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February 9, 2010, 1:02 pm 

When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? 

By ANDREW C. REVKIN 

 Raymond T. Pierrehumbert of the University of Chicago sent the note appended below several days ago and I 
thought it worth featuring as a  “Your Dot” contribution to stimulate discussion of an important question in the 
climate challenge. Once emitted, carbon dioxide is a “  globally well mixed gas” that knows no borders. Every 
year, commerce becomes increasingly “globally well mixed” as well. So if the world moves toward a system for 
tracking emissions, who is responsible for a particular batch of carbon dioxide — the company that mined and 
sold the coal, the power plant that burned it, the consumer who buys the exported widget made with the 
electricity generated by that combustion, or…? 

Here’s Dr. Pierrehumbert’s riff on one example (I added the links for context): 

Perhaps you’ve already noticed the  $60 billion coal deal with China, under which Australia will 
mine about 600 million tons of coal for export to China: 

There’s a lot of greed and hypocrisy here. Politicians in the developed world are always crowing 
about how a carbon control agreement is no good if China is not part of it and keeps burning coal. 
Yet, in the one case where we in the developed world have direct leverage over China’s coal 
burning, we fail to act. 

We’re quite happy to sell China the rope with which they’ll (help us) hang the world’s formerly 
equable climate, and all of us with it. Controlling coal exports would have real leverage, since many 
current estimates indicate that China could be running out of coal in the coming decades (see esp. the 

 paper by Nehring in Proc. Roy. Soc.) 

To put the size of this deal in perspective, the papers in the  “trillion ton” special issue of Nature 
estimate that we can only emit another 500 gigatonnes of carbon if we are to avoid the E.U.’s target 
for dangerous climate change — which is already much in excess of Hansen’s preferred target. 600 
million tonnes of coal, plus energy cost of mining and transport, would probably amount to 500 
million tons of carbon emissions as CO2. So, this deal alone uses up a tenth of a percent of 
humanity’s allowable allotment of fossil fuel burning. Sad, very sad. 

–Ray 
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I know of quite a few economists who would say it’s completely unrealistic to think a coal-producing country 
would constrain such commerce unless and until there’s an economic cost in doing so. (A broad body of science 
says there is a long-term environmental cost, but that message butts up against the discount rate and our tendency 
to frame today’s policies around today’s priorities) 

And there are others who would also warn about the trade wars — and perhaps someday shooting wars — that 
would break out if countries started restricting trade in fossil fuels. Still, the issue of responsibility for emissions 
is well illustrated here. Thoughts welcome. 

I sent a query on this to a variety of economists and specialists in international climate policy. Here are some 
responses (more posted as they come in): 

William Moomaw, Tufts University: 

Who owns the emissions from burning fossil fuels and the products made with them? At the present 
time of course no one does. However in accounting for emissions from petroleum that is burned as 
gasoline in cars, it is the country where it is burned that is credited with those emissions., and not the 
producer nation of the original oil. If the producing country refines the oil, the associated emissions 
of the extraction and refining process stay in the country of origin. 

So why would coal be different? China has made it clear that a large amount of their emissions are 
associated with being the world’s factory nation, and has suggested that they are not responsible for 
those emissions. Similarly, it is developing country demand for beef that is most responsible for 
Amazonian deforestation and European demand for biofuels and other products associated with palm 
oil that is leading to the deforestation of Indonesia and Malaysia. 

A group of students of mine once proposed that emissions should follow the fuel and the products (if 
a system could be developed to make that feasible). Then all of the emissions associated with 
producing goods for the U.S., Europe, Japan and Australia would be theirs and not associated with 
the developing country that produced the goods. If developed countries were to be subject to 
limitations on GHGs then there would be  competition among developing countries to lower 
embedded emissions in their products as buying nations demanded lower emissions. 

This has interesting implications for trade if governments demand lower carbon products be exported 
to them. If the requirements are put in private contracts by private importers, there is no problem. 
This is actually one reason that CFCs were phased out even in some developing countries in the 
1990s. Major manufacturers of computer chips and electronic devices  demanded that the chips be 
made CFC-free in contracts, and provided technical assistance.  Most supplying manufacturers in 
developing countries complied long before the deadline, which is 2010 for developing countries. 

A challenge would be to track “all”embedded  GHG emissions in all products. That in fact may not 
be necessary, and we need to avoid having the perfect be the enemy of the good. A great question 
with undiscovered implications.  

 
Kenneth J. Arrow, Stanford University:  

Economic theory suggests that it should make no difference where the tax is levied, provided  it is 
levied only once in the production process.  If the tax is levied on mining of coal or petroleum, then 
capital and labor will move out of those industries to untaxed parts of the economy, supply will fall, 
and prices paid by the consuming industries will rise, so part of the tax will shift to the latter. If the 
tax is levied on energy-consuming industries, then, similarly, the supply of those products using the 
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most energy will fall the most, so that the demand for carboniferous fuels will decrease, and so their 
price will decrease, i.e., the tax will be shifted to the mining industries. Thus, in any case, the tax will 
eventually be shared among all relevant industries.  

Peter Barnes, Tomales Bay Institute (mainly a reply to Dr. Arrow): 

All true, but let us not forget that the ‘relevant industries’ ultimately pass the cost of the tax (or 
permit fee) to the end users of their products — i.e. consumers — so that in the end, the carbon tax or 
fee is effectively a sales tax. That is why some sort of revenue recycling to consumers is an essential 
piece of any carbon pricing system. 

That said, I think Andrew may have been wondering about which COUNTRY has to count the 
emissions toward their cap or target — the country that exports the coal, the country that makes (say) 
the cars, or the country that buys them? I don’t have a good answer to that question.  

 
Matthew Kuperus Heun, Engineering Dept., Calvin College:  

Regarding your question about who is responsible for the GHG emissions when coal is traded 
internationally, I’ll share what I tell my students during our carbon trading simulation: “The carbon 
follows the money.” In my opinion, the point of release into the atmosphere (in the absence of 
storage, the same place where combustion happens) is the point at where the taxes or penalties 
should be levied. The emitter then passes the additional cost to the people who buy the product with 
the embedded carbon. I know you’re moving into an educational role, and on your new endeavours I 
wish you well! If you’re interested in how I run my carbon trading simulations and in the responses 
we get from students, you can see the paper at asa3.org/asa/PSCF/2009/PSCF6-09Heun.pdf. I hopes 
this helps the conversation.  

 
David Victor, University of California, San Diego (mainly responding to Dr. Arrow):  

Ken Arrow is right–in theory it doesn’t matter who owns the emissions. But that theory holds only so 
long as the property rights (the assets and liabilities connected to the emissions) are well enforced. 
The international system is anything but well enforced. That says to me that “ownership” will flow to 
the least ambitious actors–the countries concerned the least with actually paying the costs of 
controlling emissions. For the Oz-China deal, that means China. For other deals–such as Indonesia to 
India or South Africa to India, which are both big export routes–it is not so clear who will own the 
emissions. As the market for coal goes global (see our piece in Boston Review on this issue, 
September 2009) the future of global warming will depend on the interests in the countries that are 
least interested in slowing global warming. Often that will mean China. On this question, the best 
single study is actually a novel–Matthew Glass’s “Ultimatum” (see a review of that and many other 
new books on global warming in the March issue of The National Interest). 
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1 .  
Mike Roddy  
Yucca Valley, Ca. 
February 9th, 2010 
1:13 pm 
Australia, like Canada and the US, is pretty retarded when it comes to climate policy, so we can't expect much 
from them. China is really the disappointing party here, considering the volume and the commitment of this 
contract. They'll probably make up for it by calling Friedman and asking him to write another story about their 
green revolution. The fact is that humanity can't make progress until burning of coal is slowed and then stopped- 
trade in it is something that must be addressed in other ways. If the world figures out that coal is beyond being 
dangerous, trade will be addressed along with either prohibitions, including lawsuits, carbon fees, and taxes. 
 
"Discount rate"? What you are saying is that the ability of our grandchildren to live a decent life and possibly 
even survive has been discounted. Factoring their lives in a spreadsheet may be a tough sell to bankers and 
politicians, but people like you are supposed to show leadership here- as Raypierre has so often.  
Recommend Recommended by 5 Readers  
2 .  
Milieunet  
Utrecht, The Netherlands 
February 9th, 2010 
1:19 pm 

Previous post Exxon and the Climate Fight Next post Does an Old Climate Critique Still Hold up?
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That's an interesting question. Waiting for the anwer.  
Recommend Recommended by 0 Readers  
3 .  
Steven Earl Salmony  
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 
February 9th, 2010 
1:35 pm 
Regardless of national boundaries, is the current effort to maximize the growth of the coal industry sustainable? 
 
Let's examine a forced choice situation: protect the unbridled growth of the coal industry or preserve Earth's 
ecology. 
 
Either grow the coal industry as we doing now and raise the probable risk of irreversibly degrading Earth's 
frangible ecosystems or modify the coal industry to one that functions sustainably and raise the prospect of 
saving our planetary home as a fit place for the children and coming generations to inhabit. 
 
Many thanks to all for your consideration. 
Recommend Recommended by 2 Readers  
4 .  
Raven  
Canada 
February 9th, 2010 
1:42 pm 
Alarmists are losing the political debate because they cannot understand that no one is willing to be a martyr for 
this cause (including all alarmists that I have heard talk). This has led to the absurd situation where alarmists try 
create some unsympathetic minority (i.e. coal miners) and seek to convince the majority that the evil [sic] coal 
miners deserve to be crushed in the name of the cause. 
 
These kinds of vicious attacks on people who did nothing other than seek employment in an essential industry 
worries a lot of people even if they have no direct interest in the industry because if they let the coal miners be 
crushed there is a chance that they will be next. 
 
What this all means is politicians will do nothing about climate change until the cost of fighting it is low enough 
to ensure that no one needs to be turned into a martyr.  
Recommend Recommended by 5 Readers  
5 .  
Ben  
NJ 
February 9th, 2010 
1:42 pm 
The whole point of burning a fossil fuel is to release the energy contained in it. So it is at the point of combustion 
that all the economics of before and after coincide.  
Recommend Recommended by 2 Readers  
6 .  
Mark - Dallas  
Dallas Tx 
February 9th, 2010 
1:42 pm 
I think the responsibility lies with the user. 
 
If we stopped all future coal plants today, users would find alternatives. They may be more expensive but there is 
little doubt the increased cost could be offset by conservation. 
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I pay a penny and a half more for wind power than I would for a fossil fuel mix. 
 
If we were all buying alternatives their cost would come down, possibly to parity. 
 
Its the users that will resist, and drive, change.  
Recommend Recommended by 0 Readers  
7 .  
Michael May  
Chicago 
February 9th, 2010 
1:43 pm 
We usually don't hear about US auto emissions being sourced back to Saudi Arabia, so I'd say "user pays" should 
be the rule on who "owns" the emissions, or more accurately, the responsibilty for controlling them. If not, then 
we just discount our own emissions and put them on the backs of Saudi Arabia, Venezuela, Canada, Mexico and 
the rest of our source countries for the purpose of emissions reductions. 
 
If we DID try to make the resource producing countries responsible for emissions, where ever those emissions 
were later emitted, then they'd have to attach an export tax on every ton or barrel of fossil fuel. That would drive 
down demand for their export product and cause unemployment at home, which would potentially result in either 
peaceful or violent overthrow of the regime in charge. 
 
So that's why we're not going to see that happen. 
 
If we make the burner pay for emissions, which is how I've seen everyone want to treat the US, then we're going 
to see gamesmanship from the Chinese and Indians to continue to allow them to operate outside such restraints. 
That will drive more production there, stimulating employment in those countries and solidifying the parties in 
power with their people. It will also cause increasing relative unemployment in countries where hard caps or 
taxes are applied and undermine political support for the governments in power. 
 
It should be clear by now that a treaty to include all the important players with hard and fast emissions targets 
isn't going to happen given the advantages China currently is willing to afford itself to grow its manufacturing 
economy. 
 
Are there any ends of the balloon left to squeeze?  
Recommend Recommended by 3 Readers  
8 .  
pratster  
san francisco 
February 9th, 2010 
1:46 pm 
It is a good thing you remembered that countries go to war to protect their energy supplies. 
 
Japan in WW2, anyone?  
Recommend Recommended by 3 Readers  
9 .  
augwhite  
Houston, TX 
February 9th, 2010 
1:51 pm 
1) AFP has issued a one-line statement from China Power denying that the deal exists: http://www.google.com...
 
2) The actual estimated limit at your link reads:“If you want to limit the risk of exceeding 2 degrees C global 
warming to one in four, or 25 percent, then total CO2 emissions over the first half of the 21st century have be 
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kept below 1,000 billion tons.” Not 500GT with no time limit, as one might gather from the statement by Dr. 
Pierrehumbert. 
 
3) It may be relevant that the proposed deal does not envision any production before 2013 and that it is a 20-year 
deal. So, it involves allocation of 0.05% of the CO2 target, spread over a full half the target time period, with 
about a 1-sigma safety factor. 
 
I don't mean to belittle Dr. Pierrehumbert's concern -- only to put it in context. 
 
And speaking of taking things completely out of context, my favorite climate modeling quotation of all time is 
still the one from Goodman & Pierrehumbert (2003) J. Geophys. Res. 108: 3308, describing one of their models: 
"We ignore the existence of continents ... ." This was an entirely sensible assumption, for that particular study; 
but it tells you a little something about the field.  
Recommend Recommended by 2 Readers  
10 .  
wmar  
usa 
February 9th, 2010 
2:00 pm 
This is an interesting topic and I think Ray did a nice job of posing the question. 
 
Some things seem very clear in the wake of the Copenhagen collapse and the current crumbling of the IPCC and 
the CRU, soon to be followed by serious chastening at NOAA and GISS for similar issues. The entire argument 
rests (where climate is concerned) on the carbon argument, which the IPCC, et al, ‘owned’ until its collapse. 
 
This collapse and its cascades has clarified for the vast majority of voters and taxpayers and buyers of energy and
of course international competitors, that the ‘consensus’ was a made up construct, that carbon and climate cannot 
be seen as monolithic, or even possibly as being related, and that the ‘sky is falling’ so-called ‘tipping points’ do 
not exist, and so, why then deprive ourselves and our fellow man of the energy required to live and to grow and 
to alleviate poverty and thus to cause cleaner living (pending newer technology). 
 
As we experience the present cool-phase (for decades) the issue will be staying warm and hoping for good crop 
yields assuming more cold summers, being happy to have the added carbon to feed those plants struggling against 
the cold as they had to these last years. 
 
Andy asks 'if' a system to track emissions is placed and operated, as part of a plan (I assume) to establish 
accountability for them. 
 
I believe this concept will die with cap and trade. That we will continue to track the information, but that 
emissions from the operation of our world will return to their rightful place as being the stuff required of life 
outside of poverty, sickness and suffering (until better technology is developed), but with an emphasis on being 
as clean as practically possible, but not so much that needed energy becomes unaffordable under present 
technology. 
 
That the world will not any longer ignore the extremely abundant extractive fuels so readily available and with 
new finds being discovered very often. The concept of imminent peak oil/fuels is being made silly by the many 
huge new finds of oil, gas, shale, coal, sands and rocks. 
 
In the recent past there has been a view that even though we know these fuels are there, that we will not use them 
or drill for them or do anything relative to them, not even as they are a matter of national security, this ostensibly 
for reasons of the environment with particular emphasis on climate change. We in the USA will not extract, while 
our competitors will extract, this is a recipe for serious problems, and that we depend upon far-flung unstable 
countries for our energy in many cases is not sensible.
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The economic facts and the response to President Obama here and around the world has not been reassuring as to 
security, he has been described as naïve by Sarkozy of France, and this seems to be a valid concern. It has been 
reflected in voting patterns and polls here where elections are going to his political and ideological foes and his 
poll ratings have fallen to seriously low levels as have those of the house and the senate but particularly against 
those most likely to support the president’s basic positions, including regarding climate and energy. In short, his 
agenda has stalled and seems to be unable to re-float based on its lack of popularity. 
 
It seems likely that we as a nation will embark upon intensive development of our native fuels in order to help 
rescue our economy and be able to afford to power and heat it. These pressing financial concerns will dwarf our 
former indulgences with the idea that we were somehow above drilling or mining or that there was any reality to 
the arguments that we should not. 
 
At the same time our business sector, keen to compete and to win, will be developing new and varied technology 
from which to power our societies. As folks realize that oil and gas can be available to them at far lower prices 
they will demand this, not for profligacy, but because cheap energy is a basic building block of the rescue of our 
economy. If a gallon of oil was $ 1.00 one can just imagine how costs overall would drop, allowing a 
magnification into the economy, then, once strong again, we can demand a changeover based on the real peaks of 
extractive energies. This is but one part of a sensible economic rescue plan, whereas, many have asked for the 
opposite, due to climate change, and until the AGW establishment collapsed, this was a tenable position. It is not 
so any more. 
 
As the US elections near, we will hear less talk of carbon and climate and more talk of jobs needed, no more cash 
to spend (or borrow from China), and strapped government coffers. Making fuel cheap and available would be 
privately funded and have a quick effect in our recovery and psychology. As time passes and the world finds they 
cannot reconstruct the climate change bandwagon, a new bogey man will be selected. Hopefully we will 
remember the last one and resist pending clarity. 
 
Best Wishes 
 
Recommend Recommended by 3 Readers  
11 .  
wmar  
usa 
February 9th, 2010 
2:03 pm 
Things like this are going to drip ... drip ... drip ...bang, until the IPCC, et al, slips away, who then will be 
counting coal, they will not even recall why they thought they should have in the first place. The fact that Dr. 
Lacis is a member of the consensus only makes his concerns more valuable not less. I sincerely hope that Ray 
and Dr. Alley both survive the purge and can use their formidable minds unfettered. 
 
"Hansen colleague rejected IPCC AR4 ES as having “no scientific merit”, but what does IPCC do? 
9 02 2010 
The ever sharp Bishop Hill blog writes: 
 
Dr. Andrew A. Lacis - NASA GISS 
 
While perusing some of the review comments to the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report, I came across the 
contributions of Andrew Lacis, a colleague of James Hansen’s at GISS. Lacis’s is not a name I’ve come across 
before but some of what he has to say about Chapter 9 of the IPCC’s report is simply breathtaking. 
 
Chapter 9 is possibly the most important one in the whole IPCC report – it’s the one where they decide that 
global warming is manmade. This is the one where the headlines are made.
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Remember, this guy is mainstream, not a sceptic, and you may need to remind yourself of that fact several times 
as you read through his comment on the executive summary of the chapter: 
There is no scientific merit to be found in the Executive Summary. The presentation sounds like something put 
together by Greenpeace activists and their legal department. The points being made are made arbitrarily with 
legal sounding caveats without having established any foundation or basis in fact. The Executive Summary seems 
to be a political statement that is only designed to annoy greenhouse skeptics. Wasn’t the IPCC Assessment 
Report intended to be a scientific document that would merit solid backing from the climate science community –
instead of forcing many climate scientists into having to agree with greenhouse skeptic criticisms that this is 
indeed a report with a clear and obvious political agenda. Attribution can not happen until understanding has been 
clearly demonstrated. Once the facts of climate change have been established and understood, attribution will 
become self-evident to all. The Executive Summary as it stands is beyond redemption and should simply be 
deleted. 
 
I’m speechless. The chapter authors, however weren’t. This was their reply (all of it): 
Rejected. [Executive Summary] summarizes Ch 9, which is based on the peer reviewed literature. 
Simply astonishing. 
 
This is a consensus? 
 
(h/t to WUWT reader Tom Mills)" 
 
http://wattsupwiththat.com... 
 
Best Wishes  
Recommend Recommended by 3 Readers  
12 .  
Larry G.  
Seattle, WA 
February 9th, 2010 
2:06 pm 
"I know of quite a few economists who would say it’s completely unrealistic to think a coal-producing country 
would constrain such commerce..." 
 
It is a fallacy to speak of "countries" or "governments" as if they have the power to constrain commerce in coal, 
i.e. to sequester coal, crude oil, etc. Rather, transnational corporations have the real power. The banner in Jurassic 
Park should have read: 
 
"When Transnational Corporations Ruled The Earth" 
 
See, for example, Mr. Obama's health insurance reform. The package is simply a series of negotiated agreements 
between the powerful corporate/economic interests: 
- the drug industry (no importation of half-price drugs); 
- the health-insurance industry (30 million new customers, with premiums subsidized by taxpayers); 
- the AARP (no constraint on increases in future Medicare costs = benefits); 
- the medical software & device industry (billions in government subsidies for electronic records) 
 
We could continue this list (the insurance-reform legislation exceeds 1,000 pages), but let's not belabor the 
obvious. 
 
The fossil-fuel-extraction industry is arguably the most powerful conglomeration of transnational corporations 
that the world has ever seen. This industry has operated without constraint for the past 100+ years (see, for 
example, coal-mining practices in the U.S.). Nor should we overlook the very powerful users of fossil fuels: the 
railroads built in the 1800's, the steel mills, the mining/refining industry, the construction industry, etc.
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In conclusion: at this point in human evolution, "countries" or "governments" have no real power to constrain the 
mining and flow of fossil fuels. May I suggest that it is intellectually dishonest to suggest that countries or 
governments do have this power? 
 
(See, for example, the collected works of Noam Chomsky). 
 
Larry G. 
Seattle, WA 
 
Recommend Recommended by 5 Readers  
13 .  
Eva  
Mountain View, CA 
February 9th, 2010 
2:11 pm 
Hansen tried to shut down the Capital Power Plant last year. How many people would that have hurt? DC needs 
the electricity now more than ever. 
 
Billions of people rely on coal to keep warm, fed, employed and connected to the outside world. Why is it that 
some people are unable to focus on the positive aspects of their civilization? 
 
Bill Clinton used to say "Don't let the perfect be the enemy of the good."  
Recommend Recommended by 5 Readers  
14 .  
Bob  
NYC 
February 9th, 2010 
2:15 pm 
Japan attacked the US due to trade issues and access to resources. You cannot expect the Chinese to ignore them.
If Australia could not export due to domestic needs there would be no problem. If they try to damage the Chinese 
economy with a resource they can afford to sell, there will be repercussions. 
Right now the Chinese government is considering selling US bonds to punish the US for arms sales to Taiwan. 
This is not a schoolyard where all the disagreements can end with group hugs. The Chinese dragon is not a teddy 
bear.  
Recommend Recommended by 2 Readers  
15 .  
raypierre  
Chicago, IL 
February 9th, 2010 
2:17 pm 
Raven: Nobody needs to be a martyr here. Economic growth and employment is not synonymous with growth in 
coal mining or exports of other low value-added raw materials. That's a ticket to crummy, dangerous jobs -- like 
coal mining. Instead of exporting coal to China, Australia and others should be developing, manufacturing and 
exporting technology that allows China to make more efficient use of the coal China already has. I myself happen 
to think that judicious expansion of nuclear energy is likely to be part of the solution to climate protection, and so 
I can only applaud the French jobs that have been built by Arreva's assistance to Chinese nuclear power 
generation. 
 
A side benefit of high-tech exports over raw material exports is that it doesn't mess up your landscape and 
ecosystem as much.  
Recommend Recommended by 4 Readers  
16 .  
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Peter  
NJ 
February 9th, 2010 
2:17 pm 
why wouldn't australia put that coal to good use and create enough domestic electricity to run desalination plants, 
lower the costs of ore processing, create jobs etc? That seems like much more valued added activity per molecule 
of C02 released than simply shipping off to china who will get more bang for the ton out of it than australia.  
Recommend Recommended by 1 Readers  
17 .  
Michael May  
Chicago 
February 9th, 2010 
4:41 pm 
11.wmarusaFebruary 9th, 20105:03 pm 
 
Asked and answered, wmar. Perhaps you could update your understanding of this by reading Andy's post on this 
issue. It's clear you have absolutely no aversion to misrepresenting information. And it's clear you are resistant to 
information that refutes, directly, in the words of the very people you claim are speaking for you, what it is you 
claim to be sharing with us as novel information. 
 
So far today Andy has provided direct responses to your misrepresentations from two climate scientists. What an 
amazing place where you can lie and lie and lie and get someone with Andy's credentials as a reporter to follow 
down your misrepresentations by calling the very people you're misrepresenting and get them to provide a hot 
quote that pours cold water all over you. 
 
And there you sit, acting like you're not soaking wet. Are you coated in Teflon?  
Recommend Recommended by 3 Readers  
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Michael May  
Chicago 
February 9th, 2010 
4:41 pm 
Eva, 
 
RE: "Hansen tried to shut down the Capital Power Plant last year. How many people would that have hurt? DC 
needs the electricity now more than ever." 
 
What is the output of the Capital Power Plant? Even you have to know that the plant itself is more symbolic than 
functional. 
 
RE: "Billions of people rely on coal to keep warm, fed, employed and connected to the outside world. Why is it 
that some people are unable to focus on the positive aspects of their civilization?" 
 
Your point assumes that heat and electricity can only be produced by coal power. Do you really believe that? And 
why is it that you aren't able to honestly deal with information? 
 
RE: "Bill Clinton used to say "Don't let the perfect be the enemy of the good."" 
 
Bill Clinton didn't invent that phrase. Perhaps a better quote for you is this one: "One death is a tragedy; one 
million is a statistic." 
 
Since you like wikipedia as a source, here's something to keep you warm: 
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http://en.wikipedia.org...  
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Michael May  
Chicago 
February 9th, 2010 
4:41 pm 
For those of you who laud Eva for her brilliance, note she's chastising Hansen for trying to have teh Capitol 
Power Plant shut down. She says, "Hansen tried to shut down the Capital Power Plant last year. How many 
people would that have hurt? DC needs the electricity now more than ever." 
 
http://en.wikipedia.org... 
 
To answer her question, not a single person would have been hurt. The Capitol Power Plant hasn't produced 
electricity since the 1952. Whether DC needs electricity "now more than ever" or not, they won't be getting a 
single electron from the Capitol Power Plant. 
 
Since virtually every point she writes in here is destroyed upon even mild examination, if you folks are following 
along at all and remembering anything that happens, you have to know this. So if you're lauding her, you're 
knowingly lauding a fraud.  
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Greg  
Adelaide Australia 
February 9th, 2010 
4:42 pm 
There has been almost no comment on this issue in Australia. Even though most politicians claim to care about 
Climate Change - everyone is happy to export millions of tonnes of thermal coal to China to be turned into 
Carbon Dioxide. This is the hypocrisy of the Climate Change debate, lots of words no actions - so why do we 
keep pretending its important. This is a political argument not a scientific one 
 
http://www.climatechangedenier.com.au/climate-change/another-coal-export-deal-hurrah-but-wait-its-that-
deadly-coal-stuff/  
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Elizabeth Tjader  
Ferndale, California 
February 9th, 2010 
4:42 pm 
Who would listen to an economist on anything that has to do with the health and well being of this planet? Good 
God, look where the so called "best of the best" in the field of economics took us over the last two years? They 
took us to hell and we haven't even begun to re-emerge. And we would trust them with planet Earth? (Read Bob 
Herbert's column today if you want a reality check on the economy). 
 
It's all about the buck. China! That country is becoming Earth's nemesis, along with the developed countries who 
refuse to take the lead and exemplify what the words sacrifice and selfless decision making is all about. 
 
I have tremendous compassion for the Chinese people condemned to poverty. I don't wish compromised living 
conditions on anyone no matter in what country they live. But I have more compassion for our global ecosystem, 
the one that includes not only human beings but the millions of other species that make this planet habitable. The 
future health and well being of Earth depends on our ability to make wise, hard choices when it comes to 
greenhouse gases. I guess wisdom is on the endangered species list as well. 
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Money trumps everything. How sad for everyone. 
 
Elizabeth Tjader 
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Bob  
NYC 
February 9th, 2010 
4:42 pm 
#10 "Hopefully we will remember the last one and resist pending clarity." 
Hopefully, but I don't think so, people forget. We already forgot the "better red than dead" days from the same 
crowd.  
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raypierre  
Chicago, IL 
February 9th, 2010 
4:42 pm 
Regarding Augwite's comment on 500 Gt vs 1000Gt (# 9): 
 
The trillion tonne figure is the total cumulative emissions allowed, so you have to factor in how much we've 
already emitted. From the statistics from http://cdiac.ornl.gov/ you can compute that worldwide we've emitted 
350 gigatonnes of carbon as fossil fuel CO2. The rest of the way up to approximately 500Gt already emitted 
comes from estimates (admittedly uncertain) of deforestation, plus throwing in something for non-CO2 
greenhouse gases, which affect the peak warming (though not the long-term). So, 500Gt is in the ballpark of how 
much additional we can emit in the future and still stay under a peak warming of 2C. Given the long lifetime of 
CO2 in the atmosphere, it doesn't matter a great deal if it's stretched out over 200 or 400 years, though when you 
get out longer than that the peak warming comes down a bit, if not the long-term tail of the warming. 
 
If you want to work with round-numbers to understand the trillion tonne limit, figure it this way. Roughly 600 
Gigatonnes carbon in the pre-undustrial atmosphere (280 ppm of CO2). 
Add a trillion tonnes, and let half of that stay in the atmosphere (as of the time emissions cease) and you've 
brought the CO2 up to 280 times (600 + 500)/600, or 513 ppm. With a climate sensitivity of 2.5 degrees per 
doubling, that gives you about 2.2 degrees C warming. 
 
That's just the back-of-envelope value, which serves as a reality check. Estimates vary because of different 
amounts of land and ocean carbon uptake, different estimates of ocean heat uptake, etc.  
Recommend Recommended by 3 Readers  
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raypierre  
Chicago, IL 
February 9th, 2010 
4:42 pm 
By the way, Augwite, I'm pleased at your interest in our paper on Neoproterozoic sea glaciers, but just what is it 
that you think the waterworld idealization in our model tells you about the state of climate modeling? To me, all 
it says is that, just like any other physicists, we look at idealized models when we are trying to understand basic 
phenomena. Ever hear of the Ising model?  
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February 9th, 2010 
4:42 pm 
The question you ask on FB about this is, who owns the CO2 that is emitted? This question reveals one of the 
most crucial aspects of addressing the growing GHG crisis (another example: who owns the methane belched out 
of cows, a major contributor to global warming, the farmer or the hamburger eater?). 
 
We all own the stuff. All of us live off of it, benefit from it, one way or the other. We all pay for it in our utility 
bills. We also will share in paying for the consequences of a deteriorating planet. A measurable amount of air 
pollution in US west coast states comes from China. Who owns it? Whose problem is it? Folks in those states pay 
for the consequences in resulting health problems, difficulty in meeting federal air standards, and more. Is this 
fair? Yet those same states also produce air pollution that wafts east. 
 
Air pollution from the industrial states around the Great Lakes and Ohio Valley wafts over the Adirondack Mts. 
causing acid rain and damage to forests. Who is responsible for those forests, and for stopping the damage? 
 
Many folks resisting change, including China, insist on national sovereignty in this matter. But just like 
international human rights law, international rules of war, or the International Criminal Court, we will know we 
are approaching sanity in sharing these planetary threats when the international community acts like it shares 
responsibility for the planet's atmosphere and biosphere. 
 
Legal and moral responsibility must lie ultimately at the source of production and at the point of use - both 
production and demand. They are one process and at both points a regimen of enforceable international standards 
must ultimately be put in place. If we believe this will never happen, then woe is us. Otherwise, no matter how 
long it takes, we need to begin to create the political and economic conditions for this process to begin and to 
have real clout. 
 
Margaret 
www.ecologicalhope.org  
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 of 3Next  

Post a Comment 

Share your thoughts. 

You are currently logged in as 75200. 

Comments are moderated and generally will be posted if they are on-topic and not abusive. For more 
information, please see our Comments FAQ. 

1

Display Name (What's this)  

Location (i.e. New York, NY)  
Characters Remaining: 5000 

Comment (Required)   

 

Rosalind Peterson

USA

Ads by Google what's this?

Page 15 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



Search This Blog 

   

 

About Dot Earth 

 

By 2050 or so, the world population is expected to reach nine billion, essentially adding two Chinas to the 
number of people alive today. Those billions will be seeking food, water and other resources on a planet where, 
scientists say, humans are already shaping climate and the web of life. In Dot Earth, reporter Andrew C. Revkin 
examines efforts to balance human affairs with the planet’s limits. Conceived in part with support from a John 
Simon Guggenheim Fellowship, Dot Earth tracks relevant news from suburbia to Siberia. The blog is an 
interactive exploration of trends and ideas with readers and experts. You can follow Mr. Revkin on Twitter and 
Facebook. 

 

It's time to act now 

We think telecom saves the planet You think? Discuss with us. 

ericsson.com/mwc  

Previous post Exxon and the Climate Fight Next post Does an Old Climate Critique Still Hold up?

Advertise on NYTimes.com

Earth 
and Us
on 
Twitter

 Loading tweets...  

Page 16 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



Introducing  

Apture allows readers to dig deeper into a subject without ever leaving the blog post. 
When you click on any link marked by the icons , , or , you will be able to view video, reference 
materials, images and other related media. Please e-mail your feedback and thoughts on this feature to 
apture@nyt.com. 

On the Dot 

Energy 

New Options Needed 

Access to cheap energy underpins modern societies. Finding enough to fuel 
industrialized economies and pull developing countries out of poverty without overheating the climate is a central 
challenge of the 21st century. 

 Africa’s Energy Gap  
 The Power of Green  
 The Energy Challenge series  
 How to Spark an Energy Quest  

Climate 

The Arctic in Transition 

Enshrined in history as an untouchable frontier, the Arctic is being transformed by

www.us.bureauveritas.com/green 

Theraflu ® 
Find Out Which Theraflu ® Treatment Is Right For You. 
www.TheraFlu.com 

Page 17 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



significant warming, a rising thirst for oil and gas, and international tussles over shipping routes and seabed 
resources. 

 The Big Melt series  
 Postcards from the Arctic  
 The North Pole Was Here (book) and teaching tools  
 The Arctic Rush  

Society 

Slow Drips, Hard Knocks 

 Human advancement can be aided by curbing everyday losses like the millions of 
avoidable deaths from indoor smoke and tainted water, and by increasing resilience in the face of predictable 
calamities like earthquakes and drought. 

 Times Topics: Disasters  
 Thirsty Giant, India and water  
 The Future of Calamity  

Biology 

Life, Wild and Managed 

Earth’s veneer of millions of plant and animal species is a vital resource that will need 
careful tending as human populations and their demands for land, protein and fuels grow. 

 Managing Planet Earth  
 South America Seeks to Fill the World’s Table  
 Tracking the Imperiled Bluefin  
 A Movable Beast  

Slide Show 

 

A Planet in Flux 

Page 18 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



Andrew C. Revkin began exploring the human impact on the environment nearly 30 years ago. An early stop was 
Papeete, Tahiti. This narrated slide show describes his extensive travels. 

 

Video 

 

Dot Earth on YouTube 

Many of the videos featured here can be found on Andrew Revkin’s channel on YouTube. Recent reader 
favorites:  

 Dr. James Hansen  
 Local Cooking  
 41 Days at the North Pole  
 Cuttlefish Camouflage  

Blogroll 

News 

 Environmental Journalism Today (SEJ.org)

VIDEO More Video | Multimedia

WORLD

Copenhagen Climate Change Q
Times Reporter Andrew Revkin Answers Reader Queries

 SCIENCE WORLD WORLD

Page 19 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



 Wired Science  
 The Business of Green  
 Managing Globalization  
 Environment 360 (Yale)  
 Scientific American Blog  
 Climate Feedback  
 The Green Room  
 Science and Development Network  

 Dateline Earth  
 New Scientist Environment Blog  
 Physics Today News Picks  
 Living on Earth (radio)  
 Environment Report (radio)  
 Environmental Capital (WSJ)  
 Energy Outlook  
 The Oil Drum  
 Planet DFW (Dallas/Ft. Worth)  
 PDX Green (Portland, Ore.)  

Earth and Environmental Science and Engineering 

 ScienceBlogs : Planet Earth  
 Realclimate.org  
 Resilience Science  
 Discover Magazine Blogs (4)  
 The Academy of Sciences for the Developing World  

 Science and Innovation for Sustainable Development  
 The Pimm Group  
 Mongabay  

Poverty, Development, and Design 

 Consilience Journal (Columbia U., student-edited)  
 Squatter City  
 TVE Asia Pacific  
 NextBillion.net  
 Appropriate Infrastructure Development Group  
 Chemists Without Borders  

 YaleGlobal Online  
 Design that Matters  
 Planetizen — The Planning and Development Network  
 TedBlog  
 Sustainable Design  
 Inhabitat  
 Private Sector Develoment Blog  

Media and Environment 

 Environmental Journalism Today  
 The Observatory (CJR)  

Page 20 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



 Environmental Journalism Now  
 Developing Radio  
 EarthJournalism.org  

 Knight Science Journalism Tracker  
 Framing Science  
 Yale Climate Media Forum  

Environment and Sustainability Voices 

 Worldchanging  
 Daily Grist  
 EnviroWonk  
 Earth-Info.Net  
 GreenTechForum  
 EcoGeek  
 The City Fix  
 Daily Green  
 Plenty Magazine Blogs  

 Treehugger  
 Animal Ethics  
 The Ethicurean  
 Switchboard (NRDC)  
 Energy Smart  
 ClimateProgress  
 DeSmogBlog  
 This Sphere  
 Eco-Compass Blog  

Analysis and Policy 

 Electronic Journal of Sustainable Development  
 Population Counts  
 Terrain – A Journal of the Built and Natural Environments  
 Prometheus  
 Energy Policy Blog  

 The Breakthrough Blog  
 ClimateEthics.org  
 Climatepolicy.org  
 Commontragedies.wordpress.com  
 The Intersection  
 SciencePoliticsClimate Blog  
 Set America Free  

FREE-MARKET ADVOCATES, “SKEPTICS,” INDUSTRY VIEWS 

 World Climate Report  
 Hit & Run (Reason)  
 Shop Floor  

 ClimateAudit.org  

Page 21 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



 Climate Debate Daily  
 The Commons Blog  

YOUTH 

 It’s Getting Hot in Here  
 SustainUS  
 TakingItGlobal  

Archive 

  

Recent Posts 

February 12 
(6)  

NASA Scientist Adds to Views on Climate Panel 

A NASA scientist elaborates on his views of the 2007 report from the U.N. climate panel. 

February 11 
(38)  

A Menu for Feeding 9 Billion 

With a mix including genetically modified crops and expanded aquaculture, where appropriate, scientists foresee 
a well-fed human population later in the century. 

February 10 
(186)  

The Distracting Debate Over Climate Certainty 

Views on how the fight over climate certainty has distracted from the reality of a building risk. 

February 09 
(111)  

Does an Old Climate Critique Still Hold up? 

A climate scientist's strong critique of a climate panel report from 2005 resurfaces. 

February 09 
(53)  

When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? 

When rich countries sell coal to poor countries and buy the resulting goods, who "owns" the resulting CO2 
emissions? 

Select Month

Page 22 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



News From Green Inc. 

Energy, the Environment and the Bottom Line 

How will the pressures of climate change, limited fossil fuel resources and the mainstreaming of 
“green” consciousness reshape society? Follow the money. Our energy and environment reporters will track the 
high-stakes pursuit of a greener globe. Join the discussion at Green Inc. 

Tag List 

 GLOBAL WARMING 443  
 CLIMATE CHANGE 407  
 ENERGY 185  
 CLIMATE 139  
 SUSTAINABILITY 123  
 POLITICS 115  
 GREENHOUSE GASES 109  
 MEDIA 90  
 CARBON DIOXIDE 88  
 OBAMA 84  
 ENVIRONMENTALISM 83  
 ARCTIC 73  
 OCEANS 73  
 ENVIRONMENT 66  

 Latest Headlines  

  

  
Create Your Own Times Widget »  

Page 23 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



 POVERTY 60  

 CHINA 60  
 TECHNOLOGY 58  
 SKEPTICS 56  
 DISASTERS 55  
 SCIENCE 49  
 ECONOMICS 48  
 GLOBAL 48  
 POPULATION 46  
 COAL 43  
 OIL 42  
 DIPLOMACY 41  
 CONGRESS 39  
 BUSH 39  
 CONSERVATION 37  
 RESILIENCE 35  

 

 

Subscribe 

 Dot Earth RSS  

Home

Get DealBook News Alerts 
 

Sign up today to receive breaking Wall Street news.  
info@californiaskywatch.com        
Change E-mail Address  |   Privacy Policy  

Ads by Google what's this?

LEED-ND, Form-Based Codes 

Government and business consulting Low-carbon strategies from Portland 

www.Tectics.com/Consultancy.htm  

Page 24 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...



 World  
 U.S.  
 N.Y. / Region  
 Business  
 Technology  
 Science  
 Health  
 Sports  
 Opinion  
 Arts  
 Style  
 Travel  
 Jobs  
 Real Estate  
 Autos  
 Back to Top  

Copyright 2010 The New York Times Company

 Privacy  
 Terms of Service  
 Search  
 Corrections  
 RSS  
 First Look  
 Help  
 Contact Us  
 Work for Us  
 Advertise  
 Site Map  

  

Page 25 of 25When Coal Flows Between Countries, Who ‘Owns’ the CO2? - Dot Earth Blog - NYTi...

2/12/2010http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/when-coal-flows-between-countries-who-o...


