
Minutes of CCC Meeting, 22/05/2015 

Present were John Deben, Sam Fankhauser, Paul Johnson, Brian Hoskins, Julia King, John Krebs, 

Bob May, Jim Skea, Jim Hall, Anne Johnson, Graham Wynne, Matthew Bell 

1. Progress report, joint mitigation-adaptation executive summary.  

The Committee considered a draft of the joint executive summary (Report 1), which had been 

circulated prior to the meeting. 

The broad structure of the report was agreed, with a focus on the need for greater clarity on the 

policy framework for the 2020s. Key points made on the draft were: 

 Strengthen, based on IPCC material, the description of impacts if global emissions are not 

reduced. At the same time, however, we must ensure that we do not over-state the evidence.  

 Ensure that the cumulative nature of the issue – with global temperature rise mainly a 

function of total emissions over time - is very clear. 

 Strengthen description of the international framework for emission reduction, including 

UNFCCC processes up to Paris. 

 Consider if a graphical illustration can be included, summarising the framework for the 

Committee’s consideration of the issues covered in the report. This might also allow a 

clearer flow from the identified key issues to the Committee’s recommendations. 

 Ensure that the description of the role of the Committee is clearly specified in line with the 

requirements as set out in the Climate Change Act. 

 Ensure that the key recommendations are joined up as between emission reduction and 

adaptation. For example, this is partly covered by the recommendation in respect of 

“buildings”, but could be enhanced by covering building standards in relation to zero carbon 

homes as well as preventing overheating. The “infrastructure” recommendation should 

cover the need for an integrated approach, covering assets exposed to climate risks, as well 

as mitigation options such as CCS. 

 Revise the drafting around key issues, to ensure that these do not seem to reflect a further set 

of recommendations. 

Beyond the progress report, it was agreed that the CCC and ASC should further consider 

opportunities to join up areas of work, in particular in relation to agriculture and soils. 

2. Progress report, launch and communications.  

The Committee were updated as to plans for the launch event on 30 June.  

Options for the highlighting of key messages in the launch and press material were discussed. These 

options included a focus on the “policy gap” – recognising progress that has been made, but 

identifying gaps to the achievement of future carbon budgets and adaptation objectives; a “call for 

action” from the new Government, linking to the Committee’s main recommendations; picking out 

a “single issue” on which to focus. The Committee agreed the second option was appropriate, with 

the addition that the opportunity – through actions now – to provide clarity, reduce costs and 

incentivise investment should be emphasised. 

Adaptation Sub-Committee members left at the conclusion of this item.  



 

3. Remuneration discussion 

The bonus awards for the two Chief Executives and the Acting Chief Executive were recommended 

to the Committee and unanimously agreed. 

4. Progress report, mitigation recommendations 

The Committee considered the full set of draft recommendations, across all sectors of the economy. 

These go wider than the shorter set of key recommendations. They will be recorded in the report 1, 

the joint report, but covered in more detail in the mitigation report. 

Specific suggestions were made on a number of the recommendations. A general point was made 

that they should be condensed down as far as possible, to focus on the recommended action. 

5. 5
th

 carbon budget, bioenergy  

The Committee has an established view, from our 2011 Bioenergy review, on the role of bioenergy 

in meeting carbon budgets. In developing scenarios for the advice on the 5
th

 carbon budget, for 

delivery by the end of 2015, it was necessary to consider if there had been significant developments 

in the evidence base that might lead the Committee to want to revise those assumptions. 

The Committee considered new areas of evidence in relation to life-cycle emissions of biomass and 

potential global supplies. 

In relation to life-cycle emissions, DECC has published the BEAC calculator. This suggests that it 

is possible to meet UK demand for solid biomass in power at a lifecycle emissions intensity below 

200g/kWh. Overall, however, depending on scenario, the calculator suggests a very wide range for 

life-cycle emissions. 

DECC has issued new sustainability criteria in timber standard and woodfuel guidance. This 

implicitly requires that by Autumn 2015, generators receiving support through ROCs, RHI or CfDs 

must demonstrate biomass is from forests that are being managed in a way to deliver 

maintained/enhanced carbon stocks. The Committee agreed that it should continue to press for 

strong explicit requirements and for this to be reflected in standards at EU level. 

In the Bioenergy review the Committee had been cautious about the availability of bioenergy 

resource to 2030. These were compared with ranges in latest IPCC and IRENA assumptions. The 

Committee agreed that its position remained appropriate.  

6. Progress report, new elements within Overview chapter  

Compared with previous progress reports, the overview chapter will contain new analyses in 

relation to the Government’s National Infrastructure Plan, the implications of low fossil fuel prices, 

and current level of Government spend on low-carbon measures. 



For the National Infrastructure Plan, the chapter would include an assessment of embedded 

emissions conducted by the University of Leeds. The implications for future activity, and associated 

emissions (e.g. in relation to the use of an expanded road network) would also be covered.  

The Committee agreed with the intended approach. It recognised that emissions attached to 

infrastructure spend might add to requirements for emission reduction elsewhere in the economy, 

but the economic benefits of improved infrastructure should also be recognised. 

In relation to low fossil fuel prices, the potential for this to increase costs to meet carbon budgets 

should be recognised, and reflected in sensitivity analyses of requirements for Levy Control 

Framework in the 2020s. The potential to meet carbon budgets at low cost remained. 

It was agreed that the secretariat would look further at the presentation of the estimates of spend on 

low-carbon measures, which were small relative to overall Government spend. 

 

 

 


