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Abstract
International climate goals imply reaching net-zero global carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions by roughly
mid-century. Among the most difficult emissions to avoid will be those from modern aviation given the
industry’s need for energy-dense liquid fuels and the lack of commercially competitive substitutes. Here,
we systematically assess pathways to net-zero emissions aviation, exploring the potential contribution of
different approaches as well as their social, technical, and economic limits. We find that ambitious
reductions in demand for air transport and improvements in the energy efficiency of aircraft might avoid
up to 62% and 26%, respectively, of projected business-as-usual aviation emissions in 2050. However,
further reductions will depend on replacing fossil jet fuel with very large quantities of net-zero emissions
biofuels or synthetic fuels (2.5-21 EJ)—which are currently much more expensive. Our results may inform
investments and priorities for innovation by highlighting plausible pathways to net-zero emissions
aviation, including the relative potential and trade-offs of changes in behavior, technology, and energy
sources.

Full Text
Stabilizing global mean temperature at 1.5°C above pre-industrial times means reaching net-zero CO2

emissions (i.e., balancing any ongoing emissions with removals) by 2050-2060, and net-zero greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions by 2070-21001. Large—and increasingly affordable—emissions reductions are
available by improving energy efficiency, electrifying energy end uses, and switching to non-emitting
sources of electricity1, and many countries, sub-national jurisdictions, and companies have announced
net-zero emissions targets2. However, flying will be particularly challenging to decarbonize because
modern aircrafts rely on energy-dense liquid hydrocarbons3–7.

The climate impacts of global aviation are substantial, with one-third of radiative forcing related to CO2,
and two-thirds related mainly to nitrous oxides (NOx) and water vapor in the form of contrail cirrus

clouds8–11. In 2019, aviation accounted for 1.03 GtCO2, or 3.1% of total global CO2 emissions from fossil

fuel combustion12. Although emissions from air travel dropped 40% in 2020 due to the COVID-19
pandemic, aviation demand is expected to recover and grow in the future13,14, with emissions projected to
reach as high as 1.9 GtCO2 in 205015,16 (2.6 times 2021 values). Demand for air travel across countries

and population groups is closely associated with affluence and lifestyle17–21 (Supplementary Fig. 1), and
flying has become a lightning rod for climate activists who criticize the hypocrisy of climate scientists
and climate-concerned policymakers who fly22–24. 

Many aircraft manufacturers, industry groups, and business consultants aim to meet rising demand while
also reducing emissions by improving operational efficiencies25,26, offsetting carbon emissions27, and
switching to net-zero emissions fuels28–32. In 2016, under the International Civil Aviation Organization
(ICAO) 192 countries signed the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation
(CORSIA) to make pos-2020 growth of international aviation carbon neutral, either by fuel switching or by
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offsetting emissions. Most prominently, the International Air Transport Association (IATA) committed in
2021 that emissions from global aviation would be net-zero by 205033. Recent analyses have evaluated
the technological potential of powering aircraft with sustainable aviation fuels (SAFs)4,7,34–37, hydrogen,
or electricity27,33,38,39, as well as offsetting aviation emissions by removing equivalent quantities of CO2

from the atmosphere40,41 (Supplementary Fig. 2). SAFs include biofuels and synthetic fuels that are
“drop-in” replacements for jet fuel (i.e., they would require little or no changes to existing aircraft and
fueling infrastructure16) that meet ICAO’s sustainability criteria42 of a net GHG emissions reduction on a
life cycle basis of at least 10% compared to fossil jet fuel, respecting biodiversity, and contributing to
local social and economic development.

Here, we assess nine possible pathways to achieve net-zero direct emissions from aviation, including
changes and trade-offs in demand, energy efficiency, propulsion systems, and alternative fuels for both
passenger and freight transport. Details of our analytic approach are in the Methods (Supplementary
Figs. 3-4). Using emissions, energy, and air travel demand data from the International Energy Agency
(IEA)12,13,43–46, the Carbon Monitor47, the World Bank48–50, ICAO14,51–53 and IATA33 (Supplementary
Table 1), we develop and analyze a range of midcentury decarbonization scenarios for the aviation
industry, decomposing historical and future aviation emissions using a sector-specific variant of the Kaya
identity:

where F represents fossil fuel CO2 emissions from global aviation (neglecting life cycle emissions of the
aircraft and the supply chain of fuel), D is demand or distance flown, and E is the energy consumed by
flying aircraft, such that e is energy intensity of air transport, and f is the carbon intensity of energy used
for air transport.

 

Demand for aviation

Figure 1 shows historical and projected aviation emissions decomposed by the terms in Equation 1. Total
aviation demand in 2019 was about 995 billion tons per kilometer equivalent (tkme), with 78%
representing passenger flights and 22% freight (Fig. 1a, black line). Travel advisories and border
restrictions during the global pandemic led to a sharp decline in the air transport of passengers54, driving
global demand down to about 592 billion tkme in 2020 (18% and 47% decreases in freight and passenger

transport, respectively). Freight demand fully recovered in 202155, but passenger demand in 2021 was
still 27% less than in 2019 as estimated by its emissions to demand ratio13,47. Indeed, the ICAO estimates
that it may be several more years before passenger demand recovers to 2019 levels, and that growth
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trajectories may be permanently altered by shifts in travel behavior56. Conversely, IATA’s most recent
forecast projects a recovery to 2019 levels of air travel demand in 202357.

Despite such short-term uncertainty, industry projections consistently anticipate continued growth in
demand of air transport in the coming decades14, whereas other researchers have argued that substantial
reductions in future demand are possible via behavioral changes and shifts to high-speed trains6,13,46,58–

62. The demand scenarios in Figure 1a thus span a wide range of trajectories: “business-as-usual” (BAU)
increases of 4% per year (to 2890 billion tkme in 2050; red curve), “industry” projections of an average of
2.8% increase per year (2130 billion tkme; blue curve), and “ambitious” demand shifts that keep growth to
an average of 1% per year (1115 billion tkme; green curve). It should be noted that the ambitious scenario
implies a sudden and drastic divergence in the historical relationship between aviation demand and
expected population and economic growth (Supplementary Fig. 1).

 

Energy intensity of aviation

The energy intensity of both freight and passenger aircraft has declined by an average 1% per year for
since 197063, for example falling from 31.6 MJ/tkme in 1990 to about 13.3 MJ/tkme in 2021 (Fig. 1b,
black line). Improvements since 2010 reflect the release of fuel-efficient aircraft such as the Airbus
A320neo and A350, and the Boeing 737 MAX and 787, but because there are no major new aircraft
models expected soon, the International Council on Clean Transportation does not expect significant
decreases in energy intensity in the next few years63. IATA established a 1.5% improvement in fuel
efficiency goal up to 202064 and expects that efficiency improvements would reduce about 3% of 2050
aviation emissions40. Yet despite the half century of 1% per year reductions, the ICAO’s A40-18 resolution
in 2019 set a goal of improving the fuel efficiency of international flights by 2% per year until 205051.
Even more ambitiously, a mid-century net-zero scenario developed by the IEA includes reductions in the
energy intensity of international flights of an average 7% from 2019-2025, followed by a subsequent 2%
yearly reduction to 203013.

The scenarios shown in Figure 1b again span the full range of these future energy intensities, from “BAU”
reductions of 1% per year (to 9.9 MJ/tkme in 2050; red curve), “industry” reduction commitments of 2%
per year (7.4 MJ/tkme; blue curve), and “ambitious” reductions of an average of 4% per year
(extrapolating the rapid decreases in the IEA net-zero scenario to reach 3.7 MJ/tkme in 2050; green curve).
Here again, it is not clear that the energy intensities in the most ambitious scenario are physically
possible, but some studies have theorized that revolutionary improvements such as open rotors65,
blended wing-body airframes66, and hybridization67, as well as more efficient air traffic management40,
could bring significant efficiency gains46.

Carbon intensity of energy for aviation
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Historically, jet fuel (i.e., fossil kerosene-based Jet A/A-1) has been the energy source for almost all
commercial aircraft, resulting in a near-constant carbon intensity of 73.5 gCO2/MJ (including combustion
emissions only; Fig. 1c, black curve). In recent years, some airlines have begun using bio-based jet fuel—
which could decrease carbon intensity of aviation energy—but uptake has been slow: bio-based jet fuel
production was about 140 million liters in 2019. This represented less than 1% of aviation fuel use in that
year16,68 and was mostly blended with fossil fuels based on standard D7566 from the American Society
for Testing Materials (ASTM), which allows a maximum 50% blend16,69–72. The first commercial
demonstration plane using 100% biofuels flew on December 2021, and few have done it since73,74.
Looking forward, industry groups nonetheless project rapid decreases in the carbon intensity of aviation
energy. The International Renewable Energy Agency’s (IRENA) 1.5°C scenario assumes that by mid-
century 70% of aviation’s energy demand is met by SAFs, while 14% comes from electricity and
hydrogen75. Similarly, IATA’s net-zero commitment expects that 65% of 1.8 GtCO2 (their estimated 2050
emissions) will be abated by using SAFs, with hydrogen and electricity-powered aircraft abating 13%, and
the remainder being abated with efficiency improvements (3%) and offsets (19%)33. The IEA’s net-zero
scenario includes 75% of all aviation energy demand being SAF by 2050, but with more modest
deployment of electric planes (accounting for less than 2% of 2050 aviation energy demand)46.

The scenarios of carbon intensity shown in Figure 1c include continued reliance on fossil jet fuel (a
“carbon intensive” option which maintains 73.5 gCO2/MJ; red curve), a “reduced fossil” pathway in which
65% of fuel demand in 2050 is met by SAFs (with the rest still fossil jet fuel) and 13% of projected short-
haul transport is met by non-emitting propulsion systems like hydrogen or electric planes (reaching 23.9
gCO2/MJ in 2050; blue curve), and a “net-zero” pathway in which 100% of aviation energy in 2050 is
supplied by SAFs and/or other non-emitting propulsion systems (i.e., 0 gCO2/MJ; green curve). Note that
these scenarios assume that the combustion emissions from SAFs are net-zero with respect to
atmospheric carbon, an assumption we discuss in more detail below.

 

Aviation emissions

Aviation emissions were 1.03 GtCO2 in 201913, 64% of which were related to international flights and 36%

from domestic flights47. Emissions plunged to 0.61 GtCO2 in 2020 amidst COVID-19 lockdowns12 and

rebounded somewhat to 0.73 GtCO2 in 202112,47 (Fig. 1d, black curve). Future emissions will reflect the
combination of changes in demand, energy intensity of aviation, and the carbon intensity of aviation
energy.

Combining our scenarios of demand and intensities in different ways thus gives ranges of emissions
trajectories, as shown in Figure 1d. On the upper end, BAU growth in demand (i.e., +4% per year) and
improvements in energy intensity (i.e., -1% per year), with continued use of fossil jet fuel leads to annual
aviation emissions of 2.11 GtCO2 in 2050 (top of red shading in Fig. 1d). At the other extreme, phasing



Page 6/23

out fossil jet fuel entirely would eliminate aviation emissions by 2050 (green shading in Fig. 1d)—but
might entail large cost increases (as discussed below). Notably, replacing 65% of fossil jet fuel with SAFs
could still result in annual emissions of 0.69 GtCO2 in 2050 (more than emissions in 2020) under BAU
changes in demand and energy intensity (top of blue shading in Fig. 1d; Fig. 2d).

Figure 2 reveals the relative contributions of different mitigation levers by comparing relative changes
between 2021 and 2050. For example, annual emissions nearly triple assuming BAU changes (+190%),
driven by surging demand for air transport (blue bar; Fig. 2a). In contrast, assuming somewhat lower
increases in demand, an almost tripling of historical decreases in energy intensity, and that two-thirds of
fuel are sustainable and net-zero, annual emissions in 2050 could be roughly half of what they were in
2021 (-48%; Fig. 2e). Finally, the required decreases in carbon intensity of aviation energy in net-zero
scenarios are heavily dependent on projected changes in aviation demand and energy intensity (Figs. 2g-
i). 

 

Sustainable aviation fuels

The quantity of SAFs required to meet net-zero goals is inversely proportional to decreases in aviation
demand and energy intensity (Fig. 3). Although this demand might also be reduced by using hydrogen or
battery electric propulsion systems, the low energy density of such alternatives will probably limit their
use to short-haul applications. For example, assuming a 60% fuel fraction (i.e., the share of maximum
take-off weight allocated to fuel), 90% increases in energy efficiency, and 1500 kWh/tH2

76, larger body
aircraft such as a Boeing 777-200 or Airbus 380-800 (whose fuel fraction is 50%) converted to hydrogen
propulsion would not be anywhere near able to cover the distance of common long-haul routes such as
New York to London (5500 km) or Los Angeles to Beijing (10000 km; Supplementary Fig. 5). Similar
estimates show that the range of large battery electric planes would be 500 km (Supplementary Fig. 5).
Nonetheless, our net-zero scenarios assume that half of short-haul flights might be serviced by hydrogen
or battery electric planes.

Thus, Figure 3 shows that without extreme reductions in aviation demand and energy intensity (i.e., the
green “ambitious” curves), by 2050 demand for SAFs in all of our scenarios is more than double the
quantity of global production of biofuels in 2020 (3.6 EJ including ethanol, biodiesel, and hydrotreated
vegetable oil)77. In addition to biofuels, SAFs might ultimately include hydrocarbons produced by Fischer-
Tropsch (FT) or methanol synthesis using carbon captured from the atmosphere and hydrogen generated
without fossil CO2 emissions (e.g., by electrolysis using renewable or nuclear electricity).

Whether biofuels or synthetic fuels, a major barrier to the penetration of SAFs is cost, which in turn
depends on the cost of feedstocks and the costs and efficiency of conversion processes. In the case of
synthetic fuels, the cost of hydrogen primarily reflects electrolyzer and electricity costs and the cost of
captured carbon depends on the technology involved. For example, assuming current costs of electrolytic
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hydrogen and captured carbon are around $4.50/kgH2
78,79

 and $0.25/kgCO2
80, respectively, synthetic jet

fuel costs are about $2.25/L, more than three times higher than the global 2022 average cost of fossil jet
fuel (as of 05/31/2022)81 (Fig. 4a). These calculations are broadly consistent with other recent studies
that reported costs of synthetic fuel ranging from $1.30 to $4.72 per liter82,83. Economies of scale and
learning-by-doing may substantially reduce electrolyzer and carbon capture costs in the future, making
synthetic fuels more competitive84,85.

Even though there are several conversion pathways for biofuels, FT biofuels and Hydro-processed esters
and fatty acids (HEFA) are among the few advanced biofuels with “near commercial” fuel readiness level,
though FTs have more abundant feedstocks than HEFA. Near commercial readiness means the
conversion pathway has been certified, and the technology is beyond the research and development
stage70. Based on average feedstock costs of $0-1.10/kg of biomass and conversion efficiencies
between 30-50% (2-4 kg biomass per kg fuel)86,87, current production costs for FT biofuels are between
$1.00-2.29/L16 (Fig. 4b). The lower end uses a zero-cost waste feedstock with 67% and 33% of the
production cost represented by capital and operating expenditures, respectively; the upper end uses a
lignocellulose feedstock that is 33% of production cost, with the remainder 45% and 22% represented by
capital and operating expenses, respectively16. Although the low end of this range approaches the current
cost of fossil jet fuel, the additional expense may be limiting uptake in a cost-competitive industry where,
at least in the near-term, emissions reductions remain mostly voluntary. Achieving cost parity could thus
greatly increase use of FT biofuels and might entail a carbon price of as little as $78/tCO2. For HEFA

biofuels, costs of feedstocks (e.g., from used cooking oil to jatropha oil) are routinely $0.70-2.60/kg16

and unlikely to decrease much in the future70. The HEFA conversion pathway has the highest efficiencies
compared to other bio-based jet fuel routes, at around 76%88 (1-2 kg biomass per kg fuel), with
production cost ranges between $0.78-2.29/L (Fig. 4c)16. Although the lower end costs are less than
fossil jet fuel, feedstock availability is limited as it represents used cooking oil that is a byproduct of
consumption, and 90% of this feedstock is already used for biodiesel production (at least in the EU)16,70.

Discussion And Conclusions
Without ambitious reductions in air transport demand and improvements in aircraft energy efficiency,
decarbonizing aviation will require significant quantities of “drop-in" sustainable aviation fuels (SAFs),
especially given the number and long-lifetime of commercial aircraft (23,000 and >25 years)70. As much
as 21 EJ of SAFs—nearly six times the total quantity of biofuels produced worldwide in 202077—might be
necessary to achieve net-zero emissions under business-as-usual changes in demand and energy
intensity. As previous studies have emphasized, such scale implies hundreds of new biofuel plants
entering service per year until 2050—4 times faster than the ethanol and biodiesel industries grew in the
early 2000s89. Additionally, in a net-zero world bio-based jet fuels would compete for feedstocks with
other hard-to-decarbonize sectors34,90, as well as with electricity generation from bioenergy with carbon
capture and storage (which would provide a source of negative emissions)90–93.
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Given that airline net profits in 2019 were about $3.3 per thousand passenger-kilometer37,94 and fuel
costs represent between 20-30% of airlines’ operating costs35, the high current costs of SAFs (2-4 times
higher than fossil jet fuel)95,96 may not be feasible. Projected decreases in the costs of electrolytic
hydrogen84,85,97,98 and captured carbon99,100 would make synthetic fuels more affordable, and higher
conversion efficiencies and lower feedstock costs would help FT and HEFA biofuels. Such improvements
may be induced via specific policy incentives such as low carbon fuel standards69,70, though HEFA
feedstock costs have been quite volatile in recent years101,102. Carbon pricing would also change the
incentive structure and make SAFs more competitive, potentially hastening deployment and further
reducing costs via learning and economies of scale16,36. 

Several important limitations and caveats apply to our findings. Although it is possible to produce SAFs
with net-zero or even net-negative CO2 emissions to the atmosphere, recent studies have estimated that

the lifecycle emissions related to biofuels often entail emissions of 6-108 gCO2eq/MJ4,70. ICAO’s SAF

requirements only demand a 10% emissions reduction42, though we have assumed SAFs to be net-zero.
Ensuring the carbon neutrality of future biofuels will require resolving a host of complex accounting
decisions103, such as the time allowed between an emission and uptake104, the global warming potential
of non-CO2 GHGs105, and attribution of emissions from indirect land-use change106–108. Moreover, the
ASTM certification currently allows blends of up to 50%, mostly because of the low aromatic content of
SAFs. Fully deploying SAFs would require allowing 100%, and, although manufacturers as Boeing have
goals of achieving so by 2030, this is not yet guaranteed71,72. Additionally, the energy density of SAFs is
less than that of fossil jet fuel, which could have implications for their value and aircraft range if fully
deployed4,109. Compared to 34.7-35.3 MJ/L of fossil jet fuel110, the energy densities of synthetic
methanol, bioethanol, biodiesel and hydrotreated vegetable oil are 15.6, 21.4, 32.7 and 34.4 MJ/L,
respectively111,112. More generally, we only consider CO2 emissions from aviation, but as much as two-
thirds of the sector’s radiative forcing may be related to contrails, nitrogen oxides, sulphate aerosols,
unburnt hydrocarbons, and soot11,113,114. While deploying SAFs to meet aviation carbon emission
reductions may be compatible with international agreements, the sector’s total climate impact could still
be significant37,115,116. Similarly, we focus on direct reductions in aviation emissions, despite the
plausibility of offsetting some aviation emissions via carbon dioxide removal41.

Despite these considerations, our analysis demonstrates the large-scale increases in sustainable fuel
production that will be necessary to decarbonize the sector, and the extent to which decreases in demand
and improvements in energy intensity or alternative propulsion systems can reduce future demand for
sustainable fuels. The main challenges to scaling up such sustainable fuel production include
technology costs and process efficiencies, both of which are thus key targets for policies and innovation.
Additionally, the interactions with food security, local communities, and land use are enormous hurdles
for such a ramp-up and come with their own increasingly difficult trade-offs. With moderate growth in
demand, continued improvements in aircraft energy efficiency and operational and infrastructure
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improvements, new propulsion systems for short-haul trips, and greatly accelerated production of
sustainable fuels, the aviation sector could achieve net-zero emissions by 2050.

Methods
In this paper, we use the Kaya identity to decompose historical emissions from global aviation and to
analyze future pathways for the decarbonization of the sector. This approach has been applied in other
studies to analyze historical global and regional drivers of CO2 emissions as a whole117, and in specific

sectors or regions for historical emissions and future trajectories118,119.

 

Scenarios

We develop a total of nine scenarios, shown in Supplementary Figure 3 and Supplementary Figure 4,
based on variations for demand and energy intensity (De) and carbon intensity (f). The decomposition of
the scenarios and sources for the data for each parameter, as well as the future projected assumptions,
are available in Supplementary Table 1. 

 

Kaya Parameters

Distance (D): Given the uncertainty regarding the recovery of and future demand of air travel, we develop
three demand-based scenarios with different projections. In the Business-as-usual scenario, passenger
demand recovers by 2024, consistent with ICAO’s central recovery projection120 (based on IATA, freight
aviation has already recovered)55, and future projection follows historical GDP growth121 (1980-2019) of
4% between 2024 and 2050. In the Industry projections scenario, demand also recovers by 2024 and then
grows yearly at a 2.9% and 2.5% for passenger and freight demand, respectively, consistent with ICAO’s
low post-COVID demand scenario14. In the Ambitious reductions scenario, we assume that behavioral
change and consumer preferences derive a slight 12% increase in demand by 2050 compared to 2019,
similar with the IEA’s Net-zero scenario for aviation46, which translates to a 1% yearly increase in total
aviation demand from 2022-2050 (refer to Supplementary Table 1 for more details).

Energy Intensity (e = E / D): We model three energy-intensity-based scenarios. In the Business-as-usual
scenario, we follow a 1% energy intensity reduction per year, consistent with the 1970-2019 average63. For
the Industry projections scenario, we assume that ICAO’s A40-18 resolution of 2% yearly improvements in
fuel efficiency is met both internationally and domestically51. For the Ambitious reductions scenario, we
assume energy intensity reductions similar to the IEA’s Net-zero scenario, with intensities decreasing
rapidly between 2022-2025, and more modest decreases between 2025 and 2050, with an overall average
yearly decrease of 4% from 2022-205013 (Supplementary Table 1). 
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Carbon Intensity (f = F / E): There are three carbon-intensity scenarios in this study. In the Carbon
Intensive scenario, we assume that fossil jet fuel continues to be the main energy source for aviation,
consistent with historical record, which leads to a carbon intensity of 73.5 gCO2/MJ44,122 (from tank-to-
wake, excluding fuel production emissions). In the Reduced fossil scenario, we follow IATA’s net-zero
carbon emissions pathway introduced in the 77th Annual General Meeting. Based on IATA’s proposition,
by 2050, 65% of 2050 estimated emissions are mitigated with SAFs, and new technologies (electric
planes and/or hydrogen) mitigate 13%, only allowing electric planes to deploy in short-haul flights,
starting in 2025 with less than 1%, linearly increasing to 13% by 2050.40 The Net-zero scenario follows a
more aggressive deployment of both SAFs and new propulsion technologies and by 2050, and we
assume that the entirety of medium- and long-haul planes are powered with SAFs and that for short-haul
aviation, the split is 50-50 between SAFs and new propulsion planes. We assume that biofuels and
synthetic fuels are net-zero-carbon fuels, that the electricity to power short-haul planes comes from a
renewable grid ⁠— thus has also a zero-carbon content ⁠—and that hydrogen is a product of electrolysis
(Supplementary Table 1). 

 

Cost Estimates

Synthetic Fuels. The cost estimate for synthetic fuels is based on the mass balance, estimated as:

We are assuming a conversion efficiency of 80%. We are representing costs in liters, assuming 0.74 kg of
synthetic fuel in each liter. The values for Figure 5 are depicted in Supplementary Table 2.

 

HEFA Biofuel. The cost estimate of Hydro-processed Esters and Fatty Acids (HEFA) biofuels includes
capital expenditure (CAPEX), operational expenditure (OPEX), feedstock costs, and efficiencies. The cost
is estimates as:

We are representing costs in liters, assuming that there are 0.83 kg in each liter for HEFA fuel, which is the
average between ethanol (1 liter = 0.78 kg) and biodiesel (1 liter = 0.87 kg). The values for Figure 5 are
depicted in Supplementary Table 3.
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FT Biofuels. The cost estimate of Fischer-Tropsch (FT) biofuels includes capital expenditure (CAPEX),
operational expenditure (OPEX), feedstock costs, and efficiencies. The cost is estimates as: 

We are representing costs in liters, assuming that there are 0.83 kg in each liter for FT biofuel, which is the
average between ethanol (1 liter = 0.78 kg) and biodiesel (1 liter = 0.87 kg). The values for Figure 5 are
depicted in Supplementary Table 4.
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Figure 1

Kaya parameters and emission trajectories. Total global (a), aviation demand (D) for BAU (red), Industry
projections (blue), and Ambitious (green) scenarios. (b), Energy intensity of air transport (e) for same
scenarios. (c), Carbon intensity of aviation energy (f) for Carbon Intensive (red), Reduced fossil (blue), and
Net-zero (green) scenarios. And (d), carbon dioxide emissions by combining f with the three De scenarios.
Historical data (black) for each panel is shown for 1990-2021; projections are shown for 2022-2050.
Panel (a) shows the breakdown of total demand by passenger and freight aviation. Panel (d) represents
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the ranges for each group of demand and energy intensity scenarios in combination with the different
carbon intensity scenarios. All scenario assumptions and sources are in Supplementary Table 1.

Figure 2

Kaya parameters for changes in emissions in MtCO2 from 2021 to 2050. Each column represents a
combination of demand and energy intensity (De), and each row represents a carbon intensity trajectory
(f). Each panel represents a demand and energy intensity trajectory combined with a specific carbon
intensity (Def). Colors for the headers represent low- (red), medium- (blue), and high-ambition (green), e.g.,
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panel (a) represents the lowest ambition scenario, with BAU demand and energy intensity, and a Carbon
Intensive fuel mix. Each bar within each panel represents a Kaya parameter: historical emissions in 2021
(maroon), increase in emissions based on projected demand (blue), decrease in emissions based on
energy intensity improvements (orange), potential further reductions due to changes in carbon intensity
(green), and remaining emissions by 2050 (black). 

Figure 3

Projected demand for sustainable aviation fuels (SAFs). SAF demand varies considerably across for
Reduced fossil (a) and Net-zero (b) pathways. Each solid line represents a combination of demand (D)
and energy intensity (e): red stands for BAU, blue for Industry projections, and green for Ambitious
pathways. The dashed horizontal grey line shows total biofuel production worldwide in 202077.
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Figure 4

Costs of near-commercial sustainable aviation fuels. Contours show costs of synthetic fuel (a), Fischer-
Tropsch biofuels (b), and Hydro-processed esters and fatty acids (c) based on key input costs and
conversion efficiencies. For comparison, the dashed white line in each panel indicates the 2022 average
cost of fossil jet fuel as of end of May ($0.80/L) according to IATA’s Fuel Price Monitor81. The white stars
represents lower-end costs from the literature for synthetic fuels82, Fischer-Tropsch biofuels16 and Hydro-
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processed esters and fatty acids16. Further details of calculations in Methods and Supplementary Tables
2-4. 
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