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Abstract

Climate advisory bodies have proliferated in recent decades and are now established
in over 40 countries. Their primary role is to produce recommendations for national
policymakers. Some scholars contend such bodies are critical for effective climate
governance and assert policymakers increasingly rely on their recommendations.
Despite these claims, very little is known about their functions, recommendations, and

influence on mitigation and — especially - adaptation policy.

This thesis focuses on the UK Climate Change Committee (CCC), the oldest advisory
body of its kind in the world, in the period 2009 to 2020. Through a mixed methods
analysis of over 300 documents and 700 of the CCC’s recommendations, it examines
how and why the CCC’s advisory functions were formulated in the 2008 Climate
Change Act and explores the characteristics of its recommendations, including their
repetition. It combines insights from a regression analysis of the government’s written
responses to its recommendations and 36 elite interviews to reveal the conditions under
which the CCC’s recommendations were used by UK Government officials, or not. In
short, the CCC’s influence was instrumental under some conditions, such as during or
following extreme weather events, and it slowly shifted the thinking of actors under
other conditions, particularly through the slow and steady diffusion of its

recommendations into the policy system.

This thesis makes three original contributions to the existing literature. First, it
provides a novel synthesis of the literatures on knowledge utilisation and climate
policy. It offers a conceptual framework to analyse the conditions under which
recommendations are more likely to be used by policymakers. It identifies four causal
conditions, empirically tests these claims, and inductively reveals a further four
conditions. Second, it provides novel insights into why the CCC'’s statutory advisory
functions were circumscribed, including concerns about its balance of power with the
government. Third, it reveals that, whilst the characteristics of recommendations do
influence how they are used, if at all, exogenous conditions were predominant,
particularly stakeholder support, the prevailing policy context, and the political
priorities of the incumbent government. Interviews with government officials provide
detailed insights into the internal politics that ultimately determined whether, how, and

why the CCC’s recommendations were used.
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Chapter 1
Climate advisory bodies: Examining their functions
and influence

1.1 Introduction

The science has long been clear: climate change is one of humanity's most profound
challenges. Deep decarbonisation and adaptation are urgently required across all
sectors (IPCC, 2022b, 2022a). In response, there has been a proliferation of climate
change laws and policies around the world to enable both emissions reductions
(mitigation) and adjustments to the impacts of climate change (adaptation) (Iacobuta
et al., 2018; Nash, Torney, and Matti, 2021). Despite these efforts, current policies fall
well short of the ambitions in the 2015 Paris Agreement (Knutti, 2019; Anderson,
Broderick and Stoddard, 2020; Eskander and Fankhauser, 2020; UNEP, 2020, 2021,
2022; Crowley, 2021). The economic, technological, and behavioural solutions
required to address climate change are increasingly known, but the “political will and
institutional frameworks” to support the delivery of these solutions are often “missing”

from climate governance regimes (Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p.

1218).

Climate change advisory bodies have “emerged as a potential institutional solution to
strengthen climate governance and policy credibility” (Averchenkova, Fankhauser and
Finnegan, 2021a, p. 1218; see also Crowley and Head, 2017). They are expected to
“play a key role” in “effective climate change governance” (Abraham-Dukuma et al.,
2020, p. 1; see also Nash, Torney, and Matti, 2021). Some scholars go so far as to assert
that they are “essential” and “necessary” for “enhancing the legitimacy and

accountability” of climate policy (Averchenkova and Léazaro, 2020, p. 3).

Such bodies now exist in over 40 countries (Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan,
2021, p. 1219). Although their precise constitution and remit vary (Weaver, Lotjonen
and Ollikainen, 2019), a fundamental task is the production of “policy-relevant
knowledge” in the form of recommendations, provided to national policymakers, on
the design, implementation, and evaluation of climate policies (Christensen and
Serrano Velarde, 2019, p. 51; see also Weaver, Lotjonen and Ollikainen, 2019 and
Sager et al, 2020). It has been suggested that policymakers need their
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recommendations because climate change is an especially “’wicked’ problem”
(Christensen and Serrano Velarde, 2019, p. 61) because it involves a range of
stakeholders, requires multilevel governance, and can be characterised by scientific

uncertainty (Head and Alford, 2013).

Despite this, and their proliferation in recent decades, whether and how climate
advisory bodies influence government policy has not been subject to detailed empirical
analysis (though see Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021a for a rare
example). Existing research notes that none have been delegated statutory
policymaking functions (ibid). Moreover, these bodies often lack the statutory powers
to enforce the use of their recommendations by the government (Weaver, Lotjonen and
Ollikainen, 2019, p. 7). A challenge for climate advisory bodies is therefore to provide
recommendations that are “translatable to actionable policies” (Abraham-Dukuma et
al., 2020, p. 18) within the “limits of the existing political atmosphere” and the

“receptiveness of stakeholders” (Weaver, Lotjonen and Ollikainen, 2019, p. 7).

This thesis sets out to address these gaps through a case study of the UK Climate
Change Committee (CCC), one of the oldest advisory bodies of its kind, and one that
has been emulated in half a dozen countries (Nash and Steurer, 2019). The CCC is a
suitable focus, not least because it is typical of climate advisory bodies: it does not
have any statutory powers to force the government to use its recommendations

(Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1231).

The author of this thesis therefore derives a proxy for the influence of expert
knowledge on government policy from the concept of ‘knowledge utilisation’,
following the approach of Christensen (2021). The literature on knowledge utilisation
aims to elicit an understanding of whether, how, and why knowledge is (not) used by
policymakers (Weiss, 1979, 1980; Rich, 1997; Dunlop, 2014). The concept has been
applied to ‘knowledge’ in many different forms (Jordan and Russel, 2014) including
policy advice (Owens, 2011, 2015), academic research (Eschen et al., 2021), and
policy evaluations (Hertin et al., 2009). It has also been applied to various policy areas
including environmental pollution (Owens, 2011, 2015), ecosystems (Dunlop, 2014;
Jordan and Russel, 2014; Eschen et al., 2021), immigration (Boswell, 2009), and social
work (Heinsch, Gray and Sharland, 2016; James et al., 2018).
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The knowledge utilisation literature assumes that ‘use’ can be more or less readily
observable, as detailed in Chapter 2. For example, the mode of instrumental use
assumes that knowledge is directly used to make a specific policy decision, whereas
conceptual use is understood to be more indirect, diffuse, and gradual, and is expected
to unfold over a longer period (see Dunlop, 2014). Nonetheless, the existing literature
identifies that “large quantities of knowledge produced for the benefit of policy are
never used” (In’t Veld and de Wit, 2000, p. 154, quoted in Owens, 2005, p. 287).
Indeed, seminal work on the concept of knowledge utilisation was motivated by
concerns that social science research was not of instrumental use to policymakers e.g.,
see Knorr (1977), Caplan (1979) and Weiss (1986). The existing literature therefore
observes that knowledge can be used in various ways, including not being used, which
gives rise to Radaelli’s (1995, p. 160) “theoretical challenge” stated at the beginning

of this thesis: to determine “when and how knowledge matters in the policy process.”

Whilst there has been some existing research on the conditions under which knowledge
utilisation does (not) occur, it can be characterised in three ways: it “often takes a
theoretical approach” (Christensen, 2021, p. 461); if empirical, it is predominantly
qualitative and mostly focused on instrumental use (Johnson et al., 2009); and, it is
concentrated on knowledge in the form of academic research (Oliver, Lorenc and
Innveer, 2014). Moreover, “only rarely” do existing studies on knowledge utilisation
provide “enough detail [...] about the policy process [...]: who are the main actors,
where are decisions made, and how [does knowledge] fit into the process?” (Oliver,
Lorenc and Innver, 2014, p. 2). These gaps in the existing literature indicate the need
for “further analysis and in-depth empirical research” on the conditions for knowledge
utilisation in other areas (Capano and Malandrino, 2022, p. 422; see also Caygill,
2019), particularly climate policy recommendations which have “received little
attention” in existing studies on knowledge utilisation (Christensen and Serrano
Velarde, 2019, pp. 49-50). The proliferation of climate framework legislation and
associated climate advisory bodies post-Paris requires a detailed investigation into
how Climate Change Acts work in practice, especially the functions and influence of

the advisory bodies that they create (Nash, Torney, and Matti, 2021).

The rest of this chapter unfolds as follows. Section 1.2 defines a climate advisory body
and discusses its functions in climate policy. Section 1.3 reviews the existing literature

on knowledge utilisation. It explains why climate policy recommendations are a form
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of knowledge and why the author therefore applies the concept of knowledge
utilisation to study whether and how climate policy recommendations are used by
policymakers. It also identifies ‘use’ as a proxy for the influence of climate policy
recommendations on government policy. Section 1.4 explains why the CCC provides
a suitable focus for this thesis. Section 1.5 sets out the overall aim and research
questions. Section 1.6 describes the overarching research design. Section 1.7

introduces the structure of this thesis and concludes the chapter.

1.2 The functions of climate advisory bodies

National policies on mitigation and adaptation have proliferated in recent decades; “a
common feature of this phenomenon” is the establishment of an expert advisory body
on climate change (Abraham-Dukuma et al., 2020, p. 1). Such bodies are established
within  “competitive” advisory systems in which governments receive
recommendations and advice from many sources (Crowley and Head, 2017, p. 2)
including think tanks (Djordjevic and Stone, 2023; Zhao and Zhu, 2023), academics
(Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas, 2022), and internal policy units (Weiss, 1992), as
well as from the public, lawyers, and on commission from the government (Belfiore,

2022; Capano et al., 2023).

To delineate climate change advisory bodies from other bodies that provide advice,
throughout this thesis, the term climate advisory body is used. That term has been

defined by Abraham-Dukuma et al., (2020, p. 4) as:

“[A] formal institution established by legislation or policy processes and
designated as [...] [a] ‘committee on climate change’, with the principal
function of providing expert and evidence-based [recommendations] to

inform state climate policy responses.”

This definition aligns with Crowley and Head’s (2017, p. 6) broader definition of
advisory bodies. They distinguish advisory bodies from “short-term problem-solving
groups (such as ad hoc working groups)” and “committees of public sector officials
(such as government research units)” because these groups are not established to
provide the government with ongoing recommendations “on matters requiring
substantive scientific and technical analysis™ (see also Stewart and Prosser, 2015, pp.

151-152 for a similarly broad definition of advisory bodies).
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According to the definition by Abraham-Dukuma et al., (2020) above, climate
advisory bodies are now established in more than 40 countries (Averchenkova,
Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1219). Although the composition and objectives of
these bodies can vary by country (Weaver, L6tjonen and Ollikainen, 2019; Abraham-
Dukuma et al., 2020), their fundamental - often statutory - function is to produce
“policy-relevant knowledge” in the form of science-based recommendations to
national policymakers on the design and implementation of climate policies
(Christensen and Serrano Velarde, 2019, p. 51). Such recommendations can therefore
inform policymakers of “possible policy interventions” that could address climate
change such as the introduction of a carbon tax (Sager et al., 2020, p. 1349). They can
also be required to monitor and evaluate progress against climate targets (Weaver,
Lotjonen and Ollikainen, 2019). Beyond legislation, their broader function is to bring
a long-term, evidence-based perspective “which, it is hoped, will make climate policy
more informed, more predictable and less prone to political cycles” (Averchenkova,

Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021b, p. 1219; see also Lazarus, 2009).

Nevertheless, there are few studies on the ‘function’ of climate advisory bodies,
meaning their intended purpose at the point of design (OED, no date e). Existing
studies typically have a narrow focus on their formal - often statutory - functions and
tend to provide a high-level cross-country comparison rather than an in-depth case
study analysis of their design or operation e.g., see Weaver, Lotjonen and Ollikainen
(2019), Abraham-Dukuma et al., (2020), Christoff and Eckersley (2021), Dubash et
al., (2021), Lockwood (2021b), Nash and Steurer (2021) and Nash, Torney and Matti
(2021).

In existing research, the context surrounding the creation of climate legislation is often
very well studied, particularly in the case of the 2008 UK Climate Change Act e.g.,
see Lockwood (2013), Carter (2014), Lorenzoni and Benson (2014) and Carter and
Childs (2017). Although these laws often create climate advisory bodies (Abraham-
Dukuma et al., 2020), little is known about how and why the statutory functions of
these bodies were shaped, created, or designed by policymakers, or their influence on
government policy once operational (Dudley, Jordan, and Lorenzoni, 2021, 2022;
Nash, Torney, and Matti, 2021). Crucially, climate advisory bodies “deserve more
systematic attention from the climate research community” (Sager et al., 2020, p. 1337;

see also Hustedt, 2013). This thesis sets out to answer that call.
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1.3 The policy influence of climate advisory bodies

When considering the influence of scientific advisory bodies, a review in the field of
international environmental politics makes us aware that “the institutional design” of
these bodies can influence their “overall effectiveness” (Andresen et al., 2018, p. 1).

Indeed:

“...an advisory body might be constituted, through careful choice of
members and terms of reference, with placatory or legitimising intentions in
mind. [...] But even if not controlled or captured in such crude ways,
advisory bodies can be used or ignored when expedient.” (Owens, 2015, p.

9)
Indeed, Crowley and Head (2017, p. 5) asserted that if climate advisory bodies are:

“...established in the expectation that expert scientific findings will flow

directly into policy decision-making, they can be expected to fail this test.”

An examination of the “practices and characteristics of advisory bodies that endow
them with authority — or not” can therefore provide a “fruitful line of enquiry” for
research on the influence of policy recommendations (Owens, 2015, p. 126), as in this

thesis (see Chapters 4 and 8).

As introduced, climate advisory bodies cannot force policymakers to use their advice;
governments are “free to take it or leave it” (Salacuse, 2018, p. 324). In recognizing
that their policy recommendations are often not legally binding, “much of the impact
of advisory institutions comes through the ways in which policymakers use their
advice and recommendations” (Nash, Torney, and Matti, 2021, p. 1113). As
introduced, the longstanding concept of knowledge utilisation can serve as a proxy for
policy influence (see Section 1.3.2.). The concept was developed by Carol Weiss and
other scholars in the 1970s. It has been a recurrent area of study for public policy
scholars for over five decades due to its continued “scientific and policy relevance”

(Capano and Malandrino, 2022, p. 399; see also Capano et al., 2023).

The existing knowledge utilisation literature identifies five main modes of use, as
detailed in Chapter 2. In what is the most directly observable mode, instrumental use
conceptualizes that knowledge is used by policymakers when making decisions about

the introduction or termination of a policy (Dunlop, 2014). Non-use is often
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conceptualized as the antonym of instrumental use, indicated by policymakers
rejecting or ignoring knowledge (Rich, 1997). Despite the focus of existing empirical
research on instrumental use (Johnson et al., 2009), it must be recognized that “the
issue of knowledge utilisation is not limited to a straightforward dichotomy between

using and not using scientific knowledge” (Schrefler, 2010, p. 324). Indeed:

“A question frequently asked about advisory bodies is whether they have
been influential. But the question is not easily answered. [...] influence can
take many forms — direct or indirect, visible or subtle, immediate or long

term, superficial or profound.” (Owens, 2015, p. 125)

Existing research has therefore led to the recognition that influence can extend beyond
the instrumental use of knowledge, and this thesis accordingly adopts this view (see
Chapters 2, 6, and 7). In recognition that the concept of knowledge utilisation is
underpinned by five different modes of ‘use’, including non-use, hereon this thesis
uses the term ‘(non-)use’ for brevity to collectively refer to all five modes of

knowledge utilisation.

1.3.1. Honing the concept of knowledge utilisation: From ‘knowledge’ to ‘policy

recommendations’

Existing research on knowledge utilisation tends to use the term ‘knowledge’ without
employing a “precise definition” (Owens, 2015, p. 5). In fact, the definitions that are
employed are “often vague in general use” (ibid). As introduced, the concept of
knowledge utilisation has been applied to ‘knowledge’ in a variety of different forms
including academic research (Weiss, 1980) and policy advice (Owens, 2011, 2015).
Following the approach of Owens (2015, p. 6), and in recognition of the broad
applications of the concept of knowledge utilisation in existing research, this thesis
defines knowledge broadly as a “skill or expertise acquired in a particular subject

through learning” (OED, no date f).

Advisory bodies are conceptualized as being part of the “knowledge regime”,

meaning:

“...the organizational and institutional machinery that generates data,
research, policy recommendations, and other ideas that influence public

debate and policymaking.” (Campbell and Pedersen, 2014, p. 3)
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Advisory bodies typically produce policy recommendations that are intended to
“support policymakers’ decision-making by analyzing policy problems and proposing
solutions” (Halligan, 1998, p. 1686, quoted in Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas, 2022,
p. 24). Indeed, climate advisory bodies produce “policy-relevant knowledge” in the
form of climate policy recommendations (Christensen and Serrano Velarde, 2019, p.

51; see also Weaver, Lotjonen and Ollikainen, 2019 and Sager et al., 2020).

Following the arguments set out in this section, this thesis considers climate policy
recommendations to be a form of knowledge. It therefore applies the concept of
knowledge utilisation to study whether and how policymakers use climate policy
recommendations. For consistency throughout the thesis, the term ‘knowledge’ — as
previously defined - refers to knowledge in forms other than recommendations, whilst
the term ‘recommendations’ is reserved for references to existing research that focuses
on knowledge in that specific form. The terms ‘advice’ and ‘recommendations’ are
used interchangeably because they are considered to be synonyms by the Oxford

English Dictionary, and so also in this thesis (OED, no date a).

1.3.2. ‘Use’ as a proxy for policy influence

In his review of five decades of empirical research on knowledge utilisation,
Christensen (2021, p. 456) concluded that the concept of knowledge utilisation can be
used as a proxy to understand “the influence of experts and their knowledge over
public policy”, particularly through single case studies that involve analysis of policy
documents and semi-structured interviews with experts and policymakers, as in this
thesis (see Section 1.6 and Chapter 3). This is because the ‘use’ of knowledge by
policymakers is indicative of the extent to which “final policy decisions match initial

expert preferences”, and so:

“...the basic assumption is that the closer a final policy decision comes to
the initial preferences of experts, the greater the degree of expert influence.”

(Christensen, 2021, p. 464)

The suggestion that ‘use’ is a proxy for influence is long-established. In his seminal
research on the use of social science research by policymakers, Rich (1977, p. 200,
emphasis added) asserted that “if information is used, it is by definition ‘influencing’

policy decisions”.
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This thesis therefore follows the approach of Christensen (2021) and adopts Diir’s
(2008, p. 561) definition of policy influence as “an actor’s ability to shape a decision
in line with her preferences”. It conceptually and empirically operationalises this
definition by following the arguments in the seminal work of Kirkhart (2000, p. 7),
specifically that policy decisions can be influenced through instrumental use,
conceptual use, and symbolic-political use, as well as imposed use (Weiss, Murphy-
Graham and Birkeland, 2005). In this thesis, non-use is therefore indicative of
knowledge that has not influenced policy because it was rejected or ignored by
policymakers which “amounts to [...] a decision not to act” (Jasanoft, 1990, p. 78), as

explored in detail in Chapter 2.

From the literature on knowledge utilisation, Christensen and Serrano Velarde (2019,
p. 51) derived the expectation that whether policymakers use climate policy
recommendations is associated with the “structure and practices” of recommendations,
meaning how they were produced and disseminated. They also expected the “features
of the policy area”, such as its salience, degree of contestation, and uncertainty, to be
important as well (ibid). Indeed, a review of scientific advisory bodies in the field of

environmental politics revealed that:

“Often, their influence (or lack thereof) is contingent on the nature of the
issue being scrutinized. That is, the higher the intensity of political conflicts
and scientific uncertainty, the less likely it is that scientific advice will be

adhered to.” (Andresen et al., 2018, p. 2)

Radaelli (1995, p. 160) poses the “theoretical challenge” to determine “when and how
knowledge matters in the policy process.” However, existing research on knowledge
utilisation “present[s] strikingly different arguments about the conditions under which
expert knowledge is used in policymaking” (Christensen, 2021, p. 461). Some scholars
emphasize the importance of endogenous® knowledge characteristics, such as its
quality (Weiss, 1977), how it is presented (does it address a named actor?) (Goldstein,
2009), and the extent to which it supports or challenges the policy status quo (Russell

! Throughout this thesis, endogenous conditions are considered to be those that originate “from within”
a recommendation (OED, no date c), such as whether they include delivery targets or an addressee (see
Chapter 2).

28



2 conditions

and Benton, 2011). Other scholars place greater emphasis on exogenous
such as the personal relationships between knowledge producers and policymakers
(Oliver et al., 2014), the replacement of policymakers after an election (Cairney,
2016), or the occurrence of ‘focusing events’, such as extreme weather events, which
can increase political and public attention on a policy problem (Kirchhoff, Lemos and
Engle, 2013). Moreover, existing research primarily focuses on instrumental use
(Johnson et al., 2009) and “there has been little attempt to [...] [set] out the conditions
under which different types of usage may be expected to emerge” (Boswell, 2009, p.
9). These gaps in existing understandings of knowledge utilisation motivate the

author’s specification of the overall aim and research questions that this thesis will

address (see Section 1.5).

A search of scholarly databases, including ScienceDirect and JSTOR Journals,
amongst others, did not identify any existing conceptual frameworks, analytical
frameworks, or empirical investigations that explored how and why climate policy
recommendations were (not) used by policymakers across the five modes of
knowledge utilisation. Moreover, the influence of these bodies once established is
notably understudied. This thesis is therefore dedicated to conceptually and
empirically addressing these gaps in prevailing work, as summarised in Section 1.5

and detailed in Chapters 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8.

1.4 Case selection: the UK Climate Change Committee

The CCC is selected as a suitable focus for this thesis for three main reasons. First, it
is the oldest climate advisory body of its kind in the world. It has existed for over a
decade and so a sufficiently long-term perspective can be used to analyse
developments in its functions, and the (non-)use of its recommendations, over time.
This longitudinal perspective is important because a focus on “short-term decision-
making will underestimate the influence” of expert knowledge on public policy
(Sabatier, 1988, p. 131). Second, the CCC is a typical climate advisory body because
its policy recommendations are not legally binding on the government and it does not

have a “straightforward delegation of powers” to introduce or change policy

2 Throughout this thesis, exogenous conditions are considered to be those that originate “from outside”
the recommendation (OED, no date d), such as the occurrence of extreme weather events or a general
election (see Chapter 2).
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(Lockwood, 2013, p. 1343), meaning “it has influence based on reputation and
authority rather than formal powers” (ibid, p. 1346). Third, the CCC is widely regarded
as “central to the UK’s climate policy” (Averchenkova and Lazaro, 2020, p. 3; see also
Lockwood, 2021a). It has therefore been suggested that “because the CCC is the
government’s statutory advisor” on climate change, an assessment of whether and how
policymakers use its recommendations would constitute “a sharp test” of its policy

influence (Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1223).

The selection of the CCC as the case study of this thesis is further justified — and
motivated — by the identification of several gaps in the existing literature that the author
aims to address through the design of specific research questions (see Section 1.5). In
particular, the context surrounding the creation of the 2008 UK Climate Change Act
(CCA) is well documented e.g., see Lockwood (2013, 2021b), Carter (2014),
Lorenzoni and Benson (2014) and Gillard (2016), but very little is known about how
and why the CCC’s advisory functions were formulated in the CCA, and whether they
developed over time through “remit creep”, a phenomenon that statutory bodies
established in legislation are “expected to be particularly prone to” (Turnpenny, Russel
and Rayner, 2013, p. 588). Although there was reportedly some debate about the
powers and functions that should be bestowed on the CCC in the CCA (Lockwood,
2021b), how and why the CCC’s advisory functions were formulated as they appear in
the CCA has not been studied.

Moreover, unlike most national climate laws, the CCA pays additional, but relatively
less (Muinzer, 2018), attention to adaptation. As such the CCA established an
Adaptation Committee® (AC) to provide the CCC with:

“...advice, analysis, information or other assistance as the Committee may
require in the exercise of its functions...” (HM Government, 2008, Schedule

1, 16(10))

Despite the establishment of the AC alongside the CCC, and the growing need for
climate adaptation, the AC barely features within the existing literature and the context

for its creation is notably understudied.

3 Formerly the Adaptation Sub-Committee.
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Finally, there is only limited insight into the influence of the CCC*. Existing claims of
the CCC'’s influence on public policy are restricted to the acceptance of its advice on
carbon budgets by successive governments e.g., see Nash and Steurer (2019),
Averchenkova and Lazaro (2020), Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan (2020,
2021a) and Lockwood (2021a), despite some difficulty in agreeing its advice on the
fourth carbon budget e.g., see Lockwood (2013, 2021b) and Carter (2014).

A much-overlooked statutory advisory function of the CCC, however, is to provide
annual progress reports to the UK Parliament on the government’s progress against
carbon budgets, and therein to provide policy recommendations that are designed to
meet those targets. The relative legal underpinnings of its carbon budget advice
compared to its policy recommendations are subtle but important: when setting carbon
budgets the CCA stipulates that the government “must take into account the advice”
of the CCC (HM Government, 2008, Part 1, 9(1)(a)), whilst it is only required to
“respond” to the CCC’s recommendations in its annual progress reports (HM
Government, 2008, Part 2, 37(1)). These recommendations therefore “do not carry any
statutory weight” (Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1220).
Moreover, some prevailing research observed in passing that the CCC’s policy
recommendations seem to “have largely gone unheeded by [the] Government”
(Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1231). The CCC itself has
previously reported that:

“...the government’s progress in acting on our recommendations from last
year’s progress report has been relatively limited, with no progress in some

areas.” (CCC, 2016b, p. 166)

Despite these observations, it is not known what policy recommendations the CCC has
provided to the UK Parliament since the creation of the CCA, the extent to which those
recommendations were (not) used by UK policymakers, or why. This thesis

endeavours to address these gaps in existing knowledge, as now set out.

4 Throughout this thesis, unless stated otherwise, reference to the CCC includes its Adaptation
Committee (AC).
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1.5 Overall aim and research questions

As described throughout this chapter, there are significant gaps in contemporary
understandings of the functions and influence of climate advisory bodies. The overall
aim of this thesis is therefore to offer an in-depth and systematic examination of the
oldest body of its kind, the CCC. In doing so it endeavours to offer novel contributions
to the established literature on knowledge utilisation and the growing literature on
climate change advisory bodies. Three research questions were adopted to address the

overall aim and gaps identified in the previous section:

1. What are the statutory advisory functions of the CCC and how were they
formulated between 2007 and 2020?

2. To what extent, if at all, did the characteristics of the CCC’s mitigation
and adaptation recommendations change between 2009 and 2020?

3. Towhat extent — and under what conditions — were the CCC’s mitigation
and adaptation recommendations used by the UK Government between
2009 and 2020?

This thesis primarily focuses on the period between 2009 and 2020 because it spans
the CCC’s first progress report in 2009 and across its first decade in operation. The
first research question additionally analyses the period before the creation of the CCA
in 2008. This study design follows Sabatier’s (1987) argument that at least a decade
of perspective is required to understand knowledge utilisation and policy change, as

now described.

1.6 Research design

The research design of this thesis is a longitudinal, sequential mixed methods case
study analysis of the CCC and its policy recommendations. Each element of the design

1s now summarised, and further detail is provided in Chapter 3.

This thesis follows Sabatier’s (1987) advice and adopts a longitudinal design because
this enables developments in the functions and influence of the CCC to be traced over
time. It also follows a precedent established by existing studies on advisory bodies and

their recommendations that have a study period of at least a decade e.g., see Owens
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(2015). Further, it addresses a gap in existing studies on advisory bodies, specifically
that few have “considered the role and influence of expert advice over extended

periods of time” (Owens, 2015, p. 3).

A single case study is adopted because it enables the detailed and intensive study of a
single organisation (Bryman, 2016). Studies in comparative public policy have shown
that policy advisory systems vary across national institutional systems and policy
domains and so a single case study allows for the focused study of an organisation in
its socio-political context (Hustedt, 2013). The single case study design of this thesis
also addresses the observation that “in-depth, longitudinal studies of individual

advisory bodies are rare” (Owens, 2015, p. 3).

The author of this thesis adopts a mixed methods research design because this enables
qualitative and quantitative insights to be combined to explain a complex phenomenon
(Morse, Cheek, and Clark, 2018), such as knowledge utilisation (Christensen, 2021).
This design was selected to address the limitations of existing studies which tend to
attribute policy influence to an advisory body based on a narrow dataset and limited
empirical investigation (Martens, 2010). Accordingly, public policy scholars assert
that knowledge utilisation should be empirically studied via mixed methods to collect
data across all five modes of (non-)use e.g., see Sabatier (1987, 1988), Turnpenny,

Russel and Jordan (2014) and Reader (2015).

A sequential mixed methods design involves the collection and analysis of data in an
order that enables initial and preliminary results to inform subsequent data collection
and analysis (Flick, 2018). This approach was developed because it enables insights
from quantitative and qualitative methods to be combined through the “triangulation”
of different perspectives and aspects of the phenomenon under study (Flick, 2018, p.
527), as well as the cross-checking of findings to increase their validity (Bryman, 2016,
p. 697). For example, the work of Russell and Benton (2011) is “[p]erhaps the most
comprehensive work in this field” because it combines multiple quantitative and
qualitative methods in a sequential research design (Reader, 2015, p. 497).
Specifically, Russell and Benton (2011) undertook a quantitative content analysis of
the recommendations from UK Select Committees and a regression analysis of the
government’s associated responses. They concluded that “a purely quantitative

approach” yielded only a “partial understanding of Select Committee influence and
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may even be misleading” (ibid, p. 73). They therefore undertook supplementary
qualitative interviews to “answer some of our unanswered questions remaining at the
end of the quantitative [analysis]” (ibid, p. 89). Qualitative interviews have long been
used to gain insight into less direct forms of influence, such as conceptual use and
symbolic-political use, and their causal conditions, as shown in the work of Bober and

Bartlett (2004), Boswell (2009), and Owens (2015).

A content analysis of the government’s responses to recommendations was identified
as a direct measure of “expert influence” because it examines the “preference
attainment of expert actors” through the proportion of recommendations that were
accepted by the government (Christensen, 2021, p. 465). A benefit of undertaking a
longitudinal content analysis of documents to measure influence is that this allows a
researcher “to map patterns of knowledge use over time with the degree of consistency

a written record offers” (Turnpenny, Russel and Jordan, 2014, p. 251).

The author of this thesis therefore employed three methods — content analysis,
regression analysis, and elite and expert interviews — to enable an empirical
investigation of all five modes of knowledge utilisation and their causal conditions, as
well as an exploration of this thesis’ additional interest in the CCC’s statutory advisory
functions. The selection of these methods for these purposes was informed by the
approaches of prevailing empirical research e.g., see Weiss (1980), Hindmoor, Larkin

and Kennon (2009), Owens (2015) and Gillard (2016).

The unit of analysis throughout this thesis is the policy recommendations provided by
the CCC to the UK Parliament in its annual progress reports between 2009 and 2020.
These recommendations form a longitudinal and interannually comparable dataset
because they were produced with the same remit, for the same audience, and within a
similar timeframe, as stipulated by the CCA. The ad hoc advice that the CCC provided
to policymakers in letters was therefore excluded from analysis because it did not meet

these criteria (see Chapter 8).

1.7 Structure of the thesis

Having identified its overarching aim, research questions, and design, the rest of this
thesis unfolds as follows. Chapter 2 develops a novel conceptual framework to

understand whether and why climate policy recommendations are (not) used by
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national policymakers. It reviews the existing literature on the five modes of (non-)use
that underpin the concept of knowledge utilisation and derives a definition of each for
this thesis. It then synthesizes insights from prevailing research on climate policy and
knowledge utilisation to derive some expectations for conditions that could influence
utilisation. Notably, the reviewed literature had a binary focus (on ‘use’ vs. non-use)
and so this language is incorporated into the conceptual framework to reflect existing
understandings of this topic. Four conditions of ‘use’ and non-use are derived that are
endogenous and exogenous to climate policy recommendations, namely
recommendation characteristics, interactions with intended knowledge users,
recommendation dissemination, and the prevailing policy context. Chapter 3 provides
a detailed description of the sequential mixed methods design of this thesis. It discusses
the data collection and analysis methods that are undertaken by the author to gain

insight into all five modes of (non-)use and address the three research questions.

Chapters 4 to 7 present the empirical findings of this thesis. Chapter 4 examines what
statutory advisory functions the CCC was given under the CCA, and the key areas of
parliamentary debate that shaped these functions, through a content analysis of over
300 documents published by the UK Parliament, the UK Government, and the CCC
between 2007 and 2020. It demonstrates how and why the CCC’s statutory advisory
functions were formulated as they appear in the CCA and traces subsequent
developments in its functions after the creation of the Act. Throughout this thesis, the
term advisory refers to “the power to make recommendations, without necessarily
being empowered to enforce them” (OED, no date b), and function describes “the

purpose or intended role of a thing” (OED, no date e).

Chapter 5 presents findings on the characteristics of the CCC’s mitigation and
adaptation recommendations between 2009 and 2020. It empirically mobilises and
interrogates the endogenous condition in the conceptual framework of this thesis,
namely recommendation characteristics, which draws on normative desiderata for
policy influence and suggests that, to be used by policymakers, recommendations
should: have an addressee, include delivery targets, have a specific sectoral focus, have
a clear recommended action, and support the policy status quo. It provides a systematic
content analysis of these characteristics, traces any developments over time, and
identifies additional characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations that were revealed

inductively through analysis.
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The third research question is addressed over two empirical findings chapters due to
its importance and complexity. Chapter 6 addresses the first part of the question on the
extent to which the CCC’s recommendations were used in each of the five modes of
(non-)use, as set out in Chapter 2, between 2009 and 2020. It combines insights from
a content analysis of the government’s written responses to the CCC’s
recommendations and 36 semi-structured elite and expert interviews with people from
the CCC who wrote its recommendations, and the government officials who responded
to them, over the study period. Chapter 7 addresses the second part of the question on
the conditions under which the CCC’s recommendations were (not) used by
government officials. It offers a mixed methods account of the influence of the CCC’s
recommendations. It combines insights from a regression analysis of the relationship
between the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations and the government’s
written responses with an analysis of qualitative interview data. It provides an
empirical test of the expectations for the conditions for ‘use’ and non-use set out in the
conceptual framework in Chapter 2 and clarifies which conditions were associated
with each of the five modes of (non-)use. It also presents additional conditions that

were inductively revealed from interviews.

Chapter 8 answers the three research questions and identifies the main conceptual,
methodological, and empirical contributions of this thesis. It revisits the conceptual
framework and offers empirically grounded revisions on the conditions for each of the
five modes of (non-)use. It closes by identifying five priority areas for future research

in this important and dynamic area of climate change governance.
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Chapter 2
The (non-)use of climate policy recommendations as a
form of knowledge: A conceptual framework

2.1 Introduction

As introduced in the previous chapter, climate advisory bodies proliferated in recent
decades. They were established by governments around the world to produce “policy-
relevant knowledge” in the form of recommendations (Christensen and Serrano
Velarde, 2019, p. 51). These recommendations were rarely legally binding on the
government, and so the influence of climate advisory bodies was thought to “come
through the ways in which policymakers use” their recommendations (Nash, Torney

and Matti, 2021, p. 1113).

This current chapter seeks to provide a conceptual framework through which the
author can respond to Radaelli’s (1995, p. 160) “theoretical challenge” of determining
“when and how knowledge matters in the policy process.” It synthesizes insights from
existing literatures on knowledge utilisation and climate policy to identify four
conditions that could influence whether and how climate policy recommendations are
used by policymakers. It presents a new conceptual framework that visualizes
expectations for the relationships between the four conditions and the ‘use’ and non-
use of climate policy recommendations, in accordance with the binary language (of
‘use’ vs. non-use) of existing studies on this topic. The conceptual framework informs
the data that is collected and analysed in this thesis (see Chapter 3) and is itself subject
to detailed empirical testing (see Chapters 6 and 7).

This chapter unfolds in several parts. Section 2.2 introduces the concept of knowledge
utilisation and the typology developed by Carol Weiss in the 1970s. Section 2.3
reviews the literature on Weiss’ five modes of (non-)use and defines each mode.
Section 2.4 reviews — and synthesizes — existing literatures on knowledge utilisation
and climate policy to derive four conditions that could conceivably influence whether
climate policy recommendations are used — or not — by national policymakers. Section

2.5 visualises the conceptual framework of this thesis and concludes.
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2.2 Knowledge utilisation: A review of the existing literature

The concept of knowledge utilisation emerged in the 1970s from concerns that social
science research was not being used by - and therefore not having an influence on -
policymakers e.g., see Patton et al., (1977), Weiss (1977), Weiss and Bucuvalas (1977),
Pelz (1978), Caplan (1979) and Lindblom and Cohen (1979). These concerns were the
motivation for the formative work of Carol Weiss, an evaluation scholar who had a
lasting impact on the study of knowledge utilisation. In her seminal paper, The Many

Meanings of Research Utilisation, Weiss (1979, p. 426) argued that:

“There is mutual interest in whether social science research intended to
influence policy is actually “used”, but before that important issue can
profitably be addressed it is essential to understand what “using research”

actually means.”

In that paper, she reviewed a previously disparate literature characterised by “a diverse
array of meanings” attached to the term ‘knowledge utilisation’ (Weiss, 1979, p. 426).
She reflected that whether and how policymakers use knowledge was “an
extraordinarily complex phenomenon” (ibid, p. 427). In part, this complexity was
attributed to the challenge of defining and identifying whether and how knowledge
had been ‘used’ (Radaelli, 1995; Rich, 1997). As summarised by Weiss and Bucuvalas
(1977, p. 213), it was:

“...exceedingly unclear what constitutes a use. Is “use” the adoption of
research recommendations intact, the nudging of a decision in the direction
suggested by research findings, the reinforcement of a likely decision by
research, the consideration of research findings [...], rethinking the nature
of the policy issue, redefining informational needs? What kind of use is a

“real” use? And how much is enough?”

Early knowledge utilisation literature had positivist, rational-instrumentalist
underpinnings that held a “linear” view of the policymaking process (Hertin et al.,
2009, p. 1186; see also Weiss, 1979, p. 427). It assumed that knowledge provided to
policymakers would be of instrumental use, either as a solution to a problem or to
enable a solution to be selected among alternatives, in a problem-solving model of
knowledge utilisation (ibid). Following this linear-rational conceptualization, “the

solution to inadequate influence on decisions” was to produce “better knowledge”
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through methodological improvements (Cowell and Lennon, 2014, p. 264; see also

Hertin et al., 2009, p. 1186).

In a seminal contribution, Weiss (1986, pp. 224-225) critiqued the linear problem-
solving model of knowledge utilisation and asserted that knowledge could influence
policy through “alternative routes”, for example knowledge could be “the currency of
bargaining” during negotiations between policy actors or it could have an indirect
influence through a “slow shift” in the thinking of government officials over time. In
subsequent decades, there was a recognition amongst scholars of the “complex, non-
linear relationship” between knowledge and how — if at all — it was used by
policymakers (Boaz and Oliver, 2023, p. 315). The instrumental view of knowledge
utilisation was therefore recast as a “useful heuristic device” for understanding
whether and how knowledge was used by policymakers (Hertin et al., 2009, p. 1186)
because it “retain[ed] a certain intuitive appeal and a modicum of explanatory power”
(Owens, 2015, p. 7), despite providing only “a poor explanation of how knowledge
actually affect[ed] decisions” (Cowell and Lennon, 2014, p. 264).

Indeed, through his integration of the literatures on knowledge utilisation and policy
change, and with reference to Weiss’ work on the conceptual use of knowledge (see
Section 2.3.3.), Sabatier (1988, p. 131) articulated that a focus on “short-term decision-
making [would] underestimate the influence” of knowledge on public policy.
Knowledge utilisation should therefore be conceptualised as a phenomenon that could
unfold over a decade or more, and empirically investigated as such, to enable an
examination of the different ways knowledge could be used, such as by altering the
thinking of policymakers over “at least one formulation / implementation /

reformulation” policy cycle (ibid).

Demonstrably, in their study on the use of environmental knowledge in land-use
planning, Cowell and Lennon (2014, p. 270) concluded that “if one adopts a short-
term, linear-rational perspective of knowledge utilisation” then a “failure” to use
knowledge might be identified. Assessments of the influence of knowledge on policy
should therefore adopt a longer-term view and recognise that knowledge could be used
in less direct ways than the instrumental model would suggest (ibid). Similarly, Pelz

(1978, p. 346) suggested that the perception that social science research was of non-
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use to policymakers, amongst seminal knowledge utilisation scholars, was due to “an

overly narrow” definition of knowledge utilisation.

Over five decades, Carol Weiss and her collaborators developed a typology of
knowledge utilisation that established different ways knowledge could be ‘used’
(hereon referred to as ‘modes’). They conceptualized that ‘use’ could be instrumental,
conceptual, symbolic-political (Weiss, 1979) or, most contemporarily, imposed
(Weiss, Murphy-Graham and Birkeland, 2005). A fifth mode of non-use must also be
acknowledged (Dunlop, 2014) because, as observed in the seminal work of Weiss
(1977, p. 532), “the consensus seems to be that most [knowledge] bounce[s] off the
policy process without making much of a dent on the course of events”. As such, a
better understanding of non-use “would seem necessary to successful knowledge
[use]” (Caplan, 1979, p. 462; see also Rich, 1997). Section 2.3 reviews these five

modes and defines each for this thesis.

The typology of Weiss was adopted as the basis of the conceptual framework of this
thesis for three reasons. First, although Weiss’ typology was developed from her
studies on the (non-)use of social science research, Capano and Malandrino (2022)
argued it can be applied to study knowledge in other disciplines and other forms, such
as policy advice e.g., see Owens (2015). Second, their typology was considered to be
an important development in the knowledge utilisation literature (Bober and Bartlett,
2004) because it recognized that “how and when decision makers use” knowledge was
“varied and contingent” (Dunlop, 2014, p. 209). Finally, over five decades, studies on
knowledge utilisation were “analytically well organised” around the “conceptual
language” developed by Weiss (Dunlop, 2014, p. 210). The author’s adoption of Weiss’
typology as the basis for the conceptual framework of this thesis therefore aligned this

current research with prevailing research on the concept.

Over the last five decades there was a “sustained empirical study of the uses of
knowledge” (Dunlop, 2014, p. 209; see also Capano et al., 2023). However, reviews
of prevailing studies on knowledge utilisation identified that the term ‘knowledge’ was
often “vague” and without a “precise definition” (Owens, 2015, p. 5) and the term ‘use’

was often without “clear definitions” (Oliver, Lorenc and Innver, 2014, p. 10).

The author identified climate policy recommendations as a form of knowledge to

which the concept of knowledge utilisation would be applied (see Chapter 1). In
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seeking to provide clear and empirically operational definitions of each mode of (non-
)Juse, the author followed the advice of Weiss (1972, quoted in Altschuld, Yoon and
Cullen, 1993, p. 279) “that while there are numerous ways of viewing utilisation,
ultimately it must be tied to the direct act of making a decision”. The author therefore
defined each mode in relation to policymakers because they were a primary recipient
of policy recommendations and were often tasked with providing a formal response
(Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas, 2022), as in the case of the CCC (Muinzer, 2018).
The definition of each mode in these terms enabled their empirical mobilization in
Chapters 3, 6, and 7. The next section reviews existing literature on the five modes of

(non-)use and derives a definition for each.

2.3 Five modes of (non-)use: A typology

2.3.1. Instrumental use

According to Weiss’ typology, knowledge use could be instrumental. In this mode,
policymakers would use knowledge to introduce or terminate policies based on “what
the [knowledge] says” (Dunlop, 2014, p. 210; see also Altschuld, Yoon and Cullen,
1993, p. 281, Radaelli, 1995, p. 161 and Turnpenny, Russel and Jordan, 2014, p. 251).
From a systematic review of the literature on knowledge utilisation, Miljand and

Eckerberg (2022, p. 214) defined instrumental use as the application of knowledge:

“...in a direct way to influence what the decision-maker decides to do next,
such as to terminate, extend, [or] change the content or design of a policy or

programme.”

The instrumental use of knowledge could therefore help policymakers to identify a
solution to a particular policy problem or select a solution among alternatives (Weiss,
1979, p. 427). A “linear and uni-directional” relationship was envisaged between
knowledge and policy whereby “knowledge informs a presumably rational and

ordered process of public policy formation” (Miljand and Eckerberg, 2022, p. 214).

In the existing literature on knowledge utilisation, instrumental use was consistently
characterized by scholars as “immediate and directly observable” (Rich, 1997, p. 18;
see also Bober and Bartlett, 2004, p. 365), as well as documentable (Rich, 1975, p.

241, 1977, p. 200). These characteristics were empirically mobilized in prevailing
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public policy research which analysed a government’s written responses to
recommendations and identified that a written acceptance was “one of the most
straightforwardly measured and attributed” markers of the influence of an advisory
body on the government (Elston and Zhang, 2022, p. 663). Public policy scholars
considered that a government’s written acceptance of a recommendation was
indicative of the “formal, direct influence” of the body that provided the
recommendations to the government (Monk, 2012, p. 141; see also Russell and
Benton, 2011, p. 90). For example, the Australian Law Reform Commission, an
advisory body to national policymakers, annually reported on the proportion of its
recommendations that were accepted by the government as one of its “key
performance indicators” and therefore aimed to frame its recommendations in terms
that would be “acceptable” to the government (Stewart and Prosser, 2015, p. 159). In
another example, the “direct influence” of the recommendations from an advisory
body in the Czech Republic on public policy was measured through acceptance
responses from the government (Merklova and Ptackova, 2016, p. 160). As

summarised by Owens (2015, p. 127):

“...the prompt acceptance of recommendations, followed without undue
delay by visible changes in policies, practices, or institutions, might be seen
as one of the least ambiguous indicators that an advisory body is having an

effect.”

The author of this thesis therefore defined instrumental use as the documented
acceptance of recommendations for the purpose of introducing, changing, or
terminating policy (see Table 2.1). Following the seminal arguments of Sabatier
(1988), that knowledge utilisation could occur over many years, the author did not
define instrumental use as ‘immediate’ because the term was temporally undefined
within the work cited thus far. Instead, evidence of instrumental use — as with the other
four modes - was empirically investigated over the full 11-year study period of this

thesis (see Chapter 3).

Having defined instrumental use in accordance with prevailing research, it must be
acknowledged that instrumental use was criticized for “its lack of realism” (Amara,
Ouimet and Landry, 2004, p. 78). Empirical knowledge utilisation research indicated

that knowledge only occasionally had a direct influence on policy e.g., see Rich
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(1975), Weiss (1979, 1980, 1986), Amara, Ouimet and Landry (2004) and Hunter and
Boswell (2015). Demonstrably, Weiss (1980, p. 381) conducted interviews with
policymakers about their use of social science research and found that knowledge was
“not often ‘utilized’ in direct and instrumental fashion in the formulation of policy”.

Indeed Weiss (1980, p. 397) concluded that:

“Instrumental use seems in fact to be rare, particularly when the issues are
complex, the consequences are uncertain, and a multitude of actors are

engaged in the decision-making process i.e., in the making of policy.”

Consequently, “pure instrumental use” was “not common” and so “expectations for
immediate and direct influence on policy and programs [were] often frustrated”
(Weiss, Murphy-Graham and Birkeland, 2005, p. 13; see also Sabatier, 1987, p. 677
and Capano and Malandrino, 2022, p. 401). As argued by Crowley and Head (2017, p.

5), if climate change advisory bodies were:

“...established in the expectation that expert scientific findings will flow

directly into policy decision-making, they can be expected to fail this test.”

Nevertheless, instrumental use was the most empirically studied mode of (non-)use
(Johnson et al., 2009) because it “lends itself to empirical study” (Caplan, 1979, p.
469). This mode, therefore:

“...receives attention at the expense of other uses of knowledge (e.g.,
conceptual utilisation) whose effects are less predictable, but whose impact

on policy may be considerably greater.” (Caplan, 1979, p. 469)

The rest of this section — and Chapters 3, 6, and 7 - therefore examine the other “less
predictable” (ibid) modes of (non-)use. For now, we turn to consider the non-use of

knowledge.

2.3.2. Non-use

As identified from a review of prevailing research on knowledge utilisation, the
possibility of non-use must be acknowledged because knowledge can be “consciously
eschewed or rejected” (Dunlop, 2014, p. 222). In his seminal paper Measuring
Knowledge Utilisation, Rich, 1997 (p. 19) offered a formative definition of non-use

as:
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“Information that has been considered by a potential user but then rejected;
Nothing is done with the information; or, implementation of the information

has not occurred, but is under consideration.”

In her review, Dunlop (2014, p. 222) noted an absence of empirical studies on non-
use. Nevertheless, Rich’s classic definition aligned with the empirical work of
contemporary public policy scholars who assessed the influence of policy
recommendations through an analysis of the government’s written responses. Whilst
acceptance responses were indicative of instrumental use (see Section 2.3.1.), rejection
responses were indicative of recommendations that had not influenced policy because
“no new action is promised” (Monk, 2012, p. 145; see also Monk, 2010, p. 8 and Lynch
and Whitaker, 2019, p. 932). Indeed, in a study on the influence of the
recommendations from an advisory body in the Czech Republic, Merklova and
Ptackova (2016, p. 173) concluded it had “exerted only limited direct influence on the
policymaking process” because “little of their advice was accepted by the
government”. A further example of non-use can be found in the research of Russell
and Benton (2011, p. 101) who identified that non-committal responses from the
government called for further information before they would accept or reject a
recommendation. Non-committal responses were therefore expected to be indicative
of non-use because “in the regulatory context, a decision to wait for more data amounts
to (or is perceived as) a decision not to act” (Jasanoff, 1990, p. 78). Following the
reviewed work, the author of this thesis defined non-use as the documented rejection

or non-committal response to recommendations (see Table 2.1).

Some existing empirical work suggested that longitudinal studies could encounter
fewer instances of non-use and reveal greater committee influence (Hindmoor, Larkin
and Kennon, 2009, p. 79), not least because of the phenomenon of the ‘delayed drop’
of “recommendations which were accepted but eventually dropped or, vice versa,
rejected and subsequently implemented” (Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 70; see also
Monk, 2012, p. 141). The author, therefore, followed the approach of prevailing
empirical research, and the guidance of Sabatier (1988), and analysed all five modes

of (non-)use over a decade (see Chapter 3).
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2.3.3. Conceptual use

Conceptual use described that knowledge could influence policy by slowly changing
the thinking of policymakers over a protracted period without being of any
instrumental use (Rich, 1975, p. 242, 1977, p. 200; Altschuld, Yoon and Cullen, 1993,
p. 279; Miljand and Eckerberg, 2022, p. 214). It was expected that the conceptual use
of knowledge over time would “influence thinking and future decision making, as
opposed to the immediate and observable action of instrumental use” (Bober and
Bartlett, 2004, p. 365). By shaping the thoughts and attitudes of policymakers over
time, the influence of conceptual use was therefore “to set the agenda for future policy

measures” (Miljand and Eckerberg, 2022, p. 214; see also Rich, 1977, p. 200).

The underlying “imagery” of conceptual use was of knowledge “percolating through
informed publics and coming to shape” the way policymakers thought about a policy
problem and its solutions (Weiss, 1979, p. 429, see also 1986, p. 219). Weiss (1979, p.
429) referred to this as the ‘enlightenment model’ of knowledge. For example, Owens
(2012, p. 13) identified the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (RCEP) as
a “significant source of ‘enlightenment’” because its “knowledge and ideas
percolate[d] gradually into policy over time”. Conceptual use therefore referred to
“influencing a policymaker’s thinking about an issue” without being of “any specific,
documentable use” (Rich, 1977, p. 200). In this mode, knowledge “creep[s] into policy
deliberations™ and so its influence was “more subtle” than envisaged by instrumental

use (Weiss, 1980, p. 381).

Prevailing work on conceptual use emphasised that knowledge had a ‘gradual, diffuse,
and indirect’ influence on policy e.g., see Weiss (1977, pp. 534-535, 1979, p. 429,
1980, p. 381), Bulmer (1981, p. 376), Boswell (2009, p. 5), Owens (2012, p. 13),
Dunlop (2014, p. 211) and Miljand and Eckerberg (2022, p. 214). The author therefore
defined conceptual use as changes to the thoughts, attitudes, or framings of a
particular policy problem and/or associated solutions over a protracted period (see

Table 2.1).

Writing on the limitations of conceptual use, some scholars expressed concern that the
‘percolation’ of knowledge to policymakers through unguided and indirect channels
could result in knowledge being oversimplified, misunderstood, or unable to penetrate

through to the centre of decision-making (Caplan, 1979; Weiss, 1979). Rather than
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enlightenment, ‘endarkenment’ could instead occur if the knowledge that
policymakers “hear about and come to accept is not necessarily the best, most

comprehensive, or most up-to-date” (Weiss, 1986, p. 219).

Moreover, conceptual use was expected to be “less readily observable” than
instrumental use (Rich, 1997, p. 18; see also Radaelli, 1995, p. 161) because
“enlightenment shades into the diffuse, distributed effects of knowledge and ideas that
have been described as ‘atmospheric’ influence” (Owens, 2012, p. 13). For some
scholars, conceptual use could therefore have “pervasive — if ultimately unmeasurable
—effects” (Weiss, 1980, p. 403). For example, empirical work drawing on self-reported
measures of conceptual use during interviews with government officials identified that
it was challenging to attribute policy change to the conceptual use of knowledge, not
least because it was difficult for policymakers to cite a specific piece of knowledge
that led them to change their position on a particular policy e.g., see Knorr (1977) and
Weiss (1980, 1986). Indeed, only “rarely will policymakers be able to cite the findings
of a specific policy that influenced their decisions” (Weiss, 1979, p. 429). Due to its
gradual and diffuse nature, it was expected that conceptual use could only be observed
over “lengthy periods of time” (Weiss, 1986, p. 217) although, as with instrumental
use, the temporal expectations of conceptual use were undefined in existing work and
so in this thesis. The empirical challenges introduced here are returned to — and

addressed - in Chapter 3 where a longitudinal research design is adopted.

2.3.4. Symbolic-political use

This fourth mode of symbolic-political use started with the assumption that the position
of policymakers on a particular issue had been “hardened” through years of debate or
predetermined by a “constellation of interests” (Weiss, 1979, p. 429). These pre-
established positions were not likely to “shake” or “be receptive to new” knowledge
(Weiss, 1979, p. 429). Under these assumptions, knowledge was expected to be used
to support (Altschuld, Yoon and Cullen, 1993, p. 279; Dunlop, 2014, p. 211; Miljand,
2020, p. 214), justify (Bober and Bartlett, 2004, p. 365), or legitimize (Weiss, 1991,
p. 318; Hertin et al., 2009, p. 1195; Miljand and Eckerberg, 2022, p. 214) a preexisting
policy position or decision. Knowledge could also be used by policymakers to
persuade others of their position or decision (Radaelli, 1995, p. 174), for example as

“ammunition” to “neutralize opponents, convince waverers, and bolster supporters” if

46



there were entrenched opposing views (Weiss, 1979, p. 429). The symbolic-political
use of knowledge could therefore increase the confidence of actors in their
predetermined view, as well as reduce uncertainty and give them “an edge” in debates

with those of the opposing view (Weiss, 1979, p. 429).

In prevailing work on knowledge utilisation, symbolic-political use was also referred
to as “persuasive use” (Altschuld, Yoon and Cullen, 1993, p. 279; see also Bober and
Bartlett, 2004, p. 365 and Johnson et al., 2009, p. 378) or “legitimizing use” (Miljand,
2020, p. 214; see also Boswell, 2009). For example, Miljand and Eckerberg (2022)
undertook interviews with environmental policymakers to understand whether
systematic reviews were of symbolic-political use. They found that policymakers used
the reviews to “give weight” to their preexisting preference for continuing with a
policy, both to senior colleagues and the public (ibid, p. 226). The temporal aspect of
symbolic-political use was not discussed within prevailing work, other than the
acknowledgement that “policies exist for some time, [and so] their political support
must be continuously renewed” through the symbolic-political use of knowledge
(Majone, 1989, p. 31).

Drawing on prevailing work, the author of this thesis defined symbolic-political use as
the use of recommendations to support, justify, or legitimize a preexisting policy
preference or a decision that had already been made, or as ammunition in debates
with opposition (see Table 2.1). It is to the remaining mode of imposed use that we

now turn.

2.3.5. Imposed use

The final mode of imposed use was first identified by Weiss, Murphy-Graham and
Birkeland (2005) in their study about the effects of the Drug Abuse Resistance
Evaluation (DARE) programme in the United States (US). It identified that the US
Department of Education (DoE) had required school districts to introduce drug
education programmes that had been approved by the DoE. Imposed use therefore
describes the use of knowledge due to “pressure from the outside”, such as the
government, which “obliges” actors to use certain knowledge (Weiss, Murphy-
Graham and Birkeland, 2005, p. 16). It described that knowledge was used because it
was “structured into institutional rules or mandated in some way” (Dunlop, 2014, p.

215). For example, in the DARE study, school districts would lose funding if they did
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not introduce a drug programme; the government thereby “prescribed” the use of
scientific evidence (ibid). Weiss and colleagues (2005, p. 16) therefore also termed
imposed use “enforcement use, carrot-and-stick use, obligatory use, and pressured

2

use .

A search of databases including ScienceDirect and JSTOR Journal, amongst others,
did not reveal any other research on imposed use. In a rare case, Alkin and King (2017)
reviewed existing research on evaluation use. They acknowledged imposed use in a
footnote as a “quirky addition” to the other modes of (non-)use (ibid, p. 448), and
excluded it from their review and instead majored on instrumental use, conceptual use,
and symbolic-political use. In another example, Patton (2015, pp. 136—-137), following
the work of Weiss et al., (2005), recast imposed use as the “potential misuse” of
knowledge because it “undermine[d] informed decision making” (ibid, p.131).
Nevertheless, following the empirical work of Weiss and colleagues (2005) and
Dunlop (2014), the author defined imposed use as the use of recommendations because

it was mandated through formal rules (see Table 2.1).

2.3.6. Summary

Having reviewed all five modes, Table 2.1 summarises the definitions for each in this
thesis. The chapter then turns to set out some expectations for the conditions under

which climate policy recommendations might be used by policymakers, or not.

Table 2.1 The five modes of (non-)use.

Mode of (non-)use Definition for this thesis
The documented acceptance of recommendations for
Instrumental use the purpose of introducing, changing, or terminating
policy.

The documented rejection or non-committal response
to recommendations.

Changes to the thoughts, attitudes, or framings of a
Conceptual use particular policy problem and/or associated solutions
over a protracted period.

The use of recommendations to support, justify, or
legitimize a preexisting policy preference or a decision
that had already been made, or as ammunition in
debates with opposition.

The use of recommendation because it was mandated
through formal institutional rules or powers.

Non-use

Symbolic-political use

Imposed use

Source: author’s own composition
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2.4 Operationalising the existing literature: The conditions for ‘use’

and non-use

This thesis began by setting out the “theoretical challenge” to determine “when and
how knowledge matters in the policy process” (Radaelli, 1995, p. 160). This challenge
reflects longstanding questions about when, how, and why knowledge is (not) used by
policymakers e.g., see Patton et al., (1977, p. 149), Weiss and Bucuvalas (1977, p.
217), Bulmer (1981, p. 353) and Weiss (1991, p. 308). This section aims to develop a
conceptual framework through which the author of this thesis can address Radaelli’s

challenge.

As set out in Chapter 1, a core focus of this thesis is to understand the conditions under
which climate policy recommendations can influence public policy across the five
modes of (non-)use. During the literature review for this chapter, however, it became
apparent that prevailing work predominantly focused on conditions that related to
‘use’, rather than one of the four specific modes of use set out in Section 2.3. The
author’s observation aligns with the remarks of Boswell (2009, p. 9, emphasis added),
specifically that existing research on knowledge utilisation has made “little attempt to
[...] [set] out the conditions under which different types of usage may be expected to
emerge”. Whilst it must be acknowledged that there is a small library of empirical
research that examines the conditions for specific modes, such as Amara, Ouimet and
Landry’s (2004) statistical analysis of predictors for instrumental use, conceptual use,
and symbolic-political use, existing work primarily has a broader focus on conditions
for knowledge ‘use’ or ‘uptake’ e.g., see Oliver, Lorenc and Innvaer (2014). In their
review of this literature, Johnson et al., (2009) align with these observations. They
therefore caution against “drawing conclusions” about the conditions for specific
modes of (non-)use, calling such an endeavour “problematic”, and instead suggest
“reframing the conversation” to focus on the “empirically supported factors that

support [...] ‘use’” (ibid, p. 389).

In a rare example, some scholars suggested that the ‘use’ of climate policy
recommendations could be related to the “structure and practices” of
recommendations, meaning how they are produced and disseminated, and the

“features” of the policy area such as its salience, degree of contestation, and
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uncertainty (Christensen and Serrano Velarde, 2019, p. 51); however, there was a

notable paucity of existing research on this topic.

This section therefore synthesises insights from existing literatures on knowledge
utilisation and climate policy to derive a conceptual framework of conditions that
could influence whether climate policy recommendations are used by policymakers.
To accurately reflect existing understandings of this topic, the language of ‘use’ and
non-use is adopted throughout this section and in the conceptual framework. The
framework is subject to detailed empirical interrogation later in this thesis to delineate
the specific relationships between the four conditions — identified below — and each of
the five modes of (non-)use set out in this chapter (see Chapter 7). We revisit this
conceptual framework in Chapter 8 and update it based on the findings presented in
this thesis. For now, conditions are identified as being relevant to ‘use’ and/or non-use.
The conceptual framework is visualised in Figure 2.1 at the end of this chapter (see

Section 2.5).

2.4.1. Recommendation characteristics

The author of this thesis conceptualized that the characteristics of policy
recommendations, meaning their content and form, were fundamental areas of study
for research on their (non-)use, specifically the “sender, message, channel, and
receiver” of recommendations (Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas, 2022, p. 24). The
identification of this condition followed from the seminal work of Weiss (1977, p. 538)
who provided a formative assessment of the relationship between the “characteristics”
of knowledge, in the form of social science research and recommendations, and its
“usefulness” to government officials through elite interviews and regression analysis
(see Chapter 3). Weiss studied various knowledge characteristics including its quality
and the extent to which it challenged existing policies. A core conclusion was that the
characteristics of knowledge were “important determinants of usability” (Weiss, 1977,
p. 541; see also Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1977, p. 216). Indeed, from regression analysis
and interviews with government officials Weiss and Bucuvalas (1980, p. 306)
concluded that the “characteristics” of knowledge made ““a sizable difference in [its]
usefulness”, particularly its relevance, quality, and level of challenge to the policy

status quo.
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A longstanding tenet amongst public policy scholars was that addressing policy
recommendations to a government actor with the power to “prioritize and champion
the issue” would increase the likelihood that the recommendations would be “useful”
to policymakers (Goldstein, 2009, p. 19; see also Scott and Shore, 1979 and
Hoornbeek, 2000). Addressing recommendations to the actors in government with the
most authority over a policy area was a “basic” strategy to attempt to change policy

(Sabatier, 1987, p. 665).

The task of identifying and addressing recommendations to an actor that would
‘prioritize and champion’ the issue, as described by Goldstein (2009); however, was
expected to be difficult in practice. For example, the policy recipients of
recommendations were “likely to change on a yearly basis if not more frequently” and
so the relevant and appropriate addressee may change over time (Oliver and Cairney,

2019, p. 3). Moreover:

“Recommendations ought to be directed towards those who have the power
to act, but how, when environmental governance is increasingly distributed

among different institutions and scales?” (Owens, 2012, p. 22)

As such, policy recommendations could “remain unutilized, even when targeted to a
specific user” (Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas, 2022, p. 32; see also Bandola-Gill,
Flinders and Anderson, 2021). The empirical work of public policy scholars Russell
and Benton (2011, p. 28) showed that the non-use of recommendations could result if
they were addressed to groups ‘other’ than the central government, such as industry

and business stakeholders, because these recommendations:

“...have little chance of being implemented, or even read by, the audience
they are aimed at, and have no obvious connection to government

responsibilities.”

There was an “assumption” that addressing climate policy recommendations to
“particular target groups” could “correct problems”, such as greenhouse gas emissions,
provided the recommendations were addressed to “the target group [that] causally
contribute[d] to the problem” (Sager et al., 2020, p. 1339). However, there were
“political questions of problem ownership and accountability or responsibility”
because the causes and impacts of climate change were distributed across space and

time (Hoppe, Wesselink and Cairns, 2013, p. 290). Demonstrably, in the UK, although
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the government committed to responding to climate change through the 2008 Climate
Change Act, it was “not clear what responsibility different parts of government, or
different sectors, [had] for achieving” the UK’s climate targets (Willis, 2020, p. 33).
Indeed, climate change was a cross-cutting policy issue that did not “fit neatly within
the purview of existing government departments” and so it was “often unclear who
[was] responsible for dealing with a given issue” (Christensen and Serrano Velarde,

2019, p. 49). And yet, addressing climate policy recommendations to:

“...political and administrative actors [that] do not have a direct stake in the
issue, [...] are unlikely to adopt and act upon expert advice on the issue.”

(Christensen and Serrano Velarde, 2019, p. 51)

The inclusion of a specific addressee in climate policy recommendations was therefore

expected to influence whether the advice would be of ‘use’ or non-use.

A second characteristic that was expected to be related to the ‘use’ or non-use of
climate policy recommendations was their sectoral focus. This was because
“mitigation and adaptation affect multiple sectors” and so there were expected to be
multiple stakeholders involved that could “constrain” and “impede consensus” on
acceptable policy approaches (Frohlich and Knieling, 2013, p. 11). As well as a
diversity of vested interests and stakeholders, there were varied sociopolitical,
technical, and financial implications that made it difficult to decarbonize some sectors
(Nurdiawati and Urban, 2021), such as buildings (Abbasi et al., 2021) and aviation,
shipping, and road transport (Chiaramonti, 2019; Chiaramonti ef al., 2021; Sharmina
etal.,2021). For adaptation, the water sector, particularly flood risk management, was
identified as being particularly difficult to adapt to climate change because it required

both infrastructural and behavioural changes (Dewulf, Meijerink and Runhaar, 2015).

There was extensive literature that described the need for cross-sectoral climate
policies to deliver both mitigation and adaptation objectives e.g., see Bowen, Ebi and
Friel (2014), Berry et al., (2015) and Olazabal et al., (2018). In their review of cross-
sectoral climate policies, Berry et al., (2015, p. 390) identified that cross-sectoral
working presented the challenge of “collaboration across sectors, as well as
engagement with multiple sectors”. The “effectiveness” of cross-sectoral climate
policy “options” was expected to be “dependent” on their implementation

(Nascimento et al., 2022, p. 163). No studies were identified that had empirically
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investigated the influence of the sectoral focus of recommendations on their
subsequent (non-)use (see Chapter 8), yet from these cited works it was conceptualized

that the sectoral focus of recommendations could influence whether they were of “use’.

A third characteristic that was expected to influence recommendation utilisation was
the inclusion of details that would allow the recipient to understand how and when a
recommendation might be implemented if accepted (Salacuse, 2018, p. 339). In
climate policy recommendations, these details were expected to be present in the form
of delivery targets, particularly a percentage emissions reduction or a timescale for
delivery, because discussions of these targets dominated climate policy research e.g.,
see Pye et al., (2017), McLaren (2018), Nash and Steurer (2019) and Hale et al.,
(2020). Whether policymakers would accept recommendations that contained climate
targets was expected to be dependent on many factors. Most prominently the resources
available for implementation, as well as the perception of their progress and ambition
relative to other countries or government departments (Hale et al., 2020), and whether
the pace of sectoral change required to meet a target was “politically infeasible” (Pye
et al., 2017, p. 4). There was scarce empirical work that examined whether the
inclusion of targets in recommendations affected their (non-)use. This
conceptualization — based on the existing climate policy literature — was empirically

tested and developed throughout this thesis (see Chapters 7 and 8).

A fourth characteristic was identified as the recommended action that the
recommendation called for, such as the development of a new strategy or the provision
of funding. As identified in prevailing empirical work, if recommendations contained
multiple actions they were expected to be “less likely to be effective” because “it may
be easier for the government to dodge” part of a recommendation in its response
(Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 31). In cases where recommendations contained one
recommended action, empirical work consistently found that recommendations that
called for the government to disclose information or review an existing approach were
“easily accepted” because they supported the policy status quo and did not recommend
changes to existing policy, the introduction of a new policy, or the provision of funding
(Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 53; see also Benton and Russell, 2013, p. 785, Caygill,
2019, p. 309; Elston and Zhang, 2022, p. 676). Indeed, if a recommendation did not

support the existing approach or opinion of policymakers then it was likely that the
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policymakers would “fail to use [the] advice they [were] given” (Van Swol, Paik and

Prahl, 2018, p. 25).

The author identified a fifth and final recommendation characteristic that was expected
to be a condition for (non-)use, namely the level of challenge to the policy status quo.
Throughout this thesis, the policy status quo refers to existing government policies and
targets as well as the prevailing beliefs, values, and ideas that underpin policy decisions

(Fischer, 2006; Owens, 2011, p. 84).

As found in the seminal work of Weiss (1977, p. 543), based on interviews with
government officials, policy recommendations that challenged the policy status quo
and advocated major changes to existing policies or thinking had a “negative
relationship with use” because they were “not currently acceptable in the political
system”. This was explicated further by Weiss and Bucuvalas (1977, p. 217) who
expected that knowledge would be:

“...more likely to be used when it accepted the value orientations of
potential users, when [it was] compatible with the philosophy and program
structures in operation, and when its problem formulation and its
conclusions fit the political climate. It might be seen as particularly useful
when it supported the position that potential users already held and could be
used as ammunition in their cause. [Knowledge] that challenged things-as-
they-are seemed less likely to be judged useful by decision-makers than

[knowledge] that confirmed and legitimated their positions.”

A consistent finding from empirical studies was that recommendations that called for
greater policy change were more likely to be rejected by the government than those
that supported it e.g., see Benton and Russell (2013), Caygill (2019) and Lynch and
Whitaker (2019). Demonstrably, Russell and Benton (2011, p. 96) found that two-
thirds of the recommendations from UK Select Committees that called for medium to
large policy change “ultimately failed” because they were “in clear conflict with [the]
existing policy direction” (ibid, p. 33). Indeed, of the recommendations that called for
policy change, a smaller proportion were accepted, and a larger proportion rejected,
than those that did not challenge the policy status quo (see Russell and Benton, 2011,
p. 59). Similarly, Lynch and Whitaker (2019) found that although over half of the

recommendations on Brexit from UK Select Committees were accepted by the
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government, a high proportion asked for no or small policy change. Through
multivariate analysis, they found that the only condition that had a significant effect
on the government’s responses was a recommendation’s level of challenge to the
policy status quo, whereby those that recommended major policy changes were
significantly more likely to be rejected. Some public policy scholars therefore expected
that the acceptance of recommendations that supported the policy status quo would
have less influence on government policy than the acceptance of recommendations
that challenged the policy status quo because “the price of easy acceptance is the

impossibility of influencing policy” (Collingridge and Reeve, 1986, p. 34).

In relation to climate change, the policy status quo was reflected within national legal
frameworks that represented the embedded values, practices, and assumptions of
society (Scotford and Minas, 2019). Notably, new climate policies would need to be
implemented and enforced within these existing legal systems; the policy status quo
was therefore “highly relevant to the prospects of any new climate policy that seeks to
bring about a social transformative agenda” (Scotford and Minas, 2019, p. 68). Indeed,
“it is much easier for politicians to support the status quo than it is for them to argue
that our civilization is not viable” (Willis, 2020, p. 66). Moreover, “people who benefit
from the status quo rarely welcome someone with plans to disrupt it” (Mintrom, 2019,
p. 314). For example, carbon lock-in in areas of fossil fuel production, consumption,
and governance reflects that “powerful actors often benefit from creating and
maintaining a state of lock-in [...] [and so they] lobby for policies that reinforce” the
policy status quo (Seto et al., 2016, p. 445). The author therefore conceptualized that
arecommendation’s level of challenge to the policy status quo could influence whether

it was used by policymakers.

The characteristics set out in this section are identified by the author as being
endogenous to a recommendation because they originated “from within” it (OED, no
date c), for example whether they include delivery targets or an addressee.
Predominantly, existing research on knowledge utilisation focused on exogenous
conditions, meaning those that originated “from outside” a recommendation (OED, no

date d), to which the next three conditions pertain.
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2.4.2. Interactions with intended knowledge users

Although the previous section has established an expected relationship between the
characteristics of recommendations and whether policymakers would use them, for
knowledge to be “useable” it “requires more than better packaging” (Duncan, Robson-
Williams and Edwards, 2020, p. 2). It was suggested - and long-espoused - that
achieving “intended use by intended users” required interactions with the intended
users of knowledge before it was formally provided to ensure it was relevant to their
timelines, resources, funding, and priorities (Patton and Campbell-Patton, 2022, p. 10).
The primary recipients — and therefore intended users — of policy recommendations

were policymakers (Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas, 2022, p. 24).

Much had been written about the importance of interactions with policymakers before
the provision of knowledge for its subsequent ‘use’. Demonstrably, in his seminal 7wo-
Communities Theory of Knowledge Utilisation, Caplan (1979, p. 459) asserted that
non-use occurred due to “often conflicting values, different reward systems, and
different languages” of government policymakers who were focused on “obvious and
immediate issues”, whilst knowledge producers, in his case social scientists, were
concerned with “esoteric issues”. Throughout five decades of research on knowledge
utilisation, scholars observed that a condition for non-use was a lack of interaction
between policymakers and knowledge producers because the provided knowledge did
not address — or align with — the needs, priorities, values, and timescales of
policymakers e.g., see Weiss (1977), Scott and Shore (1979), Innver et al., (2002),
Birkeland, Murphy-Graham and Weiss (2005), Boswell (2009), Head (2010), Orton et
al., (2011), Oliver et al., (2014), Donnelly et al., (2018), Wellstead, Cairney and Oliver
(2018) and Klepac et al., (2022).

The long-espoused mechanism for ‘use’ was therefore to interact with government
officials before the formal provision of knowledge. As summarised by Caplan (1979,
p. 459):

“...the gap between the knowledge producer and the policymaker needs to
be bridged through personal relationships involving trust, confidence, and

empathy.”

Some scholars asserted that interactions between knowledge producers and intended

government users “may be the only means to reduce” the likelihood that knowledge
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will only be used due to “chance and purely adventitious events” (Caplan, 1979, p.
467). Other scholars argued that, for recommendations to be accepted, a relationship
between the producers of recommendations and policymakers “must always exist”
because the government must have “confidence in the advisor’s technical competence,

integrity, and loyalty” (Salacuse, 2018, p. 328).

There was extensive empirical support for these claims. For example, a qualitative
interview-based study on the use of health research by policymakers in Australia found
that academics were better able to influence policy if they had interacted with
government officials beforehand and understood — and therefore could address — the
“needs and constraints” of policymakers (Haynes et al, 2011, p. 1052). The
importance of interactions and personal relationships between knowledge producers
and policymakers for the ‘use’ of knowledge was reinforced in systematic reviews on
the topic e.g., see Innveer et al., (2002), Orton et al., (2011), Oliver et al., (2014) and
Oliver and Cairney (2019). For example, a systematic review of studies on knowledge
utilisation in public policymaking over 30 years concluded that improving relations
between policymakers and knowledge producers was “the most promising” way to
increase the use of expert knowledge in government policy (Capano and Malandrino,
2022, p. 417). Some scholars went so far as to argue that for knowledge brokers
external to the government, such as advisory bodies, “proximity to decision-makers

equalled influence” (Craft and Howlett, 2012, p. 82).

During interactions with intended users, recommendations could be co-produced to
ensure they were relevant, timely, and aligned with the priorities and values of
policymakers (Caplan, 1979; Rockwell, Dickey and Jasa, 1990; Van Swol, Paik and
Prahl, 2018; Oliver and Cairney, 2019; Bandola-Gill, Flinders and Anderson, 2021;
Eschen et al., 2021; Capano and Malandrino, 2022; Boaz and Oliver, 2023). Co-
production was therefore expected to overcome the aforementioned barriers to non-
use and “deliver policy-usable knowledge” (Duncan, Robson-Williams and Edwards,

2020, p. 10).

The importance of interactions with government officials for use has been
demonstrated for climate change knowledge in the form of long-term climate scenarios
e.g., see Seely et al., (2008), Jones et al., (2017) and Howarth et al., (2022). Based on

the findings of these cited works, climate policy recommendations were not expected
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to be used by policymakers unless they were “politically relevant [...] and address[ed]
very practical concerns” (Sager et al., 2020, p. 1341). For example, in their study on
the use of climate science by American policymakers, Dilling and Lemos (2011, p.
680) found that “nearly every case of successful use of climate knowledge involved
some kind of interaction between knowledge producers and users”. The author
therefore conceptualised that whether knowledge producers interacted with the

intended users before formal provision could be a condition for ‘use’ and non-use.

2.4.3. Recommendation dissemination

Although this thesis adopted the postpositivist view that knowledge utilisation did not
necessarily follow its dissemination, effective dissemination was nevertheless
identified as a necessary, if not sufficient, condition for use (Rich, 1997; Hoornbeek,
2000). A fundamental point was that the use of policy recommendations — in any mode
— could not occur if they were not “disseminated in ways that reach decision-makers”
(Klepac et al., 2022, p. 715). As defined in the seminal work of Rich (1997, p. 15),
dissemination “simply means that some channel of transmissions has been used to send

data or information from one source to one or more other sources”.

There were two elements of dissemination of relevance to this conceptual framework.
The first pertained to how recommendations were disseminated. According to
Lindquist (1990, quoted in Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas, 2022, p. 26), policy
recommendations could be disseminated to policymakers in two ways: “direct[ly]”
through the publication of a report or through interactions with government officials
or “indirect[ly]” via “intermediary bodies [such as Non-Governmental Organisations,
the media, the private sector, think tanks and civil society organisations]” that
interacted with civil servants. For knowledge to be “most useful” to policymakers it
“must be provided through a variety of channels” to “establish political momentum”
and reinforce support for its use (Goldstein, 2009, pp. 18-19). The indirect
dissemination of climate change knowledge via peer-to-peer networks was shown to
expand its “usability” for policymakers (Dilling and Lemos, 2011, p. 686; see also
Wall, Meadow and Horganic, 2017 and Howarth et al., 2022). A key insight from a
study by Haynes et al., (2011, p. 1053), who undertook interviews with Australian
academics and policymakers, was that academics reported “an indirect means of

influencing policy” through the dissemination of their research findings via their
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“close relationships” with groups that were “key stakeholders in [government]

consultation processes”.

Demonstrably, in her detailed study on the Royal Commission on Environmental
Pollution (RCEP), Owens (2011, 2012, 2015) identified that its staff would test,
promote, and informally disseminate its recommendations amongst its personal,
professional, and policy networks. The RCEP’s members would informally “talk up”
the recommendations they were developing such that government officials would ““’get
wind’ of recommendations [...] [and] change tack... so [the RCEP] would appear to
be giving retrospective recommendations” (Owens, 2015, p. 140). Upon formal receipt
of the recommendations, the government could then gain political capital by claiming
they were already taking the recommended action (ibid). Indeed, “the networks within
which knowledge and ideas circulate become a mechanism” for “fostering the

conditions that can ultimately bring about change” (Owens, 2011, p. 89).

The second element of recommendation dissemination pertained to when
recommendations were disseminated. Some public policy scholars argued that whether
policymakers used knowledge was “heavily determined by the ability of ‘generators’
to find the right moment to ‘deploy’ their knowledge” (Turnpenny, Russel and Jordan,
2014, p. 249; see also Whitty, 2015). It was well-documented in empirical research
that if policy recommendations were not disseminated in a timely way they were not
likely to be used because they were not relevant to the needs and interests of
policymakers at the time they were received (Patton ef al., 1977; Rich, 1977; Weiss,
1980; Majone, 1989; Bober and Bartlett, 2004; Birkeland, Murphy-Graham and Weiss,
2005; Hustedt, 2013; Mintrom, 2019; Eschen et al., 2021; Klepac et al., 2022). This

was because the knowledge would no longer be relevant:

“...by the time the scientific results are written up, [because] the policy
problem has changed, and the search is no longer relevant, being the answer

to yesterday’s questions.” (Collingridge and Reeve, 1986, p. 27)

Moreover, if knowledge was not disseminated in time for policy decisions to be made,
then it was unlikely to be used (Rockwell, Dickey and Jasa, 1990; Husén, 1994; Bober
and Bartlett, 2004; Donnelly et al., 2018), not least because policymakers would not
have had sufficient time to consider whether and how to use the knowledge (British

Academy, 2008; Douglas, 2012; Whitty, 2015). As such, in their writing about the use
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of climate change knowledge in the form of academic research, “usability [was]
constrained where findings [were] communicated after decisions [had] already been
made” (Ford, Knight and Pearce, 2013, p. 1321). The timing and means of

dissemination were therefore expected to be a condition for ‘use’ and non-use.

2.4.4. Prevailing policy context

The final condition for the (non-)use of climate policy recommendations was related
to the prevailing policy context. This phrase was used by the author of this thesis to
encapsulate the ‘other’ factors in the “decision context” that could affect whether and
how knowledge was used, specifically the sociopolitical, technical, and financial
implications of accepting — and subsequently acting on — knowledge (Lemos and
Rood, 2010, p. 674; see also Bruno Soares and Dessai, 2015, p. 13). As set out in a
systematic review on this topic by Oliver et al., (2014, p. 1), it was “well recognized
that policy is determined as much by the decision-making context (and other
influences) as by research evidence”. As explicated further by Lorenz et al., 2017 (p.

433) in their research about the use of climate projections in local adaptation planning:

“...addressing the question of usability is not just about better understanding
the interplay between what science can provide and what users need or want,
but also about what users can actually do within the political and economic

constraints within which they act.”

Moreover, the prevailing policy context was expected to change over time and affect
the “social and political relevance” of the knowledge that was produced and
disseminated to policymakers (Bandola-Gill, Flinders and Anderson, 2021, p. 220).
The failure to produce and disseminate climate knowledge that considered the
prevailing policy context was expected to result in its limited use by policymakers
(Lorenz et al., 2017; see also Weiss, 1980). This expectation aligned with classical
arguments that changes in the political landscape could incite changes in how — if at
all - policymakers would use recommendations to make decisions (Calvert, 1985;
Sabatier, 1986). In his writing on evidence-based policymaking, Cairney (2016, pp. 6—
7) explicated this further:

“In some cases, policymakers ignore some evidence for years, and then,

very quickly, pay disproportionate attention to the same evidence. This may
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follow the replacement of some policymakers by others (e.g., after elections)
or a ‘focusing event’ which prompts the same policymakers to shift their

attention from elsewhere.”

This condition therefore goes beyond the three conditions set out so far in this
conceptual framework because climate policy recommendations tell governments
“how to do things” but they cannot tell policymakers “whether [they] should do them”
because that is influenced by the prevailing policy context (Jamieson, 2014, p. 6,
emphasis added). As explained by Jones et al., (2017, p. 568; see also Bremer et al.,
2019):

“...promoting the uptake of climate information is only marginally about
improving basic climate science; many of the biggest constraints (to use)
relate to how political economy and institutional factors affect decision-

making.”

Within the literature on the use of knowledge in public policy, focusing events were
often cited as an enabling condition. It was expected that focusing events could incite
“windows of opportunity that create a favourable political climate for the policy being
proposed” (Lieberman, 2016, p. 455). During these events policymakers could have
an increased focus on addressing a particular problem due to heightened public and
political attention, increasing political pressure, or a change in the socioeconomic
context (Kingdon, 1984; Cairney, 2016, 2018; Carmichael, Brulle and Huxster, 2017;
Gunn, 2017; Cairney and Oliver, 2018). Moments of technological, economic,
political, or social change were therefore expected to reduce some of the barriers to
use associated with accepting knowledge that challenged the policy status quo due to

the increased political willingness to act (Seto et al., 2016).

In relation to the core interests of this thesis, extreme weather events were an often-
cited example of focusing events that “have the potential to change dominant ways of
thinking and acting” (Birkmann et al., 2010, p. 638; see also Baldwin and Ross, 2020).
These events were expected to facilitate the use of knowledge due to increased public
pressure for climate action (Kirchhoff, Lemos and Engle, 2013) and increased
awareness of policymakers to climate risks e.g., see Lowrey, Ray and Webb (2009).
However, prevailing research identified that use ceased when the weather event — and
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public concern — faded (Kirchhoff, Lemos and Engle, 2013) which suggested “a

limited window of opportunity for effective dissemination” (Jones et al., 2017, p. 566).

Some of the constraints for the use of knowledge within the prevailing context were
set out by Head (2010, p. 80) who articulated that when making policy decisions,

governments were:

“...often motivated and influenced by many factors besides research
evidence [...]. The mere availability of reliable research does not ensure its
subsequent influence and impact. Political leaders are often preoccupied
with maintaining support among allies, responding to media commentary,

polishing leadership credentials, and managing risks.”

Demonstrably, the context within which policymakers made decisions was “inherently
political and thus more responsive to public opinion and ministers’ career needs” than
to scientific knowledge (Haynes ef al., 2011, p. 1051). These issues were articulated
further by Boswell (2009, p. 6), who observed the non-use of expert knowledge,

namely academic research, by policymakers, and explained that:

“...electoral pressures tend to trump the injunctions of expert knowledge.
Politicians and officials are driven first and foremost by political exigencies,
and so end up ignoring evidence where it fails to support more electorally
appealing courses of action. [...] There is often a substantial gap between
the sorts of policy advocated by experts in a field and those that meet the
approval of public opinion and the mass media. Even where ministries have
commissioned research themselves, it ends up gathering dust on a shelf

because of the political unfeasibility of its policy implications.”

Demonstrably, “political attention is volatile [...] [and] politicians have little incentive
to address long-term issues such as climate change if voters do not punish short-term
thinking” (Sager et al., 2020, p. 1336; see also Brans, Timmermans and Gouglas,
2022). Moreover, the recommendations of climate change advisory bodies tend not to
be legally binding (see Chapter 1). As such the non-use of recommendations was
expected to be related to a government not being required to accept them (Jasanoff,
1990).
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2.5 Conclusions

This chapter has presented a novel conceptual framework of conditions that were

expected to influence the ‘use’ or non-use of climate policy recommendations (see

Figure 2.1.).

Figure 2.1 The conceptual framework.
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Source: author’s own composition

From the author’s review and synthesis of previously disparate works of literature on
knowledge utilisation and climate policy, this chapter has derived four conditions that
were expected to relate to the ‘use’ or non-use of climate policy recommendations.
These conditions were conceptualized as being endogenous or exogenous to
recommendations, specifically recommendation characteristics, interactions with
intended knowledge users, recommendation dissemination, and the prevailing policy
context, shown in the four boxes at the top of Figure 2.1. As explained in Section 2.4,
the binary language (of ‘use’ vs. non-use) was adopted to reflect existing

understandings of this topic.

As set out in Chapter 1 and explicated further in the first half of this chapter, this thesis
nevertheless aligns with the arguments of Boswell (2009, p. 12) and “accept([s] that
knowledge can serve multiple functions”. The rest of this thesis is therefore dedicated

to understanding:
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“...which type of knowledge use prevails in different situations? Under
which conditions can we expect [...] policymakers to draw on knowledge,
respectively, as a means of problem-solving, as a source of legitimation, or

in order to substantiate policy preferences?” (ibid)

This chapter has provided a conceptual framework through which the author can
respond to Radaelli’s (1995, p. 160) “theoretical challenge” of determining “when and
how knowledge matters in the policy process” (see the epigram at the beginning of this
thesis). It has identified four conditions that could be expected to broadly relate to

knowledge ‘use’ and/or non-use.

The next chapter pivots to set out the data collection and analysis methods that were
used to empirically mobilize and examine each of the five modes of (non-)use and
their relationships with the four conditions established in this chapter. The modes and
conditions presented in this conceptual framework are amended in Chapter 8 based on

the empirical findings presented in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 3
Data and methods

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter developed the conceptual framework for this thesis and identified
four conditions that could influence whether and why climate policy recommendations
would be ‘used’ by policymakers. In order to develop an “analytical treatment” of
“when and how knowledge matters in the policy process” (Radaelli, 1995, p. 160), this
current chapter presents the data collection and analysis methods that were used to
study each of the five modes of (non-)use, and thereby address the third research
question (RQ). As set out in Chapter 1, the three research questions pertained to sow
and why the CCC'’s statutory advisory functions were formulated in the 2008 Climate
Change Act (RQ1), what the characteristics of the CCC’s policy recommendations
were that it provided to the UK Parliament from 2009 to 2020 (RQ2), and the extent
to which — and under what conditions — government officials used its recommendations

during the study period (RQ3).

This current chapter unfolds as follows. Section 3.2 reviews the methodological
approaches of existing empirical research on the five modes of (non-)use. It explains
why, in this thesis, documents and interviews were selected as the primary sources of
data that were analysed through content analysis and regression analysis. Section 3.3
explains how and why the insights from quantitative and qualitative methods were
combined in a sequential mixed methods research design. Section 3.4 provides details
on the specific data that were collected for this thesis, namely documents published by
the UK Parliament, the UK Government, and the CCC, as well as from interviews with
people who worked for the CCC or the UK Government during the study period.
Section 3.5 explains how these data were analysed to address the three RQs. Section

3.6 concludes.

65



3.2 Measuring (non-)use: A review of existing empirical approaches

As introduced in Chapter 2, the five modes of (non-)use vary in their level of

observability from instrumental use, indicative of direct policy influence, to

conceptual use, which was described by prevailing work as diffuse, gradual, and

indirect. In this section, the author of this thesis reviews “what research methods have

been applied to the topic” to identify appropriate data collection and analysis methods

(Bryman, 2016, p. 6). Table 3.1 summarises the methods that were used in prevailing

research to study each of the five modes. These methods are explored further in the

rest of this section to inform and justify the methods employed in this thesis.

Table 3.1 A summary of the data collection and analysis methods used in existing

research to study each of the five modes of (non-)use.

Mode Empirical Data Exemplar
measure of mode | ~qjection Analysis references
Content Monk (2012) and
Documents | and Elston and Zhang
regression | (2022)
Hindmoor, Larkin
Content and Kennon
Acceptance of
: (2009)
recommendation | Documents
and . gussell ?2n(()111)
: . ontent enton :
INEVIeWS | ond Caygill (2019)
regression | and Lynch and
Whitaker (2019)
Content Altschuld et al.,
Instrumental Surveys and (1993) and Bundi
use Introduction of a regression and_Trein, 2022)
new policy Factor gnd Weiss and
Interviews regression | Bucuvalas (1977)
Content Rich (1977)
survevs ;:)dntent Altschuld et al.,
y . (1993)
regression
Ch_an_glng an Documents Bober and Bartlett
existing policy and Content (2004)
interviews
Interviews Factor and | Weiss and
regression | Bucuvalas (1977)

Source: author’s own composition

Continued overleaf
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Table 3.1 continued.

Mode Empirical Data Exemplar
measure of mode Collection Analysis references
Documents Contentand | Monk
regression (2012)
Hindmoor
Rejection of Content etal.,
recommendation Documents and (2009)
interviews Russell and
Content and
Non-use reqression Benton
g (2011)
Documents and Hindmoor
Non-committal interviews Content etal.,
response to (2009)
recommendation Contentand | Monk
Documents :
regression (2012)
Bundi and
Regression Trein
Surveys (2022)
Contentand | Altschuld et
Changes in the regression al., (1993)
o . Documents and
thinking, framing | . .
. interviews and Owens
Conceptual | or understanding .. Content
. participant (2015)
use of a policy )
. observation
problem or its Weiss and
solution Factor and
regression Bucuvalas
Interviews ) (1977)
Patton et al.,
Content (1977) and
Rich (1977)
Amara et
Content and al., (2004).
e Surveys . and Bundi
Justification of a regression .
- and Trein
decision that has
(2022)
. already been made
Symbolic- Bober and
.\ Documents and
political erviews Content Bartlett
use (2004)
Selected interest in | Surveys and
publicising use to | documents and
o . : Boswell
specific groups interviews and Content
! - (2008a)
e.g., the media and | participant
the public observation
Imposed . James et al.,
Use Use is mandated Surveys Content (2018)

Source: author’s own composition

67




As shown in Table 3.1, within existing empirical research on knowledge utilisation,
each mode was predominantly studied using data collected from documents and
interviews. These data were typically analysed using content and/or regression
analysis. For example, several studies combined a content analysis of recommendation
characteristics and the government’s associated responses with a subsequent
regression analysis to provide insight into the causal relationships between these data
e.g., see Caygill (2019). A longitudinal content analysis of documents, including the
reports from an advisory body and the government’s responses to its recommendations,
can enable a researcher to trace the “development and fate” of recommendations over
time (Owens, 2015, p. 20). Interviews were identified as a particularly important
qualitative research method for collecting data on “less quantifiable forms of
influence” and their causal conditions (Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 72), namely
conceptual use, symbolic-political use, and imposed use, as introduced in Chapter 2

and explained further in Section 3.4.2.

There were relatively few studies that employed surveys to study a mode of (non-)use.
In one such example, James et al., (2018) undertook surveys to understand the imposed
use of evidence-based practice methods on social workers. They concluded that
surveys “certainly do not suffice to disentangle the complex (conscious and
unconscious) processes at work” because any insights on knowledge utilisation were
derived from self-reports (ibid, p. 774). For the same reason, Altschuld, Yoon and
Cullen (1993, p. 284) concluded that surveys were unable to produce a valid measure
of instrumental use or conceptual use and so, they argued, a “qualitative exploration
via case studies [and] interviews” was needed to understand the causal conditions for

these modes.

In their conclusion, James and colleagues (2018) called for qualitative research on the
topic, such as participant observation. There were few studies identified that undertook
this method to research knowledge utilisation (see Table 3.1). In part, this reflects that
it can be difficult to gain the trust and permission from organizations to enter and
observe the people therein (Hurst, 2023). A further limitation is that participant
observations “may be entirely unrepresentative” (Silverman, 2020, p. 266) due to
factors such as observer fatigue and lapses in attention which can give rise to issues

for the reliability and validity of findings (Bryman, 2016, p. 275).
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Following these arguments, the author of this thesis decided to collect data from
documents and interviews and analyse them using content analysis and regression
analysis. These methods enabled an empirical examination of the five modes, and four
conditions, in the conceptual framework, and an analysis of the relationship between
them (see Chapter 2). The next section explains how the insights from these methods

were combined to address the three research questions.

3.3 A sequential mixed methods research design

As introduced in Chapter 1, this thesis has a longitudinal, sequential mixed methods
case study research design. This design was adopted for two reasons. First, it enabled
multiple data collection and analysis methods to be used sequentially to supplement
findings from preceding analyses and inform further data collection and analysis
(Morse et al., 2018). A benefit of this design was that it enabled qualitative and
quantitative approaches to be combined such that results had “more grounding”
through the “triangulation™ of different perspectives and aspects of the phenomenon
under study (Flick, 2018, p. 527). The combination of data from qualitative and
quantitative methods enabled findings to be “cross-checked” (Bryman, 2016, p. 697)
to ensure they had “greater validity” because they had been “mutually corroborated”

(ibid, p. 641).

Second, this design was selected because it can overcome some of the limitations of
relying solely on qualitative interview data to gain an empirical understanding of
knowledge utilisation, such as “problems of respondent memory and bias” (Weiss and
Bucuvalas, 1977, p. 214). After all, “people do not always remember the source of
their information and ideas” when asked about whether, how, and why they had used
a specific piece of knowledge (ibid). Moreover, the recollections of interviewees can
be “distorted by gaps in their memories, [and] different interviewees can give different

information on the same topic” (Bogner, Littig and Menz, 2018, p. 654).

For example, in their study on the acceptance and rejection of policy recommendations
from UK Select Committees, Russell and Benton (2011) undertook content and
regression analyses of government responses to recommendations. After reporting the
results, the authors concluded that a sequential mixed methods design was necessary

because:
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“...a purely quantitative analysis may give us only a partial understanding
of Select Committee influence and may even be misleading. This is why we
have complemented our data collection about the success of committee
recommendations with interviews to provide greater context, as many other

authors have previously done.” (ibid, p. 73)

The purpose of Russell and Benton’s (2011) interviews was to explain and elaborate

on their quantitative findings because:

“...multivariate regression analysis of government acceptance [...] of
committee recommendations was unable to explain much of the variation in
recommendation success. [...] Although we learnt a great deal from our
quantitative analysis, in many ways our qualitative analysis is far richer. It
[helped] us to answer some of the unanswered questions remaining at the
end of the quantitative [analysis] [...] about the influence of committee
recommendations. It also [enabled] us to answer wider questions about

committee influence.” (ibid, p. 89)

According to Benton and Russell (2013, p. 793), the triangulation of results from their
quantitative and qualitative analyses was “crucial to making an objective assessment
of committee impact on government”. The work of Russell and Benton has been called
“IpJerhaps the most comprehensive work in this field” because it combined multiple
quantitative and qualitative methods in a sequential research design (Reader, 2015, p.
497). In another example, to gain insight into the influence of an advisory body in the
Czech Republic, Merklova and Ptackova (2016, p. 159) first undertook a content
analysis of documents that had been published by the advisory body and the
government, and then triangulated these findings with data collected from semi-
structured interviews with members of the body and the government, to examine “the

nature of [its] policy advice” and its “role and influence in the policymaking process”.

The author of this thesis therefore adopted a mixed methods research design that
combined insights from quantitative and qualitative approaches to address the three
research questions of this thesis. As summarised in Table 3.2., the primary data sources
were documents that had been published by the UK Parliament, the UK Government,

and the CCC, as well as qualitative interviews with people who worked for the CCC
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or the UK Government during the study period (see Section 3.4). Data were analysed

using content analysis and regression analysis, as detailed in Section 3.5.

Table 3.2 Overview of data, collection, and analysis methods used to address each
research question.

Data
Research question
Collection Analysis
1. What are the statutory advisory 331 documents published
. from 2007-2020 by the
functions of the CCC and how were :
UK Parliament, UK Content
they formulated between 2007 and
Government and the
20207
CCC
2. Towhat extent, if at all, did the
ch_a_ract_eristics of the QCC’S 19 annual progress
mitigation and adaptation reports published by the | Content
recommendations change CCC 2009-2020
between 2009 and 20207
3. To what extent —and under what 15 response reports to Content
conditions - were the CCC’s the CCC’s and
mitigation and adaptation recommendations regression
recommendations used by the published by the UK
UK Government between 2009 Government 2009-2020
and 20207 36 semi-structured elite Content
and expert interviews

Source: author’s own composition

To address the three research questions, insights from content and regression analyses
were combined sequentially. In particular, a content analysis of the characteristics of
the CCC’s recommendations (for RQ2) was undertaken before analysis of the
government’s associated responses (for RQ3). This ordering allowed the author to
combine the results from these analyses in a regression analysis of the relationships
between these data. The ordering therefore provided an initial examination of “which
knowledge [was] solicited” by the CCC and, subsequently, whether and how it was
“actually taken into account by political [...] actors” (Christensen and Serrano Velarde,
2019, p. 51). Interviews were undertaken as the last phase of data collection to
“complement” the results from the content analysis and regression analysis and
“provide greater context” on different forms of influence and their causal conditions
(Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 73). This ordering allowed the author to ask interviewees
about the variables that were included in the regression analysis and the results from

the preceding analyses. This followed the approach of Russell and Benton (2011) and
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the advice of interview methodologists Roulston and Choi (2018). Figure 3.1
visualises the sequential mixed methods research design of this thesis. The rest of this
chapter details how data were collected and analysed to address the three research

questions.

Figure 3.1 Overview of the sequential mixed methods design of this thesis.

Interpretation: the arrows indicate that the findings from earlier analyses were inputs
into subsequent analyses to address RQ3.

Documents published by
the UK Government, UK .
. . Content
Parliament and the CCC > analvsis » RQI
on the CCC's advisory anaty
functions (N=331)
The CCC's
recommendations > Content RO2
contained in its annual analysis
progress reports (N=19)
VooTTTTTT :
The UK Government's l’ Yy R ]
FESpBE D the CCLs Content Regression
recommendations ~ pee-=-= > analvsis [~ > aHalvsis ----- » Interviews RQ3
contained in its response y 7
documents (N=15) : ' A A
: : b
: : '

------------------------------------

Source: author’s own composition

3.4 Data collection

3.4.1. Documents

A key element of this research was the collection and analysis of documents. A total
of 365 documents were collected to address all three RQs, of which 241 (66%) were
analysed (see Section 3.5.1. for a description of how and why documents were
excluded from analysis). All documents were publicly available and accessible online.
Full details of the documents that were collected and analysed to address each RQ are

set out in Appendix 1 and summarised below.

72



To answer RQ1 on the CCC’s statutory advisory functions®, 331 documents were
collected that pertained to the 2008 Climate Change Act (CCA), primarily
parliamentary debates on the design of the CCA — and the CCC therein - before its
establishment (2007-2008) and documents published by the UK government and the
CCC once the CCA was operational (2009-2020). Documents were collected
according to three groups. The first group of documents were those that had been
published by the UK Government (N=9) and included the initial 2007 Climate Change
Bill, the government’s response to pre-legislative scrutiny of the Bill, and its triennial
reviews of the CCC. The second group of documents were those that had been
published by the UK Parliament (N=304), predominantly pre-legislative scrutiny of
the Bill by UK Select Committees, parliamentary debates on the Bill in the House of
Lords and the House of Commons, and amendments to the Bill that were tabled in
each House. Although there were only 35 parliamentary debates on the Bill between
2007 and 2008 (UK Parliament, 2008), a total of 270 individual documents — that
comprised the 35 debates - were collected using NVivo’s NCapture function due to the
pagination of the UK Parliament’s website. The final group of documents were those
published by the CCC (N=18), primarily its corporate plans and insight briefings,
between 2009 and 2020.

To answer RQ2 on the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations, the CCC’s
annual progress reports were collected because they contained its statutory policy
recommendations for the UK Parliament as mandated under the CCA. As a public
body, the CCC uploaded its publications to its public website, including its annual
progress reports. Standardised webpage search criteria were used to identify these
reports for test-retest purposes (Bryman, 2016). A search yielded 19 annual progress
reports for the UK Parliament on mitigation (N=12) and adaptation (N=7) published
between 2009 and 2020. Although the CCC also provided ad hoc recommendations to
government ministers in letters, these were not collected because they were not
produced for the same audience and within a similar timeframe, hence they were not

considered suitable for cross-year comparisons (see Chapter 8).

5 As defined in Chapter 1, throughout this thesis the term advisory refers to “the power to make
recommendations, without necessarily being empowered to enforce them” (OED, no date b), whilst the
term function describes “the purpose or intended role of a thing” (OED, no date e).
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To answer RQ3 on the extent of — and conditions for - the (non-)use of the CCC’s
recommendations, the government’s formal written responses to the CCC’s mitigation
(N=12) and adaptation (N=3) recommendations were collected. If the UK Government
responded to the CCC’s recommendations via other means, such as in a press release
or on social media, these responses were excluded to curate a corpus of interannually
comparable responses, as per the approach of Russell and Benton (2011). The
government’s responses were analysed via a content analysis (see Section 3.5.1.) and
regression analysis (see Section 3.5.2.). and supplemented with data collected from

semi-structured interviews, to which we now turn.

3.4.2. Interviews

In addition to documents, data were also collected through semi-structured elite and
expert interviews to address RQ3. A semi-structured format provided the author and
the interviewee the flexibility to depart from the protocol to pursue unexpected and
interesting points of discussion (Bryman, 2016), for example if the interviewee had

experience working in a particular sector or at a particular point in the study period.

Between June and September 2023, 36 interviews were undertaken with people who
worked for the CCC and wrote its recommendations (N=23) or worked for the UK
Government and contributed to its responses to those recommendations (N=13)
between 2009 and 2020. Interviewee details are summarised in Table 3.3. A full list of
interviewees can be found in Appendix 2 including a summary of how the data from
each interviewee is referred to in the empirical chapters of this thesis (see Chapters 6

and 7) according to their consent form.

Table 3.3 Summary of interviewees.

Number of interviewees with experience in writing
. (CCC) or responding (UK Government) to the CCC’s
Organisation recommendations on mitigation, adaptation, or both
Mitigation | Adaptation Both Total

CCC 11 6 6 23
Committee Member 7 3 3 13
Secretariat 4 3 1 8
Communications 0 0 2 2
UK Government 6 5 2 13
Total 17 11 8 36

Source: author’s own composition
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A purposive and sequential sampling of interviewees was undertaken because the
government’s response documents to the CCC’s recommendations were entirely
anonymous. To acquire the names and contact details of the government officials who
contributed to writing the government’s responses to the CCC’s recommendations, it
was therefore crucial that interviews began with people who worked for the CCC.
Initial access to the CCC was secured in February 2023 when the author travelled to
the CCC’s office in London to present the results from a content analysis of documents
that had been undertaken to address RQ2 and had recently been published (see Dudley,
Jordan and Lorenzoni, 2022). This allowed the author to network and establish rapport
and trust with the CCC’s staff, elements that were considered critical for accessing
elites and experts for interviews (Goldstein, 2002; Harvey, 2011; Mikecz, 2012). The
acknowledgements lists in the CCC’s progress reports were also traced to identify staff
that worked for the CCC during much of the study period (2009-2020). These
interviewees were prioritized for recruitment due to their depth of insights, and to

enable longitudinal analysis and a triangulation of experiences over the same period.

CCC interviewees were also prioritised for recruitment if they were expected to be
able to provide the contact details for government officials to enable snowball
sampling. This approach was critical to gaining the perspectives and understandings
of the officials who responded to the CCC’s recommendations (see Chapter 8).
Snowball sampling has long been used to identify government officials to interview
on their (non-)use of knowledge in policymaking e.g., see Patton et al., (1977). The
approach has also been applied in more recent research on the CCA post-adoption to
recruit policy actors for interviews, including from the CCC and central government,
due to the “exclusive nature of policy networks” (Gillard, 2016, p. 29). A total of 17
interviewees were identified and recruited from snowball sampling, including all 13
government officials who were interviewed by the author for this thesis. Interviewees

were recruited via email (N=31) or direct messages on LinkedIn (N=5).

As per the guidance of interview methodologists Roulston and Choi (2018), interview
questions were derived from two sources. First, in relation to the conceptual
framework developed in Chapter 2, the author asked interviewees about their
experiences and observations of the five modes — and four conditions — of (non-)use.
Interviewees were also asked for their reflections on other causal conditions for each

mode. Second, questions were also derived from the findings of the preceding content
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and regression analyses. For example, in accordance with the sequential mixed
methods design (see Figure 3.1), interviewees were asked what might explain the
statistically significant predictors for government responses, and whether the author’s
composition of independent variables aligned with the interviewees’ working
understandings of each variable. This approach allowed the author to gain a deeper
understanding of the regression results and also enabled the composition of some
variables to be refined. For example, the author had initially coded adaptation
recommendations for whether they were focused on the water sector; however, several
interviewees reflected that a delineation between recommendations that focused on
flood risk management from those that addressed water supply and demand would
better align with the features and operations in these areas. In another example, the
author had initially coded mitigation and adaptation recommendations for whether
they were addressed to a government department; however, government interviewees
reflected that the regression findings would be clearer if they differentiated between
those that were addressed to a sponsor or non-sponsor department of the CCC, in
accordance with the 2010 Framework Document that granted responsibility for

meeting statutory targets to sponsor departments (HM Government et al., 2010).

Following the guidance of methodologists Wang and Yan (2012), interview questions
were open-ended and designed to collect data on core topics of interest to this thesis,
namely developments in the CCC’s recommendations over time, whether and how they
had been used across the five modes of (non-)use, and the associated causal conditions.
The interview protocol received ethical approval from the UEA Science Research
Ethics Committee (ETH2223-1786) in April 2023 before interviews commenced. The

semi-structured interview schedule can be found in Appendix 3.

Ensuring the confidentiality of interviewees in transcripts and publications is widely
advocated in ethical codes (Bryman, 2016, p. 127). Due to their standing in
organizations, elites and experts are likely to be easily identifiable (Bogner, Littig and
Menz, 2018). The issues and limits of confidentiality and anonymity are therefore
particularly acute for expert and elite interviews and so these matters should be
considered at all stages of the research project, as advocated in research ethics
frameworks e.g., see CUREC (2020), ESRC (2021) and UREC (2021). The ethics of
elite and expert interviews were considered and addressed by the author in the

following ways.
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Firstly, interviewees were recruited based on voluntary and informed consent whereby
they were informed of the purpose of the study, its risks, benefits, and their right to
withdraw at the point of initial contact, and again at the start of the interview. Second,
each interviewee completed a consent form before the interview that recorded their
preference for data handling, specifically whether their data would be on the record,
pseudonymized, or anonymized. Interviewees were informed that it was difficult — if
not impossible — to anonymize elite and expert interview data because they were likely
to be re-identifiable through contextual information as they were a small cohort of
high-profile individuals (Bogner, Littig and Menz, 2018; CUREC, 2020; Noé et al.,
2022). Where requested by the interviewee on their consent form, data were
pseudonymized by replacing identifying features, such as names and job titles, with a
general indication of whether they were a CCC or government interviewee. This
approach followed prevailing studies that have used elite interviews e.g., see Hintze
and El Emam (2018) and Keskitalo (2022). Finally, a transcription must be loyal to an
expert’s oral account (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2018). The author therefore undertook
“member checking” (Saldana, 2013, p. 35) with interviewees by sending pertinent
quotes, and a summary of the paragraph that the quote was used in, to interviewees
during analysis so they could provide any clarifications or amendments to improve the

accuracy of the findings reported in Chapters 6 and 7.

Interviews were carried out in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. The author
therefore conducted the interviews remotely over video using Microsoft Teams (N=34)
or by phone (N=2). Remote interviews offer many benefits that “challenge the
presentation of the face-to-face interview as the ‘gold standard’” including less time
and financial costs, increased interviewer and interviewee safety, flexible scheduling,
and increased participation, particularly for elites who often have limited time
available (Self, 2021, p. 3). The author benefited from these aspects and was able to
undertake 36 interviews with a geographically dispersed and elite population over
three months. Moreover, during each interview, the Microsoft Teams transcription
function was run, and the audio was recorded with permission from each interviewee.
A benefit of this approach was that the Teams transcription provided a verbatim written
record of the interview that indicated which person was talking. After each interview,
the author replayed the audio and checked the transcription for accuracy. It was read

in detail to enable the author to get closer to the data, begin to identify key themes and
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become aware of any similarities and differences between interviewee responses
(Bryman, 2016). This approach increased the efficiency, reliability, and validity of the
author’s analysis of the interview transcripts (Keen, Lomeli-Rodriguez and Joffe,

2022). Interview transcripts were analysed via content analysis, to which we now turn.

3.5 Data analysis

As introduced in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, the author undertook content analysis and

regression analysis to address the three RQs. Each analysis is now described.

3.5.1. Content analysis

As set out in Section 3.4.1., documents were a core dataset of this thesis. Each set of
documents, collected for each RQ, was analysed via a content analysis, as were the
interview transcripts for RQ3. Content analysis is a way to analyse text and quantify
the content therein “in terms of predetermined categories in a systematic and replicable
manner” through the allocation of ‘codes’ to selected pieces of text (Bryman, 2016, p.
283), as explained below. Content analysis can also be used to analyse prevalent
narratives or themes on a particular topic in a more qualitative approach, including

analysis of documents and interview transcripts (Hurst, 2023), as in this thesis.

NVivo (Lumivero, 2017 and 2023) was used to store and analyse documents and
transcripts because it was a well-established content analysis software with substantial
user guidance e.g., see Schreier (2012), Saldana (2013) and Neuendorf (2020). NVivo
was also selected because it can overcome some of the limitations of a manual content
analysis such as human error, internal inconsistency, and a reduced ability to compare
within — and across — coded text (Feldman, 1995; Marshall, 2002). This is because
NVivo allows a researcher to apply multiple codes quickly and efficiently to a piece
of text that is then stored in a searchable database, alongside a transparent log file of
the coder’s actions, so that the text can be re-examined in the context from which it
was coded (Jackson and Bazeley, 2019, p. 8). The use of NVivo in content analysis can
therefore “enhance [the] transparency and trustworthiness” of the research process

(Kaefer, Roper and Sinha, 2015, p. 1).
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To ensure the transparency and replicability of each content analysis, the author
developed a relevant codebook that set out the codes, coding rules, and coding

exemplars that guided the coding of relevant data, as per Bryman (2016). Codes were:

“...aword or short phrase that symbolically assign[ed] a summative, salient,
essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute to a portion of [...] [text]

data.” (Saldana, 2013, p. 3)

Each codebook set out a “branching coding system” of adult and child codes, the latter
of which was applied to identified pieces of text, following the approach of content
analysis methodologists Jackson and Bazeley (2019, p. 9). For example, in the content
analysis of the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations for RQ2, sectoral focus
was an adult code with child codes that specified individual sectors such as energy,
buildings, transport etcetera; each recommendation was ‘coded’ with one of these child

codes to indicate its sectoral focus.

For each content analysis, preliminary adult and child codes were derived deductively
from relevant literatures. During the pilot for each analysis, a purposive sample of
documents or interview transcripts was read in detail to identify where the data —
appropriate to the relevant RQ - was located and to refine the phrasing and number of
child codes. For example, a pilot study of the CCC’s annual progress reports for RQ2°
identified that its recommendations — the unit of analysis - were consistently located
in the Executive Summary, and so analysis of each report focused on the Executive
Summary. This approach followed a postmodern perspective which did not uphold the

classical view on the need to code a complete body of data (Saldana, 2013).

Throughout each content analysis, child codes were iteratively created, merged, and
dissolved to maintain their discreteness and avoid duplication, as per Krippendorff
(2004). This process also enabled codes to be inductively revealed as the analysis
progressed. In these instances, documents that had previously been coded were re-

analysed according to the newly identified codes, as detailed below.

For each RQ, the collected documents were analysed in chronological order. Where
relevant, once a document had been coded, the expected counts for each adult and

child code — as set out in the coding rules of the codebook — were compared to the

® This pilot was undertaken during the author’s Master of Research (MRes) in Social Science Research
Methods at the University of East Anglia in 2019 to 2020.
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counts displayed in NVivo. For example, the content analysis of the government’s
responses to the CCC’s recommendations involved regular checking of the counts in
NVivo to ensure that the number of responses matched the number of
recommendations that had been identified in the analysis for RQ2. If there were
discrepancies, Matrix Coding Queries were run to determine if a response had been
double counted or missed and, in such instances, the coding was rectified in NVivo.
For the content analysis of interview transcripts for RQ3, the analysis was qualitative

so the quantification and counting of codes was not needed (Hurst, 2023).

The author followed the approach of Kaefer, Roper and Sinha (2015) and used
visualisation tools in NVivo to identify any links and relationships between codes, both
within and across documents and, separately, interview transcripts. In particular,
multiple Matrix Coding Queries were run in NVivo to cross-tabulate codes within and
across documents or transcripts. These cross-tabulations produced a table that showed
the count of data points that had been assigned to two codes. A benefit of using NVivo
was that it allowed for the interrogation of coded data within its original context, and
so this feature was used extensively to understand the identified intersections between
codes. Data were extracted to Excel and analysed further through the calculation of
descriptive statistics and graphs to identify patterns over time where relevant. Coding
consistency and reliability measures, such as Kappa’s coefficient, were also calculated
where appropriate. The rest of this section provides additional detail on the three

content analyses that were undertaken by the author.
Content analysis of the CCC'’s statutory advisory functions, 2007 to 2020 (RQ1)

As described in Section 3.4.1., a total of 331 documents were collected to address RQ1.
A pilot investigation was initially undertaken of ten documents selected from different
years and different institutions to identify whether, where, and how the CCC and its
advisory functions were referred to in each document. The pilot quickly revealed
notable variations in the length and format of these documents. It also revealed that
the documents covered a wide range of topics beyond the CCC and its advisory
functions, primarily the design and operation of the CCA, as well as the CCC’s other
statutory functions that were not studied in this thesis, such as those that pertained to
emissions reporting and monitoring. Moreover, the language used across the

documents to describe the CCC’s advisory functions was somewhat consistent. For
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example, the pilot revealed that the CCC was referred to as an “independent statutory
body” (EFRA Committee, 2007, p. 9), a “new independent body” (HM Government,
2007b, p. 7) and an “independent non-departmental public body” (House of Lords,
2007a, col. 1125).

Due to the nature of parliamentary debates, discussions of the CCC’s advisory
functions were not constrained to the same part of each document, not least because
the documents did not contain a standard format or structure. The time and resource
constraints of this thesis prevented the author from reading each of the 331 documents
in their entirety to identify and code the relevant data. The author therefore derived a
list of standardised search terms inductively from a literature review and during the
pilot to ensure that the analysis focused only on data that pertained to the CCC’s

statutory advisory functions. The list of search terms was refined during coding proper.

To ensure data were not excluded from coding, search terms were stemmed to their
root form to ensure a systematic manual coding of the text e.g., see Rona-Tas et al.,
(2019) and Macanovic (2022). For example, the stemmed search term ‘advi-° was used
to simultaneously identify data on advice, advise, advising, advisory etcetera.
Acronyms were also searched for, such as ‘CCC’ and ‘NDPB’. Each of the 331
documents was systematically searched using the standardised list of search terms in
NVivo. Where search terms identified relevant text, the surrounding text was read in
detail. If the data were identified as being relevant to the CCC’s statutory advisory

functions, then it was coded following the codebook (see Appendix 4).

The author followed the methodology of Saldana (2013) whereby the identification of
a new term to refer to the CCC or its advisory functions in later documents was cross-
checked with earlier documents that had already been coded. For example, references
to the CCC as a ‘commission’ were identified in debates in the House of Lords in
January 2008 (House of Lords, 2008e, col. 1064) and so already-coded documents
were re-searched for the term ‘commission’ to verify — and rectify as necessary — any
data that pertained to the CCC’s advisory functions that had not been coded in the first
instance. This ensured that insights gained from later documents informed coding
decisions relating to earlier documents (Saldana, 2013). In these instances, NVivo
coding stripes and text highlights were turned on when searching the document to
identify if the data had already been coded.
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If the search terms identified a section of text that, upon detailed reading, pertained to
the CCC but not its advisory functions, for example on its reporting functions, then the
data were not coded. If a document was searched for each of the terms on the search
list and no results were found, then the document was excluded from analysis because
it was deemed to not be relevant to the focus of RQ1. A total of 124 (37%) documents
were excluded on this basis (see Appendix 1 Table 1 for the full list of documents that
were collected and analysed for RQI). A total of 207 documents were therefore
analysed in NVivo as per the content analysis methodology set out in Section 3.5.1.

Chapter 4 presents the empirical results of this analysis.

Content analysis of the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations, 2009 to

2020 (RQ2)

As described in Section 3.4.1., the CCC’s annual progress reports from 2009 to 2020
on mitigation (N=12) and adaptation (N=7) were collected to address RQ2 because
they contained its statutory policy recommendations (see Appendix 1 Table 2 for the
full list of documents that were collected and analysed). A pilot’ revealed inconsistency
in the CCC’s language to describe its recommendations which were sometimes
referred to as “policy requirements” (CCC, 2016b, pp. 16—17) or “milestones for the
coming year” (CCC, 2018, pp. 21-22). The style of reports and the location of
recommendations therein were also inconsistent over time. Across the corpus, the CCC
most often located its recommendations in the Executive Summary of each report®.
Based on the pilot, a definition of a recommendation was derived to ensure consistent

textual interpretation over time as:

Any statement within the Executive Summary that an actor, whether named
or not, should take some stated future action, indicated by terms such as
‘required’, ‘should’, ‘must’, or ‘recommends’ but excluding terms such as
‘could’; it includes key details such as the addressee, target, and sectoral

focus.

" This pilot was undertaken during the author’s Master of Research (MRes) in Social Science Research
Methods at the University of East Anglia in 2019 to 2020.

8 Recommendations also infrequently appeared to be in the main body of the report or in its appendix,
hence these were excluded for consistency.
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Bullet-pointed actions following a statement such as ‘the CCC recommends...” were
treated as individual recommendations. These definitions and approaches aligned with

those in the work of Russell and Benton (2011, p. 62) and Monk (2012, p. 144).

This content analysis aimed to identify the number of the CCC’s recommendations
that were provided to the UK Parliament and their characteristics over time. Adult
codes for this codebook were derived from the conceptual framework in Chapter 2
which identified recommendation characteristics as a condition that could facilitate
knowledge ‘use’ or non-use, namely their: addressee, sectoral focus, inclusion of
delivery targets, number and type of recommended action(s), and level of challenge to

the policy status quo.

The pilot for this content analysis revealed that some of the CCC’s recommendations
were repeated over time, either partially or verbatim. Repetition was therefore
inductively derived to be a sixth characteristic of the CCC’s recommendations and
analysed across the corpus (see Chapter 5). Recommendations were traced over time
and coded to indicate whether it was novel, meaning it had not appeared in previous
progress reports, or whether it was a partial or verbatim repetition of a previous
recommendation. A recommendation was considered to be a repetition if it put forward
the same fundamental recommended action, such as to publish a strategy on a
particular area or commit funding for a specified endeavour, as a previous
recommendation. The repetition of recommendations was traced over time following
the approach previously described for the content analysis of RQI, namely using
stemmed search terms derived from the recommendation itself, such as ‘strateg- or
‘fund-*, to search all the recommendations that had been identified in previous reports
to determine if a recommendation was a repetition. This was enabled by the curation
of a ‘master list’ of all recommendations across the CCC’s annual progress reports.
Specifically, each recommendation was coded to an adult code in NVivo that formed
a database of all recommendations across the corpus, meaning this could be searched

to identify if recommendations in later reports were repetitions from earlier reports.

An empirical measure of the level of challenge to the policy status quo was derived
from a longstanding theory developed by Fischer (1980, 1990, 2006). His four-level
framework was developed over three decades from a synthesis of prevailing literature

on policy evaluation. The author therefore distilled Fischer’s framework into its core
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elements, specifically a typology of four levels of challenge to the policy status quo.
These levels were used to analyse the extent to which the CCC’s recommendations
challenged the policy status quo because the CCC derived its recommendations from

its evaluations of government policy.

As summarised in Table 3.4, at levels one and two of Fischer’s typology, the CCC’s
recommendations were identified as supporting the policy status quo because they
focused on whether the government was meeting existing targets, if existing targets
were appropriate to address climate change, and whether they aligned with prevailing
values and beliefs. At levels three and four, recommendations were identified as
challenging the policy status quo because they evaluated whether existing policies
would enhance or limit the achievement of wider societal values such as equity and
justice, or if they recommended that an existing policy should be changed, or a new
one introduced, to achieve these values or increase the government’s ambition.

Appendix 5 summarises the codebook used for the content analysis to address RQ?2.

Table 3.4 Overview of Fischer’s theory of policy evaluation and its application in
this thesis.

Level of Fischer’s
typology*

Description of a
policy evaluation at
this level**

Application in this thesis***

1. Technical
verification of

policy objectives

Verifies whether
existing policies are
meeting declared

objectives.

Recommendations coded at this
level were supportive of the policy
status quo as they evaluated if the
government was meeting existing

targets e.g., carbon budgets.

2. Situational
validation of policy

objectives

Evaluates whether
policy objectives are
appropriate and
relevant to an
identified policy

problem.

Recommendations coded at this
level were supportive of the policy
status quo as they evaluated
whether existing targets were
appropriate to address climate
change e.g., whether carbon budgets

were at an appropriate level.

*verbatim Fischer (2006, p. 18) | ** summary of Fischer (1980, 1990, 2006) | *** author’s interpretation

Source: author’s own composition

Continued overleaf
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Table 3.4 continued.

Level of Fischer’s

Description of a

policy evaluation at

Application in this thesis***

vindication of value

orientations

achievement of
societal values (e.g.,
equality, freedom,
community etc.)
within existing

social arrangements.

typology™ this level**
Evaluates whether a
given policy Recommendations coded at this
objective enhances | level were challenging of the policy
or limits the status quo because they evaluated
3. Systems

the value implications of existing
government policies and if they
would address climate change in a
way that achieved societal values

such as equity, fairness, and justice.

4. Exploration of
societal choices

Considers which
societal values
policies should
ideally be built
upon, and whether
realising them
requires a
restructuring of

society.

Recommendations coded at this
level were challenging of the policy
status quo because they evaluated
whether existing policies should be
changed, or new ones introduced, to
achieve societal values and increase

ambition on climate change.

*verbatim Fischer (2006, p. 18) | ** summary of Fischer (1980, 1990, 2006) | *** author’s interpretation

Source: author’s own composition

Finally, the author was the sole coder for all recommendation characteristics apart from
the level of challenge to the policy status quo because this required the interpretation
and application of theory. Multiple coders were therefore involved to improve the
quality and reliability of findings (Church, Dunn and Prokopy, 2019). This followed

the approach of existing studies that had used multiple coders to undertake a theory-
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based content analysis e.g., see Azar et al., (2013). Accordingly, two additional coders®

were involved in coding recommendations for this characteristic.

The author developed the original codebook which was refined through discussion,
feedback, and pilot coding with the additional two coders. The content analysis
comprised the three coders performing three rounds of coding of all the CCC’s
mitigation and adaptation recommendations against Fischer’s four levels. The author
initially coded all recommendations against each level, referring to the codebook
summarised in Table 3.4. The other two coders then blindly coded half of the
recommendations each, referring to the same codebook, following the guidance of
O’Connor and Joffe (2020). Time and resource constraints prevented a single second
coder from coding the entire dataset; however, this meant that the second round of
coding was undertaken by two people, and Cohen’s kappa (k) indicated limited and
varied coder agreement between the first and ‘second’ coder across Fischer’s four
levels (see Chapter 8). Instances of disagreement were identified and passed to a third
coder to make the final decision by coding the recommendation blindly, following a
“’majority rules’ decision” (O’Connor and Joffe, 2020, p. 9). Once the three rounds of
coding were complete, each recommendation was deemed to have met a pre-
determined threshold of consensus whereby at least two researchers had agreed on the
level of each recommendation, following the rationale and approach of Haug et al.,

(2009). The results of this analysis are presented in Chapter 5.

Content analysis of the government’s responses to the CCC’s recommendations,

2009 to 2020 (RO3)

The third content analysis involved an analysis of the UK Government’s written
responses to the CCC’s policy recommendations that were identified in the content
analysis for RQ2. As introduced in Sections 3.2. and 3.3, several existing public policy
studies had analysed a government’s written responses to recommendations by directly
applying the codebook of Russell and Benton (2011) because it was “[p]erhaps the
most comprehensive work in this field” (Reader, 2015, p. 497) e.g., see Caygill (2019),
Lynch and Whitaker (2019) and Elston and Zhang (2022).

Following this precedent, the author traced the CCC’s recommendations through to the

government’s written response documents. The government’s responses to the CCC’s

% Namely the author’s PhD supervisors, Professors Andy Jordan and Irene Lorenzoni.
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mitigation recommendations (2009-2020) and adaptation recommendations (2015-
2020)%° were coded according to the codebook of Russell and Benton (see Table 3.5).
The responses were coded in the same NVivo file that had been used to undertake the
content analysis for RQ2. This was done to enable the author to run cross-tabulations
of the distribution of the government’s responses across each of the characteristics of
the CCC’s recommendations. The government sometimes provided lengthy responses
to a recommendation that were one or more pages long. In these instances, the most
predominant response was coded by the author as per Table 3.5, following the

approach of Russell and Benton (2011).

Table 3.5 Summary of the codebook used to code the UK Government’s
responses to the CCC’s recommendations.

Adult code* Description**

The government explicitly accepted the recommendation in

Accepted in full full and committed to undertake the recommended action.

The government agreed with the general thrust of the

Frﬁrt;ﬁzlilz or recommendation but not at the level of detail in the
acfeptedy recommendation, or accepted part of a recommendation but

did not respond to another aspect of it.

The recommendation received a neutral response, for example
the government fully rejected part of it and fully accepted
another aspect of it, or the government said it would consider
the recommendation but did not commit to delivering it, or the
government said it was already doing what the
recommendation calls for but it was unclear when that action
started.

The government rejected the recommendation but not
explicitly such as by claiming the recommended action was
not necessary, for example if it claimed that it had already
done what was being recommended but what the government
described was different to the recommendation, thereby
‘dodging’ it, or where part of a recommendation was
explicitly rejected whilst another aspect was not responded to.
The government explicitly rejected the recommendation in
full, did not commit to any future action and gave no
indication its position would change, instead stating that it

‘disagreed with’ or ‘rejected’ the recommendation.
*verbatim Russell and Benton (2011, p. 101-102) | *summary of Russell and Benton (2011, p. 101-102)

Neither accepted
nor rejected

Partially or
implicitly rejected

Rejected in full

Source: Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 101-102

10 The UK Government started responding to the CCC’s adaptation recommendations in 2015.
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The fourth and final content analysis of this thesis was of the 36 semi-structured
interview transcripts. As described in Section 3.5.1., this was a qualitative analysis that
sought to identify the areas of agreement and disagreement among interviewees on the
(non-)use of the CCC’s recommendations, across all five modes, and their causal
conditions. From the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, the five modes — and four
conditions — were the child codes. Each transcript was read in its entirety and text was
coded that aligned with the definitions of each mode or condition, as set out in the
conceptual framework of this thesis. As previously described in this current chapter,
the analysis also inductively derived any conditions for a mode that were identified by

an interviewee. The results of this analysis are presented in Chapters 6 and 7.

3.5.2. Regression analysis

As set out in Table 3.1 (in Section 3.2), there was a precedent for public policy scholars
to undertake a regression analysis of the relationship between the characteristics of
recommendations and the government’s written responses e.g., as in Russell and
Benton (2011), Monk (2012), Caygill (2019), Lynch and Whitaker (2019) and Elston
and Zhang (2022). This existing work focused on predictors for acceptance and

rejection responses.

The author undertook a binary logistic regression analysis of the statistical relationship
between the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations, which were coded to
address RQ2, and the government’s acceptance and, separately, rejection responses to
those recommendations, which were coded to address RQ3. A third model was run that
used non-committal responses as its dependent variable in alignment with the
definition of non-use in this thesis which included both rejection and non-committal
responses (see Chapter 2). These three models were run for the CCC’s mitigation
recommendations and, separately, its adaptation recommendations, meaning Ssix

models were run in total, each with one of the three responses as its dependent variable.

The aforementioned content analysis identified if a recommendation did not receive a
response; in these cases, the recommendations were marked as ‘system missing’ in
SPSS so as not to introduce bias. In particular, 27 mitigation - and 26 adaptation -
recommendations were repeated verbatim for different government departments in the
2020 report; however, the government only provided one response to the initial

recommendation. The response to the first appearance of the recommendation was
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therefore coded and the repeated recommendations were marked as ‘system missing’.
Additionally, adaptation recommendations only started receiving responses from the
government in 2015 and so these were coded to 2020. Responses to the
recommendations provided between 2010 and 2014 were therefore coded as ‘missing’.
This meant that there was not sufficient statistical power to include the characteristics
of addressee and delivery targets in the three adaptation models (see Chapter 8). The

three mitigation models contained all six characteristics.

The independent variables in each model were the characteristics of recommendations
that were coded to address RQ2. Two characteristics were handled as binomial
variables whereby the characteristic was either present or absent in a recommendation,
specifically delivery targets and repetition. The remaining four characteristics were
coded as categorical variables, specifically addressee, sectoral focus, recommended
action, and level of challenge to the policy status quo. The level of challenge to the
policy status quo was derived from Fischer’s four-level theory of policy evaluation
described in Table 3.4. Recommendations for each of the four levels were combined
into one variable in SPSS to increase statistical power because some levels had less
than 20 coded recommendations, particularly at levels 3 and 4. Recommendations
were therefore recoded as (a) supporting the policy status quo (level 1 and/or 2), (b)
challenging the policy status quo (level 3 and/or 4), (c) simultaneously supporting and
challenging the policy status quo (level 1 and/or 2 and level 3 and/or 4) or (d) not
meeting the criteria for any level. Cross-tabulations were run in SPSS to identify and
curate a ‘multiple’ category for each categorical variable that was comprised of
recommendations that, respectively, included multiple addressees, multiple sectors,
multiple recommended actions, and both supported and challenged the policy status
quo. Within each variable, if there were insufficient data for analysis, categories were
merged with others if appropriate, or coded into an ‘other’ category to ensure sufficient

statistical power.

SPSS outputs were interpreted to identify the statistical significance of any
characteristic for any response at the standard .05 level. Cross-tabulations were also
undertaken in SPSS to analyse the relative distribution of the government’s responses
according to the characteristics of recommendations. Results from this analysis are

reported in Chapter 7.
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3.6 Conclusions

This chapter has provided an overview of the data collection and analysis methods that
were used to address the three research questions set out in Chapter 1. It began by
examining the approaches of existing empirical research that had studied the five
modes of (non-)use and their causal conditions. It identified that there was a precedent
to study each mode through a content analysis and/or regression analysis of documents
and interview transcripts. It then set out the sequential, mixed methods research design
of this thesis whereby the content analysis of documents, specifically of the
characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations and the government’s associated
responses, was undertaken before regression analysis because the results from these
content analyses were used as the dependent and independent variables. The final
phase of data collection was semi-structured interviews undertaken to complement and

expand upon the quantitative findings from previous content and regression analyses.

These methods were informed by the overall aim and three research questions that
underpinned this thesis, as well as its conceptual framework on the (non-)use of
climate policy recommendations set out in Chapter 2. This chapter has therefore
provided a detailed account of the author’s “analytical treatment” of “when and how
knowledge matters in the policy process” (Radaelli, 1995, p. 160) through the

sequential mixed methods approach that was developed to address RQ3.

This thesis now moves to present the empirical results from these analyses in Chapters
4 to 7. Chapter 4 examines the results from a content analysis on the formulation of
the CCC’s statutory advisory functions as they appear in the 2008 Climate Change Act,
to address RQ1. Chapter 5 addresses RQ2 through its presentation of results from a
content analysis of the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations, and any
developments, over time. RQ3 is addressed over two empirical chapters to provide the
author with sufficient space to address both elements of the question in detail. Chapter
6 presents the results from a content analysis and qualitative interviews on the extent
to which the CCC’s recommendations were used across each of the five modes.
Chapter 7 presents the findings from regression analyses and interviews on the
conditions under which recommendations were (not) used by UK Government
officials throughout the study period. Each of the three RQs is then answered and
discussed in Chapter 8.
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Chapter 4
The formulation of the CCC’s statutory advisory
functions, 2007 to 2020

4.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the first research question of this thesis: what are the statutory
advisory functions of the CCC and how were they formulated between 2007 and
2020?'* The previous chapter described that over 300 documents were collected to
address this question, namely those published by the UK Parliament, the UK
Government, and the CCC between 2007 and 2020. This current chapter presents the
findings from a content analysis of those documents. It identifies and traces
developments in three main areas of debate that shaped the formulation of the CCC’s
statutory advisory functions: whether its advice should be mandatory for the
government, whether its functions should be reformulated such that it introduces
policy rather than advises on it, and whether it should advise only on mitigation or also
adaptation. These formative areas of debate are traced through to documents published
after the enactment of the 2008 Climate Change Act. Following the approach detailed
in Chapter 3, this chapter does not address the CCC’s other statutory functions.

The UK legislative process begins with a government consultation and publication of
a draft Bill. Following pre-legislative scrutiny and its progress through the House of
Lords and the House of Commons — for debate and amendments — the Bill becomes
law after Royal Assent. This chapter is structured in chronological order and follows
the UK legislative process. Section 4.2 examines the UK Government’s initial
formulation of the CCC in the 2007 Climate Change Bill and pre-legislative scrutiny
of the Bill. Section 4.3 traces the main debates on the CCC’s advisory functions in the
Lords (Section 4.3.1.) and the Commons (Section 4.3.3.), as well as the amendments
tabled in both Houses. Section 4.4 traces these debates in documents published by the
CCC and the UK Government between 2009 and 2020. Section 4.5 summarises

changes to the CCC’s advisory functions over the study period. Section 4.6 concludes.

1 Throughout this thesis the term advisory refers to “the power to make recommendations, without
necessarily being empowered to enforce them” (OED, no date b) and the term functions describes “the
purpose or intended role of a thing” (OED, no date e) (see Chapter 1).
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4.2 The 2007 Climate Change Bill

4.2.1 Initial Government proposal: March 2007

In the UK the legislative process begins with a government consultation on a Bill. In
March 2007 the UK Government launched a consultation on its Climate Change Bill
(hereon ‘the Bill’ for brevity). The government proposed that the Bill would establish
“a new independent body, the Committee on Climate Change” (HM Government,
2007b, p. 21). Under its initial formulation, the CCC was given three main advisory
functions. First, to provide advice to the government on carbon budgets, domestic and
international efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and the contributions made
by sectors across the economy. Second, to take seven factors into account when
formulating its advice including scientific knowledge about climate change and
economic circumstances (HM Government, 2007b, p. 37). Finally, to provide other
advice, analysis, information, or assistance when requested by the Secretary of State.
Although Part 4 of the Bill created a duty for the Secretary of State to report to
Parliament on adaptation “from time to time” (HM Government, 2007b, p. 79), the
CCC’s functions - advisory and otherwise - were focused on mitigation, primarily
carbon budgets. Under Part 2, the CCC was also required to provide an annual progress
report to Parliament “setting out the Committee’s views on the progress made towards
meeting” the carbon budgets and the 2050 target (HM Government, 2007b, p. 74), to
which the Secretary of State was required to respond (HM Government, 2007b, p. 70).

Content analysis revealed that the CCC’s advisory functions were formulated in these
terms for three reasons. First, in its consultation document, the government repeatedly
stated its expectations for the CCC — and its advice — to be credible, transparent, and
independent. It therefore gave the CCC the function to account for seven factors when

formulating its advice:

“...so that — irrespective of the Government of the day — the analysis is seen
as objective and free from political interference, which would otherwise

potentially damage its credibility.” (HM Government, 2007b, p. 36)

Analysis showed that there were more references to these expectations — of the CCC’s
credibility, transparency, and independence - in the government’s initial formulation

of the Bill than in any of the subsequent pre-legislative scrutiny documents from Select
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Committees (see Section 4.2.2.), suggesting they were an important consideration for

the government when formulating the CCC and its advisory functions.

Second, the analysis revealed that the government formulated the CCC’s advisory
functions in the Bill to delineate them from its own decision-making powers. For
example, a core function of the CCC was to provide advice to the government on
carbon budgets that the government could choose whether to accept. Although the
government stated in its consultation document that it could “respond explaining,
where necessary, why the advice of the [CCC] had not been adopted” (HM
Government, 2007b, p. 52), it stopped short of including this as a requirement in the
Bill. The Secretary of State was therefore required to respond to the CCC’s annual
progress reports (Part 1, clause 11), rather than explain why the CCC’s advice had not

been followed in such circumstances, such as when setting carbon budgets.

Finally, the analysis revealed that the government formulated the CCC’s advisory
functions to contribute to a package of ‘“checks and balances” in the Bill (HM
Government, 2007b, p. 54). To that end, the Bill placed legal duties on the Secretary
of State to seek and take account of the CCC’s advice before making decisions, such
as when setting carbon budgets (Part 1, clause 4) and altering carbon budgets (Part 1,
clause 13). It argued this mechanism would “maintain the credibility and integrity of
the framework [legislation]” (HM Government, 2007b, p. 35). The initial formulations
of the CCC’s advisory functions, set out in this section, were subject to much scrutiny

and debate, to which we now turn.

4.2.2 Pre-legislative scrutiny: June — July 2007

After the government published its draft Bill, it moved to the pre-legislative scrutiny
stage. In June and July 2007, three UK Select Committees each produced a document
that scrutinized the draft Bill, namely the Environment Food and Rural Affairs (EFRA)
Committee, the Environmental Audit (EA) Committee, and a Joint Committee with

members drawn from the House of Lords and the House of Commons.

Analysis of these three documents identified the opening arguments of a debate that
would persist throughout 2007 and 2008: whether the UK Government should be
mandated to accept the CCC’s advice, in recognition that the draft Bill placed no such

duty on the Secretary of State. During pre-legislative scrutiny, these debates were
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underpinned by the argument that the CCC — and its advice — would be strengthened
if its advice were mandatory, as with the recommendations from the Monetary Policy
Committee (MPC). Demonstrably, a proposal from the EFRA Committee was that the
Secretary of State should be required to accept the CCC’s advice without debate to
“establish the independence” of the CCC and:

“...position the Committee’s advice alongside that of the [MPC] whose
interest rate decisions are not challengeable by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer except under very extreme circumstances.” (EFRA Committee,

2007, p. 28)

Analysis of the three documents revealed that there was more support for the CCC’s
advice remaining voluntary for the government, as in the 2007 Bill. A core argument
for this formulation was that “the issues involved in climate change policy are bigger
and more complex than those devolved to the MPC” (EA Committee, 2007, p. 60) and
so “it is right that there should be political accountability” for climate policy (EA
Committee, 2007, p. 56). To that end, the Joint Committee (2007, p. 49) proposed that
the 2007 Bill left “room for strengthening the CCC’s advice”. They observed that the
government was required to respond to “each [progress] report” from the CCC (HM
Government, 2007b, p. 70) but not its advice therein. The Joint Committee therefore
proposed that the government should be required to produce a public response to the

CCC'’s advice:

“...setting out how it intends to act upon the recommendations and, in the
event that the Committee’s advice is rejected, giving a full explanation of
the reasons for reaching a different decision.” (Joint Committee, 2007, pp.

49-50)

This amendment would enable the public to see “whether or not the Government had
followed the Committee’s recommendations”, increase the transparency of the
“relationship” between the CCC and the government, and “give more authority to the
conclusions of the Committee” (Joint Committee, 2007, pp. 49—-50). A similar proposal

was made by the EA Committee (2007, p. 60).

The analysis also identified inaugural reflections on a second prominent area of debate
that would contribute to the formulation of the CCC’s statutory advisory functions

throughout 2007 and 2008: whether its function should be reformulated from the
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provision of advice to the function of introducing policy instruments and setting
climate targets (hereon ‘policymaking functions’). Some of the witnesses who gave
evidence to the Select Committees (hereon ‘witnesses’) were concerned that the CCC’s
initial advisory functions gave it little scope to influence government policy or provide
authoritative advice. Cross-tabulations revealed that the witnesses who raised these
concerns often made suggestions to strengthen the CCC’s impact, primarily by giving
the CCC the powers to set, monitor, and enforce statutory targets for reducing
emissions instead of the government. Demonstrably, Professor Kevin Anderson shared

this view and argued that:

“The [CCC] really needs to have some teeth. It should not just be an
advisory committee, the committee itself should actually manipulate the
[policy] instruments [...]; it should be allowed to play with these things to
achieve the targets. It should not be the role of [the] Government as a whole,
which has other political concerns, to manipulate the instruments. They

should be manipulated by the [CCC].” (EFRA Committee, 2007, p. 27)

These suggestions were a notable departure from the Bill which did not give the CCC
any policymaking functions. Nonetheless, other witnesses argued that the CCC’s
functions should not extend into policymaking because it would undermine its
independence. There was a particular concern that a conflict of interest would arise if

the CCC were to:

“...[propose] what the [carbon] budgets are, [set] the budgets and then
[review] whether progress against those budgets was achieved.” (EFRA

Committee, 2007, p. 26)

Despite lengthy consideration of this topic, none of the Select Committees
recommended that the Bill should be amended to give the CCC policymaking

functions. On the contrary, the EFRA Committee recommended:

“The [CCC] should not be a policymaking or delivery body, it should be
focused on the provision of advice with regard to the budgets, and the
publication of progress reports, but it must not be prevented from advising
the Government on any matters that may come to its attention while carrying

out its duties.” (EFRA Committee, 2007, p. 28)
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To increase the impact of the CCC some Select Committees made recommendations
to expand the CCC’s functions beyond advising on carbon budgets into other areas,
such as auditing the emissions statistics published by the Government (Environmental
Audit Committee, 2007). Others recommended an expansion of the policy decisions
that required the government to consider the CCC’s advice. For example, the EFRA
Committee and Joint Committee were concerned that there was no obligation for the
Secretary of State to seek the CCC’s advice before amending the 2020 and 2050
emissions reduction targets, and so they made recommendations to that effect.
Moreover, the Joint Committee (2007) found that its witnesses were confused over
whether the CCC was expected to provide specific — or broad — advice on a sector-by-

sector basis and so they recommended:

“The [CCC] will be unable to fulfil its statutory duty to advise if it does not
investigate in full the scope for sector-by-sector carbon emissions. [...] We
recommend that the Bill explicitly set out that the [CCC] is required to
advise the Secretary of State on contributions by each sector towards

meeting the carbon budget.” (Joint Committee, 2007, p. 47)

Finally, there was debate about the topics on which the CCC should advise, such as
emissions from international aviation and shipping. Notably, only one Select
Committee discussed the adaptation reporting powers in the Bill (Joint Committee,
2007, p. 67), and none recommended that the CCC should be given any functions that

pertained to adaptation.

4.2.3 Amendments: October — November 2007

The Government responded to the pre-legislative scrutiny in October 2007 and
subsequently published an amended version of the Bill in November 2007 (HM
Government, 2007a). The government introduced several amendments to “further
strengthen the transparency and accountability of the Bill’s framework” (HM
Government, 2007c, p. 6). For example, it added a requirement for the CCC to publish
its advice (Part 2, clause 27(6)) and provide the reasons for its advice (Part 2, clause
27(3)) to “ensure the Committee is fully transparent in its workings and in the advice
that it gives, and that the budget-setting process is fully transparent” (HM Government,
2007c, p. 24). The Government also introduced an amendment for the Secretary of

State to publish the reasons for setting a carbon budget at a level different to that
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advised by the CCC, in such circumstances (Part 1, clause 9). In relation to the CCC’s
progress reports, the requirement for the Secretary of State remained the same as in
the initial March 2007 Bill: it was required to produce a response to “each [progress]
report” of the CCC rather than the specific recommendations therein (Part 2, clause

29(1)), as had been proposed by Select Committees (see Section 4.2.2.).

The government also introduced a requirement for the Secretary of State to consider
the CCC’s advice in a wider set of circumstances, such as before amending the 2050
target (Part 1, 3(1)(a)) as recommended by the Joint Committee. The government made
these amendments to “strengthen the Committee’s role” and “further ensure that
decisions are robust and based on a high level of transparent scrutiny” (HM

Government, 2007c¢, p. 7).

Under Part 4 of the amended Bill an additional duty was put on the Secretary of State
to lay a programme for adaptation before Parliament (Part 4, 49), in addition to their
initial function of laying adaptation reports before Parliament “from time to time” (HM
Government, 2007a, p. 26). Notably, the CCC was not given any additional duties in
relation to adaptation and its advisory functions remained focused on mitigation,

primarily carbon budgets.

Analysis traced recommendations from Select Committees through to the
government’s response to the pre-legislative scrutiny and identified several that were
not accepted. This provided insight into the government’s formulation of the CCC’s
advisory functions in the amended Bill, which remained largely unchanged from the

initial Bill from March 2007. First, the Government set out its position that:

“...the Committee should not be a policy-making body, and we feel strongly
that it should not be able to offer unsolicited advice on individual policies at

any time.” (HM Government, 2007c, p. 27)

The Government cited the amended Bill’s new provision for the Secretary of State to
request the CCC’s advice as a mechanism to prevent the CCC from offering unsolicited
advice. Moreover, the Government reinforced its delineation of the functions of the
CCC and those of the government, in alignment with its initial position in the March

2007 Bill (see Section 4.2.1.), by stating:
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“...we continue to believe that the Committee’s role should be to provide
advice on [carbon] budgets but that the Government should be responsible
for setting them [...] giving the responsibility for setting budgets to the
Committee would probably be unworkable and would mean devolving
significant policy decisions to an unelected body.” (HM Government,

2007c, p. 25)

Moreover, the government rejected the EFRA Committee’s recommendation for the
Secretary of State to have a legal duty to accept the CCC’s recommendations without

debate because that:

“...would make the [CCC] a de facto policymaking body. The role of the
[CCC] is to provide expert advice and the role of the Secretary of State is to
make decisions taking proper account of that advice.” (HM Government,

2007c, p. 72)

The Government argued that the responsibility for developing policy on carbon
budgets and associated targets should rest with it rather than the CCC (HM
Government, 2007c, p. 89). The government also rejected a recommendation from the
Joint Committee that the CCC should advise the Secretary of State on sectoral
contributions to carbon budgets because “it will be for Government to make policy
decisions on where effort should be made” (HM Government, 2007c, p. 55). Moreover,
the government rejected the EFRA Committee’s proposal “that the Committee may
make recommendations at any time on the targets” (HM Government, 2007c, p. 72)

because:

“...allowing the [CCC] to propose revisions to the targets when it likes
would impact on the long term signals the targets in the Bill send and reduce

certainty for business.” (HM Government, 2007c, p. 67)

Despite the government’s rejection of these recommendations, these remained
prominent topics of debate in both Houses of the UK Parliament, to which we now

turn.
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4.3 Parliamentary debates

4.3.1 House of Lords: November 2007 — March 2008

In November 2007 an amended version of the Bill (see Section 4.2.3.) was introduced
into the House of Lords for its 1% Reading. The Bill then proceeded through several
stages where it was debated, and amendments were proposed. Analysis revealed that
the most debated topic in the House of Lords (hereon ‘Lords’ for brevity) was whether
the CCC should have advisory or policymaking functions, with no less than 134
references on this issue, therefore continuing debates on this topic from pre-legislative
scrutiny of the Bill (see Section 4.2.2.). Analysis revealed that, during these debates,
some Peers were concerned that if the CCC had the function to directly introduce or
amend policy it would “damage [the CCC’s] impartiality and credibility as a technical-
expertise independent body in its role of advising on targets” (House of Lords, 2008m,

col. 1444). There were related concerns that:

“...for the [CCC’s] advice to be credible, it must be formulated outside the
political arena and therefore above decisions on the particular choice of
policy mechanisms. [...] ...any attempt to depoliticise decisions about
policies by delegating them to the committee, [...] would also [...] de-

democratise them.” (House of Lords, 2008f, col. 1071)

Further analysis revealed that there were underlying concerns about the balance of
power between the CCC and the government. An often-stated argument by Peers was
that if the CCC had a solely advisory function then the responsibility for making policy
decisions would rest on the “democratically accountable body responsible for
producing policy — which, after all, the Government are elected to do” (House of
Lords, 2008d, col. 801). Moreover, some Peers argued that the CCC could more
effectively hold the government to account if it had an advisory — rather than
policymaking — function. This is exemplified by the arguments of Lord Rooker, the
then-Minister of State for the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

(Defra):

“If the [CCC] reports that, in its expert view, the UK is not on track to meet

the budget, we would expect the Government to do everything possible [...]
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to satisfy the committee and [...] to be under intense pressure in Parliament

and the court of public opinion.” (House of Lords, 2007h, col. 482)

Nevertheless, other Peers were concerned that the CCC’s policy influence would be
reduced if its functions were entirely advisory. Demonstrably, it was asserted that “the
only way in which the [CCC] can effect change” is if the Secretary of State accepts
and implements its recommendations (House of Lords, 2008c, col. 773). Indeed, some
Peers were concerned that the government could take action that went against the

advice of the CCC. Lord Taylor, a Conservative member, therefore argued:

“...the Government’s creation of a [CCC] purely to advise the Secretary of
State [would] be a wholly inadequate vehicle to bring science to the heart of
this great endeavour [namely the creation of the 2008 Climate Change Act].”
(House of Lords, 2007b, cols 1128—1129)

Similarly, during 2™ Reading of the Bill, Earl Cathcart, a Conservative member,

argued that:

“...the ‘advice only’ stance [of the CCC] by the Government gives the
Government of the day wriggle room and the ability to make decisions that
prioritize political expediency over the interests of the public— and the

planet.” (House of Lords, 2007g, col. 1206)

Amendments were therefore tabled by some Peers to expand the CCC’s functions to
increase its influence on government policy. For example, it was proposed that the
CCC should prepare and approve the statement of UK emissions and the final
statement for the carbon budget period instead of the Secretary of State (House of
Lords, 2008q). However, some Peers were concerned that this would allow the CCC
to advise on broader topics than carbon budgets and that it would therefore become
politicised. Before these amendments were withdrawn, Lord Teverson, a Liberal

Democrat, expressed his:

“...great concern if the [CCC] starts making major policy recommendations
to government. [...] ...it would not depoliticise the decisions but would
utterly politicise the committee. It would be like many other bodies [...]

[that] make all kinds of recommendations and are therefore seen as part of
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the political scenery and not as part of the scientific scenery.” (House of

Lords, 2008d, col. 803)
However, Earl Cathcart disagreed and argued that:

“...giving the [CCC] full responsibility for overseeing this entire [climate
change] programme would give it far greater credibility in the eyes of the
public, industry and the three devolved administrations... [...] That is yet
another reason why the responsibility for setting targets should rest with the
[CCC] and not with the Secretary of State.” (House of Lords, 2007g, cols
1206-1207)

Analysis further revealed that an argument, made by Peers on no less than 42
occasions, was that the influence of the CCC and its advice could be increased if it was
independent of the government. For example, Lord Taylor argued that the CCC’s
independence would “allow [its] recommendations to carry more weight and have
more impact” (House of Lords, 2008g, col. 1076). Indeed, there was broad agreement
that the independence and transparency of the CCC and its advice would make it “a
more effective and useful partner to the Government and Parliament in achieving the

success of this legislation” (House of Lords, 2008e, col. 1063) because:

“...the standing of the [CCC] is a prerequisite for achieving the Bill’s aims.
[...] The strength, expertise, and independence of the [CCC] is critical.”
(House of Lords, 2008g, cols 1077-1078)

Several amendments were therefore tabled by some Peers to ensure the independence
of the CCC, such as through the appointment of members by the CCC itself instead of
by the government (House of Lords, 2008j, col. 1107). There was also a suggestion
that the CCC’s membership should include members from stakeholder groups so it
could have “the legitimacy required for the public to support its recommendations and
the independence to stand up to [the] government” (House of Lords, 20071, col. 1196).
This was not moved; however, as the CCC’s membership “must be expert, objective,

and independent” (House of Lords, 2007d, col. 1157).

A third notable area of debate was whether the CCC’s advisory functions should be
expanded to include adaptation. This was underpinned by concerns raised by some

Peers that “in many ways, all [the CCC] does under the Bill is to advise on carbon

101



budgets and now, we hope, on adaptation as well” (House of Lords, 20080, cols 1462—
1463). The argument for the CCC to advise on adaptation was first put forward at the
2" Reading of the Bill by Lord Waldegrave of North Hill, a Conservative Party

politician, who argued:

“...the committee should have a rather more proactive recommendation role
in relation to adaptation because it will be the source and base of authority
which will help government and the people to understand that measures that
are often inconvenient and costly are needed.” (House of Lords, 2007c¢, col.

1145)

Analysis revealed notable disagreements amongst Peers on how — if at all — the CCC
should advise on adaptation. A prominent debate was whether a Sub-Committee
should be created to deliver this function. This was first suggested at the 2™ Reading
of the Bill by Baroness Young of Old Scone, a Scottish Labour member, who suggested
that:

“...we need a similar committee, as an advisory group, to provide
independent and expert scrutiny of progress on the adaptation programme.
That group needs to be separate from the [CCC] so that the adaptation
element of the agenda is given a proper focus.” (House of Lords, 2007c, col.

1148)

Other Peers agreed that a Sub-Committee was needed to ensure that both mitigation
and adaptation were “properly represented at the level of expert advice” (House of
Lords, 2008m, col. 1441) and because “adaptation must be brought up one or two more
leagues in the Bill due to its importance” (House of Lords, 2008m, col. 1443).
However, a prominent concern was that the CCC would not be able to advise on
adaptation because “adaptation issues are of a different order, requiring different
expertise and different skills” from mitigation (House of Lords, 2008h, col. 1082).
There were therefore concerns that the CCC would become unfocused if its advisory

functions were expanded to include adaptation. For example, Lord Rooker argued:

“There are several reasons why the committee or any sub-committees are
not the right bodies to deal with adaptation. First, it is wrong to assume that
a body with one type of scrutiny function should naturally be given another.

Secondly, the committee could become unwieldy and unfocused if its remit
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were significantly expanded to take on adaptation responsibilities.” (House

of Lords, 2008m, col. 1444)

Other Peers put forward alternative formulations of the CCC that would enable it to
advise on adaptation without the creation of a Sub-Committee. For example, it was
proposed that the CCC should take adaptation into account when formulating its
mitigation advice rather than providing separate advice on adaptation (House of Lords,
2007e, col. 1174). In another example, Baroness Northover, a Liberal Democrat,
suggested the CCC could have an additional member knowledgeable on adaptation to
account for adaptation in its mitigation advice (House of Lords, 20081, col. 1090).
Another formulation was that an Adaptation Sub-Committee could form from time to
time rather than being a standing body (House of Lords, 2008k, col. 266). Comparably,
some Peers argued that adaptation scrutiny should instead be the function of Select
Committees which would negate the need for the CCC to advise on adaptation at all
(House of Lords, 2008m, col. 1442). Nevertheless, some amendments to the Bill were

moved in these three areas of debate, as now set out.

4.3.2 Legislative amendments: January 2008 - March 2008

The Lords made several amendments pertaining to adaptation to:

“...help ensure that the Government would be held fully accountable to
Parliament for their policies and programmes on adaptation, as they are for
those on mitigation.” (House of Lords, 2008l, col. 1339)

Under Schedule 1 (clause 16(1)), a requirement was added that the CCC “must
establish a sub-committee to be known as the Climate Change Adaptation Sub-
Committee” (hereon ‘AC’). Sub-clause 3(a-j) stipulated that the AC’s members should
have expertise in contingency planning, flood risk, and risk management, amongst
others. These changes came from amendment 131 tabled by Lord Rooker in March
2008 (House of Lords, 2008q) and were agreed upon during the Report Stage of the
Bill (House of Lords, 2008m, col. 1446).

Notably, the AC was not given any functions under Schedule 1, advisory or otherwise.
However, the Lords made amendments to the CCC’s functions that pertained to
adaptation. For example, in Part 2, a sub-clause was added to clause 34 on the CCC’s

function to advise on carbon budgets that gave the CCC the role of “acting through the
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[AC] to provide expert advice to the Secretary of State’ in relation to the government’s
adaptation programme” (House of Lords, 2008a, p. 18). A further sub-clause was
added to clause 35 on the CCC’s function of reporting to Parliament on progress in
meeting carbon budgets. It added a requirement for the mitigation reports to include
“the Committee’s views on the programme for adaptation published by the Secretary
of State” (House of Lords, 2008a, p. 18). These changes came from amendment 65
tabled in March 2008 by Lord Teverson and others (House of Lords, 2008q).

Moreover, under Part 4 the Lords added clause 57 that required the Secretary of State
to provide Parliament with reports on progress in connection with adaptation.
Agreement on amendment 193, tabled by Lord Rooker in March 2008, deleted the
words “from time to time” from the Secretary of State’s obligation to report on the
impact of climate change (House of Lords, 2008b). This was done to “reassure noble
Lords that we understand the urgency of adapting to climate change” (House of
Commons, 2008, col. 162).

The Lords also made amendments to increase the transparency of the CCC and its
advice. For example, in March 2008 Lord Rooker tabled amendment 121 (House of
Lords, 2008q) that added a clause under Part 2 that gave the CCC the additional
function of advising the government on the level of the statutory 2050 emissions
reduction target, as well as publishing its advice and the reasons for its advice (House
of Lords, 2008a, para. 33). This amendment was agreed during the Report Stage
(House of Lords, 2008I, col. 1434). The CCC was given additional functions to publish
the advice it provided to the Secretary of State under Part 1, including its advice on the
alteration of carbon budgets (clause 21(3)) (House of Lords, 2008a).

The Lords also made amendments to the functions of the Secretary of State in relation
to the CCC’s advice. For example, there were additional duties that required the
Secretary of State to obtain and consider the CCC’s advice, such as when altering
carbon budgets (House of Lords, 2008a). Moreover, requirements were added for the
Secretary of State to publish their reasons for not following the CCC’s advice when
amending the 2050 target (clause 4(6)), when setting or amending target percentages
(clause 8(6)), and when setting carbon budgets (clause 10(4)), amongst others (House
of Lords, 2008a). During the Report Stage, Earl Cathcart argued this would allow

Parliament:
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“...to evaluate whether there are justifiable reasons for ignoring the experts
[...] [and allow the public to] get rid of that Government if they have been
ignoring the expert advice on the future of the environment too often.”

(House of Lords, 2008n, col. 1457)

Further, amendment 171, tabled by Lord Holbeach and other Peers (House of Lords,
2008p), strengthened the government’s requirement to respond to the CCC’s advice.
In previous versions of the Bill the government was only required to respond to ‘each
of the CCC’s progress reports’. Their amendment specified that the government was
more specifically required to respond “to the points raised by each [progress] report”
from the CCC, namely its recommendations therein. This was agreed upon during the

Report Stage and the Bill was amended accordingly (Part 2, clause 36(1)).

Interestingly, the analysis revealed several tabled amendments to the CCC’s advisory
functions that were not moved following the debates set out in the previous section.
For example, an amendment that would have introduced the power for the CCC to
provide advice on its own initiative rather than when requested by the government was
withdrawn (House of Lords, 2008q). Moreover, in March 2008 Lord Campbell-
Savours tabled amendment 175 that would have required the CCC and the Secretary
of State to agree on the CCC’s reports and recommendations. In such instances where
the Secretary of State would not accept the CCC’s advice, the CCC would be required
to remove the advice from its report and the Secretary of State would have to explain
why they had refused to accept the CCC’s advice (House of Lords, 2008q). However,
there were several concerns that this amendment would “reduce the transparency and
independence of the process for taking decisions on carbon budgets” because
“discussions about whether to agree the committee’s report and decisions will take
place behind closed doors” (House of Lords, 2008n, col. 1459). Before the amendment

was withdrawn, Lord Rooker argued that:

“...it is important that the [CCC] can provide independent, expert,
transparent and credible analysis, unfettered by any need for prior agreement
with Government or ministers. [...] [The amendment] risks concealing
discussions between government and the committee, which could
undermine the credibility of the committee’s advice.” (House of Lords,
2008n, col. 1461)
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The Bill, as amended by the Lords (House of Lords, 2008a), was subsequently passed

to the House of Commons for debate.

4.3.3 House of Commons: April 2008 — October 2008

By the end of March 2008, the Bill had gone through several stages in the Lords: 1%
Reading, 2" Reading, Committee Stage, Report Stage and 3™ Reading. In April the
Bill passed to the House of Commons (hereon ‘Commons’) to repeat those stages.
Analysis revealed that debates in the Commons extended longstanding debates that
were first raised during pre-legislative scrutiny and subsequently in the Lords, such as
whether the CCC should have advisory or policymaking functions and whether it

should advise on adaptation or only mitigation.

First, on no less than 75 occasions Members of Parliament (MPs) spoke about whether
the CCC should have advisory or policymaking functions. The central concern
amongst MPs was that the Bill established functions whereby “the committee advises,
and politicians decide” (House of Commons, 2008e, col. 60). Analysis revealed that
these concerns were primarily focused on the CCC’s ability to hold the government to
account, whereas the Lords were more concerned with the balance of power between

the CCC and the government (see Section 4.3.1.).

At every stage of the Bill’s progression through the Commons, there was debate about
whether the government should be mandated to accept the CCC’s advice. One
argument was that the effectiveness of the Bill would be undermined if the CCC’s only
function was to provide voluntary advice, as illustrated by the remarks of Tony Baldry,

a Conservative MP, who argued:

“If ministers are effectively going to say, “We are only going to treat the
[CCC] as an advisory committee—no more and no less,” what is actually
left in the Bill? If the [CCC] is simply going to be some advisory committee,
the recommendations of which ministers may or may not follow, it seems to
me that this is a pretty hollow Bill. [...] Unless ministers are prepared to
give an undertaking that they will implement the recommendations of the
[CCC][...] we will have only a process Bill that allows ministers maximum
wriggle room to wriggle out of making any difficult decisions.” (House of

Commons, 2008g, col. 80)
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John Gummer, a conservative MP and later Chairman of the CCC (2012-2023), was

similarly concerned that:

“...if the [CCC] is merely an advisory committee with no other strengths,
the Bill is not the one that I fought for [...]. This Government are not going
to listen to the [CCC]. ...the committee is merely advisory.” (House of

Commons, 2008f, col. 75)

A common concern, as illustrated by Gregory Barker, the then-Shadow Minister for
the Environment, was that if the government was not required to accept the CCC’s
advice then it could “make a decision based on political challenges or even political
expediency” (House of Commons, 2008j, col. 125). A related concern was that experts
would be reluctant to sit on the CCC as members if its advice “will be ignored by the

Government” (House of Commons, 2008g, col. 82).

These debates centred around whether the CCC or the government should have the
power to set the 2050 target, on which MPs spoke no less than 46 times. Some MPs,
such as Robert Ainsworth, a Labour MP, argued that “it should be for the [CCC], not
politicians, to determine the scale of the effort needed” (House of Commons, 2008c,
col. 55). Others, including Gregory Barker, supported the view that the:

“...targets should be set by the [CCC] [...] they should not be set on the say-
so of politicians or as part of a bidding war between the parties about who

is the greenest of them all.” (House of Commons, 2008k, col. 137)

Another argument for the CCC setting the 2050 target was that it would prevent the
government from amending it downwards (House of Commons, 2008f, col. 71) and
that:

“...the target would have more impact, importance, and authority if it were
set by that committee rather than by politicians. [...] Allowing the
committee to make the judgment call on what the target should be would, |
hope, have a significant effect on public opinion and the authority and
credibility of the target—far more so, | am afraid, than if the decision is

made simply by politicians.” (House of Commons, 2008e, col. 62)

However, counterarguments in favour of the CCC retaining an advisory function were

similar to those made in the Lords. For example, the then-Minister of State for Defra,
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Phil Woolas, argued that a role in policy would undermine the CCC’s credibility and
impartiality and so the CCC “must therefore refrain from having a role in the choice
of policy mechanisms needed to meet a [carbon] budget” (House of Commons, 2008,
col. 164). Moreover, it was argued that policy decisions should be made by the
government to maintain political accountability, otherwise it “would deny Parliament,
never mind the Government, the right to say no” to the CCC’s recommendations
(House of Commons, 20084, col. 107). A new argument to those raised by Peers was
put forward by Alan Whitehead, a Labour MP, that:

“If the committee is, indeed, advisory, it would be an abuse of the English
language to say that its advice must be taken under all circumstances.
Therefore, on the question of whether the Government must under all
circumstances take the advice of the committee, the answer logically—not
to abuse the English language—must be no.” (House of Commons, 2008h,
col. 94)

The second key finding from the analysis of debates of the Bill in the Commons was
that there was significantly more discussion on the proposed function for the CCC to
advise on adaptation than in the Lords, at 136 references compared to just 28
respectively. Analysis revealed that a key focus for MPs was ensuring the AC’s work
was consistent with that of the CCC (House of Commons, 2008b, col. 47). There was
extended debate about whether adaptation advice should be provided by the CCC or a

separate sub-committee. Demonstrably, Rob Morris, a Labour MP, asked the House:

“...for goodness’ sake, why do we have a sub-committee of the [CCC]
dealing with adaptation...? [...] We need the full membership of the [CCC]
to deal not only with causes [of climate change] but with effects.” (House

of Commons, 2008d, col. 107)
These debates were summarised by Gregory Barker during the Committee Stage:

“There are those who would argue that adaptation ought to be central to the
[CCC’s] remit and that giving it to a sub-committee somehow makes it a
junior, or lesser, part of the agenda. Some would say that we are trying to
pigeonhole the adaptation agenda at a rank below that which it ought to
occupy. I do not agree with them. Their lordships in the other place were

right to establish the [AC] because it will require a slightly different skill set
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from the one that may be present on the committee, which will be of a

relatively limited size.” (House of Commons, 20081, cols 272-273)

Cross-tabulations identified that debates on this issue intersected most frequently with
discussion of the CCC’s status as an expert body. Demonstrably, Joan Ruddock, a
Labour MP, put forward amendments during the Committee Stage to strengthen the
AC’s functions because “an adaptation sub-committee could have a useful role” by
providing “expert advice and scrutiny of how the Government assess the risks and
implement the [adaptation] programme” (House of Commons, 20081, col. 270). We
therefore turn to consider the amendments proposed - and undertaken - to the CCC’s

advisory functions by the Commons.

4.3.4 Further legislative amendments: July 2008 — November 2008

The most substantial amendments made to the Bill by the Commons pertained to
adaptation. Under Part 2 a function was added for the CCC to provide advice on
adaptation to national authorities on request. Under part 4 a new clause added a “duty
of the [CCC] to advise the Secretary of State” on the preparation of their reports on
the impact of climate change (House of Commons, 2008a, p. 26). The function to
report on adaptation progress was reassigned to the CCC (House of Commons, 2008a,
p. 26) from the Secretary of State (House of Lords, 2008a, p. 26). In particular, the
CCC was required to include a biannual assessment of adaptation in its progress
reports to Parliament on carbon budgets. The AC was given new functions under
Schedule 1, specifically to provide the CCC with “advice, analysis, information or
other assistance” as required for the CCC to provide adaptation advice on request and

report on adaptation (House of Commons, 2008a, p. 48).

However, several tabled amendments were not moved. For example, in July 2008
Martin Horwood and Steve Webb tabled an amendment to add a clause to the Bill that
would have enabled the CCC to “provide the Secretary of State with advice on any
policy matters related to climate change” (House of Commons, 2008n). This followed
concerns raised during the Committee Stage that the CCC would be denied “the right
to comment and advise on the policies that will be required” to meet carbon budgets

(House of Commons, 2008m, col. 461). However, Phil Woolas replied:
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“I fear that to hand over policy recommendations on ‘any policy matters
related to climate change’ would effectively franchise the Government to

the committee.” (House of Commons, 2008m, col. 462)
The amendment was subsequently withdrawn.

In another example, Gregory Barker tabled amendment 53 that proposed the Bill
should include annual targets for the net UK carbon account, to meet carbon budgets,
and that the Secretary of State must obtain and take into account advice from the CCC

before setting these annual ranges. As argued by Gregory Barker:

“The [CCC] would approach the exercise with not only an expert but an
apolitical and dispassionate eye. That should prevent any unnecessary
politicisation of the annual range, which could otherwise be backloaded, for
example, so that much of the effort would fall into the final year of a budget,
by which time the Government who had set the ranges might well be out of

office.” (House of Commons, 20081, col. 162)

Before the amendment was withdrawn, Phil Woolas articulated that he opposed it

because it:

“...1s not consistent with the role envisaged by all of us for the committee.
[...] Decisions on policy matters should be made by the Government, not
the [CCC], and we fear that amendment No. 53 would jeopardise that
position, as it implicitly requires the committee to provide advice on the
Government’s policy mix for meeting their overall carbon budget.” (House

of Commons, 2008, col. 164)
In a final example, amendment 57, also tabled by Gregory Barker:

“...would require the Secretary of State of the day to consult the committee
on what effect that diversion from its scientific advice would have on the
risks that the UK would face from [...] climate change.” (House of
Commons, 2008;j, col. 125)

Nevertheless, following the debates set out in Section 4.3.3., the amendment was
subsequently withdrawn. On 29 November 2008, the Bill received Royal Assent and
was legislated as the 2008 Climate Change Act (CCA) (HM Government, 2008).

Following the amendments moved in the Lords (Section 4.3.2.) and the Commons
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(Section 4.3.4.) the CCC was created with statutory advisory functions to provide the
UK Parliament with advice on the level of carbon budgets, an annual progress report
with recommendations on mitigation and, bi-annually, adaptation, as well as ad hoc
advice on request. The CCC’s advice was not legally binding on the government. The
Secretary of State was only required to publish a response to the CCC’s
recommendations in its progress reports. The next section examines whether these
functions were reformulated during the first decade of the CCA — and CCC’s —

operation.

4.4 The CCC’s advisory functions after 2008

In November 2008 the CCA received Royal Assent, meaning the CCC was established
in law. The framework document, published in 2010 by the CCC, the UK Government,
and devolved administrations, set out the CCC’s functions and working practices.
Therein the CCC’s advisory functions were defined exclusively in terms of “its
statutory duties [...] to provide advice” (HM Government et al., 2010, p. 4). The listed
topics on which the CCC had a duty to advise did not deviate from the CCA and the
legislation was quoted directly in several places e.g., see HM Government et al., (2010,
p. 15). In a section on the working relationship between the CCC and the UK

Government, the document stipulated the:

“Committee’s role on policy [...] is to provide advice to Government on the
level of carbon budgets and report to Parliament on progress towards them.
The Secretary of State [...] is responsible for making decisions (both on the
level of the carbon budgets and the policies needed to ensure the UK remains
with them), taking proper account of the Committee’s advice. The
Committee’s general presumption should be that its advice [...] does not
include detailed recommendations or proposals on specific policies, which
could be required to meet the carbon budgets, except when requested.” (HM

Government et al., 2010, p. 14)

This formulation was repeated in documents produced by the CCC between 2009 and
2020. For example, the CCC set out that it “is only advisory — the final decisions on
the legislated targets and on all policies to meet them rests with the Government”

(CCC, 20200, p. 5). It noted that “this allows the democratically elected Government
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the possibility to diverge from the CCC view, maintaining Government accountability
on climate policy” (CCC, 2020c, p. 3). This argument echoed those made during
parliamentary debates in the Lords and the Commons when the CCC’s advisory

functions were being formulated (see Section 4.3).

Moreover, the CCC’s early formulations of its advisory functions did not deviate from
the CCA. One of the CCC’s longstanding business objectives was to fulfil its advisory
duties under the CCA (CCC, 2009a, p. 6, 2010a, p. 7, 2011, p. 7, 2012a, p. 8, 2013a,
p. 8, 2014a, p. 9, 2015a, p. 9, 20164a, p. 7, 2017a, p. 8, 2020d, p. 7). Before 2014, the
CCC stated it would fulfil its statutory duties by responding to ad hoc requests for
advice from the government (CCC, 2009a, p. 6, 2010a, p. 7, 2011, p. 7, 2012a, p. 8§,
2013a, p. 8, 2014a, p. 9), advising on the government’s adaptation programme (CCC,
2009a, p. 6,2010a, p. 7, 2011, p. 7,2012a, p. 8, 2013a, p. 8, 2014a, p. 9) and engaging
with stakeholders to share evidence and analysis (CCC, 2009a, p. 4, 2010a, p. 4, 2011,
p. 4, 2012a, p. 4, 2013a, p. 4), as stipulated by the CCA. Curiously, in these same
documents, the CCC simultaneously presented an interpretation of its advisory
functions that seemingly extended beyond its statutory duties towards the ambition of

influencing policy, as demonstrated by its parallel objective that stated:

“...as required under the [CCA], the objective of the Committee is to be an
independent and authoritative body influencing UK Government and
devolved administration strategy in the areas of carbon budgets and
preparedness for climate change in the UK.” (CCC, 2010, p. 4, 2011, p. 4,
2012, p. 4, emphasis added)

This suggests that the CCC had interpreted its statutory advisory functions to mean
that the delivery of its functions would enable it to influence policy. This objective was
not repeated in any of the CCC’s subsequent corporate plans up to 2020. It is therefore
noted here as a curious assertion from the CCC, particularly given the pre-legislative
scrutiny and parliamentary debates on the CCC’s influence (Sections 4.2. and 4.3.),

that is empirically investigated in Chapter 7 of this thesis.

In 2014 the government undertook its first triennial review of the CCC. Although it
considered whether the CCC should be merged with a government department - or
even abolished - it concluded that the CCC’s advisory functions were still required by

the government, not least because “fulfilment of these functions helps the Government
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with its own credibility regarding its approach to climate change policy, since this
generally builds on the recommendations of the CCC” (HM Government, 2014, p. 10).

However, the review noted that some of the respondents to its consultation:

“...felt that the CCC could increase its impact by engaging more with
industry (and more widely) [...] as there is a gap between advice and
implementation, particularly on adaptation [...]. However, there was a
question of whether this should be the CCC’s role and whether others could
or should perform this function [...]. ...it was seen as important that the
CCC should not stray into ‘lobbying’ as this would damage its credibility.”
(HM Government, 2014, p. 33)

The government therefore made a formal recommendation for the CCC to enhance its
stakeholder engagement (HM Government, 2014, p. 21). In subsequent corporate
plans, the CCC presented stakeholder engagement as a way for it to not only fulfil its
statutory advisory functions but also to:

“...[raise] awareness of our advice with government and a wider audience,
with a view to informing the policy debate [...] and [...] [counter]
misinformation about climate change action and policy rapidly and

accurately.” (CCC, 2015a, p. 9, 2016a, p. 7, 2017a, p. 8, 2020d, p. 7)

This is an extension of the CCC’s statutory duties which only required the CCC to
consider involving the public in the exercise of its functions (HM Government, 2008,
p. 22). In 2020 the CCC reflected that increased stakeholder engagement helped to
“maximize the report’s findings on UK policy and strengthen the CCC’s value and
influence” (CCC, 2020c, p. 9) by testing “emerging findings and uncover[ing]
potential disagreements and alternative perspectives in advance of final decisions on
the carbon budgets” (CCC, 2020a, p. 9). Indeed, the CCC reflected that, in addition to
formulating and providing advice, it had “also developed a broader role as a
‘knowledge broker’, engaging widely and promoting an evidence-based approach on

climate change” (CCC, 2020c, p. 4).

The Government’s second review of the CCC in 2018 reported that “the breadth and
detail of the CCC’s advice [had] further increased over the period since the
organisation was last reviewed” (HM Government, 2018, p. 3). Like the 2014 review,

the 2018 review advised against merging the CCC with a government department
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because it would create “a perception that it is no longer able to fulfil its legislative
requirement under the CCA with sufficient independence or political impartiality”

(HM Government, 2018, p. 7).

4.5 A summary of the legislative process

This chapter has presented the empirical findings of a longitudinal content analysis of
over 300 documents published by the UK Government, UK Parliament, and the CCC
between 2007 and 2020. It identified three main areas of debate that shaped the
formulation of the CCC'’s statutory advisory functions in the CCA (2007-2008) and
reinforced its statutory functions after its establishment (2009-2020). These debates

were traced across the legislative process and beyond, as now summarised.

In the government’s initial formulation of the CCC’s advisory functions in the Climate
Change Bill in March 2007, the CCC was required to provide the government with
advice in three areas, all pertaining to mitigation: carbon budgets, domestic and
international efforts to reduce emissions, and on the contributions made by sectors
across the economy. The government was required to respond to each of the CCC’s
progress reports but not to the specific recommendations therein. The CCC had no
functions in relation to adaptation; rather, the Secretary of State was required to report
to Parliament on adaptation ‘from time to time’. Analysis revealed these functions
were formulated because the government wanted to establish the CCC as credible,
transparent, and independent. Moreover, its functions were formulated in those terms
to delineate the advisory functions of the CCC from the policymaking functions of the
government, thereby positioning the CCC as part of a series of ‘checks and balances’
because the government was required to ‘seek and take account’ of its advice in
specified circumstances. In the documents published by the UK Parliament that
followed the government’s consultation on the Bill, the analysis identified three areas

of debate that shaped the CCC'’s statutory advisory functions from 2007 to 2008.

First, there was longstanding debate about whether the CCC’s recommendations
should be voluntary or mandatory for the government. This was first raised in pre-
legislative scrutiny of the Bill when the EFRA Committee suggested the government
should be required to accept the CCC’s advice ‘without debate’. The government

rejected this recommendation, citing that this would make the CCC ‘a de facto
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policymaking body’. Thereafter, this was a prominent focus of parliamentary debates
on the Bill. Analysis revealed that debates on this proposed reformulation of the CCC’s
functions were concentrated around four recurring themes: concerns from some MPs
and Peers about the balance of power between the CCC and the government; the
influence of the CCC and its recommendations on government policy; the
independence of the CCC from the government; and political accountability for

climate policy.

Moreover, some MPs and Peers expressed concern that the government could make
decisions that went against the CCC’s advice if it was voluntary, which gave the
government ‘wriggle room’ to make decisions based on politics rather than science.
Further, some Peers asserted that ‘the only way’ the CCC could influence government
policy was if the government chose to accept and implement its recommendations,
which was argued to be a ‘wholly inadequate vehicle to bring science to the heart’ of
the CCA. In the Commons, it was argued by MPs that if the CCC was ‘simply going
to be some advisory committee’ whereby ministers could decide whether to follow

their recommendations, then the Bill would be ‘pretty hollow’.

Despite recurrent debate on this topic, the government held firm on its initial
formulation of the CCC'’s statutory advisory functions: the CCC could advise, and the
government would decide. Nevertheless, the Lords amended the Bill to ‘strengthen’
the CCC and its advice by requiring the Secretary of State to respond to the ‘points
raised by each’ of the CCC’s progress reports, rather than simply responding to ‘each
report’ as in the earlier version of the Bill. Documents published by the CCC and the
UK Government between 2009 and 2020 upheld the formulation of the CCC’s
recommendations as non-binding, with the CCC describing itself as ‘only advisory’.
Curiously, in its corporate plans from 2010 to 2012, the CCC offered a reinterpretation
of its statutory advisory functions: ‘the objective of the Committee is to be an
independent and authoritative body influencing UK Government’. These claims are

empirically tested in Chapter 7.

A second adjacent area of the debate centred around whether the CCC’s functions
should be reformulated: rather than providing recommendations on policy, should the
CCC instead introduce and amend policy instruments and targets? This was first raised

as an area of discussion during pre-legislative scrutiny of the Bill. The EFRA
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Committee reported the view of an expert witness, from whom they had received
evidence, that the CCC ‘should not just be an advisory committee, the committee itself
should actually manipulate the [policy] instruments’. Parliamentary debate in both
Houses considered whether the CCC’s functions should be reformulated such that it
would set, monitor, and enforce policy instruments and targets. Analysis revealed that
arguments on both sides of the debate focused on: the credibility of the CCC and the
CCA, contingent on whether the CCC or the government were responsible for
'overseeing the entire [climate change] programme’; and concerns that climate policy
decisions risked becoming politicised and ‘de-democratised’ if they were made by the
CCC, an unelected body that could not be held to account by Parliament or the public.
Again, the government held firm: a reformulation of the CCC’s functions such that it
would introduce policy instruments and targets was ‘not consistent with the role
envisaged by all of us for the committee; decisions on policy matters should be made
by the Government, not the CCC’. This formulation — of the delineation between the
CCC’s advisory functions and the government’s policymaking functions - was
reinforced in documents published by the UK Government and the CCC from 2009 to
2020.

Finally, there was debate across the corpus about whether the CCC should advise only
on mitigation or also on adaptation and, if so, how. In the Climate Change Bill
published in March 2007, the CCC had no functions pertaining to adaptation and the
Secretary of State was required to report to Parliament on adaptation ‘from time to
time’. Whether the CCC should advise on adaptation was a prominent area of debate
following post-legislative scrutiny, particularly in the Commons. MPs and Peers
recognized that the Bill was focused on mitigation; the debate on adaptation therefore
focused on whether the CCC had the resources, expertise, and skills to advise on
adaptation and, if not, if the CCC’s mitigation advice should consider adaptation,
whether adaptation advice should be provided by a sub-committee to the CCC, an ad
hoc committee, or Select Committees. Some Peers were concerned that the CCC’s
remit would become ‘unwieldy and unfocused’ if its function was expanded to include

the provision of recommendations on adaptation as well as mitigation.

Nevertheless, the Lords amended the Bill by creating an Adaptation Sub-Committee
(AC) under the CCC but did not provide it — or the CCC — with any adaptation advisory

functions. The Commons amended the Bill further by transposing the function of
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reporting to Parliament on adaptation from the Secretary of State to the CCC. The AC
was given functions to provide the CCC with ‘advice, analysis, information or other
assistance’ as required for the CCC to deliver its new function of advising Parliament
on adaptation. The corporate plans published by the CCC — including its AC - from
2009 to 2020 reinforced the formulation that it would advise on the government’s
adaptation programme. In its review of the CCC in 2014 the government noted ‘a gap
between advice and implementation, particularly on adaptation’ and so they suggested
the CCC should increase its engagement with industry, which it reportedly did in

subsequent corporate plans.

4.6 Conclusions

The results of the longitudinal content analysis presented in this chapter have revealed
that there was prominent debate about the CCC'’s statutory advisory functions between
2007 and 2008 wherein its functions were formulated and reformulated by Select

Committees during pre-legislative scrutiny and, subsequently, by MPs and Peers.

Two formulations — of the CCC’s recommendations being mandatory for the
government, and of the CCC introducing policy instruments and targets — were not
reflected in the CCA. The CCC'’s statutory advisory functions therefore reinforced the
government’s initial formulation in the 2007 Climate Change Bill: the CCC could
advise, but the government would decide. Although these two formulations were not
formally reflected in the CCA, amendments to the Bill were made in the Commons
and the Lords to increase the transparency of the CCC’s recommendations by requiring
their publication, as well as requiring the government to respond to the CCC’s
recommendations and publish their response. These amendments reflected recurring
discussions of the influence of the CCC and its recommendations on government
policy, the balance of power between the CCC and the government, and accountability
for climate policy. A third formulation of the CCC — whereby it would advise
Parliament on adaptation — was formally reflected in the CCA, which created an AC

to support the CCC’s function of advising on adaptation.

Documents published by the CCC and the UK Government after 2008 upheld the
CCC’s statutory advisory functions and did not reformulate them. For three years

(2010 to 2012) the CCC offered a reinterpretation of its statutory advisory functions
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wherein it stated one of its objectives was to influence government policy through the
delivery of its statutory advisory functions. Whether the CCC was successful in
influencing government policy is the devoted attention of Chapters 6 and 7. For now,
this thesis turns to present findings on what recommendations the CCC provided to the
UK Parliament on mitigation and adaptation between 2009 and 2020, what their

characteristics were, and whether they changed over time.
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Chapter 5
The characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations,
2009 to 2020

5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter examined the bestowment of the CCC’s'? primary statutory
advisory function in the 2008 Climate Change Act, namely to provide
recommendations on mitigation and adaptation to the UK Parliament. The current
chapter addresses the second research question of this thesis: To what extent, if at all,
did the characteristics of the CCC'’s mitigation and adaptation recommendations
change between 2009 and 20207 It presents the results of a content analysis of the
recommendations in the CCC’s annual progress reports®>. The analysis traced five
characteristics that were expected to influence whether government officials would
use the recommendations, namely their addressee, sectoral focus, inclusion of delivery
targets, recommended action, and level of challenge to the policy status quo (see
Chapter 2). It also presents any characteristics that were inductively revealed during
analysis (see Chapter 3). This chapter describes each characteristic; the extent to which

they facilitated the (non-)use of recommendations is revealed in Chapter 7.

This chapter is structured as follows. Section 5.2 provides an overview of the number
of recommendations in the CCC’s reports and how they were presented over time.
Sections 5.3 to 5.7 respectively report the findings on each of the five characteristics.
Section 5.8 presents a sixth characteristic that was inductively identified, namely
repetition. Section 5.9 presents cross-tabulations between the characteristics of
mitigation (5.9.1.) and adaptation (5.9.2.) recommendations to provide further insight.
Section 5.10 concludes. Each section presents the findings for mitigation and then

adaptation for clarity rather than a direct comparison between the policy areas.

2 Throughout this thesis, unless stated otherwise, reference to the CCC includes its Adaptation
Committee (AC).

13 This chapter presents, and develops, the findings in a peer-reviewed publication by Dudley, Jordan,
and Lorenzoni (2022) in Global Environmental Change (doi: 10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2022.102589). The
conceptualization, methodology, analysis, investigation, and writing of the original article were done
by the author. Andy and Irene assisted with coding each recommendation’s level of challenge to the
policy status quo and reviewed the article before submission. This chapter was written solely by the
author and develops the article through further analysis, namely cross-tabulations between
characteristics (see Chapter 3), and detailed examples that demonstrate the characteristics over time.
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5.2 Overview

Analysis revealed that between 2009 and 2020 the CCC provided no less than 700
recommendations to the UK Parliament, addressing mitigation (N=511) and adaptation
(N=189). As shown in Figure 5.1 there was notable interannual variation in the number
of recommendations provided each year. Demonstrably, in its first annual progress
report in 2009, the CCC provided 37 mitigation recommendations; in 2020, it provided
135. The number of recommendations provided each year increased steadily between
2018 and 2020. Whilst the 2020 report appears to be anomalous within the study period
of this thesis, it should be noted that it rather indicates a marked step change in the
number of mitigation recommendations that the CCC provided to the UK Parliament
each year. Demonstrably, it provided no less than 242 in its progress report in 2021,
327 in 2022, and 300 in 2023 (CCC, 2021, 2022, 2023a). Although out of scope for
analysis in this thesis, these additional recommendations could be a focus of future

research (see Chapter 8).

As set out in the 2008 Climate Change Act (CCA) the Adaptation Committee (AC)
provided adaptation recommendations to the UK Parliament in biannual progress
reports. The AC’s recommendations exhibited some — but markedly less — interannual
variation in their number (see Figure 5.1). On average the UK Parliament received 15
recommendations in the AC’s progress reports (SD 17.06). As with mitigation, the
number of adaptation recommendations increased from 2019 to 2020 and also

thereafter, with no less than 50 recommendations in the AC’s 2021 progress report and

94 in its 2023 report (AC, 2021, 2023) (see Chapter 8).

As well as a proliferation of recommendations, particularly after 2018, the analysis
also revealed marked variation in their format and presentation over time which
affected how, if at all, each characteristic was present. A brief overview is now
provided. The chapter then presents a detailed account of the characteristics of the

CCC’s recommendations over time (see Sections 5.3. to 5.8.).
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Figure 5.1 The number of mitigation and adaptation recommendations that were
provided to the UK Parliament each year, 2009 to 2020.
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The presentation of mitigation recommendations in the CCC’s progress reports
changed throughout the study period. Between 2009 and 2014, recommendations were
presented as bullet points, either as paragraphs of text or in a textbox. In these years,
the characteristics of recommendations were inconsistent and varied according to the
phrasing of an individual recommendation, such as whether it named an addressee or
specified a delivery target. From 2015 to 2020 the CCC presented its recommendations
in tables; table headings and columns served to make the inclusion — or exclusion — of
characteristics consistent within each report. For example, in 2015 the CCC’s
mitigation recommendations were presented in a table wherein recommendations were
organised by sector and columns served to standardise the inclusion of an addressee
and timeline for the delivery of each recommendation (CCC, 2015b, pp. 40-43).
Comparably, in 2016 and 2017 recommendations were presented in tables that were
organised by sector but did not include addressee or timeline columns which meant
that the inclusion of these characteristics was intermittent and recommendation-

dependent (CCC, 2016b, pp. 1617, 2017b, pp. 17-18).
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The format of adaptation recommendations was similarly variable across the study
period. In earlier reports, recommendations were presented as bullet-pointed
paragraphs of text; the inclusion of characteristics was inconsistent and dependent on
the phrasing of individual recommendations e.g., see AC (2010, p. 7, 2011, pp. 8-9).
In 2015 the AC first presented its recommendations in a table, wherein columns
standardised the inclusion of an addressee and timeline for each recommendation (AC,
2015, pp. 19-26). For the first time, the CCC’s 2020 report included the AC’s
adaptation recommendations alongside its mitigation recommendations. These joint
recommendations were presented in 14 tables that were addressed to one or more
government departments and included a standard ‘timing’ column (CCC, 2020e, pp.

24-47). The following sections provide further detail on each characteristic.

5.3 To whom were recommendations addressed?
Mitigation

Between 2009 and 2020, just over half (58%) of the CCC’s 511 mitigation
recommendations were addressed to a named actor. As shown in Figure 5.2,
recommendations were predominantly addressed to a specified government
department, accounting for just under half of all recommendations with an addressee
(N=129 of 298). Notably, 35 of these recommendations were in the 2013, 2014, and
2015 progress reports; they primarily addressed the department that sponsored the
CCC under the 2010 Framework Document, meaning the department with the primary
responsibility for meeting the emissions reduction targets in the CCA (HM
Government et al., 2010, p. 7). The remaining 94 recommendations that were
addressed to a specified government department were in the 2020 report, wherein the
CCC presented its recommendations in 14 tables, each addressed to one or more
departments. The addressed departments included its sponsor and, more broadly, the
departments for transport, housing, defence, international trade, health, education, and

the Treasury, amongst others.

14 Between 2009 and 2020 the AC was sponsored by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs (Defra). The CCC was sponsored by the Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC)
from 2009 to 2016 and the Department for Business, Energy, and Industry Strategy (BEIS) until 2023.
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Figure 5.2 The proportion of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations that were
addressed to a named actor, 2009 to 2020.
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As shown in Figure 5.2, 7.2% of the CCC’s 511 mitigation recommendations were
addressed to two or more government departments; notably, all of these were in the

2020 report. For example, one table was entitled:

“Recommendations for the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, the
Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy, the Department for
International Development and the COP26 Unit” (CCC, 2020e, p. 26)

More often, the CCC embedded multiple addressees within the body of its

recommendations, for example:

“Working with [the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP)], [the
Department for Education (DfE)] and [the Department for Business, Energy
and Industrial Strategy (BEIS)], develop a strategy for a Net-Zero workforce
that ensures a ‘just transition’ for workers transitioning from high-carbon to
low-carbon and climate resilient jobs, integrates relevant skills into the UK's
education framework and actively monitors the risks and opportunities

arising from the transition.” (CCC, 2020e, p. 45)
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The analysis also identified that, between 2013 and 2017, 19 recommendations were
addressed to one or more devolved administrations, despite them receiving separate
annual progress reports to the ones provided to the UK Parliament that were analysed

in this thesis (see Chapter 8 for further discussion).

Across the study period, mitigation recommendations were more consistently
addressed to the government as a whole, rather than a specified department.
Recommendations with this characteristic were typically listed as bullet points or
paragraphs of text that followed a broad statement such as “the Committee believes
that the Government should...” (CCC, 2009, p. 11, emphasis added). Every progress
report between 2009 and 2020 included at least one recommendation addressed simply
to ‘the government’, apart from the 2018 and 2019 reports, wherein recommendations

had no addressee.

Indeed, between 2009 and 2020, over 40% (N=213) of mitigation recommendations
had no addressee. Recommendations with this characteristic were concentrated in the
first half of the study period. Demonstrably, in the period 2009 to 2015, on average
two-thirds of the recommendations that were provided each year were not addressed
to a named actor. For example, in 2012 the CCC included 38 mitigation
recommendations in its annual progress report, presented as bullet points in a textbox.
A third of these were addressed simply to ‘the government’, embedded within the

recommendation itself, and the remaining two-thirds had no addressee, as shown here:

(1) “Improve the evidence base on the energy efficiency of appliances, district
heating, surface transport emissions by mode, agriculture emissions, waste
emissions.” (CCC, 2012b, p. 13)

(2) “Enforce the current motorway speed limit.” (CCC, 2012b, p. 13)

In summary, between 2009 and 2019 there was not a consistent format for presenting
mitigation recommendations, and more than half (57%) of the 376 recommendations
provided in these years did not have an addressee. The CCC’s 2020 report marked a
step change in the specificity of its recommendations because it organised them by one

or more named government departments for the first time.
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Adaptation

As set out in Section 5.2, the AC provided 189 adaptation recommendations to the UK
Parliament in biannual progress reports between 2010 and 2020; of these, 88% were
addressed to a named actor. As shown in Figure 5.3, just over half were addressed to a
specified government department, predominantly the AC’s sponsor department, Defra.
Notably, in the period 2015 to 2020, all 134 of the AC’s adaptation recommendations
had an addressee, primarily Defra. The consistent inclusion of an addressee was
revealed to be related to the formatting of recommendations, namely the presentation
of recommendations in tables that contained an ‘owner’ column (AC, 2015, pp. 17—
26, 2017, pp. 19-23) or through the indication of ‘departmental owner(s)’ at the end
of each bullet-pointed recommendation (AC, 2019, pp. 16-17).

Figure 5.3 The proportion of the AC’s adaptation recommendations that were
addressed to a named actor, 2010 to 2020.
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The second largest category of addressee were those simply addressed to ‘the
government’ (N=29). All but two of the recommendations with this characteristic were
concentrated in the period 2010 to 2015, with the remaining two provided in 2019. As

with mitigation, these recommendations tended to be listed as bullet points that
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followed the statement ‘the government should...” or this phrase was embedded within

the text of the recommendation itself, for example:

“The Government should press on with its reform of the abstraction regime
so that the price of water reflects its scarcity.” (AC, 2013, p. 9, emphasis
added)

Less than 10% of all adaptation recommendations were addressed to multiple
government departments (N=17), half of which were in the 2020 report as described
for mitigation. Less than 5% of all adaptation recommendations were addressed to
groups outside of the government, namely local authorities, businesses, or an industry
regulator. For example, in 2015 the AC addressed a recommendation that pertained to
surface water flood management to Ofwat, the regulator for water and sewage in

England and Wales:

“Ofwat should require each water company to report on the area of land
where aboveground [Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems], including
permeable paving, has been installed over the current Asset Management
Plan period to 2020, as part of delivering the industry-wide commitment to

reduce sewer flooding incidents by 33%.” (AC, 2015, p. 17)

In summary, across the study period, only 22 (of 189) adaptation recommendations did
not have an addressee, all of which were in the period 2010 to 2014. All subsequent
recommendations had an addressee, predominantly a specified government
department, most often its sponsor department Defra. We now turn to the other

characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations, beginning with their sectoral focus.
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5.4 Which sectors did they focus on?
Mitigation

There was an apparent variation in the number and type of sectors that the CCC’s
mitigation recommendations focused on each year (see Figure 5.4). Over the study
period, the sectoral focus of recommendations changed in three main ways. First, the
number and type of sectors its recommendations focused on broadened. In its first
report in 2009, the CCC’s recommendations focused on three economic sectors:
energy, surface transport, and buildings; only 5% (N=2 of 37) were cross-sectoral.

Over time the CCC steadily addressed more sectors, reaching ten in 2020.

Figure 5.4 The sectoral focus of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations, 2009 to
2020.
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Second, over the study period, the CCC increased the proportion of its
recommendations that were cross-sectoral from two (5%) in 2009 to 50 (37%) in 2020,
compared to an 11-year annual average of 14% of recommendations. Cross-sectoral
mitigation recommendations typically pertained to the outperformance of carbon

budgets and the integration of Net Zero into policymaking, for example:
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“Integrate Net Zero into all policymaking and ensure procurement strategies

are consistent with the UK's climate objectives.” (CCC, 2020e, p. 38)

Third, between 2009 and 2020, the focus of mitigation recommendations shifted from
the decarbonisation of the energy sector to other, arguably more challenging-to-
mitigate, sectors including agriculture and land-use (from 2010), industry (from 2011),
waste (from 2012), and aviation (from 2014). Demonstrably, the proportion of
recommendations that focused on the energy sector decreased from 46% (N=17 of 37)
in 2009 to 6% (N=8 of 135) in 2020. Over the study period, the characteristics of the
CCC’s mitigation recommendations changed to address a broader range of sectors, and

became increasingly cross-sectoral, particularly in its 2020 report.
Adaptation

Between 2010 and 2020 the AC’s adaptation recommendations focused on the same
four sectors, namely water, infrastructure, buildings and agriculture and land-use (see
Figure 5.5). Nearly half (48%) of its 189 recommendations were cross-sectoral and
typically pertained to the integration of adaptation into planning and decision-making.
This was a sustained focus of the AC’s recommendations throughout the study period,

for example:

(1) “Ensure there is clear responsibility for adaptation allocated under the
new delivery arrangements and mechanisms to ensure cooperation
between delivery bodies.” (AC, 2010, p. 11)

(2) “Develop a plan for funding climate resilience across infrastructure,
society, and the economy, equivalent to the work currently being
undertaken on Net Zero.” (CCC, 2020e, p. 27)

Analysis revealed that the AC maintained a tight and consistent focus on four sectors
between 2010 and 2020. Moreover, the proportion of its recommendations that were
cross-sectoral increased steadily between 2015 and 2020 from 23% to 73%

respectively.
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Figure 5.5 The sectoral focus of the AC’s adaptation recommendations, 2010 to

2020.
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5.5 To what extent did they include delivery targets?

As described in Chapters 2 and 3, recommendations were coded for whether they
included delivery targets, specifically (1) a timescale for delivery, (2) a quantitative
target, such as a percentage emissions reduction or specified funding amount, (3) both

of these targets, or (4) neither target.
Mitigation

Between 2009 and 2020, just over a third (37%) of the CCC’s 511 mitigation
recommendations contained no delivery targets. These recommendations were
concentrated in the period up to 2017 (see Figure 5.6). They tended to be more
qualitative and value-based than those that contained targets. They were also more

ambiguous in the pace and ambition of action envisaged by the CCC, for example:

(1) “Engage with EU partners to strengthen the carbon price in the EU
[Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS)].” (CCC, 2012b, p. 13)
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(2) “Agree the contract for the first new nuclear project.” (CCC, 2013b, p. 14)

(3) “Astrategic approach to carbon capture and storage deployment in the UK.”
(CCC, 2016b, p. 16)

Figure 5.6 The proportion of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations that

included delivery targets, 2009 to 2020.
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Across the corpus, just over half (N=263) of the 511 mitigation recommendations only

contained a timescale for delivery; though notably 128 of these were in the 2020 report,

wherein each table of recommendations contained a ‘timing’ column. Moreover, the

CCC’s definition of a timescale varied across the study period. Until 2014 it primarily

embedded a target year within the recommendation itself, for example:

(1) “No later than 2016, commit funding for low-carbon generation in the
period beyond 2020.” (CCC, 2014, p. 16, emphasis added)

(2) “By 2016, publish a commercialisation strategy for offshore wind that

includes levels of ambition to 2030, cost reductions required to sustain that

ambition and the Government’s role in supporting those reductions.” (CCC,

2014, p. 16, emphasis added)
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Comparably, the CCC presented this characteristic differently in its 2015 report; it
specified a ‘deadline’ for each recommendation as either “ahead of 2016 progress

report” or “ahead of 2017 progress report” (CCC, 2015b, pp. 40-43).

Between 2018 and 2020 all mitigation recommendations contained a target,
predominantly a timescale, though the notation remained varied. Its 2018 report
provided specific timescale targets for delivering the recommendations such as “first
half of 2019” or “early 2019” (CCC, 2018, p. 22). In 2019, instead of specified years,
a timescale was indicated through the organisation of recommendations into two table
columns that were entitled “priorities for the coming year” or “longer-term
milestones”, the latter of which included recommendations for actions that had long

lead times, such as:

(1) “Decision on the future of the gas grid in the mid-2020s.” (CCC, 2019, p.
15)

(2) “All new heating systems to be low carbon from 2035.” (CCC, 2019, p. 15)

The 2020 report adopted a similar approach to the 2018 report, with recommendations
organised in a table with a ‘timing’ column which included entries such as “by Q1

20127, “H1 20217, and “now and ongoing” (CCC, 2020e, pp. 27-28).

In summary, the analysis revealed that whether and how the CCC’s mitigation
recommendations included delivery targets varied notably year-on-year. Nevertheless,
between 2018 and 2020 recommendations consistently included a target, primarily a
timescale, which was attributed to a standardised presentation of recommendations in

tables that contained a ‘timing’ column.
Adaptation

As shown in Figure 5.7, between 2010 and 2014 none of the AC’s 55 adaptation
recommendations contained a target. As with mitigation, the scope, pace, and ambition

of these recommendations were ambiguous, as demonstrated by this example:

“The UK appears to have a comparative advantage in some adaptation
products and services but recent sales growth by UK companies has been

slower than that in other major producing countries. The Government
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should explore the reasons for this and consider if more could be done to
promote exports.” (AC, 2014, p. 12)

Figure 5.7 The proportion of the AC’s adaptation recommendations that included
delivery targets, 2010 to 2020.
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Between 2015 and 2020, 96% of the 134 adaptation recommendations provided in
these years contained a timescale for delivery, and a further two additionally contained
a quantitative target, both in 2015. As with mitigation, the notation of a timescale
varied over time from “early 20177 (AC, 2015, p. 20), to the “next [National
Adaptation Programme (NAP)] in 2018 (AC, 2017, p. 19), to “by 2021 (AC, 2019,
p. 17) to the standardised notation in the 2020 report which included “H1 2021 and
“now and ongoing” (CCC, 2020e, p. 24). Analysis therefore revealed that the AC’s
recommendations consistently included a timescale for delivery after 2015, though the

notation was variable year-on-year.
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5.6 To what extent did they challenge the policy status quo?

As described in Chapters 2 and 3, each recommendation’s level of challenge to the
policy status quo was coded using Fischer’s four-level typology of policy evaluation.
At levels 1 and 2 recommendations were considered to support the policy status quo
because they pertained to existing policies, values, or beliefs. At levels 3 and 4
recommendations were considered to challenge the policy status quo, for example if
they recommended the introduction of a new policy or for the consideration of wider

societal values such as equity, justice, and fairness.

Each recommendation was coded four times to record whether it met the criteria for
each level. The sum of the numbers reported in this section is therefore greater than
the 511 mitigation, and 189 adaptation, recommendations that were provided to the
UK Parliament during the period because some recommendations met the criteria for

more than one — or none — of the four levels (see Chapter 3).
Mitigation

Between 2009 and 2020, the CCC’s mitigation recommendations were consistently
supportive of the policy status quo at level 1 (N=323) and/or level 2 (N=415) (see
Figure 5.8). At these levels, recommendations consistently referred to the delivery of
existing policy obligations, such as carbon budgets and Net Zero, and the
implementation of prevailing policy commitments such as Electricity Market Reform

(EMR), for example:

(1) “Roll-out Smarter Choices to encourage better journey planning and
increased use of public transport across the UK.” (CCC, 2009b, p. 11)

(2) “Continue with auctions under [EMR], maintaining momentum by
adhering to the proposed timings and working with industry to learn
lessons from the first auctions.” (CCC, 2015b, p. 40)
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Figure 5.8 The proportion of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations that
supported or challenged the policy status quo, 2009 to 2020.
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Across the study period, relatively fewer mitigation recommendations challenged the
policy status quo with only 14% (N=96) at level 3 and a mere 3% (N=20) at level 4.
At these levels, recommendations tended to underline the importance of fair and
equitable decarbonisation, demonstrably: “ensure costs fairly distributed and a just
transition” (CCC, 2019, p. 15). They also emphasised the need for climate policy to
achieve co-benefits and address other policy areas such as human health and pollution,

for example:

“Take an active role in climate policy development that also has health
benefits, such as active travel, access to green space, air quality, better
buildings and healthier diets.” (CCC, 2020e, p. 43)

The 2020 report contained the most recommendations that were situated at levels 3
and/or 4, suggesting the CCC became more willing to challenge the policy status quo
towards the end of the study period. Nevertheless, as shown in Figure 5.8, the CCC
continued to reinforce the need to implement existing policies and deliver prevailing
commitments throughout the 11 years. This indicates that the CCC had a sustained
dual focus on both delivering existing policy commitments and extending the

government’s ambitions in certain areas (see Section 5.9).
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Adaptation

Between 2010 and 2020, the AC’s adaptation recommendations were predominantly
supportive of the policy status quo; the majority of its 189 recommendations were
situated at level 1 (N=93) and/or level 2 (N=113) (see Figure 5.9). Recommendations
at these levels focused on the integration of adaptation into existing policies or the
delivery of prevailing obligations, such as the government’s statutory requirement to

produce a National Adaptation Programme (NAP) every five years, for example:

(1) ...the second NAP should: [...] set clear priorities for adaptation; [...]
ensure objectives are outcome-focused, measurable, time-bound and
have clear ownership; [...] and [...] include effective monitoring and
evaluation.” (AC, 2017, p. 19)

(2) “In order to improve the resilience of ecosystems to climate change, the
Government should ensure that current regulations are fully
implemented. It should also ensure that the value of ecosystem services
is reflected in decision-making.” (AC, 2013, p. 9)

Figure 5.9 The proportion of the AC’s adaptation recommendations that
supported or challenged the policy status quo, 2010 to 2020.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50% B
40%

30%
20%

Percentage of recommendations that
met the criteria for each level

10%
0% |_|

2010 2011 2013 2014 2015 2017 2019 2020
Blevel 1 @Level 2 @Level 3 Olevel 4
Supported the policy status quo Challenged the policy status quo

Source: author’s own composition

135



Across the study period, a minority of the 189 adaptation recommendations challenged
the policy status quo at level 3 (N=30) and/or level 4 (N=16). Notably,
recommendations at these levels were most prevalent in the AC’s earlier reports,
particularly in 2010, 2011, and 2013, and notably less prevalent in its 2020 report (see
Figure 5.9). These recommendations tended to advocate action beyond the scope and
ambition of existing policies, as well as the consideration of co-benefits and wider

societal values in government policy, for example:

“The Government should strengthen implementation of current regulations
to tackle deep-seated and persistent pressures, such as water and air
pollution, to restore wildlife sites to good condition, and to expand habitat
area. The Government should incentivise further habitat restoration and
creation by maintaining funding for agri-environment schemes through
reforms to the Common Agricultural Policy and developing effective
market mechanisms that place an economic value on nature, such as through
biodiversity offsetting and payment for ecosystem services.” (AC, 2013, p.
10)

To summarise, the earlier reports of the AC (between 2010 and 2013) contained the
highest proportions of recommendations that challenged the policy status quo, most
prominently at level 3. Recommendations at level 3 consistently evaluated whether
existing government policies would enhance or limit the achievement of societal
values such as equality and freedom, but stopped short of recommending that a policy
should be changed or introduced, as at level 4. Comparably, adaptation
recommendations in the latter half of the study period were less challenging of the
policy status quo overall, yet more prevalent at level 3 than 4. The significance of a
recommendation’s level of challenge to the policy status quo for its subsequent (non-

)use is detailed in Chapter 7. For now, we turn to the penultimate characteristic.

5.7 What action(s) did they advocate?
Mitigation

As with the previous characteristics, there was notable interannual variation in the
recommended action at the core of each of the CCC’s 511 mitigation recommendations

(see Table 5.1). Nearly half (48%) contained multiple recommended actions for
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various tasks such as policy development, policy evaluation, stakeholder consultation,

and the implementation of an existing policy, as demonstrated by this example:

“Build on the existing approach to incentivising low-carbon heat in
residential buildings: commit funding for the Renewable Heat Incentive
(RHI) to 2020 and commit to extending this approach beyond 2020 unless
and until an alternative mechanism is in place; extend the Green Deal to
cover the upfront cost of low-carbon heat technologies funded under the
[RHI] and consider using Government guarantees to lower the financing
cost; develop measures to improve consumer confidence in renewable heat.”

(CCC, 2014, p. 16, emphasis added to indicate each recommended action)

Table 5.1 Overview of the recommended action at the core of each mitigation
recommendation, 2009 to 2020.

Recommended action Number O.f
recommendations*

Multiple actions 247
Coordinate policy action across sectors 131
Introduce a policy or policy framework 98
Plan future action or design a new policy 86
Set a new policy objective or target 76
Introduce a strategy 73
Consult or engage with other actors, sectors, or countries 68
Introduce or strengthen incentives 68
Strengthen or extend an existing policy 56
Implement existing policy 52
Improve the evidence base for decision-making 52
Review or evaluate an existing law, policy, or approach 52
Commit or provide funding 51
Not clear 47
Trial, deploy, or commercialize emerging low-carbon 45
technology

Outperform existing targets or increase pace and ambition 22
Introduce a new law 11
Weaken or remove an existing policy 5

*Note the total number of recommendations is >511 because some recommendations included more
than one action (see Chapter 3).

Source: author’s own composition
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Across the corpus, mitigation recommendations that contained a single recommended

action most commonly advocated for the coordination of policy action across sectors,

the introduction of a policy or policy framework, the development of a plan for future

action or the design of a new policy. Only five recommendations advocated for the

weakening or removal of an existing policy, as demonstrated by this recommendation:

“Replace voluntary industry-led framework, which has so far failed to meet

emissions targets in England, Wales or Scotland, with a stronger framework

to deliver [greenhouse gas emissions] abatement to take effect from 2019.”

(CCC, 2018, p. 22)

In summary, the CCC’s mitigation recommendations advocated for a variety of actions

across the study period, most prominently to coordinate climate action across sectors.

Notably, nearly half of all mitigation recommendations contained more than one

recommended action.

Adaptation

As shown in Table 5.2, adaptation recommendations that contained only one action

most commonly advocated for the coordination of policy across sectors, the

development of a plan for future action or the design of a new policy, or the

improvement of the evidence base for decision-making.

Table 5.2 Overview of the recommended action at the core of each adaptation

recommendation, 2010 to 2020.

Recommended action Number o_f
recommendations*
Multiple actions 99
Coordinate policy action across sectors 80
Plan future action or design a new policy 64
Improve the evidence base for decision-making 52
Review or evaluate an existing law, policy, or approach 43
Consult or engage with other actors, sectors, or countries 17
Strengthen or extend an existing policy 16
Implement existing policy 14
Set a new policy objective or target 14
Introduce or strengthen incentives 12

Source: author’s own composition

Continued overleaf
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Table 5.2 continued.

Number of

Recommended action N
recommendations

Introduce a policy or policy framework 10
Not clear 10
Introduce a strategy 7
Commit or provide funding 4
Outperform existing targets or increase pace and ambition 3

2

2

Introduce a new law

Trial, deploy, or commercialise emerging low-carbon
technology

Weaken or remove an existing policy 0

*Note the total number of recommendations is >189 because some recommendations included more
than one action (see Chapter 3).

Source: author’s own composition

Nevertheless, just over half (52%) of the AC’s 189 recommendations contained
multiple recommended actions; two-thirds of those provided in 2013, 2015, 2017, and

2019 had this characteristic, as in this example:

“Taking a strategic approach to land use planning — for example to (i) ensure
that new buildings and infrastructure are sited in areas that minimise
exposure to flood risk, do not increase flood risk to others, and do not create
a legacy of flood defence or water supply costs; (ii) manage competing
pressures on land — urban, natural and agricultural — in response to a
changing climate; and (iii) enhance green space where effective in the
design of towns and cities to help manage surface water drainage and cope
with rising temperatures and heatwaves.” (AC, 2010, p. 8, emphasis added

to indicate each recommended action)

The significance of multiple recommended actions for (non-)use is examined in
Chapter 7. For now, we now turn to consider the final characteristic of the CCC’s

recommendations.

5.8 To what extent were they repeated over time?

As explained in Chapter 3, the pilot analysis for this thesis inductively revealed that
some of the CCC’s recommendations were repetitions, both within and across its
progress reports. This characteristic was therefore investigated across the corpus.
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Mitigation

Analysis revealed that no less than 43% of the CCC’s 511 mitigation recommendations
were a repetition of a previous recommendation. As shown in Figure 5.10 there was
notable interannual variation in the relative proportion of mitigation recommendations
each year that were either provided for the first time (i.e., new) or a repetition. Between
2018 and 2020 the relative proportion of new mitigation recommendations declined
and repeated recommendations became more prevalent.

Figure 5.10 The proportion of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations that were
a repetition each vear, 2009 to 2020.
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The repetition of recommendations year-on-year can be exemplified with an example

from the aviation sector. In 2015 the CCC first recommended:

“Publish an effective policy framework for aviation emissions: plan for UK
2050 emissions at 2005 levels (implying around a 60% increase in demand)
and push for strong international and EU policies.” (CCC, 2015b, p. 41)

In its three subsequent reports the CCC provided partial repetitions of this same
recommendation whereby the phrasing was slightly different, but the core

recommended action was the same:
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(1) “A plan to limit UK aviation emissions to around 2005 levels by 2050,
implying around a 60% potential increase in demand, supported by strong
international policies.” (CCC, 2016b, p. 17)

(2) “A plan to limit UK aviation emissions to the level assumed when the fifth
carbon budget was set: around 2005 levels by 2050, implying around a 60%
potential increase in demand, supported by strong international policies.”
(CCC, 2017b, p. 18)

(3) “Publish a plan to limit UK aviation emissions to the level assumed when
the fifth carbon budget was set (i.e., around 2005 levels in 2050, implying
around a 60% potential increase in demand), supported by strong
international policies.” (CCC, 2018, p. 22)

In its 2019 report, the CCC reported that this aviation recommendation had been
“partly” delivered by the government (CCC, 2019, p. 63) because:

“The Government launched a consultation in December 2018 on its long-
term vision for aviation. Within this, it accepted the Committee’s long-
standing planning assumption that for an economy-wide target of an 80%
emissions reduction, aviation emissions in 2050 should be no higher than
those in 2005 (i.e. 37.5 MtCO-e). However, the final Aviation Strategy has
not yet been published and the Government has not set out the implications

of limiting emissions for aviation demand.” (CCC, 2019, p. 55)

Notably, this recommendation was not repeated in its 2020 report. This example raises
some interesting questions about why recommendations were repeated and at what
point they stopped repeating. These questions are addressed in Chapter 7. For now, we

turn to consider the repetition of adaptation recommendations.
Adaptation

Across the study period, no less than 42% of the AC’s 189 adaptation
recommendations were a repetition. As shown in Figure 5.11 the relative proportion of

adaptation recommendations that were repeated increased from 2011 to 2020.

141



Figure 5.11 The proportion of the AC’s adaptation recommendations that were a
repetition each year, 2010 to 2020.
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The repetition of adaptation recommendations can be exemplified in the buildings
sector. In 2011 the AC first recommended that a policy to reduce the risk of overheating

in buildings should be introduced:

“We identified a number of low-regret actions for buildings that could save
individual householders money, as well as reducing the UK’s vulnerability
to climate change. These include measures to [...] protect buildings from

overheating in summer (such as increasing window shading).” (AC, 2011,

p. 10)

In each of its subsequent reports from 2014 to 2020 the AC provided partial repetitions
of this recommendation. The recommendations were phrased slightly differently but

the core recommended action was the same:

(1) «...there is a [...] fundamental need to adapt the existing building stock
and design new buildings to be safe and comfortable in a hotter climate.

[...] A standard or requirement is needed in order to ensure new homes
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are built to take account of the health risks of overheating now and in
the future.” (AC, 2014, p. 9)

(2) “[Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)]
should, before the ASC’s next report in 2017, evaluate the latest
evidence and subsequently introduce a new standard or regulation on

reducing the risk of overheating in new homes.” (AC, 2015, p. 22)

Notably, in 2017,2019, and 2020, the AC repeated this recommendation multiple times
within each report and addressed each to one or more government departments.

Demonstrably, in 2017 the AC addressed the repeated recommendation to the DCLG:

“As recommended in our 2015 report, a standard or regulation should be put

in place to reduce the risk of overheating in new homes.” (AC, 2017, p. 21)

In the same progress report, the AC also addressed the repeated recommendation to
three other departments, namely those for health, education, and justice, specifically

that:

“Further action should be taken to assess and reduce the risks of overheating
in existing buildings, with the priorities being hospitals, schools, care homes

and prisons.” (AC, 2017, p. 21)

This example demonstrates that the characteristics of repeated recommendations
changed over time. In this case, the recommendation to reduce the risk of overheating
in buildings became more prolific and specific over time, particularly between 2015
and 2020. Across six progress reports, the AC repeated this recommendation no less
than ten times, addressed to seven specified departments and the national health
regulator. The recommendation was also repeated more than once in its reports
published after 2015. This example therefore raises interesting questions about the
characteristics of repeated recommendations that are explored in the next section, and
whether and how repetition influenced the government’s response to

recommendations, as explained in Chapter 7.
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5.9 Cross-tabulations between characteristics

This chapter has so far presented findings on each of the six characteristics of the
CCC’s mitigation and adaptation recommendations. This current section presents the
results of cross-tabulations between these characteristics to reveal which were most
often present in the same recommendation, thereby providing further insight into the

characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations over time.

5.9.1. Mitigation

As shown, the CCC’s mitigation recommendations became increasingly cross-sectoral
over the study period (see Section 5.4); cross-tabulations revealed that as well as
becoming more numerous, cross-sectoral recommendations also became more specific
through the consistent inclusion of a delivery timescale and an addressee, particularly
in 2020. Demonstrably, just over half (53%) of its 86 cross-sectoral recommendations
were addressed to a specified government department, 36 of which were in the 2020
report. Moreover, 56 (of 86) cross-sectoral recommendations included a timescale for
delivery, 49 of which were in the 2020 report and four were in the 2019 report. This
suggests that the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations changed towards the
end of the study period, becoming more cross-sectoral and specific through the

consistent inclusion of a timescale and an addressee for delivery.

Further cross-tabulations revealed that cross-sectoral recommendations accounted for
the greatest proportion of recommendations that challenged the policy status quo at
level 3, accounting for 39% of the 96 level 3 recommendations across the corpus.
Cross-sectoral recommendations also accounted for 30% of the 20 level 4
recommendations, the second highest sectoral category after buildings. The majority
of level 3 and/or level 4 cross-sectoral recommendations were in the 2020 report, with
a smaller number in 2019. The 2020 report was therefore a notable departure from
previous reports and indicated that the CCC’s cross-sectoral recommendations were
becoming more willing to challenge the policy status quo, as well as becoming more

specific in their targets and addressee.

Mitigation recommendations that were most challenging of the policy status quo were
consistently focused on the buildings sector. Between 2009 and 2020, 35% of the 20

level 4 recommendations were focused on buildings, as were 22% of the 96 level 3
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recommendations. Buildings sector recommendations at these higher levels were
distributed across the study period, rather than being concentrated in a particular year,
with only four of the level 3, and none of the level 4, buildings recommendations
occurring in the 2020 report. The CCC consistently included buildings
recommendations at these higher levels in each of its reports alongside
recommendations that were supportive of the policy status quo. Moreover, all eight of
the buildings sector recommendations in its first report in 2009 were situated at level

3 and/or level 4, as shown in these examples:

(1) “Make a major shift in the strategy on residential home energy efficiency,
moving away from the existing supplier obligation, and leading a
transformation of our residential building stock through a whole house and
street-by-street approach, with advice, encouragement, financing and
funding available for households to incentivize major energy efficiency

improvements.” (CCC, 2009b, p. 11)

(2) “The current Carbon Emission Reduction Target (CERT) scheme for energy
efficiency improvement in homes should be replaced by a new Government-
led policy including: a whole house approach [...]; a neighbourhood
approach [...]; low-cost long-term financing for households to be repaid
from energy bill reductions following energy efficiency improvement, and
to be blended with grant funding (especially for the fuel poor). Additional
policy measures are also likely to be required to accelerate the purchase of
efficient appliances...” (CCC, 2009b, p. 13)

These cross-tabulations suggest that the CCC’s recommendations had a sustained and
dual focus on both implementing existing buildings policies and introducing policies

that extended beyond prevailing approaches, values, and beliefs.

Finally, cross-tabulations between repetition and the previously reported
characteristics revealed four insights on the distribution of repeated recommendations
across the 511 mitigation recommendations. First, just under half (47%) of the 297
recommendations with an addressee were a repetition, compared to over a third (39%)
of the 214 recommendations without an addressee. More specifically, higher levels of

repetition were observed for recommendations that were addressed to a department
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that did not sponsor the CCC (53%, N=46 of 86) compared to those that were
addressed to a sponsoring department (38%, N=15 of 39).

Second, the highest levels of repetition pertained to those that were focused on
amongst the hardest-to-mitigate sectors, specifically the waste sector (52%, N=16 of
31), aviation (50%, N=4 of 8), agriculture and land use (48%, N=21 of 43), and surface
transport (46%, N=36 of 76). Repeated recommendations within each of these sectors
respectively advocated for (1) banning the landfill of biodegradable waste; (2)
publishing an effective policy framework for aviation emissions; (3) developing a
framework for monitoring and reducing agricultural emissions; and (4) addressing

barriers to the uptake of electric vehicles.

Third, there was little difference in the respective rates of repetition across Fischer’s
four levels; however, the highest rate of repetition was at Fischer’s level 4 where 55%
(N=11 of 20) of recommendations at this level were a repetition. The lowest level of
repetition was at level 3; 43% (N=41 of 96) of recommendations at this level were
repetitions. Recommendations at levels 1 and/or 2 had similar rates of repetition at
48% (N=153 of 323) and 46% (N=189 of 415) respectively. Recommendations at the
highest level of challenge were therefore repeated more than those that supported the
policy status quo. Finally, a substantial 44% (N=109) of the 247 recommendations that

contained multiple recommended actions were a repetition.

These cross-tabulations therefore indicate that the repetition of a recommendation was
associated with its addressee, number of recommended actions, sectoral focus, and
level of challenge to the policy status quo. The relationship between these

characteristics and the government’s written responses is explored in Chapter 7.

5.9.2. Adaptation

Cross-tabulations between addressee and delivery targets revealed that just over a third
of the AC’s adaptation recommendations that did not contain targets also did not have
an addressee (38%, N=22 of 58). Moreover, two-thirds of the recommendations that
had no addressee and no targets also contained multiple recommended actions (N=15
of 22). The combination of these three characteristics increased the ambiguity of

recommendations because it was unclear who should deliver which recommended
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action or when. Demonstrably, the following recommendation from 2011 had no

addressee, no targets, and contained multiple recommended actions:

“Water companies have not yet made any specific investment in climate
adaptation to tackle potential shortfalls in water supply. Delay of investment
could lead to higher costs in the future or increased risks of water shortages.
We identify scope to better manage the gap between supply and demand
caused by climate change through a greater level of ambition on water
efficiency programmes; reforms to the abstraction regime to reflect water
scarcity; and more robust approaches to factoring climate change
uncertainty into long-term investment planning.” (AC, 2011, p. 10,

emphasis added to indicate each recommended action)

Further analysis revealed that recommendations with these three characteristics were
all concentrated between 2010 and 2014. Comparably, between 2015 and 2020, 98.5%
(N=132 of 134) of adaptation recommendations contained both a timescale for
delivery and an addressee, predominantly a specified government department (N=121
of 132). Moreover, of the 68 recommendations with multiple recommended actions
that were provided to the UK Parliament between 2015 and 2020, all were addressed
to a specified government department and all but one additionally included a timescale

for delivery. Demonstrably:

“Adaptation plans are needed to address the scale of climate risk that the
UK faces from climate change impacts overseas. Cross-government
working is required to develop and implement these plans. (Departmental
owners — Defra, FCO, DIT, DfID, Home Office. Timescale — by 2021).”
(AC, 2019, p. 16)

Across all sectors, adaptation recommendations therefore became increasingly specific
through the consistent inclusion of delivery targets and an addressee after 2015. This
was attributed to the change in the AC’s presentation of its recommendations from
paragraphs of text into a standardised table format that included the consistent

indication of an addressee and delivery timescale for each recommendation.

Finally, cross-tabulations between repetition and the other five characteristics revealed
two main insights. First, the sector with the highest proportion of repeated

recommendations was buildings (73%, N=11 of 15). As set out in Section 5.8, these
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repeated recommendations consistently advocated for the risk of overheating in
buildings to be addressed through the introduction of a standard or regulation. Second,
across the corpus, the highest level of repetition was for recommendations at levels 1
and/or 2 (49.5% and 50.4% respectively) compared to recommendations at levels 3
and/or 4 (33.3% and 31.3% respectively). Half of the repeated level 1 and/or 2
recommendations occurred in the 2020 report wherein the AC repeated two
recommendations in each of the 14 tables addressed to different departments,
described as ‘priorities for all departments’ that pertained to departmental adaptation
planning and addressing the most urgent risks in the latest Climate Change Risk
Assessment. Analysis therefore suggests that the repetition of recommendations was
associated with their sectoral focus and level of challenge to the policy status quo, as

explored further in Chapter 7.

5.10 Conclusions

This chapter has presented a content analysis of the characteristics of the CCC’s 700
mitigation and adaptation recommendations that it provided to the UK Parliament in

its annual progress reports between 2009 and 2020. It has revealed three main findings.

First, the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations exhibited marked interannual
variation across the study period. How — if at all — the six characteristics were present
in recommendations varied year-on-year. These fluctuations were associated with how
recommendations were presented in the CCC’s reports. The organisation of
recommendations in tables served to standardise if and how certain characteristics
were attributed to each recommendation, particularly an addressee or specified

timescale for delivery.

Second, mitigation and adaptation recommendations became more specific over the
study period. This was demonstrated through a shift from recommendations primarily
having no addressee or being addressed simply to ‘the government’ in the formative
years of the CCC, to addressing recommendations to one or more specified
government departments from the middle of the period. This was most prevalent in the
2020 report, wherein joint mitigation and adaptation recommendations were organised
in tables, each addressed to one or more named departments for the first time. Over

the same timeframe, recommendations increasingly included a timescale for their
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delivery, though the notation varied from a specified year to a more qualitative

indication of whether recommendations were short or longer-term priorities.

Third, despite the variations in the characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations,
analysis revealed that they were nevertheless relatively repetitious. No less than 43%
of mitigation - and 42% of adaptation — recommendations were a repetition of a
previous recommendation. Cross-tabulations revealed that, for both policy areas, the
repetition of recommendations was associated with their sectoral focus and level of
challenge to the policy status quo. For mitigation, recommendations were also more

repetitious if they were addressed to a department that did not sponsor the CCC.

This chapter has therefore provided detailed insight into whether and how six
characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations changed over its first decade of
operation, including a detailed account of their repetition for the first time. The next
chapter presents the findings from a content analysis of the government’s responses to
the CCC’s recommendations and interviews with staff from the CCC and the UK
Government, to reveal the extent to which the CCC’s recommendations influenced
government policy over time. Chapter 7 returns to the characteristics presented in this
chapter and reveals whether and how each one predicted acceptance, rejection, or non-
committal responses from the government, alongside a broader consideration of other
conditions that influenced whether and how climate recommendations were used by

government officials.
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Chapter 6
The CCC’s recommendations: The extent of their
(non-)use, 2009 to 2020

6.1 Introduction

The previous chapter demonstrated that the characteristics of the CCC’s®®
recommendations were variable over the study period; nevertheless, nearly half were
repetitions. The third research question (RQ3) of this thesis therefore asks: 7o what
extent — and under what conditions - were the CCCs mitigation and adaptation
recommendations used by the UK Government between 2009 and 2020? As set out in
Chapter 1, RQ3 is addressed over two empirical chapters. This chapter presents the
findings from a content analysis of the government’s responses to recommendations
and interviews with relevant staff from the CCC and the UK Government!®. It
addresses the extent to which recommendations were of instrumental use, non-use,
conceptual use, symbolic-political use, and imposed use to civil servants. Chapter 7
addresses the conditions under which recommendations were (not) used by

government officials in each mode.

This current chapter is structured as follows. Section 6.2 reports the results from a
content analysis of the government’s written acceptance responses to
recommendations as a proxy measure of instrumental use (Section 6.2.1.), and related
findings from interviews (Section 6.2.2.). Section 6.3 does the same for non-use, taking
rejection and non-committal responses as proxies. The remaining three modes of (non-
Juse are less quantifiable than instrumental use and non-use (see Chapters 2 and 3).
Following the approaches of existing empirical studies on knowledge utilisation, the
extent of the conceptual use, symbolic-political use, and imposed use of
recommendations was explored through qualitative interviews, the findings of which
are presented in Sections 6.4 to 6.6 respectively. Each section covers mitigation and
then adaptation for clarity rather than a direct comparison between the policy areas.

Section 6.7 concludes.

15 Throughout this thesis, unless stated otherwise, reference to the CCC includes its Adaptation
Committee (AC).

16 All interviews took place between June and September 2023. Appendix 2 describes the interviewees,
Appendix 3 summarises the interview schedule.
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6.2 Instrumental use

As set out in Chapter 2 the author defined instrumental use as the documented
acceptance of recommendations for the purpose of introducing, changing, or

terminating policy*’.

6.2.1. Content analysis

Mitigation

Analysis of the UK Government’s written responses to the CCC’s 4848 mitigation
recommendations revealed that, between 2009 and 2020, a fifth (22%, N=105) were
accepted, of which only 1% (N=5) were accepted in full. A greater proportion of
recommendations were accepted in the early years of the CCC (2009-2011) compared
to the later years of the study period (2012-2020) (see Figure 6.1).

Figure 6.1 The proportion of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations that

received acceptance, rejection, or non-committal responses from the government
each vear, 2009 to 2020.
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1" The terms ‘acceptance’ and ‘instrumental use’ are therefore used interchangeably in this thesis.

18 As set out in Chapter 5 the CCC provided 511 mitigation recommendations to the UK Parliament
between 2009 and 2020. 27 recommendations in the 2020 report were excluded from analysis because
they were repeated verbatim; the government only provided a response to the first occurrence of each
recommendation, which was coded (see Chapter 3).
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Between 2009 and 2011, just under half (43%, N=29) of the 67 recommendations
provided in these years were accepted by the government. Comparably, between 2012
and 2020, less than a fifth (18%, N=76 of 417) were accepted. For example, in 2019
only one recommendation of the 48 provided that year was accepted by the
government. In that case, the CCC’s recommendation for “formal inclusion [of
aviation and shipping] in Climate Change Act targets” (CCC, 2019, p. 14) received a

partial acceptance from the government because it recognized:

“...the importance of a good international inventory and [so] we are [...]
minded to include these emissions in domestic legislation at a later date.”

(HM Government, 2019b, p. 90)

The second lowest rate of acceptance was observed in 2016, when only two (5%)
recommendations were partially accepted, one for the implementation of the Smart
Inventory on agricultural emissions and the other for policies to increase the uptake of

electric vehicles (HM Government, 2016).

Across the whole study period, only five (1%) of 484 mitigation recommendations
were accepted in full by the UK Government. In these five responses, the government
explicitly accepted the CCC’s recommendation and often stated the primary
motivation for acceptance as the work of the CCC and committed to future action. For
example, in 2012 the CCC provided the recommendation to “Start the non-residential
Green Deal no later than January 2013” (CCC, 2012b, p. 12). The government

responded with acceptance in full:

“The Government accepts the CCC’s recommendation. The non-domestic
Green Deal will be available at the same time, the end of January 2013, as

the domestic Green Deal.” (HM Government, 2012, p. 26)

Predominantly, over the study period, mitigation recommendations tended to receive
partial acceptances (N=100). In these responses, the government either: accepted the
general thrust of the recommendation but not the specific details therein; indicated that
its acceptance was associated with the work of a body other than the CCC; or accepted
part of the recommendation but ignored another part of it. Demonstrably, in June 2013

the CCC provided the recommendation:
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“Ensure measures are in place to adequately support fuel-poor electrically
heated households, either within the Energy Company Obligation [ECO], or
otherwise. Ensure that the [ECO] continues to the point where all fuel-poor
households have benefitted from it, and address very high rates of fuel
poverty found in the devolved administrations.” (CCC, 2013b, p. 14)

The government’s response was of partial agreement because it agreed with the overall
thrust of the recommendation but indicated that it had already actioned the

recommendation in response to the work from a body other than the CCC:

“The Government notes the CCC’s recommendation that measures should
be in place to provide support for electrically heated fuel poor households
[...]. The Government has now confirmed the decision to adopt a new
indicator for the measurement of fuel poverty in response to the independent
Hills Review of Fuel Poverty [published in September 2012].” (HM
Government, 2013, pp. 24-25)

We now turn to consider the government’s written acceptance of the Adaptation

Committee’s (AC) recommendations.
Adaptation

As set out in Chapter 5 the AC provided 189 recommendations to the UK Parliament
between 2010 and 2020; however, the first statutory report to which the government
was required to respond was in 2015 (HM Government, no date). Between 2015 and
2020, of the 108 adaptation recommendations to which the government responded,
just over a quarter (27%, N=29) were accepted, of which seven (6%) were accepted in

full.

As shown in Figure 6.2 the relative proportion of adaptation recommendations that
received a full acceptance was comparable in 2015 (10.3%) and in 2017 (10.7%).
Thereafter, the analysis did not reveal any further instances of either full acceptance or
full rejection responses. Instead, the proportion of partial acceptance responses

increased between 2015 and 2019 but declined in 2020.
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Figure 6.2 The proportion of the AC’s adaptation recommendations that received
acceptance, rejection, or non-committal responses from the government each
year, 2010 to 2020.
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Although 6% (N=7) of adaptation recommendations were accepted in full, these
responses were only found in 2015 and 2017. Primarily they related to
recommendations that pertained to the National Adaptation Programme (NAP), which
the government had a statutory mandate to produce under the 2008 Climate Change
Act (CCA). For example, in 2015 the AC put forward several recommendations on the

NAP:

“The second [NAP] should set clear priorities for adaptation to make sure
the most important and urgent issues are being addressed.” (AC, 2015, p.

19)
In its response, the government accepted this recommendation in full because it stated:

“We agree with the recommendation and fully intend to set clear adaptation

priorities in the second NAP report”. (HM Government, 2015, p. 11)

In 2017 the AC provided a partial repetition of its 2015 recommendation on the NAP
(AC, 2017, p. 46). In its response, the government again accepted the recommendation

in full and recognized that:
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“This reiterates the [AC’s] recommendations for the overall approach to the
next NAP that were made in their first statutory assessment published in
June 2015. [...] We agree that the next NAP should set clear priorities.
Priority areas for action over the next five years have been identified in the
second [Climate Change Risk Assessment (CCRA)]. These will be the focus
as we develop the next NAP.” (HM Government, 2017, pp. 9-10)

Nevertheless, as with mitigation, adaptation recommendations predominantly received
partial acceptances from the government (N=22), totalling 20% of all responses to the
AC’s recommendations. In these responses, on balance, the government accepted part
of a recommendation but ignored another aspect of it. Demonstrably, in 2017 the AC
provided a long recommendation that contained three recommended actions that
pertained to the second NAP: first, the recommendation called for the NAP to focus
on “evidence and evaluation”, specifically work from “UK Research and Innovation
(UKRI) and individual research councils to develop the evidence base” for the third
CCRA; second, the recommendation called for “more attention [...] to the evaluation
of existing policies and approaches”; third, “the costs and benefits of more ambitious
policy options need to be considered and appraised” (AC, 2017, p. 17). The
government’s response was one of partial acceptance because it agreed with the thrust
of the first two recommended actions but ignored and did not address the third point

about costs and benefits, as now demonstrated:

“We agree that there is an ongoing need for evidence and evaluation to
inform policy development, risk assessment and the assessment of progress.
[...] The appraisal of policy options and evaluation of existing policies is
central to the ongoing work of government departments. [...] We agree [on]
the need to work through and with others, including [UKRI], the research
councils and the wider scientific community, in order to develop the
evidence base for a robust CCRA3 in 2022.” (HM Government, 2017, pp.
10-11)

In summary, the content analyses indicate that the CCC’s mitigation and adaptation
recommendations were of limited and intermittent instrumental use to government
officials. This chapter now presents the results from qualitative interviews on the

instrumental use of recommendations.
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6.2.2. Interviews

Mitigation

The results from the content analysis set out in the previous section revealed that
relatively more of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations were accepted in the period
2009 to 2011 compared to 2012 to 2020. Analysis of interviews with longstanding
members of the CCC supported these findings. Demonstrably a founding member of
the CCC recalled that between 2008 and 2011 there was a “honeymoon period” during
which a high proportion of the CCC’s recommendations were accepted by the
government (Interviewee 2, CCC). Indeed, during the first three years of the CCC’s

operation, there was:

“...areluctance from the government to reject recommendations because of
the fact the [CCA] had only been relatively recently agreed with a huge load
of consent and they wanted to get things off to a positive start [...] so they
wanted to accept, or at least not reject, [recommendations] where they

could.” (Interviewee 8, CCC)

After the CCC’s provision of its fourth carbon budget advice in 2011 “all of a sudden,
the honeymoon period where anything we said was accepted was over” (Interviewee
2, CCC). As detailed in Chapter 7, this decline in the government’s acceptance of
recommendations was associated with the CCC’s shift away from the energy sector
and towards harder-to-mitigate recommendations such as the buildings sector
(Interviewee 8, CCC). Analysis of interview data therefore supported the findings from
the content analysis that the extent of the instrumental use of mitigation
recommendations varied over time and was greater in the first three years of the CCC’s
existence than in the rest of the study period (Interviewees 19, 21, and 27, CCC;

Interviewee 22).

Despite the focus of this thesis on the CCC’s recommendations that were contained in
its annual progress reports (see Chapter 1), analysis revealed that interviewees
consistently compared these recommendations to the CCC’s carbon budget advice
when reflecting on the extent to which they were of instrumental use. Interviewees
predominantly reflected that the CCC’s recommendations had been subject to less

instrumental use than its carbon budget advice (Interviewees 20, 33-35, UK
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Government; Interviewees 21-23, 25, and 27, CCC; Interviewee 32). As summarised

by one government official:

“...it [was] much easier for the government to accept [the CCC’s] advice on
setting the carbon budget [...] than to accept some of the individual
recommendations [in its progress reports] [...] [because] setting the overall
target [was] a lot easier than agreeing to specific policies.” (Interviewee 28,

UK Government)

Similarly, one interviewee recalled that the CCC’s recommendations in its progress
reports “had less success in landing with the government compared to the
recommendations on the carbon budget itself” (Interviewee 25, CCC). The conditions

for the instrumental use of recommendations are detailed in Chapter 7.
Adaptation

As set out in Section 6.2.1., the content analysis revealed that a quarter of adaptation
recommendations were accepted by the government over the study period.
Interviewees had very limited insight on whether adaptation recommendations were
accepted by the government; instead, interviewees predominantly responded with
observations and experiences of their non-use, as detailed in Section 6.3.2.

(Interviewee 26, CCC; Interviewees 13 and 32).

This section has therefore revealed that the CCC’s recommendations on mitigation and
adaptation were not typically — or consistently — accepted by the UK Government, and
only rarely in full. The extent of the instrumental use of the CCC’s recommendations
was therefore limited over the study period, the causal conditions for which are
explored in Chapter 7. For now, this chapter pivots to present findings on the extent of

non-use, drawing on quantitative and qualitative findings.

6.3 Non-use

As set out in Chapter 2, the author defined non-use as the documented rejection or

non-committal response to recommendations®®.

19 The terms ‘rejection’, ‘non-committal’ and ‘non-use’ are therefore used interchangeably throughout
this thesis.
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6.3.1. Content analysis

Mitigation

Between 2009 and 2020 nearly half (47%, N=226) of the CCC’s 484 mitigation
recommendations were rejected by the UK Government, of which 17 were rejected in
full. A further third (32%, N=153) received a non-committal response. Over the study
period, two-thirds of mitigation recommendations were therefore of non-use to civil

servants in the UK Government, according to the definition of this thesis.

As shown in Figure 6.1 (see Section 6.2.1.), non-committal and rejection responses
were predominant between 2009 and 2020 and the proportion of mitigation
recommendations that received either of these responses increased over time. Between
2009 and 2011, just over half (57%, N=38) of the 67 recommendations in these years
received a rejection or non-committal response. Comparably, between 2012 and 2020,

82% (N=341 of 417) of recommendations received either of these responses.

Recommendations that were rejected in full received a response wherein the
government explicitly rejected or disagreed with the recommended action(s) therein.
Demonstrably, in 2012 the CCC recommended that the government should “enforce
the current motorway speed limit” (CCC, 2012b, p. 13). However, the government

responded with a rejection in full, stating that it:

“...does not accept the CCC’s recommendation that the current motorway
speed limit should be more rigorously enforced as a way of delivering
carbon savings. Enforcement of the speed limit is an operational decision

for the Police.” (HM Government, 2012, p. 36)

Predominantly, rejection responses to mitigation recommendations were partial
(N=209) rather than full. In partial rejection responses, the government either claimed
that the recommended action was not necessary because it was already being addressed
by existing policies, provided information on existing policies that were not relevant
to the recommendation, thereby ‘dodging it’, or explicitly rejected part of a
recommendation but ignored another aspect of it (see Chapter 3). Demonstrably, in
2019 the CCC recommended: “Contingency plans for delayed or cancelled low-carbon
generation projects” (CCC, 2019, p. 15). The government provided a page-long

response that was indicative of a partial rejection because it primarily described
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existing policies and provided additional information that ‘dodged’ the essence of the

CCC’s recommendation, as now summarised:

“In the event of a delay or cancellation to a planned low-carbon generation
project, there already exist market mechanisms, such as the Capacity Market
(CM), to bring forward new capacity. [...] Additionally, the [Contracts for
Difference] scheme is the government’s main mechanism for supporting
new large-scale renewable electricity generation. [...] The UK’s newly built
nuclear power plant, Hinkley Point C, remains on track. Earlier this year
Hinkley Point C achieved its biggest milestone yet, J-zero, which is the
completion of the common raft for the Unit 1 nuclear island. [...] To ensure
that the UK has a credible plan to deliver future low-carbon capacity, the
government recently published a number of consultations on new
approaches to financing firm low-carbon generation projects.” (HM

Government, 2019b, p. 30)

Analysis revealed that the remaining third of the CCC’s mitigation recommendations
received a non-committal response from the government. As set out in Chapter 3, non-
committal responses were characterized by an indication that the government would
consider the recommendation but required further information before deciding
whether to accept or reject it or through the acceptance of part of a recommendation

but rejection of another part. Demonstrably, in 2013 the CCC recommended:

“Consider stronger levers to reduce the amount of biodegradable waste that
is sent to landfill, including further provision by local authorities for
separate collection of food waste, and review landfill bans on major sources

of biodegradable waste.” (CCC, 2013b, p. 15)

The government’s response was non-committal because it explicitly accepted part of

the recommendation and rejected another part of it:

“The Government agrees with the CCC that we need to reduce the amount
of biodegradable waste sent to landfill. However, we do not agree that
landfill bans are the best way to achieve this goal at present.” (HM
Government, 2013, p. 47)

We now turn to consider the non-use of adaptation recommendations.
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Adaptation

Of the AC’s 108 adaptation recommendations that received a government response
between 2015 and 2020, 53 were rejected and 26 received a non-committal response,

meaning nearly three-quarters were of non-use to government officials.

As shown in Figure 6.2 (Section 6.2.1.), the relative proportion of these responses
varied over time. Only five adaptation recommendations received a full rejection, four
of which were in the government’s first statutory response report in 2015. For example,

in 2015 the AC recommended:

“...the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLGQG)
should develop an approach to assess whether systemic risk is increasing or
reducing as a result of individual decisions on the location of new national

infrastructure assets.” (AC, 2015, p. 21)

In its response the government rejected this recommendation in full; it cited a series of
existing policy approaches that, in its view, were already delivering what the CCC had
recommended and concluded that it therefore did “not believe an overarching national

policy statement is necessary” (HM Government, 2015, p. 20).

Predominantly, as with mitigation, adaptation recommendations were partially
rejected (N=48 of 108) by the government. In these cases, part of a recommendation
was often rejected whilst another part was not addressed. Demonstrably, in 2015 the

AC recommended:

“[The] DCLG should adopt and deliver a goal of reversing the decline in
urban greenspace, and work with local authorities to begin delivering an
implementation strategy by the time of the ASC’s next report in 2017.” (AC,
2015, p. 22)

The government responded with a partial rejection:

“While we appreciate the [AC’s] concern, the essence of this
recommendation is already reflected in the strong national planning policy
in place, local authorities’ responsibilities for their areas and the tools
available to communities to protect urban greenspace. National planning

policy is already clear about the importance of green space and green
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infrastructure and encourages its provision as part of new development.

(HM Government, 2015, p. 25)
As an example of a non-committal response, in 2015 the AC recommended that:

“[The] DCLG should, before the [AC’s] next report in 2017, evaluate the
latest evidence and subsequently introduce a new standard or regulation on

reducing the risk of overheating in new homes.” (AC, 2015, p. 22)

The government’s response was non-committal because it stated that it would need
further information before it could take a firm view on whether to accept the

recommendation and so it did not commit to future action:

“The Government will consider potential research to understand better what
an overheating standard might look like and the options to help industry and
others address the risks. The Government also needs to know what the
associated costs and benefits are before a decision can be made on how best

to reduce the overheating risk.” (HM Government, 2015, p. 24)

The chapter now turns to present findings from qualitative interviews on the non-

use of mitigation and adaptation recommendations.

6.3.2. Interviews
Mitigation

As set out in the previous section, the content analysis revealed that over two-thirds of
the CCC’s mitigation recommendations were not used by the UK Government because
they received either a rejection or non-committal response. The author’s analysis of
qualitative interview data supported this finding. Demonstrably a longstanding

member of the CCC’s Secretariat throughout the study period recalled:

“Our overall sense [was] that we [made] lots of good recommendations and
then most of them [were] just ignored. [...] Fundamentally, if the
government doesn’t want to do something, then us telling them to do it is
not going to lead to them doing it. So, there [were] quite a few areas where
we [made] recommendations, [for example] on dietary change and aviation
demand, and we [knew] we [had] to make those recommendations because

we [knew] they were the right thing to do, but we also [knew] that they were
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not going to lead to anything [because they would be rejected].”

(Interviewee 23, CCC)

As shown in Figure 6.1, the proportion of mitigation recommendations that were of
non-use increased between 2012 and 2020. This was supported by the reflections from
longstanding CCC interviewees. Demonstrably, an experienced senior official of the

CCC throughout the study period recalled that after the first three years of the CCC:

“[Tts recommendations shifted from a focus on energy generation and it] got
into issues around [the decarbonisation of] buildings and energy-intensive
industry and jobs implications and potentially looking as if they (the
government) were interfering with individual household decisions then it
became more difficult for them [to accept the CCC’s recommendations]

over time.” (Interviewee 8, CCC)

Many interviewees shared a sense of frustration at the non-use of the CCC’s
recommendations (Interviewees 2-6, 8, 11, 14, and 19, CCC; Interviewee 27). As
introduced in Section 6.2.2., there was a sense amongst some government interviewees
that the CCC’s recommendations in their annual progress reports were “less
influential” than its advice on carbon budgets (Interviewee 20, UK Government; also

Interviewees 17 and 18, UK Government).
Adaptation

Analysis of interview data supported the findings from the content analysis that
adaptation recommendations were predominantly of non-use between 2015 and 2020
(Interviewee 5, CCC; Interviewees 17, 18, 29 and 30, UK Government).
Demonstrably, as reflected by one interviewee “there's a whole list [of adaptation
recommendations] where they just haven't been accepted” by the government
(Interviewee 13). Similarly, one government official recalled that, during the study
period, “a lot” of the AC’s recommendations “were [either] not accepted or a direct
answer was avoided”, and so its responses tended to be rejection or non-committal

(Interviewee 15, UK Government).

This section has therefore confirmed the findings from the content analysis, that the
CCC’s mitigation and adaptation recommendations were predominantly of non-use to

civil servants. This chapter now turns to present findings on the extent to which
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recommendations were of conceptual use, symbolic-political use, and imposed use by

government officials during the study period.

6.4 Conceptual use

As set out in Chapter 2 the author defined conceptual use as changes to the thoughts,
attitudes, or framings of a particular policy problem and/or associated solutions over
a protracted period. The extent of the conceptual use of the CCC’s recommendations
was explored through qualitative interviews with people who worked for the CCC or
the UK Government during the study period, respectively either writing or responding

to its recommendations (see Chapter 3).

During each interview, the author presented the definition of conceptual use — as above
— and asked interviewees to reflect on whether they had seen evidence of the
conceptual use of the CCC’s recommendations during the study period. Interviewees
often replied in the affirmative and cited instances where its recommendations had
been reflected in the work of other bodies as a demonstration of their conceptual use
because, in their view, this indicated that the CCC had influenced the thinking or
position of others. Demonstrably, Lord Deben, a longstanding Chairman of the CCC
during the study period (2012-2023), gave a comprehensive account of the conceptual

use of the CCC’s recommendations:

“[The CCC] change[d] the views of people around [the government]. [...]
It [was] not only directly advising government and opposition, but you (the
CCC) [were] also creating a climate within which government and
opposition can operate. So, others too [were] picking up these things so that
they understand it. [...] You create the atmosphere in which the government
is operating, and the opposition is operating and [...] that’s part of what you

do.” (Interviewee 16, CCC)
In another example, an experienced member of the CCC’s Secretariat recalled that:

“...a lot of the evidence base that the CCC created, including [its]
recommendations, [were] used by other groups for their own purposes in
both directions of the argument [by Non-Governmental Organisations and

industry] [...] so the CCC’s recommendations [...] percolate[d] into the
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debate quite effectively [...] through that sort of back door, in a sense, to
view the landscape according to the CCC.” (Interviewee 2, CCC)

For some interviewees, the conceptual use of the CCC’s recommendations was more
prevalent than instrumental use. Demonstrably, one senior government ofticial during

the study period reflected that:

“I think that the recommendations from the [CCC] have little or no direct
effect on the government’s policy ambition. It has more of an indirect effect
on government policy because its recommendations can be reported in the
press and start to shift wider stakeholder views [on climate policy ambition]
which can help the government to formulate policy [in the long term, due to
increased stakeholder support] in combination with analyses and evidence
from other sources. Do the CCC’s recommendations directly change the
ambition of the government? No, I don't think they do at all.” (Interviewee

18, UK Government)

Analysis of interview transcripts further revealed that, in some cases, the conceptual
use of the CCC’s recommendations occurred before their instrumental use.
Interviewees consistently reflected that the conceptual use of the CCC’s
recommendations over several years slowly changed the thinking of government
officials, as well as the public and industry, and, in some cases, the government
accepted some of the CCC’s recommendations that it had previously rejected
(Interviewees 2, 6, 9, 10, 14, 19, 23, and 26, CCC; Interviewee 33, UK Government;
Interviewees 13 and 32). Demonstrably, a member of the CCC’s Secretariat explained

that, beyond instrumental use, policy influence was:

“...also about describing a problem in a new way and getting your
interpretation [...] accepted by the stakeholders. That’s a powerful way of
having an impact [and] the CCC succeeded in that. [...] [Conceptual use] is
part of that process of osmosis where the initial idea needs to be socialized
and shared, so changing the way people think about the problem has to build
and the consensus has to be reached [before it can be accepted].”

(Interviewee 2, CCC)

Indeed, one senior member of the CCC reflected that “I think the influence of the CCC

on wider public debate can't be kind of overestimated, it’s been really important at that
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higher level” (Interviewee 21, CCC; also Interviewee 25, CCC). As explained by a

longstanding member of the CCC’s Secretariat, its recommendations:

“[Helped to] build the public case for climate action [and make climate
change] a much more evidence-based, common-sense discussion [...]. I
think that high-level strategic leadership [of the CCC’s recommendations]
has been the real value of what the committee’s done.” (Interviewee 11,

CCO)

Demonstrably, longstanding members of the CCC’s Secretariat cited the conceptual
use of the CCC’s recommendations for the decarbonisation of the buildings sector.
Throughout the study period, these recommendations were predominantly not used by
government officials (as explained in Chapter 7). Nevertheless, some CCC
interviewees identified that the conceptual use of these recommendations occurred in
the space between their non-use and their eventual instrumental use. Demonstrably, an

experienced member of the CCC’s Secretariat recollected that:

“[Over] 15 years of the CCC, some of the things that are now starting to
bear fruit are things we’ve been chipping away at that entire time; I think
buildings is a really good example of this [specifically heat pumps]. [...]
[Some recommendations] are a slow burn [...] they take a long time [to be
accepted].” (Interviewee 11, CCC; this view was also shared by

Interviewees 10, 25 and 26, CCC)

For example, a longstanding member of the CCC’s Secretariat recalled that the CCC
first recommended that the government should make decisions on the role of
electrification and hydrogen in buildings decarbonisation by the mid-2020s in its ‘Next
Steps for UK Heat Policy’ report (CCC, 2016c). This recommendation was
subsequently repeated in its annual progress reports in 2017 (p. 17) and 2019 (p. 15).

The interviewee reflected that since 2016:

“...there has been a journey [...] [for government to] talk about buildings
decarbonisation and [increase its] willingness to at least put policies in
place, which might be ineffective, but at least they’re trying. That’s been a
journey and we’re still not at the end of the journey, but there’s been a lot of
progress [in the thinking and understanding of government officials] behind

the scenes, it just hasn’t come to fruition yet.” (Interviewee 23, CCC)
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Although some interviewees had observed the conceptual use of the CCC’s
recommendations, others questioned whether conceptual use was indicative of policy

influence:

“What exactly does [conceptual use] mean? It means people are paying
attention to what the CCC has done, it doesn’t necessarily mean that
something has changed immediately because of the CCC’s work™.

(Interviewee 9, CCC)

Other interviewees had observed conceptual use but noted that “in some cases, it is
difficult to make a direct attribution” to policy influence because groups other than the
CCC could provide the government with similar recommendations (Interviewee 15,
UK Government; also Interviewee 20, UK Government). Indeed, one interviewee

reflected on the conceptual use of the CCC’s recommendations that it:

“...certainly [was not] enough to overcome huge [government] inertia |[...]
but you have to have faith that the accumulation of the work, the pressure,
the communication, the analysis and so on has some impact on the way

people in government are thinking.” (Interviewee 27)

To summarize, this section has presented findings from analysis of interview data that
revealed the CCC’s mitigation and adaptation recommendations were of conceptual
use during the study period, particularly by changing the thinking of the government,
industry, and the public over several years, particularly around heat pumps. The
analysis also indicated that the conceptual use of recommendations sometimes
occurred in the space between their non-use and their eventual instrumental use, as

demonstrated further in Chapter 7.

6.5 Symbolic-political use

As set out in Chapter 2, the author defined symbolic-political use as the use of
recommendations to support, justify, or legitimize a preexisting policy preference or a
decision that had already been made, or as ammunition in debates with opposition. As
with conceptual use, interviewees were presented with this definition and asked

whether and how they had observed this during the study period.
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Analysis revealed that the CCC’s recommendations were primarily of symbolic-
political use during internal negotiations within — and across — government
departments, such as in funding bids to the Treasury (Interviewees 15, 20, 28, 30, 33-
36, UK Government; Interviewee 11, CCC; Interviewees 24 and 31); however, some
government interviewees did not recall using the CCC’s recommendations in this way
(Interviewees 17 and 18). Other government officials recalled the symbolic-political
use of the CCC’s recommendations to demonstrate leadership in a particular area,
especially in the run-up to events that would attract media attention and public scrutiny
such as a Conference of the Parties (COPs) when the government would consider “how
can we demonstrate global leadership here?” (Interviewee 35, UK Government; also
Interviewees 19, 23, and 25, CCC; Interviewees 27 and 31). In recognition that its
recommendations could be of symbolic-political use to government officials, an

experienced member of the CCC’s Secretariat recalled that:

“The leadership of the CCC would talk regularly with the leadership of [the
Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC)] [...] and that would
give a sense of where the politics lie, right? The politics between
departments, the fights that are there, the things that are difficult and why
some things aren’t progressing [...] and then you could try and use the tools
at your disposal which are your words on the page and the words that you
say and who you say them to, to try and play into that field [...] so we were
trying to understand from the politics where the art of the possible was.”

(Interviewee 11, CCC)

Analysis revealed that few interviewees recalled any instances of the political use of
adaptation recommendations and that the symbolic use of adaptation recommendations

had been limited. In a rare example, in 2019 the AC recommended:

“Adaptation must be integrated systematically into the 25-year Environment
Plan goals and the Environmental Land Management Scheme (ELMS)
outcomes.” (AC, 2019, p.16)

The recommendation initially received a partial acceptance from the government in its

formal written response (HM Government, 2019a, p. 19) because it stated the:
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“...government is also in agreement that climate change adaptation must be
integrated systematically into [ELMS] [and] [...] government will continue

to develop this important policy.”

Baroness Brown, a Chair of the AC over the study period (2017 onwards) reflected;
however, that since 2019 that recommendation had been relegated to symbolic use

because:

“We’re seeing the right words about adaptation being taken into account in
the (ELMS) but it’s taking much longer to come through than anybody
expected [...] we’re seeing words that adaptation is going to be key
throughout [ELMS] but we’re not actually seeing yet the policy measures
that demonstrate adaptation is really seen throughout.” (Interviewee 26,

CCC)

In summary, analysis of interview transcripts revealed that interviewees had mixed
views and experiences of the symbolic-political use of the CCC’s recommendations.
Whilst some government officials had used recommendations during internal
negotiations within or between departments, particularly in funding bids to the
Treasury, others could not recall using recommendations in this way. Particularly on
adaptation, analysis indicates that recommendations were not subject to political use
but, on at least one occasion, they were of symbolic use. The conditions for symbolic-
political use are set out in Chapter 7. This chapter now turns to present the extent of

the final mode of (non-)use.

6.6 Imposed use

As set out in Chapter 2, the author defined imposed use as the use of recommendations
because it was mandated through formal institutional rules or powers. As detailed in
Chapter 4, despite much debate during the creation of the CCA about whether the
CCC’s recommendations to the government should be mandatory, the CCC’s statutory
advisory duties were such that it did not have any legal powers to force the government
to accept its recommendations. Analysis of interview data confirmed that the CCC’s
recommendations were not —and in fact could not — be of imposed use during the study
period because of its legal underpinnings (Interviewees 2, 8, 10, 12, 21, and 23, CCC;

Interviewees 20 and 33, UK Government). As summarised by one interviewee “the
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committee can't make” the government accept its recommendations because “it isn't
an executive part of the government” (Interviewee 4, CCC). Indeed, the government

officials that responded to the CCC’s recommendations:

“...had to think about other things, they [were] the ones who [were]
ultimately politically responsible and they were not obliged under the CCA

to accept all these detailed recommendations.” (Interviewee 21, CCC)

The analysis further revealed that the CCC was conscious that it could not impose the
use of its recommendations and sought to ensure that its recommendations were not

used in that way. Lord Deben reflected that, over his tenure, he had been:

“...very tough about not having mission creep because the moment you (the
CCC) move away from what the law says you are supposed to do you give
opportunities for people to complain about what it is that you’ve done. [...]
Not allowing mission creep was very important because if one had allowed
mission creep then you (the CCC) would become a political figure and the

independence of the CCC is hugely important.” (Interviewee 16, CCC)

Moreover, one interviewee recalled a dynamic whereby the government reinforced its

expectations that the CCC should:

“...never be getting above ourselves and thinking that we [were] the
government of the country because we [weren’t, we were] an advisory body
[...] [and so] we should not be expecting slavish following [of our
recommendations]. [...] If the government felt that we would stray too
much, they would tell us ‘This isn’t your role, your role is an independent
advisor to us’ [...] [otherwise] we might have our knuckles wrapped. [...]
The top civil servant in Number 10 could just have a conversation with our

Chief Executive and say, ‘Don’t go too far, old boy’.” (Interviewee 6, CCC)

Moreover, several interviewees reflected on whether the CCC’s recommendations
should be of imposed use. Analysis revealed that these reflections aligned with the
debates in 2007 and 2008 around whether the CCC should be an advisory or
policymaking body (see Chapter 4). Demonstrably, several interviewees shared the

view that the CCC was:
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“...not a policymaking body [...] it should be for the politicians, the
government, to decide what it does [...] it was not for the committee to be

designing policy, that was for the government.” (Interviewee 8, CCC)

Indeed, “the scenario where everything the CCC says just gets accepted... it would be
unnatural, wouldn’t it?” (Interviewee 2, CCC). It was suggested that people outside
the CCC “would wonder if the CCC [was] doing its job properly if every single
recommendation” was accepted by the government (Interviewee 5, CCC). From the
perspective of one government official, if the CCC could impose the use of its

recommendations on the government:

“...that would be absolutely the wrong thing to do, these are political
decisions, they are not for the CCC to make. It's fine for them to make
recommendations. But ultimately [...] I don't think giving that level of
legislative or legally backed power or authority to what is a technocratic and
unelected body would be a sensible thing to do. [...] Otherwise, you’re just
outsourcing. You might as well not have an energy minister if they have to
do what the CCC says, right? [...] And also, some of their recommendations,
I think, aren't always that politically savvy or I wouldn't do it that way. So,
I think, fine for them to give their view, but it's legitimate for ministers to
ultimately have the power to judge which recommendations to [accept] and

which not to.” (Interviewee 20, UK Government)

Consequently, one interviewee acknowledged that due to “the lack of statutory
underpinning for accepting the recommendations that we made [...] our reports were
somewhat repetitive” (Interviewee 10, CCC). Moreover, there were “lots of reasons”
for the government not to accept the CCC’s recommendations and so, without being
able to impose the use of its recommendations, it was “much harder” for the CCC to

“force and catalyse a change” (Interviewee 10, CCC).

Analysis of interview data therefore revealed that the CCC’s recommendations were
not of imposed use by government officials. Moreover, the CCA and the CCC’s
statutory underpinnings prevented it from imposing the use of its recommendations on

the government (see Chapter 4 for further detail).
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6.7 Conclusions

In relation to the third research question of this thesis, this chapter has addressed the
extent to which the CCC’s recommendations were used in each of the five modes

between 2009 and 2020. It has revealed four main findings.

First, over the study period, non-use was the most predominant mode; over two-thirds
of mitigation, and nearly three-quarters of adaptation, recommendations received a
non-committal or rejection response from the government. Predominantly,
recommendations were partially rejected whereby the government would claim the
recommended action was not needed because, in its view, existing policy was already
delivering what the CCC had recommended. Combined insights from content analysis
and analysis of interview data revealed that, for mitigation, the proportion of
recommendations that were of non-use increased from just over half of
recommendations between 2009 and 2011 to over three-quarters between 2012 and
2020. Analysis of interview data revealed that this coincided with a decline in the
political consensus that had underpinned the creation of the CCA, and the CCC’s shift
to providing recommendations on harder-to-decarbonize sectors such as buildings, as

explored further in Chapter 7.

Second, the instrumental use of recommendations was found to have been limited and
intermittent across the study period; there was only one year in which acceptance
accounted for more than half of the government’s responses, namely in 2011 for
mitigation and in 2019 for adaptation. Over the study period, only a third of mitigation
and adaptation recommendations were of instrumental use, primarily indicated by a

partial acceptance response from the government.

Third, analysis of interview data revealed that the CCC’s mitigation recommendations
were principally subject to political use over the period, particularly during internal
negotiations within and between government departments. For adaptation, no
interviewees recalled the political use of recommendations and there was only one
recalled instance of the symbolic use of recommendations, namely in relation to the

integration of adaptation into ELMS.

Finally, interviewees from the CCC and the government were unanimous that the CCC
could not impose the use of its recommendations due to its legal underpinnings in the

CCA that delineated its advisory functions from the policymaking role of the
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government. Interestingly, several interviewees reflected on whether the CCC’s
recommendations should be of imposed use. Analysis revealed that the arguments
raised during these interviews were tightly aligned with those raised by MPs and Peers
during the creation of the CCA and the CCC, as set out in Chapter 4. Demonstrably,
interviewees agreed that the CCC should not have the power to impose the use of its
recommendations because the legal responsibility for meeting the targets in the CCA
rested with the government. Instead of the CCC being able to impose the use of its
recommendations, interviewees acknowledged that the government could accordingly
decide which recommendations to accept and which to reject. The next chapter
therefore pivots to address the second half of the third research question: under what

conditions were the CCC’s recommendations subject to each mode of (non-)use?
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Chapter 7
The CCC’s recommendations: The conditions for
their (non-)use, 2009 to 2020

7.1 Introduction

The previous chapter presented findings on the extent to which the CCC’s
recommendations were of instrumental use, non-use, conceptual use, symbolic-
political use, and imposed use between 2009 and 2020. It revealed that non-use was
predominant, accounting for over two-thirds of recommendations. This chapter
presents the findings from regression analysis and elite interviews on the precise
conditions under which the CCC’s recommendations were (not) used by the
government. It provides an empirical test of the relevance of each of the four
conditions in the conceptual framework, outlined in Chapter 2, for instrumental use,
non-use, conceptual use, and symbolic-political use?. It also presents several other
conditions that were inductively revealed to be important for a given mode during the

analysis of interview transcripts.

The remainder of this chapter unfolds as follows. Section 7.2 presents the results of
regression analyses of the relationship between the six recommendation
characteristics, identified in Chapters 2 and 5, and the instrumental use and non-use
of recommendations?!, as revealed in Chapter 6. The chapter then reports the findings
from qualitative interviews?? with those working for the CCC or the UK Government;
the interviews explored the endogenous and exogenous conditions® for instrumental
use, non-use, conceptual use, and symbolic-political use, the findings of which are
presented in Sections 7.3 to 7.6 respectively. Section 7.7 concludes. Amendments to
the conceptual framework are offered in Chapter 8 based on the findings presented in

this chapter.

20 The previous chapter revealed that the CCC’s recommendations were not of imposed use because the
CCA did not grant the CCC relevant powers; this mode is therefore not analysed in this chapter.

21 The written acceptance of recommendations by the government was a proxy for instrumental use, and
rejection and non-committal responses were proxies for non-use (see Chapters 2 and 3).

22 All interviews took place between June and September 2023. Appendix 2 describes the interviewees.
Appendix 3 summarises the interview schedule.

23 In this thesis ‘endogenous’ refers to characteristics that originate “from within” a recommendation
(OED, no date c), and exogenous conditions describes those that originate “from outside” a
recommendation (OED, no date d) (see Chapter 2).
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7.2 The statistical significance of recommendation characteristics

7.2.1. Instrumental use

Regression analysis revealed that only one characteristic was a condition for the
instrumental use of mitigation recommendations, as indicated by its statistical
significance at the .05 level (see Table 7.1). Specifically, recommendations with a
cross-sectoral focus were over four times more likely to be accepted by the government

(p=<.001) than recommendations that addressed a specific sector.

The instrumental use of mitigation recommendations was revealed to be less likely
under two conditions. First, if they were focused on the buildings sector, they were
53% less likely to be accepted than those focused on other sectors (p=.033). Second,
if they included delivery targets, they were 59% less likely to be accepted than those
without targets (p=.002).

The only predictor for the instrumental use of adaptation recommendations was
repetition, whereby repeated recommendations were nearly five times more likely to

be accepted than those provided for the first time (p=.011) (see Table 7.2).

7.2.2. Non-use

There are two proxies for non-use throughout this thesis, namely rejection and non-
committal responses from the government (see Chapters 2 and 3). Regression analysis
revealed that two characteristics were conditions for the rejection of mitigation
recommendations (see Table 7.1). First, if recommendations were addressed to a
government department that was not a sponsor of the CCC?*, they were two times more
likely to be rejected than if they were addressed to a sponsoring department, simply
‘the government’, or had no addressee (p=.011). Second, if mitigation
recommendations were focused on the waste sector, they were two times more likely
to be rejected than recommendations focused on any other sector (p=.047). Although

just outside the standard .05 level of significance, mitigation recommendations with

24 Under the 2010 Framework Document (HM Government et al., 2010, p. 7), government departments
with lead responsibilities for mitigation and adaptation were assigned as sponsors of the CCC and AC
respectively. Between 2009 and 2020 the AC was sponsored by the Department for Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs (Defra). The CCC was sponsored by the Department for Energy and Climate Change
(DECC) from 2009 to 2016 and then Department for Business, Energy, and Industry Strategy (BEIS)
until 2023.
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delivery targets were 1.5 times more likely to be rejected than those without targets
(p=.054). The only predictor for a non-committal response to mitigation

recommendations was a focus on the buildings sector (p=.005).

For adaptation, the only characteristic that predicted a rejection response was a focus
on flood risk management; recommendations with this characteristic were over four
times more likely to be rejected than recommendations focused on any other sector
(p=.016). Rejection responses were less likely if adaptation recommendations were
supportive of the policy status quo (p=.021). Although just outside the standard .05
level of significance, if recommendations included multiple recommended actions,
they were two times more likely to be rejected than those that contained only one action
(p=.053). None of the characteristics were predictors for non-committal responses to
adaptation recommendations. Further, no single recommended action was a significant

predictor for the instrumental use or non-use of recommendations in either policy area.

In summary, for mitigation, two characteristics were identified as conditions that either
increased or decreased the likelihood of instrumental use, namely sectoral focus and
the inclusion of delivery targets, whilst addressee and sectoral focus were conditions
for non-use. For adaptation, the only condition for instrumental use was repetition;
sectoral focus and level of challenge to the policy status quo were conditions for non-
use. The Nagelkerke R? values estimated that the six characteristics in the mitigation
regression models could explain between 9% and 19% of the variance in the
government’s responses to those recommendations. For adaptation, Nagelkerke R?
values suggested that the four included characteristics could explain between 28% and
36% of the variance in responses (see Tables 7.1 and 7.2). These values indicate that
the characteristics of recommendations did not solely determine the instrumental use
or non-use of recommendations in either policy area. Therefore, this chapter moves to
consider the findings from qualitative interviews on the endogenous and exogenous

conditions for instrumental use, non-use, conceptual use, and symbolic-political use.

175



Table 7.1 Binary logistic models of the relationship between mitigation

recommendation characteristics and government responses.

Government response

Acceptance Rejection Non-committal

OR. | SE. | OR. | SE. | OR | SE

Addressee

Addressed to a
sponsor dept.

115 | (0.45) | 1.42 | (0.36) | 0.67 | (0.37)

Addressed to a non-
sponsor dept.

045 | (0.42) | 207** | (0.29) | 075 | (0.29)

Addressed to two or
more depts.

147 | (0.45) | 0.74 | (045) | 094 | (0.41)

Addressed to
devolved
administrations

095 | (0.76) | 0.66 | (0.58) | 1.61 | (0.57)

Other addressee e.g.,
local authorities,
regulators etc.

135 | (0.74) | 031 | (0.64) | 289 | (0.57)

Addressed only to
‘the government’

084 | (0.35) | 1.35 | (0.27) | 0.89 | (0.27)

Sectoral focus

Agriculture 085 | (042) | 1.01 | (0.31) | 1.20 | (0.33)
Transport 110 | (0.29) | 1.11 | (0.23) | 0.92 | (0.25)
Buildings 047* | (0.36) | 085 | (0.24) | 2.02** | (0.25)
Energy 133 | (0.28) | 0.82 | (0.24) | 1.11 | (0.26)
Industry 072 | (0.36) | 096 | (0.27) | 1.47 | (0.29)
Waste 039 | (059) | 2.19* | (0.39) | 073 | (0.42)

Cross-sectoral

4.43%* | (0.37) | 0.36** | (0.34) | 0.87 | (0.34)

Delivery targets

Recommendation has
targets

0.41** | (0.30) | 157 | 023 | 1.18 | (0.25)

Repetition

Recommendation was
a repetition

124 | (0.25) | 0.86 | 020 | 099 | (0.21)

Level of challenge to t

he policy status quo

Supports the policy
status quo

130 | (0.25) | 1.02 | (0.22) | 0.82 | (0.21)

Challenges the policy
status quo

107 | (051) | 051 | (049) | 1.95 | (0.44)

Supports and
challenges the policy
status quo

102 | (0.33) | 112 | (0.28) | 0.84 | (0.28)

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p <0.01, ***p < 0.001. Columns show the Odds Ratio (O.R.) and Standard Error

(S.E.) in brackets.

Source: author’s own composition

Continued overleaf
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Table 7.1 continued.

Government response
Acceptance Rejection Non-committal
OR. | SE. | OR. | SE. | OR. | SE.

Recommended action

Plan for future 0.88 (0.42) 1.01 (0.33) 1.24 (0.33)
Increase ambition 1.07 (0.53) 0.44 (0.61) 1.55 (0.48)
New policy 0.82 (0.31) 1.34 (0.24) 0.96 (0.26)
Implement orextend | 95 | (g55) | 129 | (0.44) | 0.85 | (0.47)
existing policy

Provide funding 1.23 (0.44) 0.87 (0.38) 1.07 (0.41)

Evaluate existing
policy

Engage with
stakeholders 1.68 (0.50) 0.85 (0.51) 0.67 (0.55)
Multiple actions 1.10 (0.25) 0.95 (0.21) 1.13 (0.22)
Constant 0.31 (0.36) 0.46 (0.31) 0.60 (0.31)

Nagelkerke R? 0.19 0.15 0.09

Number of
recommendations 484 484 484

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p <0.01, ***p < 0.001. Columns show the Odds Ratio (O.R.) and Standard Error
(S.E.) in brackets.

094 | (0.39) | 080 | (0.32) | 147 | (0.33)

Source: author’s own composition

Table 7.2 Binary logistic models of the relationship between adaptation
recommendation characteristics and government responses.

Government response

Acceptance Rejection Non-committal

OR. | SE. | OR | SE. | OR | SE
Sectoral focus
Water supply and 6.24 | (1176.91) | 2.79 (0.80) 0.60 (0.89)
demand
Flood risk .000 |(8238.38) | 4.52* | (0.63) | 0.76 (0.63)
management
Coasts and oceans 40.05 | (1176.91) | 0.37 (1.25) 1.07 (1.21)
Buildings 3.25 | (1176.91) | 0.78 (0.93) | 4.40 (0.85)
Infrastructure 24.05 | (1176.91) | 0.65 (0.66) 0.97 (0.82)
Agriculture and land 27.01 | (1176.91) | 1.33 (0.54) 0.18 (0.96)
use
Cross-sectoral 28.67 | (1176.91) | 0.59 (0.47) 0.74 (0.55)

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p <0.01, ***p < 0.001. Columns show the Odds Ratio (O.R.) and Standard Error
(S.E.) in brackets.

Source: author’s own composition

Continued overleaf
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Table 7.2 continued.

Government response

Acceptance Rejection Non-committal
OR. | SE. | OR | SE. | OR. | SE
Recommended action
Plan for future 7.75 (1.36) 0.41 (1.04) 0.63 (1.0)
E(‘)’I"’i"c‘;ate existing 077 | (061) | 156 | (0.52) | 0.76 | (0.62)
New policy 0.62 (0.65) 0.62 | (0.56) | 2.01 | (0.55)
Multiple actions 0.45 (0.53) 237 | (045) | 0.70 | (0.51)

Level of challenge to the policy status quo
Supportsthe policy |4 g3 | 044y | 040* | (039) | 20 | (0.50)
status quo
Challenges the policy
status quo

Supports and
challenges the policy 1.50 (0.61) 0.99 (0.56) 0.69 (0.91)
status quo
Repetition
Recommendation
was a repetition

049 | (0.76) | 1.86 | (0.66) | 0.80 | (0.97)

4.46%% | (059) | 0.40 | (0.53) | 057 | (0.65)

Constant 002 | (1176.91) | 1.31 | (0.49) | 0.28 | (0.57)
Nagelkerke R? 0.36 0.28 0.28
Number of 108 108 108

recommendations
Notes: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. Columns show the Odds Ratio (O.R.) and Standard error
(S.E.) in brackets.

Source: author’s own composition

7.3 Instrumental use

7.3.1. Recommendation characteristics

The previous section showed that only two characteristics were statistically significant
predictors for the instrumental use of recommendations: a cross-sectoral focus for
mitigation, and repetition for adaptation (see Section 7.2.1.). This section reports

findings from qualitative interviews that develop and expand upon these results.
Cross-sectoral focus

Analysis of interview data confirmed that a cross-sectoral focus was indeed a condition
for the instrumental use of recommendations. Interviewees underlined the relevance

of this condition for both policy areas, stating that cross-sectoral recommendations
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were ‘easier’ for the government to accept than those focused on a specific sector,
“both in financial terms and political terms” (Interviewee 3, CCC; also Interviewee 25,
CCC, and Interviewees 29 and 30, UK Government). A reason for this was that cross-
sectoral recommendations tended to be “more qualitative and less quantitatively fixed”
(Interviewee 24). Accepting cross-sectoral recommendations would therefore “tie [the
government’s] hands less” than if it accepted sector-specific recommendations
(Interviewee 27; also Interviewees 4 and 14, CCC, and Interviewee 29, UK

Government).
Recommendation repetition

Qualitative interview data confirmed that repetition was a significant condition for the
instrumental use of recommendations and expanded its relevance to both policy areas.
It also revealed that repetition was a symptom of non-use because repetition followed
previous rejection or non-committal responses from the government (Interviewees 1-

9,11,12, 14, 19, 21-23 and 25, CCC; Interviewees 13, 22, 27 and 32).

Analysis of interview data revealed that there were three main reasons why repetition
facilitated instrumental use. First, in the period between repetitions, stakeholder
support for a recommendation could increase, as well as the weight of evidence
following publications from the CCC or the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) (Interviewee 16, CCC; Interviewee 32). For these reasons, repeated
recommendations were more likely to be accepted (Interviewees 22, 30 and 33, UK

Government; Interviewees 3 and 10, CCC). As explained by one interviewee:

“The first time [the CCC gave a recommendation] we (the government)
might think ‘this is probably a good idea, but the data is not good enough’
[to accept it]. And then the next [report] cycle round, maybe we’ve got
another [Met Office] impact assessment or more data. Then the CCC can
use that to strengthen their argument, and the government can see that [...]
the evidence suggests [accepting the recommendation] is now sensible.”

(Interviewee 28, UK Government)

The second reason pertained to changes in the government that could occur in the
period between repetitions; it was not necessarily “the same [government] apparatus”
that received the repeated recommendation (Interviewee 12, CCC; also Interviewees

6, 8 and 12, CCC, and Interviewee 1). As such, if the CCC “chip[ped] away at
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something long enough, a different minister [would] turn up” (Interviewee 29, UK
Government; also Interviewees 4 and 11, CCC, and Interviewees 30 and 34, UK
Government). Indeed, “a year later [...] ministers may have changed and there might
be one that’s more willing to accept the recommendation” (Interviewee 17, UK
Government; also Interviewee 36, UK Government). The repetition of

recommendations therefore had:

“...a performative element where, regardless of whether [the CCC thought]
the recommendation [would] be effective in the near term [...] if the current
government [did not] want to do it, a future government might be watching
and think ‘we’ll do the things [recommended by the CCC] when we’re in
charge’.” (Interviewee 23, CCC)

A third reason that was consistently emphasized by government interviewees pertained
to the three months that the government had to provide a statutory response to the
CCC’s recommendations under the 2008 Climate Change Act (CCA). Government
interviewees reported that three months did not provide officials with sufficient time
to evaluate the implications of accepting a recommendation which meant that
recommendations that were provided for the first time would often receive a rejection
or non-committal response. Repetition was therefore a condition for instrumental use
because civil servants had had more time to consider the recommendation and could
accordingly provide internal advice to ministers to accept a recommendation when it
was repeated (Interviewees 18, 20, 28, 30, 35 and 36, UK Government; Interviewees
6 and 25, CCC; Interviewee 31). In some cases, officials recalled advising their
minister to accept a repeated recommendation because it was perceived to be “a
problem that was not going away” (Interviewees 28, 30, and 31, UK Government). As
such, if the CCC only provided a recommendation once and did not “follow it up” with
a repetition then it was “not going to happen” (Interviewee 28, UK Government; also

Interviewees 29 and 35, UK Government).
Support of the policy status quo

In this thesis, the policy status quo refers to existing government policies and the
underpinning beliefs, values, and ideas (see Chapter 2). Regression analysis identified
that support of the policy status quo reduced the likelihood that adaptation

recommendations would be of non-use (see Table 7.2). Interviews added further
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nuance to these results: many interviewees cited support of the policy status quo as a
condition for the instrumental use of recommendations in both policy areas
(Interviewees 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 11, and 25, CCC; Interviewees 20, 29, 30 and 35, UK

Government; Interviewees 1, 13, 31 and 32).

Predominantly, government interviewees reflected that support of the policy status quo
facilitated instrumental use because the government’s response needed to be “agreed
collectively” across departments, coordinated by the relevant lead department for the
policy area, via a write-round process (Interviewee 28, UK Government; also
Interviewees 15, 20, 29 and 30, UK Government). As such, if the recommendation
pertained to something which “was already government policy, then there could be no
objection” (Interviewee 28, UK Government). Moreover, “if the government was
already thinking in the way” recommended by the CCC then accepting the
recommendation would not require “much change of direction” (Interviewee 28, UK
Government). These considerations meant that recommendations that supported the
policy status quo were ultimately “easier” for the government to accept (Interviewee
32). As described by one government official, expediency was “the main thing” that

drove recommendation acceptance because:

“...if there [was] a policy in flight already and [the recommendation was]
not going to significantly add to the cost of the policy, or even better might
reduce the cost, and it [would not] significantly increase the time it [would
take] to implement that policy then there was a rock-solid case [for
acceptance]. [...] It was much, much, much easier [to accept that
recommendation] than choose to do something new from scratch.”

(Interviewee 30, UK Government)

This section has revealed that three endogenous characteristics were conditions for the
instrumental use of recommendations in both policy areas: a cross-sectoral focus,

repetition, and support of the policy status quo. We now turn to exogenous conditions.

7.3.2. Interactions with intended knowledge users

This condition described any interactions between knowledge producers and the
intended user before the knowledge was formally provided (see Chapter 2). Analysis

of interview data revealed that interactions with government officials facilitated
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instrumental use for three reasons. First, meetings between the CCC and officials
before the formal provision of recommendations enabled both sets of actors to
understand the other’s position on a sector or policy (Interviewees 33 and 34, UK
Government). These meetings therefore provided the CCC with the opportunity to
consider “what might be more or less acceptable to the government” (Interviewee 25,
CCC) and to consider whether to reframe its recommendations based on any objections

raised by officials (Interviewees 6, 8, 23, and 25 CCC).

Second, as introduced in Section 7.3.1., the government only had a three-month period
to respond to the CCC’s recommendations. The CCC would therefore meet formally
with officials and ministers before the publication of a progress report to “warm them
up a bit” to their forthcoming recommendations (Interviewee 13; also Interviewee 32).
For some interviewees, these interactions were therefore ‘“absolutely, definitely
important” for facilitating acceptance (Interviewee 17, UK Government); however, “it
would not have been acceptable for the government to reject recommendations based

on a lack of engagement” (Interviewee 25, CCC).

Third, the previous section described that civil servants could produce internal advice
for their minister to accept a recommendation. One objective of the CCC’s interactions
with the government was therefore to garner support from “a sufficiently senior
person” before a recommendation was formally provided to try to increase the
likelihood of its acceptance (Interviewee 23, CCC). Indeed, without a senior official
to “champion” a recommendation it was “never going to go anywhere” (Interviewee
28, UK Government). Demonstrably, as recalled by Interviewee 22, the government’s
acceptance of some of the CCC’s “difficult recommendations” around flood defences
required “a very strong personal accord with the people who were making the decision;

[acceptance was about] relationship building”.

7.3.3. Prevailing policy context

This condition described the exogenous sociopolitical, technical, and financial
considerations that contextualized and informed policymaking, including focusing
events such as extreme weather events, and the priorities and commitments of

incumbent governments (see Chapter 2).
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Analysis of interview data revealed that existing policy commitments facilitated
instrumental use in some cases. Demonstrably, in its first progress report in October
2009, the CCC recommended that the government should reform the UK’s electricity
market (CCC, 2009b, p. 11). In its response in January 2010, the government accepted
this recommendation (HM Government, 2010b, pp. 28-29). Interviewees revealed that
a predominant condition for acceptance was the legal requirement for the government
to meet decarbonisation targets in the CCA and implement the 2009 European
Renewable Energy Directive (Interviewee 33, UK Government). The Directive gave
the government “a very, very high level of ambition for delivering renewable energy
at a time of high political salience” (Interviewee 11, CCC). The CCA was “important
and complementary” to the Directive because it “pointed in the same direction” and so
the government “had to come up with a programme that would achieve” its

commitments (Interviewee 33, UK Government).

In another example, the 2016 Brexit referendum changed the prevailing policy context
and facilitated the acceptance of three longstanding agriculture and land-use
recommendations, specifically on monitoring and reporting agricultural emissions and

removing financial and non-financial barriers to tree planting, because:

“Coming out of Europe meant the government had to develop a new
agricultural policy [to replace the EU Common Agricultural Policy], [...]
that was the driver [of acceptance]. If we had remained in Europe, we’d
probably be repeating those same recommendations now.” (Interviewee 14,

CCC)

Finally, the analysis of interview transcripts further revealed that extreme weather
events were a predominant condition for instrumental use. These events could increase
the chance a minister would accept the CCC’s recommendations, especially if the
government’s response was “due in a week where we’d had record temperatures and
the public [were] saying ‘we really care about this’” (Interviewee 36, UK
Government). Particularly for the acceptance of adaptation recommendations, extreme

weather events:

“...really helped to get ministers on side if something was happening at the
time or had happened in recent memory. So, I very clearly remember the

times when my minister felt passionate and willing to make [adaptation] a
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big part of her agenda and to go and persuade other ministers to take it
seriously was when we had heat waves and flood events.” (Interviewee 30,

UK Government)

Demonstrably, the AC repeated its recommendation to reduce the risk of overheating
in buildings no less than 10 times between 2011 and 2020 (see Chapter 5) but each
time it received non-committal and rejection responses (see Chapter 6). In 2021 the
government published its Heat and Buildings Strategy which included a plan to reduce
the risk of overheating in buildings, as long recommended by the AC (HM
Government, 2021b). In this case, acceptance was influenced by increasing evidence
of the effects of warmer summers on buildings from the IPCC and media coverage of
extreme weather events (Interviewee 32), both of which “helped to reinforce the
recommendation and push the government into a position where it felt like it had to do
something [on overheating]” (Interviewee 26, CCC), particularly when the media
reported high death rates during heat waves (Interviewee 13). Indeed, a government

official reflected that:

“...heat waves helped us to influence the Heat and Buildings Strategy and
the Future Homes Standard. [...] There were a couple of heat waves around
that time [...] [and] the point was made quite clearly that not only were
people dying in heat waves but there was an aggregate productivity loss to
the economy and [heat waves] were getting some traction in the media. [...]
So [acceptance] was due to a combination of those factors.” (Interviewee

30, UK Government)

Nevertheless, extreme weather events were a transient condition for instrumental use
because they only “create[d] a moment of jeopardy for a month or so and then it
bypass[ed]” (Interviewee 31; also Interviewees 34 and 35, UK Government). The

following section presents the final condition for instrumental use.

7.3.4. Stakeholder support

Analysis of interview data inductively revealed a fourth condition of instrumental use
that pertained to stakeholder support for the recommendation. As explained by a

member of the AC, its recommendations:

184



“...might finally tip the balance [for acceptance], but [...] there had to be
[...] a mountain of other persuasive recommendations [from stakeholders]
pulling in that same direction to make it happen; [...] a single
recommendation from the AC [was] not going to do it. [...] Most of the
recommendations we made [...] had already been said by other people [...]
we were just putting our collective shoulders to the wheel to reinforce points

already made.” (Interviewee 7, CCC)

Analysis revealed that support from the public, business, and industry was particularly
important for acceptance because their collective support indicated a “broader
consensus behind a recommendation” which made “a lot of difference” to the
likelihood it would be accepted (Interviewee 15, UK Government; also Interviewees

18 and 34, UK Government). If there was stakeholder support:

“...the government [was] more likely to come round to that view [...] [and
accept the recommendation] [...] because the government is ultimately
democratic and relies on consent to do anything and if there is no agreement
from stakeholders then it will be harder to implement and it will be
politically contentious and not delivered.” (Interviewee 35, UK

Government)

As such, if there was “public demand” for a recommendation then it was more likely
to be accepted (Interviewee 6, CCC), particularly if there was “constituency pressure”
during extreme weather events (Interviewee 22). Government officials emphasized the
influence of business and industry support on its acceptance of recommendations; “just
having an external body say the government should do X wouldn’t be enough [for it
to be accepted]” due to concerns about pushback from stakeholders (Interviewee 28,
UK Government; also Interviewees 17 and 18, UK Government). On the other hand,
if there was support for a recommendation from “multiple respectable sources, such as
the Financial Times or The Economist”, as well as “other very credible, authoritative

people saying the same thing”, then the government would:

“...take [the CCC’s recommendations] more seriously. [...] The CCC
recommending something and no one else vocally supporting it [made] it
much easier for the government to ignore a recommendation than if [...] the

big business representative organizations and the [Non-Governmental
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Organisations (NGOs)] and the energy companies all support[ed] it as well,

then it was more likely to happen.” (Interviewee 29, UK Government)

Demonstrably, in the CCC’s 2019 (p. 14) and 2020 (p. 37) progress reports it
recommended bringing forward a ban on new petrol and diesel vehicles to the early
2030s. A reason why the government accepted this recommendation was because there

was support from industry. As described by one interviewee:

“If the government thought it was going to be unpopular, they wouldn’t have
[accepted] it. But because we said they should do it and [...] people were
pretty supportive across the auto industry [...] and we weren’t the only
country considering this they thought ‘well, actually, yeah, we probably can
do this’. [...] I don’t think our recommendation was sufficient, if we’d
recommended it and the industry was hostile to it, it wouldn’t have

happened.” (Interviewee 23, CCC)

As introduced in Section 7.3.3., a condition for the government’s acceptance of the
CCC’s recommendation for Electricity Market Reform (EMR) was its prevailing
domestic and international policy commitments. Analysis of interview data revealed
that another condition was stakeholder support. As recalled by one interviewee, the
CCC engaged with electricity companies, investor groups, and academics to galvanize
support for EMR such that its recommendations would be “implementable for
policymakers” because they had considered the needs and interests of multiple
stakeholders (Interviewee 11, CCC). Stakeholder support therefore influenced
acceptance in this case; however, the CCC was accordingly “one influence in the EMR
process but not the only one” (Interviewee 23, CCC). Indeed, one government official
felt that “it would be an overreach to say the CCC were instrumental in the policy
design” of EMR, but the CCC was nevertheless “very helpful and supportive in making
the general case for action on renewables and climate change” (Interviewee 33, UK
Government). Moreover, “it would be a bit simplistic to say that EMR happened
because the CCC recommended it” because, whilst “it was a recommendation that was
followed [...] the government would have reformed the electricity market anyway”
because there was support from the “government, Ofgem, and the National Grid”

(Interviewee 20, UK Government). Future research might therefore extend this
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analysis through a detailed network analysis to understand the influence of the CCC

relative to other stakeholders for EMR (see Chapter 8).

7.4 Non-use

7.4.1. Recommendation characteristics

Three characteristics had statistically significant relationships with non-use: for
mitigation, addressee and sectoral focus were significant, particularly a focus on
buildings or waste; for adaptation, sectoral focus, particularly on flood risk
management, and the level of challenge to the policy status quo (see Section 7.2.2.).
This section reports findings from qualitative interviews that develop and expand upon

these results.

Addressee

Regression analysis revealed that if mitigation recommendations were addressed to a
department that did not sponsor the CCC, such as the transport or defence department,
they were two times more likely to be rejected than if they were addressed to a
sponsoring department or had no addressee. Analysis of interview data confirmed and

expanded the relevance of this finding to both policy areas.

Whilst sponsor departments had legal responsibility for meeting the targets in the CCA
(Interviewees 6 and 25, CCC; Interviewee 24), climate change was a “peripheral issue”
for non-sponsoring departments (Interviewee 29, UK Government; also Interviewee
34, UK Government). Indeed, non-sponsoring departments had priorities other than
climate change and so “the incentive on them to say ‘yes’” to the CCC’s
recommendations was “much, much lower” than on the sponsor departments
(Interviewee 28, UK Government). Non-sponsoring departments could also “dispute
they [were] accountable” for delivering the CCC’s recommendations because they did
not have the same legal responsibilities as sponsor departments (Interviewee 31; also

Interviewees 6 and 8, CCC, and Interviewees 35 and 36, UK Government).

For adaptation, many interviewees identified that Defra, the AC’s sponsor department,
often struggled to persuade non-sponsoring departments that climate change was a
priority (Interviewees 5, 11, 21, 25 and 26, CCC; Interviewee 30, UK Government;

Interviewee 31). Moreover, “it was very difficult for [the AC] to gain traction” with
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non-sponsoring departments because they left “climate adaptation for Defra to pursue”

(Interviewee 10, CCC).

Further, some government interviewees reflected that emissions reductions were
needed across the economy under the CCA, but the distribution of reductions was
perceived to be uneven across departments. As such, if the CCC recommended that a
department should increase its policy ambition?® it could be “politically unpalatable”
and those recommendations were unlikely to be accepted (Interviewee 36, UK
Government; also Interviewee 35, UK Government). Addressing recommendations to
non-sponsoring departments was accordingly a condition for non-use due to their

priorities, responsibilities, and interactions with the CCC.

Delivery targets

Regression analysis indicated that the inclusion of targets in mitigation
recommendations would increase the likelihood of rejection; however, this was just
outside the standard .05 level of significance (see Section 7.2.2.). Nevertheless,
analysis of interview data revealed that the inclusion of targets in recommendations

did in fact increase the likelihood of non-use in both policy areas.

Between 2010 and 2015 “there was a general neuralgia against targets”, both in
principle and because the government was focused on austerity; if the CCC “were
suggesting something with a target that needed more money, that was problematic” for
acceptance, particularly because reduced civil service numbers in Defra meant that the
CCC’s recommendations “were not falling on fertile ground; [...] our resources were
shrinking and austerity was the priority” (Interviewee 28, UK Government). As

described by one interviewee:

“[1f recommendations contained targets] or had a funding commitment that
you (the government) need to be spending ‘2 billion a year by 2025’ [...]
unless you’re sure you’ve got the backing [from senior officials to accept

the recommendation] then the response has to be no.” (Interviewee 24)

Moreover, if recommendations contained targets they were “more specific” and “more
explicit” which “pushe[d] [the government] towards a rejection” (Interviewee 8, CCC;

also Interviewees 2, 4, 11 and 19, CCC; Interviewee 29, UK Government; Interviewee

25 Details withheld at the request of the interviewee to prevent their identification.
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27). Some interviewees suggested this was because the government could be more
easily held to account for delivering recommendations with targets and so “the easy
response” was “just to say no” (Interviewees 6, CCC; also Interviewees 21 and 25,
CCC, and Interviewees 20, 28, 29 and 35, UK Government) rather than “trying and
failing” to deliver it (Interviewee 2, CCC; also Interviewee 29, UK Government, and
Interviewee 31). As such, a civil servant was unlikely to advise their minister to accept
a recommendation if it included targets, particularly if it was “politically impossible
and politically undesirable” to deliver due to “political sensitivities” (Interviewee 29,
UK Government). For example, if the government accepted a recommendation that
contained a specified percentage emissions reduction target for a sector it would “start
to cut away” at the cross-economy flexibility for meeting carbon budgets under the
CCA and so these recommendations would be “less welcome” by the government

(Interviewee 36, UK Government).
Sectoral focus

Regression analysis identified that if mitigation recommendations were focused on the
waste sector, they were more likely to be of non-use. Interviewees did not provide any
further insight on this finding because the waste sector was a “marginal” focus for the

CCC (Interviewee 19, CCC; also Interviewee 21, CCC).

Comparably, in support of the regression findings, interviewees consistently identified
the buildings sector as one of the most difficult sectors to decarbonize and,
consequently, a sector for which the CCC had struggled to achieve traction
(Interviewees 11, 12, 22, 23 and 27 CCC; Interviewee 24, UK Government;
Interviewee 27) because it “impinge[d] much more on electoral politics than anything
on the renewables or energy supply side” (Interviewee 21, CCC). A reason for this was
that the initial investment costs and challenges of decarbonizing the buildings sector

were:

“...more obvious to consumers and voters [compared to the initial costs of
decarbonizing electricity generation] and so it was more difficult politically
[to accept recommendations on the buildings sector].” (Interviewee 11,

CCC)

For example, between 2009 and 2019 the government consistently rejected the CCC’s

recommendations for policies to drive the replacement of domestic fossil fuel boilers
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with alternative low-carbon heating systems such as heat pumps (CCC, 2009b, p. 23,
2013b, p. 14, 2016b, p. 16, 2017b, p. 17, 2018, p. 21, 2019, p. 15). Interviewees
revealed that these recommendations were rejected, at least in part, because they

would:

“...require [the public] to make an upfront investment in [...] the way they
heat their home [...] and [the government] was very wary about being seen

to be telling people what to do.” (Interviewee 8, CCC)

As such, there was an “intrinsic problem” with these recommendations (Interviewee
28, UK Government). There was also a “huge fossil fuel gas lobby and a boiler lobby”
that were “trying to hang on to the status quo” (Interviewee 24; also Interviewees 19
and 25, CCC). A further condition for the rejection of the CCC’s recommendations on

boiler replacement was that they were:

“...hugely contentious [...] the reality was a lot of [homeowners that had oil
and gas boilers] were located in Conservative-voting rural constituencies
and so a lot of MPs [were] lobbying to say, ‘don’t accept tough targets on

299

boiler retrofits’.” (Interviewee 24)

Moreover, interviewees identified that house developers had “a longstanding
objection” to the CCC’s recommendations on buildings because “developers don’t like
too many regulatory hurdles, so the government felt [...] it should avoid putting more
regulatory hurdles in their way” (Interviewee 9, CCC; also Interviewees 6 and 8§,
CCC). For example, in 2006 the government committed to ensuring new homes would
be zero carbon from 2016 (Weaver, 2006). Although buildings regulations were
tightened in 2010, the “2013 changes were less stringent than initially proposed”
(CCC, 2014b, p. 34). The CCC therefore recommended the implementation of the Zero
Carbon Homes (ZCH) Standard without further weakening (CCC, 2014b, p. 16,
2015b, p. 40); however, the government rejected these recommendations and the ZCH

Standard:

“...got ditched by the Chancellor very quickly in 2015 [...] and that was all
to do with developer costs and slowing down the new build housing market
[...] because developers can say ‘well it’s a break on growth if you impose
too high construction costs’. [...] So those [recommendations] are very, very

hard to land and historically they have not landed.” (Interviewee 24)
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A further reason why a focus on the buildings sector facilitated non-use was that,
between 2009 and 2020, responsibility for the energy efficiency of buildings was
“often the remit of the department [namely the Department for Communities and Local
Government (DCLG)] that was not leading on climate change” and so there was “a
long-running issue” of “unfulfilled recommendations” (Interviewee 5, CCC). A reason

for this was that the DCLG reportedly:

“...didn’t see climate issues as being in their top five list of priorities [...]
and DECC or BEIS as the sponsoring department were unable to move it up

their priority list.” (Interviewee 25, CCC)

Having established the significance of interactions with government officials for the
acceptance of recommendations (see Section 7.3.2.), some CCC interviewees recalled

that they had difficulty securing meetings with DCLG and it was:

“...amore distant department [than its sponsor department]; we didn’t meet
so regularly with [DCLG] officials, we didn’t meet nearly as regularly with

[its] ministers.” (Interviewee 10, CCC)
Demonstrably, one interviewee reflected:

“[DCLG] just really didn’t get climate, they didn’t think it was important.
So [in relation to the CCC’s recommendations on] building standards, ZCH,
even the easy stuff ‘let’s make a new build home as good as it can be’ [...]
they just didn’t really want to do it, they didn’t have people who wanted to
engage on it [...] we couldn’t even really get meetings with the officials, let
alone meetings where they agreed with us, let alone have [officials] persuade

their minister that it was the right thing to do.” (Interviewee 23, CCC)

For adaptation, analysis of interview data confirmed that a focus on flood risk
management was a condition for non-use for reasons that were similar to those for the
buildings sector. First, the AC’s recommendations on incentivizing property-level
flood resilience measures and investing in Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
(SUDS) were rejected by the government, in part because they “would all require
shifting policy” (Interviewee 13). Second, if the AC’s recommendations on flood
defences “require[d] a great deal of spending, there [was] a very, very high bar for

them to be agreed” (Interviewee 29, UK Government; Interviewee 10, CCC). As such,
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if the “money was not there [for new flood defences], it was not likely to be accepted”
(Interviewee 17, UK Government; also Interviewee 15, UK Government and
Interviewee 22). Further, “flood risk is a very politicized issue [...] and tackling it is a

minefield of many different interests” (Interviewee 15, UK Government).

Demonstrably, in 2007 the Pitt Review, following heavy summer floods,
recommended the introduction of a legal requirement for developers to install SUDS
in new housing developments (Pitt, 2007). Although this was included in Schedule 3
of the 2010 Flood and Water Management Act (HM Government, 2010a), Schedule 3
was not ratified. The AC therefore made recommendations for the implementation of
Schedule 3 in 2014 (p. 10), 2019 (p. 17), and 2020 (p. 35) that received rejection and

non-committal responses from the government. One interviewee recalled that:

“There was a big impact on developers from introducing regulations around
SUDS. [...] At the time DCLG were [...] being leant on quite hard by the
housing developers about the potential costs of having to install [SUDS] as
part of new developments [...] so DCLG were very close to housing
developers, they listened to their arguments [...] as opposed to what Sir
Michael Pitt recommended in his report. [...] [The recommendation
required] more expenditure from the developer side [...] [so it was] thrown

out.” (Interviewee 10, CCC)

Having established secforal focus as a condition for the non-use of recommendations

in both policy areas, we now turn to consider other influential endogenous conditions.
Multiple recommended actions

Although just outside the standard .05 level of significance, regression analysis
indicated that the inclusion of multiple actions in adaptation recommendations would
increase the likelihood of rejection compared to recommendations that only contained
one action (see Section 7.2.2.). Interviews not only confirmed this relationship but also
revealed that it applied to mitigation. As explained by one government official, if a
recommendation contained multiple recommended actions, then the government

could:

“...Just reject it because of one of the [sub-areas within] the

recommendation. [...] And sometimes the flow of sub-recommendations
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made sense to the people writing it but when the government read it, they
didn’t see that they worked together, or they had additional information that
suggested they wouldn’t work together so that would be another reason to
reject it. [...] If [the CCC] had made three separate recommendations, they
might get one of them accepted, whereas if [they] put all three together, then

all of them [would] be rejected.” (Interviewee 28, UK Government)

Put simply, if recommendations contained multiple recommended actions, then it
increased the likelihood the government would consider them “undeliverable” and

reject them (Interviewee 29, UK Government; also Interviewee 8, CCC).
Challenge to the policy status quo

Regression analysis revealed that recommendations in support of the policy status quo
were less likely to be rejected (see Section 7.2.2.); no significant relationship was
identified between those that challenged the policy status quo and any government
response. Nevertheless, qualitative interview data revealed this to be a condition for

non-use in both policy areas for four reasons.

First, existing government policy was the starting position for the government’s
responses to the CCC’s recommendations “which is where the problem comes in about
changing policy” (Interviewee 13; also Interviewee 8, CCC). As described previously,
the government’s response had to be agreed upon by departments via a write-round
process and so “any change to current policy could be objected to by any department”
(Interviewee 28, UK Government; also Interviewees 15, 18, and 34-36, UK
Government, and Interviewee 24). One government official recalled that it was
difficult for a recommendation that challenged the policy status quo to receive cross-

government agreement because departments:

“...all had different policy priorities and [often] none of them [were] climate
change [...] and [we had] the normal challenges of tight budgets, ministers
wanting to make an impact whilst they were in office and trying to get things
through as quickly as possible and with the minimum number of problems

added to their delivery.” (Interviewee 30, UK Government)

During the write-round process, “key Ministries [...] such as [DCLG] and the Treasury

would often intervene and say [they were not] happy” for the government to accept a
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recommendation from the CCC (Interviewee 24); non-committal and rejection
responses were therefore a “negotiated middle ground” between the interests and
priorities of different departments (Interviewee 18, UK Government). Indeed, if
recommendations conflicted with the views of a minister or the party’s manifesto they
tended to receive “a very strong rejection” (Interviewee 15, UK Government; also
Interviewees 17, 30, 35 and 36, UK Government; Interviewees 1, 13 and 31). From

the government’s perspective, if a recommendation was:

“...not in line with current policy [then the government was] much more
likely to say no, and if there were countervailing forces then you’ll definitely
say no. [...] On major policy changes ministers are really very, very
reluctant to bring big changes [...] because by being ambitious they just get
it in the neck from all sorts of stakeholders.” (Interviewee 28, UK

Government)

Second, if recommendations called for the introduction of a new policy, regulation, or
law then “unless a minister had already agreed to a change in policy” before the CCC
recommended it, it was “much, much harder, almost impossible” for the government
to accept it (Interviewee 13; also Interviewees 4 and 8, CCC) because of the personnel
and funding required to introduce a new policy (Interviewees 18, 30 and 35, UK
Government). Further, the UK Government’s legislation programme had a finite
amount of parliamentary time (Interviewees 24, 29 and 30, UK Government;
Interviewee 16, CCC). The CCC’s recommendations were therefore “competing with
every other sector on getting parliamentary time” and “were likely to be turned down”:
“if somebody else want[ed] a new regulation to improve the [National Health Service
(NHS)], the NHS [would] always win” the parliamentary time over the CCC

(Interviewee 29, UK Government; also Interviewee 18, UK Government). Moreover:

“...legislation is subject to very tight control by the Cabinet Office with
cross-government Cabinet agreement so unless [an official could] secure
that in advance of accepting a CCC recommendation [they] wouldn’t get
away with saying ‘yes, we’ll regulate minimum standards for X’ [so those

recommendations would be rejected].” (Interviewee 24)

Third, although the recommended action of providing funding for a new policy was

not statistically significant for any government response (see Tables 7.1 and 7.2),
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interviewees recalled that recommendations for the introduction of a new policy could
have cost implications and the Treasury did not “want to spend money”, so that was
“a really big factor in not wanting to accept recommendations for new policy”
(Interviewee 17, UK Government; also Interviewee 18, UK Government).
Consequently, the government would “just out of hand reject [...] recommendations if
they were perceived as challenging economic growth” (Interviewee 1; also Interviewee
13) or if “the state, [...] voters, [...] or businesses would have to pay” for the new

policy (Interviewee 28, UK Government). Moreover, as described by one interviewee:

“...the Treasury will adamantly not break the precedent that it is the
Chancellor who retains the ultimate control of public spending and that’s
delivered principally through three-year spending rounds. [...] That context
really makes a lot of what the CCC recommend very difficult [to accept];
even if a departmental minister [wants to accept it] the Treasury won’t let
you accept it, [officials] don’t have the policy powers to accept
recommendations that [...] [require] money or new regulations.”

(Interviewee 24)

As such, if a recommendation “require[d] a significant change in spending” it was
“probably not until the spending review that the government [might be able to accept
it]” (Interviewee 5, CCC; also Interviewees 17 and 36, UK Government).

Demonstrably, if the AC’s recommendations were provided:

“...outside of that short intensive period of deciding how money gets spent,
then the reality is the government [was not] going to change the way that it
spen[t] money on adaptation.” (Interviewee 30, UK Government; also

Interviewee 14, CCC)

Finally, as detailed in Section 7.4.3., there was only a three-month period in which the
government could respond to the CCC’s recommendations. Consequently, producing
a response document “was the focus, rather than upending and changing what
government was doing” which meant if a recommendation was “hard, expensive, and
would take [a] long [time to implement] then it was really, really difficult [to accept]”
(Interviewee 30, UK Government; also Interviewees 4, 5 and 23, CCC; Interviewees
28, 29 and 36, UK Government; Interviewees 17 and 31). Indeed, a commitment from

the government to introduce a new policy required internal “negotiations over many,
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many, many months” and that was “not really practical in the timescale of the
government’s response to the CCC” (Interviewee 24; also Interviewees 20, 29, 30, 34,

35 and 36, UK Government). As such, the response:

“...would reflect what ministers had already decided to do. [...] [The
recommendations] weren’t a trigger for new policy development that wasn’t
already being considered. [...] The response to the [CCC’s] report was seen
by ministers and [...] officials as a mechanistic process that just had to be
done rather than something where you’re really looking at policy in a
fundamental way in response to those recommendations [...] the timing

dictates it had to be like that.” (Interviewee 20, UK Government)

We now turn to the penultimate condition for non-use.

7.4.2. Prevailing policy context

Two elements of the prevailing context were revealed to be conditions for non-use: the
priorities of incumbent governments and existing policy commitments. One

interviewee recalled:

“Since 2008 we’ve had the financial crisis, then Brexit, then the COVID-19
pandemic... there’s just been a series of really big things that have been
very, very absorbing of government bandwidth and it’s been economically
quite tough, so the willingness to take decisions on expensive bits of climate

policy has, unsurprisingly, taken a bit of a hit.” (Interviewee 24)

For example, whilst Brexit provided an opportunity for the government to consider
long-discussed agricultural policy changes and accept some of the CCC’s longstanding
recommendations on agriculture and land-use (see Section 7.3.3.), other interviewees
identified Brexit as a reason for the increased proportion of rejection and non-
committal responses to the CCC’s recommendations after 2016 (see Chapter 6). This
was because Brexit “simply [took] up all of the political space and all of the capacity
to do anything that was difficult and controversial”, particularly on climate policy
because it was a “difficult, expensive and long-term policy area” (Interviewee 27; also
Interviewees 12 and 19, CCC; Interviewee 18, UK Government). Indeed, between
2016 and 2020, Brexit dominated “everything the government was thinking about”

(Interviewee 34, UK Government).
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Moreover, the extent to which senior government officials considered climate change
a priority was identified as a condition for non-use because “civil servants might
agree” with the CCC’s recommendation, “but at the end of the day, it was the ministers
that decide[d]” which were accepted (Interviewees 14, CCC; also Interviewee 9, CCC;
Interviewees 15, 17, 18, 28-30 and 33, UK Government; Interviewees 22). One
interviewee recalled that “officials tried to put proposals to ministers [on adaptation]
and ministers block[ed] them” (Interviewee 13). For adaptation, Defra Secretaries of
State between 2009 and 2020 “tended [...] not to be as bought in [to climate change]
as the ministers at the top of DECC and BEIS” (Interviewee 11, CCC). It was therefore
difficult for officials to “persuade” some Secretariates of State to accept the AC’s
recommendations because they did not believe that climate change was “a problem”
(Interviewee 29, UK Government; also Interviewees 17 and 30, UK Government;
Interviewees 13 and 22). Moreover, if Net Zero was not “a top five issue” for the
incumbent Prime Minister then it was “very hard” for civil servants to “push’ ministers
to accept recommendations because the centre of government did not indicate that

climate change was “an absolute massive priority” (Interviewee 34, UK Government).

The second aspect of the prevailing context that was revealed to be a condition for the
non-use of adaptation recommendations was existing policy commitments,
particularly those in the CCA. As described by Baroness Brown, a Chair of the AC
during the study period (2017 onwards), the AC’s recommendations did not have “the
same force of law” under the CCA as the CCC’s mitigation recommendations because
there were no statutory targets for adaptation (Interviewee 26, CCC). Many
interviewees therefore felt that adaptation was perceived as a lower priority for the
government than mitigation (Interviewees 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 11, and 26, CCC; Interviewee
30, UK Government; Interviewees 13 and 22). Demonstrably, without statutory
targets, the Treasury did not have to “make funding available” for adaptation and there
was a perception amongst some government officials that it was not “legally essential”
to accept the AC’s recommendations (Interviewee 26, CCC; also Interviewee 16,
CCC). Moreover, the absence of a statutory adaptation target, and the delayed
requirement for the government to respond to the AC’s recommendations until 2015,

made it:

“...much harder to define where the [AC] sat in the decision-making

landscape [...] it was [perceived by some officials as] ‘just another body
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with an opinion’ as opposed to [the government’s] statutory adviser that the

[CCA] says the government had to respond to.” (Interviewee 2, CCC)

As a consequence of this policy context, the AC’s recommendations had “no teeth”
and there was “no compulsion or incentive” for the government to accept them

(Interviewee 7, CCC). This was echoed by another interviewee who recalled that:

“...adaptation hasn’t had that political impetus that has made the
government nervous of disagreeing with the CCC. [...] What doesn’t
happen, certainly on adaptation, is a diktat coming down from ministers
about changing the level of ambition, that’s why nothing ever really
changes, so you’ve got groups of officials trying to implement [the AC’s
recommendations] but they’ve got very little room to manoeuvre if there’s
no ministerial direction on changing policy. [...] Political interest in
adaptation [...] is by far and away the most important and biggest driver [of
non-use] [...] and there just hasn’t been notable interest [in adaptation] since

2012 compared to the five years previous to that.” (Interviewee 13)

We now turn to the final condition of non-use.

7.4.3. Response time

Analysis of interview data inductively revealed a third condition for non-use that
pertained to the three months the government had to respond to the CCC’s
recommendations. Interviewees consistently identified this as a condition for non-use
(Interviewees 4 and 8, CCC; Interviewees 29, 30, 35 and 36, UK Government). This
was because the response time did not “give the government the time or space to really
engage with the CCC’s recommendations in a substantial way”, in part because “half
of that time [was] parliamentary recess when ministers [were not] around”

(Interviewee 20, UK Government). Moreover:

“...because the response represent[ed] HM Government [...] the [internal]
clearance process absorb[ed] much of the back end, so policy teams often
only had three or four weeks to respond to the recommendations.”
(Interviewee 24; this view was also shared by Interviewees 15, 17, 18, 20,

24, 28, 29, 34-36, UK Government; Interviewee 31)
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A further challenge for officials was that the CCC often provided hundreds of
recommendations in its progress reports (as described in Chapter 5) which meant it

was:

“...quite easy for ministers to glaze over a little bit; recommendation 243
[was] never going to get that much attention [...] when you’re giving that

many recommendations.” (Interviewee 20, UK Government)

Relatedly, there was “always a really small team” in Defra tasked with coordinating
the government’s responses to the AC’s adaptation recommendations (Interviewee 31).
Rejection and non-committal responses could therefore reflect, at least in part given
the preceding findings, that officials lacked the time and resources to undertake “a
large piece of work” to “really grapple” with the recommendations, particularly when
“there were so many” (Interviewee 31; also Interviewees 15, 18, 28, 30 and 36, UK

Government and Interviewee 11, CCC).

7.5 Conceptual use

Throughout this thesis, conceptual use is defined as changes to the thoughts, attitudes,
or framings of a particular policy problem and/or associated solutions over a

protracted period (see Chapter 2).

7.5.1. Recommendation characteristics

Interview analysis revealed that repetition was a condition for conceptual use because
it enabled the CCC to “nibble away” at the thinking of civil servants (Interviewee 6,
CCC) and reinforce its recommendations in government “consciousness” over time
(Interviewee 31). For example, the CCC recommended that emissions from
international aviation and shipping should be included in the UK’s carbon budgets in
its progress reports in 2019 (p. 14) and 2020 (p. 38). Although the government had
informally accepted the recommendation during meetings with the CCC, it was

reluctant to formally accept it in writing and so the CCC:

“...kept repeating it to make sure it [did not] slip away and [...] slide from
being the consensus position. [...] I think an MP asked the question in
Parliament ‘Does the government accept this from the CCC?’ and the

minister said, ‘Yes but we’re not going to tie ourselves in legislation’ [...]
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so [we] did see a bit of an official acceptance even if it wasn’t yet written

down formally.” (Interviewee 11, CCC)

In another example, an interviewee described that the AC’s repetition of its
recommendation to reduce overheating in buildings enabled its conceptual use because

civil servants had:

“...been thinking about it for quite a long time [...] so there [was] that
attrition [...] and it start[ed] to creep into the recommendations that [were]
being made to ministers internally in their departments, [...] it gradually
[became] part of normal conversation and [got] accepted, but [conceptual

use was| a very slow way of getting [to acceptance].” (Interviewee 26, CCC)

As first introduced in Chapter 6, these examples further demonstrate the importance
of repetition for conceptual use and, moreover, that in some cases conceptual use could

precede the instrumental use of recommendations (see Chapter 8).

7.5.2. Recommendation dissemination

This condition describes formal dissemination, such as via the publication of reports,
as well as informal dissemination, including via intermediary bodies and the media
(see Chapter 2). Both forms of dissemination were revealed to facilitate conceptual use
because the CCC was therefore “not just chipping away at the government [...] [but
also] the [policy] landscape as a whole which includes businesses and public
narratives” (Interviewee 11, CCC; also Interviewees 7, 16, CCC; Interviewee 29, UK
Government). This was important in cases where a recommendation was not of
instrumental use; the CCC could have a slow and indirect influence on government

thinking through a “drip, drip, drip effect” whereby:

“...other actors [would] hear about [a recommendation] and maybe push it
themselves [...] [so] there [was] the opportunity for industry associations to

go and lobby the government on the same topic.” (Interviewee 19, CCC)

The indirect dissemination of recommendations via intermediary actors was
particularly important for adaptation due to its legal standing relative to mitigation (see

Section 7.4.2.). As such the AC:
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“...were much more reliant on getting [the] media, government and House
of Commons’ committees and other people like that behind us [...] to echo
our [recommendations] and add pressure to the government. [...] We
[found] it very helpful for getting our message into government when
[parliamentary committees] pick[ed] up our recommendations and help[ed]
us to hammer them home, [...] those [were] very helpful mechanisms for us

to keep pushing the message into government.” (Interviewee 26, CCC)

For example, Baroness Brown recalled that the AC’s recommendations on reducing
overheating in buildings were “picked up” by technical experts from the Chartered
Institution of Building Services Engineers who were serving on the committees
developing building regulations (Interviewee 26, CCC). She therefore felt that the AC

had been able to achieve:

“...influence through those people working on technical committees saying
[the recommendation was] really important [...] [because] that means [the
recommendation was] coming to the civil servants through those people
saying it’s important. Those are important routes in [to government policy],
it’s not all through ministers and the government. A lot of it is quite long-
term working with civil servants or working with groups who work with

civil servants to get those changes made.” (Interviewee 26, CCC)

Moreover, the CCC was able to achieve a slower and indirect influence on government
policy by “chipping away” at government, industry, and public objections to
recommendations (Interviewees 11 and 23, CCC). The CCC therefore shaped the
thinking of actors in some areas by slowly “dripping” its recommendations into the
media’s coverage of climate change which ‘“help[ed] to gradually shift the
government’s understanding of key issues, based on the evidence” (Interviewee 3,
CCC). For example, the CCC repeated its recommendation on the deployment of heat
pumps in its progress reports in 2013 (p. 14), 2016a (p. 16), 2017 (p. 17) and 2018 (p.
21), in other publications (CCC, 2016c¢), and through public radio interviews
(Interviewee 3, CCC). Although these recommendations were “frequently rejected”
between 2009 and 2020 they nevertheless “sat there as part of the public and private

discourse” (Interviewee 25, CCC). The repeated dissemination of this
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recommendation via multiple channels over time was an important condition for its

conceptual use because:

“...it can take longer than the three months between the progress report and
official government response allows for governments and the public to

understand why that change is needed.” (Interviewee 25, CCC)

Indeed, after 2020 the government introduced policies that aimed to increase heat
pump uptake across the housing stock, something that the CCC had “long pushed”
(Interviewee 11, CCC). The conceptual use of the CCC’s recommendations was
therefore further identified to precede their eventual acceptance in some cases (Chapter

8). We now turn to the final mode of symbolic-political use and its conditions.

7.6 Symbolic-political use

Throughout this thesis, symbolic-political use 1is defined as the use of
recommendations to support, justify, or legitimize a preexisting policy preference or a
decision that had already been made, or as ammunition in debates with opposition (see

Chapter 2).

7.6.1. Prevailing policy context

This condition has so far been revealed to influence instrumental use (Section 7.3.3.)
and non-use (Section 7.4.2.). The analysis revealed that events in the prevailing policy
context could also facilitate the symbolic-political use of recommendations,
particularly if the government could signal leadership in the run-up to a Conference of
the Parties (COP) (Interviewee 35, UK Government; Interviewee 25, CCC).
Demonstrably, the CCC’s recommendation to include aviation and shipping in the

CCA was of symbolic-political use because:

“...the reason why we really succeeded in [getting that recommendation
accepted in] 2020, apart from having chipped away over the years, was just
because we had a moment of leverage and we used it. So, in 2020 there was
meant to be COP26 in September [...] and obviously because the UK was
COP President it didn’t want to be seen to be turning down our
recommendations in this flagship report about bold decarbonisation, so we

used that moment of maximum influence to really push for [the

202



recommendation to be accepted]. [...] We [...] made it maximally difficult
for them to reject the advice and, because of the large amount of scrutiny

they were under, they accepted it.” (Interviewee 23, CCC)

Nevertheless, the analysis revealed that whether the prevailing context was a condition
for symbolic-political use was dependent on “which Prime Minister or Secretary of
State you were engaging with” (Interviewee 27; also Interviewee 17, UK Government

and Interviewee 31).

7.6.2. Government inertia

Analysis of interview data inductively revealed a second condition for symbolic-
political use that was more predominant than the prevailing policy context, namely
government inertia on climate change. Although the CCC was “never going to take
[the government] to court for a judicial review” (Interviewee 6, CCC), its
recommendations were used as “ammunition” in some court cases, initiated by NGOs,
that alleged the government was not meeting its commitments under the CCA
(Interviewees 6, 8 and 16, CCC), such as the government’s plans to build a third
runway at Heathrow airport (Interviewee 5, CCC) (e.g., see Harrabin, 2020).

Analysis revealed that in some cases the CCC would have discussions with civil
servants about whether it could make a recommendation to unlock desired progress in
an area of inertia (Interviewee 19, CCC; also Interviewee 32). As described by one

interviewee:

“...some of the recommendations were in [the progress report] to give
power to the bits of the government machine that were trying to get
something through. [...] [We] were trying to empower parts of Whitehall,
which might be ministers, [...] officials, [...] or departments that were
fighting to get this [recommendation] done [...] and often they [were] in a
fight because they need[ed] to get money out of the Treasury as they did
with EMR.” (Interviewee 11, CCC)

Similarly, as introduced in Chapter 6, government interviewees described how they
would use the CCC’s recommendations when “negotiating with the Treasury" for
funding in a particular sector and that its recommendations were “always extremely

helpful in that respect” (Interviewee 33, UK Government; also Interviewees 15, 34,
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and 36, UK Government; Interviewee 24). Demonstrably, one interviewee recalled

that:

“Lord Deben even had one minister, whom I won’t name, saying “it is really
helpful to have you telling me to do [these recommendations] because then
I can say to other parts of the government, including the Treasury, ‘I’m not
Jjust making this up, I've been told to do it by the CCC to meet our statutory
targets’. So [the recommendation provided] ammunition for a minister who

was actually on our side and wanted to do something.” (Interviewee 4, CCC)

Government inertia also influenced the symbolic-political use of recommendations in
inter - and intra - departmental policy negotiations. Officials observed that using the
CCC’s recommendations during these negotiations added more “weight” to policy
discussions than if a recommendation had been proposed internally because of the
CCC’s reputation as a credible advisory body (Interviewee 36, UK Government; also
Interviewee 35, UK Government, and Interviewee 31). For example, a government

official recalled that the Heat and Buildings Strategy (HM Government, 2021b):

“...had been very Net Zero focused [...] [but] we were able to [...] influence
both the [Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities
(DLUC)?] and BEIS [...] [by using] the CCC’s recommendations, and our
own internal policy view as well, in a really useful way to apply pressure in
a positive way to other government departments [to accept the AC’s
recommendation] and build in things about overheating into other policies

like the Future Homes Standard.” (Interviewee 30, UK Government)

In another example, in 2019 the CCC recommended the formal inclusion of emissions
from international aviation and shipping in the CCA (CCC, 2019, p. 14). The
government accepted this recommendation, in part because DECC were able to “use
the fact the CCC had made that recommendation as extra argumentation in favour of
moving in that direction” during its conversations with the Treasury and the
Department for Transport which increased DECC’s “leverage” (Interviewee 28, UK

Government).

26 DCLG were renamed DLUC in 2021.
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7.7 Conclusions

This chapter has presented the results of a mixed methods analysis of conditions for
the instrumental use, non-use, conceptual use, and symbolic-political use of climate
policy recommendations. It has set out four main findings. First, regression analysis
revealed that some of the recommendation characteristics identified in Chapter 2 were
conditions for instrumental use or non-use. The instrumental use of mitigation
recommendations was more likely if they had a cross-sectoral focus; for adaptation,
repetition was the only predictor of acceptance. Instrumental use was /less likely if
mitigation recommendations were focused on the buildings sector or included delivery
targets. For mitigation, two characteristics predicted non-use: addressing
recommendations to a department that did not have legal responsibility for climate
change and focusing on the waste or buildings sectors. For adaptation, focusing on
flood risk management predicted non-use, whilst supporting the policy status quo

made non-use less likely.

Second, the characteristics of recommendations only accounted for an estimated 9%
to 19% of the variance in government responses to mitigation recommendations, and
between 28% and 36% for adaptation, as indicated by the Nagelkerke R* values for
each regression model. This suggests that recommendation characteristics did not
solely — or predominantly — determine the instrumental use or non-use of

recommendations in either policy area.

Third, analysis of interview data revealed that conditions that were exogenous to
recommendations had a marked influence on whether they were of instrumental use,
non-use, conceptual use, or symbolic-political use by government officials. In many
cases, interview data confirmed and expanded on the regression findings, particularly
by extending the relevance of a characteristic to both policy areas, such as the
importance of repetition for the government’s acceptance of recommendations. There
was only one instance of interviewees disconfirming the regression results, specifically
that a focus on the waste sector was not a significant condition for the non-use of

mitigation recommendations as had been indicated by the regression analysis.

Finally, analysis of interview data inductively revealed four new conditions that were
not emphasized in the existing literature reviewed in Chapter 2, namely: stakeholder

support and repetition for instrumental use, the government’s three-month statutory
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response time for non-use, and government inertia for symbolic-political use. The
findings presented in this chapter have therefore clarified and expanded upon the
author’s original conceptualisation of the relationship between different conditions and

the ‘use’ and non-use of recommendations, as set out in Chapter 2.

Chapters 4 to 7 have presented the empirical findings of this thesis. The next and final
chapter returns to answer the three research questions, demonstrate the contributions
of'this thesis to existing knowledge, propose amendments to the conceptual framework

based on the findings of this thesis, and recommend priority areas for future research.
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Chapter 8
Conclusions

8.1 Introduction

This thesis has examined the statutory advisory functions of the UK Climate Change
Committee (CCC), its policy recommendations, and their influence on government
policy. It opened with Radaelli’s fundamental challenge: to “develop an analytical
treatment” of “when and how knowledge matters in the policy process” (Radaelli,
1995, p. 160). It has responded to this challenge in two main ways. First, through its
conceptualization of the conditions that could facilitate the ‘use’ or non-use of climate
policy recommendations. Second, through its longitudinal, mixed methods analysis
that empirically tested these claims. By studying the CCC over an eleven-year period
and empirically mobilizing the longstanding concept of knowledge utilisation, this
thesis has demonstrated that its recommendations had a notable - if largely indirect -
influence on mitigation and adaptation policy, but only under certain specific
conditions. Existing climate advisory bodies cannot force governments to use their
recommendations; this thesis therefore provides important insights into the precise
conditions under which governments use their advice, if at all, and provides a new
perspective on the ‘black box’ of government decision-making that determines

whether, how, and why their recommendations are (not) used.

The remainder of this chapter unfolds as follows. Section 8.2. answers the three
research questions (RQs) by drawing on the empirical findings presented in Chapters
4 to 7. Sections 8.3. and 8.4. set out the conceptual and methodological contributions
of this thesis to existing literatures, particularly those addressing knowledge utilisation
and public policy. Section 8.5. details the empirical contributions of this thesis that are
derived from its empirical testing of the conceptual framework. Section 8.6. provides
an amended conceptual framework based on the empirical findings from the author’s
mixed methods analysis. It identifies the specific conditions under which each of
Weiss’ five modes of (non-)use occur, thereby moving beyond the binary focus (on
‘use’ vs non-use) of existing research. Section 8.7. reflects on the limitations of this
thesis and identifies five main areas of future research in this important and dynamic

area of climate change governance.
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8.2 The three research questions

RQ1: What are the statutory advisory functions of the CCC and how were they
formulated between 2007 and 2020?

RQ1 was addressed through an analysis of over 300 documents published by the UK
Government, UK Parliament, and the CCC between 2007 and 2020. The analysis
identified — and traced the evolution of — three prominent parliamentary debates that
shaped the CCC’s statutory advisory functions?’ from 2007 to 2008 and were
subsequently reinforced in documents published after 2009 (see Chapter 4).

First, the content analysis of parliamentary debates revealed that there was extensive
debate over whether the government should be mandated to accept the CCC’s advice.
It was first raised in pre-legislative scrutiny of the 2007 Climate Change Bill by the
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (EFRA) Select Committee, which recommended
the government should be required to accept the CCC’s advice without debate to
“establish the independence” of the CCC (EFRA Committee, 2007, p. 28). As the Bill
progressed through both Houses of the UK Parliament, this remained a prominent
point of contention spanning four recurring themes: the balance of power between the
CCC and the government; the influence of the CCC and its recommendations on
government policy; the independence of the CCC from the government; and political
accountability for climate policy. Nevertheless, the government held firm: the CCC
could advise on policy, but the government — and only the government - would
ultimately decide on policy. This clear delineation of power between the CCC and the
UK Government was reinforced in documents published by the CCC and the UK
Government after the adoption of the CCA.

The content analysis revealed a second prominent area of debate: whether the CCC
should have the legal powers to directly manipulate climate policy instruments,
following the model of the UK Monetary Policy Committee, rather than simply
advising on them. The debate focused on: the credibility of the CCC and the CCA,
both contingent on whether the CCC or the government were responsible for

“overseeing the entire [climate change] programme” (House of Lords, 2007g, cols

27 Throughout this thesis, the term function refers to the “purpose or intended role” of the CCC (OED,
no date e). Advisory describes having “the power to make recommendations, without necessarily being
empowered to enforce them” (OED, no date b).
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1206-1207); and concerns that climate policy decisions would become politicised and
“de-democratised” if they were made by the CCC (House of Lords, 2008f, col. 1071).
After all, the CCC was an unelected body that could not be held to account by
Parliament or the public (House of Lords, 2008f, col. 1071). Again, the government
held firm: as articulated by Phil Woolas, the then Minister of State in Defra, a
reformulation of the CCC’s functions, such that it would directly manage climate
policy instruments and targets, would “not [be] consistent” with the functions the
government had envisaged for the CCC, specifically that “decisions on policy matters
should be made by the Government, not the CCC” (House of Commons, 2008l, col.
164). Documents published by the UK Government and the CCC from 2009 to 2020
reinforced the delineation between the CCC’s advisory functions and the

government’s policymaking functions.

The third and final area of debate pertained to whether the CCC should only advise on
mitigation, or mitigation and adaptation. In the 2007 Bill, the CCC was required to
advise on mitigation, primarily carbon budgets, and the Secretary of State was required
to report to Parliament on adaptation “from time to time” (HM Government, 2007b, p.
79). Whether the CCC should advise on adaptation was a prominent area of debate
following post-legislative scrutiny of the Bill, particularly in the Commons.
Reformulations to its functions were debated and discarded, including that its
mitigation advice should integrate adaptation instead of providing separate advice on
adaptation, and that a separate body should advise on adaptation rather than the CCC.
There were concerns amongst parliamentarians that advising on adaptation required
additional skills, resources, and expertise; the CCC’s remit therefore risked becoming

“unwieldy and unfocused” if it was expanded (House of Lords, 2008m, col. 1444)

Nevertheless, their Lordships succeeded in amending the Bill to create an Adaptation
Sub-Committee (AC). The Commons amended the Bill further by transferring the
function of reporting to Parliament on adaptation from the Secretary of State to the
CCC. The AC was given functions to provide the CCC with “advice, analysis,
information or other assistance” as required for the CCC to deliver its new function of
advising Parliament on adaptation (House of Commons, 2008a, p. 48). Documents
published by the CCC and the UK Government after 2008 confirmed that its function

was indeed to provide advice on both mitigation and adaptation.
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The 2008 CCA set out the CCC’s? statutory advisory functions, namely to provide
recommendations to the government on climate mitigation and adaptation (HM
Government, 2008, pt. 2). The government was mandated to respond to the CCC’s
recommendations; however, the CCA did not grant the CCC any powers to force the
government to accept its recommendations or to manipulate and manage climate
policy instruments itself. The decision for how, if at all, the CCC’s recommendations

would be used rested solely with the government.

In summary, Chapter 1 began with the observation that the existing literature suggests
that no existing climate advisory bodies have been delegated statutory policymaking
functions (Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1221). By tracing
parliamentary debates over time, this thesis has revealed how and why the CCC has
the statutory powers that it has, specifically why its recommendations “do not carry
any statutory weight” (Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1220).
Crucially, two proposed policy functions for the CCC were not included in the CCA,
namely for its recommendations to be mandatory for the government, and, relatedly,
for it to be given the power and responsibility to manage climate policy instruments
and targets directly. This thesis has also provided a first account of the parliamentary
debates that preceded — and shaped — the creation of the AC. In answering this RQ1,
the author has therefore provided detailed insight into why statutory policymaking
functions are not automatically bestowed on new climate advisory bodies, as revealed
in the case of the CCC, the oldest body of its kind. It has identified the factors that
shaped the formulation of the CCC’s statutory functions that may be relevant to climate
advisory bodies in other countries, namely political demands for democratic
accountability, transparency of decision-making, and preserving the balance of power

between the government and its advisory bodies.

RQ2: To what extent, if at all, did the characteristics of the CCC's mitigation and

adaptation recommendations change between 2009 and 2020?

This question was addressed through a detailed content analysis of the characteristics
of the CCC’s recommendations contained in its annual progress reports. The analysed
characteristics were derived from those identified in Chapter 2, namely: addressee,

delivery targets, sectoral focus, recommended action, and level of challenge to the

28 Unless stated otherwise, hereon reference to the CCC includes its Adaptation Committee (AC).
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policy status quo. A pilot exercise identified that some of the CCC’s recommendations
were repeated over time — both partially and verbatim — and so a sixth characteristic

(repetition) was also analysed.

Chapter 5 presented the results of this analysis. For the first time, it identified that the
CCC provided no fewer than 700 recommendations to the UK Parliament on
mitigation (N=511) and adaptation (N=189) between 2009 and 2020. It revealed that
the characteristics of its recommendations exhibited notable interannual variation both

within — and across — the areas of mitigation and adaptation.

Three main changes were traced over a decade. First, the number of recommendations
the CCC provided to the UK Parliament increased substantially over time. The 2009
report included no fewer than 37 mitigation recommendations, whereas the 2020 report
included 135. On average the CCC provided 43 mitigation recommendations to the
UK Parliament each year. Adaptation recommendations were found to be less
numerous, with 21 in the AC’s first report in 2010 and 53 in the 2020 report, and an
average of only 16 adaptation recommendations per year. Notably, this trend continued
after 2020; the CCC provided over 1000 recommendations to the UK Parliament in its

annual progress reports between 2021 and 2023 (see Section 8.7.2.).

Second, the extent to which the CCC’s recommendations exhibited these six
characteristics varied over time. For example, in the latter half of the study period,
mitigation recommendations became increasingly specific through the inclusion of a
timescale for delivery and an addressee, primarily one or more specified government
departments, though this had always been common practice for adaptation
recommendations. In another example, across the period, adaptation recommendations
were predominantly cross-sectoral and otherwise consistently focused on four sectors,
namely infrastructure, water, buildings, and agriculture and land-use. For mitigation,
the number and type of sectors that its recommendations addressed broadened from
four in 2009 to ten in 2020. Two-thirds of the total number of cross-sectoral mitigation
recommendations were in the 2020 report alone. Moreover, adaptation
recommendations exhibited a greater challenge to the policy status quo in the CCC’s

first report than in its last, whereas the opposite was observed for mitigation.

Third, recommendations were nevertheless revealed to be relatively repetitious. No

less than 43% of mitigation — and 42% of adaptation — recommendations were a
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repetition of a previous recommendation. Cross-tabulations between characteristics
revealed that, for both policy areas, recommendations with a specific sectoral focus or
a higher challenge to the policy status quo were more frequently repeated. For
mitigation, repeated recommendations were more likely to be addressed to a
government department that did not sponsor the CCC under the 2010 Framework
Document (HM Government et al., 2010, p. 7), meaning it did not have lead
responsibility for fulfilling the statutory targets in the CCA. Examples include the

transport, health, and defence departments.

In response to RQ?2, this thesis has provided the first systematic account of the CCC’s
recommendations over its first decade of operation and revealed that their
characteristics exhibited notable interannual variability. Across the period, mitigation
recommendations increasingly included a timescale for delivery and an addressee,
whereas adaptation recommendations already included these earlier in the period. The
analysis further revealed that recommendations were relatively repetitious and that
higher levels of repetition were associated with different characteristics, primarily their
specific sectoral focus and level of challenge to the policy status quo. The coded
characteristics were used to address RQ2; they also provided data to address RQ3, to

which we now turn.

RQ3: To what extent — and under what conditions - were the CCC's mitigation and

adaptation recommendations used by the UK Government between 2009 and 2020?

This question was answered through a content analysis of the government’s written
responses to the CCC’s recommendations, a regression analysis of the relationship
between government responses and recommendation characteristics (revealed in
answer to RQ2), and 36 semi-structured interviews with relevant elites and experts
working for the CCC or the UK Government. Each analysis empirically mobilized
aspects of the conceptual framework of this thesis, allowing the claims therein to be
subjected to detailed empirical testing (see Section 8.5. for the specific empirical

contributions of this research).

This question proved the most complex and challenging to answer because it directly
addresses Radaelli’s fundamental puzzle of “when and how knowledge matters in the
policy process” (Radaelli, 1995, p. 160). RQ3 was therefore addressed over two

chapters. Chapter 6 addressed the extent of (non-)use across all five modes and
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provided three main findings. First, mitigation and adaptation recommendations were
predominantly of non-use to government officials between 2009 and 2020, as
measured through the proxies of rejection and non-committal responses to
recommendations (see Chapters 2 and 3). Nearly half of all recommendations were
rejected by the UK Government. A further third of mitigation — and a quarter of
adaptation — recommendations received a non-committal response. Analysis of
interview transcripts revealed that the repetition of recommendations was a symptom
of non-use because it followed rejection or non-committal responses from the
government. These findings aligned with the recollections of CCC staff. In an

especially pertinent example, one staff member reflected that:

“Our overall sense [was] that we [made] lots of good recommendations and
then most of them [were] just ignored. [...] Fundamentally, if the
government doesn’t want to do something, then us telling them to do it is
not going to lead to them doing it. So, there [were] quite a few areas where
we [made] recommendations, [...] [and we knew] they were not going to

lead to anything [because they would be rejected].” (Interviewee 23, CCC)

The analysis presented in Chapter 6 therefore provides the first detailed examination
and demonstration of the non-use of the CCC’s recommendations, thereby lending
empirical support to prevailing research which had observed in passing that its
recommendations seemed to “have largely gone unheeded by [the] Government”

(Averchenkova, Fankhauser and Finnegan, 2021, p. 1231).

Second, interviews revealed that the CCC’s recommendations nevertheless had an
indirect influence on policy through the modes of conceptual use and symbolic-
political use. On the former, CCC staff described that its recommendations shaped the
thinking of government officials, the public, and industry over a longer period: they
were described as “percolating” into policy via a “back door” (Interviewee 2, CCC).
As regards symbolic-political use, civil servants repeatedly described how they used

the CCC’s recommendations within Whitehall battles:

“Lord Deben even had one Minister, whom I won’t name, saying “it is really
helpful to have you telling me to do [these recommendations] because then
I can say to other parts of the government, including the Treasury, ‘I’m not

Jjust making this up, I've been told to do it by the CCC to meet our statutory
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targets’. So [the recommendation provided] ammunition for a Minister who

was actually on our side and wanted to do something.” (Interviewee 4, CCC)

Some CCC interviewees recalled that they discussed with civil servants the
recommendations that they could include in their progress reports to “give power to
the bits of the government machine” that needed “to get money out of the Treasury”
(Interviewee 11, CCC). Indeed, several civil servants reported how they had used the
CCC’s recommendations as ‘leverage’ when negotiating with the Treasury for funding

in a particular sector (Interviewees 15 and 33-36, UK Government).

Third, many interviewees agreed that — precisely because the CCC lacked the statutory
powers to force the government to accept its recommendations — their use could not
be imposed. In claims reminiscent of those originally aired in the parliamentary
debates before 2008 (revealed in answer to RQ1), some civil servants felt that imposed
use would be “absolutely the wrong thing to do” because “it's legitimate for ministers
to ultimately have the power to judge which recommendations to [accept] and which

not to” (Interviewee 20, UK Government).

Chapter 7 reported findings on the conditions under which the CCC’s
recommendations were of instrumental use, non-use, conceptual use, and symbolic-
political use to civil servants. It presented three main findings. First, each mode was
revealed to occur under different conditions. For example, recommendation
characteristics and recommendation dissemination were associated with conceptual
use, whereas the conditions for symbolic-political use were the prevailing policy

context and government inertia.

Second, in cases where different modes were influenced by the same condition, the
detailed analysis identified and clarified the specific dimensions of the condition that
were relevant to each mode, as detailed in Section 8.5. For example, the prevailing
policy context was identified as a condition that affected all modes except conceptual
use. This was because the wider policy context directly informed the use (or not) of
recommendations in the short term rather than over the longer timeframe that
underpinned conceptual use. Analysis of interview data further revealed its relevance
for each mode: extreme weather events were perceived to be important for the
instrumental use of adaptation recommendations, particularly to reduce the risk of

overheating in buildings because heatwaves increased media coverage and public
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pressure on the government in the short-term; the priorities of incumbent governments
were thought to have facilitated non-use if they directed government resources away
from climate change, such as under the Conservative Government’s austerity
programme between 2010 and 2015; and the occurrence of Conferences of the Parties
(COPs) were thought to have been important for symbolic-political use, particularly if
the government could signal its leadership in the run-up to a COP because it “didn’t

want to be seen” to be turning down CCC’s recommendations (Interviewee 23, CCC).

Third, the legal framework underpinning the CCC (as revealed in answer to RQ1) was
revealed to have had a Ilasting influence on whether, how, and why its
recommendations were used by the UK Government. Most pertinently, there was a
continuing perception amongst some CCC and government interviewees that
adaptation had a lower standing in the CCA because there were no statutory national
targets for adaptation equivalent to the carbon budgets for mitigation; interviewees
identified the lower legal prominence of adaptation as a condition for non-use because,
without statutory targets, the Treasury did not have to “make funding available” and
some government officials felt it was not “legally essential” to accept the AC’s
adaptation recommendations (Interviewee 26, CCC). This confirms Owens’ (2015, p.
126) assertion, stated in Chapter 1, that the “practices and characteristics of advisory
bodies that endow them with authority — or not” can provide a “fruitful line of enquiry”
for research on the influence of policy recommendations. Specifically, this thesis’
initial analysis of the CCA revealed that the CCC was not endowed with the powers to
force the acceptance of its recommendations and that adaptation was not intended to
be its core focus. Subsequent analysis revealed that the CCC’s statutory underpinnings
facilitated the non-use of its recommendations, particularly on adaptation. This was
due to an absence of a statutory target equivalent to mitigation, and a delayed
requirement for the government to respond to adaptation recommendations until 2015,
which meant the AC was perceived by some officials as “’just another body with an

opinion’” (Interviewee 2, CCC).

In answering RQ3, this thesis has revealed that knowledge — in the form of climate
policy recommendations — can influence government policy under certain specific
conditions that are relevant to instrumental use, conceptual use, and symbolic-political
use. It also revealed that recommendations were of non-use to government officials for

many reasons including a lack of stakeholder support, the absence of legal
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responsibility for meeting statutory targets in some departments, and the perceived
negative impacts on the electorate from the acceptance of recommendations in certain
sectors, such as increasing domestic heat pump uptake. The following sections detail
the conceptual, methodological, and empirical contributions of the findings presented

in Chapters 2,4, 5, 6 and 7.

8.3 Conceptual contributions

The primary contribution of Chapter 2 was to provide an original conceptual
framework through which the author could respond to Radaelli’s (1995, p. 160)
“theoretical challenge” of determining “when and how knowledge matters in the policy
process.” It did so by providing a first review and synthesis of previously disparate
works of literature on knowledge utilisation and climate policy. It combined insights
from these existing literatures to derive one endogenous, and three exogenous,
conditions that could be expected to facilitate the ‘use’ or non-use of climate policy
recommendations, namely recommendation characteristics, interactions with intended
knowledge users, recommendation dissemination and the prevailing policy context (see
Figure 8.1). The existing empirical research reviewed in Chapter 2 was focused on the
‘use’, ‘usability’, or ‘uptake’ of knowledge rather than a specific mode of knowledge
utilisation. Figure 8.1 therefore reflected this dichotomy (of ‘use’ vs. non-use) to

demonstrate existing understandings of this topic.

Figure 8.1 The conceptual framework.

Recommendation it . ith
e nteractions wit y . :
characteristics intended Ilmowvlvé dis Recommendation Prevailing policy
1. Addressee & dissemination context

2. Sectoral focus L2

3. Targets

4. Recommended
action

5. Level of challenge
to the policy status quo

I

Knowledge utilisation
modes

1. 'Use’

2. Non-use

Source: author’s own composition (see also Figure 2.1, Chapter 2)
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The purpose of Figure 8.1 was to provide a novel conceptualization of whether and
why policy recommendations could be used by government officials. It provided a first
synthesis of previously disparate literatures to derive an understanding of what
conditions might contribute to the government using (or not) climate policy
recommendations. The conceptual framework therefore provided a “coherent framing”
for the author’s methodological decisions and interpretation of empirical findings
(Owens, 2015, p. 4). This contributes to existing knowledge utilisation studies which
“tend towards abstraction” because few combined a conceptual framework with rich
empirical insights (ibid), as in this thesis. The framework was subsequently subject to
a detailed, multi-method empirical interrogation to identify and delineate the specific

conditions under which each of Weiss’ four modes of use are more likely to occur.

8.4 Methodological contributions

The methodological contributions of this thesis were related to the data collection and
analysis that was undertaken to empirically test the conceptual framework. For the first
time, the author developed a novel and in-depth mixed methods approach to study the
five modes of (non-)use and each of their conditions. This went beyond the standard
methodological approaches of existing knowledge utilisation studies which tended to
apply one, often qualitative, method to study one mode in isolation, rather than
undertaking mixed methods and/or studying more than one mode at the same time (see

Chapter 3).

This thesis combined insights from content analysis, regression analysis, and 36 semi-
structured elite and expert interviews with people who worked for the CCC or the UK
Government between 2009 and 2020. This methodology included — but went beyond
- a content analysis of the government’s written responses to the CCC’s
recommendations because that alone is a “poor register of influence” (Bates, 1985, p.
50). The mixed methods approach was therefore novel and beneficial because it
allowed the author to empirically investigate all five modes of (non-)use and their
causal conditions through appropriate methods. For example, qualitative interviews
were undertaken to elicit data on the modes and their conditions that were indicative
of “less quantifiable forms of influence” (Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 72), such as
conceptual use which is less “immediate and observable” than instrumental use (Bober

and Bartlett, 2004, p. 365). It also allowed the author to triangulate the findings from
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quantitative and qualitative methods and thereby gain different perspectives on this
complex phenomenon and cross-check the findings to increase their validity (Bryman,

2016, p. 697).

This thesis contributed to existing research on the influence of the CCC which has
tended to focus on the acceptance of its carbon budget advice rather than examine the
influence of its policy recommendations that are designed to meet those targets (see
Chapter 1). Before this thesis, there was no systematic, longitudinal account of what
recommendations the CCC had provided to national policymakers, how - if at all -
their characteristics had changed over time, or what influence - if any - they had on
government policy. The mixed methods methodology of this thesis therefore enabled
the author to undertake a detailed and comprehensive analysis of these notably

understudied elements.

A further contribution was to collect and analyse data from interviews with 13
government officials who contributed to writing the government’s official responses
to the CCC’s recommendations over the study period (see Chapters 6 and 7). For the
first time, the perspective of these actors was documented through a dedicated and
thorough snowball sampling approach. Many interviewed CCC staff did not have any
insight into how the government’s responses to their recommendations were produced
or by whom. The understandings gained from these interviews are therefore notable,
not least because the government’s response documents were entirely anonymous, and
no existing studies were found that had interviewed the civil servants that had
produced official government responses to the CCC’s recommendations. Through its
mixed methods methodology, this thesis therefore offers a glimpse into the ‘black box’
of the internal politics, motivations, and preferences of government officials that were
revealed to determine whether, how, and why climate policy recommendations were

(not) used during the study period.

More specifically, this thesis has made four methodological contributions to existing
public policy research that analysed a government’s written responses to
recommendations. First, the author developed a systematic content analysis
methodology that enabled data on all five recommendation characteristics in the
conceptual framework to be collected and analysed. The methodology included

deductively developing original codebooks from the literature reviewed in Chapter 2,
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and subsequently refining them during the content analysis (see Appendix 5). The in-
depth methodology offered in Chapter 3 goes beyond the methodologies of existing
studies on this topic which tend to provide a high-level description of the
characteristics they coded rather than a detailed, transparent, and replicable
methodology (Mayring, 2000; Saldana, 2013; Neuendorf, 2020 e.g., see Benton and
Russell, 2013).

A second contribution was to collect and analyse data on three recommendation
characteristics for the first time, namely: their sectoral focus, whether they contained
delivery targets, and whether they were a repetition of a previous recommendation. In
a novel approach, the inclusion of these three characteristics in the content analyses
and regression analysis expanded the approaches of similar studies on this topic, which
tended to focus only on the addressee, recommended action, and level of challenge to
the policy status quo of recommendations e.g., see Russell and Benton (2011). Section
8.5. details the empirical contributions of this thesis that were derived from the author’s

inclusion of these previously unstudied characteristics in her mixed methods analysis.

Third, the author derived a theoretically informed empirical measure of each
recommendation’s level of challenge to the policy status quo. This measure was
derived from Fischer’s four-level typology of policy evaluation (1980, 1990, 2006)
(see Chapter 3). Existing empirical research often studied this characteristic on a scale
from recommendations that called for ‘no or small change’ to existing policies to those
that called for a ‘large change’ e.g., see Lynch and Whitaker (2019, p. 11). The
robustness of this measure has, however, been questioned (Elston and Zhang, 2022, p.
678). In this thesis, three coders therefore coded this characteristic to increase the
robustness of the results, following Haug et al., (2009). Moreover, the codebook was
designed to grade recommendations for their level of challenge to the policy status quo
“in order to not exaggerate the influence of insignificant recommendations” and
thereby provide “a more reliable assessment of influence” than prevailing studies

(Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 69).

A fourth contribution was the author’s examination of two proxy measures of non-use,
namely rejection and non-committal responses. Existing public policy research
focused on acceptance and rejection responses e.g., see Hindmoor et al., (2009).

Although some prevailing work provided descriptive statistics on non-committal
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responses (e.g., see Russell and Benton, 2011 and Elston and Zhang, 2022), no existing
research was found that ran a third regression model with non-committal responses as
its dependent variable. In this thesis, the analysis of non-committal responses
empirically mobilized — and confirmed - seminal arguments from knowledge
utilisation scholars that if a government responded by saying it would only consider a
recommendation (Rich, 1997, p. 19) it was tantamount to a “decision not to act” and

therefore indicative of non-use (Jasanoff, 1990, p. 78).

8.5 Empirical contributions

The mixed methods approach adopted in this thesis enabled the author to clarify the
relationships between the four conditions in the conceptual framework and the five
modes of (non-)use. The findings - as summarized in this section - provide much
greater detail than found in existing empirical research on knowledge utilisation, which
tended to describe the conditions for knowledge ‘use’ or ‘uptake’ without specifying

which mode was under empirical investigation (see Figure 8.1).

8.5.1. Recommendation characteristics

Statistical regression analyses and interviews revealed that recommendation
characteristics facilitated three modes of (non-)use, namely instrumental use, non-use,
and conceptual use. This finding clarified and expanded existing understandings in the
public policy literature which associated recommendation characteristics simply with

‘use’ or non-use (Goldstein, 2009) but not a specific mode.

For the first time, this thesis offered an empirical demonstration of the relationship
between a cross-sectoral focus of recommendations and their instrumental use.
Recommendations with this characteristic were revealed to be “easier” for the
government to accept because they were less prescriptive and “tie[d] [the

government’s] hands less” than those for specific sectors (Interviewee 27).

It also offered the first empirical account of the repetition of recommendations over a
decade through a systematic content analysis (see Chapter 5). A further contribution
was to demonstrate that repetition was a condition for instrumental use (see Chapter
7). This was because stakeholder support and the weight of evidence could increase

over time and, in the period between repetitions, a new government minister could be
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installed who was “more willing to accept the recommendation” (Interviewee 17, UK
Government), particularly if civil servants and government ministers perceived a
repeated recommendation to be “a problem that was not going away” (Interviewees
28, 30, and 31, UK Government). Mixed methods analysis further revealed that the
only characteristic that facilitated conceptual use was repetition because it allowed the
CCC to “nibble away” at the thinking of civil servants (Interviewee 6, CCC) and
reinforce its recommendations in government “consciousness” over time (Interviewee
31). These findings offer valuable empirical support for the seminal research claim
made by Weiss (1980, p. 402) that repetition was “the only route to the accretion of
policy without decision”. It also confirms the findings from Russell and Benton’s
(2011, p. 78) interviews with civil servants that “it takes time to persuade [the]

government to change its mind”.

In the first empirical mobilization of Fischer’s four-level typology as a measure of each
recommendation’s level of challenge to the policy status quo (see Section 8.4.), mixed
methods analysis revealed that support of the policy status quo was a condition for
instrumental use. This lends empirical support to existing public policy research that
reported the same finding e.g., see Russell and Benton (2011), Benton and Russell
(2013), Caygill (2019) and Lynch and Whitaker (2019). It also provided a first account
of'the specific relevance of this characteristic for the instrumental use of climate policy

recommendations.

Turning now to non-use, the mixed methods analysis identified that five
recommendation characteristics (namely addressee, delivery targets, sectoral focus,
recommended action, and challenge to the policy status quo) were causal conditions
for knowledge non-use. The author made empirical contributions in each area, as now

summarised.

Chapter 7 revealed that addressing recommendations to a named government
department that did not sponsor the CCC under the 2010 Framework Document (HM
Government et al., 2010, p. 7) was a condition for non-use. This was because non-
sponsor departments did not have legal responsibility for meeting the climate targets
in the CCA and some interviewees had observed that they could dispute their
accountability for delivering the CCC’s recommendations (Interviewees 6 and 8, CCC;

Interviewees 35 and 36, UK Government; Interviewee 31). Indeed “the incentive on
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[non-sponsor departments] to say ‘yes’” to the CCC’s recommendations was perceived
by civil servants to be “much, much lower” than on the sponsor departments
(Interviewee 28, UK Government). These findings therefore confirmed the
expectations of Christensen and Serrano Velarde (2019, p. 51) that addressing

recommendations to:

“...political and administrative actors [that] do not have a direct stake in the
issue [of climate change] [means] they are unlikely to adopt and act upon

expert advice on the issue.”

A further contribution was that the inclusion of delivery targets in recommendations
was revealed to be a condition for non-use. Recommendations with targets often called
for specific funding commitments which was “problematic” because, during the study
period, government “resources were shrinking and austerity was the priority”
(Interviewee 28, UK Government). Moreover, if the government accepted
recommendations that included targets, then it would “start to cut away” at the
flexibility for meeting targets in the CCA and so these recommendations were “less
welcome” by the government (Interviewee 36, UK Government). To date, existing
research has not empirically explored the relationship between this characteristic and
(non-)use. This thesis therefore offers a first account of this condition and its relevance

to the non-use of climate policy recommendations.

Mixed methods analysis also provided the first empirical demonstration of the
relationship between the sectoral focus of climate policy recommendations and their
non-use. Specifically, interviewees reported the importance of three main features of
the buildings sector for non-use: the initial investment costs of decarbonisation were
“more obvious to consumers and voters” than the initial costs of decarbonizing
electricity generation and so it was “difficult politically” to accept recommendations
on this issue (Interviewee 11, CCC), not least because the government was “very wary
about being seen to be telling people what to do” with their homes (Interviewee 8,
CCC); house developers had “a longstanding objection” to the CCC’s
recommendations on buildings (Interviewee 9, CCC); and during the study period
buildings decarbonisation was “often the remit of the department that was not leading
on climate change” and so there was “a long-running issue” of “unfulfilled

recommendations” (Interviewee 5, CCC). Interviewees provided similar reasons for
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the non-use of adaptation recommendations on flood risk management, including that
“flood risk is a very politicized issue [...] and tackling it is a minefield of many
different interests” (Interviewee 15, UK Government). These findings contributed
empirical support to existing climate policy research which suggested that the
characteristics of certain sectors, such as the presence of multiple stakeholders with
competing interests, could “constrain” and “impede consensus” on acceptable policy
approaches (Frohlich and Knieling, 2013, p. 11). This was indeed revealed to be the

case, particularly in relation to buildings decarbonisation and flood risk management.

Moreover, the inclusion of multiple recommended actions in a recommendation was
revealed to be a condition for non-use, not least because the government was more
likely to consider it “undeliverable” (Interviewee 29, UK Government) due to one of
the recommended actions therein (Interviewee 28, UK Government). Although Russell
and Benton (2011, p. 31) did not include this characteristic in their regression analysis,
they suggested that if recommendations contained multiple actions they were “less

likely to be effective”. This thesis confirmed these expectations.

The fifth characteristic that was revealed to be a condition for non-use was if a
recommendation challenged the policy status quo. Interviews with civil servants
revealed this was because the government’s responses to recommendations were
“agreed collectively” by departments via a write-round process. As such, if a
recommendation advocated for the introduction of a new policy or challenged an
existing value, policy, or belief then it “could be objected to by any department”
(Interviewee 28, UK Government; also Interviewees 15, 17, 18, 28, 30, and 34 to 36,
UK Government, and Interviewee 24). Non-committal responses and outright
rejections were therefore a ‘“negotiated middle ground” between departments
(Interviewee 18, UK Government). This analysis confirmed the conventional wisdom
that if recommendations call for great policy change, they are more likely to be rejected
by the government e.g., see Russell and Benton (2011), Benton and Russell (2013),
Caygill (2019) and Lynch and Whitaker (2019). It also added additional nuance
because it clarified that the government’s reticence to accept recommendations that
challenged the policy status quo was primarily related to its priorities, resources, and

bureaucratic procedures.

223



Finally, the regression models revealed that the characteristics of recommendations did
not fully explain the instrumental use or non-use of mitigation or adaptation
recommendations (see Chapter 7). The Nagelkerke R? values estimated that, at least
for mitigation, the six characteristics could explain only 19% of the variance in
acceptance responses, 15% of rejections, and 9% of non-committal responses. The
respective values for adaptation were 36%, 28% and 28% based on the four included
characteristics (addressee and delivery targets were excluded due to insufficient data
(see Section 8.7.). As confirmed through analysis of interview data, exogenous
conditions were therefore likely to have had a greater influence on the four modes of

(non-)use, to which we now turn.

8.5.2. Interactions with intended knowledge users

This thesis lends empirical support to the seminal argument of Caplan (1979, p. 459):

“...the gap between the knowledge producer and the policymaker needs to
be bridged through personal relationships involving trust, confidence, and

empathy.”

The interview analysis presented in Chapter 7 confirmed and clarified this by
demonstrating that the CCC’s interactions with government officials were a facilitating
condition for instrumental use, thereby reducing the ambiguity of the language of ‘use’
in the existing literature (reviewed in Chapter 2, see Figure 8.1). These interactions,
often formal meetings between the CCC and civil servants before the formal provision
of its recommendations, enabled the CCC to consider “what might be more or less
acceptable to government” (Interviewee 25, CCC) and to consider whether to reframe
its recommendations based on any objections raised by officials (Interviewees 6, 8, 23
and 25 CCC). These interactions could also facilitate instrumental use because they
provided the CCC with the opportunity to gain the support of a “sufficiently senior
person” within the government (Interviewee 23, CCC) to ‘“champion” a given
recommendation otherwise it was “never going to go anywhere” (Interviewee 28, UK

Government).

8.5.3. Recommendation dissemination

Chapter 7 revealed that this condition was only relevant to conceptual use. The

interviews confirmed that indirect dissemination of the CCC’s recommendations - via
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the media and intermediary bodies — was relevant because it enabled recommendations
to have a slow and indirect influence via a “drip, drip, drip effect” whereby other actors
would “hear about” a recommendation and “maybe push it themselves” (Interviewee
19, CCC). Indirect dissemination was particularly important for adaptation
recommendations due to their lower legal standing in the CCA (see Section 8.2.),
especially if the media, professional bodies, or parliamentary committees “echo[ed]”
their recommendations and reinforced their importance to civil servants (Interviewee
26, CCC). These findings lend empirical support to existing public policy research
which suggests that the dissemination of knowledge via intermediary bodies facilitates

an “indirect means of influencing policy” (Haynes et al., 2011, p. 1053).

8.5.4. Prevailing policy context

The analysis presented in Chapter 7 revealed that this was a condition for all modes
except conceptual use. These findings therefore clarified the language in the original
conceptual framework, derived from existing literatures on knowledge utilisation and
climate policy, that the prevailing policy context would be a condition for ‘use’ (see
Figure 8.1). For example, analysis of interview data confirmed that the occurrence of
extreme weather events was a condition for instrumental use, particularly of adaptation
recommendations, but only in the short term. This lends empirical support and gives
added clarity to existing research that identified extreme weather events could increase
the ‘use’ of “climate information” (Kirchhoff, Lemos and Engle, 2013, p. 15).
Demonstrably, during the study period the AC repeated its recommendation for the
government to reduce the risk of overheating in buildings no less than 10 times. This
was not accepted until 2021 following the occurrence of heat waves that “were getting
some traction in the media”, primarily reports of associated deaths and “aggregate
productivity loss[es] to the economy” (Interviewee 30, UK Government). Extreme
weather events were therefore identified as a notable — if transient — condition for
instrumental use because they only “create[d] a moment of jeopardy for a month or so
and then it bypass[ed]” (Interviewee 31; also Interviewees 34 and 35, UK

Government).
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8.5.5. Four new conditions

The analysis of interview transcripts inductively revealed four additional new
conditions for (non-)use (see Chapter 7). For instrumental use, stakeholder support

was important because:

“...the government is ultimately democratic and relies on consent to do
anything and if there is no agreement from stakeholders then it will be harder
to implement [the recommendation] and it will be politically contentious

and not delivered.” (Interviewee 35, UK Government)

Repetition was inductively revealed to be a characteristic that facilitated both
instrumental use and conceptual use (see Section 8.5.1.). The three-month period that
the government had to respond to recommendations was consistently identified by
officials as facilitating non-use because it did not “give the government the time or
space to really engage with the CCC’s recommendations in a substantial way”
(Interviewee 20, UK Government). Regarding symbolic-political use, government
inertia provided the opportunity for the government to signal leadership in an area or
add ‘leverage’ to internal negotiations for funding or policy development (Interviewees
15 and 33-36, UK Government). These four conditions were not emphasized in the
existing research reviewed in Chapter 2. This thesis therefore identified their relevance

for the (non-)use of climate policy recommendations for the first time.

8.5.6. The modes of (non-)use: an emerging order?

As revealed in Chapters 6 and 7, in some cases the conceptual use of recommendations
was revealed to precede — and contribute to — their instrumental use. Analysis revealed

that conceptual use:

“...1s part of that process of osmosis where the initial idea needs to be
socialized and shared, so changing the way people think about the problem
has to build and the consensus has to be reached [before it can be accepted].”

(Interviewee 2, CCC)

For example, interviewees described that the instrumental use of the CCC’s
recommendations on heat pumps followed the CCC shaping government and public
understanding of heat pumps through the formal and informal dissemination of its

recommendations throughout the study period, including via intermediary actors and
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the media. The conceptual use of these recommendations “help[ed] to gradually shift
the government’s understanding of key issues, based on the evidence” (Interviewee 3,
CCC) and, after 2020, the government introduced policies that aimed to increase heat
pump uptake across the housing stock, something that the CCC had “long pushed”
(Interviewee 11, CCC).

Moreover, the conceptual use of recommendations was revealed to precede the
symbolic-political use of the CCC’s longstanding recommendation to include
emissions from international aviation and shipping in the CCA. The CCC had “chipped
away” at government thinking on this recommendation “over the years” and, in 2020,
the UK was the COP26 President which provided “a moment of leverage” and,
“because of a large amount of scrutiny” officials were under, it was accepted because
the government “didn’t want to be seen to be turning down our recommendations in

this flagship report about bold decarbonisation” (Interviewee 23, CCC).

For the first time, this research has empirically revealed that the modes of (non-)use
can in fact be related to one another: this finding runs counter to some early
understandings in knowledge utilisation studies that presented each mode as linear and

discrete (see Chapter 2).

8.6 The (non-)use of climate policy recommendations: An amended

conceptual framework

This thesis began with Radaelli’s (1995, p. 160) fundamental “theoretical challenge”
to “develop an analytical treatment of such questions as when and how knowledge
matters in the policy process.” As explained in Section 8.3., the author developed a
conceptual framework of the conditions for the ‘use’ and non-use of climate policy
recommendations (see Figure 8.1). Mixed methods analysis was then undertaken to
empirically test these claims (see Chapter 3). For the first time, this thesis has therefore
provided an analytical treatment of when and how knowledge matters in the policy
process. It has revealed that a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods was
required to provide rich and detailed insights on the five modes - and four conditions
- of (non-)use presented in Chapter 2. Qualitative interviews were particularly
important because they enabled four new conditions for (non-)use to be inductively

revealed from the experiences and observations of interviewees (see Section 8.5.5.).
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The empirical findings presented in this thesis suggest that the conceptual framework
should be amended in the following ways, as shown in Figure 8.2. First, the amended
framework includes all five modes of (non-)use. This adds detail to the language of
‘use’ in the original framework which was based on the existing knowledge utilisation
literature which tended not to specify the mode that was under investigation. In the
revised framework, the ‘black box’ of ‘use’ is therefore expanded upon to reveal the
specific modes of instrumental use, conceptual use, symbolic-political use, and
imposed use. The incorporation of all five modes of (non-)use goes beyond existing
approaches which tended to focus on one mode in isolation (see Chapters 2 and 3).
This thesis’ examination of all five modes of (non-)use — and the associated
amendments to the conceptual framework shown in Figure 8.2 — therefore serve to
address a limitation of some existing knowledge utilisation that produce “a balance
sheet of accepted and rejected recommendations” because this “is a poor register of

influence” (Bates, 1985, p. 50).

Second, the analysis presented in Chapter 7 revealed the specific relationships between
each of the four original conditions and the five modes. These relationships are
therefore elucidated and explicitly indicated in the amended framework with arrows

(see Figure 8.2).

Third, the mixed methods analysis inductively revealed four new conditions and their
relationships to the five modes; these are also included in the framework. The
empirically grounded identification of these conditions therefore contributes to the
existing literature, reviewed in Chapter 2, that did not emphasize the importance of

these conditions for any of the five modes.

Fourth, the finding that conceptual use preceded the instrumental use and symbolic-
political use of recommendations in some cases is also reflected in the revised

framework with arrows.

Figure 8.2 presents an amended conceptual framework based on the empirical findings
presented in this thesis. Revisions to the original framework are indicated with blue
text and blue arrows (indicating effect). Black text identifies elements that were in
the original framework (in Figures 2.1 and 8.1). Figure 8.2 therefore offers a first
empirically grounded framework of the conditions that facilitate whether, how, and

why climate policy recommendations are (not) used by national policymakers.
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Figure 8.2 The conceptual framework: suitably amended.

Recommendation
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support knowledge the policy status quo dissemination inertia response time
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—{ political Non-use
use use ot use

Prevailing policy context

Source: author’s own composition

This thesis began with a challenge: to determine when and how knowledge matters in
the policy process (Radaelli, 1995, p. 160). Through its mixed methods analysis, it has
addressed this challenge in two ways. First, the conditions presented in Figure 8.2
indicate when knowledge matters. The framework stipulates that both endogenous and
exogenous conditions can facilitate when knowledge is used by policymakers, if at all.
It confirms that for knowledge to be “useable” it “requires more than better packaging”
(Duncan, Robson-Williams and Edwards, 2020, p. 2). The four new conditions

(outlined in Section 8.5.5.) are also indicated in the top part of this diagram.

Second, Figure 8.2 presents all five modes of (non-)use and thereby indicates how
knowledge matters in the policy process, if at all. Three modes of ‘use’ were revealed
to matter to civil servants in different ways: the instrumental use of recommendations
enabled the government to make specific climate policy decisions; conceptual use
served to shape civil servants’ understanding of a policy problem over time, as well as
the public and industry; and symbolic-political use allowed officials to have additional
‘leverage’ during internal negotiations for funding and policy development. The
analysis presented in Chapter 7 confirmed the expectations from seminal knowledge
utilisation research, specifically that non-use indicates that knowledge did not ‘matter’

to policymakers because it was rejected or received a non-committal response.
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This thesis has therefore addressed Radaelli’s challenge: it has demonstrated that
knowledge, in the form of climate policy recommendations, matters to the policy
process when certain specific conditions are present that are relevant to how the

knowledge may (not) be used.

8.7 Limitations and new research priorities

This section reflects on several limitations that became apparent during the writing of

this thesis and identifies relevant areas of future research.

8.7.1. From recommendation acceptance to implementation

Among public policy scholars, the government’s written acceptance of
recommendations is an established proxy for policy influence; however, governments
are often not bound to follow through on their written responses. In fact, they may
implement a recommendation after rejecting it in a phenomenon known as the delayed
drop (Monk, 2009b; Russell and Benton, 2011). Accordingly, Elston and Zhang (2022,
p. 670) “caution against regarding the acceptance of a recommendation as a guarantee
of its implementation.” Although a government’s written response is a “test of
immediate influence”, additional analysis of recommendation implementation can

“tease out longer-term influence” (Russell and Benton, 2011, p. 49).

Future research could address this limitation by looking beyond the scope of this thesis,
which focused on the government’s written responses to recommendations three
months after their provision in accordance with the timetable in the CCA, and analyse
whether recommendations were implemented in the longer term. A challenge of this
research would be the time and resources required, not least because it is “painstaking”
work (Benton and Russell, 2013, p. 777). One could therefore follow the approach of
Russell and Benton (2011), who undertook a content analysis of key government
documents, such as legislation and white papers, to trace the implementation of
recommendations through to government policy. Russell and Benton (2011, p. 50)
reported that it was “very difficult to search every possible source of information” due
to the time and resources available, so they supplemented their quantitative analysis
with interviews with civil servants and enlisted a team of researchers to help with the

content analysis and interviews.
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Future research could also analyse the government’s responses to - and implementation
of - the CCC’s ad hoc recommendations that it provided to government ministers in
letters. These recommendations were timely and reactive to current affairs, such as its
letter to the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy in February
2022 after the government’s announcement of an expansion of oil and gas drilling in
the North Sea (CCC, 2023b). Analysis of these ad hoc recommendations could
therefore extend the findings of this thesis and explore whether the prevailing policy
context, such as the occurrence of extreme weather events or COPs, facilitates the
acceptance and implementation of these recommendations which are intended to

“address specific or time-sensitive issues” (CCC, 2020c, p. 7).

8.7.2. Extending the study period

This thesis focused on the period 2009 to 2020, following Sabatier’s (1987) argument
that at least a decade is required to understand knowledge utilisation and policy
change. This thesis examined a period of eleven years. However, the recommendations
in the first few progress reports had ‘existed’ for longer than the recommendations in
the 2020 report. Future research could therefore extend the study period, specifically
by using the methodology presented in Chapter 3 to derive data on the characteristics
of the 1013 mitigation and adaptation recommendations published after 2020 (CCC,
2021, 2022, 2023a; AC, 2023) and the government’s written responses to them (HM
Government, 2021a, 2023a, 2023c, 2023b). Crucially, this would ensure some
recommendation characteristics could be included in regression analysis that were
excluded in this thesis due to insufficient data, namely the characteristics of addressee

and delivery targets for adaptation recommendations.

Moreover, a longer study period would allow for the implementation of
recommendations to be traced over time. For example, Chapter 7 revealed that during
the study period, the government accepted the CCC’s recommendations to bring
forward a ban on new petrol and diesel vehicles to the early 2030s, and to increase the
uptake of heat pumps; however, in 2023 these policy commitments were weakened by
the UK Government, against the CCC’s advice (Rowlatt, 2023). The proposed future
research would therefore provide a useful extension to the empirical findings of this
thesis by providing a more comprehensive assessment of the influence of the CCC’s

recommendations on government policy over a longer period.
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8.7.3. Refining the conditions for (non-)use

As explained in Chapter 7 and Section 8.5.1., recommendation characteristics did not
fully explain the instrumental use or non-use of recommendations. Indeed, the
regression models estimated that between 9 and 19% of the variance in responses to
mitigation recommendations, and between 28% and 36% of the variance in responses
to adaptation recommendations, were accounted for by the characteristics included in
the models. Future research could therefore include a greater number of endogenous
conditions in regression analysis to provide a fuller account of the importance of
recommendation characteristics for instrumental use and non-use, acknowledging that
exogenous conditions are also important (see Chapter 7). For example, the media
coverage of the CCC and its recommendations during the study period could be
included in regression analysis. Although this variable was not a significant predictor
of government responses to recommendations from parliamentary committees in the
regression analysis of (Russell and Benton, 2011), it was identified as such by Monk

(2009, p. 30), specifically that:

“...it was possible [for parliamentary committees] to use the media to push
the government into accepting recommendations in a report, but the media
coverage had to be intense, such as being on the front page of as many

newspapers as possible.”

Another suggested area of future research would be to refine this thesis’ approach to
evaluating and coding each recommendation’s level of challenge to the policy status
quo. As introduced in Chapter 3, this characteristic was coded by three people®. A
limitation of this approach was that the second round of coding was performed by two
coders who each coded half of the dataset due to time and resource constraints.
Consequently, Cohen’s kappa (k) values revealed notable intercoder disagreement
between the first and ‘second’ coders (Bryman, 2016). This was not due to “wholesale
disagreement with the codebook™, but rather because of discrepancies in each coder’s
“varied interpretation of just a few codes”, as also reported in a multi-coder content
analysis by Church et al., (2019, p. 10). Future research could therefore seek to address
this limitation by building upon and further refining the codebook (see Appendix 5),

for example by coding an additional 1013 recommendations, as recommended in

29 Namely the author and her PhD supervisors, Professors Andy Jordan and Irene Lorenzoni.
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Section 8.7.2., or double coding the total corpus of recommendations to iteratively

“modify poorly performing codes” (O’Connor and Jofte, 2020, p. 9).

Finally, future research could explore relationships between the conditions presented
in Figure 8.2, including which — if any — need to occur at the same time for
recommendations to be used in a particular mode. For example, Chapter 7 revealed
that the instrumental use of the AC’s longstanding recommendation to reduce the risk
of overheating in buildings was facilitated by extreme weather events in the prevailing
policy context, and it was also of conceptual use due to repetition, and of symbolic-
political use due to government inertia. Future research could therefore aim to extend
the contributions of this thesis set out in Section 8.5.6. and attempt to order the
occurrence of modes and conditions, such as through a detailed chronological process
tracing of relevant documents including those published by the CCC, government, and

media reports to identify the precise chronology of each condition.

8.7.4. From national to local policy influence

This thesis focused on the recommendations the CCC provided to the UK Parliament;
however, the CCC was also mandated to provide recommendations to the devolved
administrations on request under the CCA. The same analytical and conceptual
frameworks could therefore be applied to study the influence of the CCC’s
recommendations at different geographical scales. For example, the UK Government’s
review of the CCC in 2014 suggested that the AC’s adaptation recommendations were
“particularly relevant for local authorities” but noted that it was “difficult to know if
the CCC’s advice is influential beyond [the] UK Government” (HM Government,
2014, p. 55). Future research could therefore address this gap by extending the methods
of this thesis by interviewing people who worked for local councils or the devolved

governments to understand the local influence of the CCC’s recommendations.

Future research could also present a comparative analysis of the (non-)use of
mitigation and adaptation recommendations and their associated conditions. This
would extend the mixed methods findings presented in Chapter 7 that suggested the
influence of recommendations was different in both policy areas and driven by a
different set of conditions. Future research could therefore extend the insights of this
thesis by analysing local planning documents and undertaking interviews with local

officials to understand whether, how, and which of the CCC’s adaptation or mitigation
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recommendations were used at the local level, following a similar approach by Lorenz

et al., (2017) and Nordgren et al., (2016).

8.7.5. Towards a system-wide view of (non-)use

The CCC exists within a “competitive” policy advisory system wherein governments
receive recommendations from many — often competing — sources (Crowley and Head,
2017, p. 2; see also Bressers et al., 2017). Future research could therefore investigate
how — if at all — the government was influenced by think tanks, parliamentary
committees, and academics over the same period as the author’s analysis (see Chapter
1). This would respond to Owens’ (2015, p. 126) point about “think[ing] in terms of
networks rather than linear connections of cause and effect”. A promising empirical
focus in this regard could be the government’s acceptance of the CCC’s
recommendation for Electricity Market Reform (EMR). As noted by many
interviewees and reported in Chapter 7, although stakeholder support was a necessary
condition for acceptance in this case, it simultaneously made it difficult to isolate and
delineate the influence of the CCC because the recommendation was also put forward
by other groups. Future research, such as a network analysis, could more fully explore

this to understand the role of the CCC, relative to other stakeholders.
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Appendix 1: List of collected documents

A total of 365 documents were collected for this thesis, of which 241 (66%) were
analysed (see Chapter 3). Collected documents are detailed below, in chronological
order, according to the relevant Research Question.

Appendix 1 Table 1: Documents collected and analysed for Research Question 1

331 documents were collected of which 124 (37%) were excluded using the search
criteria described in Chapter 3.
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Reading — pt6 | (House of
Lords) ansrd/text/71
114-
0006.htm
https://public
UK ations.;:_)k?rlsll
. ment.uk/p
12 | O L Parliament | »,07 | 54702123 | No d200708/Idh
eading — pt7 | (House of
Lords) ansrd/text/71
114-
0007.htm
https://public
UK ations.parlia
. ment.uk/pa/l
13 | Lords1¥ Parliament | »,07 | 54702123 | No d200708/Idh
Reading — pt8 | (House of
Lords) ansrd/text/71
114-
0008.htm
https://public
UK ations.;:_)kz;lrl;zlal
s . ment.uk/p
14 Ifzg;%?nlg s Zj‘[)':lasr:z?t 2007 | 24/02/23 | No d200708/1dh
Lords) ansrd/text/71
114-
0009.htm
https://public
UK ations.parlia
Lords 1% Parliament ment.uk/pa/l
15 | Reading — (House of 2007 | 24/02/23 | No d200708/Idh
pt10 Lords) ansrd/text/71
114-
0010.htm
https://public
UK ations.parlia
Lords 1% Parliament ment.uk/pa/l
16 | Reading — (House of 2007 | 24/02/23 | No d200708/Idh
pt1l Lords) ansrd/text/71
114-
0011.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0011.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

NoO Document
" | Title Author | Year | Collected Analysed? | Link
E;Iiam https://publicati
Lords 1%t ent ons.parliament.u
17 | Reading — (House 2007 | 24/02/23 No k/pa/ld200708/I
pt12 of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 14-0012.htm
ILDJ;Iiam https://publicati
Lords 1%t ent ons.parliament.u
18 | Reading — (House 2007 | 24/02/23 No k/pa/ld200708/I
pt13 of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 14-0013.htm
E;Iiam https://publicati
Lords 1%t ent ons.parliament.u
19 | Reading - (House 2007 | 24/02/23 No k/pa/ld200708/I
ptl4 of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 14-0014.htm
ILDJ;Iiam https://publicati
Lords 1%t ent ons.parliament.u
20 | Reading — (House 2007 | 24/02/23 No k/pa/ld200708/I
pt1s of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 14-0015.htm
Bill as UK
el bt Clmae Charge
21 Lordsasat 15 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes Bill |.HL|
(parliament.uk)
November of
2007 Lords)
UK https://publicati
Parliam ons.parliament.u
Lords 2 ent k/pa/ld200708/1
22 . 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes dhansrd/text/711
Reading —pt1 | (House 7.
ﬁ';rds) 0002.htm#0711
2752000002
E;Iiam https://publicati
Lords 2 ent ons.parliament.u
23 Reading — pt2 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
g-p of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0003.htm
ILDJ;Iiam https://publicati
Lords 2 ent ons.parliament.u
24 Reading — pt3 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
g-p of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0004.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71114-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/08009.i-iv.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/08009.i-iv.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/08009.i-iv.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0002.htm#07112752000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0002.htm#07112752000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0002.htm#07112752000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0002.htm#07112752000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0002.htm#07112752000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0002.htm#07112752000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0002.htm#07112752000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0004.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No. Document
Title Author | Year | Collected Analysed? | Link
E;Iiam https://p_ublicati
Lords 2 ent ons.parliament.u
25 | Reading _pt4 | (House | 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0005.htm
ILDJ;:Iiam https://gublicati
Lords 2nd ent ons.parliament.u
26 Reading — pt5 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0006.htm
E;Iiam https://g_ublicati
Lords 2" ent ons.parliament.u
27 Reading - pt6 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0007.htm
ILDJ;Iiam https://[:_)_ublicati
Lords 21 ent ons.parliament.u
28 Reading — pt7 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0008.htm
E;Iiam https://g_ublicati
Lords 2nd ent ons.parliament.u
29 Reading _ pt8 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0009.htm
IE’J;Iiam https://p_ublicati
Lords 21 ent ons.parliament.u
30 Reading - pt9 | (House 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0010.htm
UK L
. https://publicati
Lords 2 Patrllam ons.parliament.u
31 | Reading — eﬂ 2007 |24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
pt10 (() f ouse dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0011.htm
UK L
. https://publicati
Lords 2nd eP:trllam ons.parliament.u
32 | Reading — (House 2007 | 24/02/23 Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
ptll of dhansrd/text/711
Lords) 27-0012.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0012.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Lords 2d Parliament t.uk/pa/Id2007
33 Reading — pt12 | (House of 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes 08/Idhansrd/te
Lords) xXt/71127-
0013.htm
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Lords 2d Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
34 | Reading—pt13 | (Houseof | 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes 08/Idhansrd/te
Lords) xt/71127-
0014.htm
Amendments to _p_pihtt s:ll gbllcat
be moved in UK_ ions.parliamen
35 | Committee on | Lariament o600 1 ooi05/23 | No Luk/pa/ld2007
(House of 08/1dbills/009/
29 November
Lords) amend/am009-
2007.
a.htm
Amendments to htt sill gbhcat
be moved in UK_ ions.parliamen
. .uk/p
36 | Committee on Parliament 2007 | 22/05/23 No Luk/ a_/ld2007
(House of 08/1dbills/009/
30 November
Lords) amend/am009-
2007.
a.htm
https://publicat
Amendmentsto | UK ions.parliamen
be moved in Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
37 Committee on 4 | (House of 2007 | 22/05/23 | No 08/1dbills/009/
December 2007. | Lords) amend/am009-
b.htm
https://publicat
Amendmentsto | UK ions.parliamen
be moved in Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
38 Committee on 5 | (House of 2007 | 22/05/23 | No 08/1dbills/009/
December 2007. | Lords) amend/am009-
c.htm
https://publicat
Amendmentsto | UK ions.parliamen
be moved in Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
39 Committee on 6 | (House of 2007 | 22/05/23 | No 08/1dbills/009/
December 2007. | Lords) amend/am009-
e.htm
https://publicat
Amendmentsto | UK ions.parliamen
be moved in Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
40 Committee on 7 | (House of 2007 | 22/05/23 | No 08/1dbills/009/
December 2007. | Lords) amend/am009-
f.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71127-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/am009-f.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/am009-f.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/am009-f.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/am009-f.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/am009-f.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/am009-f.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author | Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
. Amendment
Marshalled List UK text (10 10
of Amendments Parliament December
41 | to be Moved in 2007 | 18/05/23 | Yes PO
C . (House of 2007
ommittee as at -
Lords) (parliament.uk
7th December. )
Revised
Marshalled List Amendment
UK text (11
of Amendments Parliament December
42 | to be moved in 2007 | 18/05/23 No P
. (House of 2007
Committee as at Lords) (parliament.uk
10t December ) :
2007.
https://publicat
UK ST
- - .
43 | Committee stage | Parliament | o7 | 50003 | Ng 08/Idhansrd/te
Istsitting — ptl | (House of
Lords) xt/71211-
0002.htm#071
21139000002
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
a4 1stsitting — pt2 | (House of 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes 08/ldhansrd/te
Lords) Xt/71211-
0003.htm
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
45 | {stsitting—pt3 | (House of | 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes 08/Idhansrd/te
Lords) xt/71211-
0004.htm
Second
. Amendment
Marshalled List UK text (14 14
of Amendments Parliament December
46 | to be moved in (House of 2007 | 18/05/23 | No 2007)
Committee as at —).
Lords) (parliament.uk
13 December )
2007.
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament Luk/pa/ld2007
47 | omm g 2007 | 24/02/23 | No 08/Idhansrd/te
2" sitting — ptl | (House of U71217
Lords) KULen
0002.htm#071
2172000002
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ir.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ir.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ir.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ir.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ir.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ir.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0002.htm#07121139000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0002.htm#07121139000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0002.htm#07121139000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0002.htm#07121139000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0002.htm#07121139000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0002.htm#07121139000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0002.htm#07121139000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71211-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0002.htm#0712172000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0002.htm#0712172000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0002.htm#0712172000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0002.htm#0712172000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0002.htm#0712172000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0002.htm#0712172000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0002.htm#0712172000002

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
48 ' ires 2007 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
2"d sitting — pt2 | (House of dhansrd/text/712
Lords) 17-0003.htm
UK httgs://g_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
49 ' ires 2007 | 24/02/23 | No k/pa/Id200708/I
2"d sitting — pt3 | (House of dhansrd/text/712
Lords) 17-0004.htm
Third
Marshalled List | UK Amendment text
of Amendments | Parliament (7 January
50 to be Moved in | (House of 2008 | 02/05/23 | Yes 2008)
Committee as at | Lords) (parliament.uk)
4 January 2008.
https://publicati
o e
. .
51 gf,’”?m.'“ee stage | Parliament | 558 | 94102123 | Yes dhansrd/text/801
sitting — ptl (House of 08-
Lords) 0002.htm#0801
0865000002
UK htth://Q_uincati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
52 o 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
34 sitting — pt2 (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 08-0003.htm
UK htth://Q_uincati
Committee stage | Parliament ons. parliament.u
53 S 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
3dsitting — pt3 | (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 08-0004.htm
UK httgs://Q_uincati
Committee stage | Parliament ons. parliament.u
54 S 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/Id200708/I
3 sitting — pt4 (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 08-0005.htm
UK httgs://g_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
55 A e 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
3" sitting -pt5 (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 08-0006.htm
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons. parliament.u
56 4 e 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I1
3" sitting — pt6 (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 08-0007.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/71217-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0002.htm#08010865000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0002.htm#08010865000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0002.htm#08010865000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0002.htm#08010865000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0002.htm#08010865000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0002.htm#08010865000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0002.htm#08010865000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0007.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
57 S 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
3" sitting — pt7 (House of dhansrd/text/s01.
Lords) 08-0008.htm
UK httgs://g_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament..
58 4 e 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/Id200708/I
3" sitting — pt8 (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 08-0009.htm
UK httgs://g_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
59 4 e 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
3" sitting — pt9 (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 08-0010.htm
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament..
60 I 2008 | 24/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
3'd sitting — pt10 | (House of dhansrd/text/s01.
Lords) 08-0011.htm
Fourth
Marshalled List | UK Amendment text
of Amendments | Parliament (9 January
61 to be moved in | (House of 2008 | 18/05/23 | No 2008)
Committee as at | Lords) (parliament.uk)
9 January 2008.
Fifth Marshalled
,I&Ir?:e%ments to UK _ Amendment text
62 | be Moved in Parliament | »y58 | 02/05/23 | Yes (11 January Ja: RLiar
Committee as at (House of 2008.
Lords) (parliament.uk)
10 January
2008.
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee stage | Parliament kipa/ld200708/1
63 | 4t sitting — 2008 | 27/02/123 | Yes dhansrd/text/801
sitting — ptl (House of 09-
Lords) 0002.htm#0801
0976000002
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
64 th et 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/I
4t sitting — pt2 (House of dhansrd/text/801
Lords) 09-0003.htm
UK httgs://g_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament..
65 i i 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/I
4t sitting — pt3 (House of dhansrd/text/s01.
Lords) 09-0004.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80108-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iv.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iv.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iv.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-iv.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-v.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-v.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-v.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-v.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0002.htm#08010976000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0002.htm#08010976000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0002.htm#08010976000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0002.htm#08010976000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0002.htm#08010976000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0002.htm#08010976000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0002.htm#08010976000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0004.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
UK -
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
66 th i 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
4t sitting — pt4 | (House of
Lords) dhansrd/text/801
09-0005.htm
UK httgs://p_ubllcatl
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
67 th i 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/Id200708/I
4t sitting — pt5 (House of dh dltext]
Lords) ansrd/text/801
09-0006.htm
: =
UK zgs Sé)sljllrl ili\?rlllgr?: Iu
68 gﬁ’gamtefsﬁge (PHang??)?t 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
g-p Lords) dhansrd/text/801
09-0007.htm
: =
UK https //Q_ubllcatl
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
69 th crees 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
4t sitting — pt7 | (House of
Lords) dhansrd/text/801
09-0008.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee stage | Parliament k/pa/ld200708/1
70 5 sitting — ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes cliz?nsrd/text/801
Lords) 0002.htm#0801
1414000002
UK httgs://[:_)_ubllcatl
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
71 th crees 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
5" sitting — pt2 | (House of h
Lords) dhansrd/text/801
14-0003.htm
UK httgs://g_ubllcatl
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
72 5t sitting . pt3 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
g-p L ords) dhansrd/text/801
14-0004.htm
UK httgs://[:_)_ubllcatl
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
73 5t sittin 4 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
g-p Lords) dhansrd/text/801
14-0005.htm
: =
UK https //Q_ubllcatl
Committee stage | Parliament ons. parliament.u
74 5 Sitting — pi5 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
g-p Lords) dhansrd/text/801
14-0006.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80109-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0002.htm#08011414000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0002.htm#08011414000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0002.htm#08011414000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0002.htm#08011414000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0002.htm#08011414000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0002.htm#08011414000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0002.htm#08011414000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0006.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicat
_ ILDJ;Iiament ions.parliamen
Luk/pa/laz00/7
75 | Committee stage | 10 e of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes Luk/pa/ld2007
5" sitting — pt6 Lords) Og/ldhansrd/te
xt/80114-
0007.htm
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
76 5% sitting — pt7 | (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes 08/Idhansrd/te
Lords) Xt/80114-
0008.htm
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
[ 5t sitting — pt8 | (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes 08/ldhansrd/te
Lords) xt/80114-
0009.htm
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
8 5% sitting — pt9 | (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes 08/ldhansrd/te
Lords) Xt/80114-
0010.htm
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
9| 5w sitting — pt10 | (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes 08/Idhansrd/te
Lords) xt/80114-
0011.htm
Sixth
Marshalled List UK Amendment
of Amendmer_wts Parliament text (22
80 | to be Moved in (House of 2008 | 17/05/23 | Yes January 2008)
Committee as at Lords) (parliament.uk
21 January )
2008.
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament Luk/pa/ld2007
81 | zomm g 2008 | 27/02/23 | No 08/Idhansrd/te
6" sitting — ptl | (House of 1/80123-
Lords) 0002.htm#080
12362000002
https://publicat
UK ions.parliamen
Committee stage | Parliament t.uk/pa/ld2007
82 6™ sitting — pt2 | (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes 08/ldhansrd/te
Lords) xt/80123-
0003.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80114-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vi.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vi.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vi.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vi.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vi.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0002.htm#08012362000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0002.htm#08012362000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0002.htm#08012362000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0002.htm#08012362000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0002.htm#08012362000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0002.htm#08012362000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0002.htm#08012362000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0003.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://public
UK ations.pkz;\rlaijI
. . ment.uk/p
83 | gomriiee Stage Parliament | 50 | 97/02/23 | No d200708/dh
sitting — pt3 (House of
Lords) ansrd/text/80
123-
0004.htm
https://public
UK ations.pkz;\rleijI
. . ment.uk/p
84 gﬁgﬂ}::;ef?ffe E’Hag:f}s’:g?t 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes d200708/Idh
Lords) ansrd/text/80
123-
0005.htm
https://public
UK ations.Qkf;wlailjﬂI
. . ment.uk/p
85 gﬁg&}g;ef;t%ge E’Hag:l"’};:‘;?t 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes d200708/Idh
Lords) ansrd/text/80
123-
0006.htm
https://public
UK ations.pkfjwlail;ﬂI
. . ment.uk/p
86 gﬁ”?m.'“ee stage | Parliament | 5500 | 57/00/23 | yes d200708/Idh
sitting — pt6 (House of
Lords) ansrd/text/80
123-
0007.htm
https://public
UK ations.parlia
. Parliament ment.uk/pa/l
87 gﬁgg:};ef?f?ge (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No d200708/1dh
Lords) ansrd/text/80
123-
0008.htm
https://public
UK ations.pkzer;;al
. . ment.uk/p
g8 | Gomminee stage Parliament | 5,08 | 27/02/23 | No d200708/Idh
sitting — pt8 (House of
Lords) ansrd/text/80
123-
0009.htm
https://public
UK ations.pkz;lrI;;aI
. . ment.uk/p
By | comminiee stage Parliament | 58 | 27/02/23 | Yes d200708/Idh
sitting — pt9 (House of
Lords) ansrd/text/80
123-
0010.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0010.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

90

Committee stage
6™ sitting — pt10

UK
Parliament
(House of
Lords)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://public
ations.parlia

ment.uk/pa/l
d200708/Idh

ansrd/text/80
123-
0011.htm

91

Seventh

Marshalled List of
Amendments to

be moved in

Committee as at
28 January 2008.

UK
Parliament
(House of
Lords)

2008

02/05/23

No

Amendment

text (29
January
2008)
(parliament.u
k)

92

Committee stage

7" sitting — ptl

UK
Parliament
(House of
Lords)

2008

27/02/23

No

https://public
ations.parlia

ment.uk/pa/l
d200708/1dh

ansrd/text/80
130-
0007.htm#08
0130750000
04

93

Committee stage

7" sitting — pt2

UK
Parliament
(House of
Lords)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://public
ations.parlia

ment.uk/pa/l
d200708/1dh

ansrd/text/80
130-
0008.htm

94

Committee stage

7t sitting — pt3

UK
Parliament
(House of
Lords)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://public
ations.parlia

ment.uk/pa/l
d200708/Idh

ansrd/text/80
130-
0009.htm

95

Committee stage

7" sitting — pt4

UK
Parliament
(House of
Lords)

2008

27/02/23

No

https://public
ations.parlia

ment.uk/pa/l
d200708/Idh

ansrd/text/80
130-
0010.htm

96

Committee stage

7" sitting — pt5

UK
Parliament
(House of
Lords)

2008

27/02/23

No

https:/public

ment.uk/pa/l
d200708/Idh

ansrd/text/80
130-
0011.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80123-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-vii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0007.htm#08013075000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0011.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
97 7t sitting — pt6 | (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/801
30-0012.htm
UK httgs://g_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
98 7t sitting — pt7 | (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/801
30-0013.htm
UK https://publicati
. . ons.parliament.u
99 %ﬁ:{g;};ef ;‘nge EHagLi?f)?t 2008 | 27/02/23 | No Kk/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/801
30-0014.htm
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Committee stage | Parliament ons.parliament.u
100 " 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
7th sitting — pt9 | (House of dhansrd/text/s01.
Lords) ansrd/text
30-0015.htm
UK https://publicati
Committee stage Parliament ons.parliament.u
101 | 7th sitting — (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
pt10 Lords) dhansrd/text/801
30-0016.htm
UK https://publicati
Committee stage Parliament ons.parliament.u
102 | 7th sitting — (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
ptll Lords) dhansrd/text/801
30-0017.htm
UK https://publicati
Committee stage Parliament ons.parliament.u
103 | 7th sitting — (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
pt12 Lords) dhansrd/text/801
30-0018.htm
Committee stage | UK https://publicati
7th sitting — Parliament | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No ons.parliament.u
104 pt13 (House of k/pa/ld200708/I
Lords) dhansrd/text/801
30-0019.htm
Eighth
Marshalled List
of Amendments | UK Amendment text
to be moved in | Parliament | 2008 | 02/05/23 | No (1 February
105 Committee as at | (House of 2008)
31 January Lords) (parliament.uk)
2008.
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80130-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-viii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-viii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-viii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/009/amend/ml009-viii.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publication
Committee stage | UK s.parliament.uk/pa
8th sitting — ptl | Parliament | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
106 (House of d/text/80204-
Lords) 0011.htm#080204
32000003
Committee stage | UK https://publication
8th sitting — pt2 | Parliament | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No s.parliament.uk/pa
107 (House of /1d200708/Idhansr
Lords) d/text/80204-
0012.htm
Bill as UK newbook.book
introduced to Parliament | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes (parliament.uk)
the House of (House of
108 | Lordsasat5 Lords)
February 2008
Marshalled List Amendment text
of Amendments | UK (22 February
to be moved on | Parliament 2008)
109 Reportasat21 | (House of 2008 | 22/05/23 | No (parliament.uk)
February 2008. | Lords)
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Report stage 1 — | Parliament | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No /1d200708/Idhansr
110 ptl (House of d/text/80225-
Lords) 0003.htm#080225
3000008
https://publication
UK -
Report stage 1- | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
111 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes {/1d200708/Idhansr
pt2 (House of d/text/80225-
Lords) P
0004.htm
https://publication
UK -
Report stage 1 - | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
112 ot3 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes {/1d200708/Idhansr
Lords) d/text/80225-
0005.htm
https://publication
UK -
Report stage 1 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
113 ot (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes {/1d200708/Idhansr
Lords) d/text/80225-
0006.htm
https://publication
UK -
Report stage 1 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
114 ot5 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
Lords) d/text/80225-
0007.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0011.htm#08020432000003
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0011.htm#08020432000003
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0011.htm#08020432000003
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0011.htm#08020432000003
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0011.htm#08020432000003
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0011.htm#08020432000003
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80204-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/2008029.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/2008029.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0003.htm#0802253000008
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0003.htm#0802253000008
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0003.htm#0802253000008
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0003.htm#0802253000008
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0003.htm#0802253000008
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0003.htm#0802253000008
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0007.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK https:{/publication
Report stage 1 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
115 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
pt6 (House of d/text/80225-
Lords) 0008.htm
UK https:_//publication
Report stage 1 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
116 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
pt7 (House of d/text/80225-
Lords) 0009.htm
UK httpsI:_//puinca'It(i/on
. s.parliament.uk/pa
177 | Reportstage 1— | Parliament | »n50 | o7/05/03 | v /1d200708/Idhanst
pt8 (House of d/text/80225-
Lords) 0010.htm
Second
Marshalled List | UK
of Amendments | Parliament Amendment text
118 2008 | 18/05/23 | Yes (3 March 2008)
to be Moved on | (House of (parliament.uk)
Reportasat29 | Lords) '
February 2008.
Amendment to
be moved on
(RSeup;?p:Itementary E;Iiament Amendment text
119 2008 | 02/05/23 | No (5 March 2008)
to the Second (House of arliament uk
Marshalled List) | Lords) (parliament.uk)
as at 4 March
2008.
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Report stage 2 — | Parliament /1d200708/Idhansr
120 ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes d/text/80304-
Lords) 0002.htm#080304
59000007
UK https://publication
Report stage 2 — Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
121 0 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
P Lords) d/text/80304-
0003.htm
UK https:{/publication
Report stage 2 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
122 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
pt3 (House of d/text/80304-
Lords) 0004.htm
UK https:_//publication
Report stage 2 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
123 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
pt4 (House of d/text/80304-
Lords) 0005.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80225-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-ii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iia.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iia.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iia.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0002.htm#08030459000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0002.htm#08030459000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0002.htm#08030459000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0002.htm#08030459000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0002.htm#08030459000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0002.htm#08030459000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0005.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK https:{/publication
Report stage 2 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
124 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
pt5 (House of d/text/80304-
Lords) 0006.htm
UK https:_//publication
Report stage 2 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
125 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
pt (House of d/text/80304-
Lords) 0007.htm
UK httpsI:_//puinca'It(i/on
. s.parliament.uk/pa
126 | Reportstage 2 — | Parliament | .0 | 57/00 /95 | v /1d200708/Idhanst
pt7 (House of d/text/80304-
Lords) 0008.htm
Supplementary
to the Second UK
Marshalled List Parliament Amendment text
127 | of Amendments (House of 2008 | 02/05/23 | No (7 March 2008)
to be moved on Lords) (parliament.uk)
Report as at 6™
March 2008.
Third
Marshalled Li K
ofa}AstnS(rjnenst; garliament Amendment text
128 2008 | 02/05/23 | No (10 March 2008)
to be moved on | (House of arliament uk
Report as at 7 Lords) (parliament.uk)
March 2008.
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Report stage 3 — | Parliament /1d200708/1dhansr
129 ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes d/text/80311-
Lords) 0002.htm#080311
102000006
UK https:{/publication
Report stage 3 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
130 o2 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
Lords) d/text/80311-
0003.htm
UK https:_//publication
Report stage 3 — | Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
131 ot3 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
Lords) d/text/80311-
0004.htm
UK https://publication
Report stage 3 — Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
132 4 (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes /1d200708/Idhansr
P Lords) d/text/80311-
0005.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80304-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iib.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iib.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iib.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-iii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-iii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-iii.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0002.htm#080311102000006
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0002.htm#080311102000006
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0002.htm#080311102000006
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0002.htm#080311102000006
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0002.htm#080311102000006
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0002.htm#080311102000006
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0005.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK httgs://pl_ublicati
. ons.parliament.u
133 Et%po” stage 3 - E’S[)'Lasr:f)’;t 2008 57’ 02/202 | \oq k/pa/ld200708/I
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
11-0006.htm
UK httgs://gl_ublicati
. ons.parliament.u
134 | Roportstage 3- EH"":)'['J‘;Z‘%T 2008 57/ 02/202 | \oq k/pa/ld200708/]
P Lords) dhansrd/text/803
11-0007.htm
UK httgs://g_ublicati
Report stage 3 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
135 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I1
pt7 (LHo(;Jse of dhansrd/text/803
ords) 11-0008.htm
UK httgs://p_ublicati
Report stage 3 — | Parliament ons.parliament..
136 ot8 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
11-0009.htm
UK httgs://[:_)_ublicati
Report stage 3 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
137 ot9 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
11-0010.htm
UK httgs://[:_)l_ublicati
. ons.parliament.u
138 | Reportstage 3 - Pa"'ame?t 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
pt10 (LHO(;JSE ° dhansrd/text/803
ords) 11-0011.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 3 — | Parliament ons. parliament.u
139 o1l (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
11-0012.htm
Supplementary
:\%:r]seh;—lr;;jdList UK_ Amendment text
140 | of Amendments | "2HaMeNt | o068 | 18/05/23 | No (14 March
(House of 2008)
to be moved on Lords) (parliament.uk)
Report as at 13 '
March 2008.
Fourth
Marshalled List | UK Amendment text
of Amendments | Parliament (17 March
141 to be Moved on | (House of 2008 | 18/05/23 | Yes 2008)
Reportas at 14 | Lords) (parliament.uk)
March 2008.
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80311-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iiia.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iiia.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iiia.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/su029-iiia.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-iv.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-iv.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-iv.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/029/amend/ml029-iv.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author | Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
142 otl (House of 2008 | 18/05/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0003.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
143 | oo (Houseof | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0004.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
144 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
e (LHOQJ e of dhansrd/text/803
oy 18-0005.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
145 ot (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0006.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
146 ot5 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0007.htm
UK mm;?ublilcatl
i ons.parliament.u
147 Et%p"” stage 4 - fgg:}f:i?t 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0008.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 - | Parliament ons.parliament.u
148 ot7 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0009.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
149 ot8 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/I
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0010.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
150 ot9 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/I
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0011.htm
UK https://publicati
Report stage 4 — | Parliament ons.parliament.u
151 ot10 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/I
Lords) dhansrd/text/803
18-0012.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0003.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80318-0012.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
Marshalled List
of Amendments | UK Amendment text
to be Moved on | Parliament (31 March
152 Third Reading (House of 2008 | 22/05/23 | No 2008)
as at 28 March Lords) (parliament.uk)
2008.
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Lords 3 Parliament KIpa/ld200708/1
153 . 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes dhansrd/text/803
Reading (House of 31-
Lords) 0005.htm#0803
317000002
Bill as brought | UK Climate Change
154 | from the Lords Governmen | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes Bill [HL]
on 1 April t (parliament.uk)
https://publicati
ons.parliament.u
UK k/pa/cm200708/
Commons 2 Parliament cmhansrd/cm08
155 Reading — ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes 0609/debtext/80
Commons) 609-
0006.htm#0806
094000001
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Commons 2 Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
156 Reading — pt2 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes cmhansrd/cm08
Commons) 0609/debtext/80
609-0007.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Commons 2" Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
157 Reading — pt3 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmhansrd/cm08
Commons) 0609/debtext/80
609-0008.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Commons 2" Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
158 Reading — pt4 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes cmhansrd/cm08
Commons) 0609/debtext/80
609-0009.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Commons 2 Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
159 Reading — pt5 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes cmhansrd/cm08
Commons) 0609/debtext/80
609-0010.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/044/amend/ml044-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/044/amend/ml044-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/044/amend/ml044-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/044/amend/ml044-i.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80331-0005.htm#0803317000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80331-0005.htm#0803317000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80331-0005.htm#0803317000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80331-0005.htm#0803317000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80331-0005.htm#0803317000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80331-0005.htm#0803317000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/80331-0005.htm#0803317000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/08097.i-v.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/08097.i-v.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/08097.i-v.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-%200006.htm#0806094000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0010.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year | Collected

Analysed?

Link

160

Commons 2
Reading — pt6

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0011.htm

161

Commons 2
Reading — pt7

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0012.htm

162

Commons 2
Reading — pt8

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0013.htm

163

Commons 2"
Reading — pt9

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0014.htm

164

Commons 2"
Reading — pt10

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0015.htm

165

Commons 2"
Reading — pt11

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0016.htm

166

Commons 2"
Reading — pt12

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0017.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0017.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

167

Commons 2
Reading — pt13

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0018.htm

168

Commons 2
Reading — pt14

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0019.htm

169

Commons 2
Reading — pt15

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0020.htm

170

Commons 2"
Reading — pt16

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm080609/deb
text/80609-
0021.htm

171

Public Bill
Committee
Amendments as

at 24 June 2008.

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

22/05/23

Yes

House of
Commons
Amendments

(parliament.uk
)

172

Committee: 1%
sitting — ptl

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

4/am/80624s0
1.htm

173

Committee: 1
sitting — pt2

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

4/am/80624s0
2.htm

Continued overleaf
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080609/debtext/80609-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s02.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 1%t | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
174 sitting — pt3 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/am/80624s03.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee; 1%t | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
175 sitting — pt4 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/am/80624s04.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 1%t | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
176 sitting — ptb (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/am/80624s05.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee; 1%t | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
L sitting — pt6 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/am/80624s06.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 1%t | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
178 | Gitting—pt7 | (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/am/80624s07.
htm
UK https://publication
Parliament s.parliament.uk/pa
1 - qst
179 | Committee: 1% ce of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No fcm200708/cmpu
sitting — pt8 Commons) blic/climate/0806
24/am/80624s08.
htm
https://publication
Committee: UK s.parliament.uk/pa
L Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
nd _
160 27 siting (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No blic/climate/0806
P Commons) 24/pm/80624s01.
htm
https://publication
Committee: UK s.parliament.uk/pa
.. ) Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
nd _
181 2t25|tt|ng (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
P Commons) 24/pm/80624502.
htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/am/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s02.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publication
commiee: | s
i arliamen cm cmpu
182 ;t35|tt|ng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/pm/80624s03.
htm
https://publication
commites: | DX e
' e arliamen cm cmpu
183 smsntlng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/pm/80624504.
htm
https://publication
commitee: | s
e arliamen cm cmpu
184 stssntlng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/pm/80624s05.
htm
https://publication
Commitee: | ool em200708l6mps.
o e arliamen cm cmpu
185 stﬁslttmg— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0306
Commons) 24/pm/80624506.
htm
https://publication
Committee: | oo om200708l6mpy.
' v arliamen cm cmpu
186 sﬂsntlng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/pm/80624s07.
htm
https://publication
A arliament cm cmpu
187 ;tssutmg— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 24/pm/80624s08.
htm
Commitee | UK. House o
188 | Amendments | Pariament | 5500 | 9210523 | No Lommons
as at 26 June (House of w
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 3" | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
189 sitting — ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0806
Commons) 26/am/80626s01.
htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080624/pm/80624s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0972406m.43-49.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s01.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

190

Committee: 3¢
sitting — pt2

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/am/80626s0
2.htm

191

Committee: 3¢
sitting — pt3

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/am/80626s0
3.htm

192

Committee; 3
sitting — pt4

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/am/80626s0
4.htm

193

Committee: 3
sitting — pt5

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/am/80626s0
5.htm

194

Committee: 41"
sitting — ptl

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
1.htm

195

Committee: 41"
sitting — pt2

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
2.htm

196

Committee: 41"
sitting — pt3

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
3.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/am/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s03.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

197

Committee: 4
sitting — pt4

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
4.htm

198

Committee: 4
sitting — pt5

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
5.htm

199

Committee: 4th
sitting — pt6

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
6.htm

200

Committee: 41"
sitting — pt7

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
7.htm

201

Committee: 41"
sitting — pt8

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
8.htm

202

Committee: 41"
sitting — pt9

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmpublic/
climate/08062

6/pm/80626s0
9.htm

203

Public Bill
Committee
Amendments
asat 1 July
2008.

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

19/05/23

Yes

House of
Commons
Amendments
(parliament.uk
)

Continued overleaf
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080626/pm/80626s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970107m.136-142.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970107m.136-142.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970107m.136-142.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970107m.136-142.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970107m.136-142.html

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year | Collected

Analysed?

Link

204

Committee: 5t
sitting — ptl

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08070

1/am/80701s0
1.htm

205

Committee: 5t
sitting — pt2

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08070

1/am/80701s0
2.htm

206

Committee: 5t
sitting — pt3

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08070

1/am/80701s0
3.htm

207

Committee: 5t
sitting — pt4

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08070

1/am/80701s0
4.htm

208

Committee: 5t
sitting — pt5

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08070

1/am/80701s0
5.htm

209

Committee: 5t
sitting — pt6

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08070

1/am/80701s0
6.htm

210

Committee: 5t
sitting — pt7

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen
t.uk/pa/cm200

708/cmpublic/
climate/08070

1/am/80701s0
7.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/am/80701s07.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
211 Qommittee: 6" | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/Qa/cm_ZOO_?OS/
sitting — ptl (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080701/pm/80
701s01.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 6 | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
212 sitting — pt2 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080701/pm/80
701s02.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
213 Qommittee: 6" | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/ga/cm_200_708/
sitting — pt3 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080701/pm/80
701s03.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 6 | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
214 sitting — pt4 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080701/pm/80
701s04.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
215 C_ommittee: 6t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/;:_)a/cm_200_708/
sitting — pt5 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080701/pm/80
701s05.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
216 Qommittee: 6" | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/cm_200_708/
sitting — pt6 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080701/pm/80
701s06.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 6 | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
217 sitting — pt7 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080701/pm/80
701s07.htm
UK https://g_ublicati
_ . | Parliament ons.parliament.u
g1g | Committee: 6% |\ e of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes klpa/cm200708/
sitting — pt8 Commons) cmpublic/climat
e/080701/pm/80
701s08.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s08.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 6™ | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
219 sitting — pt9 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0807
Commons) 01/pm/80701s09.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 6 | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
220 sitting — pt10 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0807
Commons) 01/pm/80701s10.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 6™ | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
221 sitting — pt11 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0807
Commons) 01/pm/80701s11.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 6 | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
222 sitting — pt12 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0807
Commons) 01/pm/80701s12.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee; 6 | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
223 | Gitting —pt13 | (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0807
Commons) 01/pm/80701s13.
htm
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 6™ | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
224 sitting — pt14 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0807
Commons) 01/pm/80701s14.
htm
Public .B'" UK House of
Committee Parliament Commons
225 | Amendments 2008 | 22/05/23 | No —_—
asat 3 July (House of w
https://publication
UK s.parliament.uk/pa
Committee: 7t | Parliament /cm200708/cmpu
226 sitting — ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes blic/climate/0807
Commons) 03/am/80703s01.
htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080701/pm/80701s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970307m.157-163.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970307m.157-163.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970307m.157-163.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970307m.157-163.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s01.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
997 Qommittee: 7t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/Qa/cm_ZOO_?OS/
sitting — pt2 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/am/80
703s02.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
298 Qommittee: 7t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/Qa/crn_200_708/
sitting — pt3 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/am/80
703s03.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
299 Qommittee: 7t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/ga/cm_200_708/
sitting — pt4 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/am/80
703s04.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
930 C_ommittee: 7t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/Qa/crn_200_708/
sitting — pt5 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/am/80
703s05.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
231 C_ommittee: 8t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/;:_)a/cm_200_708/
sitting — ptl (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s01.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
939 Qommittee: 8" | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/cm_200_708/
sitting — pt2 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s02.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 8™ | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
233 sitting — pt3 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s03.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 8" | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
234 sitting — pt4 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s04.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/am/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s04.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
935 Qommittee: 8" | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/Qa/cm_ZOO_?OS/
sitting — pt5 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s05.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 8™ | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
236 sitting — pt6 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s06.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
237 Qommittee: 8" | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/ga/cm_200_708/
sitting — pt7 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s07.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 8™ | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
238 sitting — pt8 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s08.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 8" | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
239 | Gitting—pt9 | (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s09.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 8™ | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
240 sitting — pt10 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080703/pm/80
703s10.htm
Public .B'" UK House of
Committee Parliament Commons
241 | Amendments 2008 | 22/05/23 | No —_—
asat 8 July (House of w
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 9™ | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
242 sitting — ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s01.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080703/pm/80703s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970807m.195-201.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970807m.195-201.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970807m.195-201.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pbc0970807m.195-201.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s01.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author | Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
943 Committee: 9t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/cm200708/
sitting — pt2 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s02.htm
UK https://publicati
Parliament ons.parliament.u
i - Qth
:
244 | COMMIttee: O |\ o of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/cm200708/
sitting — pt3 Commons) cmpublic/climat
e/080708/am/80
708s03.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 9™ | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
245 sitting — pt4 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s04.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 9t | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
246 sitting — ptb (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s05.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 9" | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
241 sitting — pt6 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s06.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
948 Committee: 9t | Parliament 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/cm200708/
sitting — pt7 (House of cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s07.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 9t | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
249 sitting — pt8 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s08.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Committee: 9 | Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
250 sitting - pt9 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmpublic/climat
Commons) e/080708/am/80
708s09.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s09.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/am/80708s09.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
- - ' i
251 | 10" sitting— | Hariament | on0e | 97/0223 | No kipa/em200708/
t (House of cmpublic/climat
P Commons) £/080708/pm/80
708s01.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
- - ' i
252 | 100 sitting — | HAriament 5008 | 57/02/23 | No kipa/cm200708/
" (House of cmpublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s02.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
- - ' i
253 | 10" sitting— | Hariament | oa0e | 97/02/23 | No kipa/em200708/
3 (House of cmpublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s03.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
- - ' i
254 | 100 sitting — | HAriaMeNnt o008 | 57/02/23 | No kipa/cm200708/
ta (House of cmpublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s04.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
- - ' i
255 | 100 sitting — | LAriaMeNnt 5008 | 57/02/23 | No kipa/em200708/
5 (House of cmpublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s05.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
- - ' i
256 | 10" sitting— | Hariament | on5e | 97/02/23 | Yes kipa/cm200708/
6 (House of cmpublic/climat
P Commons) £/080708/pm/80
708s06.htm
UK https://publicati
Committee: Parliament E?Sé?(?rrr:lza(;?)%%y
- p
257 | 10" sitting — (House of | 2008 | 27/02/23 | No o
cmpublic/climat
pt7 Commons) £/080708/pm/80
708s07.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
- - ' i
258 | 10" sitting— | hariament | oa0e | 97/02/23 | No k/pa/cm200708/
8 (House of cmpublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s08.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s01.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s02.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s03.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s04.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s05.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s06.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s07.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
L Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
th
259 1?9 sitting — (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmoublic/climat
P Commons) £/080708/pm/80
708s08.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
e Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
th
260 1?103|tt|ng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmoublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s10.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
L Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
th
261 1?113|tt|ng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmoublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s11.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
o Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
th
262 1?125|tt|ng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes cmoublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s12.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
o Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
th o
263 1?135|tt|ng (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmoublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s13.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
o Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
th
264 1?14S|tt|ng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmoublic/climat
P Commons) £/080708/pm/80
708s14.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
e Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
h
265 1?1‘55|tt|ng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes cmoublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s15.htm
https://publicati
Committee: UK ons.parliament.u
L Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
th
266 1?16S|tt|ng— (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes cmoublic/climat
P Commons) e/080708/pm/80
708s16.htm

Continued overleaf
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s10.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s11.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s12.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s13.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s14.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s15.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s15.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s15.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s15.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s15.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s15.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s16.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s16.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s16.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s16.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s16.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s16.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author | Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
UK https://publications.
Committee: Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
267 | 10" sitting — 2008 | 27/02/23 | No m200708/cmpublic
ptl7 (House of /climate/080708/p
Commons) m/80708s17.htm
UK https://publications.
Committee: Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
268 | 10" sitting — 2008 | 27/02/23 | No m200708/cmpublic
pt18 (C'l?#fﬁo‘r’;) /climate/080708/p
m/80708s18.htm
UK https://publications.
Committee: Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
269 | 10" sitting — 2008 | 27/02/23 | No m200708/cmpublic
pt19 (C'j)?#fneo‘r’]‘;) /climate/080708/p
m/80708s19.htm
Public Bill
Committee ggliament House of Commons
270 | Amendments 2008 | 22/05/23 No Amendments
asat 10 July g_é?;ﬁso?;) (parliament.uk)
2008.
Bill as
amended in UK https://publications.
Public Bill Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
271 Committee (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes m200708/cmbills/1
on 10 July Commons) 29/2008129.pdf
2008.
UK https://publications.
Commons Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
272 | report stage — (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes m200708/cmhansrd
ptl /cm081028/debtext/
Commons) 81028-0004.htm
UK https://publications.
Commons Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
273 | report stage — 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes m200708/cmhansrd
o2 E:'j)?#frfo‘r’]‘;) /cm081028/debtext/
81028-0005.htm
UK https://publications.
Commons Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
274 | report stage — (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes m200708/cmhansrd
pt3 /cm081028/debtext/
Commons) 81028-0006.htm
UK https://publications.
Commons Parliament parliament.uk/pa/c
275 | report stage — 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes m200708/cmhansrd
ot E:I_(I)?#rsr?o%fs) /cm081028/debtext/
81028-0007.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s17.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s17.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s17.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s17.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s17.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s18.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s18.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s18.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s18.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s18.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s19.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s19.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s19.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s19.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmpublic/climate/080708/pm/80708s19.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pb0970907a.3011-3015.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pb0970907a.3011-3015.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/097/amend/pb0970907a.3011-3015.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/2008129.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/2008129.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/2008129.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/2008129.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0005.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0006.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0007.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year | Collected

Analysed?

Link

276

Commons report
stage — pt5

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0008.htm

277

Commons report
stage — pt6

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0009.htm

278

Commons report
stage — pt7

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0010.htm

279

Commons report
stage — pt8

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0011.htm

280

Commons report
stage — pt9

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0012.htm

281

Commons report
stage — pt10

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0013.htm

282

Commons report
stage — pt1l

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0014.htm
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0013.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0014.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year | Collected

Analysed?

Link

283

Commons report
stage — pt12

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0015.htm

284

Commons report
stage — pt13

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0016.htm

285

Commons report
stage — pt14

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0017.htm

286

Commons report
stage — pt15

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0018.htm

287

Commons report
stage — ptl6

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

No

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0019.htm

288

Commons report
stage — pt17

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0020.htm

289

Commons report
stage — pt18

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008 | 27/02/23

Yes

https://publicat
ions.parliamen

t.uk/pa/cm200
708/cmhansrd/

cm081028/deb
text/81028-
0021.htm

Continued overleaf
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0016.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0017.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0018.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0019.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0020.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0021.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0021.htm

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
. . UK House of
Consideration of Parliament Commons
290 | Bill as at 28 H f 2008 | 22/05/23 | No Amendments
October 2008, | (House o Amendments
Commons) (parliament.uk)
https://publicati
ons.parliament.u
UK k/pa/cm200708/
Commons 3 Parliament cmhansrd/cm08
291 Reading — ptl (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No 1028/debtext/81
Commons) 028-
0022.htm#0810
2914000002
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Commons 3 Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
292 Reading — pt2 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmhansrd/cm08
Commons) 1028/debtext/81
028-0023.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Commons 3 Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
293 Reading — pt3 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmhansrd/cm08
Commons) 1028/debtext/81
028-0024.htm
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Commons 3™ Parliament k/pa/cm200708/
294 Reading — pt4 (House of 2008 | 27/02/23 | No cmhansrd/cm08
Commons) 1028/debtext/81
028-0024.htm
Commons UK httgs://p_ublicati
Amendments as | Parliament ons. parliament.u
295 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
at 30 October (House of -
2008. Commons) dbills/087/2008
087.pdf
Marshalled List
for
Consideration of g:::liament %s
296 | Commons (House of 2008 | 17/05/23 | No Amendments
Amendments as Commons) —(Qarliamentuk)
at 14 November '
2008.
Lords
Amendments in UK
lieu of, or to, Parliament HCB 169.fm
297 | Commons 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes P NTTIVEN
(House of (parliament.uk)
Amendments as Commons)
at 18 November
2008.

Continued overleaf
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/amend/pbc1292810m.3503-3509.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/amend/pbc1292810m.3503-3509.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/amend/pbc1292810m.3503-3509.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/129/amend/pbc1292810m.3503-3509.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0022.htm#08102914000002
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0023.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0023.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0023.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0023.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0023.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0023.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081028/debtext/81028-0024.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/2008087.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/2008087.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/2008087.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/2008087.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/2008087.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/amend/ml087-i.1-4.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/amend/ml087-i.1-4.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/amend/ml087-i.1-4.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldbills/087/amend/ml087-i.1-4.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/169/2008169.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmbills/169/2008169.pdf

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
https://publicati
UK ons.parliament.u
Parliament k/pa/ld200708/I
298 | Ping pong — ptl 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes dhansrd/text/811
(House of 17
Lords) 0006.htm#0811
175000007
https://publicati
ILDJ;Iiament ons.parliament.u
299 | Ping pong — pt2 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
(House of dhansrd/text/811
Lords) 17-0007.htm
https://publicati
ILDJ;Iiament ons.parliament.u
300 | Ping pong — pt3 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
(House of dhansrd/text/811
Lords) 17-0008.htm
UK https://publicati
. ons.parliament.u
301 | Ping pong—pta | Farament | oo6e | 97/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/1
(L%?g:; of dhansrd/text/811
17-0009.htm
https://publicati
ILDJ;Iiament ons.parliament.u
302 | Ping pong — pt5 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes k/pa/ld200708/I
(House of dhansrd/text/811
Lords) 17-0010.htm
UK https://publicati
Parliament ons.parliament.u
303 | Ping pong — pt6 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
(House of dhansrd/text/811
Lords) 17-0011.htm
UK https://publicati
Parliament ons.parliament.u
304 | Ping pong — pt7 2008 | 27/02/23 | No k/pa/ld200708/1
(House of dhansrd/text/811
Lords) 17-0012.htm
https://publicati
ons.parliament.u
Programme UK k/pa/cm200708/
305 | motion & ping ?Hag:lasr:i?t 2008 | 27/02/23 | Yes —m;/gsergt’g;‘/%sl
pong 1 —ptl Commons) 118-
0013.htm#0811
1893000001

Continued overleaf
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0006.htm#0811175000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0006.htm#0811175000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0006.htm#0811175000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0006.htm#0811175000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0006.htm#0811175000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0006.htm#0811175000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0006.htm#0811175000007
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0007.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0008.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0009.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0010.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0011.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81117-0012.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0013.htm#08111893000001
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No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

306

Programme
motion — pt2

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

Yes

https://publicati
ons.parliament.u

k/pa/cm200708/
cmhansrd/cm08
1118/debtext/81
118-0014.htm

307

Programme
motion -pt3

UK
Parliament
(House of
Commons)

2008

27/02/23

No

https://publicati
ons.parliament.u

k/pa/cm200708/
cmhansrd/cm08
1118/debtext/81
118-0015.htm

308

Royal Assent

UK
Government

2008

27/02/23

No

https://publicati
ons.parliament.u

k/pa/ld200708/I1
dhansrd/text/811
26-
0006.htm#0811
2648000004

309

Climate
Change Act
2008

UK
Government

2008

23/02/23

Yes

Climate Change
Act 2008
(legislation.gov.
uk)

310

Corporate Plan
2009-12

CCC

2009

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2009-2012 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

311

Corporate plan
2010-2013

CCC

2010

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2010-2013 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

312

Committee on
Climate
Change
Framework
Document

UK
Government

2010

23/02/23

Yes

CCCFramework

-Document.pdf
(theccc.org.uk)

313

Corporate plan
2011-2014

CCC

2011

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2011-2014 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

314

Corporate plan
2012-2015

CCC

2012

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2012-2015 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)
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https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0014.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm081118/debtext/81118-0015.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81126-0006.htm#08112648000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81126-0006.htm#08112648000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81126-0006.htm#08112648000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81126-0006.htm#08112648000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81126-0006.htm#08112648000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81126-0006.htm#08112648000004
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/ldhansrd/text/81126-0006.htm#08112648000004
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27/data.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27/data.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27/data.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27/data.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2009-2012/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2009-2012/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2009-2012/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2009-2012/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2009-2012/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2010-2013/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2010-2013/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2010-2013/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2010-2013/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2010-2013/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/CCCFramework-Document.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/CCCFramework-Document.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/CCCFramework-Document.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2011-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2011-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2011-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2011-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2011-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2012-2015/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2012-2015/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2012-2015/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2012-2015/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2012-2015/

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

315

Corporate plan
2013-2016

CCC

2013

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2013-2016 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

316

Triennial
Review of the
Committee on
Climate
Change

UK
Government

2014

23/02/23

Yes

committee clim

ate_change_trie
nnial review 20

13.pdf
(publishing.servi
ce.gov.uk)

317

Corporate plan
2014-2017

CCC

2014

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2014-2017 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

318

Infrastructure
Act 2015

UK
Government

2015

23/02/23

Yes

Infrastructure
Act 2015
uk)

319

Corporate plan
2015-2018

CCC

2015

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2015-2018 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

320

Corporate plan
2016-2019

CCC

2016

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2016-2019 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

321

Corporate plan
2017-2020

CCC

2017

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2017-2020 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

322

Triennial
Review of the
Committee on
Climate
Change

UK
Government

2018

23/02/23

Yes

Committee on
Climate Change:
Tailored Review
report 2018
(publishing.servi
ce.gov.uk)

323

Corporate plan
2020-2023

CCC

2020

27/02/23

Yes

Corporate plan
for 2020-2023 -

Climate Change
Committee

(theccc.org.uk)

Continued overleaf
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https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-2013-2016/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-2013-2016/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-2013-2016/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-2013-2016/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-2013-2016/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/270886/committee_climate_change_triennial_review_2013.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/270886/committee_climate_change_triennial_review_2013.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/270886/committee_climate_change_triennial_review_2013.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/270886/committee_climate_change_triennial_review_2013.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/270886/committee_climate_change_triennial_review_2013.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/270886/committee_climate_change_triennial_review_2013.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2014-2017/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2014-2017/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2014-2017/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2014-2017/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2014-2017/
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/7/contents/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/7/contents/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/7/contents/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/7/contents/enacted
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2015-2018/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2015-2018/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2015-2018/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2015-2018/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2015-2018/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2016-2019/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2016-2019/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2016-2019/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2016-2019/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2016-2019/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2017-2020/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2017-2020/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2017-2020/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2017-2020/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2017-2020/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718709/ccc-tailored-review-2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718709/ccc-tailored-review-2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718709/ccc-tailored-review-2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718709/ccc-tailored-review-2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718709/ccc-tailored-review-2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718709/ccc-tailored-review-2018.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2020-2023/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2020-2023/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2020-2023/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2020-2023/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/corporate-plan-for-2020-2023/

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
CCC-Insights-
CCC Insight Briefing-1-
Briefing 1: The-UK-

324 | The UK CCcC 2020 | 27/02/23 | Yes Climate-
Climate Change-
Change Act Act.pdf

(theccc.org.uk)
CCC Insight CCC-Insights-
L g Briefing-2-
Briefing 2: The-Climate-

325 | The Climate CCC 2020 | 27/02/23 | Yes -
Change M
Committee Committee. pdf

(theccc.org.uk)
. CCC-Insights-
gﬁ;i:;;ght Briefing-3-

326 , CcC 2020 | 27/02/23 | Yes The-UKs-Net-
The UK’s Net
Zero Target Zero-target.pdf

(theccc.org.uk)

CCC-Insights-
CCC Insight Briefing-4-
Briefing 4: Advising-on-
Advising on the-level-of-

327 the level of the CCcC 2020 | 27/02/23 | Yes the-UKs-
UK’s carbon carbon-
budgets budgets.pdf

(theccc.org.uk)

CCC-Insights-
CCC Insight Briefing-5-
Briefing 5: Monitoring-
Monitoring progress-in-

38 | Progressin cce 2020 | 27/02/23 | Yes reducing-the-
reducing the UKs-

UK’s greenHouse-

greenhouse gas-

emissions emissions.pdf
(theccc.org.uk)

CCC Insight HC.%T'”S' hts-

Briefing 6: Briefing-6-

Undertaking a Q_U_ndertakm o

329 climate change CCC 2020 | 27/02/23 | Yes climate- _
risk change-risk-
assessment assessment.pdf

(theccc.org.uk)

Continued overleaf
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https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-1-The-UK-Climate-Change-Act.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-1-The-UK-Climate-Change-Act.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-1-The-UK-Climate-Change-Act.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-1-The-UK-Climate-Change-Act.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-1-The-UK-Climate-Change-Act.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-1-The-UK-Climate-Change-Act.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-1-The-UK-Climate-Change-Act.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-2-The-Climate-Change-Committee.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-2-The-Climate-Change-Committee.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-2-The-Climate-Change-Committee.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-2-The-Climate-Change-Committee.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-2-The-Climate-Change-Committee.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-2-The-Climate-Change-Committee.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-3-The-UKs-Net-Zero-target.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-3-The-UKs-Net-Zero-target.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-3-The-UKs-Net-Zero-target.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-3-The-UKs-Net-Zero-target.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-3-The-UKs-Net-Zero-target.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-4-Advising-on-the-level-of-the-UKs-carbon-budgets.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-5-Monitoring-progress-in-reducing-the-UKs-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-6-Undertaking-a-climate-change-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-6-Undertaking-a-climate-change-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-6-Undertaking-a-climate-change-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-6-Undertaking-a-climate-change-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-6-Undertaking-a-climate-change-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-6-Undertaking-a-climate-change-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-6-Undertaking-a-climate-change-risk-assessment.pdf

Appendix 1 Table 1: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author | Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

330

CCC Insight
Briefing 7:
Assessing progress
in preparing for
climate change in
the UK

CCC 2020

27/02/23

Yes

CCC-Insights-
Briefing-7-
Assessing-
progress-
preparing-for-
climate-

change.pdf
(theccc.org.uk)

331

CCC Insight
Briefing 8: Past
Climate Change
Committee reports

CCC 2020

27/02023

Yes

CCC-Insights-
Briefing-8-Past-
Climate-

Change-
Committee-

reports.pdf
(theccc.org.uk)

Appendix 1 Table 2: Documents collected and analysed for Research Question 2

As stated in Chapter 3, 19 of the CCC’s annual progress reports were collected for
analysis for the second research question.

No.

Document

Title

Author | Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

Meeting carbon
budgets — the
need for a step
change.

CCC 2009

09/12/19

Yes

https://www.thecc
c.org.uk/publicati
on/meeting-
carbon-budgets-
the-need-for-a-
step-change-1st-
progress-report/

Meeting carbon
budgets —
ensuring a low-
carbon recovery.

CCC 2010

09/12/19

Yes

https://www.thecc
c.org.uk/publicati

on/meeting-
carbon-budgets-
ensuring-a-low-
carbon-recovery-

2nd-progress-
report/

How well
prepared is the
UK for climate
change?

AC 2010

09/12/19

Yes

https://www.thecc
c.org.uk/publicati
on/how-well-
prepared-is-the-
uk-for-climate-
change/

Continued overleaf
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https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-7-Assessing-progress-preparing-for-climate-change.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-8-Past-Climate-Change-Committee-reports.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-8-Past-Climate-Change-Committee-reports.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-8-Past-Climate-Change-Committee-reports.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-8-Past-Climate-Change-Committee-reports.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-8-Past-Climate-Change-Committee-reports.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-8-Past-Climate-Change-Committee-reports.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/CCC-Insights-Briefing-8-Past-Climate-Change-Committee-reports.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-the-need-for-a-step-change-1st-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-the-need-for-a-step-change-1st-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-the-need-for-a-step-change-1st-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-the-need-for-a-step-change-1st-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-the-need-for-a-step-change-1st-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-the-need-for-a-step-change-1st-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-the-need-for-a-step-change-1st-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-ensuring-a-low-carbon-recovery-2nd-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/how-well-prepared-is-the-uk-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/how-well-prepared-is-the-uk-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/how-well-prepared-is-the-uk-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/how-well-prepared-is-the-uk-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/how-well-prepared-is-the-uk-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/how-well-prepared-is-the-uk-for-climate-change/

Appendix 1 Table 2: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year | Collected

Analysed?

Link

Meeting carbon
budgets — 3
progress report to
4 Parliament.

CCC

2011 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.the
ccc.org.uk/publi
cation/meeting-
carbon-budgets-
3rd-progress-

report-to-
parliament/

Adapting to climate
change in the UK —
Measuring
progress.

AC

2011 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.the
ccc.org.uk/publi
cation/adapting-
to-climate-
change-in-the-
progress-2nd-

progress-report-
2011/

Meeting carbon
budgets — 2012
progress report to
6 Parliament.

CCC

2012 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.the
cation/meeting-
the-carbon-
budgets-2012-

progress-report-
to-parliament/

Meeting carbon
budgets — 2013
progress report to
Parliament.

CCC

2013 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.the

ccc.org.uk/publi
cation/2013-

progress-report/

Managing the land
in a changing
climate —

8 Adaptation Sub-
Committee
progress report
2013.

AC

2013 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.the

ccc.org.uk/publi
cation/managing

-the-land-in-a-
changing-
climate/

Managing climate
risks to well-being
and the economy:
AC progress report
9 2014.

AC

2014 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.the

ccc.org.uk/publi
cation/managing

-climate-risks-
to-well-being-
and-the-

economy-asc-

progress-report-
2014/

Meeting carbon
budgets — 2014
progress report to
10 | Parliament.

CCC

2014 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.the
cation/meeting-
carbon-budgets-
2014-progress-

report-to-
parliament/

Continued overleaf
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https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-3rd-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-3rd-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-3rd-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-3rd-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-3rd-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-3rd-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-3rd-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/adapting-to-climate-change-in-the-uk-measuring-progress-2nd-progress-report-2011/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-the-carbon-budgets-2012-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-the-carbon-budgets-2012-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-the-carbon-budgets-2012-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-the-carbon-budgets-2012-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-the-carbon-budgets-2012-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-the-carbon-budgets-2012-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-the-carbon-budgets-2012-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2013-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2013-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2013-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2013-progress-report/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-the-land-in-a-changing-climate/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-the-land-in-a-changing-climate/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-the-land-in-a-changing-climate/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-the-land-in-a-changing-climate/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-the-land-in-a-changing-climate/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-the-land-in-a-changing-climate/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/managing-climate-risks-to-well-being-and-the-economy-asc-progress-report-2014/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2014-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2014-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2014-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2014-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2014-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2014-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2014-progress-report-to-parliament/

Appendix 1 Table 2: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year | Collected

Analysed?

Link

11

Reducing emissions

and preparing for
climate change:
2015 progress
report to
Parliament.

CCC

2015 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.th
eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/reduc
ing-emissions-
and-preparing-
for-climate-
change-2015-
progress-

report-to-
parliament/

12

Progress in
preparing for
climate change —
2015 report to
Parliament.

AC

2015 | 09/12/19

Yes

Committee on
Climate
Change -
Progress in
preparing for
climate change

- 2015 Report
to Parliament

(theccc.org.uk)

13

Progress report
2016: meeting
carbon budgets.

CCC

2016 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.th
eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/meeti
ng-carbon-
budgets-2016-
progress-

report-to-
parliament/

14

2017 report to
Parliament —
meeting carbon
budgets: Closing
the policy gap.

CCC

2017 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.th
eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/2017
-report-to-
parliament-
meeting-
carbon-
budgets-
closing-the-
policy-gap/

15

2017 report to
parliament —
progress in
preparing for
climate change.

AC

2017 | 09/12/19

Yes

https://www.th
eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/2017
-report-to-
parliament-
progress-in-
preparing-for-
climate-
change/

Continued overleaf
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https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-2015-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/6.736_CCC_ASC_Adaptation-Progress-Report_2015_FINAL_WEB_070715_RFS.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-meeting-carbon-budgets-closing-the-policy-gap/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/2017-report-to-parliament-progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change/

Appendix 1 Table 2: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

16

Reducing UK
emissions — 2018
progress report to
Parliament.

CCC

2018

09/12/19

Yes

https://www.th
eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/reduc
ing-uk-
emissions-
2018-progress-

report-to-
parliament/

17

Progress in
preparing for
climate change —
2019 progress
report to
Parliament.

AC

2019

09/12/19

Yes

eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/progr
£ss-in-
preparing-for-
climate-
change-2019-
progress-
report-to-
parliament/

18

Reducing UK
emissions — 2019
progress report to
Parliament.

CCC

2019

09/12/19

Yes

https://www.th
eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/reduc
ing-uk-
emissions-
2019-progress-

report-to-
parliament/

19

Reducing UK
emissions: 2020
progress report to
Parliament.

CCC &
AC

2020

09/12/19

Yes

https://www.th
eccc.org.uk/pu
blication/reduc
ing-uk-
emissions-
2020-progress-

report-to-
parliament/
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https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2018-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/progress-in-preparing-for-climate-change-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/

Appendix 1 Table 3: Documents collected and analysed for Research Question 3

In addition to the 19 documents set out in Table 2 above, a further 15 documents were
collected for analysis for the third research question.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
Government UK 2010 | 08/01/20 | Yes Government
response to the | Government Response to
first annual the first annual
progress report Progress
of the Report of the
1 . -
Committee on Committee on
Climate Climate
Change Change
(publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)
Government UK 2010 | 08/01/20 | Yes Government
response to Government Response to
second annual the Second
progress report Annual
of the Progress
2 Committee on Report of the
Climate Committee on
Change Climate
Change
(publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)
Government UK 2011 | 08/01/20 | Yes Government
response to the | Government Response to
third annual the Third
progress report Annual
of the Progress
3 Committee on Report of the
Climate Committee on
Change Climate
Change
(publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)

Continued overleaf
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243575/9780108508738.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47934/616-ccc_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243526/9789999113427.pdf

Appendix 1 Table 3: continued.

No.

Document

Title

Author

Year

Collected

Analysed?

Link

Government
response to the
fourth annual
progress report
of the
Committee on
Climate Change

UK
Government

2012

08/01/20

Yes

Government
Response to
the Fourth
Annual

Progress

Report of the
Committee on

Climate
Change:
Meeting the
Carbon
Budgets -
2012 Progress
Report to
Parliament

(publishing.ser

vice.qov.uk)

Government
response to the
fifth annual
progress report
of the
Committee on
Climate Change

UK
Government

2013

08/01/20

Yes

Government
Response to
the Fifth
Annual

Progress

Report of the
Committee on

Climate
Change:
Meeting the
Carbon
Budgets —
2013 Progress
Report to
Parliament

(publishing.ser

vice.qgov.uk)

Government
response to the
sixth annual
progress report
of the
Committee on
Climate Change

UK
Government

2014

08/01/20

Yes

Meeting
Carbon
Budgets —
2014 Progress
Report to
Parliament

(publishing.ser

vice.gov.uk)

Government
response to the
Committee on

Progress on
meeting carbon
budgets

Climate Change:

UK
Government

2015

08/01/20

Yes

Meeting
Carbon
Budgets —
2015 Progress
Report to
Parliament

(publishing.ser

vice.gov.uk)

Continued overleaf
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65566/6682-gov-response-ccc-fourth-annual-prog-rpt.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249172/CCC5th.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/375191/43340_Meeting_Carbon_Budgets_2014_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467819/DECC_CCC_Mitigation.pdf

Appendix 1 Table 3: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Year | Collected | Analysed? Link
Government UK 2015 | 08/01/20 | Yes Government
response to the | Government response to the
Committee on Committee on
Climate Change Climate
Progress on Change -
8 Preparing for Progress on
Climate Change Preparing for
Climate
Change
(publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)
Government UK 2016 | 08/01/20 | Yes Government
response to the | Government response to the
Committee on Committee on
Climate Change: Climate
Progress on Change —
9 meeting carbon Progress on
budgets meeting
carbon budgets
— October
2016
(publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)
Government UK 2017 | 08/01/20 | Yes 20171005 _-
response to the | Government Progress_rep
committee on ort_response.p
10 climate change: df
2017 report to (publishing.ser
parliament — vice.gov.uk)
meeting carbon
budgets
Government UK 2017 | 08/01/20 | Yes Government
response to the | Government response to the
Committee on Committee on
Climate Change Climate
11 | 2017 Report to Change
Parliament — (publishing.ser
Progress in vice.gov.uk)
preparing for
climate change

Continued overleaf
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/467820/DECC_CCC_Adaptation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559954/57204_Unnumbered_Gov_Response_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/651148/20171005_-_Progress_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/651148/20171005_-_Progress_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/651148/20171005_-_Progress_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/651148/20171005_-_Progress_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/651148/20171005_-_Progress_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/651148/20171005_-_Progress_report_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/659283/CCS207_CCS0917051660-1_Un_Act_Govt_Response_to_CCC_Report_2017_Accessibl.._.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/659283/CCS207_CCS0917051660-1_Un_Act_Govt_Response_to_CCC_Report_2017_Accessibl.._.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/659283/CCS207_CCS0917051660-1_Un_Act_Govt_Response_to_CCC_Report_2017_Accessibl.._.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/659283/CCS207_CCS0917051660-1_Un_Act_Govt_Response_to_CCC_Report_2017_Accessibl.._.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/659283/CCS207_CCS0917051660-1_Un_Act_Govt_Response_to_CCC_Report_2017_Accessibl.._.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/659283/CCS207_CCS0917051660-1_Un_Act_Govt_Response_to_CCC_Report_2017_Accessibl.._.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/659283/CCS207_CCS0917051660-1_Un_Act_Govt_Response_to_CCC_Report_2017_Accessibl.._.pdf

Appendix 1 Table 3: continued.

No Document
' Title Author Title | Collected Title Link
Delivering UK 2018 | 08/01/20 | Yes Delivering
Clean Growth Government Clean Growth:
Progress progress
Against Meeting against
Our Carbon meeting our
Budgets — The carbon budgets
Government - the
12
Response to the government
Committee on response to the
Climate Change Committee on
Climate
Change
(publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)
Leading on UK 2019 | 08/01/20 | Yes Leading on
Clean Growth Government Clean Growth
The —The
Government Government
Response to the Response to
Committee on the Committee
Climate on Climate
13 Change’s 2019 Change’s 2019
Progress Report Progress
to Parliament — Report to
Reducing Parliament —
UK emissions Reducing UK
emissions —
October 2019
(publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)
Government UK 2019 | 08/01/20 | Yes Government
response to the Government response to the
Committee on Committee on
Climate Change Climate
14 | 2019 Report to Change -
Parliament — October 2019
Progress in (publishing.ser
preparing for vice.gov.uk)
climate change
The UK 2020 | 08/01/20 | Yes The
Government Government Government
Response to the Response to
Committee on the Committee
Climate on Climate
15 | Change’s 2020 Change’s 2020
Progress Report Progress
to Parliament Report to
Reducing UK Parliament
emission (publishing.ser
vice.gov.uk)
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/748296/delivering-clean-growth.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839555/CCS0819884374-001_Government_Response_to_the_CCC_Progress_Report_2019_Web_Accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/839556/CCS207_CCS0919071748-001_Committee_on_Climate_Change_2019_report_web_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/928005/government-response-to-ccc-progress-report-2020.pdf

Appendix 2: List of interviewees

This appendix lists the 36 interviewees in two groups according to the consent form
signed by each interviewee. The first group lists interviewees that consented to have
their names listed (N=14). The second group lists interviewees that consented to be
pseudonymized are listed (N=15). Anonymous interviewees are not listed. Named
interviewees are listed in alphabetical order by surname.

2015

Name Oraanisation Role between 2009 Type of | Interviewee
9 and 2020 interview number
Head of Microsoft
Barrett, Jo CCC Communications 2015- 3
Teams
2022
Microsoft
Bell, Matthew CCC CCC CEO 2014-2017 Teams 25
DEFRA Chief .
Boyd, lan goKvernment Scientific Adviser 1M;;;?:0ﬁ 18
2012-2019
CCC Committee Microsoft
Brown, Baroness CCC Member 2008-2021 & Teams 26
AC Chair 2017-present
DECC Director of
National Climate
. UK Change 2009-2011 and | Microsoft
Church, Colin Government | DEFRA Director of Teams 28
Environmental Quality
2012-2016
Deben. Lord cce CCC Chairman 2012 - | Microsoft 16
2023 Teams
CCC Member (2008- Microsoft
Fankhauser, Sam | CCC 2016) and AC Member Teams 2
(2009-2015)
. AC Member 2009- Microsoft
Hall, Jim CCC 2019 Teams 9
Hoskins, Brian cce CCC Member 2009- Microsoft 6
2018 Teams
Joffe, David cce CCC Secretariat 2009 — | Microsoft 23
present Teams
Le Quéré, Corinne | CCC CCC Member 2016- Microsoft 12
present Teams
DECC special adviser
Newev Gu UK 2015-2016 and BEIS Microsoft 34
y, BUy Government | policy adviser 2016- Teams
2022
. CCC Secretariat 2009- | Microsoft
Thompson, Mike CCC 2020 Teams 11
DECC Director of
. . UK Energy Markets and Microsoft
Virley, Simon Government Infrastructure 2009- Teams 33
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Appendix 2: continued.

The following table lists pseudonymized interviewees who requested that their names
be withheld.

Count of Interviewee
Organisation pseudonymized | Type of interview
. . numbers
interviewees
CCC Secretariat 4 %‘C“’SO“ Teams |5 10 14 19
CCC Committee Member 4 le:rosoft Teams 4,7,8, 21
(2); phone (2)
Microsoft Teams 15, 17, 20, 29, 30,
UK Government 7 ) 35, 36
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Appendix 3: Semi-structured interview schedule

All interviewees were asked the questions listed in the interview schedule below.
Government interviewees were additionally asked three questions (listed at the bottom
of this schedule). As explained in Chapter 3, the questions were derived from the
conceptual framework in Chapter 2 and the findings from regression analyses to

address RQ3.
1. What was your role in the CCC/UK Government between 2009 and 2020?

2. What involvement did you have with the CCC’s recommendations during that
period?

3. Please can you reflect on what influence you think the CCC’s
recommendations had on government policy, particularly between 2009 and
20207

4. Can you think of any examples of recommendations that had a notable
influence on government policy? Why was this?

5. Were there any sectors/policy areas where the CCC’s recommendations had
little or no influence? Why was this?

6. The UK Government is mandated to provide a formal written response to the
CCC’s recommendations. In recent analysis I found that the government often
provided a non-committal or rejection response rather than accepting
recommendations outright, why do you think this is?

7. Please can you reflect on the conditions that contribute to the government
accepting the CCC’s recommendations?

a. My analysis showed that mitigation recommendations were less likely
to be accepted if they included targets (% emissions reduction or a
timeline for delivery), why do you think this is?

b. The analysis also showed that if mitigation recommendations were
focused on the buildings sector, they were less likely to be accepted and
more likely to receive a non-committal response. What do you think the
barriers are for the acceptance of these recommendations?

c. Moreover, mitigation recommendations focused on the waste sector
were two-times mores likely to be rejected than those that were cross-
sectoral or focused on another sector, why do you think this is?

d. For adaptation, recommendations that focused on the water sector
(covering water supply, demand, and flood risk management) were
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twice as likely to be rejected than recommendations for other sectors.
Why do you think this is?

e. The analysis also showed that if mitigation recommendations were
addressed to a department that was not a sponsor of the CCC then they
were less likely to be accepted and more likely to be rejected than if
they were addressed to a sponsor department, what do you think could
explain this?

f. Further, recommendations that pertained to the implementation of
existing policies (i.e., they supported the policy status quo) were less
likely to be rejected than recommendations for the introduction of new
policies (i.e., they challenged the policy status quo). Why do you think
this is?

g. The highest acceptance rates were for cross-sectoral mitigation and
adaptation recommendations. Why do you think this is?

h. Finally, if a recommendation was a repetition, then it was more likely
to be accepted than if it was provided for the first time. Why do you
think this is?

8. Beyond the acceptance of recommendations by the government, please can you
reflect on whether some of the CCC’s recommendations instead had a slow and
indirect influence on government policy by slowly changing thinking in an area
over many years?

9. Please can you recommend anyone else that | should speak to on this topic
including anyone that is currently at the CCC, has now left the CCC or anyone

in the government that received or responded to the CCC’s recommendations
between 2009 and 20207

Additional questions for government interviewees only:

10. In your experience what effect, if any, would the occurrence of extreme
weather events have on the government’s response to the CCC’s
recommendations?

11. During your time in government did you observe that it could take several years
for the CCC to slowly change the thinking of civil servants or ministers on a
particular issue before a recommendation would be accepted? Why was this?

12. During your time in government did you observe the political use of the CCC’s

recommendations? e.g., to signal leadership on a particular issue, internal use
within civil service negotiations, use by the opposition etc.
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Appendix 4: Codebook for the content analysis of the
CCC’s statutory advisory functions

This table summarises the codebook that was used to analyse the documents listed in
Appendix 1 Table 1 to address RQ1.

Adult code

Child code

Exemplar text

Formulations
of the CCC’s
functions

Does not introduce or
change policy

“The [CCC] should not be a policymaking or delivery
body” (EFRA Committee, 2007, p. 28)

Does introduce or
change policy

“It should not just be an advisory committee, the
committee itself should actually manipulate the
instruments, the instruments it will be given by
Government...” (EFRA, 2007, p. 27)

Recommendations are
mandatory

“...to establish the independence of the [CCC], the
Secretary of State should be required to accept its
recommendations without further debate” (EFRA
Committee, 2007, p. 28)

Provides
recommendations on
mitigation and
adaptation

“...in many ways all that [the CCC] does under the Bill
is to advise on carbon budgets and now, we hope, on
adaptation as well” (House of Lords, 2008, cols 1462—
1463)

Considerations
when
formulating the
CCC’s
functions

Balance of power with
the government

“...it is so important that we get the balance of power
between the different institutions exactly right. [...]
...between the Government, the committee and
Parliament” (House of Lords, 2008f, col. 1069)

Accountability for
decision making

“Ultimately, such decisions are for the Government of
the day, who are accountable to Parliament and

ultimately to the people of this country” (House of
Lords, 2008f, cols. 1069-1070)

(De-)politicisation

«“...if the [CCC] starts making major policy
recommendations to government [ ...]it would not
depoliticise the decisions but would utterly politicise
the [CCC]” (House of Lords, 2008q, cols 802-803)

(De-)democratisation

“...any attempt to depoliticise decisions about policies
by delegating them to the committee, [...] would also
[...] de-democratise them” (House of Lords, 2008f,
col. 1071)

“It is imperative that the staff and information
resources available to the [CCC] are completely

Expectations
for the
government

Independence independent of Government” (EFRA Committee, 2007,
p. 32)
Respond to “...respond explaining, where necessary, why the

recommendations

advice of the [CCC] had not been adopted” (HM
Government, 2007b, p. 52).

Accept
recommendations
without debate

“...to establish the independence of the [CCC], the
Secretary of State should be required to accept its
recommendations without further debate” (EFRA
Committee, 2007, p. 28)

Make policy decisions

“The role of the [CCC] is to provide expert advice and
the role of the Secretary of State is to make decisions
taking proper account of that advice” (HM
Government, 2007c, p. 72).
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Appendix 5: Codebook for the content analysis of the
characteristics of the CCC’s recommendations

This table summarises the codebook that was used to code the documents listed in

Appendix | Table 2 to address RQ2.

Adult code

Exemplar child

Exemplar recommendation®°

code(s)
Addressee Central “By the end of 2014, set carbon targets for central
government government beyond 2015.” (CCC, 2014b, p. 154)
i “A plan to limit UK aviation emissions...” (CCC,
Sectoral focus Aviation

2016b, p. 17)

A guantitative
target

“...we continue to recommend that the aim [...]
should be to outperform the first budget (e.g. by up
to 75 MtCQO2, around 6%)...” (CCC, 2010b, p. 12)

Target “Cross-government working is required to develop
A timescale [...] these plans. (Departmental owners - Defra,
FCO, DIT, DfID, Home Office. Timescale — by
2021).” (AC, 2019, p. 16)
“Legislate (in England via the Environment Bill) for
Recommended Legislate and implement a ban on landfilling of municipal &
action non-municipal biodegradable wastes from 2025.”
(CCC, 2020e, p. 34)
Level 1 —support | “...greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were falling at
of the policy less than 1% annually. They need now to fall at 2%
status quo annually” (CCC, 2009b, p. 10)
Level 2 — support | “The Government should strengthen the policy
Level of of the policy framework to enable further restoration effort across
challenge to the | status quo the uplands.” (CCC, 2019, p. 15)
policy status quo “The UK should strongly support measures which
(derived from Level 3 - would increase EU ambition to 2020 [...],

Fischer 1980, challenge to the | strengthening incentives in the UK and putting the
1990, 2006) policy status quo | EU on a more cost-effective path to achieving its
2050 target.” (CCC, 2012b, p. 22)
Ic_r?;/I(IE(Ia:g; to the “Ensure costs fairly distributed and a just transition”
. (CCC, 2019, p. 15)
policy status quo
“...plan to limit UK aviation_emissions to around
Verbatim 2005 levels by 2050, implying around a 60%
potential increase in demand” (CCC, 2016b, p. 17,
2017b, p. 18, 2018, p. 22)
“...the aim should be to outperform budgets |[...]
Repetition and not to bank outperformance through to the
second budget.” (CCC, 2010b, p. 12)
Partial

«...outperformance of the current budget due to the
recession should not be banked.” (CCC, 2012b, p.
52)

% The part of the recommendation that is underlined is indicative of the child code.
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