
Minutes of CCC Meeting, 20/06/14 

Present were John Deben, Sam Fankhauser, Paul Johnson, Bob May, Jim Skea, Adrian Gault 

1. Progress report: overview 

The Committee discussed the methodology for the traffic light assessment of progress over 

the first carbon budget period, and the forward-looking assessment of what current policies 

may deliver as against what is required to meet carbon budgets. 

The Committee agreed the need for the narrative presentation within the Overview chapter to 

be very clear in describing the basis for the assessment. It should be clearly acknowledged 

where the evidence base for indicator trajectories has moved on since they were initially set, 

and that indicators may not have been set for some measures or technologies that would now 

justify them.  

The results for the traffic lights assessment were discussed and agreed. Some revisions to the 

description of categories for the policy assessment were agreed. It was agreed that a summary 

of departmental recommendations should be brought together for the final report. 

2. Progress report: Committee comments 

The Committee considered substantive comments that had been provided on draft chapters, 

where not picked up in the previous discussion.  

It was agreed that it was important to put a marker down that the Committee would return to 

consider policy in relation to innovation more fully in future work. The precise formulation 

of recommendation in relation to a carbon intensity target for 2030 was discussed and agreed. 

Clearer differentiation of recommendations in relation to CCS and offshore wind was agreed, 

given their different levels of maturity. Sustainability concerns in relation to biofuels were 

discussed, and the importance of strict limitation to use of sustainable feedstocks. 

There should also be reference to air quality benefits from measures to achieve carbon 

budgets. 

3. Progress report: buildings and fuel poverty 

In relation to energy efficiency policy in the household sector, the complexity of the current 

mix of programmes was noted. For the presentation of what has been achieved it was agreed 

that this should be simplified as far as possible to concentrate on the actual number of 

measures (e.g. lofts, cavity wall insulation) being delivered, and comparison with what was 

needed. Compared with the launch of the Green Deal/ECO, it was agreed that policy design 

was improved by the amendments now proposed, but that overall ambition looked low. 

The Committee discussed policy in relation to Zero Carbon Homes, specifically the proposal 

for allowable “off-site” solutions and an exemption for small developments. It was agreed 

that “allowable solutions” might deliver a more cost-effective outcome overall, but that it 

would be problematic and not cost-effective in the long-term if the proposal resulted in new 



homes not incorporating low-carbon heat generation. The Committee was not attracted to 

policy exemptions. It was agreed to recommend that there should not be exemptions for small 

developments unless there were clear evidence, not currently provided, that this would be 

cost beneficial.  

The Committee discussed an assessment of the pros and cons of providing discounts to the 

Climate Change Levy for significantly improving energy efficiency.   

The Committee discussed preliminary results from a project to better understand who the fuel 

poor are, and the potential role for energy efficiency measures in tackling fuel poverty. 

Differences in characteristics of the fuel poor on the different definitions (10% income spent 

on fuel to maintain adequate warmth; Low Income High Costs), particularly the 

proportionately higher number of older households on the 10% definition, were noted. The 

Committee also asked that the characteristics of the fuel poor be compared with those with 

low incomes in general, based on HBAI statistics. 

The potential for targeting of energy efficiency measures to reduce numbers in fuel poverty 

and the depth of fuel poverty was considered. It was agreed that it would be useful to refer to 

this emerging work in the progress report, though more in depth assessment would have to 

follow in later work. 

4. Progress report: waste and F-gases 

The Committee considered latest emissions data for waste and F-gases. The success in 

reducing landfill emissions over time, largely linked to the EU Landfill Directive and the 

landfill tax, was noted. The need to re-state previous recommendations to consider stronger 

levers to reduce biodegradable waste sent to landfill was agreed.  

In relation to F-gases, the need to comply with new EU regulation and seek to go beyond this 

where cost-effective was agreed. 

5. Progress report: devolved administrations 

The Committee considered latest emissions data for the devolved administrations and 

performance against targets for emission reduction. 

For the progress report chapter, as well as the assessment of historical trends and drivers, the 

Committee requested that examples of best practice be drawn out. 


