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NEW rethink! flyers: Get yours before they run out (or just download them).

AirportWatch has developed an A5 flyer for the rethink! campaign. This is a much shorter version of the previous leaflet, which we hope will get people sending in their letters to Douglas Alexander. We have 2500 leaflets, which we would like you to use on your stalls, notice boards etc.  So if you are holding an event, a group meeting or simply decorate your fridge then you can either download the leaflet attached or from our website in the downloads section (link below) or get in contact and we can send you some paper copies.  

Air Traffic Climate Control

Eurocontrol looks at green taxes.

Eurocontrol is the European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation and holds the responsibility for operating the European wide Air Traffic Management System (ATM).  Its proposals for a green tax, which would be aimed at reducing the emissions of global green house gases (GHG’s) from European aviation, involve the funding mechanism for the ATM system. Eighty per cent of the funding for the running of the system comes from route charging, which is controlled by the Central Route Charging Office (CRCO).

The proposals put forward by the CRCO would involve using their current system of route charging, which collects en route air traffic control charges from airlines and adapting it to take into account the environmental costs of aviation.  This system could be used as an interim measure whilst the European Commission looks at entering aviation into an emissions trading scheme.  This could become a sophisticated and accurate way of calculating the environmental effects.  It is expected that the CRCO will increasingly use 3D tracking technology which would enable them to take into account the environmental effects of flying at different altitudes and incorporate it into the tax charge system.

Flight International

http://www.flightglobal.com/Articles/2006/08/29/Navigation/177/208700/Eurocontrol+eyes+green+tax+options.html 

Response from DfT to the Times article of July 26th 2006 “Third runway passes pollution test”
The article in the Times clearly stated that pollution tests at Heathrow meant that the proposed third runway was likely to go ahead and outlined proposals which made reductions in local pollution levels possible. However the findings of this article were contrary to the findings of previous studies at Heathrow, which had shown that development of a third runway at Heathrow would mean that local air pollution levels would exceed those set out in the EU directive on local air quality. At first I was inclined to believe the article by Ben Webster but remained cautious knowing what I did about the previous study. 

It was soon cleared up though after talking to people in the office. It turns out that no forecasts of pollutant levels had been made and that this was just the base data from 2004, for use in informing the DfT on suitable methods for assessing future air quality. I decided not to cover the article after discovering the article had no sound basis. However I wasn’t aware that the DfT had responded with a letter to the Times regarding the article. The response which can be viewed below was sent to the Times but was not published. In the response Stephen Ladyman states that the article is mislead and misinformed and that it wrongly implies that a decision may have been made on the third runway. 

It seems in this case the comments of Ian Poll on the study were taken out of context by the author and therefore lead to the article being extremely misleading, which is very worrying considering the good reputation of the publication.

The Times article

http://www.timesonline.co.uk/article/0,,2-2285706.html
The Response from the DfT

http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_about/documents/page/dft_about_612279.hcsp 

Report from DfT (on which the article was based)

http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_aviation/documents/divisionhomepage/612123.hcsp
Executive Summary

http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_aviation/documents/pdf/dft_aviation_pdf_612124.pdf 

Carbon offsetting? 

UK flight Charter Company Flightplan has become the first company of its kind to offset its carbon emissions.  They are doing this by teaming up with Climate Care, an organisation which invests in carbon ‘sinks’ worldwide to offset the carbon emissions for anyone whose conscience is bothering them.  This is good news and it is indicative of the aviation industry’s acknowledgment that what they are doing is detrimental to our global environment.  Flightplan are not alone in doing this, BA offer their punters the opportunity to offset the emissions of their travel through a similar scheme as do the people at Liverpool John Lennon Airport. 

Carbon offsetting it seems is becoming an increasingly fashionable activity with the current government and musicians all doing it.  However it seems all very easy for musicians to be altruistic given their position and it doesn’t hurt the government much to invest in renewable energy in South Africa.  I wouldn’t be cynical of the government doing it if they could also help the rest of the population in doing the same. Unfortunately the majority of the population don’t have to preserve a public image and considering how ‘serious’ Tony Blair considers the threat from climate change attempting to offset the emissions from a single summit (G8) seems a touch superficial given the government's current policy on aviation. 

Furthermore I do have issues with reducing carbon emissions downstream through creating carbon sinks and investing in projects to reduce emissions from certain sectors and I don’t think that my mistrust here is completely misplaced.  Take, for example, the government's scheme to offset the emissions from the G8 summit by retrofitting South African suburbs with solar panels and energy efficient lighting.  The scheme will reduce the amount of carbon that the houses produce by 2700 tonnes effectively offsetting the emissions from the G8 summit.  So far though, the project is running a year behind schedule with only 10 houses having been refitted.  Even if the project is completed on time then it should we be asking how long will it take for it to cancel out the 2700 tonnes of carbon.  Will it be a year or 10 years?  If it is the later, then you can argue that the reduction is not sustainable because if it takes 10 years to account for the emissions of one year then if everyone did it the world would be in carbon debt with no way of paying it back. 

Should it be that you should cancel out your emissions on roughly the same time scale over which they were emitted?

And if you must fly….

I have copied below a review which was done of the major carbon offsetting companies so you can make an informed choice if you want to offset. Also attached is the “Joint statement on offsetting carbon emissions - by Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and WWF-UK”

 

Last Call (Carbon Offsetting? for Liverpool John Lennon, Robin Hood Doncaster Sheffield Airport and Durham Tees Valley Airport)

http://www.lastcall.org.uk/ 

BA/Climate Care

http://www.climatecare.org/britishairways/ 

FlightPlan

http://www.flightplan.org.uk/15.html 

------------------------------------------  ISSUES  ----------------------------------------------

IMPORTANT 

This section is designed to be a forum for discussion on any issues which you would like to discuss. So far though we’ve only had one issue published here and we want more. We want you all to share you’re experience and stimulate debate. To do this though we need you to send us your comments no matter how minor they may be. It can be anything from the practical aspects of campaigning to your thoughts on wider news issues so please send them in so we can start to fill up this section. Also please feel free to send in any news from your area regarding you local group’s activities.

No issues for this edition please send any issues to:

info@airportwatch.org.uk        

------------------------------------------  RESPONSES  ---------------------------------------

Seeds for Change

Want to increase your campaigning skills? Seeds for change are seasoned campaigners that run workshops to help you energise and empower your campaign groups. Whether you want to improve your group meetings, or learn how to use the media more effectively, plan a campaign strategy or explore non-violent direct action, we can help. Workshops are free to grassroots groups! 

Contact oxford@seedsforchange.org.uk, or call Matthew on   0845 458 4776. 

http://www.seedsforchange.org.uk/free
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

If you have any further questions or comments you can contact AirportWatch using the following details.

AirportWatch

Broken Wharf House

2 Broken Wharf

London 

EC4V 3DT

info@airportwatch.org.uk   

     

Bulletin compiled by Clem Attwood.

========================================================================

Comparison of the main carbon offsetting schemes

1.  Atmosfair – Teutonically thorough

http://www.atmosfair.de/index.php?id=9&L=3
Tells you off if you’re taking a flight under 500km – get the train! Also offers alternative no-flight holiday information.

Uses: 

· an uplift factor of 3 (CO2 multiplier effect) on flights over 500km and none on shorter flights (simulating effects above 9km altitude).

· the average figures for German airlines and aircraft manufacturers’ standard configurations with regard to seating. As far as the seat occupancy rate is concerned, a distinction is drawn between the scheduled and charter market segments which have different average seat occupancy rates. In the case of scheduled flights these figures are also differentiated by flight region.
· 20 types of aircraft

· assumes an average number of seats on board a particular aircraft configuration

· deducts 2% at the end from the consumption results without cargo to correct the systemic error for the additional cargo

· wind ignored – cancels on return flight

· The Lufthansa Environmental Report shows that almost 1 kilogram fuel is consumed per passenger on average (Lufthansa 2002). Since further details were not available, the Emissions Calculator uses this  factor here as a fixed surcharge for all flights

· A study of the fuel consumption for taxi-ing at domestic German airports concludes that approx. 2.5 kilograms kerosene were consumed per passenger for the two taxi-ing processes, landing and take off together (Brockhagen 1995). This quantity is also assumed by the Emissions Calculator as a fixed surcharge for all other flights

(These are the only 2 places where industry data is used)

At the heart of the data sources used is the database containing the fuel

consumption profiles of individual aircraft over different basic distances. This

data is provided by the German Aerospace Center (DLR 2000). The quality of this data is high, and it was used as the starting point for emissions registers in the IPCC report commissioned by the United Nations.

All offset projects are compliant with CDM Gold Standard: http://www.panda.org/about_wwf/what_we_do/climate_change/our_solutions/business_industry/finance_investment/gold_standard.cfm 

2.  Myclimate   – Amateurs by comparison

http://www.myclimate.org/EN/index.php 

Myclimate has calculated the average amount of greenhouse gases that are emitted per person: for each 100 km travelled, on average 30kg CO2 equivalents are emitted on short haul and 19 kg on long haul flights per person (CO2 equivalent: In addition to CO2, CO2 equivalents include other climate relevant emissions. Myclimate uses an RFI factor of 2).
Myclimate has also calculated the average costs of compensating a ton of CO2 in a climate protection project. These two factors – the emissions of a flight as well as the costs for reducing these emissions – result in the price of a Myclimate ticket: 

Short haul flight: ca. EUR 7 per 1000 km
Long haul flight: ca. EUR 4.5 per 1000 km 

Destinations up to a distance of 2000 km are regarded as short hauls, destinations over 6000 km as long hauls. In between, the price per kilometre decreases linearly.

The projects are either registered under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) or certified by a body of experts from the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Zurich, as well as from other universities.

3.  CarbonNeutral company

http://www.carbonneutral.com/ 

They say
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:

“Our science partners - the Edinburgh Centre for Carbon Management (ECCM) - ensure that these projects are valid and check the carbon-science principles behind them. ECCM is one of Europe's top climate science companies (three of their directors are on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). We are proud of our long-lasting partnership with them.”

Flight calculator: Short haul flight (0-3000 Km) 0.18 kg CO2 per passenger Km Long haul flight (>3000 Km) 0.11 kg CO2 per passenger Km source: DEFRA 2001 – carbon (CO2) only

4.  Climate Care
http://www.co2.org/airtravelcalc/airtravelcalc.cfm 
We take the emissions from an average long, medium and short haul aircraft and divide them by the seat capacity to give emissions per seat.

We have drawn data from the European Union, British Airways and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
Comparison – kg of CO2 calculated on flights from LGW:

Edinburgh  
Jo’burg
Perth
   
Moscow
JFK
HKG

A: 
260

6540

9900

1520

3800
6980

MyC: 
341

3407

5457

1140

2229
3635

CN: 
210

1990

3250

920

1230
2120

CC: 
130

2530

4050

630

1570
2700

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

A = Atmosfair.    MyC  = MyClimate   CN = Climate Neutral    CC = Climate Care

Price Comparison

Price of a return flight to 

New York     JFK (euro) 
          Approx euros per 000 km:

A: 
67   




6 (short), 7 (long)

MyC: 
53 




 4.6

CN: 
30 




*

CC: 
25 




1.4

*FF do not use a price per kilometre as the offset price they ask goes up in increments of £10 (=15euro approx). Each £10 buys one energy saving lightbulb or ‘mature tree’. For shorter flights CO2 emissions seem to be rounded to the nearest half-tonne, with £10 asked for each half tonne (NB one 20W energy-efficient lightbulb running for its average lifetime of 12,000 hours saves approx half a tonne of CO2 against 100w tungsten bulbs of the same luminescence, so that’s about right). On longer flights, without any explanation, they tone down their ‘ask’ a bit, so a flight to NZ emitting (they say) 4 tonnes only calls for £60 of offsets.

Compare the climate change-only external costs of aviation, calculated by INFRAS in 2004 as 46.2 euro / 000 pax km (high) or 6.6 euro / 000 pax km (RFI multiplier = 2.5)

High = 140 euro / tonne CO2 based on transport by itself halving its emissions 1990-2030.

Low = 20 euro / tonne CO2 based on meeting Kyoto targets allowing cross sector trading mechanisms.

ie ‘High’ is close to true externalities while ‘Low’ is close to the costs the sectors may actually incur under current mitigation policy.

Even the ‘Low’ figure is approached only by Atmosfair.

5.  Others: 

Friends of Conservation – take average emissions and basic distance calculations and convert them to acres of rainforest.

http://www.friendsofconservation.org.uk/calculate.asp 

====================================================================

Joint statement on offsetting carbon emissions - by Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and WWF-UK

August 2006   
Background information 

A carbon offset negates the release of one tonne of CO2e (carbon dioxide equivalent) by avoiding the release of, or removing from the atmosphere the same amount of CO2e somewhere else. Carbon offsets can be generated by a number of activities such as energy efficiency (e.g. installing energy saving technologies in housing developments), renewable energy (e.g. wind farms) and sink (e.g. forestry) projects. 

A growing number of individuals, businesses and government departments are claiming that all or parts of their activities are ‘carbon neutral’ through the purchase of carbon offsets. At the same time, government and business are showing strong interest in buying offsets under the Clean Development mechanism (CDM)
 to meet targets under the Kyoto Protocol or the EU Emissions Trading Scheme. 

Key criteria 

Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and WWF recognise that a market for voluntary carbon offsets is rapidly developing, and that these can be used to help catalyse the transition to non-fossil fuel based energy systems in offset host countries and to encourage greater energy efficiency. Carbon offsets do not, however, reduce emissions overall and therefore purchasing offsets should only be seen as a last resort after other measures to reduce or avoid emissions have been thoroughly explored and acted upon. 
As environmental campaigners, we are concerned about the potential of these projects to be used as a way for businesses to argue there is no need for legislation that will curb emissions from their sector. Purchasing offsets can be seen as an easy way out for governments, businesses and individuals to continue polluting without making changes to the way they do business or their behaviour. In particular there are strong concerns over the environmental credibility of the credits and the contribution of the projects to sustainable development. 

If/when we buy offsets to offset unavoidable work related emissions - Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and WWF are committed to only purchasing offsets from projects which have been certified by the Gold Standard – an independent, transparent, internationally recognised benchmark for ‘high quality’ carbon offset projects
. The Gold Standard, amongst others, only certifies projects which meet the following criteria:

· they must be energy efficiency or renewable energy projects (this includes methane to energy in certain circumstances
);

· they must pass a sustainable development screen i.e. there must be evidence that the project is making a real contribution to sustainable development and that it benefits the local community;

· they must only provide an energy service that helps catalyse the transition to non-fossil fuel based energy systems. Projects which generate credits from the destruction of industrial waste gases such as HFC’s are not eligible. These projects have little or no wider sustainable development benefits; and 

· they must follow a conservative, guided  interpretation of the additionality requirement that is necessary to demonstrate that a project delivers real emission savings which would not have occurred anyway under “business as usual”. 

Furthermore, the Gold standard excludes forestry, large scale hydro power (e.g. over 15MW) and energy from waste (incineration) projects. For further information please see the Gold Standard’s website (http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org).

Reforestation - sink projects

Examples of why we do not support forestry sink projects are as follows:

· although trees absorb CO2 whilst they are living, it cannot be guaranteed that a new forest will be permanent and is likely to succumb to disease, fire, or logging eventually – releasing the CO2 into the atmosphere once again; 

· depending on the method used to calculate the amount of CO2 stored - whether other pools of carbon in the forest are taken into account (e.g. soil, leaf litter), and other factors – estimations of the amount of CO2 that a forest can absorb can differ vastly;

· large-scale monoculture tree plantations often have negative impacts on the environment and forest communities; and 

· buying forestry offsets does nothing to lessen society’s dependence on fossil fuels to generate its energy – something that is ultimately needed to address climate change.

Recommendations
Purchasers

1 In order to ensure that the purchase of offsets is not seen as a solution to the growth in emissions we would encourage individuals, business and governments to should first do all they can to cut down or avoid emissions of greenhouse gases before considering the purchase of offsets.

2 Only purchase offsets that comply with the criteria laid out in this document e.g energy efficiency or renewable energy projects which support the transition to non-fossil fuel based energy systems, projects which make a valid contribution to sustainable development and deliver a real additional emission saving - and where available purchase credits from projects which have been certified by the Gold Standard. Examples of online retailers which sell offsets from projects which meet the Gold Standard criteria include Myclimate (www.myclimate.org), Atmosfair (www.atmosfair.de) and Climate Friendly (www.climatefriendly.org). However, most organisations selling offsets should  be able to provide Gold Standard credits if asked to do so.

Sellers/brokers 

3 We would encourage companies who sell offsets or act as brokers to only source projects which comply with the criteria laid out in this document and, where available, have been certified by the Gold Standard. Application of the Gold Standard criteria should be encouraged to support the establishment of a transparent market benchmark.

4 We would also encourage companies to market their products responsibly i.e. present them as an additional action that the public, companies and government can take once they have done all they can to reduce their emissions directly. 

For further information please contact:

Germana Canzi, Friends of the Earth, germanac@foe.co.uk

Charlie Kronick, Greenpeace, Charlie.Kronick@uk.greenpeace.org 

Kirsty Clough, WWF-UK, kclough@wwf.org.uk 

� The CDM allows industrialised countries, or companies, to gain emissions credits by investing in greenhouse gas reduction measures in developing countries which have not taken on emission reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol. Supporters of the CDM see it as a tool to promote the transfer of cleaner technologies to developing countries. 


� As well as certifying CDM projects the Gold Standard also recently launched the Gold Standard for voluntary offset projects


� The key criterion is that the methane captured is used to provide an energy service, thus replacing the need for fossil fuel.





