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Summary
Introduction

Aims and objectives

This project had two distinct aims. Firstly, to explore public views on air quality in order
to inform the development of future policies and strategies to achieve specific policy
outcomes. Secondly, the project was intended to trial the use of a Citizens’ Jury approach
to supporting policy development.

The project

People Science & Policy Ltd (PSP) designed, managed and delivered a process based on
the Citizens’ Jury approach. The project was run in collaboration with Professor John
Murlis, as specialist science advisor, Dr Rosemary Day, as specialist advisor on the social
aspects of air quality and Midlands-on-View, a market research recruitment and venue
service. It comprised a Citizens’ Jury and a literature review.

The jury

Citizens’ Juries® are a trade marked development from the Jefferson Center in the USA.
Our Citizens’ Jury was based on this model and took place in Sutton Coldfield. Twenty-
two members of the public were recruited from within a 12 mile radius of Sutton
Coldfield. They were recruited by telephone as a cross-section of the public but we
ensured that individuals with asthma, coronary and pulmonary obstructive diseases were
included, as previous research had found these groups to have specific concerns with
regard to air quality, which were important to include.

The jury process involved three hearings. The first lasted 2%2 hours and took place on the
evening of 15 December 2005. This was an introductory hearing at which the science
advisor to the project provided an overview of the topic and jurors identified further
information they felt they needed. The second hearing took place over the two days of
21/22 January 2006. The bulk of the time was given over to the expert witness
presentations and time for the jurors to question these witnesses. The final hearing, held
on 28 January, was devoted to enabling the jurors to reach conclusions, draw out their
recommendations and present these to Defra.

Literature review

The project included a literature review to provide a wider context for the outcomes from
the jurors’ deliberations and to inform the recruitment strategy.

Jurors’ Perspectives and Recommendations

Scoping the issue

An initial brainstorming session revealed that air pollution is not a ‘top of mind’
environmental issue. With respect to air quality there was an awareness that quality
(measured by smell) varies and that this variation was most likely to be caused by traffic.
However, there was no understanding of how air quality is measured scientifically or that
action can be taken by individuals to improve it. Neither was there a sense of what ‘good’
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quality air is. Most participants admitted that they had not thought about air quality
explicitly.

Information requirements

To support their deliberations the jurors wanted information on:
e the causes of poor air quality;

e the composition of air pollution;
e the role of the weather in air quality;
¢ the relationship, if any, of air quality to global warming; and
e the impact of poor air quality on health.
Themes

Towards the end of the project, having heard from, and questioned, the witnesses and
discussed the topic with each other, the jurors highlighted a number of issues that they felt
to be critical.

Education

Schools

The jurors felt that it was important to raise awareness among school students about air
quality and actions they can take to improve it in their locality.

Public awareness

The jurors, aware of their own ignorance before they got involved in the project,
recommended a public awareness campaign that provided:

¢ information to enable individuals to better understand the cause and implications
of poor air quality; and

¢ information on what individuals could do to make a difference and how they
personally would benefit as a result.

International and local comparisons

There was considerable interest in how the UK compares with other countries and in how
UK cities compare with each other. The jurors thought that there would be interest in an
EU-wide ‘league table’ of air quality.

Technology

Motor vehicles

The jurors recognised that it would take time for the UK fleet to be renewed and that
newer cars are less polluting. There was therefore, enthusiasm for retro-fitting existing
technology to older vehicles. Annual emissions checks on all cars after the first year, and
cars displaying emission certificates were suggested. There was also discussion about
promoting the use of alternatively powered vehicles.

More interestingly, it was suggested that an in-car meter should be developed to show
motorists their impact on air quality.

il
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Domestic energy use

Ways of supporting reduced energy use in homes were put forward. This included small
things like switching-off TVs at night and using energy saving light bulbs but also larger
things, such as cavity wall insulation. Longer-term, the jury recommended switching to
renewable energy sources and investing in ‘real time’ meters that allowed households to
see their energy use in real time, so that usage could be reduced immediately.
Retrospective information on bills was said to be too late and did not stimulate energy
saving behaviour because the information was too late.

Individual awareness

There was some interest in developing an individual meter that people could wear to make
them aware of the air quality in the vicinity and the impact they were having. It wsa
suggested that this would empower people to make decisions and change their behaviour.

Recycling
There was considerable discussion of the need to recycle and reduce waste as a way of
reducing air pollution from industry.

Transport

Domestic traffic

The jurors had been informed by the witnesses of the impact of transport on air quality.
However, they advised that it will be very difficult to get people to give-up using their
cars. They emphasised not only the convenience of cars but also the quality of travelling
experience. Bus travel in particular was thought to be not only unreliable but expensive,
noisey, threatening and occasionally dangerous. ‘Bouncers’ on buses to protect
passengers was suggested that could reduce costs longer term by reducing vandalism.

Other alternatives to reduce pollution, such as increasing use of cycles, walk to school
schemes, internet shopping were suggested.

Commercial traffic

The primary recommendations were to stop HGVss from using the roads at weekends,
charging non-UK registered vehicles to enter the country and putting more freight on the
railway.

Industry

The jurors were keen to stress that there are benefits from activities that cause air
pollution, most notably a healthy economy and more comfortable lifestyle. Hence, as a
group, the jurors appreciated the trade-off between jobs and consumer goods on the one
hand and air pollution on the other.

Jurors were largely opposed to taxes as a mechanism for changing behaviour and
recommended that incentives for good behaviour should be used rather than penalties for
bad behaviour. It was finally agreed that financial incentives would be probably be more
effective than education alone.

iii
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Regulation

Some jurors believed that only regulation would bring about some of the behavioural
changes in individual behaviour they saw as desirable.

There was widespread awareness that regulating industry impacts on the economy and
therefore a feeling that it should be minimised. It was suggested that corporate social
responsibility should encourage good practice, rather than relying on regulation to curb
bad practices. It was also felt that any regulation should be at the EU level and if local
councils are to have responsibility for implementing policy and policing regulation, they
must have the necessary tools for the task. There was a recommendation that the UK
should look to Scandinavia for examples of good practice.

Waste

There was much discussion about packaging and the air pollution caused by its initial
production and the subsequent need to dispose of it. This was an area where it was felt the
Government should regulate if industry would not co-operate.

Recycling
The focus was on the need to reduce waste and improve domestic waste collection
services. Germany was held up as an example of good practice.

Labelling

Part of making people more aware of the impact of their actions was thought to be changes
in the way goods are labelled. Developing a system whereby the amount of energy used
to produce a product is indicated on the packaging, for example using a traffic light system
of three colours, was mentioned.

Vested interests

Some jurors suggested that an appropriate political framework is required to ensure that
emerging technologies are supported and not sidelined because industry or the trade
unions feel threatened.

Pollution police

There was a suggestion that local people could act as pollution police, in a system similar
to community policing, to report offending individuals or households.

Lifestyle choices

The jurors agreed that individual citizens’ decisions are the main drivers of air pollution.
Choosing to buy a product and thereby causing it to be produced and transported, is a
polluting process, as is deciding a make a journey. While the jurors appreciated that there
are some technological solutions, the focus of discussion was on demand and use and
whether this could, or should, be reduced and if so, how.

This line of thinking linked the issue of air quality to other environmental issues such as
global climate change, recycling, waste disposal and energy generation and conservation.
Broadly speaking, saving energy by reducing demand/usage was seen as an action that
would have positive impacts across this range of issues. Some jurors believed that
demand reduction was the most important issue to be addressed, others questioned the
practicality of enforcing demand reduction.

v
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Conclusions

By the end of the jury process it was agreed that the issue of air quality was more
important than any juror had originally thought. The main reason they believed it to be
important was because of the serious impact of poor air quality on health.

Defra response

Defra will circulate the report widely and consider the recommendations. Some members
of the jury will be invited to meet with policy officials later in 2006.

Epilogue: Changed perceptions and behaviour

During the telephone conversations to finalise the jurors’ report to Defra some jurors
mentioned that they had changed their behaviour as well as their attitudes as a result of
taking part in the jury.

Literature review

Overall the literature provides a consistent picture of public views in the UK. The
findings from the literature review are generally consistent with those from the Citizens’
Jury. However, after the process, the jurors had become empowered to take action and
appreciated how their actions could make an impact.

Technical report

Citizens’ Jury
The final project design included the following elements:

An advisory committee

A literature review of public perspectives on air quality
Telephone recruitment of jury

Three hearings over 3%2 days

A charge for the jury to address

Witness presentations to the jury

Opportunities for jurors to debate the issues
Recommendations from the jurors to Defra
Report drafted by PSP and agreed with the jurors
Publicity for the event and the recommendations
Evaluation

The advisory committee

The role of the advisory committee is to ensure that the process is free, fair and balanced
and to provide technical expertise and access to expert witnesses. Recruitment can take
time and many senior people who will be preferred for this role can find it difficult to be
involved at short notice. In order to overcome this, the committee worked by email,
meeting only twice, once at the start and once to discuss the final report and its
implications.
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Literature review

The literature review has concentrated on UK studies that have addressed, at least to some
extent, public perceptions of air quality and air pollution, some also included public views
on air quality information and possible solutions to air quality problems.

The jury

Recruitment

Twenty-two jurors from a 12 mile radius of Sutton Coldfield were randomly recruited by
telephone to criteria set out in a recruitment questionnaire.

The first hearing

After an introductory warm-up session, the jurors were split into two groups for an initial
discussion of environmental issues. This was followed by a presentation from Professor
John Murlis on air quality.

The charge
The draft charge that Defra officials proposed for the jury to consider was:

‘What improvements, if any, would people like to see in air quality and how should
these be achieved?’

However, the jurors were unwilling to take this charge on board for two main reasons.
Firstly, they felt that they did not know enough about the options for improvement, which
they thought might be dependent on the causes of air pollution. Secondly, they were
uncomfortable in being asked to speak on behalf of the wider community. The jury felt
that they could more readily address a series of questions:

Is there a continuing problem with air pollution?

If so what kind of problem is it?

What actions would be preferable?

At which level should decisions on actions be taken?
At what level should actions be taken?

AW =

These questions were taken forward to the second hearing. However, the jury never fully
engaged with the concept of having a ‘charge’ to address.

The second hearing

The majority of this hearing was taken-up with the witness presentations and questioning.
In order to maximise the opportunities for jurors to reflect on the information being
provided and to exchange views with each other, the witnesses’ presentations were
interspersed with breakout sessions. A final feedback session enabled the breakout groups
to present their thoughts to each other. This allowed a sharing of thoughts in order to
stimulate ideas that might lead towards the development of recommendations in the final
hearing.

The third hearing

For part of the time the jurors worked in three breakout groups. After lunch the three
breakout groups presented their ideas to each other and worked together to compile a final
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list of recommendations for Defra. At the end of the day the jury nominated a
representative to present their recommendations and conclusions to the Defra project
manager, who responded briefly.

The report

In the classic Citizens’ Juries® method, the report is drafted by the jurors but in this case
the report was drafted by PSP and circulated to the jurors for comment. Defra wanted to
gain an understanding of public values, as well as to receive the jurors’ final conclusions.
In addition, Defra wanted to gain an understanding of how and why views change. Hence
the report includes sections that discuss these issues using a qualitative research
framework. Nevertheless, the final recommendations are clearly recognisable as the
jurors’ and not the interpretation of the facilitators.

Three written responses were received from the jurors, 15 fed back comments during the
telephone follow-up. On the whole the jurors were satisfied that the report gave an
accurate summary of the proceedings of the jury and that the quotes used represented the
spectrum of opinions. In particular, all of the jurors thought that the descriptions of the
hearings and the conversations that they contained were well summarised. There was
some concern that the recommendations were somewhat isolated from the descriptions of
the discussions and it was felt that this detracted from their impact. The report structure
was revised to take account of this.

Evaluation

Of the 18 jurors who went through the whole jury process, none felt excluded or unable to
understand the information presented. However, only 6 thought that Defra would take
their views very seriously, while eight thought Defra would take their views fairly
seriously and three felt that Defra would not take their views very seriously.

The subsequent follow-up telephone calls confirmed these views. The importance of
dividing even such a small group into smaller groups for discussion was appreciated by
the less confident jurors.

The jurors generally found the witnesses clear and helpful. The information they provided
was highly valued.

Formal feedback was not sought from the witnesses but several sent positive feedback by
email after their involvement.

Conclusions

Findings

This Citizens’ Jury has shown that members of the general public are quite capable of
understanding and questioning information regarding air quality. Given the time to
engage with the key issues, easy access to information and perhaps most importantly the
incentive to access it, members of the public are able to identify what is important to them
regarding air quality and come to informed conclusions about appropriate actions.

Very few, if any, members of the jury would have pro-actively sought information about
air quality prior to taking part in this project. So if the jurors are typical of the wider

vii




People Science & Policy Ltd

public, and the literature review suggests that they are, simply making information
available, however accessible in terms of either content or media, will not lead the average
member of the public to find out about the topic.

The jurors’ values could be summed up as:
e adesire to minimise adverse health effects;
e support for ensuring a competitive UK economy that provides jobs; and
e a belief in the fair treatment of less well-off members of UK society.

These values underpinned the jurors’ expectations. They did not expect any organisation
or individual to have the freedom to pollute in a way that would seriously affect the health
of others. However, the jurors did not expect controls over pollutants to be so tight that
the competitiveness of UK industry was adversely affected. There was a relatively
consistent UK focus to the discussions and although air quality was seen as a global issue,
concern about either pollutants, or steps taken to control them, were largely driven by
local impacts.

There was a hope that society as a whole might be able to move towards a philosophy of
lower consumption, which would provide knock-on benefits in terms of air quality. There
was however, little expectation that this would happen to a degree that would have a
profound effect on air quality. The jurors therefore recommended that Government should
take the lead in improving UK air quality.

Government was expected to take a number of actions, in particular it should:

continue to regulate the emission of air pollutants;

reward good behaviour as well as punish failure to comply with regulations;
raise the understanding of the impact of individual behaviour on air quality; and
support investment in cleaner technologies and promote their uptake.

The jurors said that any Government expenditure should be seen as an investment, rather
than a cost, largely due to the beneficial impact of better air quality on health. Information
was seen as central to making different actions acceptable and the jurors thought that it
was crucial that Government take a proactive role in campaigns to provoke action.

Method

This project has shown that there is a clear role for deliberative methods in developing air
quality policy. Such approaches can be used to bring new ideas to the policy mix. The
impact knowledge and deliberation had on jurors’ perceptions made them atypical of the
wider public by the end of the process. This must be borne in mind when interpreting the
findings, as the literature review shows. The greater sense of personal responsibility and
empowerment embodied in the jurors by the end is a function of their greater knowledge
and confidence.

The method used was not a classic Citizens’ Jury, although many of the principles were
included. In terms of broader applicability, the project is best thought of as an example of
a deliberative method rather than as a Citizens’ Jury. It is not useful to think in terms of
one model or another being particularly applicable to specific policy areas or issues.

Key lessons learned for future use of deliberative techniques in policy development are:
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Allow sufficient time to recruit and establish the Advisory Committee

Consider inviting more junior people to join the Advisory Committee

Allow sufficient time and budget to ensure the best witnesses can take part and are
able to fully prepare

Ensure resources are available to support witnesses so that they pitch their talk at
the right level and cover the required material in the timescale available. Asking
for draft presentations will help

A fairly long gap between the first and second hearing is acceptable and provides
time to finalise witnesses and their presentations in response to jurors’ needs. It is
possible to keep the jurors engaged by sending a report on the first session

The final hearing should be quite soon after the second to maintain momentum

A ‘technical friend’ gave the jurors confidence to ask questions and helped to
articulate their questions for the witnesses

Breaking the group into small groups for discussion helps less confident jurors to
voice their opinions and ask questions

Allow adequate time for jurors to deliberate and reach conclusions

X
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Introduction

Aims and objectives

This project was trying to fulfil two distinct aims. Firstly, the project was to explore
public views on air quality in order to inform the development of future policies and
strategies to achieve desired policy outcomes. Secondly, the project was intended to shed
light on the practicality of using this approach to inform decision-making.

The agreed objectives for the project were to:

1. enable members of the public to find out about air quality issues;

2. understand the values of the general public whose views are usually absent from
policy consultations;

3. provide policy-makers with an understanding of the public’s expectations in
respect of air quality;

4. provide policy-makers with an understanding of the policy actions to improve air
quality that are acceptable to the public; and

5. demonstrate how participatory methods can contribute to policy development in
the field of air quality.

Of particular interest to Defra were issues such as:

¢ What information enables and encourages the public to engage with the issue of air
quality?

e At what geographical/political level should action be taken (local, national or
supra-national)?

e What policy instruments should be used to achieve reductions in air pollution?
¢ What financial and lifestyle changes would people make to improve air quality?
¢  What information might influence people’s behaviour?
¢ How can the government encourage less polluting transport options?

The project

People Science & Policy Ltd (PSP) designed, managed and delivered a process based on
the Citizens’ Jury approach to enable members of the general public to contribute to the
development of the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) policy
on air quality. To provide a broader context for the findings a review of the UK literature
on public perspectives on air quality was conducted.

The project was run in collaboration with Professor John Murlis, as specialist science
advisor, Dr Rosemary Day, as specialist advisor on the social aspects of air quality and
Midlands-on-View, a market research recruitment and venue service.

The jury

Citizens’ Juries® are a trade marked development from the Jefferson Center in the USA.
Our Citizens’ Jury was based on this model. It took place in Sutton Coldfield. Twenty-
two members of the public were recruited from a 12 mile radius of Sutton Coldfield to
take part in the Citizens’ Jury. They were recruited by telephone as a cross-section of the
public but we ensured that individuals with asthma, coronary and pulmonary obstructive




People Science & Policy Ltd

diseases were included as previous research had found this group to have specific
concerns with regard to air quality, which it was important to include.

While the recruitment process needed to provide some information about the purpose for
which people were being invited to join the jury, we did not want to prejudice the process
in any way, hence potential jurors were told:

“At the first session you will be briefed about a local environmental issue and have an
opportunity to ask questions and to ask for more information.”

The jury process involved three hearings. The first hearing lasted 2%2 hours and was run
on the evening of 15 December 2005. This was an introductory hearing at which the
jurors were introduced to each other, the PSP team and the Defra project manager. The
science advisor to the project provided an overview of the topic of air quality and jurors
identified further information they felt they needed to understand the issues and which
would enable them to make recommendations for action to Defra.

The second hearing took place over the weekend of 21/22 January 2006 and comprised
two full days. The bulk of the time was given over to the expert witness presentations and
time for the jurors to question these witnesses. The final hearing was held on 28 January
and was devoted to enabling the jurors to reach conclusions, draw out their
recommendations and present these to Defra.

Jurors were told that while this project fell under the environment aspect of Defra’s
portfolio, issues that related to other parts of Defra, and indeed other Departments’ areas
of responsibility, could be passed on. The facilitators encouraged the jurors not to be
bound by Departmental boundaries in their recommendations. The jurors were also told
that Defra was not expecting them to endorse existing policy and that they had “a blank
sheet of paper”.

Literature review

The project included a literature review to provide a wider context for the outcomes from
the jurors’ deliberations and to inform the recruitment strategy. It reviews academic and
‘grey’ literature from the UK that has addressed public perceptions of and/or knowledge
about air quality, air pollution and its effects or impacts. Studies addressing air quality
information use are also included.

This report

The report is divided into four main parts.

Part A presents an analysis of the findings from the jury hearings to provide a deeper
understanding of public perspectives and understanding of air quality, the jurors’
recommendations and the rationales for those recommendations. This part of the report
has been agreed with the jurors as conveying their recommendations and explaining their
underlying concerns to Defra. The recommendations in boxes are drawn directly from the
final feedback charts used by the jurors in the final session in their presentation to Defra.

Part B presents the literature review.
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Part C is a technical section that details the methodology used.

Part D contains the conclusions drawn from the project. These draw together the jurors’
deliberations with the literature review. This part of the report also highlights the lessons
learned and makes recommendations for the use of deliberative tools in Defra’s wider
policy-making process.

In addition a separate volume contains all the relevant appendices.



People Science & Policy Ltd

Part A — Outcomes from the Citizens’ Jury
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A1. Jurors’ Perspectives and Recommendations

A1l.1 Introduction

This section explores in some detail the views of the jurors and sets their
recommendations in the context of their wider discussions. It also includes ideas that the
jurors discussed during the hearings but which they chose not to include in their final
recommendations. How the jurors agreed their final recommendations and why some
suggestions were discarded is discussed in Part D of the report, which looks at the lessons
learned.

The jurors chose to deliver their recommendations in two parts:

e things the jurors thought that individuals should do; and
e things the jurors thought that Government should do.

A1.2 Scoping the issue

A1.2.1 Baseline concerns and knowledge

After an initial introduction to the Citizens’ Jury process but before any information about
the topic to be discussed had been given to the jurors, they were divided into two groups
by gender. These two breakout groups began by brain storming around the subject of
‘environmental issues’. The purpose of this process was partly to identify how much air
quality was a ‘top of mind’ subject and partly to provide a context for later discussions by
identifying which environmental issues were at the forefront of the jurors’ initial thinking.
A number of topics related to air quality came out, including air pollution.

Men Women
= global warming = the atmosphere
= air pollution * human effect on the world
= vehicle pollution = pollution - exhaust from cars,
= efficiency of recycling aeroplanes, trains, even walking
= traffic = spray canisters
= pollution of the sea = global warming
= carbon dioxide gas = oil storage disaster’
= area you live in
= rubbish, waste

Other environmental issues that were mentioned included diversity of species (and
extinction), green space, noise and light pollution, mobile phone masts and nuclear waste.

Levels of knowledge about the causes and effects of poor air quality were very low,
beyond the obvious that industry and traffic cause pollution. One woman said “I don’t
know what quality is” but once the topic had been stimulated the women realised that they
assumed that the quality of the air was “down to the weather”. They also felt that the air
quality was better in the morning than later in the day, which led them to conclude that
“There’s something going on during the day”.

" The Bunsfield oil storage depot fire had occurred days before the first hearing.
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There was a perception that air quality has improved over the last 50 years or so because
the causes have been attacked. Jurors were aware that that the smogs of the 1950s no
longer occurred but they were also aware of ‘hazes’ over towns and ‘increases’ in asthma
but only a minority deduced that the nature of air pollution might have changed:

“Before it was carbon, now it’s vehicles.”
“I think it’s changed from particulates to invisible gases.”

Others acknowledged that because they could not see air pollution they tended to assume
there was none.

“I just don’t know how it’s measured... you know...if you don’t smell anything...
and you don’t see anything, you assume your quality is good...there are so many
things that are invisible that you don’t think about.”

But some were aware that this might not necessarily be the case.

“From that standard you could say that it’s better ‘cos you don’t go out and you
don’t smell it...but does that mean it’s good or does that mean there are other
things that we don’t see.”

Those with asthma, or children with asthma, were more aware than others:
“I’'m asthmatic, so I notice it quite a lot.”

Some jurors commented that they noticed the difference between London and
Birmingham, urban and rural environments and the seaside. Some were also aware that
the same place could have different air quality on different days.

“It can be...you can be in the same place and different days have different
qualities.... it’s not just an area.”

It was clear that air quality was not a topic that the jurors had actively considered before in
terms of thinking about improvements and solutions. Even those who claimed to be aware
of the quality of the air locally had taken it as a given and not something they, or any other
individual, could do much about. Regulating industry was the spontaneous suggestion for
improvements.

A1.2.2 Geographic range

To ensure that the project drew on up-to-date information and to assist in identifying
issues to raise with jurors and witnesses, an Advisory Committee was established (see
section C2.2). This group had raised the possibility that the jurors may want to consider
indoor air quality. However, there was never any discussion about indoor air quality
during the jury hearings, although there was a question about the impact of smoking on air
quality. Indeed, we found that jurors saw air quality as a global environmental issue,
albeit with local and national ramifications.

Hence the jurors were interested in whether the quality of the air in the US affects air
quality in the UK. While there appeared to be a general understanding of prevailing
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westerly flows, one witness was asked whether there was always a west to east
circulation®. There was also an issue about whether, or to what extent, industrialisation in
China and India (in particular) would impact on air quality globally and how this would
impact on air quality at the local level.

A1.2.3 Global warming

The jurors quickly identified a link between air quality and the role of economic
development in causing air pollution through the use of energy (by industry, traffic and in
homes). Hence there was considerable interest in whether the pollutants that affect air
quality also act to cause global climate change. The question about the role of the weather
in air quality arose independently from the climate change question and jurors were
interested to learn that ‘clear winter mornings’ are worse for air quality than windy days.
However, awareness that the wind would blow air pollution from one country to another
reinforced the concept that air quality is a global issue and has to be considered on that
scale.

A1.3 Information requirements

An awareness of the public’s information needs is an important part of developing a
strategy to encourage behaviour change at national and local level. At the first hearing
jurors were given the opportunity to identify information they felt would be useful to
enable them to gain a full understanding of air quality and the issues. A full list of the
questions generated by the jury can be found at appendix 5. In summary, jurors wanted to
find out more about:

the causes of poor air quality;

the composition of air pollution;

the role of the weather;

the relationship, if any, to global warming; and
the impact of poor air quality on health.

Importantly, while they were interested in the causes of air pollution, their emphasis was
on knowing more about what could be done to improve it.

There was some concern about the difficulty of getting information, especially unbiased
information on a number of nationally important topics.

“You just get people with an axe to grind — there’s no clear way of getting real
information. You get very cynical.”

“My concern is lack of information really...I would like a good debate, say on
nuclear energy.”

The jurors identified the following types of people as likely to have useful information:

¢ medical experts

e experts who could talk about the air quality effects of different types of transport

e aLocal Authority representative — particularly someone who could talk about
traffic

* One witness highlighted the impact of the rotation of the earth on air movement.
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e someone who could talk about alternative fuels and energy — perhaps from an oil
company

e “blue sky” perspectives — someone who could offer long-term visions of where
technology is moving

e someone who could provide a political perspective

As the proceedings developed, the jurors put more emphasis on understanding the causes
of poor air quality in order to devise solutions. Inevitably, the jurors found some
witnesses easier to follow than others. Jurors took on board key points from the witness
presentations, in particular that:

industry is tightly regulated;

the nature (components) of air pollution has changed over time;

traffic is a major contributor to air pollution today;

there are technologies like particle traps that can be fitted on new cars but also on

existing vehicles retrospectively;

public transport is not always better for the environment;

e cxhaust from diesel fuel is more harmful to health than that from petrol;

¢ industrial air pollution from other countries would impact on air quality locally and
globally. Both developed nations such as the USA and the rapidly industrialising
countries such as China and India were cited by jurors;

e air quality in rural areas is not necessarily unequivocally ‘better’ than the quality of
air in urban and suburban areas;

e exercise, by forcing deeper breathing, could impact negatively on health because
the small size of some particles means they would be more deeply inhaled than
when breathing ‘normally’/more shallowly;

® on average everyone loses seven months of their life as a result of poor air quality;

and that
® any improvement in air quality has a noticeable impact on health (the Harvard six
city study).
A1.4 Themes

The jurors’ discussions and subsequent recommendations were based around six themes.

Education and awareness
Technology

Transport

Financial incentives and the market
Regulation

Lifestyle choices

Al1.4.1 Education and awareness

There were two aspects to the education issue. Firstly, there was the issue of education for
children in school. Secondly, there was the issue of educating adults.

Schools

The jurors believed that educating the younger generation, making them more aware of
how their actions impact on air quality and the environment more generally would, over
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time, raise awareness in the general public. In addition, those with children believed that
this is a good way to educate parents. A number of jurors gave examples of how their
children had taught them things and influenced household behaviour. This was
particularly true in the areas of the environment and health.

“My daughters did a lot of environmental work at school... There was a play we
all went to see where they were all fluorocarbons...and we parents learnt a lot.”

In some discussions there was a general feeling that environmental issues had a higher
profile in schools now than had been the case for some jurors. Some of the younger jurors
spoke about working on “school projects”, re-affirming the suggestion that younger
audiences might already be catered for to some extent. There was a feeling that “schools
are doing it well”.

However, there was also some scepticism about the impact of this approach:

My daughter did environmental studies at school and she nags me ...but I still
can’t get her to turn the lights off.”

Public awareness

In addition to schools-based education, the jurors were concerned that there should be
education for adults, perhaps phrased as a ‘public awareness’ campaign.

“You can’t just wait for all of us to die [by focusing only on schools].”
The jurors thought that a public awareness campaign should have two strands:

¢ information that enables individuals to better understand the causes and
implications of poor air quality; and

¢ information on what individuals could do to make a difference and how they
personally would benefit as a result.

There was a strong emphasis on enabling people to make informed choices, whilst
ensuring that the damaging impact of poor air quality on health was brought to the fore.
Importantly, it was said that any information campaign must include the impact poor air
quality has on individuals.

“We do need to link the fact that saving energy is linked to health. I'd never put
the two together...it’s for our health as much as about saving the planet”

The starting point for any campaign would be to raise awareness that poor air quality is an
issue and that it damages people’s health. It was said to be “hidden” because “you can’t
see it”. All of the jurors admitted that they were not only ignorant on the issue of air
quality but mostly they agreed that they had not even considered it. Even those who had
given the topic some thought had generally assumed that as an individual they could not
make an impact.
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Everyone felt that they had learnt a great deal as a result of taking part in the jury. Ata
personal level some jurors believed that they now had some responsibility to rise to the
challenge of distilling and disseminating it to others.

“As people that have been educated on this...we need to go out and spread the
word and help to raise awareness.”

It was thought to be important to impart information in “bite sized chunks” and to
continually remind the public of the messages because they are easily forgotten. One
woman admitted that on the Monday following the second hearing she had been very
conscious of her actions with regard to air quality but by Wednesday this had already
faded from her mind. Frequent reference was made to a short advertisement that had told
people to put only the amount of water in the kettle that they needed, to save energy. It
was suggested that a similar format be used for air quality, giving short messages on what
individuals could do to make a difference and how they personally would benefit as a
result.

Air quality information as part of the weather broadcasts was suggested in this context, as
was the development of a device that individuals could purchase to measure air quality at
their location. (See section A1.4.2.)

A celebrity-led campaign was a popular idea with some jurors but it was pointed out that
the celebrity had to have credibility with respect to the issue. Jamie Oliver’s campaign for
better school food was much quoted as a good example of a positive impact being made.
He was cited because as a chef, he has credibility in knowing about food. He was also
thought to be a good role model. It would therefore be important to find a celebrity who
would not be seen as fronting an air quality campaign purely for the fee.

International and local comparisons

There was considerable interest in how the UK compares with other countries in terms of
air quality and the idea of an international or EU-wide ‘league table’ (“though I hesitate to
use the term”) was suggested. Such a league table could also be published at the UK level
comparing cities and was seen as a way of raising the profile of, and thus interest in, air
quality.

“I think people would want to know that one area has got better and it’s a better
place to live... then people ask questions and get more information.”

10
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Education

Recommendations — What we should do
» Spread the word

* Be willing to learn

» Change attitudes: we can influence others

Recommendations — What Government should do
» Educate everyone as we have been educated

» Devise indicators and measurements that are
understandable to the general public

A1.4.2 Technology

Some jurors wanted more information about existing technological solutions or those that
are likely to be possible in the near future but they also had some ideas of their own. They
recognised however, that encouraging people to take-up new technologies would be a
challenge because of perceptions that they would be expensive.

Motor vehicles

The jurors appreciated that newer cars are less polluting that older cars and accepted that it
would take time for the whole of the UK fleet to be renewed. There was therefore
considerable enthusiasm for retro-fitting existing technology to older cars, for example
particle traps. Jurors expressed concern that poorer members of society should not be
unfairly disadvantaged by requirements to upgrade older, less expensive vehicles.

It was also suggested that annual checks on emissions might be instigated from the first
year of a car’s life rather than after three years when MOT tests are required. It was also
suggested that an ‘emissions passed’ badge could be displayed on the windscreen with the
road tax disk.

Mixed fuel vehicles were known about by a few jurors and the witnesses introduced the
idea of alternatively powered vehicles, using hydrogen or biomass, of which a few jurors
had heard.

“But petrol can come from biomass, it does in Brazil, I don’t know why we don’t
doit.”

“Can it help?”

“Idon’t know.”

“There is a lot going on technology-wise and I think a lot of it is going on in the
States.”

11
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There was enthusiasm for these new developments but also an awareness that many of
these technologies merely displaced air pollution from one area to another. The jurors did
not see this as necessarily offering a solution to air quality because they viewed air
pollution as a global issue, with air moving easily from one locality to another. There
was, however, a conversation with one witness about the relative merits of controlling one
large producer of emissions, for example a power station, rather than many small
producers, such as cars or homes.

As we have seen, a lack of awareness of the impact of individual behaviour on air quality
was an important factor for the jurors. They therefore suggested that an in-car
measurement of the impact your car is making on air quality would increase awareness
and could impact on behaviour. For example, they had taken on board the impact of
driving style on emissions from one of the witnesses and felt that instant feedback on
levels of emissions would encourage good behaviour amongst some motorists.

Domestic energy use

The jurors became concerned about the amount of energy wasted in homes. They
suggested that existing energy saving technology could be better employed domestically
as well as the development of more energy efficient homes and domestic products.
However, they believed that lack of awareness was a big barrier to action at the individual
level and suggested in-home energy meters could alert households when they go above
‘average’ energy use or pollution factor or information could be included with utility bills.
There was some discussion about the need for real-time information so that action could
be taken, as against post-hoc information on utility bills that comes too late to act upon.

“You’ve already spent it. It’s too late.”

A number of jurors were aware of claims for the number of power stations that could be
closed if TV stand-by lights were switched off. They suggested that such stand-by modes
might not be necessary or could be designed to go off automatically after a certain period
without use.

Easy technological changes to reduce domestic energy use were said to be using energy
saving light bulbs, more intelligent heating systems that only heat those areas of the house
that are needed, cavity wall insulation and fitting motion sensors for domestic lighting.

Examples of incentives to encourage the introduction of energy saving technology at home
included incentives to switch to renewable fuel sources and grants and tax relief for
implementing energy savings or using renewable energy. It was felt that appropriate
incentives are not in place to encourage any of these behaviours, or even to ensure the use
of existing technology in newly built homes.

It was reported that some energy suppliers provide payment regimes that offer unlimited
energy for a fixed charge. This was seen as potentially useful for those who might be
vulnerable to the cold if they were worried about the cost of heating. However, the jurors
were concerned that for many people who might not be in danger of fuel poverty, this sort
of payment regime was likely to encourage wasteful behaviour.

12
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Individual awareness

In addition to the development of in-home energy meters described above, there was
interest in developing some form of individual air quality meter that could be worn. For
one juror in particular it was important to have information about local air quality and the
impact she personally was making, so that she could make informed decisions about what
actions to take. The meter would tell the wearer the quality of the air at their current
location. She suggested that something like a pedometer might be developed that would
enable individuals to see the impact they make in real time.

“You have to get that mentality that you can do something on an individual level.”

She was driven by her desire to understand more about the issue so that she could usefully
change her behaviour.

“I don’t feel I live in an air polluted place but according to that guy [the local
authority witness] I do. Now I want to know more about it. I'm obviously living in
a fool’s paradise.”

She was also keen that a simple measurement system be developed that was easily
understandable to the general public. Without this, a measurement instrument would not
be widely used. Discussions with the witnesses had revealed that existing air quality
measurement systems that could be ‘worn’ by individuals need to be despatched for
analysis and do not therefore provide instant feedback.

Recycling
There was considerable discussion of the need to recycle and reduce waste as a way of
reducing air pollution from industry.

Technology

Recommendations — What we should do

+ Demand/use energy meters to allow real time monitoring
of energy usage

» Fit energy-saving technology where available
* Recycle

Recommendations — What Government should do
» Provide information to support reduction in use of energy

13
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A1.43 Transport

New technologies for transport have been discussed above but the jurors also discussed
methods of transport.

Domestic

The jurors took on board the information from witnesses that transport has a big impact on
air quality. It therefore formed a centrepiece to their discussions. However, a key
message to the Government is that it will be very difficult to get people out of their cars.

“I can’t see that you’re going to get people away from their cars.”
“I wouldn’t give up my car for anything.”

“If I am honest I would rather adapt my behaviour in the household than give up
my car...if I said I'd use the bus instead, I'm lying.”

The main recommendation with respect to transport was the need to improve public
transport so that not only more people would be encouraged to use it but a wider range of
people would do so. In Birmingham and the surrounding area, public transport was seen
as something of a last resort, being regarded as slow, dirty, unsafe, unpleasant and
inconvenient and, compared to private cars, not particularly cheap. The jurors also
highlighted that in making price comparisons, individuals tend to look only at the cost of
petrol and rarely include the cost of running the car.

On top of the ideas of using technology to raise awareness of the impact on air quality of
an individual’s car, other ideas for promoting public transport included: park and ride
schemes; increased parking charges in city centres; trams; better access to the local
railway network by opening more stations and running small buses to local stations; better
maintenance of the bus fleet; and additional staff on buses (both “bouncers” and
“conductors” were mentioned). It was felt that better maintenance and the presence of
staff to prevent malicious damage would be repaid through lower repair costs. Bus
deregulation was thought to be an impediment to implementing some initiatives, because
of a lack of perceived central control. This was also mentioned in connection with railway
services.

London’s tube network was held up as an example of a desirable option because it was
“used by all sorts of people” and because “you never have to wait more than a few
minutes for a train”. Several jurors highlighted Scandinavian public transport as another
example to be investigated and perhaps emulated.

“Public transport needs to be much more user friendly.”
Employers and schools were thought to have a role to play. It suggested that employers
running their own buses and special school buses would reduce car journeys to work and
the volume of traffic generated by the school run. At the very least, car sharing and multi-

purpose trips should be encouraged.

Despite acknowledging the difficulties of changing people’s behaviour, including their
own, some of the jurors felt that they should play an active role as citizens. In particular
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there were suggestions that people had to make sure that providers of public transport
were aware of public demands.

“We should be voicing our opinions...and not just voicing them...you know writing
letters.”

Other ideas such as encouraging walk to school schemes, more cycling, and more journeys
on foot were supported but it was acknowledged that time pressures and safety concerns,
tend to discourage this type of behaviour.

The acknowledged difficulty of getting people to use public transport was addressed by
ideas on the development of car technologies discussed above. In addition, there was a
discussion about the lighting levels on motorways and in cities but the jurors decided that
there were safety issues that probably mitigated against reducing light levels significantly.

Internet shopping, rather than travelling to shops, was also discussed as a way of cutting
pollution because one lorry can carry several car loads on its round. In addition, such
deliveries could further reduce wastage through the use of robust re-usable crates rather
than plastic bags to hold deliveries.

Commercial traffic

Some jurors were concerned that UK standards for traffic emissions might be higher than
those elsewhere, and that non-UK vehicles would be more polluting. This related mainly
to other European countries whose vehicles might use British roads. The jurors were
informed that regulation was made at EU level on vehicle emissions but were sceptical
about different levels of enforcement.

Regardless of emission standards, there was a general feeling from some jurors that non-
UK traffic (especially HGVs) is using UK roads without contributing to the costs,
including pollution costs. UK road tax is not chargeable and the jurors said that HGV's
fill-up with diesel before entering the UK, so no fuel duty is gathered. Hence there were
suggestions that there should be an entry or exit tax on non-UK registered vehicles.

Another suggestion was to ban all HGVs over seven tons at weekends (several people said
this is done in some parts of the EU) and to put more freight on the railway. Jurors were
aware that consumer demand for seven day opening and instant access to goods and
services was generating air pollution. It was thought that to service this demand, required
deliveries seven days a week. However, there was a view that many goods do not need to
be delivered daily because they are stored before delivery to the shops.

At least one juror appeared not to support seven day opening for social reasons.

“We can get back to family values.”
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Transport

Recommendations — What we should do

» Purchase vehicles with lower polluting, more efficient
engines

» Think about the impact on air quality before deciding
how and whether to travel somewhere

» Voice our opinions- public participation

Recommendations — What Government should do
» Provide higher quality public transport
» Grade vehicle taxes by emissions

A1.4.4 Industry

The jurors were keen to stress that there are benefits from activities that cause air
pollution, most notably a healthy economy and more comfortable lifestyle. This was more
important to some than others but the fact that individuals as consumers stimulate
economic activity and therefore indirectly cause air pollution was accepted by all.

The jurors were largely opposed to taxes as a mechanism for changing behaviour or
encouraging investment in energy saving technologies at the individual level. There was
similar resistance to the idea that penalising people for “bad” behaviour should be a first
option.

Aside from the de-motivating effect of focusing on the negative, the jurors were concerned
that financial measures might impact unfairly on poorer families. For example, the idea of
taxing domestic waste was rejected for three reasons. Firstly, there was concern that
poorer people might have larger families and these would be disproportionately affected
by a tax on the quantity of waste generated. Secondly, considering all consumers, it was
felt that people have little control over the level of packaging at the point of sale. Finally,
there was a view that people would seek to circumvent the tax by going out at night and
dumping/fly-tipping their rubbish.

The jurors preferred to seek financial incentives that would encourage behaviour change
and actively reward individuals for ‘good behaviour’. The example of energy efficient
cars paying a lower road tax was cited and some jurors believed that this had impacted on
the behaviour of friends and family.

“It comes down to money for all of us.”
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However:

“Money is a strange thing though, because there’s also the status of having lots of
money and demonstrating that you’ve got lots of money by buying a bigger status
symbol. So you have to be careful with money. It can often work in the opposite

way.”
Nevertheless, there was general agreement that financial incentives would probably be the
most effective.

“It is not in the interests of commerce to do anything other than pollute. They
don’t pay the costs of pollution, in other words, at the point of sale the cost of
pollution are not included in what we buy. That’s the issue. Some how or other
we have to change that. How do we make the cost of pollution included in the
products we buy at the point of sale?”

It was suggested that energy companies might consider pricing policies that reward
customers for reducing demand.

“For example if instead of using 500 units in a quarter you used 350 you would get
a 10% reduction.”

However, few believed that such corporate behaviour was likely.
“You won’t get the gas companies to try to persuade you to use less.”

One way of addressing the issue of reducing demand for, and use of, resources was the
suggestion of pollution vouchers and this is how they were described by the juror who

suggested them.

“Points would be allocated to each product and at the supermarket till these are
scanned and added. Each person is issued with a fixed number per month and
when they exceed this they either have to pay more or trade them with others. You
would start with today’s average. Supermarkets could be brokers — not taxation...
The only regulation would be that every product must have its pollution
points...and to issue vouchers... It’s totally classless and we’ve done it before with
ration books... It would be like handling club card points.”

Interestingly, although the jury were impressed with this idea, it was thought to require too
much political will to be practical.

“I bet they don’t do it.”
Despite having widespread support amongst the jurors, this idea was not included in the
final set of recommendations to Defra. This was despite one of the witnesses informing

the jury that it was similar to the idea of domestic tradable quotas that has been considered
in the context of carbon dioxide emissions.

17




People Science & Policy Ltd

Industry

Recommendations — What we should do

» Put pressure on corporations to inform us and be more
environmentally friendly

» Encourage industry to provide local employment
+ Demand less packaging

+ Demand information on the amount of energy used to
produce products - colour coding

* Buy local produce

Recommendations - What Government should do
» Support new technology development

* Regulate

A1.45 Regulation

Some jurors believed that only regulation would bring about some of the changes in
individual behaviour that they saw as desirable.

“For this to succeed you have to take the choice away... Whilst we all have
options and the ability to choose whether we do certain things or not, we’re gonna
take the easy option, the options we’ve always taken.”

Most of the jurors accepted the need for appropriate regulation of industry, but thought
that a good deal of improvement had already taken place. Against this backdrop some
suggested promoting the idea of corporate social responsibility to encourage good
practice, not just regulations to curb bad practice.

There was widespread awareness that regulating industry impacts on the economy and
therefore a feeling that it should be minimised. It was also felt that any regulation should
be at the EU level and if local councils are to have responsibility for implementing policy
and policing regulation, they must have the necessary tools for the task. There was a
recommendation that the UK should look to Scandinavia for examples of good practice.

Waste

There was much discussion about the level of waste generated by packaging and the air
pollution caused by its initial production and the subsequent need to dispose of it. A
number of jurors felt that many goods are “over-packaged”.

“We should demand less packaging.”
This was an area where it was felt the Government should regulate if industry would not

co-operate. However, the discussion returned again to education and information. One
witness commented that with respect to recycling, there is a low level of demand for green
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(lower quality) glass. In addition to being largely unaware that such quality issues existed,
the jurors agreed that they would be quite happy to have goods in green bottles and jars if
it is more environmentally friendly. At present they did not have this option or access to
the information that might help them to demand it.

Recycling

There was considerable discussion about recycling generally and the pros and cons of
driving to a recycling centre. The focus however, was on the need to reduce waste and
improve domestic waste collection services; for example, the provision of separated waste
collection services varied across the areas from which the jurors were drawn. Regulation
should require the most effective services in all areas. Germany was held up as an
example of good practice.

Labelling

Part of making people more aware of the impact of their actions was thought to be changes
in the way goods are labelled. One juror was very concerned that products can be labelled
as products of the UK if they are packaged in the UK. She informed the group that food
that is imported but then packed in the UK goes to the shops labelled as UK produce. She
felt this was wrong and was not helping consumers to make informed choices to minimise
air pollution by buying local produce.

“In supermarkets we would like to know what the local produce is...have its own
section or be labelled in some way.”

Developing a system whereby the amount of energy used to produce a product is indicated
on the packaging, for example using a traffic light system of three colours, was mentioned.

Vested interests

Some jurors were very aware of the need for the political will and support required to
develop new technologies. They suggested that an appropriate framework is required to
ensure that emerging technologies are supported and not sidelined because industry or the
trade unions feel threatened. One juror gave an example of a development in fuel
technology in the late 1940s but which he believed had been shelved because of vested
interests and which one witness said is now being developed in China.

Pollution police

There was a suggestion that local people could act as pollution police, in a system similar
to community policing, or that individuals could be encouraged to act as pollution police
and report offending individuals or households. One of the breakout groups had a
discussion about a “dirty diesels” hot line.
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Regulation

Recommendations — What Government should do

« Light touch to sustain industry

» Devise rewards for good behaviour not penalties for bad
behaviour

A1.4.6 Lifestyle choices

The jurors agreed that individual citizens’ decisions are the main drivers of air pollution.
Choosing to buy a product and thereby causing it to be produced and transporting it to the
point of use, is a polluting process, as is deciding a make a trip and deciding on which
mode of transport to use. While the jurors appreciated that there are some technological
solutions, such as particle traps fitted to vehicles, the focus of discussions was on demand
and use and whether this could, or should, be reduced and if so how. This line of thinking
linked the issue of air quality to other environmental issues such as global climate change,
recycling, waste disposal and energy generation and conservation. Broadly speaking,
saving energy by reducing demand/usage was seen as an action that would have positive
impacts across this range of issues. Some jurors believed that this was the most important
issue to be addressed, others questioned the practicality of enforcing demand reduction.

A parallel line of thinking also led the jurors to an appreciation that there are benefits
associated with the activities that lead to air pollution. Society needs goods and services
and individuals need employment. In some instances in the UK the positive effect of
economic activity might be more important to local residents than the negative impact of
poorer air quality. As one juror said:

“He [one of the witnesses] showed that picture of Stoke with all the smoke but the
reason it’s not like that any more is because the jobs have all gone to China.”

While this is not as clear cut as it sounds, because modern industrial processes are much
cleaner than those of the past, it makes the point that the economic issues linked to air

quality were well understood. One woman, working in the car industry, went further:

“Eventually I won’t have a job. People want all these things [cleaner production
methods] but they won’t pay for it. The work will go to China and Poland.”
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This individual also raised the question as to whether scrapping fully functioning
equipment to replace it with equipment that produces less pollution really reduces overall
pollution because of the pollution caused by making new equipment. This comment raises
the concept of full life cycle analysis as a part of the process of regulation.

Al.5 Conclusions

By the end of the process there was a consensus that air quality is a more serious issue
than any of the jurors had thought before they joined this jury.

“My wife says I'm a pollution bore now”
On a scale of concern from one (unconcerned) to ten (very concerned), most jurors had

moved considerably higher up the scale. One of the break-out groups recorded this on a
flipchart as shown below.

How concerned are we?

Before CJ

1(Not at all) 5 10(Very)
1(x2) 2(x2) 5 6

Average Before =2.83

After CJ

1(Not at all) 5 10(Very)

5 65 758 9 10
Average After =8.83

When this sub-group was asked why they regarded air quality as so much more important
at the end of the process compared to the start, they cited the adverse health impacts of
poor air quality.

This change in the jurors’ perspectives was a result, not just of the information with which
they had been presented during the first and second hearings. It also resulted from the
interchange of thoughts and ideas stimulated through their probing and questioning of
witnesses and of each other.

Even jurors who said that they had been conscious of the quality of the air (usually
because of their health or the health of a close family member) before joining the jury said
that it was something that they accepted. It had not occurred to any of the jurors that they
personally, or members of the public generally, could have an impact on air quality. As
with global climate change and carbon dioxide emissions, they had felt it was too big an
issue for individuals to make a significant difference. However, the jurors came to see air
quality as distinct from, and different to, CO, emissions and climate change, which had
not necessarily been the case at the start.

“There’s almost two issues isn’t there, which I'd never divided quite as strongly as

I’'m now seeing from this morning’s session. There’s a global warming issue and
there’s a pollution issue”
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Appreciating this distinction led the jurors to make more recommendations for themselves
than for Government. They saw the issue as one that requires action from individual
citizens as well as from Government. They also saw that individual actions could drive
the market towards more sustainable products and processes. Nevertheless, they identified
a key role for Government in providing information to stimulate action by individuals and
in giving a lead. Moreover, it was suggested that most Government actions should be
taken as investments that would lead to improved air quality and thus improved health.

Overall it can be seen that the jurors believed that:

¢ the issue of air quality is a global issue and can only successfully be addressed by
policies at that level, although implementation may be local;

e actions can be taken at the local level that will have a noticeable effect on local air
quality;

® it is the responsibility of everyone to take action and it is vital that the public is
better informed about the issue and how they can help, if air quality is to improve;

¢ industry should continue to strive to improve products and processes through
technological developments;

¢ financial incentives, rather than taxes, have a role to play in encouraging behaviour
change;

e regulation will be required but should be light touch so as to not disadvantage UK
industry’s competitiveness or poorer individuals in society; but that

¢ the Government has a wider role to play in supporting the development of an
infrastructure that will encourage and support behaviour change.

A2.6 Defra response

The Defra representative responded that she was pleased to receive such a comprehensive
set of ideas and that all would be considered. She did however, make the point that there
could be no guarantees that all the ideas would be taken forward by Defra. For example,
some may be impractical following further thought and development. Others may fall
outside Defra’s remit, although the Department would pass on relevant ideas to other
responsible organisations. She confirmed that part of her role was to ensure that the
recommendations and final report were widely circulated within Defra to ensure that they
were considered by the appropriate people.

Volunteers were sought to attend a meeting with Defra officials later in 2006. After the

meeting these delegates will feed back to those who said that they would like to be kept
informed about the project.
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A2.7 Epilogue: Changed perceptions and behaviour

During the telephone call backs for the evaluation a lot of the jurors commented on the
impact that taking part had had on their views and behaviour. Some talked of a new
awareness about a subject with which they had not previously engaged. Others talked of a
greater appreciation of something that had already concerned them to some degree.

“I knew a lot more at the end, it seemed much more important.”
“People who didn’t give a damn finally did.”
“My opinions deepened as much as changed.”

For some of the jurors there were critical moments that had sparked their interest, but for
others it was the steady accumulation of facts and ideas that had shifted their perceptions.

“Some of the graphs showed what problems there are.”
“It was the health issue that was important.”
“[Information about] diesel and transport were particularly influential.”

“On a small scale a ‘path to enlightenment’ rather than a ‘big bang of
revelation.’”
“It was a gradual process of accumulation.”

The jurors were only asked if their views had changed, but a number spontaneously said
that their behaviour had been influenced.

“I am changing things...I am writing to the BBC about reports of air quality.”
“I’'m trying to recycle more.”

“It has opened my eyes, I preach to other people now. I bought everlasting
shopping bags and I'm trying to keep waste down. I switch off lights at work and
nag my colleagues.”

Some of the jurors recognised that such changes might not be permanent and may be

constrained by time and practicality, but they expected their increased sensitivity to air
quality and sustainable activity more generally to last.
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Part B — Literature Review
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B1. Introduction

This section of the report reviews academic and ‘grey’ literature from the UK that has
addressed public perceptions of, and/or knowledge about, air quality, air pollution and its
effects or impacts. Studies addressing air quality information use are also included.
Individual studies are first reviewed in some detail, before the final section synthesises
some results from across studies.

B1.1 Scope of the review

This review has concentrated on UK studies that have addressed, at least to some extent,
public perceptions of air quality and air pollution. Some of the studies and reports
obtained through the search on this subject have also addressed associated concerns such
as views on air quality information, and possible solutions to air quality problems. Such
information has therefore also been included, but as the literature search did not hold these
as central, relevant work that concentrates on these issues may have been omitted.

The author acknowledges that there are further bodies of literature of relevance to the
wider concerns of the overall project. These include: studies from outside the UK, in both
the developed and developing world; studies on environmental justice and environmental
equity with respect to air quality; work on the regulation and management of air quality;
studies of public behaviour and preferences regarding transport use; research on
environmental attitudes in a more general sense; research on public perceptions of
environmental risk and its management. In addition, it has not been possible to review all
publicly available local authority literature on the air quality management consultation
process, although it is acknowledged that local authorities other than those cited will also
have produced research on their own residents’ views on local air quality and in particular
on management options within their borough.

A full description of the methods used to identify sources is provided in section C.
B2. Academic studies

B2.1 Early Work

The earliest traced UK study regarding perceptions of air pollution is that of Wall (1973),
carried out in South Yorkshire. At the time of the study, local authorities, under the Clean
Air Act of 1956, had been invited, but not compelled, to submit programmes of smoke
control. In South Yorkshire there had been reluctance by many authorities to do so, with a
notable exception in Sheffield. Wall was interested in whether the differences in policy
between the coalfield local authorities and Sheffield reflected real differences in the
desires and attitudes of local residents. He suspected that people might be reluctant to
acknowledge a problem and change behaviour in an area where mining was an integral
part of the culture, and where for instance ‘concessionary coal’ was part of the wage
structure.

Wall surveyed 40 residents in each of three coalfield locations which had shown differing
attitudes towards the possibility of smoke control, ranging from very against to actively in
favour. The area (Rawmarsh) which had been most against controls was also the most
highly polluted with pollution levels twice the national average, and the area which had
been active in designating smoke control zones had the highest proportion of wealthy
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residents. The survey investigated three issues: perceptions of various aspects of the air
pollution problem; knowledge of legislation and evaluation of its effectiveness; and
adjustments people made to cope with pollution.

In terms of perceptions, Wall found that few people defined air pollution solely by cause
or effect but tended to mention a combination of source, effects and specifics. Health
effects were, however, seldom incorporated. When asked what the main pollutants were,
particulates were mentioned most, perhaps due to visibility. Industrial sources were the
most perceived source; fewer rated domestic and traffic as important. Wall interpreted
this as a displacement of blame away from the self. The majority saw pollution as a
problem in their area, and overall there was a correlation between measured pollution level
and perception of pollution as a problem.

Despite not mentioning health effects in defining air pollution, the main worry when given
a hypothetical ‘serious situation’ was health, with little variation between areas. Damage
to the house and its contents, and clothes were also important. Most denied that air
pollution affected them financially.

Most respondents had knowledge of how the legislation affected them and what their local
authority was doing, and most thought smoke control zones the best way to combat
pollution, even in the ‘reluctant’ Rawmarsh area. It therefore seemed that the policy
differences were not necessarily reflecting the attitudes and beliefs of residents. In all the
coalfield areas however, residents were more pessimistic about future prospects than
residents of Sheffield had been in a previous survey. This has resonances with later and
wider research where a tendency for poorer communities to feel less optimistic about
change is a not uncommon finding (e.g. Day 2004a).

Regarding coping behaviour, in response to an open question, over a quarter said they
would do nothing, or did not know what they could do, and others doubted the efficacy of
possible actions. Staying indoors was a popular response, and closing windows. Wall
characterised all these as withdrawal, which may be cognitive (denial), emotional, or
physical (staying in). Fewer said they would complain, or leave the area. Changing fires
or fuel was mentioned by few. There were some differences between areas, possibly due
to income levels and the viability of alternatives such as leaving. In a similar question,
where alternatives were offered, the most popular responses were not hanging out
washing, keeping children in, staying in and keeping the windows closed. The least
popular were moving temporarily, not using a car and writing to a newspaper. Change in
fuel use was also fairly low. Overall, then, preferred responses were passive and reactive
rather than pro-active, and the amount of personal responsibility or efficacy felt was low.

B2.2 Studies regarding industrial sources of air pollution

A collection of UK studies has focused on the north east of England and on communities
living in proximity to industrial sources of pollution. The study by Moffatt et al. (1995)
tackled a specific community’s perceptions of the health effects of such pollution, and
considered these perceptions in relation to an epidemiological study in the same place.
The community lived close to a coking works in Tyneside. The initial standard
epidemiological study had been undertaken in response to public concern, and data about
public views and concerns were originally collected as a by-product of the
epidemiological survey. Moffatt et al. however decided that both types of data were
important, as local concerns and context were part of the reality of the wider situation.
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The data on people’s own views and experience came from the survey administered to a
random sample in three areas: one close to the coking works, one a little further away and
a control area much further away. The total sample was 3015. Some responses were to
coded questions and so treated quantitatively, whist other questions were open-ended and
provided more qualitative data. They found few differences in self-reported general health
among areas, but a significant trend in reported children’s health, improving from inner to
control areas. There was a sharp gradient when asked specifically about the effects of
local industry on health, more that 40% of adults from the inner area feeling adverse
effects and 34% reporting effects on children. Estimates were higher for people they
knew well rather than themselves. The problems that were attributed to pollution were
specific: upper and lower respiratory tract disorders, and wider concern about a dirty
environment. In terms of what people felt put their health at risk, stress from pollution
outweighed smoking, money, work, diet and all other factors in the inner area, with a
highly significant trend across all three areas.

The qualitative data from open-ended questions showed frequent unease and worry — but
not conviction - about the health effects of emissions in both study areas. Unease was
mostly expressed along with observations of smoke and dust inhalation, as a kind of
reasoning from evidence.

The epidemiological data showed a significant excess of some but not all respiratory
conditions: chronic phlegm, sinus trouble, glue ear, allergies and headaches all had a
gradient from inner to outer to control areas. Asthma and bronchitis showed minor, not
statistically significant differences. GP consultations for respiratory complaints also
strongly correlated with air quality in the study area. The researchers concluded that
although self-reported health and GP visits could be put down to sensitisation, discounting
the views of those exposed could result in potentially damaging health effects being
overlooked. They consider that the public concerns expressed were ‘in certain respects
well founded’. This was due to the convincingness of the patterns observed, especially in
contrast to the control area, and also because more recent modelling had shown that
emissions may at times have been higher than previously realised, thus invalidating the
original toxicological assumptions.

Howel et al. (2002) examined public views about air pollution, risks to health and air
quality information in Teesside and Sunderland, Teesside being an area dominated by
heavy industry, while Sunderland is characterised by light industry. This study looked for
relationships between perceptions and personal factors, relative deprivation and district.
This was through a survey with a sample size of 2,744, followed by 41 qualitative
interviews.

They found the strongest association with perceived pollution was with proximity to
industry, those closest to heavy industry perceiving air quality to be the worst. After
controlling for other factors, deprivation level had only a weak association with
perceptions. There were few associations with personal factors; after controlling for
deprivation, those with chronic illness were more likely to rate local air quality lower and
industrial pollution as a serious problem. In the interviews, they found that the higher
level of concern in communities closest to industry reflected problems related to nuisance
— dust, smell and noise - but also concerns over potential health risks from air pollution or
accidents. However, although the majority of people in this area were concerned about
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pollution, more were concerned about unemployment, crime and poor housing, and these
problems were brought up much more in the interviews than was air pollution.

Howel et al. conclude that the presence of industry plays a key role in shaping perceptions
of air quality and that the importance of factors associated with a specific place and not
just personal factors should be noted when looking at influences on these perceptions.
However, as there is no data on physical air quality in this study, it is not clear whether the
factors associated with a specific place are to do with the likely presence and distribution
of pollution that might accompany industry, or whether there are further effects associated
with location at work.

Another paper from the same larger study (Bush ez al. 2001a) implies the latter. Here the
authors analysed data from the qualitative interviews in Teesside using a theoretical
framework concerned with ideas of stigma, based on the work of Goffman (1963, cited in
Bush et al. 2001a) among others. They argue that Teesside suffers from a spoiled identity
as a place, ‘discredited’ on the basis of industry, air pollution, poor health and social
exclusion - i.e. technological stigma, pollution (dirt) stigma, health stigma and social
stigma. Perceptions and images of air pollution and poor health, they argue, have a
symbolic function and can be used as discrediting characteristics to stigmatise a place: dirt
being interpreted as a signifier of imperfection and inferiority. They conclude that
implications of this are that policies to improve the image of the area may be thwarted by
the strength of the associations.

In a further paper about air quality information provision, based on the research in
Teesside and Sunderland, Bush et al. (2001b) assert that the public do not passively
assimilate scientific information, but rather “the social validation and legitimisation of
expert information is actively negotiated in relation to a range of resources, including
experiential and local knowledge” (2001b:215). They found that many people did not feel
air quality information to be relevant to them because they were not affected by it, but that
even those who did feel affected, for example asthma sufferers, often did not find the
information useful because they were powerless to change the situation. Their
interviewees felt that only scientists had the technical ability to measure air pollution, but
nevertheless scrutinised air quality information for validity, reliability and trustworthiness,
using everyday experiences to do so — a process that the authors see as reflection on the
‘epistemological status’ of the information. The authors advocate public participation and
consultation in order to develop a more meaningful system of information provision.

B2.3 Studies concerned with traffic sources and mixed
sources of air pollution

Stevens et al. (1994) made a study of parents’ perceptions of the links between air
pollution and children’s asthma, in primary schools in the London Borough of Ealing.
They employed a survey (863 responses) followed by 20 in-depth interviews. They also
circulated a questionnaire to community health practitioners and paediatric respiratory
health consultants. Stevens et al. found that 22% of parents with an asthmatic child
spontaneously cited air pollution as a cause of the asthma, making it the most commonly
cited factor, although an even higher number (25%) were unable to specify a cause. In
contrast, 16% of community health workers and 8% of specialists cited air pollution as a
cause. In the qualitative interviews, it emerged that parents often could not identify a clear
cause but there was a consistent belief that air pollution must be at least partly responsible.
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In terms of triggers to asthma, air pollution was rated the fourth most commonly cited by
parents, after allergens, weather, and infection; again it was rated much less important by
medical professionals. In interviews, parents’ views were vague but few felt it had no
effect. Many found it difficult to define the child’s exposure.

All parents, whether of asthmatic children or not, felt that urban air posed serious risks to
their children’s health. Indoor air was felt to be better quality, posing little risk. Parents
felt that exposure to outdoor air pollution was beyond their control.

Advice from health professionals was rated the most useful source of information about
asthma and its control, but interviews showed that people mostly referred to informal
hearsay and messages from the media, and felt that links were ‘common sense.” Despite
the perceived risks, most parents of asthmatic children never kept their children indoors to
avoid pollution; 75% however did avoid busy roads at least sometimes.

Stevens et al. report a significant linear relationship between ratings of asthma impact of
traffic, and perceived local air quality — i.e. parents who thought air pollution affected
their children tended to perceive their air quality to be worse than the modelled figures
would predict, and worse than did other parents. They conclude that these are biased
perceptions; it certainly seems that they are raised perceptions, but the conclusion that they
are wrong rests on the assumption that the modelled estimates are unproblematic and
correct, and provide an indication of actual exposure. Stevens ef al. conclude that expert
opinion is problematically uncertain, there being a difference between community workers
and consultants, and that a lack of clear expert opinion coupled with a lack of observed
evidence and difficulty defining exposure leads to uncertainty and misperception among
parents.

Williams and McCrae (1995) used social surveys to investigate the subjective nuisance
effects of air pollution from road traffic on the public in six UK cities, 1992-1993. Both
residential and commercial sites were selected in each city, and three classes of people
were surveyed: pedestrians, householders, and business people — the latter defined as those
working in offices or shops in the survey areas.

Air pollution overall ranked as the third highest concern in a list of 11 major social issues
— after unemployment and law and order. Global environment ranked fifth. In a list of
local environmental issues, amount of road traffic, and smoke fumes and odour were
ranked second and third, after litter. Over 40% of all business and household respondents
stated that they were ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ bothered by these issues. The frequency of
outdoor disturbance from smoke and fumes, and/or dust and dirt from road traffic was
generally high, and highest among commercial respondents. 90% of commercial
respondents were bothered at least some of the time by dust/dirt. In terms of effects
indoors, there was more concern about dust and dirt than fumes. However most
respondents experienced only minor to moderate indoor disturbance from vehicle-derived
pollution. Noise was the most important vehicle-derived pollutant in the home. Outdoor
disturbance was significantly higher with smoke, fumes and odour predominating as the
cause. Female respondents generally showed greater disturbance than males, and 45-65
year olds were also often more bothered than those younger or older. The most cited
concerns outdoors (but not indoors) were health concerns, with soiling and odour also
being significant. Pedestrians showed a slightly higher level of concern about their health.

29




People Science & Policy Ltd

Overall, the authors found the data to be surprisingly consistent between the different
sites, despite different social and economic circumstances.

Beaumont et al. (1999) is a pilot study about air quality information use and awareness
using a questionnaire circulated to the members of the university of Middlesex alumni
(sample size of 650). They found that 80% of respondents wished to have access to air
quality information, with the greatest reason for this being health concern for self or
family members (56%). Fifteen per cent required information in order to plan activities to
avoid pollution. The most common reason given for not requiring information was not
being affected. However, less than 3% overall said they were not interested at all.

In terms of types of information requested, 88% wanted information on health effects,
83% on how to avoid air pollution, and 80% and what one can do to reduce air pollution.
The most commonly cited existing source of information was TV (78.3%), followed by
radio and newspapers, and these were also the preferred sources. A strong need for local
information was however indicated.

The work of Bickerstaff and Walker (1999a, 1999b, 2001) is based on a study of
perceptions of air pollution in Birmingham, where traffic would be the major source,
although industrial point sources in the vicinity were also a factor. They used a
questionnaire survey with a sample of 378 followed by 50 one-to-one interviews. The
study took place in 3 residential districts selected on the basis of socio-economic status,
measured by education, occupation and car ownership — presumably the aim was to
provide a range, but this is not entirely clear. Within the three areas the sampling covered
a cross-section in terms of proximity to sources of pollution, both transport and industrial.
The fieldwork was carried out in 1996.

Over 56% of respondents were aware of negative air quality conditions. When asked in an
open-ended manner how this awareness came about, the single most important factor was
health-associated impacts (22%) followed by different kinds of sensory evidence (totalling
29.1%, mostly visibility and smell.) The interviews also confirmed the role of sensory
indicators in awareness and concern, for instance visible indicators of dirt deposits and
pollution haze in the air (Bickerstaff and Walker 2001). The importance of direct sensory
evidence concurs with many previous studies. However the 44% not aware of a problem
is higher than many previous studies, which the authors suggest may be due to the non-
visible nature of much recent pollution, compared to the industrial and domestic smoke
problem of earlier studies. They suggest that the physical nature of pollution may be more
important than media coverage in forming awareness. Only 3.4% identified the media in
forming their awareness of bad episodes, and none cited government information. For
those who were aware from the media this came mainly from news weather forecasts and
was often not actively sought.

Direct questioning on the use of information sources found a limited awareness and use of
sources of air quality information (Bickerstaff and Walker 1999): 10.3% used the media
often, 38.9% infrequently and 50% never. Government sources were less popular: 5.1%
using them frequently and 32.3% infrequently. Forty eight per cent of respondents used
no information services at all, ever. The authors conclude that provision of information,
or its use, is not enough to change perceptions, but this is perhaps a questionable
conclusion, as only 56% of people in their survey showed any awareness and 52% of
people used some kind of information service at some time.
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In terms of sources of pollution, 90% saw cars as significant and 49.5% as the principal
cause, a reasonable reflection of scientific assessments. However buses and HGV's
together accounted for more mentions than cars indicating perhaps a tendency not to see
themselves as the polluter. Forty-one per cent saw industry as significant and 20% as the
principal source. There was a positive correlation between age and the identification of
industry as paramount, implying a reliance on past direct experience. Temporally, overall
an improvement in the last 50yrs was perceived but a decline compared to five years
previous to the study. By far the highest perception seasonally was that summer was the
worst time of year.

Asked where they thought air pollution was worst in Birmingham, 40% used sources,
mainly traffic arteries, to define this. Where areas were defined, the city centre
dominated, which is the zone of maximum source concentration. References here were
also made to the general untidiness, the lack of greenery and the density of buildings in
shaping perceptions as to why air quality would be worse here. In all evaluative
categories, people gave more positive ratings to their own local area than to Birmingham
as a whole. As in previous studies, this could represent cognitive dissonance, or denial;
Bickerstaff and Walker (2001) see this as a possible reluctance to draw a direct connection
between city-wide and local air quality, and the attendant risks. However as no reference
is made to any comparative physical data, it is difficult to conclude to what extent denial
may be happening; it is possible that the differences in perception could be explained by
physical differences in quality.

Bickerstaff and Walker (1999a) state that no relationship was found between socio-
economic status (presumably at individual level) and perception or concern. Women
however showed more negative perception of air quality both city-wide and locally, and
greater concern. However in the 2001 paper, they develop an argument concerning the
influence of social class. Here they say that the least concern was shown in the high status
neighbourhood, while stronger worries emerged in the low class area. They feel that
although differences in physical environment may account for some of this, the fact that
the area of medium socio-economic status was more concerned than the area of highest
socio-economic status, despite having a similar level of satisfaction with their
environment, is evidence of a class effect. However, there are no tests for significant
differences between the two areas in the quantitative data.

Bickerstaff and Walker (2001) suggest three possible reasons for a class effect in levels of
concern. First, they say, this could be due to logical processes based on source proximity
and the physical environment. The presence or otherwise of greenery appeared to be
significant, as did the level of physical management — litter, dog fouling etc. This has an
indirect relationship with poverty. Second, there is a possible role of financial
empowerment. Those who choose to live where they live see it as better; for poorer
people residence is dictated by restricted economic opportunities and so they may exhibit
more dissatisfaction. Thirdly, it could be due to a reluctance to recognise negative
environmental conditions particularly when satisfaction is high — a case of denial or
cognitive dissonance regarding the risk, or unwillingness to acknowledge vulnerability.
However the authors do not really offer any evidence for any of the three explanations or
evaluate which is most likely, and so their argument remains somewhat unsubstantiated.
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In terms of the effects of air pollution, direct health impacts were found to be the most
important, while less immediate environmental impacts did not emerge as an issue. Thirty
eight per cent identified some impacts other than health, short-term damage to the natural
environment being highest. A weak association between identification of non-health
impacts and income and with occupational status was observed. In concurrence with
earlier US studies, concern over wider impacts may be higher in higher social classes, but
health concerns seemed to be across the board in this case, as observed earlier.

Forty five per cent claimed to experience, in themselves or in the family, health problems
attributed to air pollution, highest being asthma, then other respiratory complaints, and hay
fever or allergies. When asked about level of concern, 53.2% claimed a high or very high
level of worry over local air quality, and 50% were concerned or very concerned about
personal and family health impacts. Not surprisingly, measures of concern and worry
were correlated. A higher level of concern was exhibited for the health of family relative
to respondents’ own health. In the interviews (Bickerstaff and Walker 2001) few people
identified personal health impacts but the majority made a connection between air quality
and health at an abstracted societal level. The authors see this as a ‘perception gap’ — a
reluctance to acknowledge personal and local vulnerability, which again they see as
possible denial or cognitive dissonance. However, the extent to which strong feelings
about personal impacts should be expected to show up in an interview sample of 50 is
perhaps questionable.

One of the main conclusions of Bickerstaff and Walker’s work is that air pollution as an
environmental risk is experienced very much locally and through lived experience. This
leads them to conclude further that information will be judged as irrelevant if it does not
engage with people’s own experience, and therefore professional bodies must actively
seek and engage with public understandings of air pollution. They advocate community
involvement approaches and argue that local institutions are best placed for such
endeavours. These points are also made in a separate paper evaluating air quality
information (Bickerstaff and Walker 1999b) where they reiterate that people evaluate
information sources through a process of contextualisation and sense-making in relation to
their real lives. Again they conclude that people relate to air quality and air quality
information most at a local level.

Kelay et al. (2001) report on a survey of 439 people carried out in the Guildford area in
1999. Respondents included residents of urban, suburban and rural areas. Responses
showed that the most polluted areas were considered to be the town centre and a
motorway intersection, which corresponded fairly accurately with measured and modelled
air pollution data. This was acknowledged as a simple analysis though, and the paper
reco