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Uniting… What? Uniting… What? 

EconomistEconomist

Survey respondent

EconomistEconomist
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Starting pointsStarting points
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Three scenariosThree scenarios
•Improved water quality (related to 
EU Water Framework Directive [WFD])

•Less frequent algae blooms
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(cyanobacterial blooms) – East coast
only
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Water quality – WFD status classification

1. ”Bad” 2. ”Poor” 3. ”Moderate”
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4. ”Good” 5. ”High”



The improved water quality scenario, two classes improvement
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WTP question, improved water quality

Water quality 2 classes improvement

Algae blooms Like today

Noise and littering Like today

Scenario 1

How much would you be willing to pay for implementing measures
that lead to the realization of Scenario 1, above?
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that lead to the realization of Scenario 1, above?

We know since earlier studies that many people are uncertain regarding

their willingness to pay, but try to answer the question as well as possible

(answer with an interval)

I am willing to pay between ______ and ______ SEK per month
between the years 2010-2019 in order to improve today’s conditions
according to Scenario 1.



Mean WTP, $, monthly per household, 
2010-2029

Mean WTP, $, monthly per household, 
2010-2029

East Coast West coast

Scenario Locals Non-Locals Locals Non-Locals All

Improved

Water  

Quality

13.70 11.80 9.00 7.70 7.70 – 13.70

Less algae 10.60 6.80 -- -- 6.80 – 10.60
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Less algae

blooms

10.60 6.80 -- -- 6.80 – 10.60

Less noise

and littering

6.30 5.00 5.40 4.10 4.10 – 6.30
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Follow-up studyFollow-up study
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1 = totally disagree
2 = partly disagree
3 = partly agree
4 = totally agree

5 = do not know
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Transfer errorsTransfer errors

• TE = (WTPs – WTPp) / WTPp

(s = study area, p = policy area)
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• Varying from 7-77 %• Varying from 7-77 %
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ConclusionsConclusions

• Model explanatory power weak (next
step: Choice Experiment)
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Thank you!Thank you!
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