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Abstract: 

With the upcoming Swedish election, and the looming effects of the climate crisis, choosing a party 
that will introduce and prioritise the most climate-friendly policies is crucial. In this study, seven 
political parties were surveyed about their climate proposals for the upcoming political terms. 
Resulting emissions from these policies were quantified using the model En-ROADS, or alternative 
calculations made where the model wasn’t appropriate. Subsequently, each party was ranked in 
order of how many megatonnes of carbon dioxide would be saved compared to current levels. Five 
parties’ proposals resulted in emissions less than Sweden’s predicted business-as-usual, with the 
green party (MP) proposing the most ambitious reductions. The other two parties’ proposals resulted 
in higher emissions levels than business-as-usual, yet still a significant decrease from current levels in 
2022. In an international perspective, most Swedish parties have promising emissions reductions 
goals. More needs to be done, however, for Sweden to emit no more than its fair share of carbon 
dioxide and reach climate neutrality as soon as possible. 
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1 Introduction 
The climate crisis has been affecting our societies for decades and will continue to do so in more 
drastic ways without immediate action. Recent IPCC reports have shown that our actions now have a 
significant effect on the future warming outcome. The sixth assessment report found that it is highly 
likely that we will ‘reach or exceed’ 1.5° warming in the next few decades (IPCC, 2021).  

At just 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels, we will already see serious impacts (IPCC, 2018). By 2°C, the 
higher temperatures are predicted to have detrimental effects on agriculture systems and human 
health (IPCC, 2021). The water cycle will be affected, making weather patterns and rainfall less 
predictable.  

Our current efforts to mitigate the effects of the climate crisis are not enough (IPCC, 2022). For 
example, each year, extreme weather events are more likely and frequent, with increasing sea level 
rise and many other effects on local conditions. These issues are seriously affecting people across 
the world and will soon reach those it hasn’t already. 

Due to the long lifetime of greenhouse gases, such as carbon dioxide, in the atmosphere, effects 
from polluters are felt all over the world. This disproportionately affects the groups of people that 
pollute the least, in poorer parts of the world. The impact of this can be deadly, as these areas are 
least able to cope and will experience the worst effects (IPCC, 2022). This has a particularly large 
effect on small island states, who have contributed very little with regards to emissions, yet risk 
becoming submerged with a 2° increase in global temperatures (IPCC, 2018). This ethical aspect of 
climate change is a big driver of why we, in more developed countries, should strive to ambitiously 
reduce our emissions as fast as possible. 

 

1.1 Sweden 

Sweden has a history of heavy polluting but has been decreasing its emissions for the past few 
decades (Ritchie & Roser, 2022). Compared to many other affluent countries in the world, current 
per capita emissions are lower than average (ibid.). Swedish national emissions are relatively low, 
with consumption-based emissions amounting to over 60% of total emissions in 2019 (ibid.). 

The energy mix in Sweden involves energy from over 50% from renewable sources 
(Energimyndigheten, 2021). Nuclear power generation is also high in Sweden, with over one third of 
electricity used being derived from nuclear power plants in 2019 (ibid.). Biofuels account for around 
15% of energy consumption, with higher usage in sectors such as transportation (ibid.). Although the 
use of biofuels and nuclear power reduce the quantity of fossil fuels needed, they are not necessarily 
a good option. Obtaining the biomass for biofuels often requires deforestation; in 2017, 47% of 
biomass in Sweden was used as a fuel (Statistics Sweden, n.d.). Nuclear energy is not a renewable 
source, takes a lot of time and energy to build plants and produces dangerous residues that require 
strong, energy-intensive and very long-term storage solutions. 

Despite Sweden’s relatively low consumption compared to other similar countries, it is still 
extremely important to reduce Swedish fossil fuel usage and emissions from a justice perspective. 
Sweden has a long history of emissions, particularly during the late 1900s. Sweden, and other similar 
countries, have had plenty of opportunities to develop and grow in the past, without any worries 
about what they were emitting into the atmosphere and environment. To balance this, it is 



imperative to now sharply decrease our emissions to stop the effect we are having on the rest of the 
world.  

From a justice perspective, Sweden’s current policies are not enough. Due to historic emissions, 
current policies to reach net-zero in 2045 allow Sweden to use up more than its fair share of 
emissions. Stoddard & Anderson, 2022, calculated that Sweden should be at net-zero emissions by 
2029, with linear emissions reductions, if we are to reach the 1.5-degree target fairly. 

 

1.2 Responsibility 

Many groups and authorities have proposed that reaching net-zero emissions is an effective method 
to help mitigate effects of the climate crisis. This involves massive reductions in emissions for all 
countries globally. Furthermore, net-zero can include measures of removing carbon from the 
atmosphere, for example afforestation or carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology. Carbon 
capture methods are not yet very efficient or reliable, making reliance on them controversial in 
many countries. Usage can incorrectly imply that as carbon is being removed from the atmosphere, 
lifestyles can continue as usual. This can give the false impression that we don’t need to reduce our 
emissions as much as we do. This could lead to fewer emissions reductions, when in actuality, 
reductions need to decrease massively. 

There are three groups of actors who might hold some of the responsibility in reaching net-zero. The 
first, on the smallest scale, are citizens of each country with individual responsibility. Reducing 
flights, driving, and consumption of animal products were found to be the most impactful ways of 
reducing our personal emissions (Wynes & Nicholas, 2017). It has been further suggested in a meta-
analysis that electric vehicles, renewable energy and retrofitting building can have a significant 
impact too (Ivanova et al., 2020). Although individuals do hold some responsibility, it is unfair to 
assume that they are solely culpable and primarily responsible for emissions reductions. These are 
all behaviours that should of course be encouraged, whilst recognising that the issue cannot be fixed 
by individuals alone. 

The private sector is another key actor in reaching net-zero. Companies can have a huge impact on 
our private lives and on our societies and cultures. They have the potential to make a significant 
difference to emissions. For example, initiatives such as Science Based Targets1 provide companies 
with detailed plans of how to reduce emissions and which targets to set. These plans can include 
investing in technological development to make production and products more efficient and 
sustainable, or re-evaluating the supply chain to only use sustainable materials, renewable energy 
and ensuring suppliers follow the same practices. 

Without proper regulations, however, industry is less likely to change if they can do their work for a 
cheaper price, even if it is less environmentally friendly. This is where the public sector becomes 
important, including local, national, and European level politics. 

The policies that governments create and enforce have the potential to have the largest impact on 
emissions reductions of all three actors. Policy levers can come in many different forms and produce 
a wide array of results. There is, however, a limited amount of research on which policies and types 
of policies are the most successful at a national scale. Different approaches will work for different 
countries and regions depending on, amongst other things, financing, local climate, and voters. 

 
1 https://sciencebasedtargets.org/  



An advantage of policies over individual behaviours and private sector actions is that they are 
binding. When a government commits to something, they are very likely to take actions to ensure 
that the commitment is met. They can take a long time to be enforced, however, with some 
proposals taking months or years to come into effect. 

In order to compare proposals, policies can be quantitatively analysed by their emission outcomes. 
This can be very helpful when deciding which proposals are the most effective and whether 
appropriate action is being taken.  

A key example of policy affecting emissions is taxing carbon emissions, the biggest scheme being the 
EU Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS). The EU ETS is a market-based, cap-and-trade solution to 
limiting the emissions that European companies and countries can release. Each year, the cap on 
emissions, in terms of tonnes of CO2, decreases by 2.2% linearly (European Commission, 2021). 
Parties can then buy and sell ‘allowances’ of CO2 depending how many they need. One allowance is 
worth 1 tonne of CO2, or CO2 equivalents. This encourages companies to improve their technologies 
and reduce their emissions themselves.   

In theory, the EU ETS will gradually reduce emissions over time without companies being forced to 
change too rapidly. In practice, this process is too slow and incremental and will have little overall 
effect on the EU’s emissions (Green, 2021). Green’s meta-analysis of numerous emissions cap-and-
trade schemes found that the annual emissions reductions are nowhere near the IPCC’s goal of 45% 
reduction by 2030 (IPCC 2018). Therefore, it’s important to look at national policies and other ways 
of reducing emissions, instead of solely an EU-wide market-based solution. 

 

1.3 European Policy 

Policies can help to mobilise countries to get to net-zero emissions. These are often integrated into 
national policies, including Sweden’s. Internationally, agreements have been signed and the 
individually ratified to have the same effect. The largest, most recent of these was the Paris 
Agreement (UNFCCC, 2015). The Paris Agreement was signed at a conference in 2015, attended by 
197 parties. Parties are countries and groups of countries, where Sweden comes under the European 
Union. The overall goal agreed upon was to limit the warming of the earth to 2° above pre-industrial 
levels, whilst striving towards limiting the temperature increase to 1.5°.  

The agreement was formed in terms of Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) for each party. 
Each party has the ability to set their own promises that fit within the overall goal of the agreement, 
initially called Intended NDCs (INDCs). They then become ratified in each party’s government 
respectively and become NDCs. The aim is for each party to renew their NDC every five years, 
presenting updated goals and commitments that they make (UNFCCC, n.d.).  

Legally, NDCs are not binding. A party must strive towards achieving their goal, but there is no legal 
or financial penalty for not reaching it.  It is up to the party to take their NDC and implement it into 
their national policies in the best way that they see fit.  

The main goal in the EU’s updated NDC in to see a 55% reduction in emissions by 2030, compared to 
1990 levels (European Union, 2020). This increased from the initial goal, stating a 40% reduction by 
2030. Furthermore, the EU aims to be the first carbon neutral continent by 2050 (European Council, 
2019). 



The Paris Agreement stresses that different parties have ‘common but differentiated responsibilities 
and respective capabilities.’ This implies that more developed countries have a greater responsibility 
than developing countries to implement more ambitious policies and reduce their emissions. 
Developed countries are encouraged to transfer technology and funds to developing countries to 
help in their reduction targets. 

The first set of global NDCs submitted after the Paris Agreement were found to not be sufficient to 
reach the 1.5° or 2° goal (Höhne et al., 2016, Rogelj et al., 2016). They result in an average warming 
of 2.6 – 3.1° above pre-industrial levels. Some parties have submitted an updated NDC, but not all.  

According to the climate action tracker, the EU’s updated goals are ‘insufficient’ to reaching both the 
1.5° and 2° goals of the Paris Agreement (Climate Analytics & NewClimate Institute, n.d.). This rating 
considers proposals with a justice perspective, meaning that the EU is not contributing their ‘fair 
share’ of emissions reductions. This is based on a large selection of research about what is ‘fair’, 
including historical emissions, capability to reduce and global equality. Sweden’s climate goals are 
currently in line with the EU’s NDC, being slightly more ambitious. The date to reach net-zero carbon 
is set at 2045, instead of 2050.  

 

1.4 Modelling 

In Sweden, there are eight main political parties that currently hold a position in the parliament. As 
of the time of writing, they all support the EU’s NDC and targets for carbon neutrality on their 
respective websites. Some have more ambitious targets towards reducing Sweden’s emissions 
faster.  

In order to conduct comparisons between the parties, the policies need to be quantified and 
modelled against each other. This analysis can provide quantitative answers about which policies 
work and which overall proposals for each party will be the most effective. Numerous parameters 
can help achieve this, particularly accounting for CO2 emissions and the resulting warming caused by 
these emissions.  

A numerical model is an appropriate tool to quantitatively compare proposals. In the model, suitable 
parameters for policy include physical inputs such as energy supply, land use, land use change and 
forestry (LULUCF), and energy efficiency, and social inputs such as economic changes. These are 
common parameters used in integrated assessment models (IAMs). IAMs try to simulate multiple 
areas of society in one model by combining economic and climate models. They aim to try and see 
realistic consequences of interacting systems, including any feedbacks (Weyant et al., 1996). 

 



 

Figure 1: Structure of a welfare optimizing Integrated Assessment Model. Stanton, Ackerman and 
Kartha, 2009. 

 

IAMs can be split into categories depending on their outcome. Welfare optimizing IAMs are 
described in figure 1. Greenhouse gas emissions from the climate model affect the economic growth 
model through the damage function, causing a reduction in production. This is a negative effect of 
increased emissions, making it economically beneficial to reduce emissions. The abatement function 
discusses the opposite process of how economical choices affect the climate. Reduction in emissions 
can cause increased costs that make mitigation options a bad economical choice.  

A key example of an IAM following the welfare-optimising structure is DICE (Dynamic Integrated 
model of Climate and the Economy) (Nordhaus, 2018). DICE has inputs of over 30 parameters, 
including those related to consumption, natural disasters and the use of carbon resources. It aims to 
calculate the maximum social welfare that can be achieved, and how this can happen. 

A key parameter used in DICE is the discount rate. This can have massive effects on the outcome of 
models such as DICE. For example, using a lower discount rate, such as around 2% instead of 5%, 
could mean that results indicate reductions of around 300Gt CO2 are needed over the century 
(Emmerling et al., 2019). Higher discount rates may suggest that it is not economically beneficial to 
invest in climate change mitigation measures (Ackerman, 2008). 

Furthermore, IAMs such as DICE quantify parameters such as people’s lives, people’s health, and the 
wellbeing of whole ecosystems. These values are hard to define and vary for different groups across 
the world, so rely on economists guessing which value to choose, which are often underexplained 
(Ackerman et al., 2009; Stanton, Ackerman & Kartha, 2009). With these guessed parameters and 
high discount rates, results can directly contradict the need for action, as outlined by the IPCC 
reports (IPCC, 2022, WGII). 

This can influence the justice aspect of climate mitigation. Although results may indicate that higher 
temperatures could be advantageous economically speaking or have little effect on production (and 
therefore wellbeing), this is an average taken across the world. Different parts of the world will 
experience the effects of climate change in varying degrees (IPCC 2022 WGII). If the result that 
mitigation is not necessary for the average person, billions of people will still be affected unjustly 
(Ackerman, 2009). 

In this study, IAMs are defined more loosely. They encompass all models that look at physical, social, 
and economic changes with the climate. They are one step further than GCMs (General Circulation 



Models) that do not encompass any social parameters at all but are limited to physical systems. Not 
all IAMs are heavily economical and use key parameters such as discount rates being used as a 
measure of wellbeing. This report focuses on using IAMs to solely look at emissions from an 
economic perspective (i.e., taxes) and their consequences on the climate. Doing so avoids the 
controversial choice of discount rate needing to be made or any parameters regarding social welfare 
needing to be guessed.  

 

1.5 En-ROADS 

En-ROADS is a global system-dynamics-based IAM. It was developed by Climate Interactive, led by Dr 
Lori Siegel. En-ROADS incorporates economic and energy systems into the existing climate system 
model found in C-ROADS (Sterman et al., 2012). Its environmental parameters were calibrated using 
historical data. Kapmeier et al., 2021, reported on its accuracy when compared with other IAMs and 
GCMs, and found the results to be satisfactory. Users can input policies and interventions in the 
energy, transport, and infrastructure sectors. The model also considers changes in land use, 
population, and GDP. For these reasons, it is a suitable tool to analyse the range of policies proposed 
by different parties. 

This model was chosen as it could be a useful tool to model policies, simplifying their complex and 
multifaceted nature. It produces quantitative outputs to allow for direct comparisons to be made 
between policies and proposals. 

There are 18 levers in En-ROADS, all with sub-levers within. These are included in 6 sections: energy 
supply, transport, buildings & industry, growth, land & industry emissions, and carbon removal.  

En-ROADS has many outputs, for example energy demand totals and social impacts. This paper will 
focus on carbon dioxide emissions and subsequent global warming, in order to compare between 
different parties’ proposals.  

 

 

Figure 2: The En-ROADS dashboard. The model can be found at 
https://www.climateinteractive.org/en-roads/  



 

The aim of this study is to try and model the effects of Swedish political parties’ climate policies on 
greenhouse gas emissions and determine if these align with the respective parties’ stated ideals. 
Research questions include: 

- What information is required from political parties in order to quantify and compare the 
effects of their climate policies? 

- Can we effectively obtain this information from the parties? 
- Can En-ROADS be used to model the parties’ promises? If so, how? 
- What are the predicted outcomes in terms of emissions reductions of the current Swedish 

political parties’ climate policies? 
- Does the En-ROADS modelling match the results found using other methods? 
- If possible, given the data we have, determine whether the results for each party are in line 

with their respective overarching goals and ethos. 

The study aims to find how En-ROADS can be used to model party promises in Sweden, i.e., how can 
the policies be translated to fit with the IAM’s inputs. Subsequently, the results of each party’s 
policies and which party has the lowest GHG emissions is discussed. Comparisons to the EU’s NDC, 
each party’s respective ethos and the Paris agreement are also made.   



2 Methodology 
In order to collect the information about climate policies from each party, a survey was written and 
sent out to party representatives. Sufficient quantitative data to aid the study was not found on 
party websites and documents. The survey was written in collaboration with Klimatkollen, 
Researcher’s Desk and Naturskyddsföreningen. More detail about this survey (and the process 
behind it) will be provided in the discussion section. 

Once the results were received, data was organised through a traffic light system. ‘Green’ data 
implied that En-ROADS would be able to be used to model the data in question. ‘Yellow’ data 
included quantifiable answers, yet it was unclear how it could be used with the En-ROADS model. 
‘Red’ data included answers to qualitative questions. The goal was to as completely as possible 
quantify the emissions released in 2030 under each party’s policy proposals, should they be in 
power. 

The purpose of using En-ROADS is that there are built in functions that convert taxes, usage, and 
other quantifiable policies into emissions of CO2. Data used in the model first had to be converted 
into a form that could be inputted. Once inputted, data from the ‘Greenhouse Gas Net Emissions’ 
graph in the model could be exported to Excel. This gives the total amount of Gt CO2e released in a 
global BAU scenario, and the new, inputted scenario. This value is then converted to Mt CO2 
(megatonnes of carbon dioxide) and scaled from global down to Swedish levels. This was calculated 
by finding the ratio of Swedish and global emissions in 2020 (International Energy Agency, 2021; 
Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, 2022). Sweden represents 0.1% of emissions globally. 

‘Yellow’ answers that could not be used in En-ROADS were converted into tonnes of CO2 through a 
different method. Though each question differed, in general the process involved using 
governmental reports and official documents to gather necessary numerical information. The 
numbers were then manipulated via Excel calculations to find the change in emissions that the policy 
would make. All values were found as a net change in Mt CO2 from the current government’s policy.   

In both methods, assumptions were necessary to find the desired results. Detailed calculations and 
assumptions for individual questions can be found in appendix 1 to this report. 

Once the number of tonnes of CO2 resulting from each party’s policies had been found, the overall 
net change could then be calculated from current Swedish policy. This allowed for a quantitative 
comparison between the parties’ overall climate policies. 

To make sure that the data collected was sound, internal and external consistency checks were 
conducted. One question in the survey, question 11, asked party representatives by what year they 
wanted fossil fuels to be phased out. This number was used as an internal consistency check, to 
ensure that parties’ responses to all other questions culminated in a similar amount. For an external 
consistency check, data from the overarching Swemissions project was used and compared with 
question 11’s goals (Researcher’s Desk, 2022). This data was calculated using answers from question 
1 of the survey, asking about an emissions budget for Sweden. 

A total amount of emissions released in 2030 with Sweden’s current policy was calculated to be able 
to find the quantity of emissions released in 2030 under each party’s proposals. This allowed for a 
global comparison, as well as a comparison between Swedish parties. 

  



3 Results 
In Table 3, all results are given in terms of Mt CO2. Cells containing values represent the net change 
of emissions compared to current Swedish policy calculated for 2030. For example, a cell containing 
‘-2’ implies that 2 Mt CO2 less will be released in 2030 compared to Sweden’s current policy, i.e., 
business-as-usual (BAU).  

Key for questions: 

 

Table 1: Key for the questions asked; the left-hand column in table 3. 

Key for answers: 

 

Table 2: Key for the answers given by each party; columns 2 onwards. 

 

The first column in Table 3 refers to the questions in the survey. The other columns reflect 
estimations from the responses obtained from the parties. These are: V – Vänsterpartiet; MP – 
Miljöpartiet; S – Socialdemokraterna; C – Centerpartiet; L – Liberalerna; KD – Kristdemokraterna; SD 
– Sverigedemokraterna.  

Moderaterna (M) chose not to answer the survey, so they are excluded from all calculations and 
comparisons. No assumptions are made on their behalf. 

Values given in italics indicate that the answer requires a further explanation. As an example, for 
MP’s answers to questions 29 and 33, italics indicate that the values were calculated by the party 
themselves. The policies were not described explicitly, though the area that the reduction will fall 
under was given. These are both included and excluded in subsequent comparison calculations. For 
other questions in italics, reasonings and important assumptions are detailed in appendix 1. Details 
about all survey questions and their answers can be found in the appendices. 

Yellow boxes with a ‘0’ inside imply that the party explicitly said that they wanted to stick with 
Sweden’s current policy in their answer. Values for total emissions are territorial emissions, 
therefore exclude international travel. 

Red Qualitative

Orange

Quantifiable in theory, however the 
question was either poorly phrased, 

poorly answered by all parties or 
involved double counting

Yellow Quantifiable
Green Quantifiable using En-ROADS

Red Not quantifiable
Yellow Quantifiable
Green Quantifiable using En-ROADS



 

Table 3: Amounts, in Mt CO2, that will be added (+) or saved (-) in 2030 for each policy and party. 
Keys to colours given in tables 1 and 2. All answers are given to 1 decimal place. 

V MP S C L M KD SD

1
Climate Goals

2
Land Use

-5.8 -5.8 0 0 0 0

3
Transformative

Changes
4

Recoil Effect
5

CO2 Tax
0 0

6
CO2 Tax Exemption

0 0 0 0 0 0

7
CO2 Tax Management

8
Dividends

9
Energy Tax

-0.1 0 0 0.2

10
Energy Tax Exemption

-0.2 0 -0.2 0 0

11
Phasing Out

-10.7 -22.9 -22.9 -3.4 -3.4

12
Zero Emission Vehicles

-2.9 -2.9 0 0 -2.0 0

13
Work Machines

14
Bonus Malus

15
Reduction Obligation

-1.6E-04 -5.6E-05 2.2E-04

16
Road Traffic Tax

17
Road Traffic

18
Heavy Vehicles km Tax

19
EU ETS

-1.7 -1.7 0 -0.7 -0.7 0

20
Industriklivet 

21
Klimatklivet

-5.0 -3.0 1.3 1.8

22
CCS

-1.6 -10.0

23
Agriculture Tax

24
Agricultural Emissions

25
Buildings

-0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1

26
Energy Efficient Buildings

27
Electricity Supply

28
District Heating

29
Other Proposals

-11.1 -10.0

30
Public consumption

31
Flight Tax

32
Food Tax

-1.6

33
Consumption, Other

-1.8

34
Forestry

35
Rewetting
Wetlands

-0.1 -1.8 -0.7

36
Negative Emissions, Other



Results are presented below in the order of their impact, with policies amounting in the largest 
average emissions reductions first. Questions used as comparisons, or that are defined as 
complementary measures, are discussed after the main body of questions. Complementary 
measures are defined as policies that will remove already released CO2 from the atmosphere, 
instead of a reduction in emissions in the first place. It is a controversial topic, as they do not reduce 
emissions and allow for lifestyles to continue as usual. 

The full survey, in Swedish, can be found in appendix 2 of this report. 

 

3.1 Questions excluding complementary measures 

Question 29 asked parties if they have any further quantifiable proposals that they would like to 
implement during the coming term. MP gave a thorough list of proposals, including electrification of 
light vehicles and work machines, and conversion to biogas cars. C wants to find its 10 Mt reduction 
through negative emissions, although it is not stated how they plan to carry this out. Both of these 
values came directly from each party’s own calculations and estimates.  

Zero Emissions Vehicles (NUF) are proposed in question 12, with the enquiry suggesting that only 
NUF will be allowed to be sold from 2030 (Statens Offentliga Utredningar, 2021). L agreed with the 
proposal, whilst MP and V wanted to ban sales after 2025. This policy saves a significantly higher 
amount of carbon dioxide emissions compared to most other policies in the survey, saving almost 3 
Mt CO2. 

When asked about consumption-based emissions (question 33), parties could state if they had any 
further policies not covered by the survey. Again, MP provide a detailed list of calculated values, 
resulting in 1.82 Mt CO2 savings. These include reducing waste and a ban on burning PET materials. 
All other parties gave no answers. 

A potential tax on food was proposed in question 32, that would increase the tax on less climate-
friendly food products. It would result in 1.6 Mt CO2 saved (Röös, Säll, & Moberg, 2021). Only MP 
support the proposal that suggests a consumption tax of food from a life cycle perspective.  

Klimatklivet, the “climate step”, is a government scheme to fund groups and businesses to invest in 
emissions-reducing measures and technology. Question 21 asks if parties want to change the levels 
of investment into the scheme, and by how much. This question produced more of a split, with 2 
parties proposing a decrease, or complete abolition, of the scheme’s funding. Complete abolition is 
calculated to add 1.8 Mt CO2 to Sweden’s emissions in 2030. Parties adding funding are able to 
reduce much more than this, at either 3 or 5 Mt CO2 not being emitted. 

Regarding the EU ETS, parties were asked if they want to change the projected decrease in 2030 
from 2005 levels of emissions (question 19). Currently, this figure stands at 61% reduction from 1990 
levels of emissions. Numerous parties chose to increase this goal, to either 65% or 70% by 2030. The 
70% reduction goal results in significant emissions savings of 1.65 Mt in 2030, whilst a 65% goal ends 
up with just under half of this. 

Question 25 is regarding buildings and a new proposed limit on their maximum emissions. Boverket, 
the National Board for Housing, Building and Planning, has proposed to put maximum values onto 
emissions released from buildings and construction (Boverket, 2020). V, C and L support the 
proposal, resulting in almost 0.01 Mt CO2 saved. MP believe that limit values should be introduced 



earlier than Boverket proposes, 2027. They are therefore assumed to support the proposal, with the 
number given in italics to indicate that they give further information. Similar logic applies for S. 

When asked about the abolition of subsidies and tax exemptions in question 10, both MP and C 
proposed to abolish all fossil fuel-based subsidies for the energy tax in the coming term. This means 
that there would be no subsidies present by 2030. MP said that they wanted to keep subsidies for 
the railways, however the subsidies were so low that any changes in emissions saved were 
negligible. All other parties proposed no changes. 

Question 9 refers to the tax on petrol and diesel for cars, coming under the Energiskatt. The majority 
of parties simply asked for the temporary reduction in energy tax to be restored when the 
agreement runs out, 31st September, as the government currently plans. The two parties that gave 
quantifiable answers asked for a change in this tax level, either a decrease or increase. MP would 
therefore see a decrease in emissions of 0.12 Mt CO2, whereas SD would see an increase of 0.176 
Mt CO2. 

The reduction obligation policy is already in place and affects companies that supply fuel. These 
companies must reduce their emissions by an increasing percentage each year through increasing 
the fraction of biofuel in their products. In question 15, parties were asked if they wanted to change 
the percentage reductions that the government currently plans. According to the current 
government’s plans, companies must reduce their emissions from petrol by 28% and 66% from 
diesel in 2030. This means that per litre of fuel sold, the emissions must be 28% and 66% less for 
petrol and diesel respectively. MP and L both call for more ambitious reductions, although the 
difference in resulting emissions is negligible. SD proposed a decrease in the obligation, also 
resulting in a minimal change in emissions. 

 

3.2 Questions including complementary measures 

Question 22 looks at CCS, specifically bio-CCS, and if parties support any changes in investment or 
regulation. Both MP and L plan for increases in CCS by 2030. L’s goal is much higher, aiming to take 
up 10 Mt CO2, whilst MP aims for 1.6 Mt CO2. All other parties are either unsure or have not 
quantified how many tonnes they aim to sequester. 

The EU has proposed a larger goal for Sweden’s uptake of CO2 from forestry and land use (LULUCF). 
In question 2, parties were asked if they supported this change, or wanted to remain at Sweden’s 
current level. This gave one of the largest reductions in emissions for agreeing parties, with over 5 
extra tonnes CO2 being taken up in 2030.  

Question 35 looks at the rewetting of peatlands, and if parties wanted to increase investment into 
these nature-based solutions. MP make the most significant reduction through their policy, followed 
by L and V. All other parties were either unsure on their policy or could not quantify anything. 

 

3.3 Climate goals 

Question 11 refers to the overall goal for each party in its phasing out of fossil fuels. Sweden’s 
current goal is zero emissions by 2045, including up to 15% of complementary measures 
(Regeringen, 2017). The question refers to the ‘Utfasningsutredningen’, which proposes that the use 
of fossil fuels shall cease by 2040 (Statens Offentliga Utredningar, 2021). Results are given in the 



difference in emissions between phasing out in 2045 or by an inputted specified year. For parties 
following the current government’s proposal, results were calculated using an end value of 2.5 Mt 
CO2 released in 2045, excluding complementary measures (Naturvårdsverket, 2021). Parties 
specifying zero emissions in a certain year were assumed to be able to reach zero emissions in that 
year, excluding complementary measures. Answers ranged between 2030, 2035 or 2040 resulting in 
emissions savings between 3 – 23 Mt CO2.  

 

3.4 Comparison 

By finding the sum of policies excluding complementary measures, it is possible to see which party 
will have the most positive influence on the reduction of CO2 emissions in Sweden in 2030 
compared with current policies.  

 

 

Table 4: Net change in emissions from Sweden’s current policy, in Mt CO2. This was calculated from 
the sum of all quantifiable answers to survey questions. This excludes complementary measures, 

question 11, and answers to questions 29 & 33 (parties’ own quantifications). 

 

Table 4 shows the quantity of emissions, in Mt CO2, saved or added from Sweden’s current climate 
policy in 2030. This total excludes answers from question 11, as this is the parties’ overall goal and 
would lead to double counting of emissions. Questions 29 and 33, regarding ‘other quantifiable 
proposals’, are not included either, as the values were self-determined by the parties’ calculations. If 
the calculations could be verified, then the values could be included. In all further calculations and 
comparisons, complementary measures are also excluded. This is due to the report focussing mainly 
on emissions reductions, and not additional sources of carbon capture, whether natural or 
technological. 

MP shows the greatest change of 11.6 Mt CO2, a reduction of around half of Sweden’s predicted 
2030 emissions. L and V follow behind, with just below half of MP’s reduction. C still shows a 
reduction, but only by around 1 Mt CO2.  

KD and SD’s policies both increase the amount of CO2 released compared to Sweden’s business as 
usual. This change comes from a small number of policies, just one and three for KD and SD 
respectively. Both parties propose significant decreases in funding for Klimatklivet, resulting in the 
largest difference. SD also propose changes to the energy tax and the reduction obligation, though 
these have small effects on net emissions changes. 

S shows zero net change from Sweden’s current policies; this is not particularly surprising, since they 
are the leading party in the current government and support a continuation of current government 
policies. 

To find the total amount of emissions that each party’s proposals would result in in 2030, the 
predicted emissions according to Sweden’s BAU are needed. This can be found by using a linear 
trajectory, resulting in zero emissions (including complementary measures) by 2045. The value was 

V MP S C L M KD SD

Net change in emissions, 2030 -4.7 -11.6 -0.1 -1.0 -5.8 1.3 2.0



calculated within the question regarding the phasing out of fossil fuels (question 11), using extra 
data from Naturvårdsverket (Naturvårdsverket, 2021). As this survey excludes complementary 
measures, the projected emissions released in 2030 under Sweden’s current policy is 22.91 Mt CO2. 
Figure 3 shows the resulting emissions for each party, if their new policy proposals from this survey 
were to be implemented. 

 

 

Figure 3: Mt CO2 released in 2030 under each party’s policies, as described in the survey, excluding 
complementary measures. 22.91 Mt CO2 represents Sweden’s current policies prediction, assuming 

a linear trajectory to 2.5 Mt CO2 in 2045, excluding complementary measures (Naturvårdsverket, 
2021). 

 

If results from questions asking for ‘other quantifiable proposals’ are included, i.e., questions 29 and 
33, the results change quite drastically for MP. The party’s emissions reach negative numbers 
without including complementary measures.  

When results are looked at including complementary measures, they look significantly different. MP, 
C and L all show decreases of around 10 Mt CO2, whilst V proposes around half of this. This would 
make the predicted emissions in 2030 very different. MP would near zero net emissions in 2030, 
whilst V would almost half theirs. C and L would become a significantly better choice than V.  

 

3.5 Consistency checks 

Internal and external consistency checks were used to assess the veracity of these estimates. The 
internal consistency check was done by adding all the individual emissions reductions for each party 
and comparing the sum to the total reduction calculated from question 11, regarding phasing out 
fossil fuels. To be internally consistent, the sum of individual policies should be equal to or less than 
the total calculated for entirely phasing out fossil fuels. 

Both L and V showed reasonable consistency in their results, with differences of a few megatonnes 
CO2 between the two values respectively. S showed no or negligible change in either in their future 



goal or through the survey from current policy, hence no data bars. Both C and MP showed high 
levels of inconsistency with their results. This is examined further in the discussion.  

KD stated that they agreed with the goal of phasing out fossil fuels by 2040, earlier than the current 
government’s goals. Their survey answers did not line up with this goal, resulting in an increase in 
emissions in 2030 compared to Sweden’s BAU.  

SD’s plans to phase out fossil fuels, answered in question 11, stated that they did not agree with the 
proposal to phase out the usage by 2040 (Statens Offentliga Utredningar, 2021). They were 
therefore assumed to follow Sweden’s current policy of becoming net zero by 2045. 

 

 

Figure 4: Internal consistency check to compare the results of the survey against each party’s 
predictions in question 11. These all represent emissions in 2030 excluding complementary 

measures. 

 

The external consistency check was conducted using calculations produced Researcher’s Desk 
(2022). Their results were calculated using Question 1 of the survey, which asked parties about their 
carbon budgets. The question also noted how Sweden’s budget could be made fairer, taking historic 
and global emissions into account. 

 



 

Figure 5: External consistency check – compares the results from the question 11, about the phasing 
out of fossil fuels, and Swemissions analysis, the results from question 1 about climate goals 

(Researchers Desk, 2022). These results all represent emissions in 2030 excluding complementary 
measures.  

 

Question 11 on the phasing out of fossil fuels was calculated in a similar way to Swemissions’ 
method, by assuming a linear trajectory to the desired year. V, S, L, KD and SD all show reasonable 
consistency between the results, all being within around 4 Mt CO2. In all these cases, our 
calculations about the emissions reductions are slightly more ambitious than those of 
Swemissions/Researchers Desk – though by a maximum of 20%. 

MP and C both show large inconsistency between the two sources. When asked about phasing out 
fossil fuels, both parties hoped for zero fossil fuel usage by 2030. Results from Researcher’s Desk 
(2022) were framed around carbon budgets, where the parties gave answers in a different format, 
therefore producing different results. 

Looking at S’s data columns in Figure 5, both methods produce similar results. S answered similarly 
in both analyses that they wanted to stay on the current government’s track to reach net zero 
emissions by 2045, with a maximum of 15% complementary measures. The calculated value for BAU 
emissions in 2030 between the two methods was within around 1 Mt CO2.  

Data from figure 5 shows trajectories for each party’s emissions. The data is taken from Researcher’s 
Desk (2022), with 2030 values represented in Figure 5 as the data bar labelled ‘Swemissions’. None 
of the parties’ goals are in line with Stoddard & Anderson’s just climate goals, which result in 
reaching 0 Mt CO2 shortly after 2030, without complementary measures. MP and V’s goals are the 
most ambitious, both reaching 0 Mt CO2 by 2035. C reaches net zero shortly before the rest of the 
parties in 2040, compared to the current government’s goal in 2045. 



 

Figure 6: Data from Researcher’s Desk (2022) analysis showing emissions trajectories for each party. 
Black lines represent Sweden’s fair emissions, as calculated by Stoddard & Anderson, 2022.  

 

 

  



4 Discussion 

4.1 Answering the research questions 

What information is required from political parties in order to quantify and compare the effects of 
their climate policies? 

In order to quantify and compare effects of the climate policies from each party, specific information 
was required. Within En-ROADS, the levers are quite specific. For example, when looking at 
transport, inputs are in terms of average efficiency, instead of something more quantifiable such as 
percentage of electric cars. When using alternative calculations, figures that are directly related to 
emissions were the most useful. For example, a lot of information about investments could not be 
used, as it didn’t directly relate to any change in emissions. Many answers provided a lot of 
qualitative information and opinions, which wasn’t as useful in this quantitative analysis. 
Furthermore, many gave vague answers, with conditions to their suggestions that were not 
quantifiable, meaning more assumptions had to be made. Overall, specific, numerical information 
was required from parties to be able to compare policies.  

 

Can we effectively obtain this information from the parties? 

Through the survey, although enough data was obtained to make a comparison, there were many 
gaps and assumptions that needed to be made. The comparison with KD used only one quantified 
survey answer. Although this wasn’t ideal, it proved more useful than using information found 
online. Party websites provided little quantitative information for most policy changes and any new 
policies. This, and the poor answering of the survey, suggests that some parties don’t actually have 
the quantitative answers needed for this analysis. It is less a case of being unable to obtain the data, 
than the data not even existing in the first place. 

The survey can provide a prompt for parties to make these decisions, however. The difficulty then 
arose in asking the right questions and phrasing them in a way that encourages respondents to 
answer them effectively. Finding the best way to communicate with politicians, whilst be able to 
analyse their results, proved to be more challenging than anticipated in this study. This is illustrated 
in Table 3, with the majority of cells being coded ‘red’. In this case, a better survey for the model 
would be to phrase questions around En-ROADS’ levers. This might be difficult for respondents, who 
are more inclined to think in terms of policies that are currently in place. Overall, a balance must be 
found. Surveys must be understandable for politicians, whilst still being phrased in a way that makes 
answers easily quantifiable for researchers. In practice, this means tailoring the survey both around 
current policy and the model being used.  

Another aspect of the balance is to avoid having so many specific surveys that the parties decline to 
respond to any of them. This particular survey was also considerably long, which may have impacted 
how well the parties answered the questions.  

 

Can En-ROADS be used to model the parties’ promises? If so, how? 

The En-ROADS model is often used with politicians at conventions and events to quickly and clearly 
illustrate the impacts on global temperatures with changes in fossil fuel use or policy levers. For 



ideas on deciding which kind of policies to implement, it can be a great tool to see which has the 
greatest effect.  

For working the other way round, inputting pre-existing policies into the model, it was more 
complicated. During this project, En-ROADS couldn’t be used for the majority of the survey 
questions. Many variables from the policies are in different formats than in the model. For example, 
Swedish policy proposals describe improvements in transport through the percentage of new cars 
being electric. The model, however, uses average energy efficiency levels across all cars.  

The use of En-ROADS when looking at taxes was very effective. Without the model, predicting the 
change in emissions from a lower tax level would be very difficult and require a lot of research into 
historic tax levels and emissions, which might not be accurate and representative. With questions 
regarding taxes in this study, the model was effective at predicting changes in emissions. One 
downside was with question 6, where parties were asked about subsidies and exemptions for the 
carbon dioxide tax. Differences in inputs to the model were too small to show any significant change 
in results. This problem is explained further in appendix 1. 

Overall, En-ROADS is not the most suitable choice of model for this kind of project. Whilst it can be 
very useful, for example through seeing the effects of taxes that are harder to quantify, it is very 
specific and doesn’t directly fit with any countries’ pre-existing policies.  

 

What are the predicted outcomes in terms of emissions reductions of the current Swedish political 
parties’ climate policies? 

In all cases, MP’s proposals result in the largest emissions reductions. L & V propose the second and 
third highest reductions, respectively, followed by C. Both KD and SD’s proposals result in emissions 
increases compared with the current government’s policies. This is despite the fact that they both 
claim to agree with the current government’s proposals when it comes to reaching net zero by 2045, 
as stated in answering question 1, about climate goals.  

M chose not to answer the survey. This could be for many reasons, but it could imply a lack of 
priority given to environmental and climate issues. Any attempt to quantify policies based on what 
they have spoken about in public was excluded from the analysis, as it lies outside the scope of the 
study and would not be directly comparable to the responses from the other parties. 

 

Does the En-ROADS modelling match the results found using other methods? 

To determine if the results from En-ROADS matched results from other methods, an external 
consistency check was conducted. In this study, only 2 questions actually ended up using the model, 
questions 9 and 10. Alternative calculations were used for all other quantifiable questions. To 
compare with an external source, answers from question 11 in the survey were used, where parties 
set goals on the phasing out of fossil fuels. 

Researcher’s Desk (2022) used data from the same survey, question 1, to analyse each party’s 
climate goals and how they compared to each other. Their results are shown in figure 6.  

Figure 5 compares the results from the predicted emissions from phasing out fossil fuels (question 
11) to the Swemissions/Researchers Desk analysis (question 1). V, S, L, KD and SD all show largely 
consistent results between the two sources, as expected. 



MP and C’s predictions, however, result in a large inconsistency. In question 11, about the phasing 
out of fossil fuels, both C and MP state that they want to see zero fossil fuels used by 2030. In MP’s 
case, results from the Swemissions/Researchers Desk analysis were calculated using a carbon budget 
of 210 Mt CO2 and linearly extrapolated to reach net zero by 2033. In question 11, however, they 
state that want to reach net zero by 2030.  This translates to the difference in emissions seen 
between the two sets of data. For C, in the external analysis, they answer that they want to see net 
zero emissions by 2040. However, when discussing phasing out fossil fuels, they state that they want 
zero emissions by 2030. This excludes transportation and some other exceptions, which are 
undefined. As they did not specify which sectors and how levels might change, zero emissions by 
2030 was assumed. This difference produces the inconsistency seen in Figure 5.  

 

If possible, given the data we have, determine whether the results for each party are in line with their 
respective overarching goals and ethos. 

In order to determine whether results were in line with each party’s respective ethos, an internal 
consistency check was conducted. Question 11 asked parties about when they hoped to phase out 
fossil fuels. This summarises their overall goal and attitude towards urgently solving the climate 
crisis. 

Figure 4 shows the internal consistency check and results are largely as expected. All survey results, 
apart from L’s, result in lower reductions than the parties’ predictions outlined in question 11. This is 
expected, as the survey does not encompass all policies, and we would therefore expect the 
calculated emissions in 2030 to be higher than the predictions made.  

In L’s case, the proposed policies result in around 2 Mt CO2 more reduced, compared to their 
prediction with regards to phasing out fossil fuels. This could be explained by a number of factors. L’s 
policies for one, some, or all, of the survey questions could be overestimates. This could be due to 
errors in methodology, or overly ambitious replies to the specific policy questions. Furthermore, the 
method for this question assumes a linear decrease in emissions. This might not be the case in real 
life.  

In the case of MP and C, their goals for the phasing out of fossil fuels are much more ambitious than 
the policies they suggest. As discussed above, they both propose zero emissions from fossil fuels by 
2030. In MP’s case, when the results are included from their own ‘other quantifiable proposals’ 
answers, the results are much more similar. MP reach negative emissions of -1.6 Mt CO2 by 2030. 
With these other quantifiable emissions included, MP’s goal is much better explained through 
policies discussed in the survey. They were excluded from the main study, on the grounds that 
detailed calculations for these numbers were not available.  

In C’s case, as discussed previously, their answer to phasing out fossil fuels doesn’t mean zero fossil 
fuels by 2030. They want to allow some emissions from sectors such as transportation, however 
details were not provided. This means that the difference between the two data bars would be 
smaller than it is if no assumptions were made, and more detail provided. 

 

4.2 Proper survey design 

We found that designing a survey that results in quantifiable information proved to be a very 
difficult task. In this case, the final survey questions were a compromise among several groups with 



different priorities: primarily Researcher’s Desk and Klimatkollen. The survey was designed to result 
in both numerical and non-numerical replies. Even for the questions that were aimed specifically to 
solicit quantifiable answers, parties in some cases chose to answer in hard-to-quantify ways. Some 
of the survey questions were intentionally non-quantifiable; these are shown in red in the first 
column in Table 3. There are a lot of these; in retrospect, it may have perhaps been better to have a 
shorter, more focused survey with fewer questions in order to allow the parties to give more 
attention to each question rather than covering a very broad perspective. 

The majority of parties only responded to direct questions and weren’t able to give further 
suggestions when prompted in questions 29 and 33, when asked about other quantifiable proposals. 
This means that the survey results might not be wholly representative of the ‘real-life’ situation, as 
unanswered questions produce gaps in the comparison. Overall, parties had a lot to say, but weren’t 
necessarily able to quantify their opinions and proposals. 

Questions that were potentially quantifiable are shown in orange, yellow and green in Table 3. 
Almost a third of the questions fall into the orange category, meaning that either the question was 
poorly phrased or was poorly answered by all parties. This indicates that even more care needs to be 
taken when designing questions for which a quantifiable answer is desired.  

As an example, some quantitative questions were phrased so that parties were not prompted to give 
specific numbers. For example, question 7 asked about management of the carbon dioxide tax and if 
parties wanted it to change every year in accordance with the Riksdag’s climate goals. The question 
didn’t specifically ask for the projected changes in carbon dioxide tax, simply a yes/no answer. This 
didn’t allow for any calculations to be made as information about the new levels was not requested.  

For other questions categorised as ‘orange’, the question allowed for calculation in theory, yet was 
poorly answered by all parties. This could be due to poor phrasing of the question, for example not 
explaining in detail what was required, or on the other hand being too specific. Parties simply might 
not know the answer at the level of detail asked.  

 

4.3 Reference data 

In all calculations, conversions were necessary. Official, verified values that can be used to convert 
between two units were imperative in converting investments/changes in policy into emissions 
changes. For example, a key figure used was converting CO2 equivalents (CO2e) into CO2. This value 
was not so easily obtained through Naturvårdsverket and the National Inventory Report for Sweden 
(Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, 2022).  

A key issue encountered when finding reference values for calculations was the accessibility of data. 
Finding certified values required sifting through numerous documents and websites, sometimes to 
no avail. A subsidiary finding from this study would be that these values should not be so difficult to 
find. In Sweden, a large amount of data is collected, stored and released by numerous agencies. SCB, 
the Swedish Statistics Bureau, should be able to collate them all and present them in an accessible 
way, but this was not the case. Perhaps, moving forward, this should be addressed for research and 
transparency purposes.  

 

 



4.4 Is the data realistic? To what extent can we trust it? 

In this study, it is important to ask if the results are realistic and can be seen as representative of 
what can be achieved in the real world. 

When using the model, or making alternative calculations, many assumptions were made. This can 
affect how realistic the data is at representing the real-world scenario. For example, policies were 
assumed to show no changes between now and 2030. As the climate crisis begins to show its effects 
more and more, politicians might be more inclined to update policies in subsequent years. Predicting 
this is not possible, therefore simplifications must be made. Details about these assumptions for 
each individual question are described in Appendix 1. 

A problem encountered with this particular survey was double counting. There was a potential for 
overlap in numerous questions. For this reason, some questions were excluded from the study. 
Specific reasonings for these are given in appendix 1. Furthermore, questions might not be wholly 
independent of each other. For example, one policy might affect another indirectly. These were 
therefore also excluded. Excluding certain questions can leave room for error. Which question to 
exclude was chosen on which would be most easily quantifiable, therefore sometimes missing 
details in other answers. 

The results in this study were calculated as a net change from Sweden’s current government policy. 
This meant that S’s policy proposals resulted in almost zero net change, as they make up the 
majority of the current government. This has meant that they showed a smaller net change than 
parties such as C and L. It is important to question whether this represents the overall ethos of the 
parties.  

Furthermore, S are currently in government so can be assumed to have realistic and feasible policies, 
as they are already in place. For other parties, feasibility cannot necessarily be taken as a given. In 
this study it has been assumed that all proposed policies are feasible, and no assessment of whether 
this is true or not was made. If parties make it to government, then other non-climate focussed 
policies may be prioritised, and proposed goals not met. In theory, it would be assumed that all 
answers to this survey constitute well thought-out plans and represent exactly what would happen if 
the party became the government majority. In practice, it is important to note that this might not be 
realised. 

In order to check if the results from the survey are in line with each party’s ethos, they can be 
compared to external qualitative analyses. Naturskyddsföreningen conducted one such analysis to 
ask which party would be best to vote for in the election for the climate (Naturskyddsföreningen, 
2022a). In their analysis, parties were ranked based on their promises, but also on their actions. Even 
if a party had ambitious proposals, they would be marked down if their actions didn’t follow a similar 
path.  

Compared to results from this study, most parties line up and hold similar positions. MP is the best 
party to vote for in both analyses, with KD and SD in last place. The main difference lies with L. In 
Naturskyddsföreningen’s analysis, L is in joint third place, along with C and S. In this study, however, 
L comes in second above V, C and S. The main cause for this difference could be that this report did 
not assess the feasibility of the proposed policies. Naturskyddsföreningen’s qualitative analysis took 
actions into account and could therefore be the reason for the difference in results. 

 

 



4.5 Complementary measures 
Regarding complementary measures, C and L have large, ambitious proposals. These are not clearly 
specified or necessarily achievable. C predict 10 Mt CO2 will be sequestered from ‘negative 
emissions’, without specifying how this will be achieved. Similarly, L propose that 10 Mt CO2 will be 
taken up annually from CCS by 2030. Although this has been found to be theoretically feasible in the 
future, by 2030 a more realistic value lies closer to 6 Mt CO2 annually (Swedish Climate Policy 
Council, 2022). 

V and M have smaller proposals, marked as different policies. The principal policy for both being an 
increase in CO2 sequestered by forests, as per an EU proposal. These might be slightly more realistic 
to achieve by 2030.  

Although complementary measures can be a useful way to sequester carbon, they shift importance 
from emissions reductions and should not be heavily relied upon.  

 

4.6 Sweden in a global context 

Looking at each party’s policy proposals, Sweden can do better. Although perhaps unlikely 
considering their size, if all of MP’s policies were to be ratified, Sweden’s emissions could be 50% 
less than if the country were to continue on the current path. Looking from a justice perspective, 
none of the parties live up to the just goals calculated by Stoddard & Anderson (Researcher’s Desk, 
2022), as illustrated in Figure 6. Striving towards reaching these fairer goals is crucial in ensuring the 
most vulnerable people, who have emitted comparably much smaller emissions, do not suffer the 
consequences of our lifestyles.  

Despite these significant differences between parties, it is important to compare Sweden’s policies 
with the rest of the world. Globally, Sweden has the highest tax on carbon (World Bank Group, 
2020). Sweden’s current policy results in less than 2°C warming, assuming Sweden’s policies were 
scaled up globally (Researcher’s Desk, 2022). According to the Paris Agreement, globally we need to 
limit our warming to well below 2°C, aiming for 1.5°C (UNFCCC, 2015). Although Sweden’s current 
policies do not quite reach 1.5°C, it is well below 2°C.  

The EU’s NDC states that they hope to see a 55% reduction in emissions by 2030 from 1990. It also 
aims to be a carbon neutral continent by 2050. Looking at Sweden, all parties fulfil this goal of a 55% 
reduction in national emissions by 2030 from 1990. All parties also aim to be carbon neutral by at 
least 2045. If all member states in the EU were able to reduce their emissions by making the same 
percentage reductions as Sweden, the EU would be able to exceed it’s 2030 and 2050 goals.  

The EU’s NDC, however, is not sufficient. The climate action tracker states that from a justice 
perspective the EU needs to further reduce their emissions than promised (Climate Analytics & 
NewClimate Institute, n.d.). In order to ensure fair emissions reductions across Europe, similar 
calculations to Stoddard & Anderson’s are crucial in helping to decide national policy, to fulfil the 
Paris Agreement’s goal of limiting warming to 1.5°C.  

The overall best-case scenario of Sweden’s political parties’ policies are MP’s proposals. If their 
policies were to be implemented across the EU, the NDC might be more easily met or exceeded. 
Sweden represents 1.3% of the EU’s emissions currently. Scaling up MP’s proposals, or even the 
current policies, could have a large effect on global emissions. This is, however, dependent on 



conditions in other countries, as they may face difference challenges that are not apparent in 
Sweden.  



5 Conclusions & Future Recommendations 
Overall, MP’s policy proposals result in the highest emissions reductions compared to all other 
parties. This was found using the survey in this report, but also through comparison with alternative 
studies. L, V & C all produced greater reductions than the current government expects (S), whilst KD 
and SD’s results show an increase in emissions. M chose not to answer the survey, so no data can be 
assumed. 

In order to quantify the emissions that result from policy proposals, detailed, quantitative data is 
required. Many answers provided detail about opinions and stances on numerous issues, but many 
lacked numbers that could be used for calculations. As this study focussed on converting all policies 
into changes in Mt CO2, values that directly related to emissions or usage, instead of investment, 
were most useful.  

The primary challenge in the survey writing was posing questions that politicians could easily 
answer, whilst being useful from a research perspective. This proved challenging, as most politicians 
work in terms of investment and policies, instead of their direct environmental effects. For most 
parties, the climate and environment might not be the main, primary priority. Obtaining necessary 
information was possible for around half the questions in this survey but wasn’t practical for the 
rest. In future, tailoring the survey to match the model, whilst considering limitations from 
respondents, could result in a more effective method to obtain necessary information. 

Although possible with a few questions, En-ROADS was not the most efficient model for this type of 
project of modelling policies. The model inputs are too specific and were only viable when the 
survey questions are in a similar format. It was very useful for modelling taxes and was able to 
produce representative results without too many external assumptions for this type of policy. 

Out of 36 survey questions, 23 were potentially quantifiable. Of these, 14 ended up being actually 
quantified, with only 2 quantified using En-ROADS. It would therefore not be representative to 
compare results from ‘the model’. Results from the survey using alternative calculations were 
comparable with external methods, however. In the external consistency check, results typically 
differed by a maximum of 20% for most parties. C & MP’s results produced larger inconsistencies, 
produced by differences in methodology and assumptions. 

As shown in the internal consistency check, the majority of parties’ results from the survey line up 
with their goal regarding the phasing out of fossil fuels. 6 of the 7 responding parties showed goals 
slightly more ambitious than found in the survey, as is to be expected. L’s survey results are more 
ambitious than their goal and result in a greater reduction in emissions. This could be due to 
overestimations in policy proposals, either due to calculations in this study, or overly ambitious 
proposals by the party. 

Overall, the key takeaway from this study is primarily that Sweden can greatly improve their policy 
and be able to significantly reduce emissions by 2030. Despite Sweden’s current policy being more 
ambitious in terms of emissions reductions than many other similar countries, switching to MP’s 
policies, or better, could result in a more fair and just reduction of emissions.  
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7 Appendices 

7.1 Appendix 1 - Detailed Methodology for Individual Survey 
Questions 
The method for calculating results for each question is the survey is described below. Reasoning for 
excluding questions is also provided.  

 

1) Climate Goals 
Question 1 was excluded on grounds of double counting. Question 11 asked about phasing 
out fossil fuels, so I chose to include these answers instead. Results from the Swemissions 
analysis of Question 1 were used as an external consistency check in the Results section of 
the paper (Researcher’s Desk, 2022). 
 

2) LULUCF 
For parties that supported the proposal to increase Sweden’s CO2 uptake goal, the 
difference was found between the new and current goals. This was then converted into 
tonnes CO2 from tonnes CO2e by multiplying by 0.8 (Swedish Environmental Protection 
Agency, 2022).  
 

3) Transformative Changes 
Question 3 was marked by the authors as qualitative. 
 

4) Recoil Effects 
Question 4 was marked by the authors as qualitative. 
 

5) Carbon Dioxide Tax 
Parties answered this question in non-quantifiable ways, for example, stating that they 
simply want an increase in the tax. This question was therefore categorised as orange. 
 

6) Carbon Dioxide Tax Exemptions i.e., Subsidies 
In order to calculate the inputs to use in En-ROADS, two values were found: the current level 
of tax and an adjusted level of tax. The adjusted tax level was the average tax assuming that 
all subsidies were abolished. To do this, certain values were needed. 
Total amount of money taken by the government in tax: SEK 20.4 billion (Ryner, 2022) 
Total amount of money in subsidies: SEK 1.215 billion (Naturskyddsföreningen, 2022b). This 
value was found by the sum of subsidies for koldioxidskatt presented in Biliga 1 of the 
referenced report. Any subsidies that were named as both koldioxidskatt and energiskatt 
were proportioned according to the current rates. This worked out that koldioxidskatt 
represented 28% of the total value.  
Total amount of money that should be taken by the government, i.e., money taken now + 
total subsidies: 20.4 + 1.215 = SEK 21.615 billion 
Ratio between what the government takes now, to what they would be taking if all subsidies 
were abolished: 20.4 / 21.615 = 0.9438 
The current tax level is SEK 1.2 / kg emissions. The adjusted tax level is therefore: 1.2 / 
0.9438 = SEK 1.27 / kg emissions. 



To input these two values into En-ROADS and make a comparison, the units had to be 
converted to dollars per barrel of oil. According to the US EPA (2021), 431.87 kg CO2 are 
released per barrel of oil (boe) 
Current tax per barrel of oil: 431.87 kg CO2/boe x SEK 1.2 / kg CO2 x 0.0097 $ / SEK = $5.03 / 
boe 
Adjusted tax (abolished subsidies) per barrel of oil: 431.87 kg CO2/boe x SEK 1.27 / kg CO2 x 
0.0097 $ / SEK = $5.32 / boe 
En-ROADS uses inputs of whole numbers for the ‘Oil’ lever. In this case, both tax levels round 
to $5. Therefore, in this case, no calculation can be made. 

 
7) Tax Management 

This is quite hard to quantify without a model, and there isn’t a solution within En-ROADS. 
The targets are not quantified so nothing to be done.  
 

8) Dividends – Qualitative 
 

9) Energy Tax 
To find the difference in emissions from different tax levels, each tax was inputted into En-
ROADS and subsequently compared. 
Energiskatt July 2022 (with temporary reduction of SEK 1.30/litre, 1 May – 30 September): 
Bensin: SEK 2.37/litre, Diesel: SEK 1.06/litre 
Energiskatt without temporary reduction: 
Bensin: SEK 3.67/litre, Diesel: SEK 2.36/litre 
According to Energimyndigheten’s report “Energy in Sweden 2021”, the supply of bensin and 
diesel is 23.1 TWh and 37.27 TWh respectively (in the transport sector). This corresponds to 
38% of fuel being bensin, and 62% being diesel. This will be used as a way to proportion 
between bensin and diesel. Although not a perfect assumption, it came from a reliable 
source and provided a needed way to scale the usage of fuel accordingly. 
Using the taxes for bensin and diesel, an average tax for oil was needed. 
1 barrel of oil (boe) = 158.99 litres 
SEK 1 = $0.0097  
Before the temporary reduction: (S, C both want to return to these levels in October) 
(3.67 * 0.38) + (2.36 * 0.62) = 2.858 SEK/litre 
2.858 SEK/litre * 158.99 litres/boe = 454.39 SEK/boe = $44.08 /boe 
MP: Want to increase tax by 50 öre. This was added to the overall average tax value 
(excluding the temporary reduction). 
2.858 + 0.5 = 3.358 SEK/litre 
3.358 SEK/litre * 158.99 litres/boe = 533.89 SEK/boe = $51.79 /boe 
SD: Want to decrease energiskatt by 25%. Assume this is from the tax after the temporary 
reduction has been restored. 
$44.08 * 0.75 = $33.06 /boe 
Now that we have the levels of tax, can input into En-ROADS and see the effects of each 
party’s tax. Simply input the tax into the oil section, and export total CO2e levels to excel. 
Below shows the Gt CO2e released in 2030 due to each tax level: 
$33: 60.78 (SD) 
$44: 60.56 (S, C) 
$52: 60.41 (MP) 



So, we can assume that the $44 policy is BAU, seeing as the government already plans to 
revert back to these tax levels after September 2022.  
These levels could now be converted to Mt CO2 and proportioned to Swedish emissions 
Global  Sweden conversion factor = 0.001 (ratio between Sweden’s vs global emissions 
2020) 
CO2e  CO2 conversion factor = 0.8 
Gt  Mt conversion factor = 1000 
SD: Difference between $44 tax and $33 tax = 60.78 – 60.56 = 0.22 Gt CO2e => 0.176 Mt CO2 
ADDED 
MP: Difference between $44 tax and $52 tax = 60.56 – 60.41 = 0.15 Gt CO2e => 0.12 Mt CO2 
REMOVED 
 

10) Energy Tax Exemptions 
Used the same method as described in question 6 
Total taken by government = 52.6 billion SEK (Ryner, 2022) 
Total subsidies/tax exemptions = 13350 + (0.72 * 1590) = 14.49 billion SEK 
(Naturskyddsföreningen, 2022b) Calculated by adding up all taxes that were included under 
energiskatt. Taxes that were for both the energy and the carbon dioxide taxes were 
proportioned according to current rates.) 
Total amount that government would take if all subsidies were abolished = 52.6 + 14.49 = 
SEK 67.09 billion  
The government is only taking 52.6 / 67.09 = 78% of what they should be if there were no 
subsidies 
Sweden’s current BAU is $44/boe (as calculated in q9). $44 / 0.78 = $56  this is the 
adjusted tax level for if there were no tax exemptions. This was then inputted into En-
ROADS. 
Take the difference of emissions released in 2030, convert Gt CO2e global to Mt CO2 
Sweden. Tonnes saved = 0.184 Mt CO2. ( C ) 
MP wanted to abolish all subsidies apart from the järnväg. Found new values for total 
subsidies by taking away subsidies for järnväg (this was specified in the references 
document, Naturskyddsföreningen, 2022b). The new adjusted tax value was the same as 
before, i.e., within a couple of decimal places, so the difference was assumed to be 
negligible and the same change in emissions was recorded. 
 

11) Phasing out of fossil fuels 
Fossil fuels to be phased out linearly, so the linear trends to the year the party specifies were 
found. These results are excluding complementary measures, as is dealing with fossil fuel 
usage only. V, MP and C all explicitly state zero emissions, so the change in y is 36.515 
(Sweden’s current emissions to 0). For L, KD, and the current government proposals, an end 
value of 2.5 is used. This comes from Naturvardsverket’s 2021/80 scenario of emissions in 
2045, calculated from Sweden’s current policy.  



 
X=0 at 2020. Y is the value found in 2030, i.e., X=10. 
The column regarding certainty refers to how specific the party’s proposal was. For example, 
C said that they want to phase out fossil fuels but not in certain sectors. As these sectors 
were not explicitly stated, the best-case scenario was used, i.e., phasing out by 2030. This is 
not necessarily the case, however.  
L & KD cite that the market and national situation (for example due to covid-19, the war in 
Ukraine etc) are always changing, so even if they aim for 2040 it might not necessarily be the 
case. 
 

12) NUF 100% of new car sales by 2030 
Firstly, we can assume that the number of cars on the road each year will stay the same. 
Previous years the increase has been 1% or less, and new infrastructure for electric cars 
takes time to build, so is reasonably safe to assume this. Value = 5 million cars (Trafik Analys, 
2022) 
The policy suggestion was that all new car sales from 2030 would be NUF. For this scenario, 
the percentage of NUF in 2030 was 100%. 
For the BAU percentage of car sales that are NUF in 2030, we will assume that the 
percentage will stay the same. This is quite reasonable to assume. The bonus-malus policy 
that rewards car owners for having electric cars was recently introduced, producing an 
expected surge. This is likely to calm down now that the policy is a few years old. 
We also assume that the number of newly registered cars each year stays the same 
(314313), and that all cars that ‘go off’ the road (keeping the total number constant) are not 
electric. 
Percentage of newly registered cars that are electric 2021 = 18.3% of 314313 
With both scenarios, the cumulative number of electric cars in 2030 was found. For BAU this 
was the same percentage as in 2021 every year. For the new scenario with policy changes, a 
linear increase to 2030 was found. From there, the number of non-electric cars (5 million 
minus the number of electric cars) was found and multiplied by the average emissions for 
each fossil fuel-based car. The difference between the two was then found. 
The value for the emissions released from a fossil fuel-based car in a year was calculated by: 
Naturvardsverket say that 9.36 Mt CO2e came from personbilar (personal cars) in 2020 = 
7.488MtCO2 (Naturvardserket, n.d.). 
As 1% of these were electric (Trafik Analys, 2021), this means that 4.95 million were FF 
based (or not NUF). 7.488 / 4.95 = 1.51 ton CO2 per year released by a non-electric car. 
Electric cars were assumed to have no emissions, so that the difference in the type of car 
represented the difference in emissions. 
 

13) Phasing out fossil fuels in work machines 
I decided to leave this question out, for the same reason as question 1. It would be double 
counting with q11, as it comes under the same report, just in a specific sector. 

certain? delta x delta y m c y
Mton CO2 saved

 compared to current 
gov proposal

V 2035 15 -36.515 -2.43433 36.515 12.17167 10.73733333
MP 2030 10 -36.515 -3.6515 36.515 0 22.909
C 2030 ? 10 -36.515 -3.6515 36.515 0 22.909
L 2040 ? 20 -34.015 -1.70075 36.515 19.5075 3.4015

KD 2040 ? 20 -34.015 -1.70075 36.515 19.5075 3.4015
current gov 2045 25 -34.015 -1.3606 36.515 22.909



 
14) Bonus Malus 

This policy is hard to see a direct effect. As there would be a significant amount of overlap 
with question 12 regarding NUF, this question was excluded on grounds of double counting. 
 

15) Reduction Obligation 
Values for how much bensin and diesel is used in Sweden were taken from Drivkraft Sverige 
(Drivkraft Sverige, n.d.). Using the reduction obligation percentage values proposed by the 
government and each party, a comparison was made for how many more or less m3 of 
bensin and diesel would be used. These values were then converted into tonnes CO2 by 
using the US EPA’s Greenhouse Gas equivalencies calculator (EPA, 2021). The sum was then 
found of values from bensin and diesel, resulting in the total amount of Mt CO2.  
The calculation assumes that biofuels emit zero emissions as assumes that overtime biofuel 
fuel that is harvested will be replanted and re-sequestered. So, results represent max 
reductions. 
 

16) New road traffic tax  
Marked by the authors as qualitative 
 

17) Development of road traffic 
This question was excluded. In question 12, other assumptions were made that would apply 
to results from this question. They both need results from the other question, i.e., cannot 
answer one without the other. 
 

18) Transfer to rail and km tax for heavy vehicles 
This question required many assumptions to be made. Transferring to rail from road traffic 
might change other aspects, and emissions may differ depending on numerous different 
factors. This question was therefore excluded from the study. 
 

19) EU ETS 
The current proposal calls for a 61% reduction in emissions by 2030 from the 2005 levels 
(year of ETS creation). The number of allocated allowances in 2005 was used, finding 61%, 
65% and 70% of this value (as per party’s proposals). The difference was then found 
between 61% and others, and converted into Sweden’s share (1.1%, data found using 2005 
data of allowances to Sweden vs Europe on EEA site).  
 

20) Industriklivet 
Marked by the authors as qualitative 
 

21) Klimatklivet 
First, the amount of money granted to projects under Klimatklivet since its creation was 
found, in order to find an average per year (Naturvårdsverket, 2022). This worked out at 
10228787964/6.58 = SEK 1554750231 per year. The number of tonnes saved per year under 
Klimatklivet was then found, as we want to find the ton saved per SEK. Naturvårdsverket say 
it saves 2.2E6 tonnes CO2e annually (ibid.), so 2.2 x 1000000 x 0.8 = 1.8E6 ton CO2 / year. 
So, the ton saved per SEK is 1.8E6 / 1.6E9 = 0.001 ton CO2/SEK.  
No parties gave numbers after 2026, so we can assume they will stay the same from 2026 to 
2030. It’s annual so the latest number given was used. 



MP wants to increase by 5 billion SEK in 2026, so SEK 5 billion * 0.001 ton CO2/SEK = 5 
million tonnes CO2 saved.  
L want SEK 3 billion increase  3 million tonnes CO2 saved. KD want to decrease by various 
amounts, the latest being a decrease in SEK 1.3 billion in 2024  1.3 million tonnes CO2 
increase.  
SD want to abolish the scheme completely, so we assume that 2030 experiences the same 
amount as 2021, so an extra of 1.8 Mt CO2 per year. 
 

22) CCS (BECCS) 
MP and L clearly state how many tonnes of CO2 they want taken up by bio-CCS. Just need to 
put the numbers in.  
As a sanity check, Klimatpolitiska Rådet’s 2022 report says that BECCS has the potential to 
take up 10 million tonnes per year, technically 20 million tonnes per year being feasible too 
(Klimatpolitiska Rådet, 2022). In 2030, the potential is closer to 6 million tonnes, however.  
Both values in Table 3 are marked in italics as the values come from the parties themselves 
and are not calculated in this study. Furthermore, L’s goal is quite ambitious compared to 
Klimatpolitiska Rådet’s prediction. 
 

23) Agriculture tax 
Marked as qualitative by survey authors 
 

24) Emissions from land and livestock 
This question was poorly answered by all parties, therefore no quantitative calculations can 
be done as no figures were given 
 

25) Buildings 
Using Boverket’s report (Boverket, 2020), on page 18, the proposed goal is a 20% reduction 
between 2027-2034 from a reference value. No reference value has been decided yet as it’s 
a new proposal. They do give a rough calculation example though in the report, which is 
used to calculate emissions changes.  
Taking the value of current climate emissions through new construction (the biggest source 
of emissions in buildings) and reducing it by 20% would save a total of 820 thousand tonnes 
CO2e. If we multiply this by 0.8 to get CO2, and then divide by 7 to find the annual reduction 
in 2030, it gives 0.094 Mt CO2 saved in 2030. 
MP and S stated that they want to bring the proposal forward, but give no date for this, so is 
assumed to have the same effect as parties agreeing with the proposal as it is.  
 

26) Energy efficient apartment buildings 
This question was excluded. Answers were given in terms of money invested, instead of 
percentage changes in energy efficiency (compatible with En-ROADS). Finding a conversion 
equation between emissions and increases in investment proved challenging, as many other 
factors besides energy efficiency might apply.  
 

27) Future electricity supply  
This question was marked as qualitative by the survey authors 
 

28) District Heating 
This question was marked as qualitative by survey authors 



 
29) Other Quantifiable Proposals 

C’s answer refers to negative emissions and the EU trading scheme. The negative emissions 
are included as complementary measures. The EU ETS has been covered in question 19, so 
this proposal was excluded on grounds of double counting. 
V’s answers are all in terms of money, difficult to accurately convert to emissions reductions. 
MP’s answers are thorough and calculated. Data from MP was received to understand the 
results, however, were not sufficient in understanding the values given. These policies are 
excluded from main calculations but mentioned in the discussion. 
 

30) Public Consumption 
This question was marked as qualitative by survey authors 
 

31) Flight Tax 
Levels of flying change yearly and are very dependent on external factors, such as the 
pandemic. Due to this, it would be almost impossible to see a relation between just a tax 
increase and flying levels, as many people have reduced flying across Sweden for other 
reasons (for example Flygskam). This question was therefore excluded as it might not be an 
accurate representation. 
 

32) Consumption tax on food 
MP are they only ones that support the proposal, all others say BAU. The report linked in the 
question, on page 28, says that the effect would be approx. 2 Mt CO2e which is 1.6 Mt CO2. 
 

33) Other quantifiable measures – consumption 
MP is the only one with quantifiable answers. Again, as with question 29, the answers are 
excluded but further looked at in the discussion. 
 

34) Increased carbon storage and biodiversity 
This question refers to land use and forestry. As this was already covered in question 2, it 
was excluded on the grounds of potential double counting. 
 

35) Rewetting of Peatlands 
Between 2021-2023, SEK 775 million will/has been invested into rewetting peatlands. The 
investigation and the government say that 1.5-3.6 million tonnes CO2e will be captured over 
a 20 year period, 0.08-0.18 million tonnes CO2e expected in 2030 (stated in question) 
L: 10,000 hectares per year rewetted 
SOU 2020:4 says, “The inquiry also proposes policies that create incentives so 100,000 
hectares of forest land and 10,000 hectares of former agricultural land on peatland 
previously drained for farming and forestry, may be gradually re-wetted up to 2040” 
(Statens Offentliga Utredningar, 2020).  
L used their own timescale of 100000 hectares in 10 years instead of 18.  
25000 SEK/hectare * 10000 hectares/year = 250 million SEK/year 
Wanted to find tonnes CO2 saved per SEK invested. Using the questions numbers, lower 
boundary 1.5/775 = 0.002 tonnes CO2e/SEK, and higher boundary 3.6/775 = 0.005 tonnes 
CO2e/SEK.  
Multiplying these by 250 million and finding the average, we get 0.875 Mt CO2e/year = 0.7 
Mt CO2 /year. 



MP: SEK 1 billion per year 
Simply multiply our upper and lower bounds by 650 million, find average and multiply by 0.8 
V: SEK 50 million per year 
Same method as for MP 
 

36) Other negative emissions measures 
Marked by authors as qualitative 

  



7.2 Appendix 2 – Survey sent out to politicians 

The survey was originally written in Swedish and will therefore be presented below in Swedish so as 
to not include any incorrect translations.  

 

Klimatkollen 

I enkäten ställer vi ett antal frågor till er om vilka klimatmål ert parti har och hur det förhåller sig till 
de utifrån en samlad vetenskaplig bedömning mest centrala styrmedlen inom klimatpolitiken. 
Utifrån era svar gör vi sedan en beräkning av effekten på utsläppen den kommande 
mandatperioden, hur många ton utsläppen kommer att minska eller öka med era förslag. Forskare 
utför beräkningarna, med utgångspunkt från myndigheters befintliga underlag. På många frågor 
finns möjligheten att föreslå ett annat styrmedel (“annat förslag”) än det vi frågar om för att 
åstadkomma samma sak, men då vill vi att ni gör en bedömning av hur stor utsläppsminskning det 
ger och visar hur ni räknat för att vi ska kunna beakta det i beräkningarna. 

Vi som står bakom Klimatkollen är WWF, Våra barns klimat och ClimateView. Analyser av data och 
politiska åtgärder görs i samarbete med forskarnätverket Researcher’s Desk, Climate View samt 
Naturskyddsföreningen. Redan i mars lanserade vi ett verktyg som gör det möjligt att gå in och 
granska klimatpåverkande utsläpp i varje kommun i Sverige, se denna länk. Vi tar nu nästa steg för 
att utvärdera effekten av riksdagspartiernas klimatpolitik. 

Vi ser fram emot era svar som vi behöver senast den 1/6. Om ni har frågor om enkäten kontakta 
Madeleine van der Veer, WWF (madeleine.vanderveer@wwf.se). Meddela gärna vem hos er som 
arbetat med enkäten, så att vi vid behov kan återkomma med eventuella följdfrågor.  

För er som vill utarbeta detaljerade färdplaner tillsammans med oss så erbjuder vi möjligheten att 
göra så. Det görs i verktyget Panorama tillsammans med ClimateView och forskare från Researchers 
Desk. Platsen är på Stockholms Universitet. Meddela intresse genom svar direkt via mail så kopplar 
vi er till de ansvariga forskarna.  

Vi ser fram emot era svar!  

Vänligen,  

Klimatkollen 

 

 

KLIMATMÅL OCH STRATEGIER 

1. Sveriges klimatmål (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Sveriges nuvarande klimatmål är att landet ska ha netto noll utsläpp 2045. För att Sverige rättvist 
sätt ska leverera på målet om max 1,5 graders uppvärmning enligt Parisavtalet så behöver utsläppen 
minska snabbare enligt forskare. Ett sätt att säkerställa en snabbare minskning och att Sverige 
levererar mer rättvist är att införa en utsläppsbudget. Hur stor den är beror på vilken princip för 
global rättvisa som används. Vilken budget och takt för utsläppsminskningar vill ert parti se? 



a. En fossil budget framräknad av Kevin Anderson och Isak Stoddard vid Uppsala universitet. Den 
visar att Sverige har ett rättvist kvarvarande utsläppsutrymme om 170 miljoner ton från 2022. En 
exponentiell takt för utsläppsminskningar landar på cirka 21 % årligen från 2022. 

b. En fossil budget framräknad av Thomas Hahn och Ingo Fetzer vid Stockholms universitet där 
kvarvarande budget fördelas jämnt på jordens invånare. Den visar att Sverige har ett kvarvarande 
utsläppsutrymme på 400 miljoner ton från 2022. En linjär årlig minskningsbana landar på ca 5 %. För 
att beakta klimaträttvisa satsas 10 miljarder årligen på BECCS och lika mycket i klimatbistånd i 30 år. 

c. Vi står bakom Sveriges nuvarande mål där en utsläppsbudget inte preciseras. 

d. Annat kvantifierbart utsläppsbudgetmål för Sverige (specificera). 

e. Vi har inget mål om utsläppsminskningar. 

f. Vet ej 

 

2. Mål för utsläpp från markanvändning (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Sveriges markanvändning (LULUCF) innebär för närvarande (2020) ett nettoupptag av växthusgaser 
på knappt 40 miljoner ton CO2e. För att öka kolinlagringen från skogen så önskar EU att Sverige ska 
ha en nettoinbindning på 47,3 miljoner ton CO2e årligen till 2030. Vill ert parti att Sverige ska leva 
upp till detta mål? 

a. Ja vi vill leva upp till EU:s önskemål om 47,3 Mt CO2e/år till 2030 

b. Vi vill att Sverige ska ligga kvar på nuvarande nivå, ca 40 Mt CO2e/år till 2030 

c. Vi har inget mål för markanvändning 

d. Vet ej 

e. Annat: …(max 200 tecken inkl blanksteg) 

 

3. Transformativa förändringar (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

Enligt IPCC krävs transformativa förändringar av samhället för att kunna uppnå klimatmålen. Vilka är 
ert partis övergripande politiska principer och strategier för att hantera klimatkrisen? Lista, era tre 
viktigaste strategier/principer. (frisvar, med teckenbegränsning max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg) 

 

4. Rekyleffekten (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

Energieffektivisering är viktigt för att nå klimatmål och andra miljömål. Dessa effektiviseringsvinster 
riskerar att ätas upp av ökad produktion och konsumtion, så kallade rekyleffekter. Lista era tre 
viktigaste strategier för att minska dessa rekyleffekter, så att effektivisering får stor utväxling i 
minskade utsläpp och minskad miljöpåverkan? (frisvar, med teckenbegränsning max 200 tecken 
inklusive blanksteg)  

 

TERRITORIELLA UTSLÄPP  



Övergripande ekonomiska styrmedel 

I denna del ställer vi ett antal frågor om övergripande klimatpolitiska styrmedel som koldioxid- och 
energiskatten.  

 

5. Nivå på koldioxidskatten (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Nuvarande nivå på koldioxidskatten på bensin och diesel ligger på 1,20 kr per kg utsläpp för flertalet 
användningsområden. Vill ni justera nivån på koldioxidskatten under den kommande 
mandatperioden? (Av beräkningsmässiga skäl antar vi att koldioxidskatten kommer BNP-indexeras, 
om ni inte uppger annat). (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

a. Om ja (på senaste frågan), hur mycket vill ni sänka eller höja den under mandatperioden och vilket 
år? (Svar anges i kronor och ören, och ange från och med vilket år) 

 

6. Undantag från koldioxidskatten (kvantitativ, ska beräknas) 

Idag finns möjlighet att göra avdrag från koldioxidskatten för ett antal olika ändamål. För en 
sammanställning av dessa undantag se denna länk hos Skatteverket. Det har också tagits beslut om 
en retroaktiv sänkning av koldioxidskatten för jord-, skogs- och vattenbruk under våren. 

a. Anser ni att något eller några av undantagen från koldioxidskatten som finns idag bör slopas? 
(JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

b. Om ja, ange vilka och från vilket år (svarsalternativ: alla undantag ska avvecklas under den 
kommande mandatperioden, alt ange vilka specifika undantag som ska avvecklas, ange även årtal) 

 

7. Målstyrning av koldioxidskatten (kvantitativ, ska beräknas) 

Vill ni justera koldioxidskatten så att den blir målstyrd? Det vill säga att dess nivå relateras till och 
justeras årligen så att den styr mot att nå de av riksdagen beslutade klimatmålen. (JA/NEJ/ANNAT 
FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

 

8. Utdelning till medborgare av intäkter (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas) 

Anser ni att det är en bra idé att höja koldioxidskatten och samtidigt ge en återbäring direkt till den 
enskilda medborgaren som är lika för alla? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

 

9. Nivå på energiskatten (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Riksdagen beslutade i mars om en sänkning av energiskatten med 50 öre per liter (inkl moms) från 
och med den 1 maj 2022. Den 27 april tog riksdagen ytterligare ett beslut om att tillfälligt minska 
energiskatten på bensin och diesel med 1 krona och 30 öre från och med den 1 maj till och med den 
30 september 2022. 

a. Vill ni justera energiskatten under den kommande mandatperioden? (JA/NEJ/VET EJ) 



b. Om ja, hur mycket vill ni sänka eller höja den under den kommande mandatperioden och i så fall 
vilket år? (Svar anges i kronor och ören, samt ange årtal)  

 

10. Undantag från energiskatten (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Idag finns möjlighet att göra avdrag från energiskatten för ett antal olika ändamål. För en 
sammanställning av dessa undantag se denna länk hos Skatteverket.  

a. Anser ni att något eller några av undantagen från energiskatten som finns idag bör slopas? 
(JA/NEJ/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, ange vilka och från vilket år (svarsalternativ: alla undantag ska avvecklas under 
mandatperioden, alt ange vilka sektorer som inte längre ska ha undantag, samt även årtal för när 
detta ska genomföras under mandatperioden)  

 

Utfasning av fossila drivmedel  

I den så kallade utfasningsutredningen finns ett antal förslag för att fasa ut användningen av fossila 
bränslen. I denna del av enkäten ställer vi framförallt frågor om en del av dessa förslag.  

 

11. Utfasning av fossila drivmedel (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Utredningen föreslår att användningen av fossila drivmedel ska fasas ut i Sverige senast 2040. 

a. Ställer ni er bakom förslaget att fasa ut fossila drivmedel linjärt till ett visst årtal?  (JA/NEJ/VET EJ) 

b. Om ja, vilket årtal (ange årtal)  

 

12. Mål om nollutsläppsfordon (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

På nationell nivå föreslår utredningen ett riksdagsbundet mål om endast nollutsläppsfordon (NUF) i 
nybilsförsäljningen av personbilar 2030. Utfasningsutredningen definierar NUF som "fordon utan 
koldioxidutsläpp vid körning (från ”avgasröret)”. 

a. Ställer ni er bakom ett mål om endast nollutsläppsfordon i nybilsförsäljningen ett visst årtal? 
(JA/NEJ/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, ange vilket årtal (ange årtal)  

 

13. Utfasning av fossila drivmedel i arbetsmaskiner (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Utredningen föreslår att användningen av fossila drivmedel i inrikes transporter och arbetsmaskiner 
i Sverige ska vara utfasad senast 2040.  

a. Ställer ni er bakom förslaget att fasa ut användningen av fossila drivmedel i inrikes transporter och 
arbetsmaskiner i Sverige till ett visst årtal? (JA/NEJ/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, vilket årtal? (ange årtal)  



 

14. Bonus malus (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Utredningen föreslår en stegvis utfasning av bonusen medan malusen kan behöva skärpas för att 
förstärka styrningen mot nollutsläppsfordon (NUF).  

a. Anser ni att detta förslag ska genomföras under den kommande mandatperioden? (JA/NEJ/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, vilka nivåer vill ni höja malusen till och från och med vilket/vilka årtal? (Ange svar i SEK 
respektive årtal, kan också anges som en successiv höjning under mandatperioden)  

c. Om nej, vill ni förändra bonus-malus-systemet på något annat sätt? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG) 

d. Om ja, vilka nivåer och på vilket sätt, och från och med vilket/vilka årtal? (Ange svar i SEK 
respektive årtal, kan också anges som en successiv höjning under mandatperioden)  

 

15. Reduktionsplikten (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

I juni 2021 beslutade riksdagen om skärpta nivåer för inblandning av biodrivmedel inom ramen för 
reduktionsplikten fram till 2030.   

a. Anser ni att kurvan för reduktionsplikten bör bibehållas i enlighet med de nivåer som riksdagen 
antog 2021? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

b. Om nej, ange vilken annan kurva/utveckling ni vill se för reduktionsplikten (FRITEXT men max 200 
tecken inklusive blanksteg) 

c. Oavsett svar: Idag är en majoritet av de biodrivmedel vi använder importerade. Vill ni ändra det till 
en inhemsk försörjning av biodrivmedel?.JA/VET EJ)  

 

16. Ny vägtrafikbeskattning (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

a. Anser ni att det behövs en ny form för vägtrafikbeskattning i samband med ökad andel eldrift i 
fordonsflottan? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, på vilket sätt? (här öppnar vi för de partier som vill ha km-skatt för lätta fordon att svara 
det)  

 

Trafikutveckling 

För att minska transporternas klimatpåverkan krävs inte bara ny teknik, det behövs också styrmedel 
som leder till ett mer transporteffektivt samhälle, som minskar behovet av transporter. Detta finns 
även fastslaget i den klimatpolitiska handlingsplanen som antagits av riksdagen.  

 

17. Vägtrafikens utveckling (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Trafikverket har gjort ett antal alternativa scenarier som leder till att klimatmålen uppnås. På vilket 
sätt anser ni att det är rimligt att vägtrafiken utvecklas fram till 2030 (jämfört med 2017)?  



a. Ökad vägtrafik i enlighet med Trafikverkets prognoser  

b. Nolltillväxt  

c. Minskning av biltrafik ca 20 procent och lastbilstrafik drygt 10 procent till 2030 (Alt D3 i denna 
rapport) 

d. Annan utveckling för transportslagen på väg (ange vilken nivå för personbil respektive lastbil)  

e. Vet ej 

 

18. Överflyttning till järnväg genom införande av km-skatt för tunga fordon (kvantitativ, ska 
beräknas)  

För att få en överflyttning till järnväg av godstrafik från vägtrafik är det många som pekar på att det 
krävs mer rättvisa villkor mellan transportslagen. Ett förslag som diskuterats i många år för att uppnå 
detta är en avståndsbaserad skatt för tung trafik, den så kallade kilometerskatten. I en statlig 
utredning år 2017 (Vägskatt, SOU 2017:11) föreslogs en nivå och utformning som beräknas ge en 
minskning av koldioxidutsläppen från lastbilstrafiken med drygt fem procent.  I mars 2022 
överlämnades en utredning om kilometerskatt (Godstransporter på väg, SOU 2022:13) till regeringen 
om hur differentiering skulle kunna utformas.  

a. Anser ni att en geografiskt differentierad avståndsbaserad skatt för tung trafik bör införas under 
den kommande mandatperioden i enlighet med de utredningar som gjorts (SOU 2017:11 samt SOU 
2011:13)? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, från och med vilket år? (Ange årtal)  

 

Industriomställning och klimatinvesteringar  

 

19. EU: handel med utsläppsrätter (EU ETS) (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

För att säkerställa att ETS sätter ett effektivt tak på utsläppen och skapar incitament till 
utsläppsminskningar i hela EU:s basindustri och energisektor är det viktigt att skärpa ambitionsnivån 
i linje med maximalt 1,5 graders uppvärmning. Många forskare menar att den föreslagna nivån på 61 
% minskade utsläpp inom systemet till 2030 (räknat från 2005) är för låg.  Hur många procent vill ni 
att EU:s utsläppshandel ska minska utsläppen med till 2030 (jämfört med 2005)? (Ange antal 
procent, alt VET EJ)  

 

20. Industriklivet (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

Industriklivet omfattar 909 miljoner kronor under 2022.  

a. Vill ni göra förändringar i dagens nivå på statens stöd genom Industriklivet? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT 
FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, ange på vilket sätt ni vill justera stödet (sänkning/höjning av summan för respektive år 
under mandatperioden)?  



c. Eventuella andra justeringar ni vill göra inom ramen för Industriklivet?  

 

21. Klimatklivet (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Under 2022 satsas knappt 2,8 miljarder kronor på klimatinvesteringar på lokal och regional nivå 
genom det så kallade Klimatklivet, i enlighet med BP22. De åtgärder som fått stöd hittills inom 
ramen för Klimatklivet beräknas sammantaget ge en årlig minskning av växthusgasutsläpp på 1,9 
miljoner ton.  

a. Vill ni göra förändringar i dagens nivå på stöd till lokala och regionala klimatinvesteringar genom 
Klimatklivet? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

b. Om ja, ange på vilket sätt ni vill justera stödet (sänkning/höjning av summan för respektive år 
under mandatperioden)  

c. Eventuella andra justeringar ni vill göra inom ramen för Klimatklivet? (kvalitativ delfråga som inte 
beräknas, svar max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg) 

 

22. CCS (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Den enskilda lösning som lyfts fram som viktigast av cementbranschen i dess färdplan är 
koldioxidlagring (CCS) vilken förväntas vara implementerad från 2030.  

a. Vill ert parti under mandatperioden rikta statligt stöd och anpassa regelverk för att möjliggöra CCS 
till 2030? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

b. Har ni andra lösningar för sektorn? (fritext, max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg)  

 

Jordbruk  

 

23. Skatteväxling för fossiloberoende jordbruk (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

SOU:n Vägen mot ett fossiloberoende jordbruk presenterar ett huvudförslag; en grön skatteväxling 
där ett jordbruksavdrag införs och växlas mot en utfasning av den återbetalning av dieselskatt som 
jord-, skogs- och vattenbrukets företag i dag kan ansöka om. 

a. Anser ni att det ska genomföras under den kommande mandatperioden? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT 
FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, från och med vilket årtal vill ni att denna skatteväxling ska påbörjas?  

 

24. Utsläpp från mark och boskap (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Merparten av jordbrukets utsläpp, främst från jordbruksmarken och boskaps matsmältning, finns 
det idag få starka styrmedel för att hantera. Har ert parti några kvantifierbara förslag för att minska 
dessa, exempelvis genom ändrade dieter och jordbruksmetoder? 

 



Bostäder  

 

25. Krav på byggnaders klimatpåverkan (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Boverket har tagit fram ett förslag till färdplan för utveckling av klimatdeklarationer efter 2022. 
Boverket föreslår bland annat att gränsvärden med maximalt utsläpp av växthusgaser för 
uppförande av byggnader införs i reglerna 2027. Ställer ni er bakom förslaget att ställa krav på 
byggnaders klimatpåverkan i linje med Boverkets förslag? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

 

26. Stöd för energieffektivisering av flerbostadshus (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

För att effektivisera bostäders energiprestanda har ett fortsatt stöd för energieffektivisering av 
flerbostadshus föreslagits.  

a. Står ni bakom detta styrmedel? JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ 

b. Om ja och hur mycket medel skulle ni vilja avsätta till det (ange summa per år under 
mandatperioden)  

 

Energi 

 

27. Framtida elförsörjning (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

Elförsörjningen kommer i de flesta scenarier behöva öka för att klara av den ökande elektrifieringen. 
I 2021 producerades ca 71 TWh från vattenkraft, 51 TWh från kärnkraft, 27 TWh från vindkraft, 15 
TWh från värmekraft och 1 TWh från solkraft.  

a. Vilken elmix vill ni se till 2030? 

i. Vattenkraft (TWh): 

ii. Vindkraft (TWh): 

iii. Solkraft (TWh): 

iv. Biobaserad värmekraft (TWh): 

v. Fossilbaserad värmekraft (TWh): 

vi. Kärnkraft (TWh): 

vii. Övrigt (TWh): 

viii. Vet ej  

[FRITEXTSVAR, max 200 tecken inkl blanksteg] 

b. Vilka är era tre viktigaste strategier för att förverkliga detta i tid? [FRITEXTSVAR i tre punkter, alt 
Vet ej, max 200 tecken inkl blanksteg)  

 



28. Fjärrvärme (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

Försörjningen av fjärrvärme kan också komma att förändras. Fossilfritt Sverige räknar exempelvis 
med att mindre biomassa kommer finnas tillgängligt för värme när behovet ökar för andra sektorer. 
Vilka förändringar av fjärrvärmen vill ni se till 2030? 

[FRITEXTSVAR, alt Vet ej, max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg] 

 

Övriga kvantifierbara förslag  

 

29. Andra kvantifierbara förslag (kvantifieras av respektive parti)  

Har ni andra kvantifierbara och större politiska förslag som ni vill genomföra under mandatperioden 
för att minska utsläppen till 2030? (JA/NEJ/VET EJ) 

a. Om ja, ange max fem stycken och ange den minskning i koldioxidutsläpp den beräknas leda till 
(max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg) 

 

FRÅGOR UTÖVER TERRITORIELLA UTSLÄPP  

 

Konsumtion 

Miljömålsberedningen har föreslagit att riksdagen beslutar om ett långsiktigt klimatmål för Sveriges 
klimatpåverkan från konsumtion om att nå nettonoll utsläpp till 2045. Nedan följer några frågor om 
hur detta skulle kunna gå till.  

 

30. Offentlig konsumtion (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

Den offentliga sektorn orsakar ungefär en tredjedel av Sveriges växthusgasutsläpp från konsumtion. 
Miljömålsberedningen konstaterar att den offentliga konsumtionen och upphandlingen kan få en 
avgörande roll för den svenska omställningen till ett fossilfritt samhälle utan växthusgasutsläpp. 
Miljömålsberedningen föreslår bland annat att ett etappmål för utsläpp från offentlig upphandling 
ska tas fram samt att det ska vara obligatoriskt för alla myndigheter att beakta klimatmålen i sin 
upphandling. Enligt Upphandlingsmyndigheten är det 55 procent av kommunerna som i hög grad 
ställer klimatkrav vid upphandlingar.  

a. Vill ni ställa krav på offentlig konsumtion att årligen minska utsläppen? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT 
FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

b. Vill ni ställa krav på offentlig konsumtion att vara ha i princip nollutsläpp till 2030 (JA/NEJ/ANNAT 
FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

 

31. Flygskatt (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Resandet med flyg har stor klimatpåverkan. Sedan 2017 är en flygskatt införd i svensk lag.  



a. Vill ni förändra den nuvarande nivån på flygskatten? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, på vilket sätt? (Ange kronor och ören respektive höjning/sänkning)  

c. Vill ni att flygskatten ska relateras till klimatmålen utifrån miljömålsberedningens förslag om att 
inkludera internationell bunkring i 2045-målet och nationellt flyg i 2030-målet för transporter? 
(JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

 

32. Konsumtionsskatt på livsmedel (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

En konsumtionsskatt på livsmedel som motsvarar den svenska koldioxidskatten år 2015 (1,15 kronor 
per kg CO2) och som omfattar alla utsläpp ur ett livscykelperspektiv fram till affären skulle ha 
potential att minska växthusgasutsläppen från livsmedelskonsumtionen med drygt 10 procent, enligt 
en forskingsrapport från Naturvårdsverket, Effekter av en klimatskatt på livsmedel. Ställer ni er 
bakom förslaget att beskatta livsmedel utifrån klimatpåverkan i nivå med koldioxidskatten? 
(JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

 

33. Övriga kvantifierbara åtgärder (kvantifieras av respektive parti)  

Om ni vill genomföra andra större och kvantifierbara åtgärder för att minska klimatpåverkan från 
konsumtion kan ni redogöra för dessa här. (Ange åtgärd och beräknade utsläppsminskningar, max 
200 tecken inklusive blanksteg)  

 

Negativa utsläpp  

 

34. Ökad kollagring och ökad stärkt biologisk mångfald genom minskad avverkning (kvantitativ, 
ska beräknas)  

IPCC anser att skydd av skog är ett av de mest effektiva sätten att minska utsläppen.  

a. Vill ni införa åtgärder som bidrar till att minska avverkningen av skogar och på så sätt leder till ett 
ökat upptag av koldioxid?  (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

b. Om ja ange på vilket sätt (ni kan ange flera)  

i. öka ytorna skyddad skog  

ii. inför ekonomiska styrmedel som minskar avverkningen, exempelvis både genom skatt på 
avverkning och bonus till den som låter skogen stå (se även Konjunkturinstitutets förslag)  

iii. annat förslag (max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg) 

 

35. Återvätning av torvmarker (kvantitativ, ska beräknas)  

Den statliga finansieringen av naturbaserade lösningar, såsom återvätning av torvmarker, var under 
2021 350 miljoner kronor och beräknas till 325 miljoner kronor under 2022 samt 100 miljoner kronor 
2023 (under utgiftsområde 20). Satsningen bedöms av regeringen kunna bidra till en 



utsläppsminskning på̊ totalt 1,5–3,6 miljoner ton koldioxidekvivalenter över en tjugoårsperiod. För år 
2030 beräknas utsläppsminskningen till 0,08–0,18 miljoner ton koldioxidekvivalenter beroende på̊ 
vilka marker man väljer att återväta. Det finns också möjligheter att söka stöd för att anlägga och 
restaurera av våtmarker inom landsbygdsprogrammet.  

a. Anser ni att nuvarande nivåer på statliga satsningar på naturbaserade lösningar, såsom 
återvätning av torvmarker, för att öka kolinlagringen bör justeras? (JA/NEJ/ANNAT FÖRSLAG/VET EJ) 

b. Om ja, vilka förändringar vill ni se? (Ange antal miljoner kr per år i minskning/resp höjning för 
varje år och anslag som berör detta under mandatperioden, max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg)  

 
 

36. Andra åtgärder för negativa utsläpp (kvalitativ, ska inte beräknas)  

a. Har ni förslag på andra åtgärder för att nå negativa utsläpp? (JA/NEJ/VET EJ)  

b. Om ja, redogör för vilka dessa är och vilket årtal ni anser att de kan/bör genomföras och i vilken 
omfattning (max 200 tecken inklusive blanksteg) 


