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[bookmark: _Review_One_–_1]Review One – Public Acceptability of Local Climate Change Mitigation Actions
Overview
110 research studies (based on 117 publications) were found dealing with public acceptability of local action related to climate change (for PRISMA diagram, see Figure 7).  Figure 1 demonstrates the broader categories within which these studies have been placed, highlighting the relative abundance of studies looking at the public acceptance of energy-related and recycling action. Figure 2 shows the location of studies that stated the town or city in which the participants were recruited, across Great Britain and Northern Ireland. An account of included studies can be found in Table 1.


[bookmark: _Ref125447465]Figure 1. Pie chart showing broader categories of included studies (Other category includes the subcategories Pollution, Planning, Finance, and Policy). 

[bookmark: _Ref125385340][image: Map

Description automatically generated]
[bookmark: _Ref125447554]Figure 2. Location of included studies across the UK.
The majority of studies found looking at the public acceptability of local action that relate in some way to climate change are based on energy sources and renewable energy development siting. Figure 3 shows the location of these studies in the UK. Studies around wind power and wind turbines were the most common (n=20), followed by bioenergy or biomass (n=4), blue energy (wave or tidal, n=3), and solar power (n=2). Two further studies looked more broadly at renewable energy in their studies. Alternative and fossil fuel sources of energy are also explored for their public acceptance, including around nuclear (n=4), hydrogen (n=3), shale gas extraction (n=6), and coal (n=1). 
Further studies, in the area of energy use and infrastructure, relate to the acceptability of high voltage pylons (n=5), local carbon capture and storage (n=8), reduced street lighting (n=1), and energy efficiency schemes in the home (n=1). With only one study each on the latter interventions – reduced street lighting and energy efficiency in the home – and given their potential for health impact, these mark potential gaps of note for the NIHR. In addition, neither engages with the impact of socio-economic status or ethnic group on their findings – the need for which was foregrounded by the survey of Directors of Public Health more generally. 
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[bookmark: _Ref125444776]Figure 3. Map demonstrating locations of energy siting-related studies in the UK.
A relatively large number of included studies explore existing recycling schemes. These make up the bulk of recycling studies, with 61% of recycling studies covering acceptability of a recycling scheme. Despite this, our other search highlights that there is very little, if any, economic evaluation of recycling schemes. In addition, while there is a relative abundance of studies compared to other interventions, 16 of the 20 included studies (80%) in this area were published between 2000 and 2010, with potential scope for studies to demonstrate more up-to-date analyses. Only seven of these studies included a break down by other variables, such as socio-economic status or ethnic group, demonstrating the need for analysis of how public acceptability of recycling schemes are stratified by other factors.
A number of studies in our search sit in the area between transport and pollution, which may be of direct interest to a variety of NIHR groups. A collection of publications look at the use of air quality information (e.g. uptake, presentation, interpretation, and impact on behaviour), all of which are based on English populations or broader survey data from the UK as a whole (without any meaningful breakdown). There is therefore a gap in studies of air quality information use in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland. In addition, none of these studies separate their findings by any socio-demographic or socio-economic variable, indicating another gap in the stratified utilisation of such technologies. 
Very few studies were located at the transport-pollution nexus, but those that were included two looking at clean air or low emission zones (covering England and Scotland), two exploring public acceptability of congestion charges (covering England and Scotland), one looking at road pricing (in an English setting), and one more looking at traffic demand management more broadly (in an English setting). There is little coverage, therefore, of Wales and Northern Ireland in the small amount of research available. While the clean air zone research separated its findings by socio-demographic variables (including age, ethnic group, and employment status), and the road pricing studies did so by age, none of the other studies in this area provided a meaningful breakdown that demonstrated the stratification of public acceptability, indicating a clear gap. 
Three other interventions within this general theme, with little traction in the research, are also worth highlighting due to their potential relevance to the NIHR. One study exists on vehicle idling, in England, with the intervention being appealing to the self-interest (and therefore shared moral inclinations) of idling drivers. Another is around the public acceptability of speed restrictions in local areas, for which there are two studies (Scotland and Northern Ireland). A final study of interest is around acceptability in relation to banning diesel engines, based in Wales. None of these studies - around idling (or (dis)incentivising the practice), speed restrictions, or the banning of polluting engines - explore how their findings relate to socio-demographic or socio-economic factors. This, and the fact that there are very few studies, indicate significant gaps for potentially relevant areas.

[bookmark: _Review_Two_–]Review Two – Public Understanding of the Impact of Climate Change on Health
Overview
27 research studies (based on 30 publications) – a relatively small amount of research – were found (for PRISMA diagram, see Figure 8) based in the UK looking at perceptions of the impact of climate change or a climate-related exposure on health, with the majority of this being undertaken within English settings. An account of included studies can be found in Table 2.
The outcome of this search demonstrates the need for more research in the area. Only six studies explore the perceptions of the health impacts of climate change more broadly (see Figure 4). Of these, three explore health only as a secondary objective (Parry et al., 2022; Steentjes et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 2019) and two, with more open-ended methodologies, only include health as part of their findings (Darier & Schüle, 1999; Lorenzoni et al., 2006). Both of these latter two studies use data split with other nations than those in the UK. Only one study (Hilary Graham et al., 2019) explores specifically the relationship between climate change and health, though this as part of a contingent valuation methodology, demonstrating a gap of textual and contextual studies looking at perceptions specifically of health impacts. This is particularly the case given that research shows a potentially positive impact of a health framing of climate change across various publics (Dasandi et al., 2022; Myers et al., 2012; Rossa-Roccor et al., 2021), something that may be relevant to local authorities.

[bookmark: _Ref126591164]Figure 4.  Number of studies researching climate change more broadly and/or specific exposure by health focus within article
Six studies also looked at public perceptions of heatwaves, half of which treated health as their primary objective, the other half as a secondary objective. Papers looking at flooding (n=7, 26% coverage across all studies) predominantly treated health as a secondary objective (n=7, 26%), with only two papers exploring health as their primary objective. The importance of health in relation to flooding in the perception of the public is clear with one study treating health as part of its findings. Only one study looked at infectious diseases and did so with health as its primary focus. 12 studies (44%) looked at the public’s perception of air pollution as a health concern, with six of these treating health as its primary focus, four as its secondary objective, and two with health as implicit, despite a lack of naming “health” per se. Where climate-related exposures are the key component of the study, more research is needed based on the extent to which the public connect this to climate change.


[bookmark: _Ref125615179]Figure 5. Annual number of studies looking at specific exposure or climate change more broadly
Figure 5 demonstrates that these studies are not evenly distributed over time. For example, comparing with pre-2010, there have been fewer studies looking at public perceptions of air pollution in relation to health, while there have been a greater number looking at public perceptions of heatwaves and flooding. 
In terms of national coverage, England is covered by 16 of the studies (59% of all studies), Wales by three (11%), and Scotland by just one (4%). Northern Ireland had no coverage across the studies. Nine studies (33%) were broader studies covering the UK more generally. This is demonstrated in Figure 6. Figure 7 shows more detail regarding where in those nations, in cases where a specific sample is reported, these studies took place. It is clear from Figure 6 that there is a lack of research within Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland. It is also clear from Figure 7 that London is overrepresented, while places such as mid-Wales, the Southwest of England, and the Midlands are also poorly represented.



[bookmark: _Ref125617003]Figure 6. Coverage of UK nations in studies looking at public perceptions of health and climate change or climate-related exposure.
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[bookmark: _Ref125448761]Figure 7. Map of study locations across the UK (circles indicate broader catchment areas, with blue circles indicating county and red circles indicating a still broader area).
In terms of methodology, 17 studies used questionnaires (63%), nine studies used interviews (3% of all studies), three used focus groups (11%), and two used contingent valuation methods (7%, e.g. willingness to pay). With the majority of studies using closed question-based methods, there is a clear gap of in-depth qualitative studies to build a meaningful profile of why particular groups are more or less likely to engage with climate change and climate-related exposures as a health issue. 
Of those that used interview or focus group data, three studies sampled purposefully across different socio-economic groups or levels of deprivation (Abrahamson et al., 2009; J. Bush et al., 2001; Day, 2007). Further indicators of socio-economic status include: income or financial strain, covered by four studies (15%); educational attainment, also covered by four studies (15%); employment status, covered by one study; and housing tenure, also covered by one study. In all, eight studies (30%) cover socio-economic status in some, by no means homogenous, way. Three studies look specifically at different age groups, meaning that this variable is built into their sample (Abrahamson et al., 2009; Myers et al., 2004; Walkling & Haworth, 2020). Nine other studies separate their findings by age in some way, whether by “generation”, age, or age group. Seven studies separate out their findings by gender. Only one study (Khare et al., 2015) incorporates ethnicity (and this as a binary variable) into its study.
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Review Three – Cost Effectiveness and Budgetary Implications of Climate Change Mitigation
Overview
Very little research has explored the short-, medium-, or long-term budgetary implications of climate change mitigation and adaptation or measured the health and non-health costs and benefits of investing in climate change mitigation (see Table 3). Given how few relevant studies emerged in the review, two searches were combined. For the PRISMA diagram, see Figure 10.
In total only five studies were identified which attempted to quantify either the cost-effectiveness of climate change mitigation actions or their budgetary implications. There was no evidence which measured short-, medium-, or long-term impacts on local authorities, or other local level UK decision-making entities, despite calls for more information from the Directors of Public Health when surveyed.
The five economics studies attempted to quantify either cost-effectiveness or the cost-benefit of a climate mitigation action compared to a do-nothing option. The climate-related exposures within these studies related to waste management, ecology restoration, home energy, air pollution, and transport.
Each of these studies used data from local changes/initiatives, two of which were London-based, but all attempted to generalize findings across the UK narratively and not quantitatively.
All but one study, relating to waste management, included a limited time horizon to quantify comparative costs and outcomes, likely resulting in an inaccurate understanding of the cost-effectiveness of the various climate actions.
All five studies were UK based, with 2/5 conducted in London and the remaining three in Wales, Cambridge and Milton Keynes. Locations seem to be based on what local initiatives exist rather than explicit consideration of the generalisability of the study site. Furthermore, none of the studies explicitly considered the generalisability of the results across other regions. There are therefore significant gaps in the evidence regarding cost-effectiveness and budgetary impacts of climate change mitigation interventions across the UK.
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Included Studies Tables
[bookmark: _Ref126590643]Table 1. Public Acceptability Included Studies
	Study
	National context
	Intervention theme
	SES variable separated out?
	Other variable separated out?

	Aitken (2009)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Alexander et al. (2009)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Allen et al. (2006)
	Scotland
	Transport
	 
	 

	Allison et al. (2022)
	"UK"
	Recycling
	Income
	Gender, household structure

	Andersson-Hudson et al. (2019)
	"UK"
	Energy
	 
	 

	Bailey et al. (2011)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Barr et al. (2003)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Batel et al. (2015)
	England; Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Batel and Devine‐Wright (2017)
	"UK"
	Energy
	 
	 

	Beaumont et al. (1999)
	"UK"
	Other: Information
	 
	 

	Beebeejaun (2017)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Bees and Williams (2017)
	England; Wales
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Gray et al. (2020)
	England
	Energy
	Housing tenure
	 

	Belton et al. (1994)
	Scotland
	Recycling
	Discusses in relation to employment status
	Discusses in relation to age

	Bench et al. (2005)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Berry et al. (2011)
	Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Bishop and Proctor (1994)
	Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Braunholtz (2003)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Broecks et al. (2021)
	"UK"
	Other: Pollution
	Educational attainment
	Gender, age

	Brunsting et al. (2013)
	Scotland
	Other: Pollution
	 
	 

	Judith Bush et al. (2001)
	England
	Other: Information
	 
	 

	CAST (2022)
	Wales
	Transport
	 
	 

	Cotterill et al. (2009)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Cotton and Devine-Wright (2013)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Davies et al. (2002)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Davis et al. (2006)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Davis (2021)
	England
	Other: Finance
	 
	 

	Devine-Wright (2005)
	Wales
	Energy
	Employment status
	Gender, age

	Devine-Wright and Howes (2010)
	Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Devine-Wright (2011)
	Northern Ireland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Devine-Wright and Batel (2013)
	"UK"
	Energy
	Education, socio-economic gradient
	Gender, age, area of residence, voting intention

	Devine-Wright (2013)
	England
	Energy
	Education
	Gender, age

	Devine-Wright and Wiersma (2020)
	"UK"
	Energy
	Education, income (representative of island)
	Gender, age (representative of island)

	Dudleston (2000)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Eiser et al. (1988)
	England
	Energy
	Employment status
	Gender, age

	Ellis et al. (2007)
	Northern Ireland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Evans et al. (2011)
	England; Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Evison and Read (2001)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Gardiner (2012)
	"UK"
	Energy
	 
	 

	Gilbertson et al. (2006)
	"UK"
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Gough et al. (2014)
	England
	Energy
	 
	Gender, age (briefly separated)

	Gough et al. (2018)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Green et al. (2015)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Haddad and de Nazelle (2018)
	England; Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Hanley and Nevin (1999)
	England
	Other: air quality - awareness
	 
	 

	Harthorn et al. (2019)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Hinshelwood and McCallum (2001)
	England; Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Hooper et al. (2020)
	Wales
	Energy
	 
	Gender, age

	Jesson (2009)
	England
	Energy
	 
	Age

	Jones and Eiser (2009)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Karousakis and Birol (2008)
	England
	Energy
	Housing tenure, employment status
	Gender, age

	Kurz et al. (2007)
	England
	Recycling
	Education, income
	 

	Lee and Hickman (1989)
	Northern Ireland
	Recycling
	Socio-economic status
	 

	Brook Lyndhurst (2009)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Mabon et al. (2014)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Mabon et al. (2015)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Martin et al. (2006)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	McDonald and Ball (1998)
	England
	Recycling
	Employment status, tax band
	Housing type, household structure

	McDonald et al. (2002)
	Scotland
	Recycling
	Socio-economic status
	Age

	McDonald and Oates (2003)
	England
	Other: air quality management
	 
	 

	McNally et al. (2018)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Mee and Clewes (2004)
	England
	Energy
	Educational attainment
	Age, gender, political orientation

	Mee and Clewes (2004)
	England
	Recycling; Other: information, awareness
	 
	 

	Mee (2005)
	England
	Recycling; Other: information, awareness
	Employment status, education (degree or not), housing tenure
	Ethnic group

	Morton et al. (2021)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Nikitas et al. (2018)
	Scotland
	Transport
	Employment status
	Sex, age

	O’Garra and Mourato (2007)
	England
	Transport
	 
	 

	Odioso and Smith (2008)
	England
	Transport; Energy
	Educational attainment, employment status, income
	Sex, age, car ownership

	Parkhill et al. (2014)
	England
	Transport
	 
	 

	Perrin and Barton (2001)
	England; Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Perry and Williams (2007)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Pidgeon, Lorenzoni, et al. (2008)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	Gender, age, ethnic group

	Pidgeon, Henwood, et al. (2008)
	England; Wales; Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Rashid et al. (2021)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Read (1999)
	England
	Transport
	 
	Ethnic group

	Ricci et al. (2006)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Rispo et al. (2015)
	England; Wales
	Energy
	 
	 

	Robinson and Read (2005)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Roddis et al. (2018)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Roddis et al. (2020)
	England; Wales; Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Rogers et al. (2008)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Semwal et al. (2021)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Shammut et al. (2019)
	Northern Ireland; Scotland
	Transport
	 
	 

	Shaw and Maynard (2008)
	England
	Transport
	 
	 

	Shearer et al. (2017)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Sims and Dent (2007)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Tatchley et al. (2016)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Thomas et al. (2018)
	"UK"
	Energy
	 
	Age

	Thorpe et al. (2000)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Timlett and Williams (2008)
	England
	Transport
	 
	 

	Tucker and Speirs (2003)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Turner et al. (2018)
	England; Scotland
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Upham (2009)
	Scotland
	Transport
	 
	 

	Upreti and van der Horst (2004)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Van Alstine and Bastin (2019)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Van de Vyver et al. (2018)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Walker et al. (2014)
	England
	Transport
	 
	 

	Walker et al. (2018)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Warren et al. (2005)
	England
	Transport; Other: general climate policy
	 
	 

	Warren and McFadyen (2010)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	West (2004)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Westrom (2020)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Whitmarsh et al. (2015)
	Scotland
	Energy
	 
	 

	Wicki et al. (2022)
	England; Wales
	Energy
	Educational attainment
	Gender, age, area type

	Williams and Kelly (2003)
	England
	Other: planning
	 
	 

	Williams and Cole (2013)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	Gender, age

	Williams et al. (2017)
	England
	Recycling
	 
	 

	Williams et al. (2021)
	England
	Energy
	 
	 

	Wilson and Williams (2007)
	Wales
	Energy
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Ref125448910]Table 2. Public Understanding Included Studies
	Study
	National context
	Health as…
	SES variable separated out?
	Other variable separated out?

	Abrahamson et al. (2009)
	England
	Primary
	Socio-economic status, due to where studies were undertaken (built in)
	Age groups (built in)

	Beaumont et al. (1999)
	England; "UK"
	Secondary
	
	

	J. Bush et al. (2001)
	England
	Primary
	Socio-economic status, due to where studies were undertaken (built in)
	

	Capstick et al. (2013)
	Wales
	In findings
	Housing tenure, employment status
	Gender, age

	Capstick et al. (2015)
	England; Wales
	Secondary
	
	

	Carroll et al. (2009)
	England
	Primary
	
	

	Darier and Schüle (1999)
	England
	In findings
	
	

	Day (2006)
	England
	Primary
	Socio-economic status, due to choice of areas (built in)
	

	Edgley et al. (2011)
	England
	Primary
	Location (built in)
	Age, health status (built in)

	Erens et al. (2021)
	England
	Primary
	Household type
	Age, health

	H. Graham et al. (2019)
	"UK"
	Primary
	Income band, educational attainment
	Gender, age (generation),

	Graham et al. (2022)
	"UK"
	Primary
	
	

	Hodgson and Hitchings (2018)
	England
	Primary
	
	

	Howel et al. (2002)
	England
	Secondary
	
	Gender, age, health (chronic illness or not)

	Istamto et al. (2014)
	"UK"
	Primary
	Educational attainment, financial position (strain), income
	Age, gender, health, air pollution concern, policy position

	Khare et al. (2015)
	"UK"
	Primary
	Location, educational attainment, income
	Age group, sex, ethnicity (binary)

	Lorenzoni et al. (2006)
	"UK"
	In findings
	
	“Representative sample” (built in)

	Myers et al. (2004)
	England
	Secondary
	
	Age, due to younger sample (built in)

	Palutikof et al. (2004)
	England; Scotland
	Secondary
	
	Country (i.e. location), age, gender

	Parry et al. (2022)
	England
	Secondary
	
	

	Steentjes et al. (2020)
	"UK"
	Secondary
	
	

	Taylor et al. (2019)
	"UK"
	Secondary
	
	

	van Wijk et al. (2020)
	"UK"
	Primary
	
	Education (background in natural sciences)

	Walkling and Haworth (2020)
	Wales
	Secondary
	
	Age (built in)

	Wall (1973)
	England
	Implicit
	
	

	Whitmarsh and Capstick (2018)
	England
	Secondary
	Educational attainment, income
	Attainment of vocational science qualification, age, political party, gender

	Williams and Bird (2003)
	England
	Implicit
	
	






[bookmark: _Ref126591575]Table 3. Economic Reviews Included Studies
	Study
	National context
	Exposure
	Perspective
	Type of study

	Craighill and Powell (1996)
	England (Milton Keynes)
	Waste management
	Societal at the LA level
	CBA and life cycle assessment: single study comparative assessment 

	Peh et al. (2014)
	England (Cambridge)
	Ecology restoration
	Ecosystem but also includes nature based recreation
	CBA: single study comparative assessment 

	Poortinga et al. (2018)
	Wales
	Housing energy performance investment programme targeting those with low income
	Health system; health service for costs but also includes non-health outcomes (food poverty)
	CCA and CUA; Single before and after cohort study. ITSA for effects.

	Peng et al. (2017)
	England (London)
	Air pollution/air quality using a smart parking system
	Individual and city-level
	CBA; single study

	Santos and Fraser (2006)
	England (London)
	Transport (Central charging scheme)
	City-level
	CBA: single study
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[bookmark: _Ref125387021]Figure 8. PRISMA diagram for Review One (Public Acceptability of Local Climate Change Mitigation Action)
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[bookmark: _Ref125449144]Figure 9. PRISMA diagram for Review Two (Public Understanding of the Health Impacts of Climate Change)
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[bookmark: _Ref126592008]Figure 10. PRISMA diagram for Review Three (Economic Evaluation)
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Review One – Public Acceptability of Local Climate Change Mitigation Actions
	
	Inclusion Criteria
	Exclusion Criteria

	Sample
	Any sample of people residing in the UK. No minimum sample size will be implemented. 
	Any sample of people residing outside of the UK, or predominately outside the UK.








	Phenomenon of Interest
	Local actions (such as those involving transport, housing, food, green spaces, land and waste management and water supply and quality) to mitigate against climate change or provide adaptation and resilience strategies. 
	National or international actions to mitigate against climate change or provide adaptation and resilience strategies.


	Design
	Any qualitative or quantitative data collection methods (eg, surveys, questionnaires, interviews, observations, or focus groups) independent of the analysis conducted.
	Discussion papers and descriptive papers will be excluded.

	Evaluation
	Any information on public attitudes or public acceptability of local actions. Such information may be the primary or secondary focus of the study.
	Any studies which do not measure or evaluate public acceptability.

	Research type
	Qualitative (such as interviews or focus groups, social media analysis), quantitative (such as surveys or questionnaires with fixed responses) or mixed methods (such as research which collates a combination of fixed and open-ended responses). Content analyses of social media-based research.
	Non-research


The search string for this review included terms within three facets:
· Climate change
· Public acceptability
· Local government
The search also incorporated, where possible, the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence’s (NICE) UK study filter. Further information for the search strategy can be found here. 
Databases searched were OVID Medline(R) and Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process, In-Data-Review & Other Non-Indexed Citations and Daily, Embase, APA PsycINFO, and HMIC Health Management.
Review Two – Public understandings of climate change and its impact on people’s health
	
	Inclusion Criteria
	Exclusion Criteria

	Sample
	Any sample of people residing in the UK. No minimum sample size will be implemented. 
	Any sample of people residing outside of the UK, or predominately outside the UK.








	Phenomenon of Interest
	Public understandings of climate change and its impact on health.
	Understandings of those with climate-related expertise regarding the health impacts of climate change


	Design
	Any data collection methods (eg, surveys, questionnaires, interviews, observations, or focus groups) independent of the analysis conducted.
	Discussion papers and descriptive papers will be excluded.

	Evaluation
	Any information on public understandings of the health impacts of climate change. Such information may be the primary or secondary focus of the study
	Any studies which do not measure public understandings of the health impacts of climate change.

	Research type
	Qualitative (such as interviews or focus groups, social media analysis), quantitative (such as surveys or questionnaires with fixed responses) or mixed methods (such as research which collates a combination of fixed and open-ended responses). Content analyses of social media-based research.
	Non-research


The search string for this review included terms within three facets:
· Climate change
· Public understanding
· Local government
The search also incorporated, where possible, the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence’s (NICE) UK study filter. Further information for the search strategy can be found here. 
Databases searched were OVID Medline(R) and Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process, In-Data-Review & Other Non-Indexed Citations and Daily, Embase, APA PsycINFO, and HMIC Health Management.
Review Three – Cost Effectiveness and Budgetary Implications of Climate Change Mitigation
	
	Inclusion Criteria
	Exclusion Criteria

	Sample
	UK study 
	Non-UK study

	Phenomenon of Interest
	Research evidence measuring or evaluating the costs and benefits (however defined and including health and non-health outcomes) of interventions to mitigate against climate change or research looking at the financial (across all sectors) implications of interventions to mitigate against climate change
	Research evidence measuring or evaluating the costs and benefits or research looking at the financial (across all sectors) implications of interventions unrelated to climate change mitigation and adaptation

	Design
	Cost-effectiveness analysis, Cost-utility analysis, Cost-benefit analysis, Cost-minimisation, Budget impact analyses, SROI, ROI, business case forecasting.
	Discussion papers and descriptive papers will be excluded.

	Evaluation
	Any studies looking at either costs and benefits or financial implications. Such information may be the primary or secondary focus of the study.
	Any studies not looking at either costs and benefits or financial implications

	Research type
	Original research.
	Non-research


The search string for this review included terms within three facets:
· Climate change and Net Zero policy
· Economic terms
· Local (within the concept of “local action”)
The search also incorporated, where possible, the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence’s (NICE) UK study filter. Further information for the search strategy can be found here. 
Databases searched were OVID Medline(R) and Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process, In-Data-Review & Other Non-Indexed Citations and Daily, Embase, APA PsycINFO, HMIC Health Management, IDEAS, and econLit.
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