
Minutes of CCC Meeting, 2/10/2015 

Present were Julia King, Sam Fankhauser, Paul Johnson, John Krebs, Jim Skea, Matthew Bell 

1. 5
th

 carbon budget, science and international report 

Drafts of the executive summary and chapters of the report had been sent to Committee members 

prior to the meeting. The report, for publication on 13 October, sets out the Committee’s assessment 

of scientific, international and EU circumstances, to feed into the Committee’s November advice on 

the 5
th

 carbon budget. 

The report will include an assessment of the UK share of the EU pledge to reduce emissions by at 

least 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. The rules for apportionment to Member States have not been 

finalised, so there are some uncertainties in this assessment. It was agreed that presentation of the 

share for the UK should be as a “best estimate” within a wider range reflecting the uncertainties. 

It was agreed that a summary table of estimates for EU and UK emission reductions to 2030 should 

be included in Chapter 3. This should include the EU pledge, split by traded and non-traded sectors 

of the economy; estimates of the EU cost-effective path; and a range of estimates for the EU and 

UK “fair share” of a global 2°C pathway. The Committee agreed wording to describe these 

reductions as, “The EU’s agreed 2030 target is at the lower end of ambition compared to the cost-

effective path to its 2050 objective. It is below estimates for a “fair” EU share of a global 2°C 

pathway, and the UK’s likely contribution is at the low end of ambition compared to its global 

“fair” share.” 

Subject to these points, and any further detailed comments due by Tuesday 6 October, the report 

was agreed. 

 

2. 5
th

 carbon budget, industry 

The Committee considered the development of industry scenarios for the 5
th

 carbon budget. 

The Committee discussed the distinction between emissions on a consumption basis and on a 

production basis. For the published report, it agreed that the historical increase in emissions 

embedded in imports should be covered. To the extent possible, it would also be useful to 

distinguish impacts arising from past output changes and from changes in energy efficiency. 

The evidence base to inform development of scenarios was discussed. This was improved as 

compared with previous work. For example, it now drew on: 

 the DECC/BIS industry roadmaps, which considered potential to reduce emissions across 8 

energy intensive sectors; 

 studies by Element Energy and the Teesside Collective business case in relation to CCS. 

Nevertheless, considerable uncertainties remained. These had been further explored in substantial 

engagement with industry sectors through the Call for Evidence and other discussions. 



In developing scenarios, key uncertainties remained over the potential application of CCS. The 

central case assessment of potential for emissions reduction by 2030 was lower than in previous 

work. The viability and costs of a network might also be dependent on participation of specific 

(larger) plants – uncertainty over their future could therefore affect decisions of others, and overall 

levels of take-up. There would be a need for Government support and backing for strategic 

infrastructure decisions. The Committee asked that this storyline should be prominent in the 

industry chapter of the report, also making the links to CCS in the power sector. 

Baseline emissions projections for refineries were considered. In the absence of updated projections 

from DECC, it was agreed that the central scenario for emissions should be adjusted to be 

consistent with reducing consumption of petroleum fuels.  

 

3. 5
th

 carbon budget, power sector report 

The power sector scenarios report is due to be published on 22 October. The purpose of this session 

was to test the key messages and contents of the executive summary. 

There was discussion of one of the suggested key findings - that low-carbon options can be 

delivered without subsidy in the 2020s, provided gas generation faces its full carbon cost, and 

allowing for the lower capacity value of variable renewables. The Committee agreed the 

conclusion, but asked that particular attention should be given to ensuring clarity in the report on 

meaning of “subsidy free”. This had to explain the basis of the carbon values used, and the 

distinction from expected market carbon prices. Timing differences between mature and less mature 

low-carbon technologies should be distinguished; and different terminology used to explain what 

was meant by the lower capacity value of variable renewables. 

The implications for consumer (household) electricity bills in 2025 and 2030 of a programme of 

investment in low-carbon power rather than new gas build were discussed. The estimates indicated 

that the impact from low-carbon investment in the 2020s was small. Simply looking at the 

components of the bill did not make clear why this was the case. The Committee asked that the 

rationale be explained clearly in the text, particularly to cover the merit order effect and to explain 

how the bills analysis mapped to social cost benefit. 

The Committee agreed key recommendations flowing from the analysis, though asking that these 

should be presented as policy implications. Extension of the Levy Control Framework for low-

carbon generation should probably be at the top of that list. The case for a separate funding pot for 

emerging technologies was agreed, though the Committee did not feel that it needed to put a 

number to that.  

Existing coal plants were expected to close or convert to biomass in the 2020s. To the extent that 

there was a policy implication for existing coal plant this should be framed around the possible need 

for the Government to signal this more clearly to strengthen investor confidence in the need for 

replacement capacity. 



Costs of new nuclear build were discussed. It was agreed that the Committee’s views on the 

contract price offered to Hinkley Point C should be covered up-front, within the executive 

summary. 

The Committee agreed the timetable for commenting on the draft report chapters and on an updated 

executive summary. It was agreed that the consultant’s report on system costs would be published 

alongside the Committee’s report. 

 

4. 5
th

 carbon budget, agriculture, waste and F-gases 

The Committee considered emerging results from a consultancy project by SRUC/Ricardo AEA to 

update estimates of abatement potential from measures in the agriculture and LULUCF sectors. The 

aim of the project was to review new evidence since work to inform the 4
th

 carbon budget, which 

had suggested potential for 10MtCO2e cost-effective savings annually by 2030. 

The new work appeared to be suggesting a reduction in this potential. However, there were reasons 

to be cautious about this assessment – the updated work was limited in the number of measures that 

had been re-assessed; savings from measures currently being taken up was not part of the savings 

estimated by SRUC (but would be part of the previous 10MtCO2 e estimate).  Work was continuing 

to refine the estimates for use in 5
th

 carbon budget scenarios. 

Lord Krebs, as Committee champion for agriculture sector work, agreed to follow-up the 

assessment, and this continuing work, with the secretariat. 

In relation to F-gases, DECC projections form the starting point for the Committee’s assessment. 

Latest projections, accounting for EU 2015 regulations, suggest emissions falling considerably to 

around 3MtCO2e by 2035. There may be potential for cost-effective abatement below this level, and 

the Committee has previously recommended that the Government should consider this more fully. 

Currently, however, there is little evidence to support a specific estimate for that further potential, 

and the Committee agreed not to build in further savings within the central scenario. 

Emissions from waste have fallen by around 67% from 1990 to 2013, and are projected to have 

fallen by 80% to 2035. There was some potential to go further. In terms of diversion of waste from 

landfill, for example, England was currently less ambitious than Scotland, Wales and Northern 

Ireland.  The basis for assumptions for the central, barriers and max 5
th

 carbon budget scenarios was 

agreed. In particular, in the central scenario this would allow for greater diversion of waste in 

England closer in line with policy in the devolved administrations. 

 

5. 5
th

 carbon budget, heat  

 

The Committee discussed potential for emission reductions from provision of heating for buildings. 

Main options are heat pumps and district heating, with some potential for fuel switching. 



There are new sources of evidence since work for the 4
th

 carbon budget and 4
th

 carbon budget 

review: 

 in relation to heat pumps, this tends to suggest lower cost effectiveness than previously 

assumed.  

 new consultancy work for the Committee has looked at potential for district heating based 

on heat density of areas, residential and non-residential mix, and housing types. It was 

agreed to use this work as the basis for 5
th

 carbon budget scenarios. 

There are substantial uncertainties about each option. Heat networks are likely to be viable only on 

areas with high heat density; bioenergy resources may be used in other sectors; the potential for use 

of hydrogen is unclear. On this basis the Committee agreed there was a need to keep options open. 

In relation to heat pumps this implied a level of deployment to 2030 based, in the central scenario, 

on cost-effectiveness, but also ensuring a minimum level of deployment that would keep open the 

possibility of near complete decarbonisation of heat by 2050.  

 

  


