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Comparative framework

•Heat-health response: Ahmedabad, Montreal

•European planning and adaptation: Brussels, London, 
Oxfordshire, Paris, Perugia, Rome, Vienna

•Asian engineering and experimentation: Kobe, Osaka

•Extreme-climate infrastructure: Phoenix, Riyadh

Four dominant policy approaches
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Group 1: Heat-health response and 
emergency protection

•Heat is treated primarily as an acute public-health risk
•Main instruments: heat action plans, alerts, outreach, 

and health surveillance
•Operational strength: rapid coordination before and 

during events
•Main limitation: outdoor alerts do not automatically 

ensure safety

Ahmedabad (India), Montreal (Canada)

Group 2a: Institutionalised European 
planning and adaptation

• Cooling is embedded in climate plans, planning rules, and 
building design
• Instruments include cooling hierarchies, bioclimatic rules, 

and green infrastructure
• Public-space measures include de-sealing, shade, water 

features, and cool refuges
• Main gap: limited verification of actual cooling and health 

outcomes, funding-coordination, social inequities, and 
heritage constraints

Brussels (Belgium), London (UK), Paris (France), Vienna (Austria)
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Group 2b: Emerging and multi-level 
European planning

•Cooling is connected to adaptation route maps, 
PAESC, renovation, and regeneration

•Strong focus on schools, care homes, public buildings, 
and vulnerable populations

•Main gap: fragmented governance, project-based 
funding, weak cooling KPIs, and monitoring problems

Oxfordshire (UK), Perugia, Rome (Italy)

Group 3: Asian engineering and 
experimentation

•Cooling is tested through interventions in streets, 
stations, and public spaces
•Measures include shade, misting, sprinklers, cool 

spots, and reflective surfaces
•Shared feature: municipality, researchers, and 

contractors work together
•Difference: Osaka is more institutionalised

Kobe, Osaka (Japan)
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Group 4: Extreme-climate 
infrastructure and heat governance

• Heat is a structural urban condition, not only an exceptional 
event

• Phoenix combines heat response, shade equity, cool 
corridors, and cool pavements

• Riyadh uses modelling, super-cool materials, radiative 
cooling, and irrigated greenery

• Shared challenge: scale, water, maintenance, equity, and 
long-term performance

Phoenix (USA), Riyadh (Saudi Arabia)

Cross-cutting interpretation

• Cities rarely rely on one policy behaviour only
• Strong cases connect response, regulation, redesign, and 

monitoring
• Weaker cases have good projects but limited institutional 

memory
• Maturity depends on budgets, mandates, evaluation, and 

enforcement
• The most persistent gap is weak linkage between 

measures and outcomes
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Recurrent policy gaps

• Cooling KPIs are often absent or weakly defined
• Monitoring often tracks trees, roofs, carbon or energy, not 

heat exposure directly
• Existing buildings are harder to protect than new 

developments
• Funding is frequently one-off, project-based or dependent 

on external programmes
• Equity is recognised, but spatial verification is often 

incomplete

Policy lessons

• Treat sustainable cooling as a policy chain, not as a 
measure list

• Couple emergency response with long-term urban and 
building adaptation

• Use health, comfort, energy, water, and equity metrics 
together

• Distinguish temporary relief from structural heat reduction

• Build evaluation requirements into every major intervention

IEA EBC Annex 97 – Cities TCP Task 5
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Closing synthesis

• Four behaviours summarise the 13 cases: warn and protect, 
plan and regulate, test and scale, build and protect

• The strongest urban cooling strategies combine all four 
behaviours

• The main gap is not the absence of ideas, but limited evidence 
of outcomes

• Annex 97 can support cities by structuring comparable policy 
evidence

• Next step: connect policy instruments with measurable 
cooling, health, and equity effects

Thank You!
For more information, please email th.psomas@gmail.com

Theofanis Psomas, PhD

07 September 2026
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