
This content has been downloaded from IOPscience. Please scroll down to see the full text.

Download details:

IP Address: 5.199.147.114

This content was downloaded on 22/08/2015 at 21:12

Please note that terms and conditions apply.

Global, regional and local health impacts of civil aviation emissions

View the table of contents for this issue, or go to the journal homepage for more

2015 Environ. Res. Lett. 10 034001

(http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/10/3/034001)

Home Search Collections Journals About Contact us My IOPscience

iopscience.iop.org/page/terms
http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/10/3
http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326
http://iopscience.iop.org/
http://iopscience.iop.org/search
http://iopscience.iop.org/collections
http://iopscience.iop.org/journals
http://iopscience.iop.org/page/aboutioppublishing
http://iopscience.iop.org/contact
http://iopscience.iop.org/myiopscience


Environ. Res. Lett. 10 (2015) 034001 doi:10.1088/1748-9326/10/3/034001

LETTER

Global, regional and local health impacts of civil aviation emissions

SteveHLYim,Gideon LLee, InHwanLee, FlorianAllroggen, AkshayAshok, FabioCaiazzo,
SebastianDEastham,RobertMalina and StevenRHBarrett
Laboratory for Aviation and the Environment, Department of Aeronautics andAstronautics,Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 77
Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge,MA 02139,USA

E-mail: sbarrett@mit.edu

Keywords: aviation, air quality, public health

Supplementarymaterial for this article is available online

Abstract
Aviation emissions impact surface air quality atmultiple scales—fromnear-airport pollution peaks
associatedwith airport landing and take off (LTO) emissions, to intercontinental pollution attribu-
table to aircraft cruise emissions. Previous studies have quantified aviation’s air quality impacts
around a specific airport, in a specific region, or at the global scale.However, no study has assessed the
air quality and human health impacts of aviation, capturing effects on all aforementioned scales. This
study uses amulti-scalemodeling approach to quantify andmonetize the air quality impact of civil
aviation emissions, approximating effects of aircraft plume dynamics-related local dispersion
(∼1 km), near-airport dispersion (∼10 km), regional (∼1000 km) and global (∼10 000 km) scale
chemistry and transport.We use concentration-response functions to estimate premature deaths due
to population exposure to aviation-attributable PM2.5 and ozone,finding that aviation emissions
cause∼16 000 (90%CI: 8300–24 000) premature deaths per year. Of these, LTO emissions contribute
a quarter. Our estimate shows that premature deaths due to long-term exposure to aviation-attribu-
table PM2.5 andO3 lead to costs of∼$21 bn per year.We compare these costs to other societal costs of
aviation andfind that they are on the same order ofmagnitude as global aviation-attributable climate
costs, and one order ofmagnitude larger than aviation-attributable accident and noise costs.

1. Introduction

The International Civil AviationOrganization (ICAO)
estimates that the number of air passengers will more
than double in two decades, from 3.0 billion in 2012 to
6.4 billion in 2030 (ICAO 2013). Aviation emissions
cause an increase in the concentration of pollutants
including fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and ozone
(O3). Epidemiological studies have reported that
exposure to PM2.5 and O3 is associated with an
increase in risk of premature death (Pope III et al 2002,
Ostro 2004, Laden et al 2006, Pope III et al 2006, US
EPA 2006, Lewtas 2007). Aviation emissions impact
local, regional and global air quality (Segal and
Yamartino 1981, Yu et al 2004,Unal et al 2005,Carslaw
et al 2006, Farias and ApSimon 2006, Peace et al 2006,
Schürmann et al 2007, Westerdahl et al 2008, Carslaw
and Taylor 2009, Dodson et al 2009, Hu et al 2009,
Barrett et al 2010, Arunachalam et al 2011, Woody
et al 2011, Zhu et al 2011, Carslaw et al 2012, Diez

et al 2012, Hsu et al 2012, Carslaw and Beevers 2013,
Hsu et al 2013, Lee et al 2013, Rissman et al 2013, Yim
et al 2013, Wolfe et al 2014). Previous studies have
partially quantified aviation’s air quality and resulting
health impacts from PM2.5 or O3 formation around
specific airports, for a specific region, or on a global
level, respectively. However no attempt has previously
been made to quantify the global health burden
associated with aviation emissions, accounting for
near-airport, regional and global-scale effects.

PM2.5 has been linked to increased rates of lung
cancer as well as both cardiovascular and respiratory
(cardiopulmonary) disease (Pope III et al 2002, Laden
et al 2006, Pope III et al 2006). Epidemiological cohort
studies such as the Harvard Six Cities and American
Cancer Society studies have demonstrated a statistical
link between PM2.5 exposure and mortality, while
clinical and laboratory studies have explored the phy-
siological and molecular mechanisms that might be
involved. A review by the American Heart Association
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found that air pollutants are linked to a variety of phy-
siological responses which increase the likelihood of
fatal cardiovascular or respiratory incidents (Brook
et al 2010). A follow up to the American Cancer
Society cohort study found that O3, which has been
shown in animal laboratory studies to cause oxidative
damage when inhaled, is also linked to respiratory dis-
ease (Jerrett et al 2009).

Barrett et al (2010) applied GEOS-Chem (at a glo-
bal scale) to estimate the concentration of PM2.5 due to
global aviation emissions. They reported that global
aircraft emissions cause∼10 000 premature deaths per
year globally, with 80% due to cruise emissions. Lee
et al (2013) applied CAM-chem to study the impact of
aviation emissions on atmospheric O3, NOy and PM2.5

concentrations confirming the dominant role of cruise
emissions in aviation-attributable surface air quality
impacts. Woody et al (2011) quantified aviation-attri-
butable fine particulatematter emissions from landing
and takeoff (LTO) operations (i.e. below 3000 ft above
ground level) in the United States at 99 US airports in
2005 and in 2025. Using results from Woody et al
(2011) and Levy et al (2012a) calculated the resulting
human health impact from these LTO emissions to be
75 premature deaths in 2005 and 460 in 2025.

A number of studies have assessed aviation sector
contributions to near-airport (<10 km) air quality
degradation. Field and data analyses have demon-
strated a correlation between pollutant concentration
and aircraft activity at airports in the US (Segal and
Yamartino 1981, Westerdahl et al 2008, Dodson
et al 2009, Hu et al 2009, Hsu et al 2012, Hsu et al 2013,
Zhu et al 2011), in Europe (Carslaw et al 2006,
Schürmann et al 2007, Carslaw and Beevers 2013) and
in Asia (Yu et al 2004). Local air quality modeling
approaches were also applied to quantify the near-field
impact of airport emissions (Farias and ApSi-
mon 2006, Peace et al 2006, Carslaw and Taylor 2009,
Carslaw et al 2012). These studies only investigated a
limited number of airports and typically focused on
primary pollutants (directly emitted from sources),
but not secondary pollutants (formed through chemi-
cal reactions). One exception in terms of pollutants
considered is Arunachalam et al (2011), who used the
CommunityMultiscale Air Qualitymodel (CMAQ) to
estimate the population exposure to both primary and
secondary PM2.5 concentrations at three US airports,
applying three grid resolutions of 36 km, 12 km and
4 km. Rissman et al (2013) used a modified version of
CMAQ with a plume-in-grid model to estimate the
PM2.5 concentration due to emissions at Hartsfield–
Jackson Atlanta International Airport. However, Yim
et al (2013) show that the variation of air quality
impacts around airports is finer than the resolutions
applied in the two aforementioned studies. To capture
the variation of local impacts associated with aviation
emissions, Yim et al (2013) applied CMAQ and a local
dispersionmodel to quantify the air quality and health
impacts due to the LTO emissions of 20major airports

in the United Kingdom. Bymerging both regional and
local air quality models results, Yim et al (2013) esti-
mated that the current UK aviation emissions cause
∼110 premature deaths per year. Yim et al (2013)
found that accounting for local scale dispersion at the
sub-grid scale increases estimated PM exposure by
25–31%, but this increase was halved when account-
ing for plume dynamics (Barrett et al 2013). Kim et al
(2012) employed a hybrid modeling approach using
CMAQ and the AERMOD dispersion model to com-
bine the spatially-diffuse secondary PM2.5 impacts
with localized impacts of primary PM2.5 pollutants
from the Washington Dulles airport. (See section 2.6
of Kim et al 2012 for further airport-specific studies).
Another important factor is the level of background
ammonia. As noted by Barrett et al (2010), the major-
ity of aviation-attributable PM2.5 at surface level is sec-
ondary inorganic PM2.5 formed fromneutralization of
NH4

+ with either SO4
2− or NO3

−. Broadly, this is limited
by either the available ammonia, from which NH4

+ is
formed, or the total available sulfate and nitrate ions.
High levels of background ammonia therefore result
in production of PM2.5 in the presence of either SOx or
NOx aerosol precursors.

Most existing studies focused on the impact of
aviation on PM, while only a limited number of stu-
dies investigated the impact of aviation emissions on
surface ozone. Unal et al (2005) applied CMAQ to
simulate PM2.5 and ozone formation due to the emis-
sions of Atlanta Hartsfield–Jackson International Air-
port at a ten-day period. Köhler et al (2013) and
Skowron et al (2013) investigated long-term ozone
concentration due to aviation emissions, but only in
relation to climate impacts.

In this paper, we estimate the concentration of
both PM2.5 and ozone attributable to aviation emis-
sions, by approximating effects of aircraft plume
dynamics-related local dispersion (∼1 km), near-air-
port dispersion (∼10 km), and regional (∼1000 km)
and global (∼10 000 km) scale chemistry and trans-
port. In this way we capture the impact of cruise emis-
sions, which take effect on a global to regional scale,
and the impact of LTO emissions, which have an
impact on a local to regional scale. We estimate the
resulting health impact in terms of premature mor-
talities, monetize this impact and quantify uncertain-
ties. To inform understanding of the relative
importance of the health impact of aviation-attribu-
table PM2.5 and O3 concentrations, we compare the
health costs to other societal costs of aviation. In parti-
cular, we consider (i) climate costs, which result from
aviation combustion emissions and measure global
welfare losses caused by aviation-induced increases in
global surface temperature (e.g. higher flooding risks
or lower agricultural productivity), (ii) accident costs
in terms of the economic value, which is assigned to
injuries and mortalities in aviation accidents, and (iii)
noise costs as derived from aviation-related losses in
property values. This is the first study to assess the
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global health impacts of aviation including effects at a
near-airport to global scale, and the first to show that
the human health costs of aviation are comparable to
its climate costs.

2.Methods

We apply a multi-scale approach to resolve the
variation of aviation-attributable PM2.5 and ozone at
different spatial scales. Global and regional air quality
impacts are estimated using chemistry-transport
models GEOS-Chem and CMAQ, with aviation-
attributable PM2.5 and ozone computed as the differ-
ence between simulations with all emissions and
simulations where only non-aviation emissions are
included. Airport vicinity impacts of PM2.5 (but not
ozone, which is regional in nature) are calculated by
merging the results of both local dispersion and
regional chemistry-transport models. Premature
deaths due to long-term exposure to PM2.5 and ozone
attributable to aviation emissions are calculated using
population density data to compute exposure, and
then mapping exposure to risk of early death using
concentration-response functions (CRFs). Country-
specific values of statistical life (VSL) are calculated to
monetize the resultant premature deaths. We use a
Monte–Carlo approach to quantify the uncertainties
in our calculations.

2.1. Aviation emissions
Aviation emissions for 2006 are from AEDT (Wilk-
erson et al 2010) and include civil aviation emissions
of NOx, hydrocarbons, and fuel burn. Emissions of
SOx, black carbon (BC) and organic carbon (OC) are
scaled from fuel burn per Barrett et al (2012).
Specifically, we assume a scaling factor of 30 mg kg−1

fuel for BC and OC, which is comparable with results
from the Aircraft Particle Emissions Experiment
measurement campaigns which have found a range of
37–83 mg kg−1 fuel for OC and 21–98 mg kg−1 fuel for
BC (Kinsey 2009). Total global fuel burn is estimated
to be 188 Tg, of which 36% occurs in North America,
25% in Europe and 20% in Asia. The remaining 19%
occurs in other regions (including Africa and Ocea-
nia). Emissions are gridded spatially and temporally
for air qualitymodeling.

Local air quality in the vicinity of a total of 968 air-
ports is explicitly modeled, accounting for 94% of the
total fuel burn consumption for aircraft taxi-in and
out, takeoff and landing. Of the modeled airports,
26.5%, 22.9%, 19.1% are located in North America,
Europe, Asia, respectively. The remaining airports
modeled are in other regions. We note that we do not
include impacts occurring at many smaller airports,
which are also likely to have local-scale impacts. 69%
of airports are within the three CMAQ regions, which
capture 65% of the global population, 70% of full-
flight aviation fuel burn, and 76% of LTO fuel burn. A

list of the airports is provided in section 3 in the
Electronic Supporting Information (ESI) available
at stacks.iop.org/ERL/10/034001/mmedia. Aircraft
ground primary particulate matter emissions (BC, OC
and primary sulfate) are computed and assigned to
runways, terminals and taxiways according to flight
modes including taxi-in and out, takeoff and landing.
For airports in the United States, the emissions are
assigned to terminals and runways according to the
AEDT airport database (AEDT 2011). For non-US air-
ports, all operation emissions are assigned to runways,
since taxiway and terminal data were not broadly
available. (Applying the same approach to the US
resulted in a <5% local exposure difference relative to
having terminal area information.)

2.2. Air qualitymodeling
We apply a multi-scale approach to resolve the air
quality impacts on three scales: global, regional and
local. We use GEOS-Chem (Bey et al 2001), a global
chemistry-transport model with a spatial resolution of
4° × 5°, to simulate global air quality. GEOS-Chem
results provide boundary conditions for the regional
chemistry-transport model, CMAQ (Byun and
Schere 2006), to simulate the air quality in North
America, Europe and Asia, with a spatial resolution of
36 km, 40.5 km and 50 km, respectively. For areas
outside of these three high resolution regions, GEOS-
Chem results are used.

GEOS5 meteorological data from NASA are used
to drive GEOS-Chem. We use the Weather Research
and Forecast (WRF) (Skamarock and Klemp 2008) to
simulate meteorological fields for the CMAQ simula-
tions. Six-hour reanalysis data are used to provide
initial and boundary conditions for WRF. For the
regions of North America and Asia, the Final Opera-
tional Global Analysis (NCEP 1999) data are used. For
the European region, the European Center for Med-
ium range Weather Forecasting (Dee et al 2011) fore-
cast data are used.

Non-aviation emissions in GEOS-Chem (i.e. as
used for the global simulation providing boundary
conditions for the three high resolution regions and
results for other regions) are described in Bey et al
(2001), as updated. Non-aviation emissions in CMAQ
simulations for North America, Europe and Asia are
described in Caiazzo et al (2013), in Yim and Barrett
(2012), and in the section 2 in the SI, respectively.

We apply the Rapid Dispersion Code (RDC) (Bar-
rett and Britter 2008, 2009) to simulate the local air
quality impacts of aircraft ground level emissions. The
RDC is based on the approaches described in Barrett
and Britter (2008, 2009) that map point-source dis-
persion calculations to area sources semi-analytically.
The RDC reduces the computational time of simula-
tions with multi-area emission sources by 99.5% with
a ∼5% error in mean concentrations (Lee 2012). The
RDC has been used by Lee (2012) and Yim and Barrett
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(2012) to evaluate air quality impacts due to airport
emissions. The spatial resolution of RDC grid recep-
tors is 400 mwith a domain size of 40.4 km×40.4 km.
AERMOD (Cimorelli et al 2004) is used to provide the
parameterization of a point source dispersion required
by RDC for area source computations, as are used to
represent runways and terminal areas. The meteor-
ological data (upper air soundings and surface obser-
vations) required by AERMOD, are provided by the
Integrated Global Radiosonde Archive (IGRA) oper-
ated by the National Climatic Data Center
(NCDC 2008). The RDC results are compared against
results calculated by AERMOD (Cimorelli et al 2004)
in Lee (2012).

In addition to computing primary PM concentra-
tions in the vicinity of airports, we use an approach
described in Lewis and Stevens (1985) to estimate the
local concentrations of secondary sulfate PM2.5 due to
aircraft ground emissions as follows. The secondary
sulfate concentration is estimated as

χ χ ε= +− kx
u

1
,SO SOx4

2

⎛
⎝⎜

⎞
⎠⎟

where χSOx
is the total concentration of sulfur oxides

on a commonmass basis simulated by RDC to account
for dispersion;ε is the percentage of fuel sulfur emitted
as sulfate (assumed to be 2%) (Stettler et al 2011); k is
the average SO2 transformation rate to SO4

2− (assumed
to be 1% h−1) (Lewis and Stevens 1985); x is the
distance from the emission source; and

u

1 is the

temporal average of the inverse of wind speed over
a year.

We merged the RDC results with the CMAQ
results for airports in the three regions considered at a
regional scale (North America, Europe and Asia) and
with the GEOS-Chem results for other airports. To
avoid double counting the impact of aircraft emis-
sions, we apply a mass-conserving approach devel-
oped by Isakov et al (2007). The PM concentration
used for exposure assessment is

χ χ χ χ= + − ,RDC CMAQ RDC

where χ is the concentration (μg m–3) of aviation-
attributable PM2.5 merged from the results of both
RDC and CMAQ models (μg m–3), which is referred
to as local/regional hybrid results; χRDC is the PM2.5

concentration (μg m–3) calculated by RDC; χCMAQ is

the aviation-attributable PM2.5 concentration
μ( g m )–3 simulated by CMAQ; χRDC is the RDC
PM2.5 concentration averaged over all the RDC grid
cells in a CMAQ grid cell. This method has been
applied in other airport studies (Lee 2012, Yim
et al 2013) and has the effect of conserving ground-
level PM mass, but redistributing it to be closer to
sources using local dispersionmodel results.

2.3. Plume correction factor and sourcemodeling
Aircraft taxi, takeoff and landing roll emission sources
are modeled as ground level area sources per Barrett

et al (2013), who found that if the aircraft plume
dynamics were not taken into account, the simulated
concentration in the near-field from an area source
would be over-predicted by a factor of 1.36–2.30. This
over-prediction is caused by neglecting the additional
mixing due to aircraft exhaust jet mixing and buoy-
ancy. Barrett et al (2013) showed that area sources can
parameterize the local dispersion of aircraft sources if
multiplied by a plume correction factor. We therefore
take the plume correction factor into account in our
calculations. Elevated sources, which occur in the
higher speed winds away from the ground and are
spread out due to the speed of airborne aircraft, are
captured in CMAQ (and GEOS-Chem) modeling and
not local dispersionmodeling.

2.4.Health impacts
2.4.1. CRF for PM2.5

PM2.5 exposure is estimated by overlaying the avia-
tion-attributable PM2.5 concentrations, pieced
together from the GEOS-Chem global simulation, the
three CMAQ regional simulations, and the 968 disper-
sion computations, onto population taken from the
Global Rural-Urban Mapping Project (GRUMPv1)
with a spatial resolution of 30 arc-seconds
(GRUMP 2011). The resultant premature deaths are
estimated using CRFs reported by the WHO
(WHO 2004). While this CRF is older than alternative
CRFs reported in the literature, we select it because it
provides for direct comparison to similar studies and
exhibits the property of reducing risk at higher
exposure and thus may provide a more representative
burden of disease estimate for developing countries,
where a higher background pollutant concentration is
expected (Barrett et al 2012). We present results for an
alternate CRF and also discuss the impact of other
CRF choices in the ESI.

The WHO CRF describes the relationships
between annual average PM2.5 exposure and the risk of
premature death due to lung cancer and cardio-
pulmonary disease. TheCRF takes the form

∑=  
−

B Ppremature deaths
RR 1

RR
,

k

k

k
k k

where the relative risk is χ= χ
χ

β+
+( )RR ,k A

1

1
A

B
repre-

sents the PM2.5 including both aviation and non-
aviation emissions, and χB represents the concentra-
tion where only non-aviation emissions are taken into
account, β is a disease specific power coefficient, and
Bk is the baseline incidence rate for each disease based
on the WHO Global Burden of Disease (GBD)
(WHO 2004) database, Pk is population above 30 years
of age which is exposed to PM2.5, and k is a population
exposure grid cell index. Further information on data

sources is provided in section 6 in the ESI. We note

that the toxicitymay be different among PM2.5 species.

However, since the differential toxicities are uncertain

(Levy et al 2012b), we assume an equal toxicity for all
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PM2.5 species in the premature death estimation
consistent with EPApractice and previous studies.

2.4.2. CRF for ozone (O3)
We apply a log-linear CRF to estimate premature
deaths due to long-term exposure to aviation-attribu-
table ozone (Jerrett et al 2009). TheCRFhas previously
been used in assessments of health impacts due to
ozone exposure (US EPA 2011, Fann et al 2012).
Premature mortality due to aviation-attributable
ozone exposure is estimated as

β Δ
= ⋅ −

⋅( )
y

O
premature deaths 1

1

exp
,0

3

⎛

⎝
⎜⎜

⎞

⎠
⎟⎟

where y0 represents the baseline incidence rate (deaths
due to all respiratory diseases). ΔO3 is the averaged
daily maximum ozone concentration (ppb) due to
aviation emissions. We note that while this is strictly
applicable during the ozone season, we take the annual
average daily maximum ozone perturbation due to
aviation emissions because of the relatively small
impact of aviation, the variability of the ozone season
in different regions, and because application of this
approach to the US results in a <10% error. While this
is small relative to other sources of uncertainty, we
correct for this in our uncertainty quantification
approach.

2.5. Valuation
We monetize premature deaths due to aviation emis-
sions. The valuation is based on the VSL distribution
reported by the US EPA (2011) with a mean of $7.4 m
(in 2006US$). A Weibull distribution is applied to fit
the data with a scale parameter of 7.75 and a shape
parameter of 1.51 according to US EPA (2012). We
estimate the VSLs for other countries based on their
gross national income and an income elasticity range
of 1–2 (Hammitt and Robinson 2011) as in Barrett
et al (2012). Our valuation estimation also takes into
account a 20-year cessation lag for PM2.5 impacts (US
EPA 2011) so that 30% of the total premature deaths
occur in the first year, 50% occur equally in years two
to five and the remaining 20% occur equally in years
six to 20. The cessation lag is not applied for O3 health
impacts due to a lack of evidence to support any
cessation lag structure. We estimate the net present
value of damage at discount rates of 2%, 3% and 7%.

To compare the resulting health costs to other
societal costs of aviation, we provide cost estimates of
global accident costs, global climate costs and global
noise costs of aviation. We derive global noise costs
from He et al (2014). Climate costs are estimated
based on the results in Dorbian et al (2011). For acci-
dent costs, we conduct our own analysis based on acci-
dent, fatality and injury statistics. The methodology
employed for calculating consistent cost estimates is
described in section 11 in the ESI.

2.6. Uncertainty
The concentration results, which we discuss in the
result section, are nominal values frommodel simula-
tions, while premature deaths are shown as a central
estimate with 90% confidence intervals. Similar to
Yim et al (2013) and Yim and Barrett (2012), we apply
a Monte–Carlo approach to assess uncertainty in
premature death and valuation estimates. Uncertainty
associated with atmospheric modeling and the CRFs
are taken into account in the calculations. A triangular
distribution—defined by low, nominal and high
multipliers—is assumed except where otherwise spe-
cified. The uncertainties of simulated PM2.5 and O3

vary for both GEOS-Chem and CMAQ for different
regions. The uncertainty distributions for the two
models are based on the normalized mean bias
obtained from model validation exercises. Uncertain-
ties in AERMOD-computed concentrations are repre-
sented by a T(0.5, 1, 1.5), i.e. a ±50% triangularly
distributed uncertainty (Chang and Hanna 2004),
while the additional uncertainties of RDC are repre-
sented by T(0.9, 1, 1.1) based on validation results
provided in Lee (2012). The potential reduction in
aircraft-attributable concentrations due to aircraft
plume mixing and buoyancy are represented by a
factor with a distribution T(0.58, 0.71, 0.88) (Barrett
et al 2013).

Stettler et al (2013) reported that the methods
which have been widely used to estimate aircraft BC
emissions (FOA3 for LTO emissions and fleet average
EIs for cruise emissions), may result in an under-
estimation of BC emissions during LTO cycle and at
cruise by a factor of T(1.99, 3.97, 5.96) and T(2.70,
2.93, 3.28), respectively (Stettler et al 2013). A sensitiv-
ity analysis is performed to estimate the sensitivity of
the health impact results to different BC emission cal-
culations, including the current widely-used method,
FOA3, and FOX as developed by Stettler et al (2013).
This is discussed in section 10 of the ESI.

For the WHO-CRF, the uncertainties of cardio-
pulmonary diseases and lung cancer baseline inci-
dences are represented by T(0.06, 0.16, 0.25) and T
(0.09, 0.23, 0.38), respectively (Ostro 2004). For the
ozone-CRF, the relative risk is represented by the dis-
tribution T(1.010. 1.040, 1.067) as reported by Jerrett
et al (2009). A factor of 0.9 is taken to represent the
over-estimation due to averaging the daily maximum
ozone concentration over a year instead of over ozone
season.

The uncertainty in the VSL for the US is repre-
sented by aWeibull distributionwith amean of $7.4 m
(in 2006US$) as described in section 2.5 (US
EPA 2011), while the uncertainty of the VSLs for other
countries are based on the uncertainty found in litera-
ture. A list of the VSLs and their uncertainty ranges is
provided in the section 7 in the ESI.
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3. Results and discussion

We first describe results for global and regional air
quality impacts, then computations of near-airport air
quality. Air quality impacts accounting for all scales
are then mapped to health impacts and monetized to
enable comparison with other societal costs of
aviation.

3.1. Global and regional air quality impacts
Table 1 shows the global (GEOS-Chem and CMAQ
based) and regional (CMAQ based) surface PM and
ozone impacts of aviation, with PM impacts speciated.
The impact of LTO emissions (i.e. up to 3000 ft) is also
given, as these are the emissions that are currently
regulated.

The global average impact of aviation emissions on
surface O3 is 0.6 ppb. This result is consistent with Lee
et al (2013), which reports that aviation emissions lead
to 0.5 ppb increase in O3 in July, whereas up to several
ppb in January. Our estimate show that 2% (10.7 ppt)
of the total aviation impact on surface O3 is attribu-
table to LTO emissions. Compared with the results
calculated by only using GEOS-Chem, the global area-
weighted ground level O3 attributable to full flight
aviation emissions when including nested CMAQ
computations increases by 12%, but the O3 impact
due to LTO emissions decreases by 6%, consistent
with increased NOx emissions decreasing O3 forma-
tion in VOC limited regions (which are captured by
the higher resolutionCMAQmodeling).

Among the regions, North America experiences
the highest aviation impact on surface O3 (1.1 ppb), of
which LTO emissions contribute for 25.4 ppt. Avia-
tion emissions cause a 0.9 ppb increase in annual aver-
age O3 concentration in Asia, which is lower than the
impact in Europe and North America. In Europe, the
O3 impact due to LTO emissions is ∼2.4 times higher
than that in Asia. The aviation-attributable O3 con-
centration in other regions is∼0.5 ppb.

We estimate that global aviation emissions result
in an average 6.2 ng m−3 ground level PM2.5 perturba-
tion. Figure 1 depicts the annual ground level PM2.5

concentration due to aviation emissions, where
GEOS-Chem and CMAQ results have been merged.
Compared with the results calculated by only using

GEOS-Chem, the global area-weighted ground level
aviation-attributable PM2.5 decreases by 29%, while
the standard deviation of the concentration increases
by 22%, representing increased spatial resolution.

Our estimates show two peaks of PM2.5 in North-
ern India (0.47 μg m−3) and Northeastern China
(0.35 μg m−3), coincident with peaks in ammonia
concentrations (Barrett et al 2010), and also peaks in
the central Europe and San Francisco, which are asso-
ciated with major airports. Of the total ground level
aviation-attributable PM2.5, nitrate (NO3

−) and sulfate
(SO4

2–) account for 42% and 38% by mass, respec-
tively. BC and OC together account for ∼1% on aver-
age. As seen in table 1, aviation has a negative impact
on OC in North America and Europe. Aircraft NOx

emissions have been shown to reduce ambient OC
(Ashok et al 2013, Woody and Arunachalam 2013), as
they deplete radical species in the vicinity of airports
and consequently slow the oxidation of organic aero-
sol precursors (Woody and Arunachalam 2013).
Woody and Arunachalam (2013) note, however, that
aviation’s impact on OC may be sensitive to model
grid resolution.

Our global and regional models results show that
the air quality impact due to aviation emissions varies
among the different regions. In North America,
9.0 ng m−3 of PM2.5 is attributable to aviation emis-
sions. Of the aviation-attributable PM2.5 in North
America,∼13% (1.2 ng m−3) is due to LTO emissions.
In Europe, the annual average PM2.5 due to aviation
emissions is 18.2 ng m−3, which is the highest among
the regions, and is double of that of North America. In
Asia and other regions, the average PM2.5 concentra-
tions due to aviation emissions are 15.1 ng m−3 and
3.8 ng m−3, respectively. As can be seen in figure 1, in
the other regions (not modeled at high resolution with
CMAQ), aviation contributes to PM2.5 in limited
regions including theMiddle East and western parts of
Russia.

3.2. Local air quality impact in different regions
We estimate the near-airport (within 20 km) ground
level aviation-attributable PM2.5 averaged over all
airports in each region, combining our local disper-
sion calculations with CMAQ results using the mass
conserving scheme described. Our results show that

Table 1.Themean ground level concentrations of PM2.5 (ng m
–3) andO3 due to full flight (FF) and landing and takeoff (LTO) only emis-

sions. The global values are based onCMAQ results for the three regions andGEOS-Chem results for other regions, andGEOS-Chem
replacedCMAQwhere available for global results. The percentage of each PM2.5 species is also given for fullflight emissions.

FF/LTO

PM2.5

(ng m−3)

FF BC

(ng m−3)

(%)

FFOC

(ng m−3) (%)

FF SO4

(ng m−3) (%)

FFNO3
-

(ng m−3) (%)

FFNH4
+

(ng m−3) (%)

FF/LTOO3

(ppb/ppt)

Global 6.2/0.5 0.6 (1.7) 0.5 (1.2) 37.6 (36.5) 41.9 (41.2) 19.3 (19.3) 0.6/10.7

NorthAmerica 9.0/1.2 1.3 (5.1) −0.2 (−0.6) 12.7 (34.7) 65.4 (40.9) 20.9 (20.0) 1.1/25.4

Europe 18.2/4.8 0.3 (1.1) −0.3 (0.1) 7.0 (12.6) 69.9 (63.4) 23.1 (22.8) 1.0/29.8

Asia 15.1/0.7 0.6 (1.4) 1.0 (0.9) 20.0 (28.1) 57.1 (48.9) 21.3 (20.7) 0.9/12.5

Other 3.8/0.3 0.6 (1.3) 0.4 (2.1) 55.5 (45.4) 28.1 (35.4) 15.4 (15.9) 0.5/8.8
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primary PM2.5 due to aviation emissions contributes
to 44–61% of total aviation-attributable PM2.5 at 2 km
distance from airports. However, the percentage
decreases as distance from airport increases. At 20 km
fromairports, the percentage drops to less than 6%.

Our results show that aviation emissions lead to an
average PM2.5 concentration of 44.2 ng m−3 in the
20 km vicinity of all airports globally. For airports in
Asia, the mean near-field impact of PM2.5 due to avia-
tion emissions is 74.1 ng m−3, the highest among
regions and more than double as the PM2.5 in North
America (29.5 ng m−3). This is consistent with the
peak in available ammonia amplifying aviation’s
PM2.5 contribution, particularly the effect of cruise
emissions. On average, the mean aviation-attributable
PM2.5 impacts in the vicinity of airports in Europe and
in other regions are 58.5 ng m−3 and 26.2 ng m−3,
respectively.

The population exposure to aviation-attributable
PM2.5 in different regions varies due to different regio-
nal population densities in the vicinity of airports, the
variation in available ammonia and in aviation emis-
sions. Our results show that 23%of airports have near-
field population exposure to aircraft-attributable
PM2.5 higher than the global average exposure, of
which 17% are located in North America, 33% and
34% are located in Europe and Asia, respectively, and

the remaining 16% are located in other regions. Avia-
tion emissions result in 44.9 people·mg m–3 mean
PM2.5 exposure within 20 km averaged over all air-
ports globally. Among regions, the mean exposure in
the vicinity of airports in Asia is the highest (142.6
people·mg m–3 per year), a factor of ∼3.2 higher than
the global average. The relatively high near-field PM2.5

exposure in Asia is due to this region having both rela-
tively high aviation-attributable PM2.5 concentration
(due to the extent of available ammonia) and mean
population density in the vicinity of airports. Within
20 km of airports, the average population surrounding
all airports in Asia is 1.6 million, 87% higher than the
global average. The average aviation-attributable
PM2.5 exposure within 20 km of airports in Europe,
North America and other regions is 42.3, 19.5 and 15.3
people·mg m–3, respectively.

3.3.Health impacts
Table 2 shows estimated premature mortalities due to
aviation emissions. Global aviation emissions cause
16 000 (90% CI: 8300–24 000) premature deaths per
year due to population exposure to aviation-attribu-
table PM2.5 and ozone. Of the total premature deaths,
87% and 13% are due to PM2.5 and ozone, respec-
tively, while 25% is attributable to the LTO portion of
emissions. Comparingwith the approach of only using

Figure 1.Annualmean PM2.5 concentration (μg m
–3) due to aviation emissions in 2006. TheCMAQ results—simulated byfiner

resolution grid cells—inNorthAmerica, Europe andAsia are overlaid onto theGEOS-Chem results.

Table 2.Premature deaths per year in different regions due to the population exposure
to aviation-attributable PM2.5 and ozone (90% confident intervals) calculated using the
WHO-CRF.

Fullflight LTO LTO/FF (%)

North America 1500 (850–2300) 650 (290–1300) 43

Europe 3700 (2100–5500) 1800 (1100–2600) 49

Asia 8200 (3700–13 000) 740 (420–1200) 9

Other regions 2700 (1400–4200) 780 (420–1300) 29

Global 16 000 (8300–24 000) 4000 (2400–6200) 25
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GEOS-Chem (a global model), our multi-scale
approach estimates 7% and 29% higher global pre-
mature deaths due to full flight and LTO emissions,
respectively. The lower increase for full flight emis-
sions is consistent with the relatively diffuse impact of
the dominant cruise emissions being captured by the
lower resolution globalmodel.

Our estimate shows that aviation emissions cause
2100 (90% CI: 1000–3300) ozone-related premature
deaths per year worldwide. LTO emissions alone
account for 2.6% of the ozone-associated premature
deaths due to aviation emissions. This result highlights
that the long-term health impact of O3 due to LTO
aviation emissions is marginal, compared to the PM2.5

health impact. However, the ozone-exposure due to
full flight emissions accounts for 12% of the total pre-
mature deaths due to the both aviation-attributable
PM2.5 and O3. Of the total ozone health impact due to
aviation emissions, 62% occurs in Asia, while 7% and
10% occurs in North America and Europe, respec-
tively. From table 1 it can be seen that the O3 mixing
ratio attributable to aviation in the three regions is
0.9–1.1 ppb, suggesting that population density drives
the breakdown of mortalities by region. The remain-
ing 21%occurs in other regions.

In Barrett et al (2010), it is found that 80% of
health impacts on a global scale are due to non-LTO
emissions. In this study with its increased regional
resolution combined with dispersion calculations at
968 airports, we capture more of the LTO impacts
(partly countered by the inclusion of ozone in this
study which is dominated by cruise emissions) and
revise this estimate down to 75%. However, as shown
in table 2, regions with relatively high concentrations
of airport fuel burn have relatively high contributions
from LTO emissions. Specifically, in North America
and Europe 43% and 49% of early deaths are due to
LTO emissions, respectively. On the other hand, 91%
of early deaths in Asia are due to non-LTO emissions.
Asia accounts for 20% of global civil aviation fuel
burn, but over 50% of early deaths due to aviation
emissions. This is consistent withAsia incurring a rela-
tively high component of intercontinental air pollu-
tion from aviation (Koo et al 2013). In other words,
the prominence of Asia is due to population density
and the amplifying effect of available ammonia on
nitrate rather than local LTO emissions (which

contribute little to nitrate exposure due to the time-
scale required for oxidation ofNOx).

While figure 1 would suggest that the majority of
aviation’s air quality impacts are captured in the three
high resolution regions, table 1 shows that∼2700 early
deaths occur in the other regions due to aviation emis-
sions each year, greater than the ∼1500 in North
America. The ratio of total population exposure to
PM2.5 due to aviation emissions for North America to
other regions is 0.53, whereas the ratio of population-
weighted average PM2.5 concentration due to aviation
emissions for North America to other regions is 4.05.
This is consistent with the major air quality impacts of
aviation being captured in the high resolution regions,
while the population in other regions means that the
diffuse impacts of aviation still contribute 17% of glo-
bal early deaths.

We calculate premature deaths due to aviation-
attributable PM2.5 exposure within 20 km from each
airport worldwide. Our results show that aviation-
attributable PM2.5 causes 5000 (90% CI: 2000–9900)
premature deaths within 20 km from ∼1000 airports,
which account for∼32% of the total premature deaths
due to both aviation-attributable PM2.5 and O3. Of the
total airport vicinity premature deaths (i.e. those
within 20 km of airports), 25% occur in North Amer-
ica; 38% in Europe; 22% in Asia; and the remaining
15% in other regions. We do not detail early deaths in
the vicinity of each individual airport because impacts
are calculated for aviation in general and not specific
airports, so impacts within 20 km of a specific airport
cannot be attributed to that airport.

3.4. Valuation and comparison to other societal cost
of aviation
We monetize the premature deaths due to aviation
emissions (in 2006 US$). The central monetized
health impact is $(21.16, 20.58, 18.72)bn per year for a
(2, 3, 7)% discount rate choice (ESI table S16). Of the
total cost, the damage in North America accounts for
$(7.08, 6.89, 6.27)bn per year, the damage in Europe
amounts to $(10.02, 9.74, 8.82)bn per year—the
highest among the different regions—while the
damage in Asia is $(2.25, 2.19, 2.00)bn per year. The
damage in other regions accounts for the remaining
$(1.48, 1.44, 1.32)bn per year.

Table 3 shows that the resulting regional health
cost of aviation emissions is not proportional to

Table 3.Aviation fuel burn (FB) in different regions and the resultant costs (2006US$bn) for a 2%discount rate due to the health impact of
aviation fullflight and LTOemissions. This table also includes the ratio of health costs to aviation fuel burn occurring in each region.

Fullflight emissions LTO emissions

FB (Tg) Cost ($bn) Cost/FB ($/tonne) FB (Tg) Cost ($bn) Cost/FB ($/tonne)

NorthAmerica 55.8 7.08 127 7.0 3.07 439

Europe 34.7 10.02 289 4.5 4.09 909

Asia 40.7 2.25 55 5.4 0.41 76

Other regions 56.9 1.48 26 5.3 0.48 91

Global 188.1 21.16 112 22.1 8.19 371
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aviation fuel burn occurring in each region. The global
average ratio is US$112/tonne for full-flight emissions
and the figure for LTO emissions is a factor of 3.31
higher. The corresponding factor for number of early
deaths per unit fuel burn is 2.13. LTOoperations cause
more early deaths per unit emission than at cruise due
to the proximity of emissions to the population. How-
ever, when monetized this difference is magnified due
to the relatively greater importance of LTO emissions
in richer regions (with higher VSLs) such as North
America. The influence of regional variation in VSL is
also evident in noting that while 51% of full-flight
aviation emissions-attributable early deaths occur in
Asia, only 11%ofmonetized impacts occur there.

Dorbian et al (2011) estimated that the air quality
marginal damages per tonne of fuel burn in LTO in the
United States is US$230, which is ∼50% lower than
our result of US$439. This may be because Dorbian
et al (2011) used a regional air quality model only,
which does not resolve local impacts, and FOA3-based
BC emissions rather than the higher FOX-based BC
emissions.

To understand the relative importance of health
costs due to the air quality impact of aviation emis-
sions, we compare them to the estimates of other avia-
tion-induced societal costs, i.e. noise costs, accident
costs and climate change costs as shown in figure 2.
(See ESI for the monetization approach.) The figure
compares the central values for global health costs due
to the air quality impact of aviation emissions in 2006
with estimates for climate costs, accident costs and
noise costs for the same year and various discount

rates, where applicable. Note that the bars shown here
are based on mid- or mean estimates and that sig-
nificant uncertainty exists about actual costs, as indi-
cated by the error bars in thisfigure.

Our results show that the health costs of aviation
emissions are on the same order of magnitude com-
pared to climate costs for discount rates of 2% and 3%.
For a consistent discount rate of 7%, climate costs are
one order of magnitude smaller than health costs.
Comparing the emissions-related health costs to the
global accident costs of aviation, the central estimate
of the health costs exceed the mid accident costs esti-
mate by one order of magnitude. Aircraft accidents
have a high public visibility but are rare occurrences
(∼0.4 fatal accidents per million hours flown, for a
total of ∼1050 fatalities in 2006, see ESI section 11),
but the societal costs as calculated here are sig-
nificantly lower than the health costs of aviation emis-
sions. We also find that the mean estimate of the
annualized noise costs is one order ofmagnitude lower
than the central values for the health costs due to avia-
tion emissions.

4. Conclusions

We produce the first multi-scale global assessment of
the air quality and human health impacts of aviation,
accounting for both fine particulate matter and ozone,
estimating that aviation emissions result in ∼16 000
early deaths each year. We find that PM2.5 exposure
causes 87% of early deaths. While cruise emissions
dominate causing 75% of early deaths due to aviation

Figure 2.Comparison of the central net present value cost estimate for 2006 aviation emissions-related health costs withmid net
present value cost estimates for climate impacts from aviation emissions,mid cost estimates for accident costs of aviation andmean
annualized aviation noise costs (2006US$bn), differentiated according to discount rates (DRs), where applicable. The capitalized
mean noise costs are added for reference. The error bar for health costs is bounded by the 5%and 95%percentile ofmonetized
impacts. See the section 11 in the ESI for details on error bars for the other costs.
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emissions, approximately half of early deaths are
caused by LTO emissions in North America and
Europe—regions with relatively high aviation and
airport fuel burn. In contrast, 91% of early deaths are
caused by non-LTO emissions in Asia. This suggests
that LTO emissions reductions in North America and
Europe will provide regional benefits, while the
benefits of non-LTO emissions reductions will be
diffuse and also felt in Asia.

A global total of ∼5000 people who live within
20 km of airports are estimated to die prematurely
each year due to aviation emissions, with 38% of air-
port vicinity early deaths in Europe. Our results sug-
gest, in contrast with previous analyses, that primary
PM2.5 emissions from aviation are a significant con-
tributor to health risk when airport vicinity exposure
is captured. A significant uncertainty in our estimates
of the subgrid contribution to PM2.5 exposure is the
aviation BC emissions inventory.

Finally we show that the monetized health costs of
aviation emissions exceed aviation’s fatal accident
costs and noise costs by an order of magnitude, and is
on the same order as aviation’s climate costs for dis-
count rates of 2% and 3% (as are appropriate to cli-
mate change costing Johnson and Hope 2012). This
suggests that environmental benefits of fuel burn
reductions are as much in air quality as they are in cli-
mate. Furthermore, this implies that when assessing
the environmental impacts of aviation biofuels that
result in reductions in emissions, the air quality
impacts may be in the same order as the climate
impacts. For example, paraffinic biofuels would be
expected to eliminate SOx emissions and reduce BC
emissions by∼80% (Speth et al 2015).

Acknowledgments

This study is based on work from 2006–2014 spon-
sored in part by the UK Engineering and Physical
Sciences Research Council (EPSRC), in part by the
FAAOffice of Environment and Energy, and in part by
MIT (including final assembly of this multi-scale
study). Any views or opinions expressed in this work
are those of the authors and not the FAA or EPSRC.
We also thank the anonymous referees for their
comments.

References

Arunachalam S,WangB, DavisN, Baek BHand Levy J I 2011 Effect
of chemistry transportmodel scale and resolution on popula-
tion exposure to PM2.5 from aircraft emissions during landing
and takeoffAtmos. Environ. 45 3294–300

AshokA, Lee IH, Arunachalam S,Waitz I A, Yim SHL and
Barrett S RH2013Development of a response surfacemodel
of aviation’s air quality impacts in theUnited StatesAtmos.
Environ. 77 445–52

AEDT2011AEDTDatabaseDescriptionDocument—Airport Data-
base (JohnAVolpeNational Transportation SystemCenter)

Barrett S RHandBritter R E 2008Development of algorithms and
approximations for rapid operational air qualitymodeling
Atmos. Environ. 42 8105–11

Barrett S RHandBritter R E 2009Algorithms and analytical
solutions for rapidly approximating long-termdispersion
from line and area sourcesAtmos. Environ. 43 3249–58

Barrett S RH, Britter R E andWaitz I A 2010Globalmortality
attributable to aircraft cruise emissions Environ. Sci. Technol.
44 7736–42

Barrett S RH et al 2012 Public health, climate and economic impacts
of desulfurizing jet fuel Environ. Sci. Technol. 46 4275–82

Barrett S RH, Britter R E andWaitz I A 2013 Impact of aircraft
plume dynamics on airport local air qualityAtmos. Environ.
74 247–58

Bey I, JacobD J, Yantosca RM, Logan J A, Field B, Fiore AM, LiQ,
LiuH,Mickley L J and SchultzM2001Globalmodeling of
tropospheric chemistry with assimilatedmeteorology:model
description and evaluation J. Geophys. Res. 106 23073−23096

Brook et al 2010 Particulatematter air pollution and cardiovascular
disease: an update to the scientific statement from the
American heart associationCirculation 121 2331–78

ByunDWand Schere K L 2006Review of the governing equations
computational algorithms and other components of the
models-3 communitymultiscale air quality (CMAQ)model-
ing systemAppl.Mech. Rev. 55 51−77

Caiazzo F, AshokA,Waitz I A, Yim SHL andBarrett S RH2013Air
pollution and early deaths in theUnited States: I. Quantifying
the impact ofmajor sectors in 2005Atmos. Environ. 79
198−208

CarslawDC, Beevers SD, Ropkins K andBell 2006Detecting and
quantifying aircraft and other on-airport contributions to
ambient nitrogen oxides in the vicinity of a large international
airportAtmos. Environ. 40 5424–34

CarslawDC andTaylor P J 2009Analysis of air pollution data at a
mixed source location using boosted regression treesAtmos.
Environ. 43 3563–70

CarslawDC,WilliamsML andBarratt B 2012A short-term
intervention study—impact of airport closure due to the
eruption of Eyjafjallajökull on near-field air qualityAtmos.
Environ. 54 328–36

CarslawDC andBeevers SD2013Characterising and under-
standing emission sources using bivariate polar plots and k-
means clustering Environ.Model. Softw. 40 325–9

Chang J C andHanna SR 2004Air qualitymodel performance
evaluationMeteorol. Atmos. Phys. 87 167–96

Cimorelli A J, Perry SG,VenkatramA,Weil J C, Paine R J,
WilsonRB, LeeR F, PetersandWD, BrodeRWand
Paumier JO 2004AERMOD: description ofmodel formula-
tion (EPA–454/R–03–004)Technical ReportUSEnvironmen-
tal ProtectionAgencyOffice of AirQuality Planning and
Standards EmissionsMonitoring andAnalysis Division
(www.epa.gov/scram001/7thconf/aermod/
aermod_mfd.pdf)

DeeDP et al 2011The ERA-interim reanalysis: configuration and
performance of the data assimilation systemQ. J. R.Meteorol.
Soc. 137 553−597

DiezDM,Dominici F, ZarubiakD and Levy J I 2012 Statistical
approaches for identifying air pollutantmixtures associated
with aircraft departures at Los Angeles international airport
Environ. Sci. Technol. 46 8229–35

DodsonRE, AndresHouseman E,Morin B and Levy J I 2009An
analysis of continuous black carbon concentrations in
proximity to an airport andmajor roadwaysAtmos. Environ.
43 3764–73

DorbianC S,Wolfe P J andWaitz I A 2011 Estimating the climate
and air quality benefits of aviation fuel and emissions
reductionsAtmos. Environ. 45 2750–9

Farias F andApSimonH2006Relative contributions from traffic
and aircraftNOx emissions to exposure inWest London
Environ.Model. Softw. 21 477–85

FannN, LamsonAD, Anenberg SC,WessonK, RisleyD and
Hubbell B J 2012 Estimating the national public health

10

Environ. Res. Lett. 10 (2015) 034001 SHLYim et al

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.03.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.03.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.03.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.05.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.05.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.05.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2008.06.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2008.06.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2008.06.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.03.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.03.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.03.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es101325r
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es101325r
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es101325r
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es203325a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es203325a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es203325a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.03.061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.03.061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.03.061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2001JD000807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIR.0b013e3181dbece1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIR.0b013e3181dbece1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIR.0b013e3181dbece1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1115/1.2128636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.05.081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.05.081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.04.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.04.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.04.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.02.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.02.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.02.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00703-003-0070-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00703-003-0070-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00703-003-0070-7
http://www.epa.gov/scram001/7thconf/aermod/aermod_mfd.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/scram001/7thconf/aermod/aermod_mfd.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/qj.828
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es3007172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es3007172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es3007172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.04.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.04.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.04.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.02.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.02.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.02.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2004.07.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2004.07.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2004.07.010


burden associatedwith exposure to ambient PM2.5 and ozone
Risk Anal. 32 81–95

GRUMP2011GrumpCenter for InternationalEarthScience Information
Network (CIESIN)GlobalRural-UrbanMappingProject
(GRUMP) (ColumbiaUniversity) (accessedon7November2012
http://sedac.ciesin.columbia.edu/data/collection/grump-v1)

Hammitt J K andRobinson LA 2011The income elasticity of the
value per statistical life: transferring estimates between high
and low income populations J. Benefit-Cost Anal. 2 1–19

HeQ,WollersheimC, LockeMandWaitz I A 2014 Estimation of
the global impact of aviation-related noise using an income-
based approachTransp. Policy 34 85–101

HsuHH,AdamkiewiczG,HousemanEA,Vallarino J,Melly S J and
WaysonRL 2012The relationship between aviation activities
and ultrafine particulatematter concentrations near amid-
sized airportAtmos. Environ. 50 328–37

HsuHH,AdamkiewiczG, AndresHouseman E, ZarubiakD,
Spengler J D and Levy J I 2013Contributions of aircraft
arrivals and departures to ultrafine particle counts near Los
Angeles international airport Sci. Total Environ. 444 347–55

Hu S, Fruin S, KozawaK,Mara S,WinerAMandPaulson S E 2009
Aircraft emission impacts in a neighborhood adjacent to a
general aviation airport in SouthernCalifornia Environ. Sci.
Technol. 43 8039–45

ICAO2013 Global Air Transport Outlook to 2030 and trends to 2040
(International Civil AviationOrganization) (http://store1.
icao.int/index.php/global-air-transport-outlook-to-2030-
and-trends-to-2040-cir-333-english-printed.html)

IsakovV, Irwin J S andChing J 2007UsingCMAQ for exposure
modeling and characterizing the subgrid variability for
exposure estimates J. Appl.Meteorol. Climatol. 46 1354–71

JerrettM, Burnett RT, PopeCA, ItoK, ThurstonG,Krewski D,
Shi Y, Calle E andThunM2009 Long-termozone exposure
andmortalityNewEngland J.Med. 360 1085–95

Johnson L J andHopeC 2012The social cost of carbon inUS
regulatory impact analyses: an introduction and critique
J. Environ. Stud. Sci. 2 205–21

KimB et al 2012Guidance for quantifying the contribution of
airport emissions to local air quality (ACRPReport 71)
Technical ReportTransportationResearch BoardAirport
Cooperative Research Program (http://onlinepubs.trb.org/
onlinepubs/acrp/acrp_rpt_071.pdf)

Kinsey J S 2009Characterization of emissions from commercial
aircraft engines during the aircraft particle emissions experi-
ment (APEX) 1–3 (EPA-600/R-09/130)Technical ReportUS
Environmental ProtectionAgencyOffice of Research and
DevelopmentNational RiskManagement Research Labora-
tory (http://nepis.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/P1005KRK.pdf)

Koo J,WangQ,HenzeDK,Waitz I A andBarrett S RH2013 Spatial
sensitivities of human health risk to intercontinental and
high-altitude pollutionAtmos. Environ. 71 140–7

KöhlerMO,Rädel G, Shine KP, RogersH L and Pyle J A 2013
Latitudinal variation of the effect of aviationNOx emissions
on atmospheric ozone andmethane and related climate
metricsAtmos. Environ. 64 1–9

Laden F, Schwartz J, Speizer F E andDockeryDW2006Reduction
infine particulate air pollution andmortality: extended
follow-up of the harvard six cities studyAm. J. Respir. Crit.
CareMed. 173 667−672

LeeG2012Development of techniques for rapidly assessing the
local air quality impacts of airports SMThesisTheMassachu-
setts Institute of Technology

LeeH,Olsen SC,WuebblesD J andYounD2013 Impacts of aircraft
emissions on the air quality near the groundAtmos. Chem.
Phys. 13 5505–22

Levy J I,WoodyM, Baek BH, ShankarU andArunachalam S 2012a
Current and future particulate-matter-relatedmortality risks
in the united states from aviation emissions during landing
and takeoffRisk Anal. 32 237–49

Levy J I, DiezD,DouY, Barr CDandDominici F 2012bAmeta-
analysis andmultisite time-series analysis of the differential
toxicity ofmajor fine particulatematter constituentsAm. J.
Epidemiol. 175 1091–9

Lewis CWand Stevens RK 1985Hybrid receptormodel for
secondary sulfate from an SO2 point sourceAtmos. Environ.
19 917–24

Lewtas J 2007Air pollution combustion emissions: characterization
of causative agents andmechanisms associatedwith cancer,
reproductive, and cardiovascular effectsMutat. Res. 636
95–133

NCEP 1999USNational Centers for Environmental Prediction
updated daily: NCEP FNLOperationalModel Global Tropo-
spheric Analyses, Datasetds083.2 (Boulder, CO: CISLData
Support section at theNational Center for Atmospheric
Research)

NCDC2008 IntegratedGlobal Radiosonde ArchiveNational Oceanic
andAtmospheric Administration (National ClimaticData
Center) (accessed 7 June 2012 at www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/
climate/igra/)

Ostro B 2004Outdoor air pollution: assessing the environmental
burden of disease at national and local levels Environmental
Burden of Disease Series No. 5 (WorldHealthOrganization)
(accessed at www.who.int/quantifying_ehimpacts/
publications/ebd5/en/)

PeaceH,Maughan J, OwenB andRaperD 2006 Identifying the
contribution of different airport related sources to local urban
air quality Environ.Model. Softw. 21 532–8

PopeCA III, Burnett RT, ThunM J, Calle E E, Krewski D, Ito K and
ThurstonGD2002 Lung cancer, cardiopulmonarymortality,
and long-term exposure tofine particulate air pollution
J. Am.Med. Assoc. 287 1132−1141

PopeCA, III andDockeryDW2006Health effects offine
particulate air pollution: lines that connect J. AirWaste
Manage. Assoc. 56 709−742

Rissman J, Arunachalam S,WoodyM,West J J, BenDor T and
Binkowski F S 2013Aplume-in-grid approach to characterize
air quality impacts of aircraft emissions at theHartsfield–
JacksonAtlanta International AirportAtmos. Chem. Phys.
Discuss. 13 1089–132

SchürmannG, Schäfer K, JahnC,HoffmannH, BauerfeindM,
Fleuti E andRappenglück B 2007The impact ofNOx, CO and
VOCemissions on the air quality of the airport ZurichAtmos.
Environ. 41 103–18

SegalH andYamartino R 1981The influence of aircraft operations
on air quality at airports J. Air Pollut. Control Assoc. 31 846–50

SkamarockWCandKlemp J B 2008A time-split nonhydrostatic
atmosphericmodel forweather research and forecasting
applications J. Comput. Phys. 227 3465–85

SkowronA, LeeD S andDe LeónRR 2013The assessment of the
impact of aviationNOx on ozone and other radiative forcing
responses—the importance of representing cruise altitudes
accuratelyAtmos. Environ. 74 159−168

SpethR L, RojoC,Malina R andBarrett S RH2015 Black carbon
emissions reductions from combustion of alternative jet fuels
Atmos. Environ. 105 37–42

StettlerME J, EasthamS andBarrett S RH2011Air quality and
public health impacts ofUK airports: I. EmissionsAtmos.
Environ. 45 5415–24

StettlerME J, Boies AM, Petzold A andBarrett S RH2013Global
civil aviation black carbon emissions Environ. Sci. Technol. 47
10397–404

Unal A,HuY, ChangME,OdmanMTandRussel AG2005Airport
related emissions and impacts on air quality: application to
the atlanta International AirportAtmos. Environ. 39 5787–98

USEPA2006Expanded Expert Judgment Assessment of the Concen-
tration–Response Relationship Between PM2.5 Exposure and
Mortality (Triangle Park, NC:USEnvironmental Protection
Agency) (www.epa.gov/ttn/ecas/regdata/Uncertainty/
pm_ee_report.pdf)

USEPA 2010Guidelines for Preparing Economic Analyses (US
Environmental ProtectionAgency) (http://yosemite.epa.gov/
ee/epa/eed.nsf/pages/guidelines.html)

USEPA2011The Benefits and Costs of the CleanAir Act: 1990–2020,
Final Report- Rev. A (Triangle Park, NC:US Environmental
ProtectionAgencyOffice of Air andRadiation) pp 5−10
(www.epa.gov/air/sect812/feb11/fullreport_rev_a.pdf)

11

Environ. Res. Lett. 10 (2015) 034001 SHLYim et al

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01630.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01630.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01630.x
http://sedac�.�ciesin.columbia.edu/data/collection/grump-v1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2202/2152-2812.1009
http://dx.doi.org/10.2202/2152-2812.1009
http://dx.doi.org/10.2202/2152-2812.1009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.02.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.02.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.02.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2012.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2012.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2012.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es900975f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es900975f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es900975f
http://store1.icao.int/index.php/global-air-transport-outlook-to-2030-and-trends-to-2040-cir-333-english-printed.html
http://store1.icao.int/index.php/global-air-transport-outlook-to-2030-and-trends-to-2040-cir-333-english-printed.html
http://store1.icao.int/index.php/global-air-transport-outlook-to-2030-and-trends-to-2040-cir-333-english-printed.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JAM2538.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JAM2538.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JAM2538.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa0803894
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa0803894
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa0803894
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13412-012-0087-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13412-012-0087-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13412-012-0087-7
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/acrp/acrp_rpt_071.pdf
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/acrp/acrp_rpt_071.pdf
http://nepis.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/P1005KRK.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.01.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.01.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.01.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.09.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.09.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.09.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1164/rccm.200503-443OC
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-5505-2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-5505-2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/acp-13-5505-2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01660.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01660.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01660.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwr457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwr457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwr457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0004-6981(85)90237-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0004-6981(85)90237-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0004-6981(85)90237-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mrrev.2007.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mrrev.2007.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mrrev.2007.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mrrev.2007.08.003
http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/igra/
http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/igra/
http://www.who.int/quantifying_ehimpacts/publications/ebd5/en/
http://www.who.int/quantifying_ehimpacts/publications/ebd5/en/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2004.07.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2004.07.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2004.07.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.287.9.1132
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10473289.2006.10464485
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/acpd-13-1089-2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/acpd-13-1089-2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/acpd-13-1089-2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.07.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.07.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.07.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00022470.1981.10465285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00022470.1981.10465285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00022470.1981.10465285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2007.01.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2007.01.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2007.01.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.03.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2015.01.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2015.01.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2015.01.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.07.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.07.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.07.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es401356v
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es401356v
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es401356v
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es401356v
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2005.05.051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2005.05.051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2005.05.051
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/ecas/regdata/Uncertainty/pm_ee_report.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/ecas/regdata/Uncertainty/pm_ee_report.pdf
http://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eed.nsf/pages/guidelines.html
http://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eed.nsf/pages/guidelines.html
http://www.epa.gov/air/sect812/feb11/fullreport_rev_a.pdf


WesterdahlD, Fruin SA, FineP L and SioutasC2008TheLosAngeles
international airport as a sourceof ultrafineparticles andother
pollutants to nearby communitiesAtmos. Environ.423143–55

WHO2004WorldHealthOrganizationGlobal Burden of Disease
(GBD) (WorldHealthOrganization) (accessed 19 January
2013 at www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/en)

Wilkerson J T, JacobsonMZ,Malwitz A, Balasubramanian S,
WaysonR, FlemingG,NaimanAD and Lele SK 2010
Analysis of emission data fromglobal commercial aviation:
2004 and 2006Atmos. Chem. Phys. 10 6391−6408

Wolfe P, Yim SHL, LeeG, AshokA, Barrett S andWaitz I A 2014
Near-airport distribution of the environmental costs of
aviationTransp. Policy 34 102–8

WoodyMandArunachalam S 2013 Secondary organic aerosol
produced from aircraft emissions at the Atlanta Airport. An
advanced diagnostic investigation using process analysis
Atmos. Environ. 79 101–9

WoodyM, Baek BH,AdelmanZ,OmaryM, LamYF,West J J and
Arunachalam S 2011An assessment of aviation’s contribu-
tion to current and futurefine particulatematter in the
United StatesAtmos. Environ. 45 3424−3433

YimSHL andBarrett S RH2012 Public health impacts of
combustion sources inUnitedKingdom Environ. Sci. Tech-
nol. 46 4291–6

YimSHL, StettlerME J andBarrett S RH2013Air quality and
public health impacts ofUK airports :II. Impacts assessment
and policy analysisAtmos. Environ. 67 184–92

YuKN,Cheung YP, Cheung T andHenry RC2004 Identifying the
impact of large urban airports on local air quality by
nonparametric regressionAtmos. Environ. 38 4501–7

Zhu Y, Fanning E, Yu RC, Zhang Q and Froines J R 2011 Aircraft
emissions and local air quality impacts from takeoff
activities at a large international airportAtmos. Environ. 45
6526–33

12

Environ. Res. Lett. 10 (2015) 034001 SHLYim et al

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2007.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2007.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2007.09.006
http://www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/en
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/acp-10-6391-2010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.02.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.02.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.02.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.03.041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es2040416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es2040416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es2040416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.10.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.10.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2012.10.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2004.05.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2004.05.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2004.05.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.08.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.08.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.08.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.08.062

	1. Introduction
	2. Methods
	2.1. Aviation emissions
	2.2. Air quality modeling
	2.3. Plume correction factor and source modeling
	2.4. Health impacts
	2.4.1. CRF for PM2.5
	2.4.2. CRF for ozone (O3)

	2.5. Valuation
	2.6. Uncertainty

	3. Results and discussion
	3.1. Global and regional air quality impacts
	3.2. Local air quality impact in different regions
	3.3. Health impacts
	3.4. Valuation and comparison to other societal cost of aviation

	4. Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References



