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Cost-benefit analysis theoritical framework
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Adapted from S. Pagiola, K. Von Ritter, Joshua Bishop [2004], Assessing the Economic Value of Ecosystem Conservation, 

The World Bank Environment Department, paper N° 101. 
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Methodology

1.1.1.1. InstitutionalInstitutionalInstitutionalInstitutional analysisanalysisanalysisanalysis

• Institutional environement of the N2K 

programme : municipalities, scientific

experts, associations, users…

• Economic and social uses and practices 

impacted by N2K

• State of implementation of the 

programme on each site

2.    2.    2.    2.    EconomicEconomicEconomicEconomic valuationvaluationvaluationvaluation

Identification of costs

• Direct costs

• Indirect costs

• Opportunity costs

• Transaction costs

Identification of benefits

• Direct benefits

• Environemental benefits

• Social benefits (existence value)

Stakeholders analysis

Who gets what?

Who paies and who enjoys?

Efficiency of implementation

Identification of obstacles
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How do the conservation decision and economic and social 

interests articulate?

ResearchResearchResearchResearch activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities

Eduction Eduction Eduction Eduction activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities

Crau Crau Crau Crau hayhayhayhay

EcoEcoEcoEco----tourismtourismtourismtourism

Uses and Uses and Uses and Uses and activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities incompatible incompatible incompatible incompatible withwithwithwith N2K N2K N2K N2K 

and and and and constrainedconstrainedconstrainedconstrained throughthroughthroughthrough the programmethe programmethe programmethe programme

Uses and Uses and Uses and Uses and activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities compatible compatible compatible compatible withwithwithwith N2K objectives and N2K objectives and N2K objectives and N2K objectives and 

encouragedencouragedencouragedencouraged throughthroughthroughthrough the programmethe programmethe programmethe programme

Agricultural Agricultural Agricultural Agricultural activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities

IndustrialIndustrialIndustrialIndustrial activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities

Extractive Extractive Extractive Extractive activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities

PipelinesPipelinesPipelinesPipelines

Real Real Real Real estateestateestateestate businessbusinessbusinessbusiness

Transportation Transportation Transportation Transportation equipementsequipementsequipementsequipements

Wind Wind Wind Wind farmsfarmsfarmsfarms

Massive affluence of Massive affluence of Massive affluence of Massive affluence of touriststouriststouriststourists

Intensive arboricultureIntensive arboricultureIntensive arboricultureIntensive arboriculture

RecreationRecreationRecreationRecreation activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities

Ovine Ovine Ovine Ovine breedingbreedingbreedingbreeding
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Three articulation schemes between uses and conservation

Trégor-Goëlo (14 000 ha) : 

maintaining balance between

activities and conservation

Bauges (14 000 ha) : week

economical interests, but some

opportunity costs

La Crau (31 000 ha) : use conflicts

and strong economical interests
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Contrasted results of the CBA 
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38,7138,7138,7138,71 36,1936,1936,1936,19 3,943,943,943,94 9,179,179,179,17 1,681,681,681,681,001,001,001,00
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Operational use of the results

� Public policy efficiency

� Economic and social value of biodiversity

� Highlighting a co-evolution process between

natural ressources and economic and social uses 

� Governance mechanism, priority setting


