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 I. Introduction 

 A. Contexte et mandat 

1. Le mandat du Centre-Réseau des technologies climatiques (CRTC) prévoit qu’un 

examen indépendant du bon fonctionnement du Centre-réseau soit mené quatre ans après sa 

création, puis tous les quatre ans par la suite1. 

2. Le premier examen indépendant du CRTC a eu lieu en 20172. Conformément aux 

recommandations formulées dans le cadre de cet examen, la COP a décidé, à sa 

vingt-troisième session, de renouveler l’accord relatif à l’accueil du Centre des technologies 

climatiques pour une nouvelle période de quatre ans3. 

3. Le deuxième examen indépendant du CRTC a eu lieu en 20214. Les recommandations 

visant à améliorer le fonctionnement du CRTC ont tenu compte des conclusions et 

recommandations pertinentes formulées lors du premier examen indépendant5. 

Conformément aux recommandations formulées dans le cadre de cet examen, la COP a 

décidé, à sa vingt-sixième session, de renouveler l’accord relatif à l’accueil du CTC pour une 

période de cinq ans6. 

4. À sa vingt-sixième session, la COP a décidé d’aligner la périodicité de l’examen 

indépendant du bon fonctionnement du CRTC sur celle de l’évaluation périodique de 

l’efficacité et du caractère adéquat de l’appui fourni au Mécanisme technologique pour la 

mise en œuvre de l’Accord de Paris sur les questions ayant trait à la mise au point et au 

transfert de technologies ; ainsi, l’examen indépendant se déroulera tous les cinq ans au lieu 

de quatre jusqu’à ce que la Conférence des Parties examine les fonctions du Centre des 

technologies climatiques à sa trente et unième session et décide de prolonger ou non son 

mandat7.  

5. À sa vingt-sixième session, la COP a prié le secrétariat de faire procéder au troisième 

examen indépendant du bon fonctionnement du Centre-Réseau des technologies climatiques, 

afin qu’elle l’examine à sa trente et unième session, et d’organiser un dialogue à l’occasion 

de sa trente et unième session afin qu’elle examine les conclusions du troisième examen8. 

6. À sa vingt-neuvième session, la COP a décidé que, à sa trentième session, elle 

procéderait à un examen des fonctions du Centre des technologies climatiques et prendrait 

une décision quant à la prolongation ou non du mandat de celui-ci9. La COP, à sa trentième 

session, et la CMA, à sa septième session, ont adopté les fonctions révisées du Centre des 

technologies climatiques10. 

7. À l’issue d’une procédure de passation de marchés conforme à la réglementation de 

l’Organisation des Nations Unies, le secrétariat a sélectionné Ernst & Young AG (ci-après 

dénommé « le consultant ») pour mener le troisième examen indépendant du bon 

fonctionnement du CRTC. 

 B. Mesures que pourrait prendre la Conférence des Parties 

8. La Conférence des Parties sera invitée à examiner les conclusions et recommandations 

formulées dans le cadre du troisième examen indépendant sur le bon fonctionnement du 

  

 1 Décision 2/CP.17, annexe VII, par. 20. 

 2 Voir document FCCC/CP/2017/3. 

 3 Décision 14/CP.23, par. 5. 

 4 Voir document FCCC/CP/2021/3. 

 5 En application de la décision 14/CP.23, par. 10. 

 6 Décision 11/CP.26, par. 9. 

 7 Décision 11/CP.26, par. 22.  

 8 Décision 11/CP.26, par. 24 et 25.  

 9 Décision 10/CP.29, par. 3. 

 10 Décisions 10/CP.30, par. 2, et 17/CMA.7, par. 4.  

https://unfccc.int/documents/7109
https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/CP/2017/3
https://unfccc.int/documents/65127
https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/CP/2021/3
https://unfccc.int/documents/65127
https://unfccc.int/documents/460954
https://unfccc.int/documents/460954
https://unfccc.int/documents/460954
https://unfccc.int/documents/644941
https://unfccc.int/documents/655276
https://unfccc.int/documents/655273
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CRTC et à définir les mesures appropriées pour y donner suite en vue d’améliorer le 

fonctionnement du CRTC. 

 II. Méthodologie  

 A. Champ d’application de l’examen 

9. Le troisième examen indépendant du bon fonctionnement du CRTC comprenait une 

analyse de l’organisation, de la gouvernance, des activités et des services du CRTC, tels 

qu’ils avaient été définis lors de sa création et tels qu’ils ont évolué depuis lors, pour ce qui 

est tant de la manière dont le CRTC a donné suite aux orientations de la COP et de la CMA 

que de son positionnement par rapport aux politiques internationales liées au climat, aux 

besoins des pays en développement et à la situation macroéconomique mondiale.  

10. Pour définir le champ d’application de l’examen et formuler les conclusions qui en 

découleront, toutes les activités menées par le CRTC, y compris celles liées à l’application 

de l’Accord de Paris, ont été prises en considération11. Les décisions de la COP et de la CMA 

relatives au CRTC ont été analysées afin de déterminer dans quelle mesure elles ont été prises 

en compte lors de l’élaboration du troisième programme de travail (pour la période 

2023-2027) du CRTC12, et dans quelle mesure les activités du CRTC ont contribué à un 

changement transformateur en matière de développement et de transfert de technologies, 

comme le prévoit l’Accord de Paris. Les liens entre le CRTC, qui fait partie du Mécanisme 

technologique, et le Mécanisme financier ont également été analysés.  

11. Le troisième examen porte sur les opérations et les activités menées par le CRTC du 

1er janvier 2021 au 31 décembre 2025. Les incidences des activités du CRTC menées avant 

2021 sont également prises en considération. L’examen porte sur les activités du CRTC 

prévues dans ses deuxième13 et troisième programmes de travail. 

12. Le champ d’application du troisième examen indépendant est global (voir l’annexe II 

pour les questions relatives à l’évaluation). 

 B. Plan de travail 

13. Le consultant a structuré ce troisième examen indépendant en trois phases : 

lancement, collecte et analyse des données, et examen. La collecte et l’analyse des données 

étaient articulées en trois activités : 

a) Une analyse des publications axée sur la stratégie, la gouvernance, les 

opérations, les services et les résultats des activités menées dans le cadre du CRTC, portant 

à la fois sur les documents internes du CRCT et sur ses publications externes (voir 

l’annexe III pour la liste des documents examinés) ; 

b) Des entretiens avec 22 parties prenantes (voir l’annexe IV pour la liste des 

personnes interrogées), visant à recueillir des retours qualitatifs sur le fonctionnement du 

CRTC, ainsi que sur les défis et les possibilités d’amélioration qui y sont liés ; 

c) Une enquête en ligne, destinée aux entités nationales désignées, aux membres 

et aux bénéficiaires du Réseau14, visant à recueillir des informations sur les opérations et les 

réalisations du CRTC ; à évaluer la pertinence, l’efficacité et l’efficience des activités du 

CRTC ; à recenser les besoins des parties prenantes ; et à recueillir des commentaires sur les 

domaines dans lesquels l’efficacité du CRTC pourrait être améliorée (voir l’annexe V pour 

plus de détails sur la méthode sous-tendant l’enquête et l’annexe VII, chap. II, pour les 

résultats). 

  

 11 En application de l’article 10, par. 3, de l’Accord. 

 12 Disponible à l’adresse suivante : https://pow.ctc-n.org/programme.html. 

 13 Le deuxième programme de travail du CRTC (pour la période 2019-2022) est disponible à l’adresse 

suivante : https://www.ctc-n.org/sites/www.ctc-n.org/files/ctcn_programme_of_work_2019-2022.pdf. 

 14 Institutions et organisations locales ayant bénéficié de l’assistance technique du CRTC. 

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
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14. Les travaux ont été réalisés entre septembre 2025 et août 2026. 

 III. Conclusions de l’examen 

15. Les principales conclusions du troisième examen indépendant du bon fonctionnement 

du CRTC, présentées dans ce chapitre, proviennent des sources de données mentionnées au 

paragraphe 13 ci-dessus. Ces conclusions reposent sur l’examen détaillé du fonctionnement 

du CRTC présenté à l’annexe VII et reflètent l’avis professionnel du consultant.  

 A. Pertinence 

16. Troisième programme de travail : Le troisième programme de travail du CRTC 

marque un changement substantiel, passant d’une approche générale axée sur les activités 

qui caractérisait le programme de travail précédent à une approche fondée sur les 

programmes visant à soutenir les pays en matière de développement et de transfert de 

technologies, conformément au mandat du CRTC (voir l’annexe VI). Il est intégré dans le 

programme de travail conjoint du Mécanisme technologique pour 2023-2027. Il présente cinq 

axes thématiques de transformation des systèmes, étayés par deux leviers technologiques : la 

transition numérique et les systèmes nationaux d’innovation. Cette refonte tient compte des 

enseignements tirés des deux premiers programmes de travail, notamment la nécessité d’un 

objectif stratégique mieux défini pour les activités du CRTC, d’indicateurs plus ciblés pour 

mesurer les incidences de ses activités, de modalités d’assistance technique rationalisées et 

de critères de hiérarchisation plus rigoureux. De nombreuses parties prenantes ont estimé que 

le champ d’application plus restreint permettrait à l’assistance technique du CRTC d’avoir 

une plus grande incidence, mais certaines ont fait remarquer qu’il risquait de limiter les 

possibilités de mise en œuvre de cette assistance et son adaptation aux besoins spécifiques 

des pays. Toutefois, quelques organismes de financement ont estimé que le champ d’action 

restait trop large, ce qui rendait flou l’objectif stratégique du CRTC. L’élaboration du 

programme de travail s’est appuyée sur une collecte d’informations approfondie 

(conformément à la recommandation no 6 du deuxième examen indépendant), laquelle a été 

menée dans le cadre de consultations avec le Conseil consultatif du CRTC, les entités 

nationales désignées, les bailleurs de fonds, les entités des Nations Unies, notamment la 

Convention-cadre sur les changements climatiques, ainsi que les membres du Réseau. Les 

besoins des entités nationales désignées, y compris les besoins récurrents, ont été déterminés 

à partir des informations recueillies dans le cadre des enquêtes menées par le Comité exécutif 

de la technologie et le CRTC et lors des forums consacrés aux entités nationales désignées. 

Une estimation des besoins de financement en a été tirée pour différents scénarios, allant du 

statu quo à une meilleure exécution des activités du CRTC. La fiabilité du processus 

d’évaluation des besoins a été reconnue par les personnes interrogées dans le cadre du 

troisième examen indépendant, même si certaines d’entre elles n’avaient qu’une 

connaissance limitée des détails du programme de travail et ont souligné l’absence d’une 

plateforme permettant aux entités nationales désignées de faire part régulièrement de leurs 

observations, en dehors des enquêtes menées par le Comité exécutif de la technologie et le 

CRTC. 

17. Recommandations issues des examens précédents : Les recommandations 

formulées à l’issue des premier et deuxième examens indépendants ont été progressivement 

mises en œuvre par le CRTC, mais certaines davantage que d’autres, en raison de ressources 

financières et humaines limitées. Bien que la plupart des personnes interrogées n’aient pas 

eu une connaissance approfondie des travaux menés pour mettre en œuvre ces 

recommandations, certaines estimaient que celles-ci avaient été mises en œuvre et avaient 

permis d’apporter des améliorations (voir annexe VII, fig. 13, 26 et 41). Les personnes 

interrogées ont fait état de progrès dans la mise en œuvre de certaines recommandations, tout 

en signalant des blocages pour d’autres. Les mesures visant la mobilisation de ressources 

(conformément à la recommandation no 1 du deuxième examen) se sont intensifiées, et le 

renforcement des capacités des entités nationales désignées a été étendu (recommandation 

no 5), même si le personnel du CRTC et les membres du Conseil consultatif ont souligné que 

les résultats concrets restaient limités. La recommandation no 2 formulée lors du deuxième 
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examen a conduit à l’élaboration d’un formulaire d’évaluation a posteriori des effets de 

l’assistance technique, qui a été présenté à la vingt-troisième réunion du Conseil consultatif 

du CRTC en avril 2024 et testé en 2025. Cependant, cette recommandation n’a pu être mise 

en œuvre dans sa totalité faute de ressources financières et humaines suffisantes et en raison 

des mouvements de personnel et de la difficulté à évaluer les résultats de l’assistance 

technique. Selon la recommandation no 3 formulée lors du deuxième examen, il convenait 

d’améliorer la communication entre l’hôte et le secrétariat du Centre des technologies 

climatiques, mais les avis étaient partagés quant à savoir si cet objectif avait été atteint à la 

suite du transfert de la gestion complète du CRTC au PNUE. Des membres du personnel du 

CRTC ont souligné que la coordination s’était améliorée grâce à une hausse de la fréquence 

des réunions et du nombre de manifestations organisées conjointement par le CRTC et le 

PNUE. Certaines parties prenantes ont souligné que le renforcement des flux d’information 

entre l’hôte et le secrétariat du Centre des technologies climatiques garantissait le bon 

fonctionnement du CRTC. De plus amples informations concernant les mesures prises par le 

CRTC en réponse aux recommandations formulées lors du deuxième examen sont présentées 

à l’annexe I. 

18. Suite donnée aux orientations formulées par la COP et la CMA et alignement du 

CRTC sur l’Accord de Paris : Les changements intervenus entre le deuxième et le troisième 

programme de travail du CRTC ont été guidés par les mandats donnés par la COP et la CMA 

visant à renforcer le Mécanisme technologique, à consolider les liens et la collaboration entre 

le Comité exécutif de la technologie et les fonds relatifs au climat concourant à l’application 

de la Convention et de l’Accord de Paris, à améliorer le suivi et l’évaluation des effets de ses 

activités, à renforcer la prise en compte des questions de genre et à soutenir la mobilisation 

des entités nationales désignées, notamment par la fourniture d’un appui technique et 

logistique à toutes ces fins. Certaines personnes interrogées ont confirmé que la théorie du 

changement, les piliers de la transformation des systèmes et les critères de hiérarchisation 

des demandes d’assistance technique qui sous-tendent le troisième programme de travail 

s’inspiraient directement des orientations de la COP et de la CMA. Elles ont également 

confirmé que la collaboration entre le Comité exécutif de la technologie et le CRTC s’était 

renforcée grâce au programme de travail conjoint du Mécanisme technologique et au partage 

coordonné des connaissances. Cependant, d’autres personnes interrogées ont souligné qu’il 

convenait de mieux coordonner les activités de ces deux organes constitués, notamment pour 

mettre en œuvre les orientations données par la COP concernant les approches relatives à la 

mise en œuvre et pour renforcer les liens entre le Mécanisme technologique et le Mécanisme 

financier. En ce qui concerne la suite donnée aux orientations dans son ensemble, les 

personnes interrogées ont souligné que les contraintes en matière, entre autres, de ressources 

humaines, qui peuvent résulter du fait que la COP et le Conseil consultatif du CRTC 

demandent au CRTC d’en faire davantage sans ressources supplémentaires, limitent la 

capacité de celui-ci à réagir rapidement aux nouvelles priorités. 

19. Besoins des Parties : Dans une large mesure, les interventions du CRTC ont été 

considérées comme très adaptées aux besoins des pays, même s’il a été relevé que, dans 

certains cas, les retards survenus après le dépôt des demandes ont fait que ces interventions 

n’étaient plus d’actualité au moment de leur mise en œuvre. L’approche de l’assistance 

technique axée sur les pays permet de garantir que celle-ci répond aux priorités nationales 

définies dans les évaluations des besoins technologiques et les contributions déterminées au 

niveau national (CDN) et, à plus grande échelle, sur les stratégies nationales relatives aux 

changements climatiques. Les résultats de l’enquête confirment que les activités du CRTC 

s’inscrivent pour l’essentiel dans le droit fil des plans et priorités nationaux définis, par 

exemple, dans les évaluations des besoins technologiques et les contributions déterminées au 

niveau national. Les personnes interrogées ont souligné que la flexibilité et la réactivité du 

CRTC en font un outil particulièrement adapté pour répondre aux besoins technologiques 

variés des pays en développement, en particulier des pays les moins avancés. Les retours 

issus des entretiens et de l’enquête montrent que l’assistance technique est généralement 

perçue comme pertinente, même si certains commentaires qualifient l’orientation thématique 

du troisième programme de travail d’approche « descendante », qui entraverait la capacité du 

CRTC à répondre à des besoins particuliers. Le Conseil consultatif du CRTC a révisé les 

critères de hiérarchisation des demandes d’assistance technique en 2024. Ces critères ont 

encore restreint les types de demandes que les pays peuvent présenter, mais ils soulignent 
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toutefois que les demandes doivent apporter des avantages évidents au pays demandeur et 

s’inscrire dans le cadre des politiques et plans d’action nationaux15. La collaboration avec les 

entités nationales désignées est essentielle pour que le CRTC puisse s’assurer que ses 

activités répondent aux besoins des pays. En 2025, le CRTC a fourni, à leur demande, une 

assistance technique de suivi aux entités nationales désignées pour les projets qui avaient pris 

fin. Par ailleurs, il a mis au point des modalités permettant aux entités nationales désignées 

de bénéficier d’un soutien logistique pour collaborer avec les acteurs nationaux afin de 

recenser des possibilités de projets ou d’assurer le suivi des projets après leur mise en œuvre : 

à la fin de l’année 2025, le CRTC avait reçu trois demandes de soutien logistique et 

15 manifestations d’intérêt concernant ce soutien16. Les participants à l’enquête ont évalué la 

pertinence de l’assistance technique par rapport aux besoins des pays à 3,2 en moyenne, sur 

une échelle allant de 1 (faible) à 4 (élevée). Les notes de pertinence individuelles plus faibles 

s’expliquaient par un budget limité, une implication insuffisante des partenaires locaux, un 

décalage entre les attentes des bénéficiaires et celles des membres du réseau fournissant 

l’assistance technique, ainsi qu’une priorité accordée aux travaux à distance plutôt qu’aux 

travaux sur le terrain. 

20. Cohérence entre les travaux du CRTC et ceux du Comité exécutif de la 

technologie : Les activités du CRTC ont été globalement compatibles avec celles du Comité 

exécutif de la technologie, principalement grâce à la mise en œuvre du premier programme 

de travail conjoint du Mécanisme technologique. Le CRTC a collaboré avec le Comité 

exécutif de la technologie dans plusieurs domaines : objectifs communs et stratégie 

commune, coordination des rapports annuels, participation à des événements et à des groupes 

d’activité du Comité exécutif ouverts à tous, ainsi qu’élaboration conjointe de produits de 

connaissance partagés et d’initiatives (l’initiative du Mécanisme technologique sur 

l’intelligence artificielle au service de l’action climatique17, etc.). Il a fait la promotion de la 

liste d’experts des questions de genre et des technologies climatiques du Mécanisme 

technologique, en encourageant les entités nationales désignées à faire appel aux experts 

figurant sur cette liste18. Cet engagement témoigne d’une coordination renforcée entre les 

orientations stratégiques du Comité exécutif de la technologie et le rôle de mise en œuvre du 

CRTC. L’examen fait état d’une forte cohérence tant au niveau stratégique que dans le 

domaine des rapports. Cependant, cette harmonisation était moins perceptible en ce qui 

concerne la mise en œuvre intégrée de l’assistance technique et d’autres activités, la 

cohérence et les approches communes de mise en œuvre. Dans certains domaines, les progrès 

réalisés dans le cadre de la collaboration entre le Comité exécutif de la technologie et le 

CRTC ont été moins importants que prévu, notamment en ce qui concerne l’élaboration 

conjointe d’un cadre intégré de suivi et d’évaluation, comme le suggérait la recommandation 

no 3 formulée lors de la première évaluation périodique du Mécanisme technologique19. 

21. Complémentarité avec le Mécanisme financier : Les activités du CRTC cadraient 

avec celles menées au titre du Mécanisme financier, présentant de fortes complémentarités 

avec les activités du Fonds vert pour le climat, du Fonds pour l’environnement mondial et du 

Fonds pour l’adaptation, mais l’efficacité de la collaboration pouvant encore être renforcée. 

La coopération entre le CRTC et les entités fonctionnelles du Mécanisme financier reste 

sporadique. Elle se heurte à des divergences concernant les modalités opérationnelles et les 

délais d’octroi de l’aide aux pays en développement, ainsi qu’à une collaboration insuffisante 

entre les entités nationales désignées, les autorités nationales désignées et les autres centres 

de liaison concernés, ce qui limite la coordination systématique. Les personnes interrogées 

ont souligné les difficultés persistantes rencontrées pour renforcer les liens entre le 

Mécanisme technologique et le Mécanisme financier, notamment la visibilité insuffisante des 

activités du CRTC au niveau national et le manque de collaboration structurée entre le CRTC 

et les organismes de financement. Il s’est avéré difficile d’aligner les résultats de l’assistance 

technique du CRTC sur les critères du Fonds vert pour le climat et du Fonds pour 

l’environnement mondial pour ce qui est de la transposition à plus grande échelle des projets, 

  

 15 Voir le document AB/2023/22/23 du Conseil consultatif du CRTC. 

 16 Voir document FCCC/SB/2025/6, par. 84. 

 17 Voir https://unfccc.int/ttclear/artificial_intelligence.  

 18 Voir document FCCC/SB/2024/3, par. 72. 

 19 Voir document FCCC/SBI/2022/13, par. 71. 

https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/SB/2025/6
https://unfccc.int/ttclear/artificial_intelligence
https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/SB/2024/3
https://unfccc.int/documents/611561
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en raison de l’évolution des priorités stratégiques des entités fonctionnelles. En conséquence, 

la collaboration entre le CRTC et les entités fonctionnelles n’a pas donné lieu au financement 

d’un grand nombre de projets à plus grande échelle (malgré des exemples tels que le 

mécanisme de financement de la préparation des projets du Fonds vert pour le climat 

concernant un projet de banque commerciale au Kenya et les projets financés par le Fonds 

pour l’environnement mondial en République-Unie de Tanzanie et en Ouganda, qui 

s’appuyaient sur les priorités définies dans le cadre de l’évaluation des besoins 

technologiques)20. Les Parties ont demandé à maintes reprises que le CRTC renforce sa 

collaboration avec le Fonds vert pour le climat, notamment en ce qui concerne son 

Programme d’appui à la planification et aux activités préparatoires ainsi que son mécanisme 

de financement de la préparation des projets ; dans ce contexte, la COP, à sa vingt-septième 

session, a encouragé le CRTC à rendre compte chaque année de l’utilisation de ce 

mécanisme21. Ces dernières années, le Fonds vert pour le climat a participé à des forums des 

entités nationales désignées et a invité le CRTC à ses dialogues régionaux. En ce qui concerne 

le Fonds pour l’environnement mondial, le CRTC et le Fonds ont également participé à 

plusieurs événements organisés par eux, notamment à des forums régionaux à l’intention des 

entités nationales désignées. Entre 2020 et 2025, l’AFCIA, programme du Fonds pour 

l’adaptation dont le CRTC est l’un des partenaires d’exécution, a soutenu 25 projets pilotes 

d’assistance technique portant sur des solutions d’adaptation innovantes dans 23 pays et a 

débloqué 17 millions de dollars É.-U. pour renforcer les initiatives d’adaptation en facilitant 

l’accès aux ressources du Fonds pour l’adaptation pour de nombreux innovateurs. Cependant, 

d’autres initiatives impliquant le CRTC, telles que les partenariats avec des banques 

régionales de développement dans le cadre du programme stratégique de Poznan sur le 

transfert de technologies, financé par le Fonds pour l’environnement mondial22, n’ont donné 

lieu qu’à une coopération limitée.  

 B. Efficacité 

22. Assistance technique : En règle générale, le CRTC s’est montré efficace dans la 

fourniture d’une assistance technique et a su remplir les fonctions qui lui avaient été confiées 

au titre du Mécanisme technologique. Les données issues des publications et des entretiens 

indiquent que le CRTC a soutenu un large éventail de projets d’assistance technique 

s’inscrivant dans le cadre de ses missions, notamment des projets liés à l’élaboration de 

politiques, au renforcement institutionnel et à la création d’environnements propices au 

déploiement des technologies climatiques. Les personnes interrogées ont souligné que les 

interventions du CRTC répondaient souvent aux priorités définies par les pays et 

contribuaient à renforcer les cadres nationaux en matière de développement et de déploiement 

des technologies climatiques. En 2021, 48 % des demandes d’assistance technique visaient à 

soutenir des objectifs d’atténuation, 29 % des objectifs d’adaptation et 23 % une combinaison 

d’objectifs d’adaptation et d’atténuation23. En 2025, 42,5 % des demandes d’assistance 

technique visaient des objectifs d’adaptation et 42,5 % une combinaison d’objectifs 

d’atténuation et d’adaptation, ce qui montre que le CRTC a réorienté ses priorités vers 

l’adaptation24. Les parties prenantes ont estimé que la rapidité de mise en œuvre de 

l’assistance technique était inégale, les retards étant attribués à des contraintes liées aux 

marchés publics, à des pénuries de personnel et à des changements à la tête du CRTC. Malgré 

ces difficultés, les personnes interrogées ont souligné que l’assistance technique fournie par 

le CRTC était globalement efficace, ce que confirment les résultats de l’enquête : le niveau 

de satisfaction moyen à l’égard de l’assistance technique s’élève à 3,2 sur une échelle allant 

de 1 (faible) à 4 (élevé), tant pour les entités nationales désignées que pour les bénéficiaires 

(voir annexe VII, fig. 6 et 36). Les approches axées sur les programmes appliquées à la 

fourniture d’une assistance technique, telles que celles mises en œuvre dans le cadre de 

  

 20 Les informations relatives aux projets et les statistiques sur les activités du CRTC figurent dans ses 

plans opérationnels pour la période 2021-2025 et dans d’autres rapports annuels ; Voir l’annexe III 

pour les liens vers les documents sources. 

 21 Décision 18/CP.27, par. 25.  

 22 Voir les documents FCCC/SBI/2022/INF.13 et FCCC/SBI/2026/9. 

 23 Voir document FCCC/SB/2021/5, par. 75. 

 24 Voir document FCCC/SB/2025/6. 

https://unfccc.int/documents/626563
https://unfccc.int/documents/618723
https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/SBI/2026/9
https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/SB/2021/5
https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/SB/2025/6
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l’AFCIA et de la nouvelle modalité d’assistance multinationale du CRTC, ont également été 

perçues favorablement par la majorité des entités nationales désignées (63 % ; voir 

annexe VII, fig. 9). Une analyse du portefeuille de projets d’assistance technique du CRTC 

est présentée à l’annexe VII (tableau 1). 

23. Renforcement des capacités : Plusieurs activités de renforcement des capacités ont 

été menées à bien par le CRTC, notamment les forums régionaux des entités nationales 

désignées, qui continuent de se tenir chaque année et auxquels participent de nombreuses 

entités nationales désignées. En 2025, quatre forums régionaux des entités nationales 

désignées ont été organisés, réunissant au total environ 150 participants25. Par ailleurs, les 

projets d’assistance technique comportent souvent des volets consacrés au renforcement des 

capacités ; Par exemple, certains projets d’assistance technique visent à créer des 

environnements propices (25 % de l’ensemble des projets d’assistance technique en 2024 ; 

21 % en 202526 ), ce qui signifie qu’ils aident les pays à élaborer des politiques, des stratégies, 

des plans, des lois, des accords et des réglementations : 22 ont été élaborés en 2023, 21 en 

2024 et 68 en 2025, alors que l’objectif était de 10 par an27.  

24. Partage des connaissances : Les activités de partage des connaissances du CRTC se 

sont améliorées grâce à l’organisation d’événements ayant pour objectif spécifique de 

partager les connaissances avec les parties prenantes et d’adapter les produits de connaissance 

aux besoins de celles-ci. Les membres du Réseau ainsi que le Bureau de partenariat et de 

liaison du CRTC ont pris part à ces activités. Les questions de l’enquête portant sur les 

résultats des activités du CRTC (sur la base du troisième programme de travail) montrent que 

les activités de partage des connaissances sont globalement perçues de manière positive.  

25. Collaboration entre les entités nationales désignées : Le succès des efforts déployés 

par le CRTC pour promouvoir la collaboration entre les entités nationales désignées des pays 

en développement et renforcer leurs capacités a été partiel. Les résultats de l’enquête 

montrent que les entités nationales désignées considèrent que le renforcement de la 

collaboration avec les entités nationales désignées et le soutien au développement de leurs 

capacités constituent la recommandation issue du deuxième examen indépendant 

(recommandation no 5) à laquelle il a été le plus clairement donné suite. Les forums régionaux 

des entités nationales désignées, les sessions de formation thématique et les initiatives 

d’assistance technique multinationale ont élargi les possibilités d’échanges entre pairs et 

donné lieu à une première série d’exemples d’apprentissage entre pairs. Cependant, 

l’assistance technique multinationale reste rare dans le cadre des activités du CRTC (2 projets 

d’assistance technique sur 147 menés à bien au cours de la période considérée − 1 en 2022 

dans la région Amérique latine et Caraïbes et 1 en 2025 en Afrique28) et 38 % des personnes 

interrogées dans le cadre de l’enquête ne considéraient pas ce type d’assistance comme plus 

efficace que l’assistance technique à un seul pays. Cette tendance se reflète dans la demande 

d’assistance technique multinationale, puisque seules deux demandes ont été formulées entre 

2021 et 202429. La participation à l’assistance technique reste inégale entre les régions et au 

sein même de celles-ci, et plusieurs entités nationales désignées ont fait état de difficultés 

persistantes pour ce qui est de mobiliser les parties prenantes afin de formuler des demandes 

de haute qualité et d’assurer un suivi après la mise en œuvre. Les personnes interrogées ont 

reconnu que le CRTC avait renforcé son soutien aux entités nationales désignées, notamment 

en mettant en place un nouveau dispositif d’appui logistique, mais elles ont souligné qu’un 

renforcement des capacités structuré et durable serait nécessaire pour garantir que les entités 

nationales désignées disposent de capacités suffisantes à long terme. Elles ont également 

souligné qu’il convenait de mettre en place un mécanisme bien défini pour aider les entités 

nationales désignées à assurer la coordination avec les entités nationales concernées. Selon 

certains membres du Conseil consultatif du CRTC et des entités nationales désignées 

interrogés, la collaboration entre les entités nationales désignées des Parties visées à 

l’annexe I de la Convention et celles des Parties non visées à l’annexe I de la Convention 

  

 25 Voir le document AB/2025/26/7.1 du Conseil consultatif du CRTC. 

 26 Voir document FCCC/SB/2025/6. 

 27 Voir supra, note 20. 

 28 Voir supra, note 20.  

 29 Voir supra, note 20. 

https://docs.un.org/fr/FCCC/SB/2025/6
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reste limitée, et le partage des connaissances entre ces deux groupes pourrait être davantage 

facilité. 

26. Mobilisation au sein du Réseau : Une certaine amélioration a été constatée 

concernant la mobilisation du CRTC auprès des membres du Réseau (conformément à la 

recommandation no 4 du deuxième examen indépendant), même si les liens entre les 

membres du Réseau et les efforts de création de partenariats restent limités. L’intensification 

des activités visant à renforcer la mobilisation au sein du Réseau a entraîné une augmentation 

du nombre de ses membres, de 7 % en 2024 et de 8 % en 2025. Toutefois, les personnes 

interrogées ont fait remarquer que l’augmentation de la taille du Réseau n’impliquait pas 

toujours de meilleures connaissances spécialisées ou un soutien de meilleure qualité. Bien 

que le Réseau offre une large couverture thématique et géographique grâce à son vaste vivier 

d’experts indépendants et d’organisations partenaires, la participation aux missions 

d’assistance technique reste inégale d’un point de vue géographique, de nombreux membres 

ne participant pas aux appels d’offres pour ces missions. Bien que les réponses à l’enquête 

montrent que la plupart des membres adhèrent au Réseau pour bénéficier d’appels d’offres 

et d’opportunités de mise en réseau, seuls 29 % des personnes interrogées ont déclaré avoir 

conclu des partenariats avec des entités nationales désignées à la suite de cette adhésion. En 

2025, les membres du Réseau ont collaboré avec 15 organisations internationales, entités du 

secteur privé, établissements universitaires, organisations de la société civile et autres 

membres du Réseau dans le cadre des activités du CRTC, notamment en organisant des 

ateliers de formation et en élaborant des supports de connaissances (contre 29 collaborations 

en 2024)30. Le CRTC a élaboré une stratégie de mobilisation au sein du Réseau31, nommé un 

spécialiste de la mobilisation et du renforcement des capacités du Réseau et élargi les 

possibilités d’appels d’offres pour les membres du Réseau, soit autant de mesures visant à 

renforcer la mise en relation, à accroître la visibilité du Réseau et à promouvoir une 

collaboration structurée entre ses membres. Cependant, bien que ces mesures constituent un 

progrès, la mise en œuvre de ces mécanismes est encore en cours. Les personnes interrogées 

ont souligné qu’il convenait de définir plus clairement les différents niveaux d’adhésion au 

Réseau et de mettre en place des mesures incitatives plus fortes pour encourager une 

collaboration active avec les autres membres du Réseau.  

27. Mise en relation dans le domaine des technologies climatiques : Les progrès 

réalisés pour renforcer le rôle du CRTC en tant qu’intermédiaire dans ce domaine 

(recommandation no 7 du deuxième examen indépendant) sont limités, mais perceptibles. Les 

membres du Réseau interrogés ont estimé que le CRTC avait mieux rempli son rôle de 

facilitateur en matière de technologies climatiques, la note moyenne étant de 3,2 sur une 

échelle allant de 1 (faible) à 4 (élevé). Les événements de mise en réseau à l’échelle mondiale 

organisés par le CRTC ont offert des occasions de mise en relation ; Par exemple, les 

rencontres sur le thème de la technologie volontaire organisées dans le cadre de la World 

Climate Industry Expo 2024 ont donné lieu à 23 occasions de mise en relation. Bien que le 

CRTC ait élargi le cercle de ses membres et mené des actions visant à renforcer les 

interactions entre les fournisseurs de technologies et les pays sollicitant une assistance 

technique, les personnes interrogées ont souligné que la mise en relation restait souvent à un 

stade précoce, se limitant généralement à des premières prises de contact sans que des pistes 

de financement ou de mise en œuvre soient concrétisées. Parmi les obstacles persistants à cet 

égard figurent les ressources humaines limitées au sein du CRTC et la faible visibilité de 

celui-ci au niveau national, ainsi que l’absence d’une stratégie concrète de mise en relation. 

Les personnes interrogées ont toutefois souligné que les efforts déployés par le CRTC, 

notamment pour renforcer la collaboration dans le cadre de l’AFCIA et mettre en place un 

dispositif d’assistance technique thématique multinationale, montraient qu’il pourrait jouer 

un rôle accru de mise en relation, à condition que des ressources supplémentaires soient 

mobilisées à cette fin.  

28. Suivi et évaluation : Des procédures de suivi et d’évaluation des incidences des 

activités du CRTC ont été mises en place, mais ne sont que partiellement appliquées. Le 

CRTC a mis à jour son cadre de suivi et d’évaluation, a affiné ses indicateurs de performance 

  

 30 Voir supra, note 20. 

 31 Voir le document AB/2025/26/16.2 du Conseil consultatif du CRTC. 



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

12 GE.26-11943 

et a testé un formulaire d’évaluation a posteriori des incidences. Par ailleurs, il a fait des 

progrès en matière de communication d’informations et de transparence, notamment en 

publiant chaque année un document détaillant la suite qu’il a donnée aux orientations 

formulées par les Parties, afin de faciliter le suivi de la mise en œuvre de son mandat. Les 

membres du Conseil consultatif du CRTC et les donateurs ont salué les progrès réalisés en 

matière de clarté des rapports, notamment la mise au point de tableaux de bord améliorés 

pour les indicateurs de performance. Toutefois, l’évaluation systématique a posteriori de 

l’assistance technique reste limitée. Les contraintes en matière de ressources, la rotation du 

personnel et la difficulté intrinsèque de l’évaluation des incidences à long terme de 

l’assistance technique en amont et des interventions visant à créer des environnements 

propices continuent d’entraver la réalisation d’une évaluation plus exhaustive.  

 C. Efficience 

29. Gouvernance : L’efficacité du CRTC, qui dépend des mécanismes de gouvernance, 

de la disponibilité des ressources, de la structure des effectifs et des processus opérationnels, 

s’est progressivement améliorée. Les entretiens et l’analyse des publications montrent que le 

passage d’une gestion conjointe du Centre des technologies climatiques par le PNUE et 

l’ONUDI à une gestion exclusive par le PNUE a entraîné à la fois des gains d’efficacité et 

des perturbations. Les personnes interrogées ont souligné que la consolidation des 

responsabilités en matière d’hébergement avait permis de clarifier davantage la hiérarchie 

institutionnelle et d’améliorer l’harmonisation des processus administratifs et opérationnels 

du secrétariat du Centre avec ceux du secrétariat de la Convention-cadre sur les changements 

climatiques. Toutefois, elles ont également relevé que les canaux de communication entre le 

PNUE et le secrétariat du Centre des technologies climatiques avaient parfois (par exemple 

en 2022-2023) manqué de clarté et que la communication par ces canaux avait parfois été 

trop lente. De plus, la collecte de fonds ainsi que les processus d’affectation des ressources 

et d’approbation des projets du PNUE étaient perçus comme plus longs et moins souples que 

sous l’égide des hôtes conjoints. Les lacunes persistantes en matière de capacités, notamment 

en ce qui concerne la gouvernance et les opérations, continuent de freiner l’efficience du 

CRTC dans son ensemble. Les personnes interrogées se sont déclarées globalement 

satisfaites de la structure et du fonctionnement du Conseil consultatif du CRTC, même si 

certaines ont fait remarquer que la taille de ce celui-ci, bien que conforme aux directives de 

la Convention-cadre sur les changements climatiques, était grande pour une petite entité telle 

que le CRTC, ce qui ralentissait le processus décisionnel. Certains membres du Conseil 

consultatif du CRTC issus de Parties non visées à l’annexe I de la Convention ont déclaré 

qu’ils souhaitaient bénéficier d’une meilleure représentation afin que leur voix soit entendue 

lors des réunions du Conseil. 

30. Financement : Le budget limité reste le principal défi auquel le CRTC est confronté, 

mais les ressources financières disponibles sont manifestement utilisées de manière efficace. 

Tous les rapports annuels du CRTC présentés à la COP au cours de la période considérée ont 

fait état d’un manque de ressources financières. Les parties prenantes ont systématiquement 

indiqué que les ressources disponibles étaient insuffisantes et imprévisibles. Le CRTC 

dépend fortement des contributions volontaires d’un nombre limité de Parties donatrices, or 

ces contributions devraient diminuer au cours des prochaines années. Les personnes 

interrogées ont souligné les difficultés rencontrées pour mobiliser des financements 

provenant du secteur privé et du secteur des organismes philanthropiques, difficultés qui 

s’expliquent en partie par des contraintes administratives et fiduciaires au sein du PNUE, et 

ont relevé la concurrence croissante dont font l’objet les financements relatifs au climat dans 

le contexte mondial. Le CRTC a pris des mesures pour diversifier ses sources de financement, 

mais il est difficile d’évaluer les résultats à long terme de ces efforts. La mise en œuvre de 

l’assistance technique dans plusieurs pays a souvent été citée comme une approche 

prometteuse pour optimiser les coûts et étendre la portée des résultats des projets, bien que 

son applicabilité varie d’une région à l’autre. Des informations détaillées sur le financement 

sont présentées à l’annexe VII (tableau 2). 
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31. Effectifs : Le manque de ressources humaines, d’experts internes et de présence locale 

a constitué un obstacle majeur à l’efficacité opérationnelle du CRTC. L’examen a révélé que 

le CRTC avait souvent souffert d’un manque d’effectifs, le taux de rotation du personnel 

étant élevé et les périodes de direction par intérim ayant été longues, ce qui a contribué à une 

capacité fluctuante qui a entravé la continuité du soutien et entraîné des interruptions et des 

changements dans la présence et les opérations à l’échelle régionale. Plusieurs personnes 

interrogées ont souligné la pression exercée sur le personnel, qui doit travailler avec des 

ressources minimales, tout en saluant l’engagement sans faille du personnel et des consultants 

du CRTC. Le passage à l’hébergement par le PNUE a entraîné la perte de certains profils 

techniques spécialisés qui étaient auparavant disponibles par l’intermédiaire de l’ONUDI, ce 

qui a eu des répercussions sur la mémoire institutionnelle et contribué à des changements 

dans la présence et les opérations régionales, notamment en Amérique latine ainsi qu’en Asie 

et dans le Pacifique. Parallèlement, la création du Bureau de partenariat et de liaison du 

CRTC à Songon (République de Corée) a offert une plateforme supplémentaire qui a permis 

de faciliter les partenariats, la recherche collaborative, le développement et la démonstration, 

la collaboration avec le Fonds vert pour le climat ainsi que le soutien au renforcement des 

capacités en Asie-Pacifique et au-delà. Par ailleurs, de nouveaux postes ont été créés au sein 

du CRTC en 2024-2025, notamment celui de spécialiste de la mobilisation des donateurs, 

des ressources et des partenariats, ainsi que celui de responsable mondial de l’adaptation. 

32. Entités nationales désignées : Les entités nationales désignées jouent un rôle 

essentiel dans la coordination de l’assistance technique du CRTC, et l’efficacité globale de 

celui-ci dépend fortement de leurs capacités et de leur visibilité. De nombreuses entités 

nationales désignées facilitent effectivement la formulation des demandes et assurent la 

coordination avec les entités nationales (décideurs, ministères, autorités nationales désignées, 

coordonnateurs du Fonds pour l’environnement mondial, etc.) pour la mise en œuvre des 

projets une fois ceux-ci approuvés, mais le niveau de soutien institutionnel dont ils 

bénéficient varie considérablement. Les personnes interrogées ont souligné les lacunes 

persistantes en matière de capacités, de ressources et de coordination au sein des entités 

nationales désignées, ce qui entrave la formulation de demandes de haute qualité, le suivi 

efficace après la prestation de l’assistance technique et la mobilisation de financements 

supplémentaires. Le CRTC a renforcé les capacités des entités nationales désignées grâce à 

des formations, des forums régionaux et des échanges entre pairs, mais un soutien durable 

est nécessaire pour garantir un engagement constant des entités nationales désignées dans 

toutes les régions. L’enquête a montré que la plupart des entités nationales désignées 

estimaient que leur rôle avait été clairement défini et qu’elles avaient conscience de leur 

mission ; pourtant, elles ont très majoritairement signalé que les ressources financières et 

matérielles dont elles disposent sont insuffisantes pour remplir ce rôle et cette mission, soit 

un constat semblable à celui de l’examen précédent.  

33. Processus internes : Les processus internes, les flux de communication et le cadre de 

suivi et d’évaluation du CRTC se sont progressivement améliorés, même si des difficultés 

systémiques persistent. Les mises à jour apportées aux outils de communication 

d’information, les améliorations apportées aux tableaux de bord des indicateurs de 

performance et les ajustements apportés à la structure des mécanismes de planification ont 

contribué à renforcer le contrôle et la transparence. Parallèlement, les efforts visant à 

rationaliser l’assistance technique ont été entravés par des retards dans la passation de 

marchés, des pénuries de personnel et des mécanismes de suivi incohérents. Si les appels 

d’offres sont de plus en plus ouverts aux membres du Réseau et si l’approche multinationale 

adoptée pour la fourniture de l’assistance technique a permis une mise en œuvre plus efficace 

des projets, le recensement systématique des meilleures pratiques et l’intégration des retours 

d’expérience des bénéficiaires dans les opérations restent des domaines dans lesquels des 

progrès s’avèrent encore nécessaires. 
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 D. Incidences et durabilité 

34. Innovation : Les interventions du CRTC (par exemple dans le cadre de l’AFCIA) 

apportent une contribution significative à l’innovation, mais des difficultés persistantes 

limitent l’obtention de résultats transformateurs et durables. Les entretiens menés auprès des 

parties prenantes et l’analyse des publications montrent que les activités du CRTC liées à 

l’innovation ont permis aux pays de faire progresser le développement technologique à un 

stade précoce, de tester des solutions technologiques et de renforcer leurs stratégies dans des 

domaines émergents tels que la transition numérique et l’hydrogène vert. En 2025, 15 pays 

ont renforcé leur système national d’innovation grâce au soutien du CRTC (contre 9 en 2024, 

objectif : 4 à 5 par an), et le CRTC a organisé 23 événements liés à la recherche-développement, 

à la démonstration et à l’innovation en matière de technologies climatiques (contre 11 en 

2024, objectif : 5 par an)32. D’après les retours des membres du personnel du CRTC et des 

entités nationales désignées interrogés, plusieurs pays ont tiré parti de ce soutien pour 

accélérer l’innovation tout au long du cycle technologique. Les facteurs qui freinent les 

progrès en matière d’innovation sont les suivants : des capacités nationales limitées, un 

décalage entre les feuilles de route des pays et les calendriers de mise en œuvre, la rotation 

du personnel au sein des institutions et les délais fixés par le CRTC, des contraintes en 

matière de ressources, ainsi que l’absence de voies claires guidant la transition entre l’aide 

en amont, le financement et le déploiement. Les activités du CRTC en matière d’innovation 

ont donné lieu à des résultats concrets dès les premières phases, mais les personnes 

interrogées ont souligné que les effets ne seront durables que si des mécanismes prévisibles 

permettant un suivi complet sont mis en place. 

35. Mise en œuvre : Les activités liées à la mise en œuvre du CRTC ont largement 

contribué à renforcer les processus de planification en matière d’atténuation et d’adaptation. 

Ces contributions renforcent les cadres de planification, les résultats à long terme dépendant 

de la capacité des pays à maintenir cette dynamique une fois l’assistance technique mise en 

œuvre. Le soutien apporté aux pays pour l’élaboration de leurs contributions déterminées au 

niveau national ou des feuilles de route relatives aux résultats des évaluations des besoins 

technologiques et aux technologies a permis de préciser les voies à suivre en matière d’action 

climatique. Le nombre de projets d’assistance technique mis en œuvre par le CRTC au cours 

de la période considérée correspond à son objectif de 30 par an33 (pour des informations 

détaillées sur le nombre de projets d’assistance technique mis en œuvre, voir l’annexe VII, 

tableau 1). Le nombre d’évaluations des besoins technologiques financées dans le cadre du 

Programme d’appui à la planification et aux activités préparatoires du Fonds vert pour le 

climat a diminué au cours de la période considérée, en raison d’un réorientation stratégique 

de la programmation du PNUE et des nouvelles modalités de préparation du Fonds vert pour 

le climat, qui exigent des pays qu’ils soumettent une stratégie nationale de préparation au 

Fonds avant de pouvoir accéder au financement destiné à la préparation : en 2022, 11 projets 

d’évaluation des besoins technologiques ont été menés à bien, débouchant sur des plans 

d’action technologiques ; en 2023, 4 projets d’évaluation des besoins technologiques ont été 

menés à bien ; et un projet a été mené à bien en 2024 et un autre en 202534. Bien que la 

nouvelle approche multinationale appliquée à l’assistance technique favorise l’harmonisation 

régionale et l’apprentissage entre pairs, seuls deux projets d’assistance technique 

multinationale ont été menés à bien. Les personnes interrogées ont souligné que le CRTC 

avait progressé dans la promotion de l’inclusion et de la prise en compte des questions de 

genre, notamment en actualisant sa politique et son plan d’action en matière d’égalité des 

sexes pour la période 2023-2027 et en intégrant les considérations de genre dès la phase de 

conception de l’assistance technique (l’objectif visant à ce que 100 % des projets d’assistance 

technique bénéficient d’une analyse de genre devant être atteint tant en 2024 qu’en 202535). 

L’intégration des savoirs autochtones dans la conception des projets d’assistance technique 

a été sporadique. 

  

 32 Voir supra, note 20. 

 33 Voir supra, note 20. 

 34 Voir supra, note 20.  

 35 Voir supra, note 20. 
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36. Renforcement des capacités : Les activités du CRTC ont contribué à renforcer la 

capacité des pays à développer, transférer et déployer des technologies climatiques, et ont 

également favorisé la mise en place d’un environnement propice à cet égard. Le soutien 

apporté par l’intermédiaire de formations ciblées et de l’approche multinationale en matière 

d’assistance technique a contribué à renforcer les cadres politiques et réglementaires 

nationaux. Le nombre de politiques, stratégies, plans, lois, accords et réglementations dont 

l’élaboration a bénéficié d’un soutien au titre de l’assistance technique est passé de 22 en 

2023 et 21 en 2024 à 68 en 2025 (objectif : 10 par an). Le nombre de participants aux 

formations du CRTC a également augmenté, passant de 889 en 2021 à 3 067 en 202536, ce 

qui dépasse largement l’objectif, qui était de 1 000 à 1 500 participants par an37. Les 

personnes interrogées ont souligné que les activités de renforcement des capacités avaient 

non seulement amélioré les capacités institutionnelles, mais également permis de mieux faire 

connaître aux institutions les différentes options technologiques existantes. Cependant, en 

raison des différences entre les pays en matière de stabilité institutionnelle, de ressources et 

d’expertise technique, leurs capacités se sont développées de manière disparate.  

37. Participation des parties prenantes : Les actions menées dans ce domaine ont donné 

lieu à des résultats significatifs, mais décevants. Le CRTC a renforcé sa collaboration avec 

les responsables nationaux de la planification, les collectivités locales, le monde universitaire 

et le secteur privé dans le cadre de forums régionaux, d’événements de partage des 

connaissances et d’une approche multinationale de l’assistance technique, contribuant ainsi 

à renforcer le dialogue et à mieux faire connaître les options technologiques. Les personnes 

interrogées ont souligné que le niveau de mobilisation variait d’une région à l’autre, ce niveau 

étant lié aux contraintes en matière de ressources et aux différences de capacités nationales. 

Les relations entre les entités nationales désignées et les parties prenantes locales se sont 

améliorées, mais il reste difficile d’assurer une collaboration durable lorsque le soutien 

institutionnel est limité. Le nombre de partenariats a légèrement diminué (passant de 6 en 

2022 et 2023 à 5 en 2025), même s’il reste conforme à l’objectif fixé (5 à 10 par an), ce qui 

montre que le Réseau est vaste mais qu’il n’est pas nécessairement exploité à son plein 

potentiel. La création du Bureau de partenariat et de liaison du CRTC a permis de créer des 

possibilités de collaboration avec le Fonds vert pour le climat et les membres du Réseau 

disposant de capacités en matière de recherche-développement et de démonstration, et a 

contribué à l’amélioration des indicateurs clés de performance relatifs à l’engagement du 

CRTC.  

38. Soutien : Les activités de soutien menées par le CRTC ont contribué à l’obtention de 

résultats globalement positifs. Elles ont, par exemple, contribué à élargir l’accès à l’assistance 

technique et au soutien financier pour le développement et le transfert de technologies tenant 

compte des questions de genre, notamment grâce à une meilleure prise en compte des 

considérations de genre dès la phase de conception des projets d’assistance technique38. Les 

activités liées au soutien ont permis de renforcer la collaboration avec le Fonds vert pour le 

climat, le Fonds pour l’environnement mondial et le Fonds pour l’adaptation. Le CRTC 

continue d’organiser des événements en collaboration avec des institutions financières et les 

entités fonctionnelles du Mécanisme financier (3 en 2023, 4 en 2024 et 11 en 2025, objectif : 

3 à 5 par an). De nouvelles possibilités de financement ont été créées, mais certains pays sont 

mieux placés que d’autres pour tirer parti de cette occasion. Sur le montant total des fonds 

mobilisés pour le deuxième programme de travail du CRTC, 66 % avaient été mobilisés au 

début de l’année 2026, ce qui correspond au niveau de la période précédente, aucune 

amélioration n’ayant été enregistrée. Les personnes interrogées ont souligné qu’il était 

nécessaire d’établir des liens plus clairs entre l’assistance technique en amont et les 

possibilités de financement a posteriori afin d’améliorer les effets à long terme. 

39. Conséquences imprévues : Des conséquences imprévues, tant positives que 

négatives, découlant des activités du CRTC ont été observées. Les activités du CRTC ont 

notamment contribué à renforcer les réseaux de parties prenantes, à accroître la visibilité de 

l’innovation climatique et à favoriser l’émergence d’initiatives externes de suivi inspirées par 

  

 36 Voir supra, note 20. 

 37 Voir supra, note 20. 

 38 Voir le document AB/2023/22/24 du Conseil consultatif du CRTC. 
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les projets pilotes soutenus par le CRTC. Par ailleurs, les personnes interrogées ont fait état 

de plusieurs conséquences négatives imprévues, notamment des attentes trop élevées qui 

dépassent les ressources du CRTC, une répartition géographique inégale des bénéfices ainsi 

que des difficultés à pérenniser les progrès réalisés après la mise en œuvre de l’assistance 

technique. Les personnes interrogées ont indiqué que pour relever ces défis, il convenait de 

mettre en place une communication plus claire sur le rôle et le champ d’action du CRTC, un 

soutien ciblé pour le suivi de l’assistance technique (comme le suggère la recommandation 

no 5 de la première évaluation périodique du Mécanisme technologique) et une intégration 

plus efficace des résultats de l’assistance technique dans les processus décisionnels 

nationaux. 

40. Valeur ajoutée et changement systémique : La réorientation du troisième 

programme de travail du CRTC vers la transformation des systèmes a permis d’affiner son 

orientation stratégique, favorisant ainsi la mise en place d’activités cohérentes et axées sur 

les effets. Les activités du CRTC ont contribué à mettre en place les premiers éléments d’un 

changement systémique et durable, notamment en améliorant les processus de planification, 

en favorisant la création d’environnements propices et en encourageant la coopération 

régionale. Certains projets d’assistance technique ont favorisé la réalisation 

d’investissements complémentaires et l’adoption de politiques, démontrant ainsi leur 

potentiel en termes de résultats à long terme. Néanmoins, la mise en œuvre de changements 

systémiques reste freinée par le manque de ressources et l’insuffisance du soutien après la 

mise en œuvre. Les personnes interrogées, en particulier les membres du Conseil consultatif 

du CRTC, ont indiqué qu’un système de suivi et d’évaluation plus solide et des voies plus 

claires vers une transposition à plus grande échelle étaient nécessaires pour pérenniser les 

progrès réalisés. 

 IV. Conclusions  

41. Les principales avancées s’agissant du bon fonctionnement du CRTC au cours de la 

période considérée sont les suivantes : 

a) La stratégie du CRTC et ses activités restent tout à fait en phase avec les 

priorités et les besoins des pays, ses interventions s’alignant largement sur les contextes 

nationaux et les priorités climatiques grâce à une approche axée sur la demande ; 

b) Le troisième programme de travail du CRTC marque un changement majeur 

dans son positionnement stratégique, passant d’une approche générale axée sur les activités 

à une approche programmatique centrée sur la transformation des systèmes, conformément 

aux orientations de la COP et de la CMA et en s’appuyant sur les enseignements tirés des 

examens précédents ; 

c) Le CRTC a coopéré de manière efficace avec le Comité exécutif de la 

technologie, notamment en élaborant et en mettant en œuvre conjointement avec celui-ci le 

programme de travail conjoint du Mécanisme technologique pour la période 2023-2027, ainsi 

qu’en participant aux événements organisés par le Comité ; 

d) La gouvernance du CRTC a été quelque peu rationalisée suite au changement 

d’organisme hôte, ce qui s’est traduit par une communication plus fréquente et une meilleure 

coordination entre l’hôte, le secrétariat du Centre des technologies climatiques et le Conseil 

consultatif du CRTC ; 

e) Le CRTC a démontré qu’il fournissait une assistance technique globalement 

efficace, remplissant ainsi sa fonction principale au titre du Mécanisme technologique, ses 

interventions étant largement considérées comme générant des résultats positifs ; 

f) Le CRTC a renforcé ses activités en matière de renforcement des capacités et 

de collaboration avec les entités nationales désignées, notamment en poursuivant 

l’organisation des forums régionaux des entités nationales désignées, ce qui a contribué à 

améliorer la coordination avec les parties prenantes locales et à faciliter la formulation des 

demandes d’assistance technique au niveau national ; 
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g) Le CRTC a réalisé des progrès notables en matière de partage des 

connaissances, comme en témoignent la participation accrue des parties prenantes aux 

activités de partage des connaissances, l’élargissement du Réseau et la mise à disposition 

régulière de produits de connaissance et d’événements axés sur l’information, avec le soutien 

du Bureau de partenariat et de liaison du CRTC ; 

h) Le CRTC a contribué à l’obtention de résultats significatifs en amont, 

notamment en renforçant les processus de planification, les environnements propices et les 

capacités institutionnelles en matière de développement et de transfert de technologies 

climatiques, ainsi qu’en favorisant la collaboration entre les parties prenantes ; 

i) Le CRTC a démontré sa capacité à adapter ses activités à l’évolution des 

orientations de la COP et de la CMA, ainsi qu’aux changements intervenus dans le paysage 

climatique international, faisant ainsi preuve d’une certaine souplesse et agilité malgré les 

contraintes opérationnelles ; 

j) Malgré des ressources financières limitées, le CRTC a mené à bien ses activités 

en utilisant de manière relativement efficace les ressources disponibles, ce qui témoigne d’un 

excellent rapport qualité-prix compte tenu de l’ampleur et de la diversité de ses services. 

42. Les principales difficultés s’agissant du bon fonctionnement du CRTC au cours de la 

période considérée sont les suivantes : 

a) Des contraintes importantes en matière de ressources financières et humaines, 

notamment un financement insuffisant et imprévisible, des fluctuations des effectifs et une 

présence régionale réduite, qui affectent l’ampleur, la rapidité et la pérennité des 

interventions du CRTC ; 

b) Des retards dans la mise en œuvre de l’assistance technique, problème 

récurrent souvent lié à l’inefficacité des procédures de passation de marchés et à des 

contraintes structurelles persistantes en matière de financement, de dotation en personnel et 

d’administration, qui peuvent nuire à la pertinence et à la rapidité des interventions du 

CRTC ; 

c) La longueur des processus liés à l’assistance technique, due à la complexité 

des procédures de l’organisation hôte pour la sélection des consultants chargés de fournir 

cette assistance et pour le lancement de la mise en œuvre, ainsi que les contraintes en matière 

de personnel, entraînent des retards pour les pays et un décalage entre leurs priorités 

nationales et les services fournis par le CRTC ; 

d) Les partenariats et les activités de mise en réseau ne se traduisent pas encore 

par des possibilités de financement ni par des résultats en matière de mise en œuvre à grande 

échelle, en raison des capacités insuffisantes des entités nationales désignées et du manque 

de visibilité du CRTC, ce qui limite les progrès en ce qui concerne le renforcement du rôle 

du CRTC en tant qu’intermédiaire en matière de technologies climatiques ; 

e) Une mobilisation et une implication inégales des membres du Réseau et des 

autres parties prenantes du CRTC, ce qui limite la pleine exploitation des connaissances 

spécialisées et des partenariats entre les régions et les secteurs ; 

f) Des liens insuffisants avec les entités fonctionnelles du Mécanisme financier, 

ce qui limite la capacité du CRTC à accompagner la transition entre l’assistance technique 

en amont et le financement et la mise en œuvre en aval ; 

g) Des pratiques de suivi et d’évaluation partiellement mises en œuvre, associées 

à une évaluation a posteriori systématique limitée et à des difficultés à mesurer les effets à 

long terme ; 

h) Les effets variables des interventions du CRTC, qui se concentrent 

principalement sur les résultats en amont et se heurtent toutefois à des limites en matière de 

transposition à plus grande échelle et de reproduction des résultats, ainsi que pour garantir 

leur pérennité à long terme, en partie en raison d’un accompagnement insuffisant après la 

mise en œuvre et de l’hétérogénéité des niveaux de capacités nationales. 
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 V. Recommandations 

43. Des recommandations visant à améliorer le fonctionnement du CRTC sont présentées 

dans la présente section. 

 A. Financement 

  Recommandation no 1 : Renforcer la mobilisation des ressources en institutionnalisant 

l’évaluation a posteriori de l’effet des résultats de l’assistance technique  

et en diversifiant les sources de financement, notamment en faisant  

appel au secteur privé 

44. Il est recommandé au CRTC d’institutionnaliser, en collaboration avec l’organisation 

hôte et en concertation avec son Conseil consultatif, l’évaluation a posteriori des effets de 

l’assistance technique en tant que service permanent bénéficiant de ressources suffisantes. 

Cette recommandation repose sur les conclusions selon lesquelles les systèmes de suivi et 

d’évaluation ne sont encore que partiellement opérationnels et ne permettent pas encore de 

mettre en évidence de manière systématique les résultats à long terme. Elle aborde également 

le problème récurrent de l’insuffisance et de l’imprévisibilité du financement, ainsi que les 

attentes des bailleurs de fonds, qui souhaitent disposer de preuves plus tangibles des résultats 

obtenus. Le CRTC est encouragé à normaliser et à systématiser l’évaluation a posteriori des 

effets, y compris les évaluations de suivi réalisées plusieurs années après l’achèvement des 

projets. Il est également recommandé au CRTC de faire la synthèse des données probantes 

relatives aux résultats et de communiquer ces informations dans des formats de rapport 

destinés aux bailleurs de fonds et aux partenaires financiers, en mettant en évidence les liens 

entre l’assistance technique en amont et le financement en aval. De plus, le CRTC peut 

chercher à diversifier ses sources de financement en s’orientant davantage vers le secteur 

privé. 

 B. Gouvernance et organisation 

 1. Recommandation no 2 : Renforcer et stabiliser les ressources humaines  

afin d’améliorer les performances opérationnelles 

45. Il est recommandé au CRTC de continuer à renforcer et à stabiliser ses ressources 

humaines, notamment dans les domaines de la passation de marchés, de la mobilisation de 

ressources et des fonctions techniques. Cette recommandation s’appuie sur des constatations 

mettant en évidence des contraintes persistantes liées au manque d’effectifs, à la rotation du 

personnel et à la perte de connaissances spécialisées (même si des progrès ont été réalisés 

grâce à la création de nouveaux postes en 2024-2025), qui ont une incidence directe sur la 

rapidité et la cohérence de la mise en œuvre de l’assistance technique. Le renforcement des 

ressources humaines devrait permettre de réduire les retards de mise en œuvre, d’améliorer 

la continuité et la qualité de la prestation des services, et de consolider le savoir-faire 

institutionnel et les capacités techniques. 

 2. Recommandation no 3 : Rationaliser les processus impliquant l’organisation  

hôte à toutes les étapes de l’assistance technique 

46. Il est recommandé au CRTC de veiller à ce que ses cadres de gouvernance et de 

fonctionnement favorisent des processus efficaces, transparents et bien coordonnés, capables 

de donner suite aux futures décisions en matière d’accueil et de gestion. Cette 

recommandation s’appuie sur les conclusions selon lesquelles les accords d’hébergement 

conjoint conclus précédemment ont posé des problèmes en matière d’efficacité des 

procédures. Il est également recommandé au CRTC d’améliorer la transparence et l’efficacité 

de ses procédures opérationnelles, en particulier des procédures de passation de marchés, et 

de renforcer les mécanismes de communication et de coordination à l’interne, ainsi qu’entre 

le secrétariat du Centre des technologies climatiques, le Conseil consultatif du CRTC et 

l’organisation hôte. 
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 3. Recommandation no 4 : Renforcer les liens opérationnels entre le Centre-Réseau  

des technologies climatiques et les entités fonctionnelles du Mécanisme financier 

47. Il est recommandé au CRTC de renforcer encore ses liens avec les entités 

fonctionnelles du Mécanisme financier (Fonds vert pour le climat et Fonds pour 

l’environnement mondial) afin de mieux accompagner la transition entre l’assistance 

technique en amont et le financement et la mise en œuvre en aval. Cette recommandation 

s’appuie sur les conclusions selon lesquelles la coopération actuelle reste insuffisamment 

structurée et ne permet pas encore systématiquement aux pays de transformer les résultats de 

l’assistance technique en propositions bancables, en réserves de projets ou en projets prêts à 

être mis en œuvre. Le CRTC est encouragé à renforcer sa coordination avec les acteurs 

financiers concernés, tant au niveau institutionnel qu’au niveau national, notamment en 

collaborant de manière plus systématique avec les autorités nationales désignées, les 

coordonnateurs du FEM et les entités accréditées, et à définir des modalités opérationnelles 

plus claires pour associer l’assistance technique aux possibilités de financement. En 

procédant de la sorte, le CRTC pourrait renforcer son rôle au sein de l’architecture globale 

du financement de l’action climatique et améliorer le potentiel de mise en œuvre ainsi que 

les effets à long terme de son soutien. 

 C. Mobilisation des parties prenantes et positionnement 

 1. Recommandation no 5 : Renforcer la mobilisation du Réseau en mettant  

en œuvre un modèle de participation structuré 

48. Il est recommandé au CRTC de mieux structurer la mobilisation de son Réseau en 

définissant et en mettant en œuvre un modèle de participation qui tienne compte des différents 

niveaux de participation des membres et de leurs attentes, celles-ci devant être formulées de 

manière plus claire. Cette recommandation fait suite aux constatations selon lesquelles la 

participation des membres du Réseau reste inégale et ne se traduit pas systématiquement par 

un soutien opérationnel à la mise en œuvre de l’assistance technique. Le CRTC est encouragé 

à définir les rôles et les niveaux de participation des membres du Réseau, à mettre en place 

des mesures incitatives appropriées pour encourager une participation active et à renforcer le 

suivi de la contribution des membres du Réseau aux activités du CRTC. 

 2. Recommandation no 6 : Adopter une approche adaptée et répondant  

aux besoins pour renforcer les capacités nationales 

49. Il est recommandé au CRTC d’adopter une approche véritablement adaptée et 

répondant aux besoins pour la conception et le suivi de son soutien au renforcement des 

capacités, afin de mieux tenir compte de l’hétérogénéité des niveaux des capacités nationales 

qui influent sur l’adoption, la mise en œuvre et la pérennité des résultats de l’assistance 

technique. Cette recommandation s’appuie sur des constatations selon lesquelles, bien que 

les interventions du CRTC aient généré des résultats significatifs en amont, leurs effets 

varient d’un pays à l’autre, en partie en raison des différences importantes qui existent entre 

les capacités institutionnelles, techniques et de coordination au niveau national. Le CRTC est 

encouragé à adapter systématiquement son assistance technique, son renforcement des 

capacités et son soutien de suivi aux niveaux de préparation et aux conditions de mise en 

œuvre propres à chaque pays, notamment en déterminant les lacunes en matière de capacités 

à un stade précoce, en organisant l’aide de manière plus stratégique et en renforçant la 

collaboration avec les institutions nationales. En procédant de la sorte, le CRTC pourrait 

améliorer l’efficacité, la durabilité et le potentiel de reproduction de ses interventions dans 

un éventail plus large de contextes nationaux, même si cela implique pour lui de participer à 

un plus petit nombre de projets en raison de contraintes budgétaires. 
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 3. Recommandation no 7 : Poursuivre le développement de l’approche multinationale  

en matière de fourniture d’assistance technique et définir les conditions  

dans lesquelles il serait opportun d’appliquer cette approche 

50. Il est recommandé au CRTC d’appliquer l’approche multinationale en matière 

d’assistance technique de manière ciblée. Cette recommandation s’appuie sur des 

conclusions indiquant que, si l’approche multinationale offre des gains d’efficacité potentiels 

et des possibilités de partage des connaissances, son efficacité dépend du contexte et des 

modalités de mise en œuvre. Le CRTC est encouragé à privilégier l’approche multinationale 

lorsque la collaboration est robuste à l’échelle régionale, et à allouer dès le départ des 

ressources suffisantes pour soutenir des échanges entre pairs fructueux et une mise en œuvre 

conjointe, ce qui permettra, à terme, d’obtenir des effets plus importants pour un budget 

identique. 

 4. Recommandation no 8 : Renforcer la visibilité, au niveau national, du Centre-Réseau 

des technologies climatiques ainsi que des entités nationales désignées  

afin de pérenniser et d’amplifier leurs effets  

51. Il est recommandé au CRTC de renforcer sa visibilité au niveau national, notamment 

en apportant son soutien aux entités nationales désignées. Cette recommandation fait écho 

aux conclusions selon lesquelles la visibilité limitée dans certains pays et l’absence d’un 

dialogue structuré suffisant avec les acteurs financiers freinent l’élaboration des demandes 

d’assistance technique et le développement de filières de financement. Le CRTC est 

encouragé à soutenir les entités nationales désignées dans leur communication et leur 

coordination avec les autorités nationales désignées, les coordonnateurs du FEM et les autres 

parties prenantes, à mettre en place des activités de sensibilisation ciblant les institutions 

financières et les acteurs du secteur privé, et à accroître la visibilité des résultats et des effets 

de l’assistance technique aux niveaux national et régional. Il est encouragé également à 

intégrer des responsables régionaux au sein de son personnel ou à dresser une liste des 

partenaires locaux lorsqu’il n’est pas présent sur le terrain, afin de faciliter ses opérations et 

la coopération au niveau régional. 

 5. Recommandation no 9 : Renforcer la fonction de mise en relation du Centre-Réseau 

des technologies climatiques afin d’aider les pays à accéder à des financements  

pour la mise en œuvre de projets de suivi  

52. Il est recommandé au CRTC de renforcer et d’affiner sa fonction de mise en relation 

afin d’améliorer sa contribution aux résultats en matière de mise en œuvre et de financement. 

Cette recommandation s’appuie sur les constatations selon lesquelles les activités actuelles 

de mise en relation restent largement cantonnées à l’établissement de premiers contacts et ne 

débouchent pas systématiquement sur des partenariats opérationnels, des possibilités de 

financement ou une mise en œuvre à grande échelle. Il est recommandé au CRTC de préciser 

les objectifs et la portée de sa fonction de mise en relation et de mettre en place des 

mécanismes permettant de suivre les résultats de ses activités dans ce domaine. Cette 

recommandation vise à renforcer la collaboration entre le CRTC et les acteurs financiers, 

ainsi qu’à orienter les activités de mise en relation vers des résultats mesurables en matière 

de partenariats, de financement et de mise en œuvre de projets. 

  



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

GE.26-11943 21 

Annexe I 

  Recommandations formulées lors du deuxième examen  
du Centre-Réseau des technologies climatiques et suite 
donnée à ces recommandations* 

[Anglais seulement] 

 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. 

  

 * La version originale de cette annexe n’a pas été revue par les services d’édition et n’a pas fait l’objet 

d’une mise en page formelle. 
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Annexe II 

  Questions d’évaluation utilisées pour déterminer  
la pertinence, l’efficacité, l’efficience, ainsi que  
les effets et la pérennité du Centre-Réseau  
des technologies climatiques* 

[Anglais seulement] 

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. 

  

 * La version originale de cette annexe n’a pas été revue par les services d’édition et n’a pas fait l’objet 

d’une mise en page formelle. 
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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. 

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) 
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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 

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?  



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

GE.26-11943 25 

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 

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

program’s efficiency (through interviews and survey). 

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: 



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

GE.26-11943 27 

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

other reporting documents). 

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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Annexe III 

  Documents analysés dans le cadre du troisième examen  
du Centre-Réseau des technologies climatiques* 

[Anglais seulement] 

COP decisions: 

UNFCCC. 2021. Decision 1/CP.26. Glasgow Climate Pact – section V on Finance, 

technology transfer and capacity-building for mitigation and adaptation. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_01_adv%20..pdf#page=47  

UNFCCC. 2021. Decision 9/CP.26. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer through the Technology Mechanism. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_01_adv%20..pdf#page=557  

UNFCCC. 2021. Decision 10/CP.26. Review of the constitution of the Advisory Board of 

the Climate Technology Centre and Network. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_01_adv%20..pdf#page=58> 

UNFCCC. 2021. Decision 11/CP.26. Second review of the Climate Technology Centre and 

Network. Available at 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_01_adv%20..pdf#page=61 

UNFCCC. 2022. Decision 1/CP.27. Sharm el-Sheikh Implementation Plan. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2022_10a01E.pdf#page=7  

UNFCCC. 2022. Decision 18/CP.27. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer through the Technology Mechanism. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2022_10a02_adv.pdf#page=30 

UNFCCC. 2023. Decision 9/CP.28. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer through the Technology Mechanism. Available at 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2023_11a01_adv.pdf#page=44 

UNFCCC. 2023. Decision 10/CP.28. Linkages between the Technology Mechanism and 

the Financial Mechanism of the Convention. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2023_11a02_adv.pdf#page=2 > 

UNFCCC. 2024. Decision 9/CP.29. Poznan strategic programme on technology transfer. 

Available at https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2024_11a01_adv.pdf#page=34 

UNFCCC. 2024. Decision 10/CP.29. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer through the Technology Mechanism. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2024_11a01_adv.pdf#page=35 

UNFCCC. 2025. COP Decisions booklet (2021 – 2025). Available at 

https://unfccc.int/ttclear/misc_/StaticFiles/gnwoerk_static/NEG_key_doc/d1249040ab9c45

568e55589a07196284/7f7a2bfd5db7471c8bfc50628994e504.pdf 

UNFCCC. 2025. Decision 10/CP.30. Matters relating to technology development and 

transfer - Review of the functions of the Climate Technology Centre. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2025_12a01_adv.pdf#page=44 

CMA decisions: 

UNFCCC. 2021. CMA 3 Decision 15. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer to support implementation of the Paris Agreement. Available at < 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/CMA2021_10_Add3_E.pdf#page=22 

  

 * La version originale de cette annexe n’a pas été revue par les services d’édition et n’a pas fait l’objet 

d’une mise en page formelle. 
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UNFCCC. 2021. CMA 3 Decision 16. Alignment between processes pertaining to the 

review of the Climate Technology Centre and Network and the periodic assessment 

referred to in paragraph 69 of decision 1/CP.21. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/CMA2021_10_Add3_E.pdf#page=25 

UNFCCC. 2021. CMA 3 Decision 17. First periodic assessment referred to in paragraph 69 

of decision 1/CP.2. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/CMA2021_10_Add3_E.pdf#page=26 

UNFCCC. 2022. CMA 4 Decision 1. Sharm el-Sheikh Implementation Plan. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2022_10_a01E.pdf#page=9 

UNFCCC. 2022. CMA 4 Decision 19. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer to support implementation of the Paris Agreement. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2022_10a03_adv.pdf#page=25 

UNFCCC. 2022. CMA 4 Decision 20. First periodic assessment referred to in paragraph 69 

of decision 1/CP.21. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2022_10a03_adv.pdf#page=28 

UNFCCC. 2023. CMA 5 Decision 14. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer to support implementation of the Paris Agreement. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2023_16a02_adv.pdf#page=30 

UNFCCC. 2024. CMA 6 Decision 17. Enhancing climate technology development and 

transfer to support implementation of the Paris Agreement. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2024_17a03_adv.pdf#page=9 

UNFCCC. 2024. CMA 6 Decision 18. Technology implementation programme. Available 

at  https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2024_17a03_adv.pdf#page=10 

UNFCCC. 2023. CMA 5 Decision 1. Outcome of the first global stocktake. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2023_16a01_adv_.pdf#page=2 

UNFCCC. 2025. CMA Decisions booklet (2021-2025). Available at  

https://unfccc.int/ttclear/misc_/StaticFiles/gnwoerk_static/NEG_key_doc/ef2846e44aa04ca

8b87c03c0a06c3839/7c45f476b66e4854a0e3f81210473214.pdf 

UNFCCC. 2025 CMA 7 Decision 17. Review of the functions of the Climate Technology 

Centre. Available at  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2025_19_a02.pdf#page=24 

UNFCCC. 2025 CMA 7 Decision 18. Belém Technology Implementation Programme. 

Available at  https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2025_19_a02.pdf#page=30 
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Annexe IV 

  Parties prenantes interrogées dans le cadre du troisième 
examen du Centre-Réseau des technologies climatiques* 

[Anglais seulement] 

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.

  

 * La version originale de cette annexe n’a pas été revue par les services d’édition et n’a pas fait l’objet 

d’une mise en page formelle. 
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Annexe V 

  Méthodologie de l’enquête en ligne* 

[Anglais seulement] 

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:  

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% 

  

 * La version originale du présent document n’a pas été revue par les services d’édition. 
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Respondent 
category 

No. of 
emails sent 

No. of email 
bounces 

No. of 
responses 

(question 1) 

Response 
rate 

No. of survey 
completed 

Response 
rate - 

complete 

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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Annexe VI 

  Contexte et cadre général du Centre-Réseau  
des technologies climatiques* 

[Anglais seulement] 

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: 

  

 * La version originale de cette annexe n’a pas été revue par les services d’édition et n’a pas fait l’objet 

d’une mise en page formelle. 

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

Climate Technology Centre and Network. 

 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_03E.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_03E.pdf
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national systems of innovation and digitalization, which are central pillars of the new delivery 

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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Annexe VII 

  Résultats de l’examen sur dossier, de l’enquête en ligne  
et des entretiens ayant servi de sources pour le troisième 
examen du Centre-Réseau des technologies climatiques* 

[Anglais seulement] 

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, 

  

 * La version originale de cette annexe n’a pas été revue par les services d’édition et n’a pas fait l’objet 

d’une mise en page formelle. 

 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.  
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country-driven delivery of technical assistance.8 Some partnerships, notably the Adaptation 

Fund Climate Innovation Accelerator (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 

  

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

 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 
implementatio
n 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 

A. 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. 

B. 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 

I. 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 

Implementation TA processes underway 332 385 127 105 162 

Implementation TA completed 23 46 25 24 29 

Implementation 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 embedded 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. 



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

GE.26-11943 49 

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 

 

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, 

See caption for legend 
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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 

 

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, 

See caption for legend 
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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 



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

GE.26-11943 61 

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 
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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 
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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 
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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”. 



FCCC/CP/2026/5 

68 GE.26-11943 

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. 

II. 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 
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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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