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Main research question
This meta-analysis aims to identify the key
factors governing the economic costs of
avoided deforestation in developing countries.

Research finding in brief
Data were collected from 32 primary studies
published between 1995 and 2012, yielding 277
observations. Results show that unit costs depend
significantly on cost features like estimation
methodology, inclusion or exclusion of cost
components, carbon accounting method, area
size, alternative land uses and beneficiaries, time
horizon, and the continent in which the forest
protection scheme is implemented, but also
factors like the share of agriculture in a nation’s
economy play a significant role in explaining unit
costs. In future studies, greater attention needs to
be paid to additional cost components like
transaction costs and the presence of the cobenefits of avoided deforestation.

Policymix approach
Meta-analysis of the opportunity costs of avoided
deforestation of existing REDD schemes worldwide.
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Project objectives

POLICYMIX has developed an integrated evaluation framework for assessing economic
instruments that considers multiple policy assessment criteria – biodiversity and
ecosystem service provision indicators; valuation of their economic benefit and policy
implementation costs; social and distributional impacts; and legal and institutional
constraints – at different levels of government.

Methodology

POLICYMIX focuses on the role of economic
instruments for biodiversity conservation and
ecosystem services provided by forest
ecosystems. The cost-effectiveness and
benefits of a range of economic versus
regulatory instruments are being evaluated in
selected POLICYMIX case studies in Norway,
Finland, Germany, Portugal, Brazil and Costa
Rica. Comparative analysis evaluates the
possibilities for transfer of policy success
stories between Europe and Latin America, and
promoting learning from policy failures.

Training and dissemination
POLICYMIX actively used advisory boards
including land users, local managers and
national policy-makers, who collaborated with
our researchers in the feasibility assessments
of economic instruments. A web-based
POLICYMIX TOOL encompassing policy impact
assessment guidelines, case stories and
demonstrations of policy assessment
methods is aimed at supporting
dissemination and learning.

Results

POLICYMIX research discusses improvements
in the design, targeting and implementation
of economic instruments for biodiversity
conservation through better understanding
of (i) the linkages and complementarities
between impact assessment tools, (ii)
complementarities between different policy
instruments in a policy mix, and (iii) tradeoffs in design of a policy mix between
economic, environmental and social impact
criteria.
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