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Description of measure 
A nutrient abatement plan is cost effective when it promises the greatest possible reduction in emissions 

for the lowest possible cost to society. Cost-effectiveness should be the guiding principle for guiding 

pollution policy, because society’s resources are limited while abatement measures are costly to farmers. 

Failure to consider cost effectiveness not only implies less abatement is achieved than is possible given 

available budgets, but ultimately reduces the political attractiveness of implementing measures, since 

the higher the costs the greater the political barriers to implementing measures.  

Activity:  
Agriculture  

Pressure: 
Input of phosphorous 

Input of nitrogen 

State: 
Nutrients 

Extent of impact: 
Coastal waters/sub basins/Baltic scale 

Effectiveness of measure 
The cost-effectiveness criteria implies effectiveness by definition. It adds the condition that a measure 

should not only be effective, but also minimize the costs of reducing nutrient emissions when different 

measure are available.  

Cost, cost-effectiveness of measure: 
Balitic-scale cost-effectiveness studies show that as much as 500 million Euros can be saved annually if 

cost-effectiveness was the guiding principle for designing the BSAP. 

Feasibility: 
Cost-effective measures would likely imply higher costs for particular farmers compared to current 

schemes, which reduces their feasibility. This is because current schemes are normally based on uniform 

payments per unit area of a measure rather than the amount of pollution abatement. Meausres will 

therefore be located where they are least costly for the farmer and not for nutrient abatment. To make it 

feasible for farmers to locate measures where they have greater affect but are also more costly to the 

farmer it is necessary that payments for measures can be differentiated, such that farmers who reduce 

more pollution can receive higher payments. 

Follow-up of measure: 

Background material: 
Elofsson, K. 2010b. Cost-effectiveness of the Baltic Sea Action Plan. Marine Policy, 34, 1043-1050.  

Wulff et al. (2014) Reduction of Baltic Sea Nutrient Inputs and Allocation of Abatement Costs Within the 

Baltic Sea Catchment. AMBIO, 43, 11-25. 
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