
Aviation fuels	
Q 16 - Do you agree that both renewable avtur and renewable avgas should 
be eligible for reward under the RTFO?	
Yes	
 
Supporting evidence:	
As noted in the consultation, aviation emissions in the UK are expected to grow both 
in absolute and percentage terms in the absence of new policy measures. As the 
consultation also notes, participation in the UN CORSIA will be insufficient to tackle 
the scale of this challenge, considering the UK’s obligations under both the Climate 
Change Act and the Paris Agreement.  
 
AEF has consistently highlighted the need for Government to address the aviation 
carbon problem in its plans for delivering the Climate Change Act (see e.g. 
http://www.aef.org.uk/uploads/The-Airports-Commission%E2%80%99s-final-report-
%E2%80%93-has-it-closed-the-carbon-gapFINAL.pdf) and to put in place 
appropriate policies to tackle aviation’s greenhouse gas emissions. The use of 
biofuel in aviation is likely, we believe, to have only a marginal impact on the sector’s 
overall emissions. Nevertheless, given the cost barriers to the introduction of 
sustainable aviation biofuel and the lack of direct climate obligations on the aviation 
sector, we recognize that some form of Government support is likely to be necessary 
in the short term if these fuels are to enter the fuel mix at all.	
 
Our support for the proposal to extend the RTFO to aviation comes with three 
conditions: 
 
1. Aviation biofuel must be sourced sustainably, taking appropriate account of 
ILUC impacts. We are concerned that these impacts do not appear to be fully 
reflected in the RTFO accounting methodology at present.  	

 
2. Policy incentives for aviation biofuel should be part of a comprehensive 
strategy for limiting aviation emissions to 37.5 Mt by 2050. This is the level that 
the Committee on Climate Change consistently advises is the maximum possible 
under the Climate Change Act. Achieving it will – as CCC has shown – require some 
constraints on aviation demand, even assuming a moderate take-up of aviation 
biofuel. 	
 



3. The RTFO should be designed only to reduce the cost differential of 
sustainable aviation fuel compared with the cost of kerosene or AVGAS today 
and should not act as a general subsidy for aviation fuel. The Department 
should guard against the risk that extending the RTFO to aviation may reduce the 
average cost of aviation fuel. Aviation already benefits from significant tax breaks (no 
tax on fuel, with the exception of ‘private pleasure flying’, and no VAT on tickets) that 
act as effective subsidies to the sector. In addition, for flights covered by the EU 
ETS, airlines can already – in theory – benefit financially from the zero rating for any 
biofuel they use and a similar provision is likely to be incorporated into the CORSIA 
to reflect the net emissions saving. These benefits should be taken into account in 
ensuring that any Government support for aviation biofuel does not additional growth 
in the sector as a whole, not least given the lack of effective sector-wide climate 
change limits and for aviation. The cost benefit analysis for the policy should 
explicitly consider this issue at the earliest opportunity. 	
	


