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Drought hazards and stakeholder perception:
Unraveling the interlinkages between drought severity,
perceived impacts, preparedness and management

Droughts in Sweden

Despite being located in Northern Europe where droughts are not
typically expected, Sweden experienced significant water shortages
during the most recent droughts of 2016/2017, 2018, and 52
2022. These droughts had far-reaching impacts on both i3

Drought Management How are drought hazards and

their impacts perceived, assessed

Drought planning and collaboration across different governance levels are essential and managed by practitioners?

~ to mitigate drought impacts providing large economic and social benefits. The Swedish
governance system relies to a large extent on the municipal self-government, which is
~ Important in development of drought management strategies and has the legal obligation
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