
 

 

Minutes of CCC Meeting, 13/09/13 

 

Present were Sam Fankhauser, Brian Hoskins, Bob May, Jim Skea, John Krebs, 

David Kennedy 

 

1. Fourth carbon budget review – report back on the science and 

international workshops. 

 

The Committee has held a number of workshops in the context of the fourth carbon 

budget review. This item considered summaries of the science and international 

workshops. These workshops focused on: 

 

 Whether the CCC’s climate objective remains appropriate. This objective is to 

keep central estimates of temperature increase as close to 2 degrees as close 

as possible, and to keep probabilities of very dangerous climate change at 

very low levels (e.g. no more than a 1% probability of warming greater than 4 

degrees). 

 How international processes have moved on since 2010 and whether the 

emissions pathways previously assumed are still consistent with achieving the 

climate objective. The emissions pathways are characterised by early peaking 

of global emissions, with deep cuts thereafter, such that global emissions are 

cut by around 50% in 2050. 

 

Discussion at the workshops suggested that the Committee’s climate objective 

remains broadly appropriate. However, this objective is slightly less stringent than 

that of the UN, raising a question of whether it should be tightened, particularly given 

new evidence on climate risks. 

 

Participants in the second workshop agreed that international discussions have 

proceeded as envisaged at the time the budget was set, with positive examples of 

progress at the country level. Global emissions pathways to meet the climate objective 

remain feasible but challenging.  

 

There was a strong sense that the UK still has an important role in international 

negotiations on a new global deal. Given this position, if the UK were to adopt a 

lower level of climate ambition, either explicitly, or implicitly by changing its carbon 

budgets, this would make an ambitious global deal less likely. 

 

2. Fourth carbon budget review – EU pathways 

 

EU emissions pathways are relevant when designing UK carbon budgets because they 

determine carbon prices, which in turn determines the cost-effective path for 

emissions reduction in the UK. 

 



 

In addition, under current accounting rules of the Climate Change Act, the traded 

sector part of the carbon budget should reflect the UK’s share of the EU ETS cap, 

once agreed. 

 

The Committee considered different trajectories for the EU ETS to 2030 and 

compared these to the carbon budget. These included the default trajectory through 

the 2020s associated with the EU’s target to reduce 2020 greenhouse gas emissions by 

20% on 1990 levels; and the UK Government’s negotiating position, that EU 

emissions should be reduced by 40-50% by 2030. The fourth carbon budget is 

consistent with a pathway broadly in the middle of this range. 

 

The Committee agreed that if the agreed EU ETS cap were to depart from the cost 

effective path to meeting the 2050 target, there would be a case to change the 

accounting basis of carbon budgets to the UK’s domestic emissions rather than the 

EU ETS cap. 

 

The Committee noted feedback from the international workshop that it would be 

unhelpful to change the carbon budget now in anticipation of the future EU ETS cap, 

and then to change this again once the cap is agreed (e.g. in 2016). 

 

3. Fourth carbon budget review – transition pathways 

 

The Committee considered evidence on past transitions of the energy system in the 

UK and other countries. 

 

The evidence shows that the three decade transition reflected in the fourth carbon 

budget is rapid compared to what has occurred previously. 

 

A more back-ended approach to meeting the 2050 target would imply a 

transformation of the UK’s energy system over a two decade period. With very high 

build rates and capital scrapping to achieve this transformation, this would be 

expensive. Given the scale of the challenge, and the lack of evidence that this would 

be feasible, it would also put meeting of the 2050 target at significant risk.  

 


