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20.1  Introduction

Economic growth requires a continuous flow of energy placing a huge burden on 
the still untapped energy resources. China is a major user of coal for power genera-
tion (72.2 % out of a total installed power capacity of 9.6 × 108 kW as of September 
2010, and still increasing) owing to its large indigenous reserves (CEC 2011). In 
2010, China consumed coal equivalent to about 1.71 billion t of oil accounting for 
about 48 % of the total coal use worldwide, and the proven reserves of Chinese 
oil and natural gas are relatively small (respectively, 4.3 and 0.1 billion toe; BP 
2011), and hence its reliance on coal so intensively (WPE 2012). The lower cost 
of coal is a major attraction for reliance on it compared to oil and gas. China has 
embarked on a massive multiple coal power plant construction, despite warnings 
by the Energy Watch Group (Zittel et al. 2007) that China’s coal will peak out by 
2020. In recent years, massive economic development in China and high energy 
prices have accelerated the use of coal with the gradual replacement of small coal-
fired power units (less than 200 MW) by big and supercritical power-generating 
units (600 MW or more).
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In 2009, the worldwide CO2 emissions were about 28.9 Gt, of which 43.2 % 
emanated from coal, 36.8 % from oil, and 19.9 % from natural gas (IEA 2011), 
which in 1990 were 39.7, 42.1 and 18.2 %, respectively, showing the role of coal in 
CO2 emission increase. Compared to 1990, CO2 emissions in 2009 were 2.97 times 
higher. The share of 2009 CO2 emissions from China was 83.6 % from coal, 13.9 % 
from oil and 2.4 % from natural gas. The generation of 1 kWh of electricity from 
coal/peat releases, by world averages of 2007–2009, about 901 g of CO2 emissions, 
666 g by oil and 390 g by natural gas, which in China were 898, 572, 422 g CO2/
kWh, respectively, showing less than world average levels in coal and oil use, but 
higher in natural gas use.

Most studies on the generation of electricity from coal focus on energy conver-
sion efficiency and, from an environmental point of view, on the need to limit the 
concentration of pollutants released. Little attention was paid to the relationship 
between energy conservation and environmental problems, and even lesser atten-
tion to the relationship between the sustainability of the economy and the environ-
mental quality of the fossil resource. An integrated approach is needed to evaluate 
the process from both points of view complementing each other, namely, a “user-
side” assessment that looks at the final efficiency indicators (energy delivered per 
unit of energy input and emissions per unit of energy delivered) and a “donor-side” 
assessment that considers the role of nature in providing resources as an important 
component of sustainability. To achieve such integration we have investigated the 
production of coal-fired electricity in a modern coal power plant in China by com-
bining the accounting methods of energy, carbon and emergy (Odum 1996). The 
procedure involves a set of performance and sustainability indicators that can be 
used for evaluation and comparison of coal power plants. CO2 emissions from coal 
combustion were calculated and used to assess the environmental costs of their 
diffusion employing emergy method developed by Ulgiati and Brown (2002). The 
emissions were also used to assess the green plantation area needed for diffusion by 
photosynthesis. Finally, an emergy-based indicator, the Emergy Sustainability Index 
(ESI), was used to place an additional sustainability constraint, by requiring the ESI 
of the plant to be not less than the ESI of the Chinese economy as a whole (Bo and 
Ulgiati 2012) to consider it as an actual improvement.

20.2  Methods

20.2.1  Description of Plant under Evaluation

The plant under evaluation is a 5-billion yuan RMB (US$ 0.76 billion, at an ex-
change rate of US$/RMB Yuan was 1:6.56; Bo and Ulgiati 2012) 2 × 600 MW su-
percritical power generation unit under construction in Guangdong (China) using 
the Chinese Shenfu bituminous coal. The plant uses electrostatic precipitators to 
capture and remove coal ash to use as additive material in downstream cement 
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production. Gas after dedusting is sent to desulfurization devices based on lime-
stone–gypsum wet flue gas process to yield a byproduct, calcium sulfate dihydrate 
(plaster), which is used as construction material (Guangdong Electric Power Design 
Institute 2004).

Coal consumption is estimated at 2.53 million t/year. The coal LHV (equal to 
HHV minus the heat loss due to water evaporation) is 21.80 MJ/kg. Therefore, the 
plant receives 5.52E + 16 J/year as input energy.

20.2.2  The Emergy Accounting

Odum (1988, 1996) introduced the concept of emergy as an expansion of the em-
bodied energy concept to include time and quality. Unit emergy value (UEV) is 
used for the conversion of the different flows into emergy units with reference, to 
the biosphere emergy baseline of 15.83E + 24 seJ/year (Odum et al. 2000; Brown 
and Ulgiati 2010). Such conversion, the core of the emergy accounting approach, is 
done by using the following emergy equation:

 E f UEV i nm i i= = …∑ * , ,1   (20.1)

where Em is the total solar emergy supporting the system, fi, the ith input flow of 
matter or energy, and UEVi is the unit emergy value of the ith flow (from literature 
or as calculated in this work); the calculation procedures according to Eq. (20.1) 
are generally grouped in a summary table. Performance indicators are calculated 
based on the fractions of renewable, nonrenewable, local and imported input emer-
gy flows (Brown 2010), among which:

• Emergy yield ratio (EYR), is a measure of the ability of the process to exploit 
local resources thanks to investments from outside; EYR = U/F = (R + N + F + S)/
(F + S)

• Environmental loading ratio (ELR), is a measure of the pressure of local and im-
ported nonrenewable investments on local renewable sources; ELR = (N + F + S)/R

• Emergy sustainability index (ESI), is calculated as EYR/ELR, an aggregated 
measure of benefit and environmental sustainability: ESI = EYR/ELR

• Empower density (ED), is a measure of the emergy investment per unit area and 
year; ED = U/Area = (R + N + F + S)/Area

• %REN is the fraction of emergy use that is renewable; %REN = R/U = R/
(R + N + F + S)

Further details on the emergy method and emergy-based indicators can be found in 
the published literature (Brown 2010; Brown and Ulgiati 2004; Ulgiati and Brown 
2012). Recent studies that apply the emergy accounting method specifically to pow-
er plants are also available which deal with eco-integrated production parks (Wang 
et al. 2006), electricity generation at national level (Häyhä et al. 2011), power gen-
eration from waste biomass(Buonocore et al. 2012), among others, and can usefully 
serve as reference for further improvement.
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The systems diagram of the investigated coal-fired plant is shown in Fig. 20.1 
with the main input and output flows, components and processes identified. Input 
flows are ordered from left to right, clockwise, in order of increasing UEV. Locally 
renewable flows enter from the left, while products exit to the right. The larger 
frame identifies the system’s boundary, placed around the plant including extra land 
around it, directly accommodating the plant’s facilities or indirectly as buffer land.

All matter and energy pathways flow into the system, except sunshine, wind and 
rain, a fraction of which leaves the area due to albedo, partial capture and evapo-
transpiration, so oceanic currents are drawn as both inflowing and outflowing the 
area. Heat and chemicals released by the power plant are carried and dispersed by 
these renewable driving forces.

Coal can either be a local resource or imported (as in Fig. 20.1), while all the 
other flows are considered imported when they are from outside the boundary. 
Coal being local means that the plant is located not far from the coal mine. Coal 
imported means that some transport costs must be included. The choice of coal, 
either local or imported, affects the indicators in many ways. If local, the EYR 
and ESI increase, while the opposite is true if it is imported. The sustainability 
constraint, ESIplant ≥ ESIeconomy ( ESIeconomy means chinese national economy value, 
ESIeconomy = 0.47 (Bo and Ulgiati 2012)), influences the demand for green belt (buf-
fer land). In fact, a larger buffer land captures more renewable emergy, R, de-
creases the loading ratio ELR and increases the ESIplant, while influencing the other 
emergy indicators. Of course, energy and carbon indicators are not influenced by 
such choices.

Fig. 20.1  Systems diagram of a coal-fired power plant showing renewable and nonrenewable 
input flows, components and subprocesses within the boundary
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20.2.3  Carbon Accounting

Fossil fuel-based activities (transportation, electricity generation, and space heat-
ing) are among the most important contributors to CO2 emissions. Their dilution in 
the atmosphere is not a solution as their contribution to global warming does not 
depend on their local concentration, but instead by the total quantum released. We 
assume that CO2 will be diffused through photosynthesis. As a consequence, we 
calculate the land required for CO2 diffusion building a buffer land to assess the 
land required.

We also calculate the primary heat and non-CO2 emissions (NOx, SOx), on an 
annual basis; then, we estimate the volume of air or water required for cooling or 
diluting to the biosphere background level (or to the extent the law demands) by 
dividing the total emission by this threshold value. The volumes of air or water are 
multiplied by their average density and converted to mass units; then their kinetic 
or chemical energies are calculated and finally converted to emergy by employing 
suitable UEVs from the literature (Ulgiati and Brown 2002).

20.3  Results and Discussion

20.3.1  Results

We have calculated the emergy indicators with the assumption that coal is local 
(plant site close to the mine), that ash and sulfur are extracted and sold as by-prod-
ucts, and that residual emissions are diluted by wind. Additional emergy flows for 
de-dusting and de-sulfurization processes as well as for the emergy value of eco-
system services are considered. The need for larger area for buffer land for total 
diffusion of CO2 via photosynthesis and for ESI-based sustainability constraint was 
also calculated.

Equation 20.1 is applied to the process with the inventory of input energy and 
matter flows, and all input flows in Table 20.1 were derived from official statistical 
and environmental databases (CEC 2011; WPE 2012) and integrated employing 
calculations described in Sect. 2.1. Items 1–5 are material and energy flows related 
to plant construction, and all inputs have been divided by 30, the years of antici-
pated lifetime of the plant. Item 6 is the flow of labor and services (indirect labor in 
the supply chain) needed for construction, converted to emergy by means of emergy 
per capita and emergy/RMB ratios of China (Bo and Ulgiati 2012). Items 7–15 are 
the main annual input flows into plant operation including labor and services. In 
particular, items 9–11 deal with ecosystem services for heat and chemical emission 
diffusion will be discussed later.

Items 16–18 and items 19–23 are additional inputs to ash and sulfur removal, 
respectively. Items 24–26 refer to electricity, ash and sulfur product flows. The to-
tal emergy for plant construction, power operations, removal of ash and sulfur is 



B. Lou et al.312

N
o.

Ite
m

U
ni

t/y
ea

r
R

aw
 a

m
ou

nt
So

la
r U

EV
 (s

eJ
/u

ni
t)

R
ef

. f
or

 U
EV

So
la

r e
m

er
gy

 (s
eJ

)
Pl

an
t c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

ph
as

e 
(a

ll 
in

pu
t f

lo
w

s d
iv

id
ed

 b
y 

es
tim

at
ed

 p
la

nt
 li

fe
tim

e,
 3

0 
ye

ar
s)

1
C

on
cr

et
e

g
1.

62
E  

+ 
10

8.
53

E 
+ 

08
B

ro
w

n 
an

d 
B

ur
an

ak
ar

n 
20

03
1.

38
E 

+ 
19

2
Ir

on
 a

nd
 st

ee
l f

or
 st

ru
ct

ur
e

g
2.

17
E 

+ 
09

4.
65

E 
+ 

09
B

ro
w

n 
an

d 
B

ur
an

ak
ar

n 
20

03
1.

01
E 

+ 
19

3
In

su
la

tin
g 

m
at

er
ia

ls
 (p

la
st

ic
 a

nd
 ro

ck
 

w
oo

l)
g

1.
00

E 
+ 

07
9.

83
E 

+ 
09

B
ro

w
n 

an
d 

B
ur

an
ak

ar
n 

20
03

9.
83

E 
+ 

16

4
C

op
pe

r e
le

ct
ric

 w
ire

s
g

9.
35

E 
+ 

07
9.

80
E 

+ 
10

C
oh

en
 e

t a
l. 

20
06

9.
16

E 
+ 

18

5
Pe

tro
le

um
-d

er
iv

ed
 fu

el
s a

nd
 lu

be
 o

ils
g

8.
69

E  
+ 

13
1.

11
E 

+ 
05

O
du

m
 1

99
6

9.
64

E 
+ 

18
6

La
bo

r a
nd

 se
rv

ic
es

 fo
r t

he
 w

ho
le

 p
la

nt
 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n

R
M

B
1.

67
E 

+ 
08

9.
95

E 
+ 

11
B

o 
an

d 
U

lg
ia

ti 
20

12
1.

66
E 

+ 
20

Pl
an

t o
pe

ra
tio

n 
ph

as
e

Lo
ca

lly
 a

va
ila

bl
e 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l i
np

ut
s

7
So

la
r r

ad
ia

tio
n

J
6.

26
E  

+ 
19

1.
00

E 
+ 

00
O

du
m

 1
99

6
6.

26
E 

+ 
19

8
R

ai
n 

w
at

er
J

2.
80

E 
+ 

16
3.

05
E 

+ 
04

O
du

m
 1

99
6

8.
55

E 
+ 

20
9

C
oo

lin
g 

se
rv

ic
e 

at
 c

on
de

ns
er

 (s
ea

 w
at

er
)

J
2.

84
E 

+ 
16

5.
20

E 
+ 

03
O

du
m

 1
99

6
1.

48
E 

+ 
20

In
di

re
ct

 e
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l i
np

ut
s f

ro
m

 o
ut

si
de

 th
e 

ar
ea

10
C

oo
lin

g 
se

rv
ic

e 
at

 c
hi

m
ne

y 
(h

ea
t d

ilu
tio

n 
by

 w
in

d)
J

4.
75

E 
+ 

12
2.

52
E 

+ 
03

O
du

m
 1

99
6

1.
20

E 
+ 

16

11
D

is
pe

rs
al

 o
f r

el
ea

se
d 

ch
em

ic
al

s (
di

lu
tio

n 
by

 th
e 

w
in

d)
J

2.
03

E 
+ 

17
2.

52
E 

+ 
03

O
du

m
 1

99
6

5.
12

E 
+ 

20

N
on

re
ne

w
ab

le
 in

pu
ts

12
C

oa
l

J
5.

52
E 

+ 
16

6.
63

E 
+ 

04
B

ro
w

n 
et

 a
l. 

20
11

3.
66

E 
+ 

21
La

bo
r a

nd
 se

rv
ic

es
 fo

r o
pe

ra
tio

na
l p

ha
se

13
La

bo
r

G
ra

du
at

ed
Ye

ar
s

6.
00

E 
+ 

01
6.

57
E 

+ 
16

B
o 

an
d 

U
lg

ia
ti 

20
12

3.
94

E 
+ 

18

Ta
bl

e 2
0.

1  
Em

er
gy

 ac
co

un
tin

g 
of

 co
al

-f
ire

d 
el

ec
tri

ci
ty

 p
ro

du
ct

io
n 

in
 C

hi
na

 w
ith

 as
h 

an
d 

su
lfu

r r
em

ov
al

. (
D

at
a o

n 
an

nu
al

 b
as

is
; 1

20
0 

M
W

 p
ow

er
 p

la
nt

, s
itu

at
ed

 
in

 G
ua

ng
 D

on
g 

(C
hi

na
))

 



20 Environmental Performance of Coal Power Generation in China 313

N
o.

Ite
m

U
ni

t/y
ea

r
R

aw
 a

m
ou

nt
So

la
r U

EV
 (s

eJ
/u

ni
t)

R
ef

. f
or

 U
EV

So
la

r e
m

er
gy

 (s
eJ

)

Te
ch

ni
ca

l a
nd

 a
dm

in
is

tr
at

iv
e

Ye
ar

s
4.

00
E 

+ 
01

4.
38

E 
+ 

16
B

o 
an

d 
U

lg
ia

ti 
20

12
1.

75
E 

+ 
18

U
ns

ki
lle

d 
la

bo
r

Ye
ar

s
4.

00
E 

+ 
01

2.
19

E 
+ 

16
B

o 
an

d 
U

lg
ia

ti 
20

12
8.

76
E 

+ 
17

14
La

bo
r f

or
 p

la
nt

 m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

Ye
ar

s
1.

00
E 

+ 
02

4.
38

E 
+ 

16
B

o 
an

d 
U

lg
ia

ti 
20

12
4.

38
E 

+ 
18

15
Se

rv
ic

es
 fo

r f
ue

l s
up

pl
y

R
M

B
1.

97
E 

+ 
09

9.
95

E 
+ 

11
B

o 
an

d 
U

lg
ia

ti 
20

12
1.

96
E 

+ 
21

D
e-

du
st

in
g 

(a
sh

 re
m

ov
al

) a
fte

r c
om

bu
st

io
n

16
El

ec
tri

ci
ty

 c
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
(f

ro
m

 p
la

nt
)

J
3.

25
E 

+ 
12

3.
22

E 
+ 

05
Th

is
 w

or
k,

 re
su

lt 
of

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n

1.
05

E 
+ 

18
17

St
ee

l f
or

 st
ru

ct
ur

e
g

6.
48

E 
+ 

09
4.

65
E 

+ 
09

B
ro

w
n 

an
d 

B
ur

an
ak

ar
n 

20
03

3.
02

E 
+ 

19
18

Se
rv

ic
es

R
M

B
5.

17
E 

+ 
05

9.
95

E 
+ 

11
B

o 
an

d 
U

lg
ia

ti 
20

12
5.

15
E 

+ 
17

D
es

ul
fu

ri
za

tio
n 

(r
em

ov
al

 o
f s

ul
fu

r f
ro

m
 0

.4
1 

to
 0

.0
41

 %
 fo

r c
on

ve
rs

io
n 

to
 p

la
st

er
)

19
Li

m
es

to
ne

g
3.

60
E 

+ 
10

9.
50

E 
+ 

09
O

du
m

 2
00

0
3.

42
E 

+ 
20

20
El

ec
tri

ci
ty

 c
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
(f

ro
m

 p
la

nt
)

J
1.

85
E  

+ 
14

3.
22

E 
+ 

05
[6

]
5.

96
E 

+ 
19

21
St

ee
l f

or
 st

ru
ct

ur
e

g
1.

97
E 

+ 
08

4.
65

E 
+ 

09
B

ro
w

n 
an

d 
B

ur
an

ak
ar

n 
20

03
9.

15
E 

+ 
17

22
W

at
er

 (f
ro

m
 u

nd
er

gr
ou

nd
 re

se
rv

oi
r)

J
8.

25
E 

+ 
11

5.
00

E 
+ 

04
B

ue
nf

il 
20

01
4.

13
E 

+ 
16

23
Se

rv
ic

es
R

M
B

3.
30

E 
+ 

06
9.

95
E 

+ 
11

B
o 

an
d 

U
lg

ia
ti 

20
12

3.
28

E 
+ 

18
N

et
 e

le
ct

ri
ci

ty
 p

ro
du

ct
io

n
24

a
A

nn
ua

l n
et

 e
le

ct
ric

ity
 p

ro
du

ct
io

n 
(w

ith
 

L&
S)

J
2.

36
E 

+ 
16

3.
22

E 
+ 

05
Th

is
 w

or
k,

 re
su

lt 
of

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n

7.
58

E 
+ 

21

24
b

A
nn

ua
l n

et
 e

le
ct

ric
ity

 p
ro

du
ct

io
n 

(w
ith

-
ou

t L
&

S)
J

2.
36

E 
+ 

16
2.

28
E 

+ 
05

Th
is

 w
or

k,
 re

su
lt 

of
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n
5.

38
E 

+ 
21

25
a

A
sh

-to
-c

em
en

t p
ro

du
ct

io
n 

(w
ith

 L
&

S)
g

3.
42

E 
+ 

11
2.

31
E 

+ 
09

Th
is

 w
or

k,
 re

su
lt 

of
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n
7.

91
E 

+ 
20

25
b

A
sh

-to
-c

em
en

t p
ro

du
ct

io
n 

(w
ith

ou
t L

&
S)

g
3.

42
E 

+ 
11

1.
54

E 
+ 

09
Th

is
 w

or
k,

 re
su

lt 
of

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n

5.
25

E 
+ 

20
26

a
Su

lfu
r-t

o-
pl

as
te

r p
ro

du
ct

io
n 

(w
ith

 L
&

S)
g

5.
58

E 
+ 

10
9.

50
E 

+ 
09

Th
is

 w
or

k,
 re

su
lt 

of
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n
5.

30
E 

+ 
20

26
b

Su
lfu

r-t
o-

pl
as

te
r p

ro
du

ct
io

n 
(w

ith
ou

t 
L&

S)
g

5.
58

E 
+ 

10
8.

66
E 

+ 
09

Th
is

 w
or

k,
 re

su
lt 

of
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n
4.

83
E 

+ 
20

Ta
bl

e  
20

.1
 (

co
nt

in
ue

d)
 



B. Lou et al.314

assigned to electricity, as these are necessary inputs to the final net electricity output 
(gross electricity generated less electricity used for removal of ash and sulfur). The 
calculated UEVs are therefore 3.22E + 05 and 2.28E + 05 seJ/J, with and without 
L&S, respectively. Instead, the emergy of ash and sulfur product flows was calcu-
lated as the emergy for removal processes plus a fraction of the total operational 
emergy proportional to the amount of ash and sulfur in coal. These smaller values 
are used for the calculation of ash and sulfur UEVs with and without L&S.

After calculating the CO2 emissions from coal combustion as per the procedure, 
the biomass corresponding to its full photosynthetic diffusion is calculated. Based 
on the average value of net primary production (NPP), the area needed for buf-
fer land is estimated. Later, the CO2 emissions per kWh and the energy output/
input ratio are calculated. The values of energy and carbon performance indices in 
Table 20.2 are based on a regular 2 × 600 MW power station and the total calculated 
output is 2.36E + 16 J/year. CO2 emissions also include emissions from machinery 
production chain, coal extraction, refinery and supply chain.

A comparison of results is shown in Tables 20.3, 20.4, 20.5. It is assumed that 
the residual heat and chemical emissions are fully diluted by the wind; therefore 
the emergy of wind-based ecosystem services is also included in the calculation of 
indicators. Such an assumption is not significant, but imposes restrictions on the 
process of power generation. Generally, other sources of combustion are also con-
centrated in the same area and the facilities available in the area are not sufficient to 
abate or dilute heat and emissions. In fact, if the ecosystem supports one process, it 
can no support other needs (e.g., further cooling of another source of heat emission), 
which places a limitation on the number of emission sources that it can handle in a 
given area. Therefore, only a small number of high-emission processes are located 
in a region, not to overload its carrying capacity and prevent their breakdown. Once 
the emergy of the buffer land is known, the number of manageable pollution sources 
can be easily calculated. In this study, we will, however, consider these additional 
emissions to be negligible compared to the plant.

The data in the tables suggests that some efforts be made to remove ash and 
sulfur and recycle, and enable emergy to incorporate it too. Table 20.4 also consid-

Table 20.2  Energy and carbon performance indices (based on Table 20.1)
Total net electrical energy produced per year 2.36E + 16 J/year
Total gross energy invested per year (fuels included) 5.82E + 16 J/year
CO2 released 5.62E + 12 g CO2/year
C released = (12/44) × total CO2 mass 1.53E + 12 g C/year
Dry biomass equivalent to photosynthetic diffusion of CO2 
(assuming C equal to 0.45 % of dry biomass)

3.40E + 12 g dry biomass/
year

NPP (average) in the area 3.00 T NPP (d.m.)/ha
Buffer area/green belt/set-aside area needed to nullify CO2 
emissions

1.13E + 06 Ha

CO2 released/electricity produced 857.71 g CO2/kWh
Energy ratio (out/in) 0.41
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ers that CO2 is absorbed by photosynthesis (and some land needs to be identified to 
grow wood plantation which will absorb CO2 until the trees reach their optimal size 
coinciding with the lifetime of the plant, i.e., 30 years). The buffer land developed 
will lower the plant’s discharges into the atmosphere and will provide more solar 
energy to the system improving the R factor in the calculation of indicators. The 
other is the assumption that ESIplant ≥ ESIeconomy, i.e., the plant’s operation should not 
affect the sustainability of the country’s economy. However, such an assumption 
involves more land allocation to the plant for a higher R input and consequently a 
lower ELR. Table 20.3 represents the process as it stands, that is, electricity produc-
tion is supported by the emergy of fuel, machinery and labor, ash and sulfur are 
removed by means of technological devices and residual emissions are diluted by 
wind. In this basic case, only 44.7 ha are allocated to the plant, i.e., the real area 
where the plant is located. Tables 20.4 and 20.5 depict two scenarios in which suf-
ficient land is allocated to the units to meet two different sustainability constraints.

Table 20.5 shows that the total emergy, U, increases (as more renewable emergy 
R is received) along with UEV, with and without the inclusion of the emergy value 
of labor and services. The EYR increases very little, while ELR is very high in 

Total emergy, U (seJ year−1) with L&S 6.87E + 21
without L&S 4.73E + 21

UEV (seJ J−1) with L&S 2.92E + 05
without L&S 1.98E + 05

EYR 2.24
ELR 45.46
ESI = EYR/ELR 0.05
ED (seJ m−2 year−1) 7.69E + 15
Radius of buffer land for pho-
tosynthetic CO2 diffusion (km)

0.38

CO2 emissions (g kWh−1) 857.71

Table 20.3  Indicators 
of coal-fired electricity 
generation in China using 
locally available coal, ash 
and sulfur removed, and 
non-C emissions diluted 
by wind

Total emergy, U (seJ year−1) with L&S 7.58E + 21
without L&S 5.44E + 21

UEV (seJ J−1) with L&S 3.22E + 05
without L&S 2.31E + 05

EYR 2.47
ELR 7.87
ESI = EYR/ELR 0.31
ED (seJ m−2 year−1) 6.68E + 11
Radius of buffer land for pho-
tosynthetic CO2 diffusion (km)

60.10

CO2 emissions (g kWh−1) 857.71

Table 20.4  Indicators of 
coal-fired electricity gen-
eration in China with coal 
as a local resource, ash and 
sulfur removed, CO2 uptake 
via photosynthesis and 
non-C emissions diluted 
by wind
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the basic case and drops in the two sustainability constraint scenarios. The ESI 
increases as a consequence of assumptions: in the basic case, it is very low, while 
as per Table 20.5, it equals the country’s sustainability index. Since more land is 
allocated to the process to develop greenery for CO2 absorption, and even more is 
needed for the implementation of the ESI-based sustainability constraint, the em-
power density (ED), drops from the basic case (Table 20.3) to the more sustainable 
cases of Tables 20.4 and 20.5.

More land is needed to build a circular ring around a plant free of any combus-
tible material sources (as in the case of Table 20.4) or any other development (as 
in the case of Table 20.5). Therefore, the radius around the plant expands from 
0.38 km (the real case, Table 20.3) to 60.10 and 71.83 km, respectively, as in cases 
suggested in Tables 20.4 and 20.5 (virtual land allocation).

Finally, all tables show that 858 g of CO2/kWh is released by the plant, irrespec-
tive of the buffering assumption.

20.3.2  Discussion

First of all, is it right to consider the investigated plant to be representative of elec-
tricity generation in China? The likely answer is yes. As coal supports 72 % of total 
Chinese electricity generation and the plant energy and carbon performance shown 
in Table 20.2 are very similar to the average values available in China (WCA 2010; 
IEA 2010).

Important components of plant sustainability are the investment for construc-
tion of the plant and operation, emission levels, and their cost of dispersal. The 
investment in construction, quantified in emergy terms, is not significant as it has a 
lifetime of over 30 years translating into a small percentage of total emergy use, U. 
On the contrary, the operational phase is highly expensive in annual emergy cost of 
fuel and for the removal of ash and sulfur. This clearly leads to low sustainability 
of the basic model (Table 20.3). Using nonrenewable material and energy inputs 
makes it sustainable and reduces environmental burden. The CO2 released can be 

Total emergy, U (seJ year−1) with L&S 7.86E + 21
without L&S 5.71E + 21

UEV (seJ J−1) with L&S 3.33E + 05
without L&S 2.42E + 05

EYR 2.59
ELR 5.51
ESI = EYR/ELR 0.47
ED (seJ m−2 year−1) 4.91E + 11
Radius of buffer land (km) 
for ESIplant ≥ ESIeconomy

71.83

CO2 (g Kwh−1) 857.71

Table 20.5  Indicators 
of coal-fired electricity 
generation in China with 
coal as a local resource, 
ash and sulfur removed, 
non-C emissions diluted 
by wind and emergy-based 
sustainability constraint 
( ESIplant ≥ ESIeconomy)
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absorbed by dedicated tree plantations in land set aside for the purpose. Considering 
that there are a large number of coal-fired power plants in China, it is unlikely that 
this will be a suitable solution in the long run, but could become at least a partial 
solution during the much-needed transition to carbon-free power. It is to be noted 
that, as a consequence of larger area of land diverted for tree plantation to minimize 
the carbon footprint, some emergy indicators become larger (U and UEV, increase 
in demand for environmental support).

There is an assumption that the power plant operations do not affect the coun-
try’s economy (i.e., do not contribute to lower its average sustainability measured 
in emergy terms, ESIplant ≥ ESIeconomy) but it is to be understood as a limiting factor. 
It means that no matter what the CO2 diffusion is, the balance of different emergy 
flows that support the plant (locally renewable, nonrenewable, imported, and labor 
and services) must be better or equal to the native ones. The underlying principle 
(Brown and Ulgiati 2001) is that each area has a limited carrying capacity for in-
vestments, beyond which the global environmental integrity and dynamics is al-
tered and sustainability declines. The real problem is that the need for additional 
land for plantations is much higher. In the scenario investigated (Table 20.5) the 
emergy-based sustainability constraint would require 2.8 times higher land than the 
one required by simple CO2 diffusion model.

Our results, however, identify two major alternatives that might help the transi-
tion towards renewable energy: increasing CO2 capture owing to afforestation of 
fallow lands and increasing additional product production like those of heat, chemi-
cals, construction materials, apart from electricity, out of power plant operations. 
In addition to achieving better environment, an integrated network generates ad-
ditional products that save the energy required for their production in specifically 
dedicated processes (not accounted for as a saving in the present study) (Ulgiati 
et al. 2007).

20.4  Concluding Remarks

A 2 × 600 MW coal-fired power-generating station in Guangdong, China, which 
represents the most recent supercritical power generation plants in China, was in-
vestigated using an integrated approach based on energy, emergy and carbon ac-
counting. To reduce carbon emissions and use the ESI a buffer land, respectively, 
is required to be set aside to diffuse CO2 emissions (lower estimate) and balance 
plant unsustainability (higher estimate). Such huge tracts of land are unlikely to be 
available. Consequently, carbon-based energy patterns are not a sustainable strat-
egy. Setting the land aside might provide a temporary solution, but more effectively 
the removal of ash and sulfur and their use in other processes as well as the use of 
cogenerated heat decrease the need for environmental solutions thus increasing the 
sustainability of the plant and the processes that use its cogenerated products. Thus, 
we recommend integrated ecofriendly industrial networks as an alternative solution 
to sustainable and carbon-free energy. However, the outcome of our study places a 
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limit on the number of fossil-fired power plants that are acceptable to the people and 
sustainable in China despite coal being a cheap and domestically available resource.

Acknowledgement The authors gratefully acknowledge the support received from Projects of the 
Basic Application Research of Guangzhou, China (7421154389972) and Green Energy Technol-
ogy Key Laboratory of Guangdong Province (2008A060301002) and Key Laboratory of Efficient 
and Clean Energy Utilization of Guangdong Higher Education Institutes (KLB10004).

References

Bo L, Ulgiati S (2012) Identifying the environmental support and constraints to the Chinese eco-
nomic growth. An application of the Emergy Accounting method. Energy Policy, Volume 55, 
pp 217–233, April 2013

BP (2011) British Petroleum Statistical Review of World Energy 2011. http://www.bp.com/
liveassets/bp_internet/globalbp/globalbp_uk_english/reports_and_publications/statistical_en-
ergy_review_2011/STAGING/local_assets/pdf/statistical_review_of_world_energy_full_re-
port_2011.pdf. Accessed 21 Oct 2014

Brown MT (2010) Suggestions for an emergy nomenclature. In: Brown MT, Bardi E, Campbell 
D, Comar V, Huang SL, Rydberg T, Tilley DR, Ulgiati S (eds) Emergy synthesis. Theory and 
applications of the emergy methodology–5. The Center for Environmental Policy, University 
of Florida, Gainesville, pp 541–544

Brown MT, Buranakarn V (2003) Emergy indices and ratios for sustainable material cycles and 
recycle options. Resour Conserv Recycl 38:1–22

Brown MT, Ulgiati S (2001) A quantitative method for determining carrying capacity for eco-
nomic investments. Int J Popul Environ 22(5):471–501

Brown MT, Ulgiati S (2004) Emergy analysis and environmental accounting. In: Cleveland C (ed) 
Encyclopedia of energy. Academic, Oxford, pp 329–354

Brown MT, Ulgiati S (2010) Updated evaluation of exergy and emergy driving the geobiosphere: 
a review and refinement of the emergy baseline. Ecol Model 221:2501–2508

Brown MT, Protano G, Ulgiati S (2011) Assessing geobiosphere work of generating global re-
serves of coal, crude oil, and natural gas. Ecol Model 222:879–887

Buenfil (2001) Emergy evaluation of water. Ph.D. thesis. University of Florida, Gainesville, Flor-
ida (USA)

Buonocore E, Franzese PP, Ulgiati S (2012) Assessing the environmental performance and sus-
tainability of bioenergy production in Sweden: a life cycle assessment perspective. Energy 
37:69–78

CEC (2011) China Electricity Council. The National Electric Power Industry Statistics Bulletin. 
http://www.cec.org.cn/guihuayutongji/tongjxinxi/niandushuju/. Accessed 21 Oct 2014

Cohen MJ, Sweeney S, Brown MT (2006) Computing the unit emergy value of crustal elements. 
In: Brown MT, Bardi E, Campbell D, Comar V, Huang SL, Rydberg T, Tilley DR, Ulgiati 
S (eds) Emergy synthesis. Theory and applications of the emergy methodology, vol 4. The 
Center for Environmental Policy, University of Florida, Gainesville, ISBN 0-9707325-3-8, 
pp 16.1–16.12

Guangdong Electric Power Design Institute (2004) The Shanwei power engineering design speci-
fication, Guangzhou

Häyhä T, Franzese PP, Ulgiati S (2011) Economic and environmental performance of electricity 
production in finland: a multicriteria assessment framework. Ecol Model 223:81–90 (2004)

IEA (2010) Power generation from coal. Measuring and reporting efficiency performance 
and CO2 emissions. International Energy Agency–Coal Industry Advisory Board (CIAB),  
http://www.iea.org. IEA Publications, 9 rue de la Fédération, 75739 Paris cedex 15. Printed 
in France by Corlet, p 111, October 2010

http://www.bp.com/liveassets/bp_internet/globalbp/globalbp_uk_english/reports_and_publications/statistical_energy_review_2011/STAGING/local_assets/pdf/statistical_review_of_world_energy_full_report_2011.pdf
http://www.bp.com/liveassets/bp_internet/globalbp/globalbp_uk_english/reports_and_publications/statistical_energy_review_2011/STAGING/local_assets/pdf/statistical_review_of_world_energy_full_report_2011.pdf
http://www.bp.com/liveassets/bp_internet/globalbp/globalbp_uk_english/reports_and_publications/statistical_energy_review_2011/STAGING/local_assets/pdf/statistical_review_of_world_energy_full_report_2011.pdf
http://www.bp.com/liveassets/bp_internet/globalbp/globalbp_uk_english/reports_and_publications/statistical_energy_review_2011/STAGING/local_assets/pdf/statistical_review_of_world_energy_full_report_2011.pdf
http://www.iea.org


20 Environmental Performance of Coal Power Generation in China 319

IEA (2011) CO2 emissions from fuel combustion. IEA Statistics. International Energy Agency, 
http://www.iea.org. IEA Publications, 9, rue de la Fédération, 75739 Paris Cedex 15. Printed in 
Luxembourg by Imprimerie Centrale, p 123, October 2011

Odum HT (1988) Self-organization, transformity and information. Science 242:1132–1139
Odum HT (1996) Environmental accounting: emergy and environmental decision making. Wiley, 

New York
Odum HT (2000) Handbook of Emergy evaluation: a compendium of data for Emergy computa-

tion issued in a series of folios. Folio #2: Emergy of global processes. Center for Environ-
mental Policy, University of Florida, Gainesville http://www.emergysystems.org/folios.php. 
Accessed 21 Oct 2014

Odum HT, Brown MT, Brandt-Williams S (2000) Handbook of Emergy evaluation: a compendium 
of data for Emergy computation issued in a series of folios. Folio #1: Introduction and Global 
Budget. Center for Environmental Policy, University of Florida, Gainesville. http://www.emer-
gysystems.org/folios.php. Accessed 21 Oct 2014

Ulgiati S, Brown MT (2002) Quantifying the environmental support for dilution and abatement of 
process emissions. The case of electricity production. J Clea Prod 10:335–348

Ulgiati S, Brown MT (2012) Resource quality, technological efficiency and factors of scale within 
the emergy framework. Ecol Model 227:109–111

Ulgiati S, Bargigli S, Raugei M (2007) An emergy evaluation of complexity, information and 
technology, towards maximum power and zero emissions. J Clean Prod 15(13–14):1359–1372

Wang LM, Ni WD, Li Z (2006) Emergy evaluation of combined heat and power plant eco-indus-
trial park (CHP plant EIP). Resour, Conserv Recycl 48:56–70

WCA (2010) World Coal Association. http://www.worldcoal.org/coal/uses-of-coal/coal-electricity/
WPE (2012) White Paper on Energy. China’s Energy Conditions and Policies. State Council In-

formation Office. http://www.china.org.cn/english/environment/236955.htm. Accessed 21 Oct 
2014

Zittel W, Bölkow L, Schindler J (2007) Coal: resources and future production. EWG-Series No 
1/2007. Energy Watch Group, Berlin, Germany. http://www.solarcarandtractor.com/Fast_For-
ward_One_Lifetime_files/Energy%20Watch%20Group.pdf. Accessed 21 Oct 2014

http://www.worldcoal.org/coal/uses-of-coal/coal-electricity/

	Part IV
	Energy-Environment-Economy Nexus
	Chapter-20
	Environmental Performance of Coal Power Generation in China
	20.1 Introduction
	20.2 Methods
	20.2.1 Description of Plant under Evaluation
	20.2.2 The Emergy Accounting
	20.2.3 Carbon Accounting

	20.3 Results and Discussion
	20.3.1 Results
	20.3.2 Discussion

	20.4 Concluding Remarks
	References







