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Preface — a guide to this report

Welcome to The path to net zero: Climate Assembly UK
report. This information is designed to help you navigate
the pages that follow and find quickly the content of

most interest to you.

This report contains:

Forewords from the commissioning
select committee Chairs and the
assembly’s Expert Leads that place
the assembly and its report in context;

An opening statement from the
assembly members themselves that
highlights the key themes emerging from
their recommendations. This statement
is an excellent place to start for anyone
wanting an overarching picture of the
assembly’s results;

The executive summary lists the
assembly’s main recommendations in
each of the ten areas that it considered.
It also contains a brief introduction

to the assembly itself. Alongside the
opening statement, it is designed to
give an overview of the assembly’s
recommended path to net zero;
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m Chapter 1 provides details of the

assembly’s process and membership;

Chapters 2—11 outline in depth the
assembly’s recommendations and the
rationale behind them. These chapters
are organised by policy area: for example,
how we travel, heat and energy use in
the home, and what we buy. They will
be particularly useful to policy-makers,
researchers and others working in detail
on the areas considered by the assembly.
These chapters are designed to stand
alone so that readers can go straight to
the chapters of most interest to them.



About the detailed chapters

Chapters 2-11 each contain: m  Some assembly members noted
conditions to their support for
® A quick summary of key recommendations, or points for

recommendations on the relevant
theme at the chapter’s start, for ease
of reference;

The assembly’s formal
recommendations, decided by
secret ballot. This includes full
results of all votes;

Assembly members’ rationale for
their decisions, captured through notes
from their small group conversations
and responses on their ballot papers.
Assembly members have checked these
sections to verify their accuracy;

Please note: Assembly members were asked to think
about both the advantages and disadvantages of
potential recommendations, and we have included
full accounts of what they said. This means there
are disadvantages listed for recommendations

the assembly strongly supported, and advantages
listed for recommendations that they did not. We
have also left in contradictory opinions, where they
existed. Assembly members’ votes show the relative
importance that they placed on the advantages

and disadvantages they identified, and their final
decisions having considered all points of view.
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decision-makers to bear in mind
around their implementation.
We have included these in full.

This report does not contain transcripts of
the information presented to the assembly by
the forty-seven speakers who gave evidence
to it. You can find these, alongside videos of
the presentations and the speakers slides,

at climateassembly.uk/resources/.

The Climate Assembly UK team


https://www.climateassembly.uk/resources/

Foreword
from Committee Chairs

When Parliament agreed in June 2019 to
set in law a commitment to reach net zero
carbon emissions by 2050 that was the easy
part. The hard bit is to determine how we
get there and then do it.

How should we go about making those
choices? What is the contribution of each
sector to achieving a decarbonised economy?

Because whatever combination of policy
choices is made, there will be an impact on
every taxpayer, every business, on the way
every one of us lives our lives. No government
in a democracy can address climate change
on its own; it is a communal effort requiring
the input, understanding and support of the
people. Almost every facet of life and policy
area will be affected.

That is why six select committees joined
together last year to set up a citizens’ assembly
on climate change. When Parliament legislated
on net zero, the committees decided to make
the focus of the assembly how this target
should be reached. We asked it to consider

the complex trade-offs involved in reaching
decisions on issues including: how we travel;
what we eat; what we buy; how we heat our
homes; how we generate our electricity;

how we use the land.

The voice of Climate Assembly UK is
important because it is unique: a body

whose composition mirrors that of the UK
population. People from all walks of life taking
the time to inform themselves on complex
issues, discussing the topics with experts

and each other, and reaching conclusions.

On behalf of the six select committees that
established Climate Assembly UK, we want to
express our gratitude to all the 108 assembly
members who gave up their time to take part.
We have been enormously impressed by their
commitment, not least in wanting to complete
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the assembly online after the outbreak of the
Covid-19 pandemic made it impossible to hold
the final weekend in Birmingham.

We also want to thank the assembly for giving
us such a clear set of recommendations on the
path to take. Assembly members were clear on
the underlying principles that should govern
our policy choices, including the importance
of information and education and the need

for fairness, to support those who might be
adversely affected by the transition to net zero.
They were clear on the need for Government to
lead the debate and take the actions necessary
to reach net zero. And they were clear on the
need for a cross-party consensus, to give long-
term certainty on the policy choices made.

Forging consensus is what we do on our
cross-party select committees, on the basis

of the evidence and what in our judgement

is acceptable to the public. That is why

the considered view of the assembly is so
important. In each of our committees, we will
study the relevant recommendations of the
assembly and the reasons behind them, to
inform our work in advising the Government
on how to make progress in our respective
policy areas and holding it to account for

any slacking.

The path to net zero must be a joint endeavour,
between Parliament, the people, Government
and business. The assembly has more than
delivered on the task we set it last year. The
challenge is now for us in Parliament and for
Government to navigate the pathways that
have been set out in order to reach our agreed
destination of net zero by 2050.

Darren Jones MP Mel Stride MP
Chair, Business, Chair, Treasury
Energy and Industrial Committee

Strategy Committee



Foreword
from the Expert Leads*

The UK is one of the first countries to
commit to achieving net zero emissions,

and will host next year’s international
climate summit, COP26. This is an important
period to show how leadership on climate
change can be sustained at a time when

the world is dealing with the impacts of

the global coronavirus pandemic.

The UK has already made good progress

with emissions reductions, but meeting
future carbon budgets and the net zero target
will be very challenging. Action is needed

to transform our economy and society.

This transformation will not only be

achieved through ramping up investment

in technologies such as electric cars, offshore
wind farms and home insulation. Citizens also
have a crucial role to play. The way we live our
lives, what we buy, how we travel and what we
eat will all have an influence. So it is essential
to work with citizens to make sure their views
are heard, and develop strategies that fit

with people’s lives and aspirations.

Climate Assembly UK is a unique process

that has helped to meet this need. It has
brought together a representative group of
108 citizens and provided them with the space
to understand, discuss and prioritise actions
the UK should take.

The assembly took many hours of planning.
We worked closely with Involve and the
assembly’s advisory groups to ensure that
members would be provided with fair,
balanced and comprehensive evidence on
the different ways in which net zero could
be achieved. This included a lot of time

for the members to ask questions, discuss
the evidence with each other, and to reach
conclusions. There was also an opportunity

to discuss topics that assembly members
themselves considered to be important.

The value of all the planning became clear
once the assembly began to meet in January.
The 108 participants were no longer just

a statistical sample of the population — but
areal, diverse group of citizens from all over
the UK. They were fully engaged from start
to finish: questioning speakers, debating and
testing different points of view. The team from
Involve? did a fantastic job of facilitating this
process, and ensuring a wide range of views
were heard in a respectful and balanced way.

This report provides detailed insights into
the discussions and decisions of assembly
members. The results of the votes will
inevitably catch the eye. But the report also
shows how nuanced the discussions were —
including the reasons for assembly members’
views, and the all-important conditions
attached to some of the decisions.

This report provides vital new intelligence
about the views of the UK public on the way
forward. We strongly encourage decision-
makers in government, industry and other
organisations to read it in detail — and to
take these views into account.

Chris Stark
Committee on Climate Change

Professor Jim Watson
University College London

Professor Lorraine Whitmarsh
University of Bath

Professor Rebecca Willis
Lancaster University

For more information about the role of the Expert Leads in Climate Assembly UK, please see Chapter 1.
The Involve Foundation ('Involve’) is the public participation charity that led the delivery of Climate Assembly UK.

Climate Assembly UK —The path to net zero



Opening statement
from Assembly Members

We come from all walks of life and all across the UK.

We have, between us, many different values, views and
experiences. But we have worked together in an atmosphere
of respect, co-operation, tolerance and humour to arrive

at the considered recommendations in this report.

Our recommendations and the reasons for
them are necessarily numerous and detailed.
But there are a number of themes that have
recurred throughout our discussions that we

believe should be at the heart of government’s

and Parliament’s approach to achieving
net zero:

B Education and information: there
is a need for information and education
for everyone — individuals, businesses,
government and others — about climate
change and the steps needed to tackle it.
It is essential for buy-in to the changes
that are needed.

®  Fairness: as with most things in life,
the solutions to climate change are
neither easy nor free, but they need to be
fair. Fair to people with jobs in different
sectors. Fair to people with different
incomes, travel preferences and housing
arrangements. Fair to people who live
in different parts of the UK.
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= Freedom and choice: we believe it is

important to maintain, wherever possible,
freedom and choice for both individuals
and local areas so that they can choose
the solutions that work best for them.

This should not be at the expense of
taking the steps necessary to ensure a

safe and healthy environment for future
generations. We have outlined in this
report where we believe an acceptable
balance lies.

Co-benefits: tackling climate change could
bring with it many advantages. It could
see benefits for local communities, high
streets and local businesses. It could boost
our economy and promote innovation,
including in technology. And it could
improve our health and reduce pollution.
The UK should take advantage of these
potential rewards.

Nature: we need to protect and restore
our natural environment, and our access
to it. We strongly support measures that
have a positive impact on biodiversity and
wildlife, whilst also helping the UK move
towards its net zero goal.



Above: Assembly members listen to a speaker.

Some of our strongest views centre

on leadership and roles. It is imperative
that there is strong and clear leadership
from government - leadership to forge

a cross-party consensus that allows for
certainty, long-term planning and a phased
transition. This is not the time nor the issue
for scoring party political points. The Covid-19
pandemic that has caused so much suffering
brings with it new considerations, but it does
not change the need for progress towards
the UK’s climate goals.
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Alongside government leadership,

we recognise that achieving net zero

will require a joined-up approach across
society — all of us will have to play our part.
Our recommendations take account of this
reality. They seek to provide individuals,
communities and organisations with the
information, incentives and conditions to
make change possible. We hope that our
report will be an invaluable resource to
government and Parliament as they work
to ensure that the UK reaches net zero

by 2050.



Executive
summary






About Climate
Assembly UK

In June 2019, the UK Government and Parliament agreed that
the UK should do more to tackle climate change. They passed
a law committing the UK to reaching net zero greenhouse gas
emissions by 2050. Decisions about how the target is reached
will affect many aspects of people’s lives.

Climate Assembly UK was commissioned
by six select committees of the House of
Commons' to examine the question:

“How should the UK meet its target
of net zero greenhouse gas emissions
by 2050?”

The committees aim to use the assembly’s
results to inform their work in scrunitising
government.

The assembly’s 108 members come

from all walks of life. Together they are
representative of the UK population in
terms of: age, gender, ethnicity, educational
level, where in the UK they live, whether
they live in an urban or a rural area, and
their level of concern about climate change.?
The Sortition Foundation recruited assembly
members using a process known as ‘sortition’
(please see Chapter 1). Access, inclusion and

assembly members’ wellbeing were a priority
for the Climate Assembly UK team.

I was a bit worried that it would just be the
people who were most passionate about the
crisis — that you’d get an influx of people so it
would be very one-sided and biased. So to come
in and find it is a complete representation: I've
spoken to people for who it’s a complete crisis

- to complete denial or don’t believe it’s a real
thing, that end of the spectrum. So to see that
representation was quite a surprise and really
refreshing for someone like myself.”

Assembly member — Chris, 32, from Oxford

The assembly met for six weekends
between late January and mid-May

2020 - the first three took place face-to-face

in Birmingham; the last three online after the
arrival of Covid-19 in the UK. At the weekends,
assembly members heard balanced, accurate
and comprehensive information about

The six commissioning select committees were: Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy; Environmental Audit; Housing,
Communities and Local Government; Science and Technology; Transport; and Treasury. The committees announced their

plans for the assembly on 20 June 2019.

For full figures comparing assembly members to the UK population, please see Chapter 1.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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Above: Sir David Attenborough addresses Climate Assembly UK.

how the UK could meet its net zero target.’
They then engaged in detailed discussions
about the best way forwards, before
reaching their recommendations.

The assembly considered ten topics in total:

® Underpinning principles for the path
to net zero (Chapter 2);

® How we travel on land (Chapter 3);
= How we travel by air (Chapter 4);

= Heat and energy use in the home
(Chapter 5);

= What we eat and how we use the
land (Chapter 6);

= What we buy (Chapter 7);

= Where our electricity comes from
(Chapter 8);

B Greenhouse gas removals (Chapter 9);

® The changed context created by
Covid-19 (Chapter 10).

®  Additional recommendations
(Chapter 11).

5 The assembly was open and transparent,

whilst protecting assembly members’
identities. Speakers’ presentations were
publicly available via online live-stream

as they happened, and can now be found
on the Climate Assembly UK website.*

The assembly was open to a wide range of
media, stakeholders, officials and politicians
so that they could observe its proceedings.

The assembly was funded by the House

of Commons, with additional funding
from two philanthropic organisations:

the Esmée Fairbairn Foundation and the
European Climate Foundation. The two
philanthropic organisations did not have

a say in how the assembly was run or what
it covered. Delivery of the assembly was led
by The Involve Foundation (‘Involve’), with
the Sortition Foundation and mySociety
(please see Chapter 1).

The path to net zero: Climate Assembly
UK report recounts the assembly’s detailed
and considered view of its recommended
path to net zero by 2050. Taken together
the recommendations provide an internally
consistent and coherent vision, and are
designed to be considered as a whole.

For more information about the assembly’s 47 speakers and how they were chosen, including the roles of the assembly’s
Expert Leads, Advisory Panel and Academic Panel please see Chapter 1.
The website also contains a wealth of other information about the assembly, including how it was funded and who was involved.

See climateassembly.uk

Climate Assembly UK —The path to net zero
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Underpinning

principles

Assembly members’ first decision was on the principles that
should underpin the UK’s path to net zero. They worked in
small groups to discuss and draft the principles, before using

a vote to prioritise them.

In total, assembly members agreed
twenty-five underpinning principles
for the path to net zero.

Votes indicate how many assembly
members felt a principle should be a
priority, not how many supported it.®

Principles for the path to net zero,
in order of priority

1. Informing and educating everyone
(the public, industry, individuals
and government) — 74 votes

2. Fairness within the UK, including for
the most vulnerable (affordability, jobs,
UK regions, incentives and rewards)
in actions, not just words — 65 votes

3. Leadership from government that
is clear, proactive, accountable and
consistent — 63 votes

4. Protecting and restoring the
natural world - 59 votes

Each assembly member could vote for eight principles.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Ensuring solutions are future-proofed
and sustainable for the future - 45 votes

A joined-up approach across the system
and all levels of society (working together,
collaborating, sharing) — 40 votes

Long-term planning and a phased
transition - 39 votes

Urgency - 37 votes

Support for sustainable growth
(including pioneering innovation) —
37 votes

Local community engagement
embedded in national solutions —
33 votes

Think about our impact globally
and be a global leader - 32 votes

Use of mix of natural and
technological solutions — 32 votes

Transparency and honesty - 32 votes

Underpinned by scientific evidence
and focused on the big wins - 29 votes

12



Above: Assembly members listen to a speaker at the first assembly weekend.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Equality of responsibility for individuals,

government and business — 28 votes
Achievable - 27 votes

Everyone should have a voice

(e.g. via local representation and
participation, or in holding government
to account) — 27 votes

Regular independent checks on
progress — 27 votes

Fairness for the most vulnerable
globally (less developed countries) —
24 votes

Making the most of potential benefits
for everyone (e.g. health, wellbeing
and the economy) — 24 votes

Climate Assembly UK —The path to net zero

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Enabling and not restricting
individual choice - 23 votes

Protect the UK economy, including
from global competition — 18 votes

Compromise about changing
lifestyles — 15 votes

Those who bear the most
responsibility should act - 13 votes

Not negatively impacting other
institutions - 4 votes

Assembly members returned to these
principles, and considerations related
to them, throughout the assembly.

13



How we travel on land

The ways we travel on land include cars, vans and lorries,

as well public transport like buses, coaches and trains.

They also include ‘active transport’, for example walking,

cycling and scootering. Together these ways of moving around
account for 70% of the UK’s total greenhouse gas emissons from
transport and 23% of the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions overall.®

Key recommendations

Assembly members recommended a future
which minimises restrictions on travel and
lifestyles, placing the emphasis on shifting
to electric vehicles and improving public
transport, rather than on large reductions

in car use. They recommended:

® A ban on the sale of new petrol, diesel
and hybrid cars by 2030-2035;

B Areduction in the amount we use cars
by an average of 2-5% per decade;

® Improved public transport.

Assembly members identified 18
considerations that they would like
government and Parliament to bear in
mind when looking at how we travel on
land and the path to net zero. A full list can
be found in Chapter 3. Assembly members’
ten highest priority considerations were:

Ensure solutions are accessible and
affordable to all sections of society;

Help create significant change at an
individual level, including through
education, incentives and disincentives;

Achieve cross-party support for
decisions so that they are not changed
by successive governments;

Follow the principle that the polluter
should pay;

Check and be careful about side
effects, including moral, ethical and
environmental implications;

Invest in and develop public transport
to make it accessible and affordable;

Invest more and faster in research
and development for technologies;

Ask an independent regulator to assess
long-term consequences of the science
and policies;

Climate Assembly UK considered our travel on land for personal uses such as shopping, the school run and commuting.
The assembly did not look at transport used for services and to move goods, also known as freight. This followed guidance
from Parliament about where to focus if there was not time to consider all aspects of land travel.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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Above: An assembly member asks a speaker a question.

® Protect jobs and industry,
and support them to transition;

® Free bus travel, as introduced
in Dunkirk.’

In addition, assembly members
recommended fifteen policies aimed at
moving quickly to low carbon vehicles,
increasing public and active transport,
or discouraging car ownership and use.
Policies supported by at least two-thirds of
assembly members were:

On public transport

B Government investment in low
carbon buses and trains (91%);®

B Adding new bus routes and more
frequent services (86%);

®  Making public transport cheaper (83%);

Bringing public transport back under
government control (75%);

Increasing investment to make
buses faster and more reliable (66%).

On the cars we drive

Quickly stop selling the most
polluting vehicles (86%);

Grants for businesses and people
to buy low carbon cars (74%);

Car scrappage scheme (66%).

On active transport

Investing in cycling and
scootering facilities (70%).

On travelling less

Localisation (72%).°

This refers to a case study presented by one of the speakers, Lynn Sloman, during weekend two of the assembly. It showed
the impact of introducing free bus travel in Dunkirk in autumn 2018. Bus trips increased by 85% on some routes, and half

of the new bus users previously travelled by car.

% of assembly members who ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that the policy should be part of how the UK gets to net zero.
‘Localisation’ was described as involving (1) changing regulations to ensure that new houses can only be built with good
public transport links, and (2) including or putting back into local areas services such as post offices, local shops, health

centres and schools.

Climate Assembly UK — The path to net zero
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How we travel by air

Air travel accounts for 22% of the UK’s total greenhouse gas
emissions from transport, and 7% of the UK’s total greenhouse
gas emissions overall. Emissions from flying have grown

significantly in the last 30 years.°

Key recommendations

Assembly members identified 14
considerations that they would like
government and Parliament to bear in
mind when looking air travel and the
path to net zero. A full list can be found
in Chapter 4. Assembly members’ ten
highest priority considerations were:

®  Speed up technological progress;

® Influence the rest of the world;

= Even out the costs of air travel compared
to alternatives;

B Frequent fliers and those that fly further
should pay more;

®  Stay competitive and protect the economy;

®  Engage the population in making the
necessary changes;

®  Take account of different travel needs
(e.g. people with family far away);

®  Promote and incentivise UK holidays;

®  Scrap incentives to make people fly
more (e.g. air miles, first class);

B Ban polluting private jets and helicopters,
moving to electric when possible.

What the future should look like

Assembly members would like to see

a solution to air travel emissions that
allows people to continue to fly. Assembly
members felt that this would protect people’s
freedom and happiness, as well as having
benefits for business and the economy.

Assembly members’ support for continued
flying did, however, have limits. Assembly
members resoundingly rejected a future in
which air passenger numbers would rise

by as much as 65% between 2018 and 2050,
labelling it “counterproductive”. Instead,
assembly members sought to find an
acceptable balance between achieving
the net zero target, impacts on lifestyles,
reliance on new technologies, and
investment in alternatives.

Climate Assembly UK considered air travel for personal use. The assembly did not look at air travel for the transportation of
goods. This followed guidance from Parliament on where to focus, if there was not time to consider both.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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4 Assembly members recommended

a future in which:

B Growth in air passenger numbers is
limited to 25-50% between 2018 and 2050,
depending on how quickly technology
progresses. This is a lower rate of growth
per year than was seen in recent times
prior to Covid-19;

= 30m tonnes of CO, is still emitted by
the aviation sector in 2050 and requires
removing from the atmosphere;

®  There is investment in alternatives
to air travel.

How change should happen

80% of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’
or ‘agreed’ that taxes that increase as
people fly more often and as they fly
further should be part of how the UK gets

to get zero (see Figure 1). Assembly members
saw these taxes as fairer than alternative
policy options. They also suggested a number
of points around their implementation for
policy-makers to bear in mind.

Figure 1

Assembly members would like to see the
airline industry invest in greenhouse

gas removals. 75% of assembly members
‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that this should
be part of how the UK gets to net zero. There
was also significant support for financial
incentives from government to encourage
a wide range of organisations to invest.
Assembly members tended to feel that ‘the
polluter should pay’, although some suggested
aneed to monitor, scrutinise and perhaps
enforce airline industry investment to ensure
it actually takes place.

Assembly members strongly supported the
need to invest in the development and

use of new technologies for air travel.

87% of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’
or ‘agreed’ that this should be part of how the
UK gets to net zero. These technologies could
include electric aircraft and synthetic fuels.

Please rank the following policy options in order of preference

(% 1st preference votes)

%
80

40

21%

0

A carbon tax
on all flights

Climate Assembly UK —The path to net zero

Taxes that increase as
people fly more often

Taxes that increase as people fly
more often and as they fly further

17



In the home

Around 15% of the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions come from
the residential sector. Reducing these emissions means changes
to the use of heating, hot water and electricity in the home.!

Key recommendations

Assembly members’ recommendations
on heat and energy use in the home

show a strong push for action. They also
consistently emphasised their support for:

= Tailored solutions, enabling local
authorities and other local organisations
to chose solutions suited to their local
areas, and householders to pick the
options best for them;

= Increased choice, including through
steps to increase competition;

= Reliable and clear information
for the public;

® A need for solutions to work for all
income groups and housing types.

Some assembly members noted
concerns about the influence and
behaviour of big companies and
around the use of personal data.

What the future should look like

On home retrofits, assembly members
emphasised the need to minimise
disruption in the home, put in place
support around costs, and offer flexibility
and choice to homeowners. They had a
slight preference for upgrading each home all
in one go (56%), compared to upgrading each
home gradually (44%) but attached conditions
to the former around how it is financed. Some
assembly members stressed that the choice
between gradual and all-in-one retrofits
should be one for homeowners.

The best technology to use for zero carbon
heating is a matter of significant policy
debate. However at least 80% of assembly
members ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that
each of hydrogen (83%), heat pumps (80%),
and heat networks (80%) should be part

of how the UK gets to net zero.

94% of assembly members ‘strongly
agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that “people in different
parts of the country should be offered
different solutions to zero carbon heating”
(see Figure 2 overleaf). They argued that areas
should be able to choose the technologies best
suited to their needs.

11 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/862887/2018_Final_

greenhouse_gas_emissions_statistical_release.pdf

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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How change should happen

Assembly members emphasised the need

for a long-term strategy with a wide range
of actors taking steps to move the sector
towards net zero. Assembly members
strongly supported roles for government
investment (80%), local solutions (80%),
individual responsibility (80%) and market
innovation (80%).

Assembly members also backed a wide
range of specific measures to create
change. A majority of assembly members
‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that 19 policy Above: One of the speakers, Dr Modi Mwatsama
measures should be part of how the UK from Wellcome, presents to the assembly.

gets to net zero. Policies supported by at least

two-thirds of assembly members were:

®  Changes to energy market rules to
®  Support for smaller organisations allow more companies to compete (86%);

to offer energy services (94%); ®m  Changes to VAT on energy efficiency

®  Simpler consumer protection and zero carbon heating products (83%);

measures (92%); .
ures (92%) ® Information and support funded by

®  Changes to product standards to make government (83%), or information and
products more energy efficient and support provided by government (72%);

‘smart’ (91%);
(91%) ®  Government help for everyone

B Local plans for zero carbon homes (89%); (69%), or government help for poorer
. households (68%);
® A ban on sales of new gas boilers (68%)
from 2030 or 2035 (86%); ®  Enforcing district heating networks (66%).
Figure 2

“People in different parts of the country should be offered different
solutions to zero carbon heating” (%)

%

80
60
40
20
0% 3% 3%
0 I I
Strongly agree Agree Don't mind / Disagree Strongly disagree

unsure

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero 19



What we eat and
how we use the land

Assembly members looked at food, farming and land use
together because of the impact they have on one another.
In total, about a tenth of the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions
currently come from farming and ways we use the land.

Key recommendations

Assembly members put forward

eight considerations for government

and Parliament to bear in mind when
making decisions about food, farming,
land use and the path to net zero.

These focussed on (for the full, detailed
wording please see Chapter 6):

1. Providing support to farmers;

2. Information and education;

3. Using land efficiently;

4. Rules for large retailers and supermarkets;
5. More local and seasonal food;

6. Making low carbon food more affordable;

7. Some, just less, meat;

8. Considering net zero as part of
planning policy and new developments,
including support for allotments.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero

What the future should look like

Assembly members recommended
a future for food, farming and land
use in the UK centred around:

B Local produce and local food
production — assembly members
noted potential community
benefits, fairer prices for farmers,
a “feel good factor’ and reduced
environmental impacts;

® A change in diet to reduce meat
and dairy consumption by between
20% and 40% — the assembly stressed
the significance of education, saying
these changes should be voluntary
rather than compulsory;

B A “managed diversity” of land
use, including steps such as restoring
woodlands, peatlands and gorselands.

Assembly members highlighted the

need for the above to be combined with
measures to support farmers to make
the transition, and ensure changes do
not disproportionately affect the less
well off. Assembly members said changes

20



Above: One of the speakers, Professor Paul Ekins from University College London, takes questions from
assembly members.

should not compromise animal welfare,
and expressed strong concerns about
GM and lab grown food. They asked for
policy-makers to take into account the
implications for smaller farms, the
suitability of different land for different
uses, and differences in impact between
UK regions.

How change should happen

Assembly members recommended policies
to change both farming, food production
and land use, and retail and individuals’
behaviour. At least two-thirds ‘agreed’ or
‘strongly agreed’ that nine policies should
be part of how the UK gets to net zero.
These were:

® Labelling food and drink products
to show the amount of emissions that
come from different foods (94%);

® Information and skills training for
people who manage the land in order to
encourage low carbon farming practices
and reduce emissions (91%);

conditional on low carbon practices and
other public benefits, like protecting
biodiversity (89%);

Paying farmers and other landowners
to use their land to absorb and store
carbon, for example by restoring peatland
or planting trees (87%);

Amending the procedure for awarding
government contracts to give preference
to low carbon food producers (77%) and
carbon storing products such as those
from forestry (84%);

Changing planning rules so that food
can be produced sustainably in a wider
range of areas (83%);

Taxes and incentives for reducing food
waste, for example to encourage shops

to reduce waste; penalise food waste by
businesses and individuals; and encourage
supermarkets, restaurants and shops to
serve smaller portion sizes (72%);

Taxes and incentives for low carbon
foods (66%).

= Low carbon farming regulations,
for example, making farm payments

Full details of assembly members’ views
on these policies can be found in Chapter 6.
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What we buy

The things we buy are linked to climate change because
they use energy, and some of that energy comes from fossil

fuels like oil, coal and gas.

Products use energy while they are being
made, through services we use when we

buy them and because of how they reach

us. Some products also need energy to run.
When we then throw products away that has
implications for climate change too. The UK
has traditionally sent most of its waste to
landfill sites. Some of this waste generates
potent greenhouse gases as it rots.

Key recommendations

Assembly members’ recommendations on
‘what we buy’ entail changes for businesses
in particular, but also for individuals.
Assembly members identified five areas as key:

Assembly members strongly supported a
future in which businesses make products
using less — and lower carbon - energy
and materials. They backed a range of
specific policies to support this aim, including
‘resource efficiency targets and standards’
(91%), an ‘amended procedure for awarding
government contracts that gives preference
to low carbon companies and products’
(83%), taxes on producers, products and
services (83%), and ‘extended producer
responsibility’ (79%).

Assembly members supported the idea

of individuals repairing and sharing
more, with less purchasing of new

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero

products. They backed ‘measures to

enable product sharing’ (77%) including
technical and financial support to businesses
who offer sharing or renting services.

Assembly members felt strongly about the
need for better information to promote
informed choice and changes in individual
behaviour. They supported ‘labelling and
information about the carbon emissions
caused by different products and services’
(92%) and ‘product labelling and information
campaigns about what can be recycled

and why it’s important’ (92%). They also
backed ‘advertising bans and restrictions’

on high emissions products or sectors (74%).

Assembly members supported a range

of measures aimed at increasing recycling,
including ‘deposit return schemes’ (86%),
‘increased doorstep recycling’ (85%), and
‘grants and incentives for businesses’ to
improve recycling, develop new materials and
make goods from recycled materials (77%).

Assembly members called for long-

term commitment from government

and Parliament. They emphasised the
importance of cross-party support to prevent
policies changing when governments change,
as well as the need to look at both quick wins
and long-term solutions.
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Above: Assembly members listen to a speaker.

In addition to these five areas, some assembly
members raised points for government and
Parliament to consider around imports,
ring-fencing any tax revenue generated

by the above policies, and protecting
consumers from increased costs. Some also
highlighted trust and compliance issues
relating to business, asking for transparency,

Figure 3

honesty, strong enforcement, and reliable
and independent information and schemes.

Assembly members did not support policies
around changing income tax or working
hours, personal carbon allowances, voluntary
agreements, recycling requirements and pay-
as-you-throw schemes.

How much do you agree or disagree that each of the following policy
options should be part of how the UK gets to net zero? (%)

%

100 B %

49%

50

40%

0 o, B
Advertising Changes to Personal
bans and income taxor  carbon
restrictions working hours allowances

|

Strongly disagree  Disagree
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Where our electricity

comes from

How the UK generates its electricity is a central question on the
path to net zero. The UK still produces a significant amount of its
electricity from fossil fuels, particularly gas. This emits carbon
dioxide, which contributes to global warming and climate change.

All the UK’s electricity generation will
need to come from low carbon sources
if it is to meet its net zero target. The
UK is also likely to need more electricity
in future due to an increase in electric
vehicles and electric heating.

Key recommendations

Large majorities of assembly members
‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that three
ways of generating electricity should
be part of how the UK gets to net zero:

= Offshore wind (95%);
®  Solar power (81%);

= Onshore wind (78%).

Assembly members tended to see these
technologies as proven, clean and low
cost, with wind-based options suitable

for a “windy” UK. Offshore wind had key
additional benefits, particularly being
“out of the way”. Solar power was viewed
as flexible in terms of where it can be
located, among other advantages.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero

Some assembly members suggested a range
of points to bear in mind when implementing
all three technologies. These included their
location and environmental impact, progress
on electricity storage, ways to incentivise and
facilitate uptake, visual design, and where
they are manufactured.

Assembly members were much less
supportive of bioenergy, nuclear and
fossil fuels with carbon capture and
storage — although, particularly for
bioenergy, significant numbers of assembly
members were unsure about its use:

B 40% of assembly members ‘strongly
agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that bioenergy should
be part of how the UK gets to net zero,
36% were ‘unsure’, and 24% ‘strongly
disagreed’ or ‘disagreed’;

B The equivalent figures for nuclear
were 34%, 18% and 46%;

= For fossil fuels with carbon
capture and storage the results
were 22%, 22% and 56%.
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For some assembly members, their view on
bioenergy would depend on how bioenergy
is produced, including what is being burnt,
how production is regulated, and therefore
what its environmental and CO, impacts are.
Assembly members’ concerns about bioenergy
included burning trees and crops, land use,
environmental effects, and a feeling that
better alternatives exist.

Assembly members saw three main
disadvantages to nuclear: its cost, safety,

Above: A question and answer session
is live-streamed online.

and issues around waste storage and

decommissioning.

Their concerns about fossil fuels with 3 Assembly members did not hear
carbon capture and storage centred on detailed evidence about tidal, wave,
safety risks (if carbon leaked during storage hydro and geothermal technologies.
or transfer), the continued use of fossil fuels, However, assembly members were in
and a feeling that it only provides a “short- principle supportive of the use of these
term”, expensive solution when better final four ways of generating electricity,
alternatives are available. particularly for suitable local areas.
Figure 4

How much do you agree or disagree that each of the following
technologies should be part of how the UK generates electricity? (%)'?

Onshore Offshore Solar Bioenergy Nuclear Fossil fuels with
wind wind power carbon capture
and storage

Strongly disagree  Disagree  Don't mind/unsure  Agree  Strongly agree

12 Where bars in the graph don’t add up to 100% this is because some assembly members abstained.
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Greenhouse gas removals

Achieving the UK’s climate change target requires reducing
greenhouse gas emissions as much as possible. However reducing
emissions alone will not be enough.

By the middle of this century some emissions
will still remain. For the themes considered
by Climate Assembly UK, this is particularly
true of air travel and farming. The assembly’s
recommendations in these areas suggest
remaining emissions by 2050 of between
45-55 million tonnes per year. The assembly
therefore considered how best to remove these
remaining emissions from the atmosphere.

Key recommendations

Assembly members suggested that
a combination of greenhouse gas
removal methods will be needed
to achieve the UK’s net zero target.

Assembly members recommended that four
greenhouse gas removal methods should
be part of how the UK gets to net zero:

®  Forests and better forest
management (99%);"*

® Restoring and managing peatlands
and wetlands (85%);

®  Using wood in construction (82%);

®  Enhancing the storage of carbon
in the soil (62%).

Assembly members saw these methods

as the most “natural” and as having
significant co-benefits, including around
preventing flooding and erosion, promoting
biodiversity, access to nature and enjoyment.
Assembly members also set out a number
of conditions around their implementation,
including that it is planned and managed
well (for example, planting the right trees
in the right places), support for farmers,
sustainability, and the balance of land use.

Assembly members were less supportive
of Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and
Storage (BECCS) and Direct Air Carbon
Capture and Storage (DACCS). Only

42% of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’
or ‘agreed’ that each of these methods
should be part of how the UK gets to net
zero, while 36% (BECCS) and 39% (DACCS)
‘strongly disagreed’ or ‘disagreed’.

Common concerns about BECCS and

DACCS included the potential for leaks
from carbon storage sites and a feeling
that they failed to address the problem,
including a risk that they are “treated as

[a] magic solution” that “takes the focus off
the amount that we are emitting in the first
place.” Assembly members also saw these

% assembly members who ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that this greenhouse gas removal method should be part of how

the UK gets to net zero.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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Above: Assembly members discuss the issues.

methods, particularly DACCS, as being less
natural, costly and unproven in terms
of the technology they require.

Whilst BECCS and DACCS received

limited support, some assembly members
are keen that further research and

Figure 5

development takes place. Some noted that
these technologies could perhaps then be
used more in the future or that they might
be needed to “mop up” remaining CO,.

How much do you agree or disagree that each of the following
greenhouse gas removal methods should be part of how the UK

gets to net zero? (% votes)

%

100 . 30,
50
81%
50%
b

0

Forests and Restoring Enhancing

better forest and managing the storage

management  peatlands of carbon in

and wetlands the soil
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Covid-19, recovery and
the path to net zero

The arrival of Covid-19 in the UK saw an additional item added
to the assembly’s agenda. At the request of both Parliament and
assembly members themselves, space was made for consideration
of the changed context for reaching net zero created by the
pandemic, lockdown and their economic impacts.*

Assembly members’ views on this topic are
significant. There is no other group that is at
once representative of the UK population, and
well-acquainted with the sorts of measures
required to reach net zero.

Recovery

A large majority of assembly members
(79%) ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that,
‘steps taken by the government to help
the economy recover should be designed
to help achieve net zero’. When giving
their rationale, they most frequently
recommended that the government:

B Limit, or put conditions on, investment
in high carbon industries;

®  Rethink and invest in infrastructure;

®  Support low carbon industries;

®  Make the most of the economic
opportunities presented by the path
to net zero;

® Deal with Covid-19 and climate change
together where possible;

®m  Take advantage of the current
opportunities for change.

Assembly members who were unsure or
who disagreed with the statement tended
to emphasise a need to focus on economic
recovery first and foremost.

Another large majority of assembly
members (93%) ‘strongly agreed’ or
‘agreed’ that, ‘as lockdown eases,
government, employers and/or others
should take steps to encourage lifestyles
to change to be more compatible with
reaching net zero’. Assembly members
expressed support for encouraging
homeworking and changes to how we travel,
and again noted that this “tough and sad
time” presents an opportunity for change.
They also saw a key role for government

in providing leadership and information,
alongside roles for business and local areas.

The resulting session took place at the final assembly weekend on 16th May. At the time, strict lockdown measures were

in place in all four UK nations.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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Impact on the assembly’s thinking

Assembly members tended to avoid
expressing ‘strong”°® views about
whether Covid-19 and the lockdown

had made them think or feel differently
about how the UK should get to net zero.
In general their comments reflected the
changed context created by Covid-19 rather
than requests for alterations to specific
recommendations.

Overall assembly members tended to

agree that their thoughts and feelings
about the path to net zero in general had
changed (62%). They talked about a new
sense of opportunity for change, and altered
perceptions of what is possible (e.g. what
government can do). They also noted lifestyle
changes that are already happening. Some
highlighted the economic impacts of the
pandemic, suggesting, for example, that
they make reaching net zero more difficult.

73% of the assembly members who
had looked at ‘how we travel’ during

Figure 6

assembly weekends two and three said
that Covid-19 and lockdown had changed
their thoughts and feelings about how
to get to net zero in this area. They noted:

= The changes happening to air travel,
with some assembly members suggesting
that people may continue to fly less;

= Homeworking becoming more acceptable;

= The impact on public transport, with
people currently less willing to use it and
questions about whether or not that will
last long-term;

® Increases in cycling and walking,
although some questioned whether
these would hold during the winter.

Only a minority of assembly members
said that their thoughts and feelings had
changed about the other assembly themes
discussed prior to lockdown: ‘in the home’
(35%), ‘what we eat and how we use the
land’ (36%), and ‘what we buy’ (36%).

“As lockdown eases, government, employers and/or others should
take steps to encourage lifestyles to change to be more compatible

with reaching net zero” (%)

%

60
54%
40
39%
20
0

3% 3% 1%
[ [ ——
Strongly agree Agree Don't mind / Disagree Strongly disagree
unsure

They tended to choose ‘agree’ or ‘disagree’ in all four relevant votes, rather than ‘strongly agree’ or ‘strongly disagree’.

Climate Assembly UK —The path to net zero
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Additional

recommendations

On the final assembly weekend, all assembly members
discussed what further recommendations they wanted to
make to Parliament and government. Assembly members
worked together to draft suggested additions, which could be
on any aspect of the path to net zero. The suggestions were
then put to a vote of the whole assembly.

Assembly members did not hear any

new evidence to inform their votes.

Their decisions were based on their own
experiences, values, views and knowledge,
and the information they had heard
throughout the assembly. They had

the option to abstain or choose ‘unsure’.

In total, assembly members voted

in favour of thirty-nine additional
recommendations. They did not pass
two further proposals.

The recommendations touch on themes
including: transparency, accountability and
decision-making; education, communication
and engagement; international action

and impacts; and incentives, payments,
conditions, and taxes.

Additional recommendations
passed by the assembly

For the full list and wording of each
recommendation — some are detailed — please
see Chapter 11. The ten recommendations
that received most support were:

The transition to net zero should be a cross-
political party issue, and not a partisan one
(96% support’©);

More transparency in the relationship
between big energy companies and
government (94% support);

Get to net zero without pushing our emissions
to elsewhere in the world (92% support);

Incentives to accelerate progress to net zero
and conditions attached for organisations
seeking government financial support
(91% support);

% of assembly members who ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with the recommendation.

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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Above: Assembly members discuss the issues.

5 A robust media strategy on the outcomes
of the Assembly (90% support);

6 An independent neutral body that that
monitors and ensures progress to net
zero, including citizens assemblies and
independent experts (89% support);

7 Move away from fossil fuels and transition
to new energy sources (89% support);

8 Products and services labelled to include
their carbon footprint (89% support);

9 A follow up on the outcomes of the Assembly
covering what has been taken into account,
what hasn’t and why (88% support);

10 Harness the response to Covid-19 and COP26

to drive international coordinated action on
climate change (87% support).

Climate Assembly UK —The path to net zero

Proposals not passed
by the assembly

The assembly did not pass two proposals.
Both focussed on reaching net zero by

an earlier date than 2050. Slightly more
assembly members opposed such a move
than supported it, with the balance held

by those who were ‘unsure’ or ‘didn’t mind.’
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Assembly members’
views of the assembly

An independent evaluation of Climate Assembly UK will
be published in Spring 2021. However, initial results suggest
that assembly members viewed the assembly positively.

Statement about the

assembly, from the survey % assembly
completed by assembly members ‘strongly
members after all six weekends agreed’ or ‘agreed’

% assembly
members ‘don’t
know / unsure’

% assembly members
‘strongly disagreed’
or 'disagreed’

‘I have understood almost everything
that the other members of my small 98
group said during our discussions’

‘I have understood almost
everything that was presented 95
by the speakers’

‘I have had enough information

. . 91
to participate effectively’

‘The information | have received
has been fair and balanced between 78
different view points’

16

‘The assembly has helped me clarify
my views about how to reach net zero’

‘I have learned a lot during the
assembly about how UK can 95
achieve net zero by 2050’

‘My fellow participants have
respected what | had to say, even 94
when they didn’t agree with me’

‘I have had ample opportunity
in the small group discussions 95
to express my views’

Climate Assembly UK—The path to net zero
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Above: Assembly members listen to a speaker.

The initial results also:

®  Show that 90% of assembly members
‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ that ‘assemblies
like this should be used more often to
inform government and parliament
decision making’.

®  Suggest that taking part in the
assembly has impacted positively
on assembly members’ appetite and
confidence to engage in political
decision-making. 88% of assembly
members ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’
that ‘I feel more confident to engage in

Climate Assembly UK —The path to net zero

(13

political decision making as a result of
being involved in this citizens’ assembly’.
The same percentage ‘strongly agreed’

or ‘agreed’ that ‘taking part in this
citizens’ assembly has made me want

to be more involved in other aspects

of decision making’.

Like everyone else, I really enjoyed the entire
experience, and I am sorry that it has now
come to an end. It was a once in a lifetime
opportunity, and I am truly grateful to have
been given the chance to take part.”

Assembly member
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In June 2019, the UK Government and Parliament agreed
that the UK should do more to tackle climate change.
They passed a law committing the UK to reaching net
zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050.

The target means that by 2050 the UK will have to reduce the amount of greenhouse gases

it produces to a much lower level than today, and balance its remaining emissions by removing
the same amount from the atmosphere. Decisions about how the target is reached will affect
many aspects of people’s lives.

It is against this backdrop that six select committees* of the House of Commons decided to
commission Climate Assembly UK? — the first UK-wide citizens’ assembly on climate change.
The committees asked the assembly to examine the question:

“How should the UK meet its target of net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050?2”
The committees aim to use the assembly’s results to inform their work in scrunitising government.

Climate Assembly UK has 108 members, who together are representative of the UK population in
terms of both demographics and their level of concern about climate change (please see Section A
below). They met as an assembly over six weekends between the end of January and the middle
of May 2020. This report presents their recommendations — assembly members’ detailed and
considered views on the path to net zero.

About this chapter and citizens’ assemblies

Governments and parliaments around the world are increasingly using citizens’ assemblies in their
work. The assemblies enable decision-makers to understand people’s informed and considered
preferences on issues that are complex, controversial, moral or constitutional. The UK Parliament
commissioned its first citizens’ assembly, the Citizens’ Assembly on Social Care, in 2018.

1 The six commissioning select committees were: Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy; Environmental
Audit; Housing, Communities and Local Government; Science and Technology; Transport; and Treasury.
2 The committees announced their plans for the assembly on 20 June 2019.
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Citizens’ assemblies have a number of key features including:®

Who takes part: assembly members are representative of the wider population;

The assembly process: assembly members go through a three stage process of learning,
discussion, and decision-making;

The information provided: the evidence presented to assembly members during the
learning phase is balanced, accurate and comprehensive;

Independent facilitation: the assembly is not facilitated by the organisation that
commissioned the assembly.

This chapter looks at how Climate Assembly UK worked across each of these areas. It also includes
a brief introduction to how the assembly’s results are presented in the rest of this report.

A. Introducing the assembly
members

¢ I felt like I’'d won the lottery when I got the letter. I'd be daft not to do it — it’s amazing to

get the chance to have a say and influence what may happen in the future. I was in the
army for 22 years so I’'ve not got a problem meeting new people and learning new things,
I'm really looking forward to it. I hope Britain can take a leading role with making the
changes we need to secure our future.”

Assembly Member — Marc, 46, from Newcastle

Climate Assembly UK’s members come from all walks of life, and all across the UK - from
Belfast to Bolton. They include parents, grandparents, and people without children; health
workers, engineers, and full-time carers. At the time we first heard from them, the oldest
was 79 years old; the youngest 16. None of them had ever met before.

Together they are representative of the UK population in terms of:

Age;

Gender;

Ethnicity;

Educational level;

Where in the UK they live;

Whether they live in an urban or a rural area;

Their level of concern about climate change.

3 For a broader discussion on citizens' assembly features and standards in a UK context please see https://www.involve.
org.uk/resources/blog/news/when-citizens-assembly-not-citizens-assembly-towards-some-standards.
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Above: Sir David Attenborough addresses Climate Assembly UK.*

The Sortition Foundation® recruited assembly members using a process known as ‘sortition’
or a ‘civic lottery.’ Sortition is recognised internationally as the gold standard method for
recruiting citizens’ assembly members.

¢ I am grateful to the 110 people from all corners of the United Kingdom who are giving up
their weekends to take part in this very important discussion of how we in the UK reach
our net zero emissions target. These people have been picked to represent our population
as a whole, they come from all walks of life, and together they will deliberate carefully
on behalf of us all. We should listen closely to their recommendations.”

Sir David Attenborough, Naturalist & Broadcaster

A.1 How recruitment worked

The recruitment process for assembly members had three stages.

Stage one - letters to a randomly selected households
¢ Iwas quite intrigued by the letter. To be asked for my opinion is unusual so it
was certainly interesting.”

Assembly member

4 Sir David did not give evidence to the assembly, instead he came to meet assembly members before dinner at the
first assembly weekend. He thanked assembly members for giving up their time to be part of the assembly, and took
questions about his life and work - but not about his views on the path to net zero.

5 Please see Section D below.
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The recruitment process started with Parliament sending out letters to addresses randomly
selected from Royal Mail’s Postcode Address File: 80% of the addresses were randomly selected
from the whole file; 20% from the most deprived areas within the file.®

The letters’ invited those aged 16 years or over, who are permanent UK residents®, living at

an address that received a letter, to take part in the assembly.® Recipients had the option to
respond online or by phone to say that they were free on the relevant dates and would be
interested in taking part.:° When they replied, we asked them a small number of demographic
and attitudinal questions — those needed to be able to ensure that the assembly’s eventual
membership was representative of the UK population across the seven criteria described above.

Stage two - random stratified sampling, done by computer

¢ Ido hope there will be an opportunity for us all to meet up again. The Climate Assembly
has been an extremely interesting and worthwhile experience for me and one which
I feel very privileged to have participated in. Thank you computer!!!”

Assembly member

Once the deadline for responses had passed, the Sortition Foundation used random stratified
sampling by computer* to generate a list of 110 people to become assembly members.*?
The computer selected no more than one person from any single household.

Sortition Foundation contacted these 110 individuals to let them know that they had been
selected and to confirm their availability. They replaced anyone who dropped out at this stage,
ensuring the assembly’s overall membership continued to be representative. They also contacted
all other respondents to let them know they were on a reserve list and could be contacted

if anyone withdrew before the first assembly weekend.

6 Responses to invitation letters can be lower from more deprived areas. Weighting where letters are sent in this way
helps ensure that enough people from these areas respond for the assembly’s eventual make-up to be representative
of the wider population.

7 The invitation letter explained information including when the assembly would be held, the assembly’s remit, who had
commissioned it, and what the commissioning committees would do with its results. It also covered information about
the assembly team'’s ability to meet different access needs and the support we could provide.

8 We defined this as anyone that had stayed, or intended to stay, in the UK for a period of 12 months or more at the date
on the invitation letter.

9 The following people could not apply to be part of the assembly: Members of either Houses of the UK Parliament, the
Welsh Parliament, the Scottish Parliament, or the Northern Ireland Assembly - and the staff of any of these Members;
Local Authority Councillors; elected mayors; paid employees of any political party or of UK Parliament.

10  We received positive responses from 1,748 people. This response rate of 5.8% is within the typical range for citizens’
assemblies in the UK (3-7%).

11 The code for the selection is open source, and can be found on GitHub. Those who contributed to the code include
Professor Ariel Procaccia and his team at Harvard University and Carnegie Mellon University.

12 105 assembly members were selected to be strictly representative of the UK population. The final five assembly
members were used to over-sample groups that are either very small (meaning that an assembly member being ill for
a weekend, for example, would leave them poorly represented) or which are more likely to drop out of the assembly
process. For example, we slightly over-sampled people from Northern Ireland. Similarly, taken together, people in the
attitudes to climate change poll who are ‘'not at all’ or 'not very concerned’ about climate change are slightly over-
represented (+3 people) amongst assembly members.
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Above: Assembly members discuss the issues.

Stage three - liaison and final replacements

¢ I'm looking forward to taking part in the assembly and learning a lot more,
and I think I have some great ideas to contribute.”

Assembly Member — Maia, 44, from London

Involve, the public participation charity that would run the assembly weekends (please see
Section D), took over contact with assembly members from this point. They focussed on ensuring
that everyone had everything they needed ready for the first assembly weekend. This included
providing any necessary support, for example with booking travel.

A number of assembly members had to withdraw during this stage for a variety of personal

reasons. Involve replaced these assembly members with people from the reserve list, ensuring
that the assembly’s membership overall remained representative of the UK population.
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A.2 The assembly’s make-up

¢ Iwas a bit worried that it would just be the people who were most passionate about the crisis
—that youd get an influx of people so it would be very one-sided and biased. So to come in
and find it is a complete representation: I've spoken to people for who it’s a complete crisis —
to complete denial or don’t believe it’s a real thing, that end of the spectrum. So to see that
representation was quite a surprise and really refreshing for someone like myself.”

Assembly member — Chris, 32, from Oxford
All but two of the 110 assembly members arrived at the Climate Assembly UK venue for the

assembly’s first weekend. This made a total assembly membership of 108 people.** The table
below shows how these 108 assembly members compare to the UK population:

Criteria UK population* % Assembly members % No. of assembly members
Age

16-29 217 23.1 25

30-44 23.9 259 28

45-59 25.0 24.1 26

60+ 29.4 26.9 29

Data Source: ONS estimate mid-2018.

Gender

Male 49.1 48.1 52
Female 51 50.9 55
Other No data 0.9 1

Data Source: ONS estimate mid-2018.

Ethnicity
White 87 83.3 90
BAME 13 16.7 18

Data Source: ONS UK Census 2011.

13 One assembly member withdrew from the assembly process after the first weekend for personal reasons. As this
happened so early in the assembly process, and all the talks and Q&A sessions from weekend one were available
online, we decided to replace them from the assembly'’s reserve list. A new assembly member joined from weekend
two and remained with the assembly throughout its duration.

14 The data sources for these figures are included in the table underneath each criteria.

Climate Assembly UK— About Climate Assembly UK 40


https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationestimatesforukenglandandwalesscotlandandnorthernireland/mid20182019laboundaries/ukmidyearestimates20182019ladcodes.xls
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationestimatesforukenglandandwalesscotlandandnorthernireland/mid20182019laboundaries/ukmidyearestimates20182019ladcodes.xls
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/keystatisticsandquickstatisticsforlocalauthoritiesintheunitedkingdom/2013-10-11

Criteria UK population** % Assembly members % No. of assembly members
Education
No Qualifications / 39
36.3 36.1
Level 1
Level 2 / Level 3/ 34.3 37
Apprenticeship / Other '
Level 4 and above 27.2 29.6 32

Date source for England and Wales: ONS 2011 UK Census. Data source for Scotland: Scottish Government’s Scottish
Surveys Core Questions 2013. Data source for Northern Ireland: Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency,

Northern Ireland Census 2011.

Geography
England
North East 4.0 4.6 5
North West 11.0 111 12
Yorkshire and 8.3 8.3 9
The Humber
East Midlands 7.2 7.4 8
West Midlands 8.9 8.3 9
East of England 9.3 9.3 10
London 13.4 12.0 13
South East 13.8 12.0 13
South West 8.4 8.3 9
Wales 4.7 5.6 6
Scotland 8.2 9.3 10
Northern Ireland 2.8 3.7 4
Data Source: ONS estimate mid-2018.
Rural/Urban
Urban 82 79.6 86
Rural 18 20.4 22

Data source for England and Wales: UK Government, Rural population 2014/2015. Data source for Scotland: Scottish
Government, Rural Scotland — key facts 2018. Data source for Northern Ireland: Northern Ireland Statistics and Research

Agency, Northern Ireland Census 2011.
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Criteria UK population** % Assembly members % No. of assembly members

Climate views

Very concerned 52 49.1 53
Fairly concerned 33 32.4 35
Not very concerned 9 14.8 16
Not at all concerned 5 2.8 3
Other 1 0.9 1

Data Source: Ipsos/Mori, July 2019 (Q: How concerned, if at all, are you about climate change, sometimes referred to as
‘global warming’?

Assembly members’ attendance throughout the assembly remained high. Ill-health and other
personal reasons occasionally meant that one or more assembly members missed a weekend.**
However this never had a significant effect on the percentages in the table above.

Assembly members spent much of their time at the assembly working in small groups. We created
seating plans to make sure there were a diverse range of assembly members at each table, in line
with the seven recruitment criteria. We changed the seating plan every day during the offline
weekends and for each session during the online weekends.

A.3 Access, inclusion and wellbeing

¢ Edd, Rebecca and the rest of the red [support] team you’ve made me feel so welcomed,
relaxed and at ease on all three of the hotel weekends. You answered all of my queries,
questions and emails no matter how trivial it may have been. You’ve all been so friendly
and chatty. You’ve been with me every step of this whole experience, even when I’ve
been tired and emotional. I stepped completely out of my comfort zone and [taking part]
wouldn’t have been possible without all of you.”

Assembly member

Access and inclusion were key considerations throughout the assembly.*® Prior to the first
weekend, they influenced decisions such as our venue choice (a fully accessible venue), the
venue’s location, and the timings of the events. We gave assembly members an honorarium of

15  One assembly member missed weekend two for health reasons. One (not the same person) missed weekend three for
health reasons. When the assembly moved online due to coronavirus (please see Section B), two assembly members
got in touch to tell us that they may have difficulty attending assembly sessions for Covid-19 related reasons. They
asked to receive all the assembly information and said they would take part if they could. We aimed to facilitate their
involvement by, for example, sharing speakers’ pre-recorded presentations with them to watch in their own time. Sadly,
however, these two assembly members did not take part in the online weekends. One further assembly member, who
had previously missed a weekend for health reasons, also did not take part. Two further assembly members missed the
final assembly weekend for personal reasons. The final weekend therefore had the lowest attendance of any weekend,
with 103 out of the 108 assembly members present.

16 The measures described here are not an exhaustive list but they give an indication of the kinds of steps taken by the
assembly team. We made it clear to assembly members that we could provide these, and other, types of support in the
invitation letter. We also checked all assembly members’ needs and preferences during stage three of recruitment.
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£150 per weekend'’ for their participation, as well as covering their travel, accommodation and
food/drink. Where relevant we covered costs such as childcare and the attendance of parents/
guardians. We paid all costs relating to assembly members bringing carers with them to the
weekends. We also met other access needs by, for example, providing hearing loops, headsets
and materials in large print.

¢ The tone set by Involve was perfect. It was welcoming, open and yet firm and assertive.
It encouraged people to behave well and to take the assembly very seriously. It created
an atmosphere of respect, co-operation, tolerance and humour. People from all walks of
life were able to discuss and share with each other in a way they wouldn’t have managed
in a different setting.”

Assembly member

Access and inclusion remained key considerations at the assembly venue. In the first assembly
session, assembly members drafted conversation guidelines for themselves. Examples included
“respect others’ backgrounds and opinions”, “ensure everyone can participate”, “be calm and
polite”, and “be honest and don’t be afraid to give your opinion.” The facilitators'® at the weekends
helped to ensure that assembly members were mindful of the guidelines at all times. They

also used facilitation techniques that helped ensure everyone had a voice. We worked with the
Expert Leads and speakers (please see Section D) to make the information presented to assembly
members as accessible and digestible as possible.

We took a number of additional steps around access and inclusion when the assembly moved
online due to Covid-19. These included minimising the amount of time assembly members,
including those with young children, had to spend online at any one point, and ensuring that
all assembly members had a way to participate in the sessions for free. We provided technical
support and a guided chance to get to know the platforms we would be using. We provided
flexible arrangements, where needed, for how and when assembly members could participate.

¢ They were all so mindful of our needs and sympathetic to the different levels of
confidence we had. A particular mention of the ‘Quiet Room’ staff. I hadn’t expected
to find this facility and was impressed that it had been thought of. I used it myself
on a couple of occasions and found it to be an oasis of calm.”

Assembly member

Another critical consideration was assembly members’ wellbeing.'° There was a support team
both at and between weekends whose focus was to look after assembly members. We asked
assembly members to fill out feedback forms at the end of every assembly weekend so that we
could check for any issues. We also checked-in with each assembly member individually after each
event to make sure all was well.

17 We advised assembly members receiving welfare benefits to check with their advisor about whether or not the
honorarium would negatively affect them and, if yes, whether it would help if the honorarium was paid in vouchers
for a shop of their choice. Assembly members could also choose to waive the honorarium entirely, although no one
did. Some assembly members did choose to receive vouchers rather than bank transfers.

18  There was a professional facilitator at each table, as well as at the front of the room.

19  Again this list is not exhaustive, but it gives a flavour of the measures put in place.

Climate Assembly UK— About Climate Assembly UK 43



At the assembly venue in Birmingham we created a designated Quiet Room, staffed by a
trained member of the team. Assembly members could use it at any time if they were feeling
unwell, distressed, in need of some space, or for any other reason. When the assembly moved
online, we instead provided a phone number that assembly members could use to reach trained
members of staff.

B. The assembly weekends

The assembly was originally intended to run over four weekends in Birmingham, between

the end of January and the end of March 2020. Three of these weekends happened as planned.
The arrival of Covid-19 in the UK led to the fourth and final weekend being postponed and then
moved online.

¢ It was disappointing that weekend four didn’t go ahead, but obviously we have to
protect everybody’s health, so it was the right thing to do. I am glad that it is going
forward in some capacity and I think that doing it virtually is the best way to do this.”

Assembly member — Sharon, from Yorkshire
We split the intended content for the offline weekend four over three online weekends to
ensure the assembly remained accessible (please see Section A.3 above).?° Following requests

from assembly members, Parliament and the Expert Leads, we also added a session on the
implications of Covid-19 for the path to net zero.*

The content of each weekend was as follows:

Weekend one

¢ Being here and seeing all these people, from all walks of life, representing the
UK population, all so involved and willing to help make a change is really inspiring.”

Assembly Member — Ibrahim, 42, from Surrey
All assembly members heard from, and questioned, three panels of speakers. The panels covered

an introduction to climate change and the net zero target; and overarching ethical, practical and
strategic questions about the path to net zero.

Assembly members also reached their first decisions, on principles that should underpin the
UK’s approach to meeting its climate target (please see Chapter 2).

20  Each weekend in Birmingham ran from Friday evening to Sunday lunchtime. The online weekends each had short
sessions on Saturday morning, Saturday afternoon and Sunday morning.
21 Please see Chapter 10 for the results of this session.
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Weekend two

¢ It’s an eye-opener all the new things I'm learning — incredible.”

Assembly Member — Amanda, from Kent

On the Friday evening of weekend two, assembly members focussed on ways to consider

the information they would receive throughout the assembly process.?? On Saturday morning,
all assembly members heard an introduction to where our energy comes from, and questioned
the speakers. The assembly then split into three groups to examine:

B  How we travel (please see Chapters 3 and 4);
B Heat and energy use in the home (please see Chapter 5);

®  What we eat and how we use the land (please see Chapter 6) and What we buy
(please see Chapter 7).

We divided assembly members into the three groups using random stratified sampling

based on the seven recruitment criteria listed in Section A. This ensured each group remained
representative of the UK population. Assembly members spent the remainder of weekend two
in these groups, hearing evidence, questioning speakers and beginning to discuss what they
had heard.

Weekend three

“I feel like attitudes are constantly changing among who I'm sitting with and I'm
enjoying it. Figuring out how we’re going to balance finance and technology and trying
to grasp how we’re going to be able to fund these things but make sure things are getting
done... It’s pretty special, especially as I'm only 21. It’s something I didn’t think I'd be

able to get involved in, this early on. It’s going to have such a big impact on my future
and hopefully, my children’s future so it’s really lovely to be asked to be involved in such
a massive but valuable project.”

Assembly Member — Ellie, 21, from Buckinghamshire

Weekend three started with a chance for assembly members to feed in their thoughts on the
topics that their group had not considered at the previous weekend. We wrote these thoughts
up overnight on the Friday and provided them to assembly members in the relevant groups on
Saturday morning.

Assembly members spent the rest of weekend three in their topic groups, discussing the evidence
they had heard at weekend two and reaching their decisions on these issues.

22 Assembly members heard a short presentation on this topic from Dr Alan Renwick, (Constitution Unit,
University College London). All speakers’ presentations are available as slides, videos and transcripts at
climateassembly.uk/resources/.
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Above: An assembly member takes notes.

Weekend four (online)
¢ Going online was another experience I had never had before. It worked really well.
It was well organised and well done.”

Assembly member

All assembly members spent weekend four focussed on the issue of ‘where our electricity comes
from’ (please see Chapter 8). Assembly members heard from a panel of speakers on Saturday
morning, questioned them on Saturday afternoon and discussed their views on Sunday morning.
They made their final decisions by vote online, in a secure way, at the close of the weekend.

Weekend five (online)

¢ The facilitation team has been amazing. They’ve kept us engaged and focused
throughout the weekends which can’t have been easy when your dealing with 110
opinionated human beings ... and they’ve done it in a friendly and respectful way.”

Assembly member

Weekend five followed the same format as weekend four, with all assembly members considering
the topic of ‘removing greenhouse gases from the atmosphere’ (please see Chapter 9).
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Weekend six (online)

¢ As a member of Climate Assembly UK I am proud that, despite the many challenges faced

by us all during the Covid-19 pandemic, we have still managed to finish the work needed
to successfully provide the six select committees with proposals to meet the target of
net zero carbon emissions by 2050. I hope Parliament will take time to consider these

proposals with due care and respect.”

Assembly member — Adrian, 52, from Northern Ireland

Weekend six was split into three parts:

B On Saturday morning, all assembly members considered early drafts of sections of the

assembly report, and provided feedback on them;

= On Saturday afternoon, all assembly members explored the implications of Covid-19 for
the path to net zero (please see Chapter 10). They voted on some questions around this

topic online at the end of the day;

B On Sunday morning, all assembly members discussed whether there were any
additional recommendations that they wanted to add to the report (please see
Chapter 11). Again, decisions on this area were made by vote online.

Assembly members continued to provide feedback on drafts of this report, and on the assembly’s
interim briefing released in June 2020, after the end of weekend six.

How the assembly reached its decisions

23

24

Assembly members learnt about each topic they considered and discussed them in-depth.
They then made their decisions. This decision-making phase took two different forms:

B Sometimes assembly members drafted options to vote on themselves, in an entirely
bottom-up process;

B Sometimes they voted on pre-prepared options, occasionally modifying these in advance
of the vote.**

Citizens’ assemblies often primarily use the first kind of entirely bottom-up decision-making
process. Climate Assembly UK supplemented this with votes on scenarios and options for
a number of reasons:

B The target - it provided a guide to assembly members about how to construct packages
of recommendations across the ten themes that together were capable of achieving net
zero by 2050;

®  Key trade offs - it meant that the assembly was able to explore and explicitly take a view
on the key options and trade-offs facing decision-makers;

The assembly released its key recommendations on ‘Covid-19, recovery and the path to net zero' in June 2020,
in advance of government announcements on this issue.
The Expert Leads also used assembly members’ comments at previous weekends to help shape the options.
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B Time - it enabled the assembly to cover a broader range of topics and issues in the time
available to it.

The process for deciding on the options and scenarios used at the assembly was the same as
the one for ensuring the information assembly members heard was balanced, accurate and
comprehensive (please see Section C of this chapter).

Which decision-making process was used for which decisions is described clearly throughout
this report.

C. Balanced, accurate and
comprehensive information

The assembly team worked hard to ensure that the information presented to assembly members
was balanced, accurate and comprehensive.

The Expert Leads

This work started with the assembly’s Expert Leads: Chris Stark, Committee on Climate Change;
Professor Jim Watson, University College London; Professor Lorraine Whitmarsh, University
of Bath; and Professor Rebecca Willis, University of Lancaster.?*

The role of the Experts Leads was to ensure that Climate Assembly UK was:

= Balanced, accurate and comprehensive in terms of its content on climate change;

B Focussed on the key decisions facing the UK about how to get to net zero by 2050.

They worked closely with Involve (please see Section D below) to draft the assembly’s structure,
including the themes it would consider, and the focus of each panel of speakers. They also drafted
briefs for each speaker slot on each panel, and suggested names of speakers against each brief.

The Expert Leads all attended the assembly weekends as speakers and to provide balanced
answers to questions that arose during assembly members’ discussions. They were supported
in this role by Jenny Hill, Committee on Climate Change, and Professor Jillian Anable,
University of Leeds.

25  Involve (please see Section D) contacted the Expert Leads to ask if they would be interested in principle in being
involved before submitting a proposal for Parliament's tender for contract. The team at Parliament working on Climate
Assembly UK approved these individuals as the assembly’s Expert Leads when awarding the contract, on the basis of
their clear expertise in addressing climate change.
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Advisory Panel

The Expert Leads’ suggestions for the content of the assembly went first to its Advisory Panel
for feedback. Members of the Advisory Panel were, in alphabetical order:?®

Fernanda Balata, New Economics Foundation

Tanisha Beebee, Confederation of British Industry (CBI)

Patrick Begg, National Trust

Allen Creedy, Federation of Small Businesses (FSB)

Audrey Gallacher, Energy UK

Professor Michael Grubb, University College London (UCL) Institute for Sustainable Resources
Eamonn Ives, Centre for Policy Studies

Ann Jones, National Federation of Women’s Institutes

Ceris Jones, National Farmers Union (NFU)

Chaitanya Kumar, Green Alliance?

Kirsten Leggatt, 2050 Climate Group

Matthew Lesh, Adam Smith Institute

Nick Molho, Aldersgate Group

Luke Murphy, Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR)

Tim Page, Trades Union Congress (TUC)

Doug Parr, Greenpeace

Dr Alan Renwick, Constitution Unit, University College London (UCL)
Dhara Vyas, Citizens’ Advice

Rebecca Williams, RenewableUK

Panel members commented on every part of the plans, suggesting additional content, amended
structures for panels, and alternative speakers. Minutes of Advisory Panel meetings are published
on the Climate Assembly UK website. Advisory Panel members also commented on all written
briefings provided to assembly members.

26

27

Advisory Panel members were chosen to represent stakeholders with an interest or expertise in the areas of emissions
reduction that Parliament and the Expert Leads felt Climate Assembly UK should examine. The organisations were
chosen to make the panel balanced across a broad range of political and ideological standpoints, representing
different parts of society (e.g. business, trade unions, NGOs and civil society groups). A climate change specialist in the
Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (POST) drew up an initial list of members. The Climate Assembly UK
team at Parliament then worked with the Expert Leads to ensure that this group met the above criteria.

Chaitanya has since changed roles but was at Green Alliance at the point when Advisory Panel meetings took place.
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Academic Panel

Members of Climate Assembly UK’s academic panel were, in alphabetical order:?®

The Expert Leads drew on the expertise of individual members of this panel when drafting and

Jillian Anable, Professor of Transport and Energy, University of Leeds

John Barrett, Professor of Energy and Climate Policy, University of Leeds

John Barry, Professor of Green Political Economy, Queen’s University Belfast
Jason Chilvers, Professor of Environment and Society, University of East Anglia
Nick Eyre, Professor of Energy and Climate Policy, University of Oxford

Dr Clair Gough, Senior Research Fellow with the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change
Research, University of Manchester

Dr Rosie Green, Assistant Professor in Nutrition and Sustainability, London School
of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine

Dr Jo House, Reader in Environmental Science and Policy, University of Bristol

Tahseen Jafry, Professor of Climate and Social Justice and Director The Centre for
Climate Justice, Glasgow Caledonian University

Carly McLachlan, Professor of Climate and Energy Policy, University of Manchester

Dale Southerton, Professor in Sociology of Consumption and Organisation,
University of Bristol

Benjamin Sovacool, Professor of Energy Policy at the Science Policy Research Unit
(SPRU), University of Sussex

finalising the assembly’s suggested content. Academic panel members also commented on written
briefings provided to assembly members within their respective areas of specialism.

Wider society

Climate Assembly UK is grateful for the engagement and input of a number of prominent
business, faith and civil society leaders from across UK society.

These individuals received a briefing on Climate Assembly UK in December 2019 and had the

opportunity to provide comments:

28

Dame Carolyn Fairbairn, Director-General, CBI

®  Joanna Haigh CBE FRS, Emeritus Professor of atmospheric physics and recent co-director

of the Grantham Institute on climate change at Imperial College London
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B Rt Rev Nicholas Holtam, Lord Bishop of Salisbury and Church of England lead on
the environment

5 Anabel Hoult, CEO, Which?

®  Geraldine Howley OBE, CEO, Incommunities Group and Chair of the Chartered Institute
of Housing’s governing board

B Minette Batters, President, National Farmers’ Union
= Harun Khan, Secretary General, Muslim Council of Britain
® Edmund King OBE, AA President

= Professor Lord Krebs, Emeritus Professor of Zoology Oxford University, Former Member
of the Climate Change Committee and Chair of the Adaptation Sub Committee

®  Martin Lewis OBE, Founder, MoneySavingExpert.com

B Dr Helena McKeown, Chair of the BMA’s Representative Body

®  Deirdre Michie OBE, Chief Executive, OGUK

B Ephraim Mirvis, Chief Rabbi

= Nick Molho, Executive Director, Aldersgate Group

B His Eminence Cardinal Vincent Gerard Nichols, Archbishop of Westminster
= Frances O’Grady, General Secretary, Trades Union Congress

®  Stephen Phipson CBE, Chief Executive, Make UK

= Jonathon Porritt, Founder Director, Forum for the Future

B Dr Nina M Skorupska CBE FEI, Chief Executive, REA — The Association for Renewable
Energy and Clean Technology

B Beccy Speight, Chief Executive, RSPB
®  Matt Wrack, General Secretary, Fire Brigades Union

®  Sir Simon Stevens, Chief Executive, NHS

Parliament

Sign off*® on the assembly’s plans rested with Parliament, including House of Commons select
committee staff and officials from the Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (POST).
These individuals have considerable experience of putting together balanced panels and evidence
for Members of Parliament and select committees.

29  Parliamentary officials were also able to input to all aspects of the assembly’s plans at earlier stages in their development.
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Speakers

The assembly’s final design included presentations from forty-seven speakers, including the Expert
Leads. Some speakers were asked to act as ‘informants’, meaning they needed to cover the range of
views and available evidence on a topic. Others were asked to be ‘advocates’, giving their own view
or that of their organisation. At the start of each chapter we have included in a footnote a list of the
speakers who presented on that topic and noted whether they were advocates or informants. We
also gave assembly members this information before they heard from the relevant individuals.

In addition to the forty-seven speakers, and the opportunity to hear from Sir David Attenborough,
Chairs of two of the commissioning select committees — Rachel Reeves MP,*° and Mel Stride MP
— addressed the assembly. They thanked assembly members for taking part and explained why

they see Climate Assembly UK as important.

A full list of speakers, including the two MPs, can be found on the Climate Assembly UK website.

Transparency

Transparency was a key consideration for the Climate Assembly UK team. The Climate Assembly
UK website (www.climateassembly.uk) contains information including:

B Videos of all speakers' presentations to the assembly, along with their slides and transcripts
of what they said;

B Videos of question and answer sessions with speakers that took place in plenary, along with
transcripts of those sessions;

®  All written briefings given to assembly members;

®  Full lists of the assembly’s Expert Leads, Advisory Panel members, Academic Panel members
and the organisations involved in delivering the assembly, along with minutes of Advisory
Panel meetings.

We live-streamed all speaker presentations to the assembly online. We also opened the assembly
to a wide range of media, stakeholders, officials and politicians so that they could observe the
assembly’s proceedings.

We were careful to balance our wish for complete transparency against the need to protect
assembly members’ identities. Assembly members all had a choice about whether or not to
take part in media interviews, photos and audio/video footage of the assembly. It was also their
decision whether or not to reveal their identity on social media.

30  Rachel Reeves MP has since left her role as a committee chair to become Shadow Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster and Shadow Minister for the Cabinet Office.
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Above: Assembly members discuss the issues.

D. The delivery team and funding

After a competitive tendering process, in September 2019 Parliament awarded a contract
for the delivery of Climate Assembly UK to:

= The Involve Foundation (‘Involve’) — a public participation charity, whose vision
is of a vibrant democracy with people at the heart of decision-making. Involve was
responsible for ensuring that Climate Assembly UK was a high quality citizens’ assembly.
It also recruited and led the facilitation team for the assembly and managed the project
overall. It was the main point of contact for assembly members. www.involve.org.uk

®  Sortition Foundation - a not-for-profit company that promotes the use of randomly
selected groups of people in decision-making. Sortition Foundation was responsible
for recruiting assembly members. www.sortitionfoundation.org

= mySociety — a not-for-profit social enterprise that provides technology, research
and data that help people to be active citizens. It was responsible for Climate
Assembly UK’s branding and website. www.mysociety.org

Climate Assembly UK was funded by the House of Commons, with additional funding from
two philanthropic organisations: the Esmée Fairbairn Foundation and the European Climate
Foundation.** The two philanthropic organisations did not have a say in how the assembly
was run or what it covered.

The Energy and Climate Intelligence Unit worked with Parliament to support communications

outreach around the Climate Assembly UK weekends and results. www.eciu.net

31 The House of Commons provided £120,000 in funding. The Esmée Fairbairn Foundation and the European Climate
Foundation contributed a further £200,000 each, rising to £220,000 each to help cover the additional costs incurred
due to Covid-19.
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E. Assembly members’ views

of the assembly

An independent evaluation of Climate Assembly UK will be published in Spring 2021.
However, initial results suggest that assembly members viewed the assembly very positively:

Statement about the
assembly, from the survey

completed by assembly % assembly % assembly % assembly members
members after all six members ‘strongly members ‘don’t  ‘strongly disagreed’
weekends agreed’ or ‘agreed’ know / unsure’ or 'disagreed’
‘I have understood almost 98 1 1

everything that the other members

of my small group said during

our discussions’

‘I have understood almost 95 4 1

everything that was presented

by the speakers’

‘I have had enough information 91 5 4

to participate effectively’

'‘The information | have received 78 16 6

has been fair and balanced

between different view points’

‘The assembly has helped me 96 1 3

clarify my views about how to

reach net zero’

‘I have learned a lot during the 95 3 2

assembly about how UK can

achieve net zero by 2050’

‘My fellow participants have 94 5 0

respected what | had to say, even

when they didn't agree with me’

‘I have had ample opportunity 95 2 3

in the small group discussions

to express my views’

‘Assemblies like this should 90 7 3

be used more often to inform
government and parliament
decision-making’
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The interim results also suggest that taking part in the assembly has impacted positively
on assembly members’ appetite and confidence to engage in political decision-making.
88% of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that they ‘feel more confident to engage
in political decision-making as a result of being involved in this citizens’ assembly.’ The same
percentage ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that ‘taking part in this citizens’ assembly has made
me want to be more involved in other aspects of decision-making.’

(13

(19

Like everyone else, I really enjoyed the entire experience, and I am sorry that it has now
come to an end. It was a once in a lifetime opportunity, and I am truly grateful to have
been given the chance to take part.”

Assembly member

Concern about climate change is as high as ever, and it’s clear we all need to play our
part to achieve the net zero emissions target that was passed into UK law by Parliament
last year. This is why I welcome the work of Climate Assembly UK, a great example of
parliamentarians engaging with the public to help influence their work and proposals
for action. I am very grateful to the assembly members for their time. I look forward to
hearing the outcome of their discussions — and to chairing House of Commons debates
on a topic that is so relevant to us all.”

Right Honourable Sir Lindsay Hoyle, Speaker of the House of Commons

The rest of this report recounts the assembly’s detailed and considered view of its recommended
path to net zero by 2050. Taken together the recommendations provide a internally consistent
and coherent vision, and are designed to be considered as a whole.
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Assembly members’ first decision focussed on the
principles that should underpin the UK’s path to net
zero. They agreed twenty-five underpinning principles,
then used a vote to prioritise them.

The principles form part of the assembly’s recommendations to government
and Parliament. Assembly members also used them to inform their own work.

What did the assembly consider?

All assembly members took part in the discussions about underpinning principles, which
took place at the first assembly weekend. They drew on their own experiences, values and
views, as well as evidence from the assembly’s first three panels of speakers.‘These panels
covered an introduction to climate change, and different perspectives on overarching
ethical, practical and strategic questions about the path to net zero. All the speakers gave
presentations to the assembly and were then questioned by its members.

How did the assembly reach its decisions?

Assembly members began their decision-making process after the first two panels of
speakers. They started by considering individually how they would finish the sentence:

“The UK’s path to net zero by 2050 should be underpinned by the principles of....”
They then discussed their views in small groups at their tables, with each table agreeing
their four priority responses. These responses had to, between them, represent the range

of opinions at the table.

While assembly members listened to and questioned the third panel of speakers,
facilitators took these responses and grouped similar ideas together to form a draft

1 The assembly heard from nine speakers across its first three panels: Professor Joanna Haigh, Imperial College London
(informant); Professor Ed Hawkins, University of Reading (informant); Professor Rebecca Willis, University of Lancaster

(informant); Chris Stark, Committee on Climate Change (informant); Fernanda Balata, New Economics Foundation
(advocate); Professor Paul Ekins, University College London (advocate); Modi Mwatsama, Wellcome (advocate); Tony
Juniper, Natural England (advocate); Kirsten Leggatt, 2050 Climate Group (advocate). All speakers’ presentations are
available as slides, videos and transcripts at climateassembly.uk/resources/. An ‘informant’ is a speaker who we asked

to cover the range of views and available evidence on a topic. An ‘advocate'’ is a speaker who we asked to give their own

view, or the view of their organisation. Assembly members knew whether speakers were informants or advocates.
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ballot paper, overseen by an official from Parliament. They presented the draft back to assembly
members, who had the opportunity to note any omissions or suggest changes. Facilitators then
made these amends. Tables also discussed and added additional ideas based on the evidence they
heard from Panel Three.

The final ballot paper included twenty-five principles that assembly members believe
should underpin the path to net zero.

Prioritised principles

The vote asked assembly members to prioritise the twenty-five principles that they had developed.
Each assembly member could vote for the eight options that they saw as the highest priority.

It is important to note that the results of the vote therefore show priorities not levels of support.
A lack of votes does not necessarily signal that assembly members disagreed with an idea, just
that they saw it as less important.

The results of the vote were as follows.

Principles prioritised by over half of all assembly members

1. Informing and educating everyone (the public, industry, individuals and government) —
74 votes

2. Fairness within the UK, including for the most vulnerable (affordability, jobs, UK regions,
incentives and rewards) in actions, not just words — 65 votes

3. Leadership from government that is clear, proactive, accountable and consistent
(cross-party consenus) — 63 votes

4. Protecting and restoring the natural world - 59 votes

Principles prioritised by over a third of all assembly members
5. Ensuring solutions are future-proofed and sustainable for the future — 45 votes

6. A joined up approach across the system and all levels of society (working together,
collaborating, and sharing) — 40 votes

7. Long-term planning and a phased transition - 39 votes
8. Urgency — 37 votes

9. Support for sustainable growth (including pioneering innovation) — 37 votes
Additional principles agreed by the assembly

10. Local community engagement embedded in national solutions — 33 votes

11. Think about our impact globally and be a global leader - 32 votes
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Above: Assembly members discuss the issues.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Use of mix of natural and technological solutions — 32 votes

Transparency and honesty — 32 votes

Underpinned by scientific evidence and focused on the big wins — 29 votes
Equality of responsibility for individuals, government and business — 28 votes
Achievable - 27 votes

Everyone should have a voice (e.g. via local representation and participation, or in holding
government to account) — 27 votes

Regular independent checks on progress — 27 votes
Fairness for the most vulnerable globally (less developed countries) — 24 votes

Making the most of potential benefits for everyone (e.g. health, wellbeing and
the economy) — 24 votes

Enabling and not restricting individual choice — 23 votes

Protect the UK economy, including from global competition — 18 votes
Compromise about changing lifestyles — 15 votes

Those who bear the most responsibility should act — 13 votes

Not negatively impacting other institutions — 4 votes

The top nine principles — those prioritised by over a third of assembly members — were
displayed in the assembly rooms throughout the remaining weekends. We also gave assembly

members hard copies of the full vote results to refer to during their discussions.

Assembly members returned to these principles, and considerations related to them,
throughout the rest of the assembly.
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Summary of recommendations

Assembly members identified 18
considerations that they would like
government and Parliament to bear in
mind when looking at surface transport
and the path to net zero. These included
that solutions must be accessible and
affordable to all sections of society, the
need to “help create massive change

at an individual level”, and a wish for
cross-party action.

Assembly members aimed to minimise
restrictions on travel and lifestyles,
placing the emphasis on shifting to electric
vehicles and improving public transport,
rather than on large reductions in car use.

Assembly members recommended a
future for surface transport in the UK
that includes:

®m A ban on the sale of new petrol,
diesel and hybrid cars by 2030-2035;

® A reduction in the amount we use cars
by an average of 2-5% per decade;

m Improved public transport.

In terms of how the UK should make
these changes, assembly members
recommended a wide range of policies
aimed at moving quickly to low carbon
vehicles, increasing the use of public and
active transport, and discouraging car
ownership and use. These included:

Climate Assembly UK— How we travel on land
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®  Government investment in low
carbon buses and trains;

®  Quickly stop selling the most
polluting vehicles;

® Adding new bus routes and more
frequent services;

m  Making public transport cheaper;

®m Bringing public transport back
under government control;

m Grants for businesses and people
to buy low carbon cars;

m Localisation;

m Investing in cycling and
scootering facilities;

m Increasing investment to make
buses faster and more reliable;

m Car scrappage scheme.

As well as the wish to minimise
restrictions on lifestyles, assembly
members’ rationale for their decisions
included points around the speed of
change, feasibility, practicalities, cost

(both personal and overall), and co-benefits
such as improved air quality, reduced
congestion and impacts on local areas and
high streets. Assembly members consistently
raised the importance of accessibility and
affordability, stressing the need to avoid
negative consequences for rural areas,
mental health and isolation, people with

a disability, and those on low incomes.
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How we travel on land

The ways we travel on land are collectively known as
‘surface transport’. Surface transport includes cars, vans
and lorries, as well as public transport like buses, coaches
and trains. It also includes ‘active transport’ — for example,
when we walk, cycle or scoot.

Surface transport accounts for 70% of the UK’s total greenhouse gas emissions from transport*
and 23% of the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions overall.? Most of these emissions come from cars,
with just 5% arising from public transport.

Figure 1

Proportion of 59% Cars
greenhouse gases 29% Buses

and coaches

from each type of

surface transport —
2% Rail
(2017)°
1% Other
17% Vans

18% Heavy
goods vehicles

Surface transport includes both passenger or ‘personal’ transport, and freight. Personal
transport is what people use to travel for pleasure, for everyday activities (like going shopping)

1 With the rest made up of air travel (22%) and sea travel (8%).
2 BEIS (2019) Final UK greenhouse gas emissions national statistics 1990-2017.
3 BEIS (2019) Final UK greenhouse gas emissions national statistics 1990-2017.
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and for almost all work. Freight is transport used to move goods. It includes goods for everything,
including farming, industry, shops and online shopping deliveries. It also includes transport
used for services, for example the vans used by decorators, plumbers or to deliver the post.

Climate Assembly UK considered personal transport only. It did not look at freight. This followed
guidance from Parliament that, if there was not time to consider both, its committees most
wanted to hear assembly members’ views on personal transport. Personal surface transport
accounts for 15% of the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions overall.

What did the assembly consider?

Thirty-six assembly members considered the topic of surface transport in-depth. We selected
these assembly members from the assembly as a whole using random stratified sampling.
This ensured that they remained reflective of the wider UK population in terms of both
demographics* and their level of concern about climate change.

These assembly members heard a wide range of views both on what the future of surface
transport could look like for the UK, and how we might move towards that future. They had the
opportunity to question each speaker® in detail. These evidence sessions took place at weekend
two of the assembly.

Assembly members spent weekend three of the assembly discussing the evidence they had
heard and their own views in-depth, before reaching conclusions on three separate areas:

A. Considerations: the overarching considerations that government and Parliament should
bear in mind when making decisions about surface transport and the path to net zero;
B. Futures: what the future of surface transport in the UK should look like;
C. Policy options: how the UK should move toward this future.
Assembly members also had the opportunity to discuss and add anything else they
wanted to say to government and Parliament about surface transport and the path to net

zero. Assembly members’ views on the implications of Covid-19 for this topic are touched
on in Chapter 10.

4 Age, gender, ethnicity, educational qualification, where in the UK they live and whether they live in an urban
or rural area.
5 The assembly heard from six speakers on surface transport: Professor Jillian Anable, University of Leeds (informant);

Ellie Davies, Committee on Climate Change (informant); Lynn Sloman, Transport for Quality of Life (informant); Jason

Torrance, UK100 (informant); Steve Melia, University of West England (advocate); John Siraut, Jacobs (advocate).

All speakers’ presentations are available as slides, videos and transcripts at climateassembly.uk/resources/.

An 'informant’ is a speaker who we asked to cover the range of views and available evidence on a topic. An ‘advocate’
is a speaker who we asked to give their own view, or the view of their organisation. Assembly members knew whether
speakers were informants or advocates.
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Assembly members reached their first decisions on surface transport by discussing their

answers to the following question:

What considerations should government and Parliament bear in mind when making decisions

about surface transport and the path to net zero?

Assembly members thought about their answers to this question individually. They then

discussed their views in small groups, with each table agreeing their five top considerations.

These top considerations had to, between them, represent the range of views at the table.

Facilitators took the top considerations from each table and grouped similar options together

to create a list on which assembly members could vote. They checked this list back with assembly

members to make sure they had accurately reflected their views. This included making any
necessary adjustments. Each assembly member could then vote for the four options that they

felt to be most important.

The results were as follows. The wording of the considerations in the table is either word for

word what assembly members wrote on their option cards or, where facilitators combined similar

options from several tables, how we described the options to assembly members prior to the

vote. Where applicable, we have also included in italics further detail on what assembly members
wrote on their option cards.
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Rank Consideration

% assembly
members who
chose it as a priority

1 Solutions must be accessible and affordable to all sections of society

56

2 Help create massive change at an individual level, including:
= Carrot and stick approach
= Education
= Information
= Be prepared to make unpopular decisions

Some assembly members talked about the need to “enable behaviour change
AND get a wider public understanding of [the] imposed chang[e] through public
education/information.” Others felt that “education is critical to demonstrate the
co-benefits to society such as health” or suggested “public education videos.”

47

3 Make decisions in a way that means they cannot be changed by every new
government (cross-party support)

39

4 The polluter pays

Some assembly members noted specifically that this applied to “companies that
have the most negative impact”, while others stated more generally that “those
who pollute should pay more.” Some advocated “introduc(ing] laws/regulation as
soon as possible.”

36

5 Check and be careful about side effects and unintended consequences (moral,
ethical and environmental implications, and the effect on the rest of the world)

Some assembly members noted particular risks around new technologies
and mining.

33

=6 Invest in and develop public transport/infrastructure to make it accessible

Some assembly members stated that “transport options should be accessible
to everyone” and “regular.”

25

=6 Greater investment in R&D from Government and private companies for both
new and existing technologies (sooner rather than later)

Some assembly members suggested that new technologies could be “better and
safer” or suggested that “the Government['s] role is to enable and incentivise
the adoption of new technologies.”

25

8 Invest in and develop public transport/infrastructure to be affordable (free?)
for people using it

9 Long-term consequences of science, claims, decisions, policies assessed by
an independent regulator

=10 Protect jobs and industry - and support them to transition

Some assembly members noted that “transition to low carbon options risks losing
jobs which needs to be managed by initiatives to re-train [the] workforce.”

17
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=10 Dunkirk example 17

Note: This referred back to a case study presented by one of the speakers, Lynn
Sloman, during Weekend Two. It showed the impact of introducing free bus travel
in Dunkirk in autumn 2018. Bus trips on some routes increased by 85%, and half
of the new bus users previously travelled by car.

12 Realism of planned change 14
=13 Joined up public transport planning with service level reliability 11
=13 Long-term and phased transition in a way/manner that benefits people and 11

causes minimal disruption to their lives

=13 Charging infrastructure (especially for high-density housing) and ensure it 11
works - e.g. adapters, charge points etc

16 Safe, more and good infrastructure for cycling 8

17 In considering cost think about what is reasonable for individuals, governments 6
and business and both users and non-users of particular transport

18 Enable maintaining quality of life for all (including people with disabilities, 3
rural communities)

Note: It is worth noting that considerations specifically around improving public transport —
ranked 6, 8, 10 and 13 above — together received 27 votes, which would have placed them first.
However it is possible that individual assembly members voted for more than one option within
this group, which is why we have treated them separately.

B. Futures

After deciding on their most important considerations, assembly members moved on to look
at what the future of surface transport should be for the UK.

To aid them in this process, the Expert Leads presented assembly members with three scenarios:

1. Fast action to change the cars we drive;
2. Changing the cars we drive and how much we use them;

3. Reducing the amount travelled across all transport types.

Together these scenarios covered a broad range of views about what could happen to surface
transport to help the UK meet its 2050 net zero target.

Assembly members discussed each of the scenarios or ‘possible futures’ in turn, before voting
on them by secret ballot.

We start by presenting the rationale for their views, taking each possible future in turn.

Jump to the vote results on page 75 (®)
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B.1 Fast action to change the cars we drive

The emphasis of this possible future was on changing the types of car that we drive.
It would involve:
= Banning the sale of new petrol, diesel and hybrid cars by 2030;
B Quickly stopping the sale of the most polluting vehicles, for example some SUVSs;

= Reducing the amount we use cars by about 2% per decade, for example stopping car use
in the centre of large urban areas;

®  Faster uptake of electric buses and trains;
®  Strictly limiting new road building until virtually all petrol, diesel and hybrid

cars are gone from the roads (around 2045).

Assembly members discussed this possible future in small groups. They identified the following
pros and cons.

® Pros

+ Doesn't require reduced car use - some assembly members liked that you “do not have
to reduce car use”, or that this option involves “less car use reduction than other options -
so people get to keep their (beloved) cars.”

+ Less authoritarian - some assembly members felt that this option involved “fewer
restrictions on individuals”, or described it as the “least authoritarian route to reductions.”

+ Impactful and quick - some assembly members said there would be “guaranteed change
- through legislation” or “fast, decisive action that will make an immediate impact.” Others
said we would “reach [the] target of net zero sooner”, or that this was the “quickest way
to effectuate change.”

+ Co-benefits including air quality - some assembly members suggested that this future
would bring “benéfits for all: e.g. air quality, saving money on new roads, car running costs
reduce.” Others suggested that there would be “air quality improvement in city centres”, that
“air quality will improve quickly”, or that “in society change is possible to make [a] cleaner/
pleasant atmosphere, starting with active transport.”

+ Stopping selling the most polluting vehicles -some assembly members said they
supported “stop[ping] selling the most polluting vehicles” including because they “will
encourage greener choices.”

+ No road building - some assembly members said that the “"ban [on] road building is positive”
or that “not building new roads would save money that could be spent on greener solutions.”

+ Better and more used public transport - some assembly members said that “making cars
more expensive should help [the] push on fixing public transport” or that “no cars in [the] city
centre [would]... encourage public transport.”

+ Electric public transport - some assembly members liked the idea of “more electric trains
and buses”, or a "faster uptake on [electric] buses and trains.”
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Feasible - some assembly members described this future as “feasible - more achievable”,

or said that “no more car use in city centres is cost effective and can be done tomorrow.”
“Shot in the arm for car industry”
“The running costs [of cars] will be improved with electric cars”

“Allows people time to adjust to changes”

Price, affordability and rural areas - some assembly members suggested that the
“price[s] [of electric cars] would need to be more realistic than they are now" or worried
about “affordability - being forced to upgrade your car before you need to.” Others asked
“how/what to buy if [you] need a car in 2025? Electric car probably too expensive?” Some

u

assembly members expressed concerns that if it's “more expensive to travel by car, people

in rural areas may be penalised.”

Congestion - some assembly members suggested it would “not solve [the] problem
of congestion” or that “there would be just as many cars on the road". Others commented
“don't like banning road building - concern will result in more congestion.”

Feasibility and readiness - some assembly members questioned "“is it technically feasible
(2030 is only 10 years away)?", or “will EV infrastructure be there?"to.” Others said the
“infrastructure [is] not ready yet.” or stated that their support was conditional on ‘charging
infrastructure ...[being] in place.”

Job losses - some assembly members asked “what would happen to petrol stations and
the jobs they create?” or said “not building roads will impact jobs and also mean regional
poverty (southeast only benefit).” Some others questioned the “time frame”, suggesting
it was “very soon” and would result in “job loss.”
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Banning hybrids - some assembly members disliked “banning hybrids” or asked
“why are petrol, diesel and hybrid grouped together? They are different.”

— Scrapping cars - some assembly members asked “is it fair to scrap cars early, if people
have just bought them?” or suggested there might be problems “managing high volumes
of scrapped cars.”

— Fewer benefits - some assembly members said there would be “no urban improvement
which has [positive] effects on health which should be [a] priority!” or that there would
be “no benefit for non-car users, no improvement in public transport.”

— "Quickly stop selling most polluting vehicles - reduction in choice”
— "“Demonised for driving classic cars and motorbikes”

— "Need to build electric rail to compensate for no road building”

— "“Shuts down consideration of alternative fuels option”

— "Overall eventual footprint worse because of EV production”

— "“Not enough solutions to replace petrol, diesel and hybrid cars (electric cars)”

Some assembly members attached conditions to their support for this possible future,
suggesting that:
m  “Renewable energy sources [would need to be] in place”;

m  “Government fleets should be converted first as an example of leadership (charging
point at No. 10).” Other assembly members stated more generally that “all [car] fleets
should be converted”;

m  We should “star[t] with active transport.”
When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference,

this scenario received significant support from assembly members. Please see below for the
results of the vote.

B.2 Changing the cars we drive and how much
we use them

This scenario would involve a combination of changing the types of car that we drive and
reducing the amount we drive. It would include:

B Banning the sale of new petrol, diesel and hybrid cars by 2032—2035;

B  Reducing the amount we use cars by an average of 5% per decade, meaning for example
that only half the people who drove to work pre Covid-19 would be able to do so;

= One or more of:

— Improving public and active transport (e.g. trains, buses, cycling, e-biking, walking);
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— Helping people to travel shorter distances by planning the location of houses and
shops etc better;

— Making it more expensive to travel by car compared to other transport types;
®  Strictly limiting new road building until virtually all petrol, diesel and hybrid cars were

gone from the roads (around 2050)

Assembly members discussed this possible future in small groups. They identified the following
pros and cons.

® Pros

+ Public and active transport - some assembly members liked the idea of “improved
public transport” or suggested there would be “improvement in quality of life by improving
public transport.” Others backed “increasing active travel” or a “focus on expanding correct
infrastructure / creating new infrastructure to include options for cyclists and walkers.”
Some said more generally that this future “considers options for non-car users.”

+ Air quality, pollution and health - some assembly members cited the “health benefits from
active travel, air quality improvement, [and] better urban environments”, with some stating
that “all health will improve.” Some noted “air quality improvement” specifically, or suggested
that electric cars would resolve problems caused by people not turning their engines off at
traffic lights.

+ Support for localisation - some assembly members said this future would “benefit [the]
localisation of services” or "improve local shopping.” Others noted that “new estates do not
have local amenities (shops/doctors etc) so you are forced to use [a] car - [they] need better
public services."

+ Longer until ban - some assembly members said that the ban on petrol, diesel and hybrid
cars was "not completely straightaway reducing people’s options - good option for car
users” or that there was a “longer time to adapt to change.”

+ Encouraging behaviour change - some assembly members said it would “encourage
a behaviour change” or "encourage choosing EV so [as] not to be penalised.” Others
suggested that “making it [car use] more expensive will make people travel by public transport
to save money” or that “reducing car use by 5% will improve use of public greener transport.”

+ Emissions reduction - some assembly members liked that it would “reduce CO, use”
or said the “reduction in emissions begins earlier.”

+ Feasibility - some assembly members liked the “realism - e.g. 5%" or suggested that
“no more car use in city centres [is] easy to do, cost effective and can be done tomorrow.”

+ "“Greater sense of personal choice - more choice in how you make specific journeys
e.g. car/public transport/cycle”

+ "“Planning - better town centre”
+ "“Reduction of cars should result in quieter roads - making it easier to get around”

+ "Strictly limiting sale of petrol, diesel and can help the new industry to fund/fix new tech”
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© Cons

— Unachievable - some assembly members suggested that “changing ingrained behaviour
is very hard"” or asked, "how do we know [a] 5% reduction is achievable?”. Others asked
“banning - is 2032/2035 realistic” or said "people will continue to buy second hand petrol/
diesel cars - they will be cheaper than buying a new electric car within the 2032-2035
period.” Some assembly members felt that “improving public transport will not stop people
driving their own cars” or said they were “sceptical that public transport [would be] good
enough to reduce car use by 5%."

— Increased costs, including for particular groups - some assembly members disliked
“making it more expensive to travel by car ”, suggesting that it “penalises car users by
increasing costs to them [when an] increase in green solutions shouldn't take choices away
from them (independence).” Some assembly members worried increased costs “may price
people out of essential travel”, with some particularly noting the “impact on disabled [people]
of increased costs.” Others said it is “not practical to increase cost... Rural areas need to
drive to health centre - school etc.” Some assembly members asked “how much price
change increase [is] needed to change behaviour - big stick.”

— Lifestyles and flexibility - some assembly members said it would “make it harder for people
to live as they do today”, or noted that people would "have to change their transport.” Others
questioned whether “people really mak[e] journeys now that they consider unnecessary?"
or worried that “not driving to work takes away flexibility e.g. if child is ill.”

— Banning road building - some assembly members said “limiting new road build[ing]
will have [a] negative effect on rural/non-accessible areas” or would result in “increased
congestion; reduced growth; poorer quality of life.”

— "Will lead to more carbon emissions lasting longer - because diesel and petrol on the
road longer”

— "Particulate emissions from EV - still an issue”
— "“Where do we find the £28 billion generated by fuel tax?”

— "“What happens to [e.g.] Ikea deliveries?”

Some assembly members noted conditions to their support for this future, stating that:

= “Public transport [in rural areas] would need to be as good as city transport”;
® It would have to be “easier to bring shopping back by public transport”;
®  There would need to be “new estates planned”;
®  They would want the ban on petrol, diesel and hybrid cars to be 2032 not 2035.
When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference, this

scenario received significant support from assembly members. Please see below for the results
of the vote.
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B.3 Reducing the amount travelled across
all transport types

This scenario places the emphasis on reducing the total amount we travel, including significant
reductions in car use. It would involve:

®  Leaving the phase out of petrol, diesel and hybrid cars and buses to happen naturally
as car companies start to offer electric cars into the marketplace;

®  The option to introduce a ban on sales of petrol, diesel and hybrid cars later if the sale
of electric cars is too slow;

B Reducing car use by an average of 10% per decade, meaning for example that less than
half of those driving to work pre Covid-19 would be able to do so and double the number
of people would need to holiday by train instead of by car;

= All of:
— Improving public and active transport (e.g. trains, buses, cycling, e-biking, walking);

— Helping people to travel shorter distances by planning the location of houses and
shops etc better;

— Making it more expensive to travel by car compared to other transport types;
= No building roads until virtually all petrol, diesel and hybrid cars are gone from

the roads (around 2050)

Assembly members discussed this possible future in small groups. They identified the following
pros and cons.

® Pros

+ Localisation - some assembly members liked the “local community focus” or the idea of
“services available locally”, suggesting there would be “better local planning and amenities”
or “more local services improved.” Some felt it would lead to “more mobile services
(e.g. medical services).” Others said localisation would mean “more leisure time as less
travel time."

+ Improved public and active transport - some assembly members liked the idea of
“improving public transport”, or an “improvement of public transport and cycling routes.”
Others said "a big investment in electric public transportation benefits communities.”

+ Behaviour change and a greater range of options - some assembly members stated that
“much improved public transport, car sharing, cycling and walking means less need to own
a car.” Others suggested there would be “positive behavioural change” or said the scenario
included "many options to reduce car use e.g. public transport, shorter distances to shops.”
Some said it “reduces the need for any kind of transport [beyond walking].”

+ Co-benefits - some assembly members suggested that “with public transport you will
interact more and meet people” or that there would be “health benefits - mental.” Others felt
there would be “less congestion overall, more open spaces” or noted we would be “reducing
polluting car use by 10% per decade.”
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+ Flexibility of approach - some assembly members said that they “like the idea of delaying
the ban on petrol and diesel but [with the] option to use [a ban later] if needed.” Some said
the approach had “more flexibility... in case electric vehicle development does not progress
as expected.”

+ Time for technology to develop - some assembly members said the fact there was “no date
to stop sales of new cars, allows time for technology to develop replacements” or stated the
“ban is later - more time for technology to develop.”

+ "Increase of jobs in businesses”
+ "Phase out of cars would be easier for people to accept”

+ "Less fuel dependency on Middle East”

Impact on quality of life, particularly for certain groups - some assembly members said
this option “may increase isolation and loneliness”, worried about the “impact of increased
costs on rural and disabled communities” or said it would lead to “reduced mobility, poorer
life aspirations [and a] poorer standard of life.” Others talked about the “social impact on
mental health” or noted that “travel has mental health and psychology benefits.” Some
labelled the scenario "oppressive”, suggesting that “the impact of road closures would
affect people disproportionately.”

Restricted choice - some assembly said it would “take choice away from consumers”, or
“force people to reduce their travel options.” Others disliked “restrictions on travel - because
they are looking at reducing travel on all transport (you can only go so far on a bike).” Some
suggested that “many people will not want [a] decrease in car use, on only pollution.”

Lack of emphasis on technology - some assembly members disliked the “lack of emphasis
on technological solutions” or noted “less reliance on technology / restricting travel.”

Feasibility - some assembly members felt a 10% reduction in car use per decade “will be
hard"” or queried “10% reduction in car use per decade - achievable?” Others asked “can
the planning/rebuilding be done in time? How much shift is needed?”

Cost - assembly members had a variety of concerns around cost, including the affordability
of public transport compared to alternatives. Some commented that “if public transport is not
affordable it will cost more to use for holidays etc” or that the “train is expensive compared to
alternatives.” Others worried about the “devaluation of current cars - or cars brought in the
near future” or the “rebuilding costs” of towns.

Emissions - some assembly members said that this option would “take longer to achieve
net zero emissions” or that “we will still be producing emissions from cars until later.”

“Impact on car building industry - reduces jobs”
“Reducing car use puts strain on other transport services”

“It would mean alternative ways to reduce emissions if EV is relaxed”
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When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference,
this scenario received very limited support from assembly members. Please see below for the
results of the vote.

General comments

Some assembly members made cross-cutting comments about all the possible futures:

= Freedom versus restrictions: some assembly members wanted to emphasise the
“need for personal freedom.” Others suggested that “we are already dealing with
restrictions in our everyday lives so this is just one more.”

B Roles: some assembly members noted that the “government has to take the lead to make
things happen.... Onus needs to be on government to enable the policies — e.g. on public
transport, better active travel.” Others noted that there is also an important role for
business in creating change.

= Public transport: some assembly members commented that “the train situation needs
improving, people will be put off using the trains if they are stranded.”

= Car industry: some assembly members noted that “the car industry will be affected
across all scenarios.” Others said that “all [the futures] are bad [for the car industry]....
The car industry needs more time to adjust.”

m  Car size: some assembly members suggested that “some small cars are now only available
in electric, because they don’t meet EU emission requirements. That means the cheapest
cars won’t be the smallest.” Others said they were concerned that “people would buy
a mid-sized petrol car because they can’t afford a smaller car, which would have a greater
environmental impact.”

= Synthetic fuels: some assembly members were unhappy that “we heard about the
use of synthetic fuels for planes, but not cars.”

= Hybrid cars: others noted that “all three futures talk about banning hybrid cars,
but ... some assembly members didn’t think that they were bad.”

= Future generations: some assembly members commented that “the implications
will impact some more than others — think future generations! Urgency matters!”

= IT use: some assembly members asked “what about IT to reduce travel
e.g. virtual reality.”
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Vote results

Assembly members voted on the possible futures by secret ballot. The ballot paper asked them
to rank the possible futures in their order of preference.

The votes were counted in two ways:
= Counting assembly members’ first preference votes only. This tells us what assembly

members would and wouldn’t choose if they could have their preferred future.

®  Using Borda count. This involves allocating points for preferences — a first preference
vote scored two points, a second preference vote one point. A third preference vote scored
no points. Counting the votes like this tells us which futures are most acceptable to the
greatest number of assembly members.

‘Fast action to change the cars we drive’ received most first preference votes. Assembly
members gave two reasons more than any others for this choice on their ballot papers. The first
was around the lack of restriction on travel and lifestyles. Comments included:

¢ We should be free to travel when and where we like — options 2 and 3 are restricting.”

¢ The less government led social engineering the better. Restricting or imposing individual
behaviour undermines the liberal principle that everyone has the right to make choices
and self-determination.”

¢ It focuses on introducing greener solutions but without taking the choice or car owners’
independence away.”

¢ Least restrictions on mobility (standard of life).”
The other frequently given rationale was the speed of change. Comments included:
¢ If we are going down this route (a must) then [the] quicker the better. Will be “hiccups”
therefore [we need] time to “mend” problems.”

¢ This guarantees fast action that I believe is required.”

¢ The faster the better in spite of it being challenging. But don’t force a reduction in travel,
[stop] polluting transport only.”

¢¢ Rapid movement to electrified (low CO,) transport.”
Some assembly members’ rationale was multifaceted. For example:
¢ Fast decisive, immediate action — no time wasted planning on building new things so
we can quickly start to reduce emissions and then focus on other things. Realistic, not

a drastic change that is hard for everyone to adjust to. Benefits everyone — air quality
improves, money saved on cars.”
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Figure 2: Possible futures

Please rank the possible
futures in order of preference
(% 1st preference votes)

%

Fast action to Changing the cars Reducing the amount
change the cars we drive and how travelled across all
we drive much we use them transport types
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¢ (Idon’t actually think any option seems completely viable, but...) I think action has
to be taken on current cars ASAP (although don’t necessarily agree with hybrid).
If everyone could afford electric vehicles then this wouldn’t prevent people travelling
as they currently do — ergo standard of living shouldn’t be compromised. Concerned
other options don’t give enough time to fix other transport options. Also don’t believe
people will reduce the amount they travel by car.”

Other reasons highlighted by one or two assembly members included support for the

take up of electric buses and trains, support for banning SUVs, a suggestion that this future has
fewer downsides than the alternatives, and a belief that the “health benefits for people who have
asthma would be important.” One assembly member commented that “social change is much
harder than technological change.”

Figure 3: Possible futures 50

Please rank the

possible futures

in order of preference
(Borda count) 25

0
Fast action to Changing the cars  Reducing the
change the cars we drive and how  amount travelled
we drive much we use them across all
transport types

‘Fast action to change the cars we drive’ also did well in the Borda count, but the future
that scored highest by a small margin was ‘changing the cars we drive and how much
we use them’. Assembly members who chose this latter option as their first preference gave
a range of reasons for their choice.

There was a feeling amongst some assembly members that this option presented a balanced
middle ground that was more viable and less radical:

¢ Most viable option — middle ground — more comprehensive approach that considers
reducing and banning petrol/diesel and offers improvement and alternatives to how we
can travel (instead of driving).”

¢¢ There needs to be a balance and this seems to be the best balance.”

¢ Less radical compared to other options. More practical and positive.”
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Others talked about the impact this future would have on emissions and congestion:

¢ Ithink that by reducing car use we will reduce carbon emissions and maybe ...
focus on only using transport as a way from getting from A to B rather than being lazy!”

¢¢ It will cut emissions and have health benefits.”

¢ Less cars, less pollution, less congestion.”

Some assembly members said that they felt this future was less restrictive and offered
more choice:

¢ I'm not supportive of restricting travel, improving public transport so citizens have
more options is a positive step rather than an authoritarian move towards dictatorship
I’'m not supportive of.”

¢ The perception of greater personal freedom to choose the most appropriate mode
of transport for any given journey.”

Other comments included that this future “gives people time to adjust, whilst still taking
positive action”, or that it “encourages public transport improvements and allows more time
for the charging infrastructure to be sufficient for the uptake required.”

‘Reducing the amount travelled across all transport types’ scored poorly in terms of both
first preference votes and the Borda count. It was assembly members’ least preferred option
by some distance.

One assembly member abstained from the votes, stating that the options were
“not comprehensive and not objective.”

Futures — conclusions

Taken together, assembly members’ discussions and votes suggest a future involving:

= A ban on the sale of new petrol, diesel and hybrid cars by 2030-2035;
= Areduction in the amount we use cars by an average of 2-5% per decade;

= Improvements to public transport - the idea of better public transport was
overwhelmingly mentioned as a positive in assembly members’ discussions.
Some assembly members also welcomed the idea of improvements to the
infrastructure for active transport.

Assembly members’ discussions show that many felt it was important to minimise restrictions
on travel and lifestyles. They often saw a quick ban on the sale of new petrol, diesel and hybrid
cars as the best way to do this: people could continue to travel by car as long as the car was
electric. Some assembly members also raised doubts about whether greater reductions in car use
were feasible in terms of behaviour change. For a smaller number of assembly members the least
restrictive future was one that gave them the greatest choice of transport modes.
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Speed of change was also an important factor for some assembly members. Those who
supported an earlier ban on the sale petrol, diesel and hybrid cars felt “the faster, the better”.
Others felt that a slightly later ban within the 2030-2035 range would give people longer to
adapt and allow more time to prepare the necessary infrastructure.

Assembly members saw co-benefits, particularly around improvements in air quality

and reductions in congestion as positives. They also raised a range of concerns around
affordability, including the need to not “price people out of essential travel.” Some assembly
members particularly noted the need to avoid negative consequences for rural areas and
people with a disability, as well as around mental health and isolation.

C. Policy options

After considering what the future of surface transport in the UK could look like, assembly
members moved on to consider how we might get there. Specifically they looked at policy
options in three areas:

1. Moving quickly to low carbon vehicles;

2. Discouraging car ownership and use;

3. Increasing the use of public and active transport.
For each of these areas, the Expert Leads recapped and explained potential policy options.

Assembly members discussed these ideas in their groups before voting by secret ballot.
They were also able to note additional suggestions for steps that could be taken.
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C.1 Moving quickly to low carbon vehicles

Assembly members looked at seven options for moving quickly to low carbon vehicles:

B Quickly stop selling the most polluting cars;

B Grants for businesses and people to buy low carbon cars;

®  Car scrappage scheme;

B Advertising restrictions on certain cars;

®  Access to longer range cars for electric car owners;

B Government investment in low carbon buses and/or trains;

®  Lowering speed limits on dual carriage ways and motorways.

We start by presenting the rationale for their views, taking each policy option in turn.

Jump to the vote results on page 89 ()

Quickly stop selling the most polluting cars

This would involve telling car companies that they could not sell their most polluting cars in the
UK from a certain date. The government has already told car companies that they will not be able
to sell new petrol and diesel cars in future. The date of this ban was originally 2040 when it was
announced in 2019, but was brought forward to 2035 in February 2020.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about a quick stop to selling the most
polluting cars.

® Pros

+ Co-benefits - some assembly members suggested there would be “improved air quality”
or an “immediate decrease in pollution.” Others said that we would “quickly start cutting
down pollution”, “reduce pollution more quickly” or “decrease the polluting cars on the
road drastically.” Some noted benefits for “health and safety e.g. in schools - air quality”

or "improvement for other road users.”

+ Swift and simple - some assembly members suggested it is “very easy to implement ASAP",
“simple to implement”, “swift and simple to implement” or that it “gets the whole process
going - no ‘faffing’ around - just do it.” Others labelled it a “fast and effective solution that
does not require a lot of new tech.” Some commented that the “quicker these cars are

removed from the roads the better.”

+ Good cost-benefit ratio - some assembly members described it as a “quick fix that's not
really that detrimental to anyone's way of life” or commented “we don't need SUVs on the
road.” Others said there was “large benefit, lowish cost.”
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+ Impact on emissions - some assembly members said it “will accelerate [the] net zero
target”, create a "big drop in emissions” or result in a “quicker reduction in average
CO,emissions.”

+ Certainty for business - some assembly members liked that “car manufacturers [would]
know where they stand” or that there would be “certainty for manufacturers.”

+ Progress on electric car manufacture and uptake - some assembly members felt it would
“encourage manufacturers to improve electric cars” or that “uptake of electric cars would
increase dramatically.”

© Cons

— Loss in revenue from fuel duty - some assembly members worried about a “fuel tax deficit".
Others commented “loss in revenues - how to replace?”, “fuel tax will need to be replaced
by other taxes - fairness”, or “government will need to find the lost revenue from fuel tax
elsewhere.”

— Impact on business and jobs - some assembly members noted that “car companies will
have to adjust” or that “if car companies are losing money there will be jobs lost.”

— "Reduction in personal choice of vehicles”
— "“What will happen to all unwanted vehicles?”
— "[Need to] define polluting”

— "“No willingness to change!”

Grants for businesses and people to buy low carbon cars

Since 2011, the government has given car dealerships money to discount the price of brand-new
electric and hydrogen cars. In the budget in March 2020, the plug-in car grant was extended for
another three years, but the amount available per car was reduced to £3,000 from £3,500, and
it is only available for pure battery electric cars that cost £50,000 or less.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about grants for businesses
and people to buy low carbon cars.
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® Pros

+ Accessibility - some assembly members felt that it would mean “owning EV is more
accessible” or commented that “off-setting initial costs can make electric vehicles more
accessible for the general public.” Others said that “it needs to be affordable to everyone.”

+ "Kick start market for electric cars”

+ "Fleet vehicles should be EV"

© Cons

— Grants not enough - some assembly members said that the “grants aren't high enough
for purchasing a new EV”, that the “grant’s not enough at £3,500", or that the “grant [is] not
big enough.” Others commented that “electric cars [are] still expensive, even with grants”
or that “£3,500 is not that big an incentive to buy an electric car!”

— Impact on EV prices - some assembly members asked “won’t car companies put prices up if
[they are] receiving a grant?” or suggested it was a “disincentive for manufacturers to reduce
cost.” Others labelled it “good for the dealer, not the buyer; benefit should go direct to the
buyer.”

— "Cars will [still] be unaffordable to the less well off”
— "“Not everyone wants to drive so do they get taxed extra?”
— "Rapid collapse of value of diesel, petrol cars”

— "No incentives for 2nd hand EV"

Some assembly members also noted conditions around their support for this policy option,
or additional ideas:

B Comparative price: some assembly members said that the “grant has to take it
to same or below [the] price of petrol/diesel”, that it’s a “good incentive if [the] price
is similar to current cars”, or that their support “depends on [the] size of grant;”

B  Tax incentives: some assembly members suggested there should be “more incentives
i.e. no VAT on EV for 5 years” or that there should be “tax incentives to buy low
carbon cars.”

= Who the grants help: some assembly members said policy-makers should “relate [the]
grant to people’s income” or that the grants “need to be aimed at low income families
and those in hard to reach rural areas and not for business for it to be fair;”

®m  QOthers disagreed saying they would support the policy “if the grant is only for business;”
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Car scrappage scheme

This would involve incentivising owners of older, high CO, vehicles to scrap them, by offering
cash or credit towards electric cars, bikes or public transport season tickets. The amount people
received towards an electric car is likely to be around £2,000.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about a car scrappage scheme.

® Pros

+ "“Provides financial incentive to sell polluting vehicles”

+ "Great if your car is worth less than the payment receive”

+ "“Will encourage more electric car sales”

+ "Gives the ability to use money on bikes or public transport”
+ “Improvements with air pollution”

+ "Only one that has an impact on CO, immediately”

+ "Can still reuse/recycle vehicle”

© Cons

— Waste - some assembly members worried about a “lack of capacity to process recycling
of removed cars.” Others asked “where will they go” or “what % of scrapped cars can be
recycled? Working cars being scrapped feels wasteful.”

— Costs and pricing - some assembly members suggested that it “only works for cars valued
below £2k”, that it's “only applicable for old/low value cars”, or that you “might not get [the]
full value of [the] car.” Others said “have to buy a new car - price inflated.”

— Subsidising foreign manufacturers - some assembly members said “public expenditure
[would be] used to subsidise manufacturers yet most new cars are manufactured overseas”
or that "you need to focus the credit on bikes and public transport so you don't subsidise
foreign manufacturers.”

— "Even with the car scrappage scheme a lot of people still can't afford electric cars”

As with the previous policy option, some assembly members suggested that the grant should
“relate ... to people’s income.”
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Advertising restrictions on certain cars

Advertising restrictions would make it illegal for car manufacturers to advertise their most
polluting cars.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about advertising restrictions
on certain cars.

® Pros

Ia 1t

+ Proven - some assembly members commented that it's “proven to work” or “it works very
well.” Others said “people are more likely to buy when they are advertised” or that adverts
are "proven techniques to reach large populations.”

+ Discouraging production of most polluting cars - some assembly members said it
“would hopefully discourage production of polluting cars” or that it “removes [an] incentive
to make more SUVs as demand should reduce.”

+ Cost - some assembly members liked that there is “no cost to [the] tax payer” or that there's
“no cost to introduce.” Others suggested it is “very easy to implement tomorrow at low cost
for a lowering of emissions.”

+ "“Doesn't impact on people’s options”
+ "“Stops pollution/sets rules”

+ Some assembly members said it worked well with the policy option to ‘quickly stop
selling the most polluting cars’, suggesting that the “advertising will follow.”

© Cons

— "Should discourage production - not ban advertising - this is wasteful and punitive”

— "l don't think this would have much impact. | think people buy based on what they see
driven around rather than on TV”

— "Ways around it - petrol heads are clued up”
— "Does it give [the] wrong message?”
— "It doesn't go far enough”

— "“Negative impact on the economy”
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Access to longer range cars for electric car owners

A scheme like this would mean that, when a customer buys an all-electric car, it would be

compulsory for the car company to loan a longer-range vehicle to them for several days a year.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about access to longer range cars
for electric car owners.

® Pros

+ Freedom - some assembly members said it would provide “long-distance access outside
cities” or that it “lessens restrictions, helps in keeping current freedoms.”

+ Addresses a key problem / may increase take-up - some assembly members felt it
“solves a key issue that many people raise. A very good option that incentivises people to
buy electric cars.” Others felt it would “increase use of electric vehicles” or, more cautiously,
that “maybe it would make EV an option.”

+ "Cost”

+ "If you legislate that car sellers must do this, it costs nothing to implement”

© Cons

— Practical issues - some assembly members felt there would be practical issues.
Comments included:

“Needs planning ahead - not always an option”

“What about emergencies? Not practical”

“Limit to how long you can have them for?”

“Not long enough. Would need weeks or more occasions”
“Availability: -Christmas -Half-term”

“Booking availability, holiday at same time etc.”

— Feasibility and bureaucracy - some assembly members feared it would be "bureaucratic”
or suggested “car dealers [are] highly unlikely to loan cars and [it would be] very difficult
to manage [the] process.”

— Limits to freedom unless more charging points - some assembly members said it
“wouldn’t give range of freedom as you are limited to charging points” or that “electric
cars only have a short range (120 miles) so would need more charging points.”

— Not needed? - some assembly members suggested it “may not be needed e.g. hire, rail”
or asked “why can't they all be long range?”

— "Only benefits those with money for new cars”

Some assembly members asked “would there be a scheme for 2nd hand EV?”
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Government investment in low carbon buses and/or trains

The government already subsidises some electric and hydrogen buses. There is also currently
a programme to electrify the railways, but it has recently slowed.®

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about government investment in low

carbon buses and/or trains.

® Pros

Better, more accessible public transport - some assembly members suggested that
“investment is absolutely necessary to make these options more affordable and accessible”,
or that this is an "opportunity for radical redesign of buses (accessibility).” Others
commented that the “more efficient public transport, [the] more people would use it.”

Needed - some assembly members said “we need it!" or it “needs to be done sooner
rather than later.” Others said it's “self-explanatory really and needs to be done.”

Jobs and industry - some assembly members suggested it would “revitalise [the] train
industry” or said it "would be good if government investment in low carbon jobs can create
skills and careers.”

Leadership and responsibility - some assembly members said it “"doesn’t push the
responsibility for change on [to the] public only. It initiates the process of change.”
Similarly, others commented that it would involve “lead[ing] by example.”

“Improves air quality for commuters”

“Focusing on investing more in public transport will reduce emissions a lot as the
number of users is high”

“Will help speed up the understanding of hydrogen power”

© Cons

6

nou

Cost and who pays - some assembly members asked “who pays”, “where is the money
coming from?”, or "how much would it cost, would it be economically viable?

Tech issues and practicalities - some assembly members suggested that the “battery range
for a bus surely won't be long enough for most journeys”, or that it “will take a long time
to charge.” Others asked “what happens with a power cut?”

“How realistic is it to electrify the rails? And how soon can these changes be implemented?”
“More electricity is needed so better infrastructure”

“Would take a very long time to actually reduce emissions”

HC Deb, 20 July 2017, col 72WS. The Government announced the cancellation of many newly electrified lines in favour

of hybrid (bi-modal) trains.
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Some assembly members said they would support this policy option if we “move quickly to
low carbon vehicles”, or “if [it’s] quicker (speed).” Others noted that “if Government/Parliament
implement public transport to run for longer and at later times people would use it more.”

Lowering speed limits on dual carriage ways and motorways

This would involve lowering the speed limit for cars on roads where it is 7omph to 60mph.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about lowering speed limits on dual
carriageways and motorways.

® Pros

+ Immediate effect - some assembly members described it as “immediate” or suggested

it's “very easy to do tomorrow and immediately reduces emissions.” Another commented:

“I like lowering speed limits on dual carriageways and motorways because it seems like
a straightforward enough method that has immediate positive impacts.”

+ Reducing accidents - some assembly members noted it would “reduce accidents”
or "also [have] benefits in reducing RTAs [Road Traffic Accidents].”

+ Impact on emissions - some said it would “reduce carbon” or result in “decreased
carbon emissions.”

+ “Lowers the speed limit thus cutting down on the use of fuel”

+ "“Increased fines for the treasury - voluntary tax”

© Cons

— Compliance and enforcement - some assembly members said they “don’t believe people
would stick to this at all” or that “no one will abide [by it] anyway.” Others said “no one sticks
to [the] limit as it is so | can't see it working without a lot of intervention” or “it won't work
unless you're going to restrict the cars and have someone policing it - people will carry on
going 70+." Some assembly members queried “do [the] police have resources to enforce
this" or suggested there is “insufficient capacity for enforcement.” Some said it would be
“difficult to enforce.”

— Journey times - some assembly members said they disliked the impact on “journey times”,
or that it “increases journey time. The limits may not be needed on electric cars?” Others
felt that “lowering speed will affect productivity, [and] impact on people’s working day, [and]
free time."

— "Itis a con for electric cars. It would put people off buying electric cars because there is
no benefit to using them”

— "“Will surely increase concertina effect and increase standing traffic and pollution”

— "“Still isn't going to lower emissions enough!”
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sembly members said this policy option would need to be accompanied by “advice and

education on how to drive more efficiently.” Others said the premise should be that “EVs are run
on 100% (90%) green energy by 2030.”

Additional ideas

During their discussions, assembly members noted a range of additional points and suggestions:

(19

(19

(19

(19

(19

(19

(19

(19

(19

(19

Climate

You need to address [electricity] supply before EVs”

You must get people on your side”

Need [for] education”

Make city centres car free (with free public transport to replace it)”
Congestion charging”

Synthetic fuels”

Wealth tax on high end polluters/vehicles”

Legislate that businesses (such as Uber, car clubs, hire cars etc) must only use EVs going
forward and legislate that going forward all delivery vehicles must be EVs”

More criteria to get a driver’s licence - less people, alter behaviour”

Car scrappage scheme to support the purchase of 2nd hand EVs.”
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Vote results

Assembly members voted by secret ballot on the seven policy options for moving quickly to

low carbon vehicles. There were two ballot papers. The first ballot paper asked assembly members
how much they agreed or disagreed that each policy option should be part of how the UK gets

to net zero. The second ballot paper asked them to rank the options in their order of preference.
The votes from this second ballot paper were counted both in terms of first preference votes

and via Borda count.

Figure 4: Moving quickly to low carbon vehicles
How much do you agree or disagree that each of the following
policy options should be part of how the UK gets to net zero? (%)
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Two policy options stood out for their popularity amongst assembly members. Large
majorities of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that ‘government investment in
low carbon buses and/or trains’ (91%) and ‘quickly stop selling the most polluting vehicles’
(86%) should be part of how the UK gets to net zero.”

Two options also stood out for their lack of popularity. Under half of assembly members
‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that ‘access to longer range cars for electric car owners’ (32%)

and ‘lowering speed limits on dual carriageways and motorways’ (46%) should be part of how
the UK gets to net zero. There was also significant opposition to both measures, with 34% and 45% of
assembly members ‘strong disagreeing’ or ‘disagreeing’ that they should be used. Although a large
number of assembly members (34%) said they ‘didn’t mind’ or ‘were unsure’ about access to longer
range vehicles, these results do suggest it was less popular than other options.

7 One assembly member abstained from the vote on ‘grants for business and people to buy low carbon cars’ so the
figures for this option add up to 97% not 100%.
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Smaller majorities of assembly members supported the three other policy options.
In order of assembly members’ preference, these were:

= Grants for businesses and people to buy low carbon cars - 74% ‘strongly agreed’
or ‘agreed’ that they should be part of how the UK gets to net zero; 14% said they were
‘unsure’ or ‘don’t mind’;

®  Car scrappage scheme - 66% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’; 26% said they were ‘unsure’
or ‘don’t mind’;

= Advertising restrictions on certain cars - 58% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. 29% said
they were ‘unsure’ or ‘don’t mind’.

The preference voting largely reinforced the results of the first vote, but provided two additional
insights. The results suggest that:

B ‘Quickly stop selling the most polluting cars’ was the most important policy to assembly
members by some distance, followed by ‘government investment in low carbon buses
and/or trains’;

B Amongst options that a majority of assembly members supported in the first vote,

‘advertising restrictions on certain cars’ was their least preferred policy by some distance.

‘Access to longer range cars’ and ‘lowering speed limits’ again scored more poorly than the other
policy options.

Figure 5: Moving quickly to low carbon vehicles
Please rank the following policy options in order of preference
(% 1st preference votes)

%

60
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)
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Quickly stop  Grants for Car Advertising Access to Government  Lowering speed
selling the businesses scrappage restrictions longerrange  investmentin limits on dual
most polluting and people scheme on certain cars for low carbon carriageways
cars to buy low cars electric car buses and/or and motorways
carbon cars owners trains
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Figure 6: Moving quickly to low carbon vehicles
Please rank the following policy options in order of preference
(Borda count)

..

Quickly stop  Grants for Advertising Access to Government  Lowering speed

selling the businesses scrappage restrictions longerrange  investmentin limits on dual

most polluting and people scheme on certain cars for low carbon carriageways

cars to buy low cars electric car buses and/or  and motorways
carbon cars owners trains

C.2 Discouraging car ownership and use

Assembly members looked at eight options for discouraging car ownership and use:

®  Closing roads to cars;

®  Charging to use the roads;
® [ncreasing fuel duty;

®  Local business levy;

B Reducing parking space;

®  Car sharing;

®  Car clubs;

Localisation.

We start by presenting the rationale for their views, taking each policy option in turn.

Jump to the vote results on page 101 (5
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Closing roads to cars

This would involve restricting cars in certain lanes, roads or zones. It could eventually mean
that cars are not allowed in most town centres. There could also be temporary closures, such as
regular car free days.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about closing roads to cars.

® Pros

+ Reduced pollution and health benefits - some assembly members said it would “cult]
pollution”, result in “cleaner air”, or make a “fast improvement to air quality.” Others
suggested it would be “better for pedestrians’ and residents’ health.”

+ Other uses for roads and safer spaces - some assembly members commented that you
“may be able to utilise the roads that were shut” or that “closure would make a lot of sense
e.g. times when children are playing.” Others said it would create “safer spaces” or liked
“keeping cars off the road legally! For safe walking/cycling.” Some assembly members said
it would result in “more pedestrian areas.”

+ Benefits for towns, cities, high streets - some assembly members felt it “would create more
environment friendly towns and cities”, or suggested that areas would “need to have better
public services which could lead to a revival of the high street.”

+ Feasible / achievable - some assembly members commented that “park and ride in cities is
shown to work” or suggested that it “can be done very quickly by investing in electric buses.”

+ “More active travel in towns/cities”

+ “This would make people think of other options; they might end up preferring this”

© Cons

— Impact on certain groups and essential activities - some assembly members said
it “can unduly impact disabled [people]” or asked “what about people with disabilities?”
Others suggested it would "discourage certain groups of people from visiting”, “may limit
people from doing things they need to do”, or that “exemptions [would be] needed for

some workers."

— Congestion and emissions - some assembly members suggested that “closing down roads
would congest roads therefore increasing emissions”, that there would be “more traffic jams”
or “more congestion, more emission, more pollution.” Others said it would simply result in
“more traffic/business elsewhere” or “higher carbon emissions in other areas.”

— "It would not provide an opportunity for cycling lanes”
— "People taking longer journeys to get to the same place”

— "Supporting local businesses - may suffer if people can’t drive into town”

Some assembly members said this policy option is “only good if transport infrastructure is good.”
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Charging to use the roads

This would involve charging drivers according to (a) which roads they use at which times of day;
and (b) how polluting their car is. This could be done either nationally or locally.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about charging to use the roads.

® Pros

+

Increasing awareness and behaviour change - some assembly members felt this would
“make people more considerate of the pollution their car is giving off.” Others said it “may
make people change!” or “would cut out unimportant journeys.”

The polluter pays - some assembly members liked that it “would make the drivers who use
the roads pay more for the privilege” or that “the polluter pays.” Others said that it “seems
fairer than other propositions”, that it's “potentially fair (depending on how implemented)”, or
that it's an “even and fair approach between those who need to use cars because they live in
rural areas where public transport is not common and those who don't have to because they
live in cities.”

Money for government - some assembly members commented that “government can get
a lot of money from the charges, especially from busy crossings.” Others liked that the “duty
is not ring-fenced. Politicians should spend [the money] where needed.”

Flexibility to help low paid - some assembly members suggested that as it's a “simple
usage tax [you] can have a free allowance (mileage free) for low paid.” Others said they liked
that “low income families are subsidised.”

“Would be in favour of temporary charging times to ease congestion/pollution”
“Very quickly reduces emissions”
“Toll roads used abroad”

“You decide how much you spend”

© Cons

Data and privacy - some assembly members asked “will the government abuse the data,
sell it etc” or cautioned "big brother - concern about being tracked and where data goes.”

Impact on low paid - some assembly members said it risked “causing a rich/poor rift -
everything needs to be affordable for everyone.” Others commented that the “increased cost
would put a strain on the lower paid” or that “if people are on a tight budget it would put
people off going [to] places if they are going to get a road users’ bill.”

“Creates unintended traffic blight through diverting to other routes”
“Could inflate the cost of delivered goods massively”

“Impact on small businesses”
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— "“Important to consider all aspects of travel. Car type, mpg, road, time etc”
“Fairness issues”

“Need choice to use ‘toll"”

Some assembly members noted conditions that would need to be met for them to support
this policy, or additional suggestions for how it could work:

®m  “If selective about what times of day, like rush hour”

= “If just towns and cities”

®  “Providing they get rid of the road tax”

B “Must subsidise lower income families to make it fair”

= “It has to go hand in hand with affordable public transport”

B “Good, but must be used for right reasons (Big Brother)”

®  “Using new tech, cars should be charged per mile”

Increasing fuel duty

This would involve increasing fuel tax on petrol and diesel. The money raised could be used
to improve alternatives to travelling by car, although this isn’t the case at the moment.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about increasing fuel duty.

® Pros

+ “Would make drivers reduce their travel and consider alternative transport”
+ "Easier for individuals to budget for than road charging”

+ "Used to value travel by car - more use, more pay”

+ "Very quickly reduces emissions”

+ "“The polluter pays”

+ "Potentially fair. Most closely related to CO, emissions”
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© Cons

— Impact on certain groups - some assembly members felt it would “price people out of
driving ...[who] may not have other alternatives.” Others said “only the wealthy will [be able
to] afford to drive.”

— Problems with how it would work - some assembly members disliked the “uneven
distribution of charges” or stated that “all cars should pay the same tax regardless of
age etc."

— Lack of impact - some assembly members commented that “we already pay a high fuel duty
compared to other countries and it hasn't reduced car use” or that the “duty [is] already high
and had no impact.”

— What money gets spent on - some assembly disliked that the money raised “doesn't get
spent on improving public transport” or that the “money isn't ring-fenced.”

— Prices - some assembly members worried that “prices will rise” or asked “will it affect bus
prices? Delivery costs go up?”

— "“Impact on small businesses/delivery vehicles”

— "[Ring-fencing] Will cause a large hole in government funding streams”

Some assembly members noted conditions that would need to be met for them to support
the policy, or additional suggestions for how it could work:

= Ring-fence money: some assembly members said they would support it “only if [the]
increase [is] hypothecated and used to fund CO, emission reduction.” Others said the
money raised it “needs to be spent on net zero;”

= Help for certain groups: some said they would support it “if [there is a] reduced tax in
the countryside/rural areas because fuel [is] more expensive” or “as long as low income
families are subsidised and it is ring-fenced for sustainable spending.”

Some assembly members said it should “provide more incentive for electric car usage”

or was “okay on [the] worst polluters.”

Local business levy

This would involve charging businesses for each parking space that they own, or for each person
that they employ. The money would be used to improve alternatives to travelling by car in
that area.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about a local business levy.

8 The Expert Leads had noted that cars that use less fuel and therefore produce less carbon emissions would pay less duty.
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® Pros

+ Charge to business not individuals - some assembly members liked the “cost being passed
to the business not [the] individual” or "taking it off the individual - only if businesses pay!”

+ Raising money - others suggested it “helps the government cover costs” or is a “very easy
way to raise money for green spending as long as it is relative to business size."

+ "Would encourage staff/businesses to use alternative transport e.g. cycles, car
share, buses”

+ "It works in Dunkirk"®

+ "“The land can be used for other businesses (encourage public/shared transport)”

© Cons

— Impact on certain groups - some assembly members said that “exemptions [would be]
needed for disabled employees reliant on cars” or that it is “bad for shift and key workers
where public transport [is] not available.”

— Impact on businesses and fairness between different businesses - some assembly
members said that a “business levy for parking is tax on business” or suggested “some
businesses could struggle to find extra money.” Others labelled it an “extra expense for small
businesses” or said it “could see small businesses going under.” Some assembly members
made additional points:

“Businesses with private land and lots of spaces will be penalised”
“Very unfair: employee density vs business profitability e.g. supermarket vs bit-barn”

“Companies will struggle to hire employees if they find it inconvenient to travel to work
or have to find alternate transportation when they have a car”

— Cost to employee (passing on the cost) - some assembly members said that businesses
“will charge employees to go to work” or disliked “employees having to pay to go to work”
or the “cost to [the] employee.”

— Disincentive to employ staff - some assembly members felt it would act as a “disincentive
to employ staff” or a “disincentive for employment.”

— Where people end up parking - some assembly members felt it “encourages parking away
from work in residential areas” or suggested that a “lack of parking spaces creates conflict
between local businesses and residents.”

Some assembly members said they would support the policy “as long as it [the levy] is relative
to business size.”

9 As previously noted, this referred back to a case study presented by one of the speakers, Lynn Sloman, during
Weekend Two of the assembly. It showed the impact of introducing free bus travel in Dunkirk in autumn 2018.
Bus trips increased 85%, and half of the new bus users previously travelled by car. Lynn's talk is available at
climateassembly.uk/resources/
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Reducing parking space

This would involve reducing parking space through double yellow lines, residential parking zones,
removing car parks, making car parks smaller and/or liming parking space for new houses.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about reducing parking space.

® Pros

+ "Will reduce vehicles going into towns/city [with people] using public transport [instead]”
+ "“There should be areas free from parking such as schools and elderly people's homes"
+ "“More space for growing natural sources and more pleasant societies”

+ "Very easy to do. Loss in revenue can be balanced by a business levy”

© Cons

— Where people would park - some assembly members predicted a “displacement of parking
on to side roads or pavements.” Others said that “people tend to parkillegally if there is
no parking space.”

— Impact on high streets - some assembly members stated that “reducing car spaces
could result in lost revenue to high streets” or that “removing car space will impact on town
shopping.” Others felt there would be a "big impact on local businesses e.g. retail shops.”

— Impact on certain groups - some assembly members suggested that “people who are
reliant on cars would not be able to get around” or that it “punishes residents who may
need a car for any number of reasons.”

— Compatibility with other changes needed - some assembly members asked “if we're
encouraging people to have electric cars, but decreasing parking - how will people charge
their cars?” Others queried “if we reduce space where will the electric cars, car club cars and
car sharing cars go that we are trying to incentivise?”

— Congestion - some assembly members said “reducing parking space leads to congestion”
or that “reducing parking spaces would cause more congestion on the roads.”

— "Conflates parking shortage with climate change issues”

— "People need to go places, so need to park”

— "Business park car parks - what would the space be used for?”
— "“Could affect house prices”

— "Personal experience of conflict between local businesses and residents over
employee parking”
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Some assembly members said decision-makers would need to be “careful how you apply
[the policy] — don’t conflate [it] with revenue raising” or that it “could increase the use of public
transport (need better infrastructure).”

Car sharing

This would involve getting more people to share vehicles through ‘match-making’ apps and
incentives like carpool lanes and exemptions from parking charges. This may require some
financial support for businesses and local authorities to set up and operate the software, and to
develop and enforce car pool lanes and car parking spaces.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about car sharing.

® Pros

+ “Alternative to owning a car but still have independence”

+ "“Share petrol costs, parking”

+ "Affordable for those on lower income”

+ "Can cut emissions cheaply if done by an app or employers”

+ "Carpool fares - can incentivise the use of car sharing”

© Cons

— Loss of independence - some assembly members disliked the “loss of independence”
or "being reliant on someone else. What if ill? Car trouble? Insurance?”

— People not keen - some assembly members said “people aren’t keen” or that “many people
would feel uncomfortable car-sharing - we have this option already but there is a reason why
it is so unpopular.”

— Safety - some assembly members raised concerns about “security/personal safety”,
“safety concerns, who am | getting into a car with?"” or “safeguarding.” Others noted you
“could be sharing your car with anyone.”

— Abusing the system and enforcement - some assembly members worried about the
“potential to abuse the system” with others suggesting “ways would have to be found of
enforcing/checking car share” or asking “does the app pay the driver? How do you enforce
sharing cash?”

— "May increase journey time and CO, output”
— "Time/cost”

— "Car insurance issues”
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Some assembly said they would support this policy “if organised by a company - they could pay.”
Similarly, others said it “needs to be well organised” or that we “need to use apps/methods so
[it’s] organised.”

Car clubs

This would involve pay-as-you-go renting of cars that are available throughout your area.

These would be booked through an app and could be used for short periods of time. At the
moment car clubs tend to be run by commercial operators. They do however need local authority
funds to dedicate car parking spaces to them, promote them, and provide some subsidy for
electric vehicles.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about car clubs.

® Pros

+ Benefits for certain groups - some assembly members felt it would be “especially good
for retired people who don't use their car, very often” or would result in “cheaper insurance
for young people than owning a car.” Others felt it would “help lower income holders to also
have this option” or that it could be "use[d] for shift workers' systems.”

+ Less car ownership - some assembly members felt it would result in “less car ownership”
or labelled it a "great idea for reducing the need for buying a car.”

+ Cost effective, easy, convenient and clean - some assembly members suggested it is a
“cost effective solution”, or that it “could be [a] cost effective and easier solution.” Others said
it is “very easy to implement and clean if car clubs must use EVs.” Some assembly members
commented that it is “convenient, easy”, or “excellent in cities - works with Zipcar and in Paris.”

+ "I like this because I think it is viable. There is a rise in popularity of renting things and
subscriptions because there is less responsibility and commitment. If they are renting
the car they also don't need to worry about managing and repairing the car”
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© Cons

— Practical issues - some assembly members raised “concern about what happens if [you]
damage [the car]” or queried "insurance issues?” or “insurance?”

— Doesn't work in rural areas - some assembly members said they were “concerned about
how many cars there would need to be in rural areas” or that it “only works practically in
urban [areas].”

— "Requires lots of organisation to plan booking a car to presume when you need it”
— "“Time to pick up/drop off”

— "“More people drive that don’t already”

— "People become less able, less confident drivers”

— "“Money isn't ring-fenced”

— "Variable costs? If so then accessibility?”

— "What's the difference between car clubs and traditional car rental?”

Some assembly members commented that it “needs to be affordable” or that it “works better in
some areas than others e.g. urban vs rural.”

Localisation

This would involve changing regulation to ensure that new houses can only be built with good
public transport links. It would also involve including or putting back into local areas services
such as post offices, local shops, health centres and schools.

Assembly members identified a number of pros and cons about localisation.

® Pros

+ Better community ties - some assembly members said localisation “could create better
community ties in new developments”, “could improve social isolation as they need shops/
doctors.” Others noted that “many new developments have little community amenities so

this would improve community engagement in local areas.”

+ Better amenities and accessibility - some assembly members felt that “town planning
needs to include services and transport” or liked the idea of “post office revival.” Some said
that “all society would have accessibility.”

+ Reduction in car dependency and ownership - some assembly members felt it would
“discourage car dependency” or “reduce the need for private car ownership” or “encourage
people to walk leaving the car at home and exercise”

+ "A good long-term solution. Legislate property developer to invest in transport infrastructure”

+ "“Seems like an obvious action to implement”
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© Cons

— Difficult to make work - some assembly members raised queries about “feasibility”, asking
“how would this be implemented?” or saying they “don't think this will happen.” Others
suggested it would be “difficult to recruit doctors” or “difficult to encourage business.”

I

Some said thinking was needed on “how to get ‘services' to back ‘localisation’.

— Green belt loss - some assembly members suggested it would “upset environmentalists
and [to] expect opposition if you want to build on green belts.” Others suggested there
would be “green belt loss” with “wildlife affected”, or that “green belt loss will result in [an]
urban spiral.”

— "High density living is low quality of life”
— "Unsure about time frame”
— "Loss of economies of scale of distribution means higher price of goods”

— "“Not always optional for everyone!”

Additional ideas

During their discussions on discouraging car ownership and use, some assembly members noted
additional points or suggestions:

®  Carbon zones in every city/town;

®  [f car use is to be discouraged then “public transport infrastructure ... must be in place”;

B “Car ownership per se isn’t the problem. An (e.g. old) polluting car that does little/
no miles isn’t polluting”;

B “Amazon deliveries — should be delivered to work or [we need] localisation. We know
this is freight but [it] has impacts on localisation and what we buy and how.”

Vote results

Assembly members voted by secret ballot on the eight policy options for discouraging car
ownership and use. There were two ballot papers. The first ballot paper asked assembly members
how much they agreed or disagreed that each policy option should be part of how the UK gets

to net zero. The second ballot paper asked them to rank the options in their order of preference.
The votes from this second ballot paper were counted both in terms of first preference votes

and via Borda count.
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Figure 7: Discouraging car ownership and use
How much do you agree or disagree that each of the following
policy options should be part of how the UK gets to net zero? (%)
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Overall, these policy options were less popular amongst assembly members than those for
moving quickly to low carbon vehicles. In general, levels of agreement were lower and levels

of disagreement significantly higher. Many assembly members had been clear when discussing
the future of surface transport in the UK (see Section B above) that they wanted to minimise
restrictions on travel and lifestyles. Their comparative dislike of policy options for discouraging
car ownership and use is consistent with that view.

A majority of assembly members supported four of the policy options for discouraging
car ownership and use. In assembly members’ order of preference these were:

= Localisation — 72% of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that this should
be part of how the UK gets to net zero. 20% ‘strongly disagreed’ or ‘disagreed’;

= Car clubs - 59% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. Levels of disagreement were low, with more
assembly members (31%) saying they ‘didn’t mind’ or ‘were unsure’;

®  Charging to use the roads — 56% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. 39% ‘strongly disagreed’
or ‘disagreed’;

®  (Closing roads to cars - 53% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. 22% ‘strongly disagreed’

or ‘disagreed’.

Only a minority of assembly members supported the other policy options. The least popular was
‘reducing parking space’; a sizeable majority of assembly members (67%) strongly disagreed or
disagreed with this proposal.
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Figure 8: Discouraging car ownership and use
Please rank the following policy options in order of preference
(% 1st preference votes)
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Figure 9: Discouraging car ownership and use
Please rank the following policy options in order of preference
(Borda count)
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roads to to use fuel duty  business  parking sharing clubs
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The same four policy options scored most highly in the preference voting, with ‘localisation’
and ‘closing roads to cars’ jointly topping the Borda count. These results suggest that ‘closing
roads to cars’ is more acceptable to a greater number of assembly members than ‘charging to
use the roads’ or ‘car clubs’.
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C.3

Increasing the use of public and

active transport

Assembly members looked at seven options for increasing the use of public and active transport:

Adding new routes and more frequent services;

Increasing investment to make buses faster and more reliable;
On-demand buses;

Making public transport cheaper;

Bringing public transport back under government control;
Investing in cycling and scootering facilities;

Grants to buy electric bikes.

We start by presenting the rationale for their views, taking each policy option in turn.

Jump to the vote results on page 112 (5

Adding new routes and more frequent services

This would involve increasing relevant government funds paid to local authorities, so that the

latter could add new routes and/or provide more buses on existing routes. There are many
services that private bus companies will not operate because they are not profitable. Government

funding to plug this gap has been cut in recent years.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about adding new routes and more
frequent services.

® Pros

+

Reduced car use - some assembly members liked the idea of “new routes to areas that feel
the need to drive as there is no alternative.” Others noted that “people would not have to use
cars for essential journeys.”

More people would use the service - some assembly members felt that it “would encourage
more people to use the service” or that “improvement would increase use.”

“Increase government funding should enable more routes... and bring back closed
down routes”
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© Cons

— Unrealistic - some assembly members suggested that “people who live in places with
no bus route will already have cars, so not use buses.” Others said that "bus services are still
unusable in rural areas - unrealistic to make [them] comparable to [a] car.”

— Cost and use of money - some assembly members worried about the “cost to [the]
taxpayer”, or asked "how much would it cost? Would it effect investment in other areas?”
Others said that “if [it] remains in [the] private sector then [it] will cost more money” or that
“private companies currently waste money on routes that are empty.”

— "Relies on infrastructure to implement”

— "“Needs enough people using it for it to be a benefit”

Some assembly members advocated “research [on] where routes are most needed” or said they
would support this idea “if bus routes run earlier and later.” Others said it “would only be worth
doing if price of travel reduces.”

Increasing investment to make buses faster and more reliable

This would involve investment in bus priority lanes and better interchanges such as bus stations.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about increasing investment to make
buses faster and more reliable.

® Pros

+ Increasing public transport use - some assembly members said that “if [the] bus service is
faster, more people will use the bus”, that “faster bus services will be an incentive for people
who drive for faster travel” or that it “would encourage people to use public transport.”

+ Reducing car use and congestion - some assembly members suggested that “full buses
reduce road congestion” or that “more bus lanes = more buses = less cars.”

+ Support for particular technologies - some assembly members suggested “investing in
hydrogen buses - no CO," or that an “increase in investment [in] bus infrastructure in cities
could include overhead electric rail to reduce emissions as well.”
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© Cons

Feasibility - some assembly members said it “sounds great, but don't see it being feasible
because of space being taken up.” Others suggested that “not all roads are capable of being
converted to include bus lanes especially where cycle lanes already exist.” Some assembly
members queried “is congestion an issue? If so, they won't be reliable.”

“Would it be worth the investment? Smart motorways have caused massive travel
disruption for little benefit”

"“Faster buses = more CO,?"

Some assembly members commented that implementation would be “reliant on develop[ing]
infrastructure.”

On-demand buses

This would involve buses in rural areas and smaller towns that you can call through an app
or phone. These buses would pick you up from where you are and drop you where you need to go,
or to another bus or rail interchange.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about on-demand buses.

® Pros

Benefit to certain groups - some assembly members suggested that it “could help people
in more isolated areas, especially the elderly who need to get to doctors appointments etc.”
Others said it "hopefully will be a benefit to [the] elderly and people in rural areas.”

Stopping empty buses - some assembly members said that it “could ensure buses are full
(depending on how it works)"” or that it “stops empty buses from driving around taking space
and polluting.”

“Gives people more independence (may give up car)”
“On-demand (small) buses could be electric”
“Shared (Uber)”

“Cheap solution”

© Cons

Not accessible to everyone - some assembly members said it “may not be suitable for
disabled [people]” or that “it might be harder for older or disabled people to use as it requires
a smart phone and app etc.”
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Feasibility, including signal and internet access - some assembly members noted
“issues with internet access"” or said that "if you need to get somewhere in an emergency
and there's no signal you won't be able to use the app.” Others said they “can’t see how it
could effectively work e.g. rural areas.”

Practicalities for passengers - some assembly members said there would be the “worry
[you] might not get one and then [have] no transport.” Others said they are “concerned
people [would be] inconvenienced because [they] have to wait.” Others queried “time -

it would take longer if picking people up?”

Costs - some assembly members said it “could be loss making” or that “increase[d]
cost for on demand buses would be an additional cost to [the] tax payer.”

“Concerned empty buses sitting around”

“Don’t think really it is on demand”

Some assembly members said it would be “good if you can call up as well (older people like
to phone)” or felt “there will be an element of trial and error.”

Making public transport cheaper

This would involve discounted or free buses or trains.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about making public transport cheaper.

® Pros

+

More people would use / consider it - some assembly members suggested that

“making public transport cheaper and more reliable could result in more users” or that
“making it free would encourage way more people to use it.” One assembly member
commented “this could convince me to get public transport more even if the journey takes
longer.” Other assembly members suggested that it “would make bus/train travel more of
[a] considered option” or that it “would be a good financial incentive for commuters.”

Reducing car use - some assembly members said it “might encourage people to give up
their cars” or that “currently people are priced out of public travel. [This is an] [iJncentive
not to drive.” Others noted “free travel = convenient for everyone and replaces cars.”

Benefits to economy - some assembly members suggested that “affordability allows people
to travel more. Could boost economy as more spending” or that it would "“improve [the]
economic well-being of society (increased wealth).”

Support for free use or cheaper fares - some assembly members stated “make it free at
point of use”, or “free public transport for all.” Others noted that “currently bus fares have
gone up higher than inflation - instead it should be lower.”

“Improve wellness (increased health)”

“Massive drop in emissions”
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© Cons

— Experience - some assembly members felt that “free travel on buses is still not as nice
as going in [a] car” or that it's “got to be nicer than [going by] car before [it can] have an
impact on CO,."

— Cost - some assembly members noted that “it has to be paid for” or disliked the “cost
to [the] taxpayer.”

Some assembly members said they would support this policy “if [the] infrastructure is there/
readily available.”

Bringing public transport back under government control

This would involve national government, local government or groups of local authorities
controlling bus, tram and/or train services.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about bringing public transport back
under government control.

® Pros

+ Integration and planning - some assembly members suggested it “will enable the
implementation of an integrated system”, would create “possibilities for [the] better
integration of public transport” or “would allow all bus and rail networks to be integrated
- improv[ing] connections and use.” Others said that “hopefully [those responsible would]
get planning right i.e. [the] right hand [would] know what [the] left hand is doing.”

+ Better services - some assembly members said that “bringing public transport back under
the control of government could result in better services” or that “public transport under
government control [is] better than private, because it works.”

+ Price and payments - some assembly members suggested it is a “clear way to drop rail
fairs and make it more affordable” or predicated there would be a “cost benefit to the user
(private companies charge what they like).” Others said it “will improve consistency with
price and could [lead to]... subsidised travel” or that "by putting public transport under
Government, there can be a standardised payment system.”

+ Known to work - some assembly members described it as a “proven effective policy.
European and other countries are well run.” Others said that it “works in London - we can
use TfL model”, or that the “Dunkirk option is best."*°

+ Less profit focussed - some assembly members said it meant “routes can be determined
by necessity instead of profit” or that it would “help ‘less profitable’ routes.”

10  As previously noted, this referred back to a case study presented by one of the speakers, Lynn Sloman, during
Weekend Two of the assembly. Lynn's talk is available at climateassembly.uk/resources/
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+ "Easier to regulate and control under government control”

+ "Government managed school bus system - for all school kids"

+ "“Ensures that money is being used for transport, not local authorities”

Not in favour of nationalisation - some assembly members said they are “not convinced
nationalisation works" or that “we should be moving to smaller more efficient government
and nationalisation is moving in the wrong direction.”

Cost to taxpayer - some assembly members noted it “has to be paid for”, asked “how
much will it cost to buy back routes?” Others said they had “concerns about government
ownership bringing value for money or being a money pit for tax payer money.”

“Union problems”
“Do we currently have true competition in transport services?”

“Who monitors quality and standards?”
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Investing in cycling and scootering facilities

This would involve investment in cycle lanes, cycle parking, free cycling lessons and shared ‘pay
as you go’ bikes. It would also include segregated cycle lanes and cycle lanes outside urban areas

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about investing in cycling and
scootering facilities.

® Pros

+ Safety and accessibility - some assembly members said it “ensures cyclist safety”,
that “safer cycling would improve accessibility for users” or that it would “mak][e] bikes
safe [and people] more confident about riding a bike.” Others said it would be “safer for
pedestrians and cyclists if cyclists have their own cycle super highways.”

+ Health benefits - some assembly members liked that it “has a huge benefit for health” or
that “it is healthier for the public, reduces car use.” Some said there would be “positive health
improvements IF done right - physical and mental.”

+ Meeting a need - some assembly members commented that “investing in cycle lane
infrastructure is necessary to enable greater cycle use.” Others stated “joined up cycle lanes
[are] needed”, "need storage” or “training is important = confidence and safety.” Some liked
the idea of “safe places to store bikes when shopping/at work.”

+ Important - some assembly members said “it is as important [as] reading and writing!”
or that “Councils must invest.”

+ "Would prefer more cycle lanes and pedestrian spaces than roads”

+ “Drop in emissions”

© Cons

— Cost and affordability - some assembly members disliked the “cost of implementing
infrastructure for cycling”, suggesting “it costs £700k per 1km for the best cycle lanes.”
Others said “local councils can't afford to do it.”

— "“Would need to make new cycle lanes in all rural areas as it is quite dangerous to cycle
there and this puts people off”

— "Difficult to cycle in bad weather”
— "Pay as you go may result in increased bike theft”
— "“Competition for limited road - bus/cycle lanes”

— "Bike users should be made to take a proficiency test as quite a few are a danger on
the road”

— "Many cyclists refuse to use existing cycle lanes and insist on road use!”

— "“No health benefits if you are cycling next to traffic”
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Grants to buy electric bikes

This could involve both a UK national grant scheme and local authorities offering grants to enable
experimentation with different approaches. Grants of about £250 per e-bike are effective in other
countries.

Assembly members identified the following pros and cons about grants to buy electric bikes.

® Pros

+ Viable and affordable - some assembly members commented that “grants for e-bikes [are]
large enough to be useful” or that it “makes buying an e-bike much more viable - grant
money is very good in comparison to the average price.” Others said it “makes cycling more
affordable for longer distances.”

+ Incentivising uptake - relatedly, others liked the “financial incentive for the general public
to engage in cycling”, or said “grants are good - [they] encourage use of e-bikes.” Some
suggested grants might result in people “getting a bike when you might not have thought
about it before.”

+ "“Encourages exercise”
+ "Really good if it benefits [those on] low incomes and people with health issues”

+ "Safer than racing bikes”

© Cons

— Safety - some assembly members worried about “safety for pedestrians (people
cycle on pavements!)”, said “e-bikes [are] more dangerous than motorbikes in rural
areas - e.g. for pedestrians”, or highlighted “increased risks to pedestrians, particularly
[those who are] visually impaired and elderly.”

— No impact on emissions? - some assembly members suggested e-bikes would “most likely
only [be] bought for leisure - therefore no carbon decrease.” Others queried “will this really
have much of an impact on emissions?”

— Not possible for everyone - some assembly members noted “not everyone can” or said
“even with grants [it's] still too costly for low income families.”

— "“Subsidising manufactures”

— "Insurance and licencing”

Some assembly members said the “grant has to be large enough to make a difference.”
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Additional ideas

During their discussions about increasing the use of public and active transport, some assembly
members noted additional suggestions:

¢ Legislate for all schools to teach cycling”

¢ Make more guided bus and rail™*

¢ Sensor systems to control/manage train routes” allowing for a greater bunching of trains
and a reduction in delays. This would “replace any pollution if [the trains are] electric!”

¢ Smart buses” that have more sensors, for example to avoid the bunching of services
or automatically count passengers to know if extra buses are needed;

¢ One ticket system with no penalty”

¢ There must be subsidies for low income areas and people”

Others commented “this is all part of a joined up approach to transport — we like them all,
so ranking [them on our ballot papers] is hard.”

Vote results

Assembly members voted by secret ballot on the seven policy options for increasing the use of
public and active transport. There were two ballot papers. The first ballot paper asked assembly
members how much they agreed or disagreed that each policy option should be part of how the
UK gets to net zero. The second ballot paper asked them to rank the options in their order of
preference. The votes from this second ballot paper were counted both in terms of first preference
votes and via Borda count.

Assembly members supported a wide range of policies to increase the use of public and active
transport. This is consistent with their earlier preferences for improvements in these areas (see
Sections A and B above).

Large majorities of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’ that four of the policies should be
part of how the UK gets to net zero. Levels of ‘strong agreement’ with these policies were
high (at least 50% in all cases):

= Adding new routes and more frequent services: 86% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’,
including 50% who ‘strongly agreed’;

®  Making public transport cheaper: 83% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’, including 64% who
‘strongly agreed’;

= Bringing public transport back under government control: 75% ‘strongly agreed’
or ‘agreed’, including 58% who ‘strongly agreed’;

= Investing in cycling and scootering facilities: 70% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’,
including 53% who ‘strongly agreed’.

11 Thisis where buses or trains are guided automatically along a purpose-built track. The driver controls the speed.
Guided buses are flexible in that they can also be driven on normal roads.
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A majority of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with the introduction of two

further policies:

= Investing in faster and more reliable buses: 66% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’;

®  On-demand buses: 59% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’.

Figure 10: Increasing the use of public and active transport
How much do you agree or disagree that each of the following
policy options should be part of how the UK gets to net zero? (%)

%
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The only policy option that a majority of assembly members failed to support was ‘grants
to buy electric bikes.” Only 22% of assembly members ‘disagreed’ or ‘strongly disagreed’ with this
policy. However, a large percentage (36%) ‘didn’t mind’ or were ‘unsure’, leaving the percentage of

those ‘agreeing’ or ‘strongly agreeing’ at just 42%.

The ranking votes shed some additional light on assembly members’ views: all the policies about
public transport (except on-demand buses) scored more highly than those about active transport.
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Figure 11: Increasing the use of public and active transport
Please rank the following policy options in order of preference
(% 1st preference votes)
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Figure 12: Increasing the use of public and active transport
Please rank the following policy options in order of preference
(Borda count)
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Policy options — conclusions

Assembly members’ policy recommendations reinforced their earlier preferences. Assembly
members had already indicated support for moving quickly to low carbon vehicles and improving
public transport. Their broad support for policies in these areas was consistent with that view

(please see the table below).

Conversely, many assembly members had been clear that they wanted to minimise restrictions
on travel and lifestyles. Their comparative lack of support for policy options to discourage car
ownership and use reaffirms that preference.

% Assembly members who agreed or disagreed with policy options

% strongly agree

% strongly disagree

Policy option Policy objective or agree or disagree

Government investment in Moving quickly to low 91% 6%

low carbon buses and trains carbon vehicles

Quickly stop selling the most Moving quickly to low 86% 11%

polluting vehicles carbon vehicles

Adding new bus routes and Increasing the use of 86% 9%

more frequent services public and active transport

Making public Increasing the use of 83% 14%

transport cheaper public and active transport

Bringing public transport back  Increasing the use of public 75% 11%

under government control and active transport

Grants for businesses and Moving quickly to low 74% 9%

people to buy low carbon cars carbon vehicles

Localisation Discouraging car 72% 20%
ownership and use

Investing in cycling and Increasing the use of 70% 9%

scootering facilities public and active transport

Increasing investment to make  Increasing the use of 66% 9%

buses faster and more reliable public and active transport

Car scrappage scheme Moving quickly to low 66% 9%
carbon vehicles

On-demand buses Increasing the use of 59% 22%
public and active transport

Car clubs Discouraging car 59% 11%
ownership and use

Advertising restrictions Moving quickly to low 58% 15%

on the most polluting cars carbon vehicles

Charging to use the roads Discouraging car 56% 39%
ownership and use

Closing roads to cars Discouraging car 53% 23%

ownership and use

Note: this table only includes policy options that at least 50% of assembly members supported

Climate Assembly UK— How we travel on land

15



rﬁ"rm
q
h IMIM‘! \ I
«w *\Pm W : N
f iaE'«a “llil U Il
=7 ql? ) L

T

On moving quickly to low carbon vehicles, assembly members were particularly supportive of
options to ‘quickly stop selling the most polluting vehicles’ and ‘government investment in
low carbon buses and/or trains’. There was also significant support for ‘grants for businesses
and people to buy low carbon cars’. Assembly members did not support ‘access to longer

range cars for electric car owners’ or lowering speed limits on dual carriageways or motorways.’
Assembly members’ rationale for their decisions included factors around:

B Personal costs and affordability, including for those on low incomes;
®  Qverall costs, who pays and who benefits;

B Practicalities around implementation;

®  The impact on emissions;

®  And potential co-benefits.

Assembly members’ preferred options for increasing the use of public and active transport
were: ‘making public transport cheaper’; ‘bringing public transport back under
government control’; and ‘adding new bus routes and more frequent services’. They also
backed the introduction of other policy initiatives. In general, assembly members were more
supportive of policies to improve public — as opposed to active — transport. Assembly members
did not support grants to buy electric bikes. Assembly members’ rationale for their decisions
around public and active transport included a wish to see increased use of public transport, and
considerations around cost (both personal and overall) and accessibility. For individual policies,
impacts around safety, health and the ability to plan a better service were also important.
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As already noted, assembly members were overall less supportive of policies to discourage car
ownership and use. However a large majority of assembly members (72%) supported one policy
option, ‘localisation’, with ‘closing roads to cars’ also performing well in the Borda count. Small
majorities of assembly members supported two further policies, ‘charging to use the roads’ and
‘car clubs’. Assembly members’ rationale included whether or not they thought policies would
benefit local areas including local high streets, and their potential impacts on people with low
incomes, who live in rural areas and/or who have a disability.

D. Anything else to tell government
or Parliament

At the end of weekend three, assembly members had the opportunity to add any further thoughts
on surface transport and the path to net zero. A small number of assembly members chose to add
additional points.

Some assembly members talked about the need for education and information:

¢ Generic education in schools about carbon neutrality — kids now [are the] adults of 2030”
¢ Public information booklet — why important to take action and what”

¢ Focus on the provenance of information”
Others focussed on synthetic fuels:

¢ Consider other power sources apart from electricity (e.g. synthetic fuels)”

¢ Think long-term i.e. is electricity really the best? Should we go hydrogen/synthetic now?
If freight going that way — don’t have 2 tier system — go for least disruptive tech”

¢ We have been demonising the wrong thing, it is fossil fuels that are the demon and
yet we didn’t spent much time discussing alternative fuels. People like me love their
cars.... Some of my grandchildren are learning to drive and love the experience.
[...] There is no need to take this away from people.”

Others suggested a need to “consider implications for electricity generation/stability

and power cuts”, provide “incentives to buy 2nd hand electric vehicles” and “address
Amazon deliveries.”
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Conclusions

Assembly members expressed clear and consistent views about surface transport and
the path to net zero.

Assembly members’ aimed to minimise restrictions on travel and lifestyles, placing the
emphasis on shifting to electric vehicles and improving public transport, rather than on large
reductions in car use.

In terms of what the future of surface transport should look like in the UK, assembly
members recommended:

= A ban on the sale of new petrol, diesel and hybrid cars by 2030-2035;

= Areduction in the amount we use cars by an average of 2-5% per decade;

= Improved public transport.
In terms of how the UK should make these changes, assembly members considered policies aimed
at moving quickly to low carbon vehicles, increasing public and active transport, and discouraging
car ownership and use. A majority of assembly members backed'? fifteen policies:

= Government investment in low carbon buses and trains (91%)

= Quickly stop selling the most polluting vehicles (86%)

5  Adding new bus routes and more frequent services (86%)

= Making public transport cheaper (83%)

®  Bringing public transport back under government control (75%)

= Grants for businesses and people to buy low carbon cars (74%)

m Localisation'® (72%)

= Investing in cycling and scootering facilities (70%)

® Increasing investment to make buses faster and more reliable (66%)

B Car scrappage scheme (66%)

= On-demand buses (59%)

= Car clubs (59%)

®  Advertising restrictions on the most polluting cars (58%)

®  Charging to use the roads (56%)

Closing roads to cars'* (53%)

12 Figures given are for the % of assembly members who ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that a policy should be part of how
the UK gets to net zero.

13 The Expert Leads described ‘localisation’ as involving (1) changing regulations to ensure that new houses can only be
built with good public transport links, and (2) including or putting back into local areas services such as post offices,
local shops, health centres and schools.

14 The Expert Leads described this as involving restricting cars in certain lanes, roads or zones. They said it could eventually
mean that cars are not allowed in most town centres. There could also be temporary closures, such as regular car free days.
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Overall assembly members were less supportive of policies to discourage car ownership and use,
in-line with their vision for the future of surface transport in the UK.

As well as the wish to minimise restrictions on lifestyles, assembly members’ rationale for their
policy decisions included points around the speed of change, feasibility, practicalities, cost
(both personal and overall), and co-benefits. They saw potential co-benefits as including improved
air quality, reduced congestion and positive impacts for local areas and their high streets.

Assembly members also consistently raised the importance of accessibility and affordability,
stressing the need to avoid negative consequences for rural areas, people with a disability, and
those on low incomes, as well as for mental health and isolation.

Assembly members’ list of key considerations for government and Parliament to bear in mind
when looking at surface transport (see Section A) provides an overarching framework within
which to view the assembly’s decisions. It also includes a number of additional recommendations
— for example, around information and education, who should pay for the changes needed,
and avoiding potential side effects.
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Summary of recommendations

1 Assembly members identified 14

considerations that they would like
government and Parliament to bear in
mind when looking at air travel and the
path to net zero. These included speeding up
progress on technology, influencing the rest
of the world, and evening out the cost of air
travel versus alternative forms of transport
by making the latter cheaper and better.

Assembly members would like to see a
solution to air travel emissions that
allows people to continue to fly. Assembly
members felt that this would protect people’s
freedom and happiness, as well as having
benefits for business and the economy.
However their support for continued
flying had limits. Assembly members
resoundingly rejected a future in which air
passenger numbers would rise by as much
as 65% between 2018 and 2050, labelling

it “counterproductive”. Instead, assembly
members sought to find an acceptable
balance between achieving the net zero
target, impacts on lifestyles, reliance

on new technologies, and investment

in alternatives. Their preferences point

to a future in which:

® Air passenger numbers increase
by 25-50% between 2018 and 2050,
depending on how quickly technology
progresses. This is a lower rate of growth
per year than was seen in recent times*
prior to Covid-19;

= 30m tonnes of CO, is still emitted by
the aviation sector in 2050 and requires
removing from the atmosphere;

m There is investment in alternatives
to air travel.

3 80% of assembly members ‘strongly agreed’

or ‘agreed’ that taxes that increase as
people fly more often and as they fly
further should be part of how the UK gets to
net zero. Assembly members saw these taxes
as fairer than alternative policy options.

Assembly members would like to see the
airline industry invest in greenhouse

gas removals. 75% of assembly members
‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that this should
be part of how the UK gets to net zero. There
was also significant support for financial
incentives from government to encourage
a wide range of organisations to invest.
Assembly members’ tended to feel that ‘the
polluter should pay’, although some suggested
aneed to monitor, scrutinise and perhaps
enforce airline industry investment to
ensure it actually takes place.

87% of assembly members strongly agreed
that we need to invest in the development
and use of new technologies for air travel.
These technologies could include electric
aircraft and synthetic fuels.

A 25-50% increase between 2018 and 2050 is equivalent to a growth in passenger numbers of between 0.7% and 1.3% per
year. Between 2000 and 2018, the annual rate of growth in passenger numbers was 2.8%. Department for Transport (2019)
Aviation Statistics: data table AVI0101: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/aviation-statistics-data-tables-avi
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How we travel by air

Air travel accounts for 22% of the UK’s total greenhouse gas
emissions from transport, and 7% of the UK’s total greenhouse
gas emissions overall.? Emissions from flying have grown
significantly in the last 30 years.®

Air travel’s contribution to UK emissions comes from both:

B Domestic travel - travel within the borders of the UK; and

= International travel - travel that starts in the UK but ends in another country.
96% of the UK’s air travel emissions are from international flights.*

Excluded from these figures are flights from other countries to the UK (for example, return
flights from holidays), or travel that UK residents take within other countries or from one foreign
country to another. Climate Assembly UK followed the same criteria when deciding what was,
and was not, in scope for its discussions.

Air travel also includes both passenger or ‘personal’ transport, and freight. Personal transport is
what people use to travel for pleasure, like going on holiday or visiting family and friends. It also
covers travel for work. Freight is transport used to move goods. Climate Assembly UK considered
personal transport only. It did not look at freight.® This followed guidance from Parliament that,
if there was not time to consider both, its committees most wanted to hear assembly members’
views on personal transport.

What did the assembly consider?

Thirty-six assembly members considered the topic of air travel in-depth. We selected these
assembly members from the assembly as a whole using random stratified sampling. This ensured
that they remained reflective of the wider UK population in terms of both demographics®

and their level of concern about climate change.

2 BEIS (2019) Final UK greenhouse gas emissions national statistics 1990-2017. These figures do not include military
aircraft and shipping.

3 Department for Transport (2019), Energy and environment: data tables, https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-
data-sets/energy-and-environment-data-tables-env, Table ENV0201.

4 Department for Transport (2019), Energy and environment: data tables, https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-
data-sets/energy-and-environment-data-tables-env

5 Climate Assembly UK speaker Dr Sally Cairns calculated that freight account for 12-14% of emissions from aircraft.

6 Age, gender, ethnicity, educational qualification, where in the UK they live and whether they live in an urban or rural area.
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These assembly members heard a wide range of views both on what the future of air travel could
look like for the UK, and how we might move towards that future. They had the opportunity to

question each speaker’ in detail. These evidence sessions took place at weekend two of the assembly.

Assembly members spent weekend three of the assembly discussing the evidence they had
heard and their own views, before reaching recommendations on three separate areas:

A. Considerations: the overarching considerations that government and Parliament should
bear in mind when making decisions about air travel and the path to net zero;

B. Futures: what the future of air travel in the UK should look like;

C. Policy options: how the UK should move toward this future.

Assembly members also had the opportunity to discuss and add anything else they wanted

to say to government and Parliament about air travel and the path to net zero. Assembly

members’ views on the implications of Covid-19 for this topic are touched on in Chapter 10.

Contents of this chapter

A. Considerations page 124
B. Futures page 125
Vote results page 135
Futures - conclusions page 137

C. Policy options page 138
Managing the amount we fly page 138

— Vote results page 143
Ensuring investment in greenhouse gas removals page 146

— Vote results page 151
Investment in the development and use of new technologies page 153

— Vote results page 155

Policy options - conclusions page 155

D. Anything else to tell government and Parliament page 157
Conclusions page 158

7 The assembly heard from six speakers on air travel: Professor Jim Watson, University College London

(informant); Owen Bellamy, Committee on Climate Change (informant); Professor Alice Larkin, University
of Manchester (informant); Dr Sally Cairns, University of Leeds (informant); Leo Murray, Possible (advocate);

Rachael Everard, Rolls Royce (advocate). All speakers’ presentations are available as slides, videos and transcripts

at climateassembly.uk/resources/. An ‘informant’ is a speaker who we asked to cover the range of views and
available evidence on a topic. An ‘advocate’ is a speaker who we asked to give their own view, or the view

of their organisation. Assembly members knew whether speakers were informants or advocates.
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A. Considerations

Assembly members reached their first decisions on air travel by discussing their answers
to the following question:

What considerations should government and Parliament bear in mind when making decisions
about air travel and the path to net zero?

Assembly members thought about their answers to this question individually. They then
discussed their views in small groups at their tables, with each table agreeing their five top
considerations. These top considerations had to, between them, represent the range of views
at the table.

Facilitators took the top considerations from each table and grouped similar options together to
create a list on which assembly members could vote. They checked this list back with assembly
members to make sure they had accurately reflected their views. This included making any
necessary adjustments. Each assembly member voted for the four options that they felt to be
most important.

The results were as follows. The wording of the considerations in the table is either word for
word what assembly members wrote on their option cards or, where facilitators combined
similar options from several tables, how they described the options to assembly members prior
to the vote.

% assembly
members who
choseitasa

Rank Consideration priority
1 Taken together, the following two considerations had the most votes: 53
= Escalate and speed up options to enable us to keep flying (e.g. technology, 25
synthetic fuels, carbon offsetting) 28
= Speed up technology (e.g. electric planes, synthetic fuels) but don’t jump in
before ready and don't compromise safety
=2 Influence the rest of the world (USA and China) - e.g. tax on aviation fuel needs 50
to be worldwide
=2 Even out the costs of air travel compared to alternatives by making alternatives 50
cheaper and better, including increasing capacity to cater for increased demand
4 Frequent fliers and those that fly more distance should pay more 44
=5 Stay competitive and protect the economy, including addressing the impact 31
on business and the travel industry
=5 Engage the population in making the necessary changes (education, 31
promotion, explanation)
7 Take account of different travel needs (e.g. people with family far away, the military, 25

people who live on islands, medical needs)
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=8 Promote and incentivise UK holidays 22

=8 Scrap incentives to make people fly more (e.g. air miles, 1st class) 22

10 Ban polluting private jets and helicopters, moving to electric technology as it 19
becomes available

=11 Ensure choices are accessible and affordable to all sections of society 14

=11 Don't limit how much individuals travel 14

13 Even out the costs of air travel compared to alternatives by making air travel 8
more expensive

14 Make those who take more expensive modes pay more (i.e. in carbon tax), 3

including those who use private jets

Note: It is worth noting that, taken together, the options about evening out the costs of air
travel compared to alternatives would have the most votes. These options came joint second

and thirteenth in the vote, respectively. However it is possible that some assembly members voted
for both these options, which is why they are not combined in the table above. This is not the case
for the options that came first, where assembly members agreed prior to the vote that they could

only vote for one of them.

B. Futures

After deciding their most important considerations, assembly members moved on to look at the

future of air travel for the UK.

To aid them in this process, the Expert Leads presented assembly members with five scenarios

for possible futures:

B Technological change;

®  More emissions from flying;
®  Flying less;

®  Combined approach;

®  Flying less until technology improves.

Together these scenarios cover a broad range of views about how air travel could change to help
the UK reach net zero.

Each scenario presented to assembly included a different combination of assumptions about:

®  How much to reduce the amount we fly, by for example:

— Taking fewer holidays and business trips, including using video conferencing;

— Shifting shorter flights to other forms of transport such as high speed rail or ferries;
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B How quickly we are able to make planes more efficient and develop new engine
technologies, for example electric aircraft;

B How quickly we are able to shift from fossil fuels to biofuels and synthetic fuels;
®  The quantity of greenhouse gas emissions remaining from air travel in 2050 that

will need removing from the atmosphere to meet the net zero target.®°

Assembly members discussed each of the scenarios or ‘possible futures’, before voting on them
by secret ballot.

We start by presenting the rationale for their views, taking each possible future in turn.

Jump to the vote results on page 135 (3

B.1 Technological change

This future would see increased air travel, with technology used to reduce emissions.
It would feature:

B A 50% growth in air passenger numbers between 2018 and 2050;°

= A higher rate of technology progress than in some other scenarios, leading to improved

fuel efficiency;
= A high use of low carbon fuels (25% of fuel by 2050);
®  Some hybrid electric aircraft by 2050;

= Emissions in 2050 that are lower than today, amounting to approximately 30m tonnes
of CO, per year. These remaining 30m tonnes of CO, would need to be removed from
the atmosphere.

Assembly members discussed this possible future in small groups. They identified the following

pros and cons.

8 Even if technologies and policies to move towards net zero are successful, it is very likely that there will still be

emissions from flying in 2050: emissions from flying have grown significantly in the last 30 years; new technologies

and fuels that could substantially reduce emissions - such as synthetic fuels and electric aircraft - are at an early stage

of development and their future impact on emissions is uncertain.
9 For the assembly’s recommendations on how to remove greenhouse gases from the atmosphere, please see
Chapter 9.

10 A 50% growth in passenger numbers between 2018 and 2050 is in line with the Department for Transport's central

forecast, which assumes that airport capacity is not expanded. [source: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/878705/uk-aviation-forecasts-2017.pdf]
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® Pros

+ Less restrictive on people’s lives - some assembly members suggested that this future
provided “an acceptable balance with lifestyles and carbon emissions” or “maximum gain for
least pain.”

+ Focus on technology - some assembly members stated their support for “rapid
technological improvements.” Others suggested that a focus on technology is “good for
the economy” or noted “we have the technology - use it...."

+ “Significant shift away from fossil fuels”

© Cons

— Concerns about rising passenger numbers - some assembly members suggested that
a 50% rise was “large” or “too high.” Others said the “best way to reduce CO, is to reduce the
amount we fly; this has a large increase.”

— Uncertainty about technology and fuel improvements - some assembly members said
technology and fuel improvements are “not quite ready” or that this future “contains
assumptions” about when they will be ready, which might be “wishful thinking.”

— "Doesn’t help improve CO, levels quick enough”

— "Relies on international agreement e.g. on fuel standards”

Assembly members made the following additional comments in relation to this possible future:

¢ We always have to put this in an international context.”

¢ Every option will be impactful on current behaviour. People will have to get
on with that.”

¢ We have to set an example.”
When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference,

this future received significant support from assembly members. Please see page 135 for the
vote results.
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B.2 More emissions from flying

This possible future would involve continued growth in air travel. It would feature:

B A 65% growth in air passenger numbers between 2018 and 2050;*
®  Expansion of airport capacity to enable this growth;

= Some technology progress to improve fuel efficiency;

®  Limited use of low carbon fuels and electric aircraft by 2050;

®  Emissions in 2050 that are higher than today, amounting to approximately 50m tonnes
of CO, per year. These remaining 50m tonnes of CO, would need to be removed from
the atmosphere. Greenhouse gas removal measures would be needed more rapidly than
in the other futures.

Assembly members discussed this possible future at their tables. A few individual assembly
members noted positive points about this future. However, the majority of assembly members
focused on its negatives.

11 A 65% growth in passenger numbers between 2018 and 2050 is similar to the assumption made in a recent
decarbonisation roadmap published by an airline industry body called Sustainable Aviation in early 2020.
[source: https://www.sustainableaviation.co.uk/news/uk-aviation-commits-to-net-zero-carbon-emissions-by-2050/]
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® Pros

+ “Allows airway companies to make more money"”
+ "Can concentrate on other aspects of net zero”

+ "“Growth in economy / standard of life”

© Cons

— Backwards step - some assembly members commented that this future would be

a "backwards approach”, “counter intuitive”, or “counterproductive.” Others said there

was “too great a rise in air passenger numbers.”

— Too great a reliance on removals - some assembly members felt removals are
“too expensive” or "rel[y] on ...methods that we don't currently have.” Others said
that it “makes sense to reduce emissions rather than have to remove them.”

— Knock of effect on other areas of CO, reduction - some assembly members noted
concerns that this future would mean a need to reduce emissions more, and/or more quickly,
in other areas like the home and surface transport. They felt this could cause problems.

— "Every sector has to play its part”
— "Undesirable consequences of increased airport capacity”

— "Limits development in technology”
One assembly member said they would support this possible future if it included more
technological change in order to reduce carbon emissions further.
When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference,
this scenario received almost no support from assembly members. The only assembly member

who chose this option as their first preference commented:

¢ To keep up with global growth and life expectations air travel will increase irrespective

E

of UK policy. All options presented require carbon capture anyway....

Please see below for the results of the vote.

B.3 Flying less
This possible future would involve reducing air travel. It would feature:

B A 15% reduction in air passenger numbers between 2018 and 2050;
= No expansion of airport capacity;

® [nvestment in high speed rail and alternatives to business travel;
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A higher rate of technology progress leading to improved fuel efficiency;
Moderate use of low carbon fuels and hybrid electric aircraft;

Emissions in 2050 that are lower than today, amounting to approximately 20m tonnes
of CO, per year. These remaining 20m tonnes of CO, would need to be removed from
the atmosphere

Assembly members discussed this possible future at their tables. They identified the following
pros and cons.

® Pros

Reduced air travel and emissions - some assembly members supported the
“reduction in air passengers” or said this future was the “only option that reduces
air travel and emissions.”

Cheap and easy - some assembly members said that this was “the cheapest and easiest
way to reduce emissions” or that they were “not convinced about feasibility / viability of
carbon capture.”

Positive for alternatives - some assembly members liked the idea of “investment in high
speed rail” or “improved public transport.”

Helping UK tourism - one assembly member noted that this future would be positive for
“Holiday UK.”

“Achievable if people are educated about climate change”
“Immediate benefits of less flying”
“Reducing local flights is positive”

“Can be done fairly”

© Cons

12

Damage to business and the economy - some assembly members labelled this future a
“15% reduction in competitiveness of the UK economy” or said “flying less does not benefit
businesses.” Others said “no expansion of airports is two steps backwards for the UK.”

Restricts people’s freedom and limits their happiness - some assembly members said that
this future would “reduc[e] personal freedoms/rewards"” or “may damage people’s happiness.”

Not realistic or practical - some assembly members voiced concerns about the “need to
improve alternatives very quickly” or “the very significant changes in lifestyle” required.

“Big Brother” - some assembly members did not like the idea of lifestyle decisions being
made for them, with one assembly member commenting “life change? Who decides? How?"

“If we have to take 20mt/pa‘? out of atmosphere, we might as well take 50mt/pa out”

‘Mt/pa’ refers to million tonnes of CO, per year.
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When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference, this
scenario received support from some assembly members. Assembly members who chose this as
their first preference made a range of comments including:

¢ Serious attempt to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases.”

¢ Only future with reduction in air passengers over the period — most direct solution
to reduce emissions instead of methods that increase emissions that then need to be
captured — when technology does not seem reliable or all figured out yet.”

¢ People staying in the UK and spending in UK.”

Please see below for the results of the vote.

B.4 Combined approach

This scenario would involve slower growth in air travel than has been the case in recent years,
alongside the use of some new technologies and fuels. They noted that it would feature:

A 25% growth in air passenger numbers between 2018 and 2050;

B [nvestment in high speed rail and alternatives to business travel;

= A higher rate of technology progress compared to some of the other futures, leading
to improved fuel efficiency;

®  Moderate use of low carbon fuels and hybrid electric aircraft;

B Emissions in 2050 that are lower than today, amounting to approximately 30m tonnes
of CO, per year. These remaining 30m tonnes of CO, would need to be removed from
the atmosphere.

Assembly members discussed this possible future at their tables. They identified the following
pros and cons.

® Pros

+ "“Allows an acceptable best of both worlds” - some assembly members felt this future
“target[s] all aspects of the problem but allow[s] growth". Others noted that it would make
“emissions lower,” whilst being “not a drastic change in lifestyle.”

+ More achievable - some assembly members commented that “growth in air passengers
cannot suddenly stop.”

+ Public appeal - some assembly members felt that this future is “likely to appeal to most
people” or “can enable a ground swell of support.”

+ Investment in alternatives - for example, some assembly members voiced their support
for high speed rail.

+ "Use of technology as part of the solution”
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© Cons

— Unachievable - some assembly members commented that the “slower growth in air travel
[is] not possible to achieve.”

— Doubts about technology - some assembly members felt that “the technology is still
uncertain and unproven.”

— Amount of CO, removal - some assembly members were concerned about the “very high
requirement for CO, removal.”

— Lacks ambition - some assembly members felt this future was “just a slower version

I

of 'fly less until technology improves'.

— "Too pessimistic”

One assembly member suggested that this scenario “requires a lot of education to make it work”.

When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference,
this scenario received significant support from assembly members. Please see page 135 for the
vote results.

B.5 Flying less until technology improves

This scenario would involve reducing air travel until new technologies become available.**
It would feature:

® A 20% growth in air passenger numbers between 2018 and 2050;

® Investment in high speed rail and alternatives to business travel;

®  Moderate technology progress, leading to improved fuel efficiency;

B Low carbon fuels commercially available in 2035. They supply a third of air travel
by 2050;

= Emissions in 2050 that are lower than today, amounting to approximately 20m tonnes
of CO, per year. These remaining 20m tonnes of CO, would need to be removed from
the atmosphere.

Assembly members discussed this possible future at their tables. They identified the following
pros and cons.

13 The Expert Leads developed this scenario as a direct response to comments made by assembly members at weekend
two of the assembly.
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® Pros

+ Reduction in emissions - some assembly members commented that this future had the

“lowest emissions of all options” or that “emissions [would be] significantly reduced.”

“Gives a chance for technology to catch-up” - some assembly members suggested that
this involved a “gradual introduction of alternatives - not rushed.” Others felt it “would be
good in the short-term, but not a long-term solution. Still need new technology as soon
as possible.”

Investment in alternatives - for example, some assembly members voiced their support
for high speed rail.

Best of all worlds - one assembly member noted that this future “includes investment
[in alternatives], development of technology and still continued growth [in air passenger
numbers].”

“Realistic”
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© Cons

— Restrictions on flying - some assembly members said that “restricting flying in any way
should not be encouraged” or that this future “reduces personal freedoms/rewards” or
“impacts on lifestyles.”

— Not enough reliance on technology - some assembly members felt that “progress should
be quicker” particularly on low carbon fuels or that this future “removes incentives for
on-going progression on technology.”

— Too much reliance on technology - some assembly were concerned about the reliance
on technology:

“What if technology doesn’t develop enough and we’ve waited too long to do anything?”
“Is it realistic to improve technology significantly by 2035?"

— Impact on businesses - one assembly member noted that there would be a “change
in lifestyle in [the] short to medium term with possible impacts on some businesses.”

— High speed rail - one assembly member suggested that high speed rail “can be disruptive
and environmentally damaging.”

— "Politicians will sit on it! Change won’t happen”

A number of assembly members made additional comments about this possible future.
They suggested that:

® 15 years is too long to wait for low carbon fuels to be commercially available,
and that there should be more emphasis on technology;
= The cost of carbon offsetting should be paid for from a levy or taxation on aviation;

®  There should be a ban on private jets and helicopters, first and business class flights and
non-essential air freight, as “an easy way to reduce emissions”;

®  “We can’t be building new airports and runways while committed to reducing emissions.”

One assembly member also asked whether electrical long-haul recharge platforms are
a possibility.

When we asked assembly members to rank the possible futures in their order of preference,

this scenario received support from some assembly members. Please see below for the results
of the vote.
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Vote results

Assembly members voted on the possible futures by secret ballot. The ballot paper asked them

to rank the futures in their order of preference.

The votes were counted in two ways:

= Counting assembly members’ first preference votes only. This tells us what assembly
members would and wouldn’t choose if they could have their preferred future.

Using Borda count. This involves allocating points for preferences — a first preference
vot