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1. Introduction 

1.1 Stansted Airport Watch ('SAW') welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation on 
'Developing the UK ETS'.  It is beyond doubt that there is an urgent need to tackle climate 
change, principally by reducing carbon emissions, and air travel is the most carbon-intensive 
form of travel. Taking one return long-haul flight can generate more emissions than any other 
lifestyle activity in a whole year. Accordingly, the Government must prioritise the reduction 
of aviation emissions and this will require an effective 'cap and trade' scheme to limit the 
total amount of carbon (or its equivalent) that can be emitted by the aviation sector.  

1.2 In line with our remit, we are only responding to the questions set out in Chapter 5 of this 
consultation, which deals with the aviation sector. 
 

2. Response to Consultation Questions 

  Q46:  Do you agree with the conclusion of the study that risk of carbon leakage is minimal 
for the UK aviation sector under the current UK ETS scope? (Y/N) Please expand on 
your answer and give evidence where possible. 

 
A46:  Yes. The consultation document refers to the comprehensive report by Frontier Economics 

“Economic Research on the Impacts of Carbon Pricing on the UK Aviation Sector”, 
published in February 2022. This concludes that, after assessing various scenarios, 
“leakage is almost always negative”1 (see page 11 of the report).  We have no reason to 
disagree with the conclusion that the risk of carbon leakage is minimal. 

 

 Q47: Do you have any additional views on the economic research study and its 
conclusions? (Y/N) Please expand on your answer and give evidence where 
possible. 

 A47: Previous studies into aspects of carbon leakage by Ricardo Energy & Environment2 and 
ATA/Clarity Economic Consulting3 have concluded that the risks of significant carbon 
leakage were generally very small.  A more recent study relating to the EU by Transport & 
Environment into the “Carbon Leakage Potential for European Aviation”4, published in 
January 2022, concluded that many of the claims concerning carbon leakage were 
unfounded and that there was “no reason for the EU not to impose its climate measures on 
at least all departing flights from its territory”.   

 The conclusions of the Frontier Economics report are therefore considered to be robust. 

 Q48: Do you agree that if there are minimal risks of carbon leakage and  
 competitiveness risks associated with carbon leakage from the UK ETS for the 
 aviation sector, free allocation should be withdrawn or phased-out? (Y/N) Please 
 expand on your answer and give evidence where possible. 

 

_______________________________ 
1 Negative leakage means that a CO2 emissions decrease inside the policy area is associated with a CO2 emissions 
decrease outside the policy area 
2 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/653776/carbon-
abatement-in-uk-aviation.pdf. 
3 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/763260/carbon-
leakage-report.pdf. 
4 https://www.transportenvironment.org/wpcontent/uploads/2022/01/TandE_Assessment_of_carbon_leakage_Jan2022.pdf. 
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 A48:   Yes. For the reasons given in answers to questions 46 and 47 we believe that free allocation 
should be withdrawn or phased out at the earliest opportunity. 

 Q49:  Are there any other reasons for maintaining free allocation in the UK ETS? (Y/N) 
Please expand on your answer and give evidence where possible. 

 A49:  None that we are aware of. 

 Q50:   Please provide views on the three proposed options for aviation free allocation, as 
well as how the trajectory should be set, such as a linear or weighted approach? 

 
A50:    We understand that free allocations currently represent 41% of the total emissions covered 

by the ETS5. It is absolutely critical that action on climate change and greenhouse gas 
emissions is taken in this decade and so an early phase out of allocations together with a 
linear year-on-year reduction will be essential to meet this requirement. 

 

 Q51:   Should the UK ETS Authority consider free allocation trajectory options that could 
maintain aviation free allocation entitlement past the first phase of the UK ETS 
(2030)? 

A51:  No. Free allocations should be phased out and then fully withdrawn as soon as possible. 

 Q52:   Should the UK ETS aviation free allocation methodology be updated to use a more 
recent year? (Y/N) If yes, which year and why? How often should UK ETS aviation 
activity data be updated in the future? Please expand on your answer and give 
evidence where possible. 

 A52:  Yes. It would be more appropriate to use an up-to-date figure than 2010 when considering 
allocation methodology. The pre-pandemic figure for 2019 would seem most relevant. 

 Q53:   Do you think that the aviation benchmark should reflect UK ETS aviation activity? 
(Y/N) Please expand on your answer and give evidence where possible. 

A53:  We have no strong view on this point except that the benchmark data should be up-to-date. 

 Q54:   Do you think the UK ETS aviation free allocation policy should account for changes 
in aviation activity and new entrants? (Y/N) Please expand on your answer and 
provide evidence where possible. 

A54:    Yes, this would seem logical.  To do otherwise would give an unfair advantage to established 
carriers and disadvantage emerging carriers and new entrants.    

_______________________________ 
5 https://www.aef.org.uk/uploads/2022/05/The-Role-of-Aviation-Demand-in-Decarbonisation-Full-Report.pdf. 
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 Q55:  How often should aircraft operators report their TKM data under the UK ETS? 
Alternatively, are there other appropriate data sources the UK ETS could use to 
monitor aviation activity? Please expand on your answer and provide evidence 
where possible. 

 A55:  No comment 

 Q56:  How can we ensure free allocation entitlements, including in a transition to full 
auctioning, are proportionate and equitable for all UK ETS aircraft operators? 

 A56:  No comment 

 Q57:  Are there ways we could mitigate any unintended impacts on regional connectivity 
that may arise due to changes to aviation free allocation, through the UK ETS or by 
other means? (Y/N) Please explain your answer and provide evidence where 
possible. 

 A57:   Flexible rates of APD have been used in the past to protect regional connectivity, especially 
for remote regions. 

 Q58:   How do we ensure that GHG emissions from SAF are accounted for appropriately 
with respect to aircraft operators’ UK ETS obligations? 

A58:  The development of SAF is still highly speculative and uncertain. It is noticeable that the 
Department for Transport (‘DfT’) now assumes that significant commercially viable use of 
SAF will only occur after 2040.6  However, we welcome the statement that it is “important 
that the GHG savings resulting from SAF use are not overstated and also that perverse 
outcomes are not introduced by treating all SAF equally regardless of these wider lifecycle 
emissions”. This will necessitate detailed technical studies to assess fuel production 
lifecycles for the various types of SAF. It is generally predicted that emission reductions will 
be in the range of 40-70%. It would therefore be inappropriate to include an emission 
reduction of 100%.  It is suggested that a presumed emission reduction of 60% is included 
within the system until more detailed calculations are available. This would be consistent with 
the proposed reduction figure included by the DfT in its SAF mandate consultation and should 
encourage the greater use of SAFs without overcompensated for their use. 

 Q59:   Should emissions reductions delivered through SAF supplied to comply with the 
proposed SAF mandate contribute towards reductions in UK ETS obligations for 
aircraft operators? (Y/N) 

 
 A59:  Yes, subject to adjustment to reflect the true (net) benefit of the various types of SAF. 

 

_______________________________ 
6 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1062042/jet-zero-
further-technical-consultation.pdf. 
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 Q60:   If so, how should supply of SAF and its emissions reductions be reported in a way 
that ensures SAF usage is only reported under one carbon pricing scheme, whilst 
minimising the administrative burden for aircraft operators? 

 
 A60:   We are not qualified to comment on this point. 

 

 Q61:   Do you agree that we should continue to ensure that UK ETS rules keep pace with the 
latest SAF sustainability criteria? This would include reflecting the latest amendments 
to the RTFO sustainability criteria. (Y/N) Please explain your answer. 

A61:  Yes, it must be right for the UK ETS to be based on the most up-to date evidence. 

 Q62:  Should we consider capturing aviation’s non-CO2 impacts in the UK ETS? (Y/N) 
 Please explain your answer. 

 
A62:  Aviation non-CO2 emissions have been recognised for decades although, as a stated in the 

consultation document “there are a number of uncertainties regarding the magnitude of non-
CO2 impacts”. However, latest research indicates that the effect of these impacts could be to 
treble that of the CO2 alone.  There is some indication that SAF may reduce these non-CO2 
impacts but the science is even more uncertain and it is not expected to have a major effect. 

 The precautionary principle states that “Where there are threats of serious or irreversible 
damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-
effective measures to prevent environmental degradation”. We would maintain that this is a 
very clear example where the precautionary principle must come into play and action must 
be taken over non-CO2 emissions.  It should also be noted that many of the possible 
measures being put forward to reduce aviation emission in future contain uncertainties at 
least as great as those associated with the measurement of non-CO2 impacts. 

 It is repeatedly argued that, because of uncertainty, non-CO2 impacts should be disregarded 
in any calculation.  There is however a major flaw in this argument.  Scientific knowledge 
has improved immensely in this area and at some point non-CO2 impacts will have to be 
taken into account. Delaying consideration of non-CO2 impacts means that additional 
emissions reductions will have to be found at short notice in the future, with the risk of 
considerable disruption and that the savings may not be achievable.  

 A non-CO2 multiplier should be applied when comparing aviation emissions to other sectors 
to give a more realistic comparison of impacts and to give policymakers a clear perspective 
of the level of change needed in the sector. 

 As an interim measure until the science becomes clearer the ETS should assume that the 
effect of aviation emissions is twice that of the CO2 emissions alone. This would still be a 
conservative estimate but would be far better than simply ignoring non-CO2 emissions.   

 Q63: How could we treat NOx in the UK ETS to reflect its differing climate impact 
compared to CO2? 

 A63:   See our response under A62 above.  Non-CO2 impacts include NOx impacts. 
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 Q64:  How could we monitor aircraft NOx emissions, whilst seeking to minimise the 
additional administrative burden for airlines? 

A64: There would be no need to do so if our proposal under A62 was implemented. 

 Q65: How could the UK ETS address additional non-CO2 aviation impacts, such as 
contrail cirrus?  Please explain your answer and give evidence where possible. 

A65:  See our response under A62 above.   

 Q66:   Should we explore any other near term pricing measures, such as charges, to account 
for non-CO2 impacts whilst consideration is given to full incorporation into the UK 
ETS? (Y/N) How could these work in the UK ETS? Please explain your answer and 
give evidence where possible. 

A66:    Again, see our response under A62 above.  We submit that our proposal offers the simplest  
answer to the pricing of non-CO2 impacts.  

 Q67:   Do you agree that flights from the UK to Switzerland should be included in the UK 
ETS from January 2023? (Y/N) Please expand on your answer and give evidence 
where possible. 

A67:   Yes, this would seem to be a logical approach. 

 Q68:   Do you agree that this aviation activity should be subject to the same free allocation 
rules and review outcomes as the rest of the aviation sector in the UK ETS? (Y/N) 
Please expand on your answer and give evidence where possible. 

A68:   Again, this would seem to be a logical approach. 

 Q69:  Do you agree that we should not adjust the current UK ETS cap to account for the 
inclusion of UK to Switzerland flights? (Y/N)  Please expand on your answer and 
give evidence where possible. 

A69:   Yes. Any adjustment would be so small as to make it almost inconsequential. 

Q70:  Are there any other flights departing the UK mainland that are not covered by 
 carbon pricing schemes that we should seek agreement with the destination state 
 or territory to include in the UK ETS? (Y/N) Please expand on your answer and give 
 evidence where possible. 

A70:   We do not have the requisite information/expertise to answer this question. 

 Q71: What areas of co-operation between the UK ETS and other emissions trading 
schemes, such as the EU ETS, do you think should be prioritised for aviation? 
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A71:   We do not have the requisite information/expertise to answer this question. 

 Q72:  How can operational features of the UK ETS be simplified for aircraft operators 
through co-operation with other schemes? 

A72:    We do not have the requisite information/expertise to answer this question. 

 Q73:  Should we permit verifiers of aviation activities to conduct remote site visits if an 
appropriate risk assessment has been carried out and any precautionary conditions, 
such as Regulator approval, have been met? (Y/N) Please explain your answer. 

 A73:  This would seem to be a sensible/prudent approach in the interests of fraud prevention. 

 
 

Stansted Airport Watch 
17 June 2022 
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