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Introduction 

DecarboniseNow has recently published a report titled, ‘Filling the Policy Gap: Prioritising 

the UK’s Climate Policies’.1 This report examined all the policies outlined in the Committee 

on Climate Change’s 2016 progress report.2 The Committee on Climate Change (CCC) is an 

organisation which provides advice to the UK government on how to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions most effectively. Within the 2016 progress report were a total of 33 policies 

which DecarboniseNow analysed across 7 different sectors of the UK economy; these were 

power, buildings, industry, transport, agriculture and land use, waste and F-gases. Using a 

criterion based scoring system devised by DN to reflect the organisation’s values and 

priorities, the 33 policies were given prioritisation scores. The result of this was a 

framework going forward for policies for the organisation to give higher attention to. 

ULEVs (Ultra-Low Emission Vehicles), offshore wind power and a new policy for F-gas 

regulation were the three highest prioritised policies, with ULEVs being topmost of these. 

Therefore, DecarboniseNow will focus on ULEVs in its campaigning and future 

publications, branching out to include offshore wind, new F-gas regulation and so on 

down the prioritisation list.     

This report acts as an update, as the 2016 progress report by the CCC has now been 

surpassed by their 2017 progress report.3 The report focuses on all the same policies, 

taking into account changes made to all of these over the last year, and the changing 

political situation within the UK and how this impacts its climate change policies. 

Therefore, it is necessary to go through each policy again to reflect changes to each of 

them in the intervening year. However, this will not result in a report the same length as 

the original, as many of the details of the policies are the same, and the majority of the 

policies have changed little or not at all in the last year. A handful of policies have changed 

sufficiently to allow a new ranking of the policies compared to the previous DN report. As 

with the original DecarboniseNow report, each policy will be assessed in its respective 

sector, going through the power, building, industry, transport, agriculture and LULUCF, 

waste and F-gases sectors (in that order). 

Power 

Policies from the power sector remain largely unchanged from DecarboniseNow’s original 

report.1 As covered in that report, there were significant drops in emissions from the 

power sector between 2015 and 2016, however these are growing increasing limited in the 

future due to reaching low to zero coal fired power plant capacity. Pre-2020 renewables 

are likely to have an even greater amount of electricity generated than previously thought 

in the 2016 CCC progress report, as total electricity generated from these sources in 2020 

is now expected to be 130TWh rather than the 115TWh previously forecasted.3 This does 

not however change the criteria in our report, as we would still rank this as low urgency 

and having a high policy attention, and emissions abated will not be drastically higher 
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from the 9Mt theoretical maximum outlined in our report. Coal fired plant closure also 

seems to be proceeding as envisaged, with no significant changes to our criteria scoring. 

Post-2021 pot 1 renewables remain without any new policy, despite indicators from the 

government that Contracts for Difference are being developed for cost competitive 

technologies. As covered in our report, offshore wind and pot 2 technologies have 

received treasury grants and funding, but this is insufficient given how much the 

technology can contribute to lowering the power sector’s emissions. The CCC recommend 

further capacity auctions through Contracts for Difference, and note that offshore wind 

could fill the growing power capacity gap for the power sector in the 2020s in order for the 

power sector to be compatible with the fourth and fifth carbon budgets.3 New nuclear 

power also remains unchanged, and as covered in our report, despite the approval for 

construction of the project, significant risks including construction delays remain for the 

first plant Hinkley Point C. Flexibility options for the power grid remain unchanged, as 

while investigation continues over how best to implement grid flexibility, there is still no 

firm policy in sight. The CCC do commit more of their report to grid flexibility in their 2017 

edition however, perhaps indicating either that new information is available or that grid 

flexibility needs to be prioritised further. Whatever the case, the policy situation remains 

largely unchanged, and looking over the CCC’s new information we still feel that no 

changes are necessary to our criteria for flexibility. Development of power sector CCS also 

continues to lack policy, with the cancellation of the CCS competition in 2015 effectively 

leading to the stagnation of this policy until a new alternative policy is introduced. In 

summary, analysing the CCC’s 2017 report, we do not believe there has been enough 

change in the power sector policies to warrant making any changes to the prioritisation 

and criteria in our original report. The CCC’s recommendation for an additional 80–

100TWh of low carbon power in the 2020s only serves to highlight the urgency for 

developing and enacting new policies in the power sector.3  

Buildings 

One of the previously most neglected of the emissions sectors, little has happened with 

government policy since to remedy this. Low carbon heat uptake in existing buildings has 

no change on the previous year, other than some incomplete research on longer term 

options after 2021.3 Low carbon heating standards in new buildings are still without any 

policy. Heat networks policy remains the same, with the funding from the previous year 

now being used at a further stage – this policy is probably one of the most stable in this 

sector. Hydrogen policy remains unchanged, but the CCC goes into greater depth on this 

in their 2017 report, implying that greater research has been undertaken in the 

intervening year, both within and outside the CCC. Residential energy efficiency remains 

ineffective to achieve targets, with the only remaining policy targeting low income 

households, which remains largely unchanged, and is also the status of non-residential 

energy efficiency. In summary, while the CCC reiterates the need for 25% of heat to come 
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from low carbon sources by 2030, there remains very little change in policies necessary to 

achieve this. With this in mind, we do not see any reason to change the prioritisation of 

any policies within this sector. 

Industry 

A key change between the CCC’s 2016 and 2017 progress reports is that industrial 

emissions are expected to be higher than anticipated in the original fifth carbon budget.3 

While this increases the urgency of industrial policies there is still a 10Mt gap between the 

cost effective path in the budgets and the estimations of industrial emissions in 2030, so it 

is not a drastic enough departure to warrant upgrading the urgency criteria of all four 

policies within the industrial sector. Energy efficiency in industry has some elements at 

risk due to the decision to leave the EU, but also will have greater clarity from future 

government policies such as the 25 year environment plan. Therefore it remains broadly 

unchanged, if a little more uncertain than before. Bioenergy and low carbon space and 

process heat are also affected by EU policy uncertainty, and no change has been made to 

improve policy beyond 2021. Industrial CCS continues to have no policy, despite some 

small scale pilot projects receiving funding, both in 2015 and 2016.  

Another element that is repeated often in the industry chapter for the 2017 progress 

report is the role of the EU, in particular the role of the EU emissions trading scheme and 

products policy. The EU emissions trading scheme allows industries in the EU to trade 

emission credits, allowing a level playing field for industries within the EU, and the 

products policy allows a certain level of environmental and emissions standards to be 

applied to all products. The CCC recommends staying in or replicating at UK level both of 

these policies to assist with the UK meeting its carbon budgets.3 We will not address this 

as a separate policy however, as given the great uncertainty about the implications and 

policy surrounding the referendum for the UK to leave the EU, we believe actions currently 

are far too unpredictable for an external organisation such as DecarboniseNow to take 

action on such an issue at the time of writing, until the policy surrounding leaving the EU 

becomes clearer.      

Another potential policy covered in more detail in the 2017 progress report than the 2016 

one is the issue of emissions from onshore petroleum wells for shale gas (more commonly 

known as fracking). The CCC recommends tight regulation and close monitoring of such 

wells to prevent leakage of methane.3 While examining a policy of onshore petroleum was 

considered in the original ‘Filling the Policy Gap’ report, we feel that the most effective way 

of reducing the impact of onshore petroleum is to reduce its demand, so reinvesting 

efforts to decarbonise the other sectors of the economy takes precedent. Given the long 

timescales involved with onshore petroleum, we expect that if the CCC’s least cost 

pathway or higher ambition is delivered across all sectors, there will be less incentive for 

unconventional oil and gas production due to lower demand, and the UK will be in a 
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position to see itself becoming decarbonised across the power, heat and transport sectors 

relatively quickly. Therefore, while we acknowledge the role of onshore petroleum in 

carbon budgets and climate policy, we think it more effective to ‘positively campaign’ for 

new and cleaner technologies in other sectors rather than ‘negatively campaign’ against 

onshore petroleum. 

Overall, industry policies are a little affected by developments, particularly by the 

implication of Britain’s referendum to leave the European Union, but overall there are no 

significant changes to any of the policies, and as such our criteria will remain the same for 

all policies in this sector. 

Transport 

Still the largest sector of emissions, the transport sector remains mostly unchanged, 

although there are some significant changes to biofuels and the smarter travel choices 

policies.3 Conventional vehicle efficiency has received no policy changes, and is also facing 

uncertainty from the vote for the UK to leave the EU, as much of the efficiency rating and 

policy originates from the EU. It is uncertain how much this will be changed as the UK 

negotiates leaving the EU, and as such, like other EU affected policies we shall monitor 

future developments.  

Ultra-Low Emission Vehicles (ULEVs) continue along much the same path, although very 

recent developments could mean more ambition is on the way – the recent government 

announcement to ban all petrol and diesel cars by 2040 will be a major legal incentive to 

promote an increase in ULEVs both now and in the future.4 Additional frustrations at the 

nature of this plan being too long term to deal with air pollution could result in further 

rapid increases in ULEVs in the present. While dialogue is accelerating on ULEVs, there is 

no immediate change to the policy, and therefore the criteria scoring are unchanged from 

the original policy gap report. It remains our most prioritised policy.   

Both biofuels and smarter travel choices have had their policy rating changed from amber 

to green by the CCC retroactively for 2015,3 meaning that policy attention may be higher 

than first thought. While for smarter travel choices, policy attention was already ranked as 

a low priority in our report, so smarter travel choices remains prioritised the same. 

Biofuels however will have its priority changed, as biofuels policy was originally ranked as 

high priority. While there is not a target for 2020 and beyond for biofuels, the latest CCC 

report makes it clear that biofuels are staying to their current targets, and with policy 

attention higher than previously thought, this policy will be taken down from a 

prioritisation score of 9 (high) to 3 (low). The new criteria prioritisation is therefore as 

follows: 
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Table 1.1: New biofuels criteria prioritisation  

Criteria  Weighting Score 

Existing level of policy 

attention 

3 3 

Urgency 3 9 

Emissions reductions 

involved 

3 3 

Economic credibility 2 4 

Long term sustainability 2 2 

Externality of impacts 2 2 

TOTAL 23 

 

Freight operations remain an area of limited progress. A consultation was investigated on 

reducing emissions from the sector, but little concrete policy has been identified or acted 

upon. Aviation and shipping has had some positive international action, with a global 

aviation offsetting scheme and a reporting structure for emissions from shipping. While 

global in nature and wide reaching, these changes are not sufficiently radical to change 

policy prioritisation for this area.  

Overall, rankings for transport policies are mostly unchanged, even with room for areas 

like ULEVs to dramatically change in the near future. The only major change is the change 

in ranking of biofuels, which are now to be ranked 6 points lower than in the original 

policy gap report, specifically because of a higher policy attention score than in the 

previous report. 

Agriculture and LULUCF 

Given that many of the of policies for agriculture were uncertain longer term in the 

previous progress report, little progress has been made to rectify this, increasing the 

potential for some of the near term policies in urgency yet further. 

Pre-2022 agriculture policy is one such example, with urgency increasing one year closer 

to this deadline. No such changes have been made to this policy, meaning that changes 

will not be made, and the criteria scoring from our previous report will remain the same. 

The main difference between the 2016 and 2017 progress reports is the change in the 

Greenhouse Gas Action Plan,5 which was covered in our DN report, which stated that there 

would be no change in government policy to address this gap, emphasising that the policy 

should be implemented by those within the agricultural sector. With no firm evidence at 

the current time that this is being carried out, this policy priority is unchanged from the 

original DN report.  
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Post-2022 agriculture also remains unchanged, with no policy for how to achieve these 

emissions reductions previously and none have been added more recently. Therefore our 

prioritisation criteria score is also unchanged for this policy.  

The Smart Inventory is still unreleased, and is expected for release in 2018. Therefore 

there has also been no change in this policy.  

Afforestation appears to have made some backward steps between the 2016 and 2017 

progress reports.3 This results in a need to reprioritise certain criteria regarding this policy, 

compared to the previous DN report. Policy attention needs to reflect the change in 

circumstances; the CCC has downgraded the policy from an amber to red rating in terms 

of policy delivery. This is due to an increasing number of potential investors in 

afforestation being turned away by a difficult application process under current policies 

that are impacting afforestation levels, particularly within England. Given the original 

prioritisation score for afforestation in the previous DN policy gap report was low, at a 3, it 

seems that this should receive a higher prioritisation score now, due to new policy being 

required to counteract this slowdown in tree planting rates. Therefore, we have moved 

the policy attention score from 3 (low) to 9 (high), as this slowdown in planting rates must 

be reversed, and as new policy is required, this is sufficiently serious to prioritise highly. 

Economic credibility too needs to be redefined, as the upfront cost and funding of 

afforestation policies are a factor in this policy’s implementation. Given the difficulty in 

financing afforestation that this policy is currently struggling with, investment seems not 

as straightforward as previously considered. One factor reducing interest in investment in 

afforestation is that maintenance was not accounted for under the Woodland Carbon 

Fund. However, despite the cost of afforestation and issues in investors spending in it, 

there appears to be no direct evidence that the capital cost of afforestation has increased 

between 2016 and 2017, and problems in implementing this policy appear to be related to 

the way the policy is handled rather than the capital cost itself. Therefore, while it may 

appear so initially due to cost related issues, there is no need to change the economic 

credibility factor for this policy. Long term sustainability however is changed from 6 (high) 

to 4 (medium), as long term sustainability of afforestation is now more in doubt, due to 

the recent and uncertain change in policy implementation for afforestation. It now seems 

that the implementation of this policy could be significantly less clear than it appeared in 

the previous report, and changes to the existing policy to require a more satisfactory take 

up, which may take some time into the future.  
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Table 1.2: Afforestation policy 

Criteria  Weighting Score 

Existing level of policy 

attention 

3 9 

Urgency 3 6 

Emissions reductions 

involved 

3 9 

Economic credibility 2 6 

Long term sustainability 2 4 

Externality of impacts 2 4 

TOTAL 38 

  

Agroforestry meanwhile continues to have no UK wide implementation policy, so the 

policy prioritisation remains unchanged from our previous report.   

The CCC also notes more negative emissions possibilities beyond 2050 from the land use 

sector to reduce emissions further. While details of policies for more ambitious negative 

emissions technology are less defined than the other policies within the CCC’s report, they 

do note that further research is in progress to explore more of these options. Given that 

the CCC have not yet published more details in their progress report, DecarboniseNow will 

follow their pattern and not yet include other negative emissions options as policies for 

the time being, but with a view for doing so in the future. Negative emissions technologies 

have been covered in more detail by the CCC in their Paris Agreement publication, which 

focuses predominantly on biomass related carbon capture and storage.6 We consider a 

more immediate course of action prioritising the development of carbon capture and 

storage, which is suffering delays in implementation, above this specific measure at the 

present time. Other such negative emissions technologies, including geoengineering 

measures, shall not for the present time be included, as they are longer term than the 

other policies within this report, with a view to including them at a later date.  

Waste  

Waste chain prevention, landfill diversion and methane capture policies all remain 

unchanged year on year. While emissions from the waste sector have continued to fall in 

2016, this is as a result of existing policies, and further emissions gains must be reached 

from new government policies or incentives, which have not materialised between the 

2016 and 2017 CCC progress reports.3  

F-Gases 

The F-gases sector has changed dramatically with the UK referendum on EU membership. 

Existing EU F-gas regulations would be changed with the current proposal included in the 

Great Repeal Bill covering all EU laws to be enshrined into UK law after leaving the EU, as 
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changes to the existing legislation would need to be made to cover all areas and meet the 

targets engrained in the law.3 Given both this and the uncertain nature of the current 

government policy over withdrawal from the EU, we recommend changing the policy 

priority ranking of this policy from low (3) in the previous DN policy gap report to medium 

(6). This reflects the CCC’s changed stance regarding the attention this policy is receiving. 

While the long term sustainability of the policy and its relationship to the EU was covered 

in our original report, we now feel this should be reflected more strongly in current policy 

attention also. Therefore, our adjusted criteria ranking is as follows: 

Table 1.3: Stronger implementation of monitoring and updating progress on F-gases 

regulation  

Criteria  Weighting Score 

Existing level of policy 

attention 

3 6 

Urgency 3 6 

Emissions reductions 

involved 

3 6 

Economic credibility 2 6 

Long term sustainability 2 2 

Externality of impacts 2 6 

TOTAL 32 

 

New UK F-gas regulations of stronger power to implement are also yet to materialise, with 

no change in government policy on this between 2016 and 2017. Given the referendum on 

the UK’s EU membership, this would again (as mentioned in our report) give this policy 

even greater prevalence and priority, however given the still uncertain nature of departure 

from the EU this policy will undergo no changes in prioritisation score at the current time.   

Conclusions 

Compared to the 2016 progress report, it is clear that the 2017 progress report has 

affected our choices in prioritisation of policies in our original Filling the Policy Gap report, 

but only three of the original 33 policies have had elements of their criteria changed based 

on the new information provided by the CCC. For reference, below is the original 

prioritisation score included in the Filling the Policy Gap report., along with adjusted, new 

scores. 

Table 1.4: All policies prioritised according to the analysis and 

criteria within the original Filling the Policy Gap report and with 

adjusted changes in this version 

 

Ranking Policy Original Score New Score 

1) Ultra-low emissions 

vehicles  

40 40 
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1) Offshore wind and pot 2 

technologies 

40 40 

1) New policy for F-gases 
going beyond 

regulatory minimum 

40 40 

4) Low cost renewables 

post-2021 

39 39 

4) Energy efficiency 
improvements and 

roadmaps (industry) 

39 39 

6) Afforestation  34 38 

7) Conventional vehicle 
efficiency 

37 37 

7) Low carbon heat in 

existing buildings 

37 37 

9) Residential energy 

efficiency 

34 34 

9) Non-residential energy 

efficiency 

34 34 

9) GHG action plan for 

agriculture 

34 34 

9) Post-2022 agricultural 

policy 

34 34 

13) Reducing biodegradable 

waste sent to landfill  

33 33 

13) Coal plants phase out 33 33 

15) Low carbon heating in 
new buildings 

32 32 

15) Industrial CCS 32 32 

15) Aviation and shipping 32 32 

15) Stronger 

implementation and 
monitoring of EU F-

gases regulation 

29 32 

15) Road freight 32 32 

20) Flexibility 30 30 

21) Power sector CCS 29 29 

21) Heat networks 29 29 

21) Agroforestry 29 29 

21) Methane capture 29 29 

25) New nuclear 28 28 

25) Hydrogen 28 28 

27) Low carbon space and 
process heat 

26 26 

27) Biomass space and 26 26 
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process heat 

27) Pre-2021 renewables 26 26 

30) Waste prevention/waste 

chain 

25 25 

30) Smarter travel choices 25 25 

30) Smart inventory 25 25 

33) Biofuels 29 23 

 

As the above tables show, there is a shift in certain policies due to change between 2016 

and 2017, with biofuels rapidly declining further down the prioritisation list to last place. 

Afforestation conversely moves up several places to become the 6th most highly prioritised 

policy. Stronger implementation of existing F-gas policy received a 32, which it shares with 

four other policies. It is placed in between aviation and shipping and road freight policies. 

It is prioritised over road freight due to the relatively small emissions reductions that the 

policy can bring, particularly in relation to its respective sector. It is ranked lower than 

aviation and shipping policy as that is a crucial policy that is vital to reducing emissions in 

the transport sector, whereas existing F-gas policy could be surpassed within the F-gas 

sector by stronger domestic policy, which is prioritised higher on the list accordingly. 

Other than these three policies, the prioritisation of other policies remains unchanged, 

and does not majorly affect DecarboniseNow’s short term future direction, as the top 5 

prioritisation policies are the same as in the previous report.    

Potential new policies to include in this list included the EU emissions trading scheme 

regarding emissions, emissions from onshore petroleum wells and alternative land use 

change negative emission technologies. However, we feel it is the right decision to leave 

out these areas as potential policies in their own right, as they are not at the current time 

significant enough. The EU emissions trading scheme may be subject to much change as 

the UK attempts to exit the EU, the need for onshore oil wells can be mitigated by 

reducing domestic demand for oil and gas, and future negative emissions technologies 

are not yet advanced enough for consideration, although it is DecarboniseNow’s view to 

do so in the future. Therefore as it stands, no new policies are to be added to this list, 

although it is expected new policies are likely to be added at a future point. Policies 

currently on this list may also be removed in the future – if the Smart Inventory is 

implemented by the government in 2018, DecarboniseNow is likely to consider that policy 

‘complete’ and remove it from future assessments.  

Overall, UK climate policy has clearly not advanced sufficiently to address the policy gap 

in the fourth and fifth carbon budgets between 2016 and 2017, with two of the three 

policies changed here being ranked more highly than previously. The rate of UK climate 

policy can be said to be virtually frozen, and with consistent delays to the Clean Growth 

Plan,7 it is unacceptable for the UK government to delay new climate policy any further.  
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Next steps for DecarboniseNow include taking the findings of this updated report into our 

future plans, although these are unlikely to change drastically in the near future, as the 

top 5 highest ranked policies remain the same. DecarboniseNow will continue to prioritise 

ULEVs most highly, followed by offshore wind deployment and a new UK F-gas policy 

going beyond EU requirements. In terms of monitoring the policy gap, we will publish a 

response to the Clean Growth Plan as and when it is released, as well as another review 

into progress on government policies next year when the CCC publish their 2018 progress 

report to Parliament.  
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