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 مؤتمر الأطراف
 الدورة الحادية والثلاثون

 2026تشرين الثاني/نوفمبر   20-9أنطاليا، 

تقرير عن الاستتتتت رام المستتتتتق  الثالة لم الية عم  مر ت وشتتتتب ة ت نولو يا    
 المناخ

 مو ت  
ي رم هذا التقرير نتائج الاستتتتتتتتت رام المستتتتتتتتتق  الثالة لم الية عم  مر ت وشتتتتتتتتب ة ت نولو يا   

المنتتاخ لالمر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تتةج  وهو يقتتدك النتتتائج الرئيستتتتتتتتتتتتتتيتتة ل تت  م تتا  من الم تتالا  التي  ر  تقييم تتتا  
والم الية، وال ماءة، والآثار، والاستتتتتتتتدامةج، واستتتتتتتتنتا ا  الاستتتتتتتت رام، والتو تتتتتتتيا  الرامية  ل   لالأهمية،

 ت تيت أداء مر ت وشب ة ت نولو يا المناخ 
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 مقدمة -أولاا  

 الم لوما  الأساسية والولاية -ألف 

تنص اخت تتا تتا  مر ت وشتتب ة ت نولو يا المناخ عل    راء استتت رام مستتتق  لم الية عمل ما  -1
  ج 1ل ب د مرور أربع سنوا  عل   نشائ ما، ثك    أربع سنوا  ب د ذلك

بالتو تتتيا  المنبثقة   وعملاا     ج 2ل 2017وقد أ رس الاستتتت رام المستتتتق  الأو  للمر ت/الشتتتب ة في عاك   -2
 عن الاستتتتت رام، قرر مؤتمر الأطراف في اتماقية الأمك المتحدة الإطارية بشتتتتأن تغير المناخ لمؤتمر الأطرافج 

   ج3لفي دورته الثالثة وال شرين ت ديد استضافة مر ت ت نولو يا المناخ لمترة أربع سنوا  أخر  

وأخذ  التو تيا  المت لقة    ج 4ل 2021وأ رس الاستت رام المستتق  الثاني للمر ت/الشتب ة في عاك  -3
بتحستتتتتتتتين أداء المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة في الاعتبار النتائج والتو تتتتتتتتيا  ذا  ال تتتتتتتتلة المنبثقة عن الاستتتتتتتتت رام  

بتلك التو تتتتتتتيا ، قرر مؤتمر الأطراف في دورته الستتتتتتتادستتتتتتتة وال شتتتتتتترين ت ديد   وعملاا    ج 5ل الأو  المستتتتتتتتق 
  ج 6ل استضافة مر ت ت نولو يا المناخ لمترة خمس سنوا  أخر 

وقرر مؤتمر الأطراف في دورته الستتادستتة وال شتترين أن يوائك دورية الاستتت رام المستتتق  لم الية  -4
المر ت/الشتب ة مع التقييك الدورس لم الية و ماية الدعك المقدك  ل  آلية الت نولو يا في ستياق دعك تنميذ   عم 

اتماق باريس في المستتائ  المت تتلة بتطوير الت نولو يا ونقل ا عن طريق تغيير دورية الاستتت رام المستتتق  
  من أربع  ل  خمس ستتتتتتتنوا  ريثما يستتتتتتتت رم مؤتمر الأطراف في دورته الحادية والثلاثين م اك مر ت ت نولو يا 

  ج 7ل بشأن تمديد ولايته من عدمهاا المناخ ويتخذ قرار 

  بإ راء الاست رام اا  وطلب مؤتمر الأطراف في دورته السادسة وال شرين من الأمانة أن ت در ت ليم  -5
  المستتتتتق  الثالة لم الية عم  المر ت/الشتتتتب ة لينظر فيه مؤتمر الأطراف في دورته الحادية والثلاثين، وأن تنظك 

  ج 8ل ي قد بالتتامن مع الدورة الحادية والثلاثين لمؤتمر الأطراف للنظر في نتائج الاست راماا حوار 

وقرر مؤتمر الأطراف في دورته التاستتت ة وال شتتترين أن ي رس مؤتمر الأطراف في دورته الثلاثين  -6
  واعتمد مؤتمر الأطراف     ج 9ل لم اك مر ت ت نولو يا المناخ ويقرر ما  ذا  ان  ستتتمدد فترة عم  المر ت اا  استتت راضتت 

في دورتته الثلاثين ومؤتمر الأطراف ال تامت  بو تتتتتتتتتتتتتتمتة ا تمتاا الأطراف في اتمتاق بتاريس لمؤتمر الأطراف  
  ج 10ل في اتماق باريسج في دورته الساب ة الم اك المنقحة لمر ت ت نولو يا المناخ

  Ernst & Young AGوب د تنميذ عملية شتتتتراء وفقاا لأنظمة الأمك المتحدة، اختار  الأمانة شتتتتر ة   -7
 لالمشار  لي ا فيما يلي بالخبير الاستشارسج لإ راء الاست رام المستق  الثالة لم الية عم  المر ت/الشب ة  

____________ 

  20، المرفق السابع، المقرة 17-ك أ/2المقرر  ج1ل

  FCCC/CP/2017/3انظر الوثيقة  ج2ل

  5، المقرة 23-ك أ/14المقرر  ج3ل

  FCCC/CP/2021/3انظر الوثيقة  ج4ل

  10، المقرة 23-ك أ/14بالمقرر  عملاا  ج5ل

  9، المقرة 26-ك أ/11المقرر  ج6ل

  22، المقرة 26-ك أ/11المقرر  ج7ل

  25و 24، المقرتان 26-ك أ/11المقرر  ج8ل

  3، المقرة 29-ك أ/10المقرر  ج9ل

  4، المقرة 7-ك أ  /17، و2، المقرة 30-ك أ/10المقرران  ج10ل

https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/CP/2017/3
https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/CP/2021/3
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 الإ راءا  التي يم ن أن يتخذها مؤتمر الأطراف -باء 

ستتتتتيدع  مؤتمر الأطراف  ل  النظر في النتائج والتو تتتتتيا  المنبثقة عن الاستتتتتت رام المستتتتتتق   -8
 الثالة لم الية عم  المر ت/الشب ة، وتقرير أس   راءا  متاب ة ينبغي اتخاذها لتحسين أدائ ما 

 المن  ية -ثانياا  

 نطاق ال م  -ألف 

لتنظيك المر ت/الشتتتتب ة  تضتتتتمن الاستتتتت رام المستتتتتق  الثالة لم الية عم  المر ت/الشتتتتب ة تحليلاا  -9
دارت ما وستتتتتتتتير عمل ما وخدمات ما، عل  نحو ما تك تحديدش عند  نشتتتتتتتتائ ما واعتبار  لما شتتتتتتتت داش من تغير  اا وا 

ذلك الحين، من منظور طريقة استتتتتتتت ابة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة لتو ي ا  مؤتمر الأطراف ومؤتمر الأطراف   منذ
في اتماق باريس، وبالنظر  ل  موقع المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة فيما يت لق بالستتتتتتتتياستتتتتتتتا  الدولية المت تتتتتتتتلة بالمناخ،  

 واحتيا ا  البلدان النامية، ووضع الاقت اد ال لي ال المي 

وعند تحديد نطاق الاستت رام و تيا ة نتائ ه، أذخذ  في الاعتبار  ميع الأنشتطة التي اضتطلع ب ا  - 10
ا  مؤتمر الأطراف  مقرر و ر  تقييك      ج 11ل المر ت/الشتتتتب ة، بما في ا ما يت تتتت  بدورهما في خدمة اتماق باريس 

ومؤتمر الأطراف في اتماق باريس ذا  ال تتتتتتتتتتلة بالمر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتب ة للوقوف عل  مد  مراعات ا في  تتتتتتتتتتيا ة  
والإحاطة ب يمية  س اك أنشطة المر ت/الشب ة    ، ج 12ل ج للمر ت/الشب ة 2027– 2023برنامج ال م  الثالة لللمترة  

في تغيير محدة للتحو  في تطوير الت نولو يا ونقل ا، عل  النحو المتوخ  في اتماق باريس  و ر  أيضتتتتتتتتتتتتاا 
 من آلية الت نولو يا، والآلية المالية  اا  بارهما  تء تحلي  الروابط بين المر ت/الشب ة، باعت 

 انون    1ويغطي الاستت رام الثالة عمليا  وأنشتطة المر ت/الشتب ة المضتطلع ب ا في المترة من   -11
    و ر  أيضتتتتتتاا النظر في آثار أنشتتتتتتطة المر ت/ 2025 انون الأو /ديستتتتتتمبر  31 ل    2021الثاني/يناير  

  ويشتتتم  الاستتتت رام أنشتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتب ة المدر ة في برنام ي 2021الشتتتب ة المضتتتطلع ب ا قب  عاك 
 والثالة   ج 13ل عمل ما الثاني

والاستتتتتتتتتتتتتتت رام المستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتقت  الثتالتة عتالمي من حيتة نطتاقته لانظر المرفق الثتاني للاطلاا عل   -12
 التقييكج  أسئلة

 خطة ال م  -باء 

  قستك الخبير الاستتشتارس عملية الاستت رام المستتق  الثالة  ل  ثلاة مراح م الأعما  الاستت لالية، -13
 و مع البيانا  وتحليل ا، والاست رام  وشمل  مرحلة  مع البيانا  وتحليل ا ثلاثة أنشطةم

دارت ما وسير عمل ما   أجل  است رام للأدبيا  مع التر يت عل  استراتي ية المر ت/الشب ة وا 
 وخدمات ما ونتائج أنشتتطت ما، ان تتب في آن واحد عل  الوثائق الداخلية للمر ت/الشتتب ة ومنشتتورات ما الخار ية 

 لانظر المرفق الثالة للاطلاا عل  قائمة بالوثائق المست رضةج؛

____________ 

 من الاتماق  10من المادة  3عملاا بالمقرة  ج11ل

  https://pow.ctc-n.org/programme.htmlمتاح عل  الرابط التاليم  ج12ل

-https://www.ctc-n.org/sites/www.ctcج متاح عل  الرابط التاليم  2022- 2019برنامج عم  المر ت/الشب ة لللمترة   ج13ل

n.org/files/ctcn_programme_of_work_2019-2022.pdf  

https://pow.ctc-n.org/programme.html
https://www.ctc-n.org/sites/www.ctc-n.org/files/ctcn_programme_of_work_2019-2022.pdf
https://www.ctc-n.org/sites/www.ctc-n.org/files/ctcn_programme_of_work_2019-2022.pdf
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شتتخ تتاا لانظر المرفق الرابع للاطلاا   22مقابلا  مع أ تتحاب الم تتلحة أذ ري  مع  بجل 
  الشتتب ةعل  قائمة الأشتتخاص الذين أ ري  م  ك مقابلا ج، ب دف استتتقاء ت ليقا  نوعية بشتتأن أداء المر ت/ 

 والتحديا  المت لة به والمرص المتاحة لتحسينه؛

دراستتتتتة استتتتتتق تتتتتائية  ل ترونية مو  ة  ل  ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة وأعضتتتتتاء الشتتتتتب ة  ججل 
ن اتات ما؛    ،ج 14ل وال  ا  المستتتتميدة من مستتتاعدت ا ب دف  مع م لوما  حو  ستتتير عم  المر ت/الشتتتب ة وا 

لم تتتتتتتلحة؛  وتقييك أهمية أنشتتتتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة وف اليت ا و ماءت ا؛ والوقوف عل  احتيا ا  أ تتتتتتتحاب ا
واستتتتتتقاء الت ليقا  بشتتتتتأن الم الا  التي يم ن تحستتتتتين ف الية المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة في ا لانظر المرفق الخامس  

 للاطلاا عل  تما ي  من  ية الدراسة الاستق ائية، والمرفق السابع، الم   الثاني، للاطلاا عل  نتائ  اج  

  2026وآب/أ سطس  2025وقد أ رس الاست رام في المترة بين أيلو /سبتمبر  -14

 نتائج الاست رام -ثالثاا  
النتائج الرئيستتية للاستتت رام المستتتق  الثالة لم الية عم  المر ت/الشتتب ة، الم روضتتة في هذا   - 15

أعلاش  وتستتتند هذش النتائج  ل  الاستتت رام    13مستتتمدة من م تتادر البيانا  الواردة في المقرة    الم تت ، 
التم تتتتتتتتتتيلي لأداء المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتب ة الوارد في المرفق الستتتتتتتتتتابع، وهي تمث  الرأس الم ني الذس ت ون لد  

 الخبير الاستشارس  

 الأهمية -ألف 

عن الن ج الواستتتتتتتتتتتتتع  اا   وهريت   م يمثت  برنتامج ال مت  الثتالتة للمر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تة تحولاا برنتامج ال مت  الثتالتة  - 16
النطاق القائك عل  الأنشتتتطة المتبع في برنامج ال م  الثاني، نحو اتباا ن ج برنام ي  تاء دعك البلدان في م ا   
تطوير الت نولو يا ونقل ا، وفقاا لولاية المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة لانظر المرفق الستتتتتادسج، ويرد في برنامج ال م  المشتتتتتترك  

  وبرنامج ال م  ي رم خمستتتتتتة م الا  مواضتتتتتتي ية لتحوي  النظك، بدعك  2027- 2023لآلية الت نولو يا للمترة 
ال مت  عل  هتذا  من عتاملي تم ين للت نولو يتا همتام الرقمنتة، ونظك الابت تار الوطنيتة  وقتد أعيتد ت تتتتتتتتتتتتتميك برنتامج  

لدروس المستتتتتتتتتتتتمادة من برنام ي ال م  الأولين، بما في ذلك الحا ة  ل  تو يه استتتتتتتتتتتتراتي ي  النحو ل ي ي  س ا 
أوضت  لأنشتطة المر ت/الشتب ة، ومؤشترا  ذا  أهداف محددة بقدر أ بر لقياس أثر أنشتطت ما، وطرائق مبستطة 

ب الم تتتتتتتتتتلحة في  لتقديك المستتتتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية، وم ايير أقو  لترتيب الأولويا   وفي حين رأ  ال ديد من أ تتتتتتتتتتحا 
أ بر،  اا  سيم ن من أن تحدة المساعدة التقنية المقدمة من المر ت/الشب ة أثر اا تضييق نطاق برنامج ال م  عن ر 

أشتتار الب م  ل  أن ذلك قد يحد من خيارا  تقديك المستتاعدة التقنية ومواءمت ا مع الاحتيا ا  المحددة للبلدان،  
ن  ان عدد قلي  من و الا  التموي  أعرب   في الاتستتتتتتتتتتاا بحية  تتتتتتتتتتار  اا  عن رأس ممادش أن النطاق يظ  مغرق وا 

مستميضة  للوضوح  واعتذمد في  عداد برنامج ال م  عل   مع م لوما   اا  التو يه الاستراتي ي للمر ت/الإدارة ممتقر 
  راء مشتتتتتتتتتاورا  مع الم لس  المنبثقة عن الاستتتتتتتتتت رام المستتتتتتتتتتق  الثانيج من خلا     6مع التو تتتتتتتتتية    لتمشتتتتتتتتتياا 

الأمك المتحدة، بما في ذلك   ، و يانا  الاستتتتتتتتشتتتتتتتارس للمر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة، وال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة، وال  ا  المانحة 
احتيا ا  ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة،   وحدد    اتماقية الأمك المتحدة الإطارية بشتتتأن تغير المناخ، وأعضتتتاء الشتتتب ة  

ستتقاة من الدراستا  الاستتق تائية التي اشتتر   الل نة   ل  الم لوما  الم اا  بما في ذلك الاحتيا ا  المت ررة، استتناد 
المر ت/الشتتتب ة في   رائ ا ومن منتديا  ال يانا  الوطنية  التنميذية الم نية بالت نولو يا لل نة الت نولو ياج مع 

الم ينة؛ وتك تحوي  تلك الاحتيا ا   ل  احتيا ا  تموي  تقديرية تختلف باختلاف الستتتتتتتتتتتيناريوها  الم تمدة،  
    وتتراوح بين تقديرا  لا تحيد عن الن ج الم تاد وتقديرا  يراد ب ا ت تيت تنميذ أنشتتتتتتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة

____________ 

 المؤسسا  والمنظما  المحلية التي استماد  من المساعدة المنية المقدمة من المر ت/الشب ة  ج14ل
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وأقر المشتتتتتار ون في المقابلا  التي أ ري  في  طار الاستتتتتت رام المستتتتتتق  الثالة بم الية   راءا  تقدير 
ن  ان ب ضت ك قد أبدوا  حاطة محدودة بتما تي  برنامج ال م    ، وأشتاروا  ل  عدك و ود من تة الاحتيا ا ، وا 

تتي  لل يانا  الوطنية الم ينة  بداء ت ليقات ا بانتظاك خارج  طار الدراستتا  الاستتتق تتائية التي تشتتترك ل نة  
 الت نولو يا مع المر ت/الشب ة في   رائ ا 

تتتابقين  -17 تتتيا  المنبثقة عن الاستتتتت راضتتتتين الست م عم  المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة عل  تنميذ التو تتتتتيا  التو ت
المنبثقة عن الاستتتتتتت راضتتتتتتين المستتتتتتتقلين الأو  والثاني بشتتتتتت   تدري ي، ول ن بدر ا  متماوتة، لما تضتتتتتت ه  

تق تتتتائية لك ت ن الموارد المالية والبشتتتترية المحدودة من قيود  ور ك أن م ظك المشتتتتار ين في الدراستتتتة الاستتتت 
لدي ك  حاطة  بيرة بما اضتتتطلع به من أعما  من أ   تنميذ التو تتتيا ، رأ  ب ضتتت ك أن التو تتتيا   ر   

ج  وأفاد المشتتتتتتتتتتار ون في  41و 26و 13تنميذها وأد   ل  تحستتتتتتتتتتينا  لانظر المرفق الستتتتتتتتتتابع، الأشتتتتتتتتتت ا   
المقابلا  بإحرات تقدك في تنميذ ب م التو تتتتتتتتتتيا ، ولاحظوا في الوق  نمستتتتتتتتتته أن تنميذ تو تتتتتتتتتتيا  أخر   

المنبثقة عن الاستتتتتتت رام الثانيج،   1ت ترضتتتتتته عقبا   وت ثم    ود ت بئة الموارد لالمت تتتتتتلة بالتو تتتتتتية 
ستتع نطاق بناء قدرا  ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة لالتو تتية  ن  ان موظمو المر ت/الشتتب ة وأعضتتاء 5ووذ ج، وا 

المنبثقة   2وترتب عن التو تتتتتية  اا لا يتا  محدود الم لس الاستتتتتتشتتتتتارس قد أ دوا بأن تحقيق نتائج ملموستتتتتة
عن الاستتتتتتتت رام الثاني وضتتتتتتتع استتتتتتتتمارة لتقييك أثر المستتتتتتتاعدة التقنية لما ب د التنميذ، حية عرضتتتتتتت  في  

ونمذ مشتتتتتروع ا  2024الا تماا الثالة وال شتتتتترين للم لس الاستتتتتتشتتتتتارس للمر ت/الشتتتتتب ة في نيستتتتتان/أبري  
،  ير أن المواد المتاليتة والبشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتريتة  ير ال تافيتة وتبتديت  الموظمين وال تتتتتتتتتتتتتت وبتا  2025الت ريبي في عتاك  

المنبثقة  3الموا  ة في تقييك نتائج المساعدة التقنية عوام  أعاق  تنميذ التو ية بال ام   ودع  التو ية 
عن الاستتتتت رام الثاني  ل  تحستتتتين الات تتتتالا  بين ال  ة المضتتتتيمة وأمانة مر ت ت نولو يا المناخ، ل ن 

الم رب عن ا تباين  بشتتتتتتأن ما  ذا  ان ذلك قد تحقق عقب انتقا   دارة المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة بال ام   ل    الآراء
  نتي ة تيادة وتيرة الا تماعا  اا برنامج الأمك المتحدة للبيئة  وأبرت موظمو المر ت/الشتتب ة أن التنستتيق شتت د تحستتن 

 وتنظيك المتيد من الأنشتتتتطة المشتتتتتر ة بين المر ت/الشتتتتب ة وبرنامج الأمك المتحدة للبيئة  وأشتتتتار ب م أ تتتتحاب 
الم لحة  ل  أن ت تيت تدفق الم لوما  بين ال  ة المضيمة وأمانة مر ت ت نولو يا المناخ يضمن الم الية 
  في أداء المر ت/الشتتب ة  ويرد في المرفق الأو  متيد من التما تتي  بشتتأن الإ راءا  التي اتخذها المر ت/الشتتب ة 

 منبثقة عن الاست رام الثاني است ابة للتو يا  ال

الاستت ابة لتو ي ا  مؤتمر الأطراف ومؤتمر الأطراف في اتماق باريس ومواءمة المر ت/الشتب ة   - 18
م استتتتتتتتتذرشتتتتتتتتد في تغيير برنامج ال م  الثالة للمر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة مقارنة ببرنامج عمل ما الثاني  مع اتماق باريس

ليتتتة الت نولو يتتتا،  بتتتالت ليف ال تتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتادر عن مؤتمر الأطراف ومؤتمر الأطراف في اتمتتتاق بتتتاريس بت تيت آ
الروابط والت تاون بين ل نتة الت نولو يتا و تتتتتتتتتتتتتتنتاديق المنتاخ ال تاملتة من أ ت  تنميتذ الاتمتاقيتة واتمتاق  وتقويتة

باريس، وتحستتين ر تتد وتقييك أثر أنشتتطت ا، وت تيت مراعاة اعتبارا  النوا الا تماعي، ودعك التوا تت  مع 
الوطنيتة الم ينتة، بستتتتتتتتتتتتتتبت  من تا توفير التدعك التقني واللو ستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتي ل ت  تلتك الأ رام  وأ تد ب م  ال يتانتا 

المشتتتتتتار ين في المقابلا  أنه استتتتتتترشتتتتتتد بشتتتتتت   مباشتتتتتتر في عنا تتتتتتر نظرية التغيير، ور ائت تحو  النظك، 
ل م  الثالة، وم ايير ترتيب أولويا  طلبا  المستاعدة التقنية التي تشت   الأستاس الذس يستتند  ليه برنامج ا

ؤتمر الأطراف في اتمتتتاق بتتتاريس  وأ تتتدوا أيضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتاا أن الت تتتاون بين ل نتتتة بتو ي تتتا  مؤتمر الأطراف وم
بمضتتتت  برنامج ال م  المشتتتتترك لآلية الت نولو يا وتباد  الم ارف اا والمر ت/الشتتتتب ة شتتتت د تحستتتتن  الت نولو يا

بشتتتتتت   منستتتتتتق   ير أن الب م الآخر من ك أشتتتتتتاروا  ل  الحا ة  ل  المواءمة بشتتتتتت   أعمق بين ال يئتين  
في تم ي  تو ي ا  مؤتمر الأطراف بشتأن مستارا  التنميذ وفي ت تيت الروابط بين آلية   ستيما المنشتأتين، لا

وفيما يت لق بالاستتتت ابة ال امة للتو ي ا ، أشتتتار المشتتتار ون في المقابلا   ل     الت نولو يا والآلية المالية
ن تنشتأ عن طلب من مؤتمر الأطراف  أن القيود المت تلة بالموارد البشترية وبغيرها من الموارد، التي يم ن أ

للمر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة ببذ  المتيد من ال  ود دون توفير موارد  ضتتتتتتتتافية، تحد من قدرة  والم لس الاستتتتتتتتتشتتتتتتتتارس 
 بسرعة للأولويا  الناشئة  المر ت/الشب ة عل  الاست ابة
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بأن ا ذا   تتتتتتلة وثيقة باحتيا ا  اا م اعتذبر  مبادرا  المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة عموماحتيا ا  الأطراف  -19
ن  تان قتد لوحظ أن التتأخيرا  المستتتتتتتتتتتتتت لتة ب تد تقتديك الطلبتا  أفقتد ، في ب م الحتالا ، هتذش  البلتدان، وا 

اء المستتتتاعدة التقنية المبادرا  و اهت ا بحلو  الوق  الذس نمذ  في ا  ويستتتت ك الأخذ بن ج قطرس المنح   ت 
في ضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتمتان توافق تا مع الأولويتا  الوطنيتة المحتددة في تقييمتا  الاحتيتا تا  الت نولو يتة والمستتتتتتتتتتتتتتاهمتا  

وبشتتتتتتتتتتت   أعك، مع الاستتتتتتتتتتتتراتي يا  الوطنية المت لقة بتغير المناخ  وتؤ د نتائج الدراستتتتتتتتتتتة    اا،المحددة وطني 
الاستتق تائية أن أنشتطة المر ت/الشتب ة تتوافق في م ظك الحالا  مع الخطط والأولويا  الوطنية المحددة، 

وأ د المشتتتار ون في المقابلا  أن  اا في تقييما  الاحتيا ا  الت نولو ية والمستتتاهما  المحددة وطني   ،مثلاا 
  لتلبية الاحتيا ا  الت نولو يةاا  مرونة المر ت/الشتب ة وقدرت ما عل  الاستت ابة ت  ل ما في موقع مناستب تمام 

وتشتتتتير الت ليقا  الواردة خلا  المقابلا  وفي الدراستتتة    اا ن النامية، ولا ستتتتيما أق  البلدان نمو المتنوعة للبلدا
ن  ان قد   الاستتتتتتق تتتتتائية  ل  أن المستتتتتاعدة التقنية ينظر  لي ا في الغالب بأن ا ذا   تتتتتلة بالاحتيا ا ، وا 

مما ي يق   اا،تناتلي اا  أشتتتتتتير في ب م الت ليقا   ل  أن التر يت المواضتتتتتتي ي لبرنامج ال م  الثالة يمث  ن  
  م ايير  2024تلبية المر ت/الشتتتب ة لاحتيا ا  محددة  وقد نق  الم لس الاستتتتشتتتارس للمر ت/الشتتتب ة في عاك 

ترتيتتب الأولويتتا  فيمتتا يت لق بطلبتتا  المستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتاعتتدة التقنيتتة  ور ك أن هتتذش الم تتايير تاد  في ح تتتتتتتتتتتتتر أنواا 
  ضتتتترورة أن تحقق الطلبا  فوائد واضتتتتحة للبلد المقدك التي يم ن للبلدان تقديم ا، ف ي تشتتتتدد عل الطلبا  
ولا بد من الت اون مع ال يانا  الوطنية    ج 15ل ت ون متوافقة مع الستتياستتا  وخطط ال م  الوطنية وأن للطلب
،  2025ل ي يتم ن المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة من ضتتتتتتمان توافق أنشتتتتتتطت ما مع احتيا ا  البلدان  فمي عاك   الم ينة

قدك المر ت/الشب ة مساعدة تقنية عل  سبي  المتاب ة  ل  ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة، بناء عل  طلب ا، بشأن 
عن ذلك، وضتتتتتتع المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة طرائق لأ   ال يانا  الوطنية    مشتتتتتتاريع  ان قد ا تم   ن اتها  وفضتتتتتتلاا 

  الم ينة للح تتتتتتتتتتتتتتو  عل  دعك لو ستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتي في تماعلات ا مع ال  ا  الماعلة الوطنية من أ   تحديد فرص
، تلق  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة ثلاثة طلبا   2025المشتتتتتتتتتاريع أو ر تتتتتتتتتد المشتتتتتتتتتاريع ب د تنميذهام حت  ن اية عاك 

و ان متوستتتتتتط    ج 16ل عن الاهتماك بالح تتتتتتو  عل  هذا الدعكاا  ت بير   15للح تتتتتتو  عل  الدعك اللو ستتتتتتتي و
عل   3,2ت تتتنيف المشتتتار ين في الدراستتتة الاستتتتق تتتائية لمد   تتتلة المستتتاعدة التقنية باحتيا ا  البلدان 

لوثيقةج  وتك ت لي  حالا  ت تنيف ال تلة الضت يمة باحتيا ا  البلدان   4لضت يمةج و 1مقياس يتراوح بين  
بالح ك المحدود للميتانية، والمشتتتتتتتتتتار ة  ير ال افية للشتتتتتتتتتتر اء المحليين، وعدك توافق توق ا  المستتتتتتتتتتتميدين  

 من ال م  الميداني المحلي    عل  ال م  عن ب د بدلاا وأعضاء الشب ة الذين يقدمون المساعدة التقنية، والتر يت  

م  ان  أنشتطة المر ت/الشتب ة متستقة بشت   الانست اك بين عم  المر ت/الشتب ة ول نة الت نولو يا  -20
عاك مع أنشتتتتتتتطة ل نة الت نولو يا، وي ت  ذلك  ل  حد  بير  ل  تنميذ برنامج ال م  المشتتتتتتتترك الأو  لآلية 

اف والاستتتتتتتراتي ية المشتتتتتتتر ة، الت نولو يا  فقد ت اون المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة مع ل نة الت نولو يا من خلا  الأهد
وتنستتتتتيق عمليا  تقديك التقارير الستتتتتنوية، والمشتتتتتار ة في الأنشتتتتتطة وم موعا  الأنشتتتتتطة الممتوحة التاب ة 
لل نة الت نولو يا، وبلورة منت ا  ومبادرا  تباد  الم ارف بشتتتتتتتتتتت   مشتتتتتتتتتتتترك لمث  مبادرة آلية الت نولو يا 

وعمت  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تة عل  الترويج لقتائمتة    ج 17ل المنتاخيالمت لقتة بالذ اء الا تتتتتتتتتتتتتتطنتاعي من أ   ال مت   
آلية الت نولو يا في شتتتتتتتتتتؤون النوا الا تماعي وت نولو يا المناخ، وشتتتتتتتتتت  ا ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة  خبراء

ويشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتير هتتذا الت تتاون  ل  ت تيت التوافق بين     ج 18ل عل  الاستتتتتتتتتتتتتتت تتانتتة بتتالخبراء المتتدر ين في تلتتك القتتائمتتة
لسياساتية المنح  التي تقدم ا ل نة الت نولو يا وم مة التنميذ التي يضطلع ب ا المر ت/الشب ة   ا التو ي ا 

____________ 

  AB/2023/22/23انظر وثيقة الم لس الاستشارس للمر ت/الشب ة  ج15ل

  84، المقرة FCCC/SB/2025/6انظر الوثيقة  ج16ل

  https://unfccc.int/ttclear/artificial_intelligenceانظر  ج17ل

  72، المقرة FCCC/SB/2024/3انظر الوثيقة  ج18ل

https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SB/2025/6
https://unfccc.int/ttclear/artificial_intelligence
https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SB/2024/3
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 ذ يشتتير الاستتت رام  ل  و ود توافق  بير عل  المستتتو  الاستتتراتي ي وفيما يت لق بوظيمة تقديك التقارير   
فيما يت لق بالتنميذ المت ام  للمستتتتتتتاعدة التقنية والأنشتتتتتتتطة الأخر ،  اا   ير أن هذا التوافق  ان أق  وضتتتتتتتوح

  وبالانس اك في ال م ، وبمسارا  التنميذ المشتر ة  فمي ب م الم الا ،  ان مستو  التقدك المحرت في الت اون 
  مثلا في عمل ما المشتترك عل  وضتع  طار مت ام    اا، ل نة الت نولو يا والمر ت/الشتب ة أدن  مما  ان متوق  بين  

   ج 19ل المنبثقة عن التقييك الدورس الأو  لآلية الت نولو يا   3مقترح في التو ية للر د والتقييك، عل  النحو ال 

م  ان  أنشتطة المر ت/الشتب ة منست مة مع الأنشتطة المنمذة في  طار  الت ام  مع الآلية المالية  - 21
الآلية المالية، حية نمذ  في  طار من الت ام  المح ك مع أنشتتتتتطة ال تتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتر للمناخ ومرفق 

ن  تان لا يتا  ثمتة م تا  لتحستتتتتتتتتتتتتتين الم تاليتة في الت  تاون  ويظت  البيئتة ال تالميتة و تتتتتتتتتتتتتتنتدوق الت يف، وا 
حيتة تو تد اختلافتا  في   اا، الت تاون بين المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تة وال يتانتا  التشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتغيليتة ل ليتة المتاليتة متقط ت 

الأستتتتتتتتتتتتاليب التشتتتتتتتتتتتتغيلية وال داو  التمنية فيما يخص تقديك الدعك للبلدان النامية، ولا يو د ت اون بالقدر 
ال افي بين ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة والستتتلطا  الوطنية الم ينة و  ا  الات تتتا  الأخر  ذا  ال تتتلة،  

ي المقابلا  التحديا  المستتتمرة التي ت ترم ت تيت  مما يحد من التنستتيق المن  ي  وأبرت المشتتار ون ف 
الروابط بين آلية الت نولو يا وآلية التموي ، بما في ذلك عدك بروت أنشتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتب ة بالقدر ال افي  

نظك المحدود بين المر ت/الشتتتب ة والمؤستتتستتتا  المالية  وقد تبين أن  عل  المستتتتو  القطرس، والتماع  الم 
ثمة  تتتتتتت وبة في المواءمة بين نتائج المستتتتتتتاعدة التقنية المقدمة من المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة وم ايير ال تتتتتتتندوق  
الأخضتتتتتتتتتر للمناخ ومرفق البيئة ال المية المتب ة في توستتتتتتتتتيع نطاق المشتتتتتتتتتاريع، وذلك بستتتتتتتتتبب الأولويا   

غيرة لل يانا  التشتتتتتتتغيلية  ونتي ة لذلك، لك يؤدو الت اون بين المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة وال يانا  الاستتتتتتتتراتي ية المت
  التشغيلية  ل  تموي  ال ديد من المشاريع عل  نطاق أوسع لر ك و ود أمثلة من قبي  مرفق  عداد المشاريع

ولة من قب  التابع لل تتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتر للمناخ لتموي  مشتتتتتروا لم تتتتترف  ينيا الت ارس، والمشتتتتتاريع المم 
مرفق البيئية ال المية في  م ورية تنتانيا المتحدة وأو ندا بالاستتتتتتتتتناد  ل  الأولويا  التي تك تحديدها من  

وطلب  الأطراف في مناستتبا  عديدة من المر ت/الشتتب ة ت تيت     ج20لخلا  تقييك الاحتيا ا  الت نولو ية 
تماعل ما مع ال تتتتتتتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتتتتتتر للمناخ، لا ستتتتتتتتتتيما فيما يت لق ببرنامج الاستتتتتتتتتتت داد ودعك الأنشتتتتتتتتتطة  
التحضتتتتتتيرية ومرفق  عداد المشتتتتتتاريع التاب ين لل تتتتتتندوق؛ وفي هذا الستتتتتتياق، شتتتتتت ع مؤتمر الأطراف في 

وشتتتارك     ج21لالشتتتب ة عل  تقديك تقرير ستتتنوس عن استتتتخداك هذا المرفق دورته الستتتاب ة وال شتتترين المر ت/ 
الوطنية الم ينة ودعا المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة للمشتتتتتتار ة في ال تتتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتتر للمناخ في منتديا  ال يانا  

حواراته الإقليمية في الستتتتنوا  الأخيرة  وفيما يت لق بمرفق البيئة ال المية، شتتتتارك أيضتتتتاا المر ت/الشتتتتب ة  
 من قب     من ما في عدة مناستبا ، بما في ذلك منتديا  ال يانا  الوطنيةوالمرفق في الأنشتطة المنظمة 

قاك مستتتتتترا الابت ار في م ا  المناخ التابع ل تتتتتتندوق الت يف، وهو   ، 2025– 2020الم ينة  وفي المترة 
  اا مشروع 25بتقديك الدعك  ل     اا،تنميذي اا  برنامج من برامج هذا ال ندوق يضك المر ت/الشب ة ب مت ما شري 

  مليون   17ووفر مبلغ    اا،بلد  23من مشتتتتتاريع المستتتتتاعدة التقنية في م ا  حلو  الت يف المبت رة في اا  ت ريبي 
نطاق مبادرا  الت يف من خلا  تيستتير ستتب  استتتمادة ال ديد دولار من دولارا  الولايا  المتحدة لتوستتيع  

من المبت رين من موارد  تتتتتتتتتتتتتتنتدوق الت يف   ير أن مبتادرا  أخر  يشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتارك في تا المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تة،  
برنامج بوتنان الاستتتتتتتتتتتراتي ي لنق  الت نولو يا  مع م تتتتتتتتتتارف التنمية الإقليمية في  طار   الشتتتتتتتتتترا ا   مث  
 أسمر  عن ت اون محدود    ، ج22ليموله مرفق البيئة ال المية  الذس 

____________ 

  71، المقرة FCCC/SBI/2022/13انظر الوثيقة  ج19ل

  2025– 2021يم ن الاطلاا عل  م لوما  المشاريع والإح اءا  المت لقة بأنشطة المر ت/الشب ة في خطط ما التشغيلية للمترة  ج20ل
 والتقارير السنوية الأخر ؛ انظر المرفق الثالة للاطلاا عل  روابط الوثائق المتخذة  م در 

  25، المقرة 27-ك أ/18المقرر  ج21ل

  FCCC/SBI/2026/9و FCCC/SBI/2022/INF.13انظر الوثيقتين  ج22ل

https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SBI/2022/13
https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SBI/2022/INF.13
https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SBI/2026/9
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 الم الية -باء 

بشتتتتت   عاك من حية تقديك المستتتتتاعدة التقنية،  م  ان أداء المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة ف الاا المستتتتاعدة التقنية  -22
حية تم نا من الاضتتتتتطلاا بالم اك المو لة  لي ما في  طار آلية الت نولو يا  وتشتتتتتير الأدلة المستتتتتتمدة من 
الأدبيا  والمقابلا   ل  أن المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة قدما الدعك لم موعة واستتتتتتتت ة من مشتتتتتتتتاريع المستتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية 

في ذلك المشتاريع المت لقة بوضتع الستياستا ، وتنمية القدرا  المؤستستية، وت يئة   المتوافقة مع ولايات ما، بما
بيئا  تم ينية لنشتتر ت نولو يا المناخ  وأفاد المشتتار ون في المقابلا  بأن مبادرا  المر ت/الشتتب ة تن تتب 

تحددها البلدان وتستتتت ك في ت تيت الأطر الوطنية لتطوير ت نولو يا في أ لب الحالا  عل  الأولويا  التي 
في المائة من طلبا  المستتتتاعدة التقنية دعك أهداف   48،  ان يتوخ  من  2021المناخ ونشتتتترها  وفي عاك  

في المتائتة من تا دعك أهتداف تمتج بين    23في المتائتة من تا دعك أهتداف الت يف، ومن    29التخميف، ومن  
في المائة من طلبا  المساعدة التقنية دعك   5,42،  ان يتوخ  من  2025وفي عاك     ج 23ل الت يف والتخميف

ممتتتا يتتتد  عل  أن   ،ج 24ل تمتج بين التخميف والت يفاا  في المتتتائتتتة من تتتا أهتتتدافتتت   5,42أهتتتداف الت يف، ومن  
المواعيد في  المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة قد حولا أولويت ما في ات اش الت يف  واعتبر أ تتتتتتحاب الم تتتتتتلحة أن الالتتاك ب 

تقديك المستتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية متماو ، وعذتي  حالا  التأخير المستتتتتتتت لة  ل  القيود المت تتتتتتتتلة بالشتتتتتتتتراء، ونقص 
الموظمين، والانتقا  من قيادة  ل  أخر  عل  مستتو  المر ت/الشتب ة  وعل  الر ك من هذش التحديا ، شتدد 

يقدم ا المر ت/الشتب ة بشت   عاك، وتؤ د نتائج  المشتار ون في المقابلا  عل  ف الية المستاعدة التقنية التي 
عل  مقياس  3,2الدراستتتة الاستتتتق تتتائية ذلك، حية بلغ متوستتتط مستتتتو  الارتياح للمستتتاعدة التقنية المقدمة  

لانظر المرفق  اا  لمرتمعج لتد  ال يتانتا  الوطنيتة الم ينتة وال  تا  المستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتميتدة م ت  4لمتتدنج و  1يتراوح بين  
ما حظي  الن ج البرنام ية المتب ة  تاء تقديك المستتتاعدة التقنية، مث  ما اتبع  ج   36و 6الستتتابع، الشتتت لان 

من ا في  طار برنامج مستتتتتتتترا الابت ار في م ا  المناخ التابع ل تتتتتتتتندوق الت يف وطرائق المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة 
في    63للمستتتتتتتتتتتتتتاعتدة ال تديتدة المت تددة الأقطتار، بتقييك  ي تابي من  تانتب  تالبيتة ال يتانتا  الوطنيتة الم ينتة ل

ج  ويرد تحلي  لمحمظة المر ت/الشتب ة لمشتاريع المستاعدة التقنية في  9المائة؛ انظر المرفق الستابع، الشت   
 ج 1المرفق السابع لال دو  

م نمذ المر ت/الشتتتب ة بن اح عدة أنشتتتطة في م ا  بناء القدرا ، ولا ستتتيما المنتديا  بناء القدرا   -23
ويشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتارك في تا ال تديتد من هتذش ال يتانتا   اا  الإقليميتة لل يتانتا  الوطنيتة الم ينتة، التي لا تتا  ت قتد ستتتتتتتتتتتتتتنويت 

، عقتد  أرب تة منتتديتا   قليميتة لل يتانتا  الوطنيتة الم ينتة، وبلغ م موا المشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتار ين في تا 2025 عتاك فمي
وعلاوة عل  ذلتك، تتضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتمن مشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتاريع المستتتتتتتتتتتتتتاعتدة التقنيتة في أحوا   ثيرة    ج 25ل مشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتار تاا  150حوالي  

 ل  ت يئة بيئا  تم ينية    تت لق ببناء القدرا ؛ حية ت دف ب م مشتتتتتاريع المستتتتتاعدة التقنية مثلاا  عنا تتتتتر
  ، ج 26ل 2025في المائة في عاك  21و  ؛2024اك  في المائة من   مالي مشتتاريع المستتاعدة التقنية في ع 25ل

أس أن ا تستتتتتاعد البلدان عل   تتتتتيا ة الستتتتتياستتتتتا  والاستتتتتتراتي يا  والخطط والقوانين والاتماقا  والأنظمةم  
،  2025في عتتتاك    68، و2024في عتتتاك    21، و2023من هتتتذش الأدوا  في عتتتاك    22تمتتت   تتتتتتتتتتتتتتيتتتا تتتة  

  ج 27ل في السنة 10هدف محدد في  مقاب 

____________ 

  75، المقرة FCCC/SB/2021/5انظر الوثيقة  ج23ل

  FCCC/SB/2025/6انظر الوثيقة  ج24ل

  AB/2025/26/7.1انظر وثيقة الم لس الاستشارس للمر ت/الشب ة  ج25ل

  FCCC/SB/2025/6انظر الوثيقة  ج26ل

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج27ل

https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SB/2021/5
https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SB/2025/6
https://docs.un.org/ar/FCCC/SB/2025/6
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بمضتتت  اا م شتتت د  أنشتتتطة تباد  الم ارف التي يضتتتطلع ب ا المر ت/الشتتتب ة تحستتتن تباد  الم ارف  -24
  تباد  الم ارف مع أ تتحاب الم تتلحة ومواءمة المنت ا اا  تنظيك أنشتتطة في الآونة الأخيرة يراد ب ا خ تتي تت 

ر ت/الشتتتب ة في  الم رفية مع احتيا ات ك  وقد شتتتارك أعضتتتاء الشتتتب ة وم تب الشتتترا ة والات تتتا  التابع للم
هذش الأنشتتتتتطة  وتبين الأستتتتتئلة المطروحة في الدراستتتتتة الاستتتتتتق تتتتتائية بشتتتتتأن نتائج أنشتتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة 

  ل  برنامج ال م  الثالةج أن أنشطة تباد  الم ارف تحظ  بنظرة  ي ابية بش   عاك اا  لاستناد

م حقق  ال  ود التي بذل ا المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتب ة من أ   ت تيت الت اون بين ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة  -25
وتذظ ر نتائج الدراستة    اا  تئي اا  الت اون بين ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة في البلدان النامية وتوطيد قدرات ا ن اح

  وتقديك الدعك ل ا في م ا  بناء القدرا   الاستتتق تتائية أن هذش ال يانا  تر  أن ت تيت الت اون مع ال يانا
وفقاا لما يلاحظ   اا ج تطبيق5هي أ ثر التو تتتتتتتتتيا  المنبثقة عن الاستتتتتتتتتت رام المستتتتتتتتتتق  الثاني لالتو تتتتتتتتتية  

  وأستتتت م  المنتديا  الإقليمية لل يانا  الوطنية الم ينة والدورا  التدريبية المواضتتتتي ية ومبادرا  المستتتتاعدة التقنية 
المت تددة الأقطتار في ت تيت فرص التبتاد  بين الأقران، وأفرت  أمثلتة مب رة عن الت لك من الأقران   ير أن 

  147المستتتتاعدة التقنية المت ددة الأقطار تظ  نادرة ضتتتتمن أنشتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتب ة لمشتتتتروعان من أ تتتت  
  2022مشتتتتتاريع المستتتتتاعدة التقنية المن تة خلا  المترة المشتتتتتمولة بالاستتتتتت رامم مشتتتتتروا واحد في عاك   من
 38 متا أن    ،ج 28ل في أفريقيتا  2025أمري تا اللاتينيتة ومنطقتة البحر ال تاريبي، ومشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتروا واحتد في عتاك   في
المائة من المشتتتار ين في الدراستتتة الاستتتتق تتتائية لك يروا أن هذش المئة من المستتتاعدة التقنية أ ثر ف الية   في

من المستتتتتتاعدة المو  ة لمراد  البلدان  وين  س هذا الرأس في طلبا  المستتتتتتاعدة التقنية المت ددة الأقطار،  
وتظ  المشتتار ة في طلبا  المستتاعدة      ج 29ل 2024و  2021حية لك يقدك ستتو  طلبين في المترة ما بين عامي 

التقنية متماوتة بين المناطق وداخل ا، حية أشتتار  عدة  يانا  وطنية م ينة  ل  استتتمرار التحديا  الموا  ة 
  من أ    تتتتتتتتتيا ة طلبا  عالية ال ودة وضتتتتتتتتتمان المتاب ة ب د التنميذ  وأقر   في ت بئة أ تتتتتتتتتحاب الم تتتتتتتتتلحة 

المشتتتتار ون في المقابلا  بأن المر ت/الشتتتتب ة عتتا الدعك المقدك لل يانا  الوطنية الم ينة، بستتتتب  من ا الأخذ  
بطرائق  ديدة لتقديك الدعك اللو ستتتتتتتي، ل ن ك شتتتتتتددوا عل  أنه ستتتتتتيلتك ال م  عل  بناء القدرا  بشتتتتتت   منظك  

د  الطوي   وأشتتتتتاروا أيضتتتتتاا  ل  الحا ة  ومطرد من أ   ضتتتتتمان توفر القدرا  ال افية ل ذش ال يانا  عل  الم 
 ل  آلية واضتتتتتتتتتتحة لدعك ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة في التنستتتتتتتتتتيق مع ال يانا  الوطنية ذا  ال تتتتتتتتتتلة  ولا يتا   

ف المتدر تة في المرفق الأو  للاتمتاقيتة والأطراف  بين ال يتانتا  الوطنيتة الم ينتة التتاب تة للأطرا اا  الت تاون محتدود 
 ير المدر ة في المرفق الأو  للاتماقية، وفقاا لما يراش ب م أعضتتتتتتاء الم لس الاستتتتتتتشتتتتتتارس للمر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة  

 وال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة الذين أ ري  م  ك مقابلا ، ويم ن تيادة تيسير تباد  الم ارف بين ال انبين  

 4م شت د التوا ت  بين المر ت/الشتب ة وأعضتاء الشتب ة لفيما يت ت  بالتو تية  التوا ت  مع الشتب ة  -26
ن  ان  الروابط بين أعضتتتتاء الشتتتتب ة و  ود    المنبثقة  عن الاستتتتت رام المستتتتتق  الثانيج ب م التحستتتتن، وا 

في عضتتتتوية الشتتتتب ة  بناء الشتتتترا ا  لا تتا  محدودة  وأد  تيادة أنشتتتتطة التوا تتتت  مع الشتتتتب ة  ل  التيادة  
   ير أن المشتتار ين في المقابلا  لاحظوا أن 2025في المائة في عاك   8و  2024في المائة في عاك    7بنستتبة  

ا تستتتتاب خبرة أعمق أو  ودة أفضتتتت  في الدعك المقدك  فمي حين توفر الشتتتتب ة اا تتايد ح ك الشتتتتب ة لا ي ني دوم 
  تغطية مواضتي ية و غرافية واست ة من خلا  الم موعة ال بيرة من الخبراء الأفراد والمنظما  الشتري ة المتوفرة ل ا، 

تقديك   تظ  المشتار ة في المستاعدة التقنية متماوتة من الناحية ال غرافية، حية لا يشتارك ال ديد من الأعضتاء في 
 ظك ال طاءا  المت تتتتتلة بالمستتتتتاعدة التقنية  ور ك أن الردود المقدمة في الدراستتتتتة الاستتتتتتق تتتتتائية تد  عل  أن م 

قامة الشتتتتب ا ، أفاد  اا الأعضتتتتاء ينضتتتتمون  ل  الشتتتتب ة بحث  من في المائة فقط    29عن فرص تقديك ال طاءا  وا 
   المشتتتتتتتتار ين في الدراستتتتتتتتة الاستتتتتتتتتق تتتتتتتتائية بأن ك أقاموا شتتتتتتتترا ا  مع ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة نتي ة لذلك

____________ 

  أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج28ل

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج29ل
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من المنظمتتا  التتدوليتتة و يتتانتتا  القطتتاا الختتاص    15، ت تتاون أعضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتاء الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تتة مع  2025عتتاك   وفي
والمؤستتتتتتستتتتتتا  الأ اديمية ومنظما  الم تمع المدني وأعضتتتتتتاء الشتتتتتتب ة الآخرين في الاضتتتتتتطلاا بأنشتتتتتتطة  

اا  ت اوني اا نشتتتتاط 29المر ت/الشتتتتب ة، بما يشتتتتم  تنظيك حلقا  عم  تدريبية ووضتتتتع منت ا  م رفية لمقاب  
في م ا   اا وعينا أخ تائي   ،ج 31ل  ةووضتع المر ت/الشتب ة استتراتي ية للتوا ت  مع الشتب    ج 30ل ج2024في عاك 

التوا تت  مع الشتتب ة وبناء القدرا ، ووستت ا فرص مشتتار ة أعضتتاء الشتتب ة في تقديك ال طاءا ، و   ذلك 
برات حضتور الشتب ة، وتشت يع الت اون المنظك بين أعضتاء الشتب ة  ور ك  في ستبي  ت تيت دور الوستاطة، وا 

 تتا   ارية  وأ د المشتار ون في  أن هذش الأنشتطة ت بر عن  حرات التقدك، فإن عملية تم ي  هذش الآليا  لا
المقابلا  عل  ضتتترورة توضتتتي  مستتتتويا  ال ضتتتوية في الشتتتب ة وتوفير حوافت أقو  للتوا تتت  الحثية مع 

 أعضاء الشب ة الآخرين 

تتتتتتيط في م تتا  ت نولو يتتا المنتتاخ  -27 تت تت م التقتتتدك المحرت في ت تيت دور المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تتتة دور الوست
من الاستتتتتت رام المستتتتتتق  الثانيج محدود ل نه واضتتتتت    7في م ا  ت نولو يا المناخ لالتو تتتتتية    وستتتتتيط

في ت تيت المر ت/الشتتب ة لدورهما  وستتيط اا ولمس أعضتتاء الشتتب ة المشتتمولون بالدراستتة الاستتتق تتائية تحستتن 
لمنخممج   1عل  مقيتاس يتراوح بين    3,2في م تا  ت نولو يتا المنتاخ، حيتة بلغ متوستتتتتتتتتتتتتتط الت تتتتتتتتتتتتتتنيف  

للوستتتتتتتاطة؛  اا لمرتمعج  وقد أتاح  أنشتتتتتتتطة  قامة الشتتتتتتتب ا  ال المية التي نظم ا المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة فر تتتتتتت  4و
خلا   ج التي أ ريتت   Voluntary Technologyمحتتادثتتا  الت نولو يتتا الطوعيتتة ل  أستتتتتتتتتتتتتتمر  مثلاا  حيتتة

فر تتتتة وستتتتاطة  ور ك أن المر ت/الشتتتتب ة وستتتت ا   23عن    2024م رم ال تتتتناعة المناخية ال المي ل اك 
قاعدة عضتتتويت ما واضتتتطل ا بأنشتتتطة ت دف  ل  ت تيت التماع  بين مقدمي الت نولو يا والبلدان التي تطلب  
المستتتتاعدة التقنية، أشتتتتار المشتتتتار ون في المقابلا   ل  أن عمليا  الوستتتتاطة تظ  في أحيان  ثيرة متوقمة 

دة عل  الت ارف الأولي دون أن تتطور  ل  مستتارا  تموي  أو تنميذ  ومن في مراحل ا الأول ، وتقت تتر عا
بين ال وائق المستمرة التي توا ه في هذا ال دد ح ك الموارد البشرية المتوفرة بش   محدود للمر ت/الشب ة، 

قطرس، وعدك و ود استتتتتراتي ية وستتتتاطة مم تتتتلة بال ام   وبروت المر ت/الشتتتتب ة الضتتتت يف عل  ال تتتت يد ال
ومع ذلتك، أبرت المشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتار ون في المقتابلا  أن ال  ود التي يبتذل تا المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تة، في م تالا  من تا 

ت تيت الت اون في  طار برنامج مستتتتتتتتتترا الابت ار في م ا  المناخ التابع ل تتتتتتتتتتندوق الت يف ووضتتتتتتتتتتع  مثلاا 
طرائق المستتتتتاعدة التقنية المواضتتتتتي ية المت ددة الأقطار، تشتتتتتير  ل  الإم انا  المتاحة ل ما ل ي يضتتتتتطل ا  

 بدور أ بر في الوساطة، شريطة ت بئة موارد  ضافية ل ذا الغرم 

م أرستتتتتي  ممارستتتتتا  تتبع فيما يت لق بر تتتتتد وتقييك أثر أنشتتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة، الر تتتتد والتقييك -28
وقاك المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة بتحدية  طار الر تتتتتتتتد والتقييك الخاص ب ما، وت ويد  اا أن اتباع ا لا يتا  محدود  لا

مؤشتتتتتتتتتتتترا  أدائ ما، وت ريب نموذج لتقييك الأثر ب د التنميذ  وعلاوة عل  ذلك، برهن المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتب ة عن 
بإ تتتدار وثيقة ستتتنوية توضتتت  بالتم تتتي   يف  تحقيق تحستتتن في عملية تقديك التقارير وفي شتتتمافيت ا، مثلاا 

يستتتتتتتتتت يب المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة لتو ي ا  الأطراف ب دف تيستتتتتتتتتير تتبع تنميذ ولايت ما  وأقر أعضتتتتتتتتتاء الم لس  
ماء الوضتتتتوح عل  التقارير، بستتتتب  من ا  الاستتتتتشتتتتارس للمر ت/الشتتتتب ة وال  ا  المانحة بإحرات تقدك في  ضتتتت 

وضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتع لوحا  متاب ة أ ثر ف الية لمقاييس الأداء   ير أن عمليا  التقييك المن  ي اللاحق للمستتتتتتتتتتتتتتاعدة 
التقنية تظ  محدودة  حية لا تتا  قلة الموارد، وتبدي  الموظمين، وال تتتتتتتتتت وبة المتأ تتتتتتتتتتلة في تقييك الآثار 

المراحت  الأوليتة والمبتادرا  الراميتة  ل  ت يئتة بيئتا  تم ينيتة، عوامت  الب يتدة المتد  للمستتتتتتتتتتتتتتاعتدة التقنيتة في  
  ت يق   راء تقييك أ ثر شمولاا 

____________ 

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج30ل

  AB/2025/26/16.2انظر وثيقة الم لس الاستشارس للمر ت/الشب ة  ج31ل
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 ال ماءة - يك 

م ش د   ماءة المر ت/الشب ة، المحددة ب وام  ترتيبا  الإدارة وتوافر الموارد وهي   ملاك الإدارة -29
وتشتتتتير المقابلا  والأدبيا  المستتتتت رضتتتتة  ل  أن الانتقا    اا تدري ي اا الموظمين وال مليا  التشتتتتغيلية، تحستتتتن 

من مرحلة الاستتضتافة المشتتر ة لمر ت ت نولو يا المناخ من قب  برنامج الأمك المتحدة للبيئة ومنظمة الأمك 
من قب  برنامج الأمك المتحدة للبيئة قد أد   ل  اا المتحدة للتنمية ال تتتتتتتتناعية لاليونيدوج  ل   دارته ح تتتتتتتتري 

ل  حدوة اضتتتطرابا  في الوق  نمستتته  فقد لاحظ المشتتتار ون في المقابلا   تحقيق م استتتب في ال ماءة وا 
من الوضتوح فيما يت لق بالقيادة المؤستستية، وأد   ل  تحستين اا  متيد أن توحيد مستؤوليا  الاستتضتافة أضتم 

المواءمتتة بين ال مليتتا  الإداريتتة والتشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتغيليتتة لأمتتانتتة مر ت ت نولو يتتا المنتتاخ ولأمتتانتتة الاتمتتاقيتتة الإطتتاريتتة  
تغير المنتتاخ   ير أن ك لاحظوا أيضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتاا أن قنوا  الات تتتتتتتتتتتتتتتا  بين برنتامج الأمك المتحتتدة للبيئتتة  بشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتأن
ج،  2023–2022في المترة   مر ت ت نولو يا المناخ لك ت ن في ب م الأحيان واضتتتتتحة الم الك لمثلاا  وأمانة

وأن الات الا  عبر تلك القنوا  لك ت ن سري ة في ب م الحالا   وعلاوة عل  ذلك، أشير  ل  أنه لمس  
ج الأمك المتحدة في   راءا   مع التبرعا  وتخ تتتتيص الأموا  والموافقة عل  المشتتتتاريع المتب ة في برنام

للمرونة أ ثر مما لمس خلا  فترة الاستتتضتتافة المشتتتر ة  ولا تتا  الم وا  المستتتمرة في  اا وافتقار   للبيئة طولاا 
القتتدرا ، لا ستتتتتتتتتتتتتتيمتتا فيمتتا يت لق بتتالإدارة وال مليتتا ، ت يق  متتاءة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تتة عل  ال موك  وأعرب 

ل ي   الم لس الاستتتتتشتتتتارس للمر ت/الشتتتتب ة وطريقة عمله،   المشتتتتار ون في المقابلا  عن ارتياح ك   مالاا 
ن  ان ب ضتتتتت ك قد لاحظ أن ح ك الم لس، ر ك اتستتتتتاقه مع المبادة التو ي ية للاتماقية الإطارية بشتتتتتأن  وا 
تغير المناخ،  بير مقارنة ب يان  تتتتتتتتتتتغير الح ك مث  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتب ة، مما يؤدس  ل   بطاء عملية اتخاذ 

 لس الاستتتتتشتتتتارس للمر ت/الشتتتتب ة من الأطراف  ير المدر ة في المرفق  اء المالقرار  وأعرب ب م أعضتتتت 
 الأو  للاتماقية عن ر بت ك في أن ي ون ل ك تمثي  أ بر في الم لس لإسماا أ وات ك خلا  ا تماعاته 

في ميتانيت ما المحدودة، ل ن  م يظ  التحدس الرئيستتتتي الذس يوا ه المر ت/الشتتتتب ة متمثلاا التموي   -30
 ماءت ما في استتتتتتتتتخداك الموارد المالية المتاحة لا تحتاج  ل  دلي   وأفاد   ميع التقارير الستتتتتتتتنوية المقدمة  

ام بأن ميتانيت ما  ير  افية  من المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة  ل  مؤتمر الأطراف خلا  المترة المشتتتتتتتتمولة بالاستتتتتتتتت ر 
  وي تبر أ حاب الم لحة بش   متسق أن الموارد المتاحة  ير  افية ولا يم ن التنبؤ ب ا  وي تمد المر ت/ 
الشتتتتتتتتتتتتب ة  ل  حد  بير عل  التبرعا  المقدمة من قب  عدد محدود من الأطراف المانحة، ومن المتوقع أن 
تنخمم هذش التبرعا  خلا  الستتتتتتتتنوا  القليلة المقبلة  وأبرت المشتتتتتتتتار ون في المقابلا  ال تتتتتتتت وبا  التي 

   ل  القيود الإدارية والائتمانيةاا  توا ه ت بئة التموي  من القطاا الخاص والمؤسسا  الخيرية، والتي ت ت   تئي 
المشتتتتت ودة في برنامج الأمك المتحدة للبيئة، وأشتتتتتاروا  ل  تتايد المنافستتتتتة عل  التموي  المناخي في الستتتتتياق  

 المي  ور ك اتخاذ المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة لتدابير من أ   تنويع قاعدة تمويل ما، من ال تتتتتتت ب تقييك ما تستتتتتتتمر ال
عنه هذش ال  ود من نتائج عل  المد  الب يد  وأشتتتتتير في أحيان  ثيرة  ل  تقديك المستتتتتاعدة التقنية المت ددة 

للاستتمادة بالشت   الأمث  من الت اليف المت بدة وتوستيع نطاق نتائج المشتاريع،  اا واعداا  الأقطار باعتبارش ن  
ن  ان  قابلية تطبيق هذا الن ج تختلف من منطقة  ل  أخر   ويم ن الاطلاا عل  م لوما  مم تتتتتتتتتتتتلة   وا 

 ج 2بشأن التموي  في المرفق السابع لال دو  

م ما فتئ النقص في الموارد البشتتتتتترية والخبرة الداخلية والحضتتتتتتور المحلي يشتتتتتت   ملاك الموظمين  -31
ي ترم ال ماءة التشتتتتغيلية للمر ت/الشتتتتب ة  وقد تبين من الاستتتتت رام أن المر ت/الشتتتتب ة شتتتت دا اا   بير اا تحدي 

في عدد الموظمين، حية أستتتت ك ارتماا م د  تبدي  الموظمين في ما ومرورهما اا في  ثير من الأحيان نق تتتت 
بمترا  مطولتة  تانت  في تا القيتادة مؤقتتة في وقوا تقلبتا  عل  مستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتو  القتدرا ، ممتا أعتاق استتتتتتتتتتتتتتتمراريتة 

وتستتتتتتتتتبب في انقطاعا  وتغيرا  في الحضتتتتتتتتتور وال مليا  عل  ال تتتتتتتتت يد الإقليمي  ولاحظ عدد من  الدعك
ن ي ملون بموارد محدودة، مع  قرارهك  المشتار ين في المقابلا   ل  الضتغوط التي يشت ر ب ا الموظمون الذي 

في الوق  نمستتتتتتتتته بالالتتاك المستتتتتتتتتتمر الذس يبديه موظمو المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة والخبراء الاستتتتتتتتتتشتتتتتتتتتاريون لدي ما  
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نق  استتتتتتتتتتتضتتتتتتتتتتافة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتب ة  ل  برنامج الأمك المتحدة للبيئة  ل  فقدان ب م ال ماءا  التقنية  وأد 
من خلا  اليونيدو، مما أثر عل  الذا رة المؤستتتستتتية وأستتت ك في  حداة تغيرا  اا المتخ تتت تتتة المتاحة ستتتابق

في الحضتتتتتتور وال مليا  عل  ال تتتتتت يد الإقليمي، بما في ذلك في منطقتي أمري ا اللاتينية وآستتتتتتيا والمحيط  
ال ادة  وفي الوق  نمستتتتتتته، أتاح  نشتتتتتتتاء م تب الشتتتتتتترا ة والات تتتتتتتا  التابع للمر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة في ستتتتتتتونغدو، 

لتيستتتتتتتتتير الشتتتتتتتتترا ا ، والبحوة الت اونية، والبحة والتطوير والبيان ال ملي، اا   ضتتتتتتتتتافي اا  بر ية  وريا، من  م ور 
والت اون مع ال تتتتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتتتر للمناخ، ودعك بناء القدرا  في منطقة آستتتتتتتيا والمحيط ال ادة وخار  ا   

، مث  أخ تتتتتتائي 2025–2024وعلاوة عل  ذلك، أنشتتتتتتئ  وظائف  ديدة في المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة خلا  المترة  
 شؤون التوا   مع ال  ا  المانحة وت بئة الموارد والشرا ة، والمسؤو  القيادس ال المي عن الت يف 

م ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة عنا تتر لا  ن  عن ا في تنستتيق المستتاعدة التقنية  ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة  -32
 ل  حد  بير عل  قدرا  تلك ال يانا    التي يقدم ا المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتب ة، وتتوقف  ماءة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتب ة   مالاا 

ومد  بروتها  وبينما ت م  ال ديد من ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة بم الية عل  تيستير  تيا ة الطلبا  والتنستيق 
مع ال يانا  الوطنية لمث   تتتان ي الستتتياستتتا  والوتارا  والستتتلطا  الوطنية الم ينة و  ا  الات تتتا  بمرفق  

يذ المشتاريع ب د الموافقة علي ا، فإن مستتو  الدعك المؤستستي المقدك ل ا يتماو  بشت    البيئة ال الميةج بشتأن تنم 
مشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتار ون في المقتتابلا   ل  و ود ثغرا  مستتتتتتتتتتتتتتمرة في ال يتتانتتا  الوطنيتتة الم ينتتة عل   بير  فقتتد أبرت ال 

مستتتويا  القدرا  والموارد والتنستتيق، مما ي يق  تتيا ة الطلبا  ب ودة عالية، والاضتتطلاا بأنشتتطة المتاب ة  
 تيت قدرا  ال يانا   الم الة ب د تقديك المستتتتتاعدة التقنية، وت بئة التموي  الإضتتتتتافي  وقد قاك المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة بت 

الوطنية الم ينة من خلا  أنشطة التدريب والمنتديا  الإقليمية وتباد  الأقران،  ير أن هناك حا ة  ل  توفير 
الدعك المطرد لضتتمان توا تت  متستتق مع هذش ال يانا  في  ميع المناطق  وأظ ر  الدراستتة الاستتتق تتائية أن  

ها حدد بوضتتتتتتتوح وبأن ا عل  دراية بالولاية المستتتتتتتندة  لي ا،  لا أن  م ظك ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة تر  بأن دور 
الأ لبية الستتاحقة ل ذش ال يانا  أفاد  ب دك توفر الموارد المالية والمادية بالقدر ال افي للاضتتطلاا ب ذا الدور 

 وبالولاية، وذلك استنتاج مماث  للاستنتاج الذس تو    ليه الاست رام السابق  

طار الر تتتتد والتقييك لد  ال مليا  الداخلية  -33 م شتتتت د  ال مليا  الداخلية ومستتتتارا  الات تتتتالا  وا 
ن  ان  لا تتا  ت ترضتتتتتتتت ا تحديا  نظمية  فقد أستتتتتتتت ك تحدية أدوا     اا،تدري ي اا  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة تحستتتتتتتتن  وا 

ي تحسين الرقابة الإبلاغ وتحسين لوحا  متاب ة الأداء وت ويد هي   آليا  التخطيط عل  مستويا  عدة ف
والشتتتتتتتمافية  وفي الوق  نمستتتتتتته، لقي  ال  ود المبذولة من أ   ترشتتتتتتتيد المستتتتتتتاعدة التقنية عقبا  ت ت   ل  
حالا  تأخير في الشتراء، ونقص الموظمين، وعدك اتستاق آليا  المتاب ة  ور ك أن باب المشتار ة في تقديك 

أ ثر فتتتتتتتتتتأ ثر أماك الأعضاء في الشب ة وأن اتباا ن ج مت دد الأقطار ات اش تقديك  اا ال طاءا  أ ب  ممتوح
  المستتاعدة التقنية قد أستت ك في تنميذ المشتتاريع بشتت   أ ثر  ماءة، لا تتا  هناك حا ة  ل  ت تيت ستتب  التحديد

دماج ت ليقا  المستميدين في ال مليا    المن  ي لأفض  الممارسا  وا 

 الآثار والاستدامة -دا  

م تستتت ك مبادرا  المر ت/الشتتتب ة لمث  ما اتخذ من ا في  طار برنامج مستتترا الابت ار في الابت ار  -34
م ا  المناخ التابع ل ندوق الت يفج عل  نحو هادف في م ا  الابت ار،  لا أن التحديا  المستمرة ت يق 

ن الأدبيا  تحقيق نتائج تحويلية ومستتتدامة  ويستتتماد من المقابلا  التي أذ ري  مع أ تتحاب الم تتلحة وم
المستتتتت رضتتتتة أن الأنشتتتتطة المت تتتتلة بالابت ار التي يضتتتتطلع ب ا المر ت/الشتتتتب ة م ن  البلدان من تطوير 
الت نولو يا في المراح  المب رة، وت ريب الحلو  الت نولو ية، وت تيت الاستتراتي يا  في الم الا  الناشتئة، 

نظم ا الوطنية للابت ار بمضتتت  الدعك اا  بلد  15، عتت  2025مث  الرقمنة وال يدرو ين الأخضتتتر  فمي عاك  
  ج،بلدان ستتتتتنوياا   5و   4أن ال دف هو ما بين  اا ، علم 2024بلدان في عاك  9المقدك من المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة لمقاب  
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مناستتتتتتبة مت تتتتتتلة بالبحة والتطوير والبيان ال ملي والابت ار في م ا  ت نولو يا   23ونظك المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة  
    ج32لجمنتتاستتتتتتتتتتتتتتبتتا  ستتتتتتتتتتتتتتنويتاا   5أن ال تتدف هو تنظيك  اا  ، علمتت 2024منتتاستتتتتتتتتتتتتتبتتة في عتاك    11المنتتاخ لمقتتابت   

للت ليقا  التي أبداها موظمو المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة وال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة خلا  المقابلا ، استتتتتتتتتتماد    ووفقاا 
ق التقدك في  عدة بلدان من هذا الدعك لتستريع وتيرة الابت ار عبر دورة الت نولو يا  وتتمث  ال وام  التي ت و 

م تا  الابت تار في القتدرا  الوطنيتة المحتدودة، والتضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتارب بين خرائط الطريق الختا تتتتتتتتتتتتتتة بتالبلتدان و تداول تا 
التمنية المحددة للتنميذ، وتبدي  الموظمين في المؤستتتتتستتتتتا ، وال داو  التمنية الخا تتتتتة بالمر ت/الشتتتتتب ة، وقلة  

  الأولية  ل  التموي  والتطبيق  ور ك  الموارد، و ياب مستارا  واضتحة تو ه الانتقا  من المستاعدة في المراح 
أن أنشتتطة المر ت/الشتتب ة المت تتلة بالابت ار حقق  نتائج هامة في المراح  الأول ، فقد شتتدد المشتتار ون في  

 المقابلا  عل  أن اطراد تحقيق الأثر سيتوقف عل  توفير آليا  يم ن التنبؤ ب ا لضمان المتاب ة الشاملة  

م أستتت م  أنشتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتب ة المت تتتلة بالتنميذ بقدر  بير في ت تيت عمليا  التخطيط التنميذ  -35
للتخميف والت يف  وت تت هذش الإستتتتتتتتتتتتت اما  أطر التخطيط، ول ن تحقيق النتائج في الأ   الطوي  يتوقف 

الدعك المقدك عل  مد  قدرة البلدان عل  الحماظ عل  التخك المولد ب د تقديك المستتتتاعدة التقنية  وقد ستتتتاعد 
أو خرائط الطريق المت لقة بنتائج تقييك الاحتيا ا  الت نولو ية اا  للبلدان في وضع المساهما  المحددة وطني 

وبالت نولو يا في توضتتتتتتتتي  مستتتتتتتتارا  ال م  المناخي  ويتوافق عدد مشتتتتتتتتاريع المستتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية التي نمذها  
 ج 33ل ستتتتتتتتتتنوياا اا مشتتتتتتتتتتروع 30ت رام مع هدف ما المحدد في المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتب ة خلا  المترة المشتتتتتتتتتتمولة بالاستتتتتتتتتت 

ج  1الاطلاا عل  التما ي  بشأن عدد مشاريع المساعدة التقنية المنمذة في المرفق السابع، ال دو    ليم ن
وانخمم عدد مشاريع تقييك الاحتيا ا  الت نولو ية التي مول  من خلا  برنامج الاست داد ودعك الأنشطة  

الاستراتي ي التحضيرية لل ندوق الأخضر للمناخ خلا  المترة المشمولة بالاست رام، وذلك بسبب التحو   
في برامج برنامج الأمك المتحدة للبيئة وطرائق الاستتتتتتتتت داد ال ديدة التي أخذ ب ا ال تتتتتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتتتتر للمناخ 

ل  تموي  من والتي تقتضتتي أن تقدك البلدان استتتراتي ية وطنية للاستتت داد خا تتة بال تتندوق قب  الح تتو  ع 
مشتتتتروا تقييك للاحتيا ا  الت نولو ية، أستتتتمر  عن وضتتتتع    11، تك  ن ات 2022برنامج الاستتتتت دادم في عاك 

مشتتتتتتتتتتتتاريع تقييك؛ وأن ت مشتتتتتتتتتتتتروا تقييك واحد في    من   4، أن ت  2023خطط عم  ت نولو ية؛ وفي عاك 
ور ك أن الن ج ال تديتد المت تدد الأقطتار المتبع في م تا  المستتتتتتتتتتتتتتاعتدة الت نولو يتة      ج 34ل 2025و  2024عتامي  

ي تت التوافق الإقليمي والت لك من الأقران، فقد أن ت مشروعان فقط من مشاريع المساعدة الت نولو ية المت ددة  
في ت تيت الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتمو  ومراعتاة اا  الأقطتار  ولاحظ المشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتار ون في المقتابلا  أن المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تة أحرتا تقتدمت 

يما من خلا  تحدية ستتياستتت ما وخطة عمل ما المت لقتين بالنوا الا تماعي النوا الا تماعي، ولا ستت  اعتبارا  
، ودمج اعتبارا  النوا الا تماعي في مرحلة ت تتميك المستتاعدة التقنية لمع تحقيق هدف  2027– 2023 للمترة 
  2024في المائة من مشتتتتتتاريع المستتتتتتاعدة التقنية بإ راء تحلي  للنوا الا تماعي في    من عامي   100دعك 

 اا  و ان دمج م ارف الش وب الأ لية في ت ميك مشاريع المساعدة التقنية متقط      ج 35ل ج 2025و 

م أستتتتتتتتت م  أنشتتتتتتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة في ت تيت قدرة البلدان عل  تطوير ونق  وتطبيق  بناء القدرا   -36
ت نولو يا  المناخ،  ما أستتتت م  في ت يئة بيئا  تم ينية في هذا الم ا   فقد ستتتتاعد الدعك المقدك من خلا   

ت تيت السياسا   توفير التدريب المحدد الأهداف والأخذ بالن ج المت دد الأقطار في م ا  المساعدة التقنية في  
والأطر التنظيمية الوطنية  وتاد عدد الستتتتتياستتتتتا  والاستتتتتتراتي يا  والخطط والقوانين والاتماقا  والأنظمة التي 

 2025في عاك   68 ل    2024في عاك   21و   2023في عاك  22وضتتت   بمضتتت  دعك المستتتاعدة التقنية من 
____________ 

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج32ل

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج33ل

  أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج34ل

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج35ل
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وارتمع أيضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتاا عدد المشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتار ين في الدورا  التتدريبيتة  في الستتتتتتتتتتتتتتنتةج  10لمع ال لك أن ال تدف محتدد في 
  ، ج 36ل 2025في عاك اا مشتتتتتتار  3 067 ل    2021في عاك  اا  مشتتتتتتار   889ينظم ا المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة من   التي
ولاحظ المشتتتتتتتار ون في    ج 37ل مشتتتتتتتارك ستتتتتتتنوياا  1 500 ل   1  000ما يت اوت ب ثير ال دف المحدد في  أس

المقابلا  أن أنشتتطة بناء القدرا  لك تستت ك في تحستتين القدرا  المؤستتستتية فحستتب، ب  أذ   أيضتتاا الوعي 
المؤستتتتستتتتي بالخيارا  الت نولو ية المتاحة   ير أن أنشتتتتطة تطوير القدرا   تتتتمم  بطرق تختلف من بلد 

 وارد والخبرة التقنية في تلك البلدان  ل  آخر بالنظر  ل  تباين مستويا  الاستقرار المؤسسي والم

م أستتتتمر  أنشتتتتطة التوا تتتت  مع أ تتتتحاب الم تتتتلحة عن نتائج التوا تتت  مع أ تتتحاب الم تتتلحة  -37
ن  ان  أدن  من المتوقع  فقد وستع المر ت/الشتب ة نطاق توا تل ما مع ال  ا  الوطنية الم نية  م قولة، وا 
بالتخطيط والم تم ا  المحلية والأوساط الأ اديمية والقطاا الخاص من خلا  المنتديا  الإقليمية وأنشطة  

الأخذ بالن ج المت دد الأقطار في تقديك المساعدة التقنية، بما أس ك في ت تيت الحوار بشأن تباد  الم ارف و 
ذ اء الوعي ب ا  وأشتتتار المشتتتار ون في المقابلا   ل  أن عمق التوا تتت  تختلف من  خيارا  الت نولو يا وا 

لاف القدرا  الوطنية  ور ك تحستتتتتتتن مستتتتتتتتو  التماع  منطقة  ل  أخر ، وأن عمقه مرتبط بقلة الموارد واخت 
  بين ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة وأ تتتحاب الم تتتلحة المحليين، لا تتا  التحديا  ت ترم الت اون المطرد حيثما

  2022شترا ا  في عامي   6فقد انخمم عدد الشترا ا  بشت   طميف لمن   اا  ان الدعك المؤستستي محدود
ن  ان هذا ال دد يظ  مستتتتوفي 2025شتتترا ا  في عاك   5 ل    2023و  10 ل    5لل دف المحدد في اا ج، وا 

مما يد  عل  أن الشتب ة هي ذا  ح ك  بير ول ن  م انات ا لا تستتخدك بالضترورة عل    اا، شترا ا  ستنوي
الو ه الأ م   وأد   نشتاء م تب الشترا ة والات تا  التابع للمر ت/الشتب ة  ل   تاحة فرص للتوا ت  مع  

ر للمناخ وأعضتتتتتتتتاء الشتتتتتتتتب ة الذين تتوفر لدي ك قدرا  في م الا  البحة والتطوير ال تتتتتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتتتت 
ال ملي، وأستت ك في  حداة أثر في مؤشتترا  الأداء الرئيستتية الخا تتة بأنشتتطة المر ت/الشتتب ة في والبيان  

 م ا  التوا    

م أست م  أنشتطة المر ت/الشتب ة المت تلة بالدعك في تحقيق نتائج  ي ابية بشت   عاك   الدعك  - 38
في توستتتتتتيع نطاق الح تتتتتتو  عل  المستتتتتتاعدة التقنية والدعك المالي من أ   تطوير   أستتتتتت م  مثلاا  فقد 

ا  ونق  الت نولو يا  المراعية لاعتبارا  النوا الا تماعي، ولا ستتتتتتتتتتتتيما من خلا  تحستتتتتتتتتتتتين تحلي  النو 
وأستتت م  الأنشتتتطة المت لقة بتقديك الدعك     ج 38ل الا تماعي في مرحلة ت تتتميك مشتتتاريع المستتتاعدة التقنية 

 ل  ت تيت الت اون مع ال تتتتندوق الأخضتتتتر للمناخ ومرفق البيئة ال المية و تتتتندوق الت يف  ويوا تتت  
المر ت/الشتتتتب ة تنظيك الأنشتتتتطة باشتتتتتراك مع المؤستتتتستتتتا  المالية وال يانا  التي تتول  تشتتتتغي  الآلية 

، مع ال لك أن ال دف 2025في عاك   11، و 2024في عاك   4، و 2023أنشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتطة في عاك    3المالية ل 
اا ج  وفتح  آفاق  ديدة للتموي ، ل ن ب م البلدان تحت  موق  أنشتطة ستنوياا   5و   3المحدد يتراوح بين  

مج ال مت  الثتاني ومن   متالي التمويت  الم بتأ لبرنتا أفضتتتتتتتتتتتتتتت  من  يرهتا للاستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتمتادة من هتذش المرص   
، أس ما ي اد  الرقك المستتت   في  2026في المائة منه في بداية عاك   66للمر ت/الشتتتب ة، تم  ت بئة  

المترة الستتتتتتتتتتابقة، بما يد  بالتالي عل  عدك تحقيق أس تحستتتتتتتتتتن  وأ د المشتتتتتتتتتتار ون في المقابلا  عل   
ضترورة  ي اد روابط أوضت  بين المستاعدة التقنية في المراح  الأولية وفرص التموي  اللاحق من أ   

 تحسين الأثر عل  المد  الطوي   

____________ 

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج36ل

 أعلاش  20 ما في الحاشية  ج37ل

  AB/2023/22/24انظر وثيقة الم لس الاستشارس للمر ت/الشب ة  ج38ل
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تتتتودة  -39 م لوحظ أن أنشتتتتتتتطة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة أستتتتتتتمر  عن نتائج  ير مق تتتتتتتودة، النتائج  ير المق ت
برات    ي ابية وستتلبية عل  حد ستتواء  فقد أستت م  أنشتتطت ما مثلاا  في ت تيت شتتب ا  أ تتحاب الم تتلحة، وا 

الابت تتار المنتتاخي، ونشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتوء مبتتادرا  ختتار يتتة لاحقتتة مستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتوحتتاة من المشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتاريع الت ريبيتتة التي دعم تتا 
الوق  نمستتتته، أشتتتتار المشتتتتار ون في المقابلا   ل  عدة نتائج ستتتتلبية  ير مق تتتتودة،  المر ت/الشتتتتب ة  وفي

  من ا ارتماا ستتتقف التوق ا  بما يت اوت موارد المر ت/الشتتتب ة، والتماو  ال غرافي في الموائد المح تتت  علي ا،
 ادوا بأن الت تتتتتتدس ل ذش التحديا  يتطلب والتحديا  التي ت ترم اطراد التقدك ب د تقديك المستتتتتتاعدة التقنية  وأف 

   شتاعة خطاب أوضت  بشتأن دور ونطاق المر ت/الشتب ة، وتوفير دعك محدد الأهداف لمرحلة متاب ة المستاعدة
  المنبثقة عن التقييك الدورس الأو  لآلية الت نولو ياج، ودمج نواتج  5التقنية لعل  النحو المقترح في التو تتتتتتتتتتتية 

 المساعدة التقنية ب ماءة أ بر في عمليا   نع القرار عل  ال  يد الوطني 

تتتتافة والتغير النظمي  -40 م بدأ التحو  المشتتتتتت ود في برنامج ال م  الثالة للمر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة القيمة المضت
  نحو تحوي  النظك ي تت تر يتهما الاستتتراتي ي، بما يمستت  الم ا  لتنميذ أنشتتطة متستتقة يراد ب ا  حداة الأثر 
وقد أستت م  أنشتتطة المر ت/الشتتب ة في ظ ور بوادر التغير النظمي والمستتتداك، لا ستتيما من خلا  تحستتين 
عمليا  التخطيط، ودعك ت يئة بيئا  تم ينية، وت تيت الت اون الإقليمي  وأستتتتتتتتتتتمر  المستتتتتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية في  

 م انا  تحقيق النتائج  ب م الحالا  عن تحميت الاستتتتتثمارا  اللاحقة والأخذ بالستتتتياستتتتا ، مما يد  عل 
لنظمي يوا ه عوائق بستتتتتتتتتتتبب الموارد المحدودة والدعك  ير عل  المد  الطوي   ومع ذلك، لا يتا  التغير ا

ال افي في مرحلة ما ب د التنميذ  وأشتتتار المشتتتار ون في المقابلا ، ولا ستتتيما أعضتتتاء الم لس الاستتتتشتتتارس  
ل  مستتتارا  أوضتتت  لتوستتتيع نطاق التنميذ من  للمر ت/الشتتتب ة،  ل  الحا ة  ل  نظاك أمتن للر تتتد والتقييك وا 

 س م اسب تتحقق أ   الحماظ عل  أ

 استنتا ا  -راب اا  
أهك الن احا  التي أحرت  عل   تتتتتتتتتتت يد ف الية عم  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتب ة خلا  المترة المشتتتتتتتتتتتمولة  -41

 بالاست رام هي  ما يليم

تظ  استتتراتي ية المر ت/الشتتب ة وأنشتتطت ما وثيقة ال تتلة بأولويا  واحتيا ا  البلدان،  أجل 
حية تتوافق المبادرا  المتخذة  ل  حد  بير مع الستتتتتتتتتياقا  الوطنية والأولويا  المناخية نتي ة لاتباا ن ج 

 قائك عل  الطلب؛

في الموقع الاستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتراتي ي، اا   وهريت  يمثت  برنتامج ال مت  الثتالتة للمر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تة تحولاا  بجل 
بالانتقا  من ن ج عريم النطاق ين تتب عل  الأنشتتطة  ل  ن ج برنام ي ير ت عل  تحوي  النظك، وذلك 

 ل  الدروس المستتتمادة من اا  استتت ابة لتو ي ا  مؤتمر الأطراف ومؤتمر الأطراف في اتماق باريس واستتتناد
 الاست راضا  السابقة؛

مع ل نة الت نولو يا، بطرق من ا المشتتتتتتار ة مع الل نة   ف الاا اا  أبد  المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة ت اون  جج ل  
 ، والمشار ة في أنشطة الل نة؛ 2027- 2023في وضع وتنميذ برنامج ال م  المشترك لآلية الت نولو يا للمترة 

تك  ل  حد ما ترشتتتتتتتتيد آلية  دارة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة مع تغيير المنظمة المضتتتتتتتتيمة، بحية  دجل 
أستتتتتتمر ذلك عن تيادة وتيرة الات تتتتتتالا  وتحستتتتتتين التنستتتتتتيق بين المنظمة المضتتتتتتيمة وأمانة المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة  

 والم لس الاستشارس للمر ت/الشب ة؛

عل  الم الية في تقديك المستتتتتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية، وأثبتا بالتالي  اا برهن المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتب ة عموم هجل 
اضتتتتطلاع ما بالم اك الرئيستتتتية المستتتتندة ل ما في  طار آلية الت نولو يا، حية اعتبر عل  نطاق واستتتتع أن 

 مبادرات ما حقق  نتائج  ي ابية؛
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عم  المر ت/الشب ة عل  ت تيت الخدما  التي يقدمان ا في م ا  بناء قدرا  ال يانا   وجل 
الوطنية الم ينة وتوطيد توا تتتتتتتتل ما م  ا، لا ستتتتتتتتيما من خلا  موا تتتتتتتتلة عقد المنتديا  الإقليمية لل يانا  

و تتتتيا ة  الوطنية الم ينة، بما أستتتت ك في تحستتتتين التنستتتتيق مع أ تتتتحاب الم تتتتلحة عل  ال تتتت يد المحلي 
 طلبا  المساعدة التقنية عل  المستو  القطرس؛

في م ا  تباد  الم ارف،  ما تد  عل  ذلك تيادة اا  ملحوظاا  حقق المر ت/الشتتب ة تقدم تجل 
مشتتتتتتار ة أ تتتتتتحاب الم تتتتتتلحة في أنشتتتتتتطة تباد  الم ارف، بمضتتتتتت  توستتتتتتع ح ك الشتتتتتتب ة وتقديك المنت ا  
الم رفية وتنظيك الأنشتتتتتتتتتطة الإعلامية المنح  بشتتتتتتتتت   مطرد، بدعك من م تب الشتتتتتتتتترا ة والات تتتتتتتتتا  التابع 

 للمر ت/الشب ة؛

أستتتتت ك المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة في تحقيق نتائج هادفة في المراح  الأولية، لا ستتتتتيما من خلا    حجل 
ت تيت عمليا  التخطيط والبيئا  التم ينية والقدرا  المؤستتستتية فيما يت لق بتطوير ت نولو يا المناخ ونقل ا،  

 ومن خلا  توطيد الت اون مع أ حاب الم لحة؛

أثب  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتب ة قدرة عل  ت ييف أنشتتتتتتتتتتطت ما مع التو ي ا  المتغيرة ال تتتتتتتتتتادرة   طجل 
  مؤتمر الأطراف ومؤتمر الأطراف في اتماق باريس، ومع التغيرا  الطارئة في المشتتتتتتتتت د المناخي الدولي، عن 
 ي  س تمت  ما بدر ة من المرونة والرشاقة عل  الر ك من القيود التشغيلية الماثلة؛ بما

ر ك الموارد المالية المحدودة المتاحة للمر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة، فقد نمذا أنشتتتتتتتتطت ما باستتتتتتتتتخداك  سجل 
بمبدأ تحقيق القيمة مقاب  الما ، اا  شتتتتتتتديداا مما ي  س تقيد  اا،الموارد المتاحة عل  نحو يتستتتتتتتك بال ماءة نستتتتتتتبي 

 بالنظر  ل  نطاق خدمات ما وتنوع ا 

 وأهك التحديا  الموا  ة فيما يت لق بم الية عم  المر ت/الشب ة هي  ما يليم -42

موا  ة قيود  بيرة فيما يت لق بالموارد المالية والبشرية، بما في ذلك عدك  ماية التموي   أجل 
وعدك  م انية التنبؤ به، والتقلبا  في أعداد الموظمين، وتقلص الحضتتور عل  ال تت يد الإقليمي، مما يؤثر  

 عل  نطاق مبادرا  المر ت/الشب ة وسرعت ا واستدامت ا؛

وقوا حالا  تأخير في تنميذ أنشتتتتتتتتتتطة المستتتتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية، وهي مشتتتتتتتتتت لة متواترة ترتبط   بجل 
 ثير من الأحيان ب دك ال ماءة في عمليا  الشتتراء وبالقيود ال ي لية المستتتمرة المت تتلة بالتموي  وملاك  في

 الموظمين والإدارة، مما قد يحد من و اهة مبادرا  المر ت/الشب ة ومن حسن توقيت ا؛

طو  مدة ال مليا  المت لقة بالمستتتتتتتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية، نتي ة لد راءا  الم قدة المتب ة في   ججل 
المنظمة المضتتتيمة في اختيار الخبراء الاستتتتشتتتاريين الم لمين بتقديك المستتتاعدة التقنية وبدء التنميذ، وموا  ة  
اا  قيود فيما يت تت  بملاك الموظمين، مما يتستتبب في تأخير في ح تتو  البلدان عل  المستتاعدة ويحدة تضتتارب 

 بين مخططات ا الوطنية والخدما  التي يقدم ا المر ت/الشب ة؛

عدك ت ستتتتتيد الشتتتتترا ا  وأنشتتتتتطة  قامة الشتتتتتب ا  ب د في فرص للتموي  أو نتائج واستتتتت ة   دج ل  
  النطاق عل  مستتتو  التنميذ، وذلك بستتبب قدرا  ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة  ير ال افية وعدك بروت م انة المر ت/ 
 الشب ة لل يان، مما ي رق   حرات التقدك نحو ت تيت دور المر ت/الشب ة  وسيط في م ا  ت نولو يا المناخ؛ 

التماو  في مستتتتتويا  ت بئة والتتاك أعضتتتتاء الشتتتتب ة وأ تتتتحاب الم تتتتلحة الآخرين في   هجل 
 المر ت/الشب ة، مما يحد من الاستمادة ال املة من الخبرا  والشرا ا  عبر المناطق والقطاعا ؛

و ود روابط  ير  تافيتة مع ال يتانتا  التي تتول  تشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتغيت  الآليتة المتاليتة، ممتا يحتد من  وجل 
قدرة المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة عل  دعك الانتقا  من المستتتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية في المراح  الأولية  ل  التموي  والتنميذ في  

 المراح  الن ائية؛



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

GE.26-11943 18 

بممارستتتتتتتتا  الر تتتتتتتتد والتقييك،  ل   انب التقييك المن  ي اللاحق المحدود اا  الأخذ  تئي  تجل 
 النطاق وال  وبا  الموا  ة في قياس الآثار عل  المد  الطوي ؛

تبتتاين الآثتتار التي تحتتدث تتا مبتتادرا  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتتب تتة التي تر ت بقتتدر  بير عل    حج ل  
تحو  دون توسيع نطاق نتائ  ا وت رارها وضمان استدامت ا  اا النتائج في المراح  الأولية، وتوا ه قيود 
 ل  الدعك  ير ال افي في متاب ة التنميذ واختلاف مستتتتتتتتتتتويا   اا  عل  المد  الطوي ، وي ت  ذلك  تئي 

 القدرا  الوطنية  

 التو يا  -خامساا  
 ي رم هذا الم   التو يا  المو  ة لت تيت أداء المر ت/الشب ة  -43

 التموي  -ألف 

تتتتية     تت تتتتي عل  التقييك اللاحق لأثر نتائج  1التو ت تت تتتتست تت تتتتماء الطابع المؤست تت م ت تيت ت بئة الموارد من خلا   ضت
 المساعدة التقنية وتنويع م ادر التموي ، لا سيما من القطاا الخاص

يو تتتتتت  بأن يقوك المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة، بالت اون مع المنظمة المضتتتتتتيمة وبالتشتتتتتتاور مع الم لس   - 44
الاستتتشتتارس، بإضتتماء الطابع المؤستتستتي عل  عمليا  التقييك اللاحق لأثر المستتاعدة التقنية، باعتبارها 

الر تتتد خدمة دائمة تدعك بموارد  افية  وتستتتتند هذش التو تتتية  ل  نتائج تشتتتير  ل  أن تشتتتغي  أنظمة  
فقط، وأن ا لا تتي  حت  الآن  ثبا  النتائج عل  المد  الطوي  بشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتت   من  ي  اا  والتقييك يظ   تئي 

وت الج التو تتتتتتتتتتية أيضتتتتتتتتتتاا التحدس المستتتتتتتتتتتمر المتمث  في عدك  ماية التموي  وعدك  م انية التنبؤ به،  
وتستت يب لتوق ا  ال  ا  المانحة بالح تو  عل  أدلة أوضت  عل  النتائج المح ت  علي ا  ويذشت ع 

ب تة عل  توحيتد ومن  تة تقييك الأثر اللاحق، بمتا في ذلتك عمليتا  التقييك عل  ستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتبيت   المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتتتتتتت 
المتاب ة ب د عدة ستنوا  من  ن ات المشتاريع  ويو ت  المر ت/الشتب ة أيضتاا بت ميع الأدلة التي تثب   

الماليين، مع  برات المستتتارا     النتائج وبنشتتترها في شتتت   تقارير مو  ة  ل  ال  ا  المانحة والشتتتر اء 
 ل  التموي  في المراح  الن ائية  بالإضتتافة   انطلاقاا من المستتاعدة التقنية في مراحل ا الأولية وو تتولاا 

 ل  ذلك، يم ن أن يتوخ  المر ت/الشتب ة تنويع م تادر التموي  لتشتم  المتيد من الم تادر المنتمية 
 للقطاا الخاص  

 الإدارة والتنظيك -باء 

 م ت تيت الموارد البشرية وتثبيت ا ب دف تحسين الأداء التشغيلي2التو ية  -1 

يو تتتتتت  بأن يوا تتتتتت  المر ت/الشتتتتتتب ة ت تيت مواردهما البشتتتتتترية وتثبيت ا، ولا ستتتتتتيما في م الا    -45
المشتتتريا  وت بئة الموارد والوظائف التقنية  وتستتتند هذش التو تتية  ل  نتائج تبرت القيود المستتتمرة المت تتلة 

ن  ان قد  أحرت تقدك باستحداة  بالنقص في عدد الموظمين وتبدي  الموظمين وفقدان الخبرة المتخ  ة لوا 
ج، مما يؤثر بشت   مباشتر عل  تقديك المستاعدة التقنية بشت   متستق 2025–2024وظائف  ديدة في المترة  

وفي أوان ا  ومن المتوقع أن يؤدس ت تيت الموارد البشتتتتتتتترية  ل  تقلي  حالا  التأخير في التنميذ، وتحستتتتتتتتين 
 ؤسسية والقدرا  التقنية استمرارية التنميذ و ودت ا، وتوطيد الم ارف الم
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 م تبسيط الإ راءا  التي تشارك في ا المنظمة المضيمة في  ميع مراح  المساعدة التقنية3التو ية  -2 

يذو تتتتتتت  بأن ي م  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة توفير الدعك عن طريق أطرهما الإدارية والتشتتتتتتتغيلية ل مليا   -46
تتستتتتتتتك بال ماءة والشتتتتتتتمافية وحستتتتتتتن التنستتتتتتتيق، ت ون قادرة عل  الاستتتتتتتت ابة للقرارا  المتخذة في المستتتتتتتتقب  

  الاشتتراك في الاستتضتافة  يت لق بالاستتضتافة والإدارة  وتستتند هذش التو تية  ل  نتائج تميد بأن ترتيبا فيما
الستتابقة نشتتأ  عن ا تحديا  مت تتلة بال ماءة الإ رائية  ويذو تت  المر ت/الشتتب ة أيضتتاا بال م  عل  ت تيت 
شتتتتمافية و ماءة   راءات ما التشتتتتغيلية، ولا ستتتتيما عمليا  الشتتتتراء، وتوطيد آليا  الات تتتتا  والتنستتتتيق عل   تتتت يد 
 المر ت/الشب ة وبين أمانة مر ت ت نولو يا المناخ والم لس الاستشارس للمر ت/الشب ة والمنظمة المضيمة 

تتتتية   -3  تتتتغي   4التو ت تتتتب ة ت نولو يا المناخ وال يانا  التي تتول  تشت تتتتغيلية بين مر ت وشت م ت تيت الروابط التشت
 المالية الآلية

يذو   المر ت/الشب ة بالمضي في تم ي  روابط ما مع ال يانا  التي تتول  تشغي  الآلية المالية  -47
لال تتتتتتندوق الأخضتتتتتتر للمناخ وبرنامج البيئة ال الميةج من أ   دعك التحو  بشتتتتتت   أفضتتتتتت  من المستتتتتتاعدة 

التو تتتتتتتية  ل  نتائج تميد   التقنية في المراح  الأولية  ل  التموي  والتنميذ في المراح  الن ائية  وتستتتتتتتتند هذش
بأن الت اون الراهن لا يتا  يمتقر  ل  التنظيك ال افي، ولا يم ن البلدان حت  الآن بشتتت   متستتتق من ت ستتتيد  

أو قنوا  للتموي ، أو مشتتاريع  اهتة للتنميذ  ويذشتت ع  اا،نتائج المستتاعدة التقنية في مقترحا  مقبولة م تترفي 
مع ال  ا  الماعلة المالية ذا  ال تتتتتلة عل  ال تتتتت يدين المؤستتتتتستتتتتي  المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة عل  ت تيت التنستتتتتيق

بستتتتتب  من ا التوا تتتتت  بشتتتتت   أ ثر من  ية مع الستتتتتلطا  الوطنية الم ينة و  ا  الات تتتتتا     اا،والقطرس م 
بمرفق البيئة ال المية وال يانا  الم تمدة، وعل  وضتع طرائق تشتغيلية أوضت  لربط المستاعدة التقنية بمرص 

اخي بشت   أعك، التموي   ويم ن للمر ت/الشتب ة، بقيام ما بذلك، أن ي تتا دورهما ضتمن هي   التموي  المن 
 ويوطدا  م انا  التنميذ وأثر الدعك الذس يقدمانه عل  المد  الطوي  

 ت بئة أ حاب الم لحة وتحديد المواقع - يك 

 م ت تيت ت بئة الشب ة من خلا  تطبيق نموذج منظك للتوا  5التو ية  -1 

يذو ت  بأن ي م  المر ت/الشتب ة عل  تيادة تنظيك ستب  ت بئة شتب ت ما من خلا  تحديد وتطبيق  -48
بشتتتأن ا   اا  نموذج للتوا تتت  يأخذ في الاعتبار مستتتتويا  مختلمة لمشتتتار ة الأعضتتتاء وتوق ا  أ ثر وضتتتوح

ب ة تتستك بالتماو  وتأتي هذش التو تية استت ابة لنتائج تشتير  ل  أن   ود التوا ت  التي يبذل ا أعضتاء الشت 
ولا تت ستد بشت   متستق في دعك تشتغيلي لتقديك المستاعدة التقنية  ويذشت ع المر ت/الشتب ة عل  تحديد أدوار 
أعضتاء الشتب ة ومستتويا  التوا ت  لدي ك، وال م  بحوافت مناستبة لتشت يع المشتار ة الم الة، وت تيت ر تد  

 مساهمة أعضاء الشب ة في أنشطة المر ت/الشب ة 

 م اعتماد ن ج محدد حسب المقاس يتسك بالت اوب  تاء بناء القدرا  الوطنية6التو ية  -2 

يستند أ ثر  ل  تحديد ش   الدعك الذس يقدمانه في م ا  اا يذو   بأن ي تمد المر ت/الشب ة ن   -49
بناء القدرا  حسب المقاس ويتسك بقدر أ بر من الت اوب، من أ   الت دس عل  نحو أفض  للتماو  في  
مستتتويا  القدرا  الوطنية الذس يؤثر عل  الأخذ بنتائج المستتاعدة التقنية وتنميذها واستتتدامت ا  وتستتتند هذش 

ائج تميد بأن مبادرا  المر ت/الشتتتتب ة تحقق نتائج م دية في المراح  الأولية،  لا أن آثارها التو تتتتية  ل  نت 
 ل  الاختلافا  ال بيرة في القدرا  الوطنية المؤستتتتستتتتية والتقنية اا  تختلف من بلد  ل  آخر، وير ع ذلك  تئي 

عل  ت ييف الدعك الذس يقدمانه في شتتت   مستتتاعدة تقنية وبناء للقدرا   والتنستتتيقية  ويذشتتت ع المر ت/الشتتتب ة 
وأنشتتتتطة للمتاب ة بشتتتت   من  ي بما يتناستتتتب مع مستتتتتويا  الاستتتتت داد وظروف التنميذ الخا تتتتة ب   بلد، 
  بستتتتتتتب  من ا تحديد الثغرا  التي ت ترس القدرا  في مراح  مب رة، وترتيب تقديك الدعك بشتتتتتتت   أ ثر استتتتتتتتراتي ية، 
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وت تيت الت اون مع المؤستتستتا  الوطنية  وبذلك، يم ن للمر ت/الشتتب ة تحستتين ف الية مبادرات ما واستتتدامت ا  
م انية ت رارها عبر طائمة أوستتتتتتع من الستتتتتتياقا  القطرية، حت  لو أد  ذلك  ل  التدخ  في عدد أق  من  وا 

 المشاريع بش   عاك بسبب القيود المت لة بالميتانية 

م موا تتتلة بلورة الن ج المت دد الأقطار  تاء تقديك المستتتاعدة التقنية، وتحديد الظروف المناستتتبة  7التو تتتية   -3 
 لتطبيق هذا الن ج

يذو تتتتت  بأن يطبق المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة الن ج المت دد الأقطار  تاء تقديك المستتتتتاعدة التقنية عل  نحو   -50
محدد الأهداف  وتستتتتتتتتتتتتتتند هذش التو تتتتتتتتتتتتتية  ل  نتائج تميد بأن الن ج المت دد الأقطار ينطوس عل   م انا  

  ل  الستتتياق وطرائق التنميذ لتباد  الم ارف،  لا أن ف اليته تتوقف ع اا  لتحقيق م استتتب في ال ماءة ويتي  فر تتت 
 اا،ويذشتتتتتتتتت ع المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتتب ة عل   عطاء الأولوية للن ج المت دد الأقطار حيثما  ان التنستتتتتتتتتيق الإقليمي قوي 

وتخ تتتتيص موارد  افية في البداية لدعك التباد  ال ادف بين الأقران والتنميذ المشتتتتترك، بما يؤدس في ن اية 
 المطاف  ل  تحقيق أثر أ بر باستخداك ميتانية بنمس الح ك 

م تيادة  برات مر ت وشتب ة ت نولو يا المناخ وال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة عل  ال ت يد الوطني من  8التو تية   -4 
 أ    دامة الآثار وت ظيك وق  ا

يذو تتتتتتت  المر ت/الشتتتتتتتب ة بإبرات حضتتتتتتتورهما عل  المستتتتتتتتو  الوطني، لا ستتتتتتتيما فيما يت لق بدعك  -51
ال يانا  الوطنية الم ينة  وت  س هذش التو تتتتتتتتية نتائج تميد بأن بروت المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة بشتتتتتتتت   محدود في  

قان  ب م البلدان وتوا تتتل ما المنظك  ير ال افي مع أ تتتحاب الم تتتلحة في الم ا  المالي، عن تتتران ي ي 
 ي اد الطلب عل  المستتتتتتتتاعدة التقنية وتطوير قنوا  للتموي   ويذشتتتتتتتت ع المر ت/الشتتتتتتتتب ة عل  دعك ال يانا  
الوطنية الم ينة في ات تتتتتتتتالات ا وتنستتتتتتتتيق ا مع الستتتتتتتتلطا  الوطنية الم ينة و  ا  الات تتتتتتتتا  بمرفق البيئة 

ل  المؤستستا  المالية وال  ا   ال المية وأ تحاب الم تلحة الآخرين، وعل  وضتع أنشتطة للتوعية مو  ة  
المتاعلتة في القطتاا الختاص، وعل  تيتادة  برات نتتائج وآثتار المستتتتتتتتتتتتتتاعتدة التقنيتة عل  المستتتتتتتتتتتتتتتويين الوطني 
والإقليمي  ويذشتتتتت ع المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة أيضتتتتتاا عل   دماج مديرين  قليميين ضتتتتتمن الموظمين أو تحديد شتتتتتر اء 

لشتتب ة عل  المستتتو  المحلي، بما ييستتر ال مليا  والت اون  محليين في المناطق التي لا يو د في ا المر ت/ا
 عل  ال  يد الإقليمي 

تتتتية   -5  تتتتو  عل   9التو ت تتتتب ة ت نولو يا المناخ من أ   دعك البلدان للح ت تتتتاطة لمر ت وشت م ت تيت دور الوست
 التموي  اللاتك لمشاريع المتاب ة

يذو تتتت  المر ت/الشتتتتب ة بت تيت وت ويد وظيمة الوستتتتاطة التي يؤديان ا من أ   ت تيت مستتتتاهمت ا   -52
في تحقيق النتائج عل   ت يدس التنميذ والتموي   وتستتند هذش التو تية  ل  نتائج تميد بأن أنشتطة الوستاطة  

 ل   براك شتتتتتترا ا     الراهنة لا تتا  تقت تتتتتتر  ل  حد  بير عل   قامة روابط أولية، ولا تؤدس بشتتتتتت   متستتتتتتق
تشتتتتتغيلية أو  ي اد فرص للتموي  أو عمليا  تنميذ واستتتتت ة النطاق  ويذشتتتتت ع المر ت/الشتتتتتب ة عل  توضتتتتتي  
أهداف وظيمة الوستتتتتتتتتتاطة التي يضتتتتتتتتتتطل ان ب ا وتحديد نطاق ا، وعل   رستتتتتتتتتتاء آليا  لتتبع نتائج أنشتتتتتتتتتتطة  

ال  ا  الماعلة في الم ا  المالي، وتو يه  الوستاطة  ويراد ب ذش التو تية ت تيت توا ت  المر ت/الشتب ة مع  
 أنشطة الوساطة نحو تحقيق نتائج قابلة للقياس من حية الشرا ا  والتموي  وتنميذ المشاريع 
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 المرفق الأو 

تتتتب ة ت نولو يا المناخ، مشتتتتموعة     تتتتت رام الثاني لمر ت وشت تتتتيا  من الاست تو ت
 *بالحالة التي بلغ ا تنميذها

[English only] 

 The recommendations from the second independent review are listed below. The 

CTCN has reported annually on actions taken in response to these recommendations as part 

of its annual report to the COP. 

Detailed analysis of the implementation status 

2nd Review Recommendations  CTCN Response 

Recommendation 1: Encourage the 

CTC, in collaboration with UNEP and in 

consultation with the CTCN AB, to 

further enhance resource mobilization so 

as to meet the costs associated with the 

CTCN. 

 • Adopted a Resource Mobilization and Partnership Strategy for 

2023–2027. 

• Created a dedicated position to support resource mobilization. 

• Expanded engagement with climate finance partners, notably the 

Adaptation Fund. 

Recommendation 2: Encourage the 

CTCN to allocate dedicated resources to 

pursue its efforts to conduct regular ex 

post impact evaluations of TA. 

 • Presented a Post-Implementation Impact Assessment Form to the 

25th Advisory Board meeting in April 2024. 

• A post implementation follow-up form was piloted in 2025 with 

roll-out in 2026. 

Recommendation 3: Encourage the 

CTCN to further streamline 

communication between the host agencies 

and the CTC secretariat. 

 • Shifted from a co-management arrangement to UNEP as the sole 

managing entity. 

• Held more regular coordination through UNEP–CTCN meetings 

and joint events. 

• Reported governance and coordination matters regularly to the 

Advisory Board. 

Recommendation 4: Encourage the 

CTCN to further engage with and improve 

synergies among Network members. 

 • Prepared a Network Engagement Strategy for Advisory Board 

consideration in 2025 (26th AB meeting). 

• Conducted a Network Survey in 2025 to assess engagement and 

identify gaps. 

• Delivered a number of co-created outputs leveraging the expertise 

of Network members. 

Recommendation 5: Encourage the 

CTCN to enhance efforts to stimulate 

active collaboration between NDEs and 

reinforce its capacity-building support for 

NDEs to provide improved TA. 

 • Organized regional NDE forums in multiple regions each year. 

• Introduced logistical support modalities for non-Annex I NDEs in 

2024 and began implementation in 2025. 

• Tested multi-country technical assistance approaches in Latin 

America and Africa. 

Recommendation 6: Encourage the 

CTCN to collect relevant information for 

preparing its third PoW, including an 

evaluation of potential beneficiary needs 

that could be addressed with the available 

budget. 

 • Prepared the third Programme of Work through consultations with 

NDEs, the Advisory Board, donors, UN partners and Network 

members. 

• Used NDE surveys and NDE forums to collect information on 

country needs. 

Recommendation 7: Encourage the 

CTCN to reinforce its position as a 

climate technology matchmaker. 

 • Organized Voluntary Technology Talks in 2024 as Network 

engagement events. 

• Facilitated technology matchmaking during the World Climate 

Industry Expo 2024. 

• Established the Partnership and Liaison Office in Songdo to 

catalyse partnerships and engagement. 

____________ 
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 المرفق الثاني

أستتتئلة التقييك المستتتتخدمة في استتتت رام أهمية مر ت وشتتتب ة ت نولو يا المناخ    
 *وف اليت ما و ماءت ما وآثارهما واستدامت ما

[English only] 

I. Relevance 

1. Question: Are the strategy and the resources of the CTCN relevant and appropriate 

regarding priorities given by the Parties and the country-driven needs for support? 

2. Sub questions: 

(a) What are the key differences in the priorities and operation of the CTCN 

compared to the second PoW? How was relevant information collected to prepare 

the third PoW? To what extent have NDE needs been assessed, and how was the 

financial plan prepared (cf. Recommendation 6)? Were lessons from the first and 

second Programmes of Work identified and taken into account? 

(b) To what extent is the third PoW of the CTCN aligned with the guidance from the 

Parties pertaining to the work of the Technology Mechanism and the CTCN 

mandate (COP or Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties 

to the Paris Agreement (CMA) decisions)? Are revisions needed to respond to 

the guidance by the Parties? 

(c) How relevant were CTCN interventions to the country’s context and needs for 

support (at the time of the review and project development), and within the CTCN 

mandate? What could be improved in this regard? 

(d) To what extent have recommendations from the Second Independent Review 

been considered? To what extent have recommendations from other evaluations 

over the last five years been considered (including findings on the PATM)? Are 

you aware of any additional reviews or evaluations by the United Nations 

Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) regarding the operation of the 

CTCN from 2021 to 2025? [For donors only] Has your organization conducted 

any evaluations or reviews during this period? 

(e) How complementary are CTCN services to policy guidance from the TEC (within 

third PoW and annual operational plans), the UNFCCC Financial Mechanism 

(Global Environmental Facility (GEF) and Green Climate Fund (GCF)), and 

other related climate support programs (provided by bilateral cooperation 

agencies, development banks, universities and research centres, Non-

governmental Organizations (NGOs) or private sector technology providers)? 

(f) To what extent have partnerships been developed? Have potential synergies 

(whether on-going or completed) been optimized, and how can they be improved? 

3. Indicators and Data sources: 

1. Identification of the main changes in the PoW of the CTCN (comparison between 

the second and the third PoW, the annual operational plans and CTCN theory of 

change) and the main decisions of the COP and CMA regarding the CTCN. 

2. Review of the existing and new COP/CMA mandates and guidance to the CTCN. 

3. Review of the information provided by the CTCN related to action taken in 

response to the guidance by the Parties, including in its annual reports to the 

COP/CMA. 

____________ 
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4. Listing of recommendations from the different evaluations and identification of 

answers provided by the CTCN. 

5. Flow charts mapping procedures and processes (for TA, network, etc.), including 

changes from 2021 to 2025. 

6. Mapping of linked international climate change policies and comparative matrix 

for objectives and activities (analysis of other funding documents). 

7. Identification of non-annex 1 countries’ needs for support regarding climate 

change mitigation and adaptation technologies (through preliminary literature 

review, and comparison with the CTCN services). 

8. Global analysis of macroeconomic technological and geopolitical context 

changes (through preliminary literature review, including costs of climate 

technologies and aspects of intellectual property rights and trade). 

9. Perception of partners (consortium partners, network members, donors, etc.) on 

the program’s relevance in addressing these issues (through interviews and 

survey). 

10. Perception of NDEs and beneficiaries on the program’s relevance in addressing 

their needs (through interviews and survey). 

II. Effectiveness 

4. Question: Have the mission and functions of the CTCN been effectively performed in 

terms of TA, knowledge management, capacity building, scaling up, and stakeholder 

engagement related to technology development and transfer? 

5. Sub questions: 

(a) To what extent has the CTCN effectively supported actions and activities 

aligned with its mandate? How timely and cost-effective have the following activities been 

deployed: 

- TA on policies, institutional and regulatory frameworks, and planning processes for 

innovation? 

- TA in developing technological transition pathways for the uptake of climate 

technologies? 

- Promoting collaboration and partnerships in climate technology R&D activities? 

- Prioritizing climate technologies and facilitating the development and 

implementation of NDCs? 

- Identifying and developing recommendations on approaches, tools and means for 

the assessment of technologies? 

- Designing policies, regulations, and standards that create enabling environment for 

climate technologies and achieve technological transformation. 

- Strengthen knowledge and engagement in an inclusive manner and facilitate 

collaboration among relevant international organizations, the private sector, 

academia, and civil society. 

- Facilitating access to Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC and mobilize various 

type of support including pro-bono and in-kind support. 

 

(b) To what extent have efforts to enhance collaboration between NDEs and 

strengthen capacity-building support for improved TA been successful? (cf. 

Recommendation 5) 

(c) To what extent has the CTCN reinforced its role as a climate technology 

matchmaker between technology providers within the CTCN and existing centres, networks 

and institutions, over the past five years? (cf. Recommendation 7) 

(d) To what extent has the CTCN improved reporting and evaluation of its impact 

(e.g., through a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework and ex-post evaluations of 
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TAs)? How effectively had it communicated its impacts to the AB (e.g., through quarterly 

dashboards on progress on strategic KPIs) and donors (e.g., during an annual donor forum)? 

Have ex-post evaluations of TA been conducted? Have resources been allocated for regular 

ex post impact evaluations? (cf. Recommendation 2) 

(e) What major factors have influenced the achievement/non-achievement of 

targeted output (successes and challenges)? How can the organization of events, training, 

TA, and information dissemination be enhanced for greater impact? 

(f) Has the CTCN been flexible so that it can learn, adapt and adjust its scope and 

reach over time in response to the technology needs of developing countries and the demands 

of the emerging international climate change regime? To what extent has the CTCN taken 

action to respond to the guidance by the Parties to enhance its effectiveness (see previous 

COP and CMA decisions), including in supporting the implementation of the Paris 

Agreement (as part of the PATM)? How can it be adapted in the future to such changes? 

(g) Which challenges and lessons learned have emerged from the implementation 

of CTCN’s PoWs and the performance of its functions? To what extent has the CTCN 

overcome challenges and incorporated lessons learnt in its work and how? 

6. Indicators and Data sources: 

11. Analysis of M&E related documents (CTCN M&E framework and reports, case 

study from UNEP, annual reports and other reporting documents). 

12. Review of output indicators values and reliability. 

13. Review of the challenges and lessons learned reported by the CTCN in its annual 

report to the COP/CMA. 

14. Quantitative analysis of services provided by the CTCN: TA 

requests/answers/projects, trainings, events, etc. (via database analysis). 

15. Thorough analysis of available documents related to a sample of sub-projects 

(e.g., participants & calendar of events, content of TA, participants and program 

of training, evaluation forms, web-statistics of the CTCN information portal, 

etc.). 

16. Perception of partners (consortium partners, network members, etc.) on the 

program’s deployment and achievement in terms of outputs (through interviews 

and survey). 

17. Perception of NDEs and beneficiaries regarding the deployment and the 

usefulness of different services (TA, Knowledge Management System (KMS), 

training, etc.) (through interviews, surveys and feedback). 

18. Strength, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analysis of the CTCN 

services (TA, network, etc.). 

III. Efficiency 

7. Question: Has the CTCN been efficient in its mission, the performance of its functions 

and the deployment of its activities and services? 

8. Sub questions: 

(a) To what extent have CTCN governance structures (AB, hosting organization, 

etc.) ensured responsiveness to COP decisions and improved communication with UNFCCC, 

TEC, and between host agency and CTC Secretariat – cf. Recommendation 3)? How have 

the changes in governance (from co-hosting by UNEP and UNIDO to a single hosting entity 

and the launch of the CTCN Partnership and Liaison Office in Songdo) impacted CTCN’s 

operations and performance? 

(b) To what extent were enough financial resources mobilized? How effectively 

has the CTCN identified additional financial resources (e.g., UNEP collaboration, private 

sector and philanthropic opportunities)? To what extent has it increased technical and 
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financial support and facilitated access to the UNFCCC Financial Mechanism (i.e., GCF and 

GEF)? How well has the CTCN mobilized pro-bono and in-kind support? Were financial 

resources allocated efficiently, and was the resource mobilization strategy effective? To what 

extent have funding sources been diversified (cf. Recommendation 1)? 

(c) To what extent was the CTCN appropriately staffed to meet its needs and 

possess the right expertise? How have recent changes in management (e.g., interim directors, 

new leadership) affected CTCN’s operations and performance? How were you informed 

about the change in hosting institutions (split between UNEP and UNIDO), and what is your 

perception of this governance change? 

(d) To what extent was the network (including consortium and knowledge 

partners) mobilized to provide valuable expertise, knowledge and support? Does the network 

size support quality outcomes, and would different tiers of membership be beneficial? How 

has the CTCN engaged Network members and the private sector in its activities (e.g., TA 

solicitations, networking events)? Has a network engagement plan been developed (cf. 

Recommendation 4)? 

(e) To what extent is the role of the NDE clear for country representatives, and is 

it efficient for project coordination? How have countries enhanced the visibility of their NDE 

and supported them through national institutions and cooperation with other UNFCCC focal 

points (e.g., annual UNFCCC focal point forums, consultation process for TA requests, 

sharing of material through electronic and print media)? Were active partnerships established, 

and were collaborations facilitated for fund access and mobilization (cf. Recommendation 

5)? To what extent has collaboration between NDEs from Annex I and non-Annex I parties 

been reinforced (cf. Recommendation 5)? How has the CTCN enhanced NDEs capacity to 

plan, monitor, and achieve technological transformation? 

(f) To what extent have the CTCN management structure, processes and 

procedures, communication and M&E optimized operations? How has the efficiency of the 

CTCN’s TA provision improved (e.g., number of TAs received/completed, deadline control, 

more tenders opened to Network members, pools of expertise within the Network, 

identification of best practices, promotion of multi-regional TA, level of satisfaction of 

beneficiaries)? 

(g) To what extent has the CTCN provided value for money regarding costs and 

outputs? Could results have been achieved with fewer resources without compromising 

quality? What could improve cost-effectiveness? 

(h) To what extent has the CTCN promoted inclusive collaboration within its 

governance structure and with stakeholders? 

9. Indicators and Data sources: 

19. Achievement of outputs given by the answers to the questions related to 

effectiveness. 

20. Review of information on requests received and activities carried out by the 

CTCN in response to them. 

21. Quantitative analysis of direct resources and costs: fund raising, expenses, CTC 

staff and associated expenses, etc. (through database analysis). 

22. Ratio between benefits achieved (technology transfers, partnership, training, 

knowledge) and funds disbursed for different activities. 

23. Analysis of indirect resources and costs: partners’ contributions, NDEs resources, 

time consumption for request applicants, etc. (through interviews, surveys and 

the analysis of a sample of projects). 

24. Simplified benchmarking with comparable initiatives (through interviews with 

partners and a preliminary literature review): assessment of resources vs. 

performances, review of the organization and identification of best practices. 

25. Perception of partners (consortium partners, network members, etc.) on the 

program’s efficiency (through interviews and survey). 
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26. Perception of NDEs and beneficiaries regarding the deployment (TA, training, 

etc.) (through interviews, surveys and feedback). 

IV. Impacts and sustainability 

10. Question: Did the CTCN reach its expected outcomes and provide long term positive 

results towards the objective of enhanced action on technology development and transfer? 

11. Sub-questions: 

(a) To what extent did CTCN innovation-related activities achieve expected 

outcomes in facilitating the development, transfer, and deployment of climate technologies 

in developing country Parties? How effectively are countries accelerating innovation through 

collaboration at various stages of the technology cycle? 

(b) To what extent did CTCN implementation-related activities contribute to the 

expected outcomes by supporting countries in establishing clear pathways for mitigation and 

adaptation action (using planning tools and processes such as NDC or National Adaptation 

Plans (NAP), LEDS, Technology Needs Assessment (TNA), technology roadmaps (TRM), 

etc.)? How has the CTCN enhanced the inclusiveness, gender responsiveness, and the 

integration of indigenous technologies? 

(c) To what extent did CTCN enabling environment and capacity building related 

activities (including policy and regulatory environments to develop, transfer and deploy 

climate technologies) achieve outcomes? How effectively did the CTCN support countries 

build capacity and develop frameworks for climate technology deployment? 

(d) To what extent did CTCN collaboration and stakeholder engagement activities 

achieve outcomes? How effectively did the CTCN enhance collaboration with stakeholders, 

including local communities, national planners, and the private sector? How well did it 

facilitate engagement between NDEs and stakeholders and support collaboration 

international organizations, institutions and initiatives, including academia and the scientific 

community? 

(e) To what extent did CTCN support-related activities achieve outcomes? How 

effectively did the CTCN enhance access to TA and financial support for the development 

and transfer of gender responsive technologies? 

(f) What major factors have influenced the achievement/non-achievement of 

outcomes, the replicability of the programme, and the likelihood of lasting positive impacts? 

(e.g., Adaptation Fund Climate Innovation Accelerator (AFCIA) approach vs. CTCN other 

activities) 

(g) What unintended outcomes (positive and negative) and changes (direct and 

indirect) have resulted from the CTCN? What could improve impact and sustainability? 

(h) To what extent have changes in the third PoW, including the five system 

transformations, led to sustained or enhanced results aligned with the CTCN’s mandate and 

guidance? Has the current M&E framework captured these changes? 

(i) To what extent do CTCN-supported activities foster systemic and sustainable 

change? How are such changes monitored and evaluated? Is the current organization/format 

necessary to expect/implement long-term effects? 

(j) Could any other existing program / tool replace the CTCN effectively? What 

are the strengths and added value of the CTCN compared to other 

organizations/programmes? 

(k) To what extent and how has the CTCN incorporated lessons learned and best 

practices gained from previous work to enhance the impact and sustainability of its results? 

12. Indicators and Data sources: 

27. Analysis of M&E related documents (case study from UNEP, annual reports and 

other reporting documents). 
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28. Analysis of network partners mobilization (list of participants, contributions, etc.) 

and relations. 

29. Review of outcome indicators values and reliability. Benchmark (added value of 

the CTCN). 

30. Thorough analysis of available documents related to a limited sample of sub-

projects (e.g. evaluations and other assessments, press review, etc.). 

31. Global literature review regarding climate change policies, collaboration and 

investments (impacts, changes, etc.). 

32. Global analysis of climate change context changes in terms of mitigation and 

adaptation (through preliminary literature review). 

33. Perception of partners (network members, etc.) on the program’s effects and 

impacts (through interviews and survey). 

34. Perception of NDEs and beneficiaries regarding the benefits of the CTCN and the 

effects of their projects and policies (through interviews, surveys and feedback) 
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 المرفق الثالة

تتتتب ة ت نولو يا     تت تتتتت رام الثالة لمر ت وشت تت تتتتتتة لإ راء الاست تتتتت رضت تت الوثائق المست
 *المناخ

[English only] 
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 المرفق الرابع

أ تتحاب الم تلحة الذين أ ري  م  ك مقابلا  أثناء استتت رام مر ت وشتب ة    
 *ت نولو يا المناخ

[English only] 

 
1. Four framing interviews were conducted during Phase 1 to complete data collection 

and discuss content of the evaluation.  

 Actor Position N° 

Framing interview 

UNFCCC Director, Means of Implementation 1 

CTCN Director 2 

CTCN Chair, AB 3 

CTCN Vice-Chair, AB 4 

 

2. The consultant conducted 22 detailed interviews with stakeholders as part of Phase 2.  

Type of Actor Actor / Country Position N° 

Current and 
former CTCN 
directors and 
staff 

CTCN Former Interim Director 1 

CTCN 
Climate Technology Specialist, AFCIA and EC 
Programmes Coordinator 2 

CTCN Governance and Communications Specialist 3 

Advisory 
Board 

Annex I Annex I country representative 4 

Non-Annex I Non-Annex I country representative 5 

NGO 
Environmental non-governmental 
organizations (ENGO) 6 

Constituted body 
TEC Chair 7 

TEC Vice-Chair 8 

UN partners 

UNEP Director, Climate Change Division 9 

UNIDO 
Director, Division of Climate Innovation and 
Montreal Protocol 10 

UNFCCC Manager, Technology Sub-Division 11 

Funds and 
development 
banks 

Global Environment Facility 
Senior Climate Change Specialist, 
Programming Division 12 

Asian Development Bank 
Advisor, Climate Change and Sustainable 
Development Department 13 

AfDB 
Manager, Climate and Environment Finance 
Division 14 

GCF Climate Policy and Governance Specialist 15 

Adaptation Fund Lead, Programming and Innovation Unit 16 

Donors 

Government of Denmark Chief Advisor, Ministry of Foreign Affairs 17 

European Commission 
Policy Officer – International Climate Finance, 
DG CLIMA, and AB member 18 

NDEs 

Developing country in Africa National Focal Point 19 

Developing country in Asia National Focal Point 20 

Developing country in LAC National Focal Point 21 

Developing country in SIDS National Focal Point 22 

Note: Interviewed NDEs were identified among those that had participated in the survey and 

expressed interest in engaging in follow-up exchanges. 

____________ 
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 المرفق الخامس

 *من  ية الدراسة الاستق ائية الإل ترونية  
[English only] 

I. E-survey elaboration 

1. The e-survey collected data from multiple interlocutors from three categories: NDEs, 

network members, and beneficiaries (recipients of CTCN technical assistance). The data was 

collected to get inputs on the operation and achievements of the CTCN and the relevance, 

effectiveness, and efficiency of the CTCN’s action. The survey was used to understand the 

needs of beneficiaries, countries and partners; and to gather proposals for improvement. It 

targeted network partners, NDEs, and beneficiaries (TA request applicants, participants to 

events, etc.). 

2. The format of the survey was adapted to the context of the different respondent 

categories, and the text was translated in English, French, and Spanish. The survey required 

ten to fifteen minutes to be completed. It included a majority of closed questions (multiple 

choice) and few open questions (text; all optional only). 

3. The survey design built on the structure used in the previous CTCN review, which 

achieved a notably high response rate and provided valuable insights for the report. 

Leveraging this proven approach, we developed the survey for the third review period with 

key enhancements: it is more concise, tailored to the current CTCN context, and refined to 

ensure greater consistency and comparability. 

4. The survey was elaborated by the end of December 2025. This includes a first draft in 

English in a Word Document form sent to UNFCCC for comments. Then, surveys were set-

up in an e-survey tool. 

II. E-survey administration and analysis 

5. The three sets of surveys were set-up in the e-survey tool Qualtrics in English with 

translated versions in French and Spanish. Before survey launch, test runs were conducted to 

ensure proper display of questions and tool functionalities. 

6. The survey was sent to the email addresses given by the UNFCCC and CTCN. Survey 

invitations were sent out on the 29th of January 2026 and surveys were closed on 20th 

February 2026, with a set of three reminders sent out in between this period. 

7. Results of each survey were exported from Qualtrics for analysis. Relevant statistical 

parameters and graphs were extracted directly from the survey tool while some additional 

analyses were conducted via Excel. 

8. The survey contains a few open questions (optional) that allow contextualization of 

answers. This qualitative information was also analysed and fed into the report to provide 

further insights into the statistical results of the survey. 

9. The table below provides an overview of the outreach and number of responses to the 

e-survey: 

____________ 
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Overview of survey distribution and response rates 

Respondent 
category 

No. of 
emails sent 

No. of email 
bounces 

No. of 
responses 

(question 1) 

Response 
rate 

No. of 
survey 

completed 

Response 
rate - 

complete 

NDEs 242 55 64 34% 57 30% 

Network 

members 

1912 582 239 18% 186 14% 

Beneficiaries 105 18 25 29% 22 25% 

 

10. Detailed results of the survey can be found in Annex VII in the form of graphs and 

tables. 
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 المرفق السادس

ستتياق الاستتت رام الثالة لمر ت وشتتب ة ت نولو يا المناخ وم لوما  أستتاستتية    
 *بشأنه

[English only] 

1. Mandate of the CTCN:  In 2010, the Conference of the Parties (COP) established 

the Technology Mechanism with the objective of enhancing action on climate technology 

development and transfer.  The mechanism consists of two bodies: the Technology Executive 

Committee (TEC) and the Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN). The CTCN is 

the implementation arm of the Technology Mechanism, hosted by UNEP. The Advisory 

Board provides strategic oversight to the CTCN by guiding priorities, approving key 

frameworks and programmes of work, endorsing leadership, budget and financial statements, 

and ensuring fiduciary, legal and ethical integrity while monitoring the quality and timeliness 

of responses to country requests. The constitution of the AB was amended in 2021 to ensure 

its effective functioning12. At COP30/CMA7 in Belém, the Parties decided to extend the term 

of the CTCN until 2041, and the launch of the process for designating a new host. For 

extended information on the background and context of the CTCN’s mandate, please refer to 

the Report on the second independent review of the effective implementation of the CTCN 

(UNFCCC. 2021. Available at 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_03E.pdf). 

2. Organizational structure of the CTCN: The CTCN was originally hosted by a 

UNEP-led consortium co-managed with UNIDO, following a competitive selection at 

COP18 (2012), which formally confirmed UNEP as a host of the Centre.  In 2023, the full 

management was transferred to UNEP, with a subsequent reorganization from the previous 

collaboration with UNIDO. The CTCN Partnership and Liaison Office (PALO) was 

established in 2022 in Songdo. Its role is to strengthen coordination, collaborative research, 

development and demonstration, capacity-building, partnerships, alignment with the 

Technology Mechanism and collaboration with GCF. It forms part of the CTCN’s updated 

organizational structure intended to improve responsiveness and operational performance. 

Over the evaluation period, the Network experienced substantial expansion, growing from 

approximately 600 members in 2020 to 840 members in 2022–2023, and reaching 929 

members by mid‑2025. The composition of the Network evolved as well, with private‑sector 

organisations progressively representing around half of its membership. In parallel, the 

Network Engagement Plan adopted in 2020 became fully operational between 2021 and 

2025, contributing to more structured and active participation across members. Reflecting 

this shift, an increasing share of technical assistance was implemented directly by network 

members, with the already high involvement rate of 75% in 2020 sustained in subsequent 

years. A new position within CTCN has been open, dedicated to the finding of new sources 

of funding. For extended information on the background and context of the CTCN’s 

organisation, please refer to the Report on the second independent review of the effective 

implementation of the CTCN (UNFCCC. 2021. Available at 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_03E.pdf). 

3. Programme design and Strategic Framework: The Third Programme of Work 

(PoW) of the CTCN (2023–2027) represents a strategic shift from the broader, 

activity‑oriented approach of the second PoW toward a more programmatic, 

transformational, and system‑focused model. It introduces five system transformations – 

including the water‑energy‑food nexus, sustainable mobility, buildings and infrastructure, 

energy systems, and business and industry – as well as two cross‑cutting technology enablers: 

national systems of innovation and digitalization, which are central pillars of the new delivery 

____________ 

 ي در من دون تحرير أو تنسيق رسمي للنص  *

 1 UNFCCC. 2021. COP 26 Decision 10. Review of the constitution of the Advisory Board of the 

Climate Technology Centre and Network. 
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strategy. The programme design also integrates diversified support and delivery modalities, 

including multi-country technical assistance, umbrella programmes (e.g., AFCIA), and 

dedicated logistical support mechanisms, to enhance scalability and operational efficiency. 

The AB guided the revision of the TA’s prioritization criteria in the period of 2023-2024, 

taking into account the third PoW. This contrasts with the second PoW, which emphasized 

discrete technical assistance interventions and lacked the same level of thematic 

consolidation. Overall, the third PoW marks a shift from a collection of activities to a 

structured, transformation‑driven strategy designed to generate scalable outcomes across 

sectors and regions. (For more detailed information regarding the 3rd Programme of work, 

please refer to the dedicated CTCN website: https://pow.ctc-n.org/programme.html). This 

Programme of Work was adopted under the first joint work program of the TEC and CTCN. 

The CTCN and the TEC jointly advanced the development of a common monitoring and 

evaluation system, which had been initiated in 2019 and was further strengthened during the 

evaluation period, with discussions still ongoing. In addition, the CTCN developed and 

adopted the Resource Mobilization & Partnership Strategy 2023–2027, endorsed by the AB 

and welcomed by the COP28, to guide more strategic and diversified engagement with 

financial and implementation partners. A Network Engagement strategy is currently being 

developed. 

 

https://pow.ctc-n.org/programme.html
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 المرفق السابع

تتتتائية الإل ترونية     تت تتتتتق ت تت تتتتة الاست تت تتتتتندس والدراست تت تتتتت رام المست تت نتائج عملية الاست
تتتتتب ة ت نولو يا   تتتتتت رام الثالة لمر ت وشت تتتتتادر للاست والمقابلا  الم تمدة  م ت

 *المناخ
[English only] 

I. Desk review 

1. The documents listed in Annex III – Bibliography were systematically reviewed 

against the evaluation grid. The following section provides an overview of the reviewed 

documents, supporting the findings presented in Section III. 

A. Relevance 

2. The findings of the desk review show that the CTCN remains relevant to the priorities 

and guidance of Parties under the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement. The Third Programme 

of Work (PoW) for 2023–2027 reflects a clear strategic evolution compared to earlier phases 

of CTCN implementation, moving from an initial focus on establishing operational capacity 

and responding to individual requests towards a more programmatic and transformational 

approach to climate technology development and transfer.1 This evolution responds directly 

to Party guidance calling for increased scale, coherence and systemic impact, while 

maintaining the demand driven nature of CTCN support.2 Evidence from CTCN monitoring 

data and NDE surveys shows that technical assistance requests are anchored in national 

climate priorities, particularly NDC implementation, and that demand remains strongest from 

least developed countries and small island developing states.3 This development was also 

driven by CTCN updated prioritization criteria.4 

3. The relevance of the Third PoW is further reinforced by its alignment with the 

Technology Framework under the Paris Agreement and its integration within the first TEC–

CTCN Joint Work Programme for 2023–2027.5 The focus on five system transformation 

areas - water–energy–food systems, buildings and infrastructure, sustainable mobility, 

energy systems, and business and industry - supported by the cross-cutting enablers of 

national systems of innovation and digitalization reflects both scientific evidence and 

emerging country needs.6 The Third PoW was developed through consultations with 

Advisory Board members, NDEs, donors and other stakeholders and explicitly draws on 

lessons from the first and second independent reviews, further supporting its relevance to 

Parties’ expectations.7 

4. The CTCN Third PoW set out a clear intention to prioritize partnerships and foster synergies 

with financial institutions and technical partners as central to flexible, country-driven delivery of 

technical assistance.8 Some partnerships, notably the Adaptation Fund Climate Innovation Accelerator 

 ____________ 

 ي در من دون تحرير أو تنسيق رسمي للنص  *
 1 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027. CTCN. 2025. Annual Operating Plan Report, 

including reporting on Performance Measurement Framework indicators - 2024. 

 2 UNFCCC. 2021-2024. COP and CMA decisions 2021–2024.  

 3 CTCN. 2022. Monitoring and evaluating the work of the CTCN: Results of the NDE survey. CTCN. 

2024. Results of the third Technology Mechanism NDE Survey. UNEP. 2023 Climate Technology 

Progress Report 2023. UNEP. 2022. Climate Technology Progress Report 2022. 

 4 UNFCCC. 2024. Responses from the TEC and the CTCN to guidance from Parties in 2024  

 5 TEC and CTCN. 2022. Joint Work Programme of the UNFCCC Technology Mechanism for 2023–

2027.   

 6 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027. UNFCCC. 2024. Joint annual report of the TEC and 

the CTCN for 2024. UNFCCC. 2023. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2023. 

 7 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027.  

 8 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027.  
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(AFCIA) and collaboration with the GCF under its Readiness Programme, demonstrate value added by 

linking innovation support and upstream technical assistance with scaling opportunities.9 Further, the 

establishment of the CTCN partnership and liaison office in Songdo, Republic of Korea were additional 

efforts.10 The objective of the PALO is to enhance the links between the Technology Mechanism and 

Financial Mechanism under the UNFCCC and to facilitate matchmaking with CTCN members from 

the private sector and academia.11 Further, its functions include capacity building for NDEs and serving 

as a liaison with the GCF.12 One of the key barriers identified in the CTCN Network Survey is the 

difficulty in identifying and connecting with relevant partners for Network members, which shows that 

there is room for improvement for the CTCN in creating synergies. Further findings point to a need for 

stronger integration with UNIDO and UNEP initiatives.13 The Terminal Evaluation further highlights 

that linkages with other initiatives are not consistently developed and recommends enhanced outreach 

to key country actors, including UNIDO field offices, to improve synergy. In this context, the CTCN 

has articulated an approach centred on focusing on fewer, more strategic partnerships, strengthening 

linkages with climate finance, and adopting a more systematic approach to brokering synergies across 

the Network, as reflected in the CTCN’s Resource Mobilization and Partnership Strategy 2023–2027. 

B. Effectiveness 

5. Across the period reviewed, the CTCN has delivered a substantial portfolio of technical 

assistance, capacity building and knowledge sharing activities addressing a wide range of mitigation 

and adaptation priorities, including policy and regulatory frameworks, technology roadmaps, feasibility 

studies- and pilot initiatives.14 Survey evidence from the third UNFCCC survey for NDEs indicates that 

a majority of NDEs consider CTCN technical assistance to be timely and appropriate, with many 

reporting that recommendations have been taken forward into national policies, strategies or project 

pipelines.15 CTCN support has played a role upstream in the project development process, with 

technical assistance contributing to the formulation of project concepts and, in some cases, supporting 

access to follow-on financing from the GCF, the GEF and the Adaptation Fund.16 Nevertheless, there 

have been challenges related to access to follow up funding, alongside delays across multiple stages of 

the technical assistance process, with response planning, competitive bidding, overall preparation, and 

implementation timelines exceeding expected benchmarks, reflecting cumulative extensions from 

initial- request acknowledgement through to implementation.17 

 ____________ 

 9 CTCN. 2022. Meeting Report for the 18th Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (September 

2021).  GCF. 2024. 13th Report of the GCF to the Conference of Parties.  

 10 UNFCCC. 2021. COP 26 Decision 9. Enhancing climate technology development and transfer 

through the Technology Mechanism. 

 11 CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023.  

 12 CTCN. 2025. Draft CTCN Annual Operating Plan and Budget for 2026. CTCN. 2022. Meeting 

Report for the 19th Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (March 2022).  

 13 UNEP-UNIDO. 2022. Promoting accelerated transfer and scaled-up deployment of mitigation 

technologies through the CTCN – Independent terminal evaluation.  

 14 CTCN. 2024. Annual Operating Plan Report, including reporting on Performance Measurement 

Framework indicators - 2023. CTCN. 2023. Annual Operating Plan Report, including reporting on 

Performance Measurement Framework indicators - 2022. CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-

2023. CTCN. 2022. Annual Operating Plan Report, including reporting on Performance Measurement 

Framework indicators - 2021. CTCN. 2021. CTCN Progress Report 2021.  

 15 TEC and CTCN. 2024. Monitoring and Evaluation of the work of the Technology Mechanism: 

Results of the third UNFCCC Survey for NDEs. 

 16 CTCN. 2024. Annual Operating Plan Report, including reporting on Performance Measurement 

Framework indicators - 2023. CTCN. 2023. Annual Operating Plan Report, including reporting on 

Performance Measurement Framework indicators - 2022. CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-

2023. UNDP. 2026. Adaptation Fund Climate Innovation Accelerator Impact Report 2020-2025.  

 17 CTCN. 2025. Status update on TA portfolio and its implementation – 26th CTCN Advisory Board 

Meeting.  
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Table 1 

Overview of TAs and NDE Forums 

Year 

TA request 
in review 
phase 

TA in 
design 
phase 

TAs in 
implementati
on phase 

TAs 
completed 

Adaptation/ Mitigation/ 
Adaptation & Mitigation NDE Forum 

2021 10 69 83 23 49.0%/ 23.5%/ 27.5% 2b 

2022 27 23 47 46 26.5%/ 30.6%/ 42.9% 2c 

2023 n/a 53 39 25 48.6%/ 22.9%/ 28.6% 3d 

2024 19 25 37 24 19.5%/ 29.3%/ 51.2% 4e 

2025 17 54 62 29 31%/ 14%/ 31%/ 4f 

a CTCN. 2026. Distribution of request by objective on a yearly basis. 
b CTCN. 2021. CTCN Progress Report 2021. 
c CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023. 
d CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023. 
e CTCN. 2024. National Designated Entities Forum. 
f CTCN. 2026. CTCN Annual Operating Plan Report 2025. 

 

6. The adoption of the TEC–CTCN Joint Work Programme for 2023–2027 contributed 

to the effectiveness of collaboration within the Technology Mechanism. Joint activities on 

technology and NDCs, gender and technology, digitalization and artificial intelligence for 

climate action have improved coherence between policy guidance and implementation, 

responding to long-standing Party requests for stronger synergies between the TEC and the 

CTCN.18 At the same time, longer-term impacts depend on effective follow-up and sustained 

national ownership, which vary across countries, and the realization of potential synergies is 

affected by challenges in partner identification and engagement, limited integration with 

related initiatives, and ongoing capacity and resource constraints.19 In this context, continued 

collaboration with the operating entities of the Financial Mechanism and other relevant 

financial institutions, as well as attention to regional balance, remains an ongoing 

consideration.20 

C. Efficiency 

7. The desk review indicates that the CTCN has generally operated with a relatively lean 

and cost-conscious delivery model, particularly in view of its limited and unpredictable 

funding base. The CTCN relies extensively on its Network members to mobilize technical 

expertise, allowing it to deliver technical assistance without maintaining large in-house 

capacities. In addition, the increasing use of regional and multi-country technical assistance 

approaches has contributed to efficiency gains by addressing common challenges across 

countries and reducing duplication of effort.21 The CTCN has progressively strengthened the 

mobilization of its global Network.22 At the same time, the review notes that Network 

 ____________ 

 18 UNFCCC. 2025. SBI conclusions booklet (2021-2025). TEC and CTCN. 2022. Joint Work 

Programme of the UNFCCC Technology Mechanism for 2023–2027.  

 19 TEC and CTCN. 2024. Monitoring and Evaluation of the work of the Technology Mechanism: 

Results of the third UNFCCC Survey for NDEs. UNEP-UNIDO. 2022. Promoting accelerated 

transfer and scaled-up deployment of mitigation technologies through the CTCN – Independent 

terminal evaluation. 2023 Climate Technology Progress Report 2023. UNEP. 2022. Climate 

Technology Progress Report 2022.  

 20 UNFCCC. 2023. COP 28 Decision 9. Enhancing climate technology development and transfer 

through the Technology Mechanism. 

 21 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027. CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023. 

UNFCCC. 2024. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2024. UNFCCC. 2023. Joint 

annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2023. UNFCCC. 2022. Joint annual report of the TEC 

and the CTCN for 2022. UNFCCC. 2021. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2021. 

CTCN. 2025. Results of the CTCN Network Survey.  

 22 CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023. CTCN. 2025. Meeting Report for the 26th Meeting 

of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (September 2025). CTCN. 2025. Meeting Report for the 25th 

Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (April 2025). CTCN. 2024. Meeting Report for the 24th 

Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (September 2024). CTCN. 2024. Meeting Report for the 

23rd Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (April 2024). CTCN. 2023. Meeting Report for the 

22nd Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (September 2023). CTCN. 2023. Meeting Report 
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engagement remains uneven across regions and sectors, and that further strategic 

prioritization and systematic follow up- are needed to fully realize the Network’s potential 

as a platform for sustained collaboration and scaling of results.23 

8. The CTCN has undertaken sustained efforts to mobilize resources in response to Party 

guidance and independent review recommendations, notably through the adoption of the 

Resource Mobilization and Partnership Strategy 2023–2027, which clarifies funding needs 

and seeks to diversify the funding base beyond traditional contributors.24 Resource 

mobilization has focused on continued engagement with Party donors, strengthened 

collaboration with the operating entities of the Financial Mechanism (GCF, GEF and the 

Adaptation Fund), and exploratory outreach to non-traditional partners such as multilateral 

development banks, philanthropies and the private sector.25 While these efforts have 

increased strategic positioning, partnerships and in-kind or pro bono contributions, funding 

remains heavily dependent on short-term and often earmarked contributions, limiting 

planning certainty and increasing administrative complexity.26 Several evaluations note that 

procurement timelines and the management of multiple funding streams can delay 

implementation, despite recent efforts to streamline procedures and improve internal 

planning.27 

Table 2 

Overview of Cash Receipts and Funds available at year end 

Year Cash Receipts Funds available at year end Of which unearmarked 

2020a 12,427,701 23,108,765 USD 15% 

2021b 12,097,159 USD 24,461,859 USD 16% 

2022c 14,203,667 USD 27,478,033 USD 32% 

2023d 9,398,430 USD 20,386,037 USD 47% 

2024e f 4,728,634 USD 32,495,898USD 44% 

2025g 9,811,016USD 21,251,068 USD 51% 

a CTCN. 2021. Meeting Report for the 17th Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (April 2021). 
b, c CTCN. 2022. Financial Overview 19th Advisory Board meeting, 28-30 March 2022 CTCN 
Financial Statement 2021. 
d CTCN. 2024. 2023 Final Statement of Income and Expenditure (AB/2024/23/17.1) 
e CTCN. 2025. CTCN Advisory Board composition and nomination process for the Advisory Board 
of the CTCN. 
f CTCN. 2025. Advisory Board to the Climate Technology Centre and Network Twenty-fifth meeting 
(AB/2025/25/16.4). 
g CTCN. 2025. Financial Report by CTCN Sas and Statement of Income and Expenditure. 

 ____________ 

for the 21st Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (March 2023). CTCN. 2025. Results of the 

CTCN Network Survey.  

 23 CTCN. 2025. Proposal for the Network engagement strategy. UNEP. 2024. Terminal Evaluation of 

the UNEP Projects. Joint UNEP-UNIDO Programme to host and manage the CTCN (PIMS 01626) 

and Support to Climate Technology Transfer Services and Partnership.  

 24 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027. CTCN. 2023. CTCN Resource Mobilization and 

Partnership Strategy for 2023-2027. 

 25 CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023. UNFCCC. 2024. Joint annual report of the TEC and 

the CTCN for 2024. UNFCCC. 2023. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2023. 

UNFCCC. 2022. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2022. UNFCCC. 2021. Joint 

annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2021.  

 26 CTCN. 2023. CTCN Resource Mobilization and Partnership Strategy for 2023-2027. UNFCCC. 

2021. Report on the second independent review of the effective implementation of the CTCN.  

 27 CTCN. 2026. CTCN Annual Operating Plan Report 2025. CTCN. 2025. Annual Operating Plan 

Report, including reporting on Performance Measurement Framework indicators - 2024. CTCN. 

2024. Annual Operating Plan and Budget for 2025. CTCN. 2024. Annual Operating Plan Report, 

including reporting on Performance Measurement Framework indicators - 2023. CTCN. 2023. 

Annual Operating Plan Report, including reporting on Performance Measurement Framework 

indicators - 2022. CTCN. 2022. Annual Operating Plan Report, including reporting on Performance 

Measurement Framework indicators - 2021. UNEP-UNIDO. 2022. Promoting accelerated transfer 

and scaled-up deployment of mitigation technologies through the CTCN – Independent terminal 

evaluation.  
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9. For changes in organizational structure please refer to Annex VI – Background of the 

CTCN. 

D. Impacts and sustainability 

10. The desk review indicates that the CTCN has largely achieved its intended outcomes 

at the level of outputs and intermediate results, particularly in strengthening national 

capacities for climate technology planning, policy development and institutional 

coordination. Technical assistance has contributed to clearer pathways for mitigation and 

adaptation by supporting NDCs, NAPs, TNAs and technology roadmaps, primarily as 

upstream enablers rather than direct implementers.28 Impacts are considered to depend on 

follow-on uptake, financing, and national ownership after CTCN support ends. Increasing 

attention has been paid to inclusiveness and gender through updated policies, 

gender-responsive design criteria and reporting frameworks, although evidence of sustained 

gender-transformative impacts beyond individual interventions remains limited.29 

11. The achievement of outcomes has been positively influenced by the demand driven 

model, alignment with national priorities and access to a diverse global Network, while 

constrained by limited and unpredictable funding, capacity constraints, long implementation 

timelines- and insufficient resources for postimplementation follow up. Evidence of systemic 

change is emerging - particularly where CTCN support has informed policy reforms or larger 

funded programmes - but remains uneven and highly dependent on financing and national 

ownership, limiting conclusions on long-term sustainability.30 Longterm sustainability is also 

closely linked to resource availability. Multiple sources note that without adequate, 

predictable and flexible funding, the CTCN’s ability to scale up successful approaches, 

sustain -partnerships, and maintain- engagement with NDEs is at risk.31 Stakeholder 

engagement has been a core feature of CTCN delivery, with NDEs coordinating involvement 

of public institutions, academia, civil society and Network members, supported by regional 

forums and thematic programmes. However, engagement depth and continuity vary across 

countries and regions, and private sector- and financial actors are often involved late in the 

process.32 

 ____________ 

 28 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027. CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023. 

UNFCCC. 2024. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2024. UNFCCC. 2024. Responses 

from the TEC and the CTCN to guidance from Parties in 2024. UNFCCC. 2023. Responses from the 

TEC and the CTCN to guidance from Parties in 2023. UNFCCC. 2023. Responses from the TEC and 

the CTCN to guidance from Parties in 2023. UNFCCC. 2022. Joint annual report of the TEC and the 

CTCN for 2022.  

 29 CTCN. 2022. Monitoring and Evaluation System, including CTCN’s Performance Measurement 

Framework (2023-2027).  

 30 CTCN. 2023. CTCN Progress report 2022-2023. UNFCCC. 2024. Joint annual report of the TEC and 

the CTCN for 2024. UNFCCC. 2023. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2023. 

UNFCCC. 2022. Joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2022. UNFCCC. 2021. Joint 

annual report of the TEC and the CTCN for 2021. CTCN. 2025. Interim Financial Report and 

Briefing. CTCN. 2025. Post-implementation follow-up and monitoring of TA outcomes – 25th 

Advisory Board. CTCN. 2025. Results of the CTCN Network Survey. UNEP-UNIDO. 2022. 

Promoting accelerated transfer and scaled-up deployment of mitigation technologies through the 

CTCN – Independent terminal evaluation.  

 31 CTCN. 2022. Programme of Work 2023-2027. CTCN. 2025. Meeting Report for the 26th Meeting of 

the Advisory Board to the CTCN (September 2025). CTCN. 2025. Meeting Report for the 25th 

Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (April 2025). CTCN. 2024. Meeting Report for the 24th 

Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (September 2024). CTCN. 2024. Meeting Report for the 

23rd Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (April 2024). CTCN. 2023. Meeting Report for the 

22nd Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (September 2023). CTCN. 2023. Meeting Report 

for the 21st Meeting of the Advisory Board to the CTCN (March 2023). CTCN. 2025. Results of the 

CTCN Network Survey. CTCN. 2025. Post-implementation follow-up and monitoring of TA 

outcomes – 25th Advisory Board. UNEP-UNIDO. 2022. Promoting accelerated transfer and scaled-up 

deployment of mitigation technologies through the CTCN – Independent terminal evaluation.  

 32 CTCN. 2024. Results of the third Technology Mechanism NDE Survey.  
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Table 3 

Table of consolidated AOP Indicators across 2021 – 2025 

II. Results of E-surveys 

12. E-survey were administered according to the methodology described in Annex V. 

Results of each e-survey are presented using graphs and tables in the sub-sections below, per 

stakeholder category. Three surveys have been sent: a survey to NDEs, a survey to Network 

Members and a survey to Beneficiaries. Please note that these results are based on the number 

of respondents presented in table 1 in Annex V. Some questions were automatically skipped 

when not relevant, based on the respondent’s previous answers; therefore, certain graphs 

reflect a smaller subset of respondents. 

Thematic Area Indicator 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Innovation Countries 

developing/deploying 

technologies 

39 44 n/a n/a n/a 

Innovation Collaborations facilitated 26 12 n/a n/a n/a 

Innovation RD&D events 18 4 n/a n/a n/a 

Innovation RD&D participants 289 127 n/a n/a n/a 

Innovation Knowledge resources 

produced 

32 114 n/a n/a n/a 

Innovation Countries supported for 

regulatory frameworks 

3 14 n/a n/a n/a 

Innovation Countries with strengthened 

NSI 

9 9 n/a n/a n/a 

Implementatio

n 

TA processes underway 332 385 127 105 162 

Implementatio

n 

TA completed 23 46 25 24 29 

Implementatio

n 

Policies/strategies supported 33 34 22 21 68 

Capacity 

Building 

Capacity-building events 26 27 15 15 17 

Stakeholder 

Engagement 

Network members (total) ~700 796 835 894 975 

Stakeholder 

Engagement 

New members added n/a n/a 39 59 71 

Support Finance pipeline maturity 

(qualitative) 

limited moderate growing strong very 

strong 

Support Concept note / scale-up 

integration 

limited moderate embedde

d 

systematic strong 

Note: Direct comparison across years is subject to limitations due to evolving indicator definitions 

and reporting structures. From 2023 onwards, reporting shifted towards outcome-oriented system 

transformation metrics, reducing direct comparability with earlier years. Indicators were aligned to 

best extent possible to enable cross-year comparison. The data is available in each year’s Annual 

Operating Plan report. 
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A. Results of E-Survey - NDEs 

1 Respondent profiles 

Figure 1 

Distribution of respondents by length of time serving as the NDE focal point. 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 35 

2 Use of CTCN services 

Figure 2 

Distribution of responses by how many technical assistance requests they submitted 

over the past five years. 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 34 

 
Figure 3 

Distribution of responses to the question “What has been the status of the technical 

assistance request(s) you submitted to the CTCN? (Select all that apply)” 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 24 
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Figure 4 

Distribution of responses to the question “Why have you not applied for technical 

assistance in the past five years (Select all that apply)” 

 
Note: The options given were: “There are no potential beneficiaries that approach me with technical 

assistance requests.” (red segment); “I do not have the resources to support potential beneficiaries to 

apply for CTCN services” (purple segment); “I do not feel that the technical assistance provided by the 

CTCN is appropriate to my country’s needs” (blue segment); “Other” (green segment). 

Number of respondents = 10 

 

Table 4 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Use of CTCN Services”  

Question (and number of 
responses) Summary of Answers 

How often do you receive 

technical assistance requests 

from potential beneficiaries? (22 

responses) 

Overall, technical assistance requests are infrequent for most 

NDEs. 

The typical reported frequency is: 

1 request per year, or 

1–2 requests per year, 

with a smaller subset receiving 2–3 requests per year. 

Only one respondent receives approximately 4 per year 

How do you identify priorities 

and areas for formulating 

requests for technical assistance? 

(18 responses) 

Most respondents identify priorities by aligning proposed 

technical assistance with national climate strategies: 

NDCs (primary) 

NAPs 

Technology Needs Assessments 

National climate and sectoral policies 

This alignment is complemented by consultation with line 

ministries, CTCN guidelines, and occasionally considerations 

such as innovation or feasibility. 

Why have you not applied for 

technical assistance in the past 

five years? Other, please specify 

(3 responses) 

Out of three respondents, two explain that they did not apply 

because they are from an Annex I country, which is not eligible 

for CTCN technical assistance. 

One respondent noted that when potential beneficiaries do 

approach, the type of work required does not fit well with 

CTCN’s technical assistance modality, citing: 

- Needs are very specific (e.g., software improvements) 

- No national implementing agents exist for such specialized 

tasks 

- Participation requires network engagement, which is a barrier 

- There is sometimes unnecessary pressure to extract additional 

GCF funds 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 5 

Distribution of responses to the question “Did you use any of the following other 

services of the CTCN in the past five years which are related to networking, 

partnership and capacity building or knowledge and information sharing? (Select all 

that apply)”

 

Note: Number of respondents = 33 

3 Satisfaction regarding CTCN services 

Figure 6 

Graphical overview of responses to the question "Overall, how satisfied are you with 

the CTCN core services in terms of the following?" 

 
Note: The statements given were: “Technical assistance: responding to country requests to help identify, 

design, pilot, deploy, and scale climate technology solutions” (red segment); “Knowledge and 

information: providing access to vetted information, tools, repositories, best practices and facilitating 

knowledge-sharing and training” (purple segment); “Networking, partnership and capacity building: 

connecting, facilitating collaboration, and building capacity among a global network of public, private, 

research, and civil-society actors to accelerate technology transfer” (blue segment). 

Number of respondents = 33 

 

Figure 7 

Graphical overview of responses to the question "Based on your experience with the 

technical assistance request process, please indicate how much you agree with the 

following statements (2021-2025)" 

 

See caption for legend 

See caption for legend 
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Note: The red segment refers to the statement “The prioritization criteria for the assessment of technical 

assistance requests by the CTCN were available and clear”. The purple segment refers to the statement 

“Enough information was available on the submission process”. The blue segment refers to the 

statement “You received an answer to your request in short-enough time”. The green segment refers to 

the statement “CTCN staff were available for questions and guidance when needed”. The yellow 

segment refers to the statement “Collaboration with the beneficiary during the application process was 

smooth”. 

Number of respondents = 23 

 

Figure 8 

Graphical overview of responses to the question " What would you say about the 

technical assistance you received (2021-2025)?" 

 
Note: The given statements were: “Was implemented on-time” (red segment); “Mobilised the 

appropriate resources (in terms of capacity and skills of technical assistance providers)” (purple 

segment); “Was smoothly implemented (good communication and cooperation with CTCN and 

stakeholders)” (blue segment); “Fully responded to my initial request” (green segment); “The CTCN 

provided the necessary administrative and infrastructural support for the effective functioning” (yellow 

segment); “The support from the designated CTCN network member played an effective role in the 

implementation” (orange segment); “The expectations of the final beneficiaries corresponded to the 

Response Plan and terms of reference tendered by the CTCN” (grey segment); “The technical assistance 

corresponded to an important need of the country in terms of technology transfer” (magenta segment). 

Number of respondents = 17 

 

Figure 9 

Graphical overview of responses to the question " Would you say that the multi-

country assistance model is a more effective way to deploy solutions than single-

country assistance?” 

 

Note: Number of respondents = 8 

 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 10 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Following your attendance in one or 

several events, trainings or participation in programmes organised by the CTCN, 

please indicate how much you agree with the following statements (2021-2025)"

 

Note: The given statements were: “CTCN’s knowledge-sharing activities effectively addressed your 
organisation’s needs” (red segment); “The capacity-building support provided by the CTCN 
strengthened your organisation’s ability to plan, implement, or scale climate-technology solutions” 
(purple segment); “Participation in CTCN’s networking opportunities facilitated meaningful 
connections or collaborations that are valuable to your work” (blue segment); “The knowledge and 
skills gained from CTCN services have had a lasting impact on your organisation’s activities or 
decision-making processes” (green segment); “CTCN’s services were delivered efficiently and made 
good use of your time and resources” (yellow segment). 

Number of respondents = 28 

 

Figure 11 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “How would you assess your 

experience in engaging as a NDE with the CTCN with regard to the following 

aspects?”

 

Note: Number of respondents = 33 

 

Table 5 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Satisfaction regarding 

CTCN’s Services” Section 

Question (and number of responses) Summary of Answers 

What are the main factors of 

success you identified during the 

technical assistance request 

process? (13 responses) 

Overall, the responses point to a range of elements that 

participants associated with successful experiences during the 

technical assistance request process. These include the availability 

and support provided by CTCN staff, smooth collaboration among 

CTCN, NDEs and project proponents, and clear or well‑structured 

submission procedures. Several respondents also highlighted the 

importance of alignment with national priorities, the involvement 

of relevant public and private stakeholders, and the quality of 

experts engaged. Others mentioned positive aspects such as 

capacity‑building opportunities or noted that they could not yet 

identify success factors due to early stages of implementation. 

See caption for legend 
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Question (and number of responses) Summary of Answers 

What are the main difficulties you 

identified during the technical 

assistance request process? (11 

responses) 

Across the responses, participants described a variety of 

difficulties encountered during the technical assistance request 

process. These included challenges with data collection, limited 

contributions from relevant ministries or project proponents, and 

difficulties bringing stakeholders together due to funding 

constraints or expectations of allowances. Several respondents 

mentioned issues related to analysis timelines, selection of local 

partners without NDE involvement, and concerns about CTCN 

response time, budget sufficiency, and the duration of approval 

processes. Additional difficulties included payment‑related 

complications, slow procurement procedures, lack of influence 

over the selection of consulting teams or network members, and 

the need to navigate many different options, requiring extensive 

stakeholder discussions to determine priorities. 

What are the main factors of 

success you identified during the 

implementation of technical 

assistance? (1 response) 

When requests are based on needs, this helps with ownership and 

acceptance from the relevant stakeholders. 

What are the main difficulties you 

identified during the 

implementation of technical 

assistance? (8 responses) 

Across the responses, participants mentioned several difficulties 

experienced during implementation. These include challenges 

with data collection at country level, delays in project activity 

execution, and situations where subcontracting by CTCN 

Network members led to sub‑standard work. Some respondents 

noted that administrative procedures can be complicated and slow, 

and one indicated that implementation has not yet begun, limiting 

their ability to comment. Additional difficulties mentioned 

include delays and misunderstandings, slow responses and 

procurement delays from contracted procurement parties, and 

communication challenges when the implementation partner 

comes from another country. 

Please elaborate why you rated 

the multi-country assistance as 

more or less effective (5 

responses) 

Some noted that requests proceed more easily, and that 

multi‑country approaches can help scale solutions to common 

problems using available CTCN resources. Others highlighted 

challenges, such as situations where the slowest participating 

country sets the pace for all, which can hinder progress and disrupt 

schedules. Additional difficulties included limited funding, which 

in one case made it impossible to carry out an expected benchmark 

and required doing everything online, as well as comments that 

multi‑country assistance is helpful when relevant technologies 

exist only in developed countries. 

4 Results of CTCN Services and implementation of recommendations from the Second 

Independent Review 

Figure 12 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Within your country, would you 

consider that CTCN activities in the last five years supported the following?” 

 

See caption for legend 
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Note: Policies institutional and regulatory frameworks and planning processes on innovation and 

strengthening National Systems of Innovation (NSI)” (red segment); “Developing technological 

transition pathways and options for uptake of climate technologies” (purple segment); “Promoting 

collaboration and partnerships in climate technology RD&D activities” (blue segment); “Prioritising 

climate technologies and facilitating the development, implementation of NDC’s, TNA’s, roadmaps 

and pilot studies and alignment with the NAPs” (green segment); “Identifying and developing 

recommendations on approaches, tools and means, for the assessment of technologies at national level” 

(yellow segment); “Designing policies, regulations and standards that create enabling environments for 

climate technologies and deliver Capacity building” (orange segment); “Enhancing the capacity to plan, 

monitor, and achieve technological transformation” (grey segment); “Strengthening knowledge and 

engagement in an inclusive manner and facilitating collaboration among relevant international 

organisations, the private sector, academia, and civil society” (magenta segment); “Facilitating access 

to Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC and mobilising various types of support including pro-bono 

and in-kind support” (red segment); “Incorporating gender, youth and indigenous peoples’ needs and 

priorities in climate technology developments”(purple segment). 

Number of respondents = 31 

Table 6 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Satisfaction regarding 

CTCN’s Services” Section 

Question (and number of responses) Summary of Answers 

What are the major factors that 

prevented the achievement of 

outcomes of the services 

provided by the CTCN in your 

country to date? (11 responses) 

Across the responses, several factors were mentioned as 

preventing progress or limiting outcomes. These include lack of 

knowledge about the technical assistance offerings, low coverage 

of services, and perceptions that assistance is too soft, with a 

preference for demonstration‑type projects. Respondents also 

referred to low budgets and insufficient financial support to 

NDEs, as well as broader structural, political, institutional, 

financial, and contextual constraints. Some noted limited 

relevance due to Annex I status or because they were new to the 

platform and had not yet received assistance. Additional 

comments highlighted poor engagement with Central Asia, 

concerns that the CTCN operates more as a managerial rather than 

technical organization, and that activities aimed at NDEs were 

sometimes top‑down and not based on actual needs. Others 

pointed to the recent entry of the country into the CTCN, ongoing 

request reviews, and the need for faster response times. A lack of 

resources for the NDE was also mentioned as a limiting factor. 

What are the major factors that 

favoured the achievement of 

outcomes of the services 

provided by the CTCN in your 

country to date? (8 responses) 

The responses indicate a mix of experiences. Some noted that they 

have not yet received services from the CTCN, while others 

highlighted factors that supported progress. These included 

having the CTCN focal point located in an institution with the 

capacity to generate projects and align them with national needs, 

as well as the advantage of leadership familiar with CTCN work, 

which facilitated discussions about CTCN projects. Additional 

responses referred to objective evaluation of requests, including 

the ability to refer them to other funding channels, and 

descriptions of institutional commitment, alignment with national 

priorities, technical relevance, partnerships, and adaptive delivery 

modalities supporting meaningful outcomes in certain contexts. 

Some also mentioned strong institutional and technical capacity, 

a history of international cooperation, and engagement of the 

NDE as enabling factors. One respondent stated that, as the 

country had not yet received assistance, they could not identify 

contributing factors. 

What could improve the 

likelihood of lasting positive 

impact? (9 responses) 

The responses mention several elements that could enhance the 

chances of achieving lasting positive impact. These include 

greater awareness of the spaces and resources offered by the 

CTCN, as well as support for submitting higher‑impact projects. 

Some respondents suggested the importance of demonstration or 

pilot projects, along with objective assessments, appropriate 

budgets, and suitable experts. Others highlighted the value of 
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strong linkages between CTCN outputs and financing, such as 

pipelines to funding entities, follow‑up grants, and mechanisms 

for handover to implementation partners. Additional suggestions 

included engaging a broader range of sectors, removing the 

network requirement for TA implementation, increasing diversity 

within CTCN teams, and providing more capacity building for 

NDEs. The availability of financial resources for NDEs to 

enhance understanding and visibility of the CTCN role was also 

mentioned. 

 

Figure 13 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “To what extent have the CTCN's 

efforts to implement the recommendations from the Second Independent Review of 

the CTCN resulted in noticeable improvements from 2021-2025 compared to the 

2016-2020 period?” 

 

 

Note: The given statements were: “The CTCN has enhanced resource mobilization and diversification 
of funding sources” (red segment); “The CTCN has allocated dedicated resources for the ex-post impact 
evaluation of technical assistance” (purple segment); “The CTCN has strengthened collaboration with 
and capacity-building support for NDEs” (blue segment); “NDEs and beneficiaries of technical 
assistance have been appropriately consulted by the CTCN for the preparation of its current Programme 
of Work 2023-2027” (green segment). 

Number of respondents = 30 

5 Overall Feedback 

Table 7 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Overall feedback and 

areas for improvement” Section 

Question (and number of responses) Summary of Answers 

What is the added value/s of the 

CTCN? (11 responses) 

The responses reflect a wide range of perceived added 
values. Some respondents indicated no added value yet 
because their countries have not received services. Others 
highlighted that the CTCN helps implement climate 
technology action plans, orients countries on climate 
technology priorities, and provides networking, capacity 
building, expertise access, and knowledge sharing. 
Additional comments noted technical capacity building for 
NDEs, and the benefit of the CTCN being embedded within 
the UNFCCC system, which offers unique access to 
governance structures and Party processes. 

Several responses pointed to the CTCN’s role in supporting 
emerging and innovative technologies in developing 
countries, as well as offering security and professionalism. 
One respondent described the added value as the potential to 
enhance the implementation of climate technologies tailored 
to country needs, provided the CTCN evolves toward 
facilitating pilot testing, structuring bankable pipelines, 
supporting innovation, and attracting investment. Others 
mentioned the opportunity to access funding sources for 
implementing climate technologies, while one respondent 

See caption for legend 
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noted that operational costs remain voluntary for focal 
points. 

What other services should the 

CTCN provide to support 

technology development and 

transfer in your country? (10 

responses) 

The responses suggest a wide range of additional services 

that could support technology development and transfer. 

Some noted the need for stronger support in technology 

transfer analysis for sectoral groups, as well as assistance in 

integrating technologies into transparency systems and 

strengthening governance and institutions. Others 

recommended post‑assistance dissemination, such as 

reporting and holding events to connect technology 

providers with beneficiaries. 

Several respondents suggested expanding services to 

include NSI and TNA development, and implementing pilot 

projects at the country level. Other ideas included shorter 

response times, coherent budgets, and improving the 

technical and financial capacity of NDEs, particularly given 

costs they voluntarily absorb. A number of responses 

emphasized interest in supporting emerging technologies, 

such as Carbon Dioxide Removal (CDR) and Carbon 

Capture and Storage (CCS), through feasibility assessments, 

regulatory support, pilot design, and links to research and 

industry networks. 

Additional suggestions included more support for 

matchmaking to help scale TA projects through additional 

financing, and expanded services such as market and 

investment facilitation, capacity building for providers and 

users, knowledge products, digital tools, regional 

cooperation, and climate finance support. Some respondents 

proposed that the CTCN take on a more strategic role, 

shifting from demand-driven technical assistance to a 

partner for technological transformation, and encouraged 

fostering technology transfer from developed countries at 

low or no cost. 

Do you have any suggestions for 

how the structure, delivery of 

services, and stakeholder 

engagement of the CTCN could 

be improved in the future? (11 

responses) 

The responses suggest a variety of ideas for potential 

improvement. Some emphasized the importance of 

encouraging countries to become more aware of the 

resources offered by the CTCN, as well as sharing success 

stories to highlight benefits and promote wider uptake. 

Others recommended strengthening financial coordination 

with mechanisms under the UNFCCC and promoting the 

Expert Network, including greater peer learning and 

national organization participation. 

Several suggestions related to governance and engagement, 

including the presence of TEC representatives at NDE 

forums, maintaining direct communication between NDEs 

and TEC, and giving greater importance to NDEs in the 

overall process. There were also proposals to prioritize 

technologies identified in Technology Needs Assessments, 

to increase engagement with the private sector, and to 

enhance use of the Network, which some noted is already 

being addressed. 

Additional ideas included opening liaison offices in multiple 

locations, shifting the CTCN toward deeper technical work, 

and potentially evolving it into a global technology 

implementation accelerator capable of supporting pipelines, 

pilots, and investment mobilization. Respondents also 

mentioned improving response times, strengthening links 

between NDEs and Network members, and delivering 

capacity-building seminars for Network members to clarify 

the role of NDEs in the process. 
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B. Results of E-Survey - Network Members 

1 Respondent profiles and contributions to CTCN services 

Figure 14 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “What were the main reasons for 

your organisation’s decision to join the CTCN? (Select all that apply)” 

 
Note: The options were: “Commercial opportunities: getting access to the tenders organised by the 

CTCN” (red segment); “Connection: networking with other actors involved in climate change 

mitigation and adaptation” (purple segment); “Visibility: increasing your recognition and showcasing 

relevant experience, events, reports and tools (blue segment)”, “Knowledge: getting access to technical 

information and trainings on climate technologies (green segment); “Other” (yellow segment). 

Number of respondents = 143 

 

Figure 15 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Overall, how much do you consider 

having contributed to the CTCN services since you joined?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “Technical assistance: responding to country’s requests to help 

identify, design, pilot, deploy, and scale climate technology solutions” (red segment); “Knowledge and 

information: providing access to vetted information, tools, repositories, best practices and facilitating 

knowledge-sharing and training” (purple segment); “Networking, partnership and capacity building: 

connecting, facilitating collaboration, and building capacity among a global network of public, private, 

research, and civil-society actors to accelerate technology transfer” (blue segment). 

Number of respondents = 131 

Figure 16 

Distribution of response to the question " Please select the different services from the 

See caption for legend 

See caption for legend 
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CTCN to which your organisation has contributed to in the past five years (Select all 

that apply)" 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 130 

 

Figure 17 

Distribution of response to the question "Why did your organisation never contribute 

to CTCN services?" 

 
Note: The options given were: “My expression of interest to contribute to CTCN services was rejected 

or not answered” (green segment); “My organisation does not have resources or expertise to contribute 

to the CTCN services” (blue segment); “My organisation does not know the services provided by the 

CTCN” (red segment); “My organisation does not find the resources provided by the CTCN as useful” 

(purple segment) and “Other, please specify” (yellow segment). 

Number of respondents = 48 

 
Table 8 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Contributions to 

CTCN services” section 

Question (and number of responses) Summary of Answers 

What were the main reasons for 

your organisation’s decision to 

join the CTCN? Other, please 

specify (9 responses) 

Most responses highlight a mix of motivations related to 

contribution, collaboration, and strategic opportunities. Key 

reasons mentioned: 

-Supporting a multilateral initiative 

-Providing technical input 

-Expanding participation in other markets, sharing knowledge and 

experience, and contributing to environmental and technological 

efforts 

-Enhancing South–South technology development and transfer 

-Seeking or offering technical support 

-Joining after involvement in a TNA project tendered by the 

CTCN 

See caption for legend 
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-Appreciation for the Secretariat team 

-Interest in both accessing and providing knowledge 

Why did your organisation never 

contribute to CTCN services? 

Other, please specify: (8 

responses) 

Most responses indicate limited contribution due to lack of 

opportunities, timing, or relevance. Key reasons mentioned: 

-Very few opportunities available in the respondent’s region 

-Organisation has not yet offered services officially 

-No relevant opportunities matching expertise or location 

-Organisation is new to the CTCN and still familiarizing itself 

-Lack of time to explore contribution options 

-Organisation is new in terms of CTCN service engagement 

-Opportunities that fit both expertise and geography have not yet 

been identified 

2 Satisfaction regarding CTCN services 

Figure 18 

Distribution of response to the question "How many times has your organisation 

applied to provide technical assistance funded by the CTCN in the last five years? 

(Select all that apply)” 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 128 

 

Figure 19 

Distribution of response to the question "Following your organisations interest to be 

the provider for technical assistance in the last five years, which options apply? (Select 

all that apply)” 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 41 
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Figure 20 

Distribution of response to the question "Were you satisfied with the tendering 

process?" 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 65 

 

Figure 21 

Distribution of response to the question "If your organisation has never participated 

to any tender organised by the CTCN, what were the main reasons?" 

 
Note: The options given were: “The compensation offered by the CTCN was too low for my 

organisation to consider the Technical Assistance mission” (blue segment); “My organisation did not 

get the information that those tenders were open for participation” (red segment); “My organization 

never felt that we were qualified for any of the tenders (purple segment) and “Others, please specify” 

(green segment). 

Number of respondents = 50 

Figure 22 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “What would you say regarding the 

implementation phase of the technical assistance project(s) you participated in (2021-

2025)?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “The CTCN provided the necessary administrative and infrastructural 

support for the effective functioning” (red segment); “The country’s National Designed Entity (NDE) 

played an effective role as a coordinator between my organisation and the final beneficiaries” (purple 

segment); “The expectations of the final beneficiaries corresponded to the Response Plan and terms of 

reference tendered by the CTCN” (blue segment); “The technical assistance corresponded to an 

important need of the country in terms of technology transfer” (green segment). 

Number of respondents = 27 

See caption for legend 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 23 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “How would you assess your 

experience in engaging as a network member with the CTCN with regard to the 

following aspects?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “The role of my organisation is clear” (red segment); “My 

organisation regularly receives information and communications from the CTC secretariat about 

relevant engagement opportunities” (purple segment); “There is often alignment between needs and 

priorities expressed by developing countries and the focus and expertise of my organization” (blue 

segment); “My organisation intends to engage with the CTCN again for additional TA or other services” 

(green segment); “My organisation would recommend becoming a CTCN network member to other 

organisations” (yellow segment). 

Number of respondents = 115 

Figure 24 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Overall, how satisfied are you by the 

following aspects of the CTCN network for the past five years?” 

 

Note: The given statements were: “Commercial opportunities: getting access to the tenders organised 

by the CTCN” (red segment); “Connection: networking with other actors involved in climate change 

mitigation and adaptation” (purple segment); “Visibility: increasing your recognition and showcasing 

relevant experience, events, reports and tools” (blue segment); “Knowledge: getting access to technical 

information and trainings on climate technologies, peer learning” (green segment). 

Number of respondents = 115 

 

See caption for legend 

See caption for legend 
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Table 9 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Satisfaction regarding 

CTCN’s Services” Section 

Question (and number of 
responses) 

Summary of Answers 

What are the main factors of 

success you identified during the 

implementation of technical 

assistance? (8 response) 

The responses point to several factors that supported successful 

implementation of technical assistance. These include active 

engagement from the CTCN team, the technical quality of the 

support received, and strengthened knowledge and stakeholder 

participation. Some noted that implementation benefited from 

having good stakeholders involved, improvements such as 

enhanced production through irrigation, and opportunities for 

networking and information sharing. Others highlighted the role 

of clear communication and follow‑up from CTCN members, as 

well as regular collaborative meetings to review progress and 

address challenges. 

What are the main difficulties you 

identified during the 

implementation of technical 

assistance? (12 responses) 

The challenges identified during implementation were 

wide‑ranging. Respondents mentioned that independent 

procurement of consultants by the CTCN created accountability 

concerns, and that there were issues with delays and unmet 

timelines, including cases where organisations were selected but 

never notified or projects were never implemented. Additional 

difficulties included limited presence of CTCN personnel, the 

perception that technical assistance was too limited, and 

concerns about foreign consultants lacking contextual 

knowledge. Some noted that their area of focus was not fully 

addressed, or that participation in the process was insufficient. 

Further challenges involved reports not being delivered in 

English, institutional and financial constraints, weak 

communication and transparency, and early‑stage coordination 

difficulties. Others mentioned budget insufficiency, lack of field 

work, and an overreliance on virtual processes such as remote 

meetings and data collection. 

Please elaborate why you rated 

the multi-country assistance as 

more or less effective (2 

responses) 

One respondent noted that multi‑country assistance can create 

networks beyond borders for future collaboration, while the 

other noted that budgets are insufficient when spread across 

countries, suggesting it may be more effective if limited to fewer 

participants. 

What are the main factors of 

success you identified with 

regards to CTCN knowledge, 

networking, and capacity building 

activities? (3 responses) 

The respondents highlighted the strong field experience of 

experts and approachability of trainers and amount of 

information sharing.  

What are the main difficulties you 

identified with regards to CTCN 

knowledge, networking, and 

capacity building activities? (6 

responses) 

Most responses point to limited participation, weak 

communication, and constraints that hinder practical application. 

Key difficulties mentioned: 

-Limited participation in activities 

-Projects never implemented 

-Excessive information, making it difficult to navigate 

-Implementation challenges due to lack of funds 

-Limited project coverage 

-Capacity‑building not sufficiently linked to research or 

real‑world application 
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3 Results of CTCN services and implementation of recommendations from the Second 

Independent Review 

Figure 25 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Would you consider that the CTCN 

activities in the last five years supported the following?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “Policies institutional and regulatory frameworks and planning 

processes on innovation and strengthening National Systems of Innovation (NSI)” (red segment); 

“Developing technological transition pathways and options for uptake of climate technologies” (purple 

segment); “Promoting collaboration and partnerships in climate technology RD&D activities” (blue 

segment); “Prioritising climate technologies and facilitate the development, implementation of NDC’s, 

TNA’s, roadmaps and pilot studies and alignment with the NAPs” (green segment); “Identifying and 

developing recommendations on approaches, tools and means, for the assessment of technologies at 

national level” (yellow segment); “Designing policies, regulations and standards that create enabling 

environments for climate technologies and deliver capacity building” (light red segment); “Enhancing 

the capacity to plan, monitor, and achieve technological transformation” (grey segment); 

“Strengthening knowledge and engagement in an inclusive manner and facilitating collaboration among 

relevant international organisations, the private sector, academia, and civil society” (magenta segment); 

“Facilitating access to Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC and mobilising various types of support 

including pro-bono and in-kind support” (red segment); “Incorporating gender, youth and indigenous 

peoples’ needs and priorities in climate technology developments” (purple segment). 

Number of respondents = 108 

 

Figure 26 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “To what extent have the CTCN's 

efforts to implement the recommendations from the Second Independent Review of 

the CTCN resulted in noticeable improvements from 2021-2025 compared to the 

2016-2020 period?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “The CTCN has allocated dedicated resources for the ex-post impact 

evaluation of technical assistance” (purple segment); “The CTCN has enhanced resource mobilization 

and diversification of funding sources” (red segment); “The CTCN has strengthened collaboration with 

and capacity-building support for NDEs” (blue segment) and “The CTCN has reinforced its position as 

a climate technology matchmaker” (green segment). 

Number of respondents = 106 

 

See caption for legend 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 27 

Distribution of response to the question "Has your organisation engaged/formed 

partnerships with other network members as a result of being part of the CTCN 

network?” 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 106 

 

Figure 28 

Distribution of response to the question "Has your organisation sustained 

engagements with the NDEs and/or the beneficiaries they worked with?” 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 106 

Table 10 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Results of CTCN 

services” Section 

Question (and number of responses) Summary of Answers 

What are the major factors that 

prevented the achievement of 

outcomes of the services 

provided by the CTCN in your 

country to date? (7 responses) 

Some noted that requested support (e.g., TNA update, energy 

adaptation plan) was not received, while others highlighted 

lack of communication and absence of notification regarding 

the status of submitted technical assistance proposals. 

Additional challenges mentioned include resistance to 

CTCN‑recommended plans, limited visibility of services, and 

the perception that funding is restricted to report preparation 

without support for implementation. Respondents also 

referred to weak institutional arrangements, poor follow‑up, 

and administrative or procedural issues that limited the 

achievement of expected outcomes. 

What are the major factors that 

favoured the achievement of 

outcomes of the services 

provided by the CTCN in your 

country to date? (4 responses) 

Elements that helped enable progress were stated to include 

the knowledge gained following a major cyclone, the 

existence of experimental areas and target groups such as 

associations and cooperatives, and the benefits of networking 

with other countries, which contributed to information 

acquisition and capacity strengthening. Others highlighted 

good collaboration with all stakeholders, which supported 

smoother implementation and enhanced engagement. 
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What could improve the 

likelihood of lasting positive 

impact? (4 responses) 

Suggestions to enhance long‑term impact included better 

planning and coordinated networking among project 

promoters, NDEs, and the CTCN, as well as considering 

multi‑year support to sustain outcomes. Respondents also 

noted the need to replicate pilot implementation results, 

contingent on adequate funding, and emphasized the 

importance of strengthening the NDE and establishing an 

institutional framework to better support future work. 

4 Overall feedback 

Table 11 

Summary of answers to optional open-ended questions in the “Overall feedback and 

areas for improvement” Section 

Question (and number of responses) Summary of Answers 

What is the added value/s of the 

CTCN? (4 responses) 

Some noted the contribution of the CTCN to climate‑proofing 

infrastructure and strengthening the resilience of projects. Others 

emphasized the role of the CTCN in building knowledge, 

including efforts that support women’s empowerment in the 

agriculture sector, as well as enabling networks, information 

exchange, and capacity development to support the adoption of 

technologies. Additionally, respondents pointed to the benefit of 

networking (réseau age) as a core element of the CTCN’s added 

value. 

What other services should the 

CTCN provide to support 

technology development and 

transfer in your country? (3 

responses) 

Some mentioned the importance of ensuring that the CTCN 

brings financial or other forms of assistance directly to the 

communities involved, helping to translate technical work into 

practical benefits. Others highlighted the need for financial 

resources to support implementation after reports are completed, 

noting that assistance often ends at the planning stage. Additional 

suggestions emphasized greater engagement in sensitization, 

support for developing institutional arrangements, and the 

establishment of demonstration centres to help countries better 

understand, test, and adopt climate technologies. 

Do you have any suggestions for 

how the structure, delivery of 

services, and stakeholder 

engagement of the CTCN could 

be improved in the future? (7 

responses) 

Respondents highlighted the need for greater clarity in the 

approval process and noted challenges related to insufficient 

communication, including the absence of updates on requested 

technical assistance. Some emphasized the importance of 

identifying and engaging gatekeepers, while others stressed that 

leadership roles within consultancies should be assigned to 

national companies, accompanied by the selection of appropriate 

in‑country partners. It was also suggested that expectations should 

be clearly defined, thought through during proposal development, 

and properly documented. Additional feedback called for 

increased budgets for technological innovation, reflecting a desire 

for stronger support in advancing technology-related work. 

C. Results of E-Survey - Beneficiaries 

13. Please note that due to the low number of beneficiary respondents, responses may not 

be fully representative and should be interpreted carefully. 
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Figure 29 

Distribution of response to the question " Do you have a clear understanding of what 

the CTCN is and what services it provides?” 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 20 

 

Figure 30 

Distribution of response to the question "What do you know about your country’s 

National Designated Entity (NDE are the focal points for the CTCN action in a given 

country)? (Select all that apply)?" 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 20 

 

Figure 31 

Distribution of response to the question "How many times has your organisation 

submitted a request for technical assistance to the CTCN through your National 

Designated Entity in the past five years?" 

 

14. We did not have enough responses to the question, "Why has your organisation not 

applied for technical assistance in the past five years? (Select all that apply)". Only one 

respondent answered selecting the option: “I do not feel that the assistance provided by the 

CTCN are appropriate to my country’s needs”. 
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Figure 32 

Distribution of response to the question "Why did your organisation request technical 

assistance from the CTCN? (Select all that apply)" 

 
Note: The options given were: “The CTCN’s focus on climate change technologies was well aligned 

with my own objectives” (grey segment); “I was looking for such technical assistance” (blue segment); 

“I was strongly influenced and supported by my country’s NDE” (red segment); “I was strongly 

influenced and supported by a partner organisation of the CTCN” (purple segment); “Other alternatives 

had access criteria that could not or were more challenging to meet” (yellow segment) and “Other 

alternatives were more costly” (green segment). 

Number of respondents = 15 

 

Figure 33 

Distribution of response to the question "What has been the status of the technical 

assistance request(s) you submitted to the CTCN? (Select all that apply)" 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 15 

Figure 34 

Distribution of response to the question "Did your organisation use any of the 

following other services of the CTCN in the past five years which are related to 

networking, partnership and capacity building or knowledge and information 

sharing? (Select all that apply)” 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 16 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 35 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Overall, how satisfied are you with 

the CTCN core services in terms of the following?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “Technical assistance: responding to country’s requests to help 

identify, design, pilot, deploy, and scale climate technology solutions” (red segment); “Knowledge and 

information: providing access to vetted information, tools, repositories, best practices and facilitating 

knowledge-sharing and training” (purple segment); “Networking, partnership and capacity building: 

connecting, facilitating collaboration, and building capacity among a global network of public, private, 

research, and civil-society actors to accelerate technology transfer” (blue segment) 

Number of respondents = 16 

 

Figure 36 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “What would you say about the 

technical assistance your organisation received (2021-2025)?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “Was implemented on-time” (red segment); “Mobilised the 

appropriate resources (in terms of capacity and skills of technical assistance providers)” (purple 

segment); “Was smoothly implemented (good communication and cooperation with CTCN and 

stakeholders)” (blue segment); “Fully responded to your initial request” (green segment); “The CTCN 

provided the necessary administrative and infrastructural support for the effective functioning” (yellow 

segment); “The support from the designated CTCN network member played an effective role in the 

implementation” (light red segment); “My organization was supported by the NDE to apply for 

technical assistance” (grey segment). 

Number of respondents = 16 

See caption for legend 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 37 

Distribution of response to the question "Did your organization receive multi-country 

technical assistance?" 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 16 

 

15. We did not have enough responses to the question, "Would you say that the multi-

country assistance model is a more effective way to deploy solutions than single-country 

assistance?". One respondent chose the option ‘Yes’ and the other one chose ‘No’. 

 

Figure 38 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Following your attendance in one or 

several events, trainings or participation in programmes organised by the CTCN, 

please indicate how much you agree with the following statements (2021-2025).” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “CTCN’s knowledge‑sharing activities effectively addressed your 

organisation’s needs” (red segment); “The capacity‑building support provided by the CTCN 

strengthened your organisation’s ability to plan, implement, or scale climate‑technology solutions” 

(purple segment); “Participation in CTCN’s networking opportunities facilitated meaningful 

connections or collaborations that are valuable to your work” (blue segment); “The knowledge and 

skills gained from CTCN services have had a lasting impact on your organisation’s activities or 

decision‑making processes” (green segment); “CTCN’s services were delivered efficiently and made 

good use of your time and resources” (yellow segment). 

Number of respondents = 9 

 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 39 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “How would you assess your 

experience as a beneficiary in engaging with the CTCN with regard to the following 

aspects (2021-2025)?” 

 
Note: The given statements were: “My organisation regularly receives information from the NDE in 

my country about CTCN support opportunities and services” (red segment); “The NDE is able to 

facilitate a smooth interaction with the Network Member from the CTCN” (purple segment); “CTCN 

services are well aligned with the needs and priorities of my organisation” (blue segment); “The range 

of CTCN services and its prioritization criteria for the assessment of technical assistance requests is 

available and clear” (green segment); “Information and updates provided through CTCN digital 

channels are useful and relevant to my work” (yellow segment); “My organisation intends to engage 

with the CTCN again for additional TA or other services” (light red segment); “I would recommend 

other stakeholders to engage with the CTCN for receiving technical assistance and/or other services” 

(grey segment). 

Number of respondents = 16 

 

Figure 40 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “Within your country, to what extent 

would you consider that CTCN activities in the last five years supported the 

following?” 

 

 

 
Note: The given statements were: “Policies institutional and regulatory frameworks and planning 

processes on innovation and strengthening National Systems of Innovation (NSI)” (red segment); 

“Developing technological transition pathways and options for uptake of climate technologies” (purple 

segment); “Promoting collaboration and partnerships in climate technology RD&D activities” (blue 

segment); “Prioritising climate technologies and facilitate the development, implementation of NDC’s, 

TNA’s, roadmaps and pilot studies and alignment with the NAPs” (green segment); “Identifying and 

developing recommendations on approaches, tools and means, for the assessment of technologies at 

national level” (yellow segment); “Designing policies, regulations and standards that create enabling 

environments for climate technologies and deliver capacity building” (light red segment); “Enhancing 

the capacity to plan, monitor, and achieve technological transformation” (grey segment); 

“Strengthening knowledge and engagement in an inclusive manner and facilitating collaboration among 

relevant international organisations, the private sector, academia, and civil society” (magenta segment); 

“Facilitating access to Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC and mobilising various types of support 

including pro-bono and in-kind support” (red segment); “Incorporating gender, youth and indigenous 

peoples’ needs and priorities in climate technology developments” (purple segment). 

Number of respondents = 15 

See caption for legend 

See caption for legend 
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Figure 41 

Graphical overview of responses to the question “To what extent have the CTCN's 

efforts to implement the recommendations from the Second Independent Review of 

the CTCN resulted in noticeable improvements from 2021-2025 compared to the 

2016-2020 period?” 

 

 
Note: The given statements were: “The CTCN has allocated dedicated resources for the ex-post impact 

evaluation of technical assistance” (red segment); “NDEs and beneficiaries of technical assistance have 

been appropriately consulted by the CTCN for the preparation of its current Programme of Work 2023-

2027” (purple segment); “The CTCN has reinforced positioning of CTCN as a climate technology 

matchmaker” (blue segment). 

Number of respondents = 15 

 

Figure 42 

Distribution of response to the question "Has your organization sustained engagement 

with the CTCN and/or its Network members after the delivery of the technical 

assistance?" 

 
Note: Number of respondents = 15 

 

D. Synthesis and comparative results of surveys (2nd vs. 3rd CTCN review 

and across stakeholder groups) 

16. Due to differences in survey design between the 2nd and 3rd CTCN review surveys, 

including variations in question wording, response scales, and slight differences across 

stakeholder groups, direct one-to-one comparisons of specific indicators are not always 

possible. The analysis therefore focuses on identifying broad trends, patterns, and directional 

changes over time, as well as highlighting consistent findings across stakeholder perspectives 

where comparability permits. In addition, findings from the beneficiary survey in the 3rd 

review should be interpreted with particular caution, given the comparatively small and 

variable number of respondents. 

1 Relevance 

17. Across both the 2nd and 3rd CTCN review surveys, respondents broadly acknowledge 

that CTCN services are highly relevant and, in principle, aligned with national priorities and 

See caption for legend 
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stakeholder needs. In the 2nd review survey, 85% of NDE respondents considered CTCN 

activities to be relevant or very relevant, while among beneficiaries 63% assessed activities 

as rather or very relevant, although 31% indicated that they did not know, pointing to some 

awareness gaps at the implementation level. Network members in the 2nd review survey also 

reported strong relevance, particularly in relation to access to tenders, networking 

opportunities, and the CTCN’s technical focus. 

18. The 3rd review survey confirms that perceived relevance remains high across 

stakeholder groups. NDE respondents continue to report strong alignment of CTCN support 

with national processes and priorities, including NDCs, TNAs, and NAPs. Beneficiaries 

likewise indicate that technical assistance generally corresponded to important national or 

organisational needs, and around 95% reported at least a partial understanding of what the 

CTCN is and the services it provides, although this likely reflects a more engaged subset of 

beneficiaries rather than a system-wide shift. Network members similarly confirm sustained 

relevance, with 76% citing commercial opportunities and 79% networking and collaboration 

as reasons for engagement, broadly consistent with the drivers reported in the 2nd review 

survey. 

19. At the same time, the surveys collectively show that strategic alignment does not 

always translate into operational relevance in practice. Several respondents across 

stakeholder groups highlight that budget constraints, surface-level scoping, and limited 

localisation of technical assistance can weaken practical relevance. Beneficiaries refer to 

cases where technical assistance was insufficiently adapted to country realities or where 

foreign consultants lacked contextual knowledge or field presence. NDEs similarly underline 

a need for more implementation-oriented support, including pilot projects, seed funding, and 

clearer pathways to finance. Network members also suggest that while the CTCN’s vision is 

relevant and attractive, opportunities to apply expertise remain unevenly distributed and not 

always well aligned with expressed needs from countries. 

20. Some survey findings also point to gaps in practical connectivity and value realisation. 

Among NDE respondents in the 3rd review survey, around 29% had not submitted a technical 

assistance request in the last five years, with reasons including lack of resources and 

perceived misalignment with country needs. Among network members, 38% reported never 

having contributed to any of the CTCN core services, despite high levels of stated interest in 

networking and tender opportunities. This suggests that while thematic relevance remains 

high, practical relevance in terms of activation, access, and actual use of the platform remains 

uneven. 

21. Overall, the survey evidence points to a CTCN that remains strategically well aligned 

with stakeholder needs across both review periods, but whose operational relevance is not 

always realised consistently across countries, stakeholder groups, and delivery contexts. 

2 Effectiveness 

22. The combined survey results paint a picture of mixed but broadly stable effectiveness 

over time. Across both review periods, respondents consistently recognise that the CTCN 

contributes positively to capacity building, policy support, planning processes, and enabling 

environments. In the 2nd review survey, both NDEs and beneficiaries reported contributions 

to NDC implementation, climate technology planning, and institutional strengthening. For 

example, around 52% of NDE respondents reported that CTCN activities contributed to NDC 

implementation and strengthened their ability to support, plan, and monitor climate 

technology transfer, while beneficiaries reported notable contributions to capacity building 

and policy and planning processes. Network members also reported positive direct and 

subsequent effects, such as creating new contacts, developing partnerships, and supporting 

technology-related planning and enabling environments. 

23. The 3rd review survey confirms continued effectiveness across these same areas. 

Respondents across all three groups report positive contributions to policy and regulatory 

frameworks, planning and prioritisation processes, capacity development, and stakeholder 

engagement. Quantitative scores generally fall in the range of 3.3 to 4.1, indicating 

moderately strong performance. Beneficiaries note good cooperation with CTCN staff, 

generally appropriate expertise mobilisation, and outputs that broadly correspond to country 
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needs. NDEs also continue to assess the clarity of request processes and support from the 

Secretariat positively. Network members highlight continued value in collaboration, 

matchmaking, and knowledge exchange. 

24. However, the surveys also reveal that effectiveness is uneven across levels of 

intervention and across stakeholder groups. NDE respondents tend to report stronger 

effectiveness at the system level, especially in relation to national planning, policy 

development, and enabling conditions. Beneficiaries provide a more mixed picture, with 

several respondents emphasising that the technical quality of assistance is generally sound 

but that delivered outputs do not always fully translate into practical implementation benefits. 

Network members also note that while knowledge-sharing and collaboration functions are 

useful, opportunities to contribute or engage remain uneven, which limits the breadth of 

overall effectiveness. 

25. A recurring concern across both review periods is that effectiveness is weakened by 

the same operational factors that affect efficiency: delays, limited localisation, inconsistent 

NDE involvement, language barriers, and occasional mismatches between expectations and 

delivered outputs. The 3rd review survey particularly reinforces this point, as respondents 

repeatedly cite long approval or procurement cycles and insufficient local engagement as 

factors that reduce the usefulness of outputs or delay their application. While knowledge-

sharing and capacity-building activities are generally well received by those who participate, 

the surveys also suggest that a substantial share of stakeholders do not engage regularly in 

such services, reducing the breadth of effectiveness. 

26. There is also some indication that delivery timelines have lengthened. In the 2nd 

review survey, just over half of respondents reported that at least one technical assistance 

request had been fully implemented, while the 3rd review survey suggests that a larger 

proportion of activities remain ongoing or in the pipeline. This points to a possible shift 

toward longer implementation periods and more gradual realisation of outcomes. 

27. Overall, CTCN effectiveness appears strongest in terms of technical quality, policy 

relevance, and upstream capacity-building effects, but more uneven at the downstream 

implementation stage. The overall pattern suggests broad continuity in effectiveness, but with 

persistent operational frictions that continue to reduce the consistency and depth of realised 

results. 

3 Efficiency 

28. Efficiency emerges as the weakest dimension across both survey rounds and across 

all stakeholder groups. In the 2nd review survey, many respondents already pointed to delays 

in request processing, procurement, approval, and implementation. At the same time, 

procedural aspects such as clarity of instructions, prioritisation criteria, and support from 

CTCN staff were rated positively, particularly by NDE respondents. This suggested that 

while the process design was understandable and the Secretariat was responsive, the delivery 

chain was affected by bottlenecks that slowed down implementation. 

29. The 3rd review survey confirms and strengthens this finding. Respondents across all 

three groups continue to rate staff support, availability, and technical guidance positively. 

NDEs report good experiences with staff responsiveness, clarity of request processes, and 

support during submission. Network members also rate knowledge-sharing and collaborative 

support positively, and beneficiaries often acknowledge the quality and helpfulness of 

technical staff. However, the strongest and most consistent cross-group signal concerns 

timeliness and process inefficiencies. Delays, slow procurement cycles, long response times, 

and extended approval periods are repeatedly highlighted as key barriers. These delays often 

directly undermine effectiveness by making outputs less timely, reducing their relevance to 

changing contexts, or generating frustration among stakeholders 

30. Network members are the most critical group in this regard. Their responses point to 

persistent inefficiencies in the tendering process, including long processing times, lack of 

feedback on unsuccessful bids, insufficient transparency on evaluation outcomes, and 

misalignment between the scope of work and available budget. While many still 

acknowledge that the process is formally transparent and professionally managed, the 

repeated references to time lags of several months, limited debriefing, and rigid financial 
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structures suggest that the current procurement model continues to impose significant 

transaction costs. Beneficiaries, by contrast, experience inefficiencies more strongly during 

implementation, including weak communication between stakeholders, delayed initiation of 

activities, and insufficient clarity regarding follow-up and responsibilities. NDEs emphasise 

delays in response times and constraints in coordinating requests and implementation under 

limited resources. 

31. Budget–scope mismatch is another shared concern. Beneficiaries and network 

members frequently report that budgets are too small, too rigid, or insufficiently adapted to 

on-the-ground realities. NDE respondents also highlight acute resource constraints within 

their own institutions, including lack of staffing, operational budget, and equipment. These 

limitations reduce the efficiency of request formulation, coordination, oversight, and 

dissemination of results. Several network members also point to barriers for smaller 

organisations and entities from SIDS or underrepresented regions, indicating that 

inefficiencies are not only procedural but also affect equity of access. 

32. Taken together, the survey results suggest that efficiency constraints stem primarily 

from structural bottlenecks such as procurement systems, budget rigidity, weak NDE 

resourcing, and under-utilisation of the network rather than from shortcomings in Secretariat 

staff performance or technical competence. This distinction is important, as respondents 

across all groups continue to describe CTCN staff as supportive, committed, and technically 

helpful once services are underway. Overall, survey evidence suggests that efficiency has 

weakened somewhat between the 2nd and 3rd review surveys, particularly with respect to 

timeliness, while positive perceptions of process clarity and technical support have remained 

relatively stable. 

4 Impact and Sustainability 

33. Across both the 2nd and 3rd review surveys, the CTCN is generally perceived as 

generating positive impacts, particularly in terms of knowledge, institutional learning, and 

enabling conditions for climate technology action. In the 2nd review survey, 81% of NDE 

respondents and 77% of beneficiaries considered that CTCN services had long-lasting and 

sustainable impacts. Respondents across groups frequently associated CTCN support with 

stronger technical capacities, improved planning, better understanding of climate 

technologies, and greater readiness to engage in policy or project development. Network 

members also reported positive downstream effects in terms of new contacts, partnerships, 

projects, and exchanges of technical knowledge. 

34. The 3rd review survey confirms that these positive impacts continue to be perceived 

across all stakeholder groups. Beneficiaries report positive lasting effects of knowledge and 

capacity-building activities, with scores generally in the 3.5–3.8 range. NDEs continue to 

emphasise CTCN’s contribution to national planning and policy processes, especially 

through TNAs, roadmaps, and climate technology-related support to policy frameworks. 

Network members similarly report lasting value in knowledge products, capacity-building 

processes, and collaborative engagement. Respondents also continue to recognise the CTCN 

as a trusted UN-mandated entry point for technology planning and advisory support. 

35. At the same time, both surveys consistently underscore that impact remains positive 

but limited and uneven. The most recurrent barrier is the absence of implementation financing 

or structured follow-through after technical assistance. Beneficiaries and NDEs repeatedly 

stress that many outputs remain “soft”, reports, plans, feasibility studies, or advisory products 

that are useful in themselves but are not linked to funding pathways or concrete 

implementation mechanisms. Network members echo this concern and call for stronger 

matchmaking with financiers, more pilot projects, and more operational pipelines from 

technical outputs to investment. Sustainability is also constrained by limited NDE capacity, 

high staff turnover, insufficient national coordination, and the lack of systematic post-

technical-assistance follow-up. 

36. The 3rd review survey also suggests that follow-through remains limited after 

technical assistance delivery. Among beneficiaries, only a minority report sustained 

engagement with the CTCN or network members after completion, and similar patterns 

emerge among network members, where only a limited share report ongoing engagement 
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with NDEs or beneficiaries after project delivery. This suggests that while the CTCN 

contributes meaningfully to knowledge uptake, improved institutional coordination, and 

readiness for climate finance applications, the longer-term durability of these effects often 

depends on external conditions and follow-up support that remain weak or inconsistent. 

37. Overall, the survey evidence suggests that the CTCN clearly adds value in knowledge 

transfer, policy support, capacity building, and enabling conditions. These are important 

foundational impacts, and many respondents see them as meaningful and real. However, both 

review rounds suggest that the translation of these foundational impacts into sustained 

implementation and scaled transformation remains constrained by structural gaps, especially 

around financing, implementation support, post-TA follow-up, and country-level 

institutional capacity. In this sense, the core CTCN model appears to deliver strong enabling 

impacts, but its long-term transformational potential remains only partially realised. 

III. Summary of information gathered during interviews 

A. Relevance - Are the strategy and the resources of the CTCN relevant 

and appropriate regarding priorities given by the Parties and the 

country-driven needs for support? 

1 What are the key differences in the priorities and operation of the CTCN compared to 

the second PoW? How was relevant information collected to prepare the third PoW? 

To what extent have NDE needs been assessed, and how was the financial plan 

prepared (cf. Recommendation 6)? Were lessons from the first and second 

Programmes of Work identified and taken into account? 

38. Interviewees consistently emphasized substantial and meaningful differences between 

the Second and Third PoW, describing the Third PoW as a structurally clearer, more coherent 

and more strategically mature framework than its predecessor. Whereas the Second PoW was 

perceived as broad, activity‑oriented, and at times “a list of initiatives without a unifying 

logic,” the Third PoW was repeatedly described as a shift toward a system‑level, 

transformation‑focused agenda. Many interviewees noted that its five system 

transformations, energy systems, industry and business, buildings and infrastructure, 

mobility, and the water–food–energy nexus, position the CTCN’s work more explicitly 

within the core sectors that countries prioritise in their NDCs, LT‑LEDS and national 

technology roadmaps. 

39. Several interviewees stressed that this structural evolution reflects a consolidation of 

more than a decade of experience: “The Third PoW finally speaks the same language as 

countries and donors,” one interviewee explained, underscoring that the new layout mirrors 

national planning frameworks, making it easier for NDEs and government ministries to 

situate CTCN support within national strategies. Respondents also highlighted the 

introduction of cross‑cutting enablers, innovation, digitalisation, and national systems of 

innovation, as a sign of the CTCN’s recognition of systemic barriers that limit climate 

technology uptake. One interviewee described this as “a move from outputs to enabling 

conditions,” noting that it better captures the realities of implementation. 

40. A large number of interviewees viewed the shift toward programmatic and 

multi‑country assistance as one of the most significant differences between the two PoWs. 

They argued that the CTCN had learned that isolated, single‑country technical assistance 

often struggled to deliver long‑lasting transformations: as one respondent noted, “Many 

countries face the same challenges, and the Third PoW allows the CTCN to work at scale 

instead of reinventing the wheel every time.” Interviewees explained that multi‑country work 

also increases visibility, peer learning, and cross‑regional momentum. 

41. However, this evolution was not universally welcomed. Interviewees from several 

stakeholder groups expressed concern that the Third PoW narrows the thematic space too 

much, limiting flexibility for countries whose needs do not neatly fall within the new clusters. 

As one interviewee put it, “Some of our real needs fall between the lines of the five 

transformations.” Another noted that “country needs are still only partially integrated,” 
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arguing that the shift risked making the process more top‑down, especially in countries with 

highly specific or emerging technology needs. 

42. Another frequently raised issue was the limited awareness of the detailed content of 

the Third PoW. A significant number of interviewees admitted they were only familiar with 

the broad outline of the document: “If you’re not in the AB or the Secretariat, you don’t really 

know what’s in it.” This lack of visibility was seen as a barrier to building strong country 

ownership and to ensuring that NDEs, network members, and implementing partners can 

effectively align their engagement with the strategic direction of the PoW. 

43. Finally, several interviewees raised more fundamental concerns about the underlying 

theory of change. One respondent stated that “the biggest issue is that the CTCN theory of 

change still doesn’t fully match country realities,” pointing to financial, institutional and 

political constraints that limit the transformational potential of upstream technical assistance. 

Others warned that, despite the stronger conceptual foundations, the Third PoW’s 

implementation remains challenged by insufficient and unpredictable funding, staff 

shortages, and the loss of certain technical capacities following governance changes. 

44. Overall, interviews depict the Third PoW as a strategically stronger, more coherent 

and more forward‑looking framework than its predecessor, but one whose realisation 

depends heavily on improved communication, adequate resourcing, and maintaining 

sufficient flexibility to meet the diverse and evolving needs of developing countries. 

2 To what extent is the third PoW of the CTCN aligned with the guidance from the 

Parties pertaining to the work of the Technology Mechanism and the CTCN mandate 

(COP or Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris 

Agreement (CMA) decisions)? Are revisions needed to respond to the guidance by the 

Parties? 

45. Interviewees widely agreed that the Third PoW is substantively aligned with COP and 

CMA guidance, reflecting a deliberate effort by the CTCN to integrate expectations 

expressed by Parties over several negotiation cycles. Many respondents described the Third 

PoW as “much closer to what Parties have been asking for,” citing elements such as 

strengthened collaboration with the TEC, enhanced support to NDEs, a greater emphasis on 

innovation, and explicit integration of gender and just transition considerations. 

46. A recurrent theme in interviews was the perception that the Third PoW follows the 

direction provided in key COP/CMA decisions by prioritising systemic transformation and 

enabling environments. One interviewee stated that the PoW “captures the shift in global 

discussions from isolated technology deployment to system-wide enabling conditions,” 

referencing mandates from recent CMA decisions encouraging Parties to strengthen 

innovation ecosystems, digitalisation, and climate‑related national systems of innovation. 

47. Interviewees repeatedly highlighted the importance of the joint TEC–CTCN Work 

Programme as evidence of strong alignment with COP/CMA guidance. Several respondents 

described it as “the clearest signal yet that the two arms of the Technology Mechanism are 

expected to work together,” noting that this joint programme responds directly to guidance 

issued at COP26–COP29 calling for strengthened coordination and complementarity 

between the TEC (policy) and the CTCN (implementation). As one interviewee put it, “For 

the first time, it really feels like a single mechanism with two complementary functions rather 

than two parallel institutions.” 

48. However, despite this broad alignment, many interviewees pointed out that 

implementation capacity remains a critical bottleneck. Several highlighted that “alignment is 

stronger on paper than in practice,” explaining that the Secretariat’s limited staffing and 

unpredictable funding streams make it difficult to operationalise all COP/CMA mandates at 

the expected scale. One respondent noted that new mandates emerging from COP29 and 

COP30, particularly those related to the Technology Implementation Programme (TIP), will 

require further adjustments that the current PoW does not yet fully reflect. 

49. A number of interviewees underscored that while the PoW aligns well with high-level 

guidance, some thematic mandates remain insufficiently captured. For example, respondents 

pointed to gaps in areas such as support for implementation pathways, private‑sector 
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mobilisation, and the visibility of the Technology Mechanism within broader climate-finance 

discussions. One interviewee explained that “there is alignment on priorities, but not always 

on operational modalities,” highlighting the need for improved coordination with the 

Financial Mechanism, especially the GCF and GEF. 

50. Despite these challenges, the majority of interviewees expressed confidence that the 

Third PoW represents a meaningful translation of COP/CMA guidance into a strategic 

framework. Nonetheless, they emphasised that its success would depend on adequate 

resourcing, continued strengthening of partnerships, and clearer articulation of how the 

CTCN will fulfil new mandates emerging from the evolving international climate regime. 

3 How relevant were CTCN interventions to the country’s context and needs for 

support (at the time of the review and project development), and within the CTCN 

mandate? What could be improved in this regard? 

51. Interview evidence overwhelmingly confirms that CTCN interventions remain 

relevant to country needs, primarily because of the request-based and country-driven model 

at the heart of the mechanism. Across interviews, respondents repeatedly emphasised that 

“the country-driven model works,” noting that the requirement for NDE validation ensures 

that TA aligns with nationally determined priorities, such as NDCs, NAPs, TNAs and sectoral 

development plans. 

52. Many interviewees highlighted that the CTCN’s flexibility allows it to respond to 

highly diverse country contexts, with interventions ranging from adaptation planning to 

mitigation technology roadmaps, and from early‑stage feasibility assessments to enabling-

environment reforms. As one interviewee explained, “The CTCN can work on things that no 

other actor will fund at an early stage,” underscoring the perceived value of upstream, 

early‑phase support. 

53. However, interviewees also identified several factors that can weaken relevance in 

practice. A frequently mentioned challenge relates to delays in procurement and 

implementation. Several respondents described cases where “by the time the TA starts, the 

context has changed,” noting that new political leadership, revised sectoral strategies, or 

shifts in donor priorities can reduce the usefulness of TA that is delivered too late. These 

delays were described as particularly problematic for adaptation‑related interventions, where 

local conditions evolve quickly. 

54. Three of the interviewees, noted that country needs are still only partially integrated 

and priorities driven by top-down processes, even more so with the narrowing of scope of 

the 3rd PoW, with gaps in alignment between PoW direction and real country needs. Areas 

for improvement identified by interviewees include the need for more systematic early 

engagement with national stakeholders during project design, stronger follow‑up 

mechanisms to adapt support as needs evolve, and improved regional inclusion, particularly 

in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. Some interviewees also noted occasional tendencies to 

steer countries toward certain themes following capacity‑building activities, though such 

cases were described as infrequent. 

55. Another barrier commonly raised was the quality and specificity of requests submitted 

by countries. Some interviewees noted that the Secretariat sometimes receives weakly 

formulated requests that do not clearly articulate the problem to be solved or the expected 

outcomes. As one NDE pointed out, “Countries know what they want, but they don’t always 

know how to express it in a request format.” This can result in TAs that are relevant in 

principle but misaligned with operational realities. Several respondents argued that the 

CTCN’s capacity‑building support for NDEs has improved this situation, but gaps remain. 

56. Interviewees also noted an emerging concern regarding the influence of broader 

CTCN programming on the choice of TA requests. A minority of respondents observed that 

training programmes or thematic initiatives sometimes “shape the demand,” creating 

situations where countries request assistance in areas introduced during regional trainings 

rather than based on existing national priorities. While interviewees stressed that these cases 

remain limited, they warned that this dynamic could undermine the purity of the 

country‑driven model if not monitored. 
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57. Despite these concerns, respondents consistently stressed that CTCN interventions 

remain highly relevant because they fill a unique niche in the climate‑technology landscape. 

The mechanism’s ability to support readiness‑type interventions, conceptual studies, 

enabling frameworks, and feasibility assessments was described as “critical for unlocking 

larger finance,” with one interviewee emphasising that “if the CTCN didn’t do this, no one 

would.” The dominant view across interviews is that relevance is strong and structurally 

embedded, but operational delays, request‑formulation challenges, and occasional top‑down 

influences can affect its practical expression. 

4 To what extent have recommendations from the Second Independent Review been 

considered? To what extent have recommendations from other evaluations over the 

last five years been considered (including findings on the PATM)? Are you aware of 

any additional reviews or evaluations by the United Nations Industrial Development 

Organization (UNIDO) regarding the operation of the CTCN from 2021 to 2025? [For 

donors only] Has your organization conducted any evaluations or reviews during this 

period? 

58. Interviewees consistently acknowledged that the CTCN has taken meaningful steps to 

address recommendations from the First and Second Independent Reviews, as well as from 

the Performance Assessment of the Technology Mechanism (PATM). However, they equally 

stressed that progress remains uneven and, in several areas, slower than Parties expected. 

59. Across interviews, respondents widely recognised improvements in resource 

mobilisation efforts. The hiring of a dedicated resource mobilisation specialist, the 

development of donor‑mapping exercises, and the establishment of task forces were 

repeatedly cited as evidence that the Secretariat “took the recommendations seriously.” Yet, 

many interviewees noted that results have been limited due to systemic constraints: 

unpredictable funding cycles, competition with other UN bodies, and insufficient visibility 

of the Technology Mechanism. One respondent stated plainly: “The structure for resource 

mobilisation now exists, but the money does not yet follow.” 

60. Interviewees also observed progress in strengthening support to NDEs, which had 

been highlighted in earlier reviews as a priority. Respondents mentioned expanded regional 

forums, more targeted training, and clearer communication materials. Nonetheless, many 

noted that the improvements remain uneven across regions: “Some NDEs receive excellent 

support; others still feel alone,” explained one participant. Several emphasised that language 

barriers, staff turnover in ministries, and differing levels of national capacity continue to 

impede full uptake of NDE‑related recommendations. 

61. A recurring theme was the persistent gap in ex‑post impact assessment. Almost all 

interviewees highlighted this as “the recommendation that remains largely unimplemented.” 

Although templates and pilot impact‑tracking initiatives were developed, these efforts have 

not yet become systematic. Interviewees pointed to limited staff capacity and competing 

priorities, particularly the surge in demand for new TA, as the primary reasons. One 

respondent commented: “The CTCN barely has the staff to deliver current TAs; how can they 

evaluate old ones?” 

62. Governance‑related recommendations showed a more mixed picture. Many 

respondents welcomed the establishment of UNEP’s Climate Division, describing it as a 

positive step toward clearer accountability and communication. Several interviewees noted 

improved coordination, greater transparency in decision‑making, and clearer channels 

between UNEP and the CTCN. However, residual tensions linked to the UNEP–UNIDO split 

were cited repeatedly. Some interviewees felt that “the scars of the split are still visible,” 

particularly in relation to institutional memory gaps, staffing disruptions, and unequal clarity 

of responsibilities. 

63. Interviewees also highlighted that several recommendations concerning monitoring, 

reporting, and the articulation of a clearer theory of change remain only partially 

implemented. Respondents noted that while the Third Programme of Work offers improved 

strategic coherence, operational tools, such as results frameworks and indicators, have not 

yet been fully aligned or updated. One interviewee summarised this as: “The strategy moved 

forward, but the monitoring system is still catching up.” 
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64. Overall, interview evidence paints a picture of partial but meaningful progress. The 

CTCN has acted on many recommendations, especially those related to resource 

mobilisation, collaboration with the TEC, and NDE support. Yet, core structural issues, 

ex‑post evaluation, stable funding, staffing capacity, and certain governance aspects, remain 

unresolved. These long‑standing challenges continue to limit the full implementation of 

recommendations from earlier reviews. 

5 How complementary are CTCN services to policy guidance from the TEC (within 

third PoW and annual operational plans), the UNFCCC Financial Mechanism (Global 

Environmental Facility (GEF) and Green Climate Fund (GCF)), and other related 

climate support programs (provided by bilateral cooperation agencies, development 

banks, universities and research centres, Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs) or 

private sector technology providers)? 

65. Interviewees consistently described the CTCN as a key complement to other 

components of the Technology Mechanism and the wider climate‑finance architecture. 

Respondents agreed that the CTCN occupies a unique space in the technology landscape, 

providing upstream TA, enabling‑environment support, and conceptual groundwork needed 

to unlock larger‑scale investments from entities such as the GCF, the GEF, multilateral 

development banks (MDBs), and bilateral donors. One interviewee summarised this 

succinctly: “The CTCN helps countries get ready, without that upstream work, the big 

financiers cannot move.” 

66. The AFCIA was cited repeatedly as the strongest example of strategic 

complementarity. Interviewees highlighted clear roles, well‑defined funding windows, and 

collaborative governance arrangements as reasons why AFCIA is “the partnership that works 

best.” This partnership was described as particularly successful in supporting smaller‑scale 

or innovative interventions that would be too risky or early‑stage for larger financiers. 

67. In contrast, collaboration with the GCF and GEF was consistently described as limited 

or underdeveloped. Several interviewees pointed to structural and institutional barriers, 

including differing focal‑point systems, lengthy approval cycles, and the absence of clear 

operational linkages between CTCN outputs and investment pipelines. As one respondent 

explained, “There is complementarity in theory, but in practice the pathways from TA to 

finance are weak.” Some interviewees emphasised that while national partners appreciate the 

conceptual studies produced by the CTCN, these deliverables are not always translated into 

GCF‑ or GEF‑compatible project formulations. Consequently, interviewees noted that the 

potential for the CTCN to serve as a feeder into major finance windows “remains largely 

unrealised.” 

68. Partnership with the TEC was widely viewed as one of the most positive and 

strengthened areas of complementarity. Interviewees highlighted the joint TEC–CTCN work 

programme, co‑development of knowledge products, and aligned thematic priorities as 

important steps forward. One interviewee noted: “For the first time, TEC and CTCN feel like 

two parts of the same mechanism.” Respondents added that joint messaging, shared events, 

and structured coordination have improved visibility of the Technology Mechanism overall. 

69. Interviewees also mentioned synergies with regional and thematic initiatives, 

including UN agencies, research institutions, and technical networks. However, partnerships 

with the private sector and philanthropic organisations remain at an early stage. Several 

respondents described this as “an untapped opportunity,” noting that innovation and 

climate‑tech ecosystems increasingly rely on private‑sector leadership that the CTCN has not 

fully engaged. 

70. Despite these advances, many interviewees stressed the need for a more systematic 

approach to matchmaking between CTCN‑delivered outputs and potential financiers. A 

frequently repeated observation was that “the CTCN delivers good studies, but the 

follow‑through is missing.” Respondents argued that clearer guidance, closer engagement 

with national focal points of the GCF/GEF, and stronger coordination with MDBs would 

significantly improve the pathway from TA to implementation. 

71. Overall, interview evidence shows that complementarity between the CTCN, TEC, 

Financial Mechanism and other initiatives is conceptually strong and improving, but 
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operational linkages, particularly those related to finance mobilisation, remain weak. 

Interviewees emphasised that strengthening these pathways is essential to unlocking the full 

transformational potential of CTCN support. 

6 To what extent have partnerships been developed? Have potential synergies (whether 

on-going or completed) been optimized, and how can they be improved? 

72. Interviewees consistently highlighted that while the CTCN has established a broad 

network of partners and collaborations, there remains substantial untapped potential to 

strengthen partnerships, deepen synergies, and expand the mechanism’s strategic reach. 

Respondents described the partnership landscape as “rich but underleveraged,” noting that 

many actors view the CTCN positively but engage only intermittently or at a technical level. 

73. Stakeholders repeatedly emphasised that the CTCN’s collaboration with the TEC has 

become one of the most successful partnerships, particularly since the launch of the joint 

TEC–CTCN Work Programme. Interviewees described this relationship as “the strongest it 

has ever been,” citing improved coordination, co‑development of knowledge products, and 

clearer thematic alignment. One respondent noted that “the TEC sets the policy direction, 

and the CTCN now follows through more effectively,” reflecting an enhanced division of 

labour across the Technology Mechanism. 

74. Beyond the TEC, respondents pointed to numerous partnerships that show promise 

but remain insufficiently developed. Collaborations with UN agencies, regional climate 

centres, and research institutions were seen as valuable but lacking structure. Several 

interviewees stated that the CTCN “needs a more systematic approach to partnerships,” 

explaining that current collaborations often depend on personal relationships or project‑level 

opportunities rather than a strategic framework. This was viewed as a missed opportunity, 

especially in regions where strong institutions could help scale CTCN activities. 

75. Private‑sector engagement emerged consistently as the area with the greatest room for 

improvement. Many interviewees stressed that the CTCN has not yet fully tapped into global 

climate‑tech ecosystems, innovation hubs, or industrial partners. As one interviewee 

remarked, “If innovation is now central to the PoW, then the private sector must be central 

too.” Respondents argued that deeper private‑sector involvement could improve technology 

matchmaking, enhance innovation pipelines, and strengthen investment pathways, 

particularly for mitigation‑oriented activities. 

76. Interviewees also noted significant opportunities for the CTCN to expand its 

collaboration with philanthropic organisations and global climate initiatives. Some 

respondents observed that philanthropic actors increasingly fund early‑stage innovation, 

precisely the stage at which the CTCN operates: “There is a natural alignment, but it hasn’t 

been pursued yet,” one interviewee commented. 

77. A recurring theme across interviews was the need for stronger matchmaking 

functions. Many respondents argued that although the CTCN produces high‑quality technical 

outputs, these outputs often struggle to connect with actors who can finance or implement 

follow‑on activities. One interviewee summarised this gap by saying: “The CTCN delivers 

the upstream work, but the downstream bridge is missing.” Strengthening relationships with 

the Financial Mechanism, MDBs, and regional development banks was repeatedly mentioned 

as essential to closing this gap. 

78. Finally, some interviewees highlighted the potential for greater South–South and 

triangular cooperation through the CTCN’s Network membership. Respondents pointed out 

that many Network members in emerging economies possess world‑class expertise, yet their 

involvement in TA delivery remains limited. Developing structured mechanisms to mobilise 

this expertise was described as an “underused asset.” 

79. Overall, interview evidence suggests that while the CTCN maintains a broad and 

diverse set of partnerships, the transformative potential of these relationships has not yet been 

fully realised. Stakeholders stressed that the mechanism could greatly enhance its impact by 

adopting a more strategic, structured, and proactive approach to partnerships, particularly 

with private‑sector actors, financiers, philanthropic organisations, and high‑capacity 

developing‑country institutions. 
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B. Effectiveness - Have the mission and functions of the CTCN been 

effectively performed in terms of TA, knowledge management, capacity 

building, scaling up, and stakeholder engagement related to technology 

development and transfer? 

1 To what extent has the CTCN effectively supported actions and activities aligned with 

its mandate? How timely and cost-effective have the following activities been 

deployed: 

- TA on policies, institutional and regulatory frameworks, and planning processes for 

innovation? 

- TA in developing technological transition pathways for the uptake of climate 

technologies? 

- Promoting collaboration and partnerships in climate technology R&D activities? 

- Prioritizing climate technologies and facilitating the development and implementation 

of NDCs? 

- Identifying and developing recommendations on approaches, tools and means for the 

assessment of technologies? 

- Designing policies, regulations, and standards that create enabling environment for 

climate technologies and achieve technological transformation. 

- Strengthen knowledge and engagement in an inclusive manner and facilitate 

collaboration among relevant international organizations, the private sector, academia, 

and civil society. 

- Facilitating access to Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC and mobilize various type 

of support including pro-bono and in-kind support. 

80. Interviewees consistently emphasized that the effectiveness of CTCN support depends 

primarily on the relevance, clarity, and feasibility of the TA request submitted by countries. 

Respondents noted that well‑defined, context‑specific requests tend to result in higher‑quality 

outputs, stronger national ownership, and more tangible follow‑up actions. As one 

interviewee summarized, “when the request is clear and grounded in a real national need, the 

TA almost always works well.” 

81. A recurring strength highlighted across interviews is the CTCN’s ability to respond 

flexibly to diverse country contexts, ranging from least developed countries with limited 

institutional capacity to middle‑income countries seeking advanced technical or sectoral 

analyses. This flexibility was seen as a distinctive comparative advantage, particularly for 

early‑stage interventions where few other organizations are willing or able to engage. One 

respondent noted that “the CTCN fills a gap no one else is filling, especially for upstream 

and conceptual work.” 

82. However, several interviewees pointed to constraints that reduce the overall 

effectiveness of TAs. The most frequently cited issue was the limited scale and duration of 

support: the small budget envelopes available for each TA often restrict the scope of analysis 

or limit the depth of engagement with stakeholders. According to one expert, “the TA is 

usually good, but too small to achieve what the country ultimately needs.” 

83. Another limiting factor raised in interviews concerns procurement and 

implementation delays. Respondents explained that lengthy procurement processes can 

postpone the start of activities by several months, diminishing the TA’s relevance and 

sometimes forcing adjustments to the original design. Multiple interviewees indicated that 

“by the time implementation begins, the country context has changed,” which affects both 

the effectiveness and perceived impact of the assistance. 

84. Interviewees also highlighted variability in the performance of implementing partners. 

While some partners were described as “excellent, knowledgeable, responsive, and grounded 

in country realities,” others were criticized for delivering overly generic outputs or 

insufficiently engaging with national stakeholders. This variability suggests that although the 

network model enables diversity and specialization, it also introduces inconsistency in 

delivery quality. 
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85. Finally, interviewees stressed the importance of national ownership and engagement 

throughout the TA lifecycle. Effective TAs were consistently associated with strong NDE 

involvement, robust stakeholder participation, and clear pathways for integrating outputs into 

ongoing national processes or investment plans. One participant emphasized, “the TAs that 

work best are the ones where the country team is fully committed and sees the work as part 

of their national agenda.” 

86. Overall, interview evidence portrays CTCN support as generally effective, especially 

when requests are well‑formulated and when implementation proceeds without major delays. 

Yet structural limitations, including small TA budgets, procurement timelines, and 

inconsistent performance across implementing partners, continue to constrain the 

mechanism’s full effectiveness. 

87. Interviewees repeatedly highlighted that timeliness and cost‑effectiveness are two of 

the most significant determinants of how effective CTCN TA is in practice. While many 

respondents praised the quality and relevance of the outputs, they also stressed that delays in 

procurement and implementation, combined with the small size of TA budgets, often reduce 

the overall value and impact of the support. 

88. Across interviews, stakeholders emphasised that procurement-related delays remain 

the most widespread obstacle to timely delivery. Several interviewees described situations 

where “the procurement phase alone took longer than the TA itself,” noting that multi‑month 

delays are common and, in some cases, exceed a year. These delays were seen as particularly 

problematic for interventions linked to fast‑moving policy processes or political cycles. One 

interviewee explained: “By the time the consultant arrived, the ministry had already changed 

its priorities.” Respondents stressed that these lags undermine the perceived effectiveness of 

the mechanism, even when the technical quality remains high. 

89. Despite these challenges, many interviewees acknowledged that once implementation 

begins, delivery is generally smooth and efficient. Several respondents described CTCN 

implementers as “highly competent and responsive,” highlighting that the mechanism’s small 

and focused budget envelopes encourage pragmatic, targeted use of resources. As one expert 

put it: “The TAs are small, but they are lean, they get straight to the point.” 

90. However, stakeholders consistently noted that the limited budget available for each 

TA constrains both the scope and the depth of the work. Respondents observed that TA 

envelopes (typically around USD 150,000 or less) often make it difficult to engage in 

extensive stakeholder consultations, field visits, or robust modelling work. One interviewee 

remarked: “The outputs are good, but they could be great with just a bit more money and 

time.” Others stressed that these constraints place pressure on implementers to produce 

comprehensive deliverables on tight budgets, contributing to variability in quality. 

91. Interviewees also emphasized the cumulative effect of delays, small budgets, and rigid 

timelines on cost‑effectiveness. In several cases, delays forced implementers to adjust 

workplans or compress delivery schedules, reducing the efficiency of the process. As one 

respondent noted: “A TA that should take six months ends up taking two years, the 

cost‑effectiveness naturally suffers.” Stakeholders stressed that improving procurement 

speed would significantly enhance both timeliness and value for money. 

92. Despite these obstacles, a number of interviewees praised the CTCN for delivering 

outputs that are “excellent value for the cost,” particularly when compared to larger 

multilateral institutions. Respondents highlighted that the mechanism is able to mobilise 

specialised expertise at relatively low cost, and that the Secretariat’s oversight model keeps 

administrative expenses contained. One participant commented: “You get a high‑quality 

report for a fraction of what the same work would cost under a GEF or GCF project.” 

93. Overall, interview evidence shows that while CTCN TAs are generally cost‑efficient 

and technically strong, systemic delays and limited budget envelopes often undermine 

timeliness and reduce the overall effectiveness of delivery. Stakeholders agree that 

addressing procurement bottlenecks would be the single most impactful improvement to 

enhance the mechanism’s efficiency and performance. 

94. Interviewees consistently underscored that collaboration with NDEs is one of the most 

decisive factors shaping the overall effectiveness of CTCN TA. Strong NDE engagement 
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was repeatedly described as “the backbone of an effective TA,” while weak engagement was 

cited as the most common reason for implementation difficulties. 

2 To what extent have efforts to enhance collaboration between NDEs and strengthen 

capacity-building support for improved TA been successful? (cf. Recommendation 5) 

95. Across interviews, respondents emphasized that TAs tend to be most successful when 

NDEs take an active leadership role, coordinating national stakeholders, validating outputs, 

facilitating access to ministries, and ensuring alignment with broader national processes. One 

interviewee noted, “When the NDE is present and driving the process, everything moves 

faster and lands better.” Another added that NDEs act as “critical translators between the 

CTCN and the national context,” bridging institutional and political realities that external 

implementers cannot easily navigate. 

96. However, interviewees pointed to considerable variability in NDE capacity, authority, 

and stability across countries. Several respondents explained that in some countries the NDE 

is a high‑level ministry with strong convening power, while in others it may be a single 

individual with limited mandate or resources. One participant described this disparity as “the 

difference between having a champion and having a mailbox.” This variation has a direct 

impact on effectiveness: TAs delivered in countries with strong NDEs tend to exhibit higher 

ownership, smoother implementation, and clearer pathways for follow‑on action. 

97. Frequent staff turnover within NDEs was repeatedly highlighted as a major obstacle. 

Interviewees cited cases where an NDE focal point changed mid‑TA, resulting in lost 

institutional memory, delays in decision‑making, or diminished political interest. As one 

respondent put it, “When the NDE changes, the TA almost resets.” These disruptions were 

said to be particularly damaging in interventions involving multiple ministries or requiring 

sustained political engagement. 

98. Interviewees also highlighted challenges experienced by NDEs themselves. Several 

respondents noted that many NDEs face resource constraints, competing responsibilities, and 

limited technical expertise in specialised areas. As a result, some NDEs struggle to provide 

timely feedback, organise stakeholder consultations, or ensure that TA recommendations are 

integrated into national planning processes. One interviewee observed that “NDEs know 

what they want, but not always how to guide the process,” pointing to continued need for 

capacity‑building. 

99. Another frequently mentioned issue was the mismatch between NDE expectations and 

the reality of CTCN TA budgets and timelines. Respondents reported that some NDEs 

anticipate project‑level interventions or infrastructure investments, leading to disappointment 

when they receive conceptual or enabling‑environment support instead. Managing 

expectations was therefore identified as essential to maintaining trust and ensuring productive 

collaboration. 

100. Despite these challenges, interviewees expressed strong appreciation for the role of 

NDEs and emphasized that strengthening NDE capacity would have a disproportionately 

positive effect on the effectiveness of CTCN support. Suggestions included enhanced 

training, more regular communication, better onboarding for new focal points, and structured 

regional peer‑learning platforms. 

101. Overall, interview evidence shows that NDE engagement is a critical success factor 

for the effectiveness of CTCN TAs. Effective collaboration enables smoother 

implementation, stronger national ownership, and greater prospects for follow‑on action. 

Conversely, weak or inconsistent NDE involvement, due to capacity constraints, institutional 

instability, or misaligned expectations, remains one of the most significant barriers to 

achieving high‑quality and impactful results. 

102. Despite these challenges, many interviewees acknowledged that once implementation 

begins, delivery is generally smooth and efficient. Several respondents described CTCN 

implementers as “highly competent and responsive,” highlighting that the mechanism’s small 

and focused budget envelopes encourage pragmatic, targeted use of resources. As one expert 

put it: “The TAs are small, but they are lean, they get straight to the point”. 
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3 To what extent has the CTCN reinforced its role as a climate technology matchmaker 

between technology providers within the CTCN and existing centres, networks and 

institutions, over the past five years? (cf. Recommendation 7) 

103. Interviewees repeatedly emphasized that the CTCN’s matchmaking role, connecting 

countries with appropriate technical expertise, financial partners, and implementation 

pathways, is one of the most important yet most constrained dimensions of its effectiveness. 

While respondents expressed appreciation for the Secretariat’s efforts to identify qualified 

implementers, nearly all interviewees agreed that the current matchmaking functions fall 

short of what countries need to translate TA into tangible implementation outcomes. 

104. Across interviews, stakeholders described CTCN matchmaking as strong in 

identifying technical experts but significantly weaker in linking TA outputs to financing 

opportunities. One interviewee explained: “The CTCN is good at finding the right 

consultants, but not at helping countries take the next step.” Several respondents highlighted 

that although TA outputs are often of high quality, they do not consistently feed into GCF, 

GEF, or bilateral project pipelines because the CTCN lacks structured mechanisms to connect 

its work to major financiers. This was repeatedly described as “the missing bridge” in the 

delivery chain. 

105. Interviewees consistently cited the absence of sustained engagement with the 

Financial Mechanism as a key bottleneck. While some initiatives, such as the AFCIA, were 

praised as promising models, respondents noted that no equivalent, systematic pathways exist 

for moving TA results toward GCF or GEF funding windows. One participant summarised 

the issue: “There is no one to catch the ball after the TA ends.” Others stressed that differing 

institutional logics, focal point systems and timelines between the CTCN and the Financial 

Mechanism impede meaningful alignment. 

106. Stakeholders also pointed to challenges in the selection and mobilisation of Network 

members. While the diversity of the Network was broadly viewed as a strength, several 

interviewees indicated that the CTCN struggles to actively and consistently mobilise 

high‑quality members, especially in specialised sectors. One respondent noted: “There are 

excellent organisations in the Network, but many never get called.” Others observed that the 

process for selecting implementers can be slow or insufficiently transparent, contributing to 

variability in delivery quality. 

107. Interviewees further highlighted that the current matchmaking systems do not fully 

leverage opportunities for South–South and triangular cooperation. Several respondents 

emphasised that institutions in emerging economies possess substantial technical expertise 

that could benefit other developing countries. However, these potential partnerships are not 

systematically promoted. As one interviewee remarked: “There is so much expertise in the 

Global South, but the system is not set up to use it.” 

108. Despite these challenges, respondents acknowledged several examples where 

matchmaking worked well, especially when TAs were linked to broader national strategies 

or when the CTCN engaged early with relevant ministries. In such cases, interviews indicated 

that downstream impacts were more likely, as ministries were better positioned to integrate 

TA outputs into sector plans, regulatory reforms or investment proposals. 

109. Overall, interview evidence shows that while the CTCN’s matchmaking role has 

produced positive results in identifying technical expertise, it has not yet fulfilled its potential 

as a mechanism for connecting countries to finance and implementation partners. 

Stakeholders consistently emphasised that strengthening this function, through clearer 

pathways to the Financial Mechanism, more active mobilisation of Network members, 

improved transparency, and enhanced South–South cooperation, would significantly increase 

the effectiveness and long‑term impact of CTCN support. 
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4 To what extent has the CTCN improved reporting and evaluation of its impact (e.g., 

through a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework and ex-post evaluations of 

TAs)? How effectively had it communicated its impacts to the AB (e.g., through 

quarterly dashboards on progress on strategic KPIs) and donors (e.g., during an 

annual donor forum)? Have ex-post evaluations of TA been conducted? Have 

resources been allocated for regular ex post impact evaluations? (cf. Recommendation 

2) 

110. Interview evidence strongly underscores that monitoring, evaluation, and reporting 

(M&E) systems within the CTCN remain underdeveloped, inconsistently applied, and 

insufficiently resourced, significantly limiting the mechanism’s ability to systematically 

track effectiveness, demonstrate results, and support evidence‑based improvements. 

111. Across interviews, stakeholders consistently described M&E as “the weakest part of 

the CTCN delivery chain.” Respondents noted that although the Secretariat has made efforts 

in recent years to strengthen M&E, such as developing templates, piloting new reporting 

tools, and aligning metrics with the Third PoW, these developments remain at an early or 

incomplete stage. One interviewee summarised this gap plainly: “There is monitoring, but 

not a real M&E system.” 

112. A recurrent theme was the lack of systematic ex‑post assessment of completed TA. 

Interviewees repeatedly highlighted that although previous independent reviews 

recommended establishing a regular, structured approach for tracing outcomes and impacts, 

this has not yet materialised in practice. As one respondent noted, “Once the TA report is 

delivered, the CTCN disappears from the story,” emphasising that the mechanism does not 

routinely follow up on whether recommendations were adopted, whether 

enabling‑environment reforms progressed, or whether downstream funding was mobilised. 

113. Several interviewees linked this gap directly to staffing and resource constraints. 

Many observed that the Secretariat’s lean structure forces staff to prioritise the delivery of 

new TAs over follow‑up, resulting in reactive rather than systematic M&E. One interviewee 

commented: “They barely have enough staff to manage ongoing requests; there is no capacity 

left to track past ones.” Respondents emphasised that the absence of a dedicated M&E 

function at the Secretariat level limits the CTCN’s ability to demonstrate long‑term 

contributions and lessons learned. 

114. Interviewees also identified challenges in how progress is reported to Parties. Several 

described reporting as “too activity‑focused,” noting that current systems highlight outputs 

(e.g., number of TAs, workshops, participants) rather than outcomes or impacts. A few 

respondents expressed concern that this creates an incomplete picture of performance: 

“Counting activities is not the same as tracking change,” one participant explained. 

115. Another commonly cited issue was the limited integration of M&E into TA design. 

Stakeholders reported that implementers often develop indicators late in the process or rely 

on generic metrics that do not capture meaningful progress. This was attributed partly to the 

small TA budget envelopes, which restrict the time and resources available for robust M&E, 

and partly to the lack of clear, standardised templates guiding implementers. One interviewee 

stated: “Every TA reinvents its own indicators, so we cannot compare results.” 

116. Despite these shortcomings, interviewees acknowledged emerging improvements. 

Stakeholders praised recent efforts to harmonise reporting under the Third PoW, expand the 

use of results frameworks, and pilot new impact‑tracking tools. Respondents emphasised that 

these initiatives are promising but remain at an early stage, requiring stronger institutional 

anchoring, clearer accountability, and dedicated resourcing to be fully effective. 

117. Overall, interview evidence paints a consistent picture: the CTCN’s M&E systems are 

improving but remain insufficient to fully support the mechanism’s mandate. Strengthening 

M&E, especially ex‑post assessment, standardised indicators, and outcome‑level reporting, 

was consistently identified as one of the highest‑impact reforms needed to enhance the 

effectiveness, transparency, and strategic learning of CTCN support. 
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5 What major factors have influenced the achievement/non-achievement of targeted 

output (successes and challenges)? How can the organization of events, trainings, TA, 

and information dissemination be enhanced for greater impact? 

118. Interview evidence highlights several success factors and barriers that influence the 

overall effectiveness of CTCN TA, cutting across institutional, operational, and contextual 

dimensions. Respondents consistently emphasised that while the CTCN model is 

fundamentally sound, its effectiveness is shaped by conditions largely outside the 

Secretariat’s immediate control. 

119. A key success factor repeatedly identified in interviews is strong national ownership. 

Effective TAs almost always occurred in contexts where national stakeholders, including 

NDEs, line ministries, and technical agencies, were actively engaged. One interviewee noted: 

“The best TAs are the ones where the country sees the work as theirs, not as a consultant 

report.” High ownership enabled smoother coordination, better data access, and stronger 

uptake of recommendations. 

120. Another major enabling factor is early and continuous engagement with relevant 

national institutions. Several interviewees explained that when ministries and agencies are 

involved from the design stage, the TA is more likely to align with ongoing policy processes 

or forthcoming investment projects. Respondents stressed that early engagement reduces the 

risk of misalignment or duplication. 

121. The selection of capable implementing partners was also cited as essential. 

Interviewees praised cases where implementers were “technically strong, responsive, and 

grounded in local realities.” These implementers were able to adapt the TA to local contexts, 

anticipate challenges, and provide practical recommendations. Conversely, weak 

implementer performance was frequently mentioned as a barrier. Respondents pointed to 

instances where consultants delivered generic outputs, insufficient consultations, or overly 

theoretical analyses, reducing the usefulness of the TA. 

122. Stakeholder participation emerged as both a success factor and a barrier. Broad and 

inclusive consultation processes helped ensure that outputs reflected the perspectives of all 

relevant actors. However, interviewees explained that limited participation, due to political 

sensitivities, institutional rivalries, or stakeholder fatigue, reduced the TA’s relevance and 

credibility. One respondent explained: “When key ministries are missing from the table, the 

TA loses half its impact.” 

123. Resource constraints were repeatedly cited as a major barrier. Small TA budgets 

limited the depth of analysis, reduced the feasibility of extensive fieldwork, and constrained 

the ability to produce robust scenario modelling or comprehensive feasibility studies. 

Interviewees consistently noted that while the CTCN delivers high value for money, “the 

budget is too small for the ambition.” These constraints also affected implementers’ ability 

to provide capacity-building or sustained engagement. 

124. Time constraints and procurement delays were also identified as critical barriers. As 

mentioned across multiple interviews, delayed procurement often pushed implementation 

into periods when priorities had shifted. Respondents emphasised that timeliness is essential 

to effectiveness and that delays reduce both relevance and downstream impact. 

125. Institutional instability emerged as another recurring barrier. Staff turnover within 

NDEs, shifting political priorities, and changes within the CTCN’s own governance structure 

created disruptions that undermined continuity. Interviewees highlighted that “political 

cycles move faster than TA cycles,” creating mismatches between national needs and CTCN 

timelines. 

126. Finally, interviewees pointed to systemic constraints linked to the broader climate-

finance architecture. Respondents emphasised that even high-quality TAs struggle to 

translate into implementation when there is no clear pathway to funding. As one interviewee 

put it: “The TA can be excellent, but if there’s no funding after, the impact stops on paper.” 

127. Overall, interview evidence suggests that the effectiveness of CTCN support depends 

on a combination of strong national engagement, capable implementers, inclusive processes, 

and timely delivery. However, persistent barriers, including limited budgets, procurement 
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delays, institutional instability, and weak financing pathways, continue to limit the 

transformational potential of otherwise high-quality technical assistance. 

6 Has the CTCN been flexible so that it can learn, adapt and adjust its scope and reach 

over time in response to the technology needs of developing countries and the 

demands of the emerging international climate change regime? To what extent the 

CTCN has taken action to respond to the guidance by the Parties to enhance its 

effectiveness (see previous COP and CMA decisions), including in supporting the 

implementation of the Paris Agreement (as part of the PATM)? How can it be 

adapted in the future to such changes? 

128. Interview evidence indicates that the CTCN has shown a notable degree of flexibility 

over time, progressively adapting its scope, processes, and thematic focus in response to 

evolving Party guidance, shifting technology needs of developing countries, and broader 

changes within the international climate regime. However, stakeholders consistently 

emphasized that while the CTCN has demonstrated willingness to learn and adjust, its ability 

to fully operationalize this flexibility has been constrained by systemic factors, including 

funding unpredictability, administrative bottlenecks, and limited staff capacity. 

129. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that the CTCN has become more 

responsive to emerging technology needs through a pattern of iterative adaptation. Several 

interviewees noted that the Secretariat has increasingly incorporated lessons from previous 

cycles into updated service offerings, improved request‑assessment processes, and greater 

emphasis on system‑level transformations introduced under the Third PoW. One interviewee 

said: “The CTCN has learned to shift with the landscape, it listens more than before.” 

130. Stakeholders repeatedly emphasized that Party guidance, particularly through COP 

and CMA decisions, has played a central role in shaping this evolution. Respondents pointed 

to several examples of the CTCN responding to guidance, including: 

(a) Strengthened collaboration with the TEC and adoption of a joint work 

programme; 

(b) Enhanced focus on innovation, digitalization, and enabling environments; 

(c) Greater attention to least developed countries (LDCs), SIDS, and gender 

responsiveness; 

(d) Alignment with the Paris Agreement through the PATM mandate, including 

support for long-term strategies, NDC implementation, and early-stage technology planning. 

131. Interviewees widely recognized that these adaptations reflect genuine institutional 

learning. They noted improvements in communications, more structured guidance for NDEs, 

clearer thematic priorities, and the ability to integrate new mandates (e.g., capacity-building 

on innovation ecosystems). Respondents described the CTCN as “learning by doing,” 

adjusting technical scopes as new needs emerge. 

132. Nevertheless, interviewees consistently stressed that flexibility is limited by external 

constraints, most notably financing and procedural rigidity. Many explained that short-term, 

voluntary contributions reduce the Secretariat’s ability to undertake strategic adaptation or 

expand services. As one respondent put it: “They want to adapt, but the resources don’t 

follow.” Others highlighted that UNEP administrative procedures hamper agility, slowing 

the incorporation of new workstreams. 

133. Regarding how the CTCN has adapted to support implementation of the Paris 

Agreement, respondents cited: 

(a) Increased focus on long-term planning, including LT‑LEDS and sectoral 

roadmaps; 

(b) Greater emphasis on technologies tied to mitigation and adaptation priorities 

identified in NDCs; 

(c) Expanded support for cross‑cutting issues such as data systems, MRV, and 

policy coherence. 
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134. Interviewees noted that PATM-related mandates strengthened the CTCN’s integration 

with global climate processes, but again emphasized that depth of implementation is limited 

by financial and staffing constraints. 

135. On future adaptation, interview evidence points to several areas where the CTCN 

could strengthen flexibility and responsiveness: 

(a) Establishing more robust and predictable funding to plan multi‑year 

adjustments; 

(b) Streamlining administrative and procurement systems to allow faster 

adaptation; 

(c) Enhancing regional presence to better track emerging needs and provide real-

time support; 

(d) Deepening private-sector engagement, especially for emerging technologies; 

(e) Expanding partnerships to leverage finance, innovation, and technical 

networks; 

(f) Strengthening M&E to capture lessons systematically and inform adaptive 

management. 

136. Overall, interview evidence shows that while the CTCN has demonstrated meaningful 

flexibility and responsiveness to Party guidance and evolving technology needs, its full 

adaptive potential remains unrealized due to structural constraints. Reinforcing institutional 

mechanisms for learning, securing stable financing, and expanding regional and partnership 

capacities were repeatedly highlighted as key priorities for enhancing future effectiveness. 

7 Which challenges and lessons learned have emerged from the implementation of 

CTCN’s PoWs and the performance of its functions? To what extent has the CTCN 

overcome challenges and incorporated lessons learnt in its work and how? 

137. Interview evidence shows that implementation of the CTCN’s Programmes of Work 

(PoWs) has generated a consistent set of operational, strategic, and institutional challenges. 

At the same time, stakeholders acknowledged that the CTCN has progressively incorporated 

lessons learned, though the depth and consistency of this adaptation vary due to structural 

constraints such as funding instability, administrative bottlenecks, and limited staffing. 

138. A major challenge identified across all PoWs relates to procurement delays and 

administrative rigidity. Interviewees repeatedly described UNEP’s multi‑layered approval 

procedures as a core barrier to timeliness, with several noting that procurement often took 

longer than TA implementation itself. These delays affected responsiveness, reduced 

relevance, and constrained the ability to iterate and learn. Stakeholders emphasized that while 

the Secretariat has streamlined internal coordination, it remains dependent on systems that 

are not adapted to rapid technical assistance delivery. 

139. Another challenge consistently mentioned was unpredictable and insufficient funding. 

As PoWs expanded in ambition, especially with the Third PoW’s focus on system 

transformations, innovation, and regionalisation, resources did not increase proportionally. 

Many interviewees noted that “the mandate grew but the budget did not,” limiting the 

CTCN’s ability to scale learning-informed improvements or respond flexibly to emerging 

country needs. 

140. Staff capacity also emerged as a persistent lesson. Stakeholders described the 

Secretariat as highly capable but overstretched, responsible for a growing portfolio of TA, 

capacity-building, fundraising, partnership management, and reporting functions. High 

turnover and reliance on temporary contracts weakened institutional memory, making it 

difficult to embed lessons learned systematically. 

141. Interviewees highlighted that earlier PoWs lacked strategic coherence, with TAs 

delivered as isolated studies rather than integrated components of broader transformation 

efforts. This lesson directly informed the development of the Third PoW’s five system 

transformations, which stakeholders widely praised as a clearer, more strategic framework. 
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Several respondents described this evolution as “a direct result of learning from what did not 

work before.” 

142. Improving coordination with the TEC was another key area of learning. Earlier 

challenges related to duplication and unclear division of labour led to the creation of the joint 

TEC–CTCN Work Programme, viewed as a major institutional improvement that 

strengthened coherence across the Technology Mechanism. 

143. Stakeholders also noted improvements to engagement with NDEs, another domain 

where lessons have been progressively incorporated. Over time, the CTCN has offered more 

structured guidance, clearer templates, and enhanced capacity-building to improve request 

formulation. Multi-country forums, peer exchanges, and targeted workshops addressed 

earlier gaps in NDE capacity and coordination. 

144. However, interview evidence showed that not all lessons have been fully integrated. 

The absence of systematic ex-post evaluation remains one of the most cited obstacles to 

institutional learning. Without a structured mechanism to assess outcomes after TAs 

conclude, learning is often anecdotal and not embedded into standard procedures. Similarly, 

monitoring frameworks remain output‑focused, limiting their usefulness for adaptive 

management. 

145. Partnerships and matchmaking also reflect partial learning uptake. While new 

approaches such as network fairs and multi-country TAs improved collaboration, many 

interviewees emphasized that engagement with private-sector and regional institutions 

remains insufficient, limiting opportunities for scaling and replication. 

146. Overall, the CTCN has clearly demonstrated the ability to learn and adapt, reflected 

in stronger NDE engagement, clearer strategic framing, improved collaboration with the 

TEC, and more structured processes for TA design. However, its capacity to fully overcome 

challenges is constrained by structural issues beyond its control. Stakeholders emphasized 

that institutionalizing learning would require stronger M&E systems, stable multi‑year 

financing, streamlined administrative procedures, and expanded staffing to sustain adaptive 

practices. 

C. Efficiency - Has the CTCN been efficient in its mission, the 

performance of its functions and the deployment of its activities and 

services? 

1 To what extent have CTCN governance structures (AB, hosting organization, etc.) 

ensured responsiveness to COP decisions and improved communication with 

UNFCCC, TEC, and between host agency and CTC Secretariat – cf. Recommendation 

3)? How have the changes in governance (from co-hosting by UNEP and UNIDO to a 

single hosting entity and the launch of the CTCN Partnership and Liaison Office in 

Songdo) impacted CTCN’s operations and performance? 

147. Interview evidence consistently shows that governance responsiveness, particularly 

the clarity, speed, and reliability of decision-making from UNEP and the CTCN Secretariat, 

has a significant influence on the efficiency of CTCN operations. Stakeholders repeatedly 

emphasized that governance structures have improved compared to earlier programme 

cycles, but that persistent bottlenecks still slow down essential processes, especially those 

relating to approvals, procurement, staffing, and coordination with partner UN agencies. 

148. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that the creation of UNEP’s Climate 

Division brought greater strategic coherence and improved internal coordination. Several 

interviewees described this reform as “a turning point,” noting better communication flows, 

clearer oversight, and more structured interaction between UNEP and the CTCN Secretariat. 

According to one participant, “decisions are more consistent now, and the Secretariat knows 

who to go to,” reflecting improved organisational clarity. 

149. However, interviewees also noted that despite these improvements, governance 

processes remain slower and more bureaucratic than the mechanism requires. Many 

respondents pointed out that UNEP’s internal procedures, particularly the multi-layered 



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

91 GE.26-11943 

approval steps, are not well adapted to the CTCN’s operational model, which depends on 

rapid mobilisation of expertise. One interviewee explained: “The system works, but it works 

at UNEP speed, not at the speed countries need.” This was echoed by respondents who 

stressed that long approval chains lead to delays in contracting, procurement, and hiring. 

150. A recurring concern raised in interviews was the persistent lack of sufficient delegated 

authority to the CTCN Secretariat. Respondents noted that even routine decisions often 

require escalation within UNEP, contributing to bureaucratic lags. One interviewee 

remarked: “The Secretariat is accountable for results, but not fully empowered to act,” 

highlighting a mismatch between responsibility and authority. 

151. Interviewees also mentioned that the governance relationship between UNEP and 

UNIDO, following the restructuring of the Joint Implementation Unit, continues to produce 

inefficiencies. Although the shift to UNEP leadership improved clarity, respondents noted 

that institutional memory gaps and uneven communication still cause friction. Some 

interviewees highlighted delays caused by coordination with UNIDO on legacy TAs or 

network-related processes. 

152. On the positive side, several respondents praised the Secretariat’s responsiveness once 

internal approvals were obtained. Stakeholders noted that the small size of the Secretariat 

allows for swift operational follow-up, efficient troubleshooting, and close engagement with 

implementers and NDEs. One participant noted: “Once the process is cleared, the Secretariat 

moves quickly, they are not the bottleneck.” This distinction, slow governance but fast 

Secretariat operations, appeared consistently across interviews. 

153. Overall, interview evidence suggests that governance responsiveness is improving, 

but structural and procedural constraints within UNEP continue to limit operational 

efficiency. Strengthening delegated authority, streamlining approval chains, and clarifying 

roles, especially in relation to UNIDO and internal UNEP units, were repeatedly identified 

as essential steps to enhance efficiency and reduce delays in TA delivery. 

2 To what extent were enough financial resources mobilized? How effectively has the 

CTCN identified additional financial resources (e.g., UNEP collaboration, private 

sector and philanthropic opportunities)? To what extent has it increased technical and 

financial support and facilitated access to the UNFCCC Financial Mechanism (i.e., 

GCF and GEF)? How well has the CTCN mobilized pro-bono and in-kind support? 

Were financial resources allocated efficiently, and was the resource mobilization 

strategy effective? To what extent have funding sources been diversified (cf. 

Recommendation 1)? 

154. Interviewees consistently emphasised that the adequacy, predictability, and 

mobilisation of financial resources constitute one of the central determinants of the CTCN’s 

operational efficiency. While stakeholders widely acknowledged that the CTCN has made 

significant efforts to diversify funding sources and strengthen resource mobilisation 

functions, they stressed that financial instability remains a structural constraint that 

profoundly affects planning, staffing, procurement, and the scope of TA delivery. 

155. Across interviews, respondents described the mechanism as operating in a context of 

chronic underfunding relative to its mandate. Many interviewees stated that “the CTCN is 

asked to do more every year with the same or fewer resources,” noting that the expansion of 

the Third PoW, including new mandates related to innovation, regionalisation, multi‑country 

approaches, and strengthened coordination with the TEC, has not been matched by 

proportional increases in core funding. This imbalance was said to limit the Secretariat’s 

ability to plan strategically or invest in improvements to systems, staffing, and M&E. 

156. Stakeholders repeatedly identified unpredictability of funding as one of the most 

serious barriers to efficiency. Interviewees explained that reliance on voluntary contributions 

creates annual uncertainty that complicates procurement schedules, hinders long‑term 

contracting, and forces the Secretariat to operate with short‑term horizons. One respondent 

remarked: “You cannot run a global mechanism on year‑to‑year fundraising.” Several 

participants noted that this unpredictability leads to delayed recruitment, pauses in TA 

pipelines, and conservative decision-making, all of which reduce operational efficiency. 
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157. Respondents also highlighted that resource mobilisation efforts, though improving, 

remain insufficiently structured and overly dependent on a small number of donor 

governments. While the hiring of a dedicated resource mobilisation specialist was broadly 

praised, many interviewees observed that “the structure is there, but the pipeline is thin.” 

Several interviewees emphasised that without expanded engagement with non‑traditional 

donors, such as climate funds, philanthropic institutions, development banks, and 

private‑sector actors, financial constraints will continue to limit the mechanism’s capacity. 

158. A recurring insight was that limited financial resources restrict not only the scale of 

TA delivery but also the Secretariat’s ability to strengthen internal systems. Interviewees 

noted that functions such as M&E, knowledge management, learning, network mobilisation, 

and outreach require sustained funding but are often deprioritised in favour of TA delivery. 

As one participant put it: “Everything goes to delivery because there is no space for system-

building.” This chronic underinvestment in institutional functions was described as a major 

efficiency barrier. 

159. Some interviewees also highlighted inefficiencies created by rigidities in how funds 

can be used. Respondents explained that earmarked contributions, while helpful in securing 

resources, reduce flexibility by limiting the Secretariat’s ability to allocate funds to emerging 

needs or cross‑cutting priorities. This was viewed as particularly problematic during periods 

of organisational transition or rapid shifts in global priorities. 

160. Despite these challenges, interviewees acknowledged notable positive developments. 

Many praised the increased visibility of the CTCN within the global climate architecture, 

noting that strengthened communication, strategic positioning, and collaboration with the 

TEC have improved donor confidence. Respondents also pointed to the successful AFCIA 

partnership with the Adaptation Fund as evidence that targeted, well‑structured funding 

windows can enhance delivery efficiency and unlock specialised expertise. 

161. Overall, interview evidence indicates that while the CTCN has made progress in 

resource mobilisation, financial constraints remain one of the primary factors limiting 

operational efficiency. Stakeholders consistently emphasised that improved predictability, 

diversification, and flexibility of funding are essential for enabling the CTCN to plan 

effectively, deliver timely TAs, invest in essential institutional functions, and fully 

implement the ambitions of the Third PoW. 

3 To what extent was the CTCN appropriately staffed to meet its needs and possess the 

right expertise? How have recent changes in management (e.g., interim directors, new 

leadership) affected CTCN’s operations and performance? How were you informed 

about the change in hosting institutions (split between UNEP and UNIDO), and what 

is your perception of this governance change? 

162. Interview evidence consistently highlights that staffing adequacy, both in terms of the 

number of staff and the balance of skills within the CTCN Secretariat, is a central determinant 

of operational efficiency. Respondents repeatedly noted that the Secretariat is small relative 

to the scale and diversity of its mandate, especially under the Third PoW, which significantly 

expanded areas of responsibility. 

163. Across interviews, stakeholders described the Secretariat as “highly committed, 

highly capable, but overstretched.” Many interviewees highlighted that staff manage a very 

large TA portfolio, resource mobilisation, knowledge management, NDE support, 

partnership engagement, regional coordination, reporting, and governance processes 

simultaneously. One participant noted: “They are doing the work of a team twice their size.” 

This chronic overstretch was widely viewed as a major source of delays in procurement, 

slower follow-up with countries, and limited capacity for ex-post impact assessment. 

164. Interviewees also stressed that staff shortages create vulnerability to disruptions. 

Several respondents pointed out that when a single staff member goes on leave, changes 

roles, or departs, an entire functional area can stall. One interviewee explained: “If one person 

leaves, a whole line of work goes quiet. The Secretariat is too lean for continuity.” These 

disruptions were described as particularly problematic in relation to procurement, NDE 

engagement, and knowledge management. 
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165. Beyond numbers, interviewees highlighted skill gaps as an important constraint. 

Respondents noted that while technical and climate-policy expertise is strong, there are gaps 

in specialised areas such as private-sector engagement, innovation ecosystems, monitoring 

and evaluation, and large-scale partnership development. Stakeholders emphasised that the 

increasing complexity of the climate-technology landscape requires deeper expertise in 

finance, investment-readiness, and innovation systems, areas where current staffing is 

limited. 

166. Another recurring theme was the heavy reliance on short-term or project-funded 

positions. Interviewees expressed concern that such arrangements weaken continuity, 

institutional memory, and long-term strategic planning. As one participant commented: “You 

cannot build a stable mechanism on temporary contracts.” This staffing model was viewed 

as a direct consequence of unpredictable and earmarked funding. 

167. Several interviewees praised individual staff members for their professionalism, 

responsiveness, and strong relationships with NDEs and implementing partners. However, 

they emphasised that effectiveness depends on team capacity, not isolated excellence. One 

interviewee summarised this point by saying: “The Secretariat has excellent people, but not 

enough of them.” 

168. Overall, interview evidence shows that staffing levels and skill mix are critical 

bottlenecks for efficiency. While the Secretariat operates with dedication and 

professionalism, limited staffing, skill gaps, reliance on temporary contracts, and 

vulnerability to disruptions continue to constrain the mechanism’s ability to operate 

efficiently under the ambitions of the Third PoW. 

4 To what extent was the network (including consortium and knowledge partners) 

mobilized to provide valuable expertise, knowledge and support? Does the network 

size support quality outcomes, and would different tiers of membership be beneficial? 

How has the CTCN engaged Network members and the private sector in its activities 

(e.g., TA solicitations, networking events)? Has a network engagement plan been 

developed (cf. Recommendation 4)? 

169. Interview evidence shows that the efficiency of mobilising and engaging Network 

members remains highly variable, with respondents repeatedly emphasising that the CTCN’s 

large global Network represents an underused asset. While the Network model is widely 

appreciated for its diversity, breadth of expertise, and global reach, interviewees stressed that 

current systems for engaging, selecting, and activating Network members are not sufficiently 

strategic, timely, or transparent. 

170. Across interviews, stakeholders consistently noted that only a small subset of Network 

members actively participate in TA delivery. Several respondents described the Network as 

“wide but shallow,” explaining that although hundreds of institutions are formally registered, 

only a limited number are routinely mobilised. One interviewee remarked: “There are 

excellent organisations in the Network, but many have never received a single request.” This 

was seen as a major inefficiency, given the breadth of technical and regional expertise 

theoretically available. 

171. A frequently cited concern relates to the slow and sometimes opaque process for 

identifying and contracting Network members. Respondents explained that procurement 

procedures limit the flexibility to select the most suitable organisations quickly. As one 

participant stated: “The expertise exists, but procurement gets in the way of accessing it.” 

Interviewees highlighted that delays in contracting reduce responsiveness and, in some cases, 

diminish country interest or political momentum. 

172. Interviewees also noted gaps in the strategic curation of the Network. Several 

respondents reported that the current Network structure does not sufficiently differentiate 

between highly specialised organisations, generalist institutions, private-sector actors, and 

purely academic entities. As a result, the matchmaking process can be inefficient: “You get 

50 organisations on paper, but only 5 are the right fit,” one respondent explained. Many 

stakeholders felt that clearer categorisation, by sector, region, capacity, and readiness to 

implement, would improve efficiency. 
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173. Private-sector participation was repeatedly described as particularly limited. 

Interviewees observed that despite the Third Programme of Work placing strong emphasis 

on innovation and market transformation, many private-sector Network members have not 

been effectively engaged. Respondents identified several reasons for this: unclear 

opportunities for participation, insufficient communication on upcoming TAs, lengthy 

contracting processes, and lack of targeted outreach. One interviewee summarised: “The 

private sector is open to working with CTCN, but the on-ramps are not obvious.” 

174. Stakeholders also pointed to underutilisation of South–South and triangular 

cooperation opportunities. Many interviewees emphasised that institutions from emerging 

economies, some of which are Network members, possess world-class expertise in adaptation 

technologies, renewable energy, digital tools, and early-stage innovation. However, these 

institutions rarely receive TA assignments. Respondents attributed this to lack of visibility, 

language barriers, and uneven communication across regions. 

175. Despite these challenges, interviewees recognised improvements in recent years. They 

noted better communication with Network members, more structured calls for implementers, 

and more transparent procurement notices. A few respondents also highlighted early efforts 

to strengthen regionalisation, which they believe could enable more efficient mobilisation of 

local and regional expertise. 

176. Overall, interview evidence indicates that while the CTCN Network is a major 

strategic asset, its potential is not fully realised due to slow procurement processes, 

inconsistent engagement, limited private-sector mobilisation, and insufficiently targeted 

matchmaking. Strengthening systems for categorising, mobilising, and communicating with 

Network members, alongside streamlined contracting, was repeatedly identified as one of the 

most important opportunities to enhance operational efficiency. 

5 To what extent is the role of the NDE clear for country representatives, and is it 

efficient for project coordination? How have countries enhanced the visibility of their 

NDE and supported them through national institutions and cooperation with other 

UNFCCC focal points (e.g., annual UNFCCC focal point forums, consultation process 

for TA requests, sharing of material through electronic and print media)? Were active 

partnerships established, and were collaborations facilitated for fund access and 

mobilization (cf. Recommendation 5)? To what extent has collaboration between 

NDEs from Annex I and non-Annex I parties been reinforced (cf. Recommendation 

5)? How has the CTCN enhanced NDEs capacity to plan, monitor, and achieve 

technological transformation? 

177. Interview evidence indicates that the role of NDEs is generally understood by country 

representatives, but the clarity and efficiency of this role vary substantially across countries, 

regions, and institutional contexts. Stakeholders consistently emphasized that while the NDE 

model is conceptually strong, providing a single national entry point for technology-related 

support, its practical effectiveness depends on visibility, institutional anchoring, capacity, 

and the degree of national cooperation. 

178. Across interviews, respondents noted that in countries where the NDE is well-

established, institutionally empowered, and properly resourced, its role is clear and efficient. 

These NDEs act as active coordinators of national stakeholders, facilitators of request 

development, and key focal points for engagement with the CTCN. One interviewee 

summarized this by saying: “When the NDE is visible and empowered, the whole process 

works smoothly.” In these contexts, countries often enhance visibility by embedding the NDE 

within influential ministries, organizing national consultations, participating in UNFCCC 

focal point forums, and disseminating material through digital and print channels. 

179. However, interviewees emphasized that in many countries, particularly where 

institutional structures are weak, the NDE role is less clear and not consistently efficient. 

Respondents noted that some NDEs lack sufficient authority, staff, or budget to coordinate 

stakeholders effectively. As one participant put it: “People don’t always know who the NDE 

is, or what it is supposed to do.” These limitations were frequently linked to high staff 

turnover, competing institutional mandates, and insufficient national-level support. 
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180. Interview evidence reveals that countries have used a variety of methods to enhance 

NDE visibility and engagement, though success is uneven. Examples mentioned include: 

(a) Participation in UNFCCC focal point forums to strengthen alignment with 

other national climate processes; 

(b) Cross-ministerial consultations during the development of TA requests; 

(c) Outreach through workshops, national climate platforms, and sectoral 

committees; 

(d) Dissemination of TA-related information through government websites, 

newsletters, and social media. 

181. Respondents noted, however, that these practices are not systematic across Parties, 

and that some NDEs remain isolated within their institutions. 

182. Regarding partnerships and fund mobilization, interviewees highlighted that 

Recommendation 5, encouraging stronger cooperation and partnership-building, has been 

implemented unevenly. In some countries, active partnerships were established between 

NDEs, finance ministries, development banks, and UNFCCC focal points, facilitating access 

to funding mechanisms such as the GCF or bilateral donors. One interviewee noted: “Where 

the NDE collaborates with other focal points, you can see real progress toward mobilizing 

funds.” Conversely, in other cases, such partnerships were limited or informal, reducing the 

effectiveness of coordinated fund mobilization efforts. 

183. Interview evidence also indicates that collaboration between Annex I and non-Annex 

I NDEs has occurred but remains modest. Respondents mentioned several examples of 

South–North knowledge exchange through regional forums and peer-learning activities. 

However, they stressed that these initiatives are ad hoc rather than institutionalized. As one 

participant stated: “There is potential for much stronger collaboration, but it hasn’t been fully 

realized.” 

184. With respect to capacity-building, interviewees consistently emphasized that the 

CTCN has helped enhance NDEs’ capacity to plan, monitor, and support technological 

transformation. They highlighted: 

(a) Training on request formulation; 

(b) Guidance materials and webinars; 

(c) Regional capacity-building forums; 

(d) Peer exchanges among NDEs. 

185. These efforts were widely appreciated and considered effective. Yet respondents also 

stressed that continued capacity-building is needed, especially in monitoring and follow-

through. As one interviewee put it: “The training is good, but monitoring transformation 

requires deeper, long-term support.” 

186. Overall, interview evidence shows that NDE clarity, efficiency, and visibility depend 

heavily on institutional strength, national coordination, and sustained capacity-building. 

While the CTCN has strengthened NDE capacities and encouraged inclusive collaboration, 

gaps remain in institutional coherence, cross-party cooperation, and fund mobilization 

partnerships. Strengthening long-term support and institutional anchoring will be essential 

for maximizing NDE effectiveness under the CTCN mandate. 

6 To what extent have the CTCN management structure, processes and procedures, 

communication and M&E optimized operations? How has the efficiency of the 

CTCN’s TA provision improved (e.g., number of TAs received/completed, deadline 

control, more tenders opened to Network members, pools of expertise within the 

Network, identification of best practices, promotion of multiregional TA, level of 

satisfaction of beneficiaries)? 

187. Interview evidence indicates that the efficiency of CTCN processes and procedures, 

especially those related to procurement, contracting, internal coordination, and 

administrative workflows, remains one of the most significant determinants of overall 
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operational performance. While stakeholders acknowledged improvements in recent years, 

they consistently stressed that procedural systems continue to create delays, reduce 

responsiveness, and limit the Secretariat’s ability to deliver TA in a timely and streamlined 

manner. 

188. Through interviews, procurement procedures emerged as the single most frequently 

cited procedural bottleneck. Respondents described the procurement system as “slow, rigid, 

and not adapted to technical assistance,” highlighting lengthy approval chains, complex 

documentation requirements, and insufficient flexibility to accommodate the diversity of TA 

needs. Several interviewees recounted cases where procurement timelines exceeded six 

months, with one noting: “The TA was ready, the country was ready, but procurement pushed 

everything back.” These delays were viewed as detrimental not only to efficiency but also to 

relevance, especially in dynamic policy environments. 

189. Interviewees also pointed to inefficiencies in contracting processes. They noted that 

standard contracting templates are often lengthy and overly generic, requiring multiple 

rounds of revision and legal clearance. Several respondents stressed that “contracting takes 

too long for the size of the assignments,” arguing that short, focused TAs require simplified, 

fast‑track contracting mechanisms that are not yet in place. 

190. Internal coordination processes were another frequently cited challenge. Respondents 

explained that the Secretariat must navigate several layers within UNEP, including 

administrative services, finance units, and legal teams, to obtain approvals or move forward 

with implementation steps. One interviewee noted: “There are too many steps for even 

routine decisions,” while another added that each administrative request “starts a chain of 

emails that can take weeks to resolve.” These procedural complexities were seen as 

incompatible with the fast‑moving nature of technical assistance. 

191. Several interviewees highlighted that procedures for onboarding consultants, 

approving budgets, and processing payments are often misaligned with the Secretariat’s 

operational needs. Delays in processing payments to implementing partners were repeatedly 

cited as a source of frustration, sometimes causing implementers to pause activities or 

withhold staff time. One respondent commented: “People want to work with the CTCN, but 

slow payments make it difficult for smaller organisations.” 

192. Stakeholders also noted inconsistencies in how procedures are applied across projects 

and regions. Some interviewees explained that the level of scrutiny, documentation 

requirements, or approval timelines vary depending on the administrative unit or staff 

member involved, which reduces predictability and complicates planning. This inconsistency 

was viewed as a barrier to developing efficient standard operating procedures. 

193. On the positive side, stakeholders acknowledged that the Secretariat has worked to 

streamline administrative processes where possible. For example, respondents praised 

improvements in communication, clearer timelines for procurement steps, and more 

structured guidance for implementers. Several interviewees also noted that the Secretariat’s 

small size allows it to troubleshoot issues quickly once procedural hurdles have been cleared. 

194. Nevertheless, interview evidence overwhelmingly suggests that procedures remain 

one of the principal constraints on efficiency. To improve operational performance, 

stakeholders recommended simplifying procurement pathways, delegating greater 

administrative authority to the Secretariat, establishing fast‑track mechanisms for small TAs, 

updating contracting templates, and harmonising procedures across administrative units. 

195. Overall, the interviews paint a consistent picture: while the Secretariat operates 

efficiently within its sphere of control, procedural and administrative systems, especially 

those embedded within UNEP, continue to slow delivery, reduce flexibility, and limit the 

CTCN’s ability to fully meet country expectations. 

7 To what extent has the CTCN provided value for money regarding costs and outputs? 

Could results have been achieved with fewer resources without compromising 

quality? What could improve cost-effectiveness? 

196. Interview evidence highlights that value for money (VfM) within the CTCN is 

perceived as generally strong, particularly when assessed against the mechanism’s modest 
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budget, lean structure, and ability to mobilise high‑quality technical expertise at relatively 

low cost. However, stakeholders consistently emphasised that systemic inefficiencies, 

especially procurement delays, administrative constraints, and limited internal capacity, 

undermine VfM by reducing timeliness, inflating transaction costs, and constraining the 

transformative potential of TA. 

197. Across interviews, respondents described the CTCN as delivering “high value for a 

small investment,” noting that TAs often produce outputs comparable to those of much larger 

multilateral programmes at a fraction of the cost. Many emphasised that the CTCN’s lean 

staffing model keeps overheads low, and that the mechanism is able to mobilise specialised 

expertise quickly once procurement bottlenecks are cleared. As one interviewee summarised: 

“What the CTCN produces for $150,000 would cost five times more anywhere else.” 

198. Despite these strengths, interviewees repeatedly stressed that delays represent the 

single greatest threat to value for money. Extended procurement and contracting timelines 

prolong activity cycles, weaken country interest, reduce relevance, and increase indirect costs 

for both the Secretariat and implementers. One respondent explained: “A TA that takes two 

years is simply less valuable than one delivered in six months, even if the quality is the same.” 

Several emphasised that lost political windows or shifting national priorities further erode 

VfM when projects stall. 

199. Another frequently cited factor affecting VfM is the uneven performance of 

implementing partners. While many implementers are viewed as delivering excellent results 

efficiently, respondents highlighted cases where generic outputs, insufficient 

contextualisation, or weak stakeholder engagement reduced the usefulness of deliverables. 

In these cases, even low‑cost TAs were perceived as offering limited value. As one 

participant noted: “If the outputs don’t move anything forward, then even a cheap TA is not 

good value.” 

200. Stakeholders also identified inefficiencies arising from the CTCN’s reliance on small 

TA budgets. Because budgets are limited, implementers often face tight constraints on 

fieldwork, data collection, stakeholder consultations, and modelling. Interviewees 

highlighted that these limitations sometimes force trade‑offs between depth and breadth, 

reducing the robustness of outputs and lowering VfM. A respondent commented: “The TA 

is efficient, but it could be far more impactful with slightly more resources.” 

201. Another systemic constraint mentioned was the absence of structured pathways to 

financing. Even where TAs deliver strong outputs efficiently, the absence of follow‑on 

funding reduces long‑term VfM because reports or feasibility studies are not implemented. 

As one interviewee put it: “Value for money also means value for impact, if nothing happens 

after, the return is limited.” Respondents consistently stressed that connecting TA outputs to 

investment pipelines is essential for maximising VfM. 

202. Nonetheless, several interviewees highlighted positive examples where VfM was 

high: strong implementer performance, high country ownership, efficient delivery timelines, 

and alignment with ongoing national processes. These cases demonstrated that when 

administrative hurdles are minimal and partnerships strong, even modest TAs can yield 

outsized benefits. 

203. Overall, interview evidence shows that the CTCN provides strong value for money 

relative to its resource base, but persistent delays, administrative constraints, uneven 

implementer performance, small TA budgets, and weak pathways to financing reduce 

efficiency and limit long‑term VfM. Stakeholders consistently emphasised that streamlining 

procedures, strengthening implementer selection, modestly increasing TA envelopes, and 

improving links to finance would yield substantial gains in value for money. 

8 To what extent has the CTCN promoted inclusive collaboration within its governance 

structure and with stakeholders? 

204. Interview evidence shows that the CTCN has promoted inclusive collaboration within 

its governance structure and with stakeholders to a meaningful extent, although the depth and 

consistency of this inclusiveness vary across regions, institutions, and thematic areas. 
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Stakeholders consistently emphasized that inclusiveness is both a defining strength of the 

CTCN model and an area where structural constraints limit full realization. 

205. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that the CTCN’s governance structure, 

rooted in the UNFCCC Technology Mechanism, naturally encourages representation from a 

wide range of Parties, regions, and constituencies. Many interviewees described Advisory 

Board meetings as “one of the few spaces where everyone has an equal voice,” noting 

balanced participation between developed and developing countries, attention to regional 

representation, and structured opportunities for observers. This inclusiveness was viewed as 

strengthening legitimacy, fairness, and trust in CTCN decisions. 

206. Interviewees also emphasized the importance of NDEs in promoting inclusive 

collaboration. They noted that the request-driven model inherently brings national 

institutions into the governance and operational processes of the CTCN. One interviewee 

stated: “The mechanism forces you to listen to countries, there is no other option.” 

Respondents described the NDE network as a major channel for stakeholder input, enabling 

governments, research institutions, and civil society actors to influence the direction of 

technical assistance. 

207. At the operational level, interviewees reported that many TA projects used highly 

participatory approaches, involving line ministries, technical agencies, research 

organizations, private-sector actors, and in some cases women’s organizations or 

marginalized groups. Respondents emphasized that inclusive engagement during TA design 

and delivery enhances relevance, ownership, and the quality of outputs. As one stakeholder 

noted: “When everyone is at the table, the TA is stronger.” 

208. However, interview evidence also revealed significant limitations in the consistency 

of inclusive collaboration. A recurring challenge identified by respondents is the variability 

in NDE capacity. In countries where the NDE is strong, inclusive engagement expands 

naturally; in weaker NDE contexts, participation becomes narrower and dominated by a small 

group of institutions. One interviewee summarized this gap: “Inclusiveness depends on how 

strong the NDE is, if they don’t convene, others don’t join.” 

209. Interviewees also pointed to gaps in private-sector and research institution 

participation in governance and TA processes. Several respondents noted that systemic 

barriers, such as lack of awareness, bureaucratic processes, or language limitations, prevent 

these actors from engaging fully. As a result, knowledge-rich institutions often remain 

underrepresented. 

210. Additionally, respondents highlighted that while Advisory Board structures are 

inclusive in theory, practical barriers such as travel costs, limited preparation time, and 

institutional turnover affect the ability of some developing-country representatives to 

participate meaningfully. These challenges reduce continuity and weaken the collective 

institutional memory of the Board. 

211. A further barrier to inclusive collaboration relates to the limited regionalisation of 

CTCN operations. Interviewees emphasized that while regional forums and partnerships 

exist, they are not yet sufficient to ensure strong participation from all relevant actors across 

regions. Respondents stressed that more permanent regional structures or staff presence could 

significantly enhance inclusiveness. 

212. Despite these challenges, interviewees also identified areas of progress. They praised 

efforts to strengthen communication, expand stakeholder mapping, improve NDE training, 

and provide more structured opportunities for engagement during TA design. One 

interviewee pointed out that “things are better now than five years ago, the CTCN listens 

more and engages more.” 

213. Overall, interview evidence suggests that the CTCN has made meaningful efforts to 

promote inclusive collaboration in both governance and operational processes. The 

mechanism’s foundational design inherently supports inclusiveness, and several 

improvements have strengthened this further. However, participation remains uneven, with 

inclusiveness depending heavily on NDE capacity, resource availability, and the level of 

regional engagement. Strengthening regional presence, improving support to NDEs, and 
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creating more structured spaces for private-sector and academic participation were the most 

frequently recommended ways to enhance inclusivity moving forward. 

D. Impact and sustainability 

1 To what extent did CTCN innovation-related activities achieve expected outcomes in 

facilitating the development, transfer, and deployment of climate technologies in 

developing country Parties? How effectively are countries accelerating innovation 

through collaboration at various stages of the technology cycle? 

214. Interview evidence consistently indicates that CTCN TA contributes to innovation 

outcomes primarily by enabling countries to explore, validate, and adapt new climate 

technologies and approaches that would not otherwise be accessible due to financial, 

technical, or institutional constraints. Stakeholders repeatedly emphasised that CTCN 

support plays a catalytic upstream role, helping countries identify appropriate technologies, 

pilot innovative concepts, and strengthen enabling environments for innovation. 

215. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that one of the CTCN’s strongest 

innovation contributions lies in introducing countries to emerging or underutilised 

technologies. Examples frequently mentioned include digitalisation tools for early-warning 

systems, advanced renewable‑energy modelling, circular‑economy solutions, and 

nature‑based technologies for adaptation. One interviewee explained: “The CTCN opened 

doors to technologies we had never even considered.” Several respondents emphasised that 

this exposure helps national institutions broaden their technological horizons and develop 

more forward‑looking climate strategies. 

216. Interviewees also stressed the CTCN’s role in adapting global technologies to local 

contexts. Many respondents noted that the TA process often includes feasibility studies, 

contextual assessments, or pilot‑scale demonstrations that help countries determine whether 

a given technology fits their technical, regulatory, or socio‑economic conditions. As one 

participant put it: “The CTCN doesn’t just introduce technologies, it helps us figure out if 

they make sense for our context.” This localisation function was widely described as essential 

for innovation, particularly in lower‑capacity countries. 

217. Another frequently cited innovation outcome relates to institutional strengthening. 

Respondents highlighted that CTCN TAs often support the development of guidelines, 

methodologies, regulatory assessments, or national frameworks that create enabling 

conditions for domestic innovation. Interviewees explained that these outputs help establish 

standards, build technical literacy within government agencies, and clarify pathways for 

scaling technologies, thereby reducing risks for public and private actors. 

218. Several interviewees also underlined that CTCN support contributes to innovation by 

fostering collaboration between ministries, research institutions, and private‑sector entities. 

Respondents described TA processes that brought together actors who had previously worked 

in silos, helping to build early innovation ecosystems. One interviewee remarked: “The TA 

connected the right people, after that, they continued working together even without the 

CTCN.” These collaborations were viewed as foundational steps toward longer‑term 

systemic innovation. 

219. Despite these positive contributions, interviewees identified several factors that limit 

the CTCN’s innovation impact. The most frequently cited was the absence of funding for 

prototype development, demonstration projects, or early‑stage pilots. Respondents 

emphasised that while the CTCN provides valuable upstream assessments, countries often 

lack the resources to advance to the next stage, resulting in stalled innovation pathways. One 

participant commented: “The CTCN gets us started, but the gap after that is huge.” 

220. Stakeholders also pointed to weak linkages between TA outputs and national research 

institutions. While some TAs successfully involved universities or innovation centres, others 

did not sufficiently leverage national R&D capacities. Interviewees argued that deeper 

engagement with local research actors could strengthen innovation ecosystems and enhance 

continuity beyond the TA. 
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221. Finally, interview evidence highlighted challenges related to sustained follow‑up. 

Several respondents noted that innovation gains, such as enhanced technical knowledge or 

cross‑institutional networks, risk fading over time without continued support or downstream 

financing. This was particularly true in countries with limited institutional capacity or rapidly 

changing political environments. 

222. Overall, interview evidence shows that the CTCN makes meaningful contributions to 

innovation outcomes by expanding technological awareness, contextualising technologies to 

national realities, strengthening enabling environments, and fostering cross‑sector 

collaboration. However, limited downstream financing, weak R&D linkages, and insufficient 

follow‑up constrain the long‑term innovation impacts of CTCN support. 

2 To what extent did CTCN implementation-related activities contribute to the expected 

outcomes by supporting countries in establishing clear pathways for mitigation and 

adaptation action (using planning tools and processes such as NDC or National 

Adaptation Plans (NAP), LEDS, Technology Needs Assessment (TNA), technology 

roadmaps (TRM), etc.)? How has the CTCN enhanced the inclusiveness, gender 

responsiveness, and the integration of indigenous technologies? 

223. Interview evidence indicates that CTCN TA contributes to implementation outcomes 

in several important upstream ways, by strengthening national planning, improving 

institutional readiness, generating investment‑relevant analyses, and laying the groundwork 

for policies, regulations, or project pipelines. However, interviewees consistently emphasised 

that these contributions remain predominantly preparatory rather than directly 

implementation‑enabling, due mainly to gaps in downstream financing and follow‑on 

mechanisms. 

224. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that one of the CTCN’s core strengths is 

its ability to support countries in developing actionable roadmaps, feasibility studies, and 

decision‑support tools that can later be taken up by ministries, development banks, and 

donors. One interviewee explained: “The CTCN gives countries the analysis they need to 

move forward, without those studies, nothing starts.” Stakeholders emphasised that these 

upstream outputs often clarify technology options, identify least‑cost pathways, or articulate 

regulatory and institutional needs required for implementation. 

225. Respondents also stressed that CTCN support frequently helps countries make 

informed decisions about investment priorities. Interviewees reported that TA outputs, such 

as cost‑benefit analyses, pre‑feasibility assessments, and scenario modelling, help 

governments determine which technologies or interventions are viable and worth pursuing. 

As one participant noted: “It gives us the evidence to go to the finance ministry or donors 

and argue for the project.” These contributions were viewed as directly influencing 

early‑stage implementation readiness. 

226. Stakeholders further highlighted that CTCN support often improves enabling 

environments for implementation. Many interviewees cited examples where TA activities 

strengthened standards, clarified regulations, improved data frameworks, or supported the 

development of institutional arrangements. These outcomes were described as “the 

foundation that implementation needs,” especially in countries with limited institutional 

capacity. 

227. However, interview evidence also made clear that CTCN’s direct contribution to 

implementation is constrained by its mandate and by systemic barriers. The most significant 

limitation cited was the lack of dedicated follow‑on financing. Respondents repeatedly 

emphasised that while CTCN delivers high‑quality upstream work, countries frequently lack 

the financial resources to move from analysis to implementation. One interviewee 

summarised: “CTCN gets us ready, but there is no one to pick it up after.” 

228. Interviewees also noted that while some TAs succeed in influencing donor pipelines 

or shaping national investment proposals, this is not consistent across projects or countries. 

Some participants explained that outputs sometimes remain unused due to political turnover, 

shifting ministerial priorities, or the absence of institutional champions to shepherd proposals 

into implementation. One respondent stated: “If the momentum is lost after the TA, the 

recommendations stay on paper.” 
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229. Another barrier identified was the short duration of TAs, which limits opportunities 

for iterative engagement, hands‑on support, or capacity-building that would strengthen 

implementation readiness. Interviewees argued that implementation outcomes require 

longer-term accompaniment, which lies beyond the CTCN’s current financial and operational 

scope. 

230. Despite these challenges, several interviewees shared positive examples of TA outputs 

that directly contributed to concrete implementation steps, such as the development of 

national policy instruments, mobilization of external project funding, or preparation of 

proposals submitted to funds like the GCF or bilateral donors. These examples demonstrate 

that, under conducive conditions, CTCN support can indeed catalyse downstream 

implementation. 

231. Overall, interview evidence indicates that the CTCN makes substantive and valued 

contributions to early-stage implementation readiness through analysis, prioritisation, 

institutional strengthening, and regulatory support. However, systemic barriers, particularly 

limited financing pathways, inconsistent political follow‑through, and short TA durations, 

constrain the mechanism’s ability to generate consistent and sustained implementation 

outcomes. 

3 To what extent did CTCN enabling environment and capacity building related 

activities (including policy and regulatory environments to develop, transfer and 

deploy climate technologies) achieve outcomes? How effectively did the CTCN 

support countries build capacity and develop frameworks for climate technology 

deployment? 

232. Interview evidence indicates that CTCN TA contributes meaningfully to 

strengthening the enabling environment for climate technology deployment by improving 

policies, institutional arrangements, regulatory clarity, and stakeholder coordination. 

Respondents consistently emphasized that these enabling‑environment outcomes, though 

upstream, are among the most tangible and valued results of CTCN support. 

233. Across interviews, stakeholders described CTCN TAs as particularly effective in 

generating regulatory and policy improvements. Many cited examples where the TA 

contributed to drafting or updating national guidelines, sectoral strategies, standards, and 

regulatory frameworks. One interviewee noted: “The CTCN helped us put structure to a 

sector that previously had no clear rules.” These improvements were widely seen as essential 

foundations for future implementation, especially for adaptation technologies and complex 

mitigation interventions. 

234. Institutional strengthening was another commonly mentioned outcome. Respondents 

explained that TA processes often expose ministries and agencies to new tools, technical 

knowledge, and organisational processes. As one interviewee stated: “The TA gave us a 

model for how to work, not just a report.” These gains included clearer institutional mandates, 

enhanced coordination mechanisms, and improvements in the technical literacy of 

government teams. 

235. Interviewees also highlighted improvements in stakeholder engagement and 

coordination. Many TAs brought together actors who had not previously collaborated, such 

as environment ministries, energy regulators, meteorological services, academia, and private 

sector associations. This was described as a significant contribution to enabling environments 

because it fostered shared visions, reduced fragmentation, and created new channels for 

information exchange. One respondent summarized: “Before the TA, everyone was working 

alone. Now there is at least a platform for discussion.” 

236. Several interviewees pointed to strengthened data systems and analytical capacity as 

enabling‑environment outcomes. Respondents described TAs that introduced assessment 

methodologies, scenario models, digital tools, or monitoring frameworks that ministries 

continue to use after the TA. These tools were seen as improving decision‑making and 

reducing uncertainty for technology projects. As one participant remarked: “The TA 

improved the data we have to plan with, that makes everything easier afterwards.” 
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237. Despite these positive outcomes, interviewees noted several factors that limit the 

sustainability and depth of enabling‑environment impacts. The most frequently cited 

challenge was insufficient follow‑up after the TA ends. While TAs often produce new 

regulations or institutional arrangements, stakeholders explained that limited capacity or 

political turnover can hinder long‑term adoption. One interviewee commented: “The TA 

created momentum, but without support afterwards it slowed down again.” 

238. Another limiting factor relates to gaps in coordination with other national or donor 

initiatives. Respondents noted that while CTCN TAs often align with national priorities, they 

are not always integrated into broader programmes financed by multilateral banks or bilateral 

donors. This misalignment reduces the likelihood that enabling‑environment reforms will be 

taken forward to later stages. 

239. Finally, interview evidence underscored that enabling‑environment outcomes are 

particularly vulnerable in low‑capacity contexts. Ministries with limited staff or unstable 

structures struggle to maintain new processes introduced through the TA. Stakeholders 

stressed that sustained capacity‑building and stronger institutional anchoring are required for 

enabling‑environment outcomes to persist. 

240. Overall, interview evidence shows that CTCN support plays an important upstream 

role in strengthening enabling environments through regulatory improvements, institutional 

capacity‑building, data enhancement, and stakeholder coordination. However, the long‑term 

sustainability of these outcomes depends on continued political support, integration with 

broader national programmes, and follow‑on funding and capacity‑building. 

4 To what extent did CTCN collaboration and stakeholder engagement activities 

achieve outcomes? How effectively did the CTCN enhance collaboration with 

stakeholders, including local communities, national planners, and the private sector? 

How well did it facilitate engagement between NDEs and stakeholders and support 

collaboration international organizations, institutions and initiatives, including 

academia and the scientific community? 

241. Interview evidence consistently shows that stakeholder engagement and participation, 

across government, civil society, academia, and the private sector, are among the most 

influential determinants of whether CTCN TA generates meaningful and lasting impacts. 

Respondents repeatedly emphasized that inclusive, well-coordinated engagement processes 

not only strengthen the quality of TA outputs but also significantly improve prospects for 

uptake, institutionalization, and follow‑on action. 

242. Across interviews, stakeholders noted that CTCN TAs frequently serve as a platform 

for convening actors who had not previously collaborated. This convening function was 

widely praised as one of the CTCN’s most valuable contributions. One interviewee 

explained: “The TA brought everyone to the table for the first time. That’s when we realized 

we were all working on similar things.” Respondents highlighted that such collaborations 

helped break down institutional silos, fostered shared understanding, and created momentum 

for coordinated action. 

243. Many interviewees emphasized that inclusive engagement processes enhanced the 

quality and relevance of TA outputs. Participants noted that consultations with line ministries, 

technical agencies, universities, and private‑sector actors often produced richer datasets, 

more grounded analyses, and clearer implementation pathways. As one respondent put it: 

“When everyone contributes, the outputs are stronger and more realistic.” These inclusive 

processes also ensured that TA recommendations accounted for diverse institutional 

perspectives, practical constraints, and local knowledge. 

244. Interview evidence further shows that stakeholder engagement increases national 

ownership, an essential ingredient for long‑term impact. Respondents explained that when 

stakeholders feel involved in shaping the TA, they are more likely to champion follow‑on 

recommendations, advocate for adoption, and integrate outputs into institutional plans. One 

participant stated: “People support what they helped create.” Conversely, interviewees 

warned that limited engagement results in weak ownership and outputs that “sit on a shelf.” 
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245. Several interviewees highlighted that engagement with private‑sector actors is 

particularly important for impact, especially in areas such as renewable energy, innovation, 

early‑stage technology deployment, and digitalization. However, respondents noted that 

private‑sector participation is uneven across TAs. Barriers include lack of targeted outreach, 

limited communication of opportunities, and procedural challenges that make participation 

burdensome. As one interviewee observed: “The private sector wants to engage, but the 

process does not always make it easy.” 

246. Engagement with research institutions and academia was also identified as a critical 

factor for sustaining impacts. Respondents explained that universities often maintain 

technical knowledge long after the TA ends and can support ongoing adaptation or replication 

of outputs. However, interviewees highlighted that academic institutions were not 

consistently involved across all TAs, limiting opportunities for continuity and knowledge 

retention. 

247. Despite these positive examples, interviewees pointed to several factors that reduce 

the effectiveness of stakeholder engagement. These include: 

(a) Limited time and budgets that constrain consultation processes; 

(b) Political sensitivities that restrict participation from certain ministries or 

agencies; 

(c) Stakeholder fatigue, particularly in countries with multiple overlapping donor 

programmes; 

(d) Turnover within institutions, which disrupts continuity and reduces 

institutional memory. 

248. A recurring theme was the absence of structured follow‑up mechanisms to maintain 

multi‑stakeholder platforms after the TA concludes. Respondents noted that momentum 

generated during the TA often dissipates without continued facilitation or integration into 

national processes. One interviewee remarked: “The TA got people talking, but when it 

ended, everyone went back to their silos.” 

249. Overall, interview evidence indicates that strong stakeholder engagement is a 

powerful driver of impact, enabling more relevant, credible, and actionable output while 

fostering ownership and readiness for implementation. However, uneven participation, 

especially from private‑sector and research institutions, and lack of mechanisms to sustain 

engagement beyond the TA limit the consistency and depth of impact across countries. 

5 To what extent did CTCN support-related activities achieve outcomes? How 

effectively did the CTCN enhance access to TA and financial support for the 

development and transfer of gender responsive technologies? 

250. Interview evidence indicates that CTCN support-related activities have achieved 

meaningful outcomes in several areas, particularly in strengthening institutional capacity, 

generating policy-relevant outputs, and improving national readiness for climate technology 

deployment. However, stakeholders consistently emphasized that outcomes remain uneven 

across countries and sectors, and that the breadth of achievements is constrained by structural 

limitations in financing, TA duration, and institutional capacity. 

251. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that CTCN support frequently results in 

improved planning tools, clearer technology pathways, stronger institutional coordination, 

and enhanced analytical capacity. These outcomes were viewed as essential early steps in 

enabling implementation. As one interviewee summarized: “The TA gave us the tools and 

clarity we needed to move forward.” Many respondents described examples where CTCN-

assisted feasibility studies, roadmaps, or regulatory assessments directly informed national 

decision-making or were used to engage donors for follow-on support. 

252. Stakeholders also noted that CTCN activities foster greater national ownership, 

especially when TAs involve inclusive consultations and strong NDE leadership. Such 

engagement increases the likelihood that TA outputs are integrated into national planning 

documents or used as evidence for future project proposals. Respondents emphasized that 

ownership is a key determinant of whether outcomes persist beyond the life of the TA. 
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253. However, interviewees consistently noted that without mechanisms for sustained 

follow-up or funding, outcomes tend to remain upstream. Several respondents explained that 

even high-quality outputs risk becoming “reports on a shelf” if they are not embedded into 

broader national programmes or linked to financing windows. Institutional turnover, short 

TA timelines, and limited absorptive capacity further reduce the likelihood of sustained 

outcomes. 

254. With respect to gender-responsive technologies, interview evidence suggests that 

while the CTCN has made progress in integrating gender considerations into its TAs, the 

degree of effectiveness varies. Respondents acknowledged that the CTCN has introduced 

gender guidelines, improved screening processes, and encouraged implementers to 

incorporate gender-responsive methods. One interviewee noted: “Gender is now part of the 

conversation, it wasn’t always like that before.” These changes have improved awareness of 

gender dimensions in technology planning. 

255. Some TAs were specifically highlighted for their strong integration of gender 

perspectives, including through stakeholder engagement with women’s organizations, 

gender-responsive design of technology solutions, and inclusion of gender metrics. In such 

cases, interviewees reported improved access to technologies for women and enhanced 

recognition of women’s roles in climate adaptation and mitigation. 

256. Nevertheless, interviewees widely agreed that integration of gender considerations 

remains inconsistent. Respondents described several challenges: limited gender expertise 

among implementers, insufficient gender-related data, and consultation processes that do not 

always include women’s groups or gender ministries. As a result, some TAs incorporate 

gender only superficially, without fully addressing systemic barriers to women’s access to 

technologies. 

257. Regarding access to financial support for gender-responsive technologies, interview 

evidence shows that the CTCN has had limited influence beyond awareness-raising and 

enabling-environment support. While some TAs have indirectly helped countries prepare 

gender-sensitive proposals for donors, respondents noted that the mechanism does not 

provide financing itself, and linkages to gender-related funding windows remain weak. As 

one interviewee put it: “The TA recognized gender issues, but we still needed to find the 

money ourselves.” 

258. Overall, interview evidence shows that CTCN support-related activities have 

produced valuable outcomes, particularly in strengthening institutional capacity, planning, 

and enabling environments. Progress has also been made in integrating gender considerations 

into TA processes. However, sustained outcomes depend heavily on downstream financing, 

institutional continuity, and deeper integration of gender expertise. The CTCN’s influence 

on access to financial support for gender-responsive technologies remains modest without 

stronger linkages to relevant funding mechanisms. 

6 What major factors have influenced the achievement/non-achievement of outcomes, 

the replicability of the programme, and the likelihood of lasting positive impacts? 

(e.g., Adaptation Fund Climate Innovation Accelerator (AFCIA) approach vs. CTCN 

other activities) 

259. Interview evidence indicates that the sustainability of results from CTCN TA depends 

heavily on what happens after the TA concludes, particularly whether countries have the 

financial, institutional, and political capacity to take work forward. Stakeholders consistently 

stressed that while CTCN support generates valuable upstream outputs, the extent to which 

these outputs lead to lasting changes varies significantly across countries and sectors. 

260. Across interviews, respondents repeatedly emphasized that national ownership is the 

most important determinant of sustainability. TAs with strong early engagement from 

ministries, NDEs, and technical agencies were described as far more likely to generate 

long‑term outcomes. As one interviewee explained: “When the government owns it, the 

results live on even without external support.” Ownership was associated with continued use 

of methodologies, integration of TA recommendations into planning documents, and 

institutional uptake of tools introduced during the TA. 
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261. Another major factor influencing sustainability is the extent to which TA outputs are 

integrated into ongoing national programmes or donor pipelines. Interviewees noted that 

when TA recommendations align with existing national strategies or are linked to active 

projects funded by development partners, they are far more likely to be implemented. In 

contrast, outputs that are not connected to broader programmes often remain underutilized. 

One respondent commented: “Sustainability happens when the TA plugs into something 

bigger.” 

262. Respondents also highlighted institutional capacity as a key determinant. Many 

interviewees pointed out that ministries with stable staff, dedicated technical teams, and clear 

mandates are better able to maintain and update TA‑generated tools, models, or guidelines. 

Conversely, weak institutions, especially those affected by high turnover, struggle to 

continue work initiated under the TA. As one participant noted: “If the team changes, the 

knowledge leaves with them.” This makes sustainability particularly challenging in least 

developed countries and small island developing states. 

263. The availability of downstream financing was repeatedly identified as one of the most 

significant barriers to sustaining impacts. Interviewees explained that even highly relevant 

and well‑designed outputs cannot lead to long‑term change without resources to implement 

recommendations or invest in technologies. One interviewee summarized this challenge: 

“Without funding, the TA remains a good idea on paper.” Stakeholders emphasized that the 

lack of mechanisms to systematically connect TA outputs to funding windows reduces the 

likelihood of long‑term adoption. 

264. Stakeholders also mentioned that private‑sector involvement can strengthen 

sustainability, especially in areas such as renewable energy, innovation, and early‑stage 

technology deployment. However, respondents noted that private‑sector engagement remains 

limited in many TAs, reducing opportunities for continued investment or market‑driven 

adoption. 

265. Several interviewees pointed to positive examples of sustainability where TAs helped 

establish long‑term institutional structures, such as new working groups, updated regulatory 

frameworks, or data systems that ministries continue to use. These cases were typically linked 

to strong political support, effective coordination, and integration into national planning 

processes. 

266. Overall, interview evidence shows that sustainability of CTCN outcomes depends on 

national ownership, alignment with broader programmes, institutional capacity, downstream 

financing, and private‑sector engagement. While many TAs generate strong upstream value, 

structural and contextual barriers often limit the continuity and long‑term adoption of results. 

267. What unintended outcomes (positive and negative) and changes (direct and indirect) 

have resulted from the CTCN? What could improve impact and sustainability? 

268. Interview evidence shows that while CTCN TA can generate meaningful upstream 

impacts, it also produces a set of unintended outcomes, both positive and negative, that 

influence the broader results landscape. These unintended effects, though not formally 

planned within project designs, emerged consistently across interviews and revealed 

important insights into how CTCN interventions interact with national systems, institutional 

dynamics, and technological ecosystems. 

269. Positive unintended outcomes were mentioned frequently. One of the most notable 

was the catalytic effect TAs sometimes have on institutional collaboration. Respondents 

described cases where ministries or agencies that had previously worked in isolation began 

coordinating more closely as a result of CTCN‑facilitated consultations, even continuing this 

collaboration independently after the TA ended. As one interviewee noted: “The TA 

unexpectedly built relationships that continue to this day.” This was particularly observed in 

sectors such as climate information services, adaptation planning, and circular economy. 

270. Another positive unintended effect was the spillover of technical knowledge beyond 

the immediate TA beneficiaries. Several interviewees highlighted that workshops, 

consultations, and training often drew in actors who subsequently applied new tools, 

methodologies, or technologies in unrelated national processes. One participant described 
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this as “knowledge diffusion,” explaining that individuals trained under one TA later 

championed similar approaches elsewhere in government. 

271. Interviewees also pointed to reputational spillovers for national institutions. In some 

cases, successful delivery of a TA enhanced the credibility of a ministry or agency in the eyes 

of donors or development partners, thereby improving its ability to secure future financing 

or participate in regional initiatives. Respondents described this as an “unexpected boost in 

institutional visibility.” 

272. Negative unintended outcomes, though less frequent, were also identified. A recurring 

concern was the risk of creating expectations that exceed what the CTCN can deliver. 

Because the mechanism introduces new technologies and innovative concepts, countries 

sometimes interpret these signals as an indication that further support, such as pilot funding 

or project‑level financing, will follow. As one interviewee explained: “The TA raised hopes 

for investment that never came.” When follow‑on financing does not materialize, this can 

lead to frustration or reduced trust among national stakeholders. 

273. Another unintended negative outcome relates to institutional fragmentation. While 

many TAs strengthen coordination, some interviewees noted that poorly structured 

engagement processes can exacerbate competition between ministries or create confusion 

about mandates. This can occur when multiple institutions perceive themselves as the 

“natural home” for the technology or sector introduced through the TA. One respondent 

cautioned: “If coordination is not managed carefully, the TA can unintentionally fuel 

institutional rivalries.” 

274. A further unintended challenge mentioned by stakeholders was the potential for TAs 

to become isolated from wider national programmes. When outputs are not embedded into 

existing planning frameworks, they risk becoming “standalone products” with limited 

relevance, despite the quality of the work. This was described as an unintended consequence 

of limited follow‑through rather than of the TA design itself. 

275. Some interviewees also highlighted concerns related to small TA budgets. They 

explained that because TAs are constrained in duration and scope, they sometimes generate 

initial momentum without the resources needed to sustain it. This can inadvertently lead to 

stalled initiatives, with one participant noting: “The TA lit the spark, but without fuel it 

burned out quickly.” 

276. Overall, interview evidence indicates that unintended outcomes, both positive and 

negative, are an inherent part of CTCN delivery. Positive spillovers include strengthened 

institutional collaboration, diffusion of technical knowledge, and enhanced visibility for 

national agencies. Negative effects stem mainly from unmet expectations, institutional 

rivalry, and limited embedding of outputs into national systems. Understanding these 

unintended outcomes is essential for refining engagement practices, strengthening 

coordination, and designing TAs that maximize positive side effects while mitigating risks. 

7 To what extent have changes in the third PoW, including the five system 

transformations, led to sustained or enhanced results aligned with the CTCN’s 

mandate and guidance? Has the current M&E framework captured these changes? 

277. Interview evidence indicates that changes introduced under the Third PoW, 

particularly the shift toward the five system transformations, have begun to generate more 

coherent, focused and strategically aligned results. However, stakeholders consistently 

stressed that while these shifts have enhanced upstream relevance and structured the CTCN’s 

work more effectively, sustained or long-term impacts remain uneven due to persistent 

constraints in financing, institutional continuity and monitoring. 

278. Across interviews, respondents emphasized that the Third PoW has helped countries 

articulate clearer technology pathways aligned with national and sectoral priorities. The 

system transformations, energy systems, industry and business, buildings and infrastructure, 

mobility, and the water-food-energy nexus, were widely viewed as useful organizing 

frameworks that make the CTCN’s offer more understandable and consistent with how 

governments plan their climate strategies. As one interviewee put it: “For the first time, the 

framework mirrors the reality of national planning.” This alignment enhanced coherence with 
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NDCs, long-term strategies and technology needs assessments, thereby improving the 

strategic anchoring of TAs. 

279. Interviewees also noted that the transformation framing has helped TAs situate their 

outputs within broader systemic challenges rather than as isolated technical studies. 

Respondents highlighted that framing requests around system-level needs encouraged more 

integrated approaches, cross-sector coordination and stronger institutional ownership. 

Several interviewees described this as a significant improvement over the previous PoW 

cycle, which they viewed as more fragmented. 

280. Despite these positive developments, interviewees consistently noted that sustained 

results remain constrained by the absence of downstream financing and long-term 

institutional support. While the transformation framing provided a clearer direction, 

respondents stressed that without resources for follow-on implementation, even more 

structured and aligned TAs cannot fully deliver lasting change. One interviewee summarized 

this as: “The Third PoW gave us the roadmap, but we still lack the vehicle to drive it.” 

281. Interviewees also observed that the Third PoW’s ambition has not yet translated into 

consistent regionalization or strengthened engagement with private-sector and innovation 

ecosystems, key elements of the transformations. This was attributed to limited staff capacity, 

slow procurement processes, and the absence of structured mechanisms to leverage 

partnerships at scale. 

282. With respect to monitoring and evaluation (M&E), interview evidence shows that the 

current M&E framework has **not** adequately captured the changes introduced by the 

Third PoW. Respondents agreed that while reporting has become more structured, the system 

still focuses heavily on activities and outputs rather than outcomes or transformation-aligned 

indicators. One interviewee commented: “The PoW changed, but the M&E system stayed 

almost the same.” 

283. Stakeholders highlighted several gaps: 

(a) No dedicated indicators to measure progress along the five system 

transformations; 

(b) Limited capacity to track how TAs contribute to systemic change or long-term 

impacts; 

(c) Weak ex-post evaluation, which leaves transformation-related outcomes 

largely undocumented; 

(d) Insufficient integration of qualitative measures capturing collaboration, 

institutional strengthening or policy uptake. 

284. Some interviewees noted early steps to align M&E tools with the Third PoW, but 

these efforts were described as partial, nascent and not yet institutionalized. Respondents 

stressed that without updated metrics, the CTCN cannot fully demonstrate its contributions 

to transformation or report on sustained results. 

285. Overall, interview evidence shows that the Third PoW, especially the five system 

transformations, has improved the strategic focus, coherence and upstream relevance of 

CTCN support. However, sustained or enhanced long-term results remain limited by 

financing, institutional capacity and the lack of M&E systems capable of capturing 

transformation-level outcomes. Strengthening the M&E framework to align with the Third 

PoW was consistently identified as a critical priority. 

8 To what extent do CTCN-supported activities foster systemic and sustainable change? 

How are such changes monitored and evaluated? Is the current organization/format 

necessary to expect/implement long-term effects? 

286. Interview evidence indicates that while CTCN TA primarily operates at the upstream 

and enabling‑environment levels, it nevertheless generates several important contributions to 

systemic change, particularly by influencing institutional behaviours, policy ecosystems, and 

multi‑actor coordination patterns. Stakeholders consistently emphasized that although 
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systemic transformation cannot be attributed solely to small and time‑bound TAs, the CTCN 

often creates the foundational conditions for longer‑term shifts. 

287. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that one of the most significant systemic 

effects of CTCN support is the creation of new governance structures and coordination 

mechanisms. Many TAs helped establish inter‑ministerial working groups, 

climate‑technology task forces, or cross‑sectoral committees that persisted after the TA’s 

conclusion. As one interviewee observed: “The TA helped us build a structure that simply 

didn’t exist before.” Several respondents noted that these platforms improved institutional 

coherence, reduced duplication, and strengthened national capacity to plan and oversee 

technology deployment. 

288. Interviewees also emphasized that CTCN support helps shift national planning 

cultures toward evidence‑based decision‑making. Respondents described cases where 

ministries began using tools, models, or methodologies introduced through the TA as 

standard practice in their planning processes. One participant explained: “The TA changed 

how we think about planning, now decisions are grounded in real data.” This shift was seen 

as a critical systemic contribution, especially in countries with historically limited analytical 

capacity. 

289. Another major systemic contribution identified across interviews was the 

strengthening of national technology ecosystems. Stakeholders reported that CTCN TAs 

often bring research institutions, private‑sector actors, and government agencies into more 

regular collaboration. These relationships, once established, tend to persist beyond the TA 

and were described as early building blocks of innovation and deployment ecosystems. As 

one interviewee noted: “It planted the seeds of an ecosystem, now those actors talk to each 

other without any external push.” 

290. Interviewees also highlighted that CTCN support helps countries articulate long‑term 

technology visions, often through strategy development, roadmaps, or enabling‑environment 

reforms. Respondents explained that these outputs help governments clarify priorities, 

structure investment plans, and communicate more effectively with donors. One participant 

summarized this as: “Before the TA we had fragmented ideas, now we have a direction.” In 

several cases, stakeholders noted that these visions influenced national development plans or 

sector strategies, thereby extending impact beyond the immediate TA scope. 

291. Despite these positive systemic contributions, interviewees also identified several 

constraints. The most central limitation is the lack of sustained follow‑on financing, which 

prevents systemic shifts from maturing. Respondents stressed that without resources to 

implement priority actions or maintain newly created structures, momentum often slows. As 

one interviewee put it: “The TA starts the shift, but it needs fuel to keep going.” 

292. Institutional instability was also cited as a barrier. High staff turnover, political 

transitions, and shifting ministerial mandates can erode emerging systemic changes. 

Interviewees noted: “If the people change, the system often resets,” particularly in 

low‑capacity environments where institutional memory is fragile. 

293. Another constraint is the partial integration of TAs into larger national or donor 

programmes. While some TAs fit seamlessly into broader initiatives, others remain isolated, 

limiting their ability to influence systemic trajectories. Respondents stressed that systemic 

impact is strongest when TAs are embedded in ongoing reform processes, investment 

pipelines, or major programmes led by development banks or climate funds. 

294. Interviewees additionally pointed to the limited duration and scope of TAs as 

structural constraints. Systemic change requires iterative engagement, reinforced cycles, and 

follow‑up technical support, elements that exceed the CTCN’s current mandate and budget 

envelope. 

295. Overall, interview evidence shows that CTCN TAs contribute to systemic change by 

strengthening governance structures, creating collaboration platforms, improving planning 

cultures, shaping long‑term strategies, and enabling early ecosystem formation. However, 

limitations in financing, institutional continuity, and integration into larger programmes 

constrain the depth and pace of systemic transformation. Stakeholders emphasised that the 
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CTCN’s systemic contributions are real and meaningful, but inherently foundational rather 

than transformational, unless paired with sustained, downstream efforts. 

9 Could any other existing program / tool replace the CTCN effectively? What are the 

strengths and added value of the CTCN compared to other 

organizations/programmes? 

296. Interview evidence indicates that no existing programme, institution, or tool could 

replace the CTCN in a manner that fully preserves its mandate, operating model, and unique 

value proposition. While several organisations support climate technology deployment, 

interviewees consistently stressed that the CTCN occupies a niche that combines upstream 

technical assistance, neutrality, country‑driven processes, and UNFCCC legitimacy, an 

institutional configuration that others do not offer simultaneously. 

297. Across interviews, respondents emphasized that the CTCN’s strongest added value is 

its position within the UNFCCC Technology Mechanism. As one interviewee put it: “Only 

the CTCN has a mandate from Parties to support technology needs, others do not have that 

legitimacy.” This formal political anchoring ensures alignment with NDCs, LT‑LEDS, 

TNAs, and national priorities, while also providing a trusted entry point for governments. No 

other programme combines technical support with a governance link to COP/CMA decisions. 

298. Another widely cited strength is the CTCN’s country‑driven request system. 

Interviewees highlighted that this model ensures relevance and ownership in a way that 

donor‑driven programmes cannot replicate. As one stakeholder explained: “The CTCN starts 

where the country starts, not where the donor wants to go.” Respondents noted that while 

institutions like the World Bank, GCF, or regional development banks can provide substantial 

financing, they do not respond to country‑submitted technology requests at this scale or 

flexibility. 

299. Many interviewees also emphasized the CTCN’s unique ability to provide upstream, 

early‑stage support, including feasibility studies, regulatory assessments, modelling 

exercises, and enabling‑environment strengthening. This fills a critical gap in the 

climate‑finance architecture. One participant noted: “If the CTCN didn’t do this early‑stage 

work, nobody else would.” Development banks tend to focus on downstream investment, 

while research institutions lack the mandate or capacity to provide structured technical 

assistance to governments. 

300. Respondents further highlighted the value of the CTCN’s global Network of expertise, 

which provides access to a wide range of public, private, academic, and NGO organisations. 

Interviewees argued that while other entities have expert rosters, no offer a mechanism 

combining global breadth with the neutrality and legitimacy of a UN body. However, 

stakeholders noted that this asset is under‑utilised due to procurement bottlenecks and 

inconsistent mobilisation. 

301. Stakeholders also pointed to the CTCN’s role in providing neutral, trusted technical 

advice. Unlike donor‑funded programmes, which may prioritise specific technologies or 

suppliers, the CTCN was described as impartial. As one interviewee said: “Countries trust 

the CTCN because it has no hidden agenda.” This neutrality was seen as essential for contexts 

where technology choices have political or commercial sensitivities. 

302. However, interviewees also identified limitations that other organisations outperform 

the CTCN on. These include: 

(a) Financing: entities like the GCF, GEF, MDBs and bilateral donors offer far 

larger funding windows; 

(b) Long‑term implementation support: multilateral banks provide extended 

project cycles and large implementation teams; 

(c) Innovation acceleration: philanthropic actors and private‑sector accelerators 

operate faster and can invest in pilots and prototypes. 

303. Respondents stressed that these strengths do not replace the CTCN but complement 

it. Many highlighted the need for stronger linkages to these institutions to create a continuum 

from upstream TA to downstream financing. 
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304. Regarding the M&E framework, interview evidence shows that it has not adequately 

captured the CTCN’s added value relative to other institutions. Respondents noted that 

reporting focuses largely on activity counts and outputs rather than demonstrating how CTCN 

fills system gaps or provides comparative advantage. As one interviewee put it: “The M&E 

system does not tell the story of why the CTCN is unique.” 

305. Interviewees identified the following M&E gaps: 

(a) Lack of indicators showing how the CTCN complements other 

climate‑technology programmes; 

(b) No metrics for neutrality, country‑driven processes, or UNFCCC alignment; 

(c) Limited documentation of cases where CTCN support unlocked downstream 

finance; 

(d) Minimal ex‑post evaluation capturing long‑term or systemic contributions. 

306. Overall, interview evidence demonstrates that while several institutions support 

climate technology development, none can replace the CTCN’s combination of UNFCCC 

mandate, neutrality, country‑driven model, early‑stage focus, and global network. 

Strengthening the M&E system to capture these comparative advantages was widely 

identified as essential for demonstrating the CTCN’s unique role in the global technology 

ecosystem. 

10 To what extent and how has the CTCN incorporated lessons learned and best 

practices gained from previous work to enhance the impact and sustainability of its 

results? 

307. Interview evidence indicates that the CTCN has incorporated lessons learned and best 

practices from its previous work, but the extent and consistency of this integration vary 

significantly across thematic areas, institutional processes, and country contexts. 

Stakeholders repeatedly noted that while the CTCN has made visible progress in several 

domains, particularly in strengthening NDE engagement, improving request quality, 

enhancing collaboration with the TEC, and clarifying elements of the PoW, the uptake of 

lessons remains uneven and often constrained by resources, staffing, and systemic barriers. 

308. Across interviews, respondents highlighted that one of the clearest examples of 

learning uptake is the CTCN’s improved approach to NDE capacity-building and request 

formulation. Interviewees observed that compared to earlier programme cycles, the 

Secretariat now provides more structured guidance, clearer templates, and targeted support 

for request development. As one participant stated: “The CTCN learned that weak requests 

lead to weak TAs, now the process is much more guided.” These improvements have 

strengthened TA relevance and alignment with national priorities. 

309. Another widely cited area of progress is stronger collaboration with the TEC. 

Respondents noted that lessons from previous coordination challenges led directly to the 

development of the joint TEC–CTCN Work Programme, which was repeatedly described as 

a major institutional improvement. Interviewees emphasised that this alignment reduces 

duplication, enhances strategic coherence, and increases the visibility of the Technology 

Mechanism as a whole. One interviewee commented: “The joint work programme shows that 

both arms finally learned how to work together.” 

310. Interviewees further highlighted improvements in resource mobilisation practices, 

noting that the CTCN took lessons from past fundraising constraints and created a dedicated 

resource mobilisation function, strengthened donor engagement, and improved 

communication materials. However, stakeholders stressed that while structures have 

improved, resource mobilisation results remain limited, largely due to systemic factors such 

as voluntary contributions and competition with other UN entities. 

311. Several respondents pointed to enhancements in knowledge management and 

dissemination, with the Secretariat developing more structured platforms and guidance 

materials. However, interviewees also noted that knowledge capture from past TAs is still 

not systematic enough, and that lessons are not consistently documented or shared across 

regions. 
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312. Despite these positive developments, interviewees identified several persistent gaps 

in the CTCN’s ability to fully internalise lessons and best practices: 

(a) Ex-post evaluation remains the biggest missed opportunity for learning. 

Respondents repeatedly emphasised that the absence of a systematic ex-post review process 

limits the CTCN’s ability to understand what works, under what conditions, and why. As one 

interviewee put it: “Without ex-post evaluation, lessons stay at the anecdotal level”; 

(b) Staff turnover and limited human resources reduce institutional learning. 

Stakeholders noted that when key staff members leave, institutional memory is lost, and 

lessons are not always integrated into standard procedures; 

(c) M&E frameworks have not kept pace with learning needs. Respondents 

highlighted that the current monitoring system focuses heavily on outputs rather than 

learning-oriented indicators that would facilitate adaptive management; 

(d) Learning is not consistently embedded in TA design. Several interviewees 

commented that while some TAs incorporate best practices from previous interventions, 

others repeat challenges such as insufficient stakeholder engagement, compressed timelines, 

or overly broad scopes; 

(e) Regionalisation and private-sector engagement reflect partial learning uptake. 

Although the CTCN has recognised the need for deeper regional presence and stronger links 

with the private sector, interviewees noted that progress remains slow and inconsistent. 

313. Many stakeholders emphasised that lessons learned have informed improvements to 

the Third PoW, including the introduction of system transformations, a stronger emphasis on 

innovation and enabling environments, and clearer articulation of strategic priorities. 

However, they noted that sustained integration of lessons will require more robust 

institutional mechanisms, updated M&E tools, and more stable funding. 

314. Overall, interview evidence suggests that the CTCN has incorporated lessons learned 

and best practices in meaningful ways, particularly in NDE engagement, collaboration with 

the TEC, resource mobilisation structures, and elements of the PoW. However, the depth and 

consistency of this integration remain limited by structural constraints, insufficient ex-post 

evaluation, limited staffing, and outdated M&E systems. Strengthening institutionalised 

learning processes was widely identified as essential for enhancing the long-term impact and 

sustainability of CTCN results. 
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