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EXECUTIVE SUMMAREYyY findings project
recommendationsand report overview

Nationalnet-zero targetgequire ambitiaispolicy andhaveimplications forthe waypeoplewill live over the
coming decadesTo achieve neteroemissiondy 205Q or sooner requiresactiveparticipation acrossivil
society.

Citizerstassemblieon climate change are a promising means by whitthenscan be placeat the core of

a democratic decisn-making process to develop or advise on polidieshis report we show that a diverse
crosssection of citizens can come together with minimal prior understanding and conclude in favour of far
reaching climate policie®ften going further than pollsroLJ2 £ A (i d&DrhptiofisiaRout public opinion
suggest is possibléll the same, there is no single way to run a citizassembly on climate changthe
ways in whichlthey are designedhasan importantinfluenceon assembly outcomes and recommendations

In this report we presenanin-depth analysis of th€limate Assembly UICAUK)focusing @: a) the design
of the process includings structure, scope and framind) the deliberations that took place and the
underlying values surroundirftpw to acheve netzero that theyrevealed and c) assembly membérgider
perceptions of climate changderived from followup interviews with CAUK participani%/e nextexamine
the similarities and differences betwedhe French Convention Citoyenne pour le Cli@CC) and the UK
approach we also focus on the CCC's consideration of ‘consum@tionqyé®ion the extent to which this
allowed citizens to addresthe underlying and systemitrivers of unsustainable consumptioRinally, we
explore the diversity ofocal and regionalprocesses within the Ukmphasising their ability to galvares
action despite limitations surroundinghe ability to achievewider public engagement or specific policy
recommendations.

KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Thereis no one way to carry out climate deliberation, and no method is able simply to reflect the
underlying wishes of citizensather, the recommendations reached are a product both of the inputs
to the assembly from experts and organisers, and thespectives of citizen participants.

The scope, structure and design of climate assemblies have major consequences for th
recommendationghat emerge This applies both in terms of general approgely, use of voting,
overarching questiog) and the spedic measuresd.g.,policy options}hat are presented to citizens.

Assembly processes have emphasised lofrdown and bottomup approaches: the formecan
lead to policy-relevant proposalsbut restricts the capacity for citizens to bring their own idea
bear, the latter allows for more creative and citizdad deliberation butcan lead to generic or
unworkableoutcomes.

The majority of the policy recommendations arising from the CAUK were developed by experts i
advance of deliberations, and subsemily appraised and/or voted upon by citizens. This strongly
shaped the recommendations that citizens were able to propose. In some cases, citizen choices a
highly constrained such that recommendations can only reflect variations on similar options
presented to them.



There are specific features of climate change as a topic for public deliberation that require specialis
input, but this has so far been mostly lacking. These include how to consider the systemic nature c
acting on climate change, theesearch evidence on climate communicatieng(, use of human
dG2NARSE OSNRERdzAz 3INI LIKEAUOLE YR YS{iK2Ra& U dasdélf A C
concerns.

Assembly processes tend to lead to some types of values and concerns being emphasestthn
others: affordability, personal freedom and convenience are often highlighted; howtnesyider
social sciencevidence basshows that people in other settings are as keen to emphasise concerns
such as fairness and responsibility, trust and accountability

Assembly processes have typically framed climate change as a scantdahnical problem, with
strong reliance on expli @A Sga (2 elaad ad&ihociatic Spproaki@ssembly
membersarein effectviewed as empty vessel® be filled with knowledgend respond accordingly
This risks siddining deeper reflection and contextualisingppics to everyday life as well as
downplayingemotional and personal responses to the issues presented

Citizens' recommendations were found to be dependent on underlying values and conditions of
acceptance around 1) the importance and urgency of tackling climate change andtprgtthe
natural environment, and 2gnsuringthe low-carbon transition is well-governed and protects
personal freedoms, jobs and livedibds and guarantees fair, equitable and affordable future.

Looking across the range of climate assemblies from #immal to the locglwe seeclearthemes
emergeacros<itizers' recommendations. The policies that have the most visible and tangible impact
on people's lives weréhose that had the highest levels of suppoetg.,improvements to public
transport and acess to cycling and walking, improvements to home heatind,access to green
space. Yet, these are often the areas of policy that receive the least attaéntwider policy debates,
andwhicharguablyhave the least amount of public engagemenitsideof assembly processes

Citizengarticipating in climateleliberationtended to become more concernexthd engagedbout
climate change throughout the proce3shey alsaended toconcluce in favour of creating significant
behavioural and social changesich as reducing flying and meat consumption

dimate assembliecommonly concluded with recommendations for the importance of public
engagement, communication and education. Participants generally found the experience highly
impactful and enjoyable, andxpressed a desire for greater opportunities for other citizens to be
engaged irtacklingclimate change.

There were core similarities and differences between the UK Climate Ass@dil)Kand France's
Convention Citoyennpour le Climat (CC(Both congdered similar topic areas and used a broadly
similar learning and deliberation process. However, the CAUK focussed upon appraisal ¢
predetermined policies whereas the CCC existed more as a policy development forum. Citizens we
more able to shape the pogss and remit of the CCC than were those involved in the CAUK.

In the CCC the use of subgroups chargethckleparticular issues led to innovative proposals, such
as measures to regulate advertising to reduce consumptaiar described as havinthe effect of a
bomb in the advertisig world. There were however limits to citizens' scope to tackle deeper
underlying issuessuch as the shape and objectives of the econemgspite their interest in doing
SO.



Qimate assembly organisers and commission&erenot alwaysclear about the expectations and
2dzi O2YSa FTNRBY || OAGAT SyaqQ lLaaSvyoféesz 2N Ay Sy
This led to disappointment and in some cases disillusionment, which undermined the very high level
of engagement and enjoyment of the participants in the procésd=rance, strong expectations of

an unfiltered incorporation into policy of CCC recommendations (as promised by President Macron
were not met, leading to disappointment among assembly members.

In the UK, there has been a flourishing of local and regional processes to address the climate ar
ecological crisis. There has been a large variation in methods, questions asked, expectations al
delivery.The most successful local and regional procebage been delivered in tandem with wider
public engagement.

Localand regional processes have achieyaditical legitimacyallowing decisiormakers to hear a
diversity of views. Most local authorities have incorporated citizprgosaldn their plans in some
cases they have adoptatesein full.

Greater transpaency is needed in terms of hgwoposals and policy recommendatioase derived
through climate deliberation. Tére is a place foevaluationof predetermined policy proposals, but
these should not be presentdda  LJ- NI A OA Lih igolatiorgXrord the/spekifit &atdres of the
deliberative process itself.

Recommendations dfitizens' assemblieshould be interpreted in terms adp-downversusottom-

up processes. In a more opamd bottomup process, recommendations can be said to have been
developedby citizens. In a mormp-down andclosed process, recommendations are developed by
experts andappraisedoy citizens.

Future design andnterpretation of climate deliberation should recogniskat the scope and
structure of assemblies has consequences for recommendatidhere is a need to ensure that
expert provision of content and policy options is balanced with the ability for citizelmsve creative
freedom and to think beyond the parameters of mainstream pdliegates

The values and conditions underlying citizens' recommendatimex to be explored in great
depth, both during an assemblgnd in combination with the presentatio of results.This would
allow a betterunderstandingof public perspectives beyond those summarised by facilitators or
throughmechanisms such as voting and consensus statements

I A G A bsBybBeSon klimate change should always have a sufficienwvfaligrocess, for ensuring
accountability for implementing policy recommendatiopspvidingfeedback to participantsand
providing a place for those citizens who want to further engage in climetion

Qimate assemblies should always be designed aelivdred as part of a wider public engagement
exercise, rather thasolelya closedroom process to input into policy making. This would enable the
OAGAT SyaQ |aaSvyofte G2 FILOAftAGIGS ONRIFRSNI L
subsequently beleveloped

Independentresearch anckvaluation should be built into the design of citizen assemblies to ensure
there isthe ability to scrutinise and provide alternative perspectives, outside of those presented by
those contracted to run themCommissioning bodies should require organisers to provide access to
independent researcheras a condition of funding



REPORBUMMARY

Chapter 1 outlines the value and potential for climate deliberation to address the many complex issues the
climate change raises. There are many possible ways in which emissions can be reduced with a range
knockon effects for wider society. Deeper eaggment with citizens as to which pathways to choose can
ensure that decisions reflect society's wider values and preferences.

Climate assemblies havtke potential to accomplish these aims, and as such ls@em a surge of interest

in recent years. Thegarocesses neverthelesequire greater scrutiny to ensure appropriate interpretation

of findings, ando shapebest practice in years to come. This chapter outlines our approach and objectives
in undertakingour research on climate deliberation.

Chapter2 presents reflections omow the outcomes and recommendatiors dimate assemblies are
influenced by the structurand framingof climate deliberationas well as choices surrounding the overal
scope and remit of the process. To do this,faeus specifically on the case of Climate AssemblfQAKIK)

with the aim of drawing attention to the types of decisions that can be taken and the consequences of these
Our reflections are based on observations of the process when attending the assembly, as well as analy
of the materials and approaches usedring theClimate Assemblgnd its final report. We alsodraw on
interviewsconductedwith those involved in tB commissioning, design and delivery of the process.

We identify a range ofkey considerations that should be taken into account when designing a climate
assemblyOne of the most significardesignfactors to influence the nature of climate deliberatiasits
overallscope and remitThe choice ofjuestion around whiclanassemblysbasedisable to drastically close
down or open up debateOther choices surrounding the tegiown or bottomup nature of the process can
significantly impact outcongetop-down approachesrewell-suited to answering practical policy questions
but also limt citizens' ability to direct proceedingsd come up with creative or faeaching proposal€n

a practical levelywe found thatthe way in which assemblies are desigr{gdterms of materials, activities
and deliberation processega)sohave a significant impact on outcomdsr examplethrough the selection
of voting optionsor the wording of policy pros and cons in expert witness matefiatslly, the way in which
climate change itself is framed and presentectigcial, withan overreliance on scientific and technical
framingsat times siddiningthe social,moralandpolitical contextof climate action.

Chapter Jorovides insights into theonditions of acceptance that underthe deliberations that took place
at the Climate Assembly U/e analysed audio recordinggdiscussion®y assembly membersurrounding
the core topics of the assembly to assess the deeper values that undespémbly members' preferences
By bringing to the forethe underlying values thabeople'spreferences are based owe provide further
insight into thebasis of thevotingand recommendationpresented within theassembly's final report.

We identified two core valuessurrounding the topics ofackling Climate Changad Good Governange
each of whichencompassed a series of conditions of acceptatieeugh which proposedpolicies and
possiblefutures were judgedAcceptance under thdackling climate changealue required options to
encompass the following featureReduce carbon emissignSoster urgent changd=ncourage innovation

and Protect wildlife and nature. Acceptce under the5ood Governancealue required optionso be seen

to: Safeguard jobs and livelihoods; Demonstrate leadership, transparency and trust; Protect freedom an
choice; Ensure fairness arduity; and Support affordable change. Together these conditions represent the
underlyingsocial values thatletermine how assembly members chose to cast their voiéilst theydo



not represent the views of all or any one participaatjsing in differeh contexts and with different
weightings for each individuahey provide a strong basis for understanding wider public acceptanbe of
various futures and policies presented.

Chapter 4presentsan overiewofF 8 8 SYof & YSYOSNBEQ LISNOSLIiAz2zyWe 27
RSAaONAOGS |aaSvyofe YSYOSNBRQ @OASga 2y (GKS G2LAO ¢
process of the assemblyhese findings are based on surveys condueteithe beginning and end of each
weekend of the Climate Assembly UKtk 103 out of 108members participating), as well as a series of
follow-up interviews with 28nembers (reflecting a representative sample of members).

Concern about climate change was foundrioreaseto a modest degreeyith many members describing
feelings ofanxiety, worry, and fear, especially for future generatiamsly a few expressedceptical views
about climate changel'he majority of asembly memberbelieved there wasraurgent reed for action on
climate changehowever,perceptions of the appropriateness of the 2050 1zetro target werdairly evenly
split (6% who thought this to be about right vs. 3T#dlieving the target date wa®o late). Overall, there
was a strong suppofor measures tackling climate chang®wever the agency of individuals was perceived
to be limited and feasibility to achieve emission reductions fedtsto depend on government leadership
and support.While assembly members were hopeful that the recorndations from theClimateAssembly
UKwould be influentialin guiding future policythere was also concern, cynicism, and uncertathgt this
would happenunderpinned by distrust in government to follow through thre recommendations.

Chapter5 presents acomparison othe UK and French assemigyocesseshighlighting the similarities and
differences that arose in their aims, methods and outconTdwese findings are based oretlbbservations
and research of report author Claire Mellier who attended both the Climate Assemb({CAMKRaS a
facilitator and theConvention Citoyenne pour le Clim{@CCas an accredited researché&khile both these
national processes sharsdmecommon features and objectives, wescribea number of coralistinctions
includingsurrounding the purposeand desigrof the processs, and the levels of political engagement with
each.

Whereas he CAUK was designed to provide a body of evidence to thiamantary Select Committees with
limited scope for wider public engagement, the CCC was conceived to simultaneously come up with poli
recommendations and to engage the wider French populatibhe CCC adopted a mobmttom-up
approachto deliberation in which citizenswere expected to activelyparticipat in the creation ofl49
measures by contrastthe CAUK took a largely tafown approach, Wwere assembly memberprimarily
responced to pre-determined policy options developed upstream by expert§he CCC's citizens were
actively encouraged to engage with politensd power the strong political framing of the CCC led the 150
citizens to engage with political outcomes of the process during the development of the Climate anc
Resilience Bill, which wasd®d on the CCC's recommendatioBy contrastthe CAUK assembly members
were not expected to engage with the political context, but ratheptovide the views of citizerts inform

the work of the Select Committees which had commissioned the Assembly.

Chapter 6presentsa case study of the process by which the citizésn the group "Consumption™
developed the measures to be voted on with tBenvention Citoyenne pour le Climaithough he group
tacked the topic of consumption anthe role different actors can play changing their behaviour (@,
individuals, businesses)evertheless thiprocess did not always support deeper deliberatiegardingthe
systemic conditions that shape how we lifer examplehow this is underpinned by particul@&onomic



modelsand assumptions; this wadespite interestfrom the citizendn discussing these topicgvhilst the
groups'interest in carbon footprintand imported carbon emissions led to thevelopmentof measures
that were influential withn the CCC's final report, ésemeasures have notbeen fully translated into the
French Climatend Resilience i providing oneexampleof how difficult it will be for some of the most
transformative and impactfuheasures to béncorporatedinto actual policies.

Chapter7 presents an analysis the local citizens' climate assemblies thetve proliferatedn the UKover

the past two yearsThesehave variedvidelyin terms of thenumber of participants, the question set, tine
expectationsthe organisationsnvolved,andthe approach tocommissioning andelivery of the process.

As we were not able to attenall 15 ofthe processes considered tes our evidence is based aeskbased
analysis including a review of the assembly websites and publicly available information, reports and paper
In addition, we conducted a small number of interviews with council officers and facilitators involveden t
assemblies (Brent, Leeds and Oxford), considered local media coverage, and drew on two practition
sessions held in early 2020 to share experiences, insights and reflections on different loca$'citizen
assemblies.

Overall,we found that local authaties benefited fromhearingthe voices ofa representative, diverse group

of residents This ledo an increasd interest and commitment to deliberation by councillors amificers

and contributed to a sense of great political legitimacy when making policy recommendaidnist most

local authorities did try to incorporate assembly recommendations into policy plans and announcements
some of the recommendations were hidgvel and unsgcific, making it hard to meaningfully track policy
impact. In addition, whilst participants of such processes left the experience galvanised and inspired to tak
action, few of the assembly organisers had plans to provide any form of falofer thesehighly engaged
participants. Finally, alsofound thatthe succes®f such processasasinfluenced bythe extent to which

a wider public engagement programme was deliver&closs all local assemblies,call for greater public
engagement, education and@dommunity participation were consistently top recommendatiofrem
participants



CHAPTER Why Climate Assemblies matter

Climate change is among the most complex and urgent problems facing societies, wigadiaing
implications for everything from the structure of economies to the minutiae of everyday life. While nations
are increasingly signing up to a range of emissredsiction targets, there are many ways in which this can
be achieved. The physical and natural sciences can shed light on the level and speed of cuts needed, and
key sectors in which this must occur. What they cannot do is to decide between comapgirmpches that
differ in terms of their effects on wider society. The ways in which we travel, our diets, working practices
and the ways in which we power and heat our homes are all implicated in tackling the climate crisis. Chan
inthese areascande O 02 YL A a KSR UGKNRdzZAK aAKATFGa Ay LIS2LIX SQ
of life, through technological innovatiomnd/or intervention by industry. All these in turn are likely to
require policies, laws and economic measures to drive that chang

Who is to decide the best course of action to bring about adawbon society? For the most part, politicians
and policymakers have been expected to do so, with input and advice from experts and others with the
ability to make their voices heard iKtS O2NNAR2NE 2F L2 oSNWP [/ AGAT Sy
traditionally been limited to votingn elections aside from that small section of society that is motivated
enough to engage directly witbolitics and activismClimate assemblies aim¢bange that, by giving citizens

the knowledge and the ability to directly inform pohoyaking.

10



Citizens'assemblies have experienced a growing promineinceecent years, as a form of 'deliberative
democracyg a version of decisiomaking in which citens are informed, discuss and debate, and then offer
recommendations Citizens' assemblielsave a proven track record in enabling difficult questions to be
resolvedon a range of topigsand for inspiring creative and ambitious approaches for tacklingalsoci
problems. It is only recently, however, that timghly complexproblem of climate change has been put
0STF2NBE GKS O2tf SOUADBS 4 A AR2 ¥YasgemblywashiN@dylekaprusiogh (i A
such a procest address climate chaye, with thiscomponentcarried out in 2017. More recently, the UK,
France Denmark and Scotland haget up major national processes thhave aimed to inform policy
making and generate wider interest and momentum on climate action.

These processes havieet potential to be positive developments in creating and enabling policy responses
on climate. Nevertheless is critical thatclimate assemblieare scrutinised to understand the means by
which recommendations have been obtained, and the ways in whith &xperts and citizen participants
contribute to these. It is problematic to claim that the outcomes sich processes are simply
representations othe publics truedesires angreferences. In reality, peopeproposals are formed from

a mix of preexisting assumptions and values, the information to which they are exposed, and the structure
of climate deliberatim, including the choices people are able to make. For example, the Fémoyention
Citoyennerecommended a law of Ecocide in part because pinocess built in advice and assistance from
legal experts in drafting new laws. The UK Climate Assembly recommended a tax on flights because all th
possible options presented to citizens to influence demand for flying featured variants of this measure
Recognising these nuances in particular processes of climate deliberation is critical so that recommendatio
can be interpreted in context, and so that lessons can be learned for future deliberative processes.

In this report we set out our findings ado & SN GA2y & FNRY NBaSHNOK SEI
the FrenchConvention Citoyenne pour le Climatd several regional processes undertaken in the UK. Our
conclusions are based on a range of approaches carried out over many months, asthiahigg research
experience in public understanding of climate charayel the use of deliberative methods. We have
interviewed citizen participants and experts involved in climate deliberation, observed deliberative
processes at national and local levelsalysed recordings of citizen discussion and debate, and appraised
the techniques and designs used to generate proposals.

We remain enthusiastic advocates of citizen engagement in addressing climate change. Our perspectives
climate deliberation refletcthis, as well as drawing attention to areas where we have concerns or where we
stress the need for greater transparency and developments in the future.



CHAPTER 2: Structuring climate deliberation: the role of
scope,framing and design

INTRODUCTION

This chapter looks at how the structure of climate deldi®n is connected to citizengngagement with
ideas around climate action and policy, and ultimately how this influences the outcomes and
recommendations from a process. We consider the role that the overall scope and remit of climate
deliberation plays in shaping and influencing tNS O2 YYSYRI GA2y & 2F | OAGA
OKIy3dSed ¢KAa AyOfdzRSay (GKS RSOA&aAzy 2y ( Kpfoceksa & S
is openended or focusd on particular choices or policies; the way in which material is preBentg NJ W T NJ-
the ways inwhich citizen learning is understood within the process; and the extent to which the options
presented to people affect their endorsement of different options. There is no single correct way in whick
to run a climate assembly, dnts remit will be determined both by the decisions of those organising the
process, and the wider contexts in which it has arisen. We focus in detail on the case of the Climate Assem
UK (CAUK) for this chapter. Our aim in doing so is to draw attetditime types of decisions that can be
taken and the consequences of these, rather than to advance criticisms of previous processes or to advoc:
for any particular approach.

METHODS
This chapter presents the reflections of thessearch team and is based attendance at the assembly and
Fyrteaira 2F | NIy3aS 2F RAFFSNBYyd RIGEFE &a2dz2NOSax

social science literature surrounding the structure and framing of climate change deliberation.

12



Observation ofthe Climate Assembly UKAs agreed with thessemblyorganising team, a member of the
research team attended each of the-person Climate Assembly UK weekends to observe the evidence
sessions, within the constraints of privacy accorded to the assemblybmemAll full group evidence
sessions were observed in person and notes were taken on both the content of the evidence provided ar
the process by which these sessions were run. Not all sessions could be observed in tiesyywafhdn
assembly members eve divided into suklgroups); in this case publicly available recordings of the evidence
sessions were assessed in a similar way following each weekend. Attendance at voting sessions was
permitted. Combined with analysis of the Climate Assemblyin#Kreport, these observations allowed for

a detailed consideration of the framing and structure of éesembly, as well as the futures, policies and
voting options presented to assembly members.

Stakeholder interviewsFollowingthe assembly, a series dfiree followrup interviews were conducted by

the research team in March 2021. These included a representative from the organising team (Involve), or
of the four expert leads, and a spokesperson from the Parliamentary commissioning team; each intervie
laged for approximately an hour. The interviews explored a range of topics, including the aims and terms c
reference of the assembly, the framing and structure of the assembly (and how decisions weralmatle
this), and the outcomes and recommendations thie assembly. With the permission of two of the
intervieweesg Sarah Allan from Involve, and Rebecca Willis from Lancaster Univevsgtyhave provided
attributable quotes. We have retained anonymity for the interviewee from the Parliamentary commisgioni
team at their request.

SCOPE AND REMIT OF CLIMATE DELIBERATION

One of the most significant factors to influence the nature of climate deliberation is the guiding question
used to frame the discussion.ink S OF asS 2¥F /! !Y GKA&a gl ay al2¢ al
INBSYyK2dzaS 3AFa SYAadaarzya o0& HnpnKé

CKA& WySaG T SNRB o6& wnpnQ | dzSZzdmimBsponingSeldct Codriitteds dut | y
influenced by wider events unfolding in Rament. Soon after the decision was taken to support a
RSt AOSNI GADS LINPOSaaz ¢SNBal aléQa 3I28SNYyYSyld ¢
net zero UK carbon emissions by 2050 (itself a strengthening of a previous commitment to ant80% c
SYA&daArzyaoo ' dKAa LRAY(GZ y2 20SNINOKAy3A ljdzSad
perspective of those working to shape the terms of the CAUK, the introduction of this legislation provec
fortuitous for anchoring it to thes political developments. As the parliamentary spokesperson from the
commissioning team described this:

2 KSYy ¢S adlINISR:Z GKIFIO o1& 0ST2NB GKS fS3aratl
gKIFGQa GKS NRIKOI ljwieh the[heR 2éroléglatibriwpsipassed Re ( K Sy
0K2dAKGX (GKIFIGQa GKS NARIKGOG ljdzSadAazy G2 | RRN
fSaratlraAzy GGKFG KFa L2 wibthedwefsho@RgétadSngta dza X 2
1 S N2 Xowdaxie deliver it.

The choice of this question has the advantage of being clearly aligned with national policy processes
relation to climate change, and for being oriented towards practical, actionable responses. It nevertheles
frames the issue as a lostigneframe and tehnicalmatter, rather than one requiring negerm and urgent
action with implications for wider societ@Pther climate deliberation has incorporated such concerns into
the guiding question; for example, the Fren€bnvention Citoyennasked how to reduc& YA &8 & A 2 Y &
ALIANRG 2F a20AFf 2dzadiA0Séx FyR GKS Y2NB NBOSyi
G2 GFrO01tS GKS OfAYIFGS SYSNHSyO& Ay Iy SFFSOUAODS



Irrespective of whether a 2050 target is politically
expedient,it remains controversial among scientists
In order for the UK to remain within its fair carbon
budget and to be compliant with its obligations unde
the Paris Accord, Jackson (201f@)ds that a net zero

target date of closer to 2030 (if not sooner)egjuired, i Structure decided in advance by organise

and that a net zero target of 2050 could lead tothe U q Allows for specific questions tobe

using more than five times its fair carbon budget addressec¢concrete and usable outcome:

Similarly, Anderson (2020@argues that net zero by 9§ Limited scope for participants to shape tf

2050 would mean the UBeingtwo to three times in agenda

excess of its commitments under tharis Accord.

Arelated issuof 1 KS Wy SG T SNR o8& T Structure left il t_’y organisers _ o]
1 Allows for creativity, spontaneity ani

this masks the need for more immediate and rapi ) _
emissions reductich Of most consequence for wider range of ideas

climate mitigation is the total amount of greenhouse 1 Risk of —generalised or unworkab

gases put into the atmosphere, rathiiran the date by recommendations

which thesecease; if emissions are cut quickly bu.

then tail off to zero by 2050, this leads to lower total emissions than does a uniform, gradual decline. In thi
context of the need for deep and immediate cuts to emissions, Jacksod@01F NHdzSa GKIF G &7
G2 asSd I GFrNBSG RFGS 2F Hnpnéod

2KAfS GKSNB Aa | AGNRyYy3 I NBdzYSyd F2NJ AyOfdzaAazy
this too has consequences for the ways in which emissions reduction is unditraa matter of balancing
2dzi NBYFAYAY3 WLRAAGADSQ SYAdaaizya oA0GK Iy Sldz
of achieving net zero is a central part both of policy objectives and formal advice to governmernitsrom
official advisers, theCommittee on Climate Change; however, it also presents risks from the point of view of
LJdzof AO RSt AOSNI A2y d ¢KSAS AyOfdzRS GKS LRIOSYGAl
which can be subtracted via-ggt unproven tebnologie$, as well as obscuring the differences between the
immediate additbn of carbon to the atmosphereersus the longer timeframe required to remove theim
ways that have the potential to undermine effective climate pdlicwhile it was emphasisedn
presentationsto citizens that negative emissions technology should be used only wheyet emissions
reduction was problematic, they were nevertheleslsoasked to rank different forms of greenhouse gas
removal in order of preference. Based on thimking exercise, the CAUK repdinen concluded that:
"Assembly members recommenddéour greenhouse gas removal methods should bet pathow the UK
gets to net zero".

hyOS GKS (2LIAO 27F I y & ecidddliakdy Sefaf design dekiSoridrévélve Krouad thie S
selection of what we terntop-down or bottom-up approaches to deliberationBox 1 provides a brief
overview of the keyfeatures of these.Top-down approaches tend to be prdetermined, with expert
evidence, structure, and voting options largely decided in advance. This approach is associated wi
addressingspecific questions, (e.g., around policy or technology acceptance), where the problenrlis clea
defined, and precise answers are required. There is a strong focus on evidence provision withomvtop
processes, on the basis of which participants are expettedorm opinions. In contrast, bottorap
approaches are less constrained, with the staue designed to provide opportunities for participants to
guide the content and direction of thprocess (e.g., by deciding on topics for debate, inviting experts to
speak on particular topics, or choosing the motions on which to vote). Suphodoced approaches lend
themselves to consideration of wider, more open questions around the future oétypo@and greater
emphasis is given to the diverse forms of knowledge that citizens can provide. Although not mutuall
exclusive, it is important for those designing climate deliberation to be clear which elements of these



approaches they are adopting anchy as they have significant implications for the character, scope and
outcomes of deliberation.

The process adopted by the Climate Assembly UK was a primarityjovap approach to deliberation,
although some aspects of the design did allow for bottopnelements to be included (see Table The
value and practicality of the generally t@jmwn process developed was referred to within the stakeholder
interviews, with this having been a deliberate decision on the part of the conveners of the CAUK. @arah All
the lead organiser from Involvarticulated this in terms of a tedown process being most appropriate for
the remit and scope of the CAUK:

We thought it [atopR2 6y LINRPOS&aa6 ¢l a I LIIINRLINREFGSX 06S
ONASTX W¢KS FdzZARAY3I ljdzSaidAz2y gl 46 K2g &Kz dz
it would be politically difficult and alsmportantly not very useful to then comguwvith a

aSi 2F NBO2YYSyRIGA2ya (GKIFIGd RARYyUG 3ISG @2dz
open process there was no guarantee that the recommendations coming out of it would

have got to 2050.

The guiding question for the CAUK was decide At the start of the process, assembly members w
advance and used to structure and frame able to develop the underpinning principles usec
decisionmaking. guide the deliberations.

The majority of the choices on which assem Assembly members developed the considerati
members voted were prepared inadvance; that they felt policymakers should take int
participants were able to express levels accountwhen implementing specific podisi

(dis)agreement or preferences between choic
but not to amend the options availale At the end of the process, assembly members w

able to develop additional policy options and
All expert speakers were decided in advance, \ vote on these.
talks scrutinised and approved by advisory ¢
academic committeg.

Supporting material and content were prepared
expert leads in advance.

The methods used to draw out and collate assen
YSYOSNBRQ LISNBRLISOUA@SaA
with table facilitators summarising, collating a
eliciting votes on these.

The Parliamentary spokesperson involved in commissioning the CAUK likewise pointed to the value of
process connected both to the needrfparticipants to obtain some guidance, as well as being connected to
political realities:

L GKAY]l 2y &dzOK | O2YLX SE |jdSailiArzys &2dz yS§¢
really open questions about the future shape of the economy, then you'dthdnsere a

very different set of presentations and it might get more political as well: do you believe in

a capitalist economy based on consumers?



Despite the affirmation of the value of a primarily tdpwn process from the organising stakeholders, one
of the expert leads, Rebecca Willis, did reflect on the value of addressing meesatdnring or fundamental
guestions through climate deliberation:

Climate change actually changes the operating conditions of our society and politics and
SO2y2Ye s ergdik@bout éhétand | really want to have those debates, | want

citizens to have those debates [but] it's very very difficult to design a process which allows

you to have those debates, andthe | £ &2 IS A ¢gapanuch Wider aRdtaik- A @ X
about the climate challenge in its broadest terms, and get really considered deliberation
Fo2dzi GKFG® 2A0K KAYRAAIKGIZ L GKAY]l] 6S O2dz
didn't allow enough time for that.

| would have liked more bottomp developmg i 2 F NB O2YYSYyRIFGA2yax Y
development of recommendations, and [participants] coming up with speakers and getting
GKSANI 26y | NBFa (2 SELX2NB yR a2 2yd wX686

of organising somethingonthats&aX ¢ KS ARSI 2F 2LISyAy3 GKI

in the time and resources you have available.

These reflections highlight the fact that while tdpwn approaches are suited to answering practical policy
guestions, they nevertheless limit the ability of citizens themselves to direct proceedings, or to allow
participants to build their own vision 6f Fdzil dzZNS 42 O0ASde&zX yR NAxail f24a,
viewscl YR dzf GAYFGSté& GKS | & aeSdvid e &irdérstobdyee Chipfey BfHadi A 2
recently been observedy other researcherghat the use of a predetermined structre is more
‘consultative' than genuinely engaging of citizens' creativity, particularly in cases where people are require
to choose a list of prprepared strategy options as in the CAUK

More bottom-up approaches, by contrast, have the potential tmoyde the flexibility and space for

LI NGAOALI yia G2 akKkLIS Fy FaaSyofeQa LINE @&dhRidy 33
diverse insighginto public perceptions and preferences to be revealed, for example asking how transport
systems ad urban design might be #ienaginedin order toreduce emissions. However, recommendations
from such processes may be less specific, or less closely connected to contemporary policy processes,
so risk reduced traction with poliapakers and makthem less likely tdoe implemented in concrete ways.

Across the range of themes addressed by the CAUK, three main approaches wied: app use of
considerationsfutures, andpolicy options

These approaches welRA & G Ay Ol Ay GKS RS3INBS (2 ¢6KAOK GKSe
approach. An open approach, characteristic of a more bottgmdesign of climate deliberation, allows for
content and recommendations to be developed and driven by assembly mentbemselves; this permits
scope for creativity and unrestricted viewpoints to feed into the content of recommendations. A focused
approach, by contrast, entails the appraisal and voting upon ideas thatlieen developed in advance by
experts; this pamits expertinformed and policyelevant content to be prioritised.

For the CAUK, the derivation obnsiderationdollowed a primarily open procesby contrast,appraisalof
futures and policy gtions used a primarily focused format, as summarised iruéidl. In the case of
considerations(matters to bear in mind when implementing policjeassembly members were able to
develop aspects to which poliegakers should be alert when addressing each of the thematic areas relating
G2 GKS ! YQa &\tarded duiy advance & thaé appraisal of specific measures, and so this
process led to generalised considerations linked to a thematic area. A wide range of considerations emerg
across the thematic areas, with common threads including an emphagaraess, information provision,

and investment in technology.



In the case of botfuturesandpolicy gtions assembly members voted on preferred future scenarios and/or
expressed the extent to which they agreed that measures should be implemented.

Thefuture scenariog, futuresg were in all cases combined assemblages of what society might look like some
@8SIFNB AY GKS FdzidzNBod ! 3aSYofe YSYOSNBRQ F LILINI A&l
proportion of first choices seen as an indmaof their appeal; in this sense, their appraisal comprised a
forced choice between a small number of possible versions of society.

Considerations Futures Policies
—
Society 1 OptionA +
PR OptionB X
AR Society2 X OptionC +
LTI, OptionD X
£ ; OptionE X
4 Society 3 X
! ) v & OptionF
Open Focused Focused
conditions and vote for preferred agree/disagree
contingencies scenario and vote for preferred

policy options

Policy @tionswere for the most part appraised through assembly members indicating whether they agreed
2N RA&lF3INBSR GKIFG LINPOROWBRS2 | IMAAGBEAcER2Uz6ER B QNP
views on this did not tregbolicy gtionsas mutually excluge; as many options could be supported as people
wished, as we explain below.

THE PROCESS @NGTRUCTING RECOMMENDATIONS

While embedded in the detail of assembly designs iteverthelesscritical to recognise that the wayn

which climate deliberation istructuredhas consequences for the types of recommendations reached. Both
the wider terms of reference and the specific options presented to participants enable and constrain theil
decisons this isparticularlytrue in the case of thdocused techniquesisedto presentfuturesand policy
options

How we travel on landutures: Prominent recommendations to have emerged from the CAUK included a
Goly 2y GKS al t S aybriddatsdy 203H0nNaRptE> FR/ARS &S td NBYRRIZO G A 2
cars by an average o> LISNJ RSOFRS¢d ¢KSaS NBO2YYSyYyRIUAZY
others.While these options were supported lagsemblymembers, it is important to note thathis was in

the context of a restricted choice based on degree of peafiee for each of thredutures these were
structured in advance to emphasitiee date of a ban on polluting vehicles versus reduction in car use, as
summarised in Figure Zror each of the three futures considered, a range obther hypothetical
circumstancesvere also included (not shown in Figure, 2nd so assembly members were required to
express their preference for these as a complete package when voting uporr#tieen than on paticular
features such akevel ofreduction in car use.



In the case oHow we travel by landissembly members votes were, intheevent, Jt A i S@Syf & ¢
FOGAZ2YQ YR W/ KLIASSuShthe©dedision way tekerRidldorgbing tHeQe two options when
compilingrecommendationsWhile a pragmat solution to a tiébreak situation, nevertheless this meant
that the majority (from two of three scenarios) of the content presented to citizens, itself designed by
experts, was then incorporated into the recommendatiafishe CAUKindeed,the onlyproposalghat were

not includedin the recommendationg SNBE (G KS TSI 0dzNBa& 2 ¥ that iffecteddser dzO
dramatic reduction in car us&he specific features of throcess illustrates the extent to which decisions
on design, content andthe predetermining of options available, is highly consequential for
recommendations reachedh ways that risk being obscured in summary reporting of citizen perspectives.

Fast action Emphasis on changing types of car —_
e Ban new petrol, diesel, hybrids by 2030
* Reduce car use by 2% per decade

Change cars and driving Change types of car and reduce use

* Ban new petrol, diesel, hybrids by 2032-2035
* Reduce car use by 5% per decade -

Reduce travel Significant reductions in car use

 Phase out of cars to happen naturally
* Reduce car use by 10% per decade

How we travel by air futures:
Design features were also highly
consequential for recommendations
reached in deliberations aroundow
we travel by airHere,the idea of a
frequent flyer tax (also termed a
frequent flyer levy) was embedded in
two of three availake options
LINSASYGSR (2 L)S?2
OFNb2y GFE 2y | f
AYONBI &S | a LIS2 L
adlrESa GKFG Ay ON]
FTAZNIKSNED® 2 KSNBI &
was most strongly supported (by 80%j8
or 29 of 36people)it is critical to note
that this was relative to two other
options that imposed financial
restrictions in a similar (but ostensibly
less fair) manner. No option was
presented that dichot impose a tax on
flying. While the notion of a charge on flightparticularly upon a wealthierminority taking the majority of




flights, can be seen as desirable from theimt of view of climate policy, neverthelegsvas not an option
about which citizens had much choice.

The options available for a potential increase ecikase in passenger numbers was also consequential in
terms of recommendations reached; in this case, in a more problematic way as it has led to the suggestic
that passenger numberare able toincrease. Assembly members were required to indicate a preference
vote across five potential scenarios, ranging frore@uctionin passenger numbers of 15% toiaoreaseof

65%. Notably, of five futurepresented, four stated varyinglegrees of increasin air travel with only one
scenario seeing flying decreasing; as summarised in Fidture 3

80%

70% 65%

00% 50%

50%

40%

30% 25%

20%

20%

10%
0%
-10%

Change in passenger numbers to 2050

L0 -15%

Technological More emissions  Flying less Combined Fly less until
change from flying approach technology
improves

In a similar manner to the decisianaking forHow we travel on landassembly members wesplit in their
@20Sa 0SG6SSYy WIiGSOKy2t23A0Ft OKFy3aSQ 0AyO02NLR2 NI
F LILINR F OKQ oOoHp: AYONBlIaSod ''a | NBadZ# 6 GKS F2NY
AY 6KAOK &l AN3ihdtedsaly #R SN oS SHnpné o

Whereas the combination of two futures can again be seen as pragmatic in reflecting more favoured option:
in the case of thédow we travel by aifutures we note that this was predicated on a particularly precarious
voted LYy GSN¥Xa 2F FANBROG LINBTSNEY hE&easd AnipSsaengerinénersy C
received just one more vote8 of 36assemblynemberd! - (i K| y WT (L84 d¢écBeast B das@nger
numbers) which received votes of 36 membetsThis sght difference in averysmall number of votes was
nevertheless highly consequential in leading tdoamal and headlinerecommendation of increased
passenger numbers, rather thame that stressea future in which people fly less.

It is not an overstament to point out that had one person, among a subgroup of 36 people, voted
differently, then this could have led to a very different recommendation in terms of the extent to which
passenger numbers could continue to grow or instead be recommended tiksfihis, again, demonstrates
both the consequences of using constrained deciiaking, as well as the risks of a reliance on voting with
sub-groups of participants.

As importantly, the recommendation that "air passengers increase" risks ba@slgading if considered in
isolation from the particular ways in which this recommendation was arrived at.



In relation to policy options, citizens were asked in most cases to express their level of supggrbsition

to measures; this was done through gauging the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that each optic
aK2dzf R 06S LI NI 27T (Alodether, acass ajl el them&it\&eastawthdeize s
deliberated, 13%olicy options wereconsidered.These were made up in turn of 1@ptions which were
developed in advance by expertse(, oriented towards a toplown approach), plus a further 39 policy
options developed by participants in the final stage of CAldkdriented towards a bttom-up approach).

Policy options were not treated as mutually exclusive; citizens could agree (or disagree) with as many or
few options as they wishedn practice, this led to very widespread agreement across the range of options
presented.

Figured illustrates the extent to which citizens agreed with policy options across the topic areas. Bars sho\
the total number of optionsréd bar), the number of optionsvhere the level of agreemergmong citizens

was greater than the level of disagreemdptange bar), and the number of optionfor which theoverall

level of agreement was above 5@pturplebar). For90% ofthe 100policy options developed by experthe
proportion of people agreeing with themvas greater tharthe level of disagreemenfpr over80% of the
expertled policy optionghere was majority agreementr(ore than half otitizensagreed with then). In the

case of the bottorrup policy options developed by assembly members, all 39 options received majority
agreement.
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From one perspective, this resounding support could be taken as demonstrating citizen endorsement of
range of policies; it may also be taken to demonstrate the appeal and feasilbititpse options that both
experts and citizens developed. However, it also raises the question of the extent to which assemb
members might be inclined to support whichever options they had presented to thenthe use of
agree/disagree in survey metho@sl y FF £ f LINBe (G2 Wl OljdzA Sa0SyO0S oA
to agree with options presented to thethand begs the question whether other, less or more ambitious
policy options might also have been endorsed in this way. The risk of usimgisf process is that it can

f SFR (2 NBO2YYSYyRIGAZ2ya o-Gnivefsal sipNTod8dely apeienvedO A U
options- with this being misconstrued as originating in citizens' @wmvationsp ! I Ay X GKS y I
to the process have a direct and highly consequential effect on the outcomes.



Expert lead Rebecca Willis reflected on the high levels of support and how this was linked to the proces
noting also the importance of assessing the relative levels of support betoéms:

2 A0K KAYRAAIKO L GKAY]l] WUKSNB glae | fAGGES
OK22aS TFTNRYQ® ¢KIFIO LINRPolofée akKz2gSR AyX &dzN
SOSNEOIKAYIAX az2zald 2F GKS NBO2YYo&kyRWbBathke/ & G KI
only way of actually working out what is less popular, is to see what got slightly fewer votes

The echoing of expert opinion: the use of *‘pros

Another way in which design decisions can be consequential for climate déidmersthrough the use of
pre-existing lists of pros and cons to trigger debate specific policy optionsThis approach has the
advantage of saving time in focusing attention on particidaues andan help to prompt initial responses
and wider debateHowever, an important drawback is that this approach often impedes deeper deliberation
by leading to a reliance by participants (whether consciously or not) on-dgiegmined set of pros and
cons.

The use of expetlerived pros and cons in the CAUK was consequential for the outcome of deliberations. A
its most extreme, this manifested in assembly members repeating sard/ord the quotes thatwere
includeedon the slides of expert presentations,itiv these then presented, in effect, as the voice of
participants themselves. We show in Table 2 how this occurred, comparing the phrasing used by expe
speakers, with the pros and copgesented a DA G AT Sy aQ @A S g LI2 Xefihedatibnsdf Keh a
What We Buysub-group and specifically thEfficiency and olkihto-new 'future'.

Table 2. Examples ophrasingasused by experts withimpolicy option slide pak (left column)and quotes
from assembly members as presentedthe Climate Assembly Ukhal report (right column)

EXACT PHRASING PRESENTED ON EXACT PHRASING OF ASSEMBL
SPEAKER SLIDES MEMBERS"’ PROS AND

CAUK REPORT

Little change required by individuals

{2YS laaSvyofte FStid wikK?

Additional employment opportunities SYLX 28YSyd 2LIJ2NIdzyAiGAS:

Sending less waste to landfill saves money and redi Some [assembly members] noted that sending Veasste
pollution to landfill saves money and reduces pollution

Some producers may save money in the lomg by h i KSNJ ol aaSYofeée YSYoSNA

being more efficient may save money inthe loflgdzy o6& o0 SAy 3
CONS

No additionalb SY SFAGA T2 NJ Ay RA € No benefits for individuals
. o . . {2YS aasSyofte YSYOSNA al
i(;r:jfallr;?uursétrrssljobs will be at risk.g.,cement/steel hoKSNE SELINBAZSR O2(¢®6 8.
GOSYISWR aiGtSSt Y ydzFl O dzN
Need industry to change practicesnay need incentive: h it KSNJ wl 8aSYo6f & YSYO0SNEE
and training to change practices Y @ Yy SSR Ay OSyi
May be upfront costs for some measuree.g,, hi KSNE &ddz33SaiSRX GKFG i

renewables) a42YS YSI adz2NB & ¢
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In a less direct way, the pigesign of pros and cons of particular policy options can also lead to the omission
of perspectives that are commonly observed in other deliberative research methods. In particular, concern
which are linked to the impact of téhinologies or policies on everyday lfgich as the need for a person to
find time in a busy daily routine to perform a new task such as visit a repairrcskbging siddlined using

I WLINP & OSNBdza O2yaQ | LILINE | OKtb haudNdBed highkghtéd by @Iy dz
SELISNI&E K2 GSYR G2 F20daA 2y Y2NB G§SOKyAOFft 2NJ

¢2 &42YS SEGSYyidZT LINIAOALIYyGAQ NBalLkyaSa G2 (KS
their opinion. However, we argueig essential to recognise during the design stage that these decisions can
be consequential for the depth and quality of deliberatianand also for the nature of recommendations
obtained.

FRAMING CLIMATE CHANGE

A guestion that has arisen in respectatimate deliberation is whether this has features that are unique or
sufficiently different from other topicse(g., Brexit, social care) as to warrant a fundamentally different
approach. Given the sense in which climate change relates to so many aspkatean (and nofhuman)

life, as well its complexity ands manytechnical concerns that span all aspects of society, there is a strong
argument that this is the case.

Impartiality in the CAUKA great deal of attention was given in the CAUK to ensuhaga structure and
process was in place such that all decisions received expert advice and oversuding through the use
of an advisory panel and the support of the Parliamentary Office of Science and Techpahoito ensure
transparency in he this occurred.

Sarah Allan of Involve affirmed the emphasis on careful curation of materials and evidence, including throug
the use of formal definitions for key terms lbdlanced comprehensivandaccurate

Together [this means that materials] covdl key viewpoints and perspectives; none is

omitted through bias or oversight; it covers each viewpoint to a similar level of detail, or
GKFG yed RAFFSNBYOS Aa 202SO0A@Ste 2dalGATFTAL
[material] is factually accurat

This position on the part of the organiser of the CAUK, as well as the processes put in place, reflects
commitment to integrity and a highuality process. At the same time, we question whether an emphasis on
factually accurate information overlooksd evidence base that has shown that the framing of climate
change is crucial to how it is understood and how people respond to it.

The consequences of framing climate change in different ways can lead to this being commugizated

so understood; in markedly different ways. For example, an emphasis on scientific or technical information
communicates that climate change is to be understood in terms of expert knowledge or congassus
opposed to, say, a person's emotional responadlereas an emphasisanorality or ethics presentdimate
changein terms of a matter of right and wro#g

Framing in terms of factual information and technology options also risks omitting topic areas which ar
inherent to tackling climate change, such as questions of palisgconomy, power and influence. This was
articulated as a concern by expert lead Rebecca Willis:

| feel like | should spell [this] out, that as ever in the climate debate, there was a reluctance

Y2y 340G GKS 2NBHIFIYA&ASNA I YRNANSIAUSNEK w2 KENS
G§SYRSyOe (2 FTNYXYYS Al la WgKAOK (SOKy2f238 a
money and the power and the influence lie, and where does it need to lie, if we're going to

crack this one?



Framing science and solutions in climate deliberatioWhilst presentation of the science of climate change

is essential to contextualising climate deliberations, it needs to be recognised that there is no scientifi
representation of the climate crisis dh exists in a political vacuum, outside of wider social and cultural
contexts“. Whether intentional or not, the framing of climate changthe way that it is portrayed and the
means used to do sqK I & O2y aSljdzSy0Sa F2NJ LIS2 L3tSifs3ResdaycR ByNE |
Climate Outreach, for example, has shown how different visualisations (e.g., using images of climate impac
protest or scientific process) lead to different types afeactionsfrom peoplé®.

The consequeces of framing decisionsisg questions about how best to broach the subject of climate
change with members of the public, unfamiliar with such debates and with a reasonable expectation tha
information they encounter will have been carefully curated. For example, should theyfdrened of
average or most likely warming trajectories for global temperature rise, or the weaist scenarios that
O2dzft R O2yFTNRBYy(l &a20ASie Ay &aLISOATAO t20FGA2ya |
the causes of climate change a&plained in a technical manner, in terms of greenhouse gas emissions,
atmospheric physics and abstract industrial processes; or morally, in terms of the responsibility tha
wealthier, industrialised countries bear for driving such emissions incsessdtheir impacts on vulnerable
children in the developing word

In the case of the CAUK, the scientific presentatiartee What is climate changpanelprimarily ¢ though
not exclusively emphasised technical and abstract material rather than the huomarsequences of climate
change; agor examplein Figureb.

Global average temperature measurements

1°Cwarmer —

Average value
during 1800 —

Imperial College 95( 2000
o ntham Institute
-(range and the Eswronment

Decisions about science communication have potentially unintended consequences in terms of an ability
adequately convey the very real human consequences of climate change: put bluntly, the higher the rise
global temperatures, the greateamount ofsuffering and deattthere will be The omission of more personal
and emotional stories of climate change impacts effectively neglects this critical aspect of the climate crisi
Expert lead Rebecca Willis reflected on this concern in terms of the needrfmarhstories and testimony:

I RAYSyaAzy GKIFG L GK2dz3KG4G 6+ a YAaaiay3a ol ax
could have heard from people whose house had fallen in the sea, we could have heard from



people who had been affected by Hurricane Sandy. Iidvbave had to b done really
carefully, but I think we need that human dimension. | think it is very difficult, but you need
to get citizens up to speed on what happens if we don't meet the targets.

In terms of the consequences ©ff A YI S OKIy3Ss (KAa YAIKG AyOf dzR:
GaSOSNIf KdzyRNBR YAff A2y ¢ Y-l ridkiSand Siseptibld tb fovedySat S
2°C versus 1%, and that the vast majority of warmater coral reefvill die should the planet surpass this
higher temperature riseWhile this is likely to be challenging subject matter for a-e&pert audience, it is

at least as important as an appreciation of atmospheric physics.
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CHAPTER 3: Conditions of acceptarareaf successful a
net-zero transition

INTRODUCTION

CKAAa OKIFLIWGSN asSda 2dzi G2 LINBaSyd +Fy Fylfteaaa
discussions within the Climate Assembly UK and the recommendations that were reached from thes
Drawingon research exploring the values underlying public perceptions of a range of energy and climat
technologies and policiés!8, this analysis aims to look beyond the (possibly more changeable) public
preferences of the futures and policy options discussddthe assembly as presented within voting
outcomes, to expose the underlying values that such preferences are based on. This is important for tw
reasons: 1) to understand the basis of the decisions reached, so that the implementation of specific futur
climate policy can be guided by an appreciation of how and why these were arrived at, as this may not alwa
be obvious; and 2) to understand the wider value bases on which these decisions were reached becau
these can expose important contingencies or d@itions of acceptance that are implicitly attached to policy
proposals and may lead to shifts in public opinion were they to be breached. Whilst all the conditions ©
acceptance described below arose in relation to most or all of the topic areas disatsbecdssembly, they

of course do not represent the views of atlany oneparticipant andarise in different ways or to different
extents depending on the ctext of the policies discussethr each participant, acceptance will be based
on a different kalance of such concernlevertheless, these themeaspresent the wider social values that
assembly members drew on when discussing and voting on the various futures and policies presented.
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METHODS

The findings presented in this chapter are dhem analgis conducted by theesearch team that made use
of qualitative data from three sources:

Table audio recordings from the Climate Assembly OUKe Research and Evaluation teswere granted
access to the assembly in order to collect data via table recosdigsembly members were asked to give
their consent for this data collection and were then seated together by the organisers. In total, approx. 9 ou
of a total of 15 tables consented to this process (which translated to 3 out of 5 tables for each of the
subgroups). This provided us with a significant quantity of recorded data for each of the table discussior
which was then analysed thematically to explore the deeper values underlying particidahiberations

and assess the conditions of acceptancedioy netzero transition set out below.

Assembly members g Weascoreé panhof theterpert ellidence segsiens oneach of the
topic areas, assembly members were given the opportunity to ask questions of each of the speakers. The
guestons were collated on post notes and collected for thematic analysis as above.

The CIl i mat e ‘Alshsee mphalt yh répso: Tdmegubliskzed nepmrt provided detailed lists of the
pros, cons and considerations that assembly members put forwarddch of the topics discussed. These
were also analysed thematically as above.

Tabls3and 4LINE GARS | aSNAS&a 2F SEFYLX S ljd2aGldA2ya G
condition of acceptance. These quotes are taken from the table aediordings only, and as such do not
represent every point that is made in the following analysis.

TACKLING CLIMATE CHANGE

Permeating discussion of all the rstro futures discussed, the first set of core values emerged around a
desire to tackle climate cimge. Closely bound up with concerns around the urgency with which climate
change needs to be addressed and debates surrounding the possibility for finding technological solutions
the problem of reducing emissions, four key conditions of acceptance dsese Table 3 for example
guotations)

Reduce carbon emissions

Primarily, this encompassed a range of different concerns relating to the environmental harms caused &
wider society, and the need to tackle these by reducing carbon emissions and fossil fuel dependence al
reducing waste. The need for
urgency in the faceof such

damage, emerged throughout
discussions, with approval for
futures and policies in part
determined by how effectively and
rapidly they could achieve such
change. Unsurprisingly, adopting
policy options that were seen as
quick wins (such as policies®
surrounding increased product or| = g
building standards iWhat we buy ||

and In the homé were seen as a
crucial first step. However, beyond
this, careful planning to ensure i 5§
policies would be effective and S8




feasible was seen as essential. As such, futures ahdgmthat were perceived to be more realistic, less
complex or easy to implement, as well as more tprally and publicly acceptablewhilst still achieving
emissions reductionswere often seen more positively.

For many, futuresind policies that were seen as lacking ambition or providing slow or limited opportunities
for reducing carbon emissions were viewed quite negativiglis was particularly true for topic are&sthe
home which by its very nature requires a lotegm planning approach, antiow we travel by ajrwhere
futures that allowed the aviation industry to continue growing were viewed as a backwards step. Ar
(over)reliance on technology that was not yet clearly proven, was a common concern that was raise
repeatedy in relation to fears that action to tackle climate change would be delayed indefinitely in order to
chase (possibly) unrealistic technological solutions that might never materialise.

In relation to How we travel by airthis concern emerged as a lack tofist that low-carbon aviation
technologies could be developed fast enough to play any meaningful role in reducing emissions. In additio
concernsemergedaround the effectiveness of greenhouse gas removal technologies, both specifically ir
relation to aviation, as well as during the more general discussions Wiineenhouse gas removditspic,

due to a common belief that this emerging technology was still unproven. These concerns partially expla
the limited support seen for the more technical greenBewgas removal options such as Direct Air Carbon
Capture and Storage, and to a slightly lesser extent Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and Storage, where m
natural and rapidly deployable options were preferred.

Emerging as a counterpdi to concerns raised surrounding the risks of erkgiance on unproven
technology, the strong diefs of many assembly membeisat low-carbon technologies could provide at
least a partial solution to tackling climate change highlighted how technologioglress and innovation
were still viewed as central to perceptions around how societal change can (and for some, should) occt
The benefits of making use of already proven technologies were often cited as an influencing factor in polic
acceptance. Inarticular, this was a common response to the options presented withithe home where
proven retrofit and low carbon heating technologies generally receive strong support, as well as the
renewable energy options presented withiihere our electricity aoes from

However, it was in relation to the potential for future technological developments that this theme really
resonated. Arising as a relatively simple dichotomy, where policies that were seen to suppasdrioon
technological development and innation were viewed more positively than those that were seen to reduce
such opportunities, this theme dominated discussions surroundiog we travel by aiMVith flying seen as

an integral part of modern life, a technological solution (at least in thedotgrm) was seen by many as
essential to maintaining the current freedom of travel that was valued so highly.

Although not the focus of the assembly itself, protecting wildlife and the natural environment more widely
within any proposed netzero transition emerged as a strong theme across many of the topic areas.
Unsurprisingly, these concerns arose most prominently in relatioNlhat we eat and how we use the Iand
where concerns about appropriate lafute and protecting biosersity, as well as links to river health and
the risk of flooding, strongly influenced perceptions of policies relating to the ways in which farmland migh
be used differently to promote lowarbon farming practices. Similar concerns also arose in relatio
Greenhouse gas removailgshere more natural approaches were seen in a much more favourable light.



Table 3. Example quotations for each of the conditions of acceptance describedTfckling climate
changé. All quotes are taken from the table awdiecordings taken in Weekend B ¢he homeWhat we
buy, What we eat and how we use the lartdow we travel on landandHow we travel by ajrand Hom
audio recordings from Weekend 4 andWlfere our electricity comes froamd Greenhouse gas removals

TACKLING CLIMATE CHANGE
Reduce carbon emissions

GL R2y Qi FSSt fA1S GKA& @FdzidzNE6 3I2Sa FI N Sy
the land)

2§ Lzi | @2AR
Alyidz I yR ONBrd

G! y2GKSN) 02y AU YAIKG y2G NBRdAzZOS O Nb2Yy SYA
GwSRdzOAYy3 41 aGS Aa LINRPoOlFoOof& Yeé FlI@2diNAGS GKA
OFNb2y F22Rad ! ILAYyIT L tA1S AyOSyuAa@Sa Ayai
I OO02dzyGlof Speg o02KIG ) SHG YR K2g 6S dzaS GK
(0]
f

2SS KIFEIR Y2NX (KIy 2yS GLINZS
LINE RdzOS (GKAy3Ia oKAOK Aa ONMCE

GLFT AGQa ftFyR GKIG O2dz RyQi c'scﬁuodzﬁ)rsm?eemaatmg]amme
Sa Al O2dA R |faz2z 06S O2YO0AYSR gAGK uNJSS (
JAOdzE I NJ F NBIF NI GKSNJ GKIFy &2t N LI ySta g K

Foster urgent change

GL GK2dAKG GKSe@ KIFIR |fNBFRe& Gl
KFEIgS 320 (2 R2 a2YSOKAY3a |yR 02A
GL g2dA R ale SOSNROKAYHUOQBEY 2dz8 (i K8 KBJf 826 NRA & NI §
with these things and | worry that people would see it as, not an easy way out, but that this is new tecl
YR Ad0Qad 200A2dzat e o0SHUGSNI® OX6 | 2dz @loysMhenPazl
alre fSiQa 2dzadG OFNNE 2y la y2N¥IFf dzyGAf ¢S 13
GL GKAY] GKFEG FdzidzZNB Aa O2dzyiSNJ AyihGdzA GA GBS s
g2NNE | 02dzii UGLIS GSONES( KASKHE tStGdd (G2 GKS o602ySo L
NEFfAAGAO (2 Odzi SOSNEBOGKAY3I StasS (2 y20KAy3Aod
emissions. Can you imagine, if we give the green lightfot®o SYA daA 2y akK LG 62c
by air)

Encourage innovation
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GOODGOVERRANCE

The second set of core values that arose were in relation to a desire to live better and improve societ
through any netzero transition. Here concerns related to the governance of such a transition, both in terms
of protectingexisting valued ways of life and moving towards a fairer¢anbon future for all. This led to

the emergence of five more key conditions of acceptance for any et transitionsee Table 4 for example
guotations)

Another universal value that emerges across all topics is the need to protect the economy within any
transition to netzero. At their most general level, discussions of the risk that fgtaredpolicies may pose

to the economy as a whole arose across all topgasg, with those perceived as possibly damaging viewed
more negatively than those that may provide economic benefits to society. However, although encouragin
best practice and competition amongst businesses did play a small part of these discussidnsntais/as

not dominated by high level concerns about the overall economy or growth. Instead, the focus was almo:s
always on the implications for jobs and livelihoods.

Creating new job opportunities was thus seen as a crucial element of any succesgelagansition. This
theme arose strongly in discussions arodméhe homewhere efforts to stimulate the green housing market
and create jobs in the building industry were viewed favourably. Similarly, the balance between the
possibility for creating ew jobs and green industries and the risk of unemployment as existing, higher
carbon, industries become obsolete was a fundamental concern within discussions of changing the way v
produce and consume productsWhat we buy This theme was most stronglytiaulated withinWhat we

eat and how we use the lan@there concern for the farming industry dominated discussion of reducing meat
consumption and adopting lowarbon landuse practices. Policies that were seen to place too much burden
on farmers, or riskobs losses were viewed more negatively because of this and support for the farming
industry as whole was seen as essential.

Government leadership was also seen as a core element to a successtgrogansition and emerged
repeatedly across discussions of most of the topic areas. Commitment to strong effective policies fc
reducing carbon emissions, as well as to significant investment in the development and deployment of lov
carbon technologies weret éhe centre of this theme. Specific examples of this include the desire for bold
Government action to support the development of learbon aviation low we travel by air)and a



transition away from gas boilers
towards lowcarbon heating

technologieslfithe homg. Whilst . - : -‘
generally, the Government was e . =
seen as a reliable source of e T | Bches

ocd

information and funding,
guestions around how decisions’
over various regulations and
standards are being made (and by}’
who) were raised  within |
discussions o¥What we buyand, | s .
In the home highlighting  the — = _‘ el
importance  of  transparency w : : . AGCRKENEE'ffR
around new regulation. However, ‘ mq.qw;g;ﬂ, ‘
wider distrust of Government s

motives did emerge more
strongly in discussions
surroundingln the homeandHow

we travel by airwhere there was
significant disbelief thathe Government would prioritise climate action over profits.

While there was a strong sense that businesses should also play their part in the transitionzeran¢a
feature seen particularly strongly around discussions of product standards Withat we buyand In the
home), the notion that they would actually do so was seen as dubious and a general distrust in business al
industry emerged in variety ways within many of the different topic areas. Witinat we buyconcerns

were raised that compaas were unlikely to stick to voluntary agreements and would make use of legal
loopholes to avoid responsibility wherever possible. Similarly, when discuasing home many felt that

the transition to lowcarbon housing could not be left to the markeone, as companies could not be trusted
not to cut corners or in some other way put profit above meeting the required carbon standards. In suct
cases, enforcement through standards, regulations and either Government or independent monitoring wer
thus generally supported as a way to legally require companies to meet their responsibilities.

Protect freedom and choice

lYy20KSN) G64KSYS GKFG FNR&aS FFONRaa G2LAO | NBla S
regarding the protection of a wide range of genal freedoms, with futures and policies thought to threaten
personal lifestyle or product choices generally seen in a more negative way. Emerging most prominent
within What we buy the idea of restricting the rangef available products and services sveontroversial.
Whilst support was generally high for measures to improve product standards and repairability, policies the
were seen as significantly restricting product choice or banning products outright was still a concern. Simil
concerns were alsaised in relation to the banning of gas boilers in discussiohstbe homeIn such cases,
concerns were often related to fear that the products remaining on the market would be unaffordable to
many, and as such, reliance on less restrictive meassueh,as introducing labelling and education schemes
was thus often seen as preferable.

While such restrictions oavailable products and servicegre a cause for concern for some members, it
was where restrictions were perceived to impinge on wider tyfieschoices that real opposition arose. This
was most clearly seen in discussiongdofv we travel by ajrwhere air travel was perceived by many to be

a right that should not be interfered with by the state. Similarly, another area where any suggestion o
restrictions on lifestyle choices was rapidly rejected was in discussions surroditisigwe eat and how

we use the lan@where again, state intervention to restrict food choices was seen as unacceptable to many)
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As such, any policy that was thought to threaten valued lifestyle choices was perceived more negatively at
GAOK SY2iA2ya a2YSUAYSa NizyyAy3d KAIKI NBFSNByOS
The ultimate example of this can beesein responses to the idea of Personal Carbon Allowances within
What we buy where deep and often emotional objections to government intervention and restrictions on
personal consumption choices led to references to a socialist or communist state.

Concerns about the impact that futures and policies may have on particular groups of people arose acro
all discussion topics, highlighting the strong desire for a fair and just transitionizenet The most common
(and most strongl held) concern was around the fears that the burdens ofaeb policy options (be they
financial or otherwise) might fall disproportionately on lemcome or otherwise vulnerable households. This
emerged most strongly in discussionsliothe home with concerns raised where policies were thought to
increase inequality (e.qg., by pricing people out of products and services they needed or leading to an increa
in energy bills). Similarly, concerns that food prices might rise, leading to increased pr@ssomencome
households and possibly pushing more people into food poverty were raised in discussions\Aittainde

eat and how we use the lanth addition, such concerns were also noted in relationléev we travel on land

and the risk that those oroiv-incomes would be priced out of car travel, while no other alternatives exist.

Whilst equal access to food and heating was seen as anagatiable necessity to any ngero transition,

what constituted a fair distribution of the costs of benefits of samption was more contested around the
other topic areas. Although concerns about loweome households were still present, a polluter pays
concept also emerged in relation What we buy where those that are wealthy enough to afford more
luxury productsand services should pay, rather than everyone being penalised to the same extent. Thi
sentiment was particularly strong within discussions arotiwv we travel by ajrdue to the recognition

that there were many people in the UK who rarely or never fgbdde around the pros and cons of taxation
were closely linked to these concerns and opinion was usually split between those who found-basgaoh
taxes a fairer way to reduce emissions, making people responsible for their carbon footprint, and those the
thought this would only lead to greater inequality, as the rich could continue theirdagbon lifestyles.

A second priority within this theme was based fairness in terms of geographical location and risks that
where you live may determine both thepportunities and burdens that any transition to rRe¢ro may
present. These concerns were particularly relevant when discussitfte home where rural households
were thought to be at a disadvantage, both in terms of dcavbon heating options availabte them and

also a possible lack of interest and investment from Government and businesses in comparison to high
density urban areas. Unsurprisingly

the influence that location would

have on the fairness of futures and
policies addressingdow we travel

on land was also a significant m"
concern. In particular, those living in
rural areas were seen to be at a
significant disadvantage due to the
lack of infrastructure for public
transport, electric car charging and
carclubs. Policies aimed at reducin
driving in rural areas were thus
perceived as risking the quality of
life of rural populations who may
become more isolated and unable
to access services.




Thecosts associated with the various futures and policies presented at the &fsanmose as a core theme,
primarily focusing on household, rather than national spending. Across a number of different topic area
(What we buy, In the home, How we travel on [ptitere was discussion of the balance of upfront costs and
longterm savingse.g., in relation t&Vhat we buy concerns were raised that although high quality, durable,
recyclable products were seen very favourably (due to both their reduced carbon footprint and the possibilit
for longerterm savings), this was only really priaet if such products were still affordable in the short term.
Such discussions were relatively simple and universal in their content, i.e., increased costs were always S
as a concern, whilst the opportunity for lotgrm savings was viewed positiveds(long as any upfront costs
could be accepted).

However, more nuanced understandings of costs and affordability did arise amongst discussionsimround
the home where this theme emerged most strongly. Perhaps due to the much higher costs associated wit
retrofitting housingthere wasdeeper discussion surrounding the financial implications of such costs for the
wider population. Despite the similar focus of discussions, here the emphasis was much more on affordabili
and linked closely with wider thees around fairness and equity. In particular, the upfront costs for both
homeowners and landlords associated with many of the policies discussed, led to concerns that a range
groups would be disadvantaged or excluded from such a transition, incluldasg ton very low incomes,
vulnerable or elderly people, and tenants.
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I 0O0SaaAroftSd® wxXx6 LGQa 2yfeée | 0O0SaaArotsS G2 | F¢
home)
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love the ida [of taxing flights] but does it benefit everyone, if [...] all the rich do is factor in the cost-
FTEAIKGE 6126 ¢S UGN @St o0& | AND
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Doing it gradually will also be better for people with low disposabR ¥iSa ¢ oLy GKS K-
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CHAPTER 4: Perceptions of climate change: the views of
assembly members

INTRODUCTION

¢KA& OKIFLIGSNI SELX 2NBa aasSvyofe YSYOSNBRQ LISNDSLI
2F LINPOGARAY3I | RSSLISNI RSAONRLIIAZ2Y 2F | aaSvyofe Y
this waslargelyoutside the scope of thassembly itself), how these views may have changed throughout
the assembly process, and where possible, how these views compare to those of the wider UK public. We
Y20 O2YyaARSNI YSYOSNERQ OASga 2 are fokeSresad O Sseparat@
evaluation report for the Climate Assembly@&IK

METHODS

The findings presented in this chapter are based on analysis designed and conducted by the Research
Evaluation teamg in the form of ongoing surveys throughout the assembly proceds$alow-up interviews
with a subsection of assembly members.

The surveyEight surveys were conducted throughout the Climate Assembly UK, completed at the beginnin
and end of each weekend. These surveys contained a range of questions, including saragngvtie
assembly process itself and otlsetesigned to explore wider research questions around perceptions of
climate change and democratic processes. Many of these questions were repeated across multiple surve
G2 aasSaa K2g YS YooddhduQhe Procdss. Dveak 10§ & Bd108iassembly members
consented to complete these surveys, although not everyone answered every question.
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The follow-up interviews: Once the assembly was complete, a series of 28 fellpwnterviews were
conductedin May 2020 by the Research and Evaluation te@amtelephone or vide@onferencing software.
To ensure the interview sample was representative, asanple of just over a quarter of participants was
selected whose demographics closely matched thoseigea for the assembly as a whole (including age,
gender, geographical location, ethnicity, education, and climate change conQerofes provided below in
all cases come from assembly members, whose anonymity we have retained.

CLIMATE CHANGE CONCERN
lwodzt R a4l & LQY NBlIffe O2yOSNYSR | oteruzieal@Of A Y I |
G2NI R LINRPOofSYD | 2dz OFyQi 2dzad | @2AR AdGd LOQ
@2dz O02dzZ RYyQii 6S G62NNASRO®

Public concern about climate change is nowaatalttime high in the UK, with recent nationwide surveys
showing that B-82% of respondents are very or fairly concerned about the Esi@&ven these high levels

of concern within the wider UK public and the representative sampling of assembly meritheas, not
surprising that concermabout climate change was high amongst participants. Figurshows how
participants' concerns varied over the course of the Climate AssemblyridiKto the start of the assembly
concern was close to national levels7&% very or fairly concerned. Although varying slightly each week,
this concernoverallincreased following the presentation of scientific and expert information on a range of
issues surrounding climate change, eventually settling at 86% by the end assbmbly.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Not at all concernedm Not very concerned= Fairly concerneds Very concerned: Don't know/ missing

People's concerns about climate change wetso evident in the follovwp interviews, with many
participants displaying high levels of emotional concern when asked athast L @Y @OSNE |
2P0SNBKSE YSRY FNHZAGNF GSRX SNY FNAIKGSySAwetylwor§ S S f
and fear characterised their responses, with some participants describing how their concern had increase
since taking part in the assembly. Concerns for future generations and that it may now be too late to ac
were the most commonly cited reasdor these feelings, which were often triggered by concern of the
destruction of the natural world and the images of environmental change:

Having seen the science on the first weekend, | was made aware of the scale of the problem
gKAOK L ¢l alysedio tiink FwbiNdénioe % 8o something about it sometime

Ay GKS FdzidzNB> GKIFG 6SQff oAl dzydAf AdGQa dz
do something now.



For some, these emotions led to a sense of despondency, whilst others wareeaptimistic that positive
change could be achieved. In both cases, distrust of Government and concerns around current inaction
the UK were seen to be the biggest barrier to change:

2S tAQPS AY | O2dzy iNBE 6KSNB (K &kingJedejimiisly G A 2y |
Sy2dzaAK yR a2 AG F¥SSta tA1S Fy AyadaNX2dzyial o1
public and political will to bring about that change.

LT FyedKAy3IZ L GKAY] Ol OlftAy3 OtAYFIdES OKIFy
1y26® LG FSSta tA1S GUKSNB INB ¢glea 2F 3ISGaA
I OGdzl f t@ R2 GKFIG® 2KSGHKSNI 6KSNBQa Sy2dzaAK RS

Whilstoutright denial of climate change as a problevaslow, some participants didxpress sceptical views
surrounding the science on the need for action:

L¥ 22dzOQNB |alAy3 YS R2 L 0StASOS Ay oKIOG ol
we were supposed to have in the 70s where we were going to run out of oil, we wege goin

to be in another ice age in the 80s that never happened. Then in the 90s along comes global
warming and now climate change.

Another used the comments of expert climate scientists to argue that no angexded to be taken right
now: 'if we were approaclimg a tipping point, if we were approaching a certa?@ ®r 10C warming then
there will bea need to do something about itHowever, despite these views many of those with sceptical
opinions were still engaged in discussions about how to reduce emissiessribing their interest in ideas
around renewable energy technologies and living-loaste lifestyles.

THE NEED FOR URGENT ACTION

The level of urgency surrounding the speed with which climate change needs to be addressed was alsc
topic of discussion (despite the fact that participants did not hear expert evidéineetly on this question).
Initially, 74% of assembly members agreleat a high or extremely high level of urgency was required, rising
to 80% by the final weekend; a figure that closely aligns with the most recent survey of general public opinic
on this questioAl. When asked about the scope of the assembly and its forike target of achieving net

zero by 2050, no one questioned that the concept that-neto was an appropriate level of emissions
reductions to aim for. In contrast, the question of when this should be achieved was more split (Bigure
with 45% agreaig that the 2050 target was about right, 37% believihgt it is too late and only 1%
believing it is tosoon(a further 8% did not know)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

too soon mabout right 1 too late don't know / NA

Where participants felt 2050 was the right timescale for action, the reasoning was often based on acceptanc
of the explanation provided by the Climate Assembly UK organieasthe Government had set this target
in law and that the assembly was notdddress the what or when of this target, but specifically to consider



' how it could be achieved. Many

participants agreed with this view
& e v 7l ' 2" and felt that there must havbeen
u..... v 4 RS a good reason for theelection of

2050 as a targetWell | guess as
0KSe Qg theéySthink its
achievable’ more practically,
others felt the fact that this target
was already sein stone politically

meant that focusing the assembly
on this target wasthe only way

they could do It

MARY (IIAI

(¢ SSEST CARBON
T ' cmLLUTlON,

~_

When asked whether achieving
net-zero by 2050 was possible
within the survey and followp
interviews, the majority of
participants felt that 2050 was an appropriate and achievable target. However, whist this target was though
WNBFfAAGAO0QE (GKAA GASge ¢l & 2 7 ih8 ¢arligstihatisdch atargetéuld Y 2
be achieved, and so while many professed a desire to bring the target forward, the view that this was simp
not feasible often prevailed:

L ¢l & aOSLIAOIE G FTANROG wX8 AIQALON & FORVR
GKSe OFly | OKAS@®S Al o06ST2NB (KIFIGd ¢KSNBQa |
GKFGQa 2dzad y20 LR2aairofS Ay Y@ YAYRO®

We need all that time to actually do it all. If they brought the target forward, say make it
HnopsZ HAKSWRMDKE (2 R2X L GKAYy]l] 6SQff KIFI@S G2
2050.

Whilst on balance, there was a sense that-meto by 2050 was a reasonable and achievable goal, there
were still a significant number of participants who felt more strgriplat the 2050 target was too late and

not ambitious enough to address the scale of the problem. The urgency of the climate crisis led them t
advocate for this to be brought forward, with some participants giving specific dates they thought were more
appropriate:

| definitely think we should bring it forward. There are cities that have set their own target
2F Hnop wXB8 L R2Yy Qi (y2¢6 o6Keé ¢S 0O2dzZ RyQd I a

L FFLAf (2 &aSS gKeé ¢S aKz2dz R IAPBS O2YLI yASa
might just get 2050.

Multiple reasonings for this position arose, including: a desire not to leave it until the last minute; the idee
that the target would not be taken seriously if it was too far in the future; concerns that targets are always
missed and aimigp earlier would leave a buffer for error; and a desire not to let companies off the hook and
continue business assual for the timebeing. For these participants, the absence of debate on the
appropriateness of the target was thought to be a significarawback of the process, with several
highlighting their disappointment that this Government target was not even up for discussion:

CKSNBE NB Y2NX NBLRNIa 2dzi y2¢ aleiyda gSQNB

years, so | think the timeframe wahe big issue. We should have had a really big discussion
about, is 2050 OK or is it far too late.
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TNRY NBLRNIa (GKIG GKS {1 NBSI

2SS | fNBFRe (y2¢6
IIFAY |Y2dzyi 2 havesbedhMibcys3etttodee8 L 2

0ST2NB | OSN
what people think.
Most of those holding this view discussed how there had been extensive discussion about this omission a
believed that there was significant concern across wider assembly members. However, these stromgopinio
still remained tempered by a sense of unfeasibitjyringing the target forward was seen as desirable and
even necessyt yet not perhaps achievablé:' G KAy 1 AGQa | fFdzZRFoftS |AYX
my doubts

Finally, there werelao a small number of participants who felt that the 2050 target was too ambitious and
should be pushed back or scrapped. For some this was a more extreme continuation of concerns abo
feasibility of the changes required and a disbelief that this targes achievable:

l'd GKS GAYS L RARYQUO dGKAYl AG 61 & I OKASQOlIof
I OKAS@I 6f Sldhinkd ¥r6ught 2050 FvasMIorig time away, but the more | saw of
data, the more | learned, the more | though goshjitt@a G KS S NI ASaid ¢S OF

by.

Others were more sceptical about the need for such a target and/or climate change more generally and fe
that the cost implications meant other issues should take priority:

If we go net zero by 2050, the costatved would be huge. And if it turns out to be wrong,

YR L R2y QG aleé AG Aa wX8 g2dd R Ad 0SS (GKS Y

LQY y20 aleéAay3a GKIFIG Ad Aa ¢oNByYy3A: o6dzi LQY y2
Responsibility for action

Whenaskedtowards the start of the assembbbout where responsibility for climate action primarily lies,
there was aremphasis orshared responsibility, primarily between government and citizens, although many
still weighted Government responsibility moreghly (Figure).

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m 0-19 (Gov mostly responsible) m 20-39 (Gov more responsible)
40-59 (Gov and cit equally responsili=§0-79 (Cit more responsible)
m 80-100 (Cit mostly responsible) Missing data

This more general sense of shared responsibility was also prevalent with in the-fglomterviews,
however, furtherdiscussion often moved quickly to the need for Government leadership and concerns that
the public could not take action without greater support:

L GKAY]l D2@SNYyyYSydQa 324 G2 tSIR® L GKAY]l @
backtothisquesfiy 2F 6S [ff KIO@S RAFTFSNBYyG ARSFa 27
got to feed your kids, the responsibility is to feed your kids. Not go round all the posh shops

trying to buy ecdriendly stuff.



100% government. They are the ones that make thedladb wX86 ¢KSNB Aa | Y2N
T2N) SOSNEBO2Re> o0dzi GKFUGQa 6KSNB Al adz2LBa® !
it.
5Aa0dzaaArzy 2F GKS Fdzidz2NE AYLI OG0 2F GKS |aasSvyof e
that this issue I & Yy S@S NJ ¥ ddfirihgdthe @afbIN BIysT paricipants were hopeful that the
recommendations would have an impact on the outside world and that Government would take notice anc
implement appropriate laws and policies, with survey resultshantopic relatively mixed (Figu.

Influence on Government poIicy_ -
Influence on Parliamentary Committee- -

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

E None mA little A fair amount m Quite alot mA lot Missing or DK

| 26 SHSNE O2yOSNYys OeyAOAayYy FyR dzyOSNIlFAyGe aida
expressing the view that they were not optimistic that this hope would be fulfilled:

| think, from what | can see of the recommendations so far, | can see that everyone is really
1SSy YR gAfftAy3a (G2 YIS OKI y3%éedardtha KSA NI f
government take notice of that.

[ SGQa 2dzad ale L K2LISsI L K2LS (KSeé gAaftfo ¢K
from the public. | hope they will take notice.

A significant distrust in Government emerged as the primary re&sothis concern, both generally and in
relation to current priorities:

Knowing how the, any Government works? Or is it going to be one of these things that will
be pushed further down the line, maybe considered at another time and date?

| am concerned bacise Governments, politicians around the world, say all the right things
to please the people, to get the votes and then go away and do nothing, sometimes nothing
at all.

. 2dz OFy Qi KSEtLI 0KAY1lAYy3 GKIFIG GKS@QNBy I32Ay 3
has made us open up from coronavirus maybe quicker than we should have. So | find it hard
G2 0StASOS (K ShaRin fiddrof ady Kcdnoitedsigt G S O

In arguing that the Government have a responsibility to listen to the public on this, id®e assembly was
cited as a fair and democratic process for gauging public opinion. Participants commented on how surprise
they were to find that people from so many different walks of life were able to agree, with one even
comparing this to the divisns of theBrexitvote to highlight how in their view it would be stupid not to act

on such a strong consensus as that achieved at the Climate Assembly UK:

¢tKS LINPOS&aa 2F GUKS OAGAT SyaqQ laaSvyote ol a |
that given the makeup of the group, | feel is quite astonishing.



When you have 95%, almost unanimous support for some of these positions, it would be
foolish not to take that into account. When so much was fought over 52 to 48%. They tore

apart all the existingrade deals, threatening to tear apart the country over 4% difference.

2 KSNBIl & ¢KSYy &2dz KI@S GKAy3a sAGK ym:r adzZJlR
RANBOUGADGSasE (GKSYy @2dzQNB FlLAfAy3dod

CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT

Given the strong concern about climate chartge not surprising that general support for measures to tackle
climate change was also high (Figu®. Echoing findings from wider public survettsee majority of
assembly members agreed that we probably or definitely neecetiuce home energy use (8%%educe
consumption (84%), limit flying (78%) and reduce meat consumption (65%).

Reduce consumption- _

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

E We don't need to do this at als We don't really need to do thiz We probably need to do this

m We definitely need to do this = Don't know

Figure 10. Support for measures to tackle climate change.

Discussions within the followp interviews highlighted a varying list of actions individual citizens could
undertake to play their partincludng a range of more impactful actions such as installing insulation and
double glazing, reducing meat consumption, flying or general consumption, reducing business flights, livir
OF NJ FNBS> |a ¢Sttt frta QASIKYSNSEQd dzLILI2 NI F2NJ WwaYl

However, discussions of individual agency in efforts to reduce emissions, again highlighted concerns th
without Government intervention and support, these actions were not feasible for most people.
Unsurprisingly, affordability and lack ad#cation were the most commonly cited reasons for public inaction,
leading to many suggestions for improving public information provision. Government incentives and taxatiol
were also highlighted as important mechanisms by which change could be encouraged:

LiQa 3JI2Ay3a G2 GFr1S | 20 2F SRdOFGA2Y T | f:
RSOAaA2ya |yR (2 dzyRSNEGFYR gKeé Fye 3I20SNYY
carbon tax or something like that.

This sense of lack of agency, leshaaller number of participants to instead stress the importance of public
pressure on Government and the need for mass protest and consumption choices to be used as methods 1
change:

Politicians listen to public pressure; they cavin. People liké&reta Thunberg, you may

not agree with some of the things she says, or may not agree with the way she does things,

0dzi aKS R2S& Llzi LINBaadzaNE 2y 3JI20SNYYSyda wX
YR FTROAAS YR KI @S | lydeahythidh 2y X o6dzi 6S O yQ
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When asked whether they personally would be more engaged with climate change issues followin
participation in the assembly, the most common responses were thus related more to awareness an
education than practical actions.

Most assemblymembers felt that the increased awareness of climate change and its solutions that the
assembly provided had led them to take an active interest in learning more about the topic, paying mor
attention to the news and wider political agend#:.L i Qa @&kng and rSseadching a lot more, reading
dzLJ 2y Il &dipd éangpdescribed how they would now be more likely to engage in conversations
with family and friends, with many discussing how interested friends and relatives had already been in the
experiences of such an unusual process.

A smaller number also commented that they were now planning to engage more with the climate chang
agenda in their local area, including writing to their MP or local council, or getting more involved in charitie
orOF YL A3y 3INRdzZLJAP® hyS |aaSvyofe YSYOSNI KIFIa 6SSy
at the assembly, while another now plans to stand for election on the Parish council:

. SO0lFdzaS L Q@S itAdviAnd whenA saw HadiieiRsn cauyicil were looking

F2N) ySg LIS2L)X S>3 L GK2dAKG ¢Sttt YIreoS GKIGQ:
AYVF2NXYIEGAZ2Y GKFGO LQ@S o6SSy 3IA@SYy G2 YIS I
climate change that are in my community.

Three assembly nmabers also described their intention to change switch jobs/training to focus on more
environmentally friendly careers. This is included one member who has now taken on the role o
sustainability manager at their existing firm and another who hopes to iretrta an installer of electric car
chargers.

Few participants mentioned getting directly involved in climate actiyisowever, with many assertively
stating that they were not the type of person to get involved in this kind of activity. The stigma around
activism here tended to stem from the recent surge in awareness of such actipéiglarly in relation

to Extinction Rebellion and Greta Thunberg), with several highlighting their discomfort at the idea of
participating in protests or civil disobe¢gieOIYQYW y 20 3I2Ay3 (2 o06S 2yS 2
DNBSYLISIFOS: GeAy3a vYeasSt¥F (2 NIYAtAy3aaxz odzi LQf ¢

Despite prompting, only a small number of participants actually discussed making specific lifestyle chang
as aresult of the assembly. The most common change people would like to make would be to switch to a
electric car, although, as yet none had actually done so:

~

1%

LGQ& YIRS YS Y2NB |6 NB |yR Ykn
mademel KAyl Fo62dzi 3SGaGAy3a Iy StS
But there are still issues with electric cars anyway.

cRereWSy Ri KMyQa |
GNAO OIF NJ g KA (

Of those that discussed this, most felt that the big changes discussed at the assembly were out of their rea
andfello O1 Ayd2 | RA&AO2dzZNAS 2F wayYlft OKIFy3aSaqQs | |
Only one assembly member really engaged with the more radical concepts for demand reduction introduce
at the assembly, highlighting her desire to reduce bensumption of products and meat and dairy foods,
as well as get an electric car and insulate her house. However, even here, she describes how anxiety ab
the lack of action on climate change leads her to switch off from the issue to protect heoselh&gative
emotions:

L¥ GKAy3Ia FSSt tA1S GKSEBQNB Y2@0Ay3as (KSYyY

L
apointof SeINR 0 SO0 A2y X L ySSR OtherwiseBSR2VRE GG &S PNB
deal with reading about it without feelingke something is being done to change it.
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CHAPTER 5: Comparing the Climate Assembly UK and ti
Convention Citoyenne pour le Climat

INTRODUCTION

In Spring 2019, President Emmanuel Macron in France and six parliamentarytis@sini the UK decided,
at similar times, to initiate a national deliberative process on climate change: Convention Citoyenne pour |
Climat (CCC) and Climate Assembly UK (CAUK).

A comparison of these two major, national processes is revealing for dhghty the similarities and
differences that arose in their aims, methods and outcomes. For those considering options for future
assemblies, this sheds light on the availability of different approaches, and the consequences of wider soc
contexts for ther trajectories. While both these national processes shared common features and objectives
many of the contrasts between them have not been identified in any detail previously. In this chapter
seek to show the main distinctions and the ways in whinth influenced their recommendations and uptake.

METHOD

This chapter is based on the observations of report author Claire Mellaireattendedboth the Climate
Assembly Ulas a facilitatorand the Convention Citoyenne pour le Climad an accreditedresearchey as
well as undertaking a detailed detlased analysis of the two processes.
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OVERVIEW OF THE TWO ASSEMBLIES

Here we provide moverviewof the key similarities and differences between the CAUK and thelie@te
discussing these in more detthelow. Table3 highlights the key featuresirroundingthe commissioning of
the two assembliesincluding theoverall scope and framing, theommissioning body and sampling of
participants.Table 4sets out the governance and oversight of the two asseéssbrhis includes listing the
various organisations and institutions involved in tirganisationof each process, as well as describing the
role of experts and assembly members/citizens in shaping the pro€asally, @ble 5 provides details of
the cortent and design of thewo
processes, focusing on
highlighting the different ways in
which the topic of climate change
was divided in thematic discussion
groups, the way in which speakers|
were selected and how the voting |
was conducted.

More detail on may of the
features included inttese Tables
(includng the commissioning,
sampling, design, governance and
voting), as well as the full reports
for each assemblycan be found
on their website%’.

Table3. Commissioninghe CAUKand CCC

CLIMATE AEBIBLY UK CONVENTION CITOYENNE PO
CLIMAT

OBJECTIVES To assess the level of support on varic To identify structuring measures that will t
climate policy options and provide enacted eitherby a national referendum

recommendations parliamentary vote or directly turned int
regulations “"without filter" from the

Executive.
FRAMING How should the UK meet its legaliynding How can France reduce its greenhouse
QUESTION target of net zero greenhouse gas emissions emissims by at least 40% (in relatidn2 ™ «
20507 levels) by 2030, in the spirit of social justice

COMMISSIONIN( Six Select Committees of the Housef President Emmanuel Macron
BODY Commons

TOTAL BUDGET £ 560K € podna

PARTICIPANT 108 selected by Sortition Foundation ¢ 150 selected bysortition by polling compan

SELECTION random stratified sampling according to Harris using random statified sampling
criteria, whichincluded ethnicity and attitude according to sixriteria. Ethnicity ad climate
to climate change change attitudes were not included.
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GOVERNANCE

ROLE OF EXPEF
IN SHAPING
PROCESS

ROLE OF
CITIZENS IN
SHAPING THE
PROCESS

MONITORING
AND
EVALUATION

WIDER SOCIETY
ENGAGEMENT

Core team:Involve (led on pocess design
facilitation, project managemeit Sortition
Foundation (led on citizen selection an
recruitment) My Society(ONB I G SR
branding and websifeand four Expert Leads
(who worked closely withInvolve on the
2aaSYof 8Qa RSaA3dy

Oversight teamThe proess was oversedny
the Advisory Paneand AcademicPanel and
signed off bythe House of Commons and tt
Parliamentary Office of Science & Technolc

Four Expert Leads ensured that CAUK
GotktlyOSRZ | OOdzNI G €
throughout all stages of the proceand that it
focussed on how tachieve net zero emissior
by 2050. They were supported by the advis:
and academic panels.

Minimal involvement of citizens in shapir
process. Following requests from assemb
members, a session was added to explore
implications of Covid 9 forreachingnet zero.

An official evaluationteam specialising in
deliberative demaocracyas commissioned tc
produce a reportfocusng on: how assembly
members were recruited, he expertise was
presented to assembly members, hc
AYRAGARIZ f aQ @ASsa
6SS1USYyRaz I|yR (KS
Parliament.

There was no online consultation platforr
Sakeholder engagement informed the desig
of the assembly which includectonsulation
with a number of prominent business, fai
and civil society leaders from across |
society.

Organising body:Conseil Economique Soci
et Environnemental

Governance Committee:composed of 17
people: 15 permanenstakeholdermembers
and 2 citizens (drawn by lot) rotating betwee
each session of the Convention. TI
committee set the agenda and the rules f
deliberations.

Three Guarantors independent overseers
ensuring the cmpliance of the process wit
the rules of independence and deontology.

Citizens were suppaetd throughout the
process in a number of ways: &h expert
support group® 3 NP dzLJS th& Bdsistad
citizens in developintheir recommendations

2)theW/ 2 YA (I S thapaivisaditizdns
on the legal nature of their measures to enst
their compliance with the rule of lawand 3)
fact Checkerthat answeredcitizenstechnical
guestionsin real time(via WhatsApjp

Citizens sat on the governance committee
the assembly andhad the opportunity to
suggest experts they wanted to hear froi
(tizens requested to hold ra additional
seventh sessioof the assembly.

There was a formal external evaluatio, but
the process was monitored B40 Accredited
Researchers observela addition, the charity
G[ Sa wmspcredted by the citizensthe
partial remit of which was tamonitor the
future of their proposalsleading to the
creation of amonitoring toolto check which
measuresvere rejected or implementetf.

An online platform was set up to gather tt
contributions from the public andwider
stakeholders during the process. It w
managed by Open Source Politicswho
produced hree contributions summarie:
during the Conventionwhichwere reviewed
and validatedby the Governance Committet
andare availablenline.


https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/
https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/
https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/
https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/facts-checkers/

DURATION OF
THE PROCESS

LENGTH OF THE
SESSIONS

THEMATIC
CONTENT

SPEAKER
SELECTION
PROCESS

VOTING

OUTPUTS

4 months (2% January 17th May 2020)

3 in person weekends (6 full days) + 3 onl
weekends

4 thematic groups of 36 people:

WK2g ¢S (NI OSwadve By
and'what we eat and how we use the land'
Full group of 108 people:'where our
electricity comes from' and ‘removin
greenhouse gases from the atmosphere

47 speakers presented evidence to the
Assembly members, either as informagigho

provided arange of views or options that exit
on atopic) or advocategwho presented their

personalor organisationabpinions). Speakes

were selected by the Expertedds, who
identified the core content and questions ft
each themeand selected aange of speaker:
to ensure members heard dBalanced,
accurate and comprehensiGeview of the
topic. The Academic Paneind the Advisory
Pane] as well as th€ AUK team at Parliamel
were also consulted.

Votes by 36 members of thematic groups o
future scenariosor reducing emissionsand
policy options for achieving those changes

Votes by all 108assembly members on
principles underpinning the path to net zer
electricity generation andgreenhouse ga:
removals; recommendations to Parliamen:
and recommendations on Cowiti9 recovery
andthe path to net zero

Votes conductedby secret paper balloand
secure online survey.

Over 50 recommendations556 pages repor

9 months (3rd October 201©21st June 2020
up to the voting stageind an additionaBth
session in February 2021.

7 in person sessionf.5 day} + 3 online
weekends

5 thematic groups of 30 people!{ S RS
GNF yaLR2 NIz W{S y2dz
O2yadzYLIiA2y > W¢ NI Ol
YIydzZFl OGdzNAy 3> W{S i

140 speakergresented evidenceeither in
plenarysessions, in thematic groups, or duril
GKS a&aLISSR RIGAYy3IED
range of sectors including universities
journalists dvil servants businessesNGOs
think tanls, trade unions and localnational
government.Speakerswere selected by the
Governance Committee, btihe citizensvere
ableto requestexperts who, where possible
were invited topresentto the assembly.

Votes by all assembly members ort49
measures from 5 themesrevision of the
Constitution and Governangow to finance
the transition and response to thepost
COVID recovery plan

Votes conducted:by secret electronic vote
system (SMS or online).

149 measuresg 460 pages report

SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE CAUK AND THE CCC

Each assembly followed a broadly standard format, allowing time for learning, deliberating, and voting. Th
CAUK and the CCC involved a similar number of people (108 and 150, respectively), who were selectec
sortition and stratified samplingtoensur&t- & (G KS& NBFf SOGSRK 0§KSANI O2dzy

In both the UK and France, citizens at times participated together as a full group, but icdsetbcitizens

were divided into groups that explored different topi€&oups of thirty-six people covered fautthemes for

the CAUK: how people travel; in the home; what people buy; and food, farming, and laridkesese for

the CCC, five groups of thirty people covered different themes: housing; traveling; eating; consuming; ar
working and manufacturing.


https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/
https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/
https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/
https://www.climateassembly.uk/resources/index.html
https://www.climateassembly.uk/report/read/final-report.pdf
https://propositions.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/pdf/ccc-rapport-final.pdf

In both the UK and French assemblies, the questions citizens were asked to consider were set within tt
existing commitments of reaching net zero emissions by 2850 Ly G KS ! Y OAGATl Sy a
the UK reach its legallyinding target of netz&& 6& HnpnKEé®d LYy CNIyOS:zI oé
address an intermediary target, as clarified in a @& NBY (G KS t NAYS aAyAaidSNJ
A0NHZOGdzNAY 3 YSIF&adzNBa (2 Odzi CNI y OS Qay2@NBEparkRtalza S
Mdpn> AY | ALANRG 2F &a20Alf 2dzadA0Séd 2KAT &K (K
enabling a route to net zero emissions by 2@3fie emphasison anearér SNY (G F NBSG F yR
likely to have contribted to different expectations in the CCC as compared to the CAUK.

In terms of design differences, one of the most important overarching differences between the two was that
the CAUK was designed to support a social aparaif predetermined policies, whereas the CCC was a policy
development forum.

¢KS /1!'YQa 202S00A0Sa 6SNB (2 ltt2¢ OAGAT Sya G2
LINBRSGSNYAYSR LR2fAOe LINRBLRAITAXS ANWRENKYCEG®RIZNG &l S &
provided by expert informants and advocatésThe CAUK took assembly members through a format of
presentation (evidence provision), deliberation (discussion and debate), and voting (expressing opinions ai
preferences) in ordeto generate appraisal of policy proposals. However, although all 108 citizens voted on
GARSN) AaadzsSa 06adzOK +Fa StSOGNROAGE 3ISYSNI Gzedy >
emissions, and greenhouse gas removal from the atmosphere), moysvgald’ were only voted on by the
issuespecific subgroups &6 citizens. This approach raises questions as to the legitimacy of the proposals
not voted on by all participants, including where small differences in voting patterns led to certain
recommeRl GA2y & 0SAYy3 SYLKIaA&ASR 20SNJ 20KSNE Ay (K!

By contrast, the CCC aimed to generate and finalize policy proposals through collective dealsionpand
consensus, respectively. All the proposals arising from the CCC were refindtiegex sessions before all
150 participants cast their votes in the final session in June 2020. The 149 proposals produced were group
into forty-three blocks of one to thirteen measures.

LO Aa AYLERNIUIFIYyG G2 | O1ly 26t 8®3Hapedhk process iK & way thdt De
/1T1YQa OAGAT Sya 6SNB y2i0d 2A0K AyLldzi FTNRBY SELJ
measure®®> Ay Of dZRAYy 3 NBO2YYSyYyRI(GA2ya y20 2NAIAAYI &
included a poposal for a law on ecocide, and in relation to trade agreements (one proposal, for example
asks for a moratorium on the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreément ! f a2 X dzLl2 Yy
request, an additional seventh session was adaéed experts btheir choosing were invited.

The CAUK did allow some space for additional recommendations to be developed towards the end of tr
process, although less time was made available for #md this citizeded aspect was not as embedded as

in the French asembly. Inall cases, the additional measures developed in the CAUK were supported by
assembly members. Among the more popular of the 39 proposals were transparency in the relationshi
between big energy companies and government (94% support), and a tetligavernment department

for achieving net zero (86% support).

For both the CAUK and CCC, overall high levels of support were obtained across the recommendatic
considered. As we outline in chapter 2, many policies received high levels of supporsgemtdy members

as part of the CAUK. Likewise, in the CCC many of the recommendations that were developed received o
95% support. While this may ostensibly be considered a similarity of the two processes, it is striking th
extent to which different metodsc¢ a more topdown versus a comparatively more bottemp approachg

f SR (2 (KSasS KAIK tS@Sta 2F adzLlll2NId Ly 0620K C
positive view of the policy options before them. A critical distinction betmvéhe CAUK and CCC, however,



is that this favourability related to expederived options in the former case, and citizérnven proposals in
the latter case.

The impact of these two processes on climate policsestiil unclear at the time of writing, but there is
evidence that the climate policy environment has shifted in both countries as a result of these two
assemblies. In the UK, Alok Sharma, then Secretary of State for the Department for Business, Energy :
Industrial Strategy (BEISyelcomed the report arising from the CAUK and committed to using it to help
AKFLIS GKS D2OSNYyY&WIIDa BBRNJcRY!l 8KSH NEAMW  RRSR (K
are an important part of the evidence base fordi€ t 2 LAYy 3 (G KS D2 S NY ASwymb&r & &
of other developments indicate the degrde which consideration of CAUK recommendations by different
institutionshas so far occurred

The Climate Change Committee (C@®rencesi KS | & a S viddndatibas toNdoth2 their
report on theSixth Carbon Budgeawhich also calls for a public engagement strategy for net zero that
gives people a role in shaping decisimaking.

¢KS O2YYAaaAirzyAay3a {StSOG /2YYAlGdSSaand uddthel f 3
recommendations to inform their inquiries in a number of ways, including:

An2 GSNI NOKAY3 AYIldzANE (G2 Y2yAG2N) GKS D29
Assembly findings and progress in implementing propd&#sS Committee)

An inquiryinto de-carbonising heating in the hom(BEIS Committee)

An inquiry on zero emission vehicles and road pri€ifrgnsport Committee)

An inquiry on the role of hydrogen in achieving net zé8oience & Technology Commitjee

In France, the assembly hisdluenced policy and political decisignakingthrough a more binding process
committed to by French President Emmanuel Macron at an early stegeh at the time of writing included:

7 Dec 2020the draft climate bill (loi climat et résilient® was pesented to the Convention's citizens
and MPs.

14 Dec 20Q: Macron met for the second time with the Convention's citizens to answer their
guestions with regards to the draft Climate Bill.

10 Feb 2021the Climate Bill was presented to the National Assembly.

1323 FetR021:i KS / 2y @Sy (A 2 y Q& wihminidtdrsSlyriagixr@riaticaobny cals (i S |
to hear how the Government had translated their measures into the bill

Feb 2021the Convention'<Citizens shartheir views on the bilat National Assembliiearings.

8-19 Mar2021:the bill was discussed in a Special Commission in an accelerated proce@aie. 7
amendmentswere tabled

29 Marl17 Apr2021:the bill was discussed in the National Asednduring the first reading.
4 May 2021: After 110 hours of debate, the National Assembly votes in favour of the bill.

A second measure of the impact @tizens'Assemblies can be seen in the level of wider public awareness
of the processes. In the UKn assessment of the public awareness of CAUK is not available at the time of
writing this reportand we are not aware of any existiagalysis of media coverage or the results of polling
data to assess the level of public awarenétswever, in Franceno pollshaveprovided an indication of the
level of public awarene&s Conducted in June 202{u$t afterthe voting stage of the CCC),egpoll found

that 7 out of 10 French people had heard about the Convention's propaeads3 out of 5 considered that



the Convention was legitimate to make recommendations on behalf of the French population. In addition
64% of people who had heard about the Convention considered that its work was useful to fight climate
change and lead to arcelogical transition in a spirit of social justiéesecondoll revealed that there was
support for a lot of the key measures of the Convention, apart from the motorway speed reduction measure
Overall, the measures were approved by 62% of the respaisdeho had heard about theonvention and

were judged realistic and efficient. However, there was scepticism about their implementation by the
Executive, where 73% of the respondents thought only a small proportion of the measures would be
implemented. 81%f the respondents were in favour of the key measures from the convention being put to
a referendum.

From its inception, the CCC was closely linked to a political (rather than parliamentary) process. Whe
President Macron announcétithe CCC on April 26 2019, he created high expectations. President Macron
made a political commitment that measures generated by the Convention were to be put to a national
referendum or parliamentary vote, or directly turneddire NX 3 dzf I A2y a WgA G K2 dzi
commitment on the part of the President, as it meant the CCC had been given more power than mos
cA 0 A lasSemBlies so fatuntil this point,almost all citizens' assemblies (and subsequently includiag t
CAUK) had been consultative. In addition, citizen deliberation had often considered narrower questions su
as the decriminalization of abortion or lowering the voting age, which were then put to a referendum. By
contrast, the CCC applied a very differ&amework: for the first time, at a national level, citizens had been
asked to go through the process of drafting laws, with the potential to impact entire sectors of the economy
and requiring difficult tradeoffs as well as the need to undertake a deepnalysis of the systemic drivers
and barriers for change.

Due to the orientation of the CCC specifically towards the generation of concrete options that could be take
to the next stage of policy implementation, citizens were explicitly asked to gmudhr the process of
drafting laws, with the support from legal experts: this influence of the wider political and legal context, as
such had a clear influence upon the design of the assembly and the nature of citizen participation. Th
Convention ld to the creation of a Climateil3.

The strong political framing of the CCC undoubtedly made it possible to mobilize citizens and offer a re
aSyasS 2F NBalLRyairoAftAde YR 2ySNAKALI F2NJ 0KS 2
promise wa ambiguous and inapplicable in its most literal interpretation, and so was arguably a counter
productive promise to have made. This commitment generated strong expectations among the citizens
which then led to disappointments: the results from the fiB#h session of the Conventiéhin February
HAHM RAR y20 FLILINIAAS (GKS D2@SNyyYSyidaqQ /tAYFGS
SEIFYLX S> aidlradSR KIFIG (GKSe $gSNB WRAaaliAaTASRQ 2
hadtaken their recommendations into account.

In the case of the UK process, the remit of the assembly was, from its inception, to inform the work of the
select committees which had commissioned it. While informing the policy process, for better or worse this
approach did not require any further action from government or pefi@gkers. The main outcome in the

UK has been the provision of-depth briefings to the commissioning Select Committees, Government
Departments and external stakeholders, in order to infofuture work programmes and policy
development.

The key distinction and lessons from these two contrasting processes, relate to the French CCC having b
cast as a political chamber, whereas the CAUK existed to inform a political chamber. Furthéridcge, / / /
OAQDGAET &a20ASG@& NBLINBaSydalraraodSa KFER | F2NXEFE X O
civil society members did not. For instance, Gilets Citoy¢@stizen Vests), the civil society representatives
on the governance commite¢> KIFIR Iy | OGAGBS NRtS Ay RSGSRIeyAy
CCC was in large part a response to the Gilets Jaunes (Yellow Vests) protests, which were prompted L



proposed carbon tax increase, but eventually came to symbolise the dieideebn ordinary citizens and
Parisian elites. By contrast, discussions on the idea of a climate assembly began in late 2018 and early 2
CoOSTF2NB (GKS 'Y tFNIAIFYSY(Qa¥irRBayRe1Nand widsprea Protésts O f
initiated by Exnction Rebellio?® in April 2019.

In the UK, the processes underpinning the climate assembly were tightly controlled and designed to ensu
the citizens were shielded from external factors or political forces, except those that were permitted by the
conveners of the assembly. Observers were not permitted to speak to assembly members or even to use tf
aFYS LING& 2F GKS o6dzAftRAY3I a GKSYZ F2N) SEIl YL
possible. The conveners of the CAUK set out tagieg as an apolitical, independent, rigorous, and
RSEAOSNIGAGS NBaSFNOK LINRPOSaa (G2 AYyTF2N) LRtAoe
framing question, without input from the stakeholder advisory panel (which included representaficesl
a20ASG@ 2NHBHIyAaldAz2zya &adzOK |a DNBSyYyLISIOS IyR @&:
was in line with wider government intentions, climate actividtaised concerns almost immediately that
the CAUK framing question was probigtic.

2 KSNBlFAa /!'!Y LINIAOALIYGA H6SNB &dzllL2NISR G2 oS
as possible, CCC participants were actively encouraged to engage with politics. It was not suggested to C/
participants that they undertake addunal research on the topic of climate change in between sessions, or
to have wider conversations with friends and family about the issues at hand. In France, however, assemkt
members were given a greater role and agency in seeking outside input. Thegneengraged to speak to

the media and engage with their communities and members of parliament. They also created their owr
WhatsApp groups to freely communicate between themselves without any-gfarty interference, as well

as having access to an onlihgf I G F2NY oOoWQSY LI NI S0 (2 AyONBlIas
webinars to support the learning process and maintain momentum between sessions. Many CCC participar
started acting as de facto representatizves some cases, speaking on behalfto# tvhole convention (or
sometimes their regiond to the media and gathering input from those they sought to represent.

The difference in the level of control and types of process used across the two assemblies, extended also
the nature of discussio®§ St R oA G KA Y | & &S Yo sSteucturesnddasSiNgbrdf tiRUHZLIE
contrastedg A 1 K CNJ yOS Q& -drgahiding apgréathSForiiniagy Svhossietidize in developing
participatory processes, one of the most surprising aspects aboutGB€ was the absence of table
facilitators. The lack of table facilitators raises the question of whether citizen discussions may have bee
dominated by certain people, as it is typically trained facilitators whose role it is to ensure that all voices ar
heard and that discussions stay focused and productive. As a whole, the French process was far le
technically exact than the UK process. The UK process had clear,-agaedround rules for participation,
which were reiterated at each session; the Fiemprocess had none, trusting citizens to s@ifjanize and
selfregulate.

I FAYLEf RAFTFSNBYOS 06SisSSy GKS !'Y YR CNBYyOK L
0dzZR3IASG 41 & ySINIe& Sy ok VeBds £6D,800)iThi8 [ErgeldikpSritylinfuRding ¢ ¢
inevitably impacts on what can be accomplished through deliberation, and comparisons of assemblie
therefore must be seen through this prism. The greater budget for the CCC, as well asjitofiigpolitical
status, is likely to have enabled it to bring about a wider national conversation. The French process led to
genuine national debate at breakfast tables, cafés, and restaurants across Fgmaléfrom January 2021
showed that 48% of the Freh population thought the media didn't talk enough about the Convention in
2020 and only 12% didn't know what the Convention was ato(this public endorsement has generated

a very powerful mandate for change. Despite some national press coverage dKtlassembly, the CAUK
was never designed to create a genuine national debate, and this did not occur. Public awareness of tt
assembly will likely remaimuchlower in the UK than in France.



22 For the CAUK: https://www.climateassembly.uk/index.html; and for the CCC:
https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/en/

23 https://lwww.les150.fr/ for more information. Monitoring toobutput is available here: https://sansfiltre.les150.fr/
24 https:/lwww.nsenergybusiness.com/news/countriggt-zero-emissions/

25 https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/wgcontent/uploads/2019/09/lettre de-mission. pdf

26 https://www.climateassembly.uk/about/speakers/

27 https://www.climateassembly.uk/report/read/finateport-execsummary.pdf

28 https://propositions.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/pdf/CEopositionssynthese%28620EN. pdf

29 https://propositions.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/seourrir-2/

30 https://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/loiclimatresilience

31 https://reseauactionclimat.org/sondagdesgauloispassi-refractairesa-laction-climatique/
http://www.odoxa.fr/'sondagémesuresde-conventioncitoyenneseduisentfrancaisa-lexceptiornotable-110-km-h/
32 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zLkR6Ps2haA&feature=youtu.be&t=2513

33 https://www.assembleenationale.fr/dyn/15/dossiers/lutte_contre_le_dereglement_climatique

34 https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/wgcontent/uploads/2021/03/CC@appor: t_Session8_GRpdf
35 https://giletscitoyens.org/

36 https://www.involve.org.uk/resources/blog/opinion/conventicnitoyennepour-le-climatwhat-canwe-learnfrench-citizens

37 https://time.com/5581615/ukdeclaresclimate-emergency/
38 https://www.bbc.com/news/ukengland48051776

39 https://extinctionrebellion.uk/2020/01/22/extinctionrebellion-welcomesclimate-assemblyuk-but-mournsits-lackof-

urgencyand-agency/
40 https://mediaculture.fr/barometre 2021-confiancemedias/
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CHAPTER &xploringdevelopmentof measures irthe
ConventionCitoyenne pour le Climat

INTRODUCTION

This chapter providea case studygverviewngthe process through which the citizens who were part of the
group 'Consumptioh created their measures. It sheds light on two key aspects of the process: (1) The
respective roles of the citizens, speakers, experts support group and facilitators during the learning an
deliberation phases, and (2) The evolution of the number of messand their content; from the initial
brainstorming(which took pacein session 1to the finalisation of the measurgsaking place irnn session

5).

METHOD

This chapter is based on the observations of report author Claire Mellier. Claire attend€drthention
Citoyenne pour le Climats an accredited researcher.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE MEASURES

The citizas developed the measures in a primarily bottamway. While in a toglown approach the policy
options would be predetermined upfront by experts, the imm-up approach facilitated the creation of
policies by the citizens with input from experts (see also chapter 2 for a discussion betwegovtapand
bottom-up approaches). In total, the grovonsumptiohdeveloped five blocks of measures:
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Create an oligation to disclose the carbon impact of products and services
Regulate advertising to reduce incentives for eggensumption

Limit overpackaging and the use of singke plastics by developing bulk products and deposits
scheme in distribution sites

Make education, training and awarenesaising the leverage tools for responsible consumption

Ensure better implementation of public environmental policies and evaluate them in order to make
them more effective

The analysis presented in this chapter is hse2y GKS 20aSNBIFGA2Y 2F (¢
deliberation, and the analysis of the written materials produced by the groupofftie / 2 Yy @Sy (i A ;
sessions, both in person and online, were obseraggart of the research proceds

OVERVIEW OHE THEMATIC GROUP 'CONSUMPTION'

CKS /2y@SyiArAz2yQa aSaaizya O2YOAYSR LJX Syl NE RAAC
smaller groups. Five thematic groups were identified by the Governance Committee to cover relevar
FaLISO0 a enissiabdhoysidé(Seiloger), work and manufacturing (Travailler et produire), transport
(Se déplacer), food (Se nourrir), and consumption (Consommer). The allocation of citizens to the themat
was done at random in order to prevent people from choosimgr preferred subjects andskintroducing

an element of bias into the process.

TheConsumption group was composed of 28 citizens. Within the group, citizens divided thessetvéve
sub-groups of up to sipeople each for small group table dissims. The selelection at tables led some
people to naturally gravitate together based on a shared sense of geographical conneetiovhére they
were from), age or affinity built over time. This was in some cases problematic as it preventedsaydofer
perspectives to be heard during the table discussions and in some cases led to a bias towards consensus
to shared outlook®.

The groums a wholevas facilitated by two Lead Facilitatpr®wever, table discussions were not facilitafed
and citizens were responsible for note taking using prepared recording templates. The group meeting
stretched from October 2019 (session 1) to February 2020 (session 5). Sessions 6 and 7 took place as a w
assembly of 150 people. Between session 1 @nfbur webinars were organised in order to complement
the work done in person and to provide opportunities for further learning and collaboration in between
sessions. Those webinars were not compulsory, and only a minority of the citizens attendedathem (
maximum of 10 people out of 28).

Table 6 presents the final measures developed with @@nsumptiongroup. Thesemeasures were
developed bythe smaller thematic grouput they were voted on by thevhole assembly orR0th-22ndJune
2020. Theseneasures, called 'propositionisi the assembly final repof€ are organised as follow:

Group (AB,C etc): describes the overarching heading

Objectives (C1, C2, C3 etc): describes the aim of each grouping

Proposals (C1.1, C1.2 etc): describes the specific measures / proposals under each objective



Group A: Information Display

C1: Create an obligation to disclose the carbon impact of products and sen{i€eser une obligatior 0
d'affichage de l'impact carbone des produits et services 98.0%Yes

C1.1 Develop and then implement a carbon score on all consumer products and services.

C1.2 Make it mandatory to display greenhouse gas emissions in retail and consumer places
advertisements for brands.

Group B: Advertising

C2: Regulate advertising to reduce incentives for oeansumption(Réguler la publicité pour réduire le

o REYTE . 0
incitations & la surconsommatipn 89.6%Yes

C2.1 Prohibit the advertising of products that emit the most greenhouse gases, in all types of
advertising.

C2.2 Regulate advertising to strongly limit the daily and-clomsen exposure to incentives to
consume

C2.3 Put in place labels to encourage pedplconsume less

Group C: Overpackaging
C3.Limit overpackaging and the use of singlse plastics by developing bulk products and deposits
scheme in distribution sitegLimiter le suremballage et 'utilisation du plastique & usage unique en 95.9%Yes
développant le vrac et les consignes dans les lieux de distribution)

C3.1 Gradually introduce an obligation to introduce ze@aste systems in all stores and impose a
percentage on central buyers

C3.2 Gradually implement a glass deposit system until generalised implementation in 2025
C3.3 Promote the development of compostable-based packaging

C3.4 Replace a part of the Household Waste Disposal Tax (TEOM) by modalities that eremmr
responsible behaviours

C4:Encourage digital sobriety in order to reduce its environmental impact (measure merged with P No votes

(Encourager la sobriété numérique afin d'en réduire les impacts environnementaux (proposition fusi (Measure

-vote PT1
2 merged)

Group D: Education

C5:Make education, training and awareness raising leverage tools for responsible consumption

(Faire de I'éducation, de la formation et de la sensibilisation des leviers d'action de la consommatic  97.9% Yes

responsable)

C5.1 Modify the education programme to generalise education on the environment and sustai
development in the French school system

C5.2 Strengthen education on environment and sustainable development by making it-a cross
cutting subject for teachers

C5.3 Raise awareness among the French population by linking understanding of the |
emergency and action

Group E: Monitoring anatontrol of public environmental policies
C6:Ensure better implementation of public envagnmental policies and evaluatéhem in order to make
them more effective(Assurer une meilleure application des politiques publiques environnementales 95.9% Yes
les évaluepour les rendre plus efficackes



'CONSUMPTIOKEROUP PROCESS ANALYSIS

This section provides an analysis of the process that led to the creation of the measuresh&om
Consumptiorgroup.Tables M provide an overview of the process ailidstrate the respective roles of the
citizens, speakers, experts support group and facilitators in that process and how this shaped the fin:
recommendations that th@assembly voted on.

SESSION 1:6FH OCTOBER 2019

An open discussionand initial Initial thoughts: The group shared their first thoughts on the topic, the themes of
reactions on the theme Consumptio which centred on: Ways of consuming; Awareness raising; Regulation; Transpare
and suggestions of experts that tt and Waste.
group wanted to hear from
Initial questions and concernsthe group raised concerns surrounding the practica
processdeveloping the recommendations and defining the scope of the topiar.
instance, they wondered whether they would bble to suggesiopicswhichwere
not part of the Sthemes, or othersubjectssuch as degrowth. It is worth noting that
this wasthe first time the concept of degrowttvas mentioned in the group.

OPTIONAL WEBINAR: 14TH OCTOBER 2019

An update on the expert selectio Initial thoughts: Experts were chosen based on requests made by the citizens in t
process and introduction on how th thematic groups, as well as suggestions from the Advisers from CESievdun the
contradictory expert debate will take Governance Committee.

place.

SESSION 2: 2 OCTOBER 2019

Presentations and a Q&A session w Initial thoughts: Following an initial presentation from Ministerial department

the focuson Identifying levers anc representative in charge of Sustainable Developmetthree counterpoints were

blockers of change and a reflection ¢ presented by three different speakefsom the NGOs and public sectehichmadean

the conceps of fairness and socig attempt at framingthe debate asontested A crosgollination approach was used i

justice. order to gain a sense of what the other groups had covered. Siassados from the
Consumption grouprisited the other thematic groups. Their role was to bring 1
information gathered from the other themes back to their original grooipstart
identifying crosscutting topics.

Prioritisation of preferences At the end of the session, seven topics emerged
priorities: (1) Circular economy) Information provision, (3) bhitor lobbying

activities, (4) Develop financial incentives to encourageresponsible consumption
(5) Reduction in energy consumptionbusinesses and public spaces, (6) Transforn
transport modes, and (7) Promotion of local products.

SESSION 3: 45 NOVEMBER 2019

Expertsupport group presentations, Critical reflection d impact: 1) The impact of the measures iften indirect(medium
discussionsnafuture scenario 2030 to long term) but essential to achieve GHG reductio®) Information provision
visioning'exercise, reflections on th¢ consideredalow impact measurg3)Measures should reflect impact on GHG emissi
groups of measures, feedback on tl as well as symbolism anmtofound changes.

roadmap for the group, and cros

pollination with other groups. Two Tradeoffs of measures:1) Consequences of a reduction or ban of advertising
members of the expert support grou financing of media and price of goods and services to be consig2jathe measures
highlighted the challenges faced  on taxation are surprising in the light of the previous discussidtisn the Convention
the citizens when developing the related to the carbon tax. It was specified by the members of the group that the a
measures: impact, tradeffs and to make taxation fairer, not to increase it.

definitions.At the end of the session

eight measures were synthesised |

facilitators.



During session 3, the proposals from session 2 were reviewed and amenueditizens were asketb
undertake a priority judgment exercigsee Table 8y ranking each measure on a scale from 1 to 5 (1: low
priority, 5: high priority). The 5 measures with the highest scores (measures 4 to 8) were presented to th
whole assembly in plenary. This wH first time that some of the measuregere dropped as a result of a
ranking processlable 9 then provides an overview of the process following this point.

Table 8.Results of priority judgemenexercisefor the Consumptiongroup.

MEASURES AVERAGE
RANKNG

1. Reduce waste by developing reuse, especially of glass, and recycling 411
2. Tax the product at the source according to the waste it produces 3.81
3. Make the use of recyclable materials mandatory in the textile industry 3.92
4. Increase the life span of consumer goods 4.74
5. Create an observatory for the ecological transition 4.40
6. Regulate advertising in France 4.29
7. Significantly limit the use of energy (electric and fossil) in public and private places 453
8.Index the amount of VAT on the distance between the location of production and the location of : 4.44

The group expressed what needed to be further explored or developed, or what was stilldgb&de, such

as the subject of 'Change of the economystem'which was stated as a majproblem but was also seen

as 'utopian. This framing illustrates the fact the group was grappling with the deeper systemic drivers of
consumption, and the need for further exploration of the economic models. Howevembey not able to
explore this aspect any further due to the way the process was designed.

REFLECTIG®N THE DEVELOPMEQFMEASURE

The measures were developed by the 28 citizens of @asumption group, however, there were
opportunities throughout the process for the rest of the Convenfimmmembers to input and challenge the
measures. The approach used to identify overlaps, duplications or gaps between mdwssitlesintention
to ensure a crosfertilisation between the different groupghrough the use ofitizen ambassadoré®. This
ensured that the assembly
members were able to vote on al
proposals across all five theme
rather than just their groups. '

Although the group tackled the| |
topic of caasumption and what
role different actors can play in
changing their behaviour (i.e.,
individuals,  businesses), the
process did not always suppor
deeper deliberation on lifestyle
change (i.e., the systemic
conditions that shape how we live)
and the implicdons for the
economic models of developmen
(e.g., growth vs. degrowth
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agenda). The observation of the group deliberation and the analysis of the minutes of the meetings done
the facilitators shows there was an interest from several citizens in thepgmexplore thoseénore systemic
guestions, but the process did not allow those conversations to happen in a structured way.

OPTIONAL WEBINAR: 15 DECEMBER 2019

Adiscussion of the feedback from th Between session 3 and 4, tlegpert support group provided feedback on the 8 dr¢

expert group and the crossutting measures. They also received feedback from the Ministry of Ecological Transitio

themes existing plicies and new planned policies relevant to the group. This demonstrates
civil servants from the Ministrigad aninput into the review process.

SESSION 4: 4 JANUARY 2020

A group discussion to review th Measures kept:1) Reduce waste production drastically and incentivise Circ
expert feedback and start identifyin economy 2) Give consumers the means to be informed and act accordingly in
priority recommendations of the everyday consumption choices, including digital chej@ad reduce overconsumptio
measures. patterns

New measuresl) Encourage digital sobriety to reduce its environmental impa¢t
Make children the actors of responsible consumption

Measures dropped2) Limit significantly the energy use (electric and fossipublic
and private places

Reflection:During session, the ambition of the group became clearer. They highlic
the need to consider imported emissions as well as territorial emissions when de
with consumption, and they started using the concept efgonal carbon footprint,
instead of just focusing on GHG emissions reduction.

OPTIONAL WEBINAR: 25TH FEBRUARY 2020

A review of the outputs from sessio This was the first time the Legal Experts provided formal feedback on the prog
4 to clarify what additional measures from the group in order to ensure they are fit for direct translation
information is required from the legislative or regulatory text.

Expert support group and the leg:

experts.

SESSION 5:%FEBRUARY 2020

A review of 45 measures across al In order to identify the various inputs made throughout the process, the docun

themes (as a wholeassembly and reviewed by the citizens clearly hiighted three types of contentthe text that was

finalisation of the measurgs originally created by the citizensdmselves, the comments from thexpert support
group and the notes from the facilitators based on their understanding of the
outcomes from the sessions. This ensured there was clarity on how the nesasare
shaped.

The purpose of session 5 was to finalise the measures from each thematic group
hear the reactions to these measures from various business stakehg@klgrsam bulk
purchase waste packaging preventicemd digital sobriety)The raige of perspectives
during that session led to @etaileddebate between the citizens and the speakers.

OPTIONAL WEBINAR: 25TH FEBRUARY 2020

Reviewof measures prior to session This webinar closed the cycle of work in groups. It was followed by se&sidmrich
brought everyone back together to look at the entirety of the measures across all
themes.During this webinar, some citizens expressed concerns about the lack of
engagement as a whokssemblyuntil that point.



The citizens from th€onsumptiorgroupbecame aware very quickly that they needed to consider carbon
emissions at theerritorial level, as well as the etalled 'imported'emissions (those associated with
consuming products and services from abroad). This led them to cortbiel@uestion put before them

'‘How can France reduce its greenhouse gas emissions by at least 40% thd®@0suring social justice?

in light of the concept of carbon footprint. The evidence presented in the information booklet distributed to
allofthe/ 2y @Sy GA2yQa YSYOSNE 4 GKS &dF NI 2% whidkS |
explained the challengeasere®. As a result of that awarenesstizenscame up with the following wating
F2NJ 0KS 3INZldadReeito rédyoe SHiG\eBsiBNs bydd0% by 2030, it seems inevitable to review
our lifestyles and in particular our consumption patterns: in 2019, the average carbon footprint of a Frencl
person is 11.2 tonnes whereas it should be 2 tonnes per year to achieve the objectives drihe P
agreement. We must therefore consume lessThis shaped the wording of the introduction of the

| 2Y@BSY(GA2yQa FAYIE NBLRNISX 6KAOK AyOf dzRSR | aSC

CONCLUSION

Among the consumption measurethe proposalto regulae advertising was perhaps one of the most
innovative of the Convention. According to the academic Lib&#his measureHad the effect ofa bomb in

the advertising world' especially as this measure received high levels of support from the Convention
members at the voting stage (89.6 % in favour of the measure). Recent developments with the Climate ar
Resilience bitf K @S aK2gy (GKIG GKAA& YSI| adaNdd bilKdccdrdigyitoles S S
15048, the charity which monitors the implementatz y 2F (KS /2y @Sy dAz2yQa Y.
other example®’ which illustrates how difficult it will be for some of the most transformative and impactful
measures to be translated into actual policies.


https://propositions.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/pdf/ccc-rapport-final.pdf
https://www.conventioncitoyennepourleclimat.fr/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/062020-CCC-propositions-synthese-EN.pdf
https://www.lemonde.fr/idees/article/2020/08/24/la-responsabilite-du-modele-publicitaire-dans-la-transition-ecologique-est-desormais-questionnee_6049741_3232.html
https://www.lemonde.fr/idees/article/2020/08/24/la-responsabilite-du-modele-publicitaire-dans-la-transition-ecologique-est-desormais-questionnee_6049741_3232.html
https://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/dyn/15/dossiers/alt/lutte_contre_le_dereglement_climatique
https://sansfiltre.les150.fr/
https://multinationales.org/IMG/pdf/rapp_2.pdf

CHAPTER Localcitizen assemblies (and juries) on
climate change in the UK

R Ty

INTRODUCTION

During 2020and continuing in 2021 despite national pandemic lockdown, there has been a flourishing of
local citizen assemblies and juries (similar to assemblies but typically dogsuimaller number of citizen
participants) on @énate change held across the UKese have beemommissioned by a local or devolved
government (and irthe case of SSRa O2YYAaadA2ySR o0& | WOftAYIGS
stakeholders). These hataken place across the country as follows:

Citizers' assemblies:Adur and Wathing, Brent, Brighton & Hove, Bristol, Camden, Croydaigester,
Oxfordshire, and NewhanTwoassemblies were on air pollutierCambridgeshire and Kingston.

Citizers'juries or inquiries:Kendal, Lancaster, Leeds, and NatAyne,and Warwick.

Thereare others delayed by the pandemic and ,aaéthe time of writingplanned or being delivered online

in 2021 in Blackpool, Devon, Jersey, Lambeth in London, ScatidBlaecnau Gwent in Walewith others
under considerationThere have also been citiz&€rjuries organised by civil society organisations, for
example UK think tank the Institute for Public Policy Research has run a series of climate changs' citizer
juries across the UK to inform their climate policy recommendationdberdeen, South Was, Tees Valley

and Caintry Durham and Thurrock.

These local citizeshassemblies and juries varied hugelytenms of number of participants, the question
set, the expectations and the organisations and approach to delivery of the procegxafmple,in Leeds,
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a citizers' jury for 25 peopleuseda very open question, in Oxford there were dizizens involved in
completing the process, and in Camden 50 people addressed a long and specific climate question set for |
assemblydoing thisover a much shaer period of deliberation than other assemblies. TWasiability makes

it difficult to compare the different approaches to the design and delivery of local climate assemblies an
juries. However, we have identified themes both in the style of deliveryel$ as the outcomes and
expectations.

The most successful assemblies were delivered as part of a wider public engagement programme, a
those that weren't highlighted this as an oversight.

Local authorities benefited from hearing from a representative, diverse group of residents, rather than
the 'usual environmental voices, contributing towards greater political legitimacy for the policy
recommendations

Many of the citizer' assemblies/juies led to an increase in interest and commitment to deliberation
by councillors and officers

Most local authorities incorporated citizehassembly recommendations in subsequent plans and
policy announcements. However, some of trecommendations were gh-level and unspecific,
making it hard to track meaningful policy impact

Participants left the experience galvanised and inspired to take action even though that was not the
aim of the process. Few of the assembly organisers hathpd for how to provid follow-up for highly
engaged participants.

Across the different local assemblies/juries, a call for greater public engagement, education an
community participation were consistently top recommendations.

METHODS

We were not able to access the same lesfadata on the local citizes\assemblies as the national UK climate
assembly or the French climate assembly analysed in the other sections. Only one of the local authori
climate assemblies has had an independent evaluation (Camden). Our evidends based on our own
deskbased analysis including a review of the assembly websites and publicly available information, such
available onParticipedia together withLJdzo f A a KSR YIF G SNRA I & dzOK&ndan! / |
academic paper bBoswelt! describing his insights as a participant at the KingstponThames citizes!
assembly on air quality. In addition to the literature and desk review, we conducted interviews with counci
officers and facilitators involved in three assemblies (Brentdseand Oxford)assessedocal media
coverage, and drew on two practitioner sessions held in early 20&taring experiences, insights and
reflections on different local citizehassemblies.

THE CITIZENASSEMBLY PROCESSES

In practice, a citizesi assembly can vary hugely in size, design and length. Generailgrs' assemblies
consist of between 50 and 250 members of the public selected by I(serition) with a random stratified
sample, with delibeation over at last 30 hours (foudays). Not all of the local citizenprocesseghat
describe themselves as assemblies medstbcriteria. Budget constraints meant commissioners were not
always able to hold full citizehassemblies, and some created citizen panels, for example in Leicester, or
citizers'juries, for example in Leeds, which typically involve a smaller number of people. €jtizes are

also commissioned not just because of their lower cost Ibecawse they tend to addressore open
guestiors. Whether a citizes' assembly or jury, the typical structuentails first an information stage
through presentations, then a facilitated deliberation stage followed by citizlveloping andagreeing

their recanmendations (with votinghen carried out with respect tthe recommendations).



Methods for recruiting the citizens varied from sortition postal invite (Newham, Oxford, Lestcet or
door to door recruitment (Camden, Brenthowever all used random s#tified sampling to ensure a
demogaphically representative group of people

¢t2 SyadaNB AyOfdzaAGAGeY OAGAT Sya 6SNB LI AR |y WA
childcare contributions, and in Camden an onsite creche wasigedvfor those with childrenwith
translators provided for those not fluent in English.

Scope and purpose of deliberations

Generally, these local deliberative events wemmenissioned by local governmentollowing a local
FdziK2NAGEe O2YYRGOEYWI (18 9K SNIBBHISDECAR pdpillal, prondiédiby
Extinction Rebellion activists particularly in 2019, as a way for a local authority to seek public input an
legitimacy into their climate change plans. In our research and interwesviound motives ranged from
commissioners simply wanting to seek local engagement in their climate plaasiasireto shift from the
authority having sole responsibility towards shared responsibtlityards responsibility being shared
between authoriy, businesses and local residents. There was in some cases also an interest in ensuril
public legitimacyor any difficult or ambitious decisions.

We found the organisers delivering the assemblies and those commissioning them, were not always cle
abouttheir purpose and expectations to the citizen participants. Many participants expressed confusion ove
their expectation, andvere disappointed that there were not opportunities for further engagement

Most of the citizes' assemblies and juries requestéte localauthority to commit to a followup process
where they could report on whether they had adopted the recommendations or not, which has been the
case in the majority of s (Cambridge, Camden, Oxfout}iers have not yet either because not endug
time has passed since they were completed or because of the pandemic delays.

Design and delivery of the process

For the local processes we examined, gssembly question waypicallyset by an oversight or advisory
panel, whose role was to help supptine commissioners in appointing facilitators and guiding the design of
the assembly process. The advisory panel was typically made up of academics, experts, local authot
officers or councillors, NGOs and sometimes a local business leader. In adbdgi@versight or advisory
panel usually pkged a role in choosing speakers awpert withesseswith a view to ensuring the process
was independent and that the recommendations had been produced with balance and autonidmay.
guestions set for the citizes'
assemblyanged from very broad
and open questions to more
specific questions; some used
language of the climate crisis,
othersNBEF SNNBER 2
others still referred to carbon
neutrality (see Box 2)T'he framing
of most of these questions are
relativelyopen, and one of them
assumed 2050 as an eipint -
some asking if that should be
sooner, and some focused on the
next decade of actionln cases
where the question asked about
the date of 2050 (i.e.the goal of
becoming net zerdy 2050, the
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majority of participants voted for an earlier date, but with no agreement on what that date would be (Oxford,
Lancaster, Leeds). This contrastth the UK climate assembly which took as a startingtpbie UKnet zero
goal of 2050; as we outline in chapter 2 this is connecteadlé@ommissioning process of the UK parliament.

'How can we in Aduand Worthing collectively tackle climate change awpbport our
places to thrive®What does this mean for the way we live and for our local environme

‘How can we work together to limit climate change and its impact, whilst protectinc
environment, health and wellbeing? Consider the Council, businesses, organisatiol
individuals

'How do we recover from COVID and create a keer future for all in Bristol?Qimate
change, transport and healttvere used aghe three main topics. Té climate change
guestion was,How do we rapidly reduce the impact of our homes on climate change

'The Climate Assembly will recommend and prioritise practical actions the city can t
become carbon neutraby 2030 and will be used as part of wider consultations on
plans and strategies such as the Local Transport'Plan.

‘We are now facing a climate and ecological crisis. How can the council and the pe
Camden help limit the impact of clineachange while protecting and enhancing ¢
natural environment®, What do we need to do in our homes, neighbourhoods, coL
and ountry?'

‘What dimate change means for Croydomidwshould we tackle this together?'

To decide on a saif recommendations on what Kendal should do about the emerge
of climate change.

‘What should Leeds do about the emergefylimate change?'

‘What do we need to do in our homes, neighbourhoods and district to respontei
emergency of Climate Change?’

T2 RSaA3dIy | NRBIRYIFILI G2 OFNb2y ySdziNI
planning.

'How can the council and residents work together to reach the aspiration of being ¢
zero by 2050 at théatest?

‘What should we do in the region to address climate change and its caidgsdffectively
and quickly?'

'¢KS 'Y D2@SNYYSyid KFra fS3aratlridrzy G2
more proactive and seekto OKA S@S Qy S | SNB Q & 2e&ofsan
we prepared to make?'

7 A

Wl 2¢g aKz2dz R {020t yR OKFy3aS (G2 I O1ftS
‘What do we need to do in Warwick district to helgddress climate change by 20307

Although the stated goal of most of the local assemblies were to solicit representative public input into the
local authority climate plans, most of the assemblies did not just focus on the role the local authority play
but also on residents, business and other local actors.



All of the local assemblies analysed were delivered by professional deliberation experts, and there we
broadly positive feedback on the experience of the process by participants and those commgsgem.
However,only one undertook an independent evaluation and so all of the assemblies suuggleow their
impact.Involve, one of the facilitation organisations who had been commissioned to provide sitizen
assembly processes, created a geprinciples, along with other organisations delivering assemhibg;h

itself recommends independent evaluation, and so this availability of evidence may change in the future.

Many of the authorities that were commissioning citisemssemblies described the budget constraints and
how that had an impact on the size and length of the assemblies. Participants in some of the process
described how they felt rushed, with a lot to cover in a short space of time (Camden, Leeds).

Most of the citizers' assemblies took aectorby-sectorapproach, looking at what could be done to reduce
carbon emissions in housing, energy, transport and green spaces. Camden and Croydon looked at househ
community and boragh changes, with sectors cresstting these domains.

Vision setting was a technique used in Leeds and Newlaaking participants to discuss and articulate their
vision of a future for their area based on what they had heard. Lapg@esaredto be the only deliberative
process that askegarticipants to describe how they felt on hearittge implications ofclimate science,
which was then developed into a collective statement. Most of the processes focused on technical an
practical solutions, rather than exploring emotaidncultural, poliical or ethical issues. This could be seen as
a consequence of the way in which many climate assemblies are commissioned and delivered by facilitatc
- soliciting citizen input into specific technical policy optiemather than creating a process faaking the
participants on a journey of discovery and engagemednts neverthelessinteresting to note many
organisations delivering the assemblies (aside from in Leeds and Newhasd)paskicipants to visualise

the future or express feelings about theatsition they were discussing.

In Newham, the language of climate emergency and crisis was discusgedpme participantslescribing
that they did notwant to induce panic in their recommendations and preferred to focus on a framing based
on improvingthe local area.

Some recommendations werelativelygeneric without any specific timeframe or quantifiable targetsr

SEIF YLX S WIIFINYySaa FyR 3SySNIGS NBySé!l o th&rage)pand NJ
power generation (energy é® LJA 0 Q> 2NJ W¢ KS O2dzy OAt akKz2dzZ R t S@S
SRdzOF 4GS YR NIAaS gl NBySaa ogKAES 02ttt 02N GAY
assembly recommendations). iShmade it quite hard to assess the extent to which these recommendations
were adopted or were already in place.

Some of those we interviewed suggested it would have been more useful to staraftamderstandingof
what the authority was currently plammg, subsequentlynputting intothose plansrather than assuming no
action (Camden, Oxford).Some of the citizesi assembliesincorporated criteria to assess the
recommendations according to cost, feasibility and fairness. in Brent).

The differerce in recommendations reflects both the location (rural or urban) as well ageraus design
factors includingvariability inthe speakers/expert presentatiored how topics were chosen. Some of the
assembly questions included the scope of individual, community and local business action as well as lo
authority action, which meant that these included behavioural and social change recommendatansi|
aspolicy or technicaproposals Many of the assemblies expressed views that the participants wanted to see
leadership by the local authority, and they were prepared to undertake changes in their lifestyles if they fel
that was being matched by local authorigadership

Box 3provides an over of theop ranked themes of the recommendations within tlknateassemblies and
juries.



Improved cycling infrastructure (Warwick)
A car free city centre (Brighton & Hove)

Public control over buses to increase provision, and prioritising cycling and active
over cycling (Leeds)

Educate young people (Lancaster)
Gouncil to produce citizen briefings (Newham)

Shool education and young people participatiofCroydon no ranking ol
recommendationy

Training and upskilling the population (Bristol)
Greater allotment provision (Kendal)

Encourage low carbon diets (individual action scope) and establish a climate emel
scrutiny panel of expertand citizens (Camden)

Improve waste collection (Brent)
Qupport for residents to reduce wastOxford no ranking of recommendatiohs

Rewilding parks, verges and other green spaces and food growing in schools/college
& Worthing)

Incentivise energy efficiency improvements (Adur & Worthing)

In some cases, the way the processes were designed often grouped people together to come up wi
recommendationsvith respect toa themee.g.,transport or education. This meant it was not always easy
for participants to assess the tradadfs and systemic impactgross sector@Newham, Oxford).

There were many recommendations focused oHaealising and local ownershipe.g.,local renewable
energy projects and particularly local food production (Kendal, Leeds, Camden, Newham, Brent). There w
also a consistent desire for more opportunities for deliberation, participation and education across all of the
citizers'assemblies (Oxford, Croyddmncaster, Kendal, Camden).

There werefew objections to technology solutions (wind and solar, electric cars and active travel) but
concerngdid emergeabout the cost to individual households and fairness. Thesense indication that the
assemblieproduced recommendations that might have been expected taibpopular if put to a simple
public vote thuspotentially helping to create aolitical mandate for more contentious policy areafor
example, making the city centre car free (or only allowing electric cars) was a recommendation in Cambridg
andBrighton & Hove).

WHAT OUTCOMES WERE ACHIEVED BY THE LOCAL ASSEMBLIES

Newham and Camden local authorities adopted all of the ciizassembly recommendations in full. In
Oxford, the local authority convened a credspartmental group to help deliver theesponse and
announced a new climate budget along with a pledge tmiporate the recommendations into their new
net zero plans. One interviewee described how valuable but challenging thisd@pagmental way of
working was. Many of the citizehassemhkes recommended reconvening in ogear to hold the council
accoungble and to have an oversight body to continue ensuring implementation (Newham). This has bee



challenging due to coronavirwisruption and for many of the local authorities, it is too soon for them to
report on progressAt the same time, a remaininghallenge is that many of threcommendations were
quite generic with no specific targets or goal, which makeffitcult to analyse the extent o&ny policy
impact.

The impact of a citizenjury or assembly is often seen in whethes jtolicy recommendations were adopted

by the local authority. However, there are a number of other ways in which a deliberative process like
citizers'jury can have a material impact, including a greater political mandate, increased public engagemer
andsupport for climate action and new ideas to inform climate action.

Although most of the local climate assemblies were commissioned to seek a representative public input int
local authority climate plans, many were delivered alongside wider public engageattivities. No
available materialanalysed media coverage, wider public knowledge of the assemblies or public support fo
recommendations. However, we found that where the citigexssemblies were part of wider engagement
plans, this created a strorggnse of political mandate for the elected representatives (Camden, Newham,
Brent, Leeds). Councillors and officers we spoke to described how valuable it was for them to see
representativegroup of the local population call for strong and ambitious anton climate change. Many

of the local authorities that commissioned assemblies have gone on to explore further potential deliberation



