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Summary 
 
• Aviation facilitates a substantial tourism deficit that leads to a net job loss.  These job losses happen 

over time and so are far less visible than new jobs created by airport expansion.  This particularly 
affects the economy of rural areas as well as leading to a regional imbalance. 

• The failure of the EU’s Emission Trading Scheme to include the impacts of Radiative Forcing 
means that aviation effectively benefits from a ‘Buy One Get One Free’.   

• The fact that biofuels count as zero emissions under ETS whatever their origin, combined with the 
very loose caps and the recent collapse in the price of carbon means the ETS is a stillborn means of 
controlling aviation emissions. 

• If aviation demand is managed, there is likely to be more private and public sector finance available 
for rail improvements so as to give the public and business better alternatives to flying. 

• Increasing numbers of non-environmental groups are accepting the need for demand management 
of motor traffic: it is time to accept the same logic for demand for aviation. 

• Just as increasing road capacity is a two-way street in terms of regeneration, so air routes are two-
way and can lead to money flowing out of the country.  Alleged greater economic efficiency is 
outweighed by environmental costs. 

• There may be a heavy cost to the economy and individuals of increased costs of decarbonising 
domestic electricity and heat production so as to permit aviation expansion. 

Recommendations 
 
• There needs to be an independent review of Air Travel White Paper, particularly in the light of the 

latest science on climate change.  This must include the scenarios of the peaking of conventional oil 
supply by 2018 and higher carbon reduction targets than are currently required by the Climate 
Change Act 2008. 

• There needs to be rigorous analysis of the economic as well as the social impacts of not making 
aviation take its fair share of carbon cuts.  Analysis of social impacts must take account of the 
different impact on different areas, particularly those dependent on domestic tourism. 

• There needs to be fairer taxation of aviation, including a more efficient taxing of planes not people 
that must include Radiative Forcing impacts as well as noise impacts as well as VAT on domestic 
flights other than lifeline services. 

• Increased tax on aviation must include investment in and initial subsidy for new travel options for 
international travel, such as longer distance high speed services and sleeper trains. 

1. What is the value of aviation to the UK economy? What are the roles of the London and 
regional airports? What competition do they face from abroad? 
 

1.1 Any assessment of aviation to the economy must consider not just the full environmental costs of 



aviation but also the impact on domestic tourism and regional disparities.  When considering the 
size of the aviation industry it is necessary to consider what individuals and businesses would spend 
their money on instead if they flew less and the associated safeguarding of domestic jobs, for 
example in the leisure industry. 

 
1.2 The claimed financial benefits to the economy are dwarfed by the large losses incurred through the 

“tourism spending gap” set out in Government statistics1 showing the gap has progressively 
widened and the net deficit is now around £19b a year.  Indeed, every UK region save for London 
itself is in net deficit.   The overwhelming proportion of the travel is by air. Unfortunately the 
situation could become even worse. The Government2 has published forecasts of tourist traffic by 
air showing that the 2005 figure of 41.5 million more British trips flying abroad than visitors to UK, 
could increase to 163 million by 2030. 

 
1.3 This is of particular concern for CPRE due to the disproportionate effect on the rural economies, as 

domestic tourism is the largest source of income for increasing numbers of rural areas.  An extra 
pound for the economy of the overcrowded South East where many greenfield sites are under threat 
cannot be worth as much as an extra pound for rural areas whose very viability is under threat.  
Aviation provides more jobs in Ibiza, Palma or Prague, but fewer jobs in England. 

 
1.4 The contribution in terms of jobs is grossly overstated.  One example of the “jobs” overstatement: 

when Manchester Airport announced in 1991 that it wanted to built a second runway, the Chairman 
of the Airport company claimed that this would create 50,000 new jobs.  A subsequent report, 
presented by the Airport to the public inquiry, revised the figure downwards to 18,000 new jobs, 
which included indirect and induced employment, and included “catalytic” employment in firms 
which would be attracted to the Manchester area.   It also included jobs created by inward tourism - 
without taking account of outward tourism.  However the media continued to use the 50,000 figure, 
and indeed it was repeated by the then airport chief executive, in 1997 after planning permission 
was granted.  The runway was built, and opened in 2001.  The total number of jobs at the airport in 
2006 was 4,000 more than ten years previously.  Even adding indirect and induced employment, the 
increase would be around 6,400, quite a shortfall from the 50,000 promised, and without any 
estimation of job losses in domestic tourism whether in Blackpool or the Peak District. 

 
1.5 Another example: airport master plans are fond of using some yardsticks for “added jobs”: 1000 per 

additional 1 million passengers; in the Government’s Aviation White Paper (many of whose 
forecasts were based uncritically on an aviation industry financed report by Oxford Economic 
Forecasting (OEF)) and its SERAS document, factors of 0.3 for “indirect” jobs, and a Treasury-
suggested 0.2 for “induced” jobs were used, suggesting that for every 10 new direct jobs, 3 indirect 
and 2 induced jobs would arise. Yet the “1000 per million” figure is not borne out by analysis: at 
Luton, over the last 10 years (using employment data from the airport’s Annual Monitoring Report) 
the figure is at best 300 per million additional passengers.  Overall, this figure is likely further to 
decline as airlines and airports seek to improve efficiency (i.e. reduce employment numbers) with 
initiatives such as automated check-in, on-line ticket issue etc. 

 
1.6 Though the industry is always keen to stress the “contribution to business made by good 

communications”, there is an implicit assumption that these communications routes are essentially 
one-way and beneficial to the UK economy.  However, data for the UK as a whole show a 
significant worsening in the movements of international investment.  The current UNCTAD 
Handbook of Statistics shows that between 2005 and 2006 inward investment in UK declined by 
28% while outward investment declined by only 5%. Though still a positive net contributor, it 
appears set to return to the position of being a significant net loser as in the late 1990-early 2000’s. 

 
2. Is the current aviation infrastructure adequate for the needs of UK business and 
individuals and how should it be developed? What are the implications of future passenger 
trends and possible mergers in the airline industry?  

                                                 
1 Office of National Statistics, MQ6 Transport Travel and Tourism: Overseas Travel and Tourism 
2 UK Air Passenger Demand and CO2 Forecasts, DfT (2007) 



2.1 Our evidence to the Transport Committee's Inquiry on Use of Airspace stated that the present 
arrangements are not fit for purpose. The current approach whereby each airport is free to compete 
with others in the vicinity by attracting airlines and thereby demanding ever greater airspace 
capacity is chaotic. 

 
2.2 Our evidence to the Transport Committee's Inquiry on the Major Road Network stated that the 

questions should not be one of adequacy of infrastructure for the perceived needs of businesses and 
people but rather how to support sustainable development and sustainable economic growth in 
accordance with Public Service Agreement 7.  The same principle applies here.  Furthermore just as 
alternatives to driving are relevant to the perceived adequacy of the road network, so alternatives to 
flying, whether improved rail or videoconferencing services, are relevant here. 

 
2.3 While the argument that there needs to be demand-management of road traffic seems to have been 

won amongst many business groups – see for example the CBI's Time to Change Gear (2009) – 
these groups still seem to want to hold out aviation as a special case. 

 
3. To what extent can rail provide an alternative to short-haul flights? 

3.1 A high speed line between London and the Midlands could reduce journey times by up to 45 
minutes for destinations further north.  EU standard cab-based signalling (as part of the European 
Railway Traffic Management System – ‘ERMTS’) is due to be rolled out across the network over 
the next decade and  will lead to the possibility of speeds of up to 140mph on conventional lines, as 
was previously planned for both West and East Coast Main Lines.  With the implementation of 
both, Edinburgh and Glasgow would be within three hours of London, allowing rail to take the vast 
majority of market share. 

 
3.2 Increasing numbers of trips are not Capital to Capital and there is an increasing need for direct 

services between other cities in the UK and on the continent.  Greater electrification, such as of the 
Great Western Main Line would facilitate such services and make rail journeys more competitive 
by reducing hassle and journey times as well as putting regional cities on the European rail map.  
The EU’s deregulation of international rail services from 2010 offers a key opportunity to develop 
new services.   

 
3.3 Although the Spanish Government is supporting its new high speed rail services for the first few 

years to help them capture market share from airlines, there are no plans to promote new 
international rail services to the UK.  Indeed the Government’s continued support for major aviation 
expansion sends out a signal to the private sector that it is not worth investing in setting up new rail 
services to the UK.  While the Government promotes the creation of more ‘travel options’ at the 
level of local transport, it seems to be doing the opposite for international transport. 

 
3.4 CPRE believes that the spotlight on high speed rail has led to sleeper services being given 

insufficient attention.  Sleeper trains provide for longer distance journeys and a new generation of 
services using High Speed Lines at night could offer new services to popular destinations such as 
Barcelona and Prague.   

 
3.5 Freight is responsible for an increasing number of air traffic movements.  The EU’s proposals for a 

Rail Freight Oriented Network giving greater priority to and capacity for freight movements on 
strategic corridors, combined with increased co-operation and through working with ERMTS, will 
enable rail to capture a far higher share of time-sensitive freight deliveries. 

 
4. What costs does aviation impose on society and the environment? What are the 
implications of climate change policy—in particular the Climate Change [Act 2008] – for the 
aviation industry and infrastructure?  

 
4.1 Particular problems caused by aviation include noise pollution, damage to tranquillity, distortion of 

the economy due to tax advantages and failure to pay anything like its full environmental cost.  
Assertions that aviation does pay its environmental cost rely: 
• on undervaluing the carbon cost, based on the assumption that the world is on course to tackle 

climate change, and ignoring Radiative Forcing of aviation carbon emissions; 



• ignoring other environmental costs such as noise; and 
• assuming that all tax take from aviation is there to pay for its environmental cost rather than 

contribute to the Exchequer in general. 
 
4.2 The OEF, the Aviation White Paper, and more recently the NATS consultation on airspace changes 

in the Terminal Control North area all made much of the value to individual travellers of reducing 
travel time to airports and in their flights.  On the other hand the only serious attempt to monetarise 
noise disturbance, in the DfT’s ANASE study, was not taken forward.  Although elements of that 
study were given an unfavourable peer review, the failure to take forward any figures arising from 
ANASE and the lack of progress in developing alternative ways of monetarising noise disturbance 
may well be because the data that emerged in ANASE proved distinctly unpalatable. 

 
4.3 Noise impacts are an important element of tranquillity but noise is far from being the major 

determinant. Research commissioned by CPRE3 shows that seeing low flying planes is a major 
detractor from tranquillity, more even than seeing power lines or roads, for example.  Tranquil 
areas, in particular National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, provide places for 
people to ‘get away from it all’ on an increasingly crowded island.  The tranquillity in many of 
these areas is affected by low flying planes and this damages the competitiveness of domestic 
tourism services. 
 

4.4 There are hidden subsidies for aviation from charge-payers where local authorities own airports.   
Returns on the capital assets are in many cases deplorably low or non-existent, even before “route 
development subsidies” – concessionary reductions in usage charges made for up to 5 years to 
encourage airlines to use the airport – are made.  The most recent such case is that of Newquay; 
several others, such as Finningley or ‘Robin Hood International’ airport, exist.  The aviation 
industry argues that buses and trains receive subsidies too, however, these are for local not long 
distance services so this is not comparing like with like. 

 
4.5 The impact of aviation on climate change has been particularly controversial.  CPRE does not 

believe that the Government’s two key measures that were used to justify Heathrow expansion are 
in any way credible.  Firstly European Union’s Emissions Trading Scheme (‘ETS’) means that 
expansion in aviation will be offset by other sectors.  Second that aviation emissions will be back to 
2005 levels by 2050. 

 
4.6 In relation to the ETS, the combination of the late baseline of 2005 for aviation and the looseness of 

the cap mean that carbon prices will be insufficient to have a significant effect on demand4, in 
particular over the next decade.  The carbon price has already collapsed to under €15/tonne.  The 
failure of the ETS to take any account of Radiative Forcing, which approximately means that one 
tonne of carbon from aviation has twice the impact of one tonne of ground based emissions, means 
that aviation is benefiting from a ‘Buy One Get One Free’ offer.  Furthermore, biofuels do count as 
zero under the ETS, even though the Gallagher Review of the Indirect Effects of Biofuels (2008) 
showed that many biofuels have limited or even negative climate impacts.  Even if a second 
generation of zero-carbon biofuels were at some point made commercially viable, they would still 
cause radiative forcing and so would not be climate neutral when used in aviation. 

 
4.7 There are three fundamental problems with the suggestions that aviation emissions can return to 

2005 levels by 2050.  First, the International Energy Authority has stated that conventional oil 
sources are likely to peak by 2018.  After this time, relying on sources such as tar sands that require 
far higher energy inputs or indeed conventional oil but in difficult locations such as the deep sea 
bed mean that ‘well to wing’ emissions are unlikely to decrease even assuming the technological 
improvements the industry aspires to can be delivered. 

 
4.8 Second, as pointed out in our evidence in the inquiry on the Major Road Network, there is a real 

likelihood that more stringent targets will be needed: Stern has already accepted that the problem of 
                                                 
3 Newcastle University, Tranquillity Mapping: Developing a Robust Methodology for Planning Support, CPRE 
(2008)
4 Tyndall Centre, A bottom-up analysis of including aviation within the EU’s Emission Trading Scheme (2008) 



climate change is worse than when he drafted his Review and the science is likely to develop over 
the next decade let alone generation, particularly in relation to tipping points.  As what matters is 
not the headline reduction figure in 2050 but the overall amount of greenhouse gas emitted over 
time, we risk wasting our carbon budget on cheap flights. 

 
4.9 Finally, there is a reliance on carbon trading whereby other industries will make greater cuts to 

allow aviation to continue expanding.  It is noteworthy that while the ATWP Progress Report of 
December 2006 focused on voluntary ‘offsetting’ schemes, by July 2007 the Environmental Audit 
Committee concluded, in its 6th report, that “offsetting alone will have only a minor impact at best 
on increases in global emissions as a result of air travel”.   

 
4.10 Offsetting hardly features now in justifications for Heathrow expansion etc.  CPRE believes 

that the argument that UK aviation can continue to grow on the basis that other sectors and other 
countries will have to cut their emissions back even more is likely to stand up to scrutiny as badly 
as the carbon ‘offsetting’ has done.  In particular other industries and consumers are going to have 
to pay more to allow aviation to expand, the benefits of which, as shown above, are greatly 
overstated.  There needs to be rigorous analysis of these impacts, not just in terms of economics but 
also the social impact. 

5. What is the impact of taxation on the aviation sector nationally and regionally? Are passengers 
adequately protected from the collapse of airlines? 

5.1 Besides the effects of aviation on society and the environment, the favourable tax regime for 
aviation causes a number of impacts.  Its tax-free status results in no duty or VAT paid on aviation 
fuel or on a number of other inputs to aviation: e.g. purchase of aircraft, spares and servicing.  A 
conservative estimate is that this represents a hidden subsidy (or tax income foregone by HM 
Treasury) by UK taxpayers worth over £9 billion per year.  
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