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Executive Summary
In order to build on the evidence base from the first Climate Change Risk Assessment in 2012, the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) commissioned the Office for National Statistics (ONS) to conduct a feasibility study on whether information on the adaptation economy could be collected by a survey.  

The purpose of developing a survey was to collect information, including quantified data, on UK economic activity relating to how businesses may (or may not) be adapting to changes in climate and how they may take advantage of any opportunities. The survey excluded measures taken to reduce the emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases that cause changes in climate (for example, reduction of carbon footprints). Results were intended to be used to inform policy, analysis and decision making across government.
ONS produced a draft questionnaire following feasibility research with stakeholders, users and experts. The draft underwent some preliminary testing with potentially relevant business sectors. The questionnaire gave an indication of what a data collection instrument for a survey of adaptation and resilience to climate change could look like, dependent on further testing and development. 
 The feasibility study found there were issues in respondents differentiating between adaptation for climate change and everyday weather, and in how adaptation products and opportunities are defined. 
ONS launched a consultation to explore these challenges further and to see if they could be overcome.  Feedback on the draft questionnaire was requested from those associated with business, policy, academia and ‘other’.

This report provides a summary of the consultation responses received. It became evident that businesses may have difficulty providing the information, particularly the quantified data, requested within the proposed questionnaire.  
The consultation process highlighted potential valuable partners with whom ONS may work with, alongside some possible external data sources that could be used in order to meet some of the user requirements outlined. Resource allowing, ONS will continue to review user requirements whilst assessing the quality of available data and will have more detailed discussions with potential data providers.  These actions will take precedent over the pilot survey recommendation within the feasibility study: https://consultations.ons.gov.uk/ons-stakeholder-management/climate-change-consultation/supporting_documents/Climate%20Change%20Survey%20Feasibility%20Report.docx
On the basis of the previous feasibility report and the outcome of this consultation there is therefore no commitment by ONS or Defra to undertake such a survey.

Summary of responses
The consultation received 21 responses and 3 emails. There were 10 replies on behalf of businesses, 2 on behalf of policy, 4 on behalf of academia and 8 ‘other’. A full list of respondents is shown in Annex A.
The draft questionnaire that was used in this consultation, was split into 5 sections:

•
Section A - Reporting period

•
Section B - Impacts from current weather-related events

•
Section C - Risks and opportunities relating to future changes in climate

•
Section D - Income from adaptation goods and services related to changes in climate

•
Section E - Feedback, completion time and contact details

For the purposes of this consultation summary only feedback on Sections B, C and D are included. 

Section B - Impact from current weather related events

On behalf of businesses 

The majority of respondents reported that at least 1 of the questions was particularly problematic to answer. Questions that involved providing costs to weather-related events (questions 5 to 8) were more likely to be reported as problematic. 

Comments regarding what would make Section B easier to complete included:

 “Knowing when weather was extreme and therefore within the scope of the survey. Agreeing what constitutes a cost relating to the extreme weather and collecting this information” 

“Because we are working to make responding to weather and therefore in the longer term climate change (a change in historic weather conditions) we would find it very difficult to strip out the requested costs/investment.”
Using the results to inform business decisions

Defining what high and low temperatures are was a comment made about changes to Section B which would make it more useful for business purposes:

On behalf of businesses AND using the results to inform business decisions

The questions that involved providing costs to weather-related events (questions 5 to 8) were again flagged up as being problematic.

One comment was made regarding what would make it easier to complete questions in Section B:

“Extreme weather is usually only one factor in our incidents. It is very difficult to cleanly separate the extreme weather related financial impacts. Therefore figures would be highly uncertain and contain many assumptions.” 

When asked what business purposes the information in Section B would serve, 1 respondent reported that the information would have little use, while another reported that it could drive improvements in planning for and responding to extreme weather events.

A comment was made about changes to Section B that would make it more useful for business purposes:

“I would change the definition of the financial sections to make it clear that the values relate to incidents where extreme weather played a part, but is not necessarily the main driver. This would make it easier for companies to identify costs.”

On behalf of policy 

Respondents reported that the policy requirements that the information requested in Section B would meet included:

“If a little more specificity was applied it could really help marine plans develop policy as well as support the monitoring of those policies.” 

“The information requested is likely to supplement extensive work undertaken by local authorities and agencies on behalf of communities and businesses impacted by severe weather, analysing information sourced from them.” 

It was suggested that questions 2, 5a and 7 (listing weather related events) could all benefit from having more detail as follows: 

“Reference in the survey to marine flooding, so where flooding is identified as a risk/result of climate change, ideally it should be split out into marine (inundation from the sea due to storminess) and riverine (rivers bursting banks). Localised flooding may also be identified here separately. Another way to include reference would be to add a terrestrial or marine check box at the very start of this section, this could be used to identify where the impacts are occurring depending on where the business is based.”

There was also some concern about the format of the questionnaire for businesses:
“The implied threat rather than incentive for businesses in filling out the questionnaire.”
“Question (1b) inevitability of different dates for different businesses mean that data comparability is an issue.”
“Question 7: Can spending on items always be disaggregated: for example, between 'flooding' and 'heavy rain'.”
On behalf of academia 

Comments on the policy requirements that the information requested in Section B would meet included:
“Improved understanding of perception of risks by businesses.” 

“To allow us to model the effectiveness of policies at stimulating adaptation and mitigation actions in the public and private sectors. They also allow us to compare our models of economic vulnerability to climate change against data collected from respondents.” 

A respondent reported that questions 3, 4, 6 and 7 had little or no academic purpose and also suggested changes that would make Section B more useful for academic purposes:

Question 3: (impact to businesses) - “the categories are unclear - some relate to 'increase/decrease', others not. This needs to be addressed - for example: increase in profitability versus decrease in profitability; increase in demand versus drop in demand (the same for all other aspects mentioned under 3). If this is not clarified it will be impossible to draw conclusions in terms of direction of impact (positive/negative).”

Question 4: (how was the business coping with weather related events) “suggest to move this before current Q3 - as it relates to Q2.”

Questions 5 and 6: (cost incurred to business/percentage of costs covered by insurance) “this will be very hard to estimate for most businesses, there is very little data available. Overall costs should also include direct and indirect impacts - not sure I understand the way 'total costs' is being defined, further clarification is needed - also to ensure that companies are reporting in a fairly unified way.” 

Question 7: (repair costs) “consider if and how 'insurance payouts' should feature here. If the 'repair' costs are considered part of the total costs (Q5) then this would be exploring a sub-section of the total. However, Q5 states that repair costs are not part of the total, while insurance claims are. This is unclear and needs to be addressed.”
On behalf of ‘other’ 

An international not for profit organisation, CDP highlighted questions 2, 3, 5 and 7.  An overview was provided of their own survey and outputs, drawing attention to the similarity of these questions and those within their own survey which requests similar information.  

The majority of respondents cited question 2 (impact from weather-related events), 4 (ability to cope with weather-related events) and 5 (total cost incurred to business from weather-related events) of particular interest.

There were quite a few suggestions for change to the questions in Section B, these included:

Question 2 (and others) – “the likely effects of climate change include food shortages, increased migration from the poorest countries and social unrest. I think these should be included somewhere.” 

Question 2 (weather related events that have impacted on business or investments) – “The categories ‘High temperatures’ and ‘Low temperatures’ may be better as ‘Warmer temperatures’ and ‘Colder temperatures’ to make them relative to the current weather. The difference between flooding and heavy rain is a little blurred as the flooding is probably a cause of the latter. Is there a need for a shortage of rain category for crop farmers etc. or a category such as an unseasonably wet or dry period?” 

Question 5 (cost incurred to businesses) – “In the ‘Exclude’ section, it may be no harm to mention that the costs of repairs are asked in question 7 to explain why it is not to be included here.” 

“You have a note in question 17 that the total monetary amount should equal the sum of the categories – that note could be added to question 5a and similar questions.” 

“It is important that you define, or provide a link to a definition of 'carbon footprint' - you refer to it twice without an explanation. In the text you mention 'your carbon footprint' when I think you mean 'the carbon footprint of your business’ - these are two different things. In the initial definition of mitigation, it would be good to mention energy efficiency in addition to carbon footprint, as I think most businesses would be familiar with that terminology and approach to good business.” 

“Question 4 doesn't allow any reason to be captured for their ability or inability to cope.” 
Section C - Risks and opportunities relating to future changes in climate

On behalf of businesses
Only 1 of the respondents reported they had the information readily available to answer questions 9 to 21 in Section C of the questionnaire accurately, while another reported that all the questions in section C were problematic. The majority of businesses reported that Question 17 (expenditure on adaption measures to reduce risks or increase opportunities) was problematic.

One respondent stated that “We already report our understanding of the impacts of climate change and actions we are taking to respond in our Adaptation Reporting Power responses to the Secretary of State as outlined in the Climate Change Act 2008 and would view Section C as duplicating this, although on an annual rather than five yearly basis.”

Comments made regarding what would make it easier to complete questions in Section C included:

“Section 10 asks for one risk to be highlighted when the adaptive solution to several of the risks is the same e.g. shortening supply chains reduce the risk.  Again quantification of costs is challenging.  We see it as a matter of changing business practice to include these elements rather than pricing the risk.” 

“Investment might be for another purpose with adaptation being a secondary benefit so would this qualify or not? Also investment may be for resilience to a current impact but given attribution is more confidently saying current weather has been changed by climate change, should this be included too? Again, need to really pin down the scope to get consistent replies from the survey” 
Using the results to inform business decisions

One organisation stated that the information in Section C would “link with disaster recovery plans”

There were no further responses to questions in this section.

On behalf of businesses AND using the results to inform business decisions

Respondents reported that they had information readily available in order to answer questions 9 to 21 in Section C of the questionnaire accurately.

Comments regarding changes that would make it easier to complete the questions in Section C included:

“Similar to the comment in section B, investments to adapt are not only for adaptation purposes - so you cannot cleanly separate them. For example, metering is a good adaptation measure, but there are lots of other benefits from metering. Our metering programme will deliver adaptation benefits but is not driven by adaptation - should this expenditure be included in the survey.” 

On behalf of policy 

Respondents reported the policy requirements that the information requested in Section C would meet included:
“It would help to inform the monitoring of marine plan policies as it identifies how adaptation measures are applied.” 
“The information requested is likely to supplement extensive work undertaken by local authorities and agencies on behalf of communities and businesses impacted by severe weather, analysing information sourced from them.” 

A respondent also stated that questions 11 and 15 (which ask about how far in the future risks or opportunities will happen or be realised) had little or no policy relevance.

Comments regarding changes to Section C to make them more policy relevant included:

“... part 10 and 17a would continue the specificity regarding flooding. Also with section 18 - it may be worth asking if any specific consent were required for the adaptation measure - Particularly planning permission, marine licence or Environment Agency consent.”

“Question 12: Issue could also be staff access to keep businesses going in the event of bad weather. Question 18 could be better served by a menu of choices”
On behalf of academia 
Respondents reported that requirements for academia that the information requested in Section C would meet, included:

 “It will allow us to parameterise the parts of our modelling that relate to how organisations respond to the risk” 

A respondent also stated that that questions 12 (identified risk and impact on business) and 18 (adaption measures invested in) in Section C have little or no academic purpose.
Suggested changes that would make Section C more useful for academic purposes included:

Question 12: “Be clear in terms of 'direction' of impact - positive or negative across all categories”

Question 18: “Might be useful to offer respondents categories rather than do an open question”
On behalf of ‘other’ 

CDP highlighted questions 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 17.  An overview was provided of their own survey and outputs, drawing attention to the similarity of these questions and those within their own survey which requests similar information.  
The majority of respondents classed as ‘other’ reported that all or most of the questions in section C were of interest to them.

Suggested changes or comments to questions in Section C included:

“Question 14 refers to future changes, would it be better to use potential future changes throughout.”

“Question 18 etc. uses the terms adaptation measures, adaptation goods and services, adaptation goods and/or services, adaptation goods or services etc. It may be better to standardize on one of these?” 
Section D - Income from adaptation goods and services related to changes in climate

On behalf of businesses 

The majority of businesses reported that they had the information readily available to answer questions 22 to 28 in Section D of the questionnaire accurately.

Using the results to inform business decisions

There were no responses to this section.

On behalf of businesses AND using the results to inform business decisions

Question 28 (Full Time Employees related to adaption to changes in climate) was flagged as particularly problematic by 1 of the organisations that also reported that it would be easier to complete the questions in Section D if the scope of what constitutes an adaptation good or service was clearly defined.

The direct benefit of information in Section D was commented on as follows:
“The identification of energy saving opportunities. It is a good opportunity for businesses to understand the impact that climate change has to the planet but directly on their businesses too. There is very little analysis of factors such as these in current energy reporting requirements.” 

On behalf of policy 

Respondents reported that the policy requirements that the information requested in Section D would meet included:
 “... this would help the future development of marine plan policies as well as the implementation and monitoring approach.” 

Suggested changes that would make Section D more policy relevant included:

“if the specificity regarding flooding as outlined in section B was added to question 25 that would be beneficial.” 

“- Question 23 may not be relevant to all sectors and Question 26 may need disaggregation from HQs. Otherwise vital data opportunities may be missed” 

On behalf of academia 

Respondents reported the requirements for academia that the information requested in Section D would meet, included:
“Attempting to measure the extent to which firms are benefiting from the sale of goods and services related to adaptation is potentially important. This would be useful in terms of understanding how the economy is responding to climate change. However, I think there are conceptual difficulties here, in terms of disentangling the differences between planned and autonomous adaptation, and in attributing income from climate-related goods and services to climate change-related goods and services.”

Question 23 (adaption goods and services produced) was cited by 1 respondent as having little or no academic purpose. It was also suggested that it might be useful to use categories for this question instead of making it an open question. 

Suggested changes that would make Section D more useful for academic purposes included:

“Question 22 is potentially tricky – because some goods and services may help customers adapt to changes in climate, but already have a market anyway. Suppliers of concrete are just supplying concrete most of the time, but when they’re supplying it to a sea-wall strengthening project, they’re supplying a good or service that may help customers adapt to future changes in climate.” 

 “... a question about the degree of confidence of business in the direction of government policy on climate change would be hugely valuable for research.” 

On behalf of ‘other’ 

CDP highlighted question 22.  An overview was provided of their own survey and outputs, drawing attention to the similarity of these questions and those within their own survey which requests similar information.  

The majority of respondents classed as ‘other’ reported that all or most of the questions in section D were of interest to them. 

Suggested changes or comments to questions in Section D included:

Question 24: “Would it be worthwhile separating Food and agriculture into two separate categories? They are both individually very important. Will the survey cover farmers?” 

Outcome

During the course of the Climate Change Survey feasibility study and consultation it became evident that businesses may have difficulty providing the information, particularly the quantified data, requested within the proposed questionnaire.  The consultation process highlighted potential valuable partners with whom ONS may work with, alongside some possible external data sources that could be used, in order to meet some of the user requirements outlined. 

Resource allowing, ONS will seek to review user requirements whilst assessing the quality of available data and have more detailed discussions with potential data providers.  We will also explore possible data sources reported through EU reporting mechanisms.  These actions will take precedent over the pilot survey recommendation within the feasibility study (https://consultations.ons.gov.uk/ons-stakeholder-management/climate-change-consultation/supporting_documents/Climate%20Change%20Survey%20Feasibility%20Report.docx).  On the basis of the previous feasibility report and the outcome of this consultation there is therefore no commitment by ONS or Defra to undertake such a survey.
Annex A: Organisations which responded

Area of interest - Business


· Amey 

· Anglian Water
· Carbon2018 Limited
· London Luton Airport Operations Ltd.
· B Moffatt (Professional waste consultant)
· RME Hosting Limited
· Severn Trent
· Wiles Greenworld Ltd
· Thames Water (email)
· Russell Investments (email)

Area of interest - Policy

· Cornwall Council

· Marine Management Organisation

Area of interest - Academia

· D. R. Davies (individual)
· Grantham Research Institute, London School of Economics
· University College London
· University of Cambridge

Area of interest - Other

· CSO Ireland
· John Leonard (individual)
· Overseas Development Institute
· Statistics Belgium
· Tees Valley Unlimited 
· Wiltshire Council
· Woodland Trust
· Green Alliance (email)
Getting in Touch

If you have any queries or comments about the consultation process, please email Simeon Bowen at ons.communications@ons.gsi.gov.uk or call 0845 601 3034.

You can also write to us at the following address:

Consultation Coordinator,

Room 1.101

Office for National Statistics,

Government Buildings,

Cardiff Road,

Newport,

South Wales,

NP10 8XG.

For further information on ONS consultations, please visit http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/about-ons/get-involved/consultations/index.html
Follow us:

Facebook
Twitter
LinkedIn
YouTube
Storify



Accessibility
All material relating to this consultation can be provided in braille, large print or audio formats on request. British Sign Language interpreters can also be requested for any supporting events.
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To view this licence visit: 

https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/ 
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