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Conservative Party OGreener SkiesO consultation

Regarding the Green Skies Consultation
(http://www.conservatives.com/pdf/greenerskiesconsultation.pdf)

The following comments are on behalf of Bristol Friends of the Earth and the "Stop Bristol
Airport Expansion" coalition (www.stopbia.com), an alliance of local FOE groups, CPRE
and the Parish Councils' Airport Association.

Q1 What is the correct balance between international and national action to address the
environmental impacts of aviation?

Although the problem needs to be tackled internationally, waiting for a consensus is not
acceptable. The industry has nanaged to stall any consensus being formed for well over a
decade and are continuing to obstruct it. As has been seen in recent questions to David
Miliband on the Climate Change Bill (http://www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2007-
04-19a.430.3&s=aviation#g431.4) the obstacles are merely conceptual ie who should the
emissions be allocated to and how much extra factor should be allocated in order to
account for high altitude effects.

It is clear that we can and should decide that 50% of international emissions (or all
emissions from departures) should be allocated to the departure country and that this is
already recognised by government departments (eg in the DEFRA monitoring of
international fuel bunkering as part of the emissions estimates).
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It is also clear that we can decide on a factor for the high altitude effects (government
departments seem to use a factor of 2.0 or 2.5) and any error in this versus scientific
findings can be corrected in the longer term (although with no liability being placed upon
the government if the factor was judged to be too high). Even setting the factor as 1.0 will
allow us to start acting on the emissions rather than just letting them grow.

The UK should take the lead and place controls on its domestic and international flights
unilaterally, and by doing so encourage others in Europe to follow suit. As the UK has one
fifth of all international flights, it is up to us to take the lead. The industry would like us to
think that taking unilateral action will damage the economy, but as most of the passengers
are resident within the UK or are doing business with UK companies, then there is no
significant risk that raising the cost of flying to/from the UK will lose the UK any revenue.
Indeed, making flying more expensive will reduce the tourism deficit by increasing
domestic tourism, which will strengthen the UK economy and in particular help to reverse
the trend in ailing seaside communities.



Q2 Is there an immediate case for charging fuel duty and/or VAT on domestic flights?

Although domestic flights are a relatively small amount of the emissions, they are also to a
large degree unnecessary and easily replaceable by train journeys with much lower
emissions. Also the volume of domestic flights uses up slots at airports and thus increases
the pressure for airports to expand physical capacity and hence increase emissions in the
long run. By increasing the cost of domestic flights it will be possible to transfer a large
fraction of these journeys onto less damaging forms of transport and also avoid the need
to expand capacity.

VAT and fuel duty should be raised immediately on domestic flights, with the fuel duty
aiming to match the cost of fuel to the private motorist within a small number of years - for
the simple reason that the emissions from such short haul flights are comparable per
person to driving a private motor car with 1 or 2 passengers. This should rebalance the
costs of the different forms of transport and send a price signal to consumers that helps
them to make less damaging transport decisions.

Q3 Is there a case for replacing APD with a per-flight tax based more closely on actual carbon
emissions?

APD is a very blunt instrument for reducing emissions, but at least it is simple to
administrate. Per flight charges would be fraught with complications, for instance if a traffic
jam prevents most passengers getting to a flight, do the ones who fly have to pay huge
charges? It would be better to retain APD until universal taxation of fuel is in place, which
is at least proportional to CO2 emissions. If domestic fuel charges are introduced
immediately, then APD can potentially be reduced but should still be retained if the
consequences would be flights getting cheaper.

Even when taxation of fuel is available, there will need to fiscal instruments to model other
environmental effects and external costs of flying, for instance the non-CO2 effects which
may vary by plane type, route or operational practice. This will need to rely on
benchmarking of airlines, planes and airports, and thus will need to be an average charge
based upon a previous period rather than linked to the actual flight the passenger takes.
Mechanisms for making these charges might be through APD (but this sends the signal to
the passenger and not the airline), or differential landing charges or air traffic control
charges (through NATS).

For international flights, fuel taxation will take a longer time, in which case APD and/or the
other above mentioned mechanisms should be used to model the costs that fuel taxation
would impose until such time as agreement can be reached on fuel taxation. The
government should act to accelerate the negotiations for fuel taxation, and should certainly
not ratify the Open Skies agreement until some mechanism is in place.

Q4 If some element of per-passenger taxation is maintained, is there a case for introducing
some form of annual "Green Air Miles Allowance" so that people who fly more frequently
pay at a higher rate?

The mechanism suggested seems over complicates and impractical. A simpler way to
achieve similar ends is to calculate the cost of APD, fuel taxation or other charges that



would be levied upon a return flight to a typical holiday destination (say southern Spain)
and to reduce the taxation on the UK populace as a whole by an amount that allows them
to take such a journey without an overall increase in their tax burden.

For instance if the tax on such a journey was £N then the income tax personal allowance
might be raised by around £5*N, and the child allowance / child tax credit might be raised
by £N per child so that overall a family could take one return holiday trip a year without an
increase in tax burden. Those families with the least money are in fact also the ones least
likely to go abroad anyway (due to the other costs involved) and they would be the
greatest beneficiaries of such tax cuts elsewhere in the system - ie this is a progressive
taxation change.

Those who flew more than one return journey would see an increased tax burden. This
should also send a signal to businesses to cut back on unnecessary flights fro their
employees. By using such a taxation system the value of £N can be steadily increased
without any extra taxation burden falling on those who fly once or less per year, and any
surplus in the revenue raised can be used for other environmentally friendly purposes, for
instance establishing a high speed train network within the UK to replace domestic short
haul flights and to linked to the EuroStar service and hence the high speed network in
Europe.

Currently there are around 220 million passengers per year in the UK, ie 110 million trips.
This means that the above system would allow for around 60 million of those trips to be tax
free overall, and the remaining 50 million would be taxed and that revenue spent on
avoiding the need for extra flights. This would help to avoid the vision in the Air Transport
White Paper of over 225 million trips per year by 2030.

Q5 What other steps are needed in order to reduce the growth in aviation emissions?

The vision in the Air Transport White Paper should be recognised as only being to the
benefit of the aviation industry and damaging both environmentally and to the wider
economy. The white paper should be scrapped and all mooted expansions based upon it
put on hold until mechanisms for reflecting the true environmental and other externalised
costs of the industry can be put in place, most notably domestic fuel taxation and the
revised APD or other mechanisms discussed above that can be applied to international
flights. The proposed changes to the planning system to allow large projects (including
airports) to be accelerated, notably by removing the ability for inquiries to question the
underlying assumptions and policies, should be blocked.

If agreement can be reached within Europe but not the the US on fuel taxation, then APD
should be retained on flights to and from the US to avoid encouraging an explosion of long
haul flights under the Open Skies agreement (and encouraged by the weak dollar).
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