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1 Introduction

1.1 Two very recent reports by Parliamentary Committees on climate change add extra weight to evidence previously submitted to the Inquiry by SSE.  The two reports are:

· The Environmental Audit Committee’s seventh report of the 2006-7 Session 'Beyond Stern: From the Climate Change Programme Review to the Draft Climate Change Bill', 30 July 2007 ("the EAC report") [CD/159];  and


· The report of the Joint Committee on the Climate Change Bill, 3 August 2007 ("the Joint CC Committee report") [CD/241.1].  
1.2 Whilst neither report is a statement of Government policy, both are weighty reports  unanimously agreed by a cross party committee after extensive inquiries and deliberations, and both make very similar points.  We submit that they are of considerable significance in indicating where political consensus is going on matters of importance to this Inquiry, namely, 

· the scale of carbon reductions needed; 

· the importance of early action to prevent further rises; 

· the inclusion of aviation in targets; and 

· the limitations to trading and offsetting.

1.3 For convenience we have brought together in this supplementary proof material from both reports relevant to some of the main propositions in our main proof of evidence.  The numbers are paragraph numbers in the original documents.  The quotations are all verbatim; all omissions are marked ‘…’.   The emphasis (bold) is added to highlight the key points. Our headings below highlight the key themes of the reports. 

2 The UK should be setting tougher climate change targets than the 60% reduction by 2050

2.1 Both documents make clear that the latest climate science implies a need for greater reductions than the 60% by 2050 which the draft Climate Change Bill proposes to make statutorily binding. The Joint CC Committee report states: 

‘38. A key feature of the draft Bill is the long-term target of a 60% reduction in carbon dioxide by 2050. This target was first announced in the Energy White Paper of 2003, and, as the Government acknowledged in its oral evidence to us, was in response to a recommendation by the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (RCEP) in its influential report, Energy: the Changing Climate, published in 2000 …  

...  
40. Since the RCEP made this recommendation in 2000, understanding of climate change has increased significantly. Research carried out in recent years, most notably, as far as many of those submitting evidence are concerned, the Tyndall Centre, has indicated that the risks of climate change are greater than previously assumed, and that the ‘safe’ level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is lower than previously thought  …

… much of the evidence we received from experts consequently indicated that the target of 60% was insufficient, and that a target of up to 80% would now be more appropriate. Amongst witnesses, with the solitary exception of Lord Lawson of Blaby, there was a remarkable degree of consensus on this point across environmental NGOs, scientific institutions, and even the Government itself.

45. Bearing in mind however the weight of scientific evidence before the Committee that a target of more than 60% is likely to be necessary, we believe that as soon as possible after it is established, the Committee on Climate Change should review the most recent scientific research available and consider to what extent the target should be higher than 60%, with a view to making recommendations on the appropriate amendment to the long term target.’

2.2 The EAC report is more forthright: 

‘64. The majority of evidence we considered suggested strongly that the 60% target is inadequate…

...

68. The Tyndall Centre argued that the UK’s 2050 target should be increased to around 90%, with a 70% cut by 2030. They arrived at these figures by working backwards from a target to stabilise global atmospheric carbon dioxide at 450ppm in 2050. Above all, they stressed that it was more important to focus on staying within the overall cumulative emissions budget rather than on meeting a target for a percentage reduction in annual emissions in 2050. In fact they have gone so far as to say: “It is an act either of negligence or irresponsibility for policymakers to continually refer to a 2050 target as the key driver in addressing climate change.” The logic of their argument is that we need to start making immediate and consistent year on year reductions in our annual emissions …

69. The Government’s policy towards the UK’s 2050 target is clearly incoherent. The Government remains committed to limiting global warming to a rise of 2ºC; but it also acknowledges that, according to recent scientific research, a cut in UK emissions of 60% by 2050 is now very unlikely to be consistent with delivering this goal.’…

… while the Office of Climate Change was justified in telling us that the “at least 60%” target in the draft Bill is within the range discussed in the Stern Review, this is clearly the minimum in emissions reductions which the Stern Review sets out. In fact, Stern states that this would correspond to a 63%-99% chance of exceeding a warming of 2ºC, and describes this level of global warming as “a dangerous place to be, with substantial risks of very unpleasant outcomes”. We recommend that the 2050 [target] be strengthened to reflect current scientific understanding of the emission cuts required for a strong probability at stabilising warming at 2ºC.’

3 Early reduction is disproportionately important

3.1 Both reports underline the importance and the disproportionate value early action to reduce emissions. The EAC report states:

‘9. The lag between emitting CO2 and experiencing the resulting rise in temperatures means we must take bold action today in the hope of preventing dangerous climate change occurring in the future, the impacts of which could be irreversible. Timing is also an issue given the long term planning and investments required to roll out new technologies and infrastructure, and thereby decarbonise the economy.’  

…

71. Above all, the Government must draw attention, at home and abroad, not just to percentage targets for the annual emissions in a certain year, but even more to the absolutely crucial issue of the cumulative total budget of greenhouse gases that the world can afford to emit by 2050 if it is to have a reasonable chance of holding global warming to 2ºC.

3.2 The Joint CC Committee report makes similar points:

‘46. A number of witnesses made the important point that the exact level of the 2050 target mattered less than the shape of the trajectory and the level of the interim targets which define that shape. Dr Kevin Anderson of the Tyndall Centre argued persuasively that the crucial issue was the cumulative amount of carbon emissions over the period from now to 2050, rather than the exact level of the 2050 target itself and performance against it in that year. He pointed out that the Government could in principle meet the target by maintaining emissions at their present level until 2049 and reducing them in the final year; and that this would therefore have no impact on reducing global warming. Figure 3 illustrates the importance of cumulative emissions in the context of the UK’s targets.

Figure 3:  Some ways of reaching a 60% cut are worse than others: delaying cuts until later years will lead to greater emissions overall

[image: image1.emf]
Note: This graph illustrates the fact that delaying action to cut annual emissions will lead to higher cumulative carbon in the atmosphere – even if the UK still reaches a 60% reduction target in 2050. The shaded areas under the trajectories represent the volume of carbon emitted by the UK. The darker shaded area represents the extra cumulative emissions that would be released by delaying action to cut annual emissions, as opposed to following a straight line trajectory in annual emissions cuts from 2007 to 2050. Making even steeper cuts in early years would reduce the cumulative emissions from the UK still further. Higher cumulative concentrations of carbon in the global atmosphere will increase the probability of global warming rising above 2ºC, and with that the risks of very serious and irreversible impacts.’

4 International aviation should be included in UK reduction targets 

4.1 The Joint CC Committee report states: 

‘32. The draft Bill currently does not include within the scope of the targets, and the net UK carbon account, emissions from international aviation. We consider this to be a serious weakness which, in view of the significant likely growth of such emissions, has the effect of reducing the credibility of the 60% carbon reduction target.  Given the clear expectation of the Secretary of State that international aviation emissions could be included in the net UK carbon account once they are incorporated within the EU ETS, we expect the Government to take all necessary steps to ensure that this is achieved. The draft Bill should be amended in such a way that it requires both the Government and the Committee on Climate Change to include separately international aviation emissions within the scope of their monitoring and reporting, including projections of future emissions – in a manner similar to the parallel reporting we are recommending in relation to non-CO2 greenhouse gases.

33. The Bill should clearly provide for the inclusion of international aviation emissions in the carbon budget once EU agreement is reached on the measurement and allocation of such emissions.

34. The Government must also clarify whether it intends, when bringing international aviation within the regime established by this Bill, for aviation emissions to fit within the UK’s existing targets and budgets (thereby increasing the pressure on other sectors to reduce emissions), or for the targets and budgets to be inflated so as to accommodate it. If the latter, the Government must publish at an early stage, a proposed baseline for the inclusion of aviation emissions, an analysis of how this would affect the UK’s share of global cumulative emissions, and the basis on which it decides the level of its 2050 target.’

4.2 The EAC report after an extensive review of evidence and arguments concludes:

‘96. Overall, we are unimpressed by the Government’s arguments for excluding international aviation and shipping emissions from the UK’s carbon reduction regime. While the draft Bill contains provisions that allow these emissions to be included in the future, we recommend that they be included immediately. Despite the arguments of the Secretary of State, we do not believe the Government needs to wait until the terms under which aviation will enter the EU ETS are fully confirmed before doing this. There already is an internationally agreed methodology for attributing and recording these emissions as memo items to national Kyoto accounts; the Government should simply use this to track these emissions within the UK’s carbon budgets. This, in turn, means the Government should only count the simple weight of CO2 from international aviation within these carbon budgets, rather than multiplying it by a factor of 2 or more to reflect the wider global warming impacts of flying. These extra impacts should not be ignored, however, but merit additional policy responses.

97. If the inclusion of international aviation and shipping has to be delayed, the Bill should be more prescriptive about and when they are to be included. The flexibility currently there in the draft Bill threatens to undermine the UK’s overall emissions targets. The draft Bill’s qualification that a future Secretary of State “may only” include these emissions if there has been an international agreement on them seems potentially to tie the hands of future Governments for no good purpose, and should be removed.

98. Finally, if these sectors are not included from the outset, then the Government published figures for the UK’s annual emissions and forecasts of future emissions should clearly indicate what the level of these emissions—and progress towards meeting national carbon budgets and targets—would be, once international aviation and shipping were included. This would aid transparency, and focus attention on the effects that an ongoing upward trajectory in aviation emissions has on progress towards the UK’s short, medium and long term targets. In order to do this, projections of future emissions from aviation and shipping must be improved, frequently updated, and fully integrated into the Government’s Updated Emissions Projections papers.’

5 Aviation expansion is inconsistent with greenhouse reduction targets

5.1 The Joint CC Committee report observes the inconsistency between aviation growth and even the 60% reduction target on even the Government’s own figures:

‘25. …  Over the last four years, there has been widespread concern about the impact on global warming of the forecast growth in these sectors [aviation and shipping]. 

26. The position is particularly dramatic in relation to aviation. The Department for Transport (DfT) is predicting a growth in carbon dioxide emissions from UK aviation, from 8.8MtC (million tonnes of carbon) in 2000 to 17.4MtC by 2050.24 These figures need to be considered in the light of the 2050 carbon target, which will require the UK to reduce its net carbon budget to around 64MtC by 2050. Moreover, they do not take account of the additional ‘radiative forcing’ effect of aviation emissions (including the effects of high level emissions of water vapour). Estimates for this effect vary, but the DfT told us that recent academic research suggested that radiative forcing from aviation was probably about double that of carbon dioxide. Even on the basis of this relatively conservative estimate, the overall impact of the forecast increase in aviation is highly significant. As Figure 2 illustrates, if we accept DfT’s projections and the multiplier of two as the value for ‘radiative forcing’, emissions would be equal to over half of the UK’s entire net carbon budget, under the current terms of the Bill.’

5.2 This is within the range of one-quarter to four times the UK total given in our main proof.  As we pointed out there, aviation would account for the whole of the 2050 net carbon budget if we adopted an 80% instead of 60% reduction target, for double the total if a ‘top end’ radiative forcing index of 4 is applied instead of the ‘bottom end ‘ one of 2, and four times the total if independent academic projections of aviation and emissions growth are used instead of the Government’s ones – arguably a prudent move given the Government’s track record of making overoptimistic assumptions criticised by The EAC report (see below).

5.3 The Committee goes on to note that Government gets the proportion down from half to a third – but only through the desperate fudge of adding its entire projected emissions from aviation – two and a half times greater than they were in 2000 – on to the total emissions of all other sectors after these have been reduced by 60%:     

‘27. In response to our queries on this point, the Department for Transport sent us a note, giving another version of what impact international aviation emissions would have on the UK carbon budget for 2050. Contrary to our analysis, the table sent to us by the DfT suggests that in 2050 aviation will be making up a third of UK net emissions, rather than just over half. The main reason the DfT’s conclusion is different is that, in calculating the proportion of the 2050 budget which will be made up by international aviation, the department has chosen to add its projection of emissions from international aviation on top of the UK’s target carbon budget, thereby creating a new and expanded emission cap, rather than fit these international emissions inside the original cap. The results, in effect, are that the 2050 carbon budget is widened by exactly as much as it takes to accommodate international aviation; and that the 2050 carbon budget is increased in absolute terms by 43.5MtC above where it should be – were it to meet a 60% cut from the UK’s emissions in 1990.’

5.4 The Committee’s response to this extraordinary bit of special pleading is a model of understatement:

‘This raises important questions as to the Government’s understanding of how international aviation (and shipping) emissions are to be included within the UK’s carbon budgets when this moment comes.’

5.5 The Committee concludes this section of its report with a reminder that the inconsistency between different objectives had already been recognised:

‘28. In an influential report published in 2004, the EAC argued that the predicted growth in aviation was clearly incompatible with maintaining an overall target of 60%.’

6 The availability of offsets is dubious

6.1 The EAC report sets out several problems about relying on the ability to buy offsets for carbon-emitting activities (the mainspring of all ‘cap and trade’ mechanisms including the EU Emissions Trading Scheme): the danger of complacency and putting off action, the risk of misleading accounting, and above all the mystery of where offsets are going to come from when all countries and activities that have any carbon ‘fat’ are going to have to trim it anyway to meet their own reduction targets:

‘106. We have concerns as to the scope in the draft Bill for the UK’s carbon reduction targets to be partly met by purchasing carbon credits from other countries. The Government must ensure that carbon credits are not used to forestall the early transition in the UK to low carbon infrastructure in power generation, buildings and transport, as this could mean that the country is locked into carbon-intensive lifestyles for decades to come. At the same time, we certainly recognise the potential importance of trading in providing funds for low carbon infrastructure in the developing world. We would simply argue that this must not become an “either/or”: the Government should ensure that the UK’s targets are sufficiently challenging that they drive decisive emissions reductions at home and abroad. 

107. Where emissions trading is used to meet UK targets, it is essential that the Government distinguishes clearly between emissions reductions achieved within the UK and emissions reductions funded by the UK but taking place abroad. Thus far, in reporting the relationship of the EU ETS to UK emissions, the Government has been less than transparent. The problem with this is that it might foster a false sense of complacency about the progress and policies required to decarbonise the UK. The Government ought to adopt a code of practice for reporting UK emissions, and the Committee on Climate Change should audit Government press and statistical releases. 

108. Above all, the Government should address the question: if all countries will have to meet challenging emissions targets by mid-century, how many are going to beat their targets and thus be able to offer surplus carbon credits to the rest? The Government has pointed to the research in the Stern Review which concludes that in order to meet a global 450-550ppm CO2e target, all developed nations would have to make emissions cuts of at least 60%-90%, with many developing world countries allowed only a modest increase or a small decrease; but Stern clearly says that these figures “do not incorporate international emissions trading”. The Government should clarify what these targets would be once emissions trading is taken into account, under a range of scenarios. In doing this, the Government should be explicit about the maximum range of the UK’s carbon budget to 2050 which could be made up by buying emissions credits from abroad, and still be consistent with Stern’s global stabilisation targets.’

6.2 The Joint CC Committee report calls for limits and safeguards on the UK ‘offshoring’ responsibility for its carbon reductions through offsets: 

‘92. Regarding the issue of ‘supplementarity’, it is important to bear in mind that the fundamental basis of the Kyoto protocol is the principle that developed nations should take primary responsibility for the problem of climate change and should lead the way by setting themselves targets to reduce emissions. However, by not specifying an absolute cap on the use of foreign emissions credits in order to meet UK carbon budgetary requirements, the Bill as currently drafted would still theoretically allow all the savings to be made externally to the UK, notably in developing countries, and thereby postponing the decarbonisation of the UK economy. We are somewhat surprised that the Government appears to be relaxed that 70% of the UK emission savings anticipated under Phase 2 of the ETS are likely to be derived from international credits. As the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Select Committee says, there would be “serious implications of over-utilising this facility in terms of the UK’s credibility on the international stage”.

93. We are somewhat reassured that Clause 20 gives the Committee on Climate Change a duty to advise the Secretary of State on the extent to which each carbon budget should be met by the use of carbon credits. However, we recommend that these provisions be strengthened, with the Secretary of State being given a duty, under this advice, to set caps on the use of international credits against the UK’s carbon budget for each budgetary period. 

94. We still remain concerned by the absence in the Bill of any firm principles to guide the Committee’s advice in this respect. As we understand it, the scope for the use of international credits should reduce, tending towards net zero as we move towards 2050 under any successful global emissions reduction regime, given that in order for any nation to have surplus credits to sell it must be over-achieving its own targets – something which will prove necessarily more and more challenging for all nations as binding caps become ever more stringent. Therefore, in addition, we recommend that the Bill should place a duty on the Secretary of State, on advice from the Committee, to publish the rationale on which the cap on the use of international credits is based. This should make clear the proportion of emissions cuts that must be made from within developed nations such as the UK – or to put it the opposite way, the extent to which richer nations can buy their way out of making emissions cuts – in order for the world as a whole to stay within its global emissions budget to 2050.’


7 The distinction between Government policy and claims about facts 

7.1 The EAC report criticises the Government sharply for making unrealistically optimistic projections and assumptions about the effectiveness of its policies, failing to ‘catch up with reality’, and therefore persisting with inadequate policy responses and as a result failing to make the corrections needed to achieve its own targets: 

‘32: Naturally, there should be continual efforts to improve the models on which projections rely. But it also underlines the need for the Government to treat forecasts for future years with caution, and ensure they are not presented—either to decision-makers within the Government, or to the public—with undue certainty, as though they were concrete descriptions of the future. This applies especially to emissions forecasts which project many years into the future, such as to 2050.  

33. We consider it unacceptable that it took so long after 2000 for Government projections to catch up with reality. As late as the 2003 Energy White Paper, the Government was still projecting that the 2010 target would be met in full.  The delay in producing more accurate forecasts severely retarded and impaired the ability of the Climate Change Programme Review to come up with policies that would get the 2010 target back on track. 

 …

37. We recommend that the Government should admit the uncertainty range of its emissions projections. It should also regularly publish a review of its previous projections, comparing them against outturn data and latest projections, and analyse what it got right, what it got wrong, why it did so, and what lessons it has learned …

38. The downward revision, by some 16-26%, of the expected impact of carbon reduction policies in the 2000 Climate Change Programme shows, first of all, that the Government must eliminate “optimism bias” from its initial design of climate change policies. Secondly, it highlights the risks inherent in the Government’s current approach, whereby it seeks to implement policies which will deliver only just enough carbon savings to span the gap between a “Business As Usual” projection of where emissions are going to be in a certain year and a target level of emissions for that year. Government forecasts of “BAU” emissions have so far consistently been too low, while its forecasts of the impact of carbon reduction policies have consistently been too high. The moral is that the Government should err on the side of caution, and aim to overachieve its targets.’

7.2 Of course these comments relate to past targets and actions which do not include international aviation.  However they underline the importance, for better success in meeting future targets, of taking an objective and evidence based approach to Government’s assumptions and predictions about the effectiveness of its chosen policy instruments.  The most important instance for this inquiry is inclusion of aviation in the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme, which is the Government’s only concrete proposal to deal with the climate change impacts of aviation expansion, and which it assumes will be fully effective, contrary to such genuine evidence as we have, and indeed even before there is any international agreement to do it. 

7.3 The EAC report therefore concludes that more radical action will be needed:

‘80. It is clear to us that the Government will have to introduce more radical policies into its Climate Change Programme very soon if it is to meet even the 2020 target as currently set. Current measures, including those introduced by the recent Energy White Paper, are only projected to get us nearly to the bottom end of 2020 target range – and this at what the Office of Climate Change described to us as “the upper end of optimism”. The Government has thus far consistently overestimated the impact of its carbon reduction policies, while underestimating the upward trend in emissions from social and economic developments. The lesson of the UK’s failure to meet its 2010 target is that the Government must aim to overachieve its target for 2020. We recommend therefore that the Government introduce other measures projected to achieve at least the top end of the 2020 target, a reduction of 32%.’ 


8 Conclusions  

8.1 Both these Committee reports indicate that informed political opinion across all parties is hardening on the need for faster, deeper cuts in carbon emissions, and for aviation to be required to ‘play its part’ in solving the problem in a more direct and commonsensical way than the somewhat bizarre implication of the logic of the ATWP and its progress report that aviation can ‘play its part’ in reducing climate change by adding to the amount of impacts which other sectors and other countries must then be paid to offset by reducing their own emissions even more than the daunting amounts already needed.  

8.2 Neither report actually states that this means air traffic must shrink rather than grow, let alone draws implications for particular growth proposals at particular airports: their focus is more general and strategic.  However the evidence set out in the main proof about the limitations and uncertainties of technological progress and the effectiveness of emissions trading make it implausible to the point of fantasy to continue to assume that climate security can be reconciled with the UK’s planned aviation growth.  It would therefore be reckless to agree any growth proposals that do not have a specific and overriding need.  






































