fired power plants for many years.26 

 

Conclusions 

This white paper has looked at the Enbridge mainline, a system of oil pipelines traveling 
through Minnesota.  Portions of this pipeline are over 65 years old, and will not last forever.  
In the past, regulators have been relatively permissive in allowing the pipeline to expand, 
often taking Enbridge’s forecasts of demand at face value. They should no longer do this. As 
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this white paper has shown, oil demand is no longer likely to increase, and will start falling. 
Accordingly – and given the realities of mounting global warming – government regulators 
should instead prepare to begin scaling back the pipeline system. With that idea in mind, 
this white paper analyzed a hypothetical scenario of retiring Enbridge Lines 1 and 2b by 
around 2030, while not allowing expansions on other lines. Doing so could increase 
gasoline and diesel prices in the Midwest by up to $0.10/gallon, but those price increases 
could be muted or eliminated by giving energy markets plenty of advance notice, and by 
taking corresponding actions to reduce oil demand. 
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Appendix: Method for Estimating Future Demand for Enbridge Oil 

Figure 1 in this white paper shows our estimate of future demand for Enbridge oil in 2035. 
This appendix describes key data and methods used to make this estimate.  

In brief, the method is to first assess where oil carried by the Enbridge mainline is already 
going, and then look at how demand in each of those locations is expected to change.  The 
estimate of total future demand for Enbridge oil is then a sum of the future demand from 
each location, including the adjustment for the expected change in demand in each region. 
Each of these two main steps is described in more detail below. 

 

Method for Estimating Destinations of Enbridge Mainline Oil 

This paper estimates which refineries accept oil from the Enbridge Mainline using an 
iterative process.  As possible destinations for Mainline oil, we start with the refineries  
shown in the Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers (CAPP) map27 as being 
adjacent to what that map calls “Major Existing Crude Oil Pipelines Carrying Canadian 
Crude Oil”.   

These refineries include the Flint Hills and Marathon refineries in the St. Paul, MN area; the 
Cenovus refinery in Superior, WI; the BP Whiting, ExxonMobil Joliet, and PDV (formerly 
CITGO) refineries in the Chicago area; the Marathon refinery in Detroit; the Imperial, 
Suncor, and Shell refineries in the Sarnia, ON region; the Imperial Oil refinery in Nanticoke, 
ON, and the Valero and Suncor refineries near Montreal, QC.   

For refineries supplied mainly by Enbridge oil (i.e., no other major pipeline in the CAPP map 
is shown to supply them), they are assumed to receive 90% of their listed capacity from the 
Enbridge Mainline, where 90% is the approximate average refinery utilization identified by 
the US Energy Information Administration.28  Where other major pipelines do supply the 
refinery region, the refineries are assumed to use Enbridge Mainline oil in proportion to the 
inbound capacities of the alternative pipelines. 

For example, the Chicago area refineries (especially BP Whiting) are also supplied by BP’s 
Chicap and BP1 pipelines (combined capacity 540,000 bpd), in addition to Enbridge’s Lines 
6 and 14 (combined capacity, 1,010,000 bpd). Accordingly, we assume that Chicago-area 
refineries are supplied by the Mainline by the corresponding fraction, 65%, of the total 
inbound pipeline capacity.   

A similar process is employed for all major pipeline nodes in the Enbridge system, 
including at Sarnia, ON; Pontiac, IL (Flanagan terminal); Cushing, OK; and Freeport, TX. 
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The end result is an estimate of what refineries process oil from the Enbridge pipelines, 
which is then converted to estimates of end-user oil demand (e.g. trucks using diesel, cars 
using gasoline) using a simple process.  Namely (and for purposes of this report), refineries 
in Petroleum Administration for Defense District (PADD) 2, representing the US Midwest, 
are assumed to serve the very-similar levels of final demand in PADD 2 (and acknowledging 
that refined product, e.g. gasoline and diesel, do flow between PADDs). Similarly, refineries 
in Canada are assumed to represent Canadian demand.  However, refineries in PADD 3 
(Gulf Coast) are known to export refined product beyond US borders, and so PADD 3 
refinery demands are adjusted to account for the proportion (about 37%, per US EIA data) 
of their refineries’ products that are exported (and those exported quantities are added to 
the totals destined for rest-of-world, ROW, in Figure 1).   

One important feature to this method is that it assumes mid-2025 pipeline and refinery 
infrastructure as a given. That means, for example, that since the Enbridge Mainline 
doubled the capacity of the former Line 3 (now Line 93) in 2021, our definition of “demand” 
for Mainline oil includes the increased capacity of Line 93. Fixing the infrastructure at 
current levels also means that no future changes to capacity would afect demand in our 
model.  

This raises another interesting point about demand for oil from the Enbridge Mainline. It is 
highly unlikely that people who drive cars and trucks specifically wish for “Enbridge 
Mainline” oil, nor do they likely wish for oil from any other individual pipeline. In a sense, 
therefore, our consideration of “demand for Enbridge Mainline oil” is an artificial construct 
that is perhaps too sympathetic to Enbridge, in part because the phrase implies a more-
assertive consumer than is realistic. (The term may also imply that refineries care about 
Canadian oil more than they actually do; after all, U.S. refineries discount Canadian oil 
more than they used to, given how U.S. supply has increased.22) Nonetheless, the word 
demand is a convention when talking about commodity markets, and so still seems 
appropriate here.  There is one other important implication, though: if consumers were no 
longer to get the same amount of oil from the Enbridge Mainline as they did before, there is 
no reason to think they’d be unsatisfied, as long as the replacement (e.g. oil from another 
pipeline) was of similar (or better) cost and quality.  

 

Method for Estimating Changes in Future Demand  

Once the current destinations for Enbridge Mainline oil are estimated, the next major step 
is estimating how demand at each of those destinations is going to change in the future, 
under one of several scenarios. The main scenario discussed in the text is the “2035 
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Current Outlook”, which is the estimated demand in 2035 as of late September, 2025 (post-
OBBB Act in the U.S.)  For this “Current Outlook”, most future oil demand was adapted 
from the Rhodium Group’s Taking Stock 2025 report.9 Specifically, for all U.S. demand for 
oil for transportation uses (gasoline, diesel, jet fuel, plus small amounts of LPG), future oil 
demand estimates were downloaded by U.S. state and year for Rhodium’s “mid” emissions 
scenario as published in their online “Climate Deck” data explorer for the Taking Stock 
2025 baseline. State-level data from this resource were then aggregated into regions (i.e. 
PADD 2 / Midwest, other U.S.), converted into an index (in which 2024 oil use for each 
region was set to 1.0 and future years were a ratio of 2024 values), and used to scale 
forward the U.S. transportation portion of demand for Enbridge mainline oil through 2040.  
For U.S. oil uses other than transportation (e.g. heating oil, plastics and other 
petrochemicals), which are not analyzed in Rhodium’s Taking Stock series, a similar 
process was employed using the reference scenario from the U.S. Energy Information 
Administration’s Annual Energy Outlook 2025.29 Canadian oil use was assumed to grow at 
the same rates as the U.S. as a whole. For rest-of-world oil use, this was assumed to grow 
at the global rates from Bloomberg NEF’s 2025 Energy Transition Scenario,30 adjusted to 
remove North America based on data from the IEA14 and the EIA31. The end-result of scaling 
each component portion of Enbridge Mainline oil use into the future was a full time-series, 
from 2024 through 2040, of future demand for Enbridge Mainline oil.  The estimates for 
2025 and 2035 are shown in Figure 1. 

Two other scenarios were also developed, a “Pre-Trump Outlook” and a “Net Zero Outlook”, 
using a similar, but simplified, process. For the Pre-Trump Outlook, all future values were 
adapted from the IEA’s “Stated Policies Scenario” in their World Energy Outlook 2024.14 The 
Net Zero Outlook was also adapted from the IEA’s World Energy Outlook 2024 – their NZE 
scenario -- assuming for simplicity that each region (Midwest, Other US, Canada, ROW) 
were to reduce oil consumption between 2024 and 2035 by the same proportional amount.  

 

Method for Estimating Price Increases 

Our estimates of the increase in oil, gasoline, and diesel prices in this white paper are 
drawn mainly from historical data. Namely, when the Keystone Pipeline (capacity of about 
600,000 barrels/day) was temporarily shut down in November 2017, local (“West Texas 
Intermediate”) prices increased about $3/barrel,32 as US refiners had to compete to get 
alternative US supplies. The combined capacity of Lines 1 and 2b, 679,000 barrels/day, is 
somewhat bigger, suggesting (plus consideration of inflation) that, were these pipelines to 
be retired, an increase in local crude prices of about $4/barrel is more likely.  Assuming 
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those costs were passed on (with no mark-up), and 42 gallons in a barrel, suggests a price 
increase of about $0.10/gallon. 

Likewise, prior outages at US refineries suggest increased prices at a similar scale. 
According to one analysis of disruptions at US refineries over a decade, average outages of 
141,000 barrels/day increased (nominal) gasoline prices by 1.46 cents/gallon.33 Were that 
analysis to hold at supply shortages about five times as big and updated for inflation, the 
efect on gasoline prices due to retiring Lines 1 and 2b could also average about 10 cents 
per gallon, even as price increases near any specific refinery closures would likely be 
greater. 

Together, these two methods suggest to us that the impact of ceasing flows through Lines 1 
and 2b could be $0.10/gallon, and this number is used in the main text.  However, note 
that, with advanced notice, oil markets would have much more time to react, a fact that 
would likely mute these price impacts, e.g. as explored by PLG consulting.4    

In addition to using historical data to estimate Midwest-specific price increases, we also 
looked at how the prospective retirement of Lines 1 and 2b could afect Canadian oil 
production and, in turn, global oil prices. For example, were retiring Lines 1 and 2b to lead 
to 679,000 barrels/day of Canadian oil no longer being extracted in 2030 (a condition that 
could arise if takeaway capacity from Canada were limited, as it likely will be22,34), then 
increased global competition could lead to a modest increase in long-term global oil 
prices. To estimates this, we used a simple economic model of the global oil market, 
parameterized by elasticities (assumed elasticity of supply, 0.6; assumed elasticity of 
demand, -0.3). We found that, were Canadian oil production to be so -constrained, global 
oil prices could increase by about $0.60/barrel, or between 1 and 2 cents per gallon of 
refined product. These amounts would be somewhat less to the extent that Canada could 
use rail or increase throughput in other pipelines to compensate for the reduced Mainline 
flows. 
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