
Minutes of CCC Meeting, 11/09/2015 

Present were Julia King, Sam Fankhauser, Brian Hoskins, Jim Skea, Matthew Bell 

1. 5
th

 carbon budget, science and international report, overall storyline 

The Committee considered the key messages for each chapter of the report, relating to climate 

science, international action, and European targets. In light of that, the Committee discussed the key 

points for the executive summary, a draft of which had been circulated in advance. 

In relation to the science, it was agreed that description of climate change should not be confined to 

warming. There was some discussion of global emissions pathways consistent with keeping 

temperature rise below 2°C and it was agreed that the report should give a sense of the urgency of 

reducing emissions from their current path. 

The key messages in relation to international action, the EU pledge, and UK share of that pledge,  

were discussed. Subject to ongoing work, these were agreed, with the addition that the fact that the 

UK Government had pressed for a higher reduction than the EU agreed target should be noted. 

Arising out of Committee champion comments on the executive summary, 2 wider issues were 

discussed. It was agreed that the summary must provide the UK and carbon budgets context into 

which the assessment of climate science and international circumstances sits. Nevertheless, that 

assessment should be the prime focus. The secretariat were asked to consider this further, including 

possible development of a figure to show how the different work-streams relate to the advice on the 

5
th

 carbon budget which will be provided towards the end of the year. 

Presentation of the estimated UK emissions reduction to 2030, consistent with the EU pledge, and 

of an EU/UK “fair” share of global effort, was also discussed. It was agreed that the emphasis for 

this report should be on the estimated UK reduction as a share of the EU pledge, but that the 

uncertainty in this estimate needed also to be communicated. This was new information. The end-

year report would then draw on all the analysis to inform its budget recommendation. 

 

2. 5
th

 carbon budget, sector trajectories 

The Committee discussed the principles that would inform its recommendation for the level of the 

5
th

 carbon budget.  

Scenarios for abatement of emissions across sectors were being developed under 3 cases: a central 

scenario representing a cost-effective path towards meeting the 2050 target; a “barriers” scenario 

representing unfavourable conditions for development and take-up of options; and a “max” scenario 

representing maximum feasible deployment.  

Cost-effectiveness  is judged relative to carbon values consistent with the world being on a path to 

constrain emissions consistent with 2°C and a UK contribution to that effort. It was agreed that this 

“target consistent” path for carbon values must be very clearly explained. 



 

 

Given that the targets and carbon budgets in the Climate Change Act are defined on the basis of the 

net carbon account, the traded sector component of the overall budget recommendation would 

reflect the estimated UK share of the EU ETS cap. For the traded sectors, the cost-effective path 

would then describe the emission reduction effort that would be reasonable to make within the UK 

– in principle, the UK share of the EU wide cap might be lower than that cost-effective path (so the 

UK would be a net buyer of allowances) or higher (the UK a net seller of allowances). 

For the non-traded sectors of the economy the options would include to recommend a budget based 

on estimates of the cost-effective path, or a level of emissions consistent with the UK’s obligation 

under the EU-wide pledge for 2030. 

The Committee considered emerging results for the estimated cost-effective path across the traded 

and non-traded sectors, and for the “barriers” and “max” scenarios. Main points were that: 

 Communicating the uncertainties in the assessments would be very important; 

 Reducing emissions from heat looked a difficult area. There was a balance between 

ensuring sufficient action to 2030 to leave open the possibility of achieving near full 

decarbonisation by 2050, and ensuring actions to 2030 were practical. 

 More generally, if scenarios suggested an acceleration in rate of emission reduction in the 

non-traded sector post-2030, then the plausibility of achieving that needed further 

consideration; 

 The central case assessment was not necessarily in the centre of the “barriers” to “max” 

range. That might be justified, but it should be further considered and explained. 

There was some discussion of  overall emission reductions suggested in the central case. As the 

scenario was firmed-up, it would be useful to draw a clear comparison with the analysis for the 4
th

 

carbon budget review to understand what has changed. 

 

3. Progress on road transport emission reductions 

Mike Hawes, Chief Executive of the Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders (SMMT) 

provided an external view of progress in reducing emissions from road transport. 

 

4. Climate change policy, recent Government announcements 

The Committee discussed recent announcements made by the Government, and considered a draft 

letter to be sent to the DECC Secretary of State. It was agreed that a letter should be sent. Whilst 

there might be a rationale for some of the individual announcements, the key up-front message 

should be the uncertainty for low-carbon investment created by the set of announcements as a 



whole, particularly given the lack of clarity on the policy framework that will replace the measures 

that are ending. 

The secretariat was asked to circulate a revised draft letter. 

  

5. 5
th

 carbon budget, power sector scenarios  

As part of its work to inform development of advice on the level of the 5
th

 carbon budget, the 

Committee would be publishing, in October, a report on power sector scenarios through the 2020s. 

The Committee considered a presentation which covered the approach to carbon pricing in these 

scenarios; the development of the scenarios; and whole system costs. 

In relation to carbon pricing, the Committee agreed that the distinction between target-consistent 

carbon values, and expectations of the market carbon price must be clearly explained. The former 

was the appropriate concept when judging when new technologies might be “subsidy free”. In this 

case the appropriate comparator for the new technology was the cost of new build gas generation 

incorporating the target-consistent carbon value. 

The Committee considered expectations for what the power sector would look like in 2020, the 

starting point for the scenarios. This should reflect that investment to 2020 is largely locked in, with 

funding around £7.9bn in 2020/21 committed. On this basis, the carbon intensity of generation 

would fall from around 440g/kWh now to around 250 in 2020.  

For the 2020s, scenario building principles were agreed – that these should aim for steady low-

carbon deployment; that these should consider minimum deployment levels for emerging 

technologies where costs are falling, with the intention that these technologies could be expected to 

get to the point where it should be possible to remove subsidy; that active markets for firm capacity 

and flexibility should develop. 

Most scenarios, across the different scenarios, with and without new nuclear build, with and without 

CCS, and with different levels of ambition for renewables, achieved power sector carbon intensity 

towards 100g/kWh in 2030. Emerging results from the study, conducted for the Committee by 

Imperial, to look in more detail than before at system implications of integrating low-carbon power 

were also considered. In presenting cost estimates for the October report, it was agreed that system 

costs must be reflected. Increased flexibility options, through demand-side response, storage, 

interconnection and flexible back-up generation, could reduce those costs. The results also 

suggested, however, higher costs for accommodating renewables consistent with overall carbon 

intensity around 50g/kWh than 100g/kWh. 

Next steps were agreed, including circulation of draft chapters for comment, with a view to sign-off 

of key messages at the next Committee meeting. 


