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ABSTRACT:

The aviation sector claims to become ‘carbon
neutral’ by 2020 and by 2050 even halve
emissions compared to 2020. In this study we use
an integrated global tourism & travel model to
explore these claims and assess additional
scenarios. The main conclusions of the study are
that the sector’s current action such as the CO,
standard, global market-based measures and
sustainable biofuels fail to reach the carbon neutral
ambition. 80-90% emission reductions can only be
achieved with a ‘steady-state’ development for air
transport. Economically, this is not necessarily a
disadvantage for the sector.

1. INTRODUCTION

The civil aviation sector has currently a relatively
small carbon footprint of about 2% of global CO,
emissions [1]. However, the consistent growth of
aviation of more than 5% per year over the period
1992-2005 [1] is expected to continue at rates
between 4% and 5% in the mid-term future [2, 3]
and this may cause a conflict between the agreed
desire to keep climate change below 2 ° C as
agreed during the UNFCCC (United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change)
COP21 (21% Conference of the Parties) meeting in
Paris, December 2015 and the actual development
of aviation’s emissions [41. Efficiency
improvements are considered to be insufficient to
counter this trend [5]. The research presented in
this paper shows aviation’s cumulative CO,
emissions between 2015 and 2100 will use up
between 25% and 50% of the total anthropogenic
carbon budget agreed in Paris, 2015. Without
significant reductions of air transport emissions,
the Paris goals cannot be met.

Generally the economic and social effects of
mitigation policies that reduce aviation’s growth
potential, are considered very negative [6].
However, scenario studies like these tend to be
based on models that limit their scope to air travel.
The problem with this is that reductions of volume
growth can only show negative economic impacts

as the gains by other parts of the global tourism &
travel system, like high speed rail, are ignored by
the model or at best considered as an exogenous
variable. In the study described in this paper, we
consider the global tourism system including all
transport modes and both domestic and
international tourism. Tourism is here defined as
suggested by the UNWTO (World tourism
Organisation). UNWTO defines a ‘visitor as “a
traveller taking a trip to a destination outside
his/her usual environment, for less than a year, for
any purpose (business, leisure or other personal
purpose) other than to be employed by a resident
entity in the country or place visited” and a tourist
as a visitor “if his/her trip includes an overnight
stay” [7].

The paper first describes the global tourism and
transport model used for the study. It then
proceeds by outlining a range of baseline
scenarios showing growth of transport and
emissions. This is followed by the development of
three scenarios (‘ICAQO’, ‘Green Skies’ and ‘Green
Travel’) and a concluding section.

2. THE GTTM"™

The assessments in this paper are based on a new
long term system dynamics model, the dynamic
Global Tourism and Transport Model (GTTM®").
The scope of GTTM®" is the tourism and transport
system. In GTTM®" the tourism & travel system
consists of the accommodation and hospitality
industries, service industries providing travel
products and services, Meetings, Incentives and
Conventions and Exhibitions (MICE) facilities and
services [8]. Furthermore those parts of local
tourism and leisure dedicated facilities (museums,
zoos, lunar parks), restaurants, cafes, etc. that are
used by tourists are also considered part of the
tourism system. Regarding transport, again all
transport as far as that used by tourists is part of
the system. This means most of the air transport
industry as some 90% of passenger air travel is
tourism (including business , leisure and visiting
friends and relatives) related while the tourism
related share of global car and other transport is
about 20% [9]. The tourism & travel system
includes high speed rail as part of ‘other transport’.



The model describes the development of 60 travel
segments (a combination of three transport modes
and 20 distance classes). The time horizon is the
period 1900 up to 2100. The 60 segments cover all
trips as the transport modes are air, car and ‘other’
and the distance classes cover all possible one-
way distances in the world from class average of
150 km return up to 31,700 km return. The core of
the model is the combined trip generation and trip
distribution over the 60 travel segments. The three
transport modes are initially modelled using Bass
models [10], a product or innovation diffusion
model. Such Bass models assume that a new
product initially only grows by commercial
(marketing) efforts and that later also ‘social’
growth develops through word-to-mouth uptake of
the product. The three transport modes as well as
the twenty distance classes are not independent,
but are coupled through ‘psychological value’ of
each travel segment as defined in prospect theory
[11]. This means that changes in volume, price and
speed of air transport also affect the growth rates
in car and other transport. The psychological value
is based on a weighted sum of travel cost and time,
is non-linear and uses a reference value that is
determined by all values of all segments. A
detailed description of the model is given by
Peeters [12].

The model has been calibrated for 22 model
variables describing the tourism system between
1900 and 2005. The Bass model was particularly
important to allow for a totally new transport mode
to emerge, aviation somewhere in the 1920s.
Conventional econometric models generally have
difficulties accommodating such new products.
Also, the use of the psychological value as defined
by prospect theory was necessary to create a
model with a very long future time span and to
accommodate very large changes [13]. Again,
traditional transport economic theory fails in both
cases.

Based on the trip distribution over the 60 travel
segments, the shares per transport mode as well
as the transport distances will be fully defined.
From trips and distances all other aspects of the
system are modelled including economics,
accommodation use, CO, emissions and radiative
forcing. Also the development of speed within the
different transport modes has been modelled in an
‘infrastructure module’, based on insights from
Peeters and Landré [14].

3. BASELINE SCENARIOS

GTTM®" provides a range of background variables
to construct a multitude of socio-economic
background scenarios. These scenarios provide
the following assumptions within the model:

GDP/capita, total population, development of
income equity and global climate mitigation
policies. A total of 192 combinations may be
chosen. Figure 1 gives an overview of the 12
combinations of economic and demographic
growth plus two additional extreme scenarios
adding equity assumptions. The high extreme
combines high economic and demographic growth
with unlimited global emissions growth (ignoring
eventual impacts of strong climate change on the
global economy and air travel) and a strong
increase in equity of income distribution. Increased
equity may significantly increase air travel, mainly
because it increases the group for which air travel
becomes an economically viable option. This high
growth shows CO, emissions to increase by a
factor of 24.1 between 2015 and 2100. The low
extreme is a combination of low economic and
demographic growth, strong global climate
mitigation (aiming at the Paris ambition of limiting
the temperature anomaly to 1.5° C) and decreased
global income equity. The effect of the Paris
ambition is modelled by increasing global carbon
costs and assuming these costs will also apply to
air travel. The cyclic behaviour of air transport’s
emissions is caused by the cyclic character of air
transport’s fleet renewal process. The lowest
growth scenario still results in 2.3 times the CO,
emissions in 2100 as compared to 2015.
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Figure 1. Overview of passenger air transport’s

CO, emissions for a range of background
scenarios.
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Figure 2 shows the range of air transport volume
developments. Ignoring the income equity issue
would significantly reduce the range of outcomes.
Clearly, all combinations of socio-economic
development result in growth of at least a factor of
two by the end of this century over the current
volume.
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Figure 2: the development of passenger air
transport volume in the baseline scenarios.
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The Reference scenario, referred to in this paper
as ‘Reference case’, has the following main growth
characteristics in the year 2100:

- 7,400 million return trips (flights will be circa 4
times higher), 5.7 times higher as in 2015.

- 62 frillion pkm (passenger-km), 8.6 times
higher as in 2015

- Average trip distance 8406 km return (5611 km
in 2015).

- A global fleet of 125,600 aircraft over 23,540 in
2015.

- Annual ticket sales value of $2,466 billion
(1990 USD) over $471 billion in 2015.

- 3908 Mton CO; emissions up from 833 Mton in
2015.

- Share of air transport in total tourism & travel
transport is 36% of the trips, 76% of pkm and
83% of CO, emissions.

- Airport capacity: 149 million slots (30 million in
2015).

Even in 2100 the car with 49% of all trips forms the
backbone of the tourism transport system. Air
transport comprises 36% of all trips, while causing
86% of all tourism transport related emissions.

Item Algae Jatropha
Biofuel cost 1.963- 2.351-
assumption ($1990/kg) 1.27 1.881
2015-2050

Net CO, emission factor 69 37
(g/MJ (life cycle plus

land-use change)

Yield (kg/halyr) 16435 779

This is mainly due to the much larger average trip
distance for air transport based tourism.

4. SCENARIOS

4.1. Policy measures

In its simplest form, environmental impact is the
product of the volume of a certain human activity
times the emissions per unit of that activity. In this
paper, volume is the number of pkm and the
emission factor kg CO,/pkm. Measures to reduce
total emissions thus may either aim to reduce the
emission factor or the volume. In this paper we will
discuss technological improvements (assuming an
accelerated trend to higher fuel efficiency and
higher shares of turboprop and reducing the
operational lifetime of aircraft i.e. the maximum
scrap age), operational measures (cruise speed
optimisation), alternative fuels, ticket taxes, a
global carbon tax and a global airport slots limit as
a proxy for any global volume-affecting measure.
Alternative fuels are one of the pillars of the
sector’s climate mitigation policy [15-18]. The most
important advantage of biofuels is their so-called
‘drop-in’ ability: current bio-fuels can replace
kerosene without the need for changes to engines
and airframe or changes in the fuel distribution
system [17]. This means no investment is needed
in airport fuel infrastructure, aircraft and engines.
Other alternative fuels like hydrogen, do require
enormous investments in both airport infrastructure
and airframe and engine design [19]. In this study
we made a selection of one first generation - palm
oil - and 4 second generation biofuels - micro-
algae, Jatropha, Camelina and Switchgrass - [20].
Palm oil has been included as it is recently still
proposed by the sector [17] even though many
sustainability issues are connected to current large
scale production of palm oil [21].

Camelina Switchgrass Palm Oil Fossil
0.404- | 0.577-0.808 0.4837- n/a
0.346 0.8621
56 59 54 89
2727 4869 3486 n/a

Table 1: Overview of biofuel feedstock assumptions (sources on [22-32]). The data are surrounded with
large uncertainties [22]. We have tried to use some middle of the road estimates.

These were chosen because of their relatively
widely different properties in terms of overall

emission reduction performance, land use, cost
technical availability, current use and other



sustainability issues. We have omitted waste
based feedstock for biofuels for a range of reasons
and uncertainties.

Regarding the use of waste (e.g. cooking olil
residues) there are serious volume limitations to
cover more than a couple of per cent of fuel
demand [e.g. for Australia 23], problems that are
likely to increase when other sectors reduce their
emissions by waste reduction. Using frying oils is
another option sometimes mentioned, but just
looking at some numbers this would, for the
Netherlands, only supply about two days of flying
from its main airport per year based on the 23000
ton potential frying oil ' and circa 3.5 Mton
kerosene bunkers at Schiphol [33].

Using agricultural residue is generally considered
to be a 'free’ sustainable feedstock but there are
concerns this sustainability will be limited because
of a range of problems as listed by [34] “even a
partial removal (30-40%) of crop residue from land
can exacerbate soil erosion hazard, deplete the
SOC pool, accentuate emissions of CO, and other
GHGs from soil to the atmosphere, and exacerbate
the risks of global climate change”.

However, also the use of the five crop based
feedstock will be limited by both physical
availability of suitable land and sustainable land
use requirements [35]. Therefore GTTM®" requires
a choice between physical or sustainable
maximum volumes for biofuels as defined by the
World Bank Group [29]: a maximum land use of
13,300 Mha as a ‘physical’ limit and 446 Mha as a
‘sustainable’ limit. It seems unlikely aviation can
acquire all liquid biofuels produced in the world.
The more the global emissions will have to be
reduced (i.e. the higher the global mitigation
ambition) the larger will be the demand for biofuels
from other sectors. There is no concrete evidence
of the strength of this effect and whether it might
even be countered by for instance the introduction
of non-biofuel based energy sources in other
sectors. We have assumed the following for the
share the aviation sector may ultimately acquire on
the market:

- Unmitigated: 40%

- Moderate: 30%

- Paris agreed: 20%

- Paris Ambition: 10%

Further feedstock assumptions are shown in Table
1. A range is given when the property varies over
the period between 2015 (first value) and 2100
(last value).

! See http://www.ecosupporter.nl/welke-

afvalstromen/frituurvet-inzamelen.

Figure 3 shows two sets of biofuel measures and
the effect on the emissions pathway of passenger
air transport. Following the sector’'s ambition to use
only sustainable alternative fuels and assuming
pure marked based replacement without further
government incentives (‘Sustainable fuels market’),
may save some 4.2% CO, in the year 2100. If
subsidies on biofuels are assumed to make them
competitive to fossil based kerosene (‘Sustainable
fuels subsidised’), the overall emission reduction
would be 7.5% in 2100 compared to the Reference
case in 2100. Note that such subsidies would
amount to some $660 billion per year (1990
USD’s) and one may discuss whether such
support of a sector serving mainly the wealthy
minority in the world would be justified. Though
there may be room for higher volumes of
sustainably-grown feedstock, it seems clear that
sustainability requirements will limit the effect of
biofuels to a maximum of some 10% of net
emissions reductions over the reference case.
Technology forms one of the main ‘pillars’ for the
aviation industry [36]. For air transport, the drive
for improved fuel efficiency is large and not only
fuel cost driven: a more fuel efficient aircraft will
also have improved pay-load-range and take-off
and landing capabilities [37, 38]. We have taken
the (slightly pessimistic) curve as proposed by
Peeters and Middel [39] based on data given by
Lee, Lukachko [40] for the Reference case leading
to some 30% reduction by 2100 over 2005.
Furthermore we assume a maximum possible
reduction of 50% by 2100 over 2005. Based on
this, the additional reduction turns out to be on
average 0.2686%/yr. This would lead to a
maximum evolutionary efficiency caused CO,
emission reduction of 16.7% in 2100 over the
emissions of the reference case. These measures
exclude revolutionary technologies such as
blended-wing-body aircraft layout, propfans and
fully electric aircraft, because there is at present no
serious work underway to develop such aircraft for
the whole range of aircraft categories
(combinations of seat capacity and range) [41].
Development of a ‘conventional’ clean sheet
aircraft now takes over a decade from concept to
entry into service. This time lag is expected to
become greater over time. As aircraft can remain
operational for up to 50 years and production of an
aircraft type typically extends over one to two
decades, it is clear that revolutionary technologies
will not lead to large reductions of emissions even
in this long term study [37, 41]. So we consider
such measures to come available on the market at
best at the end of this century but at volumes too
small to be really effective.



Two measures may improve the average fleet fuel
efficiency by changing the composition of the fleet:
increasing the share of more fuel efficient
turboprops [42] and early scrapping of old
inefficient aircraft [43]. The effects are shown in
Figure 3 and are 2.8% for turboprops and 2.2% for
a scrap age limited to 30 years. The latter also
shows a rather unstable effect due to ‘shocks’
occurring in the fleet development dynamics by
this artificial operational life cut-off.

Capacity limits due to environmental constraints
are a known and proven measure for several
environmental problems such as noise and air
quality [44]. Only recently has the possibility of
restricting airport expansion because of climate
change concerns started appearing in the
international literature [45]. On the other hand,
grass-root NGO’s (non-governmental
organisations) have started to link airport capacity
limitations with climate change mitigation policies
through such actions as “Stay grounded. Aviation
growth cancelled due to climate change” [46]. The
effect of a slot capacity limit is of course directly
proportional to the strength of the measure. The
example given in Figure 3 shows the maximum
that GTTM®" can handle. This would reduce CO,
emissions by 90%, but of course have disruptive
consequences for the air transport sector,
changing its current growth potential to a state of
‘de-growth’. The effect on the tourism sector itself
would be one of change but not necessarily
disruptive as the total number of tourists is not
necessarily affected by it, only the distribution of
places of origin and destination change such that
distances are significantly reduced and a strong
modal shift away from air transport to both car and
(high-speed) rail. Individual destination choice will
also significantly change away from the small but
emissions intensive number of long and medium
haul segments to more low carbon short haul trips.
Another, softer, way to change the development of
air transport volume is through taxes on air travel
and subsidies for low emission alternatives. Taxes
on air travel are generally not popular with the
industry [e.g. 47]. But in the scientific literature
there is much support for taxing CO, emissions as
an economically efficient way to reduce emissions
[13, 48-50], although there are also worries about
effectiveness [51, 52]. We tested two measures at
the maximum modelled in GTTM®": A global
carbon tax of 1000 $/ton® CO, and an air transport
dedicated ticket tax of maximum of 200% of ticket
price. The effect of the rather extreme carbon tax -

ZA global tax also on low carbon transport modes. Still
such a tax would much benefit these low carbon modes
over air transport and thus is effective.

the literature discusses such taxes in the range of
up to $100/ton CO, [48] even though theoretical
studies also consider taxes up to $1000/ton CO,
[53] - is 36% emission reduction with respect to the
reference scenario. A 200% ticket tax results in
44% emission reduction.

A final measure we considered is optimising air
transport’s cruise speed for low emissions. It is
known that the most economic cruise speed,
providing the lowest direct operating cost per pkm
— is higher than the most fuel efficient speed,
generally defined as the long range speed [54].
Reducing aircraft speed below the long range
speed will cause fuel efficiency to deteriorate,
contrary for instance to the situation for land or
water based transport where lower speeds provide
a much larger window of opportunity for emission
reductions. Reduction of aircraft speed will also
cause some modal shift to other forms of transport
as travel time is considered a cost. As the fuel
consumption  difference  between economic
optimum and long range is small and the speed
reduction itself is also relatively small, the overall
the effect is just 4.2% in 2100.
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Apart from constraining slot capacity, none of the
other measures considered is able to reduce air
travel's emissions below its 2020 emissions. And
only two were found to be able to reduce
emissions by more than 30%: a global $1000/ton
CO, carbon tax and a 200% ticket tax. This shows
that even very high individual financial measures
are unable to reduce aviation’s emissions.
Therefore, a first conclusion is that only
combinations of the measures at the most effective
level will be able to reduce emissions below the
level in 2020. In the next section we discuss



several scenarios as there is clearly no ‘silver
bullet’ solution. Only combined measures may
achieve the emission reductions needed to
achieve the Paris agreement level of ambition.

4.2. ICAO scenario

First we developed an ‘ICAQO’ scenario. This shows
the impacts of the aviation sector’'s ambitions for
carbon neutral growth [18, 36]. The three main
‘pillars’ of ICAO’s strategy are the development
and implementation of a CO, standard for new and
in-production aircraft types [55], introduction of
global market based measures (GMBM) [56] and
the introduction of biofuels [56]. The effectiveness
of the more revolutionary technologies mentioned
in the IATA ‘Roadmap’ [18] have been criticised
previously, for instance by [57]. Since the chance
that these revolutionary technologies  will
materialize within the 21° century, we will stick
here to the measures ICAO proposes. These are
the CO, standard, GMBM and, as a more voluntary
option, biofuels.

The ICAO CO, standard, decided in February 2016,
requires all new aircraft of in-production types
certified before 2020 and produced after 2023 and
all new aircraft of types certified in or after 2020 to
comply with a metric value that is composed of the
average of three specific air ranges (SAR in kg fuel
per aircraft km) at three specified aircraft weights
divided by a floor area based correction factor. The
standard is not ‘technology forcing’ [58], meaning it
cannot incentivise revolutionary technology as
proposed by the industry [18]. The level of
compliance — the stringency level — varies for
different categories of aircraft and maximum take-
off weight [36, 59, 60]. The effect of the CO,
standard has been claimed to be a cumulative
saving of 650 Mton between 2020 and 2040 [61].
However, 350 Mton of this reduction is assumed to
emerge due to manufacturers modifying their
products to comply between 2023 and 2028, while
the standard in fact includes an exemption up to
2028 for new in-production types. Cumulative
emissions for 2020-2040 as calculated for
passenger transport with GTTM®" are at least 45.9
Gtons CO,, so the optimistic 650 Mton would
represent some 1.30% of total CO2 emissions.
This amounts to an additional saving of
0.1325 %lyr over the Reference case.

The proposed GMBM will only affect additional
emissions after 2021 or even later over 2020 levels,
thus excluding each year all emissions up to 2020
levels. Furthermore there will be very significant
exemptions for flights to and/or from developing
countries. So the GMBM will affect less then 50%
of flights as the excluded domestic flights are
already about 30% [62]) and initially only a small

fraction of all emissions. The GMBM has two
effects: the reduction of emissions elsewhere
through buying credits on the global carbon market
and some decrease of volume growth due to the
cost of these offsets that will translate into higher
ticket prices. For several reasons we ignore the
reductions of emissions obtained elsewhere
through offsets because in the mid-term this will
become impossible. As Figure 4 clearly shows,
global air transport emissions will exceed the
maximum emissions allowed under the Paris 2015
UNFCCC Agreement or Ambition. In such a
situation offsetting becomes meaningless as no
credits will be available. The second reason is the
issue of ‘additionality’ of offsets. Bartz [63]
observes that even though proving additionality is
core to the development of effective VERs
(Verified Emission Reductions), those that in reality
do make a difference in global emissions, there is
still much controversy about how to prove this
additionality. According to [64], alternative energy
projects are particularly vulnerable to double
counting and other additionality issues. Generally it
is assumed that ‘gold standard’ verified VERs (GS
VER) are the most reliable ones available. Indeed
offset project reports including verification reports,
are easily accessible from a website maintained by
Markit, a commercial organisation. From the
reports and evaluations of a certain Turkish GS
VER project3 the case for additionality is mainly
based on the effects of current Turkish energy
policies. Turkish policy gives preferential treatment
to fossil energy based electricity production in
terms of cost for state-owned infrastructure use
and taxes. This causes an insurmountable
commercial deficit for wind energy projects. But
how can a ‘solution’ with VERs solve such a
problem and make Turkish wind projects really
reduce global emissions? The problem is that if
aviation would reduce its own emissions, they
would not buy the VERSs and thus the Turkish wind
projects would never evolve. So in either case
global emissions stay at the current unsustainable
level and are not reduced. Furthermore, buying
VERs will not incentivise the Turkish authorities to
change their policy nor incentivise the aviation
sector to further reduce their emissions. The
principle of ‘additionality is also problematic under
a Paris agreement because the required rate of
reduction of global emissions is very high. To
achieve this every possible option to reduce
emissions needs to be captured leaving little to no
room for the existence of ‘additional’ emission
reductions.

3 See https://mer.markit.com/br-

reg/public/project.jsp?project id=103000000002544.
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Figure 4: The air travel CO, emission baselines
compared to global emissions pathways as agreed
or proposed in at the Paris UNFCCC meeting,
December 2015.

So we only modelled the cost increase of GMBM
by assuming a ‘ticket tax’. Based on cost and
emission data and estimates of the volume of
offsets and their cost per ton CO, as estimated by
ICAO/CAEP [65]4 we modelled the additional cost
as a ‘ticket tax’ to simulate GMBM cost. These
vary from 0% increase of cost in 2021 up to 4.4%
in 2100.

Biofuel policies are less well defined by the sector
although there is much speculation about
‘roadmaps’ [16-18]. Global sector emission
reduction ambitions from the use of biofuels range
from 20% to 50% [66]. One problem is that it is
unclear who will pay for the subsidies needed to
achieve such high levels of biofuel use. Some
consider subsidies inevitable [23]. On the other
hand, we found Camelina might be available at
costs competitive to fossil kerosene. Another
strong policy statement from the sector is the idea
that biofuels should be sustainably produced [17].
The term SAF (“Sustainable Alternative Fuel”) is
consistently used. Therefore we assume in the
ICAO strategy the application of subsidies together
with a sustainable land-use limit. Because the
sustainability condition limits land-use and as
algae have the highest yield per hectare, we
assume subsidies for algae only. So overall we —
optimistically — assume an ICAO CO, standard be
contributing 0.133% additional technological
improvement over the long term, a 1% ticket tax for
air transport and subsidies for algae. Figure 5

* This is a confidential paper in possession with the
author.

gives an overview of the main results per individual
measure and the total. We also assume that the
proposed ICAO measures will be maintained to
2100. The CO, standard manages to reduce
emissions by 4.3% in 2100, GMBM just 0.9% and
SAF 4.2%. Combined the effect is 9.6% at a
revenue loss of 4.8% in 2100 as compared to the
Reference case in 2100.

The basic ICAO scenario does provide emission
reductions at some revenue loss but it certainly
does not result in the ‘carbon neutral growth’ from
2020, claimed by industry and ICAO.
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Figure 5: Overview of the ICAO Ambition’ strategy
results.

4.3. Green Sky scenario

We now present a scenario ‘Green Sky’, that
explores the limits of mitigation assuming
maximum evolutionary development of fuel saving
technologies, subsidised biofuels and long range
cruise speeds, all ‘sector conform’ i.e. avoiding
measures compromising air transport’'s growth
prospects both in transport volume and net
revenues.

First we have added the Paris Agreement global
emissions pathway as the background scenario to
the ICAO Basic scenario because in GTTM®" this
will raise the carbon cost, including for aviation. At
the same time some additional fuel efficiency will
occur because of the additional cost of carbon.
This is calculated using an abatement cost curve
as described in [12]. Figure 6 shows the
accumulated effect of adding additional measures.
First we apply the ICAO scenario as described in
section 4.2 reducing emissions by 9.6% in 2100 as
compared to the Reference case. Adding the Paris
agreement emission path assumption means
global carbon cost will increase and air transport’s
emissions reduce further to 15.5%. The next step
is to add maximum evolutionary technology
increasing the emissions reduction to 26.7%. Then



we assume subsidies on Algae based biofuels.
This choice is made because under sustainable
land-use conditions, land-use is limiting the
maximum volume and algae has the highest yield
per hectare. However, algae are very expensive
and a fast market penetration can only be
achieved through a 90% subsidy over the whole
period 2015-2100 costing governments many
trillions of USD per year. Total emission reduction
will now be 32.4% with respect to the Reference
case emissions in 2100. The last step is to assume
airlines will fly as much as possible at long range
speed and flight level (altitude) further reducing
emissions to a total saving of 35.8% for the full
Green Skies scenario. This is still a growth of
emissions of a factor of 2.6 with respect to 2020
emissions and not in line with the ‘carbon neutral’
growth ambition of the sector.
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Figure 6: Overview of the accumulated effects of
the Green Sky scenario.

Considering the revenues for the air transport
sector adding carbon costs incurred to meet the
Paris agreed global emission pathway results in an
revenue loss of 10.3% in 2100 and the full Green
sky scenario a loss of 19.5%, both compared to
the Reference case. Revenues reduce also
because only part of the carbon tax will be
absorbed by increased ticket prices, the remainder
has to be found through efficiency and possibly
lower margins.

4.4. Green travel scenario

Would a Paris compatible scenario for air transport
be possible and at what cost? To explore this
question, a third scenario ‘Green travel’ is
developed. This shows what mitigation efforts will
be required to see the whole tourism industry
better conform to the Paris agreement. It is
important to include all elements of the tourism
sector as this opens windows of opportunity for

modal shift (less flights but more rail or car trips),
and part of the mitigation being taken up by other
transport modes and accommodations. It also tells
us what the specific effects on aviation will be if
such a tourism mitigation scenario is assumed.
We created a scenario based on strong measures,
but avoiding extremes where the last additional
saving would come at very large costs. For
instance, the global carbon tax we have assumed
is much lower as the $1000/ton CO, maximum the
model can handle but has almost exact the same
effect within the context of all measures together.
The complexity of the whole system, partly
reflected in GTTM®", most likely allows for further
optimisation of cost versus emission reductions.
The goal is to keep emissions at a pace consistent
with those for global emissions agreed upon in
Paris. For the background scenario the following
assumptions were made:
- Paris Agreed global emissions (2.0° C)
- Reference economic and population growth
- Decarbonisation of electricity production at
10% of 2015 value by 2035

Furthermore the following measures are assumed:

- Biofuels on the market with 90% subsidy for
algae, Jatropha and Palm OQil at sustainable
land-use limit>.

- Fast change to 100% electric cars and
maximum energy efficiency.

- Other transport (rail, coach, ferry) and
accommodation emission factors reduced by
2.5% per year.

- Turboprop fleet aimed at 40% share (number
of aircraft not capacity) by mid century.

- Continued high speed rail annual investment of
100 billion USD (1990) in 2015 increasing
slightly to 110 billion in 2100.

- Global airport slot capacity reduced to 10
million flights.

- Global carbon tax starting at $90/ton CO,
(1990 USD) increasing to $450/ton CO, in
2100.

- Global air ticket tax of 2% in 2015 increasing to
6% in 2100 (very high taxes have no effect on
the global slot restriction).

- 7% cruise speed reduction (long range
optimum).

- 30% increase of other transport speeds due to
timetable optimisation (so additional to the
effect of increased shares of high speed rail).

® In this scenario it appears adding some Palm Oil and
Jatropha provides some additional emission reductions
due to the relatively poor net emission factor of Algae.
Note the sustainability issues with palm Oil [21].
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Figure 7: Overview of the CO, emission paths for
air travel for the four main scenarios.

Figure 7 gives an overview of the four main
scenarios showing the environmental superiority of
the Green Travel scenario. Overall emissions
reduce by 95.5% with respect to the Reference
case and 80% compared to the emissions in 2020.
The main cause for this is the effect of the global
airport slot restriction, which effectively eliminates
air transport’s growth and reduces volumes to
2005-2010 levels, in other words, air travel will
reach a ‘steady state’. For the whole tourism &
travel sector, emissions will be reduced by the
same order of magnitude. Total number of tourist
trips (for all transport modes together) stays equal
to the Reference case, but the average distance
travelled per trip will reduce by about 40%, mainly
due to the much lower share of air transport. The
average distance of air transport itself still
increases by 20% compared to the 2020 value,
thus the global air transport network is basically
not compromised and air accessibility does not
need to be compromised in this strong mitigation
scenario. Figure 8 shows how transport modes
shift in Green travel. In Green Travel air trips will
move equally to both car and other transport
modes, but the air transport volume (pkm) shifts
mainly to (high speed) rail. Overall tourism & travel
revenues stay the same as in the reference case.
The air transport sector will see large changes:

- Volume (number of trips) goes down to 70% of

the Reference 2020 value.

- Transport (pkm) reduces to 80% of 2020 levels.

- The global fleet will stabilise at about 11,000
aircraft.

- Overall revenues will increase by 30% over
2020.

Though air transport growth reduces from a factor

5.6 (trips) to almost nothing, within the global

tourism & travel system, this loss of growth is

compensated for instance by an additional growth

of 340% of transport volume (pkm) for other
transport modes (mainly rail).
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Figure 8: Development of modal split in Green
travel scenario for number of trips (upper graph)
and distance travelled. Note: the graphs include
the full twentieth century history.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this study we used a global tourism and
transport model (GTTM®") to explore policies to
reduce tourism & travel related air transport CO,
emissions. We first explored air transport
development in a large range of socio-economic
background scenarios and concluded that all show
robust growth both economically as well as in
terms of CO, emissions. The outcome varies
extensively from a growth of 130% over 2015 in
2100 up to a 2310%. Air transport volume (pkm)
and CO, emissions will grow by a factor 8.6
respectively 4.7 in the Reference case, showing
efficiency gains are to be expected.

Then we explored dedicated measures and
concluded that no single policy exists with the
potential to significantly reduce emissions. Neither
technology nor biofuels will reduce emissions
compared to 2020 and only marginally compared
to the Reference case. Also very high taxes are
unable to stop emission growth. Only a global
airport slot capacity limit resulted in emission
reductions compared to current (2015) emissions.



Slot capacity limits are only one way to achieve
‘hard’” volume reduction. Alternatives  with
equivalent effects may be a global air transport
dedicated closed capped emission trading system
or a fleet capacity limit. The latter is a practice
used in fisheries. Air transport capacity limitations
will cause supply shortages and thus increase
ticket prices and improve economic margins.

As single measures cannot generate the kind of
emission reductions needed in the context of the
UNFCCC Paris agreement, we combined policy
measures in three scenarios. The ICAO scenario
combined the pillars of the aviation sector’s
mitigation ambitions and found this scenario may
potentially reduce emissions by up to 9% (in year
2100) compared to the reference case. Although
we did include the price effect of global market
based measures, we ignored the emission
reduction of the voluntary offsets involved because
of a range of issues with such offsets.

To explore the limits of an ‘air transport sector’
compliant scenario, we developed ‘Green Skies’.
This scenario assumes strong evolutionary
technological developments, subsidised
sustainable biofuels and long range cruise speeds.
This scenario was more effective with a CO,
emission reduction of 36% compared to the 2100
reference case. But still with growth of emissions
by 160% compared to 2020, thus failing to provide
‘carbon neutral’ growth.

Therefore we also explored an ultimate mitigation
scenario, Green Travel, that included measures in
other sectors and aimed at bringing the whole
tourism & travel sector emission pathway in line
with the 2015 Paris agreement. This scenario
achieved almost 80% CO, emission reduction in
2100 compared to 2015. This was achieved
through a ‘steady-state’ economic development of
aviation. Still the global tourism & travel sector
overall will see the same increase of its revenues
as in the Reference case. So an important lesson
from an integrated assessment of the whole travel
industry, as opposed to an air travel only study, is
that the economic effects of the very large changes
required to successfully mitigate tourism’s CO,
emissions can be kept moderate even though the
effects very much differ between the main tourism
subsectors.

A final conclusion is that the envisaged ICAO
measures — CO, standard, GMBM and alternative
fuels — will fail to achieve relevant emission
reductions and will see aviation exceeding the
entire global CO, emission budget as agreed in
Paris, sometime between 2060 and 2090.

REFERENCES

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Lee, D.S., et al., Aviation and global climate
change in the 21st century. Atmospheric
Environment, 2009. 43: p. 3520-3537.

Boeing, Current market outlook 2016-2035,
2016, Boeing Commercial Airplanes.
Marketing: Seattle.

Airbus, Flying on demand. Global market
forecast 2016-2036. Mapping Demand, 2016,
Airbus S.A.S.: Paris.

Bows-Larkin, A., et al., Aviation and Climate
Change—The  Continuing  Challenge, in
Encyclopedia of Aerospace Engineering,
Blockley, Editor. 2016, John Wiley & Sons, Ltd:
New York, NY.

Chéze, B., J. CHEVALLIER, and P.
GASTINEAU, Will technological progress be
sufficient to stabilize CO2 emissions from air
transport in the mid-term?, in Cahiers de
I'économie2013, Centre Economie et Gestion:
Rueil-Malmaison.

Sgouridis, S., P.A. Bonnefoy, and R.J.
Hansman, Air ftransportation in a carbon
constrained world: Long-term dynamics of
policies and strategies for mitigating the
carbon footprint of commercial aviation.
Transportation Research Part A: Policy and
Practice, 2010. 45: p. 1077-1091.

UNWTO, Compendium of tourism statistics.
Data 2010-2014. 2016 Edition. 2016, Madrid:
World Tourism Organisation.

UNWTO, MICE Industry. An Asia-Pacific
Perspective. 2012, Madrid: UNWTO.

Peeters, P.M., E. Szimba, and M. Duijnisveld,
Major environmental impacts of European
tourist  transport. Journal of Transport
Geography, 2007. 15: p. 83-93.

Bass, F.M., A New Product Growth for Model
Consumer Durables. Management Science,
1969. 15(5): p. 215-227.

Kahneman, D. and A. Tversky, Prospect
theory: An analysis of decision under risk.
Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric
Society, 1979. 47(2): p. 263-291.

Peeters, P.M., Developing a long-term global
tourism transport model using a behavioural
approach: implications for sustainable tourism
policy making. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
2013. 21(7): p. 1049-1069.

Van Cranenburgh, S., Vacation Travel
Behaviour in a Very Different Future, 2013, TU
Delft, Delft University of Technology: Delft.
Peeters, P.M. and M. Landré, The emerging
global tourism geography — an environmental
sustainability perspective. Sustainability, 2012.
4(1): p. 42-71.

IATA, The IATA Technology Roadmap Report
2009, IATA: Montreal.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

30.

31.

ATAG, The right flightpath to reduce aviation
emissions, 2010, ATAG: Geneva.

IATA, [IATA Sustainable Aviation
Roadmap, 2015, IATA: Geneva.

IATA, IATA Technology Roadmap 2013, IATA:
Montreal.

Kivits, R., M.B. Charles, and N. Ryan, A post-
carbon aviation future: Airports and the
transition to a cleaner aviation sector. Futures,
2010. 42(3): p. 199-211.

Sims, R.E.H., et al., An overview of second
generation biofuel technologies. Bioresource
Technology, 2010. 101(6): p. 1570-1580.
Levidow, L., EU criteria for sustainable
biofuels: Accounting for carbon, depoliticising
plunder. Geoforum, 2013. 44: p. 211-223.
Quinn, J.C. and R. Davis, The potentials and
challenges of algae based biofuels: A review of
the techno-economic, life cycle, and resource
assessment modeling. Bioresource
Technology, 2014(0).

Heraghty, B., et al., Feasibility Study of
Australian feedstock and production capacity
to produce sustainable aviation fuel, 2013,
Qantas Airways Ltd: Mascot, Australia.
Agusdinata, D.B., et al, Life Cycle
Assessment of Potential Biojet Fuel Production
in the United States. Environmental Science &
Technology, 2011. 45(21): p. 9133-9143.

Ross, L., Eco-skies. The global rush for
aviation biofuel, 2013, The Oakland Institute:
Oakland, CA.

Shonnard, D.R., L. Williams, and T.N. Kalnes,
Camelina - derived jet fuel and diesel:
Sustainable advanced biofuels. Environmental
Progress & Sustainable Energy, 2010. 29(3): p.
382-392.

Alternative Fuels Task Force, Methodology to
quantify life cycle emissions from alternative jet
fuels in a global market based measure
(CONFIDENTIAL), 2015, ICAO/CAEP:
Montreal.

Mortimer, N.D., Life Cycle Assessment of
Refined Vegetable Oil and Biodiesel from
Jatropha Grown in Dakatcha Woodlands of
Kenya, 2011, North Energy Associates
Limited: Stocksfield (Northumberland).

World Bank Group, Rising Global Interest in
Farmland. Can It Yield Sustainable and
Equitable Benefits?, 2010, World Bank: New
york.

Rosillo-Calle, F., et al., The potential role of
biofuels in commercial air transport — biojetfuel,
2012, IEA Bioenergy Task 40 Sustainable
International Bioenergy Trade: London.
Krammer, P., L. Dray, and M.O. Kohler,
Climate-neutrality versus carbon-neutrality for

Fuel

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

aviation biofuel  policy. Transportation
Research Part D: Transport and Environment,
2013. 23(0): p. 64-72.

Stratton, R.W., Life cycle assessment of
greenhouse gas emissions and non-CO,
combustion effects from alternative jet fuels, in
Aeronautics and Astronautics 2010,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology:
Cambridge (MA).

van der Maas, C.W.M., et al., Greenhouse Gas
Emissions in the Netherlands 1990-2008.
National Inventory Report 2010, 2010,
Netherlands Environmental Assessment
Agency (PBL): Bilthoven.

Lal, R., World crop residues production and
implications of its use as a biofuel.
Environment International, 2005. 31(4): p. 575-
584.

Affuso, E. and D. Hite, A Model for Sustainable
Land Use in Biofuel Production: An Application
fo the State of Alabama. Energy Economics,
2013. 37: p. 29-39.

ICAO, 2013 Environmental report. Destination
Green, 2014, ICAO: Montreal.

Peeters, P.M., Tourism Transport, Technology,
and Carbon Dioxide Emissions, in Tourism and
the Implications of Climate Change: Issues
and Actions, C. Schott, Editor. 2010, Emerald:
Bingley (UK). p. 67 - 90.

Kroo, |. Innovations in aeronautics. in 42nd
AIAA Aerospace Sciences Meeting and Exhibit.
2004. Reno: AlIAA.

Peeters, P.M. and J. Middel, Historical and
future development of air transport fuel
efficiency, in Proceedings of an International
Conference on Transport, Atmosphere and
Climate (TAC); Oxford, United Kingdom, 26th
to 29th June 2006, R. Sausen, et al., Editors.
2007, DLR Institut fir Physic der Atmosphare:
Oberpfaffenhoven. p. 42-47.

Lee, J.J., et al., Historical and future trends in
aircraft performance, cost and emissions.
Annual Review Energy Environment, 2001. 26:
p. 167-200.

Peeters, P.M., et al., Are technology myths
stalling aviation climate policy? Transportation
Research Part D, 2016. 44: p. 30-42.

Horton, G., Future Aircraft Fuel Efficiencies—
Final Report, in Department for Transport.
http://assets. dft. gov. uk/publications/uk-
aviation-forecasts-2011/future-aircraft-
fuelefficiency. pdf (accessed November 18,
2011)2010, QinetiQ plc: London.

Schafer, AW., et al., Costs of mitigating CO2
emissions from passenger aircraft. Nature Clim.
Change, 2016. 6(4): p. 412-417.



44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

Upham, P., et al., Environmental capacity and
airport operations: current issues and future
prospects. Journal of Air Transport
Management, 2003. 9(3): p. 145-151.

Lawton, R.N. and D. Fujiwara, Living with
aircraft noise: Airport proximity, aviation noise
and subjective  wellbeing in  England.
Transportation Research Part D: Transport
and Environment, 2016. 42: p. 104-118.
System Change not Climate Change! Airport
Action Days. 2016 21-09-2016]; Available
from: http://systemchange-not-
climatechange.at/airport-action-days/.

IATA. IATA urges rejection of French proposal
for aviation tax to fund development. 2006
[cited 2006 26-03-2006]; Available from:
http://www.iata.org/pressroom/pr/2006-02-28-
02.htm.

Pagoni, |. and V. Psaraki-Kalouptsidi, The
impact of carbon emission fees on passenger
demand and air fares: A game theoretic
approach. Journal of Air Transport
Management, 2016. 55: p. 41-51.

Keen, M., |. Perry, and J. Strand, Market-
based instruments for international aviation
and shipping as a source of climate finance, in
World Bank Policy Research Working Paper
Series, Vol2012, World Bank: Washington DC.
Rothengatter, W., Climate change and the
contribution of transport: Basic facts and the
role of aviation. Transportation Research Part
D: Transport and Environment, 2010. 15(1): p.
5-13.

Mayor, K. and R.S.J. Tol, The impact of
European climate change regulations on
international tourist markets. Transportation
Research Part D: Transport and Environment,
2010. 15(1): p. 26-36.

Tol, R.S.J., The impact of a carbon tax on
international tourism. Transportation Research
Part D: Transport and Environment, 2007.
12(2): p. 129-142.

Edenhofer, O. and M. Kalkuhl, When do
increasing carbon taxes accelerate global
warming? A note on the green paradox.
Energy Policy, 2011. 39(4): p. 2208-2212.
Peeters, P.M., Annex I: Designing aircraft for
low emissions. Technical basis for the
ESCAPE project., in ESCAPE: Economic
screening of aircraft preventing emissions -
background  report2000, Centrum  voor
Energiebesparing en Schone Technologie:
Delft.

ICAOQO. Aircraft CO, emissions standard metric
system. ICAO Fact Sheet. 2012; Available
from: http://www.icao.int/environmental-

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

protection/Documents/CO2 Metric System -
Information Sheet.pdf.

ICAO, Report on the Assessment of Market-
based Measures, 2013, ICAO: Montreal.

Nolte, P., A. Apffelstaedt, and V. Gollnick,
Quantitative  Assessment of Technology
Impact on Aviation Fuel Efficiency, in Air
Transport and Operations. Third International
Air Transport and Operations Symposium
20122012, 10S Press. p. 514-531.

ATAG. Industry Q&A: The ICAO CO2
Standard. 2016 23-09-2016]; Available from:
http://www.atag.org/component/downloads/do
wnloads/308.html.

Cames, M., J. Graichen, and J.W. Pulles,
Issues at stake at the 10th session of the ICAO
Committee on  Aviation Environmental
Protection  (CAEP/10), 2016, European
Parliament: Brussels.

Grote, M., I. Williams, and J. Preston, Direct
carbon dioxide emissions from civil aircraft.
Atmospheric Environment, 2014. 95: p. 214-
224.

The White House. FACT SHEET: U.S.
Leadership in Securing First-Ever Global
Carbon Emissions Standards for Commercial
Airplanes. 2016 12-08-2016]; Available from:
https://http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
office/2016/02/08/fact-sheet-us-leadership-
securing-first-ever-global-carbon-emissions.
IATA, World air transport statistics. 53rd ed.
2009, Montreal-Geneva-London: International
Air transport Association.

Bartz, D., Aloft - An Inflight Review, 2016,
Heinrich Boll Foundation: Berlin.

Gallo, M., et al., Opportunities and criticisms of
voluntary ~ emission  reduction  projects
developed by Public Administrations: Analysis
of 143 case studies implemented in ltaly.
Applied Energy, 2016. 179: p. 1269-1282.
GMTF and ASG, Preliminary results of
technical analyses by GMTF/ASG, 2015,
ICAO/CAEP.

Scott, D., C.M. Hall, and S. Géssling, A review
of the IPCC Fifth Assessment and implications
for tourism sector climate resilience and
decarbonization. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 2016. 24(1): p. 8-30.




