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Climate change choices
This paper is designed to provide an evidence-based response to the questions in the Scoping Document relating to climate change, in particular:   5.30 What do you consider to be the most significant impacts of aviation, including its non-CO2 emissions, on climate change? How can these impacts best be addressed?  and 5.34 What is the potential for increased use of sustainable biofuels in aviation and over what timeframe?  and 5.39  What scope is there to influence people and industry to make choices aimed at reducing aviation’s climate change impacts? 

GACC is not a scientific organisation and therefore cannot comment on the science of climate change. Nor can we comment on the science of the impact of aviation on climate change.  This response takes the Government Response to the Committee on Climate Change Report on Reducing CO2 Emissions from UK Aviation to 2050 [the Government response], published in August 2011, as our starting point. 

1. The national target set by the Climate Change Act is for an 80% reduction in CO2 emissions in 2050 compared to 2000.    We understand the logic of saying that not all industries can move towards this target at the same rate.   The Climate Change Committee (CCC), set up under the Act, proposed that aviation should be given a target of keeping emissions no higher than in 2005  which was also the target set by the aviation industry itself.
   This more lenient target would mean all other industries being set an 85% target cut.  The Government response does not specifically endorse the CCC target for aviation but welcomes it as a useful contribution to the policy making process.
2. The new forecasts indicate that, without further government intervention over the next twenty years, CO2 emissions caused by aviation will grow from 37.5 million tonnes in 2005 to 48 million in 2030, and to 49 million tonnes in 2050.  That is 30% higher than the CCC target.

3. Aviation has been given a more lenient target than other industries.   If technological developments reduce CO2 emissions from aircraft, the benefit should be used to set a more rigorous target, not to allow more flights.  
4. We hope that the new White Paper will endorse the CCC target and will set out firm measures for achieving it.
Radiative forcing ignored
5. A serious omission from the Government response is the lack of any reference to radiative forcing or global warming potential.  The words appear nowhere in all 38 pages.   We are, of course, well aware that the science of radiative forcing is uncertain, and it is not for us to express any view as to whether the phenomenon exists, and if so how serious it is.  
6. Nevertheless we note that in the Air Traffic Forecasts August 2011 it is stated:  “A comprehensive updated assessment of aviation emissions was undertaken by Lee et al in 2009.  CCC (2009) summarises the findings of Lee et al (2009), including its estimates of the different climate effects of aviation. For example, the estimated 100-year Global Warming Potentials from Lee et al (2009) indicate that, once the non-CO2 climate effects of aviation are taken into account, aviation’s overall climate effects could be up to double the climate effect of its CO2 emissions. However, whilst scientific advances since the 1999 assessment have reduced key uncertainties, considerable scientific uncertainty still remains.” (emphasis added)
7. If in the years ahead further scientific research does confirm the radiative forcing effect, the level of action needed to reduce aviation emissions will be far greater than those outlined in the Government response.
8. Nor is there any mention of the global warming effect of aircraft contrails which has been the subject of a recent scientific study.

9. We request that the possible impacts of radiative forcing and contrails are mentioned in the new White Paper together with a statement that the action to restrain the growth of aviation emissions will need to be greatly strengthened if science shows that radiative forcing and/or contrails have a significant impact.
The Emissions Trading Scheme

10. We understand the argument set out in the Climate Change Response (paragraph 2.11) that although CO2 emissions from aviation are forecast to continue to grow, this growth will not result in any overall increase in the EU total CO2 emissions, because the aviation sector will have to pay for reductions to be made by other industries.   That, however, will only be true if the Emissions Trading Scheme is fully effective.  There are a number of reasons why this may not be so:  the legal challenge by the US airlines may succeed; the initial allowances granted to airlines may prove to be too generous;  the fact that 97% of the allowances come free may enable airlines to make large unjustified profits; and the fact that the ETS takes no account of radiative forcing - if that is found to be a serious problem.

11. The Government response (paragraph 3.13) also suggests that the ETS means that any abatement measures which reduce aviation emissions will only result in an increase in emissions from other sectors.  That is a negation of responsibility.  UK citizens fly more than those in any other EU country, and we have a duty to take a lead.  If the UK can take effective measures to reduce the impact of aviation on climate change, then other countries may follow our lead.  That would enable the emissions trading scheme to be made more effective.  
The correct definition

12. Question 5.33 in the Scoping Document asks what is the best way to define and quantify the UK’s share of the CO2 emissions generated from international aviation?   There is at present no internationally agreed definition of each nation’s share of responsibility for climate change damage.  The UK government uses the emissions caused by departing flights.  Emissions caused by arriving flights are assumed to be the responsibility of the nation from which they took-off.

13. Since Britons fly more than the residents of other nations this definition is in our narrow national interest.  It does not, however, reflect our full responsibility.  A better definition would be the emissions caused by outward and return international  flights attributable to UK citizens plus departing domestic flights (to include return domestic flights would cause double-counting).


14. The effect of adopting this definition would be to make the UK share of aviation CO2 emissions some 30% higher than shown in the forecasts and in the Climate Change Response. 


15. We recognise, however, that there are practical difficulties in calculating an exact figure under this definition.  It would be necessary to know the proportion of Brits on each flight, or at least on each route.   But in not mentioning this point the CO2 forecasts seriously underestimate the UK responsibility.   The effect is to off-load part of the blame for CO2 emissions caused by UK tourists onto other countries, often much poorer or smaller,  such as Tenerife, Bermuda, Seychelles etc.
15 a. We suggest that the new White Paper should mention that the UK share of international aviation emissions would be substantially higher if we adopted a definition based on outward and return flights by UK residents. 
Taxation ignored
15b. Another major omission in the Government response is that there is virtually no mention of taxation as a policy lever to influence the level of emissions.  In paragraph 1.13 it is stated that this is because ‘fiscal measures are a matter for HM Treasury.’  That is, of course, a euphemism to cover the fact that any mention of higher taxation would be politically unpopular and would raise a howl of protest from the aviation lobby.
16. Yet in the assessment of the cost-effectiveness of policy measures, increased taxation on air travel should have a high place.  Because aviation is at present in effect subsidised by the lack of fuel tax or VAT, correcting that situation will have a positive economic benefit.  It is basic economics that creating a level fiscal playing field will improve national welfare.  Higher tax on air travel would be progressive, as the rich fly much more often, and for greater distances, than the less well-off.  It would also raise useful revenue to help improve public services or reduce the budget deficit. (Incidentally the poll results quoted in the Scoping Document paragraph 1.4 are misleading:  other polls show that, while a majority of the public say that they are against higher tax, if they are told what the extra revenue is to be spent on, their support is much higher.)


17. The possibility of imposing extra tax on aviation are discussed in GACC Evidence Paper on the Demand for Air Travel.  We request that the new White Paper should firmly state the advantages of higher tax as one of the policy levers for controlling aviation emissions.

Capacity limitation 

17a. One of the main reasons given for the fact that the growth in aviation emissions flattens out after 2030 is given as the limitation on airport capacity after that date – mainly a continuation of the ‘no new runways’ policy through to 2050.  In the absence of sufficient other measures to curb emissions, that will be essential.   It would, of course, have huge environmental benefit.

18. The Government response also discusses using even tougher capacity constraints, that is by operating airports below their maximum capacity, as an additional policy lever.   We consider the analysis of this option is too negative.  It is stated that:  “Reducing airport capacity would impose welfare costs on those no longer able to fly and higher fares faced by the remaining passengers.”   But that does not take into account the tax benefit received by air travellers.  If the effect is to cancel out some of the ‘subsidy’ resulting from the lack of fuel tax and VAT, there would be a national economic benefit.   Moreover, it is not correct to say that there would be “losses of profitability to airlines and airports”:  just the opposite, reduced capacity would mean higher fares (and, if permitted by CAA price regulation,  higher airport charges) and thus higher profits for airlines and airports.
19. Limiting the number of flights at each airport would mean not only less noise and less pollution but would also improve resilience and improve passenger experience.  It would be a good idea to start by banning all night flights since there is scientific evidence that these have a disproportionate impact on climate change.



20. We commend the research paper Aviation and Climate Change Policy in the UK by Peter Lockley, of Ubina Environmental Consulting.
   In particular we support his conclusion that:  ‘Since the UK airport system, in terms of planning permissions granted, is already today close to the maximum number of passengers compatible with achieving the 2050 Target, the Government must urgently clarify that the White Paper no longer affords a basis to support expansion of any airport, and should only release additional capacity when the industry has demonstrated that efficiency improvements mean that it can be ‘afforded’ in terms of emissions.’
No more subsidies for aviation
21. A number of the policy levers suggested in the Climate Change Response involve giving more subsidies to the aviation industry – eg part Government funding of biofuel demonstration plants; subsidised take-up of biofuels; funding to improve fuel efficiency.  

22. Aviation causes pollution in the form of CO2:   for any other industry the expectation would be that regulations would control the amount of pollution and that the cost of compliance would fall in the industry.  The aviation industry already receives a number of subsidies and a huge benefit in paying no fuel tax and no VAT.   We are totally opposed to providing still more subsidies at the expense of the general taxpayer.

23. The new White paper should reject any new subsidies for the aviation industry
Biofuels
24. Bio-fuels are being tested (with the aid of government inducements) but they are presently uneconomic - about 160% the price of aviation fuel from oil.  Furthermore, widespread use of biofuels would have unacceptable social and environmental consequences because land, water and other resources used for the production of bio-fuel are needed for food production and the protection of scarce habitats and valuable eco-systems.   


25. Indeed a policy paper produced by FAO, IFAD, IMF, OECD, UNCTAD, WFP, the World Bank and the WTO  "Price Volatility in Food and Agricultural Markets: Policy Responses", published in May 2011, contains the following recommendation: G20 governments remove provisions of current national policies that subsidise (or mandate) biofuels production or consumption". 
  We are therefore pleased to note that in the new air traffic forecasts, biofuels are assumed to account for no more than 2.5% of fuel use on flights using UK airports by 2050.
26. In February 2009, the European Commission's Directorate General for Energy and Transport initiated the Sustainable Way for Alternative Fuels and Energy in Aviation project to investigate the feasibility and the impact of the use of alternative fuels in aviation.  Their final report published April 2011 includes the following statement:-   A major issue is the assessment of indirect land use change (iLUC) for which today no methodology or certification approach exists. There is thus an urgent need for methodological studies on the way to address iLUC and on suitable policy measures to control it. 
 
27. We suggest that the new White Paper should state that there is no justification for government compulsion or inducements to use biofuels until it can be demonstrated that such fuels will have no impact upon food production and the protection of scarce habitats and valuable eco-systems.

An annual climate change report
28. We now turn to methods of persuading the public to fly less, noting that the marginal abatement cost curve analysis finds that promoting behavioural change is one of the most cost-effective measures.

29. We suggest that the new Aviation White Paper should place an obligation on all major airports to publish regular reports on the climate change impact of their operations.   An example of how this might work is shown in the following case study.
Case Study

30. The Section 106 agreement signed in December 2008 between Gatwick Airport Ltd and West Sussex County Council and other local authorities contained an important legal obligation to produce a regular climate change report:
 


31. In line with this legal obligation, a report was duly produced by Gatwick Airport in June 2009 - one of the first times, we believe, that any major airport in the UK, and so far as we know, any major airport in the world, has published such a report admitting responsibility for the CO2 emissions caused by aircraft using the airport.   It emphasised that climate change is one of the greatest threats facing the world today; and that the UK has the highest volume of aviation CO2 emissions in Europe.

32. The report contained much detail on the action that is being taken at Gatwick to reduce CO2 emissions for which Gatwick Airport Ltd was directly responsible, such as heating and lighting, and airport vehicles – all similar to the action being taken by every responsible company, and only representing just over 1 % of all the climate change damage caused by aircraft using Gatwick.
33. Where the Gatwick report broke new ground was that for the first time it included some emissions caused by aircraft - but only emissions caused by taxiing on the ground, on take-off and on landing - and only below 1,000 feet.   The climb to, and descent from, normal cruising altitude was excluded.  So too was the whole cruise phase of flights.  As the report admitted: “Emissions from aircraft in the landing and take-off cycle are less than 10% of the emissions from all flights departing from Gatwick Airport.”
34. We suggest that the new White Paper should detail the information to be contained in the climate change reports to be published by airports.  The reports should:

· cover the total emissions by all aircraft departing from the airport;
· relate to the whole flight;

· be expressed as annual totals, and per passenger;

· also give an approximate figure for  the total emissions attributable to UK citizens; 

· include a simple description of the latest science relating to radiative forcing. 
Less advertising 
35. The press is full of advertisements for happy, sunny, sexy holidays by air.   Yet, if as the Secretary of State for Transport states in his introduction to the Scoping Document “climate change has become one of the gravest threats we face”, this advertising needs to be curtailed.   Action has been taken to discourage or prohibit advertising of tobacco and alcohol.  Smoking and binge drinking may kill the person concerned, whereas it has been suggested by some experts that climate change will kill millions of the poorest people in the world.  


36. We suggest that the new White Paper should announce that legislation will be introduced to ensure that all advertising which is designed to encourage people to fly should be subject to a special levy.

Duty-free

37. Although duty-free sales of drink and tobacco, and sales of goods free of VAT, are now only available for flights to destinations outside the EU, airports such as Gatwick still make much publicity out of their duty-free shops.  By selling goods at a discount, and claiming that they are at ‘duty-free prices’,  they promulgate a continuing belief among many passengers that all sales are duty-free. 


38. Shopping duty-free and tax-free at airports for flights is an inducement to fly more often; a subsidy for frequent fliers (usually the better-off); unfair competition for High Street shops;  in the case of tobacco, directly contrary to the Government’s health policy; and a loss of revenue for the Exchequer.  
39. The new White Paper should commit the Government to seeking EU agreement to end all duty-free and tax-free sales.  
Video-conferencing
40. We do not agree with the disparagement of video-conferencing in the Government Response and consider that the reduction in business travel by 2050 would be far greater than the 2% suggested in paragraph 2.5.


41. The argument in paragraph 3.41 - that the forecasting model shows that as business travel is reduced the spare airport capacity is filled up with more leisure trips - is contrary to common sense.  It shows that the model is incorrectly designed.  
42. We support the recommendations made by the WWF–UK in their excellent report  Moving on: why flying less means more for business.
   One recommendation was that a national network of videoconferencing facilities should be developed.  GACC has suggested to the chairman of Gatwick Airport Ltd, Sir David Rowlands, that an ideal place for a videoconference centre would be at, or near, the airport.  It would be available to small firms in the surrounding area, and would help to emphasise the airport’s desire to reduce unnecessary flights.  Our suggestion fell on deaf ears.


43. We suggest that the new White Paper should place a requirement on all major airports to provide videoconferencing facilities and to make them available to local businesses at a low cost.
SCHEDULE 2


CLIMATE CHANGE


Part 1


The Company’s Objective:


• To reduce the Company’s climate impact and help to reduce


the impacts of the aviation industry as a whole.


• To manage the Company’s assets and activities to mitigate the


Airport’s impact on the water environment





Part 2


The Company’s Obligation:


The Company will:


2.1.1 by 30th June 2009 prepare and publish a report on the Airport


and climate change; and


2.1.2 thereafter continue an ongoing dialogue on Climate change


initiatives with local authorities and other key stakeholders;  and


2.1.3 update the report not less frequently than every 3 years








�   Sustainable Aviation. CO2 Roadmap.  December 2008. 


�   � HYPERLINK "http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn20304-contrails-warm-the-world-more-than-aviation-emissions.html" ��http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn20304-contrails-warm-the-world-more-than-aviation-emissions.html� 


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.leeds.ac.uk/news/article/517/cutting_night_flights_could_reduce_aircraft_impact_on_climate_change" ��www.leeds.ac.uk/news/article/517/cutting_night_flights_could_reduce_aircraft_impact_on_climate_change� 


�    � HYPERLINK "http://www.aef.org.uk/downloads//Aviation_and_Climate_Change_Policy_July2011_(2).pdf" ��http://www.aef.org.uk/downloads//Aviation_and_Climate_Change_Policy_July2011_(2).pdf�


�   Reported in the Financial Times, 9 June 2011


�   � HYPERLINK "http://www.swafea.eu/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=llISmYPFNxY%3d&tabid=77" �http://www.swafea.eu/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=llISmYPFNxY%3d&tabid=77�


�   � HYPERLINK "http://www.gatwickairport.com/Global/Legal_agreement.pdf" ��http://www.gatwickairport.com/Global/Legal_agreement.pdf� 


�   No longer on the GAL website.  See  � HYPERLINK "http://www.gacc.org.uk" ��www.gacc.org.uk�   / The environment / climate change


�   ie the total emissions caused by arriving and departing flights multiplied by the proportion of UK citizens in the total number of passengers.


�   � HYPERLINK "http://assets.wwf.org.uk/downloads/moving_on_report.pdf" ��http://assets.wwf.org.uk/downloads/moving_on_report.pdf� 








Cover picture.  Contrails over Gatwick contributing (perhaps) to global warming, photo by a GACC member.
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