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[Mme  State Secretary], Ladies and Gentlemen 

I am very pleased to be in Oslo today to join you in launching the third OECD Environmental 
Performance Review of Norway. The previous two Reviews were prepared in 1993 and 2001. The 
relatively long time that has elapsed since the last Review enables us to evaluate some of the 
results that the Norwegian government has achieved over the last decade; a decade in which 
many important environmental initiatives were taken.  

The Environmental Performance Review is designed to help Norway to address some of these 
challenges. It presents 31 targeted recommendations in areas including sustainable development, 
environmental management, international environmental cooperation, climate change, biodiversity 
and waste management.  

The review is part of a peer review process.  This is one of the OECD’s classic working methods. 
Essentially all countries are involved in reviewing each other, and in providing mutual support to 
improve environmental performance individually and collectively. For this Review we had experts 
from Japan, New Zealand and Sweden who worked with the secretariat to assess Norway’s 
environmental performance. The report was discussed at a meeting of the OECD’s Working Party 
on Environmental Performance in November 2010. The Assessment and Recommendations were 
endorsed by the Working Party, so they express the views not only of the OECD secretariat, but 
also OECD Member countries. 

Let me also take this opportunity to acknowledge the valuable support that Norway has provided 
to our Working Party on Environmental Performance in the person of Øyvind Lone who has very 
ably served as Chair for many years. 

 

The overall message of the Review is positive: Norway has continued to play a pioneering 
role in environmental protection and sustainable development. Nationally, environmental policies 
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have been strengthened in many areas. As a result, the quality of air and water is generally high. 
Internationally, Norway has spearheaded an impressive range of important initiatives. 

Let me provide you with a few examples: 

• Good progress has been made in reducing emissions of a range of traditional air pollutants 
like sulphur and nitrogen oxides, and organic compounds 

• Norway began implementing the EU Water Framework Directive ahead of schedule, and 
already three-quarters of its water bodies meet its ecological and chemical standards 

• At the international level, Norway’s pioneering role in a range of international initiatives is 
truly impressive. Norway has played a lead role in developing the global convention on 
mercury, new targets for persistent organic pollutants, and new international agreements 
on illegal fishing and shipping. Norway has also been at the forefront of efforts to conclude 
an ambitious new agreement on climate change, and provided strong support for a major 
new initiative on deforestation – REDD and REDD+ . 

• These initiatives have been underpinned by a substantial increase in environmental 
development co-operation: in 2009, Norway was the second largest donor relative to the 
size of its economy (measured per unit of Gross National Income) among OECD countries, 
and about one-quarter of bilateral aid was allocated to the environment, which is high by 
OECD standards.   

Of course, like in other countries, there are also challenges that remain to be addressed: 

• Further efforts are needed to reduce emissions of nitrogen oxide and to combat urban air 
pollution peaks, particularly in winter. 

• Despite good progress in reducing discharges of chemical additives, there are still 
problems with other forms of marine pollution from the oil and gas sector. The 
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environmental risks from this pollution will increase if oil exploration and shipping extend to 
more fragile environments.  

• Municipal waste generation appears to have increased faster than the rate of economic 
growth and is higher than the OECD average.  

• The capacities of regional and local authorities have not been sufficiently reinforced to 
enable them to fulfill the new environmental responsibilities they have been given. 

Over several decades, Norway’s economy has been driven by oil and gas, and by an energy-
intensive manufacturing sector based on relatively cheap hydropower. This has created pressures 
on the environment, but also generated the wealth that has enabled Norway to pursue an 
ambitious environmental agenda. This is not an automatic process, and I think that Norway should 
be commended for grounding the management of its oil and gas reserves, and its environmental 
policies, in a far-sighted Sustainable Development Strategy.  

However, there is risk that Norway’s ambitious environmental agenda may entail excessive costs, 
and encounter opposition, unless the most cost-effective means are found to achieve its goals. In 
this regard, Norway has taken important steps by pioneering the use of market-based 
approaches, such as environmental taxes, for environmental purposes. OECD has always argued 
that these are generally the most cost-effective environment policy instruments. However, the 
Environmental Performance Review suggests that the effectiveness of many of these instruments 
is being undermined by a complicated set of exemptions and special measures.  

If I were to single out one recommendation from the Review, it would be that Norway should do 
more to enhance the cost-effectiveness of the policy instruments it is using to meet its ambitious 
environmental goals. 
 
[Mme State Secretary] there is a wealth of material in the Review we are releasing today – far 
more than could be covered in a single speech.  Given these time constraints, I’d like to comment 
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briefly on a couple of issues that struck me as being particularly important: climate change and 
biodiversity. These were the subject of in-depth review, and I believe that all other OECD 
countries are interested to learn more about what Norway is doing to address these issues which 
are at the top of the international environmental agenda.   
 
Regarding climate: The global economic and financial crisis helped reduce emissions of 
greenhouse gases. Without this, it is quite possible that Norway would not meet its target to 
reduce these emissions by 9% below 1990 levels by 2012. Nevertheless, it has pledged to reduce 
net GHG emissions by 30-40% by 2020, depending on commitments made by other countries. It 
plans to do this largely through domestic action. This is a very ambitious objective, and, 
understandably it has given rise to an intense debate in Norway. Supporters of the target argue 
that since Norway’s wealth is largely based on carbon-intensive fossil fuels, it is obliged to pursue 
a leadership role on this issue and to provide an example to the international community. Critics 
don’t necessarily disagree,  but  argue that the policy goals could be achieved more cost-
effectively by allowing greater use of international carbon markets. 
 
The challenge is further complicated by Norway’s linkage to the EU Emissions Trading System. If, 
in order to achieve the domestic target, a common carbon price were applied to all sectors of the 
economy, the major share of emission reductions would take place in sectors covered by the EU 
ETS, primarily the energy and manufacturing sectors. However, this would result in increased 
emissions in countries covered by the ETS, causing little or no change in global GHG emissions. 
It could also entail a significant downscaling of production and employment in the emission-
intensive sectors in Norway, some of which are located in areas with few alternative employment 
possibilities.  

Alternatively, if the sectors covered by the EU ETS were not subject to additional measures, very 
high carbon prices would have to be applied in the non-trading sectors, such as transport. Some 
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calculations suggest that such a policy might entail, for example, a doubling of motor fuel prices 
by 2020. 

Confronting this challenge involves difficult trade-offs and choices. The Review suggests that 
some of the steps that could be taken include: reducing the uncertainty of the domestic mitigation 
target for 2020 by defining it in absolute terms rather than in relation to future economic 
development; strengthening the mechanism for making policy adjustments to stay on-track to 
meet the target; buying and retiring emission allowances within the EU ETS to guard against 
emissions being displaced from Norway to other countries; establishing a more consistent price 
for carbon across the economy; and developing an economy-wide energy efficiency strategy that 
is designed to reduce emissions cost-effectively, and which does not result in emissions being 
shifted to other countries within the EU ETS. 

Turning to biodiversity, Norway has developed an ambitious biodiversity policy, and 
significant progress has been made to provide the means to achieve its goals. The 2009 Nature 
Diversity Act brings together many biodiversity-related issues, and breaks new ground by 
introducing new management concepts; notably priority species and selected habitat types. In 
addition, several sectoral laws have been revised and new laws enacted that strengthen 
biodiversity protection. The area of land under protection has increased significantly. Sea 
management plans could open the way for better protection of marine areas. More broadly, there 
has been substantial investment in expanding the biodiversity knowledge base, including the 
establishment of a Biodiversity Information Centre. These activities have been supported by a 
substantial increase in public expenditure on biodiversity protection, especially in recent years. 

 Nevertheless, Norway still faces major challenges in the conservation and sustainable 
use of biological diversity. Protected areas do not sufficiently cover all nature types, particularly 
forests. Moreover, Norway lacks targets, objectives and a strategy for forest protection. The 
conservation of biodiversity within protected areas is not sufficiently secured. Increasing 
aquaculture, including cod, poses a threat to wild fish stocks, water quality and biodiversity in 
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Norwegian coastal waters and possibly beyond. Although Norway’s four large carnivore species 
(brown bear, lynx, wolf, wolverine) show a slight upward trend, they are still considered 
“threatened”. Protection targets are set at levels too low to maintain viable populations. Spatial 
planning has not been effective in halting the loss of large "wilderness" areas, nor in preventing 
building in coastal zones and along lakes and rivers. The Review makes several suggestions 
which highlight the need for action in these areas. 

 
Let me stop there so as to allow sufficient time for any questions you may have. I am conscious 
that there are many other issues that may be of interest to this audience and which may be 
addressed by other speakers.  I would be happy to join in a discussion on this or any other issue 
you may wish to raise, but I am most interested to listen first to your statements.  
 
Let me also take this opportunity to thank the Norwegian authorities for their support in preparing 
the Review. We hope that our Assessment and Recommendations, and the supporting analysis, 
will provide further support to the considerable efforts you have already taken to improve the 
quality of your environment and the lives of your citizens. Above all, I hope it provides you with 
further encouragement to continue to play a pioneering and innovative role in environmental 
policy: the world needs it! 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
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