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Call for evidence 

 

We are calling for evidence on options available to reduce greenhouse gas emissions over 

the period 2022 to 2035.  

Why are we doing this? 

The Interim Climate Change Committee is the precursor to the proposed Climate Change 

Commission, expected to be established in late 2019 under the Zero Carbon Bill1. The Bill 

provides a framework to help New Zealand deliver on the objectives of the Paris Agreement. 

A key part of the proposed Commission’s work will be to advise the Government on 

emissions budgets. 

Emissions budgets set the total emissions of all greenhouse gases permitted in the relevant 

budget period. The Government will set emissions budgets based on the proposed 

Commission’s advice.  

Why are we doing this now? 

We are running this call for evidence now as foundation work for the proposed Climate 

Change Commission to enable it to start work immediately as soon as it is set up.  

It will help identify relevant information for developing these emissions budgets, and to 

maintain a broad, robust and transparent approach in developing the proposed 

Commission’s evidence base.   

We have been asked to do this through our Terms of Reference. This work is also outlined in 

our letter to the Minister for Climate Change on 7 May 2019 here. 

What are we looking for? 

We are looking for high-quality, credible, evidence that will support the proposed 

Commission’s work on emissions budgets. This is likely to include knowledge and evidence 

of technologies and options to reduce emissions, and the economic, environmental, cultural 

and social impacts of them. We are not looking for personal views or opinions. 

What if I have already made submissions on similar topics? 

If you have already submitted evidence as part of consultation run by Government agencies, 

such as the Zero Carbon Bill or the Ministry of Transport’s Clean Car Standard and 

Discount, then we are happy for you to point us to those submissions, noting the key 

information or material that relates to our call for evidence. 

 
1 Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment Bill: 
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2019/0136/latest/LMS183736.html.   

https://www.iccc.mfe.govt.nz/assets/PDF_Library/57c3716753/AMENDED-Terms-of-Reference-for-the-Interim-Climate-Change-Committee-May-Dec-2019.pdf
https://www.iccc.mfe.govt.nz/our-news/updates-from-the-chair/iccc-work-programme-from-1-may-2019/
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2019/0136/latest/LMS183736.html
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What will we do with the evidence we gather? 

We will use this information to inform our initial work on emissions budgets and add to the 

evidence base the proposed Commission will draw upon.   

Confidentiality and data protection 

All or part of any written response (including the names of respondents) may be published 

on our website www.iccc.mfe.govt.nz. Unless you clearly specify otherwise, we will consider 

that you have consented to both your name and response being published.  

Please be aware that any responses may be captured by the Official Information Act 1982. 

Please advise us if you have any objection to the release of any information contained in 

your response, including commercially sensitive information, and in particular which part(s) 

you consider should be withheld, together with the reason(s) for withholding the information. 

We will take into account all such objections when responding to requests for copies of, and 

information on, responses to this document under the Official Information Act.  

The Privacy Act 1993 applies certain principles about the collection, use and disclosure of 

information about individuals by various agencies, including the Interim Climate Change 

Committee. It governs access by individuals to information about themselves held by 

agencies. Any personal information you supply to the Committee in the course of making a 

response will be used by the Committee only in relation to the matters covered by this 

document. Please clearly indicate in your response if you do not wish your name to be 

included in any summary of responses that the Committee may publish. 

  

http://www.iccc.mfe.govt.nz/
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Call for evidence: response form 

We are looking for responses that are evidence-based, with data and references included 

where possible. Please limit your response to each question to a maximum of 400 words, 

plus links to supporting evidence, using the template provided. Please answer only those 

questions where you have particular expertise or experience.  

We recommend that you refer to the Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment 

Bill when considering your answers, which can be found here.  

If you have any questions about completing the call for evidence, please contact us via 

feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz. Please include a contact number in case we need to talk to 

you about your query.  

Please email your completed form by 12 noon, Friday 15 November 2019 to 

feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz. We may follow up for more detail where appropriate.   

 

Contact details 

Name and/or 

organisation 

Dr Alexandra Macmillan MBChB MPH PhD FRNZCPHM 

Senior Lecturer Environmental Health and Healthy Public 

Policy, Department of Preventive & Social Medicine, 

University of Otago 

 

Postal Address  

Telephone number  

Email address  

 

Submissions on similar topics  

Please indicate any other submissions you have made on relevant topics, noting 

the particular material or information you think we should be aware of.   

Answer: 

OraTaiao and personal submissions on: 

Zero Carbon Bill 

Emissions Trading Scheme reviews 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2019/0136/latest/LMS183736.html
mailto:feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz
mailto:feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz
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Government Policy Statements on Transport 

All contain evidence descriptions and summaries relevant to effective policies for reducing 

emissions while addressing issues of health and social and health equity, including how 

we might optimise emissions reduction strategies for effectiveness by also achieving co-

benefits for health and fairness (other terms used include equity/just 

transition/distributional impacts) 

 

 

 

 

Commercially sensitive information 

Do you have any objection to the release of any information contained in your 

response, including commercially sensitive information? 

If yes, which part(s) do you consider should be withheld, together with the 

reason(s) for withholding this information. 

Answer: NO 

 

Questions for consideration: 

 

Section A  The first three emissions budgets 

Under the proposed Zero Carbon Bill, the proposed Commission will have to provide advice 

to government on the levels of emissions budgets over the coming decades.  

Currently, the Zero Carbon Bill requires budgets to be set from 2022-2035 (three separate 

budgets covering 2022-2025, 2026-2030, and 2031-2035).  When preparing this advice the 

proposed Commission will have to consider the implications of those budgets for meeting the 

2050 target.  The Commission will also need to consider the likely economic effects (positive 

and negative) of its advice.   

Question 1: 

In your area of expertise or experience, what are the specific proven and emerging 

options to reduce emissions to 2035?  What are the likely costs, benefits and wider 

impacts of these options?  Please provide evidence and/or data to support your 

assessment. 

Answer:  
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My areas of professional expertise are as follows: 

• Population health 

• Health and social equity 

• Physical environments and health, including links between climate change and 

health and health equity 

• Modelling the potential co-benefits of climate change mitigation policies for 

integrated wellbeing and fairness outcomes, including in transport, housing and 

food systems 

• Teaching postgraduate students about how to effectively achieve public policy that 

addresses wellbeing and equity 

 

Below I cover existing policy options for reducing emissions that have the best evidence 

for co-benefits for wellbeing and fairness. The fact that these co-benefits exist is not only 

important in itself, but helps ensure success and avoid policy resistance by the public. I 

focus on two major emissions sectors – transport and the food system.  

A broad international summary of the potential co-benefits and climate action as the 

greatest opportunity for public health of the 21st century is provided here: 

Watts N, Adger WN, Agnolucci P, Blackstock J, Byass P, et al. Health and climate change: policy responses to 

protect public health. The Lancet. 2015. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)60854-6 

 

Transport 

It’s clear from the integrated cross-disciplinary evidence that in urban areas the following 

strategies are effective and have significant co-benefits for wellbeing and fairness, which 

make them less likely to meet with policy resistance – in order of strategic policy and 

government investment priority: 

• Investments in infrastructure and longer-term land use change that make walking, 

cycling and other forms of active transport safer and more attractive. E-bikes are 

emerging as a “game changing” technology 

• Investments in zero carbon public transport systems with an equity focus (including 

geographical provision, low cost and timetables which work for low income and 

shift workers) 

• Remaining vehicle trips should be in electric vehicles, with policy priority given to 

community transport 

For rural transport there has been less research, but electrified community-owned 

transport holds potential for fair low carbon access, while walking and cycling will still be 

important for local trips.  

A number of approaches have been used to estimate the costs and benefits of shifts to 

active transport in particular, or shifts towards more public and active transport, focusing 

on health and wellbeing outcomes as well as emissions reductions. These have tended to 

find benefits outweigh costs of investment with the most encouraging estimates finding 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)60854-6
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returns in the order of tens of dollars in societal health savings for every dollar spent on 

high quality effective infrastructure. These estimates are unable to fully quantify the 

tangible and intangible benefits for society of increasing walking and cycling, and are 

therefore certainly underestimates. The esimates compare extremely favourably to the 

cost benefit analyses of much of the current spend within the National Land Transport 

Programme. In particular, large scale roading projects tend to have a Benefit-Cost Ratio 

(BCR) of around 1 or less. 

From the evidence, it is also clear that the potential for investments in high quality active 

and public transport have been under-recognised in modelling of the emissions-reduction 

potential of policies, for example in the Productivity Commission’s work. From international 

(and growing national) experience, there is a very significant potential for reducing urban 

transport emissions through these strategies, more rapidly and equitably than incentives 

for electric private motor vehicles. 

The accelerating potential of electric bicycles has also been thus far ignored. Emerging 

evidence demonstrates that e-bike use brings similar health and wellbeing benefits, and, 

on the whole would be encouraged through similar policy measures as ordinary cycling. 

However, particular strategies would be needed to ensure an e-bike acceleration was 

equitable, through policies that supported uptake by low-income households. 

Just transition/equity/distributional impacts/fairness 

The transport system currently underpins significant social and health injustices because 

the current focus is so heavily on car dependence, which is both dangerous and 

unaffordable for many. Inequities by gender, age, income and ethnicity occur as a result of 

a lack of access to the building blocks of wellbeing (e.g. employment, education and 

training, healthcare, healthy goods and services, sites of cultural significance, social and 

family connections); and through inequities in the health harms of transport. (road traffic 

crash injuries, disability and deaths, air pollution deaths and illnesses, social severance 

impacts, physical inactivity-related deaths and illnesses).  

If well-designed and implemented, investments in public and active transport could 

contribute to the elimination of these injustices.  

Health and equity co-benefits will not be inevitable. They require careful design and 

implementation with public health expertise at the heart of planning and policy-making. It 

is important to note that co-harms for health and fairness are also possible. The use of 

food crops for biofuels is an excellent example. A fuel tax which doesn’t include revenue 

recycling into improved active and public transport is also regressive. 

Please see the following papers for further evidence to support this summary: 

Lindsay G, Macmillan A, Woodward A. Moving urban trips from cars to bicycles: impact on health and 

emissions. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public Health. 2011 Feb;35(1):54-60. PubMed PMID: 

21299701. Epub 2011/02/09. eng. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Citation&list_uids=21299701 

Macmillan A, Connor J, Witten K, Kearns A, Rees D, et al. The Societal Costs and Benefits of Commuter 

Bicycling: Simulating the Effects of Specific Policies Using System Dynamics Modeling Environmental Health 

Perspectives. 2014;122(4). http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/1307250/ 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Citation&list_uids=21299701
http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/1307250/
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Shaw C, Russell M, van Sparrentak K, Merrett A, Clegg A. Benchmarking cycling and walking in six New 

Zealand cities. Pilot study 2015. Wellington: New Zealand Centre for Sustainable Cities, 2016. 

http://sustainablecities.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/Benchmarking-cycling-and-walking-in-six-NZ-cities.pdf 

Chapman R, Keall M, Howden-Chapman P, Grams M, Witten K, et al. A Cost Benefit Analysis of an Active 

Travel Intervention with Health and Carbon Emission Reduction Benefits. International journal of 

environmental research and public health. 2018;15(5):962. PubMed PMID: 29751618. eng. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29751618 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5982001/ 

Samuelson, R and Wang, H (Ministry of Transport) 2018 Projecting Health Outcomes of Active Mode Use in 

New Zealand. Presented at 2Walk and Cycle Conference, Palmerston North 2018 

https://az659834.vo.msecnd.net/eventsairaueprod/production-harding-

public/ae95739e17fc4d6b92cddb8c628aec99  

[I wasn’t sure how wide to go with the evidence here, but could provide a huge number of further research 

papers internationally on transport mode shift, health and climate co-benefits] 

Food production and consumption 

It’s clear that a significant reduction in the number of cows and in milk and meat 

production is the most technical feasible option for reducing agricultural emissions.  

Initially, there is evidence that reducing dairy intensity and carbon intensive inputs can be 

achieved without reducing output, however, this will need to be followed by a supported 

transition to a sustainable climate-adapted, resilient and diverse farming system that is 

plant-based with low inputs. 

Such a transition would influence dietary choices in New Zealand, preventing large 

numbers of deaths from heart disease, obesity and bowel cancer. Perhaps more 

immediately, it would also address our freshwater crisis, which is impacting on population 

health through microbiological and chemical contamination. This interplay between 

agricultural run-off and water quality will be exacerbated by climate change as warmer 

waters and increasing extremes of rainfall and drought play an important part in 

contamination and outbreaks. The campylobacter outbreak in Havelock North is a prime 

example, where in 2016 increasing livestock intensity, drought followed by heavy rainfall, 

combined with a poorly managed bore, led to livestock faecal contamination of drinking 

water. These factors came together to cause gastroenteritis for more than 5,000 people. 

Reductions in waterborne gastroenteritis would be a significant co-benefit from reduced 

livestock numbers and agricultural land use change away from high emissions dairy, beef 

and other livestock towards sustainably produced legumes, grains and horticulture.  

Evidence to support this summary: 

Willett W, Rockström J, Loken B, Springmann M, Lang T, et al. Food in the Anthropocene: the EAT–Lancet 

Commission on healthy diets from sustainable food systems. The Lancet. 2019;393(10170):447-92. 

https://eatforum.org/eat-lancet-commission/  

Drew, J 2018 Healthy & Climate-friendly Eating Patterns for New Zealand (Thesis, Bachelor of Medical 

Science with Honours). University of Otago. http://hdl.handle.net/10523/8058 

Department of Internal Affairs 2017 Report on the Government Inquiry into Havelock North Drinking Water 

https://www.dia.govt.nz/Government-Inquiry-into-Havelock-North-Drinking-Water  

http://sustainablecities.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/Benchmarking-cycling-and-walking-in-six-NZ-cities.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29751618
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5982001/
https://az659834.vo.msecnd.net/eventsairaueprod/production-harding-public/ae95739e17fc4d6b92cddb8c628aec99
https://az659834.vo.msecnd.net/eventsairaueprod/production-harding-public/ae95739e17fc4d6b92cddb8c628aec99
https://eatforum.org/eat-lancet-commission/
http://hdl.handle.net/10523/8058
https://www.dia.govt.nz/Government-Inquiry-into-Havelock-North-Drinking-Water
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Question 2:  

In your areas of expertise or experience, what actions or interventions may be 

required by 2035 to prepare for meeting the 2050 target set out in the Bill? Please 

provide evidence and/or data to support your assessment. 

Answer:  

As above, a significant shift away from both private motor vehicles and livestock-based 

agriculture will be necessary, and could bring huge benefits for health, wellbeing, as well 

as health and social equity, as per the evidence provided above. 

 

Question 3: 

In your areas of expertise or experience, what potential is there for changes in 

consumer, individual or household behaviour to deliver emissions reductions to 

2035? Please provide evidence and/or data to support your assessment. 

Answer:  

In public health, we have decades of evidence building and experience in changing 

people’s behaviour to improve population health. Overwhelmingly, across areas as 

diverse as food, exercise, tobacco and alcohol, the evidence suggests the following 

strategies are most effective: 

1. Changing the environments, institutions, rules and structures that make the status 

quo the cheapest, most convenient, and often the ONLY choice. This means 

government re-orienting its investments and regulations to achieve this. Individual 

behaviour patterns are more strongly influenced by structural influences than 

“choice” or “individual responsibility”. Similarly, going “upstream” in the causal 

chain from the individual behaviours to be influenced can triply: increase the 

likelihood of widespread success; avoid rebound effects and unintended 

distributional consequences; and achieve multiple benefits across a range of 

outcomes. One example of this is in the area of housing, where decarbonising 

energy supply to housing across the full range of uses will be more rapidly 

effective than attempts to encourage individual householders to invest in energy 

efficiency or improve their energy behaviours. Both approaches will be needed in 

the long-term, but in the short-term, the biggest gains will come from structural 

change. 

2. Ensuring that lobbying by vested interests does not have an undue influence over 

public policy that protects and promotes human wellbeing and fairness. The stories 

of tobacco and alcohol are salutary examples of huge relevance to our current 

failure to address climate change 
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3. Both incentives and disincentives are needed for successful change 

4. Financial cost and “economic rationality” are often poor motivators for behaviour 

change by households. Families and communities make decisions based on a 

complex understanding of what’s best for their current and future wellbeing across 

a range of objectives, and under the duress of busy lives. A wide range of salient 

wellbeing arguments are needed to activate change. The example of the UK’s 

Green Deal policy for household energy efficiency is a useful one here.  

5. The systems needing change (transport, housing, energy, agriculture) are 

complex, but not impossible. Understanding the feedback loops driving current 

patterns of behaviour in these systems will help greatly with identifying points of 

effective policy leverage. Some system dynamics modelling would be extremely 

helpful for the CCC. (some examples are provided below) 

All Party Group for Excellence in the Built Environment. Re-energising the green agenda. Report from the 

Commission of Inquiry into Sustainable Construction and the Green Deal. London: UK House of Commons, 

2013. http://cic.org.uk/services/all-party-parliamentary-group.php  

Shrubsole C, Macmillan A, Davies M, May N. 100 unintended consequences of policies to improve the energy 

of the UK housing stock. Indoor and Built Environment. 2014;23(3):340-52. 

http://ibe.sagepub.com/content/early/ 

Macmillan A, Davies M, Shrubsole C, Luxford N, May N, et al. Integrated decision-making about housing, 

energy and wellbeing: a qualitative system dynamics model. Environmental Health. 2016;15(1):23-34. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/ 

Macmillan A, Woodcock J. Understanding bicycling in cities using system dynamics modelling. Journal of 

Transport & Health. 2017 2017/12/01/;7:269-79. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140516304662 

[again, I wasn’t sure how wide to go in providing evidence here… if it was of interest, I could provide broader evidence from 

the public health literature about the role of structural influences on health and health inequities and the role of vested 

interests in undermining healthy public policy in tobacco and alcohol] 

 

Question 4:  

When advising on the first three emissions budgets and how to achieve the 2050 

target, what do you think the proposed Commission should take into account when 

considering the balance between reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 

removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere (including via forestry)? 

Answer:  

When the wellbeing and fairness co-benefits of real domestic reductions in emissions 

across all sectors are accounted for, it’s clear that we would be crazy not to grab the 

opportunity from these reductions – it’s now a case of what we are missing out on through 

our ongoing inaction. 

That’s not to say we don’t also need to plant more indigenous forest – this has huge co-

benefits too.  

http://cic.org.uk/services/all-party-parliamentary-group.php
http://ibe.sagepub.com/content/early/2014/03/12/1420326X14524586?papetoc
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12940-016-0098-z
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140516304662
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It’s an AND-AND strategy, but the climate, biodiversity, adaptation, cultural and wellbeing 

benefits of indigenous reforestation should probably be considered separately from 

policies to reduce emissions. 

 

Question 5:  

What circumstances and/or reasons do you think would justify permitting the use of 

offshore mitigation for meeting each of the first three emissions budgets? And if 

so, how could the proposed Commission determine an appropriate limit on their 

use?  

Answer:  

From a public health perspective, buying offshore mitigation is already undermining the 

wellbeing of New Zealanders, while supporting it elsewhere. In the case of supporting 

wellbeing and equity in low-income countries, yes, NZ has an important role, particularly in 

the Pacific. But this is an AND-AND strategy rather than EITHER-OR, and outside the role 

of the CCC in domestic mitigation 

 

Section B Emissions reduction policies and interventions  

The proposed Commission will also need to consider the types of policies required to 

achieve the budgets it proposes. This consideration should include: 

• sector-specific policies (for example in transport or industrial heat) to reduce 

emissions and increase removals, and  

• the interactions between sectors and the capability of those sectors to adapt to the 

effects of climate change. 

 

 

Question 6:  

What sector-specific policies do you think the proposed Commission should 

consider to help meet the first emissions budgets from 2022-35? What evidence is 

there to suggest they would be effective? 

Answer:  

The policies from Question 1 that are most likely to have very short term effects, with 

strong, tangible co-benefits are: 

1. Radically re-balance the National Land Transport Fund to a 30:30:30 split between 

road maintenance and renewal, active transport infrastructure and public transport 
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infrastructure and services. This couldn’t be done without changing the structure of 

the fund from a “hypothecated” tax to a general fund allocated from Treasury 

2. reduce the cost and increase the frequency and level of service for existing public 

transport structures by addressing the Fare Box Recovery legislation and giving 

greater control over routes and services to local government, while also increasing 

the level of subsidy through the National Land Transport Fund. Make public 

transport free for people under 24 years of age Evidence: Every meaningful 

recent improvement in public transport service in NZ cities has resulted in an 

increase in patronage – the Northern Busway, rail electrification and Dunedin bus 

hub are all good examples.  

3. Introduce workplace tax incentives for the provision of electric bicycles alongside 

the removal of perverse tax incentives for car use 

4. Alongside these structural changes, allow the ETS to have its impact on the cost of 

transport fuels 

5. Introduce emissions standards on vehicle imports, and end the sales of new petrol 

and diesel vehicles gradually, starting with the highest emitting SUVs. Introduce 

these disincentives concurrently with existing policy proposals to incentivise 

electric vehicles 

6. Fully electrify the freight rail network and provide the incentives and disincentives 

required to achieve a freight mode shift, with co-benefits for road traffic injury and 

air pollution 

7. Place a moratorium on new dairy, support dairy farmers out of infrastructure debt 

and incentivise land use change through pricing biological emissions. Re-socialise 

agriculture from a commodity industry to healthy food and fibre production 

 

Question 7:  

What cross-sector policies do you think the proposed Commission should consider 

to help meet the first emissions budgets from 2022-35? What evidence is there to 

suggest they would be effective?   

Answer:  

Including all sectors in the ETS, with a proper cap and price on carbon 

 

Question 8:  

What policies (sector-specific or cross-sector) do you think are needed now to 

prepare for meeting budgets beyond 2035? What evidence supports your answer? 
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Answer:  

Urban land use policies will need to change, including well-designed mixed used 

increases in density and limits to sprawl (so-called Smart Growth) will be needed. 

However, care will be needed to ensure these policies also meet climate change 

adaptation and other wellbeing objectives (green and blue spaces in particular) Evidence: 

see for example the useful summary of evidence under the Transportation section 

https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/es900213p  

 

 

Section C Impacts of emissions budgets  

The proposed Commission will need to consider the potential social, cultural, economic and 

environmental impacts of emission budgets on New Zealanders, including how any impacts 

may fall across regions and communities, and from generation to generation. Potential 

impacts may be either positive or negative. 

Question 9:  

What evidence do you think the proposed Commission should draw upon to assess 

the impacts of emissions budgets?  

Answer:  

The evidence for distributional impacts needs to go beyond the short-term financial 

impacts on businesses and households to consider the wider impacts on social and health 

equity, particularly by income and ethnicity, but also by gender and for future generations 

Question 10:  

What policies do you think the proposed Commission should consider to manage 

any impacts of meeting emissions budgets? Please provide evidence and/or data to 

support your assessment. 

Answer:  

As described above, there will be both policy instruments that are in themselves 

progressive or regressive, and implementation pathways or mitigation strategies that are 

specific to particular policy choices. In general, though, taxes which recycle revenue into 

equity-focused related policies are a useful strategy. A good example of this is a fuel tax in 

which the revenue is specifically ear-marked or hypothecated into low emissions equity 

measures such as the subsidy of public transport, or the provision of place-making and 

infrastructure to encourage active modes in low income communities, or the provision of 

low emissions shared community transport for rural communities. 

 

 

https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/es900213p
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Section D Other considerations, evidence or experience  

Question 11:  

Do you have any further evidence which you believe would support the future 

Commission’s work on emissions budgets and emissions reduction policies and 

interventions?  

Answer:  

It will be crucial to have public health, wellbeing and equity, including hauora Māori 

expertise as part of the CCC to ensure co-benefits are optimised, co-harms are minimised 

and equity is considered as emissions reductions pathways are developed.  

 

 
Please email your completed form to feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz by 12 noon, Friday 15 

November 2019. 

If you have any questions about completing the call for evidence, please contact us via 

feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz.   

 

mailto:feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz
mailto:feedback@ICCC.mfe.govt.nz

