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1. Introduction  

 

The ADP negotiations are of key importance and represent a cornerstone in international 

cooperation to combat man-made climate change. Norway welcomes the agreement in Doha 

and is looking forward to continue the work under the Durban Platform in 2013. Our initial 

views on the Durban platform, perspectives on the new agreement and on the workplan on 

enhanced mitigation ambition have also been presented in submissions from Norway in 

March, May and November 2012.  

 

The two workstreams under the ADP have different characteristics, but are interlinked. Early 

action on mitigation will greatly increase the probability of limiting global warming to below 

two degrees. Workstream 2 should help build a common understanding of how large the 

emissions gap is and what the uncertainties are around the size of the gap. The knowledge 

from workstream 2 can help us in setting the ambition level for the 2015 agreement. We will 

need good exchange and dynamics between the two workstreams.  

 

 

2. Suggestions on working arrangements  and how to take work forward 

 

Work under the ADP needs to move from conceptual discussions into a more focused mode, 

exploring the substantial issues. We see the need to maintain an open and flexible way of 

working. In our view, we should spend the first half of 2013 on open discussions, aiming at 

finding common ground on main elements. Successively recording progress as Parties` 

discussions mature in clarity and depth, would be useful.   

For the April meeting, we suggest the following:  

 

 To maintain a flexible organization of work. We see no need at this stage to 

establish contact groups. 

 To hold 1-2 dedicated in-session workshops during the meeting, use the remaining 

time on roundtable or spin-off discussions.  

 To launch specific in-session spin-off discussions from an introductory roundtable, 

and that spinoffs report back to the lager group. The two Co- Chairs are 

encouraged to identify issues that spin-offs could address/elaborate more.  

 To invite experts/scientists/leaders of international voluntary initiatives as well as 

other organisations to present:  

o experiences and examples from other international agreements  

o plans and achievements for enhanced mitigation through international 

collaborative initiatives.  

 

Follow-up work: The chairs are encouraged to develop a synthesis of main views from 

submissions, on issues under WS1 and WS2, before the June meeting. 
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3. Views on further work under Workstream 2 

 

Action to close the pre 2020 mitigation gap is vital if we are to achieve our below two degrees 

goal.  Failing to deliver further emission reductions before 2020 will have implications for the 

scope and depth of mitigation commitments needed in the new agreement.  

 

Workstream 2 should be a key arena to stimulate, enhance and promote further mitigation 

action in the short term. We should aim at focused and concrete discussions on options for 

emission reductions and how they can be catalyzed. 

 

How to raise the ambition of the current 2020 targets 

We see the need for more focused discussion on the ambition level of the current 2020 targets 

and actions for emission reductions up to 2020. This should address the political conditions 

for raising existing pledges. It is clear from discussions up to now that raising national 

ambitions is seen very much in light of the overall international efforts, in terms of what other 

countries are doing and in terms of predictability of implementation. A collective discussion 

on how we can create the broader political conditions that enable countries to raise their 

ambitions would be very useful. 

 

How to include more countries in the collective effort up to 2020 

We welcome the decision in Doha to regularly update the INF documents containing the 

current pledges, and also the new pledges and actions that have been put forward by the 

Dominican Republic and others. There are still over a hundred countries that have not put 

forward a formal pledge for emission reductions up to 2020. Several of these countries are 

planning and undertaking mitigation actions, but without the international recognition that a 

stated target gives.  

 

We would welcome a more concrete discussion of the barriers for presenting formal targets 

for emission reductions up to 2020. Taking this step would increase confidence in the global 

climate framework, increase the confidence among other Parties and reduce the uncertainty 

about the emission gap.  

 

Sharing experiences and learning from each other, to enhance implementation 

We would welcome more focused discussions, including technical discussions and 

workshops, to explore how action can be scaled up. Under workstream 2, we should identify 

options and potentials for increased action, through thematic and focused discussions and 

technical workshops.  

 

Areas that could be addressed under the ADP include: 

 Energy efficiency 

 Energy transformation, increased share of renewable energy 

 Accelerated phase out of HFCs 

 Phasing out fossil fuel subsidies 

 Enhanced action on REDD+ 

 Transport 

 Industry, low GHG technologies including CCS 

 

Workstream 2 should also stimulate a discussion of mitigation action in broader terms, and 

how ambitious mitigation action can contribute to meeting other developmental goals than 

reducing the risk of climate change. Barriers to implement mitigation action can be found at 
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national, regional and international level. What kind of barriers countries experience, and how 

they can be overcome, will often vary with national circumstances. Sharing experiences and 

knowledge about successful implementation of policies and measures has been useful for 

implementing existing commitments among Annex I Parties, and more sharing would be 

welcome. The relationship between national action and international support is important to 

understand.  

 

Issues for further discussion: 

 Lessons learnt from effective mitigation actions – which are the key factors for 

success? What role does international cooperation play? 

 How can broad incentives such as a carbon price be implemented while taking 

developmental concerns into account? 

 Strategies to avoid lock-in of technologies or systems 

 What are the experiences of other benefits of mitigation action besides emission 

reductions? Where do we find win-win situations between mitigation and adaptation, 

or mitigation and other key areas for development? Are there trade-offs? 

 How can short term action contribute to longer term transition to low-emission 

development? 

 

How international collaborative action can contribute 

In our view, collaborative efforts should be flexible and can help achieve further mitigation in 

more than one way: 

 

 Direct and additional emission reductions. Enhanced action on REDD+ , or reduced 

emission of short-lived climate forcers are examples. 

 Initiatives and agreements that contribute to low emission development and climate 

resilience. These kinds of initiatives can have strategic significance for low emission 

development in longer term perspective. Phasing out harmful fossil fuel subsidies is an 

example; it will incentivize longer term low emission development, but the direct 

emission effect is difficult to quantify. 

 Efforts and initiatives that can stimulate greater achievements than what is in the 

national pledges. Enhanced support for implementation, or voluntary cooperation in 

sectors that are not covered by the pledges could be examples. 

 Initiatives and actions that can catalyze new national pledges. Collaborative efforts 

and initiatives could help more countries in formulating mitigation pledges for 2020. 

 

We would encourage all international initiatives or agreements to present information on the 

additional actions that can be taken, based on their characteristics and goals. If well designed, 

such initiatives and agreements could help achieve the two degree goal. In addition, this 

information can help reduce uncertainty about the emissions gap.  

 

Suggestions for further work 

 

In the April meeting, we suggest to focus on the following issues: 

 

 Conditions for raising national ambitions and for more countries to present targets for 

emission reductions or limitations up to 2020 

 Presentation from collaborative initiatives on emission reductions addressing specific 

emissions or topics – what are the goals, what is the expected outcome, how will the 
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actions be implemented, and what are possible co-benefits? Technical experts and 

representative from relevant organizations should be invited to contribute. 

 Thematic discussions or workshops on key options for emission reductions, where 

there is a high mitigation potential. How can effective measures be put in place, what 

are the necessary political conditions and in developing countries, what are the needs 

for support? We suggest to start with discussions on energy transformation (energy 

efficiency and increased share of renewable energy), reduced emissions of short lived 

climate forcers and phasing out fossil fuel subsidies. The workshops or discussions 

should include technical expert participation and experiences from national 

governments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


