
Minutes of CCC Meeting, 16/09/2016 

Present were John Deben, Nick Chater, Sam Fankhauser, Brian Hoskins, Julia King, John Krebs, 
Corinne le Quere, Jim Skea (item 2), Matthew Bell 

1. New nuclear update  

The Committee discussed the role of new nuclear generation in its scenarios and whether, in the 
light of the Government announcement of its intention to proceed with the Hinkley Point C project, 
it should release a statement.  
 
The central scenarios published by the Committee in its advice on the fifth carbon budget (2028-
2032) reduce the emissions intensity of the power sector to below 100gCO2/kWh in 2030. New 
nuclear capacity could play a significant role in that decarbonisation, and further reductions in 
emissions required to 2050. If Hinkley Point C delivered at the agreed strike price of £92.50/MWh 
and subsequent projects at lower cost, then costs might be broadly comparable to those for offshore 
wind. Nevertheless, there were risks over delivery at this price, and the timetable. 
 
The important point for the Committee, therefore, was not to be entirely reliant on new nuclear 
coming forward. There are other mixes of low-carbon generation compatible with required 
reduction of emissions from the power sector. Progress on other low-carbon options must also be 
delivered. The Committee agreed that it should release a statement to this effect. The secretariat was 
asked to prepare a draft for quick comment by Committee members. 
 
 
2. Long-term ambition after the Paris Agreement  

The Committee discussed progress with development of the report, due for publication in October, 
on implications of the Paris Agreement for the UK’s long-term targets to reduce emissions. It had 
agreed in its January 2016 letter to the Secretary of State on implications for carbon budgets to 2032 
to provide further advice on the issues.  

It was clear that the aims of the Paris Agreement, to limit warming to well below 2°C and to pursue 
efforts to limit it to 1.5°C, went further than the basis of the UK’s current long-term target to reduce 
emissions in 2050 by at least 80% on 1990 levels (which was based on a UK contribution to global 
emissions reductions keeping global average temperature rise to around 2°C).  

Emissions pathways also suggest that CO2 emissions will need to reach net zero by the 2050s-2070s 
in order to stay below 2°C. 

However, we currently have no scenarios for how the UK can achieve net zero domestic emissions. 
Theoretically, putting all practical difficulties aside, achieving all the options in the “Max” scenario 
in the Committee’s 5th carbon budget advice would result in around a 93% reduction in 2050 
emissions as against 1990. Emissions in “hard to reduce” sectors – aviation, agriculture, parts of 
industry – would remain. 



There is also no single agreed way to define fair contributions of effort between nations. We do not 
know if a least-cost strategy has the UK reaching zero sooner or later than other countries, or the 
role of emissions trading or other forms of international assistance as supplements to domestic 
action. 

To the extent that emissions remained in hard to reduce sectors, then greenhouse gas removal 
(GGR) technologies would be required to achieve net zero. The Committee considered a range of 
possible technologies, with indications of removal potential, taken from the peer reviewed 
literature. These were assessed at different stages of technology readiness level (TRL), but were 
generally characterised by substantial uncertainties.  

The Committee therefore agreed that whilst a new long-term target would be needed to be 
consistent with Paris, and setting such a target now would provide a useful signal of support, the 
evidence was not sufficient to specify that target now. Further actions to strengthen the achievement 
of existing targets should be prioritised (which would leave open options to push further in future); 
and to develop a strategy for GGR (including international co-ordination) and to support innovation 
in “hard to reduce” sectors. There would be opportunities to re-visit the setting of a new target as 
more information becomes available about potential global paths to well below 2°C and 1.5°C.  

The Committee also agreed that if strengthening of measures to meet existing carbon budgets led to 
over-achievement of budgets then this would support the aims in the Paris Agreement and it is 
unlikely it would be appropriate to bank such over-achievement.   

 

3. Heat and Energy Efficiency Report 

The Committee discussed progress with work for the heat and energy efficiency report, due in 
October, particularly with a view to agreeing the high-level narrative for the report and key 
recommendations. 

In relation to the high level narrative, the need to achieve near complete decarbonisation of heat for 
buildings if the 2050 target is to be met was agreed. It was also agreed that progress had stagnated 
since around 2012 and urgent policy renewal was required. This did not mean that the lowest-cost 
route to decarbonise heat could be fully specified now, but policy should reflect the uncertainties 
and requirement to develop options to support informed choices in future. 

There are around 23m homes currently heated through gas. Some of these homes will be in 
locations suited to heat networks, but the majority are not. Deployment of low-carbon heat options, 
consistent with near-full decarbonisation by 2050, therefore suggested 1 of 3 scenarios – a largely 
heat pump focused future; a largely hydrogen focused future; or a mixed solution. For timely 
deployment of options through the 2030s and 2040s, the Government would  need to be taking 
decisions about the appropriate route forward around the mid-2020s. Actions now should therefore 
be focused on what is required in order to make an informed choice. 

There was discussion of what this meant in relation to the hydrogen option. There were some 
comparisons with the switchover from town gas to natural gas, but the conversion is more difficult. 
From the consumer perspective, the switch might require relatively little change, nevertheless there 



were likely to be substantial issues of public acceptability – piloting and demonstrations would be 
required. 

Many other technical and infrastructural issues will also require to be worked through. Possibly the 
greatest challenge will relate to costs and large-scale production from low-carbon sources. The 
lowest-cost means of production is likely to be from reformulation of natural gas, with CCS to 
sequester the CO2. This will require Government commitment to CCS.  

Where there were “low regrets” actions that could be taken now, it was agreed that these should be 
supported. Some energy efficiency measures were in this category. There was discussion of the 
appropriate case for deployment of heat pumps as “low regrets” – this could be for buildings off the 
gas grid, and in new build. Such deployment was low cost (or cost-saving), and would help build 
the supply chain and consumer awareness and acceptance. The Committee asked for the case for 
tighter new build standards to be made very clearly in the report; that the possibility be considered   
that buildings be made “heat pump ready” be considered; and that the possible role for hybrid heat 
pumps, as a transitional technology, could be further explored. 

The Committee agreed the broad set of recommendations, flowing from an assessment of policy 
principles and decision points given the need to meet emission reduction targets. The separate 
policy packages relating to the residential sector, non-residential sector and low-carbon heat 
infrastructure looked complex, and the Committee asked if further consideration could be given to 
possible ways to simplify the presentation, e.g. by brigading together some of the cross-cutting 
recommendations, such as for access to low-cost finance.  

 

4. Implications of brexit  

The Committee considered progress in development of a report, for publication in October, on the 
implications of brexit for carbon policy. The UK has previously been reliant on the EU for policy 
development and delivery in a number of policy areas, such as surface transport vehicle efficiency. 
An aim of the report was to identify the key EU policies and their contribution to meeting the fifth 
carbon budget.  

The Committee agreed that the UK’s emission reduction targets were not changed by brexit. There 
was already a gap to meeting those targets (the 4th and 5th carbon budgets), so that new and 
strengthened policies were required. Where EU policies would no longer apply, further UK 
measures would now be required to provide equivalent emission reductions.  

Where there were opportunities to improve on some EU policy approaches, the Committee agreed 
that the onus should be on the UK Government to seek these out and take them. 

The Committee accepted that there was an accounting issue for the level of carbon budgets (i.e. a 
distinction between budgets defined on a net or gross basis) if the UK were no longer part of the 
EUETS. Whatever the accounting issues, actual emissions need to be reduced. If the UK left the 
EUETS, the level of any accounting adjustment would be an issue for the Committee to advise on at 
that time. 



In terms of economy-wide implications, the Committee felt that the main consideration was that 
brexit added to a high level of policy uncertainty that already existed. This made it all the more 
important for the Government’s emission reduction plan to be clear in setting out policies to meet 
the future targets. 

Work to quantify the scale of UK emission reduction resulting from EU-level measures was 
continuing, but provisional estimates were presented. These included that 54% of the emission 
reduction required in the UK from 2015 to 2030 to meet the 5th carbon budget related to EU 
measures. The Committee agreed that it would be important to be clear that these were policies 
agreed by the UK at EU-level and that the basis for the estimates should be made clear in the 
published report.  

The Committee discussed implications for low-carbon policies. It asked that further thought be 
given to the way different policies were brigaded, possibly split between those which appear to be 
working where ambition needs to be preserved, those requiring strengthening and those where there 
may be opportunities for the UK to go further, e.g, in relation to CAP. The importance of 
innovation was also noted, but not simply in terms of funding but also implications for 
collaboration going forward. 

The Committee would return to the report at the next meeting. 

 


