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FREDERICKTOWN – Commissioners in Fayette County appear poised to sell the historic ferryboat Frederick, which was idled permanently along the Monongahela River at Fredericktown two weeks ago due to dwindling ridership and increased operational costs.

Fayette Commissioner Angela Zimmerlink said she was able to stall the notice of sale at a meeting Tuesday in hopes the board will consider other options for the ferry built in 1948 as part of a service that had been in operation in the area for nearly two centuries.

Zimmerlink said she didn’t want to sell the ferry without exploring other options, which could include another group assuming ownership and keeping it as a tourist attraction at its present location.

“My fellow two commissioners say they do not want to entertain any other options other than selling,” she said. “Selling to me means someone could bid and scrap it.”

Fredericktown businessman Dennis Slagle said he hasn’t given up hope Fayette will offer the ferry to East Bethlehem Township as part of his plan to place it in a museum/visitor center in the village.

“We are the other option,” said Slagle, owner of BeeGraphix apparel company. “We’re going to try to keep it here in our downtown.”

He said he understands the ferry is a public asset and there are rules to follow on how Fayette can dispose of it.

Ferry supporter Evan T. Williams II of Carmichaels said it appears Fayette wants to get rid of the ferry as soon as possible. He’s also heard reports that people have been stealing things from the vessel while it is tied up along the shore in Fayette.

“It’s almost like they’re insulting the people who care about it,” Williams said. “The whole thing is still frustrating to me.”

The board is expected to act Tuesday on the fate of the steel vessel, Zimmerlink said.

Copyright 2012 Observer Publishing Company.All rights reserved.

----- Original Message ----- 

From: "Christ, Martin J" <Martin.J.Christ@wv.gov>

To: <amanda@Cheat.org>; <kevin@cheat.org>; <lauren@cheat.org>; <Liz@DeckersCreek.org>; <tim@DeckersCreek.org>; <Jen@DeckersCreek.org>; <paulfran3@gmail.com>; <info@saveblackwater.org>; <jmeleyette@rocketmail.com>; <wcwoods0000@aol.com>; <lorri_ann@msn.com>; <dcsoinks@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 2:30 PM

Subject: FW: NRCS Offers Online Courses for Youth, Teachers | Articles | Stormwater

Please take note of these education resources from the Natural Resource Conservation Service.


-----Original Message-----
From: WV MS4 Stormwater List [mailto:MS4-STORMWATER-L@LISTSERV.WVNET.EDU] On Behalf Of Myers, Paul
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 2:20 PM
To: MS4-STORMWATER-L@LISTSERV.WVNET.EDU
Subject: NRCS Offers Online Courses for Youth, Teachers | Articles | Stormwater

http://www.stormh2o.com/SW/Articles/22748.aspx.

Some may find this  info of benefit/ use for  public ed

 This collection of NRCS resources provides teachers with standardized information created from scientific research in environmental conservation. For information, visit:
www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/people/teachstudent/.

Martin Christ, Northern Basin Coordinator
West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Water and Waste Management
Nonpoint Source Program
Email Martin.J.Christ@WV.gov
Tel. 304-368-2000 x 3736
Fax 304-368-3953
Cell 304-932-5741
2031 Pleasant Valley Road
Fairmont, WV 26554

Sep 11, 2013, 10:44am EDT Updated: Sep 11, 2013, 11:06am EDT 

Walker: Shell cracker plans 'on target'

In 2010, Shell completed work on its petrochemical complex in Singapore, including an ethane cracker facility. It is evaluating bringing a similar facility to Beaver County.

Malia Spencer
Reporter- Pittsburgh Business Times
The plans to build an ethane cracker in Beaver County are on track, said Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development Secretary C. Alan Walker.

"I think that is on target," Walker said of the project, which the company has been evaluating for more than a year. "That is my number-one priority as secretary. Everything seems to be falling in place. They are follwing their timeline."

Speaking at a morning session of the 2013 Penn State Natural Gas Utilization conference, Walker highlighted the project proposed by Royal Dutch Shell. It’s a project that would build a petrochemical complex that would take ethane brought up from the Marcellus Shale and convert it to ethylene, which is used in plastics manufacturing.

Last month the company opened bidding for natural gas operators to supply the proposed project with ethane feedstock. Securing enough ethane has been one of the aspects the company has been evaluating as it mulls building this multi-billion project.

Walker noted the plant is expected to have 400 full-time employees but the potential for jobs related to manufacturing that would be using the ethane coming out of such a plant would be much greater. He estimated between 20,000 and 50,000 jobs from downstream manufacturing using ethane coming out of the plant.

Looking out 10 years, Walker noted the tristate region must think strategically to work together and benefit from natural gas development.

“We in Pennsylvania want to take a regional approach,” he said. “I think the Shell cracker will be very successful. I think in 10 years there will be three crackers in Appalachia. What we are trying to prove is it makes more sense to put a cracker in the field, and not take the gas to Gulf.”

Malia Spencer covers energy and technology. Contact her at mspencer@bizjournals.com or 412-208-3829. You can also follow her on Twitter.

From: dsborowiec@aol.com 

To: dsborowiec@aol.com 

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2013 2:41 AM

Subject: Auditor General’s Investigation of DEP Important for Southwest PA

excerpt:

People are entitled to the truth about what is in water they drink. Is that a debate we even need to be having? Aren’t some things so obvious they should go without saying? What possible reason is there for the DEP, under the direction of Governor Corbett, to withhold information from residents about something this important?

http://canon-mcmillan.patch.com/groups/jesse-white-state-representative-46th-districts-blog/p/auditor-generals-investigation-of-dep-important-for-southwest-pa
Auditor General’s Investigation of DEP Important for Southwest PA

It’s great to say we should all work together on every issue all the time, but there comes a point when you have to realize the other side has no intention of doing so under any circumstances whatsoever.

Posted by Jesse White , September 11, 2013 at 08:36 AM 

 
Pennsylvania Auditor General Eugene Depasquale gave an interview to the Scranton Times-Tribune last week in which he was asked about the ongoing audit of the PA Department of Environmental Protection’s handling of water quality issues related to Marcellus Shale drilling. His response to the question was “The only thing I could say is, it’s a good thing we’re doing the audit.”

 

Eugene Depasquale and I were both elected to the State House in 2006 and our offices were across the hall from one another in the Capitol for several years. I believe Eugene is an honest public servant and a good person, and I consider him a friend. I have no doubt that his audit of DEP will be objective and accurate, even though the Corbett administration has recently slashed budgets for investigators, limiting manpower and resources.


To refresh everyone’s memory, the basis of the audit is the DEP’s use of “Suite Codes” to limit the amount of information given to people about what DEP found in their water. This scheme was uncovered through the sworn testimony of DEP lab chief Taru Upadhyay in a deposition taken last year. 
 

Based on that testimony, here’s what was apparently happening. You have concerns about your water because you live near drilling operations, so you call DEP to check it out. The DEP inspector comes to your house, takes a sample, marks it with a “Suite Code” and sends it off to the lab for testing. The lab tests over thirty different chemicals and substances as required by federal law, the results of which are stored in the DEP lab computer. So far so good, right?

But when it’s time to generate the report based on the test results, that “Suite Code” tells the computer to only give back results for a handful of the things DEP tested for, not all of them. So the DEP inspector gets a report out of the computer that is purposely incomplete, but you don’t know that because you’d have no way to know. 
 

And when the inspector shows up with that report, they can be technically correct when they say, “According to the report I received from the lab, there is no evidence of any contamination.” But what they know, and you don’t, is that they purposely told the computer to leave out results of dozens of chemicals known to be found in frac water and flowback water. Many of them are known or suspected carcinogens, which means they can cause cancer. The results are sitting in the DEP computers, but you had no way of knowing you got less than the complete results.
 

The DEP has not denied this practice, but they haven’t explained it either. We also learned that they developed a “Suite Code” specifically designed to provide proper results for drilling-related water quality concerns; unfortunately (but not surprisingly) it has never been used by DEP. Furthermore, you would think the Marcellus Shale Coalition would be with us on this. If they don’t believe drilling operations impact the water, wouldn’t they want all the facts out there to help prove their point? The facts should be allowed to speak for themselves, plain and simple.

  

I have provided the Auditor General and his staff information about many problems occurring here in the 46th District, and will continue to do what I can to shed light on these inexcusable practices by the DEP. 

 

People are entitled to the truth about what is in water they drink. Is that a debate we even need to be having? Aren’t some things so obvious they should go without saying? What possible reason is there for the DEP, under the direction of Governor Corbett, to withhold information from residents about something this important?
  

The DEP is clearly taking their marching orders from the Corbett Administration to stonewall anyone who asks the tough questions. It’s great to say we should all work together on every issue all the time, but there comes a point when you have to realize the other side has no intention of doing so under any circumstances whatsoever. On an issue as important as letting parents and grandparents know whether their drinking water could put their children or grandchildren at risk of cancer, I decided that standing up for what’s right and demanding accountability is more important than pandering for the sake of politics.

----- Original Message ----- 

From: Jessica Ernst 

To: cog 

Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 11:33 PM

Subject: [COG] Transportation Safety Board Canada report: Lac-Mégantic disaster oil more dangerous than stated, flammable as gasoline

"If a company does not properly classify its goods, they can be prosecuted under the Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act," Raitt said in a statement.
Transport Canada investigations. 

http://www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/enquetes-investigations/rail/index.asp 

No list of chemicals yet.  Good questions just over 7 minutes in. Irving Oil of New Brunswick responsible for making sure the ordered goods comply with fed regs. The conversation states, roughly, that a type 2 good was relabelled as a type 3 good. Just after 8 minutes TSB gives details. 

the clips below are short, and good

Lac-Mégantic disaster oil more dangerous than stated
Transportation Safety Board says crude oil in train tankers was misidentified
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/montreal/story/2013/09/11/montreal-tsb-newser-lac-megantic.html
Lac-Megantic train cargo was as flammable as gasoline: safety board

http://globalnews.ca/news/833278/lac-megantic-train-cargo-was-as-flammable-as-gasoline-safety-board/ 

-- 
You received this message because you are subscribed to cog@earthworksaction.org.

To unsubscribe from this group, send email to
cog+unsubscribe@earthworksaction.org

This list is administered by Alan Septoff (aseptoff@earthworksaction.org). To request an addition to the list, please contact him via email.

For more options, including the list archive, visit this group at
http://cog.earthworksaction.org
 
NOTE: to access the group's website (including membership/archive), you must have a google account. If you don't have one, you can get one with your EXISTING (non-google) email here: https://accounts.google.com/SignUp
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to cog+unsubscribe@earthworksaction.org.
CHARLESTON GAZETTE
September 11, 2013 

Buying power cheaper than Harrison plant, group says

By Ken Ward Jr.
CHARLESTON, W.Va. -- Monongahela Power could purchase power from the regional electricity market at least the next eight years for less than the cost of buying the Harrison Power Station from its FirstEnergy parent company, a consumer group argues in new testimony filed with the state Public Service Commission.

The West Virginia-Citizen Action Group submitted its new analysis on Tuesday, in advance of a Friday hearing where the PSC will consider a proposed settlement that would allow FirstEnergy to transfer the Harrison plant to Mon Power.

Cathy Kunkel, an energy expert working for WV-CAG on the case, said that purchasing power through the market would be cheaper through 2021 and that ratepayers would only see a possible net benefit of the Harrison deal starting in 2030 at the earliest. 

"WV-CAG also argued that the very high energy market prices underlying this analysis overstate the benefit from purchasing Harrison and that, under a more reasonable forecast, Harrison may prove to be a long-term financial burden for ratepayers," the group said in a statement.

FirstEnergy is seeking PSC approval to sell its Harrison Power Station near Shinnston to subsidiary Mon Power. The company says the move is the best option to deal with deficits in electricity needed to serve Mon Power customers in West Virginia.

Critics say FirstEnergy proposed an overvalued transaction, ignored the potential gains from better demand-side energy efficiency programs and locked the Mon Power subsidiary into a generation mix that is too narrowly focused on coal.

WV-CAG says it would be wrong, and illegal, for commissioners to approve a settlement to allow Mon Power to recover $858 million from customers for the purchase of a plant that has a book value of just $554 million. WV-CAG opposes that price, even though it's less than the more than $1.1 billion that FirstEnergy and Mon Power had initially asked the PSC to approve.

"Mon Power and [sister company] Potomac Edison want to bet more than $500 million of their West Virginia customers' money on the hope that this plant will provide a financial return by 2030," said WVCAG Executive Director Gary Zuckett. "Clearly this deal is not in the public interest but is simply a way for Mon Power to bail out its out-of-state affiliate."

Other parties to the PSC case, including the company, the PSC staff, the agency's consumer advocate, and various industry groups -- as well as the Sierra Club -- have signed off on the settlement.

The PSC hearing is scheduled to start at 9:30 a.m. Friday at the commission office in Charleston.

A witness list for the hearing, released Wednesday, included officials from the PSC staff, the consumer advocate, WV-CAG, Mon Power and the West Virginia Energy Users Group.

Reach Ken Ward Jr. at kw...@wvgazette.com or at 304-348-1702.
Study: Damage from mountaintop removal mining is ‘staggering’ compared to the energy benefits

September 11, 2013 by Ken Ward Jr. 

There’s a new study out today that presents the first real effort to compare the environmental damage from mountaintop removal mining to the energy benefits from the coal that’s produced. Here’s what’s reported in the press release from Duke University:

To meet current U.S. coal demand through surface mining, an area of the Central Appalachians the size of Washington, D.C., would need to be mined every 81 days.
That’s about 68 square miles — or roughly an area equal to 10 city blocks mined every hour.
A one-year supply of coal would require converting about 310 square miles of the region’s mountains into surface mines, according to a new analysis by scientists at Duke University, Kent State University and the Cary Institute for Ecosystem Studies.
Creating 310 square miles of mountaintop mine would pollute about 2,300 kilometers of Appalachian streams and cause the loss of carbon sequestration by trees and soils equal to the greenhouse gases produced in a year by 33,600 average U.S. single-family homes, the study found.
Here’s the abstract of the study, which appears online today in the peer-reviewed journal PLOS ONE:
While several thousand square kilometers of land area have been subject to surface mining in the Central Appalachians, no reliable estimate exists for how much coal is produced per unit landscape disturbance. We provide this estimate using regional satellite-derived mine delineations and historical county-level coal production data for the period 1985-2005, and further relate the aerial extent of mining disturbance to stream impairment and loss of ecosystem carbon sequestration potential. To meet current US coal demands, an area the size of Washington DC would need to be mined every 81 days. A one-year supply of coal would result in ~2,300 km of stream impairment and a loss of ecosystem carbon sequestration capacity comparable to the global warming potential of >33,000 US homes. For the first time, the environmental impacts of surface coal mining can be directly scaled with coal production rates.
Brian D. Lutz, assistant professor of biogeochemistry at Kent State, who began the analysis as a postdoctoral research associate at Duke’s Nicholas School of the Environment last year, said that while  many studies have documented the severity of surface mining’s impacts on local ecosystems, few have quantified the region-wide extent of the damage and provided the metrics needed to weigh the environmental costs of mountaintop mining against its economic benefits. Lutz said:

This is a critical shortcoming, since even the most severe impacts may be tolerated if we believe they are sufficiently limited in extent.
Co-author William H. Schlesinger, president of the Cary Institute of Ecosystem Studies in Millbrook, N.Y., and   James B. Duke Professor Emeritus of Biogeochemistry and former dean of Duke’s Nicholas School, said the new analysis shows that “the  extent of environmental impacts of surface mining practices is staggering, particularly in terms of the relatively small amount of coal that is produced.” Schlesinger added:

Tremendous environmental capital costs are being incurred for only modest energy gains.
This entry was posted on Wednesday, September 11, 2013 
THE STATE JOURNAL
Dominion gets OK to expand natural gas exports

Posted: Sep 11, 2013 5:43 PM EST Updated: Sep 11, 2013 5:43 PM EST 
WASHINGTON (AP) — The Energy Department on Wednesday gave Dominion Resources permission to export liquefied natural gas from its southern Maryland terminal to countries that don't have free trade agreements with the United States.

The department said that Richmond, Va.-based Dominion has received conditional approval to expand exports of natural gas from its Cove Point terminal in Calvert County, Md. Dominion had previously been authorized to export the fuel only to countries that have free trade agreements.

The department says Dominion is now conditionally authorized to export up to 770 million cubic feet of natural gas a day over a 20-year period.

Dominion and other energy companies see a lucrative overseas market for U.S. natural gas, which is cheaper than natural gas in Europe and Asia.

Thomas F. Farrell II, Dominion chairman, president and CEO, called the announcement "good news on many fronts, including the thousands of jobs that will be created, the boost in government revenues that will result, and the support it provides to allied nations."

But some environmental groups criticized the decision. Mike Tidwell is director of the Chesapeake Climate Action Network. He said, "The U.S Department of Energy does not speak for the Marylanders who would pay the price of exporting fracked gas from Cove Point." He said his group will challenge Dominion's efforts to obtain federal and state permits for the project.

 
Gas from local operations will be transported to Asia

September 12, 2013

By CASEY JUNKINS - Staff Writer , The Intelligencer / Wheeling News-Register 
          

NATRIUM - A Wednesday ruling should allow natural gas drawn from the Upper Ohio Valley to be burned in Tokyo and New Delhi, but not everyone is excited about the $3.8 billion Dominion Resources Cove Point project.

Following months of review and consideration, the U.S. Department of Energy decided to allow Dominion to export liquefied natural gas from the Maryland facility at a rate of up to 0.77 billion cubic feet per day for 20 years. Thomas F. Farrell II, Dominion chairman, president and chief executive officer, has said much of this gas will be drawn from Marcellus and Utica Shale drilling operations in Ohio and West Virginia.

"We agree with the DOE's decision that exports are expected to bring economic benefits to the country," Farrell said Wednesday. "It is good news on many fronts, including the thousands of jobs that will be created, the boost in government revenues that will result, and the support it provides to allied nations.

Article Photos

Photo by Casey Junkins
Dominion Resources, which operates the Natrium natural gas processing plant in Marshall County, will export natural gas from the Cove Point facility in Maryland.

"Dominion is dedicated to constructing a safe and reliable facility that is an asset to the community, state and country," he added, noting the company hopes to have Cove Point up and running by 2017.

In the Ohio Valley, Dominion entered a $1.5 billion partnership with Caiman Energy to operate Marshall County's Natrium natural gas processing plant under the Blue Racer Midstream banner. This center is one of several along the line that would send Utica and Marcellus gas to Cove Point for export.

Energy Department officials said they reviewed nearly 200,000 public comments related to the Cove Point project, many of which favored the venture and many that opposed it. The department determined exporting the natural gas was "not inconsistent with the public interest."

The department also states that natural gas development is having a "transformative impact on the U.S. energy landscape, helping to improve our energy security while spurring economic development." The Energy Information Administration forecasts a record production rate of 69.96 billion cubic feet of natural gas per day for this year in 2013.

Erik Milito, director of Upstream and Industry Operations for the Washington, D.C.-based American Petroleum Institute, sees the decision in a positive light.

"The shale gas revolution has fundamentally changed the energy equation, positioning the United States as an energy superpower that can provide ample, affordable supplies to the domestic and international markets," he said.

Dominion officials said the project will create as many as 4,000 jobs for the state of Maryland, with another 14,600 jobs created once the Cove Point facility opens. The project would produce an estimated $9.8 billion in royalty payments to mineral owners over 25 years, while generating about $1 billion annually for federal, state and local governments.

But environmental groups are crying foul, as they express hope that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will use its power to stop the Cove Point project.

"Dominion managed to convince the Department of Energy that exploiting the people of the Marcellus and Utica shale regions for the sake of the oil and gas industry was a good idea," said Jocelyn D'Ambrosio, a lawyer for the environmental law group Earthjustice. "Dominion should be prepared to face stiff resistance at each remaining step in their ongoing approval process."

"It's a bad deal all around: for public health, the environment and America's working people," said Deb Nardone, director of the Sierra Club's Beyond Natural Gas Campaign. "The Sierra Club intends to hold Dominion accountable for complying with the commitments it made to protect the Cove Point environment."

County Council puts off drilling moratorium legislation

About Aaron Aupperlee

Aaron Aupperlee 412-320-7986
Staff Reporter
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review 


By Aaron Aupperlee 

Published: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 3:36 p.m.
Updated 3 hours ago
Allegheny County Council on Tuesday sent legislation that would put a three-year moratorium on drilling for natural gas under county parks to the government reform committee for further study. 

Council member Barbara Danko, who wrote the ordinance, wants to delay drilling under Deer Lakes Park in West Deer and Frazer. County Executive Rich Fitzgerald has said he would veto the moratorium if council passes it. 

“It's a little premature for the county executive to say he's going to veto something when it hasn't had sufficient discussion in the community,” Danko said Wednesday. “He needs to be listening to the people of Allegheny County.” 

More than 30 people spoke in favor of Danko's ordinance during a three-hour meeting. Drilling in county parks has dominated discussion at council meetings since members returned from their summer recess at the beginning of August. 

County officials are weighing an offer from Huntley & Huntley to drill under Deer Lakes Park from wellheads outside park boundaries. Huntley & Huntley wants an answer from the county by year's end. 

Aaron Aupperlee is a staff writer for Trib Total Media. Reach him at 412-320-7986 or aaupperlee@tribweb.com. 

Shale industry's problem: An excess of success
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By Timothy Puko 

Published: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 12:01 a.m.
Updated 13 hours ago
Too much success is becoming a problem for Marcellus shale drillers. 

Shale formations such as the Marcellus are producing so much natural gas that the nation's gas supply will exceed its demand by 2017, according to research released on Tuesday by Bentek Energy LLC. 

The consultant said its models show production in Pennsylvania and Ohio will be eight times larger than the growth in demand during the next 10 years. 

“We've had to pull back on some very profitable plays that just a few years ago were supposed to have tremendous growth,” said Justin Carlson, a Bentek analyst and Tuesday's keynote speaker at the 2013 Penn State Natural Gas Utilization Conference. “It is a substantial opportunity for end-users.” 

The conference, in its third year, brought about 200 people to the Omni William Penn, Downtown, where Penn State officials and their industry partners could promote increased use of gas. After a full day of presentations, they had propane-fueled buses scheduled to take them to a reception in Market Square, which they filled with a display of natural-gas fueled trucks and vans. 

Industry officials and boosters are trying to convince everyone that they can supply the cheap fuel for an energy revolution — if consumers would just prepare to buy it. As much as the Marcellus shale has produced, it's only a lack of buyers that's kept it from producing more, officials and analysts said. 

Power plants and manufacturers are using more gas, but the country needs even more infrastructure if its drilling industry is to keep growing. Drillers have had to pull back in 2009 and 2012 as supply increases turned out to be more than the country could use, sending prices crashing, Carlson said. 

“There's an education component” in pushing for new gas use, said Matt Henderson, shale gas asset manager at Penn State's Marcellus Center for Outreach and Research, which helped organize the conference. “We see it, we're used to it (in Pennsylvania). But around the rest of the country it's still new to a lot of people.” 

When consumers start to believe is still a question. Many people in the audience were parts suppliers. 

The Elliott Group in Jeannette wants to sell its compressors and turbines to the chemical arm of Royal Dutch Shell plc if it decides to build a multibillion-dollar petrochemical plant it's considering for Beaver County, Elliott officials said. If those kinds of developments happen sooner rather than later, it would be a big boost for business, said George Adda, the company's vice president for corporate marketing. 

“I think (the new projects) are going to follow,” Adda said. “It's just ‘When?'” 

Timothy Puko is a staff writer for Trib Total Media. 

NEW YORK TIMES
September 10, 2013

Counting the Cost of Fixing the Future

By EDUARDO PORTER
What would you pay to protect the world in which your great-great-grandchildren will live from hurricanes, drought and the like? 

In May, to little fanfare, the Obama administration published new estimates of the “social cost of carbon,” a dollars-and-cents measure of the future damage — from floods, pandemics, depressed agricultural productivity — that releasing each additional ton of heat-trapping carbon dioxide into the atmosphere would cost. 

The new numbers are likely to be more important than the low-key announcement would imply. They suggest climate change could cause substantially more economic harm than the government previously believed. But they also suggest there is a legitimate debate to be had about the cost of preventing it from getting worse. 

Perhaps the most startling conclusion to be drawn from the new estimates is that the sacrifice demanded of our generation to prevent vast climate change down the road may turn out to be rather small. 

The typical passenger car emits a ton of CO2 in about two and a half months of driving. Under one set of assumptions, the government’s number-crunchers determined that the damage caused by an additional ton of CO2 spewed into the air in 2015 would amount to $65 in today’s money. That’s 50 percent more than was estimated just three years ago. 

This could justify fairly aggressive policies to slow emissions of CO2. A tax of $65 per ton of CO2 to force polluters to pay for the damage would add $0.56 to a gallon of gas. Exxon, say, might have to shell out $8.1 billion to cover the 125 million tons of CO2 it spewed last year. Farms might have to pay $35 billion. 

Under a different set of assumptions, though, the social cost of carbon came out to only $13.50 a ton. This would amount to a gas tax of less than $0.12. Considering the fierce debate over what to do about climate change, this does not seem like that much money at all. 

Interestingly, the main source of the vast discrepancy between the two figures is not a disagreement about the future damages of warming. 

A 2009 review of the dozen or so existing estimates, by Richard Tol, professor of the economics of climate change at Vrije University in Amsterdam, found that studies using very different methodologies still roughly agreed on the magnitude of the impact. 

Most cost estimates clustered between 1 and 2 percent of the world’s gross domestic product (estimated at about $85 trillion today), if temperatures were to increase 2.5 degrees Celsius (4.5 degrees Fahrenheit) above the preindustrial era. A more recent estimate by William D. Nordhaus of Yale, the foremost American economist studying climate change, concluded that allowing uncontrolled carbon emissions would raise temperatures above the preindustrial era by 3.4 degrees Celsius (6.1 degrees Fahrenheit) by the end of the century and cost the world 2.8 percent of G.D.P. in 2095. 

If damages were higher than expected, the government said the social cost of carbon could rise sharply — to a whopping $123 per ton of CO2. 

The discrepancy between the estimates of the value of climate damage stem from radically different views on how much weight the people of the present should give to damages caused by the climate in the distant future. 

The estimate of $65 a ton is inspired by a moral stance: if warming will impose a cost of 1 percent of the world’s income in the future, we should spend about 1 percent of our income to prevent it — or perhaps somewhat less to account for the trend that people 100 years from now are likely to be much richer than people today. 

By contrast, $13.50 a ton comes from the business world. Essentially, it requires that spending to prevent climate change should yield at least the same rate of return, in terms of reduced damages from warming, as any other capital investment. 

The two outlooks lead to entirely different decisions. The government’s rendition of the moral approach implies that it is worth making every investment to reduce carbon emissions that has a rate of return of at least 2.5 percent, in terms of avoided damages. Businesss logic suggests that no investment should be made if the return — after taxes — is less than 5 percent. 

The moralist would try to keep the atmosphere from warming more than 2 degrees above its temperature in the preindustrial era, the agreed-upon target at the United Nations climate summit in Copenhagen four years ago. The executive would not, noting that aiming for this goal would cost trillions more than it saved. 

Think of it this way: Demanding a 5 percent return means that a dollar invested today should become at least $1.05 next year after inflation, and a little more than $1.10 the year after that. In 200 years it should be worth at least $17,292.58. Turn the logic around and we should spend $1 today to prevent climate-related damage only if it prevents damages of at least $17,292.58 two centuries down the road. 

The moralist’s bar is much lower. At 2.5 percent, spending $1 today would be justified if it prevented merely $139.56 worth of damage in 200 years. 

The debate over climate change has none of this subtlety. Senate Republicans railed against the new numbers in June, taking the opportunity to signal their skepticism about the “claims of catastrophic global warming.” 

The United States Chamber of Commerce threw its weight behind an amendment to an energy bill that passed the Republican-controlled House barring the Environmental Protection Agency from using the numbers in cost-benefit analyses to justify new regulations. 

But for all the fury of the response, the new estimates from the Obama administration suggest that the burden American citizens and businesses will be called on to shoulder is likely to be modest — because business logic is likely to prevail. 

Multiple challenges compete for the world’s resources, from economic development and ending poverty to eradicating AIDS and malaria. The climate is not the world’s only priority. Even if we were to agree that improving the well-being of future generations is worth an enormous investment, there might be better things to invest in than reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Most of Bangladesh is less than 33 feet above sea level. Millions of poor farmers on its alluvial plains would welcome investments to prevent melting polar ice caps and rising sea levels. But many would also welcome investments that made them richer and better able to cope with climate change, including jobs outside of agriculture and homes somewhere dry. 

As Professor Nordhaus wrote in his 2008 book, “A Question of Balance”: “Investments in reducing future climate damages to corn and trees and other areas should compete with investments in better seed, improved rotation and many other high-yield investments.” If investments in CO2 abatement are not competitive, we would do better by investing elsewhere and using the proceeds to cover warming’s damage. We would still have money left over. 

Professor Nordhaus says he prefers a 4 percent discount rate. Using it in “A Question of Balance,” he calculates that the optimal carbon tax comes in at around $11 per ton of CO2 in 2010, which is exactly the low end of the administration’s estimate of the social cost of carbon. 

Using it wouldn’t cure the planet. By the year 2100, according to his model, the earth’s temperature rises to 3.45 degrees Celsius above its level in the year 1900, and climate-related damages amount to some $17 trillion. Still, compared with doing nothing it would yield a $3 trillion return. That, he says, is the best we can do. 

But the most compelling argument that business logic will prevail has little to do with its merits. It’s simply that the world’s decision-makers are following it. Four years after committing to a 2-degree ceiling, the world’s current policies will lead us, by the end of the century, to blow past 3. 

E-mail: eporter@nytimes.com; Twitter: @portereduardo

This article has been revised to reflect the following correction:

Correction: September 11, 2013
An earlier version of a picture caption with this article misspelled the capital of North Dakota. It is Bismarck, not Bismark.

