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Scope
Consultation on the Interim Target for Emissions Reductions by 2030 was conducted from 25th January
to 21st February 2022, as an essential exercise to engage the public on the Island’s target to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 2030; which is an interim step to achieving net zero by 2050. The interim
target is due to be laid before Tynwald for approval, alongside the Island’s first five-year Climate Change
Plan, by April 2022.
This report provides a summary of the consultation responses and analyses the interim target preferences
provided by respondents.

Findings
The consultation received 611 responses, with the highest number of individual responses received from
those in the 55-64 age category. 583 of the total responses (95%) were from individuals, while 28
responses (5%) were received from groups or organisations. The highest proportion of responses from
organisations came from those with 2–10 employees (32%).
Overall, 53% of individual responses were in favour of one of the interim targets proposed in the
consultation. The largest proportion of individual responses (38%) expressed support for a ‘high ambition
target – 45% by 2030’, with 15% of individual responses favouring a ‘medium ambition target - 35% by
2030’. In comparison, 21% of individuals favoured ‘no target at all’, with <1% favouring neither target
(with no alternative preference given). 13% of individual responses supported a ‘target higher than 45%’
and 12% supported a target lower than 35%, with the remaining 1% showing favour for a target between
35% and 45%. 51% of individuals supported a target of 45% reduction by 2030, or higher.
I would prefer a target
that is higher than 45%

No target at all

21%

Neither target (no alternative
preference given), <1%

I would prefer a target
that is lower than 35%

13%

12%
38%

High ambition 45% by 2030

15%

Medium ambition 35% by 2030
I would prefer a different target
between 35% and 45%, 1%

In addition, 28 responses were received from groups or organisations. Of these, 17 (61%) favoured the
high ambition target - 45% by 2030 and the remaining 11 groups/organisations indicated they supported
neither of the high or medium targets proposed. Of these, the majority (9 groups/organisations) favoured
no target at all.
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Consultation on the Interim Target for Emissions Reductions by 2030 was conducted from 25th January to
21st February 2022, as an essential exercise to engage the public on the Island’s target to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 2030, as an interim step to achieving net zero by 2050.1 The interim target is
due to be laid before Tynwald for approval, alongside the Isle of Man Climate Change Plan 2022-2027, by
April 2022. The consultation ran for 4 weeks and was largely publicised through print and online
advertising, social media, events such as webinars and in-person drop in sessions, press releases and radio
interviews. Responses were largely collected via the Government’s online survey platform; however some
responses were received through printed reply slips.
The questions contained within the consultation are set out in Appendix 1.1.
This report provides a summary of the consultation responses and analyses the interim target preferences
provided by respondents.
The findings summarised in section 2.0 are split into two sub-sections:
1. Respondents
a. This section provides information on who responded to the consultation, their ages and whether
their responses represented their own views or those of an organisation; and
2. Responses
b. This section summarises the responses received and analyses both the interim target preferences
provided and key themes and concerns raised.

1

Consultation on the interim target is a statutory requirement under section 35 of the Climate Change Act 2021.
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2.1 Respondents
The consultation received 611 responses. 583 of the total responses (95%) were from individuals, while
28 responses (5%) were received from groups or organisations.
As shown in Figure 2-1, the highest number of responses from individuals were received from those in the
55-64 age category. The lowest number of responses came from the 16-24 and 75 and over age
categories.

Figure 2-1: Number of individual respondents by age group2

Responses from groups and organisations are discussed further in section 2.2.2.

Population of Isle of Man who are under 16 are omitted from this figure as it would not be representative of the residents within
this age bracket who could realistically respond to the consultation.
2
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2.2 Responses
This section contains an analysis of the consultation responses received. The responses received from
individuals and from groups/organisations have been considered separately. The responses from
individuals are outlined for each consultation question in turn, summarising both the level of support for
different interim target options and the key themes and concerns raised. Responses from
groups/organisations are summarised in section 2.2.2.

2.2.1 Individuals
“1. Which of the proposed interim targets do you support?”
581 individuals responded to this question (99% of total individual responses).
As Figure 2-2 demonstrates, while 38% of respondents selected that they supported a high ambition
target of 45% by 2030, 47% of respondents (the largest single portion) indicated that they supported
neither of the medium or high ambition targets. In contrast, 15% of respondents showed support for the
medium ambition target of 35% by 2030. Overall, those supporting either of the targets proposed
comprised 53% of respondents.

Figure 2-2: Level of support for interim targets (from individuals)
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“2. If you answered, ‘Neither of the above’ to question 1, please choose
one of the following which best describes your reason why.”
If respondents did not support either of the proposed targets, they were given the following options to
explain their reason why:
• I would prefer a target that is higher than 45%;
• I would prefer a target that is lower than 35%;
• I would prefer a different target between 35% and 45%; and
• I would prefer no target at all.
As previously demonstrated, 274 individuals (47% of individual responses) indicated that they supported
neither of the medium or high ambition targets. 272 of these individuals (99%) opted to share their reason
why, with the majority indicating they would ‘prefer no target at all’ (Figure 2-3). However, the next most
popular reason was that a target higher than 45% would be preferred, followed by the preference for a
target lower than 35%. The least popular option was for the preference of a target between 35% and 45%
by 2030.

Figure 2-3: Preferences of those who don't support either of the proposed targets
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“If you answered this question, please explain why you propose that
target”
Within this question, respondents were also given the option of a ‘free text comments box’ to describe
their reasons for their chosen target. The reasons given for these choices are explored below and
summarised in Table 2-1. The free text responses have been coded for each ‘chosen target’ to allow for
subsequent analysis. The coding used is described in Appendix 1.2.

Table 2-1: Categorised reasons for respondents who supported neither of the proposed
targets
Count
Cost Implications
Set high ambition
Insignificant compared to Global Scale
Target achievability
Action on climate change not needed
Electricity supply concerns
Implications on local life
Technology/infrastructure availability
Target not needed
Align ambition with neighbouring jurisdictions
Set high ambition and allow room for delays
Climate emergency - need to act now
Not answered
Other

%
41

15%

41

15%

37

14%

28

10%

20

7%

12

4%

10

4%

7

3%

6

2%

6

2%

5

2%

3

1%

32

12%

26

9%

For those that indicated they would ‘prefer no target at all’, the most common reason given for this
choice was that action from the Isle of Man (IoM) was ‘insignificant on a global scale’ (24%).
For example, responses included statements such as “targets are inappropriate in such a small community”
and “the Island's emissions are negligible on a global scale”. Many respondents felt that adhering to a
carbon reduction target would make “no significant difference to worldwide carbon dioxide levels” and it
was therefore best to avoid “knee-jerk expensive or pointless actions that could bankrupt the Island” by
trying to meet interim targets. The next most common reason given was that ‘action on climate change
was not needed’ (16%) – see Figure 2-4. Responses included remarks of climate scepticism with
respondents stating that climate change was not a concern because the “science is not settled” and
climate change is a “natural phenomenon”. Other respondents expressed a feeling that an interim target
was not needed and that the IoM should “leave it to the market”. Other reasons given included ‘electricity
supply concerns’, ‘cost implications’, ‘implications on local life’ and ‘target achievability’. For example, many
respondents expressed similar concerns that “no target should be set prior to a full national economic
assessment of the financial implications for the IoM of any particular target”. Many respondents were also
worried that the Island would be “beholden” to the UK Government for energy “supply or charge”.

13

Interim Target for Emissions Reductions by 2030: Consultation Report

Figure 2-44: Categorised reasons for respondents who supported neither of the
proposed targets and would prefer no target at all

For those that indicated they would ‘prefer a target that is higher than 45%’, the most common reason
given for this choice was the need to ‘set high ambition’ (53%) and a desire for the IoM to “be bold” and
“have a higher impact as soon as possible”.
6% of respondents indicated they wished for a higher target in order to ‘align ambition with neighbouring
jurisdictions’ (Figure 2-5). For example, one respondent wished for the IoM to “aim higher, in line, say with
the UK”. In addition, some respondents felt renewable energy resources should be exploited more and
looked to the Orkney Islands as exemplars of this. Other reasons given included concerns that we are in ‘a
climate emergency and need to act now’, stating that they felt the IoM should do more to help avoid
“irreversible” climate change effects and interestingly, although some respondents selected a higher
ambition target, they expressed ‘electricity supply concerns’ (13%). ‘Other’ comments relating to Island
energy supply were also given. For example, many respondents expressed concerns that the Government
was not utilising the Island’s “reserve of natural gas” and although they are “happy to see a target of 45%
or above being implemented” they “do not want to be reliant […] upon gas supplies from the UK, Europe
and further afield”. Multiple respondents suggest that the Island should ‘press on’ with extracting gas from
the Island’s natural gas field and “use the revenues to become 100% net [zero] before 2030”. A final group
felt that a high target was essential to ‘allow room for delays’. Of these, there were some practical
suggestions about methods for achieving targets such as urgently changing the requirements for newbuild housing, but others felt that the ambitious target would itself drive change to meet this ambition.
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Figure 2-55: Categorised reasons for respondents who supported neither of the
proposed targets, and would prefer a target higher than 45%

For respondents that indicated they would ‘prefer a target lower than 35%’, the most common reason
given for this choice was concerns surrounding the ‘cost implications’ (33%) of a higher target.
For example, stating that they felt “the costs associated with a 35% or 45% reduction are disproportionate
to the benefits to the environment”, “the costs are too high” and that “a more detailed cost analysis is
required”. Many individuals also referenced covid and raised concerns that many residents and local
businesses ‘are still recovering’. The next most common reason given was concerns over ‘target
achievability’ (18%), with many individuals expressing concerns that the 45% and 35% targets proposed
are not ‘achievable’ or ‘realistic’ and risks “embarrassment or result in significant cost”. Other common
reasons included ‘the implications on island life’ (9%) and that IoM’s emissions were ‘insignificant on a
global scale’ (10%). For instance, many respondents raised concerns that “any significant target will do
irreparable damage to the economy and quality of life of the island residents” and that although “morally
we should probably do something” the actions of the IoM will have “no difference” to the climate locally.
Further reasons given included ‘electricity supply concerns’ relating to a higher target, and concerns that
the necessary “technology/infrastructure is not available’.

15

Interim Target for Emissions Reductions by 2030: Consultation Report

Figure 2-66: Categorised reasons for respondents who supported neither of the
proposed targets, and would prefer a target lower than 35%

Very few respondents selected a target that would fall between 35% and 45%. Of those that did, reasons
ranged from ‘electricity supply concerns’ and the ‘implications on local life’ to ‘setting ambition to allow
room for delays’ and choosing an option based on ‘target achievability’.
Taking responses from Q1 and Q2 holistically (Figure 2-7), 51% of respondents favour a high ambition
target of 45% or higher by 2030.
In comparison, 27% favour a target of 35% or lower by 2030, 21% of respondents favour no target at all,
c.1% favour neither target (with no alternative preference given), and finally, c.1% of respondents would
prefer a target of between 35-45% by 2030.
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Figure 2-77: Overall interim target preferences

As demonstrated in Figure 2-8, across the interim target options proposed, there was a general trend of
respondents younger than 55 years old showing a preference for the higher ambition targets, whereas
those over 55 years old showed a preference for the medium ambition target or for no target at all.

Figure 2-8: Overall interim target preferences by age group
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“3. Do you have any comments on the consultation document?”
To understand the themes in the answers to the following question (Q3), responses were split into four
different types of feedback:
1. Completely positive
a. Respondents who were positive towards the consultation document and process;
2. Mixed
a. Respondents who provided mixed feedback on the consultation document;
3. Climate sceptic and critical
a. Respondents who are sceptical of the need to act on climate change and who were critical of the
consultation document; and
4. Climate positive but critical
a. Respondents who are supportive of action on climate change but are critical of the consultation
document and process.

Of the 357 individuals who responded to this question with applicable comments (68% of total individual
responses), only 8% were completely positive about the “very informative” and “excellently explained”
consultation document.
In contrast, 22% of responses were ‘climate sceptic and critical’, with the majority of responses (64%)
being ‘climate positive but critical’ of the consultation document. Approximately 5% of respondents to this
question held ‘mixed’ views on the consultation document.
The ‘climate positive but critical’ responses questioned the need for further consultations amidst a
“climate emergency” and felt that the “whole process of public consultation has been too onerous and as
such will have a poor total response”. Others suggested that the “consultation document appears to lead
the reader to follow the 45% recommendation”, with many suggesting the document was “biased”
towards the higher ambition target. Others felt that the document was “vague” and should have included
more information on exact costings so that respondents would understand what they were ‘signing up to’.
With many other individuals concerned about the consultation document’s length and the use of “too
much jargon”. Some respondents suggested the use of other mediums in the future, such as video. In
contrast, some respondents “applaud[ed] the ambition” but hoped that “action quickly follows words” and
that “more personal actions [are] promoted”. Many suggested “addressing climate change requires the
same urgency shown by governments in dealing with Covid”. Concerns over the exclusion of the Island’s
natural gas fields resource and discussion of other “diverse energy sources” were also reiterated within
this question.
Many ‘climate sceptics and critical’ responses reiterated doubts raised in Q2. Several respondents felt the
consultation was “unbalanced” and that the documents were “not specific enough to be meaningful”.
Numerous respondents indicated that they felt the consultation was unnecessary and that Government
resource and funding should be spent “actually benefit[ing] those on the island”. In addition, some
respondents felt that the consultation “ask[ed] few questions and seems to be uninterested in peoples
reasons for their choices or motives” and that it “[did] not ask for alternative options and ideas”. In this
vein, many respondents used this question to provide alternative suggestions on how the Island could
tackle climate change and/or other local issues which they felt the Government should prioritise.
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Overall, responses to this question were predominantly critical of the consultation document. The main
concerns raised are summarised below:
• Too many consultations and not enough direct action;
• Vague document with limited information on costings and diverse energy sources;
• Unbalanced and leading document;
• Poor use of Government resources; and
• Lack of scope for proposing alternative solutions and providing additional thoughts.

Figure 2-9: Attitudes of responses to the consultation document
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“4. Do you have any comments on the draft regulations (Appendix 1)?”
70% of responses from individuals to this question expressed ‘critical’ views towards the draft
regulations.
207 individuals (36%) opted to respond to Q4. Of the responses received 14 were ‘completely positive’
(7%), 145 were ‘critical’ (70%), 23 expressed ‘mixed’ views (11%) and the remaining 12% utilised this
question to provide wider comments and views relating to tackling climate change on the IoM.
Individuals who provided positive comments on the draft regulations felt they were “nicely concise” with a
“simple and clear target”. Multiple individuals expressed that they were supportive of the draft regulations
and thought “introducing legislation is a positive step to ensuring IoM Government is legally obligated to
reducing carbon emissions”.
Individuals who were critical of the draft regulations, predominantly expressed similar concerns to those
shared in Q2 and Q3. Concerns raised included:
•

‘target achievability’
– Numerous individuals were concerned that the draft regulations are “purely focused on the end
result” and have no mention of how “the transition phase will be achieved, with others feeling the
“draft regulations commit the government to an unachievable target”

• ‘cost implications’
– Multiple individuals expressed concern that “the draft regulations do not take into account the cost
to individuals” and there were similar concerns that individuals could not be expected to ‘support or
‘oppose’ the draft regulations “without a fully costed proposal”.
• ‘action on climate change not needed’ and ‘target not needed’
– Multiple individuals expressed that they “do not believe that a target, whatever it may be, should be
enshrined in a regulation” and some individuals suggested that the “Climate Change Act 2021
should be repealed”.
• ‘significance compared to global scale’
– Many individuals stated they were “opposed to the draft regulations” as “the regulations are putting
forward a target which is not based on any quantifiable benefit for the Island.” Individuals
expressed general concerns that the “Island’s emissions are negligible on a global scale” and that the
regulations would come “at great cost to island residents”.
• ‘electricity supply concerns’
– A few individual suggested that “the regulations should include a proviso that the island will retain
its ability to independently generate its own electric power in the event that […] interconnectors are
put out of action” or that they “should reflect the desirability of retaining independent generating
capacity”.
• ‘implication in local life’
– Concerns were raised that the draft regulations “may lead to considerable damage to the standard
of living of [IoM] people” and that “Tynwald must not commit any target to law until the
consequences are understood and the public understands what they are actually opting for”.
• ‘set high ambition’
– In contrast, a smaller number of individuals were critical of the draft regulations as they felt they
didn’t “go far enough and [were] not specific enough to be legally binding”. These individuals
wanted to see the Government setting higher reduction targets.
• ‘climate emergency – need to act now’
– Although individuals stated the regulations were “a noble ambition” they called for more direct
action on climate change and expressed desire for the Government to “move faster”.
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More practical comments on the draft regulations and how they were shared were also submitted:
• Regulation length and accessibility
– Many individuals stated that the draft regulations were “difficult to read […] when shared in this
way” as the “windowed view is difficult to navigate”, especially from a mobile device. Individuals
also commented on the “basic” nature of the draft regulations and felt they had “no real content to
comment”. Other individuals commented that they could not access the regulations to review them.
Further comments in Q3 had also raised concerns about the ‘accessibility and inclusiveness’ of the
consultation overall.
• Impact the consultation will actually have on the draft regulations
– Some individuals felt that as the regulations had already been drafted this suggested that “the
Government seem[ed] to have already agreed to the 45% reduction” and that “this consultation is
unlikely to have any impact on the decision”. Others were concerned that the ‘message wasn’t
aligned’ as “surveying for fossil fuels off [the] coastline” were being discussed at the same time as
reducing emissions.

In addition to the concerns summarised above many individuals provided recommended improvements to
the draft regulations, along with alternative regulations they would like to see implemented. These are
shared below:
“I have no issues with the draft regulations, but I do think an opportunity was missed, with the recent
housing built, to include solar panels, heat pumps etc.”
“I believe new builds rules in building regulations/planning approvals could be quickly implemented.”
“This regulation should include a 'ratchet mechanism' to increase net emissions targets, i.e. an annual
increase of 5% “
“Any regulation should be slowly implemented with the ability to amend or put the brakes on if it has
negative consequences.”
“At least one additional interim target should be set”
“Regulations should include a mechanism to obligate ministers to report progress”
“The regulations need to provide an exemption on driving Heritage vehicles. Most of this valuable
motoring history is driven less than a few hundred miles a year. Unless provision is made these vehicles
may not be carefully maintained and kept roadworthy and therefore lost to the public. A ban on the sale
of Heritage vehicles cannot be enforced, and is therefore bad legislation.”
“I think that there has to be incentives for people who are trying to comply with these regulations,
including looking into whether jobs need to involve travel at all, and can be done from home 3-4 days a
week. The pandemic has shown us that travelling to work is, in most instances, not a necessity.”
“I think 45% is good. Must ensure is also good what I can't see is the baseline figure which I think is
important to include for transparency. It would be easy to fudge the data without the target numbers
being made explicit at the onset.”
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2.2.2 Groups/organisations
As previously stated, 28 responses (5% of total responses) were received from groups or organisations.
Figure 2-10 shows the number of responses from organisations split by organisation size. The highest
proportion of responses from organisations came from those with 2–10 employees (32%).

Figure 2-10: Number of groups/organisation responses by organisation size

Groups/organisations who responded to the consultation included: 3
• Private limited companies registered in England and the Isle of Man;
• Hansard Global plc;
• Shakti Man;
• Unnamed family group;
• Utmost Group;
• Isle of Man Friends of the Earth;
• Diocese of Sodor and Man;
• Peel NRE Developments Ltd.;
• Amnesty International Isle of Man Group;
• IoM Climate Change Coalition;
• One World Centre (Isle of Man);
• Climate Truth Group; and
• Manx National Framers Union.

These were the only groups/organisations who provided their name and also provided permission for their response to be
published.
3
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17 of the groups/organisations who responded to the consultation stated they would support the high
ambition target – 45% by 2030 (61%). Whereas the remaining 11 groups/organisations (39%) indicated
they supported neither of the high or medium ambition targets proposed.
9 of these 11 groups/organisations stated that they would prefer no target at all, with 7
groups/organisations providing an explanation why. The majority of these (4) indicated they would prefer
no target as ‘action on climate change is not needed’– “no human activity has any noticeable impact, but
all proposal[s] are catastrophic on the life of people”. The remaining groups/organisation expressed
concerns of the 'implications on local life’, ‘target achievability’ and of the ‘cost implications’ - “we […]
should be cautious if we choose the wrong path [as it] could have severe financial consequences”.
Hansard Global plc commented that the consultation document “excellently outlines the issues and
justifies the rationale for the aggressive 45% target” and described the draft regulations as “helpfully
concise”. Similarly, the Utmost group commented that it was “amazing that this is being passed as
regulation”. In contrast, the Climate Truth Group commented that they felt the consultation was a “total
waste of taxpayer money” and that the draft regulations should be ‘scrapped’. In addition, the Manx
National Farmers Union stated they were “unable to support any of the proposed interim targets without
a clear strategy on how they can be achieved without negatively impacting our ability to produce food, or
our local economy”. They stated that “local food production is key to reducing food miles and our global
carbon footprint, and we feel that it is essential to retain our food security in the future”.
Additional concerns were raised by other groups/organisations, including the Diocese of Sodor and Man.
They “would like reassurance that buildings that provide community services […] are fully considered in
proposals” and are “supported by initiatives in achieving the interim targets […] so that carbon reductions
are also met with community benefits”. Moreover, Peel NRE Developments Ltd. commented that the
“potential limitations with biomass generation appear to be under-represented” and that the “Isle of Man
must make more of its free, on-island renewable resources”, again highlighting “the issues associated with
the IOM importing ‘green’ electricity”. They propose that “the right combination of on-Island renewable
energy generation to offset the Island’s own energy needs coupled with battery storage, a new
interconnector and offshore wind for export is the right combination to provide resilience, security of
supply and achieve its net zero goals within short-, medium- and longer-term timescales.” Peel NRE
Developments also suggests that “the draft regulations should include a mechanism to obligate ministers
to report on progress toward […] the 2030 target”.
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Key Stakeholders
In addition to the group/organisation responses received via the online consultation survey, the IoM
Government has also received additional written responses from key stakeholder groups:
• Manx Utilities;
• Department for Infrastructure; and
• Douglas Borough Council.
The involvement of these stakeholder groups is vital to the success of any interim target set. The
involvement of Manx Utilities is especially vital as the targets propose rely heavily on the decarbonisation
of electricity supply to the Island. The responses from these key stakeholders are summarised below.
Manx Utilities
Manx Utilities fully supports the approach to set an ambitious interim target but is concerned by the
timescale available in which to deliver the scale of emissions reduction required by 2030. They suggest
“flexible provisions regarding timescales” to allow for improved balance between ambition, energy costs
and resilience.
Manx Utilities “is committed to playing a lead role in the Island’s decarbonisation journey, while also
delivering secure, reliable electricity which is affordable for […] customers.” They state that they “fully
support the approach to set an ambitious Interim target” and believe that they are “well placed to deliver
many of the solutions”.
However, they recognise “the need for realistic emissions reduction targets” and state that it is “likely
interim targets would increase electricity prices to consumers” and that an ambitious target would see an
“increased cost to electricity prices”. Manx Utilities confirm that they are “supportive of the approach to
reduce emissions but it is important to recognise this will come at a cost”. They reiterative that “there
needs to be an acceptance that emissions reduction could have an adverse impact on groups of individuals
and businesses” and it is important to communicate that “there is uncertainty around cost until a full
impact assessment has been completed”.
Manx Utilities acknowledged the “imperative nature of the new interconnector project and new carbon

neutral assets” in enabling the interim target and “ensuring security of supply is maintained”. Their
preliminary investigations identified that “achieving any interim target is now dependent on the successful
commissioning of a new interconnection project to 2030”. This presents “very tangible risks that either
35% or 45% would not be achievable by 2030” given that it is “dependent on a programme of work that is
expected to take at least 8 years to complete”. Furthermore, with regards to electrification of heating,
they state that they “could support an end-of-life for the CCGT in the early 2030s” which is consistent
with an interim target date of 2035 (not 2030), which they feel “would be ambitious yet also achievable”.
While they may view 35% as “highly unlikely to achieve for 2030”, they suggest a 45% reduction “would
likely be impossible as 80% of the current emissions inventory is ultimately reliant on decarbonising
electricity”.
Manx Utilities therefore suggests that it may be “prudent to include some flexible provisions regarding
timescales”, for example setting “target bandwidths”, “as this would also provide improved better balance
of targets with energy costs and resilience”.

24

Interim Target for Emissions Reductions by 2030: Consultation Report

Department for Infrastructure
The Department for Infrastructure acknowledged that clear guidance from the Isle of Man Government
is required if the interim target dates are to be achieved. The Department highlighted that timely
agreement of a strategy would ensure that there are no adverse implications to the planned programme
of work in terms of cost and the upskilling of resources.
For example, the considerations suggested by the Department are summarised below:
• Incentive schemes to motivate private home owners to improve their property’s energy efficiency;
• Whether any efficiency works will be funded to improve the energy performance of existing public
sector homes and buildings;
• The availability of resources and skilled construction workers;
• Installation of alternative heating systems are dependent on the availability of funds to uplift the
building fabric and ensuring that properties are airtight;
• A fabric first and Energy Performance Certificate approach would be required before simply swapping
fossil fuel boilers with air source heat pumps;
• What is needed to use district heating as there is no existing infrastructure in place;
• Proposal for a timeline less than 8 years, particularly in reference to the public properties or domestic
side of the portfolio;4
• Timeline in relation to the relocation of tenants whilst property upgrades take place;5
• The target for 14,000 electric vehicles by 2030 is achievable but can be improved upon by some
additional measures such as:
– Introduction of a road worthiness test;
– Stopping the importation of older diesel and petrol vehicles onto the Island;
– Introduce increasing levels of vehicles duty on more polluting vehicles; and
– Scrappage payment for older or more polluting vehicles;
• Impact of lack of availability of older, cheaper cars on public sector tenants;
• Concentrate charging points within Government owned car parks to service residents without off
street parking; and
• Further tree planting and peatland restoration aligns with industry good practice and is supported by
the Department’s Flood Management Division.
Douglas Borough Council
The Council supports the introduction of a target of 45% reduction in carbon emissions by 2030, subject
to the Government providing financial support for residents, businesses and local authorities in changing
to environmentally acceptable practices. In particular, providing local authorities with access to the
Climate Change Transformation and Climate Change Adaptation Funds.
The Council stated that it is supportive of the 45% reduction in emissions by 2030. However, the Council
highlights that the “effects on the Council need to be considered”. The Council’s support is therefore
“tempered with the proviso that Government must provide financial support for residents, businesses, and
“Ongoing evaluation indicates that at this time and with necessary budgetary requirement sin place, a time period of around 12-15
years would be an accurate estimate for full compliance” of the Government portfolio.
5
The Department currently invokes fabric upgrades when a property is vacated. It is unlikely that the Department’s 1200 dwellings
will all be vacated at some point in the next 8 years. Even if this does occur, the Department expects the labour and financial
constraints to make this unachievable.
4
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particularly local authorities, for changing to more environmentally friendly forms of transport, building,
and heating”. The Council has suggested that this “could be done by extending the scope of the
Government’s Climate Change Transformation Fund [and the Climate Change Adaptation Fund] from
which public authorities outside Government are currently excluded”. The Council has stated that
although it supports the ‘high ambition – 45% reduction by 2030’ target, it “cannot afford to implement
the measures identified without access to these Funds”.
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3.0
Conclusions
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Consultation on the Interim Target for Emissions Reductions by 2030 was conducted from 25th January
to 21st February 2022, as an essential exercise to engage the public on the Island’s target to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 2030; which is an interim step to achieving net zero by 2050. 611 responses
to the consultation were received.
The interim target is due to be laid before Tynwald for approval, alongside the Isle of Man Climate Change
Plan 2022-2027, by April 2022.
This report provided a summary of the consultation responses and analysed the interim target preferences
provided by respondents. The key conclusions drawn from the analysis are summarised below:
• 53% of individual responses were in favour of one of the interim targets proposed in the consultation
• 38% of individual responses expressed support for a ‘high ambition target – 45% by 2030’
• 21% of individuals favoured ‘no target at all’
• 61% of groups/organisations (17 groups/organisations) favoured the high ambition target - 45% by
2030
• 11 groups/organisations indicated they supported neither of the high or medium targets proposed. Of
these, the majority (9 groups/organisations) favoured no target at all.
• Responses to the consultation have highlighted key concerns (such as cost implications and electricity
supply) of IoM residents and groups/organisations in relation to setting interim targets and tackling
climate change on the whole.
• Views and concerns expressed in the consultation response should be considered when developing the
Island’s Net Zero plans and strategies moving forward and used to engage Island residents and local
groups/organisations further.
• Responses from named groups/organisations and key stakeholders presents opportunity for continued
dialogue on key issues and partnerships.
• In addition, the ambition preferences shown by different age demographics could be considered when
engaging with these demographics on the climate change agenda in the future.
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A 1.0
Appendix
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A 1.1 Consultation Questions
1. Which of the proposed interim targets do you support?
a. Medium ambition 35% by 2030
b. High ambition 45% by 2030
c. Neither of the above
2. If you answered ‘Neither of the above’ to question 1 please choose one of the following
which best describes your reason why.
a. I would prefer a target that is higher than 45%
b. I would prefer a target that is lower than 35%
c. I would prefer a different target between 35% and 45%
d. I would prefer no target at all
If you answered this question, please state your preferred target and why you propose that
target [free text comments box]
3. Do you have any comments on the consultation document?
[free text comments box]
4. Do you have any comments on the draft regulations (Appendix 1)?
[free text comments box]
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A 1.2 Coding
Table A-1: Name and description of codes used to categorise free text
responses
Name

Description

Action on climate change
not needed

Responses which indicated the respondent did not feel it was necessary to set an
interim target as action on climate change in general was not required. This
generally related to climate scepticism.

Align ambition with
neighbouring jurisdictions

Responses which indicated the respondent wanted to see the IoM setting targets
of a similar level as neighbouring jurisdictions e.g., UK, Scotland, EU.

Climate emergency - need
to act now

Responses which highlighted the respondents concern over climate change and
the need to act urgently to reduce emissions as quickly as possible.

Cost Implications

Responses which indicated major concern for the cost implications of the interim
targets and the impact this would have on the cost of living on the Island. Such
responses often stated that they felt the money spent on the consultation and/or
tackling climate change would be better spent elsewhere on healthcare and
housing.

Electricity supply concerns

Responses which indicated concerns over the implication on the interim targets
would have on electricity supply to the Island. These concerns included
scepticism towards the reliability of renewables and concerns that the targets
would leave the Island overly dependent on the UK for its electricity supply.

Implications on local life

These responses conveyed concerns about the scale of implications on local life.
Concerns included the cost of renovating older houses or replacing cars, the
implications on those with lower incomes, concerns about how few people
would be able to use active travel routes and the implications on the classic car
community.

Insignificant compared to
Global Scale

Responses which indicated that it was not necessary for the IoM to take action to
tackle climate change as the island’s emissions are insignificant on a global scale,
compared to countries such as China and India. Many responses supported this
view with apparent observations of China’s current inaction on climate change.

Set high ambition

Responses which indicated a desire for high ambition in setting targets and
tackling climate change.

Set high ambition and
allow room for delays

Responses which suggested high ambition should be set to allow room for delays,
presenting a ‘buffer’ for reasonable reduction targets to still be reached by 2030.

Target achievability

Responses which indicated the targets would be impossible or difficult to achieve
due to various obstacles. These responses typically outlined concern that overly
ambitious targets would prompt rushed and costly decisions to be made.

Target not needed

Responses which indicated the respondent thought setting an interim target was
not necessary. Reasons for this ranged from climate scepticism to the believe
that the market would drive the necessary change required.
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Technology/infrastructure
availability

These responses expressed concerns over the availability of the necessary
technology/infrastructure to achieve an interim target. Examples included doubts
about the capacity of heat pumps or the viability of electric cars and concerns
about the overlooked potential of something like nuclear power or wave power.

Other

Other responses which covered unique topics that did not fall within the
categories listed above.

Not answered

Answer field left blank.
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