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Beyond Paris: What next?
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Source: The Conversation, December 16, 2015 from the article by Michael Hopkin:
Beyond Paris: what was really achieved at the COP21 climate summit, and what next?
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Co-benefits to reframe climate change mitigation

Greatest health threat or greatest opportumty"

Without action on climate change... f we ac climate change..
' T Renewable energy ‘
- reduces air pollution
and so can prevent ‘

diseases like asthma,

70, OOO excess deaths R

attacks and stroke.

Well-insulated homes
in Europe in 2003. T
; . { could save thousands
Events like this will of lives, prevent

become more Elderly people illness, and reduce
frequent, and more & children energy consumption.
intense.

are most vulnerable
; to the effects of heat
stress on health.
3400 road deaths [

around the world every day - 1.2 Y

million each year.
(TIHE SXLTCE’B&A&‘LAU % Local, seasonal fruit & veg
ALLIANCE The pollution cars produce kills a is good for health, better for the
similar number. environment, and the community.

Source: The Global Climate & Health Alliance 2016
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Health Co-benefits in Australian Policy Context

O Health co-benefits rarely enter
cI_lmate change-related policy O° o rioningecrvos
discourse at the local government Yo | s emissons by 2000

O There is limited understanding of the
link between health and climate
change among local government
policy makers

O Councils are considered ideally
placed to provide localised
responses to climate change but the
potential to address health issues In
this context is rarely considered

s —— -

Source: City of Sydney Environmental Sustainability Progress Report 2012/13

[nternational Co-owners: 4




Research Objectives

4 How, and to what extent, do
Australian local governments’ climate
change-related policies consider the
public health needs of their
communities?

O Do local governments’ climate
change-related policies target health-
related co-benefits as an integral part
of broader sustainable development
strategy?

O How to plan, generate and
purposively promote health-related
co-benefits in planning urban built
environments? e

-

Source: Healthy Urban Development Checklist, NSW Department of Health 2009
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What are ‘Co-benefits’ ?

O Concept is not rigid with clearly
identifiable boundaries and has no
common definition

O In climate change policy discourse -
co-benefits are widely understood as

the collection of benefits accruing to
actions linking climate change and
Other development priorities Fig: Co-benefits - conceptual diagram

O IPCC’s definition of co-benefits is most widely recognized:

“the benefits of policies that are implemented for various reasons at the
same time — including climate change mitigation — acknowledging that
most policies addressing greenhouse gas mitigation have other...
equally important rationales” (source: IPCC Third Assessment Report 2001).
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Taxonomy of terminology related to ‘Co-benefits’

Positive impact

4 Terms related to ‘Co-benefits

INTENDED RECIPJIENTS | OTHER RECIPIENTS |

bd \% N4

b. Degree of intentionality

L e
A nci | |a ry g Orange shaded area: assessed in
ben eﬁ‘ts S c traditional cost-benefit analyses
=3
= .
- =T Co-benefits,

) . . = q h ) N non-climate benefits, |8
Unintentional 3 < Intentional non-energy benefits g
(recipient/policy area/ (recipient/policy area/
objective) - objective)

) o7
Ancillary g0
costs Ancillary benefits,
Trade-offs 'fransactior’| % Spillover effects
costs
Risks :
Hidden costs
, — Unintentional - <
Policy cost
Spillover effects,
[ ancillary cost, risk,
Adversefide effects >/ Negatie ancillary impacts, 4
externalities,
Negative impact trade-off

Source: Diana Urge-Vorsatz et al, Annu.Rev.Environ.Resour.2014.39:549-82

O Following IPCC guidelines this research uses ‘co-benefits’ for all ‘positive side-
effects’ (intentional and unintentional) and everything that has negative effects are
referred to as ‘adverse side-effects’ for consistent use of terminology (IPCC 2014).
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Research Framework

O A framework is developed
based on the understanding of
the co-benefits concept through
systematic literature review

O Investigation is designed into
3 phases: PHASE | for
Comprehensive On-line
Survey of 152 NSW Councils

O PHASE Il for Desktop Review
and Analysis of selected
Councils’ identified climate
change-related policies

O PHASE Il Interviewing
Council Officers to understand
policy makers’ perceptions
about co-benefits
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Understanding
‘Co-benefits’

What is
Co-benefits?

Framing Research
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Co-benefits
Frameworks

Defining
Co-benefit criteria

Co-benefits in
Australian Context

Defining Assess.
Framework

PHASE I:
Understanding
NSW Local Gov.

Context

COMPREHENSIVE
ON-LINE SURVEY
of NSW Councils

Climate Change
Policy Scenario

Variation in
Policy Responses

Identifying
Policy Benefits

PHASE Il:
Policy Review

DESKTOP
REVIEW Selected
Councils’ Policy

Documents

Identification of
Health Co-benefits

X Considerations of
Health Co-benefits

Identification of

Key Issues

PHASE IlI:

Policy Maker’s Perception of

Co-benefits

|
| ‘
i
= e g

INTERVIEWING
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Scope 1: Geographic
Sydney Greater Metropolitan Region (GMR) and
surrounding local governments
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Source: Department of Planning & Environment (2014). A Plan for Growing Sydney

Urban areas are high priority locations for largest mitigation
opportunities with ‘co-benefits’ potential (IPCC 2014).
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Scope 2: Governance

Australian three-tiered governance system and
Local Government Policy and Planning Framework

Federal — broad and limited role in
FEderaI environmental matter

State - largely independent and provides
legislation which outlines LG’s purpose,
processes, activities and operations

NSW Integrated Planning &
Reporting Framework (IPR)
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The Online Survey
Geographical distribution of participating councils

NUMBER OF 2 Sty
SUB REGIONS T % Distribution

Central
West Central 6 13% H Central
GREATER West 3 B West Central

METROPOLITAN 41 38 ® West
REGION (GMR) il 10

South West 4  North

South M South West

ou o,
8% B South

Central Coast 2

lllawarra 4

North Coast 8 m Central Coast

New England North West Z) 15% 3% 6% 12% -l
BEYOND GMR 111 37 awarra

Orana & Central West 4

M North Coast
South East & Tablelands 6
. & New England
Murray-Murrumbidgee 5 9% North West
Far West 1 M Orana & Central
West
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Online Survey Findings

Variations in Councils’ Climate Change Policies and Targeted Co-benefits

INDICATORS

OCTON | mveesor [ wrecramion

MITIGATION WITH OTHER . _ Non-climatic
COUNCILS Climatic and
MEASURES POLICIES Energy related and non-

enerqgy related
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Beyond GMR
(n=237)
Integrated

transport

A. Specific Climate Change Policy
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C. No Climate Change Policy (n=10)
(but measures undertaken to reduce
energy consumption that also result in
GHG reduction)
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Online Survey Findings

Variations in Councils’ Climate Change Policies and Targeted Co-benefits

INDICATORS

TYPES OF INTEGRATION TARGETED CO-BENEFITS

MITIGATION WITH OTHER . . Non-climatic
Climatic and
MEASURES POLICIES Energy related and non-

enerqgy related

CATEGORIES OF
COUNCILS

transport
Integrated

9%

30%
A. Specific Climate Change Policy
=)

34%
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Online Survey Findings

Variations in Councils’ Climate Change Policies and Targeted Co-benefits

INDICATORS

TYPES OF INTEGRATION TARGETED CO-BENEFITS

MITIGATION WITH OTHER . . Non-climatic
Climatic and
MEASURES POLICIES Energy related and non-

enerqgy related

CATEGORIES OF
COUNCILS

related
Integrated

Energy

Waste
Active
transport

21%

37%
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Key Findings

Wide variations in Councils’ Climate Change-
related Policies and Targeted Co-benefits:

« Councils in the GMR with higher populations (over 50,000
Inhabitants) undertake more climate change-related
activities which result in more benefits than councils which
are located outside the GMR with smaller populations (less
than 15,000 inhabitants)

« Councils with a specific climate change policy more
effectively integrate climate change actions across
different sectors in a consistent manner and achieve
maximum policy benefits compared to councils that do not
have a dedicated climate change policy




Key Findings

Consideration of Co-benefits from cross-sectoral key mitigation measures.

| Sectors | Targeted CorBenefit
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Key Findings

Preference for ‘climate- and energy-related’ co-

d

J

benefits over ‘non climate- and non-energy-
related’ co-benefits:

Overwhelming preference for ‘energy-related mitigation
measures’ over other measures. Emphasis s
overwhelmingly on direct ‘financial benefits’...

GHG abatement and monetary savings as the main
targeted benefits explicitly considered in the decision
making process

Over reliance on direct ‘monetary considerations’
excludes wide range of environmental, social and health
benefits with longer term economic outcomes (i.e. non-
cimatic & non-energy related benefits) from
: oratlon In the policy process
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Key Findings

Limited Consideration of Health Co-benefits In
Councils’ Climate Change Policies:

O Limited qualitative reporting which lacks any
methodology, as well as reference to evidence to support
health co-benefits

O Lack of ‘know-how’ and capacity to quantify health co-
benefits

O Lack of incentives in pursuing health co-benefits due to
jurisdictional limitations

O Health co-benefits get side-lined In a policy discourse
that stresses the need for immediate quantification of
results and direct outcomes.
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Conclusion

Planning for climate change and improved public health in
NSW councils are currently not happening through an

Q

Integrated approach

Local governments’ climate change-related policies in NSW rarely
analyse whether their GHG reduction strategies also produce
health co-benefits.

This suggests a need for broader policy direction from the State to
local governments to link planning for climate change with
Improving health.

This will require inter-agency coordination and training to conduct
health analyses; development of tools and methods for identifying,
guantifying, and incorporating health-related co-benefits.

Legislative changes to support actions are currently beyond local
governments’ sphere of control.
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