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KEITH TAYLOR
Green Party MEP
for the South East of England
Aviation Strategy, 

Department for Transport, 

33 Horseferry Road, 

London, 

SW1P 4DR
17 April 2019
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: Aviation Strategy Consultation Response
This letter outlines the major shortcomings identified in the UK Government’s Aviation Strategy. There are many grounds on which this document can be considered inappropriate; some are briefly outlined in this letter. As an MEP for the South East, it is fundamentally important to protect the wellbeing of my constituents. And as a Member of the European Parliament’s Transport and Tourism and Environment Committees, it is clear to me that the claims made about the imperative to expand air travel are unfounded and not in keeping with the imperatives for a lower carbon and more sustainable future. 

The misnomer of ‘sustainable’ growth

The most fundamental issue here is the repeated use of the term sustainable growth. Based on the information contained in the strategy about expansion of both civil and general aviation (GA) to ensure ever more passengers, flights, aircraft, it is extremely disingenuous to try and claim that the sustainability discussed in this document has anything at all to do with limiting the impact of the sector. These developments do not respect the needs of future generations at all. This is about sustaining year-on-year growth in and of itself. This strategy makes a mockery of the need for environmental and social sustainability. 
It states: “We need to keep asking some fundamental questions. How can we manage the impact of growth on the environment – particularly carbon emissions, air quality and noise?” This is a falsehood – these are not questions that repeatedly need asking, they are real issues the Government has a moral obligation to address. We simply cannot have rapidly growing and fully liberalised aviation markets. The current levels of aviation in this country need to be abated. Any expansion is not compatible with meeting our mandatory climate targets and domestic and international commitments. 
The document talks about the difficulty in predicting the characteristics and preferences of passengers in 2050, their expectations and attitudes – but nowhere is the idea entertained that the case for GROWTH in aviation might be one of the most significant changes. This is a possibility that needs to be given more attention. The data on traveller satisfaction used states that 83% of recent flyers were satisfied with overall travel experience during last flight. The latest data (from Dec 2018) puts this figure at 82% and confirms the downward trend continues. When these figures were first collected in 2016, they were at 90% and have fallen every time they are reported on. This context is important and the strategy should be more transparent about the trends as well as the figures.  

Precautionary principle
There is no information in this consultation document that explains how the impact of aviation’s greenhouse gases will be addressed when the sector contributes 25% to the UK’s total emissions. The document lauds the fact that the CORSIA arrangement with ICAO solves the problem of aviation emissions – it does not, it goes nowhere near far enough to have a tangible effect. We have 11 years as an international community to address climate change – we should not be waiting another 3 years to begin to negotiate a long-term target for the sector. 
Similarly, if the information about the contribution of non-CO2 emissions is not available, a more pragmatic strategy would be to employ the precautionary principle and avoid these activities until more insight is available. Here, it is stated that it is too early to formulate policy – this is reckless at best, and dangerous at worst. 
Finally, there is no information at all about the emissions from GA in the strategy at all. It is difficult to judge the impact therefore that this sector currently has, nor to make an informed comment about the dangers of removing the barriers to more planes and helicopters being flown, but it is safe to assume that growth in this sector will mean more emissions, not less. 
Promoting alternatives
Surface transport gets a mention in the strategy and lip service is made to the need to encourage people to travel by public transport. But the Government is really missing a trick. In targeting the growth of ‘domestic air connectivity’ and the ‘unprecedented opportunity to strengthen and develop these links’, the Government is really demonstrating its disdain for the planet and our collective future. This vision will create massive amounts of air pollution, emissions and demonstrates the real myopia of the current administration. 
In Germany and Italy, over the past decade selected domestic routes have been linked to the rail network where they are cleaner, greener, faster and more economical. This vision has seen the modal split between Rome to Milan increase from 36% to 65% for rail, whilst air’s share has gone from 50% to 24%. DB Rail&Fly provides an alternative to domestic flights in Germany, the investment in long-distance railway stations means increasing ‘domestic air connectivity’ was unnecessary. If the UK Government were truly committed to a lower carbon transport future, increasing local and regional air traffic would not be the priority, investing in alternative modes for passengers and freight would.  
Linked to this, the technological improvements that are mentioned relating to the open and real time data on flights could very easily be made complementary – information could be used to share the options across modes, to demonstrate the best means of travel, which may not always be air, or to link between modes for journeys. This would be more forward thinking, but it is clear that the Government is not really interested in such practical solutions, despite it’s rhetoric, it just wants to continuing to ask the questions, without realising the answers are already available, they simply need leadership to deploy them. 
Long-term vision without short-term context

The consultation document states: “As we leave the European Union, the UK’s future prosperity depends on our ability to reach out to the rest of the world, to forge new trade links, to connect and compete.”

The projections for future demand and growth made in this strategy presume no major economic shocks. The passenger numbers, queue times, border performance targets etc. only consider the status quo. Brexit is missing from this analysis and it is worrying. Overstating the growth is dangerous, but so too is blindly assuming everything will remain the same. The consultation documents highlights that the UK has become a leader in setting international standards by working closely with international organisations like the European Civil Aviation Conference and EUROCONTROL – but there is no mention of how the UK intends to maintain (or not) these relationships?

This is not the time to be making assumptions, going into the specifics of how to improve the experience at the border, for example, and cementing in such destructive long-term changes without any insight into how this massive constitutional, economic, social and political change may have an effect.

There are countless more issues with this strategy that I could raise and highlight as ill conceived. But the fundamental point to highlight is that ensuring aviation can grow sustainably is not the same as being sustainable. When a strategy wants to do away with the current means to keep people safe and well, such as the limits to night flights and the caps on runway traffic, and actually plans to make these things measurably worse - it becomes frighteningly clear, this is not about a prosperous future it is simply about greed. More planes, more routes, more freight, more passengers. Whatever the cost. 
The Government would have us believe this was about opening up opportunities for all, to build the sector for everyone to benefit. The stark reality is that 70% of flights are taken by just 15% of people – more than half of Brits don’t fly at all. To put it another way, the wealthiest few are taking almost ten times as many flights as the average British holidaymaker. And with the additional proposed changes to GA, more people would be enabled to have and fly their own private jets, simply magnifying the inequality and impact of the few. I could not oppose this plan more strongly.  

Yours sincerely
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Keith Taylor, Green MEP, South East England
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