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Abstract:

To remedy the negative effects of wetland drainage activities that took place in Sweden during the 1800s,
measures to create, restore and recreate wetlands have gained increased attention as nature-based solutions.
While wetlands provide cost-effective long-term solutions and co-benefits that help achieve national and
international environmental objectives, targets relating to wetland measures have fallen short. The study aim
was to investigate drivers, policy influence and barriers of wetland implementation on the local level and to
discuss potential success parameters. Local stakeholder experiences were collected using survey design with open,
closed, and partially close-ended questions, analysed with thematic analysis. The findings identified drivers relating to
ecological and social benefits, climate change, and multifunctionality- and indicated that policy objectives on the
national level influence drivers on the local level. Furthermore, barriers towards wetland implementation were
identified, fuelled by a lack of communication, policies that rely on one-size-fits-all approaches, and a lack of
resources for administration. Potential success parameters to address the barriers include improved
collaboration between and within wetland projects, financial incentives for landowners and administration,
maintenance plans, systems for follow-up outside of the policy instruments, and increased flexibility for wetland
projects that take into account the natural variability of wetlands. The findings can lay the foundation for further
research exploring more in-depth the identified barriers and success parameters to help set new policy directives
and suggestions for how wetland measures could be implemented at a larger scale in the future.

Keywords: Sustainable Development, Survey design, Wetland measures, Policy instruments, Nature-based
solutions, Swedens environmental objectives

Alice Davies, Department of Earth Sciences, Uppsala University, Villavägen 16, SE- 752 36 Uppsala, Sweden
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Summary:

In the 1800s, over 3 million hectares of wetlands were drained in Sweden to make space for agricultural land,
forests, and energy production for a growing population. Most of the lands for agricultural production have
today been abandoned, and the drainage caused negative effects on the environment and limited the many
benefits wetlands provide. Since then, there have been many policies and policy instruments implemented to
create new wetlands, recreate those that were lost and restore the degraded ones that have lost their natural
functions. However, national targets related to wetland measures have historically failed, and today, the efforts
are moving to slow compared to targets set by Swedens environmental objectives. The aim of the study was to
explore what drives stakeholders to engage in wetland projects on the local level, and what potential challenges
they face. A survey design was chosen and sent out to local stakeholders working with wetland implementation
projects. The responses were then analysed using thematic analysis, where codes and themes were created to
identify similarities and differences.

The findings illustrate that those working with wetland projects are driven by Swedens environmental objectives
and the ability of wetlands to store groundwater and stabilize water flows, increase biodiversity, reduce nutrient
pollution, increase ecological values, provide recreational values, restore natural functions, improve water
quality, create habitats for birds, protect against climate change, and reduce the risk of floods. Additionally,
being able to achieve multiple environmental and social benefits when working with wetland projects was
important. The findings also show that the main challenges include complicated processes relating to time,
funding and applications, uncertainties and practical incidents that occur during the projects, and
communication and collaboration between stakeholders. Potential solutions to overcome the barriers include
improved collaboration between and within wetland projects, financial support for landowners and
administration, maintenance plans, systems for follow-up outside of policy instruments, and increased
flexibility for wetland projects that take into account the natural variability of wetlands. The findings can lay
the foundation for further research exploring more in-depth the identified barriers and solutions to help set new
policy directives and suggestions for how wetland measures could be implemented at a larger scale in the future.

Keywords: Sustainable Development, Survey design, Wetland measures, Policy instruments, Nature-based
solutions, Swedens environmental objectives

Alice Davies, Department of Earth Sciences, Uppsala University, Villavägen 16, SE- 752 36 Uppsala, Sweden
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1. Introduction
Human-induced climate change poses a significant threat to the future of humanity and to the
ecosystems that we depend on (Steffen et al., 2015). Greenhouse gas emissions released into the
atmosphere are warming the planet, increasing the vulnerability to biodiversity loss, rising sea levels,
water shortage, and food and human security (Steffen et al., 2015; Martin et al., 2021). The water
cycle is expected to be dramatically altered, affecting freshwater resources both in terms of quantity
and quality while limiting the services provided by freshwater ecosystems (Jackson et al., 2001). The
latest synthesis released annually at the Conference of the Parties (COP), called ten new insights in
climate science, highlights the urgency of implementing nature-based solutions (NbS) to halt climate
change while providing co-benefits (Martin et al., 2021). Wetlands play a vital role as a NbS in
providing ecosystem services such as freshwater storage and purification, biodiversity, flood
protection, and nutrient retention (Fisher & Acreman, 2004; Zedler & Kercher, 2005). Wetlands
containing peat are also vital in a changing climate. They carry more organic carbon than any other
terrestrial ecosystem and can act as a source and sink for greenhouse gases (Joosten et al., 2016).
When acting as a sink, they can sequester carbon from the atmosphere and store more carbon than
any forest ecosystem globally (Joosten et al., 2016; Beaulne et al., 2021). Implementing wetland
measures in the landscape, such as restoration, creation, or recreation, can increase the carbon storage
potential of these ecosystems (Ibid.).

Land-use change is the primary driver for the global loss of wetland ecosystems (Purvis et al., 2019).
The loss of wetlands can be dated back to the 1800s when major drainage took place and wetlands
were transformed into agricultural land or forests, leading to the loss of their benefits (Gunnarsson
& Löfroth, 2009). Since then, measures have been taken to create new wetlands, recreate those that
were lost, and restore ones that have lost their natural functions. Many subsidy programmes and
policies have funded and supported wetland measures throughout the years. Today, the local nature
conservation initiative LONA is the primary funding initiative as part of a wetland strategy
introduced in 2018. Wetlands play a crucial role in reaching several of Sweden's national
environmental objectives, and wetland ecosystem services can contribute to 10 Sustainable
Development Goals and 17 sub targets at different scales (Seifollahi-Aghmiuni et al., 2019).
However, the protection and rate of restoration efforts have historically fallen short of reaching
targets, including sub-targets of the environmental objective thriving wetlands and the Mire
Protection Plan for Sweden. Today, the development of both the environmental objective thriving
wetlands and the Mire protection plan for Sweden is negative (Sveriges miljömål, 2022). Challenges
have also received attention in media, with reports on ongoing wetland restoration projects in Sweden
getting halted due to issues relating to financial support, placing landowners in vulnerable positions,
and slowing down the development (Froster, 2020; Crona et al., 2021).

Due to wetlands' role in climate change mitigation and adaptation while providing many ecosystem
services we depend upon; it is crucial to understand better why the thriving wetlands objective and
the Mire Protection Plan for Sweden have not been reached. Previous research conducted in Sweden
has explored the slow development and failure to fulfil national targets. Graversgaard et al. (2021)
mapped changes in wetland policies over time and concluded that the changes in policies have made
it challenging to reach objectives. They also highlight the need to identify barriers and opportunities
to better govern the implementation of wetland projects (Ibid.). In a study by Hansson et al. (2012),
incentives needed for landowners to consider creating wetlands on their land were investigated.
Andersson (2012) focused on success parameters for large-scale wetland projects experienced by
stakeholders at different scales. While policies on the national level set guidelines and frameworks,
it is at the local level of implementation that these are translated into concrete actions (Lindahl,
1998). These insights highlight a gap in knowledge on the effects of policies at the level of wetland
implementation and barriers that hinder the measures. Therefore, this study aims to contribute with
an understanding of the drivers and barriers of local stakeholders working with wetland measures,
how policy influences the process, and what parameters can improve it. The study will proceed in
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four steps. To set the empirical ground, it will first elaborate on wetlands' history, benefits, and
policies supporting their implementation. Next, the methodological approach will be explained. After
this, the findings will be presented. Finally, the study will discuss the results and limitations and
reflect on the implications for further research.

1.1. Aim and research questions
In the context of Sweden falling behind on reaching national wetland targets, the study aims to
investigate drivers and policy influence of LONA-funded wetland projects on the local level and potential
barriers to their implementation. The research questions to guide the study are as follows:

- Which objectives and policies drive local stakeholders to engage in LONA-funded wetland
projects in Sweden?

- What potential barriers that slow down or limit wetland projects can be identified, and what could
help overcome these barriers?

1.2. Definitions
Wetlands- Wetland ecosystems are unique in having a convention dedicated to them. The convention
on wetlands of international importance, also called the Ramsar Convention, was signed in Iran in
1971. The convention was initiated to halt the loss of wetlands globally and to conserve the ones that
remain. The definition of wetlands according to the convention (Article 1.1) and accepted
internationally is:

“Areas of marsh, fen, peatland or water, whether natural or artificial, permanent or temporary, with
water that is static or flowing, fresh, brackish or salt, including areas of marine water, the depth of
which at low tide does not exceed six meters” (Ramsar, 1971, p. 1).

Sweden also uses a definition established by the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency:

“Wetland is such land where water for a large part of the year is close below, in or shortly above
ground level and also vegetation-covered water areas. The limits of how close the ground surface the
water can be in a wetland vary. In most cases, the vegetation can be used to distinguish wetlands
from other soils. At least 50% of the vegetation should be hydrophilic, i.e., moisture-loving. An
exception is occasionally drained bottoms in lakes, seas, and watercourses; they count to the wetlands
even though they may lack vegetation” (Swedish EPA, 2009, p. 10).

Both definitions share similarities with varying details; however, both definitions can be understood
and applied in the context of this study.

Peatlands- Peatlands are terrestrial wetlands that accumulate decaying plant matter under water
saturation, creating peat (Finlayson & Milton, 2018). The type of organic matter categorized as peat
depends on the type of wetland and climate (Ibid). Peatlands are important when discussing climate
change due to the high carbon content of peat.

Wetland measures, restoration, creation, and recreation- Several categories of wetland measures
can be implemented, and each has a definition depending on the measure and goals to attain. The
measures can be divided into three types: restoration, creation, and recreation. Wetland restoration
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refers to rehabilitating a wetland that has been damaged (Kentula, 2002). Restoration measures are
done on lands still regarded as wetlands that have lost some or all of their natural functions (Ibid.).
When a wetland is being created or, in some cases, termed constructed, it refers to constructing a
wetland on land that never was a wetland (Kentula, 2002). The third measure is recreating a wetland
which refers to creating a wetland in a place that previously or historically has been a wetland
(Kjellson et al., 2005). In this study, wetland measures will be used as a definition when referring to
all of the three measures.

Local stakeholders- Stakeholders and local stakeholders are mentioned in the study and refer to the
people on the local level participating in wetland measures, including landowners, municipality
representatives or other municipality employees, local associations and organizations, and other
participants taking part in the study.

Policy and policy instruments- In the study, the concept of policy is used when referring to
objectives, regulations, and strategies by government and/or other public and private organizations
toward an issue or subject area. Within the subject of this thesis, it discusses policies and policy
instruments relating to wetlands. Policy instruments refers to funding programmes, strategies or
initiations that aim to fulfil the objectives of the policy.

2. Background

2.1. Historic overview of wetlands
Human-induced land change has led to the loss of more than half of global inland wetlands (Davidson,
2014). The number is even higher in Sweden, with more than 65% of natural wetlands lost (Silva et
al., 2007). Of the remaining natural wetlands, close to 80% have been altered or degraded to some
degree (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). Even with these losses, Sweden still hosts the second largest
wetland area in Europe, constitutes the highest density of wetlands globally, and has the highest
variation of wetlands in the European Union (EU) (Ibid.).

Starting in the 1800s, many of Sweden’s wetlands were drained and transformed into forests, biomass
production and agricultural land as a solution to the growing population (Gunnarsson & Löfroth,
2009; Asselen et al., 2013; Rodin, n.d), resulting in the loss of over 3 million ha of wetlands
(Andersson, 2011). Wetlands in the south of Sweden were significantly affected, with an estimated
loss of 50-90% of wetlands, primarily due to peat extraction for energy production (Lindahl, 1998),
see Figure 1. According to the Swedish EPA (n.d. a), approximately 700 000 ha of drained peatlands
have been transformed into agricultural land in Sweden. The easiest way to drain the wetlands was
to lead the water away through ditches. The state offered loans and subsidies to people to drain
wetlands on their lands, increasing drainage activities exponentially (Persson, 2011; Rodin, n.d).
Water engineers were hired and travelled around Sweden to teach and convince farmers to drain their
wetlands (Persson, 2011). In the late 1800s and the beginning of the 1900s, they started draining
larger lakes (Persson, 2011; Rodin, n.d.). Approximately 2500 lakes were drained between 1880 and
1930 to make space for more agricultural land (Rodin, n.d). During the second half of the 1800s,
people started to realize the value of wood, and international demand led to an increase in the value
of Swedish forests (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). Henceforth the drainage continued with a new aim
of planting trees for the forest industry (Ibid.).

Until 1997, Sweden was giving subsidies for draining wetlands and digging ditches, until 1994 when
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a permit was needed (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009; Rodin, n.d.). The newly acquired arable lands
collapsed and were swamped because the soil from the lake bottom oxidized and compressed when
the groundwater sank (Rodin, n.d.). To remedy this, the drainage had to be repeated (Ibid.). People
started to realize that drained wetlands were not as appropriate as agricultural land as initially
thought, leading to many of these lands being abandoned (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). Today, an
estimated 140 000 h of drained wetlands are being used as agricultural land (Swedish EPA, n.d. a).

Figure 1. Maps of Kävlingeån in Skåne, south of Sweden, before and after drainage activities between 1812-
1820 (29% of all land) and 1950-1953 (4.3% of all land). Black marks represent surface water. Adapted from
Wolf (1956)

2.2. Nature-based solutions and natural climate solutions
Nature-based solutions (NbS) protect, sustain, and restore ecosystems with nature's forces while
considering societal challenges and human well-being (IUCN, n.d.). Human dependency on nature
and naturally functioning ecosystems with multiple services are essential when choosing a mitigation
strategy (Baron et al., 2002). NbS can be divided into two main categories, Soil-Vegetation and
Landscape solutions (Keesstra et al., 2018). Wetland restoration can be best categorized as a
landscape solution because of the issues of landscape connectivity (Ibid.). NbS are based on the
natural cycles of the environment and can be applied and altered based on the local conditions, giving
room for fluctuations in the environment and climate (Meli et al., 2014). The result is a more resilient
system that works long-term as it works with nature instead of against it (Keesstra et al., 2018).

Another benefit of NbS is that they can serve multiple purposes by contributing to several ecosystem
services and help to achieve several of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) at multiple
scales (Keesstra et al., 2018). Insight eight of the ten insights in climate science report by Martin et
al. (2021) highlights the importance of NbS for climate change mitigation and the fulfilment of
multiple SDGs. Especially important are NbS for their co-benefits to society (Ibid.). However, Martin
et al. (2021) also warns of the risk of the effects of climate change in undermining the mitigation
potential of these strategies. Gren (1995) observed that there are two main benefits of NbS compared
to most technology-based solutions. Firstly, technology-based solutions seldomly achieve the
advantage of environmental co-benefits. Secondly, while the ability for ecosystems to provide
ecosystem services is at a reasonably steady state, technology-based solutions require maintenance
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and costly replacement of machines to keep providing services. However, Gren (1995) highlights the
advantage of technology when implementing policy instruments, as measuring outcomes of NbS is
often challenging.

Natural climate solutions (NCS) are based on the same fundamentals of protecting, sustaining, and
restoring as NbS but focus on climate mitigation and carbon sequestration and storage (The Nature
Conservancy, n.d.). According to Taillardat et al. (2020), seven negative emission measures have
been identified within research: bioenergy, carbon capture and storage, biochar, direct air capture,
enhanced weathering, ocean fertilization, and NCS. NCS include conservation measures such as
afforestation, wetland conservation and restoration, and soil carbon sequestration. Taillardat et al.
(2020) highlight that NCS are superior to the other measures due to their cost-effectiveness and that
they are available and applicable now. Griscom et al. (2017) investigated the potential of NCS to
mitigate climate change and hold the average global temperature below 2°C. Their findings show
that restoration efforts using NCS can achieve over one-third of the mitigation needed between now
and 2033, while simultaneously achieving further ecological and social co-benefits and increased
climate resilience (Ibid.).

2.3. Benefits provided by wetlands
Baron et al. (2002) divide ecosystem services provided by wetlands into short-term and long-term
benefits. The short-term benefits include food supply, flood control, purification, and possibilities
for biodiversity. The long-term benefits include the sustained provision of the short-term benefits
and the adaptive capacity to climate change. Wetlands are naturally diverse and serve as a habitat for
numerous species, including many red-listed (Zedler & Kercher, 2005; Dudgeon et al., 2005; Silva
et al., 2007). Wetlands also provide agriculture with irrigation water and help to filter pollutants and
retain nutrients from agricultural runoff (Fisher & Acreman, 2004). Findings by Hansson et al. (2005)
indicate that the design of wetlands and the type of intervention, such as depth, size, vegetation, and
surface area, affect what ecosystem services can be provided. Wetlands also provide recreational
benefits, including outdoor activity, fishing, birdwatching, and education (Andersson, 2012).

The already majority of the world’s population living without access to clean drinking water and
basic sanitation service will increase due to population growth and the effects climate change will
have on the hydrological cycle (Jackson et al., 2001). Wetlands contribute to water quality through
purification properties and quantity by refilling groundwater reservoirs and retaining water runoffs
(Zedler & Kercher, 2005; Silva et al., 2007; Ameli & Creed, 2018). Wetlands also protect the
landscape from floods by slowing down water flows and mitigate droughts by maintaining water in
the landscape (Zedler & Kercher, 2005; Watson et al., 2016). This function is crucial in a changing
climate as changes in the hydrological patterns and more extreme weather events are expected, as
previously experienced during the 2018 drought in Sweden.

2.3.1. Peatlands and climate change mitigation
Wetlands are complex systems, and the equilibrium of the environment globally depends on these
ecosystems functioning due to the ecosystem services they provide (Karbassi et al., 2015). The
complexity means each wetland type has a natural range of variability with different requirements
and functions (Ibid.). Peatlands function as natural climate regulators (Seifollahi-Aghmiuni et al.,
2019). They can sequester and store carbon and ultimately play a significant role in the carbon cycle
(Zedler & Kercher, 2005; Mitsch et al., 2012; Hemes et al., 2019). When drainage takes place, the
wetland is transformed from a carbon sink to a carbon source (Silva et al., 2007).
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Globally, drained peatlands release approximately 2 billion tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) every year.
In Sweden, the amount is 11,6 million tons CO2 (Swedish EPA, n.d. a). To put it into perspective,
the amount is equivalent to 25% of territorial emissions and higher than the total emissions from the
national passenger car traffic in Sweden (Ibid.). Almost 60% of the world’s wetlands are peat (Silva
et al., 2007) and it is estimated that approximately 400 billion tons of carbon is being stored in
peatlands in the northern hemisphere, effectively cooling down the planet (Swedish EPA, n.d. a).
Peatlands have a larger organic carbon pool than any other terrestrial ecosystem and a larger carbon
density than any forest ecosystem globally (Joosten et al., 2016; Beaulne et al., 2021). Xu et al.
(2019) showed that restored wetlands consisted of more soil organic carbon than cultivated wetlands
but less than natural. This can be explained by the time frame differences between natural and
restored wetlands (Ibid.).

In its natural or restored state, peat is covered by water in an anaerobic state which inhibits
microorganisms from transforming the organic material into CO2 and provides habitats for plants that
can return carbon from the atmosphere into the ground (Holden, 2005). When peatlands are drained,
the environment becomes aerobic and allows the oxidation of carbon, leading to CO2 emissions to
the atmosphere (Ibid.). The microorganisms need oxygen to break down the organic matter. In places
where peatlands are nutrient-rich, such as those close to agricultural land, nitrous oxide (N₂O) is also
released into the atmosphere in an aerobic state (Holden, 2005). However, methane (CH₄), a more
potent but short-lived greenhouse gas, is released into the atmosphere in wetlands under water
saturation (Ibid.). This is important to factor in as wetland restoration has both short term and long-
term effects. In the short term, it immediately stops the release of CO2 and N₂O into the atmosphere
while releasing CH₄, meaning that short-term, the net climate effect is not always negative (Holden,
2005). However, wetlands store a vast amount of carbon in the long term, and the storage never
reaches saturation (Vepraskas et al., 2016), making it an effective long-term approach to climate
mitigation (Günther et al., 2020).

2.4. Wetland policies and policy instruments
Wetlands play a crucial role in several of Sweden's environmental objectives and the SDGs. Sweden
also has a climate pledge of reaching net-zero emissions by 2045. Some overarching influences
toward wetland conservation include the EU Water Framework Directive and the Ramsar Convention
on Wetlands of International Importance. The EU Water Framework Directive helps protect water
resources for future generations and help Sweden and other EU countries to manage water resources
sustainably (European Commission, 2000). The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International
Importance is an international treaty for the sustainable use of wetlands. In Sweden, there are 68 sites
designated as internationally important Ramsar sites (Ramsar, n.d.). Wetland ecosystems in Sweden
can according to Seifollahi-Aghmiuni et al. (2019) positively interact with 10 SDGs and 17 targets
at different levels. Some examples include SDG 6: Ensure access to water and sanitation for all,
SDG 13: Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts, SDG 14: Conserve and
sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources, and SDG 15: sustainably managed forests,
combat desertification, halt and reverse land degradation, halt biodiversity loss (Ibid.).

Nature Conservation Measures in the Agricultural Landscape (NOLA) was the first Swedish wetland
policy initiative in 1986 and aimed to support and manage existing wetlands (Graversgaard et al.,
2021). In 1990, Sweden's first state agricultural aid to create and recreate wetlands was established,
and the same year, the New Elements in the Landscape initiative (NYLA) was introduced (Kjellson et
al., 2005). The NYLA initiative was introduced to reduce the amount of cereal grown and reduce
nitrate leaching (Ibid.). In 1999, the Swedish parliament adopted a generational goal, 16
environmental objectives, and sub-targets (Swedish EPA, n.d. b). The generational goal was the
overall goal to leave the next generation with a society without environmental problems. The 16
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environmental objectives and sub-targets serve as benchmarks for how to reach the generational goal
and sustainable development (Ibid.). Wetlands influence the fulfilment of at least six environmental
objectives, especially the Thriving wetlands objective (Swedish: Myllrande våtmarker). The main
aim of the objective is to increase biodiversity and fulfill essential ecosystem services (Sveriges
miljömål, 2022). When the objective was established, it included a sub-target of creating and
restoring at least 12 000 ha of wetlands before 2010. The result of the sub-target was an estimated
7654 ha in 2010, approximately 60% of the target reached (Andersson, 2012). Today, the main
objective is still not being reached and is on a negative development (Sveriges miljömål, 2022). There
are four indicators for the thriving wetlands objective. The first indicator is created or hydrologically
restored wetlands and claims that while the implementations have positive effects, more wetlands
need to be created and restored (Ibid.). The second indicator is fulfilling the Mire Protection Plan for
Sweden (Swedish: Myrskyddplan för Sverige). The indicator plays a significant role in fulfilling the
thriving wetlands objective and towards increasing the conservation status of mires in the EU
Habitats Directive and fulfilling international protection plans in the Ramsar Convention and the
Convention of Biological Diversity. The original plan, established in 1994, was to protect
approximately 340 000 ha of unprotected mires within 15-20 years (Kjellson et al., 2005). The plan
was updated twice, and the target changed to 681 944 ha, of which 28% were already protected in
1994 (Sveriges Miljömål, n.d.). In 2021/2022, 405 774 ha of those were regarded as protected,
reaching 60% of the set target (Ibid.). Continuing in the same tempo as the last five years means
another 68 years is needed to reach the objective (Sveriges Miljömål, n.d.). The third indicator is the
hydrological restoration of peatlands. While the number of peatlands being restored increases each
year, the tempo is too slow, and more need to be restored to fulfil the objective (Ibid.). The fourth
and final indicator for thriving wetlands is the extent of peat extraction. It indicates the pressure from
peat extraction on the carbon pool and the loss of carbon storage potential of peatlands. According
to the indicator, peat extraction has been relatively constant since the 1980s (Sveriges Miljömål,
n.d.).

While there are specific goals and indicators for wetlands in the thriving wetlands objective, other
objectives are also closely related to wetland ecosystems. A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life
(Swedish: Ett rikt växt och djurliv) is about protecting species and plant diversity as well as protecting
the ecosystems and their functions that species live in. Groundwater of Good Quality (Swedish:
Grundvattten av god kvalitet) is closely related to wetlands in their function of storing and purifying
groundwater. The objective Flourishing Lakes and Watercourses (Swedish: Levande sjöar och
vattendrag) aims to ensure ecological sustainability of lakes and watercourses and supporting diverse
habitats. It also includes recreational potential of these ecosystems and reduced risk for floods. No
Eutrophication (Swedish: Ingen övergödning) relates to wetlands due to their function of nutrient
retention (Fisher & Acreman, 2004). Eutrophication also negatively affects wetlands, oceans, and
other watercourses. Limit Climate Impact (Swedish: begränsad klimatpåverkan) has a strong
connection with wetlands due to their potential to function as a sink and a source of greenhouse gases
(Silva et al., 2007).

The Swedish wetland fund was created in 1995 to support wetland projects financially. In the same
year, an environmental programme with support for creating and recreating wetlands was established
within the common agricultural politics for the EU to create and recreate 13 000 ha (Kjellson et al.,
2005). By the time the programme was finalized, only 1800 ha had been transformed (Ibid.). The
municipalities in Sweden also set up a local investment programme called LIP between 1998 and
2008 with 7,2 billion Swedish Krona (SEK) from the government. The funds could be used for
wetlands within biodiversity and nature conservation, among other benefits toward a sustainable
society. The government replaced the LIP programme with a climate investment programme called
KLIMP in 2002. Some parts of the LIP programme stayed, but the KLIMP programme added a focus
on greenhouse gas reductions up until 2008 (Swedish EPA, 2013). However, this funding was not
used for wetland measures and focused more on transport, energy, and information (Ibid.). A new
climate investment fund called Klimatklivet was initiated by the Swedish environmental protection
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agency in 2015. However, these funds were neither used to restore or recreate wetlands.

2.4.1. Wetland policies and policy instruments today
In 2020, a strategy for how Sweden could reach negative emissions by 2045 called Vägen till en
klimatpositiv framtid was published. It includes solutions such as Bioenergy and Carbon Capture and
Storage and measures from the Land use, Land-use change, and Forestry sector. It specified how
Sweden should prioritize strategies that increase carbon storage and reduce emissions while
contributing to other environmental co-benefits such as biodiversity and nutrient retention as these
strategies have more potential long-term and help contribute to several environmental objectives in
a multifunctional manner (Klimatpolitiska vägvalsutredningen, 2020). One of the suggestions
includes recreating drained peatlands (Ibid.).

The Swedish Forest Board has a support fund called Financial Support to Environmental and Cultural
Protection Measures in the Forest (NOKÅS) that aims to restore forests' natural values, including
cultural environments such as wetlands (Swedish AMWM, 2021a). The Rural Development
Programme aims to develop rural areas in Sweden and allows stakeholders to get funds for
conservation measures, innovation, and sustainability. Funds can be attained within forestry to create
wetlands in the forest and as environmental compensation for farmers to create, recreate or restore
wetlands on their land. Within EU’s strategy for biodiversity is the Natura 2000 network that aims to
protect ecosystems with unique values (Swedish EPA, n.d. c). EU: s life fund co-finances the
implementation of Natura 2000 (Kjellson et al., 2005). The areas are covered by regulations such as
the EC Directive on the conservation of environments and wildlife (Habitats Directive) and the
Wildlife Protection Directive for birds (Birds Directive) (Ibid.).

In 2018, the government issued a wetland strategy with increased funding for wetland measures. In
2021, the focus on wetlands as a climate change mitigation strategy increased, and parts of the fund
were designated for wetland recreation as a climate mitigation or adaptation measure. The Forest
Board received 169 million SEK for recreating peatlands for climate mitigation (Swedish EPA, n.d.
a). The strategy also led to the development of the local nature conservation initiative (LONA) which
allows municipalities to apply for subsidies for wetland projects, however, other stakeholders can
initiate the projects (Swedish EPA, n.d. d). It is possible to apply for local nature conservation
projects, wetland projects, and pollination projects via the LONA initiative with the aim of fulfilling
the environmental objectives (Ibid.). Costs can be covered for wetland projects with up to 90%. Funds
can also be attained for local water conservation projects (LOVA) that contribute to the Swedish
environmental objectives, including strategies that either a) reduce the leakage of phosphorus from
sedimentary lake bottoms and coastal waters, b) increases the uptake and recycling of nutrients or c)
uses another method of reducing eutrophication of watercourses (SFS 2009:381). The LOVA fund
can also be used to reduce the spread of hazardous substances from boats, collect lost fishing
equipment, or other measures that aim to achieve better water quality. The funds are distributed via
the county administrative board to municipalities, associations, and other stakeholders (SFS
2009:381).

There are multiple other ways to attain funding for wetland measures, sometimes as part of larger
projects, and can be applied to by specific stakeholders. For instance, an action programme for
endangered species allows the county administrative board or individuals to apply for funds for
actions that create new habitats and increase species populations (Swedish AMWM, 2021b). There are
funds to be applied via the strategy Measures for Valuable Environments for municipalities,
foundations, and country administrative boards to maintain and restore wetlands in nature reserves,
amongst other measures relating to protected areas (Swedish AMWM, 2021c). There is also a subsidy
for cultural and environmental protection that aims to increase the diversity of cultural environments,
buildings, and facilities that can be used for wetlands measures (SFS 2010:1121). The subsidy can
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be attained by municipalities, foundations, private companies, and individuals (Ibid.). The Wetland
Fund allows non-profit organizations, legal entities, and individuals to get funds for wetland
restoration, creation, and maintenance (Svensk Våtmarksfond, n.d.). The Baltic Sea Conservation
Foundation protects and conserves the environments in the Baltic region and can be used for wetlands
measures in these regions (Swedish AMWM, 2021d). The Interreg Programme is for legal entities
towards increased collaboration between nations, including sharing knowledge and research on
wetlands (Swedish AMWM, 2021e). Finally, the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation's
environmental fund can be used solely by the nature conservation association's circles and county
associations to maintain and restore wetlands (Swedish AMWM, 2021f).

2.5. Previous research
Few studies have been conducted on wetland management and policy in Sweden. Some have explored
the reasons behind Sweden not fulfilling the environmental targets. Hansson et al. (2012) identified
barriers and incentives needed for landowners to consider creating wetlands on their land. Their
findings indicated that subsidies were essential and multifunctional services provided by wetlands
that benefit the landowners (Ibid.). Knowledge about environmental benefits was also important, as
well as hearing about successful projects in the past from peers (Hansson et al., 2012). The identified
barriers included insufficient knowledge, troublesome management, time, and unclear effectiveness
of implementation (Ibid.). Franzén et al. (2016) explored farmers' willingness to create wetlands on
their land. The results showed that 30% of farmers were willing, and costs were the main barrier for
those not willing. Findings by Stenseke (1994) indicate that landowners view the action of restoring,
recreating, or creating wetlands as a contribution to society and future generations and themselves as
guardians of the environment. According to Hansson et al. (2012), many of the barriers occur due to
the framing of landowners within the projects. They propose that landowners be reframed as
ecosystem service entrepreneurs, which would give a different meaning to what is being done during
a restoration project and its benefits (Ibid.).

Andersson (2012) explored the creation of wetlands in agricultural landscapes as part of the EU-
financed project Baltic COMPASS. Stakeholders at different scales were interviewed, and the results
provided insights into successful parameters for large-scale wetland restoration projects and the role
of multifunctionality. The successful parameters included economic compensation and informational
and technical support to farmers and establishing long-term relationships between farmers and other
key stakeholders. Ensuring the wetland projects contribute to multiple ecosystem services was also
a success parameter. In a study by Graversgaard et al. (2021), policies on wetlands were mapped over
time, and changes were identified. Over time, there have been many financial changes, with different
methods of compensation and amounts and sources of funding. These changes have made it
challenging to reach objectives (Graversgaard et al., 2021). There is a gap between policy and goals
and restoration implementation. According to Gravergaard et al. (2021), this can be explained by
changes in the plans over time, such as how compensation is distributed, changes in geographical
areas eligible for subsidies or changed focus on some critical ecosystem services. They also highlight
the need to identify barriers and opportunities within politics to govern the implementation of
restoration projects better (Ibid.).

Findings from Lindahl (1998) emphasize the importance of the design of subsidies being given for
wetland measures. Most of the subsidies have had a regulative design and have left both landowners
and municipality representatives dissatisfied with the process. Lindahl (1998) suggests a
communicative design in the future. According to Andersson (2012), there is a lack of follow-up on
wetland projects and communication between local, regional, and national levels, making it difficult
to collaborate across sectors. Lindahl (1998) explains the importance of integrating and collaborating
between the different sectors to reach common goals, especially when developing policies and
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sharing the responsibility between sectors (Lindahl, 1998).

3. Method
To answer the research questions, a diverse narrative of stakeholders' experiences representing
different types of wetland projects was sought out. Focal points included learning what drives the
main ambitions to go through with wetland projects and the main challenges faced during the process.
Additionally, exploring how the projects develop on the local level and how it is influenced by targets
and decision-making on the national level allows for a better understanding of the influencing factors
and challenges or opportunities for their development. An empirical study using a survey design was
conducted to answer these questions.

3.1. Data collection
A survey was conducted online using Google Forms between March 24th and April 19th, 2022.
Participants were contacted via email and chose to participate out of their own interest. The email
contained an introduction and information about the project, followed by an explanation of the
survey, what the results would be used for, and that the answers were anonymous to the reader. The
approximate time to respond to the survey was also included after testing it with a peer. As
demonstrated by Crawford et al. (2001), the time aspect is important to consider, as surveys presented
as too long make people more likely to choose not to answer, and inaccurate time presented makes
people not follow through with the survey.

Online surveys can be divided into email surveys and web surveys (Bryman, 2011). The email survey
includes questions directly in the email, while web surveys use an external programme (Ibid.). Email
is most often used when there is a smaller, homogenous target group to examine, and a web survey
is used for larger groups of people (Sheenan & Hoy, 1999). The survey used in this study was a cross
between both, as an external programme was used and shared via email. The initial plan was to export
the Google Forms survey directly in the email. However, a link to Google Forms had to be sent due
to technical difficulties. Bryman (2011) highlights the benefits of having the survey directly in the
email as links to external programmes cause worries of viruses. However, Bryman (2011) highlights
the benefits of using a programme designed for surveys to ensure functionality and easy use (Ibid.).
Dommeyer and Moriarty (2000) also demonstrated that sending a link to a survey programme rather
than directly in the email was better because it is more precise and usually easier to fill out. Invitations
to take part in surveys or other online data collection methods can be sent directly to junk mail or
considered junk by the receiver (Bryman, 2011). Therefore, the emails were sent out individually to
each respondent.

3.1.1. Survey questions
The survey consisted of eight open-ended questions (questions 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12), three partially
close-ended questions (questions 2, 4, 13), and two close-ended questions (questions 7, 10)
(Appendix A). Participants were asked to answer nine to thirteen questions depending on their
answers, as some questions were filter questions (questions 7, 10). The participants had the choice
of skipping questions in the survey. Additionally, respondents could add alternatives and respond to
multiple alternatives to all partially closed-ended questions to ensure flexibility. In partially close-
ended questions, the respondent is asked to choose between options or write their own option in
“other”. Having partially close-ended questions was chosen to increase the comparability of answers
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and to explore the diversity of experiences. The close-ended questions have explicit options for a
respondent to select from and allowed for quantitative insights into the drivers. The survey gave more
space for open-ended questions which allow respondents to answer in their own words, where
additional insights are sought, and where the researcher is less familiar with the subject area. Salant
and Dillman (1994) express the importance of ensuring respondents are not being led into specific
answers or projecting indications of wanting certain desired answers. Also, it gave space for
unexpected answers, which is especially important when the researcher is not an expert in the area
(Bryman, 2011).

3.1.2. Participants
The respondents selected to participate in the survey included stakeholders in ongoing or recently
concluded wetland projects in Sweden that were funded by the LONA initiative. Respondents were
identified through the LONA database, which includes all ongoing and concluded projects that are
being funded. There are other funding programmes and subsidies for wetland measures available, as
explored in section 2.4.1. LONA-funded projects were selected for several reasons. Firstly, other
policy instruments and funding programmes lack the follow-up to explore projects that are ongoing
and concluded. Secondly, it is the largest strategy in Swedish history towards increasing the local
engagement of local nature conservation (Swedish EPA, n.d. d) and third, the LONA database proved
to be an efficient way of finding contact details for stakeholders involved in wetland projects.

Participants were asked what their role was in the project. The rationale was that some might have
multiple roles in the project, and therefore it was possible to answer for multiple roles. 44 participants
identified as municipality representatives, 33 were project initiators, 13 represented a local
organization or association, nine were private landowners, and five considered themselves project
leaders or responsible for the project. Additionally, two were wetland consultants, two were council
members and one of each of investor, construction project leader, municipality administrator,
LONA/LOVA coordinator, wetland coordinator at the country administrative board, and nature
school educator (Table 1). Preliminary search factors on the LONA database included the start date
of 2018 and forward and the category of measures option was chosen from several choices as Wetland
projects- implement, restore and create. 2018 was chosen to limit the search to ongoing and recently
concluded projects, and taking into consideration the project timespans, any projects starting before
2018 was estimated not to be recently concluded. It was important to have recently concluded projects
to ensure that the participants remembered the details of their experiences. All other search
alternatives were left blank, which resulted in 288 projects. Of those 288, 265 people were contacted,
as some respondents participated in multiple projects. Out of the 265, 35 bounced back due to illness,
holiday, maternity leave, or because they had left the job. Three also declined due to their role in the
project not fitting for the survey. The response rate was 34%.

Participants were asked to detail the name of the project they were working with, as several contacts
from the same projects were contacted. This was done to be able to see if some answers were
concerning the same projects. The information on the project name was not included in the paper to
maintain anonymity and ensure participants could respond freely. Salant and Dillman (1994)
emphasize the importance of maintaining the confidentiality of individual responses. Another ethical
consideration is recognizing that survey participation is a voluntary event that requires the researcher
to encourage participation without under pressure or coercion of the participants (Ibid.), which was
considered by allowing the respondents to choose freely if they wanted to participate.
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Table 1. Roles of the respondents and number of responses of each for question number two: Which alternative
best describes your role in the wetland project?

Roles of stakeholders Number of responses
Municipality representative 44
Project initiator 33
Representing association or organization 13
Private landowner 9
Project leader 5
Wetland consultant 2
Council member 2
Investor 1
Construction project leader 1
Municipality administrator 1
LONA/LOVA coordinator 1
Wetland coordinator at the county administrative board 1
Nature school educator 1

3.2. Data analysis
The first step of the data analysis was to download the survey responses from Google Forms to Excel.
According to Bryman (2011) there are no fundamental rules concerning the analysis of qualitative
data; instead, there are guidelines to follow. However, the aim should be to create meaning from the
data- by categorizing, correlating, and identifying differences and similarities. There are multiple
approaches to analysing qualitative data, but coding is essential in most strategies (Bryman, 2011).
After downloading the responses, they were thoroughly read twice to get familiar with the data and
to better understand the content. The data from close-ended and partially close-ended questions were
translated and added to appropriate figures. Question number one was not analysed, as it was
concerning the name of the wetland project and was not intended to be included in the thesis. For the
open-ended questions, all the data was coded according to thematic analysis with the aim of
identifying what people were saying related to the research questions, the problem, and previous
research. All codes emerged during the process of the analysis and after identification, the codes
were read to find correlations and differences between them to create categories of codes. At this
stage, some codes were excluded due to their relevance to the subject or responses that could not be
accurately understood.

After the categorization of codes, the categories were merged into overarching themes for some of
the open-ended questions (questions 5, 12). For the rest of the open-ended questions (questions 3, 6,
8, 9, 11), the data was coded and categorized, but not turned into themes. This was due to the nature
of the questions, where some questions needed more analysing, and some less but with increased
emphasis on categorizing based on their similarities and differences. There are critiques of the coding
process in qualitative research relating to the risk of data fragmentation (Bryman, 2011). In this case,
by mostly categorizing all of the collected data rather than choosing data of relevance, the risk of
fragmentation was reduced. When the themes and categories were set, translation was done and a
narrative of the codes was written, including some citations, figures, and tables. The data was then
presented in the result section as drivers, barriers, and levels and sources of knowledge. Throughout
the coding and analysis process, more information was gathered, going back and forth between the
material to explore new perspectives.
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3.3. Choice of empirical approach
Bryman (2011) categorizes surveys containing both open-ended and close-ended questions as a cross
between a survey and an interview due to the flexibility and incorporation of quantitative and
qualitative elements. Survey as a data collection method allowed for a high level of flexibility,
leaving the outcome open so that the results could be explored from different perspectives and change
during the study, allowing new perspectives to be explored. The approach was also appropriate from
a time frame perspective, ensuring the research questions could be answered within the given project
time.

Surveys with qualitative properties aim to reveal opinions and experiences. Compared to other
qualitative approaches, the survey allowed for a more diverse picture, with answers from projects
with different aims and processes (Jansen, 2010; Bryman, 2011). This approach focused on the
meaningful variation and diversity within the group by exploring the meanings behind participants'
experiences expressed in their own words (Jansen, 2010). The method also allowed for similarities
and differences between projects to be identified. The benefits of conducting an online survey are
that filter questions can be applied, many responses can be collected, and the responses are
automatically downloaded to a database, making it easier to manage (Bryman, 2011). According to
Fricker et al. (2005), respondents answering online surveys are also more inclined to spend more
time on open-ended questions compared to those of phone surveys. Google Forms was chosen as an
online survey tool because it is free and allows for an unlimited number of questions.

There are also several disadvantages of using the survey as a primary data collection method.
Foremost, the survey does not allow the researcher to help the respondents, and there is no
opportunity for clarification or follow-up questions. Questions can also be misinterpreted, and there
is a risk that respondents answer the survey multiple times (Bryman, 2011). However, the last
disadvantage was accounted for by asking what project they participated in.

4. Results
The findings are presented as drivers for wetland measures- including wetland project initiation
(question 3), primary objectives (question 4, 6), multifunctional objectives (question 7, 8, 9), policy
drivers (question 13), and climate change mitigation and adaptation (question 10,11). Thereafter the
barriers to wetland implementation are presented under the three themes from the thematic analysis-
time funding and application process, uncertainties and practical incidents, and communication and
collaboration (question 12). Lastly, not specifically related to a driver or barrier, is the levels and
sources of knowledge within wetland projects (question 5).

4.1. Drivers for wetland measures

4.1.1. Wetland project initiation
Private landowners or municipality representatives initiate most projects. Private landowners often
introduce the idea and then contact the municipality directly or go via a local association to set up a
meeting with concerned stakeholders. Projects initiated by the municipality are often driven by
fulfilling the environmental objectives or towards local development programmes. A municipality
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representative explained that after being contacted by private landowners about initiating a wetland
project, they set up a team with consultants, applied for funds and licenses, and handled all the
administration, all while ensuring the project contributed to the environmental objectives and the EU
Water Framework Directive. Projects were also initiated through dialogue with local stakeholders at
events or meetings to discuss possibilities. These stakeholders often included private landowners,
local associations or organizations, and municipality representatives. The availability and possibility
of applying for funds were factors influencing the initiation of wetland projects. For instance, a
representative for the county administrative board explained how funds drove the initiation of
wetland measures when receiving funds from the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency to work
on wetlands in protected areas as part of the wetland strategy initiated in 2018.

4.1.2. Types of measure and primary objectives
There are different types of measures relating to the objectives of the project that can be implemented.
In question four, what type of measure best explains the project? respondents could categorize their
projects based on the wetland measure. The findings indicate that 44% were creating new wetlands,
36% were restoring existing wetlands and 22% were recreating- 13% wetlands and 9% peatlands (for
detailed list, see Table 2). In question number six, respondents were asked what the primary objective
of the wetland project was. The answers were diverse, however, many shared the same main
objective. Some respondents also answered with multiple objectives. Storing groundwater and
stabilizing water flows was the reason mentioned by most respondents. Secondarily, increasing
biodiversity was mentioned many times. Other objectives included nutrient retention, increasing the
natural values, recreation, recreating the wetland's ecological functions, improved water quality and
purification, habitats for birds, climate change mitigation and adaptation, reducing the risk of floods
and restoring the wetlands to their original state (Figure 2).

Table 2. Type of wetland measure and responses in frequency (%) for question four: What type of measure
best explains the project?

Type of measure Frequency (%)
Create new wetland 44
Restore existing wetland 36
Recreate drained wetland 13
Recreate drained peatland 9
Pilot study 2
Inventory 1
Nutrient retention 1
Education 1
Multiple measures, mostly water storage capacity 1
Create condition for groundwater formation & access to drinking water 1
Other water management measures, e.g., two-stage ditches 1
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Figure 2. Primary objectives for wetland projects and number of responses for question six: What is the
main objective for the project?

4.1.3. Multifunctional objectives
81% of respondents claimed to have multiple aims for their wetland projects (Figure 3). Respondents
who had a multifunctional aim were asked what co-objectives the projects strived for. Some responses
were similar to the primary objectives, with some differences. There was increased focus on
recreation and educational aspects as co-objectives, compared to primary ones. Biodiversity, storing
water and stabilizing water flows, nutrient retention, natural values, recreation, water quality, birds,
climate mitigation and adaptation, and reduced floods were named both as primary and co-objectives
in different frequencies. Some objectives were mentioned as primary and not as co-objectives,
including recreating the wetlands ecological functions and to restore to original state. Education,
habitats for amphibian species, social benefits, multifunctionality, and collaboration with other
municipalities were objectives mentioned only as co-objectives (Figure 4).

The respondents specified many different reasons for their projects' pursuit of a multifunctional aim.
The most common driver mentioned was the inspiration from and communication and collaboration
with stakeholders during the project process. Education, knowledge attained through the
process, and previous experience were also drivers for a multifunctional aim. Respondents also
highlighted the necessity of striving for a multifunctional aim to be able to attain funding. For others,
it was obvious to try to attain multifunctionality. To some, the co-benefits were attained naturally,
and to some, they developed during the project process. One respondent stated that multifunctionality as an
objective was used to convince others of land use when there were multiple interests in the use of the land.
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Figure 3. Responses in frequency (%) to question seven: Does the project have multiple objectives? Yes 81%,
No 19%

Figure 4. Co-objectives of wetland measures and number of responses to question eight: What other targets
are there?
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4.1.4. Policy drivers
85% of respondents claimed to be driven by Sweden's environmental objectives, 40% were driven by
UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, 16% by Swedish climate policy, and 11% by local and internal
goals and values. Local and internal goals and values included sustainability programmes for specific
municipalities, internal nature conservation goals, municipality collaboration programmes, local
visions and stakeholder drivers, and local land management programmes. Additionally, three
respondents claimed to be driven by recreation and recreational policy, three by the EU Water
Framework Directive, two mentioned “sustainable fish stocks”, and one of each of “SCA”1, EU: s
Marine Strategy Framework Directive, “conservation of bird life”, “for future generations”, and
“creating dynamic wetlands” (Table 3).

Table 3. Policy drivers and number of responses to question number thirteen: Which policies/ political targets
drive the project? Responses in quotation include responses which did not directly relate to policy but were
included for transparency.

Policy drivers Number of responses
Sweden’s environmental objectives 64
UN’s sustainable development goals 30
Climate policy 12
Local and internal goals and values
Recreation and recreation policy
EU Water framework directive
“Sustainable fish stocks”
“SCA” (Company)
EU: s Marine Strategy Framework Directive
“Conservation of bird life”
“For future generations”
“Creating dynamic wetlands”

8
3
3
2
1
1
1
1
1

4.1.5. Climate change mitigation and adaptation
76% of respondents answered that their project contributed to climate change mitigation or
adaptation. 8% responded that the project did not contribute, and 16% responded that they did not
know (Figure 5). The 76% of respondents who said yes were represented by mitigation strategies,
adaptation strategies, and in some cases both. Some wrote about strategies of increased biodiversity
for climate change and benefitting species that need wetlands to survive. Others mentioned the role
nutrient retention of wetlands for climate change. Some also highlighted the contribution of wetland
measures in educating on the consequences of climate change. Many respondents highlighted
wetlands as an adaptation strategy to climate change. The strategies mentioned to adapt to a changing
climate included: Stabilizing water flows to reduce the risk of floods, limiting droughts and risk of
erosion, and slowing down water to delay water flows in dry periods. A municipality representative
explained: “Equalization of the water flow can reduce the risk of flooding in communities

1 SCA stands for Swedish Cellulose Company (Swedish: Svenska Cellulosa AB) and is a forest industry company based
in Sweden (SCA, n.d.). The company is the largest private forest owner in Europe, and they produce packaging paper,
pulp, wood products, renewable energy, services for forest owners and efficient transport solutions, and have been
involved in multiple wetland projects (Ibid.).
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downstream and also contribute to a higher water flow during dry periods which promotes aquatic
organisms”.

Wetlands could also limit the effects of increased precipitation and increase the reflection from the
earth's surface. Increasing the conditions for groundwater storage in a changing climate was also
mentioned by multiple respondents. Wetlands as a climate change mitigation strategy can be
understood from two perspectives: sequestration potential and carbon storage, and reduced
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Two respondents mentioned the impact of creating wetlands in
approximation to cities, allowing people to use public or active transportation to visit these areas,
reducing the emissions of cars. While many respondents pointed out the potential of wetlands in
reducing GHG-emissions, a wetland coordinator at the county administrative board highlighted that
the sequestration potential is not always guaranteed or easy to comprehend: “Some sequestration of
carbon may occur, although it is probably marginal. I have a hard time judging how big the
relationship is between methane gas formation and carbon sequestration”.

Figure 5. Responses in frequency (%) to question number 10: Can the project contribute to climate change
mitigation or adaptation? Yes 76%, No 8%, I don’t know 16%

4.2. Barriers to wetland implementation

4.2.1. Time, funding, and application process
Many challenges relating to time were mentioned by respondents. Project times restrictions and
uncertainties that arose caused a lot of time being spent waiting for approvals and licences. A private
landowner explained that many different contacts within the municipality needed to be in the loop to
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get the projects started. In the case of their project, it took two years before the application could
even be sent in. One wrote: “The county administrative board needs to receive more resources to
speed up the processing times of LONA/LOVA and other environmental funds”. Another respondent
explained how misunderstandings led to much time being wasted when a press release concerning
the project led to them being accused of introducing a type of mosquitos to the area, leading to an
investigation that later concluded that the project would not contribute to more mosquitos. Time was
also needed to follow-up on projects, and a municipality representative explained that yearly
maintenance, with no year the same as the other, meant the projects are never really complete. The
respondents also mentioned that maintenance was equally essential as the initial restoration efforts,
but time needed for maintenance was not included in the project plans. Restrain caused by project
times being too short led to not having the time to apply for all necessary licenses and complete
seasonally bound inventories. Much time was also spent waiting to get licenses approved by the
supervisory authority. Uncertainties that arose also affected time frames and caused time delays.

Several respondents highlighted that the projects often become more expensive than initially thought.
One wrote that both attaining funding and getting the funds from different funding agencies to overlap
to cover everything within different financial time frames was challenging. Another respondent
explained that it was challenging to make it work financially since it was required to have external
financing of 50% of the total costs to finance the measures. The costs are also sometimes higher than
expected for landowners. A private landowner describes how a road needed to be constructed in the
forest leading to the wetland, with all the costs falling on the landowners. Another respondent
highlighted landowners' difficulty getting full coverage for wetland projects. Landowners will not be
interested in allowing the projects to occur if they do not get full coverage. According to another
respondent, this relates to measures being voluntary actions.

Several respondents deemed the application process for attaining funding troublesome and time-
consuming. The legislation was termed “aged” and “troublesome” with complicated rules and many
licenses that needed to be attained for regulatory approval. One respondent highlighted the immense
bureaucracy associated with water measures that created long processing times for required licenses
or exemptions from supervisory authorities. The examination of vattenverksamhet 2was also deemed
as slow, and the water legislation was outdated and failed to facilitate the implementation of water
management in a drained landscape. Working in protected environments was seen as particularly
challenging, with many licenses required. According to a municipality representative and
LONA/LOVA coordinator, these issues need to be reviewed on the national level to facilitate those
working with landowners and wetlands in reality, writing “It should be easy to apply for funding for
those working as action coordinators”. Another challenge mentioned was working with multiple
plans. A respondent explained that they had a maintenance plan for the area of interest and getting
that to sync with the agricultural subsidies from the EU can be especially challenging.

2 Vattenverksamhet is a part of the Swedish environmental code and refers to measures that alter the water, for instance
depth or location, drainage, or regulation of waterflows and groundwater reservoirs (Götbrink & Hindborg, 2015).
Wetland creation often fall within the regulations, meaning it needs to be reported to the country administrative board
before wetland measures can begin or in some cases licences need to be attained.
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4.2.2. Uncertainties and practical incidents
Numerous respondents identified challenges relating to their specific project based on events that
could not be foreseen. These included discovering ancient monuments and having to relocate,
encountering sulphide-containing clay, which meant they could not dig as deep as planned, peat
floating to the surface of the wetlands, and building materials leaking and eroding. Others reported
encountering sandy soil that leached in some places and fixing all the ingoing drainage encountered
during construction. During one project, kids were playing in the stream, moving stones and soil, and
altering the water flows, eventually leading to some parts containing eggs of amphibians risking
drying out. The Covid-19 pandemic was also an uncontrollable factor, making it challenging to have
stakeholders' meetings.

Weather-related challenges were experienced by many of the respondents. Floods and succeeding
erosion, extreme temperatures, and weather phenomena, such as storms, slowed down the process,
leading to delays and extended project times. An initiator and representative of an organization
explained that extreme weather events such as storms occupy entrepreneurs and people with
knowledge of wetlands and forests. Also, heavy rainfall makes it impossible for machines to get to
the wetlands. Another challenge mentioned was lacking knowledge and getting involved in something
they had never done before. Other challenges mentioned include finding suitable places for wetlands,
choosing the design, accessibility of construction machines, land access, and the complexity of
constructing in the landscape with a catchment area perspective.

4.2.3. Communication and collaboration
The collaboration and communication with landowners were mentioned multiple times from different
points of view. The projects were dependent on the willingness of affected landowners, and several
respondents highlighted that the main challenge was getting landowners on board. The collaboration
was difficult when land was owned by multiple part-owners that all had to agree on measures. One
project was not able to initiate due to difficulty in getting along and agreeing with landowners. In
some cases, landowners were unsure and needed convincing. A respondent mentioned that the
difficulty of getting landowners onboard could be because they have heard from other landowners of
previous projects that have either failed or resulted in higher costs than anticipated. Another
described a scenario where a pilot study was conducted for a wetland on a piece of land without
consulting with concerned landowners. This led to one third of the landowners being upset that they
were not asked to be involved in the process. Relating to the complexity of recreating peatlands, A
respondent who is a municipality representative, a LONA/LOVA coordinator and representative for
a local organization explained how getting landowners on board can limit these measures:

“Usually, it is also extremely complex to recreate peat as there are so many landowners involved. It
often happens that a single landowner does not want to. If there are 20 landowners and one does not
want to recreate, then unfortunately one cannot move on. Quite undemocratic if I may have an
opinion. We are all struggling to reduce carbon dioxide emissions and here we have an extremely
effective and inexpensive measure, in many cases. That then individual landowners can stop the
whole work does not feel reasonable”.

The communication, collaboration, and coordination between landowners, municipalities, and the
country administrative board was also challenging. There could also be disagreements regarding
objectives. A wetland consultant explained a situation where a bird organization wanted the wetland
to have a higher water level- but a higher water level could negatively affect the railroad and
agricultural land upstream. A municipality representative and investor explained how vital
communication is for the success of a project:
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“In order to achieve successful projects, a dialogue needs to be conducted between landowners, action
coordinators, and the relevant county administrative board. We need a much better and open dialogue
between the relevant county administrative board and project implementers, where we work together
to provide the right conditions for a smooth implementation of individual measures”.

Communication was suggested to be paramount to receive guidance during the application process,
attaining licenses, financing, and knowing which aquatic environments to prioritize. It was also
important to know which measures should be applied, how much preparatory work is necessary for
each case, and how to apply the measures for a landowner to get full coverage financially. Several
respondents highlighted the challenge to attain knowledge and competence, both in terms of finding
and getting in contact with wetland consultants, and that they understand multiple aspects.

4.3. Levels and sources of knowledge within wetland projects
The respondents were asked about the level and source of knowledge available during the project to
understand better the process and the wetland measures within the project group. There was great
diversity amongst respondents regarding the knowledge levels, ranging from much to limited
knowledge. Some projects included stakeholders with academic backgrounds such as ecologists,
earth scientists, natural science degrees, biologists, fish biologists, environmental scientists, nature
conservation specialists, and agronomists. Also, stakeholders had different types and levels of
knowledge. Several respondents wrote that the project included help from ecologists working for the
municipalities that had a broad understanding of wetlands. In another project, the country
administrative board contributed with knowledge and guidance on wetland measures, and in some,
the contractors carried both knowledge on wetlands and experience with leading projects. One project
received theoretical knowledge from a university. Others received help from organizations or
associations relating to fishing with good knowledge of wetlands. A municipality representative
wrote that they were part of a municipal collaboration with another municipality that could share
knowledge and experience. Multiple respondents experienced little knowledge at the beginning of
the projects but learned as time went on, and the project developed until an extensive knowledge
bank was established. One municipality representative responded:

“At the beginning of the project, knowledge was low when they mixed up a stormwater pond with a
wetland. Now that the project is almost complete, there is a high level of knowledge, especially about
the soil's bearing capacity, the capture of nutrients, and hydrology”.

Another respondent, this time a private landowner wrote: “No knowledge from the beginning but
experience has led to knowledge and self-formation from own initiative”. The spread of competence
areas was also very diverse. Some respondents reported on having good local knowledge of the land.
Others mentioned ecological, species, construction, nature conservation, botanical, and limnological
knowledge. For many of the respondents, the primary knowledge source came from previous
experience working with wetland measures. Sometimes, the landowners already had wetlands on
their land, and in other cases, the entrepreneurs had worked with similar projects. For many, the
knowledge was built up from doing it for several years and learning along the way. Many recalled
the primary knowledge coming from having done it many times. Another mentioned having project-
leading experience, but not directly related to wetland projects. Multiple respondents had hired
consultants with expert knowledge and experience with wetland measures and represented the
primary knowledge source within the project. A wetland coordinator at the country administrative
board wrote that hiring consultants is an important source of knowledge: “There was a lack of
competence to design the wetland. A wetland consultant was therefore procured to produce drawings,
weigh, and make proposals for the wetland design”.
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5. Discussion
To repair the effects that the drainage of wetlands that occurred during the 1800s had, wetland
measures have been implemented across Sweden, supported by a diverse set of policies and policy
instruments. Objectives relating to wetland measures have historically fallen short of being fulfilled
and implementation needs to happen at a larger scale. The aim of the study was to explore further the
possible reasons behind Sweden falling behind on hitting targets and continuously having a negative
development of wetland measures. Stakeholders involved in LONA-funded projects on the local level
were asked to share their experiences in a survey to identify drivers, policy influence, barriers, and
potential success parameters. The research questions to guide the study were: 1, Which objectives and
policies drive local stakeholders to engage in LONA-funded wetland projects in Sweden? And 2, What
potential barriers that slow down or limit wetland projects can be identified, and what could help overcome
these barriers? The first research question is addressed in the first sub headline Drivers and policy influence
and the second research question is addressed in the second sub headline barriers and success parameters.

5.1. Drivers and policy influence
Findings from this study reveal that the main objectives for local stakeholders to engage in wetland projects
include storing groundwater and stabilizing water flows, increasing biodiversity, nutrient retention,
increased ecological values, recreation, restoring natural functions, improved water quality and
purification, habitats for birds, climate mitigation and adaptation, and reducing the risks of floods.
Additionally, the majority of stakeholders (81%) concluded that multifunctionality was an important
driver, motivated by the collaboration with other stakeholders, through knowledge, education, and
previous experience, and to be able to attain funding. From a policy perspective, the local
stakeholders were primarily driven by Sweden's environmental objectives, the SDGs, Swedish
climate policy, and local and internal goals and values. The findings also suggests that there are levels
of importance for objectives, with social aspects such as recreation and education viewed more as
positive co-benefits than as primary drivers.

As previous research has shown, wetlands can fulfil many services and benefits to society and nature,
including food supply, flood control, purification, biodiversity (for example Baron et al., 2002),
recreation, education, fishing (Andersson, 2012), habitats for species, refilling groundwater (for
example Zedler & Kercher, 2005), mitigating droughts (for example Watson et al., 2016), irrigation,
filter pollutants and retain nutrient runoff (Fisher & Acreman, 2004), and climate adaptation and
mitigation (for example Mitsch et al., 2012). Many of these benefits correlate with the primary
objectives of the stakeholders. The Swedish environmental objectives play a large part of the development
of wetland policy instruments in Sweden. Six of the objectives can be closely linked to wetland measures,
and findings of this study show that there is a close resemblance between the drivers of local stakeholders
with the environmental objectives: thriving wetlands (increased biodiversity), a rich diversity of plants
and animal life (increased biodiversity, habitats for birds, restoring natural functions), groundwater
of good quality (storing groundwater and stabilizing waterflows, improved water quality and
purification), flourishing lakes and watercourses (increased ecological values, habitats for birds,
recreation, reduced risk of floods), no eutrophication (nutrient retention), and limit climate impact
(climate mitigation and adaptation). Additionally, 85% of respondents highlighted that they were driven
by the environmental objectives, indicating a close connection between policy objectives on the national
level, and implementation on the local level.

Multiple studies have reported on the importance of NbS in a changing climate, working with nature’s
forces and for multifunctional objectives to increase the resilience of wetland ecosystems (Gren,
1995; Baron et al., 2002; Meli et al., 2014; Keestra et al., 2018; Martin et al., 2021). The driver for
multifunctionality as experienced by the local stakeholders was in line with previous research. For instance,
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Andersson (2012), who highlighted multifunctionality as a success parameter for wetland projects, and
Hansson et al. (2012) who identified multifunctional aims as an important incentive for landowners to
implement wetland measures. The LONA-fund has an aim to contribute to the fulfilment of multiple services
and benefits (Swedish EPA, n.d. d), and the policy strategy Vägen till en klimatpositiv framtid also
highlights the target of focusing on measures that contributed to multiple services (Klimatpolitiska
vägvalsutredningen, 2020). This further indicates that policy objectives on the national level in being
translated into drivers and action on the local level.

Peatlands have the potential to sequester and store vast amounts of carbon (Silva et al., 2007; Joosten
et al., 2016). While the majority of respondents (76%) wrote that their projects contributed to climate
change mitigation and adaptation, it was not placed especially high on the list of primary drivers, and
few categorized their measure as recreating peatlands. Additionally, only 16% claimed to be driven
by climate policy. Funding for wetland measures as a climate mitigation strategy are being dispersed
to landowners by the Swedish Forest Board, while funding instruments such as LONA focuses more
on the achievement of the environmental objectives, even though Limit Climate Impact is one of the
16 objectives (Swedish EPA, n.d. d). This could potentially explain why there was not much focus
on climate change as a driver. Nevertheless, findings by Graversgaard et al. (2021) illustrate how
having different objectives for wetland measures between different policy instruments make it
especially challenging to reach targets and achieve all the benefits that wetlands provide.
Additionally, funds dispersed through Swedish climate policy have not been used for wetlands
measures (Swedish EPA, 2013). This could be explained by the complexity and timeframe
perspective of the climate regulation potential of wetlands with short-term versus long term effects
of CO2 and CH4 fluxes (Holden, 2005; Günther et al., 2020). However, more research on the
mitigation potential of wetlands and short-term versus long-term perspectives is needed to establish
guidelines and policy directives.

5.2. Barriers and success parameters
The findings indicate that there are many barriers that slow down or inhibit the success of wetland
projects in Sweden, including locally induced and barriers connected to national policy. The
overarching themes of barriers that were identified were time, funding and application processes,
uncertainties and practical incidents, and communication and collaboration between stakeholders.
Within these themes, specific barriers were identified. The majority of responses were represented
by municipality representatives and the findings indicated a dissatisfaction with the collaboration
with landowners, both in terms of difficulty coming to agreements, and to some extent- with the
power landowners hold over the decisions to implement wetland measures on their land. Landowners
are viewed as barriers to being able to implement wetland measures. Simultaneously, wetland
projects were often initiated by landowners. Hansson et al. (2012) concludes that barriers for
landowners participating in wetland projects can be explained by their framing from other
stakeholders and how they are treated. Landowners are often feeling insecure about involvement in
wetland projects, primarily due to financial insecurity with concerns over having to fund unexpected
incidents that arise during implementation, in addition to feelings of exclusion from other
stakeholders. It was also brought to attention that hearing about previous projects that had turned
costly for landowners, could result in further concerns for landowners. Hearing about successful
projects is an important incentive for landowners to agree on wetland implementation on their land
(Hansson et al., 2012). Also, findings by Stenseke (1994) indicated that landowners view their
participation as a contribution to society and for future generations. Hansson et al. (2012) suggests
that they be reframed as ecosystem service entrepreneurs as an approach to highlight their important
role in the process. However, if they are to be reframed for the purpose of highlighting their
significance in the projects, it needs to be combined with the right financial incentives to ensure that
unexpected costs will not fall onto them.
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The study indicates that financial barriers play a major role in wetland projects, which is in line with
findings by Hansson et al. (2012), Andersson (2012), and Franzén et al. (2016) - all calling attention
to the importance of economic incentives for wetland implementation. Graversgaard et al. (2021)
illustrated how financial changes and methods of compensation have changed over time which make
it complex to apply for funding and reach objectives. The barriers concerned primarily the difficulty
in attaining funding, getting funds to overlap between sources, and projects turning out more costly
than anticipated for landowners. Additionally, landowners often struggle to get full coverage for the
projects, indicating further the need for increased financial incentives for landowners.

Barriers associated to time were concerned with long waiting times for licences and fund approvals
in addition to project timespans being too short. Time needed for project follow-ups and maintenance
were never accounted for in the fund applications. Wetland measures are long-term solutions
(Holden, 2005; Vepraskas et al., 2016; Xu et al., 2019), and project timeframes need to include
maintenance and follow-up, on top of the wetland measures. The findings expose a need for increased
follow-up on projects, and inclusion of maintenance measures in project plans. According to
Andersson (2012), follow-up is also necessary between local, regional, and national scales to increase
the collaboration and understanding between sectors.

Hansson et al. (2012) found insufficient knowledge to be a barrier for landowners, and Andersson
(2012) concluded that informational support is an essential success parameter for farmers
participating in wetland measures. The findings of this study suggests that insufficient knowledge
was identified as a barrier for local stakeholders, and the projects were represented by diverse
knowledge, both in terms of levels and sources. According to Hansson et al. (2005), the design and
type of action matters to what ecosystem service the wetland can provide after implementation of
measures. Insufficient knowledge about wetlands could limit the potential to fulfil multifunctional
goals if the design is not implemented with ecosystem services in mind. The diversity of knowledge
indicates a need for guidelines regarding wetland measures. However, wetlands are complex systems
that have a natural range of variability (Karbassi et al., 2015), making guidelines challenging to
implement. Here, a system for following up on wetland projects could provide valuable insights and
educational tools from the perspective of different stakeholders. Many knowledge sources within the
projects derived from stakeholders with previous experience which could be included in the follow-
up for educational purposes. Then, barriers and their potential success parameters could be accounted
for in the initial phase of the projects to reduce the risk of some of them occurring. The findings of
this study also highlight troublesome application processes for licences and funds, as well as outdated
legislation and bureaucracy associated with water measures. Similar findings by Hansson et al. (2012)
illustrate troublesome management as a barrier. As mentioned by a respondent from the survey, it
seems evident that increased resources for administrative measures are needed to speed up processing
times and making it less troublesome to apply for funding and licences.

Many projects get initiated through dialogue between local stakeholders, often at events where
landowners and municipality representatives can meet. The relationship between municipality
representatives and landowners is often the first relationship to be established during project
initiation, and the projects are dependent on their collaboration. Andersson (2012) expressed the
importance of long-term relationships between key stakeholders. However, the continual adjustments
of policies, policy instruments and programmes make it a challenging objective (Graversgaard et al.,
2021). The findings indicate that better collaboration is needed, not only within the project but also
between projects. Creating spaces and opportunity for local stakeholders to meet outside the funding
initiatives, would allow collaboration to continue, even when policies change.

Gren (1995) illustrates the complexity of applying policies and policy instruments for NbS because
measuring the outcomes is challenging with ecosystems of such variability. Many unexpected
incidents were demonstrated as barriers by stakeholders in this study, most of which could not be
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planned for. Many of these were weather-related, and delayed projects created further barriers.
Climate change is expected to further create variations in weather and Martin et al. (2021) and
Jackson et al. (2001) warn of the effects climate change will have on the hydrological cycle and in
undermining the potential of NbS to provide multifunctionality. The effects of climate change on
weather patterns will further put pressure on the success of wetland measures and delay projects
further. Fixed project times display a message of one-size fits all, when in reality, wetland measures
a diverse, and many unexpected incidents occur that creates delays. Therefore, rules set by policies
need to be more flexible regarding the requirements of individual projects.

5.3. Limitations
The findings of this study have to be seen in light of some potential limitations.
The first relates to the methodological approach. The research sample of local stakeholders working
with the implementation of wetland measures turned out to be less diverse than expected. The
majority of respondents were municipality representatives, and few were landowners, representatives
from organizations or other individuals that participated in wetland projects. It was later discovered
that the majority of the contact details collected from the LONA database were of municipality
representatives, as they carry out the fund applications. The result is that the respondents’ experiences
get primarily represented by one type of stakeholders, not fully giving a picture represented by all
those involved. For future research, finding a way of getting hold of contact details of different
project representatives would be favourable, allowing for more diverse perspectives. Having an
increased contact network with people working with wetland measures would help the process of
attaining these contacts.

Also relating to methodological limitations, was the choice of method collection. The survey design
has some limitations, especially relating to the questions. firstly, open-ended questions allow
respondents to answer freely, resulting in a variety in the level of detail in the responses. Secondly,
the intent of the questions did not always get through to all responses. The implication is that some
answers could not be used in the analysis and the different levels of details risk the loss of underlying
assumptions and opinions. The type of data that was sought after, could be further explored using
face-to-face interviews in future research, allowing for follow-up questions, and giving the
opportunity to help the respondents when questions are misunderstood. The third limitation
concerned the researcher’s subject knowledge and relationship to the problem. The researcher was
not an expert in the subject area and had a limited contact network. While it allowed the respondents
to shape the direction of the study, the access limitations lead to rescheduling and redesigning of
research design. Increased network of contacts and resources would allow for easier access to local
stakeholders, with increased diversity and data collected. Lastly, the translation of data always poses
a risk of misinterpretation, and this study is no exception.
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6. Conclusion
This study aimed to identify drivers and policy influence as well as barriers experienced by local
stakeholders working with wetland projects and to suggest some potential success parameters.
Drivers were identified and connections could be found between objectives on the national level with
drivers and implementation of wetland measures on the local level. However, the multitude of
policies and policy instruments allows less emphasis on certain benefits that wetlands provide.
Multiple barriers could be identified at the local level, fuelled by a lack of communication and
collaboration, policies that rely on one-size-fits-all approaches, and a lack of resources for
administration. Potential success parameters to overcome the barriers include increased collaboration
between and within wetland projects, increased financial incentives for landowners and
administration, inclusion of maintenance measures in project plans, the implementation of a system
for follow-up outside of the policy instruments, and lastly; increased flexibility for funding and
project timespans for wetland projects that take into account the natural variability of wetlands and
threat of climate change on their implementation.

Finally, some insights into further research. The study provides valuable insights into the drivers and
barriers for wetland measures, and the translation of policies to implementation. The findings indicate
a need for more research on the climate regulation function of wetlands and potential policy
directives. Additionally, a follow-up study, exploring more in-depth the experiences of a more
diverse set of stakeholders engaging in wetland measures at different scales could help to gain more
knowledge on the implications of the barriers and opportunities for the success parameters. Such a
study would help set new policy directives and suggestions for how wetland measures could be
implemented at a larger scale in the future.
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Appendix A

Survey questions Type of question

1. What is the name of the wetland project you participated in?
Vad heter våtmarksprojektet du varit delaktig i?

Open-ended

2. Which alternative best describes your role in the wetland project?
Vilket alternativ beskriver bäst din roll i projektet? Fler svar är
möjliga

Partially close-ended
Alternatives: Initiator, municipality
representative, representative of local
organization/association, private
landowner, investor, wetland consultant,
other

3. How was the project initiated?
Hur initierades våtmarksprojektet?

Open-ended

4. What type of measure best explains the project?
Vilken typ av åtgärd passar bäst in i våtmarksprojektet?

Partially close-ended
Alternatives: Create new wetland (that
has not previously been a wetland),
recreate drained peatland, recreate
drained wetland, restore/manage current
wetland, other

5. What type of knowledge about wetlands exists within the project?
Vilken kunskap om våtmarker finns inom projektet?

Open-ended

6. What is the main objective for the project?
Vilket är det huvudsakliga syftet/målet med projektet?

Open-ended

7. Does the project have multiple objectives?
Finns det flera syften/mål?

Close-ended
Filter question
Alternatives: Yes, no

8. What other targets are there?
Vilka andra syften/mål finns för projektet?

Open-ended
(If yes)

9. Where did the idea of having multiple goals come from?
Var kom idén ifrån att ha flera syften/mål?

Open-ended
(If yes)

10. Can the project contribute to climate change mitigation or
adaptation?
Kan projektet bidra till klimatarbetet?

Close-ended
Filter question
Alternatives: yes, no, I don’t know

11. In what way does the project contribute to climate change
adaption or mitigation? På vilket sätt bidrar projektet till
klimatarbetet?

Open-ended
(If yes)

12. Have you encountered any problems or challenges during the
project, if so, what?
Har det uppstått några problem eller utmaningar under projektets
gång? Utveckla gärna

Open-ended

13. Which policies/ political targets drive the project?
Vilka politikområden/ mål är projektet främst drivet utav? Flera svar
är möjliga

Partially close-ended
Alternatives: climate policy, Swedens
environmental objectives, Agenda 2030,
other



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


