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Definition and acronyms
Acronyms

Definitions

FIT

Feed-in tariffs

RPS

Renewable Portfolio Standards

TGC

Tradable Green Certificates

ETS

Emission Trading Schemes

DPET

Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool

EC

European Commission

EU

European Union
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Introduction
[Important note: this Deliverable is linked to and builds on D2.2, which
presented the prototype of the Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool
(DPET)]
This deliverable summarizes insights from the systematic literature review of the
environmental, technical and socio-economic impacts of policy instruments that are
being considered to foster transitions to carbon neutral economies—work that was
carried out under T2.5 of the INNOPATHS project. It also presents and describes the
Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool (DPET), an online tool that was also developed
as part of T2.5 and also contains all the data collected and coded as part of the
systematic literature review process.
The aim of task T2.5 of the INNOPATHS project was to develop a novel framework for
the analysis of the impact of some of the most relevant policy options that can be used
to move towards a carbon neutral society. These policies can include public
procurement, carbon prices, technology standards, deployment subsidies, R&D
investments, etc. Decision makers are often concerned with outcomes that include
environmental outcomes but also crucially consider simultaneously other possible
outcomes such as competitiveness, distributional impacts, innovation incentives, etc.
Many of the societal outcomes relevant for decision makers in the public and private
spheres (as well as for researchers and analysists working on scenario development)
are often measured by indicators including patenting levels, R&D investment levels,
technology diffusion, technology cost reductions, support from different stakeholder
groups, spillover benefits in local manufacturing or workforce development, etc.
This task developed a framework of outcomes for policy evaluation building on the
following five evaluation criteria put forward by the EC for the evaluation of EU
interventions (EC 2016), i.e.: effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU
added value of the intervention. Below these criteria we created a set of outcomes from
various academic literatures, including from innovation systems, innovation economics,
cost-benefit analysis, management, and public policy. The outcomes cover, among
other areas, economics impact (costs), equity (how the costs are distributed),
acceptability (by stakeholders and the general public) and sustainability (how long will
be the impact of the policy). The final framework consists of seven outcomes:
environmental effectiveness, technological effectiveness, cost-effectiveness, innovation
incentives, competitiveness, distributional effects and other socio-political impacts; has
been used to analyse and understand the different effects of policy instruments able to
foster transitions to carbon neutral economies.
The framework developed as part of the project was used to carry out a systematic
literature review of the academic evidence with respect to the impacts of policies to
foster carbon-neutral futures. Importantly, the literature reviewed under T2.5 ranged
from qualitative case studies, to empirical studies of cross-sections or panel datasets,
to integrated assessment modelling and theoretical models. All papers reviewed were
coded accorded to the framework, and this resulted in a wealth of information, which
was ultimately included in the Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool (DPET) both at
the paper level as well as in a more aggregated synthetic fashion.
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The DPET was designed to be an integrated, interactive and open online platform to be
used by policy makers, industry representatives, researchers and the general public
across Europe. The online tool summarizes the evidence regarding the outcomes
associated with ten policy instruments that are being used to shape the use of energy.
This online tool provides policy makers, researchers and other stakeholders with an
integrated tool analysing and synthesizing what we know regarding policy instruments
that can be used to support the transition to zero-carbon societies.
This integrated tool includes categorizations of: (a) the different policies that can shape
aspects of the transition to a low-carbon economy; (b) the various indicators that are
used to understand their impact on environmental, technological, competitiveness and
social outcomes; (c) the strength of the evidence; (d) the level of agreement regarding
the direction of the impact of the policy on the outcome; and (e) the context for the
evidence to help interpret its possible applicability elsewhere. In the INNOPATHS
proposal we called the tool the “Policy Assessment Framework” (PAF). However, after
internal and external discussions, we decided that Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation
Tool (DPET) would more accurately describe the fact that the tool actually does the
analysis (it is not just a framework for people to apply) and that it does not cover all
policies1.
The Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool is framed within the third overall objective
of INNOPATHS project: “Proposing policy and innovation system reforms that will help
the EU and Member States meet their greenhouse gas emission reduction targets”.
The University of Cambridge (UCAM) has led the development and design of the
Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool. In addition to this, CCMC and EUI have
provided comments throughout the design process and have participated in a blind
double coding process. Nice & Serious developed the application interface and the
visualisation of the online tool.
The current version of the DPET has undergone several phases of review by project
partners as well as stakeholders (including a trial run at the XXIV Conference of the
European Association of Environmental and Resource Economists that took place in
June 2019 in Manchester), which resulted in the incorporation of their comments and
modification of the tool e.g. criteria/outcomes and policies, to reflect their feedback.
UCAM finalised the work around the Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool by the end
of September 2019 (M34 of the project). Before it is open to public use, the DPET will
be subjected to a review process to correct possible typos and align instruction
documents to make the platform as user-friendly as possible.
The final version of the DPET can be accessed at the following link . Note that this is a
temporary link, since we are in the process of moving the DPET to servers at the
University of Cambridge. The username is: admin; and the password: 2019policy.
Currently the DPET is password protected. In the coming months, the DPET will be
moved from the server of Nice & Serious to a server of the University of Cambridge to
facilitate the constant update of the tool in order to increase its scope and maximise its
relevance and usefulness. Having direct control over the tool will also facilitate UCAM
and CMCC’s efforts raising funds to keep the DPET up to date and to expand it to other
policy instruments. In the new server, the DPET will show direct links to the
1

The content and process used in this task has not changed. We have only modified the name to
better reflect the added value of the tool.
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INNOPATHs project official site. When the DPET is in its final online server, the
password protection will be removed and we will incorporate a system of open access
for users through a username linked to an email address.
The DPET will be fully public (anyone will be able to access its content) once the
underlying paper is accepted and the website is moved to the University of Cambridge
servers. An institutional email address will be created to receive questions about the
tool as well as to facilitate the direct contact between users and administrators of the
DPET. Users will be able to register and obtain access to the DPET by sending an
email to an email address that will look something like this (the final address is not yet
confirmed: DPET@ucam.ac.uk.) This process will allow us to track the use of the
DPET.


Activities carried out and results
The present report presents a short summary of the activities performed from
December 2016 to September 2019 (project month 1 to 34). In addition to these
activities, the present deliverable was drafted in M35 of the project, presented at the
Third All Partner Meeting in mid-November 2019 and submitted online at the end of
November (M36 of the project) as originally scheduled.
The DPET consists of two parts: first, the development of a framework/approach to
comprehensively analyse the impact of the most relevant policy options such as
procurement, carbon price, technology standards, deployment subsidies, R&D
investments, etc. on the many relevant outcomes for decision makers and for scenario
development such as patenting, R&D level, diffusion, cost reductions, support from
different stakeholder groups, type of technology promoted, spillover benefits in local
manufacturing or workforce development, and the interaction between various policies.
Second, the tool was populated through a double-blind review process which collected
and assessed the strength of evidence from available literature. In summary, the
content of the DPET consists of a set of systematic reviews of policies and a double
coding evaluation of their performance.

4.1 Activities carried out
As mentioned in the Introduction section, the Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool
includes:
A) A categorization/classification of policies which can shape aspects of the
transitions to a carbon neutral future
To establish such a policy classification as part of the DPET, the INNOPATHS team
has developed a single framework that builds on previous available policy
classifications (i.e. those proposed, for instance, by the International Energy Agency
(IEA), International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA), OECD or ODYSEEDATAMURE).
This multiplicity of classifications suggests that there is no consensus regarding the
‘best’ way to catalogue policy instruments to support low-carbon transitions. Building on
PU
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these previous efforts, we develop a three-tier classification of policy instruments
available to support the low-carbon transition.
Our classification identifies three macro-level policy categories, further detailing 9
meso-level policy types, and then 21 detailed policy instruments. The list of
policies was designed to be accessible and (to the extent possible) consistent with the
language used by both academics and policy makers and to cover the relevant aspects
and impacts shaping the energy transition.
To achieve these needs, the INNOPATHS team has adopted a three-tiered
categorization of policies.




The first tier: 1. Regulation, 2. Economic and financial instruments, 3. Soft
instruments
The second-tier: instruments highlighted by scholars & policy makers in the
energy and environment space at a relatively high level
The third tier: policy instruments more familiar to narrower academics and,
most importantly, to policy makers. This level includes a total of 21 types of
policy instruments.

Within the three macro-categories, we consider the following meso-level policy
instruments.
For regulatory instruments: (1) codes, standards and mandates in which actors are
required to undertake specific measures and/or report on specific information and (2)
obligations schemes and quotas for regulatory instruments which regulate output.
For economic and financial instruments: (a) direct public investment, which
directly stimulates the creation of a market for low-carbon energy, (b) fiscal/financial
incentives, which operate by changing the relative incentives associated with
investments in fossil-based as opposed to low-carbon energy, and (c) market-based
policy instruments, which effectively put a direct or indirect price on emissions.
Lastly, for soft instruments: (i) performance labels which refer to mostly ecolabelling procedures for products, (ii) information campaigns designed by energy
agencies, environmental bodies or governmental departments, and (iii) voluntary
approaches.
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Figure 1. Overview of the typology of policy instruments.

Source: Own elaboration based on literature review

Currently the DPET is populated with the policy evaluations that emerged from a
systematic literature review including 10 regulatory and economic policy instruments.
The dynamic nature of the DPET will allow us to populate the DPET with the remaining
instruments after the DPET is made public. There is already a high likelihood that we
will secure funding for three years that may help us expand the tool to more policy
instruments and papers over the next 3 years.
B) A categorization of policy outcomes relevant for the transition to a carbon
neutral future
To reflect the range of outcomes and indicators that are being used to both, motivate
policies and analyse them, the INNOPATHS team has developed an indicator-based
approach. The INNOPATHS team has built on previous efforts, including IRENA
(2014) or IPCC (2007) among others to list indicators to come up with a specific list of
outcomes to reflect the literature and EU priorities.
The evaluation of policy instruments for promoting a transition to a low-carbon
economy needs to consider that policies affect the whole socio-technical system (Neij
and Astrand, 2006). The management and policy literatures typically classify indicators
into input, output and/or outcome-impact indicators. In this typology, we focus on the
latter (although in some cases we include output indicators) to facilitate policy maker
efforts to project the outcomes they care about when considering a particular policy
(Vedung, 1998).
For most policy instruments, the evidence available will only be able to populate the
DPET with insights about the relationship between a particular policy instrument and
one or two indicators (outcomes or outputs). In other words, for most instruments the
criteria dimension of the framework will look rather empty due to the lack of evidence.
Our own categorisation is shown in Figure 2. The online DPET uses the second level
indicators (the outcomes) to both code the individual papers and aggregate across
policies.
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Figure 2. Categorisation of criteria, outcomes and indicators used to evaluate what we
know
about
the
impact
of
each
policy
instrument.

Note: the list of indicators in Figure 2 is not intended to be exhaustive (some papers included in the review
evaluated different indicators) but rather informative. Source: Own elaboration from a literature review
(documented in the paper under review).

C) A classification of the strength of the evidence by paper and aggregated by
policy and the context for the evidence to help interpret its possible applicability
elsewhere.
The DPET has as one of its goals to act as a tool to provide users evaluation about a
specific type of policy. That is why ensuring the appropriateness of the evidence
derived from literature is relevant. As none of the well-stablished scales (see, e.g.:
Balshem et al., 2011; Barends et al., 2017, Petticrew and Roberts, 2006; Sherman,
1998, Shadish et al., 2002) adequately covered the evidence available and the
objective of the Decarbonisation Policy Evaluation Tool, we developed our own
classification building on the previously cited evidence grading schemes. This scheme
is presented in Table 1.
The DPET provides a default strength of the evidence calculation based on the four
types of methodologies included in table 1, but we do not consider the quality of the
particular implementation of the method used, mostly for resource related reasons,
relying on the judgement of the reviewers and journal editors that reviewed the peerreviewed paper in the first place.
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Table 1. Strength of the evidence scale.
Methodologies

Design

Scale

Randomized
studies

Systematic reviews and meta-analyses of randomized controlled studies (RCS)

1

Individual RCS with definitive results or without definitive results

2

Systematic reviews and meta-analysis of non-randomized controlled studies and/or
3
before and after studies, and systematic review of cross-sectional surveys
Observational
studies
(Quantitative
studies)

Qualitative
studies
Ex-ante
evaluations

Panel data analysis with control group

4a

Panel data analysis with control variables (without counterfactual)

4b

Individual cross-sectional survey with IV

5a

Individual cross-sectional survey with control variables

5b

Self-report studies with data about feelings, attitudes and/or beliefs
Comparative case studies and single case studies
Integrated assessment modelling

6
7
8

Other theoretical projections and literature reviews

9

The default strength of the evidence shown in the aggregate policy screen of the DPET
is calculated using an index from 0 to 100.
The methodology underpinning this index is designed to only give the maximum
strength of 100 if the evidence from the peer-reviewed literature is in agreement using
all the four different types of methodologies, i.e. the strength of evidence is higher if at
least four papers, each relying on one of the four high-level types of methodologies,
point to the same direction regarding the impact of a policy on a particular outcome.
This means that a specific outcome could only reach the maximum strength of the
evidence of 100 if there is evidence in any single type of methodologies: Randomized
Controlled Trials (RCTs), Observational Quantitative studies (QUANT methodologies),
Qualitative methodologies (QUAL methodologies) and Ex-ante evaluations (i.e.
theoretical modelling papers, integrated assessment models and literature reviews).
In addition, we have assigned default weights for how much each of those four
evidence types count. On the top of the scale about the strength of the evidence, we
find RCT types with 0.4 weight correction. Quantitative methodologies follows with 0.3
weight correction. Qualitative methodologies point 0.2 and ex-ante evaluations,
theoretical models and literature reviews point 0.1. In total, weights sum 1.
However, INNOPATHS researchers recognize that both, requiring evidence of all types
is present to give the maximum strength and the particular weights assigned, are
subjective judgments. Thus, the DPET includes the ability to modify the weights
assigned to each of the methodologies. The user will be able to, for example, give
100% of the weight for RCTs or other studies, or do 50% for quantitative observational
studies and 50% to qualitative studies, etc. To ensure the workability of the result,
however, the sum of the weights introduced by the user should be 100%.
It is important to note that we did not attempt to judge the quality of each of the about
200 peer-reviewed papers we coded and used in the aggregation. We code the
method, context, as well as direction of the stated impact of the policy instrument on
the outcome or outcomes covered, but we do not evaluate the quality of the
implementation of each method.
PU
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Now that we have detailed the elements of the framework we developed (which we
also document in the paper under review), we turn to summarizing some of the
additional activities carried out by INNOPATHS researchers:
First, we implemented the framework we developed (as discussed above) to conduct a
rigorous systematic literature review of the impacts of decarbonisation policy
instruments on a set of seven policy-relevant outcomes: environmental, technological,
cost, innovation, competitiveness, distributional, and other socio-political impacts.
Second, we use that framework to analyse specifically a set of ten widely used
decarbonization policy instruments:
1. Building codes
2. Renewable portfolio standards
3. Green public procurement
4. R&D investments
5. Feed-in tariffs /premiums
6. Energy auctions
7. Taxes and tax exemptions
8. Tradable green certificates
9. White certificates
10. Emission trading systems.
Third, we use the framework to identify, analyse, and synthesize the insights from 183
peer-reviewed publications and reports summarising the evidence regarding the
positive, negative, or null impact of each of the aforementioned policy instruments on
the outcomes considered.
Four, to analyse the level of agreement across the papers regarding the direction of
those impacts we have developed an “agreement indicator” inspired by the Herfindhal
index. Third, we discuss in depth the impacts on competitiveness and distributional
outcomes, and how design features and contextual factors drive a large part of the
disagreement in the evidence and play a key role in reducing trade-offs.
The framework has been tested among WP leaders and policy makers, in the various
workshops and project meetings hosted in Florence (February 2018), Cambridge
(September 2018), Athens (May 2019) and Potsdam (November 2019). Comments
were incorporated to the changes we made in the framework and the online DPET. The
strength of the evidence scale has been the part subjected to the higher number of
changes and modifications based on WP leaders’ comments. To find the balance
between oppose interest we are including, as aforementioned, in the online tool a
functionality that allows to modify the weights assigned to different methodologies in
order to calculate the overall assessment of each policy.
A total of 183 papers populate the DPET providing more than 590 evaluations of
policies and outcomes. . Half of the papers have been subjected to a blind doublecoding process by researchers in UCAM, CMCC and EUI.



In regards to the development of the online tool itself, UCAM team have worked
hand in hand with N&S to develop several iterations and versions of the interactive tool
in order to make it user friendly. N&S started with initial sketches to work out the best
structure for the online tool and identify the key user journeys. These ideas were
worked up as digital wireframes, going through multiple iterations after review by
PU
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UCAM and other stakeholders. After refining the wireframes, visual designs were
developed in the INNOPATHS brand style and iterated on following further feedback.
The functional online prototype has been through a cycle of continuous development
and refinement to reach its current status, as described in the Results section below.
After having described the high-level activities, we list here a more granular version of
the steps that were required to develop the framework, tool, and underlying academic
paper. It is important to note that this list includes ‘selected’ steps, since it would be
impractical to include all steps involved in creating the tool and writing the paper:

























PU

Review of categorizations of energy and low carbon policies
Full literature review and categorization effort across policies and criteria for
T2.5
Circulated versions of the T2.5 framework among WP leaders
Modification of the framework, i.e. criteria and policies, based on partner
comments and the stakeholder meeting in Florence
Presentation of the DPET in the Stakeholder meeting in Florence
Integrated inputs from WP leaders in a new version of the T2.5 framework
document
Production of a first new redesign of the strength of the evidence part
Generating various iterations of the database of papers
Working on a continuous basis with Peter Larkin from N&S to produce more
than 4 versions of the online tool
Production of initial visual designs of the tool
Classified 183 papers according to the framework
Development and codification in Excel an automatic method for aggregating
the evidence on the impact of different policies on different metrics
Development of instructions to allow other consistency in coding across
T2.5 researchers to double code half of the papers
Selection of the aforementioned 90 papers for double coding to CMCC and
EUI researchers
Presentation the framework in Venice Workshop in February to get feedback from WP leaders and Policy Makers
Integration of double-coding results to integrate in the tool
User-experience design, visual design and web development of the online
tool by N&S
Presentation in various conferences (included in the events listed in the
INNOPATHS dissemination list)
Demonstration during the AERE conference in Manchester
Writing up and submission of academic paper
Creation of glossary and many information buttons
Creation of Q&A section
Writing up online manual to help users navigate the tool with the
INNOPATHS look
Presentation to the All partners meeting in Potsdam and to the EAB
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4.2

Results

Our work within T2.5 gave rise generated (1) a collection of data, which is displayed in
the online tool and (2) a collection of key insights emerging from the systematic literatre
review effort. We discuss each of them in turn.
DECARBONIZATION POLICY EVALUATION TOOL (ONLINE)
Our research effort generated a database of 183 papers regarding innovation policy
instruments for the transition to low carbon economies.
Each paper was coded with respect to
 The type of instrument analysed
 The criteria analysed
 The output – outcomes analysed
 The methodology applied in the paper
 The geographical scope and the time frame
 Jurisdiction level
 Technology field
 Sector
 Type of data
 Type of evaluation
 Evidence type
 Studied methodology categorisation
The review and assessment of the policies are the core of the Decarbonization Policy
Evaluation Tool. We now include screenshots of the key components of the DPET.
Figure 3. Welcome view of the DPET.
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Figure 4 is a screenshot of the main page of the online tool. This page provides the
general view with all the policies and indications of the tool.
Figure 4. General view of the online DPET.

The DPET interface allows the user to modify a set of input parameters, assisted by a
sort of guidance e.g. information buttons, key codes in the left-hand bar and “about”
section in the upper bar.
The search functionality is able to cope with terms that are largely synonymous. We
have also produced an easily accessible glossary is provided by the interactive
platform.
The interface is a user-friendly online application which allows the user to choose a set
of policy instruments together or a policy instrument individually (Figures 5 and 6)
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Figure 5. “Choose a policy” bar search functionality.

When the user selects a specific number of policy instruments, the output in the
interface show the number of papers that study those specific policy instruments. The
user can directly visualize the policy type, the study methodology, the criteria analysed
in each paper, the evidence type, the sector, the jurisdiction level, if the papers analyse
any additional policy instrument and the source. The left-hand bar allows the user to
delimit the search by criteria, study methodology, evidence type, jurisdiction, sector and
to decide if the user wants to include papers that analyse more than one policy
instruments.
Figure 6. Interface allowing user to select more than one policy instrument at once.
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To see the assessment overview by policy instrument based on the review of papers
for each policy, the user needs to select in the “choose a policy” bar, only one policy
instrument. The selection allows the user to visualise information about the
performance of each policy instrument in an aggregated way by “sub-criteria”. This
view facilitates to look at how many papers the evaluation by sub-criteria is based on; if
the impact is positive, negative of there is no impact; the level of agreement among
papers in the provided results and the final calculation of the strength of the evidence
depending on the methodology used (Fig. 6)
Figure 7. Example screenshot of aggregated results window for one policy as well as
some of the underlying papers.

The user may be interested in look at one specific paper individually. The interactive
tool includes individual information by paper in different screens. In addition to the
information in rows in the “policy view”, the “paper view” included a higher level of detail
about the geographical scope and time frame, the technology field, the type of data
used in the analysis and some highlights (Fig.7).
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Figure 8. Example of a snapshot of the evidence organized by papers.

PU

Page 19

Version 3.0

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D2.6. Policy Assessment Framework Online Tool
In the “setting” option that the user can find in the upper bar, there is a very relevant
functionality. The assessment by policy is based on the proposed scale designed by
the researchers in the WP2.5. team. However, we are aware that this scale can be
different for different users, i.e. users may want to prioritize and give more importance
to ex-ante modelling papers than to quantitative papers using panel data models. The
rationale of the scale for the strength of the evidence that by default the user is finding
in the interactive tool is clearly explain in the “about” section of the tool, but the user will
be able to modify this following their own scale for strength (Fig. 9).
Figure 9. Snapshot of functionality to allow users to modify the weights to different
methodological approaches.

Out of the 183 papers analysed, the breakdown by policy is:











R&D funding: 21
Taxes and tax exemptions: 33
FITs: 31
RPS: 23
TGCs: 26
ETS: 34
White certificates: 13
Building codes: 16
Auctions: 20
Government procurements: 16

SELECTED (MOST RECENT) PRESENTATIONS
10/12/2018: Panel participation conference
COP24 side event-Official UNFCCC side event
Title: Financing low-carbon energy projects: the role of long-term policy, de-risking,
PPPs and MDBs
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Katowice (Poland)
Policy makers, scientific Community & Industry Associations/NGOs
07/12/2018: Panel participation conference
Climate Law and Governance Day - Parallel event alongside COP24: Innovative
Instruments for a Sustainable Energy Transition
Katowice (Poland)
Scientific Community & Policy makers
31/01/2019 Keynote talk in a conference
Keynote talk in the XIV Conference of the Spanish Association for Energy Economics:
Energy transition, industry and employment
A Coruña (Spain)
Scientific Community, Policy makers & Industry Associations
01/02/2019 Participation and presentation to a conference
Paper presentation: What do we know about the environmental, technological,
competitiveness and social outcomes of policy instruments for a low-carbon transition.
XIV Conference of the Spanish Association for Energy Economics
A Coruña (Spain)
Scientific Community, Policy makers, Industry Associations
11/02/2019 Joint workshop with the RIPPLES project
Discuss evidence for and modelling approaches to consider rates of change in sociotechnical transitions
UCL (UK)
Scientific Community
23/05/2019 Presentation in the Seminar on Sustainable Economy. Universidad Castilla
– La Mancha (UCLM). Ciudad Real (Spain)
Scientific Community
04-07/06/2019 Presentation in the Eu-SPRI conference 2019 on Science Technology
and Innovation Policies for Sustainable Development Goals: Actors, Instruments and
Evaluation
IRCRES– Rome (Italy)
Scientific Community, Policy makers, Industry Associations
19/06-21/06/2019. Presentation in DAS 2019 – Advance in Decision Analysis 2019
Milan (Italy)
Scientific Community, Policy makers, Industry Associations
26/06-29/06/2019. Paper presentation & Stall. EAERE 2019 – Manchester (UK).
Scientific Community, Policy makers, Industry Associations
27/06/2019. Presentation at the “Growing challenge of climate change and the role of
public policy & universities.’ Cambridge Whitehall Group. London (UK)
SELECTED SYTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS
A systematic analysis of the data included in the DPET highlights three key results.
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First, we show that there is a significant body of work dispersed across many fields and
journals, and relying on many methods evaluating the impacts of policies like GHG
emission allowance trading schemes, building codes, FITs, tradable green certificates
and taxes on environmental, technological, innovation, competitiveness and
distributional outcomes.
Second, for some specific outcomes, namely competitiveness and distributional
impacts, the evidence on the direction of the impact (i.e. positive, negative or null)
across the different papers is characterized by high disagreement. We further discuss
how this disagreement can be at least partly, explained by characteristics such as
policy design, research method or other contextual features.
Third, in many instances decarbonisation policies imply trade-offs with respect to wider
societal goals. Specifically, the most extensive trade-offs are with respect to
competitiveness and distributional outcomes for specific instruments such as taxes,
TGCs, GHG emission allowance trading schemes and FITs.
In addition, we use three different examples to highlight how design elements can help
overcome such trade-offs. For subsidies to renewable energy deployment, tailor-made,
predictable and adjustable support levels are key to reduce possible negative impacts
in terms of cost-effectiveness, competitiveness and distributional outcomes. For
environmental taxes, recycling mechanisms and compensatory non-environmental
exemptions can lead to a double dividend results. For public R&D funding, specific
mechanisms for allocating and monitoring RD&D may facilitate innovation and improve
survival and growth of SMEs.
We would be happy to provide the paper under review (which includes more detail in all
of these areas) to the project officer and/or the reviewers.

5

Conclusions

Our research effort in T2.5 resulted in the collection and coding of 183 papers
analyzing the impact of environmental policy instruments on several key socioeconomic outcomes. We developed an online tool, the Decarbonization Policy
Evaluation Tool, for other users to browse the data collected and use it to make
informed decisions regarding the type and design of environmental policy instruments.
We also highlighted some key initial results regarding what is currently known of the
impacts of environmental policy instruments.
Our systematic review also helps in mapping crucial gaps (See SI VII for further details)
in our understanding of the impact of different environmental policies and on key
societal outcomes. These should necessarily be addressed by future research if we
want to increase our understanding of how to promote a zero carbon transition.
In terms of next steps, even though the deliverable and the tool are complete, we will
continue working until the end of the project and beyond on:
- Addressig the comments of the paper reviewersCreating an independent
webpage and domain to host the DPET in the University of Cambridge
- Linking the new domain to the INNOPATHS project and the rest of tools
- Creating an email address for the INNOPATHS DPET to allow users to contact
us with questions or to add papers and expand the database
- Adding a “download results” functionality into .xls or .csv file
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Updating it (and possibly expanding it) to the end of the project and beyond

6
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