
 
Master thesis in Sustainable Development 2021/25 

Examensarbete i Hållbar utveckling 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Analyzing the impact of the financial 
systems for constructing wetlands in 

Sweden 
 

Amanda Speks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF 
EARTH SCIENCES 

I N S T I T U T I O N E N  F Ö R  

G E O V E T E N S K A P E R  



  II 

 
Master thesis in Sustainable Development 2021/25 

Examensarbete i Hållbar utveckling 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Analyzing the impact of the financial 

systems for constructing wetlands in 
Sweden 

 
Amanda Speks 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Supervisor: Pia Geranmayeh 
 Subject Reviewer: Martyn Futter 
 

 
 
 



  III 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright © Amanda Speks and the Department of Earth Sciences, Uppsala University. 
Published at Department of Earth Sciences, Uppsala University (www.geo.uu.se), Uppsala, 2021 
 
 



  IV 

Contents 
 
1. Introduction ........................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Problem definition and research question .................................................................................... 2 

1.2 Purpose ............................................................................................................................................. 2 

1.3 Limitation ........................................................................................................................................... 2 

1.4 Definitions ......................................................................................................................................... 3 

1.5 Disposition ......................................................................................................................................... 4 

2. Background ........................................................................................................................................... 4 

2.1. Financing .......................................................................................................................................... 6 

2.2 LOVA ................................................................................................................................................. 6 

2.3 LONA ................................................................................................................................................. 7 

2.4 The Rural Development Programme (RDP) ................................................................................ 8 

2.5 Comparison between the grants .................................................................................................. 10 

3. Methods ................................................................................................................................................ 11 

3.1 Literature ......................................................................................................................................... 11 

3.2 Data collection ................................................................................................................................ 12 

3.2.1 LOVA ........................................................................................................................................ 12 

3.2.2 LONA ........................................................................................................................................ 12 

3.2.3 The RDP .................................................................................................................................. 13 

4. Results .................................................................................................................................................. 14 

4.1 National results ............................................................................................................................... 14 

4.1.1 How much money is distributed through the grants? ........................................................ 14 

4.1.2 How many hectares of wetlands were funded with each grant? ...................................... 16 

4.1.3 Distribution ............................................................................................................................... 17 

4.1.4 The national results of the RDP ............................................................................................ 19 

4.2 Regional results .............................................................................................................................. 21 

4.2.1 Hectares and number of constructed wetlands .................................................................. 22 

4.2.2 The purpose of the constructed wetlands ........................................................................... 23 

5. Discussion ........................................................................................................................................... 25 

5.1 Differences between LOVA, LONA and the RDP ..................................................................... 25 

5.2 Regional variations in the construction of wetlands .................................................................. 26 

6. Conclusion .......................................................................................................................................... 27 

7. Acknowledgement ............................................................................................................................. 28 

 



  V 

Analyzing the impact of the financial systems for constructing 
wetlands in Sweden 

 
 

AMANDA SPEKS 
 

Speks, A., 2021: Analyzing the impact of the financial systems for constructing wetlands in Sweden. Master 
thesis in Sustainable Development at Uppsala University, No. 2021/25, 31 pp, 30 ECTS/hp   

 
Abstract:  
Financial support is one of the main ways in which the Swedish government can encourage restoration 
and construction of wetlands. Despite having the tool of financial support for constructing wetlands in place, 
there is little information on how the support systems are structured and how they compare to each other. Another 
knowledge gap is the regional variation in wetland construction among counties and how this differs between 
them.  
 
The purpose of this study is therefore two-part. Firstly, to map and compare the three main financial 
systems for constructing wetlands in Sweden, namely LOVA (the Local Water Preservation Grant), LONA 
(the Local Initiative for Nature Conservation) and the RDP (the Rural Development Programme). Results 
from the national comparison among financial systems shows that the RDP is the significantly most influential 
grant in wetland construction, whereas LOVA make up 9% and LONA 1% of the sum of hectares of constructed 
wetlands. These findings are the reason why this study only uses the RDP as a basis for the second purpose of 
this study, which is to investigate the regional variation in wetland construction. These results reveal two main 
findings, firstly that Skåne is the county with the most constructed wetlands, both in terms of hectares and 
number of wetlands. Finally, the purposes of the constructed wetlands which are financed by the RDP, 
are reviewed in this study. The purposes differ greatly between counties and do not necessarily align with 
the targets set in the Regional Action Plans. 
 
The reasons for the large variations between counties, the low numbers of constructed wetlands within 
LONA and the administrative process of the RDP are topics which are recommended to research further.  
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1. Introduction  
 
Financial support is one of the main ways through which the Swedish government aims to encourage the 
constructing of wetlands. In the past 20 years, the Swedish government has prioritized wetland construction, 
as a way to compensate for the loss of natural wetlands. It has been, and still is, voluntary for the land 
owners to restore and construct wetlands (Andersson, 2012). There are several types of financial support, 
such as the Rural Development Programme (RDP), which is partly financed by the European Union (EU), 
LOVA (Local Water Preservation Grant) and LONA (Local Initiative for Nature Conservation). Despite 
having financial support for constructing wetlands, there is little information on how the support systems 
are structured and how they compare to each other.  
 
Wetlands are significant for many reasons. They provide essential ecosystem services and are part of large 
ecosystems which are vital for biodiversity and function as important carbon sinks. Wetlands are integrated 
as natural infrastructure in the landscape and can decrease and remove phosphorous and nitrogen from the 
water, thus not allowing these nutrients to contribute to the eutrophication of lakes and seas. Wetlands can 
further decrease the risk of floods, and act as water buffers during droughts (Andersson, 2012). Despite 
covering about 1% of the earth’s surface, more than 40% of species live in wetlands, which makes them 
vital for biodiversity (Hu et al., 2017).  
 
In Sweden there are more than 9 million hectares of wetlands, which is a fifth of the land surface, making 
Sweden one of the densest wetland-covered countries (SEPA, 2006). Despite this, more than 65% of 
naturally occurring Swedish wetlands have been lost and 80% of current Swedish wetlands are affected by 
human actions (Graversgaard et al., 2021). This is also the trend globally, as the demand of arable land is 
increasing because of the growing human population. Due to the growth in population, there is a higher 
demand for land designated to food production (Junk et al., 2013). Over the last 200 years, a large decline 
in wetlands has taken place, mainly because of human activities related to land use, and due to changes in 
water management (Graversgaard et al., 2021). Hu et al. argue that 33% of global wetland had been lost as 
of 2009, although also pointing to how inconsistent the wetland-related datasets are (Hu et al., 2017).  
 
Although wetlands on a global scale have been decreasing during the past 200 years, the realization of the 
consequences of this has only been apprehended since the 1980’s (Graversgaard et al., 2021). As a result of 
the large loss of wetlands and the consequences that this brings, restoration and construction of wetlands 
have become prioritized environmental measures (Franzén et al., 2016). On an international level, the 
Ramsar Convention, adopted in 1971, is the first transboundary wetland convention to date. It is a treaty 
which aims to “develop and maintain an international network of wetlands which are important for the 
conservation of global biological diversity and for sustaining human life” (Lee, 2015). 171 states have 
signed the treaty and therefore aim to conserve wetlands (UNESCO).  
 
The decision of constructing wetlands in Sweden is ultimately up to the owner of the land in question, 
whether it is owned by a person, a company, the municipality or someone else. A few studies have looked 
into the factors that affect landowners’ willingness to construct wetlands on their land. Hansson and Kokko’s 
study found that the farmers mostly associate wetland construction with negative impacts on their farms, 
due to the large changes needed (Hansson and Kokko, 2018).  
 
Blicharska and Rönnbäck looked into enabling factors for the engagement of civil society in ecosystem 
management. The landowners’ willingness to cooperate and the support from authorities and policies were 
two of these important factors (Blicharska and Rönnbäck, 2018). Franzén et al. concluded in their study that 
a common reason for farmers not wanting to construct wetlands was the financial costs (Franzén et al., 
2016). The 2021 study of Graversgaard et al. looked into the factors which have facilitated participation of 
landowners in constructing wetlands. Some of these factors were sufficient compensation for landowners, 
flexible design schemes and strategies which clearly state relevant information, benefits and risks. On a 
more general note, increased levels of support from authorities on all levels, as well as farmer’s 
organizations were a contributing factor to successful and cost-efficient wetlands (Graversgaard et al., 
2021).  
 



  2 

Kabii and Horwitz also stated that financial circumstances, as well as different types of risks and benefits, 
such as incentives and compensation were among the key determinants for nature conservation (Kabii and 
Horwitz, 2006). Langholz et al. looked into economic issues around privately owned parks in Costa Rica 
and their results pointed to profit as an important reason behind operating the parks (Langholz et al., 2000).   
 
As shown, there are multiple studies on landowners’ willingness and enabling factors to construct wetlands. 
There are however no studies on how there might be a regional variation, which affects the outcome of 
constructed wetlands. There is reason to believe, given the power that individual landowners have in terms 
of constructing wetlands, that the regional variation in wetland construction would be diverse as it is 
between individual landowners.  
 
1.1 Problem definition and research question 
 
It is evident that a gap exists in the literature on regional or intrastate variation of constructed wetlands and 
that a mapping of the financial systems for said construction is also missing. It is therefore of interest to 
look into the following questions: 
 

I. What is the difference between the financial grants LOVA, LONA and the RDP, in terms of: 
a. Amount of money distributed with the grants? 
b. How many projects were funded with each grant? 
c. On what basis are the funds distributed to the various CABs? 

 
II. What is the regional variation (between counties) of constructed wetlands in Sweden, in terms of: 

a. Hectares  
b. Number of wetlands 
c. Purpose of construction  

 
1.2 Purpose 
 
The purpose of this study is to compare LOVA, LONA and the RDP, as main financial systems for wetland 
construction and explore the regional variation (between counties) of constructed wetlands in Sweden. 
Through making this information available, further research can further explore reasons for the results of 
this study, which can help decision makers in relevant authorities to construct wetlands in an efficient way. 
 
1.3 Limitation 
 
There are several limitations, which need to be taken into account regarding this study. The timeline which 
this study examines is 2009-2020 for LOVA, 2004-2020 for LONA and 2007-2020 for the RDP. Depending 
on the grant, different types of data has been collected, which can make some variables difficult to compare 
between these three. This is the case with the number of wetlands that have been constructed with each 
financial grant. For LONA and the RDP, this data is available, but not for LOVA. In LOVA, the number of 
projects is available, but there could be several wetlands constructed within each project. 
 
The time period is limited to 2007-2020, which includes the entire LOVA program, LONA program and 
two program periods of the RDP. Creating wetlands is not a new phenomenon, but because of time limitation 
and difficulty in collecting relevant data, a limit had to be set. In some areas, large wetlands might have 
already been constructed, which can play a part in which areas that are available for new wetlands, in the 
time period which this study is limited to. 
 
There are different financial grants which can be used to construct wetlands; however, this study mainly 
focuses on LOVA, LONA and the RDP. Using the data from other grants might give other results, which 
means that this study cannot make conclusions for all financial support systems for wetlands, but merely 
the three grants that this study looks into.  
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It is also important to point out that all counties of Sweden are not included in this study. Geographically, 
this study investigates the creation of wetlands in counties in height, and south, of Uppsala (see table 1). 
The reason for limiting the study to these counties is because they have larger agriculture areas (and thus a 
greater need to reduce nutrient losses and increase biodiversity). The southern part of Sweden is also where 
most constructed wetlands are found. There are plenty of natural occurring wetlands in the north of Sweden, 
but since this study aims to investigate the constructed ones, the limitation will be to focus on the southern 
part of Sweden.   
 
The data used in this study is mainly collected from the responsible authority of the grant. Through 
collection and extraction from the databases, there is a risk of missing projects, or extracting information 
from databases which might not be up to date. The results and analysis of this study are based on this data. 

However, it is important to keep in mind that there might be flaws with the original 
data sets.  
In some parts of the study, data was collected from each individual county, which 
means that there is a risk of individuals interpreting the information differently. 
As a way to decrease the risk of this, all individuals who have been approached 
have received the same information. It is however important to keep in mind that 
a limitation of this study is the risk of individuals interpreting the information 
differently.  
 
Another important limitation is concerning the financial cost of wetland 
construction. One of the initial aims of this study was to compare this, but as it 
turned out that the data for the RDP only stated the cost of the entire project, and 
not individual wetlands, this aim was not possible to pursue. Within one project of 
the RDP, several actions could exist, which means that it would not have been 
possible to single out how much the wetland actions were in SEK.  
 
Finally, it is important to point out that the aim of this study is to look into 
constructed wetlands, not restored wetlands. This is not to say that restoration is 
not important, but merely that the aim of this study is only to investigate the 
construed wetlands.  

Table 1. A list of the 15 counties which have been included in this study. The counties are listed in 
alphabetical order, starting from Blekinge, and ending with Östergötland.  

 
1.4 Definitions 
 
The definition of wetlands can vary, depending on the source. This study follows the definition used by the 
SEPA, namely that “wetlands are land areas in which water is close to, under, in or above the ground surface 
or vegetation-covered water areas during large parts of the year. At least 50% of the vegetation should be 
hydrophilic, i.e., moisture-loving, in order to call an area wetland. One exception are occasionally drained 
bottoms of lakes, seas and watercourses, which still count as wetlands”.1  This definition was originally used 
for the national final report for the Wetland Inventory in Sweden (VMI), which was a project which lasted 
1981-2005 (Gunnarsson, 2009).  
 
In international contexts, the Ramsar Convention’s definition is also commonly used and offers a wider 
definition than definitions used by the SEPA. The Ramsar Convention recognizes five different types of 
natural wetlands: marine, estuarine, lacustrine, riverine and palustrine wetlands. Besides natural ones, there 
are also human-made, or constructed, wetlands “such as fish and shrimp ponds, farm ponds, irrigated 
agricultural land including rice paddies, salt pans, dams, reservoirs, gravel pits, waste-water treatment ponds 
and canals” (Secretariat, 2016).  
 

 
1 Author’s translation.  

Counties included 
in the study 
Blekinge 
Gotland 
Halland 
Jönköping 
Kalmar 
Kronoberg 
Skåne 
Södermanland 
Stockholm 
Uppsala 
Värmland 
Västmanland 
Västra Götaland 
Örebro 
Östergötland 
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Constructed wetlands are described as ”the creation of new wetland on land, which is not to be considered 
wetland”1 (SEPA, 2009b). This definition is also used in the Swedish National Strategy for Thriving 
Wetlands and included both re-construction, meaning actions on lands which have previously been wetlands 
or lakes, as well as new construction, meaning actions on lands which have not been wetlands or lakes 
(SEPA, 2006).  
 
Strand and Weisner defined wetland construction a little more in detail: 

“Constructed wetlands in Sweden can be defined as areas where either raising the 
water table (damming) or lowering the ground level (excavating) have led to the new 
existence of open water surfaces in the landscape, permanently or temporarily during 
the year. In reality wetland construction is commonly a combination of damming and 

excavating.” (Strand and Weisner, 2013) 
 
In this study, both definitions of constructed wetlands will be used, as they are considered to complement 
each other.  
 
1.5 Disposition 
 
First of all, a background will introduce the historical context of wetland construction in Sweden, as well as 
a description and mapping of the financial grants which this study will analyze. Following this, a short 
comparison of the different financial grants is provided. Secondly, the method will be presented and 
explained. Thirdly, the empirical data that was gathered will be presented. Fourthly, the discussion will be 
introduced, in which the results will be interpreted and analyzed. Fifthly, the study will end with the 
conclusion which will shortly summarize this study.  
 
2. Background 
 
Close to 90% of Sweden’s arable land has been drained to make room for agriculture, and was financially 
supported by the Swedish government up until the 1970’s. Meanwhile, a growing awareness was rising 
regarding the importance of wetlands, which led to an increase in constructed wetlands. Up until the 1980’s, 
these wetlands were mostly constructed to support game and hunting (Andersson, 2012).  
 
Gunnarsson and Löfroth describe an increased awareness from the 1970’s, during which the international 
work with wetlands increased as well, due to the adoption of the Ramsar Convention. The international 
activities put more political pressure on Sweden’s national wetland initiatives as well. Between 1978-1980 
a national inventory was initiated, which mapped out the Swedish wetlands. The aim of this inventory was 
to increase the knowledge and value of the national wetlands. The national wetland inventory (VMI) was 
conducted between 1981-2005, and covered Sweden from Skåne to Norrbotten, with the exception of the 
mountain regions. The methodology was developed and carried out by the SEPA, through aerial image 
interpretation as a crucial aspect (Gunnarsson, 2009).   
 
During the 1980’s, research was conducted both in Sweden and internationally on wetlands as natural 
reservoirs, which laid the foundation to pilot projects with wetlands in the agricultural landscape and 
eventually Sweden’s first financial support system for constructing wetlands: NYLA (New Features in the 
Landscape). The purpose of NYLA was to increase the biodiversity and decrease the arable agricultural 
land in Sweden (Andersson, 2012).  NYLA operated between 1989-1992 and 1992-1993, and was managed 
by the Swedish board of Agriculture (SBA) and the CABs (Graversgaard et al., 2021). The programme was 
financed through the Swedish state and managed by the SBA and implemented by the CABs. 526 hectares 
of wetland were funded through NYLA for constructing wetlands (Andersson, 2009). 
 
After NYLA, came “Omställning 90”, which was a programme that aimed at changing agricultural land to 
something other than cultivating cereal. This was part of a larger governmental reform, that started in 1990, 
and which de-regulated the agricultural sector and removed the internal market regulation. The plan was to 

 
1 Author’s translation.  
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move the agricultural sector into a free market, with much less state interaction. Due to Sweden’s application 
to join the European Union in 1991, and the obtained membership in 1995, the plan was never fully carried 
out and was instead replaced by other programmes (Jacobson, 2011).  
 
Construction support (Anläggningsstöd) was a five-year programme, running between 1991-1996. The aim 
of the programme was to permanently change agricultural land into land which could not be used for 
agriculture, such as wetlands. Support was paid for constructing 2035 hectares out of which 50 to 75% was 
actually constructed (Andersson, 2009). 
 
Between 1996-2000, the MIVA Programme (restoration and establishment of wetlands and ponds on arable 
land and semi-natural grazing land) operated in Sweden. With MIVA, the focus of reducing the agricultural 
lands decreased and the programme instead aimed at constructing wetlands in the agricultural landscape, to 
promote biodiversity and nitrogen retention. The farmers agreed to not use the wetlands in agriculture for 
20 years and received an annual environmental compensation for this. MIVA was managed by the Board of 
Agriculture and implemented through the CABs. 50% of the funding came from the EU, and the remaining 
50% from the Swedish government. 1831 hectares of wetlands were paid through MIVA funds for 
construction of wetlands (Andersson, 2009). Svensson et. al argue that the actual area of constructed 
wetlands are estimated to half of that number (Svensson, 2004).  
 
LIP (local investment programmes) was a programme between 1998-2002, within the Swedish 
government’s investment in “Sustainable Sweden” (“Hållbara Sverige”). The idea behind LIP was to 
encourage the municipalities as actors to achieve change, which is why the municipalities were to suggest 
initiatives that could be financially compensated to 30-70% from the Swedish government (Andersson, 
2009). Within the 5 billion SEK distributed in LIP, 500 million SEK was distributed to 100 wetland projects 
in 60 municipalities (Svensson, 2004).  
 
The Rural Development Programme is an EU funded programme, part of the CAP (Common Agricultural 
Policy). The aim of the RDP is to promote rural development, through conservation and protection of the 
environment (Svensson, 2004).   
 
Since 1999, there is an ongoing project called “Sweden’s Environmental Quality Objectives” which states 
the goals for the environmental issues in Sweden. There are 26 national authorities involved in the work, 
ranging from the SBA, to the SwAM, the Transport Administration and the CABs. There are 16 
Environmental Objectives, such as “Thriving Wetlands”, “Zero Eutrophication”, “Flourishing Lakes and 
Streams”, “A Balanced Marine Environment, Flourishing Coastal Areas and Archipelagos” and “A Rich 
Flora and Fauna”. The Objectives have specific targets to be fulfilled in order for them to be completed. 
The Goals and their targets are evaluated yearly to assess if they are met. As of 2021, the goal of “Thriving 
Wetlands” was not met, suggesting more action is needed to stop the negative trend (SEPA, 2021).  
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2.1. Financing 

 
Figure 1. A timeline chart showing milestone events of LOVA, LONA and the RDP. The timeline ranges from 2004 (to 
the left) to 2020 (to the right). Above and below the timeline, there are boxes with text describing an event and 
showing, through an arrow, which year the event took place.  

2.2 LOVA 
 
LOVA (Local Water Preservation Grant) is a grant issued by the Swedish government, which is aimed at 
supporting local water management projects. It was first introduced in 2009 through regulation 2009:381 
and was then managed by the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA). When introduced in 
2009, it was meant as a three-year project, but was eventually continued after 2012 as well. Because of a 
hesitation in the continuation of the funding, only a low number of projects were financed in 2013 (SwAM, 
2021).   
 
When the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SwAM) was founded in 2011, it was 
assigned as the responsible authority for the LOVA grant. The SwAM receives funding from the Swedish 
state budget each year, under the environment section of the budget. In this section, under “Expenditure 20: 
General Environmental and Nature Conservation”, there is a section titled “1:11 Measures for the Marine 
and Aquatic Environment”, in which the funds that are allocated to the SwAM for various marine and 
aquatic issues, one of them being the LOVA grant. Other issues that are also covered in the 1:11 section 
are liming, fisheries management, fisheries supervision, action programs for endangered species and other 
measures that are in line with the SwAM’s decision (2020/21:1). To the SwAM, the annual funds are also 
declared in a regulation letter from the government, which is a document issued to all state authorities in 
Sweden, stating the goal and mission of that authority and how large their budget will be. In the letter are 
also tasks assigned by the government, as well as terms for how the funds should be spent. In the regulation 
letter written in 2020, concerning the year of 2021, the terms related to maximum and minimum amounts 
for specific purposes (Lövin, 2020).  
 
Administration and Distribution 
The County Administrative Boards receive the funding from the SwAM along with the current year’s 
regulation letter and the SwAMs evaluation of how the money should be spent (2020:83). The money is 
distributed from the SwAM twice a year: the first time is in February, during which 60% of the total amount 
is transferred to the CABs. The second transfer is done after the summer, typically in September, during 
which the restoring 40% is distributed to the CABs (Steiner, 2021).  



  7 

 
Once every quarter, an evaluation is done to follow up if there is a need to re-distribute parts of the grant. 
The counties which have many applications and a large demand, might then receive extra funding from 
counties which do not have the same type of demand (Steiner, 2021). Lower numbers of applications have 
been visible in Jönköping, Blekinge, Dalarna and Gotland, while there has been a great demand in 
Östergötland, Skåne and Stockholm (Hallström, 2021). The money that has not been spent by the CABs at 
the end of the year is to be refunded to the SwAM (2020:83). If money is refunded to the SwAM, it cannot 
be saved nor accrued. Preferably, the money is used in other activities in the SwAM, but if this is not 
possible, the money will be refunded to the Swedish Government (Hallström, 2021).  
 
The LOVA grant can be handed out to projects that design and construct wetlands, but not to maintain 
wetlands. Municipalities, non-profit associations or a combination of the two can apply for the grant, but 
not the landowners themselves (2009:381). New from 2019 is the fact that the CABs themselves can apply 
and implement projects on their own. Within counties that receive many applications for LOVA, the cost 
effectiveness in nutrient reducing project can be a deciding factor for which projects that are granted 
funding (Nicolle, 2021).   
 
It is the annual budget from the Swedish government and the Ministry of the Environment that regulate 
how much will be allocated to the SwAM and therefore how large the LOVA grant will be in total. In 2020, 
this amount was 189 000 SEK. The SwAM distributes the money from section 1:11 to the 21 different 
County Administrative Boards (CABs) through a distribution key, which consists of the variables that 
determine how much money each CAB will receive (Hallström, 2021).  
 
Up until 2018, the highest degree of compensation possible was 50%, but from 2018 and onwards, this was 
increased to 90% for reducing nutrient losses and 80% for other projects, through a renewed LOVA 
regulation (SwAM, 2020). Another change that took place in 2018, was a new push from the Swedish 
government in local water actions and the commitment to achieve the goal of zero eutrophication. Through 
this push, the means dedicated to LOVA, clearly increased from 2018 and onward. The expenditures that 
are not funded by LOVA can be applied for through the RDP or other financial grants (2020:83).   
 
The 21 different County Administrative Boards (CABs) receive the funds from the 1:11 section from the 
SwAM, and the CABs then review applications and distribute the grants to projects which fulfill the various 
criteria. Within the 1:11 section, LOVA is only one part of the funds and it is up to each CAB to distribute 
the funds according to their priorities, as long as it follows the terms stated in the regulation letter and does 
not exceed the maximum amount of LOVA funds allowed, which is also found in the regulation letter 
(Nicolle, 2021). By the end of the year, if the CABs have not used the allocated LOVA money for wetlands 
by distributing this to various projects, it can be used within other sections of the 1:11 section. If the 1:11 
money has not been spent by the end of the year, it is transferred back to the SwAM (Berglind, 2021).  
 
When the CABs receive applications for the LOVA grant, there are guidelines from the SwAM in how they 
should evaluate the received applications. Besides correct completion of the application, the criteria through 
which the CAB evaluate the application are: 
 

- How effectively the project contributes to reduced amounts of phosphorus and nitrogen compared 
to the need for action.  

- A plausibility assessment of what results and effects are to be achieved on short and long term, as 
well as methods which describe how the results will be achieved, followed up, and describe a 
measure for evaluating that the results are reached.  

- How effectively the project contributes to the fulfillment of relevant Environmental Quality 
Objectives.  

- The cost efficiency of the project (SwAM, 2018).  
 
2.3 LONA 
 
LONA (Local Initiative for Nature Conservation) is a financial grant which is issued by the Swedish 
government to invigorate municipalities’ and non-profit organizations’ engagement to nature conservation. 
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It started in 2004 and is legally founded through regulation 2003:598. Within the state budget, under section 
20 “General nature and environment protection” (Allmän natur- och miljövård), it is Appropriation 1:3 that 
covers the LONA budget (Dahlgren and Eckerberg, 2006).  
 
The first concrete start of LONA is from 2001, in the government letter 2001/02:173, in which a nature 
conservation policy started. This government letter was based on think tank discussions in which 
representatives from various authorities, research and non-profit organizations aimed at shaping a new 
nature conservation policy for the future (Dahlgren, 2006). The general goals of LONA are to increase the 
engagement for nature conservation, increase the availability to nature, increase the connection to the local 
nature, protection of nature in or close to urban areas and increase the participation of municipalities in 
nature. Another goal of LONA is to aid the implementation of the Environmental Quality Objectives of 
Sweden (SEPA, 2009a).  
 
Administration and Distribution 
When projects are submitted for LONA grants by the municipalities, they have to state which of the 16 
Swedish Environmental Objectives that the projects aim to contribute to. Between 2012-2016, there were 
152 applications aiming to contribute to the Environmental Objective “Thriving Wetlands”. 85 of these 
were approved, which represents 3% of the approved LONA projects (Eckerberg, 2017).  
 
LONA is a grant which is issued by the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA). The funds are 
distributed from the SEPA to the CABs, and the amounts are based on the number of municipalities and the 
population size (SEPA, 2009a). The SEPA’s role in the LONA grant process to distribute the funds to the 
CABs, provide guidance, coordinate, follow up and evaluate the process (SEPA). There is a specific focus 
on promoting project in or close to urban areas and 61% of the project up until 2017 were classified as 
“close to urban areas” (Eckerberg, 2017).  
 
The CABs review applications, which must be submitted by municipalities. Organizations are allowed to 
run a project, but the municipality has the legal and economic responsibility of the project (Eckerberg, 
2017). After receiving applications, the CABs review and prioritize among the applications and then report 
to the municipalities if their application is accepted or declined. The CABs also have responsibility to report 
back to the SEPA regarding the development of approved applications, implemented projects and the results 
(SEPA).  
 
LOVA was active between 2004-2006, during which time 300 million SEK was distributed among 1530 
projects in 261 municipalities. After not being active, it was reinstated in 2010, and between 2010-2016, 
237 million SEK has been distributed among 1524 projects in 260 municipalities. Municipalities are 
required to financially meet the contribution that LONA provides for the projects. Between 2010-2016, the 
average grant was 28 000 SEK. In 2018, wetlands became an independent category in the LONA financial 
grant (Eckerberg, 2017).   
 
The CABs role is to make an overall assessment of the applications and decide which applications will 
receive funding. The main criteria to evaluate is how well the measure fulfills the result intended, with 
regard to the total cost of the project. If there are several projects competing for funding, preference should 
be given to actions that provide conditions for an improved water supply (SEPA). 
 
2.4 The Rural Development Programme (RDP) 
 
The European Union (EU) launched its common agricultural policy (CAP) in the 1960’s, after which it has 
gone through many changes. The aim of this initiative was to keep the rural areas alive, support farmers, 
preserve landscapes and support sustainable management of natural resources. The policy is financed by 
both the European agricultural guarantee fund (EAGF) and the European agricultural fund for rural 
development (EAFRD) (European Commission;). The main section of CAP is to support the financial 
income of EU farmers. In 2019, 57.98 billion EUR out of the overall budget of 103.08 billion EUR went to 
income support for farmers (Commission).  
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The CAP is divided into two pillars, firstly the direct payment and market measures, and secondly rural 
development. The second pillar supports the rural areas of the member states, to help them meet the different 
challenges of today; both economic, social and environmental. This second pillar is referred to as the Rural 
Development Policy, in which there were six priorities in the 2014-2020 program period (see table below). 
For the Rural Development Policy to be implemented, there are Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) 
for each member state of the EU. Within the priorities and focus areas set out by the EU, each member state 
will decide how they will meet these priorities and how much money that should be spent on each priority. 
Each Member State’s RDP must address at least four out of the six priorities in their programmes. The RDPs 
need to be approved by the European Commission and are ongoing in periods of six years. Within each 
priority in the Rural Development Policy, there are a number of focus areas that are more specific targets 
for the priorities, which can be seen in Figure 2 (Development, 2021).  
 

The Rural Development Policy Priorities 
 

 
 

Figure 2 – Two tables, connected with arrows which are placed between the tables. The table to the left lists the 
priorities of the RDP, in which Priority 4 is highlighted. From this Priority, there are arrows connecting the priority with 
three Focus Areas, listed in the table to the right.  

 
The national RDPs are to 50% financed by the EU, and 50% by the country in which the grants are 
distributed. Each state will have the power to adapt and direct the support to correspond with national 
priorities and needs (Andersson, 2012). This is done on a government level in Sweden, where the Ministry 
of Enterprise and Innovation is responsible for the RDP and the SBAis the managing authority. The 
implementation is carried out by the SBA, the CABs, the Swedish Agency for Economic and Regional 
Growth and the Sámi Parliament of Sweden (Office, 2013).  
 
Administration and Distribution 
In the Swedish RDP, it is stated that there is a need to create and preserve wetlands in the agricultural 
landscape, with regard to their ability to reduce nutrient losses. Wetlands are also promoted due to their 
ability to increase biodiversity and habitats for plants and animals, which is especially needed in the flat 
country in Sweden. Creation and preservation of wetlands is also related to the issue of protecting aquatic 
environments. The need for wetlands is one out of 20 needs in the Swedish RDP Report and is connected 
to Focal Areas 1A, 1B, 1C, 4A, 4B, 4C and the overarching goals of “environment”, “limitation of and 
adaptation to climate change” and “innovation” (Sweden, 2020). The reasoning behind the motivations and 
priorities in the national RDP is based on both a SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and 
Threats) as well as political priorities. SWOT analysis is a tool in which the strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and threats are mapped out in order to develop a strategic overlook and make priorities 
(Sweden, 2020).  
 
Sweden joined the EU in 1995, and as a preparation for this, an investigation was launched to strengthen 
environmental actions within agriculture. The investigation (SOU 1994:82) led to Sweden’s first 
“environmental compensation programme” (miljöersättningsprogram), which was active between 1995-
1999. This programme was later revised and replaced by the RDP, starting from 2000-2006 (Wramner, 
2004).  
 

Priority 1: Knowledge Transfer and Innovation

Priority 2: Farm Viability and Competetiveness

Priority 3: Food Chain Organisation and Risk Management

Priority 4: Restoring, Preserving and Enhancing Ecosystems

Priority 5: Resoruce-Efficient, Climate-resilient Economy

Priority 6: Social Inclusion and Economic Development

Focus Area 4A: Restoring, 
preserving and enhancing 
biodiversity

Focus Area 4B: Improving 
water management

Focus Area 4C: Preventing soil 
erosion and improving soil 
management
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The purpose of the RDP in Sweden is to develop Swedish agriculture and rural areas. The financial grants 
are supposed to contribute to environmental goals, as well as creating a competitiveness in gardening, 
agriculture, forestry (Agriculture, 2020a). 

 

Figure 3. An organizational figure showing the hierarchy of actors in the RDP in Sweden. On the left side of the table, 
the type of actors is stated, i.e., “Responsible Authority”. To the right, the actors responsible for that particular aspect 
are stated.  

The RDP is financed by Sweden and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development. In the 
programme period of 2014-2020, 37 million SEK were included, from which 63% were dedicated to the 
environment and climate measures (Agriculture, 2020a). (Agriculture, 2020a). In the Swedish RDP 
document, a financial limit for wetlands and ponds is set at 200 000 SEK/ha. In certain exceptions, 100% 
of the costs for projects can be covered with up to 400 000 SEK/ha (Agriculture, 2020b).  
 
The basics in the selection criteria for projects are shared among all CABs, but priorities, such as scores, 
evaluation criteria and weighting are decided by each CAB (but approved by the SBA). The CABs also 
decide on how to distribute their budget to the various action categories, as well as the maximum amount 
that projects can receive. It is up to each CAB to decide how the application and selection process work. 
There is no specific central directives for which waters that should be prioritized or what the reduction goal 
of a specific area should be (Agriculture, 2020a). There is however a document with a technical description 
of the 2014-2020 programme, which states that projects in areas which do not achieve or that risk not 
achieving good ecological status because of eutrophication, should be prioritized. Projects which can 
achieve a large impact within biodiversity, should also be prioritized. The Swedish RDP document for 2014-
2020 states that the applications with the best goal fulfillment should receive financial support (Wallin, 
2012).  
 
2.5 Comparison between the grants 
 
In table 2, a basic comparison between LOVA, LONA and the RDP is made, to give an understanding of 
how they are structured and financed. A difference between the grants is that the purpose of LONA differs 
from those of LOVA and the RDP. The RDP is co-financed by the EU, it can provide support for 100% of 
project costs (which LOVA and LONA do not), everyone can apply for it (LOVA and LONA are limited in 
who can apply for their grants) and the RDP spans for 7 years, while LOVA and LONA are 1-year 
programmes.  
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Table 2. A table showing a comparison between the LOVA, LONA and the RDP grants for wetland construction. The 
left column indicates the topics which are being compared. The top row shows how columns 1, 2 and 3 are dedicated 
to the answers of LOVA, LONA and the RDP respectively.  

Note: the data used in the table is from (Jordbruksverket, 2020), (SwAM, 2018) and (Eckerberg, 2017).  

In the row stating the start of the grant, the starting year for the RDP is the starting year which this study analyzes 
and not the starting year for the entire Rural Development Programme.  

3. Methods 
 
3.1 Literature  
 
The literature for the introduction and background are peer review academic articles in both Swedish and 
English. Reports from national authorities and institutions have also been included.  
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3.2 Data collection 
 
3.2.1 LOVA 
 
To retrieve the data on constructed wetland which were financed by LOVA, I reached out to a representative 
at the SwAM. After explaining that I wanted data on constructed wetlands which had been financed by 
LOVA, I received a list of 195 projects. I removed the counties that are not part of this study, as well as 5 
other projects, who’s statuses were set as “disrupted”. 60 other projects were removed, as they were ongoing 
projects, and this study only looks at finished projects. At this point, 120 projects remained.  
 
All projects aiming to plan, follow up or restore wetlands, and not to conduct a wetland construction were 
removed. Through filtering on “type of action”, several actions were removed such as “development of 
plans”, “information and knowledge”, “follow-up and evaluation”. Stormwater ponds were also removed. 
At this time, 60 projects remained.  
 
I also searched on my own in the Project Catalogue, on “wetlands” (våtmarker) in each of counties of this 
study. I read the descriptions of the projects and copied information on those projects which were relevant 
according to my criteria. Many projects that I found through this search was already included in the file that 
I had received. However, 8 projects that I found to have constructed wetlands were not included in the file 
of projects which I had received and these 8 were added to the list of LOVA financed constructed wetlands. 
 
In the LOVA data, there was no information on the size of the wetlands. To find this, I looked in the Project 
Catalogue of LOVA projects on the SwAM’s website. In the Project Catalogue, some projects include 
uploaded application documents, in which the sizes of the wetlands can be stated. For the projects which 
there was no uploaded information in the Project Catalogue, I contacted the actors responsible for the 
project.  
 
Through the process of contacting the responsible organizations, I could remove some projects from the list 
after I learned that they did not comply with the criteria. One of the wetlands had been a floating wetland, 
which had floated away and disappeared not long after the construction (Kalmar, 2021). Two projects turned 
out not to be constructed wetlands (2021d), (2021a).  
 
Through contacting the register at the CAB in Gotland, the reports and applications on some of the projects 
in Gotland were sent to me via email, through which I had the missing information (Gotland, 2021). The 
organization “Sportfiskarna” could also share information on some of the wetlands on Gotland 
(Sportfiskarna, 2021). Through contacting the responsible organizations via email or telephone, I eventually 
got in contact with the people who knew the sizes of the wetlands (Eda, 2021, Täby, 2021, Uppsala, 2021a, 
vattenråd, 2021, Sweco, 2021, Östergötland, 2021, Örebro, 2021, NSVA, 2021, Kalmar, 2021, Kungälv, 
2021, Södertälje, 2021, Valleviken, 2021, Naturvårdsingenjörerna, 2021, Vattenvårdsförbund, 2021).  
 
From the original 195 projects, 51 remained for this study.  
 
3.2.2 LONA 
 
The SEPA Selection 
To retrieve the data on constructed wetlands financed by LONA, I reached out to an officer at the Swedish 
Environmental Protection Agency. I asked for data on constructed wetlands, financed by LONA, which had 
been finished and projects in which wetlands had actually been constructed (since some projects can be 
discontinued with no construction). The information that I wanted was which county the wetlands were 
constructed in, the size of the wetlands, starting year of the project, what type of actor that was responsible 
for the project (municipality, organization etc.) and the purpose of the wetland. The data which was available 
from the SEPA’s database was from 2010 and onward. 2004-2010 projects were not included in the database 
and is therefore not present in the data.  
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In the selection of data by the SEPA officer, three factors determined the selection in the database. Firstly, 
was the type of habitat. The following were included in the selection: “Wetland – Swamp”, “Wetland – 
Beach wetland” and “Wetland – Other wetlands”. Secondly was the action category, which states what has 
been done. The following actions were included in the selection: “Restoration” and “Wetland project 
implementation”. Lastly, instead of only looking at projects, the data was filtered to view each measure 
within a project, since different measures can be included in a project.  
 
Thesis selection 
When receiving the data from the SEPA, 122 measures were included in their list, spanning between the 
years 2010-2020. 87 of these 122 measures were removed from the data list, as the focus of those measures 
were about restoring wetlands, or planning for wetlands, and not constructing wetlands. One stormwater 
pond was also removed from the list, as it is not within the scope of the study.  
 
One project named “Våtmarker för gäddan - i tiden, del 2 A” was eventually constructed using LOVA 
support, which eliminated this project from the LONA list. Measures that aimed at constructing wetlands, 
but that were not approved for funding, were also removed from the list as they did not qualify. The measures 
that were conducted in counties which were not included in this study were also removed from the list of 
measures.  
 
Six measures had incomplete data on the size of the wetlands, and I contacted the responsible organizations 
individually. Two of these projects could not identify the size of the wetland, which removed the projects 
from the list. The project named “Våtmark Tulseboda Brunnspark” in Blekinge was completed through 
information from Olofströms kommun (2021b). The project named “Våtmark Lindbomossen” in Örebro 
was also completed through additional information from WSP (WSP, 2021). One project named “Småvatten 
i odlingslandskapets blåa stråk” was completed through information from Sollentuna municipality (2021c). 
Another project, “Grönfläckig padda på Örby ängar” was completed through information from Helsingborgs 
stad (2021). 
 
24 measures remained from the original 122, which were included in the data for this study. 
 
 
3.2.3 The RDP 
 
To retrieve the data on the constructed wetlands financed by the RDP, I reached out to an officer at the SBA. 
I asked for data on constructed wetlands for the two programme periods 2007-2013 and 2014-2020.  
 
The data that I received from the SBA included both constructed and restored wetlands. Since this thesis 
only aims to look into constructed wetlands, the restored wetlands were removed from the file with data. 
Out of the 1620 wetlands in the 2007-2013 period, 163 wetlands were removed, as well as 52 out of the 
then total 388 wetlands in the 2014-2020 period, due to being restored wetlands rather than constructed 
wetlands.  
 
The data for the period of 2007-2013 categorized the wetlands as “construction of wetlands”, “restoration 
of wetlands” or “construction and restoration of wetlands”. Since the third category does include 
construction of wetlands in part, this category is included in the study. The 2014-2020 RDP categorized the 
wetlands into the six categories: “restoration of wetlands”, “restoration of dams which collect phosphorus”, 
“restoration”, “construction of wetlands”, “construction of dams which collect phosphorus” and 
“construction”. As with the 2007-2013 period, only the constructed wetlands will be included, which means 
that the first three categories will be excluded from the study. 
 
Further, another section of data was removed, namely the projects which had not been compensated from 
the Rural Development Programme, for any reason. In the 2007-2013 period, this was 3 projects: one from 
Gotlands län, one from Stockholm and one from Södermanland. In the 2014-2020 period, 72 projects had 
not been compensated yet out of the total 336. The ones which were excluded can be seen in the table below, 
which left the remaining 264 for the study.  
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After removing the data which were not to be included in the study, the remaining data consisted of 1718 
projects out of the original 2027 projects.   
 
4. Results 
 
This chapter will showcase the finding of this study, divided into two sub-sections. Firstly, the national 
results will be presented in section 4.1 National results. Secondly, the regional results will be introduced, in 
section 4.2 Regional results.  
 
4.1 National results 
 
This section will showcase the findings of this study that are on a national level. Sections 4.1.1, 4.1.2 and 
4.1.3 will be dedicated to looking at the national results of both LOVA, LONA and the RDP, and will 
examine how much money that has been distributed through the programs, how many hectares of wetlands 
that have been constructed and how the money has been distributed to the County Administrative Boards. 
The last section of the national results, section 4.1.4, will look at the RDP on a national level, namely the 
sizes of wetlands which have been constructed for different purposes and how many wetlands that were 
constructed during which year of the RDP. 
 
4.1.1 How much money is distributed through the grants? 
 
LOVA 
The trend in the LOVA budget seems to be that it decreases from the start in 2009 to 2012, after which 
there is a large decrease of the budget in 2013 (less than 25% of the 2012 budget). The next four years, until 
2017, are consistently on the same budget, comparable to the budget before the large dip in 2013. From 
2018 and onwards, there is an increase in the budget annually, where the 2019 and 2020 budgets are larger 
than they have been in previous years.  
 
The part of the budget that has actually been used, ranges from 21% to 97%. The first five years of LOVA 
had the highest four used shares of the grant, aside from the 2013 shares, which was the lowest during all 
eleven years. The low 2013 numbers are explained by the fact that LOVA initially was a three-year project 
and that it was not certain that it would continue after 2012. Therefore, there was a low budget and almost 
no approved project applications (Hallström, 2021).  
 

 
Figure 4. A double bar graph showing the total budget (blue column) for LOVA annually, as well as the percentage of 
the budget which has been used (orange column). The graph starts at the year of 2009-2010 and details the budget 
yearly until 2020. The general trend is that the budget decreased from the starting year, had a distinct decrease in 
2013, and decreased from 2018 and onwards.  
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Note: the data used in the graph is from (Hallström, 2021) 

LONA 
The budget for LONA is included in Appropriation 1:3 ap.2, which is distributed through the Swedish 
national budget to the SEPA. In the regulation letters to the SEPA from the Ministry of the Environment, 
specific funds can be reserved for LONA or LONA Wetlands. Appropriation 1:3 ap.2 has changed 
throughout the years, but is supposed to cover costs for maintenance of protected areas, species 
conservation, outdoor life etc. As can be seen in figure 5, there is not a reserved amount of the funds for 
LONA in all budget years. The years in which there is no designated amount of money supposed to be going 
to the LONA grant, it states in the regulation letter that the overall budget of Appropriation 1:3 ap.2 should 
include the LONA grant, without specifying how much this should cost. From the years that do have 
reserved funds for LONA, the LONA grant makes up 5% of the overall budget. The overall budget (for 
Appropriation 1:3 ap.2), was higher between 2004-2010 than in the following years. From 2010-2011, the 
budget decreased to less than half of the size of the 2010 budget.  
 

Figure 5. Bar graph showing the budget for the LONA grant. The graph starts at 2004 (to the left) and goes until 
2020 (to the right). It shows the Budget for Appropriation 1:3 ap.2 and the specific budgets for LONA and LONA 
Wetlands, which are included in the larger budget. The general trend is that the budget for appropriation 1:3 ap.2 
was more than twice the size between 2004-2010 as it was between 2011-2015. After 2015, the budget is larger, 
with a spike in 2018.  

Note: The data used in the graph is from the regulation letters to the SEPA from the Ministry of the Environment, from 
2004-2020 (Environment, 2004, Environment, 2005, Environment, 2006, Environment, 2007, Environment, 2008, 
Environment, 2009, Environment, 2010, Environment, 2011, Environment, 2012, Environment, 2013, Environment, 
2014, Environment, 2015, Environment, 2016, Environment, 2017, Environment, 2018, Environment, 2019, 
Environment, 2020).  

 
RDP 
As shown in figure 6, the two budget periods of the RDP are quite even in size. The first programme period 
(2007-2013) makes up 49% of the two periods combined, and the second one 51%. In numbers, the total 
budget of the 2007-2013 programme period was 38 million SEK and the 2014-2020 programme period was 
on 37 million SEK (Agriculture, 2019, Agriculture, 2015b).  
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Figure 6. A pie chart showing the budgets of the two programme periods of the RDP that are used for this study. The 
2007-2013 period (orange color in the graph) represents 49% of the total budget for both programme periods, and 
the 2014-2020 period (blue color in the graph) makes up 51% of the total budget.  

Note: the data used in the graph is from (Agriculture, 2019, Agriculture, 2015b). 

 
4.1.2 How many hectares of wetlands were funded with each grant? 

In the process of all three financial grants, the hectares of the constructed wetlands are stated, which is what 
figure 7 shows. 90% of the constructed wetlands were financed by the RDP, 9% were LOVA financed and 
0% (or 0,4%) were LONA financed. In numbers, 4805 ha of wetlands were constructed with the RDP, 497 
ha with LOVA and 23 ha with LONA. In total, 5324 ha of wetlands were constructed within this timeframe 
and with the financial aid of these three grants.  

 
Figure 7. A pie chart showing the share of the total hectares of constructed wetlands that have been finances 
through the three financial grants of this study. LOVA (blue color in the chart), has finances 9% of the wetlands, 
LONA (orange color in the chart) has made up 1% of the wetlands and the RDP (yellow color in the chart) has 
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financed 90% of the constructed wetlands. For LOVA, this pie chart includes data for the years 2009-2020, for LONA 
the years are 2004-2020 and for the RDP the timespan is 2007-2020.  

 
4.1.3 Distribution 
 
The money within each fund is distributed to the CABs based on different distribution keys. For LOVA, 
this distribution key, as can be seen in figure 8, is made up by four parts: eutrophication, environmental 
toxins for leisure boats, population and number of municipalities, and restoration. Out of these four, 
eutrophication makes up 70% of the distribution key and is the largest determinant for how much the CABs 
will receive. A map of the nitrate sensitive areas in southern Sweden can be seen in figure 9. The nitrate 
sensitive areas cover most of the coast areas in these regions, as well as some inland areas in Västra 
Götaland, Södermanland and Östergötland. Besides the distribution key, one million SEK is distributed to 
each CAB annually. Some CABs also receive 0.5 million SEK for the purpose of ghost nets (Hallström, 
2021). 
 
The distribution of LONA funds to CABs from the SEPA are based on two factors: the number of 
municipalities and the size of the population in the county (both compared to the national total). As one can 
see in figure 8, 70% of the funds are distributed on the basis of number of municipalities and 30% of the 
funds are based on population size. Besides these variables, each county will receive a basic amount, which 
in 2021 was 1 million SEK/county. Within LONA, there is also the “LONA Wetlands” category, which has 
its own budget and distribution key. This key is based on a deficiency analysis, in which the counties with 
larger shares of deficiencies in ecosystem services receive larger shares of the total funds. The ecosystem 
services which this distribution key is based on are: Wetlands contribute to a sustainable society, 
Groundwater formation, Protection against drought, Reduced flood risk, Maintain biodiversity, Reduced 
eutrophication and Reduced climate impact. 
 
In the 2014-2020 programme period, the overall budget was 353,1 million SEK for “Environmental 
investments for an increased water quality”, “Construct and restore wetlands and ponds for an increased 
water quality”, “Construct and restore two-stage ditches” and “Construct and restore wetlands for an 
increased biodiversity”. For the distribution from the SBA to the various CABs, there are three parameters 
that are taken into account from the 2014-2020 period, which can be seen in figure 8. Firstly, there is a “first 
contribution”, which is the same amount for all counties and is there for the CABs to find it justified to do 
outreach work, advising and advertisement of the environmental investment. Secondly, the share of 
agricultural land per county is compared to the national average. This parameter is based on statistical data 
from Statistics Sweden from 2014. The share of agricultural land is the basis for the potential need to reduce 
the nutrient leakage from agriculture, as well as a potential need to improve the biodiversity in the 
agricultural landscape. A map of the share of agricultural land in each county can be seen in figure 10. 
Thirdly, the share of arable land in nitrate sensitive areas is calculated from the county area compared to the 
national average. The share of nitrate sensitive arable land provides a basis for the potential need to reduce 
nutrient leakage from agriculture (Agriculture, 2015a).   
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Figure 8. Three pie charts showing the distribution keys for the three financial grants of this study. To the very left is 
the pie chart showing the distribution key for LOVA, in which eutrophication makes up 70%, followed by 
environmental toxins from leisure boats (10%), population and number of municipalities (10%) and restoration (10%). 
The center pie chart is showing the distribution key for LONA, in which the number of municipalities make up 70% and 
the population size 30%. The pie chart to the very right is showing the distribution key for. The RDP, in which the 
smallest share is for “the first contribution”, which is a base amount for all CABs. The restoring part of the distribution 
key is divided by the share of agricultural land per county (45%) and the share of arable land in nitrate sensitive areas 
(45%).  

 
 

 

Nitrate sensitive areas in Southern Sweden Share of agricultural area per county 

Figure 10. A map showing the southern part of Sweden and 
highlighting (in green color) the areas which are (nitrate) 
sensitive areas. The orange color is showing the newly added 
areas of 2015.  

Note: The image is from (Agriculture, 2018).  
 

Figure 9. A map of the southern part of Sweden, showing the 
share of agricultural area of the total land. The county with 
the highest share of agricultural area is Skåne (46%) and the 
county with the lowest share is Värmland (7%).  

Note: The data for the figure is from (Agriculture, 2011). 
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4.1.4 The national results of the RDP 

In figure 11, the sizes of wetlands depending on their purpose are shown. The average size of wetlands, 
constructed for the purpose of increasing biodiversity are 3,4 ha and this is the largest average size among 
the different purposes. The average size of wetlands with the purpose of decreasing nutrient losses is 2,5 ha 
and combined wetlands (aimed to increase biodiversity and decrease nutrient losses) are in average 2,4 ha. 
This information supports that biodiversity wetlands, in average, might be larger in size. Regardless of the 
purpose, the median of all wetland types is half or more than half of the size of the mean. The data is based 
on all wetlands constructed with the RDP within the timeframe of 2007-2020 and which fulfill the criteria 
of this study.  
 

 
Figure 11. Horizontal bar graph showing the sizes of wetlands based on the purpose of their construction, through 
the mean (orange bar) and the median (blue bar). The top two bars are representing the mean and median of the 
wetlands that have been constructed with the purpose of an increased water quality. The middle bars are the mean 
and median of the wetlands created with the purpose of an increased biodiversity. The lower two bars are the mean 
and median of the wetlands created with the purpose of both biodiversity and water quality. The mean values are 
higher in all three categories, and the median is less than half of the size. The mean for the biodiversity wetlands is 
the highest among the three categories.  

More than the average and median, figure 12 shows the percentage of wetlands with each purpose that are 
which size (how many hectares). The three types of wetlands (biodiversity wetlands, nutrient wetlands and 
combined wetlands) follow similar patterns in how large shares of the wetlands that are which size. 77% of 
all wetlands financed by the RDP in this study were 3 ha or smaller in size and 5% were 10 ha or larger. 
Out of the 77% wetlands which were 3 ha or smaller, 45% were nutrient wetlands, 38% were biodiversity 
wetlands and 17% were combined wetlands.  
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Figure 12. Bar graph showing the shares of wetlands with each purpose of the RDP that are of what size. The y-axis 
shows the percentage, starting from 0% (bottom) and ranging to 50% (top) and the x-axis shows the sizes of wetlands, 
starting at <1 hectare (ha) (to the left) and ranging to >10 hectares (ha) (to the right). The purposes of the RDP are 
biodiversity (blue line), nutrient losses (orange line) and biodiversity & nutrient losses (grey line). All three purposes 
are overrepresented as wetlands which are less than 1 hectare in size.  

Figure 13 shows the number of constructed wetlands supported by the RDP funds in two RDP program 
periods. In general, it can be seen that after an initial rise in the first program period, the average number of 
wetlands constructed was higher than that in the second program period. The exception is the spike in 
numbers that took place between 2012-2013, after which there was a dip in the number of constructed 
wetlands in 2015-2016. The Swedish Board of Agriculture explains this through several factors 
(Agriculture, 2021).  
 
There was an additional investment in the later stages of the first programme period, aimed to support 
guidance and outreach, which appeared to give effect to both the applications, as well as the placements of 
wetlands. These types of additional investments did not take place in the latter programme period. 
Additional investments in LOVA and LONA could also have effected the outcome of the RDP (Agriculture, 
2021).  
 
In the 2014-2020 programme period, the program did not fully get started until 2016, which could explain 
why the dip in 2015-2016 occurred. The RDP was also paused in 2020, due to redistribution within the 
program, meaning that the 2014-2020 programme only was fully active for 4 years, compared to the 7 full 
years of the previous programme. After the programme period has completed, it is possible to receive 
financial support up until 2 years after the programme has finished, which also means that there is more 
data on the previous programme period (Agriculture, 2021).  
 
Another explanation could be that the more accessible and “easy” wetlands have been constructed in the 
previous periods, and that the projects that remain are more difficult and more expensive. This has not been 
proved, but could be an exaplanation for the large variation between the two periods (Agriculture, 2021).  
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Figure 13. A timeline, starting at 2007 (to the left) and ranging to 2020 (to the right) showing the total number of 
constructed wetlands per year within the two programme periods of the RDP. The 2007-2013 period (blue line) is 
consistent on 150-200 constructed wetlands between 2008-2012. There is a significant spike in 2013, in which almost 
400 wetlands are constructed, after which the years of 2014-2015 show that between 50-100 wetlands/year have 
been constructed. The 2014-2020 period (orange line) does not go above 100 wetlands/year and is between 50-100 
between 2017-2019.   

 
4.2 Regional results  
 
For LOVA, 52 projects were included in the data collection, from 2009-2020 and including 11 counties. 
From the data on LOVA, there is no data on the number of wetlands that have been constructed within each 
project. Instead, only the size of wetlands is used to compare LOVA-financed wetlands to LONA and the 
RDP financed wetlands. The data shows that there were 24 projects financed by LONA to construct 
wetlands, ranging from 2011-2020 and covering 9 counties. The RDP financed wetlands are present in all 
counties, range from the years 2007-2020 and count to 1718. As can be seen in figure 14, the numbers of 
hectares of wetlands which have been constructed with each financial grant is showing the same pattern.  
 
From these comparisons, it is clear that the RDP has been used to construct the most wetlands in this time 
period and within these specific counties. As the RDP makes up such a large share of the constructed 
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wetlands, the analysis on the regional variation will only use the RDP constructed wetlands in attempting 
to answer the research questions.  
 
The section on the regional results is divided into two parts. Section 4.2.1 will look into the hectares and 
number of wetlands in each county of this study. Section 4.2.2 will display the purpose of the wetlands and 
how this varies in the different counties.  
 

 
Figure 14. A bar graph showing the share of the hectares of wetlands which have been constructed with LOVA, LONA 
and the RDP in each county of this study. The counties are listed on the x-axis, starting with Skåne (left) and ranging 
to Stockholm (right) in the order of the largest number of constructed wetlands within the RDP (starting from the 
left). The share of the RDP financed wetlands are shown as grey, the LONA financed wetlands are orange and the 
LOVA financed wetlands are blue. The RDP finances from 81% (in Uppsala) to 100% (in Värmland, Västmanland, 
Kronoberg and Halland).  

 
4.2.1 Hectares and number of constructed wetlands 
 
In figure 14, the regional variation in hectares of constructed wetlands, financed by all three grants, is shown. 
Since the RDP makes up such a large share of the constructed wetlands, the regional analysis will only use 
data from wetlands which have been financed by the RDP.  
 
In the timeframe of this study, 2007-2020, 1718 wetlands were constructed with the RDP. Out of these, 
29% were constructed in Skåne and 14% in Västra Götaland, as can be seen in figure 15. In the remaining 
counties, less than 10% of the wetlands were constructed in each county. Skåne is on top of the list also 
when it comes to hectares of constructed wetlands. In total, 4805 hectares of wetland was constructed in 
this timeframe, out of which 35% were constructed in Skåne. The other counties had 10% or less each of 
the hectares of constructed wetlands.  
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Figure 15. A double bar graph showing the share of the hectares (blue bars) and the number of wetlands (orange 
bars) in each county of the study. The counties are listed on the x-axis, starting with Skåne (left) and ranging to 
Stockholm (right) in the order of the largest number of constructed wetlands within the RDP (starting from the left). 
Skåne has the largest share of both hectares of constructed wetlands (35%) and number of constructed wetlands 
(29%). Stockholm and Blekinge are the counties with the smallest share of hectares of constructed wetlands (2%) and 
number of constructed wetlands (2%). 

 
4.2.2 The purpose of the constructed wetlands  
 
In the application and administrative process of the RDP projects, the wetlands are categorized according 
to the purpose of why they have been constructed. There are three available options for purpose of the 
construction: to increase biodiversity or to reduce nutrient loss. The third option is if the purpose of the 
constructed wetland is to both increase biodiversity and to reduce nutrient losses (which was only available 
in the 2007-2013 period).  
 
For all counties, 44% of the wetlands were, created with the purpose of helping with nutrient loss and water 
quality, 39% for the purpose of biodiversity and 17% for both purposes combined. As can be seen in figure 
17, the results on a regional basis show that there is a large variation in which purpose they have been 
created for. The share of wetlands which have been created for the purpose of biodiversity range between 
18% (Kalmar) and 88% (Kronoberg).  
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Figure 16. Stacked bar showing the share of wetlands with each purpose of construction. The counties are listed on 
the y-axis, starting with Skåne (top) and ranging to Stockholm (bottom) in the order of the largest number of 
constructed wetlands within the RDP (starting from the top). The bars display the share of the purpose of the 
construction. Biodiversity is shown through the color blue, nutrient loss and water quality is shown through the color 
orange and the combined category of biodiversity & nutrient loss (which only existed in the 2007-2013 RDP 
programme period) is shown through the color grey.  

 
Linked to the wetlands which have been constructed through the RDP, each county sets out a Regional 
Action Plan, in which they state how many of their constructed wetlands should be for the purpose of 
biodiversity and how many that should be for nutrient losses. In figure 18, the targets for the Regional 
Action Plan are listed along with what was actually constructed during the indicated time period (2014-
2020). It is worth mentioning that all projects might not be reported in this RDP period, since at the time of 
writing, it is 2021 and projects might still be funded until a few years after the end of the programme.  
 
In some regions, the shares of constructed wetlands dedicated to each purpose were close to their indicated 
targets, such as in Skåne where the target for biodiversity was 36% and the actually constructed wetlands 
with the purpose of biodiversity were 27%. Other regions were far away from their indicated targets, such 
as Östergötland, where the target for biodiversity was 29%, while the actually constructed wetlands with 
the purpose of biodiversity were 58%.  
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Figure 17. A Scatter Plot showing the share of wetlands which have been constructed for the purpose of biodiversity. 
On the x-axis are the shares of biodiversity wetlands in the Regional Action Plan targets and on the y-axis are the 
shares of biodiversity wetlands which were actually constructed within the same time period (2014-2020). The 
counties are shown within the Scatter Plot, according to their targets and achieved results. As the biodiversity targets 
and targets for nutrient losses, together make up 100%, it is only necessary to show the figure for one of the two 
purposes.  

Note: Uppsala specified their targets differently, and only stated that their targets were 25% or more, which they are 
left out of this figure (Uppsala, 2021b).  

The data used for the Regional Action Plan numbers are from (Skåne, 2018, Blekinge, 2020, Götaland, 2020, 
Gotland, 2020, Halland, 2020, Jönköping, 2016, Kalmar, 2018, Kronoberg, 2018, Örebro, 2018, Östergötland, 2018, 
Södermanland, 2019, Stockholm, 2020, Värmland, 2016, Västmanland, 2017).  

5. Discussion 
 
In this section, the results from chapter 4 will be interpreted in two different sections, based on the research 
questions of this study. Section 5.1 will focus on the national differences between the grants LOVA, LONA 
and the RDP. Section 5.2 will discuss the results of the regional variation of constructed wetlands financed 
by the RDP.   
  
5.1 Differences between LOVA, LONA and the RDP 
 
Amounts of money distributed with the grants 
The sizes of financial funds within the various programmes are different between LOVA, LONA and the 
RDP. The RDP has been 36,9-37,5 billion SEK during the past two programme periods. Divided into the 7 
programme years, that is approximately 5,3-5,4 billion SEK/year. The largest budget in the LONA 
programme was in 2007, when the budget was approximately 1,7 billion SEK and the largest LOVA budget 
was in 2020 with 237000 SEK. Comparing the sizes, the RDP is substantially larger than LOVA and LONA. 
It is worth keeping in mind that the grants serve more purposes than simply constructing wetlands, which 
means that the sizes of financial funds available in the programmes might not indicate the sizes of funds for 
wetlands projects.  
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In this study, the actually constructed wetlands are in focus, as well as how much money from the RDP that 
has been spent on these projects. This does not necessarily correspond with how much money that the CABs 
in these counties have received, as the money could have gone to other projects, not related to wetlands.  
 
When comparing the money that has been spent within the RDP on wetlands in these programme periods, 
to distribution keys some of the counties which have spent the most money on constructing wetlands are 
also those counties which align with the distribution keys. An example of this is Skåne, which is the county 
that spent the largest share of the RDP money (38%) and which is to 46% covered in agricultural land (see 
figure 10 and figure 15) and to a large extent is situated in a nitrate sensitive area. As these are the two 
distribution keys, it makes sense that Skåne has used a large part of the RDP. The county which spent the 
second largest sum (11%) on constructing wetlands is Gotland, which is to 35% covered in agricultural land 
and completely situated in a nitrate sensitive area.  
 
However, some counties’ spent money does not align with the distribution key. Both Halland, Östergötland 
and Uppsala are to 23% covered in agricultural land and to a large extent situated in a nitrate sensitive area. 
They have only spent 5%, 3% and 2% of the totally spent RDP money. As they do fill the criteria of the 
distribution key to receive larger shares of the programme funds (and assuming that they did), the questions 
is what they spent it on and why they did not spend more on constructing wetlands. It would be of interest 
to look into this further, since one would assume that counties which receive large shares of the money also 
produce large shares of the constructed wetlands. If this correlation does not exist, it would be of great 
importance to investigate why wetland construction is substantially more expensive in some counties than 
others. If so, this would be helpful when creating the distribution key as it is an important factor to include.  
 
Other differences between the grants 
As can be seen in figure 7, 90% of the constructed wetlands of this study were financed by the RDP, 9% 
with LOVA and 1% with LONA. As with the budgets, the hectares of constructed wetlands indicate the 
superiority of the RDP in its influence of the constructed wetlands.  
 
Other differences between the grants are that there are different actors who can apply for the funds. The 
most limited target group is within LONA, where only municipalities can apply. LOVA allows both 
municipalities and non-profit organizations to apply and the RDP is open to everyone. The purpose of the 
grants also differentiates LONA from the other two. While LOVA and the RDP aim to reduce eutrophication 
(and the RDP also aim to increase biodiversity), LONA’s focus is on water management and projects, which 
are close to urban areas. Because of this, there is reason to question the relevance of LONA when it comes 
to constructing wetlands. Further research is however encouraged in order to fully confirm the reasons for 
these low numbers.  
 
An advantage of LOVA and LONA, appears to be a simpler administrative process for the CABs when they 
receive applications, as well as for those applying to the grants. Although it has not been touched upon in 
this study, the administrative process has been mentioned in conversations with officers at various CABs 
and the process of the RDP has consistently been described as more complicated than the process of LOVA 
and LONA. Despite an allegedly complicated administration process, the RDP has constructed more than 
10 times as many hectares of wetlands compared to LOVA and more than 200 as many hectares of wetlands 
as within LONA. Future research on the topic of the administrative process of the financial support systems 
is highly encouraged, in order to better understand and make wetland policies. The RDP is the only one of 
the three grants which can cover 100% of the project cost and it is open for anyone to apply for the funds. 
These two factors could help explain why there are so many wetlands constructed with the financial support 
of the RDP, despite an alleged difficult administrative process for both the applicants and the CAB officers.  
 
5.2 Regional variations in the construction of wetlands 
 
Hectares & number of wetlands  
Skåne and Västra Götaland are the top two counties when it comes to number of wetlands, as well as hectares 
of constructed wetlands. Stockholm, Blekinge, Värmland and Västmanland all constructed 2% of the 
number of wetlands each. The share of the total hectares differed among these four counties though. 
Stockholm and Blekinge constructed the lowest shares of hectares, with 2% each, and Västmanland 3%. 
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Värmland, which was also one of the counties in which 2% of the number of hectares were constructed, 
represented 5% of the hectare of wetlands. From this, one can see that the wetlands which were constructed 
in Värmland were larger in size than the ones in Stockholm, Blekinge and Västmanland.  
 
Purpose of construction 
The reason for creating a graph that compares the targets of the Regional Action Plan, how many percent 
of the constructed wetlands that should be for what purpose, and the result of what types of wetlands that 
were constructed, was because there were such large variations in the types of wetlands that were 
constructed in each county. Kronoberg constructed 88% biodiversity wetlands while Kalmar constructed 
18% with the same purpose, which can be seen in figure 17. To understand why the variation was so large, 
the targets from the Regional Action Plan were compared to these results in figure 18.  
 
While some counties are very close to their targets, such as Jönköping, Kalmar, Kronoberg and 
Södermanland, other counties are very far from their targets, such as Västra Götaland, Örebro and 
Östergötland. The counties could construct more wetlands than the ones financed by the RDP, which means 
that the result of this study is not an indication of that they did not meet their targets. It is simply an 
indication of if they are close to meeting the targets with the RDP financed wetlands for 2014-2020 
(although more wetlands could be financed within this programme). Since the RDP makes up 90% of the 
constructed wetlands (in ha) among the three financial support systems which this study has analyzed, one 
can assume that the results of the constructed wetlands with the RDP gives an indication of whether the 
county is close to meeting their targets or not. It is worth mentioning that the 2014-2020 programme period 
has supported far less project than the 2007-2013 programme period, which highlights the importance to 
further compare if counties meet their targets or not, in other programme periods. If the targets are not 
indications of the wetlands which are to be constructed in the county in question, it is reasonable to question 
the calculation and decision of the targets.   
 
Despite having many counties with targets to construct wetlands for the purpose of increasing biodiversity, 
this purpose is not included in the distribution key for the RDP. The distribution key is divided into a basic 
amount, which all counties receive and the share of agricultural land, as well as the share of arable land in 
nitrate sensitive areas. When describing the relevance of looking at the share of agricultural land in each 
county, the Rural Development Programme states that this is important for reducing the nutrient leakage 
from agriculture, and to improve biodiversity in the agricultural landscape.  
 
As stated in Chapter 1.3, one limitation of this study was that it was not possible to investigate the financial 
cost for wetland construction. The initial aim was to look into the financial cost per county, as well as per 
purpose of the wetland, to see if there were obvious patterns for the costs. Since the data that was provided, 
did not allow for this, one recommendation for further research is to look into the financial cost of wetland 
construction, financed by the RDP.  
 
6. Conclusion 
 
This study has compared three main financial systems for wetland construction, namely LOVA, LONA 
and the RDP. Further, the regional variation (between counties) of constructed wetlands in Sweden has been 
explored and analyzed. Through making this information available, the aim is that further research can be 
conducted, and it can also help decision makers in relevant authorities to construct wetlands in an efficient 
way. 
 
The data which has been used has been collected from the managing authorities of each respective financial 
grant. This data has further been compared and analyzed and is shown in Chapter 4 as figures, to easily 
convey the results.  
 
Through this study, a few conclusions can be made on the comparison between national grants and the 
regional variation. These are: 
 

• The Rural Development Programme has been a more influential financial grant for constructing 
wetlands than LOVA and LONA.   
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• Skåne has constructed the most wetlands, both in terms of hectares and number of wetlands, with the 

RDP 2007-2020.  
 

• The distribution key for the RDP does not necessarily align with the money that has been spent on 
constructing wetlands.  

 
• The targets of the Regional Action Plans for the various counties do not necessarily align with the 

wetlands which were constructed in the same countries.  
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