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Executive summary
Local authorities have a key role to play in the development and delivery of action to curb the threat of
climate change, particularly through cutting emissions of carbon dioxide.1 Many local authorities, through
initiatives such as the Nottingham Declaration, have acknowledged this role and publicly committed to
fulfilling it.
However, while past official references to the role and importance of local authorities to tackling climate
change have been somewhat vague, more recent references are underpinned by an increasingly clear picture
of the nature of this role and its importance.
This study by the Centre for Sustainable Energy (CSE) for the Local Government Association (LGA) and Local
Government Climate Change Commission enhances this picture still further by examining:
• The case for local authority action to tackle climate change and the vital role it plays in national efforts to
curb carbon emissions (Section 2)
• The range of opportunities within the existing roles and responsibilities of local authorities to influence
carbon emissions in their localities (Section 2)
• The local factors which are associated with different levels of carbon emissions in different local authorities
(Section 3)
• The relative effort and impact involved in different steps by local authorities to improve their performance on
influencing local carbon emissions (Section 4)
• The extent to which differences between authorities in terms of carbon emissions, related local factors, and
current performance justify different priorities for action (Section 5)
• The identification of priority actions as ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’ and ‘Lasting Impacts’ (Section 5)
• The approach to benchmarking and guidance which best meets local authority needs and fits observed
processes for genuine performance improvement (Section 5)
• Recommendations for action by government, LGA and other agencies to ensure that local authorities have
the support, understanding, resources and sense of compulsion to fulfil their key role in tackling the threat of
climate change (Section 6).
The case for local authority action
The analysis in this report shows that there are extensive actions available to all local authorities to curb
carbon emissions within their localities as a result of their existing roles and responsibilities. These are
captured in a revised and updated version of CSE’s Local Carbon Management Matrix (See Appendix 1).
Many of these actions would follow naturally from making carbon emission reduction a priority consideration
for local authorities. This is not because councils would have to do lots of new and additional things. It is
because councils can relatively straightforwardly realign what they already do in such a way as to exert far
greater influence over their own carbon emissions and those of local households, organisations and
businesses.
It is arguable that the influence of a single local authority on local emissions is modest, relatively to more
national and international policy levers. Analysis of the UKCCP 2006 would support this conclusion. However,
it is difficult to imagine a successful national effort to reduce carbon emissions in which the potentially
positive influence of local authorities is not widely realised.

1

This report and analysis is focused on mitigation of the threat of climate change, rather than adaptation to the anticipated – and
now unavoidable – impacts of climate change.
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This is because most of the day-to-day experiences of public service and civic leadership ‘enjoyed’ by
households, businesses and other organisations are principally mediated by local authorities. If these
experiences are not stimulating and reinforcing efforts by individuals and businesses to cut carbon emissions,
the public are likely to be unconvinced by the efforts of national government and politicians to invoke action.
Indeed, if local authorities are not aligning their policies and practices with national initiatives and individual
efforts, they may well be undermining them through an appearance of indifference, lack-lustre performance,
and failure to promote effective action locally.
The nature and relevance of differences between authorities
The analysis of differences between local authorities in relation to levels of carbon emissions caused by
activities in their localities exposes the importance of considering: (a) per capita emissions, and; (b) each
sector separately (domestic, road and industrial/commercial). Otherwise factors such as population and very
site-specific industrial installations overwhelm potentially relevant differences between localities.
The ‘rural’, ‘mixed’ and ‘urban’ classification, based on population density, proves a useful organising
principle for analysing local factors (such as levels of deprivation, hard to heat housing, age of population etc)
to see how strongly they are related to levels of per capita carbon emissions.
In general, for both domestic and road transport carbon emissions, wealth and density of population appear
to be core factors associated with levels of per capita emissions. In each rurality classification (rural, mixed,
and urban), the authorities with higher per capita emissions had lower population density and less income
deprivation than those with lower per capita emissions.
However, it is not obvious that these identified differences lead to significant differences in priorities for local
authorities in relation to actions to improve their performance on stimulating local carbon emission
reductions.
Reviewing the Matrix of levers available to local authorities (see Appendix 1), it is clear that most of them are
relevant to all authorities (with the exception of the identified division between district and county on
education, highways, etc). Indeed, the differences between authorities probably lie more in the way in which
the lever needs to be applied rather than the relative importance of different levers.
For example, stimulating and promoting a local energy efficiency programme linking up with Warm Front
and EEC/CERT is a high priority action for any type of local authority. But such a programme is likely to need
a different set of energy efficiency measures and approach to customer recruitment in a wealthy rural area
than in a deprived urban setting.
Instead, the principal differences in priorities for improvement for local authorities are driven most
significantly by the quality of their current performance on addressing local carbon emissions. There are very
similar priorities for those currently performing weakly – in terms of what it would make most difference to
do next – however densely packed or wealthy their population. Similarly, for those already taking some
action, the areas for significant improvement are reasonably consistent across all authorities.
Establishing priorities for improvement: ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’ and ‘Lasting Impacts’
The opportunities for action by local authorities can be assessed in terms of their:
• Human resource implications (principally staffing and ‘engagement’)
• Likely direct cost (taking account of cost savings and time taken to recover investment)
• Potential influence on local carbon emissions (of specific lever available to authority)
• Relative impact of each improvement step (to identify those improvements which are likely to have most
significant impact on improving performance).
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This is not an exact science; there is very little data on either local authority costs (which are rarely collated on
a consistent or full-cost basis) or the impacts (particularly long-term) of local authority actions in relation to
carbon emissions. Nevertheless some rough judgments can be made which can guide the selection of
priorities for action.
Of course the actual resource implications and costs to local authorities depend on the role they need to play
to achieve a particular carbon emission outcome compared with the role played by a wide range of other
stakeholders obligated, funded or employed by other national or regional programmes. This role may be:
• simply communicator and signposter to other resources and support (eg Warm Front or energy supplier
EEC/CERT programmes), or
• a more catalytic role developing partnerships and delivery mechanisms, or
• undertaking more diligently an existing statutory duty (eg Decent Homes or building control), which itself
would have cost implications, or
• changing priorities within existing spending programmes (eg regeneration).
The costs (and impacts) of each of these can be significantly different but should be considered a factor in
determining priorities for performance improvement by a local authority. As a detailed study of the revised
Matrix in Appendix 1 reveals, this process provides a basis for considering priorities for action by a local
authority, depending on their current level of performance and immediately available resources.
Local authorities which have yet to take the issue particularly seriously (and which would therefore probably
rank weak or fair on most levers in the Matrix) will need to look for relatively straightforward, limited
resource activities which make a reasonable impact quickly. These can be characterised as ‘EASY WINS’.
These will mainly be found in the steps taking an authority from ‘weak’ to ‘fair’ or ‘fair’ to ‘good’. A focus on
an authority’s own energy management is likely to generate cost savings which can support further
improvement work.
Local authorities which have understood the potential of their role and already achieved some of the ‘Easy
Wins’ will need to be planning out ‘BIG STRIDES’ to create real impact through effective resource allocation
and strategic development. These will mainly be found in the steps taking an authority from ‘fair’ to ‘good’.
Finally, those authorities which have already made good progress need to be looking to embed better
performance on local carbon management across all of their activities and allocating resources to fit this
sense of priority. These will tend to be ‘good’ to ‘excellent’ steps, making ‘LASTING IMPACTS’.
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Top 5 ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’, ‘Lasting Impacts’
EASY WINS
Promotion of available grants
and energy efficiency schemes
(domestic) (Warm Front and
energy supplier EEC/CERT
schemes)

Engagement and promotion
of local energy advice service
(EEAC)

BIG STRIDES
Active engagement [in
partnership with other LAs
and agencies (rural and
mixed)] to establish grant
scheme to drive take up of
insulation and heating
improvements
Establish plan for achieving
high thermal standards in
Decent Homes plans

Establishing dedicated
resource for own building
energy management

Engage with Carbon Trust
Carbon Management
Programme or undertake own
structured plan for monitoring
and targeting energy waste

Setting clear energy efficiency
/ carbon-based standards in
procurement of own
equipment, services and
buildings

Developing advice, projects
and neighbourhood based
approaches to reducing car
transport (mixed and urban)
Establish partnership with
neighbouring authorities (on
county basis?) to provide
critical mass for procurement,
improvement scheme
development, advice etc (rural
and mixed districts)
Establish energy efficiency and
carbon reduction as priority
for regeneration and
economic development
(mainly urban)
Proactive identification of
renewable energy
opportunities and strategy to
realise (in partnership with
neighbouring LAs?) (rural and
mixed)

Focus planning policy
positively on renewable
energy for larger
developments (rural) and onsite targets for new
developments (mixed and
urban)

LASTING IMPACTS
Set carbon reduction strategy
and ambitious targets within
Local Strategic Partnership
(and Local Area Agreement)
with cross-sectoral delivery
plan
Clear and tailored strategy to
improve domestic energy
efficiency with regular public
promotion to demonstrate
commitment and political
leadership
Involving all staff in energy
and carbon management with
clear investment, procurement
and behavioural approaches
to meet strong carbon
reduction targets (including
staff induction training)
Support, potentially with other
authorities, integrated ‘onestop shop’ for energy
efficiency advice, including
access to improvement
programmes and wideranging referral networks

Develop area-based
approaches to reducing car
use, involving business and
householders (mixed and
urban)
Develop and train staff and
members to understand
renewable technologies,
policies and create positive
disposition (rural)

In contrast to other guidance and benchmarking tools which tend to focus on seeking improvement through
securing senior management commitment and ‘declarations’ at an early stage, the approach suggested here
focuses on a ‘few people getting on and doing a few things effectively’ as the starting point for improving
performance. In this analysis, strategic buy-in follows as a consequence of incremental improvement (rather
than leads as its cause). It is built up during the ‘Big Strides’ and comes into strongest effect during ‘Lasting
Impacts’.
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The different approaches taken to currently available toolkits and guidance appear to result from different
assumptions made about the ways in which local authorities achieve performance improvement. For
example, there appears to be an assumption built into the Beacon Council Toolkit and the Nottingham
Declaration Action Pack that actions and improvements at local authority level are driven by strategic
engagement and senior buy-in and leadership. This assumption means priority tends to be given to
‘declarations of intent’, clear strategies etc.
By contrast, the Matrix – and the approach derived from it within this study – starts from a different
assumption. Based on direct experience of the way in which local authorities appear to improve their
performance, this study places more emphasis on ‘change-is-delivered-through-incremental-improvement’
initially led by a few people as the principal process to be initiated.
The analysis underpins the approach developed here: ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’, ‘Lasting Impacts’. None of the
Easy Wins are big strategic steps or public declarations. They are all actions which could potentially happen
through the initiative of one or two people ‘getting on with it’ and drawing in expertise and resources from
other agencies (eg energy advice centres) or programmes (eg Warm Front and energy supplier EEC/CERT
schemes).
Developing this approach further as a web-based application would enable more detailed guidance on the
delivery of each step. In particular, this could reflect relevant differences between local authorities which are
pertinent to taking a different approach to such delivery.
Recommendations for action
The analysis undertaken for this study builds on previous assessment of policies which can stimulate
performance improvement by local authorities in relation to tackling climate change. It therefore gives rise to
a series of recommendations which are intended to ensure that:
a. local authorities are given the right encouragements and requirements to realise their potential for positive
influence on local carbon emissions;
b. national government improves its understanding of the role of local authority, takes it more seriously and
makes more explicit its expectations;
c. remaining gaps in knowledge and understanding are addressed promptly, and;
d. support and guidance available to local authorities starts to reflect the analysis undertaken for this study.
For the sake of consistency with the approach to prioritisation adopted in this report, the recommendations
have been divided into ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Steps’, and ‘Lasting Impacts’:
Easy Wins
• The LGA and LGCCC should call on the government to establish a new duty for local authorities to take
action to cut carbon emissions from their localities, to be associated with the proposed new performance
framework on climate change.
• The LGA should publish annually in league table format by local authority the data on per capita carbon
emissions by each sector, with comparisons with the previous year and with others in the same rurality
classification (rural, mixed or urban).
• LGA should reconsider with Defra and DfT how the road transport carbon emissions are allocated to localities
– or at least how they are reported – so that the contributions of travel on different types of roads can be
assessed by local authorities (and the effect of motorways running through localities taken into account).
• For future local authority best practice case studies, EST and the Improvement and Development Agency
(IDeA) should include information on the resources which were needed and by what means (and by whose
initiative) these resources became available.
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• Defra should review the UK Climate Change Programme and make explicit its assumptions about local
authority performance across all measures.
• The LGA should encourage all authorities to undertake the ‘Easy Wins’ if they are not already doing so.
• Defra and DBERR should ensure that its guidance for local authorities on measures relating to sustainable
energy and climate change2 reflect the findings of this study.
Big Steps
• The LGA should encourage all local authorities to: (a) assess their current performance on tackling climate
change across all of their services and responsibilities, and; (b) identify and address their performance
improvement priorities.
• The LGA, in partnership with government, should commission the development of a web-based guidance
tool building on the ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’ and ‘Lasting Impacts’ approach, as outlined here in Section 5.
• CLG, Defra and DBERR should jointly commission research into the costs and benefits of actions by local
authorities to tackle climate change in their locality.
• LGA, EST and IDeA should jointly commission research into the processes which lead to genuine performance
improvement in local authorities in relation to sustainable energy and carbon emission reduction.
• EST and the Carbon Trust should ensure that their national and regional programmes are both engaging with
local authorities and resourcing partnership activities between authorities and energy agencies that support
effective local authority action and performance improvement.
Lasting Impacts
• The government should introduce a new legal duty on local authorities to take action to reduce carbon
emissions in their locality, emphasising the importance of embedding low carbon approaches into all local
authority activities.
• Defra, CLG, DfT and DBERR should ensure that all future national climate change mitigation policies explicitly
address their requirements of local authorities and make the most of the influence which local authorities can
have over emissions from individuals, organisations and businesses in their localities.
• All local authorities should set themselves the ambition of being by 2012 at least ‘good’ in all areas of carbon
emission reduction (as defined in the Matrix – or some equivalent performance framework). Each should
establish and deliver an improvement programme to achieve this ambition.

2

As required under the Climate Change and Sustainable Energy Act (2006)
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1 Introduction
Local authorities have a key role to play in the development and delivery of action to curb the threat of
climate change, particularly through cutting emissions of carbon dioxide.3
This has been specifically recognised in the UK Climate Change Programme 2006 and reinforced in the Local
Government White Paper 2006 and the Energy White Paper 2007. The Sustainable Energy and Climate
Change Act 2006 now requires the government to provide guidance to local councils on the measures they
can take to cut carbon emissions4.
Many local authorities, through initiatives such as the Nottingham Declaration, have acknowledged this role
and publicly committed to fulfilling it.
However, while past official references to the role and importance of local authorities to tackling climate
change have been somewhat vague, these recent references are underpinned by an increasingly clear picture
of the nature of this role and its importance.
Initiatives such as the Centre for Sustainable Energy’s (CSE) Local and Regional Carbon Management Matrix
and subsequently the IDeA/Beacon Councils’ Sustainable Energy Toolkit and Benchmark have mapped the
extensive range of activities which local authorities must, do, or could undertake, which are relevant to
cutting carbon emissions. And both initiatives, together with other support frameworks such as the
Nottingham Declaration Online Action Pack, provide local authorities with guidance and tools to help them
understand what it means to address the threat of climate change through their work and to assess their
current performance in doing so.
Furthermore, informed by work such as the study in 2005 for the Climate Change Programme Review5, the
most recent policy references to the key role of local authorities are also based on an improving
understanding of:
a. the extent to which local authorities are currently performing this role;6
b. the role of so-called ‘Wilful Individuals’7 in delivering the good or ‘best’ practice where it currently exists, and;
c. how other local authorities can be encouraged or required to improve their performance (eg through
improved guidance, statutory duties, and relevant indicators in performance frameworks).
Yet, in spite of this considerable recent progress in understanding and policy development, there remain
significant issues to address and opportunities to realise. These include the need to develop:
• A clearer picture of the extent of local authority influence over carbon emissions from their area –
and over actions to reduce them
It is important neither to overstate nor to underplay the level of influence which local authorities do and/or
could have over the level of carbon emissions in their localities. To overstate the influence risks ignoring the
importance of actions by others to the implementation of effective carbon reduction strategies (eg EU,
national government and national and regional agencies).
3
4
5

6

7

This report and analysis is specifically focused on mitigation of the threat of climate change, rather than adaptation to the
anticipated – and now unavoidable – impacts of climate change.
And address fuel poverty as an similarly important goal.
Centre for Sustainable Energy, Impetus Consulting and Qe2 (2005) Local and Regional Action to Cut Carbon: Report to Defra for
the UK Climate Change Programme Review, CSE, July 2005.
See http://www.cse.org.uk/pdf/pub1057.pdf
Generally fairly poorly according to CSE et al (2005) and subsequent re-assessment of this work by the National Audit Office in its
briefing for the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee on Central Government Support for Local Authorities on
Climate Change, NAO, 2007, see http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/other_publications.htm
This phrase was introduced in CSE et al (2005) (see footnote 2) to describe the determined and dogged individuals around the UK
who have managed to develop and sustain effective sustainable energy initiatives in their areas, largely as a result of their own
commitment and drive rather than some clear policy or any strategic intent by the local authority (though this usually emerges in
time as a result of their actions).
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On the other hand, to underplay the influence risks a failure to take sufficient action to ensure that the
actions of local authorities are aligned with an effective national effort to curb carbon emissions and are
supported accordingly.
Creating this clearer picture will enable both the government and local authorities to be both realistic in their
expectations of one another and, potentially, more ambitious about what can be achieved together through
more effectively aligned policies and actions.
• A better understanding of the local factors which are associated with levels of local carbon
emissions and which may therefore influence the priorities for local action
Differences between local authorities can legitimately justify differences in the way they are expected and
guided to address the issue of climate change mitigation. However, any differences in approach – or flexibility
in guidance – should really be based on real differences in potential influence, rather than simply a result of
differences in levels of local understanding or priority given to the issue of climate change.
• A more detailed assessment of the likely costs and benefits of different approaches and actions by
local authorities to improve performance on cutting carbon emissions
There is as yet little published evidence of the costs and benefits (both direct and societally) of local
authorities improving their performance in relation to cutting carbon emissions in their locality. The financial
and resource implications for a local authority of improving performance are therefore unclear. It is also
unclear which actions have most impact – and whether this depends on other local characteristics.
• A comprehensive assessment of how ‘tackling climate change’ integrates with existing roles and
responsibilities for local authorities
There is an extensive range of existing local authority roles and responsibilities which already have an influence
on local carbon emissions. This influence may be deliberate and mindful. Or it may be casual and unthinking – a
by-product of the way in which existing roles are carried out with no consideration of their carbon impact.
Regarding the issue as an additional responsibility risks creating a sense that it is about local authorities doing
something new rather than about giving a more conscious ‘carbon’ focus to what they are already doing. On
the other hand, there are undoubtedly new and additional roles which local authorities could potentially play
(eg in direct local delivery of national energy efficiency programmes), if required and resourced to do so.
• Consideration of whether tools and guidance can be improved to make them more effective and
better targeted
Some existing tools and guidance categorise actions on climate change on the basis of existing roles and
departmental divisions (eg much of Energy Saving Trust ‘Practical Help’ guidance). Others categorise actions
in relation to local authority processes and functions (as in the Beacon Council Toolkit and Benchmark) and
tend to have a strong emphasis on strategic senior commitment. The CSE Matrix categorises the actions in
five ‘outcome’ areas (domestic energy efficiency, business energy efficiency, public sector energy efficiency,
renewable and low carbon technologies, and transport), specifically to require cross-departmental
involvement in self-assessment and subsequent improvement planning.
While it may be too early in the development and use of these tools and guidance to draw clear conclusions
about optimum approaches, their further refinement could benefit from some consideration of the sorts of
processes and initiatives required to secure improved performance on carbon management within a local
authority.
To contribute evidence to the LGA Climate Change Commission, Local Government Analysis and Research
(LGAR) has commissioned the CSE to examine these issues in depth in relation to local authorities in England.
The results of this study are outlined in this report.
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The approach of this study and structure of this report
This study is designed to develop still further the analysis and understanding of the role of local authorities in
mitigating climate change.
Section 2 explains in detail the actions available to local authorities to curb carbon emissions as a result of
their existing roles and responsibilities, taking account of the different types of local authority: district,
county, and unitary. It also examines the importance of such action in the context of a coherent national
effort to cut carbon emissions. This includes an assessment of the impact which the quality of local authority
performance can have on the achievement of measures identified in the UK Climate Change Programme
2006.
Section 3 describes statistical analysis undertaken by CSE in an attempt to identify key characteristics of local
authority areas which have a strong relationship with levels of emissions within those areas.
Section 4 develops estimates of the likely resource implications, costs and savings to local authorities and
likely carbon emission impacts of different actions to improve their performance (taking account of other
national policy measures, programmes and funding). While there is a lack of robust evidence of costs and
benefits in this field, it is possible to consider the potential resource and financial implications of different
types of changes and improvements to practices at local authority level.
Section 5 reviews the different improvement priorities for different types of local authorities, depending on
their current quality of performance and the analysis of the possible resource implications and carbon
impacts. These priorities are reflected in a revised version of the Matrix which can be found in Appendix 1 of
this report. Section 5 also considers the rationale behind different structures for toolkits, benchmarks and
guidance on this issue and how these relate to an understanding of what makes performance improvement
‘work’ in local authorities.
Section 6 identifies the lessons from this analysis and outlines recommendations for future policy and
programmes. These are designed to ensure that local authorities have the support, understanding, resources
and sense of compulsion to fulfil their key role in tackling the threat of climate change.
As noted in footnote 1 above, this report concentrates on action to mitigate the threat of climate change.
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2 What can local authorities do about carbon emissions?
Previous work has examined what is important about the roles and responsibilities of local authorities in the
context of tackling the threat of climate change (notably Chapter 4 of CSE et al 20058). However, it is worth
revisiting the issue here to ensure that subsequent analysis acknowledges the extent to which the capacity to
influence carbon emissions is already embedded right across each local authority.
This capacity exists whether or not it is being acknowledged or used to positive effect. It derives from:
• the services which local authorities already deliver
• the strategic roles they play
• the regulatory roles they have to enforce national standards and directives
• the relationship (and therefore potential influence) they have with the citizenry, voluntary and business sector
and/or other public bodies in their vicinity.
More specifically, and taking account of existing structures and responsibilities, local authorities are already
expected to:
• manage their own buildings, housing stock and staff activities and procure equipment and a wide range of
services
• deliver a range of services to the public (housing, education, social services, waste, leisure/tourism, culture,
etc)
• establish and control the local planning strategy
• co-ordinate local regeneration and economic development activity
• manage and/or influence public sector investment in local infrastructure
• enforce building regulations and trading standards
• provide civic leadership within their communities, encouraging behavioural change and leading by example
(eg through Local Strategic Partnerships and Local Area Agreements)
• create and support effective partnerships (with each other and across sectors) to meet defined objectives
• make nationally significant issues locally relevant and motivating
• promote community wellbeing
• showcase good practice.
As this list exposes, the capacity to influence carbon emissions derives from the fact that virtually every
activity by a local authority will have some sort of impact on carbon emissions – either directly or through the
influence or control it exerts on another person or organisation. And in many cases, it is only local authorities
who carry out these activities.
A local authority can therefore potentially take action to ensure that such influence is positive and beneficial,
principally through integrating consideration of carbon emission reduction objectives across its existing
activities. To do so successfully, it must be clear:
a. why local authority action is needed;
b. what changes it must make to its existing practices and priorities to embed carbon emission reduction
objectives and to contribute significantly to their achievement;
c. what are the likely costs and benefits of improving performance, and;
d. what actions it should prioritise (and how it will identify these).
The first two of these points are addressed in the rest of this section. Issues c. and d. are addressed in
Sections 4 and 5.

8

See footnote 2
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Why local authority action is needed on tackling climate change
It is important that effective local authority action on carbon emissions is not considered to be a ‘nice-tohave’ added extra which provides a small supplement to effective national action. Yet this is a common
perspective found within Whitehall which can see local and regional government difficult to influence, or as
one senior civil servant has put it ‘all a bit murky’.9
There are three fundamental reasons why action by local councils is a ‘must-have’ as part of a coherent
national effort to deliver carbon emission reduction objectives:
• implementation of carbon emission reduction is highly diffused – requiring a sustained change in behaviour,
housing performance and consumer choices by every householder, transport user, and business
• amongst the individuals and groups who need to implement these changes, the current levels of motivation
to act and the understanding of required actions are still relatively limited
• the tools and technologies, services and skills to enable action are not all widely available and are currently
often found in smaller organisations (voluntary, business or academic) which can fall ‘below the radar’ of
national bodies.
This emphasises the need for local action. It also points to a focus on changing attitudes, building
understanding and motivation to act, and enabling new partnerships and service developments to test and
deliver the necessary changes.
This is reinforced by recent reports to Defra (Futerra 2005, CSE and CDX 2007)10 on climate change
communications and individual behaviour change, both of which conclude that there is a vital and
fundamental role for local bodies in achieving these changes.
It is worth considering in more depth what it is about local authorities that make them suited to this task
(above and beyond their existing roles detailed above).
As outlined above, local authorities particularly have:
• direct connections with individual households, community groups and businesses by virtue of existing service
provision and electoral relationships
• opportunities to identify, bring together and support local organisations and encourage businesses to provide
services which reflect local need and circumstance
• potentially strong ability to establish and maintain a sense of local identity and civic pride which can make
national and global issues seem locally relevant
• a democratically accountable role to provide civic leadership.
This does not mean that local authorities are currently applying these attributes to the delivery of carbon
emission reductions. But it is difficult to imagine a successful national effort to reduce carbon emissions or
eliminate fuel poverty in which they don’t.
To look at it another way, most of the day-to-day experiences of public service and civic leadership ‘enjoyed’
by households, businesses and other organisations are principally mediated by local authorities.

9
10

Unnamed senior DTI civil servant, personal communication 2006
Futerra (2005) UK Communications Strategy on Climate Change : Recommendations to Defra, DTI, Carbon Trust, Energy Saving
Trust, Environment Agency and UK Climate Impacts Programme, Futerra, London, 2005
Centre for Sustainable Energy and Community Development Exchange (CDX) (2007) Mobilising individual behaviour change
through community initiatives: lessons for climate change, Report to Defra, DTI, HM Treasury, CLG and DfT, Defra, March 2007
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If these experiences are not stimulating and reinforcing efforts by individuals and businesses to cut carbon
emissions, the public are likely to be unconvinced by the efforts of national government and politicians to
invoke action.
Indeed, there is a strong argument to be made that, if local authorities continue to perform their functions
without achieving a positive influence on carbon emissions, then the achievement of carbon reduction
targets will be significantly harder, if not impossible.

What local authorities can do to influence carbon emissions
Bearing in mind its origins in stakeholder consultation and its use as the foundation of the IDeA/Beacon
Council’s Sustainable Energy Benchmark, the Local and Regional Carbon Management Matrix11 provides a
sensible starting point for the task of identifying the activities available to local authorities to influence carbon
emissions.
This ‘Matrix’ categorises actions in five areas based on existing local authority roles and functions (as outlined
above) which are considered to have an influence – direct or indirect – on carbon emissions:
• Domestic energy efficiency
• Business energy efficiency
• Public sector energy efficiency
• Renewable and low carbon technologies
• Transport (which divides into own travel and local transport)
This categorisation reflects the fact that carbon management is the end result of action on one of these
aspects, with many actions potentially being delivered for a range of purposes and motivations beyond
carbon emission reduction (eg affordable warmth, economic development, road accident reduction, local air
quality improvement etc).
In total the published Matrix identifies 49 specific roles and ‘levers’ available to local authorities across the
five areas (together with an ‘overall’ strategic approach for each). Local authorities are clearly not short of
opportunities to act to curb carbon emissions. All of these are available to unitary authorities but, as the
Matrix identifies, some split between district and county authorities in accordance with their powers and
responsibilities.
In addition to identifying the roles, the Matrix does not just codify ‘best practice’ behaviour like many
benchmarking systems and ‘best practice’ approaches. Instead the Matrix codifies all levels of performance –
from ‘weak’ to ‘excellent’ practice – across the range of roles and ‘levers’ available to local authorities which
influence carbon emissions. Performance can therefore be evaluated by assessing which of these four
‘behavioural indicators’ for each lever most closely resembles the activity currently being undertaken.
This ‘behavioural indicator’ approach was taken because many of the levers and actions have an indirect
impact on carbon emissions; it would therefore be difficult to develop a purely quantitative measurement of
performance.
By detailing behaviours at each level of performance, the Matrix provides a picture of the incremental steps
involved in improving performance. It therefore has the potential to act as both a yardstick to measure
performance and a guide to improve it. For example, a local authority currently performing at ‘fair’ on a
particular lever can see immediately from the Matrix what it would need to be doing in order to improve to
‘good’.

11

See footnote 2. Not including the regional level components. See also http://www.cse.org.uk/matrix
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There is a discussion in Section 5 on the structure and organisation of the Matrix (as refined by this study) in
comparison with other initiatives. However, the list of roles and levers it has identified can be considered
comprehensive – and indeed forms the basis for the IDeA/Beacon Council Sustainable Energy Benchmark.
The only omission identified in the review of the Matrix for this study was more specific reference to the
potential use of Local Area Agreements to set carbon emission reduction targets in association with Local
Strategic Partnerships. The revised version of the Matrix in Appendix 1 endeavours to reflect this.
However, the fact that local authorities have many opportunities to influence carbon emissions through their
existing roles and responsibilities does not mean that the influence is necessarily significant. Indeed, as
documented in CSE et al (2005) and discussed further below, there is precious little reliable and robust
evidence available on the impact of local authority actions on local carbon emissions.
A desk-top review of the influence of the quality of local authority performance on the impact of measures
contained within the UK Climate Change Programme 2006 provides an informative (if somewhat depressing)
perspective.

The influence of local authorities on the UK Climate Change Programme
The UK Climate Change Programme 2006 (UKCCP) contains a range of measures which the government and
devolved administrations are undertaking in an effort to deliver its targets to reduce emissions of carbon
dioxide and other greenhouse gases.
Many of the measures in the UKCCP rely to some extent on delivery by local authorities. It follows that the
quality of carbon management practices employed by any given local authority will influence the
effectiveness of the UKCCP measures in that area.
For this study and for a project for the London Borough of Islington, CSE considered the degree of local
authority influence on the full range of measures in the UKCCP.
There were two stages to this analysis. Firstly, it identified a number of measures that simply would not be
influenced by an English local authority. These include the EU Emissions Trading Scheme, activities specific to
the Devolved Administrations of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, and any measures pertaining to the
agriculture sector. Such measures were excluded from the second stage of the analysis.
Next, where a measure was deemed to be subject to influence by the quality of local authority carbon
management, it was necessary to estimate the degree of that influence. For each individual UKCCP measure,
the degree of influence was expressed as a proportion of the total saving anticipated from that measure. In
making this assessment, CSE took into account both the extent of the local authority role in delivery of the
measure and the likely difference made to carbon emissions by improved performance on that measure.
Some measures, for example the enforcement of Building Regulations, are principally delivered by local
authorities. However, the difference in carbon emissions between a home which passes Part L and one which
fails is relatively modest.
Conversely there are other measures in which a local authority plays a smaller role – such as sign-posting
householders towards grant schemes and available energy supplier energy efficiency initiatives. However,
quality input from a local authority in encouraging take-up of such initiatives could be very influential in
terms of emission reductions within their areas12.

12

Though because the total budgets or targets for Warm Front and EEC schemes are effectively capped nationally, effective local
performance only has the effect of making it easier for scheme managers to meet their national target. However, if repeated
nationally, improved local performance could reduce transaction costs and enable higher scheme targets to be set.
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As a specific example, in the case of Warm Front and other fuel poverty programmes, the UKCCP assumes a
saving of 0.4MtC nationally by 2010. CSE estimated that this was subject (on average, nationally) to a
variation of 25%, or 0.1MtC. This is effectively the error margin on the carbon saving from the measure
resulting from the variation in carbon management performance by local authorities.
This estimating process was repeated for all of the measures within the eight categories of UKCCP measures,
allowing the calculation of an average % influence of local authority performance per UK CCP category. It
should be highlighted that this was not an empirical exercise since the research evidence is not available to
assess this influence with any degree of confidence. It is therefore necessarily very rough. The full analysis is
shown in Appendix 2. Table 1 below summarises the estimates made.
Table 1: Estimated influence of local authority performance on the UK CCP 2006
Category of Measure
Energy Supply
Emissions Trading
Business
Domestic
Agriculture
Public Sector
Transport
Devolved
Other
Total

Saving (MtC)
2.6
3.0
5.1
4.9
0.8
0.5
6.8
0.3
0.1
24.1

Variability due to quality of local
authority performance
15%
None
1.8%
17%
None
50%
2%
None (in England)
20%
Overall 7.5%

Together with the more detailed analysis in Appendix 2, this indicates that the quality of local authority
performance has an influence of approximately 7.5% across the UK CCP. In other words, the difference
between all local authorities performing their relevant functions ‘weakly’ as opposed to ‘excellently’ is 7.5%
of the total programme – or about 1.8 MtC13.
This is not the same as saying the local authorities only influence 7.5% of the UK CCP. On the contrary, the
assessment here indicates that they have an influence over about 45% of the CCP measures. If only those
‘influenceable’ measures are considered, the variability due to the quality of local authority performance is
nearer 18%. And measures can still take place even if a local authority is performing particularly weakly. Even
a poorly performing local authority will still play a role in enforcing building regulations and establishing
planning policies for renewable energy and energy suppliers may still install some EEC/CERT measures in their
area, with or without their support (just not as many as if the local authority was performing really well in
relation to this opportunity).
It is also not to say that local authorities can only make 7.5% difference to any potential national programme
to curb carbon emissions.

13

This may helpfully be considered to be the ‘error bar’ related to the extent of influence which the quality of local authority
performance has on the total savings delivered by the programme. If performance is better than anticipated by the UK CCP (which
itself is unstated), carbon savings will be higher than expected. If performance is worse than anticipated, carbon savings will be
lower. These upper and lower figures are apart by 1.8 MtC.
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How the UKCCP underrates the influence and importance of local authorities
Of course, there is a chicken and egg quality to this apparently limited influence of local authorities.
The government appears reluctant to commit to measures which rely on good local authority performance
because there is a lack of robust data and clear information about the difference a good local authority can
make compared with a weak one.
As a result, there are few measures in the UKCCP 2006 which depend upon effective local authority
performance, thereby reducing the need to evaluate performance or make much effort to improve it.
Even where, as a result of CSE et al (2005), an understanding is developed within government of the
potential value – in carbon saving terms – of improving local authority performance, this understanding
dissipates within the programme as a whole and within subsequent spending and programme priorities.
For example, CSE et al (2005) highlighted the roles local authorities can play in increasing the take up of
energy efficiency schemes by householders. This appeared to be accepted on a theoretical basis during the
Climate Change Programme Review; indeed, it helped to justify plans to expand the Energy Efficiency
Commitment on energy suppliers.
But even though that EEC expansion14 was partly predicated on the potential for local authorities to take up
their role more assiduously, the resulting carbon savings were only counted within EEC/CERT (so as to avoid
double-counting).
This may well be sensible arithmetic but to any policy-maker not involved in such detail, it makes invisible the
importance of ensuring that local authorities actually improve their performance. It also undermines the case
for funding for performance improvement, since there are apparently no carbon savings dependent upon it.
The UKCCP 2006 is starting to swing fully into action (eg expanded targets for EEC/CERT, greater
encouragement for congestion charging etc). Further efforts are being made to meet fuel poverty targets
(which also have a carbon reduction benefit). Yet there is a risk that the underrating of local authority
influence by national government will undermine the achievement of UKCCP targets.

14

rd

Or CERT – Carbon Emission Reduction Target - as it has been renamed for the 3 phase of EEC from 2008.
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3 Which local factors predict local carbon emissions?
One of the objectives of this study was to understand if there are particular characteristics of any local
authority area and their populations which are good predictors of the levels of carbon emissions for that
area, as provided by DTI15.
The reason for doing this is to examine whether any differences between local authorities would justify
different approaches and priorities for action in terms of improving performance on cutting carbon emissions.
To address this, CSE analysed a wide range of data delineated by local authority, having created a substantial
database sourced from LGAR, Office for National Statistics, DTI, DfT, Defra and CSE’s own analysis for other
projects (eg hard to treat property indicator and fuel poverty indicator). The database included variables
detailing:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Carbon Dioxide Emissions [including sector split; domestic, road transport, industrial and commercial (I&C)]
Population (split by age and sex)
Household physical characteristics (access to gas, solid walls)
Household ownership (private rented, owner occupier etc.)
Employment (split by sex and sector)
Qualifications (highest level achieved)
Health (limiting illness and general)
Travel patterns (both national and daytime)
Car ownership
Warm Front expenditure
Index of Multiple Deprivation
Housing Value
A variety of statistical analytical techniques were used in an attempt to identify meaningful relationships
between these variables associated with a locality and the area’s carbon emissions, including: principal
component analysis; stepwise regression analysis, and; cluster analysis.
This initial analysis highlighted a number of issues to consider further:

• A very strong relationship between population and total domestic carbon emissions at local authority level (R
Squared = 0.963).
• However, this disguises significantly higher emissions per capita in less populous rural areas than either urban
or ‘mixed’ localities (as defined by the Countryside Commission ‘3 Class’ classification).
• Industrial and commercial (I&C) sector emissions vary considerably, with no obvious relationship with other
factors. This is principally due to the location of large ‘point sources’ such as chemical works or refineries
significantly ‘boosting’ emissions from some authorities.16
• Effects relating to road transport emissions – with particularly high per capita emissions in some rural areas –
which may owe more to the fact that these emissions are allocated to the location where they are deemed to
occur, so reflecting as much the routes of motorways as emissions caused by driving within the locality.
• A tendency for cluster analysis to generate clusters relating to carbon emissions which separated into
principally rural and principally urban local authorities – with ‘mixed’ authorities splitting between the two.
• The City of London is an anomalous ‘outlier’ with extremely high total emissions which appear to be an
artefact of the collation method for energy consumption by DTI rather than an accurate picture of actual
emissions (it was therefore excluded from further analysis).

15
16

As provided at http://www.dti.gov.uk/energy/statistics/regional/index.html.
Emissions from power stations are allocated to the electricity end user (ie distributed around the country on the basis of where
people and organisations are using the electricity rather than from where that demand is being met).
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• An overall lack of clear and meaningful relationships between different characteristics of local authorities and
the level of local carbon emissions, except for those factors linked to population density or population or
directly with carbon emissions (eg car use).
The initial analysis, while inevitably not exhaustive, pointed to potential value in examining local authorities
within smaller groups: population density being an obvious characteristic to use as a clustering principle. This
clustering was captured for subsequent analysis for this study by using the three ‘rurality’ classifications of
local authorities as rural, urban or ‘mixed’ as developed by the Countryside Commission.
The initial analysis also highlighted the need to focus on per capita emissions rather than total emissions in
order to identify factors relevant to any single local authority beyond the fact that it has a higher population.
The reason for this can be understood by examining Tables 2, 3 and 4 below.
Table 2 shows average total carbon dioxide emissions (plus minimum and maximum values) by different class
of local authority. It clearly shows that urban authorities have higher average total, domestic, road and I&C
emissions. Table 3 shows that nearly half (47%) of all domestic carbon emissions are caused by urban
households.
However, Table 4 shows the same classifications on the basis of per capita emissions. This shows clearly that
rural authorities have higher per capita emissions in total and in each sector.
Table 2:

Analysis of carbon emission totals by rural, urban and ‘mixed’ local authorities and end-use
sector (Countryside Commission classifications)
Total CO2 ktonnes 2004

LA
class
Mixed
Rural
Urban
LA
class
Mixed
Rural
Urban

Table 3:

Mean Min
1,088 299
1,081
12
1,608 295
Road total CO2

Max
Range
2,994 2,695
9,077 9,064
7,598 7,303
ktonnes 2004

Mean
325
351
389

Max
1,060
939
1,837

Min
70
2
59

Range
991
937
1778

Domestic total CO2 ktonnes 2004
Count
Mean Min Max
Range of LAs
318
133
836
703
108
263
6
965
959
125
503
109 2,319 2,210
120
Industrial total CO2 ktonnes 2004
Count
Mean Min Max
Range of LAs
445
97 1,287
991
108
467
4 8,024 8,020
125
716
91 7,053 6,962
120

Count
of LAs
108
125
120
Count
of LAs
108
125
120

Proportion of England carbon emissions from each class of local authority

LA Class
Mixed (N = 108)
Rural (N = 125)
Urban (N = 120)

Total
26.4%
30.3%
43.3%

Domestic
26.9%
25.8%
47.3%
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Road
27.9%
34.9%
37.1%

I&C
25.0%
30.3%
44.7%

Table 4:

Analysis of per capita carbon emissions by rural, urban and ‘mixed’ local authorities
(Countryside Commission classifications)
Total Per capita CO2 tonnes 2004

LA
class
Rural
Mixed
Urban
LA
class
Rural
Mixed
Urban

Mean
Min
Max
Range
12.04
5.70
59.38
53.69
8.94
4.49
18.15
13.66
8.24
4.52
54.61
50.09
Road per capita CO2 tonnes 2004
Mean
3.94
2.67
2.04

Min
0.78
0.83
0.77

Max
12.93
6.83
5.56

Range
12.15
6.00
4.79

Count
of LAs
125
108
120
Count
of LAs
125
108
120

Domestic per capita CO2 tonnes 2004
Count
of LAs
Mean
Min
Max
Range
2.88
2.13
4.28
2.15
125
2.61
1.90
3.30
1.39
108
2.50
1.68
3.34
1.66
120
Industrial per capita CO2 tonnes 2004
Count
Mean
Min
Max
Range
of LAs
5.22
1.72
52.93
51.22
125
3.66
1.52
11.02
9.50
108
3.70
1.05
50.70
49.64
120

Rural authorities have statistically significant (p<0.000) higher average per capita domestic emissions than
either mixed or urban authorities. They also have significantly higher average per capita road transport
emissions than mixed authorities (p<0.000) which in turn have significantly higher average per capita road
transport emissions than urban authorities (p=0.004).
At an individual level, rural dwellers are the high emitters, but it is in urban areas where the emissions are
concentrated.
These sector per capita emissions can be mapped by value (in each case using three value clusters) to show
how the level of per capita emissions distributes by local authority across England (see Figures 2–4).
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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The next questions to ask are: (a) what is causing this difference and (b) are there differences within these
classes which would helpfully guide priorities within different types of, say, rural local authorities.
Further questions need to be asked of the I&C sector and road transport emissions data and the extent to
which these can provide the basis for a useful distinction between local authorities.
In the case of I&C sector emissions, these are so influenced by some local authorities with what are presumed
to be a few large emission sources that the distinctions between local authorities are rather overwhelmed by
these cases. They also distort the ‘total emissions’ picture. These cases are as likely to be rural as urban and
the analysis identified no clear pattern of difference between these and other authorities with the exception
of these high I&C emissions. There could be some merit in examining differences between authorities which
do not appear to feature these high emitters. However, the data does not enable this distinction to be made
so this additional analysis has not been undertaken here.
The case of road transport emissions also raises some problems.

The issue with road transport emissions data
In determining the allocation of road transport carbon emissions to localities, the government has taken the
decision [guided by Goodwin et al (2005)17] to allocate them at the point they are modelled to have
happened. Using a variety of data sources (traffic counts on different road types, vehicle fleet information,
travel distances etc), the available data is modelled to estimate the location and fuel consumption of each
road transport mile travelled by all vehicles in the UK in the relevant year.
Not surprisingly, this produces a map which looks remarkably like the road transport network of the UK
overlaid with its usage. Motorways and major trunk roads show in ‘red’ in Figure 4 below because they
represent the places with the highest levels of traffic.

17

From Goodwin J, M Hobson, K King, T Murrells & J Sturman (2005) Development of regional estimates of fuel consumption by the
road transport sector – Stage 2: a report produced for the DTI, AEAT Report, AEAT / ENV / R / 1880 See
http://www.dti.gov.uk/files/file11954.pdf

24

Figure 5: UK roads petrol and diesel fuel uses (2003)18

The fuel consumption for each mile (and hence the carbon emissions) are then allocated to the local authority
in whose locality that road mile was travelled.
While this appears to be a rational way to allocate the location of the activity causing the carbon emissions, it
can create some strange distortions. Those rural local authorities with a motorway running through them will
have allocated to them all of the emissions from that stretch of motorway. This is even though the local
authority has no control over the motorway or its use and little of the traffic will be generated by local
residents.
This creates some distortions for low population rural authorities – which have a significant proportion of
mostly other people’s road transport emissions to share amongst themselves – and probably underestimates
emissions being caused by drivers resident in localities without motorways or major trunk roads. In urban
authorities, this is less likely to be distorting since many have stretches of motorway and/or major trunk
roads. However, there will still be urban authorities (particularly London boroughs) where the difference in
road emissions is caused principally by the presence (or absence) of a motorway through the locality.

18

From Goodwin et al (2005). See footnote 10 above. Note that pixilation here was also present in original source.
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More detailed analysis of the data behind the published figures by local authority (not available to this study)
may reveal the extent to which the motorway/trunk road factor is distorting differences in other types of road
use over which a local authority may have some control or influence.
Therefore, without such additional analysis, care needs to be taken in the interpretation of high carbon road
transport emissions per capita – most particularly in the extent to which the local authority has potential to
influence the level of emissions (and therefore should prioritise differently from an authority with lower
emissions).
This said, as detailed below, there are some differences between clusters within rural, mixed and urban
classes of local authority which appear to have significant differences in levels of income deprivation and
population density factors. These may be relevant to priorities that different types of local authority should
set themselves for improving their influence over local road transport carbon emissions.

Analysis of differences within class of local authority (rural, mixed and urban)
For the purposes of further analysis of differences which might justify different approaches to carbon
reduction between local authorities, a combination of cluster analysis and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was
undertaken within each class of local authority (rural, mixed and urban).
Following review of the earlier analysis, a smaller set of variables were included in this analysis alongside the
per capita carbon emission data for domestic sector and road transport. These variables, detailed in Table 5
below, were chosen on the basis that they may have a relevance to the types of actions which local
authorities might take.
Table 5: Average values of key variables by class of local authorities
Variable
Hard to treat housing indicator19
Population density (people per hectare)
% households Registered Social Landlord
% households owner occupier (incl. owned outright)
% households owner occupier (owned outright)
% households in private rented accommodation
% population children
% population over 65
% economically active
% economically inactive
Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) average score
IMD income domain

Rural
0.61
1.85
14%
74%
35%
12%
19%
18%
68%
32%
14.7
8,355

Mixed
0.41
10.23
17%
72%
30%
11%
20%
16%
68%
32%
18.61
14,550

Urban
0.34
30.09
21%
67%
28%
12%
20%
15%
66%
34%
23.49
35,040

For example, if the analysis indicates a link between higher domestic emission levels in one group of
authorities and a greater propensity of ‘hard to treat’ properties (solid wall, off gas grid), that would restrict
the value of expending significant effort promoting insulation initiatives funded by energy suppliers under
their EEC programmes (since these are almost exclusively focused on cavity wall insulation). However, if that
combined with a more wealthy population in a rural area, the opportunity for developing programmes to
promote biomass and solar heating options potentially may be enhanced.

19

The Hard to Treat indicator has been developed by CSE to provide an area-based indicator of properties which present particular
challenges in terms of reducing energy demand and improving the affordability of warmth. It combines area-based data on
numbers of properties which are not connected to the gas network and those which have solid walls.
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On the other hand, if higher emission levels combined with a more deprived, elderly population, the options
for (and benefits of) increasing take up of Warm Front grants may increase relative to other authorities.
It should be already clear from Table 5 (and not a new insight) that rural areas are, on average, wealthier (or
at least ‘less income deprived’ as demonstrated by their lower IMD income score) and, on average, have a
higher proportion of housing which is ‘hard to treat’.
Analysis of domestic sector emissions
The domestic per capita emissions for each class of local authority was subjected to cluster analysis. This
produced three clusters of per capita carbon emissions within each class, effectively ‘high’, ‘medium’ and
‘low’.
The one exception to this was an ‘outlier’ amongst rural local authorities – Teesdale. In this district, the
residents are each responsible for household energy use which produces an average of 4.28 tonnes of carbon
dioxide (one tonne higher than the average of the ‘high’ rural cluster). This is probably explained by the fact
that the district has the third highest Hard to Treat Indicator score in England and ranks as one of the three
‘least income deprived’ local authorities in the country.20
ANOVA tests were then carried out on the Table 5 variables against these ‘high’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’ clusters
to see if there were any variables which differed significantly (p<0.05) and which are therefore related to the
difference in carbon emissions. These are detailed below in Table 6.
Table 6: Cluster analysis of per capita domestic emissions within class of local authority
RURAL – DOMESTIC
Cluster
High
Medium
Low
Outlier

No.
36
60
28
1

Average
tCO2/capita
3.21
2.84
2.50
4.28

Statistically significant differences between clusters
More owned outright, more over 65s
More children, more dense population [though still only 2.23
persons per hectare (pph)]
v. high hard to treat and v. low IMD income score

MIXED – DOMESTIC
Cluster
High
Medium
Low

No.
21
58
29

Average
tCO2/capita
3.08
2.62
2.25

Statistically significant differences between clusters
Wealthier, more owner occupiers, higher house prices
Denser population (20 pph cf 7pph medium and 4.75 pph
high), greater % RSL, more deprived

URBAN – DOMESTIC
Cluster

No.

Average
tCO2/capita

High
Medium

38
68

2.81
2.42

Low

14

2.02

20

Statistically significant differences between clusters
Generally wealthy, higher % over 65, lower IMD, more
owner occupiers, less urban (density 19 pph)
Deprived urban, higher HTT, higher population density (54
pph), greater % RSL

Other work by CSE (currently in press) has identified a strong relationship between household income and average household
energy-related carbon emissions within each income decile. This indicates that a population’s wealth is a reasonably good predictor
of domestic energy-related carbon emissions.
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These clusters can be mapped to reveal the standing of each local authority in England. Note that the map
below (Figure 7) uses the ‘high’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’ categorisation for each class of local authority, though
these do not have similar average emission levels (eg a medium rural is similar to high urban). Table 7 shows
more explicitly how they compare:
Table 7: Class clusters relative to one another: per capita domestic emissions

Cluster names
Rural
Mixed
high
high
medium
medium
low
low

Urban

high
medium
low

Per capita domestic
emissions (tCO2/capita)
Rural
Mixed
Urban
3.21
3.08
2.84
2.81
2.62
2.50
2.42
2.25
2.02

The map should enable different local authorities to assess where they stand, relative to other authorities
with the same rurality classification.
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Figure 7
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Analysis of road transport emissions
As with domestic emissions, the per capita road transport emissions for each class of local authority was
subjected to cluster analysis. This produced three clusters of per capita carbon emissions within each class,
effectively ‘high’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’.
Table 8: Cluster analysis of per capita road transport emissions within class of local authority
RURAL – ROAD
Cluster
High
Medium
Low

No.
5
55
65

Average
tCO2/capita
10.5
4.83
2.68

Statistically significant differences between clusters
Motorways?
Less economically active and poorer

MIXED – ROAD
Cluster
High
Medium
Low

No.
15
45
48

Average
tCO2/capita
5.44
3.02
1.48

Statistically significant differences between clusters
Similar to high
Poorer, more dense/urban (17 pph cf 5 pph for medium),

URBAN – ROAD
Cluster

No.

Average
tCO2/capita

High
Medium

9
32

4.61
2.62

Low

79

1.51

Statistically significant differences between clusters
Less deprived, more owner occupiers and more economically
active, than low
Less deprived, more owner occupiers than low
More densely populated (38 pph vs 15.5 pph for medium
and 7.5 pph for high) and poorer

These clusters can be mapped to reveal the standing of each local authority in England. Note that the map
below (Figure 8) uses the ‘high’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’ categorisation for each class of local authority, though
these do not have similar average emission levels (eg a medium rural is similar to high urban). Table 8 shows
more explicitly how they compare:
Table 8: Class clusters relative to one another: per capita road transport emissions

Cluster names
Rural
Mixed
high
high
med
med
low
low

Urban

High
Med
Low

Per capita road transport
emissions (tCO2/capita)
Rural
Mixed
Urban
10.5
5.44
4.83
4.61
3.02
2.68
2.62
1.48
1.51

The map should enable different local authorities to assess where they stand, relative to other authorities
with the same rurality classification.
The extent to which these differences between these clusters of local authorities justify differences in their
priorities for performance improvement is examined further in Section 5.
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Figure 8
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4 What’s involved in improving performance?
One of objectives of this study was to establish a clearer picture of likely resource implications, costs and
savings to local authorities and likely carbon emission impacts of different actions to address carbon
emissions in their locality.
This cannot be an exact science. There is very little data on either local authority costs (which are rarely
collated on a consistent or full-cost basis) or the impacts (particularly long-term) of local authority actions in
relation to carbon emissions. Most ‘best practice’ case studies provide little information on the resource
requirements within local authorities, tending to describe instead what was achieved. It would be useful to
see more detail in future on the background to how the best practice developed, what resources were
needed and by what means (and by whose initiative) these resources became available.
Nevertheless, it should be possible to consider the potential resource and financial implications of different
types of changes and improvements to practices at local authority level.
To address this question, the project team has undertaken some informed estimates of the likely costs (to
local authorities) and benefits (in terms of carbon emissions and, potentially, cost savings to the local
authority or within the local economy) of different actions within the Matrix.
Four factors were identified:
• Human resource implications (principally staffing and ‘engagement’)
• Likely direct cost (taking account of cost savings and time taken to recover investment)
• Potential influence on local carbon emissions (of specific lever available to authority)
• Relative impact of each improvement step (to identify those improvements which are likely to have most
significant impact on improving performance).
The categorisation of these is explained in more detail in Appendix 1, together with a revised version of the
Matrix annotated to take account of these factors.
Of course the actual resource implications and costs to local authorities depend on the role they need to play
to achieve a particular carbon emission outcome compared with the role played by a wide range of other
stakeholders obligated, funded or employed by other national or regional programmes.
This role may be:
• simply communicator and signposter to other resources and support (eg Warm Front or energy supplier
EEC/CERT programmes), or
• a more catalytic role developing partnerships and delivery mechanisms, or
• undertaking more diligently an existing statutory duty (eg Decent Homes or building control), which itself
would have cost implications, or
• changing priorities within existing spending programmes (eg regeneration).
The costs (and impacts) of each of these can be significantly different but should be considered a factor in
determining priorities for performance improvement by a local authority. As a detailed study of the revised
Matrix in Appendix 1 reveals, this process provides a basis for considering priorities for action by a local
authority, depending on their current level of performance and immediately available resources. This is
explored in more depth in Section 5.
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5 What are the priority actions for any local authority?
The analysis in Section 3 highlighted some differences between local authorities in respect of the factors
which appear to be associated with the levels of domestic or road transport emissions in their locality.
In Section 4 (and Appendix 1) the relative human resource, financial cost and likely influence of different
steps to improvement were estimated.
In combination, this provides the potential to consider priorities for different types of local authority (eg by
rurality class and cluster) depending on their current quality of performance and commitment to taking
action to cut carbon emissions across their locality.
However, reviewing the Matrix of levers available to local authorities, it is clear that most of them are relevant
to all authorities (with the exception of the identified division between district and county in relation to
education, highways, etc). Indeed, the differences between priorities probably lie more in the way in which
the lever is used rather than the relative importance of different levers.
For example, promoting and developing grant and energy efficiency schemes (eg Warm Front and EEC/CERT
initiatives) is clearly a strongly influential lever with relatively modest resource requirements in relation to
cutting domestic carbon emissions (since most of the work and funding is – or can be – done by others, such
as EAGA, energy advice centres and energy suppliers). Yet the approach and focus for action using this lever
by any local authority should reflect several factors about the local situation (which also, as outlined in
Section 3, influence the level of carbon emissions):
• the nature of the local housing (eg more or less hard to treat),
• the sparsity of the population (justifying area-based vs individual household approaches)
• the level of income deprivation (indicating both householders’ likely ability to pay for measures and the
likelihood of benefits and grant take-up activities to provide free insulation measures).
In another area of action, rural areas and more rural ‘mixed’ authorities should give higher priority than urban
authorities to issues associated with planning for larger-scale renewable energy technologies. Renewable
energy resources (particularly wind and biomass) are disproportionately available in rural locations. On the
other hand, urban authorities have the density of roof space and housing to enhance the potential value of
solar and district heating/CHP applications.
This is almost certainly too much detail for an overview analysis of the full range of opportunities for action
by local authorities to curb carbon emissions, particularly one which is paper-based. However, as discussed
below, it could be contained within more detailed web-based guidance that would enable authorities to ‘drill
down’ into this sort of detail to guide them on how to consider their approach, based on the type of
authority they are (eg ‘rural-low’, or ‘urban-high’).
There is also a danger of making too much of the differences between authorities when there is actually so
little robust data on the impact of actions by local authorities on local carbon emissions. A similar comment
can be made about defining priority areas for action too specifically for different types of authority.
Moreover, as indicated above, most opportunities in the Matrix to influence local carbon emissions are
available to all local authorities and it is most probably the case that concerted action across a range of fronts
will have a significantly greater impact on carbon emissions than the sum of each individual action.
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‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’ and ‘Lasting Impacts’
On this basis, and reflecting on the very wide range in quality of current local authority performance on
addressing local carbon emissions21, it is likely to be more valuable to identify the priority areas for attention
on the basis of how well a local authority is currently performing.
Local authorities which have done little to date and rank ‘weak’ or ‘fair’ on most levers in the Matrix will
need to look for relatively straightforward, limited resource activities which make a reasonable impact
quickly. These can be characterised as ‘EASY WINS’. These will mainly be found in the steps taking an
authority from ‘weak’ to ‘fair’ or ‘fair’ to ‘good’. A focus on an authority’s own energy management is likely
to generate cost savings which can support further improvement work.
Local authorities which have understood the potential of their role and already achieved some of the ‘Easy
Wins’ will need to be planning out ‘BIG STRIDES’ to create real impact through effective resource allocation
and strategic development. These will mainly be found in the steps taking an authority from ‘fair’ to ‘good’.
Finally, those authorities which have already made good progress need to be looking to embed better
performance on local carbon management across all of their activities and allocating resources to fit this
sense of priority. These will tend to be ‘good’ to ‘excellent’ steps, making ‘LASTING IMPACTS’.
Reviewing the Matrix in Appendix 1, annotated according to estimated resource requirements and influence,
five of each of these types of steps have been identified. They are outlined in Table 9 below. They represent
the project team’s assessment of the most important of each. Where the project team believes these alter by
virtue of the type of local authority (by rurality class or relative level of emissions), the alterations have been
identified.

21

See CSE et al (2005), page 49 at http://www.cse.org.uk/pdf/pub1057.pdf
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Table 9: Top 5 ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’, ‘Lasting Impacts’
EASY WINS
Promotion of available grants
and energy efficiency schemes
(domestic) (Warm Front and
energy supplier EEC/CERT
schemes)

Engagement and promotion
of local energy advice service
(EEAC)

BIG STRIDES
Active engagement [in
partnership with other LAs
and agencies (rural and
mixed)] to establish grant
scheme to drive take up of
insulation and heating
improvements
Establish plan for achieving
high thermal standards in
Decent Homes plans

Establishing dedicated
resource for own building
energy management

Engage with Carbon Trust
Carbon Management
Programme or undertake own
structured plan for monitoring
and targeting energy waste

Setting clear energy efficiency
/ carbon-based standards in
procurement of own
equipment, services and
buildings

Developing advice, projects
and neighbourhood based
approaches to reducing car
transport (mixed and urban)
Establish partnership with
neighbouring authorities (on
county basis?) to provide
critical mass for procurement,
improvement scheme
development, advice etc (rural
and mixed districts)
Establish energy efficiency and
carbon reduction as priority
for regeneration and
economic development
(mainly urban)
Proactive identification of
renewable energy
opportunities and strategy to
realise (in partnership with
neighbouring LAs?) (rural and
mixed)

Focus planning policy
positively on renewable
energy for larger
developments (rural) and onsite targets for new
developments (mixed and
urban)

LASTING IMPACTS
Set carbon reduction strategy
and ambitious targets within
Local Strategic Partnership
(and Local Area Agreement)
with cross-sectoral delivery
plan
Clear and tailored strategy to
improve domestic energy
efficiency with regular public
promotion to demonstrate
commitment and political
leadership
Involving all staff in energy
and carbon management with
clear investment, procurement
and behavioural approaches
to meet strong carbon
reduction targets (including
staff induction training)
Support, potentially with other
authorities, integrated ‘onestop shop’ for energy
efficiency advice, including
access to improvement
programmes and wideranging referral networks

Develop area-based
approaches to reducing car
use, involving business and
householders (mixed and
urban)
Develop and train staff and
members to understand
renewable technologies,
policies and create positive
disposition (rural)

These steps have also been highlighted (and colour coded) within the Matrix in Appendix 1.
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What guidance and toolkits do local authorities need?
As discussed in Section 1, some existing tools and guidance for local authorities categorise actions on climate
change on the basis of existing roles and departmental divisions (eg much of Practical Help guidance).
Others categorise actions in relation to local authority policies, processes and functions (as in the Beacon
Council Toolkit and Benchmark and the Nottingham Declaration Action Pack).
The CSE Matrix categorises the actions in five ‘outcome’ areas (domestic, business and public sector energy
efficiency, renewable and low carbon technologies, and transport). This was designed specifically to require
cross-departmental involvement in self-assessment and subsequent improvement planning.
With these varying approaches, the question should be asked: ‘what do local authorities need by way of
support and guidance?’ The project team proposes the following by way of an answer:
• A benchmarking tool to understand what can be done, how well they are doing at the moment and what
they should do next
• Some guidance on the detail of how to deliver these ‘next step’ action within their particular situation
(including how to marshal resources, who else can help, and how to evaluate impact).
The different approaches taken in currently available toolkits and guidance appear to result from different
assumptions made about the ways in which local authorities achieve performance improvement.
For example, there appears to be an assumption built into the Beacon Council Toolkit and the Nottingham
Declaration Action Pack that actions and improvements at local authority level are driven by strategic
engagement and senior buy-in and leadership. This assumption means priority tends to be given to
‘declarations of intent’, clear strategies etc.
The Matrix – and the approach derived from it within this study – starts from a different assumption. Based
on direct experience of the way in which local authorities appear to improve their performance, the project
team would place more emphasis on a ‘few people getting on and doing a few things effectively’ as the
starting point for improvement.
While almost all cases of best practice have good declarations, clear strategies and senior leadership, it is
quite possible that these are the results of successful incremental improvement rather than the causes of it.
This is an important difference of understanding and approach which has quite significant implications for
what should be taken as evidence of improvement at a local level. Should it be measured by signatures on
declarations or by additional action on the ground?
It also has implications for the emphasis placed in guidance and toolkits on strategic development and the
need for senior leadership as opposed to much more practical ‘learning through doing’.
The ‘change-is-delivered-through-incremental-improvement’ analysis underpins the approach developed
here: ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’, ‘Lasting Impacts’. None of the Easy Wins are big strategic steps or public
declarations. They are all actions which could potentially happen through the initiative of one or two people
‘getting on with it’ and drawing in expertise and resources from other agencies (eg energy advice centres) or
programmes (eg Warm Front and energy supplier EEC/CERT schemes).
This gives rise to questions around the real processes which achieve performance improvement within a local
authority. These are beyond the scope of this study, but their answers are nonetheless important to
developing a genuinely effective approach to engaging local authorities in improving their performance in
tackling local carbon emissions.
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A blueprint for future toolkits and guidance?
One of the key findings from the analysis in this study is that the pertinent differences between local
authorities only really come into play in the detail of how a particular lever or approach might be delivered
‘on the ground’. The differences between authorities do not appear to justify significant differences in the
overall priorities for action to improve performance on local carbon emissions. They do justify different
approaches to delivering those actions.
As mentioned above, this implies some value in developing a web-based toolkit which allows people to ‘drill
down’ beyond the ‘high level action’ described by the Matrix or the Benchmark. This would reach more
detailed guidance tailored to address the differences between local authorities that are pertinent to taking a
different approach to delivery. Examples were discussed at the beginning of this Section.
Such a toolkit could be designed so that it presented this more detailed guidance as relevant to the cluster
for the local authority which is logged on (rural high etc). It could also provide an online self-assessment tool
and present reports identifying recommended next steps. This could be further extended by linking the
actions to additional information, resources and relevant case studies on taking that action (preferably from
other local authorities in the same cluster).
Key features of creating such a web-based toolkit would be:
• The potential for pre-tailoring the presentation to the ‘visiting’ local authority based on what is already
known about the cluster they are in
• Automatic generation of recommendations for improvement and priority actions
• Links from each action to available resources to assist improvement and action
• Data gathering for the LGA on the quality of local authority action on climate change from online selfassessments using the toolkit
• Potential to use this data to benchmark performance across different types of local authority and target
additional support in areas which appear to be routinely underperforming
• The opportunity to update (simply) the toolkit to reflect new policy, programmes or funding
• Capacity to track engagement and progress (through user statistics etc)
A web-based toolkit like this would also have the potential to create a thriving online community of learning
between authorities, recording practice to replicate, lessons to learn, and experiences to avoid repeating.
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6 Conclusions and recommendations
The analysis in this report shows that there are extensive actions available to all local authorities to curb
carbon emissions within their localities as a result of their existing roles and responsibilities.
Many of these actions would follow naturally from making carbon emission reduction a priority consideration
for local authorities. This is not because councils would have to do lots of new and additional things. It is
because councils can relatively straightforwardly realign what they already do in such a way as to exert far
greater influence over their own carbon emissions and those of local households, organisations and
businesses.
It is arguable that the influence of a single local authority on local emissions is modest, relatively to more
national and international policy levers. Analysis of the UKCCP 2006 would support this conclusion. However,
it is difficult to imagine a successful national effort to reduce carbon emissions in which the potentially
positive influence of local authorities is not widely realised.
This is because most of the day-to-day experiences of public service and civic leadership ‘enjoyed’ by
households, businesses and other organisations are principally mediated by local authorities. If these
experiences are not stimulating and reinforcing efforts by individuals and businesses to cut carbon emissions,
the public are likely to be unconvinced by the efforts of national government and politicians to invoke action.
Indeed, if local authorities are not aligning their policies and practices with national initiatives and individual
efforts, they may well be undermining them through an appearance of indifference, lack-lustre performance,
and failure to promote effective action locally.
The analysis of differences between local authorities in relation to levels of carbon emissions caused by
activities in their localities exposed the importance of considering: (a) per capita emissions, and; (b) each
sector separately (domestic, road and industrial/commercial). Otherwise factors such as population and very
site-specific industrial installations overwhelm potentially relevant differences between localities.
The ‘rural’, ‘mixed’ and ‘urban’ classification, based on population density, proves a useful organising
principle for analysing local factors (such as levels of deprivation, hard to heat housing, age of population etc)
to see how strongly they are related to levels of per capita carbon emissions.
In general, for both domestic and road transport carbon emissions, wealth and density of population appear
to be core factors associated with levels of per capita emissions. In each rurality classification (rural, mixed,
and urban), the authorities with higher per capita emissions had lower population density and less income
deprivation than those with lower per capita emissions.
However, it is not obvious that these identified differences lead to significant differences in priorities for local
authorities in relation to actions to improve their performance on stimulating local carbon emission
reductions.
Reviewing the Matrix of levers available to local authorities (see Appendix 1), it is clear that most of them are
relevant to all authorities (with the exception of the identified division between district and county on
education, highways, etc). Indeed, the differences between authorities probably lie more in the way in which
the lever needs to be applied rather than the relative importance of different levers.
For example, stimulating a local energy efficiency programme linking up with Warm Front and EEC/CERT is a
high priority action for any type of local authority. But such a programme is likely to need a different set of
energy efficiency measures and approach to customer recruitment in a wealthy rural area than in a deprived
urban setting.
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Instead, the principal differences in priorities for improvement for local authorities are driven most
significantly by the quality of their current performance on addressing local carbon emissions. There are very
similar priorities for those currently performing weakly – in terms of what it would make most difference to
do next – however densely packed or wealthy their population. These are the ‘Easy Wins’ described in Section
5. Similarly, for those already taking some action, the areas for significant improvement – the ‘Big Strides’ –
are reasonably consistent across all authorities.
In contrast to other guidance and benchmarking tools which tend to focus on seeking improvement through
securing senior management commitment and ‘declarations’ at an early stage, the approach suggested here
focuses on a ‘few people getting on and doing a few things effectively’ as the starting point for improving
performance. In this analysis, strategic buy-in follows as a consequence of incremental improvement (rather
than leads as its cause). It is built up during the ‘Big Strides’ and comes into strongest effect during ‘Lasting
Impacts’.
Translated into guidance for local authorities, this leads to the ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’, and ‘Lasting Impacts’
priorities identified in Section 5 above and highlighted in the Matrix in Appendix 1 below.
Developing this approach further as a web-based application would enable more detailed guidance on the
delivery of each step. In particular, this could reflect relevant differences between local authorities which are
pertinent to taking a different approach to such delivery.

Recommendations
The analysis undertaken for this study builds on previous assessment of policies which can stimulate
performance improvement by local authorities in relation to tackling climate change. It therefore gives rise to
a series of recommendations which are intended to ensure that:
a. local authorities are given the right encouragements and requirements to realise their potential for positive
influence on local carbon emissions;
b. national government improves its understanding of the role of local authority, takes it more seriously and
makes more explicit its expectations;
c. remaining gaps in knowledge and understanding are addressed promptly, and;
d. support and guidance available to local authorities starts to reflect the analysis undertaken for this study.
For the sake of consistency with the approach to prioritisation adopted in this report, the recommendations
have been divided into ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Steps’, and ‘Lasting Impacts’:
Easy wins
• The LGA and LGCCC should call on the government to establish a new duty for local authorities to take
action to cut carbon emissions from their localities, to be associated with the proposed new performance
framework on climate change.
• The LGA should publish annually in league table format by local authority the data on per capita carbon
emissions by each sector, with comparisons with the previous year and with others in the same rurality
classification (rural, mixed or urban).
• LGA should reconsider with Defra and DfT how the road transport carbon emissions are allocated to localities
– or at least how they are reported – so that the contributions of travel on different types of roads can be
assessed by local authorities (and the effect of motorways running through localities taken into account).
• For future local authority best practice case studies, EST and IDeA should include information on the
resources which were needed and by what means (and by whose initiative) these resources became available.
• Defra should review the UK Climate Change Programme and make explicit its assumptions about local
authority performance across all measures.
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• The LGA should encourage all authorities to undertake the ‘Easy Wins’ if they are not already doing so.
• Defra and DBERR should ensure that its guidance for local authorities on measures relating to sustainable
energy and climate change22 reflect the findings of this study.
Big steps
• The LGA should encourage all local authorities to: (a) assess their current performance on tackling climate
change across all of their services and responsibilities, and; (b) identify and address their performance
improvement priorities.
• The LGA, in partnership with government, should commission the development of a web-based guidance
tool building on the ‘Easy Wins’, ‘Big Strides’ and ‘Lasting Impacts’ approach, as outlined here in Section 5.
• CLG, Defra and DBERR should jointly commission research into the costs and benefits of actions by local
authorities to tackle climate change in their locality.
• LGA, EST and IDeA should jointly commission research into the processes which lead to genuine performance
improvement in local authorities in relation to sustainable energy and carbon emission reduction.
• EST and the Carbon Trust should ensure that their national and regional programmes are both engaging with
local authorities and resourcing partnership activities between authorities and energy agencies that support
effective local authority action and performance improvement.
Lasting impacts
• The government should introduce a new legal duty on local authorities to take action to reduce carbon
emissions in their locality, emphasising the importance of embedding low carbon approaches into all local
authority activities.
• Defra, CLG, DfT and DBERR should ensure that all future national climate change mitigation policies explicitly
address their requirements of local authorities and make the most of the influence which local authorities can
have over emissions from individuals, organisations and businesses in their localities.
• All local authorities should set themselves the ambition of being by 2012 at least ‘good’ in all areas of carbon
emission reduction (as defined in the Matrix – or some equivalent performance framework). Each should
establish and deliver an improvement programme to achieve this ambition.

22

As required under the Climate Change and Sustainable Energy Act (2006)
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Appendix 1: A revised Local Carbon Management Matrix
•

Human resources

b

Requires a person to take issue seriously and do it (or get a third party to do it)!

b
b

Requires several people to become involved in delivery and some management time OR new and
additional post

b
b
b

Requires significant cross-departmental engagement and senior buy-in OR several new and
additional staff

•

Likely direct cost (taking account of cost savings)

-£

Likely to save costs within budget cycle

‘.’

Essentially ‘free’ and deliverable by refocused existing staff

£

Modest cost (< £25K) OR Investment required with rapid payback (>1 <3 years)

££
Additional capital & revenue resources required (£50 – 150K) OR Investment required with payback <
10 years
£££
Significant additional capital & revenue resources required (> £250K) OR Investment required with
payback > 10 years
•

Potential influence of lever on local carbon emissions (muscle rather than environmental impact)



Fair influence on local carbon emissions, relative to other influences




Important influence on local carbon emissions, relative to other influences





Significant influence on local carbon emissions, relative to other influences

•

‘Easy wins’, ‘Big Strides’ and ‘Lasting Impacts’

XXX

Top 5 Easy Win

XXX

Top 5 Big Stride

XXX

Top 5 Lasting Impact
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DOMESTIC ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary

LEVER

OVERALL
APPROACH

Strategic
engagement and
resourcefulness

Own housing
stock/social
housing sector
policies

Private sector
housing / HECA





Weak

Fair

No real engagement
with domestic
energy efficiency

Some public
commitment to
energy/environment
goals but limited
action or strategic
engagement




Minimal attention to
energy efficiency
within corporate plans
and strategies




Not on track to meet
Decent Homes and no
clear strategy for
addressing





Minimal HECA
reporting

Broad commitment to
importance of energy
efficiency but no clear
plan of action or
resourced programme

Planning to achieve
Decent Homes

HECA strategy being
supported with at
least 2-day per week
officer
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b £

Good
Senior strategic
engagement with
domestic energy
efficiency with
resourcing and
'champion' with
power to act
Clear strategic focus
(either as domestic
energy efficiency or
as part of climate
change strategy).
Feature of
Community Strategy
and LSP activity, with
measurable targets
for achievement.
Understanding and
use of range of
powers (wellbeing,
regulatory reform
order, spend to save
etc)
Setting higher
thermal standards
than Decent Homes
with clear
programme for
achievement

b

Specific programmes
to improve private
housing, with grant
regimes reflecting
energy efficiency
(e.e.) priorities. Fulltime officer

b

b

Excellent

b
b

Full engagement
with effective
cross-dept action,
relevant strategic
commitments, and
several active staff

b
b
b

b
b

As ‘good’ plus
targets at or in
excess of Energy
White Paper with
local authority taking
responsibility for
leading delivery
within community

b
b
b

b
b ££

b

£

As 'good' plus
training and advice
support for tenants
and staff on efficient
use of heating etc
Strategic approach
to private
households with
clear targets for
improvement,
partnerships for
advice and delivery,
and monitoring

b
b ££

b
b ££

DOMESTIC ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary
(cont.)

LEVER

Weak

Planning policy and
control

No reference to
energy efficiency of
new homes in LDF

Fair
Energy efficiency
recognised as a factor
in new homes but no
wording to encourage
exceeding building
regulations

Little attention to Part
L in building control
activities

Part L assessment
within building control
but not high priority
within enforcement

No recognition of
potential role of home
energy efficiency
improvements in area
renewal

Recognition of value
of home energy
efficiency
improvements




Occasional distribution
of EEAC materials

Distribute EEAC
materials regularly and
modest funding
(<£5K)

Part L assessment
within building
control a priority
focus of enforcement
activity
Renewal/regeneration
schemes actively seek
projects delivering
energy efficiency
advice and
improvements
Consistent support
and engagement
with local EEAC
including funding,
joint promotions,
own staff training





No funding provided
for energy saving
projects

Occasional funding
into energy saving
projects

Active and funded
support for energy
saving initiatives

Building
regulations
enforcement

Regeneration /
economic dev
schemes

Energy advice
provision

Project support







(mainly
Urban)
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Good
LDF encourages high
energy efficiency
standards (beyond
building regulations)
in new housing (no
targets)

b

b

£

URBAN

b

b

£

b
b ££

Excellent
LDF sets targets for
additional energy
performance in new
build housing
(beyond building
regulations)
Systematic
assessment and
review of Part L
aspects of plans and
enforcement review
of actual
construction
Specific energy
efficiency targets
within
renewal/regeneration
schemes
As 'good' plus clear
policy of training and
supporting front-line
staff in energy
efficiency advice and
signposting
Leadership or lead
partner role within
development of local
energy efficiency
exemplars and
focused approach to
securing funding
(wellbeing powers,
PSA targets etc)

b
b

b
b ££

b
b

b
b £

b
b
b ££

DOMESTIC ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary
(cont.)

LEVER

Grant and e.e.
delivery schemes
(EEC/CERT, Warm
Front etc)

Monitoring and
reporting

Communications,
education and
leadership
County/subregional
partnerships
(also Unitary)

Co-ordination of
district-level
activity and
technical
advice/support

Communications,
education and
leadership

Weak















Minimal signposting
to schemes, on
reactive basis

Fair

Good

Reactive response to
schemes to provide
'endorsement' and
enable distribution of
materials

Supporting/engaging
with EEC/CERT
schemes and Warm
Front to promote
locally increased takeup, with own funding
schemes to 'fill in
gaps' and action to
incentivise take-up
(eg council tax
reduction)

None

HECA monitoring with
standard data
management
approach
Strategic framework
limited to standardised
'declarations' with
occasional publicity on
energy efficiency.
Some engagement
with sub-regional coordination

No effective coordination between
districts

Erratic engagement
with sub-regional coordination, mainly
reactive to third party
efforts (eg Local
Support Programme
or equivalent)

Clear and tailored
corporate strategy
with political buy-in
to improve energy
efficiency with
regular publicity for
activities
Active engagement
with EEAC/HECA
fora, with sharing of
technical advice and
support and joint
development of
schemes (EEC, other
grants) and strategies

No sense of potential
role of county-level
action or education

Occasional
involvement on
reactive basis to
school energy
education initiatives

Active
encouragement for
schools to engage
with energy
education

Minimal attention to
HECA monitoring
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As 'fair' with system
for collecting data on
measures installed

b

£

Excellent
Co-ordinated effort
with wide range of
partners (health,
suppliers, EEAC,
other local
authorities etc) to
maximise take-up of
available grants and
schemes with 'onestop-shop' approach
to signposting and
delivery

b
b
b ££

b
b
b

Database of all
properties. Planned
use of data to target
future activities (eg
GIS).
As 'good' plus
sustained
programme of
training of
councillors and staff
(part of induction)
and other key
partners

b

Strong partnership
approach across the
sub-region with clear
strategic goals and
action plan to deliver
them

b

b

County-wide
programme for
schools energy
education

b
b £

b

£

£

b

£

b
b
b £

£

BUSINESS ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary

LEVER

Weak

Fair

OVERALL APPROACH

No real engagement
with business
energy efficiency

Limited
signposting to
schemes

Strategic
engagement and
resourcefulness

Economic
development and
regeneration
activities

Planning policy and
control






Minimal attention to
energy efficiency
within corporate plans
and strategies




No recognition of
energy efficiency as
economic
development



No reference to
energy efficiency of
new commercial
buildings in Local
Development
Framework (LDF)

Broad commitment
to importance of
energy efficiency but
no clear plan of
action or resourced
programme

Limited
acknowledgement
of energy efficiency
as a factor in
business
performance
Energy efficiency
recognised as a
factor in new
commercial
buildings but no
wording to
encourage
exceeding building
regulations
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b

Good
Integration of
potential role in
encouraging
business
improvement into
other business
services
Clear strategic focus
(either as business
energy efficiency or
as part of climate
change strategy).
Feature of
Community Strategy
and LSP activity, with
measurable targets
for achievement
Emphasis given to
opportunities to
improve business
efficiency through
energy efficiency
improvements as
part of economic
development and
regeneration
activities

LDF encourages high
energy efficiency
standards (beyond
building regulations)
in new commercial
developments (no
targets)

Excellent
Deliberate
targeting of
services for
business on
achieving energy
efficiency
improvements

b
b

b
b

As ‘good’ plus
targets at or in
excess of Energy
White Paper with
local authority
taking responsibility
for leading delivery
within community

b
b
b

b

Core focus of
economic
development activity
to secure high
efficiency standards
in projects and
activities and
participating
businesses

b
b

b

LDF sets targets for
additional energy
performance in new
commercial
developments
(beyond building
regulations)

b
b

BUSINESS ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary
(cont.)

LEVER

Building regulations
enforcement

Business advice
provision (either
direct or through
support for third
party)

Procurement

County/subregional
partnerships
(also Unitary)

Communications and
leadership
Co-ordination of
district-level activity
and technical
advice/support














Weak

Fair

Good

Little attention to Part
L in building control
activities

Part L assessment
within building
control but not high
priority within
enforcement

Part L assessment
within building
control a priority
focus of enforcement
activity

b

£

Active promotion of
business energy
advice services and
strong case made for
action

b

£

No reference to
energy efficiency
within existing
business advice
services

No attention to
energy performance
of suppliers within
procurement

None relating to
business energy
efficiency

No effective coordination between
districts

Limited reactive
signposting to
Carbon Trust and
other sources of
business energy
efficiency advice and
support
Acknowledgement
of energy
performance as
factor within
environmental
management of
suppliers but no
standards or
requirements

Limited promotion
based on standard
‘declarations’
Erratic engagement
with sub-regional
co-ordination,
mainly reactive to
third party efforts
(eg LASP)
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b

Procurement
practices include
minimum energy
performance
standards for
businesses providing
relevant services

b

Active engagement
with business sector
to encourage action

b
b

Co-ordinated
engagement with
sub-regional business
networks and advice
services

b

Excellent
Systematic
assessment and
review of Part L
aspects of plans and
enforcement review
of actual
construction
Targeted
involvement with
local business
networks to
promote available
services and identify
opportunities and
funding

Use of procurement
practices specifically
to drive energy
efficiency
improvements in
businesses providing
services
Strong leadership
shown to business
sector on climate
change as core
element of LSP
Strong partnership
approach across the
sub-region with
clear strategic goals
and action plan to
deliver them

b
b

££

b
b

££

b
b

b
b
b

b
b

£

PUBLIC SECTOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary

LEVER

OVERALL
APPROACH

Strategic
engagement and
resourcefulness

Carbon
management
programme (Carbon
Trust or equivalent)
23

Weak

Fair

Good





No strategic
approach to
management of
own energy use




No political interest in
reducing carbon
emissions in own
buildings. No interest
or plans to write an
energy strategy and
action plan

Basic strategy in
place but limited
reach across
organisation and
limited resources
applied
Signed up to
Nottingham
Declaration or made
public commitment
to climate change
agenda. Activities
underway to
develop an
emissions strategy
and/or energy
efficiency
improvement plan
for council's own
estate

Little awareness or
interest in programme

Awareness and
some officer interest
but no senior level
commitment to
proceed





Excluding the use of carbon off-sets
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Clear strategy
across council with
savings targets,
resources planned,
understanding and
use of funding
powers and clear
procurement
objectives

b

b
b -£

Energy strategy and
action plan in place
with progress
towards CO2
reduction targets for
own energy use and
buildings being made

b
b

Participation in
Carbon Trust LA
Carbon Management
Programme

b

-£

Excellent
Strong energy
management
approach, taking
advantage of
national schemes,
funding powers,
with effective
monitoring and
prioritisation of
energy efficiency
improvements in
building
management and
equipment
procurement

Targets in excess of
national targets with
clear action plan to
meet targets. (Long
term ambition to
achieve net zero
23
carbon emissions )
Followed through
strategies and
actions planned in
LA Carbon
Management
Programme,
delivering savings
and sustained
programme of
activity and
monitoring

b
b
b -£

b
b
b

b
b

-£

PUBLIC SECTOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary
(cont.)

LEVER

Staff motivation
and involvement

Dedicated resources

Own buildings
energy
management (incl.
approach to Energy
Performance in
Buildings Directive)

Monitoring of
energy use & carbon
emissions

Weak








Minimal energy
efficiency training

No dedicated
resources





Ad hoc integration of
energy efficiency
improvements during
refurbishment but no
systematic approach





Limited monitoring of
building-specific
energy use and no
reporting to budget
holders

Fair

Good

Some energy
efficiency training
for some staff

Energy efficiency
training included in
induction and in refresher courses as
part of coherent
strategy

Responsibility for
energy management
given to one person
Some funding
available but not
ring fenced.

Systematic
consideration given
to energy efficiency
improvement during
refurbishment
Building-by-building
energy use data
available but not
related to potential
performance
improvements in
building and
equipment
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b

b

b

Ring fenced funding
to spend on
improving energy
efficiency, but less
than 10% of energy
bill invested in
improvements per
annum. Ad hoc use
of ‘invest to save’
and Carbon Trust
schemes
Clear prioritisation of
energy efficiency
investments in
existing buildings
and strong focus on
energy performance
during refurbishment
and plant
replacement
Detailed energy
performance data
held for each
building and
equipment uses, with
clear reduction target
monitoring and
communication

-£

Excellent
Departmental
targets set and staff
aware of their
contribution
towards the target.
'Energy champions'
scheme in place
with at least one
champion per
department.
Incentives offered
towards staff
achieving targets
As ‘good’ with
strategic approach
to funding and at
least 10% of the
council's energy bill
being invested in
energy efficiency per
annum and staffing
of more than one
full-time equivalent
per £1m spent on
energy bills

b
b -£

As ‘good’, plus
plans in place to use
EPB Directive to
highlight energy
performance with
public display and
link to staff
awareness strategy

b
b

-£

As ‘good’ plus use
of metering and
data to provide
feedback to energy
users and target
further reductions

b
b

-£

b
b -£

b

b

-£

b
b
b -£

b
b
b ££

PUBLIC SECTOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY
LEVEL
District/unitary
(cont.)

LEVER

Procurement
(equipment,
buildings and
refurbishment)





Weak

Fair

No energy
performance
consideration during
procurement

Basic energy
efficiency standards
set for procurement
but no strategic
consideration of lifetime costs

Left entirely to
discretion of head
teachers with no
proactive support

Support and
guidance on energy
management
provided to head
teachers and/or
bursars and/or
caretakers

County/subregional
partnerships
(also Unitary)
Schools energy
management

Sub-regional
resource sharing
and co-ordination

Co-ordination of
procurement
activity









No effective
engagement with
experience beyond
own organisation

No effective coordination

b

b

Occasional liaison
with other public
sector energy
managers

RURAL &
MIXED
DISTRICTS

Local buying
consortium with
basic energy
efficiency standards

49

b

Good
High energy
efficiency standards
set for all equipment
and buildings
procurement and
active engagement
with regional or subregional
procurement
activities to increase
leverage and buying
power
Clear energy
management
strategy and action
plan for schools with
prioritised funding
support for
improvements,
training for key staff,
and technical advice

Excellent

b
b -£

b
b -£

Effective sharing of
energy management
experience and
resources within
public sector energy
manager network

b

Co-ordinated
approach to
procurement with
strong sustainability
themes

b

£

As ‘good’ plus use
of procurement to
drive higher energy
efficiency standards
in service providers

As ‘good’ plus use
of whole school
approach to energy
management with
educational activities
on sustainable
energy
Leadership role in
public sector energy
management with
strong joint
approach to data
management,
procurement,
engagement with
funding schemes
etc.
Aggressive targets
for sustainability
within procurement
partnership with
drive to recruit
additional members
to increase influence
and impact

b
b

-£

b
b

-£

b
b
b £

b
b

-£

RENEWABLES AND LOW CARBON TECHNOLOGIES
LEVEL
District/unitary

LEVER

OVERALL
APPROACH

Planning policy and
control (new build)

Weak

Fair





No engagement
with renewable
energy district
heating or CHP

Acknowledgement
of benefits from
renewables and
low carbon
technologies, but
no strategic
approach




No acknowledgement
of role of renewable
energy (RE) in Local
Plan (LDF) or of the
role of District Heating
(DH) and CHP

Local Plan (LDF)
encourages RE in
new build (no
target). Also
encouragement for
DH and CHP but no
target

Good
Positive attitude
towards renewable
energy and low
carbon
technologies in
new developments
and new
generating projects
but lacking
systematic practical
follow-through
LDF sets target (10%
or less) of energy use
from on-site
renewables in new
development but no
MIXED &
assessment or
enforcement
URBAN
procedures in place.
Use of DH and CHP
encouraged with
targets where RE not
appropriate. Gas
based DH seen as
precursor to use of
b
biomass

PPS 22 policy but
decisions made on
ill-informed basis
driven by opposition
groups

Positive planning
policy consistent with
PPS22 and consistent
decisions based on
RURAL
material
considerations and
balanced assessment
of local opinion.
Clear expectations of
community
b
engagement



Urban




Planning policy and
control (new
generating
capacity)

Rural
and
mixed

Pre-PPS 22 policy and
decisions made on illinformed basis driven
by opposition groups
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Excellent
Supportive and
proactive
approach to
renewables and
low carbon
technologies with
strong
engagement with
sub-regional and
regional activities
LDF sets target for
at least 10% of
energy use from onsite RE in new
development. Clear
systems for technical
assessment and
enforcement. Use of
DH and CHP
encouraged with
targets where RE
not appropriate. Gas
based DH seen as
precursor to use of
biomass

As ‘good’ plus
proactive
community
engagement in
planning activity on
RE (eg SW Protocol)
and low carbon
technologies

b
b
b

b
b
b £

b
b

RENEWABLES AND LOW CARBON TECHNOLOGIES
LEVEL
District/unitary
(cont.)

LEVER

Regeneration
schemes and own
buildings

Individual project
support and
technical expertise

Weak








DH/CHP and RE not
on the radar

No point of contact
for RE and DH/CHP

Fair

Good

Encourages use of
DH/CHP and RE
within own new
build and within
regeneration
schemes

Officer training to
familiarise with
technologies

County/subregional
partnerships
(also Unitary)
Co-ordination of
policy and technical
expertise/advice

Planning policy &
strategy

Communications,
education and
leadership









Nothing happening

Occasional
discussion on
agenda of county
planning groups etc

DH/CHP and RE play
no part in planning
policy and strategy

County strategy but
limited buy-in and
no clear approach to
delivery

Haphazard activities
based on individuals
acting in isolation

Occasional coordinated
communication
actions and ‘one-off’
activities in some
schools
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b

Use own buildings
(new and old) and
regeneration
schemes to showcase
renewable electricity
and heat
technologies, and DH
and CHP
Co-ordinated action
with other
authorities to enable
delivery of RE
projects and DH and
CHP. Signposting to
national grants
schemes
Co-ordinated action
on landscape
assessment, EIA
evaluation and
planning policies.
Active support for
county 'champion'
organisation (in
house or agency)
County-wide strategy
with target (from
RSS), political buy-in
and clear action plan
to enable delivery
Regular and positive
county-level
communications.
Active
encouragement for
schools to do
renewable energy
projects

b
b ££

b

b

b
b
b
b

££

£

Proactive
identification of RE
project
opportunities and
encouragement
similarly with DH
and CHP

£

As ‘good’ plus coordinated provision
of technical advice
and support on
buildings integrated
RE targets, and
targets for DH and
CHP

b
b

Active and positive
response of county
to planning
applications

b
b
b £

As ‘good’ plus
challenge to
opposition groups
and promotion of
positive local
benefits

b
b

b
b
b£

b

Excellent
As ‘good’ but
adopts installation
of RE as standard
with target >25%
of energy use DH
and CHP
implemented as
standard measure
where RE not
appropriate

£

RURAL

££

£

£

TRANSPORT: OWN ORGANISATIONAL TRAVEL ACTIVITIES
LEVEL
All: own
activities

LEVER

OVERALL
APPROACH

Travel Plans

Fleet management

Procurement of
transport services
















Weak

Fair

No real
consideration of
energy or carbon
issues in the
transport activities

Effects of their
own travel
activities are being
considered and
basic measures are
being put in place
to manage

No use of travel plans
in the authority,
perhaps a travel policy

Basic travel plan,
focused on
commuting activity.
Promotes public
transport, walking
and cycling. Some
consideration of
facilities for cyclists.
Improvement target
at 5%

No real consideration
of energy or
environmental issues
in running of fleet

Monitoring of fleet
fuel use and basic
targets set. 5%
reduction

No consideration
given to energy issues.
Possible mention in
environmental aspects

Provision of advice
and informal
discussion with
service providers to
reduce carbon
emissions
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b

b

£

Good
Pro-active
approach to
reducing carbon
emissions from
transport activities
with reasonable
reductions
expected
Full travel plan
looking at
commuting and
business travel.
Working with public
transport providers
to adjust service. Car
sharing schemes.
Good facilities for
walking and cycling.
Target 10%
reduction

Excellent

b
b £

Wider fleet
management policy
covering fleet
vehicles and
company cars. Driver
training given and
incentives for
improvements. Use
of some techniques
to reduce mileage

b
b -£

Soft targets for
vehicle emissions and
fuel use

b

Vigorous efforts
to reduce carbon
emissions being
made
Broad travel plan
including visitors.
Considering
financial incentives.
Looking at the use
of pool cars/car
clubs and other
innovative schemes.
Full time travel coordinator for own
sites. Target 15%
reduction
Strong green fleet
management policy.
Fuels policy looking
at alternatives and
CO2 limits on
company cars.
Consideration of
policies to reduce
fuel use in private
fleet through
mileage allowance
and other policies
Hard targets and
standards in tenders
relating to vehicle
specification and
behaviour. Define
fuels and behaviour
required for delivery
of contract

b
b
b

b
b
b ££

b
b
b -£

b
b

£

TRANSPORT: LOCAL
LEVEL
LOCAL/COUNTY

LEVER

OVERALL
APPROACH

Local Transport
Plan - covers local
transport
investment

Local Air Quality
Management

Weak

Fair

Good




No real engagement
with the transport
and energy issue.
Not seen as a local
problem

Beginning to
engage with issue
and consider in
policies

Considered as a
local issue and
some pro-active
measures to tackle
carbon emissions



Follows basic
guidelines with work
on reducing
congestion and air
quality (which are
likely to effect carbon
emissions) but no
specific discussion of
climate change

Brief discussion on
climate change with
LTP as part of AQ
and environment
issues, but not as a
policy driver. SEA
and NATA assess
climate change
implication of plan

Specific material on
climate change and
discussion on how
other elements of
the plan will effect
carbon emissions.
Indicator on carbon
emissions

b



No requirement for
AQMA, carbon issues
not addressed in
review and
assessment

Carbon issues
considered in review
and assessment but
not followed
through

Carbon emissions in
inventory, and in
analysis of AQAP and
AQS

b

No energy strategy

Energy statement as
part of
environmental/sustai
nability strategy

Specific energy
strategy that includes
corporate transport

b

Energy considered as
part of wider
sustainability agenda

Specific work on
energy and
aspirational target
set. Recognition of
transport within this

b

Energy strategy

LSP/community
strategy




Energy issues not
considered
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b
b

Excellent
Seen as an
important local
issue. Pro-active in
schemes to reduce
carbon emissions.
Support national
initiatives with
local
implementation

Pro-active policies
on reducing carbon
emissions (perhaps
along side air
quality). Resources
allocated to tackling
climate change.
Target set for
reducing emissions
Specific measures to
deal with climate
change and carbon
reduction in AQAP
and AQS. Targets
set and budget
allocated
Detailed energy
strategy that
includes wider
transport emissions
and links to LTP and
AQAP
More detailed work
on this, with specific
transport elements
and target. Clear
vision for low
carbon transport for
the community

b
b
b

b
b
b £

b
b

b
b
b

b
b
b

TRANSPORT: LOCAL

Planning system

Awareness
campaigns/commu
nication strategies

Weak








Fair

Good

Limited discussion of
land-use planning and
energy issues, in
planning policies

Energy and land use
issues considered in
policy. Some use of
planning conditions
to control traffic
from new
developments

Good understanding
of energy and land
use. Positive work on
planning for
alternative fuel
infrastructure. Proactive approach to
planning conditions
to reduce impact of
new developments

b
b

Some transport and
congestion related
work

Work on travel
reduction with
business.
Information on
alternatives such as
public transport,
walking, cycling

Develop links with
travel reduction and
AQ and carbon
benefits. Links across
councils for
programmes and
with other agencies

b
b £
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b

Excellent
Strong policy
position on
transport and land
use, rigorous linkage
to transport hubs
and new
development.
Reduce limits for car
parking and
promoting of low
and zero car
developments
More detailed
advice on reducing
fuel use to
businesses and
residence and work
on promoting
alternative fuels and
clean vehicles.
Integration with
travel reduction
advice. Cooperation with
energy agencies,
channel for EST and
CT schemes and
advice

b
b
b

MIXED//URBAN

LEVER

b
b
b

LEVEL
LOCAL/COUNTY
(cont.)

££

Appendix 2: Assessment of the influence of local authorities over the UK CCP 2006

National Saving
from Measure
by 2010 (MtC)

UK CCP 2006 Sector/Measure
Energy supply
Renewables Obligation
Subsidy for biomass heat
Energy supply Total

2.5
0.1
2.6

ETS Total

3.0-8.0
3

Business Total

0
0.3
1.1
0.4
0.2
2.9
0.1
0.1
5.1

Transport
Voluntary Agreements package, inc. reform of company car taxation and graduated VED
Wider transport measures
Sustainable distribution in Scotland and Wales
Fuel duty escalator
Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation (RTFO)
Future voluntary agreement with car manufacturers to reduce CO2 emissions from new cars
Transport Total

2.3
0.8
0.1
1.9
1.6
0.1
6.8

Emissions trading
Second phase of EU emissions trading scheme
Business
Climate change levy
UK emissions trading scheme
Carbon Trust
Building Regulations 2002
Building Regulations 2005
Climate change agreements
Carbon Trust support for investment in energy efficiency in SMEs
Measures to encourage or assist SMEs to take up energy saving opportunities
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Relevance to
Local
Authority?

Influence of
quality of LA
performance (%)

9
9

15%
15%
15.0%

0%

9 (LSP)
9
9

5%
15%
15%

9
9

5%
5%
3.0%

9
;

20%
;

2%

National Saving
from Measure
by 2010 (MtC)

UK CCP 2006 Sector/Measure
Domestic
Energy Efficiency Commitment (EEC) (2002-05)
Energy Efficiency Commitment (EEC) (2005-08)
Energy Efficiency Commitment (EEC) (2008-11) (now renamed as CERT)
Building Regulations 2002
Building Regulations 2006 including 2005 condensing boilers update
Warm Front and fuel poverty programmes
Market Transformation including appliance standards and labelling
Increased activity in Energy Efficiency Commitment (EEC) (2008-11)
Provision of advice to stimulate early replacement of inefficient boilers and
implementation of the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive
Package of measures to improve energy efficiency in buildings
Better billing and metering
Products Policy: consumer information and standards for lights and other
energy-using products (EUPs)

0.4
0.6
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.4
0.2
0.5
0.2
0.1
0.2

Relevance to
Local
Authority?

Influence of
quality of LA
performance (%)

9
9
9
9
9
9

0%
20%
20%
20%
20%
25%

9

25%

9
9

25%
25%

Domestic Total

0.2
4.9
;
;
;

Agriculture Total

0.2
0.5
0.1
0.8

Public Sector
Central government, NHS, UK universities & English schools including Carbon Trust activities
Additional effort by local authorities
Revolving loan fund for the public sector
Public sector Total

0.2
0.2
0.1
0.5

9
9
9

15%
100%
20%
50%

Actions by devolved administrations

0.3
9

20%

Agriculture
Woodlands Grants Scheme (England)
Woodland planting since 1990 (Scotland)
Strategy for non-food crops

Total

Other measures

0.1

TOTAL

24.1-29.1
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17.1%
;
;
;
0%

0%
6.1-7.4%
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