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HIGHLIGHTS

e We quantify the CO,-air quality tradeoffs of aircraft operations at US airports.

e We identify conditions where reducing CO, emissions increases air quality impacts.
e Taxi and takeoff engine operations with fixed and changing thrusts are modeled.

e Airports with high potential for air quality improvements are identified.

e Reducing airport air quality impacts beyond fuel burn minimization may be possible.

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Article history: Aircraft movements on the airport surface are responsible for CO, emissions that contribute to climate
Received 3 March 2014 change and other emissions that affect air quality and human health. While the potential for optimizing
Received in revised form aircraft surface movements to minimize CO, emissions has been assessed, the implications of CO;

11 October 2014
Accepted 13 October 2014
Available online 15 October 2014

emissions minimization for air quality have not been quantified. In this paper, we identify conditions in
which there is a tradeoff between CO; emissions and population exposure to O3 and secondary PM; 5 —
i.e. where decreasing fuel burn (which is directly proportional to CO, emissions) results in increased
exposure. Fuel burn and emissions are estimated as a function of thrust setting for five common gas
Airports turbine engines at 34 US airports. Regional air quality impacts, which are dominated by ozone and
Aircraft engines secondary PM; 5, are computed as a function of airport location and time using the adjoint of the GEOS-
Air quality-CO, tradeoff Chem chemistry-transport model. Tradeoffs between CO, emissions and population exposure to PM; 5
and O3 occur between 2—18% and 5—60% of the year, respectively, depending on airport location, engine
type, and thrust setting. The total duration of tradeoff conditions is 5—12 times longer at maximum
thrust operations (typical for takeoff) relative to 4% thrust operations (typical for taxiing). Per kilogram of
additional fuel burn at constant thrust setting during tradeoff conditions, reductions in population
exposure to PM; 5 and O3 are 6—13% and 32—1060% of the annual average (positive) population exposure
per kilogram fuel burn, where the ranges encompass the medians over the 34 airports. For fuel burn
increases due to thrust increases (i.e. for constant operating time), reductions in both PM,5 and O3
exposure are 1.5—6.4 times larger in magnitude than those due to increasing fuel burn at constant thrust
(i.e. increasing operating time). Airports with relatively high population exposure reduction potentials —
which occur due to a combination of high duration and magnitude of tradeoff conditions — are identi-
fied. Our results are the first to quantify the extent of the tradeoff between CO, emissions and air quality
impacts at airports. This raises the possibility of reducing the air quality impacts of airports beyond
minimizing fuel burn and/or optimizing for minimum net environmental impact.

© 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction air quality and human health (Simaiakis and Balakrishnan, 2009).

Until recently, efforts to reduce the environmental impacts of sur-

Aircraft operations at airports result in fuel burn, CO; emissions face operations have been coupled to the goal of reducing ground

that contribute to climate change, and other emissions that affect delays. This is based on the understanding that reducing taxi times

would reduce fuel burn, which would reduce emissions and

thereby reduce air quality and climate impacts. For example,
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formulation to optimize throughput of airports and minimize de-
lays incurred by taxiing aircraft through taxi re-routing and push-
back scheduling. The results showed up to an 18% reduction in
average taxi-out time at the Dallas/Fort-Worth International
Airport, US. Burgain et al. (2009) proposed a pushback control
strategy (“N-control”), showing that such a strategy could reduce
average passenger delays by up to 15% during congested conditions.
Finally, Ravizza et al. (2013) developed an approach to analyze the
tradeoff between taxi time and fuel consumption and computed a
Pareto front of fuel-optimal and time-optimal aircraft taxi routes at
Zurich Airport, Switzerland.

Additionally, other research studies have had the explicit goal of
minimizing aircraft fuel burn and emissions. For example,
Simaiakis et al. (2011) developed a pushback rate control strategy
and reported 12—15 tonnes of fuel savings during eight four-hour
tests of the strategy conducted at Boston Logan Airport, US.
Nikoleris et al. (2011) estimated aircraft fuel burn and emissions
from taxi operations at the Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport
using aircraft position data and assumed thrust levels. Jung et al.
(2011) evaluated the reductions in taxi delay, fuel burn and emis-
sions of a departure scheduling algorithm. They found a 66%
reduction in departure delay and a ~38% reduction in fuel con-
sumption and hydrocarbon (HC), CO and NOy emissions. Finally,
King and Waitz (2005) estimated that a takeoff at ~80% thrust
decreased aircraft NOy emissions by 14.5% relative to a conventional
maximum thrust takeoff.

Emissions from fuel combustion in aircraft engines at airports
affect ambient PM, 5 and O3 concentrations from local (~10 km) to
regional (~1000 km) scales (Yim et al., 2013; Ashok et al., 2013),
which results in changes in human exposure to these pollutants.
Epidemiological evidence indicates that adverse health risks are
associated with exposure to PMy5 and O3 (USEPA, 2011; WHO,
2008, 2006). The impact of aviation activity on air quality has
been quantified for individual airports (Hsu et al., 2012; Hu et al.,
2009; Schiirmann et al., 2007; Unal et al., 2005; Westerdahl et al.,
2008), landing and takeoff (LTO) aircraft activity in the US (Ashok
et al, 2013; Woody et al, 2011) and global aircraft activity
(Barrett et al., 2010, 2012). Yim et al. (2013) quantified the annual
public health impact of operational mitigation measures at UK
airports, and found that use of ground electric power, electrification
of ground support equipment, single-engine taxiing and desulfur-
izing jet fuel together could avert ~60% of premature mortalities per
year. Dorbian et al. (2011) estimated an average of ~$230 in
monetized climate and air quality damages per tonne of fuel burn
below 3000 ft (i.e. LTO).

Tradeoffs between air quality and climate have been studied in
the context of household fuel usage (Bailis et al., 2005; Freeman and
Zerriffi, 2012), power plants with carbon capture technologies
(Koornneef et al., 2010; Tzimas et al., 2007), and alternative-fueled
automobiles and marine vessels (Partanen et al., 2013; Lack et al.,
2011; MacLean and Lave, 2000). Aardenne et al. (2009) studied
global climate change policies targeted at fuel and technology shifts
and energy savings, and assessed the tradeoffs with human health
and environmental impacts due to degraded air quality. Barrett
et al. (2012) identified a climate-air quality tradeoff predomi-
nantly relevant to cruise emissions — that of desulfurizing jet fuel.
To the knowledge of the authors, no prior studies have assessed the
possibility of a tradeoff between air quality impacts and CO;
emissions (or climate more broadly) for aircraft surface operations.

The purpose of this paper is to quantify conditions in which
there is a tradeoff between aircraft CO, emissions and population
exposure to secondary PM; 5 or Os. We define a “tradeoff” as where
a reduction in one of CO, emissions or exposure corresponds to an
increase in the other. In the case of primary PM;5, exposure is
proportional to emissions and no tradeoffs occur. However,

secondary PM; 5 contributes to the majority of total PMa 5 popu-
lation exposure, as primary PM, 5 is expected to contribute to ~20%
of premature mortalities from US LTO activity in 2018 (Ashok et al.,
2013). Tradeoffs can occur when the atmospheric response to
emissions, associated with fuel burn and therefore CO, emissions,
is negative. For example, NO, emissions may reduce Os under
certain conditions due to nonlinear O3 photochemistry (Seinfeld
and Pandis, 2006). Similarly, NOy emissions may decrease PMy 5
based on the availability of ammonia (Ashok et al., 2013). Five
commonly-used engine types are selected based on archived
aviation activity data, and exposure is computed at 34 airports in
the US, accounting for 70% of US aviation LTO fuel burn (Simone
et al., 2013). We identify time periods at three-hourly intervals
over a year in which a tradeoff between CO, emissions (which are
directly proportional to fuel burn) and population exposure to
PM,5 and O3 exists. Reductions in population exposure due to
changes in fuel burn and emissions are also quantified. Airports
with relatively high reduction potentials — due to a relatively high
magnitude and duration of tradeoff between fuel burn and popu-
lation exposure — are identified. The results of this paper raise the
possibility of reducing the air quality impacts of airports beyond
minimizing fuel burn (and so entailing a climate and operating cost
tradeoff) or optimizing for minimum net environmental impact (for
example, by weighting climate and air quality-related impacts us-
ing estimates for monetized environmental damage).

2. Methods

In Section 2.1 we describe how aircraft emissions are estimated.
Section 2.2 provides an overview of the air quality modeling that is
used to quantify population exposure to PM; 5 and O3 attributable
to aircraft emissions. The tradeoff between CO, emissions (directly
proportional to fuel burn, F) and PM; 5 and O3 population exposure
(P) is defined in Section 2.3. We detail our approach to quantifying
the tradeoff at US airports in Section 2.4.

2.1. Emissions modeling

The total mass of emissions of species i, M;, from a given engine
can be written as a product of an emission index (EI) (defined in
aviation as grams of pollutant emitted per kilogram of fuel burned)
and the fuel consumed, i.e. M; = F-El;(my), where the emission
index is specific to an engine type and may be a function of the rate
of fuel burn, ;. The rate of fuel burn is approximately proportional
to engine thrust (Wey et al., 2006).

We model NOy, SO,, hydrocarbon (HC) and CO emissions from
aircraft engines as they are relevant for the formation of secondary
PM, 5 and O3. Emissions are computed using the Aviation Emissions
Inventory Code (AEIC) v2.1 (Stettler et al., 2011; Simone et al., 2013),
with modifications. Emission indices are estimated according to the
Boeing Fuel Flow Method 2 (BFFM2, Baughcum et al., 1996). The
BFFM2 method uses engine emission certification data from the
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), tabulated in the
engine emissions databank (ICAO, 2012). Engines are certified at
standard thrust settings of 7%, 30%, 85% and 100%, representing
engine operation during the taxi/idle, approach, climb-out and
takeoff phases of flight. For an arbitrary thrust setting, the BFFM2
method prescribes a log-linear interpolation for the NO, emission
index (Elno,) and a log bi-linear interpolation for Elyc and Elco.
Elso, is independent of thrust and is calculated assuming a fuel
sulfur content (FSC) of 600 ppm with a SV—SV! oxidation efficiency
of 2% (Stettler et al., 2011). We apply uncertainty distributions to
account for variability and deviations in Els from the ICAO emis-
sions certification measurements upon which emissions estimates
are based (Stettler et al., 2011).
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The current work includes changes to emissions modeling at
low thrust and modeling the dependence on ambient conditions
beyond those presented in Stettler et al. (2011). These are described
in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2.

2.1.1. Estimation of Els at low thrust

Hydrocarbon and CO emission indices increase as thrust is
decreased due to incomplete combustion of jet fuel at relatively low
combustion temperatures. The BBFM2 over-predicts CO and HC
emissions at thrust settings below the lowest certification mea-
surement (7%) that is available for all engines. Based on new and
existing experimental data, Herndon et al. (2012) propose the use
of a linear relationship between Elyc and fuel flow rate at thrusts
below 7%. In particular, for thrust settings below 7% we adopt their
suggested relation of

Elyyc (mf)
Eluc (1, )

where ayc = 52 s kg~ ! + 23% is the fuel flow dependence parameter
for Elyc. We derive a similar expression for Elco using the experi-
mental data included in the Appendix A of Herndon et al. (2012), i.e.

Elco (mf)
Elco iy, )

where aco = 29 s kg~ ! + 23% is the fuel flow dependence parameter
for Elco. The uncertainty in the fuel flow dependence parameters
includes measurement errors and the spread in observed emission
indices (Herndon et al., 2012).

:1—ch<Tflf—Tflf7%>, (1)

—-1- aco<mf - mﬁ%), (2)

2.1.2. Dependence on ambient conditions

The dependence of NO, emissions on ambient conditions is
modeled according to the BFFM2 method. Ambient temperature,
pressure and humidity are used to compute correction factors to
the ICAO certification Els, which assume sea level standard atmo-
spheric conditions.

We apply the approach of Herndon et al. (2012) for HC emis-
sions, who find a negative correlation between Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOC) emissions and temperature at low thrust (<7%),
which is detailed in the Supporting information (SI). No data is
available for the influence of ambient temperature on CO emissions
at low thrust. We assume the same relative correction factors for CO
as for HC, on the basis that ambient temperature influences the
combustor inlet and operating conditions (Lyon et al., 1979) and the
formation of both pollutants is determined by combustion
efficiency.

Using GEOS-5 meteorological data from the NASA Global
Modeling and Assimilation Office (GMAO) for the year 2006, EI
correction factors for ambient conditions at US airports are found to
be normally distributed with a standard deviation of 8% for Elyo,
and uniformly distributed between +50% for Elyc.

2.2. Regional air quality modeling

Air quality impacts are calculated using the adjoint of the GEOS-
Chem model (GEOS-Chem Adjoint v33). GEOS-Chem is a tropo-
spheric chemistry-transport model (Bey et al., 2001). It performs
transport, gas- and aerosol-phase chemistry, as well as wet and dry
deposition calculations. It takes as inputs emissions as well as
GEOS-5 meteorological data from the NASA GMAO. The modeling
domain applied in this study encompasses the contiguous US:
between —140° and —40° longitude and 10° and 70° latitude. The

resolution of the horizontal grid is 0.5° x 0.666°
(latitude x longitude), with 47 vertical layers up to 80 km.
Boundary conditions for the domain are obtained by a GEOS-Chem
simulation for the global domain (at 4° x 5° resolution).

The adjoint model of GEOS-Chem, developed by Henze et al.
(2007), is used to compute sensitivities of population exposure to
PM; 5 or O3 to aircraft emissions (Errico, 1997; Henze et al., 2007;
Koo et al.,, 2013). It is based on the forward model described
above, and the same grid.

An adjoint model is a computationally efficient way of calcu-
lating sensitivities, which are partial derivatives of a quantity of
interest with respect to various control parameters. In the present
study, annually averaged population exposure to PM;5 or O3, i.e.
Ppy,  OF Pg, are the quantities of interest. They are defined as

Nce]ls NSTEIJS
Py, = > [p(k)-Com,, (k. 1)] (3)
Nsteps (= =
and
1 Ncells NSfEPS
Po, = k)-Co. (k,t)], 4
0 = Npaps 2 2 [P Cou (0] (4)

respectively, where k indexes GEOS-Chem model surface layer grid
cells from 1 to Neeyjs, t indexes model time steps from 1 to Nseeps, p(k)
is the population in grid cell k, Cpp, ; (k, £) is the mass concentration
(in ng/m?) of PM 5 at grid cell k at time interval t, and Co, (k,t) is the
mixing ratio (in ppt) of O3 at grid cell k at time step t. The popu-
lation data was re-gridded from the 30 arc-second resolution data
obtained from the GRUMP 2006 database (Balk et al., 2006).

The control parameters in this case are the different aviation
emission species, M;. Therefore, the sensitivities computed by the
nested grid GEOS-Chem adjoint model are

oP
Sik.T) = oM; (K, T)

which are computed separately for population exposure to PM; 5 or
O3. The units of the sensitivities for each time step therefore are
ppl ngm 3 kg~ and ppl ppt kg~ for PM, 5 and Os respectively, and
quantify the change in population exposure given a change in any
of the emission species M; at each point in time. Note that in this
case K is the location of emission (an airport) rather than the
location of exposure (denoted by k), thus the sensitivity is for
spatially-integrated exposure to emissions at location K. Similarly,
while T is the time step of emission, t in Equations (3) and (4) de-
notes the time step of exposure. The adjoint sensitivities are
calculated relative to an emissions scenario which includes aircraft
emissions. We expect that second-order effects caused by aviation
emissions on the adjoint sensitivities are negligible (Ashok et al.,
2013; Koo et al., 2013). The adjoint simulations were for a 12-
month period, with an additional period of 3 months used as the
adjoint spin-up time to ensure that the complete impact of the
emissions on air quality is captured, assuming that any emission
event does not contribute significantly to exposure beyond 3
months after the event. The sensitivities are therefore interpreted
as the partial derivatives of annual average total US population
exposure with respect to emission of species i at any time and any
location. We use these adjoint-calculated sensitivities to estimate
exposure, i.e.

P(F,K, T, mf) = > SiK.T)-M; = F- 3 Si(K, T)-El,-(mf). (5)
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The sensitivities S; are functions of location and time of emis-
sions (in our case, emissions in time interval T at airport K). Thus,
population exposure is a function of the total amount of fuel burn
(F), the location and time of operation (K and T) as well as the thrust
setting of the engine (equivalently the fuel burn rate, rii¢), which
affects the EL

2.3. Tradeoff between CO, emissions and population exposure to
PM> 5 and 03

The relationship between population exposure and CO, emis-
sions (proportional to fuel burn) is obtained by taking the partial
derivative of P with respect to F in Eq. (5), to yield.

% = > Si(K,T)-El (mf) (6)

The partial derivative denotes the change in population expo-
sure with respect to fuel burn, while holding thrust setting constant
for a given time and airport.

Typically we expect the relationship between aviation fuel burn
and the resulting exposure to pollutants to be positive. While this
assumption may hold true for long-term impacts [for example, as
demonstrated by Ashok et al. (2013) and Koo et al. (2013)], hourly
atmospheric sensitivities S; at a given airport location K and time of
emissions T may be either positive or negative depending on at-
mospheric conditions. For example, O3 formation is dependent on
background NO, and hydrocarbon concentrations, and under
certain conditions aircraft emissions may lead to an O3 reduction.
Similarly, a reduction in sulfate PM, 5, one of the main components
of PM> 5, may occur due to increased NOy emissions based on the
competition for free ammonia in the atmosphere, as will be
explained in Section 3.1.2. Thus, when combined with emissions
indices as per Eq. (6), negative atmospheric sensitivities could
result in a tradeoff between CO, emissions and air quality, i.e. 0P/
oF < 0.

2.4. Approach to quantify tradeoffs

We assess the relationship between CO, and population expo-
sure to PM3 5 and O3 for five commonly-used aircraft engines in the
US aircraft fleet. Engines were selected based on activity data ob-
tained from the FAA's Aviation Performance Metrics (APM) data-
base for 2012 for 35 Operational Evolution Partnership (OEP)
airports in the US (see Section S3 of the SI). The OEP airports are
among the busiest in the US, representing more than 70% of pas-
senger traffic in the US (FAA, 2011). Table 1 lists the engines, their
abbreviations used in this paper, and an example aircraft within the
US fleet that is powered by the engine.

We evaluate Eq. (6) for every set of atmospheric sensitivities
over the course of a year (sampled every 3 h) at all of the OEP
airports except Honolulu International Airport, in order to capture
spatial and temporal variations in sensitivities. Eight discrete thrust
settings are used: 4%, 7%, 10% and 13% to span the range of taxi

Table 1

thrusts, and 85%, 90%, 95% and 100% to span the range of takeoff
thrusts. These thrust settings were selected to reflect operational
taxi thrust settings and reduced thrust takeoffs observed at air-
ports, and are based on a review of literature from Stettler et al.
(2011) and King and Waitz (2005).

3. Results

The analysis method in Section 2.4 results in a four-dimensional
“lookup table” of relationships between fuel burn and population
exposure indexed by engine type, thrust setting, airport location
and time of emissions. As an example, Table 2 shows the change in
population exposure to PM;5 and O3 per kilogram fuel burn at
Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport (ATL), for two of
the five engine types, and all eight thrust settings.

The values shown in Table 2 represent the change in population
exposure to PM; 5 and Os per kilogram of fuel burn annually aver-
aged and for a single hour. The annually averaged values are posi-
tive, implying that a unit of fuel burn every hour of the year causes a
net increase in population exposure. However, considering the
specific example hour shown, a unit increase in fuel burn causes a
decrease in PMy5 and O3z exposures at 7% thrust or higher. We
therefore have a tradeoff between the CO, and air quality impacts
of emissions during these conditions, where minimizing CO,
emissions leads to an increase in population exposure to PM; 5 and
03, all else held constant.

In Section 3.1 we quantify the total duration of occurrence (over
an annual period) of tradeoff conditions. In Section 3.2, we evaluate
the magnitude of the tradeoff between CO, emissions and popu-
lation exposure to PM; 5 and Os. Finally, in Section 3.3 we combine
the magnitude and duration information to identify airports with
relatively high potential for exposure reduction.

3.1. Duration of occurrence of CO, — air quality tradeoff

3.1.1. Annual duration

The fraction of year for which a COy—air quality tradeoff occurs
is given in Fig. 1(a) and (b) for PM 5 and O3 impacts, respectively. At
the 4% taxi thrust setting, CO, is negatively correlated with PM, 5
and O3 population exposure 2—3% and 5—12% of the year, respec-
tively, depending on the engine type, when averaged across all
airport locations. At the 100% takeoff thrust setting, the tradeoff
duration increases to 14—18% of the year for PM, 5 exposure, and
~60% of the year for O3 exposure. For a given thrust setting, vari-
ability in annual tradeoff durations across engines arises due to
differing emission characteristics amongst engines. For all engines,
HC and CO emissions decline with increased thrust while NOy
emissions increase.

At high (takeoff) thrusts, the occurrence of tradeoff conditions is
limited by the presence of negative atmospheric NOy sensitivities,
i.e. occasions where Syo, = 0P/0Myo, < 0. This is because, as thrust
increases, the ratio between Elyg, and other species becomes
larger. For example for the CFM56 engine, increasing thrust from 4%
to 100% increases Elyg, /Elyc from ~1/3 to ~256, Elng, /Elco from ~1/

Five engines selected for the current study. The engine manufacturer, name, year of certification, ICAO unique identifier (UID) and abbreviation used in this work are tabulated.
An example aircraft within the US fleet that is powered by the engine is also listed.

Engine (Abbrev.) ICAO UID Certification Example aircraft

General Electric CF34-3B (CF34) 5GE084 1991 Canadair CRJ-200

CFM Int'l. CFM56-7B24 (CEM56) 3CM032 1996 Boeing B737-800

Allison Engine Company AE3007A1 (AE3007) 6AL005 1994 Embraer ERJ-145

Rolls Royce RB211-535E4B (RB211) 3RR034 1984 Boeing B757-200

Pratt & Whitney JT8D-219 (JT8D) 1PWO019 1983 McDonnell Douglas MD88
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Table 2

Change in population exposure to PM, 5 and Os, per unit fuel burn at Atlanta's Hartsfield-Jackson airport (ATL). Values are shown for one specific hour (1500—1600 UTC on Jan
10, 2006) and annual average for the RB211 and CFM56 engines. Engine operation is assumed to be at one of the eight thrust settings studied: four taxi thrust settings (4, 7,10

and 13%) and four takeoff thrust settings (85, 90, 95 and 100%).

oP[oF PM, 5 exposure [ppl ngm 3 kg~']
4% 7% 10% 13% 85% 90% 95% 100%
Jan 10, 2006, 1500 UTC RB211 0.003 —0.01 —0.02 —0.02 -0.27 -0.30 -0.33 -0.36
CFM56 0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.14 -0.15 -0.16 -0.17
Annual average RB211 0.12 0.15 0.17 0.20 1.36 1.49 1.63 1.78
CFM56 0.24 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.75 0.79 0.83 0.87
oP[oF 03 exposure [ppl ppt kg ]
4% 7% 10% 13% 85% 90% 95% 100%
Jan 10, 2006, 1500 UTC RB211 0.04 -0.17 -0.24 -0.30 —2.65 —-2.94 -3.22 -3.51
CFM56 0.41 -0.11 -0.25 -0.34 —1.44 -1.52 -1.60 -1.67
Annual average RB211 0.40 0.33 0.38 0.46 3.61 3.99 437 4.77
CFM56 1.28 0.65 0.57 0.57 1.78 1.87 197 2.06
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Fig. 1. Annual duration of tradeoff, expressed as a fraction of the year, between fuel burn and population exposure to (a) PM, 5 and (b) O3, by each engine type and thrust setting. For

each engine and thrust setting, annual durations are averaged over all the 34 airports.

20 to ~53 and Elyg, /Elsp, from ~2.4 to ~22. This trend holds for all
other engines. As a result, tradeoff conditions are more dependent
on Syo, at high thrust settings relative to low thrusts. As Elyg, is a
positive quantity, the atmospheric sensitivities of PM35 and O3
exposures to NOy have to be negative for 0P/oF < 0 (as will be dis-
cussed further in Section 3.1.2). At takeoff thrusts, therefore, the
fractions of the year that tradeoff conditions occur for all engines
(14—18% for PM,5 and ~60% for Os exposures, as seen in Fig. 1)
approximately equals the annual duration of negative NO, sensi-
tivity (~19% for PM, 5 exposure and 60% for O3 exposure at all
airports).

We observe that engine operations at maximum thrust result in
CO, emissions — O3 exposure tradeoff conditions 5—12 times more
frequently than operations at 4% thrust. This suggests that mini-
mizing fuel burn during taxi operations is less likely to result in an
03 exposure tradeoff than reducing fuel burn at takeoff. To explain
this, we note that over all airports, engines and thrust settings, less
than 5% of the magnitude of CO,—03 exposure tradeoff is attrib-
utable to CO emissions, while <0.4% of the magnitude of CO,—03
exposure tradeoff is attributed to SO, emissions. We therefore
simplify Eq. (6) as.

oP
aF ~>No, “Elno, + Shc-Eluc. (7)

Taking the CFM56 engine as an example, at 100% thrust, Elyg, is
~256 times larger than the Elyc for the CFM56 engine. In order to

create a tradeoff between fuel burn (CO; emissions) and population
exposure, dP/0F has to be less than zero and it follows from Eq. (7)
that the condition

Sno, < — (1/256)-Syc (8)

must be satisfied. At the 4% thrust setting, Elyc is ~3 times as larger
than that of NOy for the CFM56 engine. For tradeoff conditions to
occur in this regime, the inequality

Sno, < — 3Suc (9)

must be fulfilled. For a given Syc, atmospheric NOy sensitivities
must be ~770 times more negative to create tradeoff conditions at
4% thrust than to do so at 100% thrust. Conversely, for a given
negative Syo,, atmospheric sensitivity to HC should be relatively
smaller in magnitude or negative. Over all airports, the combina-
tion of sensitivities required to satisfy Eq. (9) occurs less frequently
than the occurrence of negative NOy sensitivities (~8.6 times less
frequently, in the case of the CFM56 engine). As a result, for the
CFM56 engine, O3 exposure tradeoff conditions occur ~8 times less
frequently at the 4% thrust setting relative to the 100% setting.
Engine operations at maximum thrust result in CO, emissions —
PM, 5 exposure tradeoff conditions 6—8 times more frequently than
operations at 4% thrust. Compared to tradeoffs between CO,
emissions and O3 exposure, SO, emissions contribute to a larger
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percentage of the magnitude of CO, emissions — PM; 5 exposure
tradeoff (up to 11% for PM, 5 c.f. <0.4% for Os, over all airports and
engines). PMj 5 concentrations have been observed to increase with
a reduction in sulfates under ammonia-rich conditions, due to a
transfer of nitric acid from the gas phase to the aerosol phase (West
et al., 1999). While Egs. (7)—(9) do not include the contribution of
SO, emissions to population exposure, they qualitatively describe
the trends in PM; 5 tradeoff duration across thrust settings. For the
CFM56 engine, the inequality in Eq. (9) is satisfied less frequently
than the occurrence of negative PM; 5 exposure sensitivity to NOy
(~9 times less frequently, for the CFM56 engine), which is
congruent with durations of tradeoff between CO, emissions and
PM, 5 exposure occurring ~7.7 times less frequently at 4% trust than
at 100% thrust.

The duration of tradeoff between CO, emissions and population
exposure to PM; 5 and O3 also varies according to time of year (see
Section S4 of the SI) and across airport locations (see Section S5 of
the SI for a spatial map).

3.1.2. Negative sensitivity of PM25 and O3 exposure to NOy

Negative PM, 5 and O3 exposure sensitivity to NO, emissions is
an important determinant in the occurrence of tradeoff conditions
as discussed in Section 3.1.1. Negative sensitivity of O3 concentra-
tions with NOy occurs in a VOC-limited atmosphere (Seinfeld and
Pandis, 2006). In this regime, NO, oxidizes faster than VOCs. The
enhanced oxidation of NOy to nitric acid consumes OH and as a
result may inhibit oxidation of other PM, 5 precursors and reduce
the mass of secondary PM; 5 (Megaritis et al., 2013).

Reductions in sulfate aerosols due to NO, emissions have been
observed in Ashok et al. (2013), Zhang and Wu (2013) and in Pinder
et al. (2008). The behavior is attributed to competition for free
ammonia in the atmosphere. Thus, growth in nitrate aerosol mass
due to oxidation of NOy may be offset by the reduction in other
PM,5 components, and a shift in the spatiotemporal pattern of
concentrations, thereby leading to reduced PM, 5 exposure overall
in some conditions.

3.2. Magnitude of CO, emissions — air quality tradeoff

In this section we quantify the magnitude of tradeoff between
CO, emissions and population exposure to PM; 5 and Os. For a given
airport and time of emissions, population exposure is affected by
engine operation in two ways: total fuel consumed and thrust
setting (see Eq. (5)) — the two main factors controlling emissions.

First, we present the reduction in population exposure to PM> 5 and
O3 per kilogram increase in fuel burn at constant thrust during
tradeoff conditions. Second, we quantify the relationship between
thrust setting and population exposure, as in some operational
cases thrust setting can be altered. Finally, airports are ranked ac-
cording to their exposure reduction potentials, i.e. the combination
of magnitude and duration of tradeoff between CO; emissions and
population exposure to PM; 5 and Os.

3.2.1. Tradeoff between CO, emissions at constant thrust and air
quality impacts

The distribution of PM; 5 and O3 population exposure reductions
per kilogram fuel burned at constant thrust is shown in Fig. 2(a) and
(b), respectively. As an example, 1 kg of fuel burned by an RB211
engine at 7% thrust causes a median [25th—75th percentile]
reduction in PMas  population exposure of 121
[0.33—3.64] x 102 ppl ngm~> across all 34 airports during tradeoff
conditions.

At 7% thrust, the median reductions in PM; 5 exposure per Kki-
logram fuel burn is ~0.016 ppl ngm 3 kg ! for all engines, while at
100% thrust the reductions are greater in magnitude and relatively
more varied between 0.06 and 0.27 ppl ngm > kg~ ! across the five
engines. This trend is also observed in O3 exposure reductions,
which are ~025 ppl ppt kg! at 7% thrust and
0.98—4.44 ppl ppt kg~! at 100% thrust. Relative to the annual
average (positive) PM; 5 exposure per unit fuel burn, the median
reductions in population exposure to PM; 5 during tradeoff condi-
tions at 7% and 100% thrust are 6—8% and 11—13% respectively,
depending on the engine. For O3 exposure, the relative magnitudes
are 32—1060% and 265—314% for fuel burn at 7% and 100%,
respectively. The large variability in relative magnitudes across
engines means that the potential improvements in O3 exposure at
airports, though significant relative to the annual average, may be
sensitive to the fleet composition of airport traffic.

The variation in magnitude of tradeoff at 100% thrust (gray bars
in Fig. 2) amongst the engines is explained by differences in the NOy
El. At high thrusts reductions in population exposure are more
sensitive to variations in Elyo, than other species, in part as Elyg,
exceeds that of other species by 1-2 orders of magnitude. Thus for a
given (negative) atmospheric sensitivity to NOy, engines with larger
Elno, lead to relatively greater reductions in population exposure to
03 and PMy 5 per unit fuel burn, than engines with smaller Elyg,.
This means that the tradeoff is greater for older engines and en-
gines with higher pressure ratios, in general.
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Table 3

Change in PM 5 exposure per unit fuel burn increased due to thrust setting, for the RB211 engine at the ATL airport on 1 Jan 2006, 0600—0700 UTC. Units are ppl ngm > kg~ .
Changes in population exposure and fuel burn are calculated between each consecutive pair of thrust settings.

Thrust setting range 4%—7% 7%—10%

10%—13%

85%—90% 90%—95% 95%—100%

APJAF (ppl ngm 3 kg~ —0.058 —0.049

—0.059

-0.57 —0.62 —0.68

3.2.2. Negative thrust setting — air quality relationship

The operating thrust setting of an engine influences population
exposure via two pathways. Firstly, thrust setting affects emission
indices and consequently the value of dP/dF, as shown in Eq. (6) and
Table 2. The second pathway is by affecting fuel burn itself.
Assuming a fixed duration of operation, changing the thrust from
some reference condition g or to 1y ; scales the reference fuel
burn Frer according to Fy = Frep My 1 /1M ref-

Here we assume that changing thrust setting does not influence
the duration of operation of the engine on the airport surface.
Aircraft taxi times on the airport surface are dependent on
congestion levels and limited by safety speed restrictions on taxi-
ways; therefore taxiing at a higher thrust setting may or may not
influence operation time. Coupling of thrust setting to airport
surface movement modeling, including congestion, to the present
study will be the subject of future work. For reduced thrust takeoffs,
King and Waitz (2005) calculate a 0.6% net increase in fuel burn per
percent reduction in takeoff thrust in the LTO phase, but attribute it
to increased airborne climb duration up to 3000 ft (~1 km).

We define the tradeoff between thrust setting and air quality
as the condition where there is a monotonic decrease in popu-
lation exposure with increasing thrust. An example of such a
condition is shown in Table 3, which tabulates the gradient of
PM, 5 exposure with respect to fuel burn, AP/AF, between suc-
cessive thrust settings at ATL. All gradients are negative, implying
that population exposure is progressively lowered as thrust
setting is increased for a constant operation time. Furthermore,
population exposure depends nonlinearly on thrust, as gradients
in the takeoff (85—100%) thrust regime are an order of magnitude
larger than those in the taxi (4—13%) thrust regime. The nonlin-
earity arises from the power-law trends of NOy, HC and CO Els
with thrust.

We quantify the reduction in population exposure from fuel
burn (and CO, emissions) increase via thrust setting by computing
an average gradient over the taxi and takeoff thrust regimes
separately. Over all airports and engine types, negative trends

between thrust and population exposure to PM5 5 and O3 occur 13%
and 59% of the year, respectively.

PM3 5 and O3 exposure reductions per kilogram fuel burn (or per
3.16 kg of CO, emissions) increased via thrust setting are shown in
Fig. 3(a) and (b). Median PM; 5 exposure reductions (over all air-
ports) for the five engines are 0.05—0.10 ppl ngm~> kg~! for thrust
changes within the taxi thrust regime, and
0.10—0.78 ppl ngm 2 kg~ ! for changes in thrust over the takeoff
thrust regime. These are 15—54% and 15—23% of the annually
averaged change in PMjs5 exposure per kilogram fuel burn
increased via thrust setting, over the taxi and takeoff thrust regimes
respectively. Median ozone reductions are 0.80—1.77 ppl ppt kg™
and 1.42—8.59 ppl ppt kg~! for thrust increments in the taxi and
takeoff regimes, respectively. These reductions are 114—218% and
263—320% of the corresponding annually averaged changes in O3
exposure.

For all except the CF34 engine, increasing fuel burn in the takeoff
thrust regime causes a greater reduction in exposure than the same
increase in the taxi thrust regime. For the CF34 engine, Elyo, grows
at a slower rate with respect to thrust than the other engines (e.g.
Elyo, at 100% thrust is ~3 times larger than that at 7%, while the
ratio is ~15 for the RB211 engine). As a result, the tradeoff magni-
tudes for the CF34 engine are similar across thrust setting while
those of the other engines vary. We also note that the reductions in
PM; 5 and O3 exposure are both 1.5—6.4 times larger if fuel burn is
increased due to thrust as opposed to increased fuel burn at a
constant thrust (Section 3.2.1).

3.3. Potential for population exposure reduction at airports

We assess the potential for reduction of population exposure to
PM; 5 and Os at airports at the cost of increasing CO, emissions by
considering both the magnitude of tradeoff as well as the frequency
of occurrence. An airport with high potential for exposure reduc-
tion has a combination of relatively high magnitude of tradeoff for a
relatively large fraction of the year, compared to an airport with
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Fig. 4. Annual duration of tradeoff plotted against mean O3 exposure reduction due
to 1 kg fuel burn (or 3.16 kg of CO, emissions) at 7% thrust for each airport. The three
airport locations with the highest and lowest reduction potentials — the product of
duration and magnitude of O3 exposure tradeoff with fuel burn — are highlighted in
black and labeled, while all other airports are shown as gray markers and not labeled
for clarity.

relatively low exposure reduction potential. Fig. 4 plots the mean
reduction in O3 exposure per kilogram fuel burn at 7% thrust (i.e.
taxi operations) against the fraction of the year tradeoff conditions
occur, for each airport. The airport locations with the highest and
lowest exposure reduction potentials are highlighted and labeled
in black. We observe that the Los Angeles (LAX), New York's JFK,
Newark (EWR) and La Guardia (LGA) airports have a higher
reduction potential relative to the Lambert — St. Louis (STL), Salt
Lake City (SLC) and Denver (DEN) airports.

We multiply the average magnitude of tradeoff by the annual
duration of occurrence to quantify the PM,s5 and O3 exposure
reduction potentials at each airport. Reduction potentials are
calculated for four engine operation scenarios: increased fuel burn
at constant thrust settings of 7% and 100%, as well as thrust in-
crements over the taxi and takeoff thrust regimes. Section S6 of
the SI tabulates airport-specific tradeoff magnitudes and annual
durations for PM; 5 and O3 exposures. The top 5 airports, ranked
according to their reduction potentials under each of the four
engine operation scenarios, are given in Table 4. The LAX, Phila-
delphia (PHL) and Cincinnati (CVG) airports are observed to have
consistently high PM; 5 exposure reduction potentials across all
four scenarios. For O3 exposures the LAX, EWR, JFK, LGA and PHL
airports have consistently the highest reduction potentials.

4. Conclusions

Aircraft operations on the airport surface contribute to CO,
emissions that impact the climate and other emissions that affect
air quality and human health. Current research efforts on surface
movement aim to reduce fuel burn and CO, emissions from sur-
face operations, but have not quantified the implication of fuel
burn and CO,; emissions minimization on air quality, and more
specifically, population exposure to PMj; 5 and Os.

The goal of this work is to identify situations where there is a
tradeoff between CO; emissions and population exposure to PM; 5
and Os — i.e. conditions when exposure decreases with an in-
crease in fuel burn (directly proportional to CO, emissions). The
analysis is performed for five commonly-used engines in the US

Table 4

Top five airports (identified by IATA airport code) ranked by reduction potential, the product of duration and magnitude of CO, emissions — exposure tradeoff. Reductions in both PM; 5 and O3 exposure are computed for fuel burn

increases at constant thrust of 7% and 100%, as well as increases due to thrust setting over the taxi and takeoff thrust regimes. The parenthesis beside each airport lists, in order, the mean magnitude (in ppl ngm— kg~' or

ppl ppt kg~!) and duration (as a fraction of year) of the fuel burn — population exposure tradeoff at that airport. Airports are grouped where they fall in the same ~50 km nested GEOS-Chem adjoint grid cell.

O3 exposure reduction

PM, 5 exposure reduction

Ranking

Increased thrust

Increased fuel burn (constant thrust)

Increased thrust

Increased fuel burn (constant thrust)

Takeoff range

Taxi range

100%

7%

Taxi range Takeoff range

100%

LAX (28.17, 0.83)

JFK/EWR (11.86, 0.76)

LAX (8.36, 0.83)

JFK/EWR (3.39, 0.76)

LAX (17.09, 0.83)

JEK/EWR (7.20, 0.76)

LAX (1.97, 0.53)

LAX (1.60, 0.08) LAX (6.76, 0.08)
CVG (0.27, 0.30) JFK/EWR (1.32, 0.42)

LAX (3.56, 0.09)

LAX (1.58, 0.03)

PHL (1.21, 0.23)

PHL (0.68, 0.25)
SAN (0.48, 0.31)

PHL (0.14, 0.13)

LGA (11.50, 0.71)
BOS (8.07, 0.77)

LGA (3.52,0.71)

LGA (1.21,0.38) LGA (6.99, 0.71)
ORD/MDW (2.54, 0.82)

SAN (0.99, 0.25)
CVG (0.79, 0.30)

PIT (0.24, 0.34)

SEA (0.42, 0.03)
CVG (0.1, 0.08)

ORD/MDW (0.12, 0.06)

BOS (4.90, 0.76)

BOS (0.82, 0.48)

PHL (0.31, 0.23)

CVG (0.46, 0.30)

PHL (8.37, 0.67)

PHL (2.75, 0.67)

PHL (0.99, 0.30) PHL (5.08, 0.67)

SEA (0.89, 0.05) PIT (0.65, 0.34)

PIT (0.36, 0.35)
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aircraft fleet, and atmospheric conditions at 34 of the 35 OEP air-
ports in the US. Taxi and takeoff thrust levels are modeled. An
adjoint approach based on the GEOS-Chem model focused on the
North American domain is employed to model secondary PM; 5 and
O3 population exposure at the regional scale.

A tradeoff between CO; emissions and PM; 5 and O3 population
exposure occurs 2—18% and 5—60% of the year respectively,
aggregated across all airport locations and depending on thrust
setting. Relative to engine operation at 4% thrust, operations at
maximum thrust lead to tradeoff conditions between CO, and
population exposure to PM> 5 and O3 occurring 6—8 and 5—12 times
more frequently.

Median reductions in PM; 5 exposure per kilogram fuel burn at
constant thrust, during tradeoff conditions across all airports, are
0.016—0.27 ppl ngm > kg~! depending on engine type and thrust
setting. Median O3 exposure reductions during tradeoff conditions
are 0.25—4.44 ppl ppt kg~ Relative to annually averaged re-
ductions in population exposure per unit fuel burn, the reductions
in PM; 5 exposure are 6—13% and the reductions in O3 exposure are
32—-1063%. Reductions in both PM, 5 and O3 exposure are 1.5—6.4
times larger if fuel burn is increased via thrust setting as opposed to
fuel burn at a constant thrust. During periods of a negative rela-
tionship between thrust setting and air quality impact, thrust in-
crements within the takeoff thrust regime cause a greater
reduction in population exposure to PM25 and Os than thrust in-
creases within the taxi thrust regime, for all except the CF34 engine.

We have identified airports with relatively high population
exposure reduction potentials i.e. a combination of high duration
and magnitude of CO; emissions — population exposure tradeoff.
The LAX, PHL and CVG airports have high PM, 5 exposure reduction
potentials, while the LAX, EWR/JFK, LGA and PHL airports have high
O3 exposure reduction potentials, relative to the other airports
considered.

We note that the climate impact of aviation is affected not only
by CO, emissions, but also other emissions that simultaneously
impact air quality. For example, the mean global warming potential
(GWP) for NOy (North America, time horizon of 100 years) is —8.2
(Myhre et al.,, 2013). For the RB211 engine at takeoff thrust, this
results in a (negative) CO,-equivalent emission that is ~14% relative
to COy. It is, however, out of the scope of this paper to conduct
further numerical simulation to quantify the total climate impacts
in detail.

We have shown that at the airports and engines studied, there
are times during the year where population exposure to both PM; 5
and O3 can be improved (in some cases, significantly relative to the
annual mean), with an increase in fuel burn. This raises the possi-
bility of reducing the air quality impacts of airports beyond mini-
mizing fuel burn and/or optimizing for minimum net
environmental impact (considering air quality and climate
together). In the context of airport operations, imminent tradeoff
conditions may be identified using real time forecasting of atmo-
spheric sensitivities. Aircraft operations could then be optimized
for minimum environmental/air quality impact, while fuel burn
minimization strategies may be re-evaluated to avoid increasing
the air quality impacts.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found at http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2014.10.024.
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