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Rationale: two valuation traditions, one practical barrier

Environmental Economics

• Welfare - economic cost -
benefit analysis rooted in 
individual preferences

• Mortality and morbidity risk 
valued via willingness to pay: 
value per statistical life (VSL) 
or statistical case (VSC)

• Used by finance, climate and 
environment ministries for 
policy appraisal

Climate - Health 
Economics

Health Economics

• Cost - effectiveness analysis 
focused on maximising health 
outcomes

• Health gains measured in 
QALYs or DALYs, valued against 
opportunity - cost thresholds 
under fixed budgets

• Underpins health technology 
assessment (HTA) systems 
internationally



A multi -method consensus process spanning disciplines

11 consensus guidance 
across two domains: the 
valuation of health 
impacts of climate 
actions, and related 
methods of economic 
evaluation



• N = 43,668 (no duplicates)

• EPPI - Reviewer

• … from 2021

• … 107 + 15 = 122 documents 
extracted

EPPI - Reviewer  (iterative model 
learning and prioritisation)

• Two researchers 

• Blinded title and abstract 
screening

• Batches of 50 references

• Reconciliation

• When inclusion rates < 25%, 
the algorithm is re - trained

Systematic Literature Review (scoping review)



Main inclusion criteria

Studies were eligible if they: 

• (a) evaluated a mitigation or adaptation 
strategy for climate change;

• (b) measured  health impacts; and

• (c) incorporated a valuation  of these impacts



Main findings

Frequency of analytical 

approaches to the valuation 

of health impacts

Country of Evaluation -  Distribution



Frequency of 
valuation of 
health impact 
method reported
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Consensus on foundations… 
                                                     … and transparency where views diverge

• Include health impacts systematically 
in evaluations of climate action, 
unless clearly negligible

• Report outcomes in natural units 
(deaths, cases) plus QALYs or DALYs

• Assess equity across generations, 
income levels and geographic areas

• Analyse and report uncertainty 
transparently

• Monetary valuation divides  the opinion: 
WTP - based VSL/VSC versus monetised
QALYs/DALYs

• Analysts should state and justify their 
chosen approach, and test alternatives 
in sensitivity analysis

Strong consensus No single answer: be explicit



Example: VSL estimates across settings                                                                        
                                                     … and transparency where views diverge



Equity: always and in two directions

• Safeguard opportunities for 
future populations to achieve 
health and well - being

• Closely linked to discounting: 
the choice of rate should follow 
a coherent social welfare 
framework

• Longer time horizons 
strengthen the case for 
declining discount rates

• How benefits and costs are 
distributed across socioeconomic 
groups, regions, and sectors

• Disadvantaged groups often face 
higher exposure to environmental 
risks, yet stand to gain more from 
well- designed policies

• Where feasible, also capture 
productivity effects for 
marginalised groups, including 
unpaid carers and informal 
workers
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Summary

• Health impacts account for >50% of climate mitigation benefits —  
yet practice remains fragmented 

• No consensus between WTP - based (VSL) and QALY - based 
valuation traditions —  transparency is key 

• Cross - country health valuation raises unresolved equity concerns 

• ECO - CHICA offers a framework for explicit, justified 
methodological choices —  not a prescriptive template 

• Evidence base is uneven; adaptation interventions under - evidenced 
—  iterative refinement needed 
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