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The United Kingdom (UK) currently provides support to strengthen the capacity of groups and coalitions of climate-vulnerable countries to participate effectively in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and related international fora. This support is delivered through the Climate Ambition Support Alliance (CASA) programme, currently in its second phase (CASA II), which is funded by the UK Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ). 
NIRAS was contracted by DESNZ as Learning and Evaluation Partner (LEP), to deliver learning and independent evaluation services to the CASA II programme from September 2023 until the end of July 2025. An interim evaluation was conducted in 2024, and a final evaluation was undertaken from September 2024 to July 2025.
[bookmark: _Toc204780046][bookmark: _Toc204796549][bookmark: _Toc214452901]Methodology 
To evaluate CASA II, we applied a theory-based methodology, which involved blending the principles of outcome harvesting with contribution analysis. A total of six case studies—framed as contribution stories—were the key methodological tool for this final evaluation. Primary data sources included key informant interviews (KIIs), secondary data from programme documents, and secondary analysis of case studies and our International Climate Finance (ICF) Key Performance Indicator (KPI) 15 report. A total of 48 KIIs were conducted with 74 individuals.
The LEP team also undertook a ‘validation workshop’ with DESNZ and DAI stakeholders to present preliminary findings ahead of submission of the final evaluation report, in order to elicit critical engagement with the findings.
The main evaluation questions are listed below. They follow the Organisation for Economic Cooperation’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC) evaluation criteria. 
1. Relevance: How, and in what ways, is the current CASA delivery model (including expertise, interventions, and delivery) appropriate and sufficient to increase negotiator capacity and influence international negotiation approaches? 
2. Coherence: Do the CASA interventions demonstrate coherence across time? 
3. Efficiency: To what extent does CASA represent value for money (VFM)?
4. Effectiveness: To what extent is the UK’s support under CASA II achieving its intended results?
5. Impact: To what extent is the UK's support to country negotiators under CASA II contributing to, or expected to contribute to, its intended impact? 
6. Sustainability: Are the results of the UK’s long-term support to developing country negotiators likely to be sustained beyond CASA II’s completion?
[bookmark: _Toc204780047][bookmark: _Toc204796550][bookmark: _Toc214452902]Findings 
Relevance 
There is strong evidence that CASA II remains highly relevant to both negotiators and the core negotiating groups the programme aims to support, including the Least Developed Countries (LDC) Group, the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), and the High Ambition Coalition (HAC). The programme’s delivery model effectively meets the needs of these negotiating groups and adapts to dynamic UNFCCC contexts. The Technical Partners’ (TPs’) established trust with negotiators and negotiating groups, reputation, and consistent engagement with the UNFCCC agenda continue to be key assets that enable the CASA partners, and therefore the programme as a whole, to respond to shifting priorities across groups and countries. 
Individual capacity building remains in high demand, particularly given the increasing workload faced by negotiators. Notable and valued elements of the model include Legal Response International (LRI), who as a TP provides not just legal training but sourcing of legal expertise through an extensive professional network. Another valued element of CASA’s model is the mentorship-based ‘elder’ model many TPs use to deliver capacity building and training of negotiators. Negotiators interviewed consistently noted that short-term training alone is insufficient; support throughout the full annual negotiation cycle—not just during formal UNFCCC intersessional periods—is critical. As the age profile of negotiators shifts, with a younger generation stepping forward to engage in UNFCCC, CASA is adapting to meet the evolving needs of junior negotiators. 
The Opportunity Fund (OF)– the third work package under CASA’s delivery – has expanded the pool of TPs’ and CASA’s ‘stock of assets’, enhancing the programme’s agility and reach. It is also meeting needs beyond the core negotiating groups, by supporting a broader range of stakeholders. 
According to interviews with recipients of CASA support, the programme’s expertise is widely regarded as sufficient and responsive to a challenging context. However, some challenges to relevance persist. Transparency in the demand-led model varies across TPs, with inconsistent evidence of demand and delivery. CASA’s increased focus on domestic implementation—via Consorcio de Investigación Económica y Social (Economic and Social Research Consortium (CIES)), LRI, and the OF—aims to improve strategic effectiveness amid budget constraints. While some stakeholders question this shift, those receiving legal implementation support from LRI view the domestic implementation support as essential. Finally, as English remains dominant in the UNFCCC space, translation support—such as LRI’s efforts to expand French and Spanish access—remains important. 
Coherence 
There is strong evidence that CASA interventions demonstrate coherence across time. The programme has maintained a consistent delivery model—providing demand-led, adaptive support through TPs—while the OF has acted as a mechanism to enhance this delivery model through increased flexibility and responsiveness. The introduction of the OF has further reinforced coherence by enabling CASA to build on previous UK support and to fund organisations with established track records. Former recipients of CASA support have also transitioned into TP roles, deepening institutional memory and strengthening ties with supported groups. Long-term relationships with negotiating groups and country delegations have been sustained, supported by continuity in funding and personnel. This has enabled TPs to build trust and strengthen capacity within negotiating groups and delegations over time. 
While structured collaboration between TPs has varied, particularly since the transition from PwC’s management of CASA I, collaboration often occurs organically through negotiation processes. Some perceived duplication and issues with collaboration have been noted, but the demand-led model helps mitigate these issues. Differences in how TPs present themselves—some acting under their own organisational brands, others under the CASA identity—may affect the visibility of the programme. This has sometimes led to recipients of support being unaware of the spread of CASA II’s offering, and of other TPs they could receive support from, which may be balanced by the strategic need of the programme to be viewed as independent from its donor. 
Overall, CASA II’s evolution reflects a measured adaptation that builds on the foundations of predecessor programmes (the Climate Development Knowledge Network (CDKN), the Negotiations Support Programme, CASA I), demonstrating coherence in both strategy, implementation, and objectives over time. 
Efficiency 
The CASA II programme has demonstrated strong overall VFM, with 86% of indicators assessed as either meeting or exceeding expectations, based on the VFM rubric developed for use in this evaluation. This marks a clear improvement on the interim evaluation and reflects solid performance across the 5Es framework: economy, efficiency, effectiveness, cost-effectiveness, and equity. 
Data informing the VFM analysis were limited but served to build a fair picture of the programme’s value. The LEP was provided with the following: detailed invoices submitted to DESNZ, covering the programme period up until November 2024, and a final summary invoice from April 2025; bi-monthly reports to DESNZ up until November 2024; a VFM analysis based on the programme’s VFM Framework (though this was missing source data); and the final programme logframe, covering the period up to March 2025 (supported by the programme’s backend monitoring data). The assessment also used the Negotiation Tracker, and original workplans containing budgets. 
CASA II has maintained tight budget control across work packages, has kept management fees low (7.4%), and has deployed senior technical inputs strategically.
Efficiency has also been sound: costs have been broadly proportionate to support levels, and 87.5% of output indicators have been achieved. Though limited quantitative data were available on timeliness and coordination, no major delivery issues were reported. Effectiveness shows mixed results, with strong performance on three out of four outcome indicators, but weaker progress along change pathways. 
Cost-effectiveness has been demonstrated through strategic resource allocation. The LDC Group—CASA’s largest investment area—has achieved the strongest institutional and negotiation outcomes. Expenditures have been aligned with strategic intent across all groups, and delivery has remained within budget. See Annex I for further details on the LDC Group’s contribution. 
Finally, CASA II has exceeded expectations on equity, with women comprising over half of all negotiators supported. Youth and women/youth inclusion through the OF has also been significant, although gender balance among youth has been more limited. Taken together, CASA II demonstrates clear VFM. 
Effectiveness 
CASA II has made a series of critical and important contributions to strengthening negotiator capacity, negotiating group capability, and the successful delivery of domestic climate-related policies. The CASA II programme and its predecessor programmes (CDKN, Capacity Building for International Negotiations (CaBIN), CASA I) since 2010 have been a critical enabler of organisational capabilities, and then institutional and normative gains. Stand-out examples include the strengthening of the organisational capability of the LDC Group and the HAC. Emerging structures, such as the LDC Secretariat, reflect sustainable institutional gains. Domestic implementation has been catalysed through legal and policy support, such as LRI’s expanded model, which has provided high-quality, pro bono legal assistance, directly strengthening legal frameworks and the capacities of negotiating delegations. 
TPs have been critical enablers of CASA II’s effectiveness. Through longstanding, trust-based relationships, TPs—such as Independent Diplomat, LRI, the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), and Climate Analytics—have delivered tailored support that has enhanced negotiation preparation, alliance building, and legal capacity. While the relational delivery model led to CASA II exceeding its intended impact relative to its investment, concerns about an imbalance of power between TP-supported groups, and unequal access to support, remain. Evidence from several interviews suggests that effectiveness is constrained when TPs support negotiator priorities but at the same time displace their agency. 
Support through the OF has enabled innovation and inclusion. New modalities (to CASA II), such as the negotiating group-nominated youth fellowship and targeted capacity building for Nepal’s stakeholders, have extended CASA II’s reach and impact. These efforts have reinforced thematic leadership and secured participation in key processes like the Mountainous Ranges Agenda. 
CASA II has overachieved across all logframe outputs and sustained a very high level of satisfaction with regards to the support provided. However, the LEP team question whether the level of the programme’s ambition has been inappropriate, or too modest, given historic achievements. So, while the overwhelming strength of CASA II’s logframe performance, across both individual negotiator and negotiating group capabilities, seems to validate the findings, the LEP team would caution against an exaggerated positive view of performance relative to strong historical results. 
Impact 
CASA II has made critical and important contributions to achieving a fairer negotiation process that includes meaningful participation from groups of high ambition developing countries and negotiated outcomes that reflect the positions of these groups. We can see CASA’s impact occurring across four different planes: individual capacity, organisational capability, institutional change, and normative gains. The following impact analysis is framed around these four areas. 
Global South negotiators have significantly increased their capacity and capability to engage in international climate negotiations. Critical contributions are evident in the individual negotiator capacity building and increased organisational capabilities that CASA has invested in, such as the LDC Group developing into a more formalised organisation, developing and growing its systems and processes so that it is a more resilient and influential agent in the climate negotiations landscape.
There is some evidence that CASA has made important contributions to enabling negotiating groups to access, engage in, and influence climate negotiations. These findings relate to the institutional changes and normative gains that CASA has supported. The degree of contribution at this level is inherently more tenuous, however, given the very complex environment in which such decisions and changes occur. Examples include Independent Diplomat, pointed to for the vital role it played in supporting the Republic of the Marshall Islands 
(RMI) and its role as the chair of the HAC, which has in turn influenced the achievement of more ambitious outcomes by the HAC. 
Normative gains relate to the aspect of CASA’s objectives relating to “a fairer negotiation process” and “meaningful participation” around climate negotiations. Based on responses from stakeholders, the idea of “fairer negotiation processes” is generally seen to relate to the inclusion (attendance and participation) of marginalised or otherwise excluded voices in climate negotiations. Based on this view, there is strong evidence of CASA making critical contributions to fairer negotiation processes. For “meaningful participation”, this relates to CASA’s support to participants’ ability to engage with technical information, and to understand the complex processes around the negotiations, and for both individuals and groups to actually wield influence over negotiation outcomes, for which there is similarly strong evidence of critical contributions from CASA. 
There is some evidence of CASA making some contribution to enabling national actors to implement international commitments at the domestic level. As this is a relatively recent area of focus for CASA, the accumulated evidence of its impact here is still limited. There are indications, however, that CASA may be on course to make important contributions in the years ahead if its trajectory of support is consistent.
The evaluation also found supporting evidence to validate CASA’s ICF KPI 15 reporting across multiple criteria, which provides further confidence in the recent ICF KPI 15 scoring of 4—partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely. CASA has created pockets and areas of transformation (‘tipping points’) that have created significant, sustainable change, notably through the OF and innovative models found in the LDC–Climate Leadership Initiative (CLI) collaboration and the New Generation Programme (NGP). These tipping points have changed the institutional or organisational landscape within the UNFCCC. 
Sustainability 
Evidence of CASA’s contribution to sustainability is mixed. In the absence of a clear strategy for sustainability within CASA, respondent’s views on the programme’s sustainability largely focus on the following areas: the organisational development that CASA has supported, primarily around strengthening negotiating groups, for which there is strong evidence of CASA’s contribution; domestic institutions that are able to retain capabilities and implement national priorities on climate change, for which there is limited evidence of CASA’s contribution; and generating funding (seen as an ongoing requirement if actors are to participate and engage in negotiations), to which CASA has provided only marginal contributions (apart from its own direct support, which is not a sustainability feature). 
The impacts of CASA on building individual capacity are clear—many individuals have grown in their ability to effectively engage in international climate negotiations. However, the durability of improved individual capacities will depend significantly on the organisational capabilities that surround them. Furthermore, the struggles with turnover in the public sector are well known and challenge the retention of new capacity. 
The organisational growth and development that CASA has contributed to presents a greater level of likely durability than individual capacities, with examples of CASA’s contributions again prevalent throughout this analysis. 
The institutional changes that CASA has contributed to are likely to be the most durable, while also being the most challenging to achieve. Examples are the commitment to double adaptation finance agreed at Conference of the Parties (COP) 26 and the influence in the 1.5-degree commitment within the Paris Agreement. This is because the institutional processes themselves are not easily changed, making the very challenge of achieving a result the thing that safeguards its durability. 
In sum, we believe the highly relational delivery model that CASA utilises—leveraging TP capabilities to the point of embedding them in processes, negotiations, and real-time technical advice—has enabled CASA to achieve considerable and disproportional impact from its inputs. However, in applying this approach, the organisational development of certain groups, and even delegations, has not generally been the key force driving that change, and the reliance on CASA’s support has proven fundamental—and at times existential. As such, CASA’s impact is notable but has come at the cost of its sustainability. 
Gender equality and social inclusion
Gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) has been a crosscutting theme of the evaluation questions addressed in this report. CASA II has notably intensified its efforts to incorporate and engage women, youth, and groups from the Global South in climate negotiation arenas. This commitment is evidenced by both quantitative and qualitative data derived from key documents and KIIs conducted during the final evaluation. 
The programme has achieved a significant increase in the proportion of females trained under CASA, rising from 41% in 2024 to 52% in 2025, thereby surpassing the target set for 2025. Additionally, in Phase II, 50% of CASA's TPs from Work Package 2 and Work Package plan 3 were located in the Global South, with two OF initiatives established in the region in 2024. 
[bookmark: _Toc204780048][bookmark: _Toc204796551][bookmark: _Toc214452903]Lessons and recommendations 

Lesson 1: Sustainability must be designed, not assumed 
CASA’s delivery model has delivered impact through TPs, rather than through direct support to negotiating groups. Sustainable results require embedded systems, retained knowledge, and forward planning. 
· 1.1: Support negotiating group governance structures, strategy processes, and coordinator continuity. 
· 1.2: Shift TP roles from delivery to enablement, embedding structured transition plans into all workstreams. 
· 1.3: Codify and clarify roles for group secretariats, ensuring alignment with chairs and stakeholders. 
Lesson 2: Ownership, legitimacy, and capability are critical to ensure that outcomes are durable
CASA’s impact has been strongest when negotiating groups themselves have been able to articulate needs and set strategic direction and have been led by highly capable leaders with a degree of political and financial support from national governments. 
· 2.1: Continue, and expand, group-nominated fellow selection and embed these models in other programme mechanisms. 
· 2.2: Continue to provide direct support to negotiating group governance, including internal strategy-setting, documentation, and coordination. 
· 2.3: Negotiate group-led approaches with accountability mechanisms (e.g. joint planning processes with TPs). 
Lesson 3: Equity and access require structural solutions 
Inclusion has been improved through access-focused initiatives, but enduring barriers remain in financing, language, delegation structure, and leadership pipelines. 
· 3.1: Support negotiators to access external funding, with TPs and DAI resourced to provide light-touch guidance and signposting. 
· 3.2: Ensure the OF remains a core feature of the programme, providing flexible, GESI-oriented support that negotiating groups can shape. 
· 3.3: Invest in mentorship and alumni engagement, particularly for underrepresented negotiators, and compensate mentors from the Global South. 
Lesson 4: Flexible, trusted support is CASA’s signature strength 
Real-time, demand-led support—especially during negotiations—has delivered exceptional value. This flexibility must be protected and strengthened. 
· 4.1: Protect the budget and operational space for in-COP support (e.g. legal drafting, strategic advice via informal channels). 
· 4.2: Retain TPs’ mechanisms for demand-led deployment, rather than rigid workplans. 
Lesson 5: Knowledge-sharing, coordination, and learning need stronger systems 
TPs operate with autonomy, but clearer coordination and shared learning mechanisms would improve effectiveness and reduce duplication. 
· 5.1: Require greater transparency from TPs about other funding relationships with negotiating groups. 
· 5.2: Establish joint planning and regular coordination mechanisms among TPs supporting the same group.
· 5.3: Improve documentation and internal knowledge-sharing, including on what works across negotiating groups and how influence is achieved.
· 5.4: Integrate outcome-focused monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL) and learning tools (e.g. outcome harvesting, contribution analysis, level of effort tracking) into coordination systems.
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[bookmark: _Toc214452904]Introduction
Since 1992, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) has brought together almost every country in the world in global climate summits, referred to as Conference of the Parties (COP), to build consensus on the global approach to tackling climate change. Countries that are the poorest and most vulnerable to climate change stand to suffer the most from the impacts of climate change. The United Kingdom (UK) currently provides support to strengthen the capacity of groups and coalitions of climate-vulnerable countries to participate effectively in the UNFCCC and related international fora. This support is delivered through the Climate Ambition Support Alliance (CASA) programme, which is currently in its second phase (CASA II), funded by the Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ). Previous iterations of the programme began in 2011 with the Climate Window of the Advocacy Fund, delivered through the UK’s Climate Development Knowledge Network (CDKN). This support continued in 2016 through the Negotiations Support Programme, which built on the achievements of CDKN and sought to build alliances between nations to overcome the ‘developing–developed’ divide. In 2019 the Capacity Building for International Negotiations (CaBIN) programme replaced the Negotiations Support Programme. The CaBIN programme was later renamed the Climate Ambition Support Alliance (CASA) to reflect the updated focus of the programme’s intended impact: to support the ambition to keep global warming to less than 1.5 degrees. 
Oversight and management of the CASA II programme is provided by DAI Global, and the CASA II work packages are implemented through eight core Technical Partners (TPs): Climate Analytics; Climate Analytics New York; the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED); the Overseas Development Institute (ODI); Legal Response International (LRI); Independent Diplomat; Germanwatch; Consorcio de Investigación Económica y Social (Economic and Social Research Consortium (CIES)); and the International Centre for Climate Change and Development (ICCCAD). 
NIRAS was contracted by DESNZ as Learning and Evaluation Partner (LEP), to deliver learning and independent evaluation services to the CASA II programme from September 2023 until the end of July 2025. As the LEP, we are assessing the effectiveness of the UK’s support to climate-vulnerable country negotiating groups and providing lessons to shape the future of CASA. An interim evaluation was conducted in 2024, and a final evaluation was undertaken from September 2024 to July 2025. 
The overarching evaluation objectives for the evaluation are:    
· to understand the effectiveness of the UK’s long-term support from 2011 to 2022;    
· to understand the effectiveness of the design and delivery of CASA II (from 2022 to 2025) against its intended outputs and outcomes; and    
· to inform the evolution of CASA and thinking on the future of the UK’s support to climate-vulnerable country negotiating groups.    
While the interim evaluation focused on a process-oriented assessment of the programme, the final evaluation emphasises assessing impact and sustainability. This has reduced the scope of the evaluation questions centred on process aspects of relevance, coherence, and efficiency, and has placed greater emphasis on effectiveness and how it relates to impact and sustainability. The activities undertaken during the period of the final evaluation (September 2024–July 2025) included the following: 
· International Climate Finance (ICF) Key Performance Indicator (KPI) 15 report: As part of the LEP support, NIRAS reviewed and revised the methodology used to assess ICF KPI 15 for CASA II and prepared annual reporting against the methodology for the years 2023/2024 and 2024/2025. The KPI report set out the revised methodology and approach to the assessment, as well as the KPI 15 analysis and scoring. 
· Data collection: To generate findings against the evaluation questions, the LEP team collected primary data by carrying out consultations with key stakeholders via key informant interviews (KIIs) virtually and attending the Subsidiary Body 62 (SB 62) in Bonn in June 2024 and COP29 in November 2024, where the LEP team undertook direct observation and engagement with the negotiations process. This evidence base was further expanded through identifying, coding, and analysing 35 programme documents. 
· Contribution stories: A set of six contribution stories were produced for the final evaluation. These can be found in Annex I and form the analytical basis, alongside other documents and KIIs, for the effectiveness findings. 
· Validation workshop: A presentation of preliminary findings was provided by the LEP team to DESNZ and DAI stakeholders on 29 June 2025. The workshop provided an overview of the early analysis conducted by the LEP team and provisional findings from this analysis, with the purpose of eliciting any feedback or reflections from the DESNZ and DAI stakeholders to help further refine and add nuance to the findings in this report. 
This report provides an overview of the final evaluation results, including sections on methods (Section 2), findings across all evaluation questions (Section 3), gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) (Section 4), conclusions (Section 5), and recommendations (section 6). The contribution stories (case studies) are attached as an annex to the report. 




[bookmark: _Toc214452905]Methodology 
[bookmark: _Toc214452906]Overview 
In the LEP’s proposal setting out how it would undertake the CASA II evaluation, the methodology proposed was contribution tracing, which is a hybrid methodology that brings together contribution analysis and process tracing. Both methods are theory-based and heavily dependent on robust and extensive evidence sources, a strong theory of change (ToC), and fairly extensive stakeholder engagement to critique contribution claims (in the context of ‘contribution courts’). 
However, as the LEP scoping phase for the interim evaluation progressed, two significant limitations became apparent, which had implications for the overall methodology of the final evaluation: 1) the need to revise and strengthen the programme’s ToC; and 2) the evidentiary gaps in CASA II’s monitoring system. As a result, and in agreement with DESNZ, the scope of the interim evaluation was truncated from assessing impact to focusing on the programme’s progress towards its intended objectives. It was also agreed that the interim evaluation would constructively look to identify evidence gaps that could (ideally) be remedied in time for the final evaluation, and to provide an evidence base that could feed into the development of the CASA III business case. 
In lieu of contribution tracing, we blended the principles of outcome harvesting[footnoteRef:2] with contribution analysis[footnoteRef:3] to evaluate CASA II’s role in bringing about outcomes of interest. We used a theory-based approach to evaluate CASA II. This means we looked at the three pathways outlined in a refreshed ToC (see Figure 1), the causal links, and the assumptions within the theory, and we then sought evidence that confirmed or challenged the theory. Case studies—framed as contribution stories—were the key methodological tool for this final evaluation (Annex I). These enabled us to analyse outcome-level changes in relation to each ToC pathway, explore other actors and factors, and arrive at a conclusion about CASA II’s contribution and role with regards to that particular outcome. When examining the importance of other actors and factors, as well as the characteristics of the UNFCCC and other climate fora, with regard to characteristics in achieving CASA II results, we assessed what factors are required for success and whether approaches used in one context or by one TP may be likely to work elsewhere.  [2:  Outcome harvesting was developed by Ricardo Wilson-Grau and colleagues and is a technique for collecting (‘harvesting’) evidence of what has changed (‘outcomes’) in a specific context and then working backwards to determine whether and how an ‘intervention’ has contributed 
to the identified changes. It is often used in complex multi-country programming, including several international programmes funded by His Majesty’s Government, and is considered a way of privileging the experiences and perspectives of change agents (TPs, DESNZ) and social actors (CASA-supported groups and individuals). ]  [3:  Contribution analysis is a theory-based approach to evaluation developed by John Mayne. It is an iterative process that examines the theory for how a programme should contribute to a specific change and the likely effects of other factors.] 

All TPs were consulted and engaged with the LEP to develop a 'long list' of possible outcomes of interest. NIRAS developed selection criteria (included in the approach paper for the final evaluation) for identifying and selecting, from emerging outcome areas, stories for consideration as case studies (we conducted three sifts of possible outcome areas). Case studies were selected with a view to ensuring good coverage of the three outcome pathways, reflecting the diversity of TPs and supported negotiating groups, and the potential of the cases to tell stories about a range of climate change issues and the evolution of CASA II. In addition, formal evaluation dimensions, such as sustainability and GESI, and the potential of counter-factual evidence, needed to be included. To ensure we avoided looking only at 'success stories’, we also developed a longlist through triangulation of inputs (from the LEP, DAI, and TPs, and from beneficiary discussions at COP29). Based on selection criteria, and the availability of evidence, a shortlist of six case studies was produced across all ToC pathways, including the Opportunity Fund (OF). The pathways are: 
1. capacity and institutional strengthening;
2. access to and engagement in negotiations; and
3. support to implementation and review mechanisms.
[image: Refreshed ToC graphic for CASA II. Describes the problem statement, constraints, inputs, outputs, pathways of change, outcome and impact of the programme. ]
[bookmark: _Toc214453002]Figure 1: Refreshed ToC graphic for CASA II

The list of case studies is outlined in Table 1, showing which TP was involved, the outcome focus of the story, how it did or did not relate to the OF, and the ToC pathway it addressed. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452990]Table 1: List of case studies (contribution stories)
	#
	TP
	Outcome description
	OF
	Pathway

	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	3

	1
	IIED, Climate Analytics, Germanwatch
	A strengthened organisational infrastructure to support the Least Developed Countries (LDC) Group’s internal functions and external engagement. 
	
	x
	x
	x

	2
	Climate 2025/Climate Leadership Initiative (CLI)
	The New Generation Programme (NGP) evolved into a programme that was semi-embedded within negotiating group structures. 
	x
	x
	x
	

	3
	LRI
	LRI successfully adapted their technical assistance model to include domestic implementation support. 
	
	
	x
	x

	4
	Independent Diplomat
	Sustained leadership and presence of the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) as the convenor and chair of the High Ambition Coalition (HAC) influenced the outcomes of negotiations.
	
	
	x
	x

	5
	Oxford Policy Management (OPM) / Practical Action 
	OF grantees in Nepal strengthened government and stakeholders’ influence and engagement in UNFCCC and further enabled the country to take transformative actions to confront climate change both domestically and abroad. 
	x
	x
	x
	x

	6
	CIES
	CIES enhanced and maintained the capacity of negotiators, delegates, and institutions within certain Independent Association of Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) countries and helped them develop their own visions for the future, in regard to confronting the impacts and risks of climate change. 
	
	x
	
	x


Below, the LEP team presents the sources of evidence (and their strength), the evaluation questions that framed this final evaluation, a brief description of the team’s approach to the analysis, and limitations to the findings in this final evaluation. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452907]Sources and strength of evidence 
Sources of evidence for this final evaluation included the following: 
· primary data (KIIs); 
· secondary data (document review); 
· secondary analysis (contribution stories and ICF KPI 15 report); and
· a ‘validation workshop’ with DESNZ and DAI stakeholders, conducted by the LEP team, in which the preliminary findings were presented ahead of the submission of the final evaluation report, in order to elicit critical engagement with the findings.
A total of 48 KIIs were conducted (from a target of 60),[footnoteRef:4] with 74 individuals. A total of 35 documents were reviewed and coded (13 of these were workplan-related).[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  This number does not include the multiple interviews that were conducted (up to three) with the same TPs to deepen evidence and/or validate findings for the case studies. ]  [5: ] 

The strength of the evidence was assessed for each evaluation question in order to provide a transparent reflection on the evidence base for the analysis. The strength of the evidence was assessed against the rubric below (Table 2), with three possible ratings (red–amber–green). Statements on, and definitions of, the evidence strength were also provided. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452991]Table 2: Strength of evidence rubric 
	Rating
	Statement
	Definition 

	Strong 
evidence 
	There is clear and corroborative evidence to make a judgement 
	Evidence can be corroborated by monitoring data, programme documents, and primary data to support a judgement

	Some 
evidence 
	There is some evidence to make an estimated judgement
	Some evidence among monitoring data, programme documents, or primary data supports an estimated judgement

	Limited 
evidence 
	Insufficient evidence to make a judgement
	Evidence is from a single source and, while it may suggest a claim, is insufficient to support a valid judgement 



In addition, each contribution story assessed the scale of CASA II’s contribution, which sits at the top of each contribution story found in Annex I. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452992]Table 3: Assessing contribution scale
	Extent of contribution 

	
	Critical contribution
	Important contribution
	Some contribution
	Negligible contribution

	Strength of evidence
	Strong evidence
	Very confident that CASA II made a critical contribution to the outcome
	Very confident that CASA II made an important contribution to the outcome
	Very confident that CASA II made some contribution to the outcome, alongside other factors, but it was not the most important cause
	Very confident that CASA II’s contribution to the outcome was negligible

	
	Some evidence
	More confident than not that CASA II made a critical contribution to the outcome
	More confident than not that CASA II made an important contribution to the outcome
	More confident than not that CASA II made some contribution to the outcome, alongside other factors, but it was not the most important cause
	More confident than not that CASA II’s contribution to the outcome was negligible

	
	Limited evidence
	Insufficient evidence to support a contribution judgement




[bookmark: _Toc214452908]Evaluation questions 
The evaluation questions for the evaluation of CASA II are listed below by reference to the Organisation for Economic Cooperation’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC) evaluation criteria. These questions reflect the shift of emphasis in the final evaluation and are the result of consultations with both DAI and DESNZ. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452993]Table 4: Evaluation questions and questions
	Criteria
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions

	Relevance
	1. How, and in what ways, is the current CASA delivery model (including expertise, interventions, and delivery) appropriate and sufficient to increase negotiator capacity and influence international negotiation approaches?
	1.1. To what extent does the pool of TPs and their ‘stock of assets’ sufficiently reflect the expertise required to address the needs of climate negotiators? 

	
	2. 
	2.1. Which aspects of the delivery model are most relevant to, and valued by, negotiating groups? 

	
	3. 
	3.1. To what extent has CASA II adapted to align with: i) the needs of individual negotiators and negotiating groups; and ii) the evolving climate negotiations space?

	Coherence
	4. Do the CASA interventions demonstrate coherence across time?
	4.1. [bookmark: _Hlk200630128]To what extent has CASA II remained consistent with its intended delivery model over time?

	
	5. 
	5.1. [bookmark: _Hlk200630154]To what extent is CASA II perceived to have integrated and built on the results of previous UK support? 

	
	6. 
	6.1. To what extent has coherence between TPs added value in their support to a particular negotiating group?

	Efficiency 
	7. To what extent does CASA represent value for money (VFM)?
	7.1. How and in what ways is CASA II delivering VFM against the 4Es framework of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and equity? 

	Effectiveness
	8. To what extent is the UK’s support under CASA II achieving its intended results? 
	8.1. What progress has been made against CASA II logframe outputs and outcomes across both individual negotiator support and institutional capacity support? 

	
	9. 
	9.1. What are the main internal and external factors which have enabled or hindered CASA II-supported results? 


	Impact
	10. To what extent is the UK's support to country negotiators under CASA II contributing to, or expected to contribute to, its intended impact?
	10.1. To what extent have Global South negotiators increased their capacity and capability to engage in international climate negotiations?

	
	11. 
	11.1. To what extent are supported negotiating groups able to access, engage in, and influence international climate negotiations?

	
	12. 
	12.1. To what extent are national actors able to implement international commitments made at a domestic level?

	
	13. 
	13.1. What unintended impacts—both positive and negative—has the CASA II programme contributed to?

	
	14. 
	14.1. To what extent will CASA II-supported activities contribute to transformational change (KPI 15)?

	Sustainability 
	15. Are the results of the UK’s long-term support to developing country negotiators likely to be sustained beyond CASA II’s completion? 
	15.1. What should sustainability entail for CASA-supported people and negotiation groups?

	
	
	15.2. To what extent are CASA-supported results likely to be sustained, and how?



[bookmark: _Toc201170685][bookmark: _Toc201170686][bookmark: _Toc201170687][bookmark: _Toc201170688][bookmark: _Toc201170689][bookmark: _Toc201170690][bookmark: _Toc201170691][bookmark: _Toc201170692][bookmark: _Toc201170693][bookmark: _Toc201170710][bookmark: _Toc214452909]Analysis 
Ahead of all data collection and the document review, the LEP team developed a coding framework in MAXQDA,[footnoteRef:6] based largely around the evaluation questions and sub-questions. The LEP team undertook its analysis of the coded data during May and June 2025, with all documents and transcribed interviews coded against this framework.  [6:  A software program used for qualitative data analysis, including coding and analysing source material.] 

The analytical approach for the contribution stories was set out in detail in the approach paper for the final evaluation. It is important to note that the LEP team was able to follow the proposed method (see Figure 2 below), and all stories went through multiple iterations, seeking out additional evidence to revise and strengthen the contribution stories. 
[image: Stepwise contribution story analytical approach. This includes 5 steps: 1. approach TPs and sift for stories; 2. gather existing evidence against stories; 3. assemble and assess contribution story; 4. seek out additional evidence; 5. revise and strengthen contribution story.]
[bookmark: _Toc214453003]Figure 2: Contribution story analytical approach

[bookmark: _Toc201170712][bookmark: _Ref173432950][bookmark: _Ref173434168][bookmark: _Toc214452910]Limitations 
Following the data challenges identified during the interim evaluation, the LEP team raised evidence gaps and worked closely with DAI and DESNZ to understand data limitations throughout the final evaluation.[footnoteRef:7] The provision of supporting evidence for the logframe—such as attendance sheets, submission links, and meeting minutes—has since improved, GESI disaggregation has also progressed, and there was a notable increase in survey responses conducted by DAI, rising from 11 in 2024 to 101 in 2025. [7:  In late 2024 an evidence dashboard was set up to try to manage and mitigate where possible the issues with data availability. ] 

However, several issues with monitoring and data reporting remain for the final evaluation:
· Baseline setting: All output and outcome indicators have been assigned a baseline of zero, despite CASA being a programme with over a decade of implementation. While this may be appropriate for indicators introduced later, it raises concerns for others.
· VFM data clarity: There is a lack of transparency around the data underpinning the VFM analysis. There are several interrelating issues which have been raised with DAI, including the limited access to source data informing the VFM analysis, and missing reporting. 
· Reporting depth: Although DAI’s quarterly reports to DESNZ provide a useful summary of achievements, the monitoring framework would benefit from more detailed annual results reporting from the TPs.
In addition to these issues relating to CASA II’s monitoring and reporting data, the final evaluation itself experienced limitations. Firstly, the majority of KIIs undertaken were with TPs. This means that there is a potential bias in the evidence base. The LEP team sought to mitigate this by seeking out additional evidence, holding a validation workshop with CASA-supported people,[footnoteRef:8] and being open to other opportunities (e.g. SB 62 in Bonn in June 2024). There was also a lack of evidence from negotiators supported by CIES due to the lack of responses to interview requests by the LEP.[footnoteRef:9] Secondly, the target for conducting KIIs with historic beneficiaries, wider market experts, and other negotiators was not achieved. This was largely due to challenges in obtaining contact details for these groups and a low response rate from those we did reach. However, many of the CASA-supported individuals interviewed were also historic beneficiaries, and, given the fluid nature of negotiations, some former beneficiaries were also current TPs and wider market experts, which made it difficult to clearly distinguish between categories. Thirdly, it is important to note that negotiators often understand support to mean support received from a TP, but TPs may be funded by a number of donors. All possible efforts have been made to isolate CASA II’s contribution over that of other actors and factors. However, as discussed later in this report (in the discussion of actors and factors), there is a myriad of factors at play, and the ecosystem of the UNFCCC is highly complex. Oftentimes, it is simply too sensitive—or is inappropriate—to press for funding details. Often, TPs are simply not aware of how CASA funding might be allocated within their organisation.  [8:  Held on 30 May 2025. Only two CASA supported people attended.]  [9:  CIES provided additional data during the report review phase, following earlier requests made during the data collection phase. While we were unable to fully integrate this information into our analysis, we would like to acknowledge and appreciate CIES’s contributions.] 

[bookmark: _Toc214452911]Findings 
This section presents the overall findings from the data collected and analysed during this final evaluation. Each sub-section responds to one of the six evaluation questions (EQs) and addresses each evaluation sub-question in turn. For each evaluation question, we also provide an overall summary of related findings and an assessment of the strength of the evidence supporting those findings. 

[bookmark: _Toc174016487][bookmark: _Toc214452912]Relevance 

	[bookmark: _Hlk173232063]EQ1: How, and in what ways, is the current CASA II delivery model (including expertise, interventions, and delivery) appropriate and sufficient to meet the needs of negotiating groups operating in a particularly dynamic context? 



Summary:

There is strong evidence that CASA II remains highly relevant to both negotiators and the core negotiating groups the programme aims to support, including the LDC Group, the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), and the HAC. The programme’s delivery model effectively meets the needs of these negotiating groups and adapts to dynamic UNFCCC contexts. The TPs’ established trust with negotiators and negotiating groups, reputation, and consistent engagement with the UNFCCC agenda continue to be key assets that enable the CASA partners, and therefore the programme as a whole, to respond to shifting priorities across groups and countries.
Individual capacity building remains in high demand, particularly given the increasing workload faced by negotiators. Notable and valued elements of the model include LRI, who, as a TP, provides not just legal training but sourcing of legal expertise through an extensive professional network. Another valued element of CASA’s model is the mentorship-based ‘elder’ model many TPs use to deliver capacity building and training of negotiators. Negotiators interviewed consistently noted that short-term training alone is insufficient: support throughout the full UNFCC negotiation cycle—not just during formal UNFCCC intersessional periods—is critical. As the age profile of negotiators shifts, with a younger generation stepping forward to engage in the UNFCCC, CASA is adapting to meet the evolving needs of junior negotiators.
The OF has expanded the pool of TPs’ and CASA’s ‘stock of assets,’ enhancing the programme’s agility and reach. It is also meeting needs beyond the core negotiating groups, by supporting a broader range of stakeholders.
According to interviews with recipients of CASA support, the programme’s expertise is widely regarded as sufficient and responsive to a challenging context. However, some challenges to relevance persist. Transparency in the demand-led model varies across TPs, with inconsistent evidence of demand and delivery. CASA’s increased focus on domestic implementation—via CIES, LRI, and the OF—aims to improve strategic effectiveness amid budget constraints. While some stakeholders question this shift, those receiving legal implementation support from LRI view the domestic implementation support as essential. Finally, as English remains dominant in the UNFCCC space, translation support—such as LRI’s efforts to expand French and Spanish access, and the negotiations advice provided by CIES and ICCCAD in native languages—remains important.
Strength of evidence 

The overall strength of the evidence for this question is considered by the LEP team to be strong. A breakdown of this rating is presented below, with a description of the rating.
[bookmark: _Ref153279065][bookmark: _Toc180599803][bookmark: _Toc214452994]Table 5: Strength of evidence—relevance 
	Rating
	Statement
	Definition 
	Description 

	Strong 
	There is clear and corroborative evidence to make a judgement
	Evidence can be corroborated by monitoring data, programme documents, and primary data to support a judgement
	The LEP has gathered relevant data from programme documentation and KIIs, including with CASA II delivery partners (n=27) and CASA-supported negotiators (n=19). The LEP was also able to better understand the dynamics between TPs through the case studies and programme documentation, which provided clear and corroborative evidence on which to make a judgement. 



[bookmark: _Toc204259814]EQ 1.1: To what extent does the pool of TPs and their ‘stock of assets’ sufficiently reflect the expertise required to address the needs of climate negotiators?

As found in the programme’s interim evaluation (2024), CASA continues to provide a pool of TPs with the expertise required to respond to, and address, the evolving needs of climate negotiators. The programme’s ‘stock of assets’—both in terms of expertise and delivery mechanisms—remains key to addressing the increasingly dynamic and complex negotiation landscape. This stock of assets, as defined by the programme’s ToC, include the following: physical and financial resources and presence; institutional and technical knowledge and memory; established trust and confidence through existing and long-term relationships; and relationship and resourcing conditions (e.g. informal/formal agreements with other TPs, dedicated/embedded support and coordination teams/structures). Establishing trust, reputation, and continuity of presence remains a defining asset of CASA’s TPs. The consistent engagement of TPs with the UNFCCC agenda before, during, and after meetings enables them to respond effectively to dynamic contexts and the shifting needs of negotiators, groups, and countries. For example, TPs are found to be capable of responding not only to thematic shifts but also to the operational realities of “rotation chaos”, as one TP referred to it, that can occur due to the frequent changes in delegates, chairs, and heads of delegation. The transitional period required for new chairs to settle into their roles underscores the importance of TPs in ensuring continuity and effective handover. Their presence and institutional memory are essential in maintaining momentum and coherence during these transitions.
Thematically, the post-COP28 landscape has shifted towards operationalising the Loss and Damage Fund at the domestic level, as well as preparing for the next iteration of Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) due at COP30. Throughout and following COP29, there has been substantial focus on the deliberations surrounding the post-2025 climate finance goal, specifically the development of the New Collective Quantified Goal (NCQG) on climate finance. TPs are actively supporting negotiators in navigating these complex and evolving thematic areas.
CASA II has adapted its pool of TPs to amplify and broaden its relevance to new stakeholders. The inclusion of new TPs, such as CIES and ICCCAD, has expanded the scope of CASA’s training offer, moving beyond training core negotiation delegates to also include civil society and private sector actors who seek to engage meaningfully at COPs. 
The introduction of the OF has increased the pool of TPs’ and CASA’s ‘stock of assets’ and amplified the programme’s ability to meet a wider group of stakeholders and their needs, making the programme more agile and adaptive. For example, a Nepalese government official cited OF grantees Practical Action and OPM as having the necessary expertise to respond to Nepal’s fast-changing and highly specific context: “…very capable and experienced professionals and provide support as and when government need it. The support is very necessary for the government to participate in the UNFCCC process.” This responsiveness illustrates the value of the OF in enabling tailored, context-specific support.
Moreover, the OF is meeting needs that extend beyond traditional negotiating groups. There continues to be a need for increased inclusion of typically disenfranchised groups within the UNFCCC. The OF support for initiatives such as the Youth Negotiators Academy (YNA) has opened up new avenues for non-state actors, youth, and marginalised communities to build their capacity and engage more effectively in the UNFCCC process. 
According to some TPs, the degree to which interactions between TPs, and between TPs and DAI, are demand-led is often opaque: certain TPs are transparent, in terms of providing an ‘audit trail’ and evidence of demand, while others are not. This dimension may reflect a difference in institutional culture among TPs, but also variations in demands from DAI, and highlights how established trust and reputation are both enabling delivery while potentially obscuring transparency and evidence. For example, certain TPs are able to provide a ‘paper trail’ of the demand from the group they support, while other TPs rely more on the tacit and well-established relationships they have with their respective groups. This dimension not only affects the programme’s ability to provide evidence of direct demand-led support, but it can also affect delivery: for example, not every thematic coordinator is aware of the support being provided. ​
[bookmark: _Toc204259815]EQ 1.2: Which aspects of the delivery model are most relevant to, and valued by, negotiating groups? 

CASA’s delivery model remains highly relevant and valued, particularly for under-resourced groups, such as LDC group and AOSIS. The most highly valued aspects of the programme are the financial resources and technical support delivered by the TPs. Funding, particularly long-term funding, was cited by many stakeholders as a continued key need.​ With negotiators often balancing full-time roles, there is a sustained need for financial and technical support. TPs fill this gap by providing advanced research, on-demand advice, and year-round, intersessional guidance at both group and individual levels—not just during COPs.
The multifaceted and tailored support provided by TPs is also highly valued by negotiators and negotiating groups. This support includes real-time, one-on-one advice (e.g. WhatsApp exchanges with chairs), coordination meetings pre- and post-COP, and bespoke thematic research. Outputs are designed to be digestible and accessible. English is dominant in the UNFCCC space, so supporting translation needs is still essential for negotiators with limited working proficiency in the language. Progress in this area was noted in LRI's efforts to incorporate French and Spanish to widen its language (and access to UNFCCC engagement) offer. LRI’s delivery model, supported by its expanding pro bono legal network, remains a valued and distinctive component. Similarly, the inclusion of CIES and ICCCAD as TPs has enhanced accessibility, as their guidance is delivered in local languages within their respective countries of operation.

A core strength of CASA is the flexibility and responsiveness of TPs across UNFCCC themes. Support is delivered in-situ and before and after COPs and SBs. TPs’ ability to meet ‘quick demands’ is enabled by their experience and trusted relationships. As one negotiator from the Independent Diplomat/RMI context shared, “CASA has made it possible that I'm able to focus on this work completely and to support our board members and our coordinators, who are already stretched very thin.” This adaptive and responsive support is especially evident in OF-supported interventions. 
However, some junior negotiators supported by CASA called for more structured training ahead of meetings. Short-term training alone is insufficient. Stakeholders stressed the importance of intersessional technical assistance and accessible research materials. Pre-COP preparation is especially valued, as negotiators often lack time to upskill during meetings. As one LDC supported negotiator reflected: 
“The [LDC] Group really benefits from ongoing technical assistance throughout the year… negotiators often have day jobs and their work on negotiations is additional, so the support is essential. Capacity building is valuable, but what is particularly valuable is when key technical insights are provided in accessible format, like a clear, four-page policy brief on a topic coming up in negotiations. Many negotiators don’t have time to track issues year-round, so they rely on short, digestible analyses…These are widely read and shared.”
Mentorship and ‘elder’ support are also highly valued. Initiatives like the CLI and YNA help to build social capital among cohorts while training and building individual negotiators’ skills. There are instances of team members working for TPs that have developed to become negotiators and who serve as important role models and mentors within the negotiation space—such as Michai Robertson, who previously worked for ODI and now is a finance negotiator for AOSIS.
Box 1: ODI providing responsive and adaptive support to AOSIS
Under the CASA programme, ODI has provided agile, high-impact support to AOSIS, helping to amplify the bloc’s voice in global climate negotiations. This support has been especially critical in the areas of climate finance and adaptation, where ODI has worked closely with the AOSIS chair’s team to shape positions on the NCQG and the Global Goal on Adaptation. The TP takes direction from the chair’s team on “an hourly, daily and weekly basis (principally by WhatsApp)” for requests on research on specific issues, requests to convene consultations, and to draft specific internal/external facing documents in response to their priority needs. Through a CASA OF grant, ODI conducted a landmark survey of over 50 Small Island Developing States (SIDS) stakeholders to map adaptation knowledge gaps. This research informed AOSIS’s internal coordination and Global Goal on Adaptation positions; supported real-time decision-making during COPs; and was used in broader UK Government strategies, including the UK’s SIDS strategy (The UK Small Island Developing States Strategy - International Development Committee). It was also used to inform and shape AOSIS’ input on the Global Goal on Adaptation. See: Mapping the information and learning landscape for adaptation in Small Island Developing States (SIDS) | ODI: Think change and CASA_Technical-paper_GGA-for-SIDS.pdf. 

[bookmark: _Toc204259816]EQ 1.3: To what extent has CASA II adapted to align with: i) the needs of individual negotiators and negotiating groups; and ii) the evolving climate negotiations space?

CASA II has demonstrated a clear capacity to adapt in alignment with both the evolving needs of individual negotiators and negotiating groups, as well as the broader shifts in the climate negotiations space. As the UNFCCC regime increasingly turns its focus to domestic implementation of climate change agreements, the programme has responded by expanding its focus on domestic implementation support through the work of CIES, LRI, and the OF. While some TPs and stakeholders continue to question the emphasis on domestic implementation, key informants receiving climate change law review and implementation support from LRI described the TP’s role as vital. Additionally, there is evidence of demand from the governments of Panama and Costa Rica, who have formally requested domestic climate change support from the TP, CIES. 
In regard to the evolving needs of individual negotiators and groups, TPs are found to be responsive to the contexts of these groups and shift accordingly. This is demonstrated particularly through the inclusion of ICCCAD and CIES as TPs, and the utilisation of the OF. 
Several key informants expressed a desire for increased support and funding, particularly for junior negotiators. For example, individuals trained under the CLI have requested further training opportunities, and the Government of Nepal has called for continued support from CASA’s TPs, Practical Action and OPM. 
Certain challenges that the programme still faces within the climate negotiations space remain. CASA-supported negotiators cited youth and gender as a gap in the UNFCCC ecosystem (not CASA’s delivery) that still needs addressing. There is limited engagement with marginalised voices within LDC groups: not all LDC countries prioritise youth inclusion equally. CASA demonstrates a strong ability to engage and respond to this gap, through its TPs and the OF.
[bookmark: _Ref173434543][bookmark: _Toc214452913]Coherence 

	[bookmark: _Hlk173246062]EQ 2: Do the CASA interventions demonstrate coherence across time?



Summary:

There is strong evidence that CASA interventions demonstrate coherence across time. The programme has maintained a consistent delivery model—providing demand-led, adaptive support through TPs—while the OF has acted as a mechanism to enhance this delivery model through increased flexibility and responsiveness. The introduction of the OF has further reinforced coherence by enabling CASA to build on previous UK support and to fund organisations with established track records. Former recipients of CASA support have also transitioned into TP roles, deepening institutional memory and strengthening ties with supported groups. Long-term relationships with negotiating groups and country delegations have been sustained, supported by continuity in funding and personnel. This has enabled TPs to build trust and strengthen capacity within negotiating groups and delegations over time.

While structured collaboration between TPs has varied, particularly since the transition from PwC’s management of CASA I, collaboration often occurs organically through negotiation processes. Some perceived duplication and issues with collaboration have been noted, but the demand-led model helps mitigate these issues. Differences in how TPs present themselves—some acting under their own organisational brands, others under the CASA identity—may affect the visibility of the programme. This has sometimes led to recipients of support being unaware of the spread of CASA II’s offering and of other TPs they could receive support from, which may be balanced by the strategic need of the programme to be viewed as independent from its donor. 
Overall, CASA II’s evolution reflects a measured adaptation that builds on the foundations of predecessor programmes (CDKN, the Negotiations Support Programme, CASA I), demonstrating coherence in both strategy, implementation, and objectives over time.
Strength of evidence 
The overall strength of the evidence for this question is considered by the LEP team to be strong. A breakdown of this rating is presented below, with a description of the rating.
[bookmark: _Toc180599804][bookmark: _Toc214452995]Table 6: Strength of evidence—coherence 
	Rating
	Statement
	Definition 
	Description 

	Strong evidence
	There is clear and corroborative evidence to make a judgement
	Evidence can be corroborated by monitoring data, programme documents, and primary data to support a judgement
	The LEP has gathered relevant data from programme documentation and KIIs, including with CASA II delivery partners (n=27) and CASA-supported negotiators (n=19). The coding process in MAXQDA resulted in over 112 codes allocated to coherence. The LEP was also able to better understand the dynamics between TPs through the case studies and programme documentation, which provided clear and corroborative evidence on which to make a judgement. 


[bookmark: _Toc204259818]EQ 2.1: To what extent has CASA II remained consistent with its intended delivery model over time?

CASA II has remained broadly consistent with its original delivery model, while also evolving to enhance its reach and relevance. As affirmed by the interim evaluation, the programme continues to provide demand-led, adaptive, and real-time support to climate-vulnerable country negotiating groups through TPs, maintaining the core principles established under CDKN and carried forward through CASA. This central objective of supporting negotiators from least developed and climate-vulnerable countries has remained relatively unchanged since its inception under CDKN’s Advocacy Fund, through the Negotiations Support Programme and CASA I, with CASA I introducing a focus on driving ambitious outcomes. CASA II builds on this foundation, with a greater emphasis on long-term institutional capacity building, South–South collaboration, and greater support for implementation of negotiation outcomes.
This consistency has enabled the programme to sustain long-term relationships with key negotiating groups and country delegations. At the same time, CASA II has strategically evolved to enhance its flexibility and responsiveness. The introduction of the OF represents a deliberate extension of the delivery model, allowing more adaptive and context-specific support. The inclusion of new core TPs, such as CIES and ICCCAD, has expanded the programme’s scope, particularly by strengthening in-country capacity and presence—an element that was not central in the original model, but which is now seen as critical for sustained engagement and coordination with recipients of CASA support.
The programme has also broadened its geographic and organisational reach. While predecessor programmes focused on the LDC group, AOSIS, and the HAC, the integration of AILAC through CIES during CASA II has extended CASA’s footprint in Latin America, and ICCCAD’s work with LDC-based civil society organisations and non-government organisations has diversified the types of actors benefitting from CASA support, beyond negotiators alone.
These shifts reflect a measured extension of the delivery model, rather than a departure from it, maintaining the programme's objectives of supporting Global South negotiators and ambitious negotiation outcomes. Multiple stakeholders noted that such adaptations, particularly greater collaboration with Global South partners, such as ICCCAD and other OF TPs, could further enhance CASA’s impact. As one CASA-supported individual noted, “In-country organisations could benefit just from being part of the CASA consortium… it could be a good way of connecting the Global North and the Global South and increasing impact that way.”
[bookmark: _Toc204259819]EQ 2.2: To what extent is CASA II perceived to have integrated and built on the results of previous UK support? 

CASA II is widely perceived to have effectively built on the foundations of previous UK support, maintaining continuity and strengthening relationships. The coherence across time of CASA TPs has built strong trust-based relationships, which in turn has enabled the achievements documented in this report. Many of the eight core TPs[footnoteRef:10] have received continued funding from the UK Government since CDKN. This continued presence of the TPs has given them the opportunity to build and strengthen relationships with recipient individual negotiators, country delegations, and negotiating groups across the board and over a significant amount of time. High turnover within both TP organisations and supported groups can pose risks to continuity of strong relationships, with one CASA-supported person stating that frequent personnel changes can make it “difficult to effect any kind of permanent or real change”.  [10:  With the exception of CIES and ICCCAD, as they were brought into the programme more recently. ] 

However, CASA II has been able to maintain and even expand its reach through transitions. For example, in 2023, Pascale Bird succeeded Christopher Schwartz as Director of LRI, after more than a decade of leadership. Despite this change, LRI has continued to receive a growing number of support requests from longstanding country delegations. Moreover, newer team members have helped broaden LRI’s engagement—extending the reach of support—such as with the Chilean delegation, which has helped facilitate cooperation with AILAC. These trust-based relationships have encouraged supported parties to continue seeking assistance, enabling them to feel comfortable requesting a broader range of support. As a CASA-supported individual noted, “Since this training [in 2021], I have been supported and I’m still supported—I even introduced [TPs] to my bosses and said to them, ‘this is the group that supports us when you ask for something’”.
This history of support to negotiators has also played a key role in strengthening institutional knowledge, expertise, and understanding within negotiating groups. Sustained technical support provided to negotiating groups and countries has resulted in strengthened capacity and an increase in ownership by CASA-supported people. Examples of this include RMI, the LDC group, and AOSIS. This has created an “environment of proactive leadership”, as noted by one of CASA’s TPs. For example, the long-term support Independent Diplomat has provided to RMI has enabled RMI negotiators to take the lead during negotiations, while Independent Diplomat’s role has evolved from representing RMI at negotiations to providing more behind-the-scenes administrative, strategic, and logistical support. 
Long-term funding allows TPs to plan for extended strategic support, building on past achievements. As one TP stated, “The value comes from consistency. If we work for two years then get cut off, we are wasting money if we then start working again. Continuity saves money”. Echoing the findings of the interim evaluation, multiple recipients of CASA support state that the continuity of support has been one of its greatest strengths. These strong relationships between TPs and recipients of support, and the coherence over time, has been one of the key successes of the programme. 
The OF has served as a mechanism for building on previous UK support and enhancing programme cohesion. Through the OF selection process, CASA has been able to strategically choose and fund organisations with an existing track record, capitalising on their momentum and allowing them to build on pre-existing relationships and past results. This has occurred through CASA II’s selection of OF grantees, such as OPM, Practical Action, ECARDS, the PRI, the CLI, and the Loss and Damage Collaboration. These organisations are often able to contribute to CASA II objectives by adding value to core TP initiatives. For example, the CLI and Loss and Damage Collaboration’s joint OF programme was designed to complement existing initiatives supporting the LDC group. 
Similarly, the progression of former recipients of CASA support to joining TP teams highlights how individuals have been capacitated to support their negotiating groups and country delegations in new, impactful ways. Several TPs have reported that former recipients of CASA support have gone on to join TP teams. This often also gives TPs further insight into the groups they are supporting and further strengthens relationships with the supported group or delegation.
[bookmark: _Toc204259820]EQ 2.3: To what extent has coherence between TPs added value in their support to a particular negotiating group?

The level of collaboration and coordination between TPs under CASA is variable. Among those supporting the LDC Group, collaboration is reported to be generally effective and works particularly well where organisations have designated counterparts for specific thematic areas. One CASA-supported individual who receives support from two TPs noted the value of receiving support from multiple TPs and stated that “Each…brings different strengths, and together we complement one another depending on what the work requires”. Certain OF TPs also have prior relationships with core TPs, both through prior collaboration between organisations, and through individuals who were previous employees or recipients of core TP support, which has helped with co-ordination. However, there was one report of issues with collaboration, in which poorly managed dynamics were perceived to have contributed to power imbalances, such as instances of restricted access to information or negotiation positions when supporting the same negotiating group, and control over messaging. 
While the workplans recognise the need to align with existing LDC-focused initiatives, coordination among TPs remains largely informal and relationship-driven. For example, Climate Analytics and IIED maintain regular contact, though this is often through informal conversations rather than structured mechanisms, and collaboration tends to peak during negotiations but becomes ad hoc at other times. As Climate Analytics’ team and thematic scope have grown, some roles have become blurred, occasionally overlapping with IIED’s responsibilities, resulting in some perceived duplication of the support offered, though this was reported to have improved in recent months due to increased effectiveness of the chair’s team in clarifying and communicating the various roles and responsibilities of TPs. The demand-led model does help mitigate this, as one CASA-supported individual noted: “If you have support from another partner, you won’t [ask for the same support], you say what is missing.”
Moreover, evidence suggests that structured coordination between TPs has declined since the transition from PwC’s management of the programme, with reduced visibility between TPs of other TPs’ activities. One OF TP reported that there was no structured follow-up after initial introductions to core TPs; however, this is not unexpected given the nature of the OF. Echoing findings from the interim evaluation, KIIs with TPs suggest that formal collaboration, pushed by DAI, may be counterproductive and should be led by TPs when necessary. Both TPs and CASA-supported individuals noted that TPs are often brought together organically through the negotiation process itself. As one CASA-supported individual put it: “Organisations in this space tend to know each other and know about what the other is doing, so there is already a lot of awareness.” Another TP added: “They are already being brought together through negotiations... Everyone works together really well as is”, highlighting that structured collaboration is not always necessary. 
The CASA programme currently has relatively low visibility or 'brand awareness'—for instance, a recipient from an AILAC country noted limited awareness of training and capacity-building providers beyond LRI, despite CIES being intended as a prominent actor in the region. While this could suggest potential gaps in coordination, it may also reflect differences in how TPs present themselves. One of CASA II’s delivery partners suggests that longstanding CASA TPs are more likely to operate under their organisational identities, whereas newer TPs may be more closely associated with the CASA brand, potentially affecting their visibility among recipients. This is not necessarily seen as a problem, with one TP noting that these firewalls are necessary and that “being under a UK banner doesn’t work well”—and would be unhelpful in the context in which they work. 
This separation—or ‘firewall’—is particularly important given the political nature of climate negotiations, where perceptions of foreign influence can be highly sensitive. TPs have expressed concern that more visible or active involvement from the UK in the CASA programme could be interpreted as interference, potentially undermining the neutrality and legitimacy of their work. This reinforces earlier findings, such as those from CDKN’s project completion review, which highlighted the importance of programmes like CDKN being seen as ‘independent’ or at least at ‘arm’s length’ from donors.
[bookmark: _Toc214452914]Efficiency

	[bookmark: _Hlk173247735]EQ 3: To what extent does CASA represent VFM? 



Summary:
The CASA II programme has demonstrated strong overall VFM, with 86% of indicators assessed as either meeting or exceeding expectations, based on the VFM rubric developed for use in this evaluation. This marks a clear improvement on the interim evaluation and reflects solid performance across the 5Es framework: economy, efficiency, effectiveness, cost-effectiveness, and equity.
Data informing the VFM analysis were limited but served to build a fair picture of the programme’s value. The LEP was provided with the following: detailed invoices submitted to DESNZ, covering the programme period up until November 2024, and a final summary invoice from April 2025; bi-monthly reports to DESNZ up until November 2024; a VFM analysis based on the programme’s VFM Framework (though this was missing source data); and the final programme logframe, covering the period up to March 2025 (supported by the programme’s backend monitoring data). The assessment also used the Negotiation Tracker, and original workplans containing budgets. 
CASA II has maintained tight budget control across work packages, kept management fees low (7.4%), and deployed senior technical inputs strategically.
Efficiency has also been sound: costs have been broadly proportionate to support levels, and 87.5% of output indicators have been achieved. Though limited quantitative data were available on timeliness or coordination, no major delivery issues were reported. Effectiveness showed mixed results, with strong performance on three out of four outcome indicators, but weaker progress along change pathways.
Cost-effectiveness has been demonstrated through strategic resource allocation. The LDC Group—CASA’s largest investment area—has achieved the strongest institutional and negotiation outcomes. Expenditures have been aligned with strategic intent across all groups, and delivery has remained within budget. See Annex I for further details on the LDC Group’s contribution.
Finally, CASA II has exceeded expectations on equity, with women comprising over half of all negotiators supported. Youth and women/youth inclusion through the OF has also been significant, although gender balance among youth has been more limited. Taken together, CASA II demonstrates clear VFM.
 [image: Overall VFM performance of CASA 2, showing scores against equity (4), economy (3), efficiency (3), effectiveness (2), and cost-effectiveness (3). ]
[bookmark: _Toc214453004]Figure 3: Overall VFM performance of CASA II

Strength of evidence 
The overall strength of the evidence for this question is considered by the LEP team to be amber, with “some evidence”. A breakdown of this rating is presented below, with a description of the rating.

[bookmark: _Toc214452996]Table 7: Strength of evidence—efficiency 
	Rating
	Statement
	Definition 
	Description 

	Some evidence
	There is some evidence to make an estimated judgement 
	Some evidence among monitoring data, programme documents, or primary data supports an estimated judgement 
	Challenges around data availability limited the strength of evidence in some areas, making a fully comprehensive assessment difficult. While the evaluation drew on a range of sources to assess performance against the 5Es, gaps in bi-annual reporting and the absence of 2025 invoices contributed to some uncertainty. As a result, while indicative findings were possible, they rest on a partial evidence base in places.



EQ 3.1: How and in what ways is CASA II delivering VFM against the 5Es framework of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, cost-effectiveness, and equity?
The VFM assessment, based on a scoring rubric,[footnoteRef:11] finds strong overall performance across CASA II and marks a clear improvement on the interim assessment. 42.9% of indicators were assessed as exceeding expectations, with a further 42.9% meeting expectations. Just 10.7% were found to be progressing towards expected performance, and only 3.6% were not yet on track. This represents a convincing demonstration of improved delivery and effectiveness, with the vast majority of indicators performing at or above the expected standard.  [11:  The VFM rubric is four-point scale outlining performance descriptions under 30 indicators, developed in line with DAI’s VFM framework—which will be in full operation during a Phase III of the programme—and LEP considerations. From the outset it was recognised that the rubric was aspirational, i.e. it did not reflect data availability across the board, and that some indicators may require more qualitative explanation than intended. The rubric includes both quantitative and qualitative indicators. ] 

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc214453005]Figure 4: Proportion of VFM indicators meeting expectations
 
[bookmark: _Toc204259822]Economy
Key:
	Insufficient data
	Not yet on track 
	Progressing towards expected performance
	Met expectations 
	Exceeded expectations



Overall result: Met expectations
	Indicator
	Budget allocation (% of Workplan 2 budget)
	Budget utilisation 
(programme) 
	Budget utilisation (TPs) 
	Budget utilisation (OF) 
	% expenses 
(average) 
	% DAI management fee 
	Weighted average daily rate

	Result
	Negotiation support: 47.3: Capacity building: 38.5:
Implementation: 11.5
	Underspend: 3.1% of budget unspent
	Underspend: 9–15% of budget unspent
	Underspend: 5-7% of budget unspent
	DAI: 18.7%
TPs: 5.7%
OF: 47%
Overall: 23.8%
	7.4% 
	TPs: £486.74
 
OF: £205.50

	Data source
	Q3 DAI report to DESNZ
 

	Bi-monthly reports to DESNZ
	DAI VFM analysis
Q3 DAI report to DESNZ
	DAI VFM analysis
Q3 DAI report to DESNZ
	DAI VFM analysis
Interim report VFM analysis
	Q3 DAI report to DESNZ
 
	Bi-monthly invoices to DESNZ



CASA II has performed well on economy, maintaining budget discipline and securing competitive input costs,[footnoteRef:12] with TPs applying higher-cost resources selectively where strategic value was highest, such as using senior staff to work directly with the LDC chair. Delivery has been achieved within budget across all work packages, and overall cost control has been strong.  [12:  When compared with UN consultant rates, for example, as of 2025, CASA II’s consultant fees reflect competitive input costs. The average day rate for TPs (£486.74) sits within the UN’s benchmark range for senior experts at headquarters duty stations (£470–705), while the OF average (£205.50) aligns with typical rates for mid-level to senior consultants in field duty stations (£78–235). This indicates that CASA II secured appropriate expertise at fair market rates, avoiding both excessive rates and, importantly, also underpayment. Without DESNZ or FCDO offering its rate guidance publicly, LEP is satisfied that the UN’s official data serves as the strongest available comparator for validating CASA II’s competitiveness.] 

Underspends have been recorded across the programme, ranging from 3.1% to 15%, depending on the workstream and calculation method. DAI’s management fee has remained lean, at 7.4%, significantly below comparable programmes, where fees can reach 12–15% when profit is included. This reflects an efficient central delivery model, particularly given the coordination demands of a multi-partner programme. 
The distribution of expenditure across the three cost drivers—negotiation support (47.3%), capacity building (38.5%), and implementation (11.5%)—departed from the intended 60:20:20 balance across the programme period. In Year 1, the distribution was reported to be 60:20:20 (the LEP was unable to validate the financial data supporting this finding). However, in Year 2, implementation expenditure reached 8%, which was very close to the forecasted level of 8.1%, indicating that there was a shift in focus and implementation was deprioritised. The alignment of implementation spend to the forecast amount reflects effective planning and implementation. The LEP understands that the reduction in the implementation budget’s share was not a cause for concern, despite it being under the target of 20%. This suggests that the 60:20:20 distribution may have needed a revision in Year 2. There was reported underspend across all three components, however, the LEP has not been able to access the backend data to validate this and to provide more detail. It is also worth noting that this indicator presents methodological challenges: interviewees noted that tagging of expenditures by cost driver is not always standardised, with some implementation activity potentially classified under capacity building—suggesting that actual delivery may have been more balanced than recorded.
Operational expenses[footnoteRef:13] have averaged 23.8%, exceeding the programme’s 15% target and earning a “Progressing towards expected performance” rating. Still, performance has improved over time, with a drop from 24.9% in Year 1 to 22.6% in Year 2. DAI has maintained operational costs at 5.7%, while the OF has improved significantly, reducing operational costs from 52% to 42% between years. TPs have seen an increase (from 17.34% to 20%), largely due to price pressures linked to COP29 delivery in Baku. [13:  In the context of UK government-funded international programmes, operational expenses refer to non-delivery costs essential to programme functioning. These typically include administrative overheads (e.g. finance, HR, and office costs), programme management (e.g. coordination, MEL, reporting), general travel and logistics not tied to direct delivery, and indirect costs where not separately budgeted. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc204259823]Consultant rates have been appropriate to the delivery models. The average daily rate for TPs is £486.74, while OF partners have averaged £205.50, with many relying on national consultants. The variation reflects differences in geographic base, organisational model, and the nature of engagement. TPs that use locally based consultants generally report lower rates, compared to those who deploy internationally based teams.  These variations suggest that CASA II has matched consultant profiles and costs to delivery context, securing appropriate capacity while maintaining overall cost discipline.
Efficiency
Overall result: Met expectations
	Indicator
	Cost per beneficiary—negotiator 
	Cost per beneficiary—national government 
	Cost per beneficiary—OF 
	Progress against output targets
	Delivery of outputs on budget 
	Timeliness of delivery—DAI 
	Timeliness of delivery—TPs 
	Evidence of coordination between TPs 

	Result
	£3,018 per person
(£1,044 per training day) 
	£375,495 (implementation support to two countries)
£97,893.59
(unique countries supported in Workplan 2)
	 £54,103.56
(32)
	87.5% (7/8 outputs on target)
	 
 
Quantitative evidence is lacking, but qualitative evidence suggests that there were no reported issues across these three indicators. 
	4 instances

	Data source
	Bi-monthly reporting to DESNZ 
MEL Data Master sheet
Final summary invoice
 
	MEL Data Master sheet
Bi-monthly reports to DESNZ
Final summary invoice
	MEL Data Master sheet
Bi-monthly reports to DESNZ
Final summary invoice
 
	CASA II logframe
	CASA II logframe
Interviews
Bi-monthly reports to DESNZ
	 
VFM analysis
KIIs



The available data indicate that CASA II has been delivered efficiently, with costs generally proportionate to the level and nature of the support provided. The cost per negotiator receiving direct negotiation support was £3,018, reflecting the intensive, tailored support model. The cost per training day under capacity-building activities was £1,044, which aligns with the technical and decentralised nature of delivery. Implementation support to Nepal and Bangladesh totalled £375,495, representing a substantial but appropriate investment in domestic policy processes. The targets for each of these indicators was an underspend against the budget costs, and these were all met. No per beneficiary cost target has been formulated, so it is not possible to conclude whether per item costs have been efficient spends. What can be concluded is that the value of the training derived by beneficiaries and associated organisations confirms that the per beneficiary cost is well justified. Issues with the availability of data on OF beneficiaries has meant that the cost per OF beneficiary has not been calculated. The programme has met 87.5% of output indicators, only failing to meet the target for Output Indicator 3.2 (# of products and initiatives that support countries to a) support indigenous voices and b) develop at the domestic and/or regional level on implementing the goals of the Paris Agreement), which was missed by two items (13 out of a target of 15). This indicates a strong relationship between inputs and outputs. There is limited quantitative evidence on timeliness; in the absence of reports indicating delays, delivery is assumed to have been on schedule, though this cannot be verified. Four instances of coordination between TPs were recorded, indicating some collaboration, though this was not systematic. This is discussed further in the section on coherence.
[bookmark: _Toc204259824]Effectiveness
Overall result: Progressing towards expected performance 
	Indicator
	Overall achievement of four programme outcome indicators 
	Overall satisfaction of programme beneficiaries with delivery of CASA2 programme (Outcome KPI-1)
	% of outcomes (at expect to see, like to see, and love to see levels) where there has been at least “moderate” change, as expressed in the outcome map (Outcome KPI-2)
	# of cases where final negotiation texts for international climate change negotiations include positions and submissions from developing countries and/or include the outcomes they prefer (Outcome KPI-3)
	CASA2-supported groups reporting increased institutional capacity and less reliance upon TPs for secretariat functions (Outcome KPI-4)

	Result
	3/4
	84%
	48%
	6
	69%

	Data source
	CASA II logframe
	CASA II logframe
	KPI 15 report
	CASA II logframe
	2024 and 2025 beneficiary survey and VFM analysis


Effectiveness under CASA II has been mixed, with strong performance in some areas but shortfalls in others. Of the four outcome KPIs, the programme has met or exceeded expectations in three out of four. (See also the outcome-level changes in the effectiveness section below.)
Beneficiary satisfaction was high during Year 2 of the programme, with 84% of respondents reporting satisfaction with programme delivery (Outcome Indicator 1), against a target of 75%. There were six instances where final negotiation texts reflected the positions or preferred outcomes of developing countries (Outcome Indicator 3), and 69% of supported groups reported increased institutional capacity and reduced reliance on TPs for secretariat functions (Outcome Indicator 4). These are positive signs of progress towards the programme’s intended influence and sustainability goals.
However, Outcome indicator 2, which assesses progress against intended change pathways, presents a more mixed picture as it covers a wide range of outcomes across the three main negotiating groups (HAC, AOSIS, LDC Group). While 40% of results reached the “love to see” level, meeting the internal benchmark, the overall figure of 48% of outcomes showing at least moderate change was lower than expected. (the target here was 60%). This was due to underperformance at the “like to see” and “expect to see” levels, where targets were not met. 
While limited by potential bias on the part of respondents making the assessment (the TPs themselves), changes identified at “expect to see” and ‘like to see’ were less positive in regard to ODI’s work with the HAC, where two out of three progress markers under “like to see” were not met; and under “love to see”, Independent Diplomat’s assessment of change seen with the RMI-HAC revealed that progress in relation to implementation (e.g. HAC countries adopting NDCs) was judged to be limited (a similar pattern also emerged for the LDC Group). The evaluation was not able to link specific outcome results with budgetary decisions, based on the data available. However, some observations can be made. The reasons for underperformance, which translated into an overall lower score for both replicability and sustainability in the main KPI15 report, include a mix of internal and external factors, such as lower-than-planned investment in supporting implementation in Year 2 (though not, as discussed, lower than forecast), country-specific barriers to the inclusion and/or meaningful participation of more women in climate delegations, and the inclusion of progress markers where CASA-supported actors only had limited roles to influence outcomes in a negotiation context which saw a significant contraction in progress in the past 12 months. and the inclusion of progress markers where CASA-supported actors only had limited roles to influence outcomes in a negotiation context which saw a significant contraction in progress in the past 12 months. 
[bookmark: _Toc204259825]Cost-effectiveness
Summary result: Met expectations
	Indicator
	Cost per beneficiary group (actual<budget)
	 % of “like to see” and “love to see” progress markers rated as having seen at least “some change” per negotiating group where CASA is a key, lead, or sole actor, assessed against cost per beneficiary negotiating group (LDC, AOSIS, HAC)
	Contribution to the influence on negotiation texts per beneficiary negotiation group (Outcome KPI 3), assessed against cost per beneficiary negotiating group 
	Adaptive use of funding to respond to changing needs 

	Result
	88% of budgeted costs, each group under budget
	LDC:  83%); AOSIS: 45%. HAC: 53%
	Cumulative efforts of each group contributed to negotiation text influence
	Qualitative reports indicate that the CASA II programme has been able to flex budget lines within the boundaries of the UK Foreign, Commonwealth, and Development Office’s (FCDO’s) financing rules. 

	Data source
	VFM analysis
	KPI 15 report
	CASA II logframe 
KIIs
Contribution stories
	KIIs


CASA II has demonstrated strong cost-effectiveness by aligning actual expenditures closely with budgeted allocations across all negotiating groups, while directing the greatest investment towards the group that achieved the most substantial outcomes: the LDC Group.
The LDC Group has received the highest level of support, with £1.23 million in actual costs, representing 91.2% of the £1.35 million budgeted. This investment has translated into some of the programme’s strongest results, including deep institutional capacity, increased negotiating influence, and consistent leadership across key climate diplomacy forums. The scale and continuity of CASA’s support to the LDCs appear to have directly contributed to these outcomes, reinforcing the cost-effectiveness of targeted, sustained investment in negotiating groups with high potential for impact. See the LDC Group contribution story (Annex I) for more detail. 
Support to AOSIS has also remained tightly aligned to budget (93.3% budget execution), reflecting efficient use of funds while maintaining substantial reach and presence in negotiations. RMI-HAC and AILAC have received comparatively lower levels of support, at smaller but proportionate scales, with delivery remaining within budget parameters.
CASA II has demonstrated strong cost-effectiveness by delivering support to all negotiating groups within budget, while aligning investment levels with the relative scale and strategic importance of each group. Although negotiating groups do not hold budgets directly, spending through TPs has been structured around group-specific support needs and tracked accordingly.
Outcome Indicator 3 shows that all three core groups—LDC, AOSIS, and HAC—contributed to shaping final negotiation texts. CASA II has also showed adaptive use of funds, with qualitative interview data confirming that the programme has flexed its budget within FCDO rules to meet changing needs, despite well-recognised barriers to financing logistics budget lines. For a responsive, demand-led programme it is not altogether surprising that the programme has been able to demonstrate a level of flexibility, however this feature is well-appreciated by partners, in particular OF partners who have, for instance, been able to reinvest unspent budget lines into covering additional training participants. 
[bookmark: _Toc204259826]Equity 
Summary result: Exceeded expectations
	Indicator
	% of negotiators receiving capacity building CASA support who are women (ICF technical assistance KPI 2.1.1) 
	% of negotiators receiving direct negotiations support who are women 
	Cost of providing bespoke support to young negotiators 
	% Direct OF beneficiaries who are women or youth 

	Result
	52% 
	54.5% of support instances involved women (individuals or groups)
	Between 93 and 95.3% of budgeted costs
	41.7%

	Data source
	CASA logframe
Master sheet MEL Data 
	Master sheet MEL Data 
	Master sheet MEL Data
Bi-monthly invoices to DESNZ
	Master sheet MEL Data


CASA II has exceeded expectations on gender and youth inclusion, achieving strong results across key indicators and demonstrating a clear commitment to supporting underrepresented groups.
Of the 318 negotiators supported during Year 1 and Year 2, 45% were women, against a target of 40%. Year 2 saw a marked rise in the proportion of women supported (from 41% to 52%), suggesting that TPs were able to target the support offering better. Year 2 saw improvements in gender representation, contributing to the programme’s achievement of internal targets.
Support involving women negotiators has been distributed across several TPs. Of the total women negotiators supported, LRI (29.1%) and Climate Analytics (27.0%) account for the largest shares, followed by CIES (11.7%), Independent Diplomat (9.7%), and IIED (7.7%). This indicates that inclusive delivery has been taken up across a range of partners.
Within the OF, 41.7% of negotiators supported have been women and/or youth—slightly below the programme-wide average of 58.7% but still reflecting a significant level of inclusion. However, only two of the 10 youth negotiators receiving direct negotiation support through the OF have been women, suggesting a more limited gender balance within that group. However, it should be noted that the OF dataset is incomplete,[footnoteRef:14] so actual representation of both youth and women may be higher than recorded. [14:  The data shared cover the following partners: NACOM, OPM, ECARDS, and Practical Action.] 

The per capita cost of supporting youth negotiators fell within 93–95.3% of budgeted levels, with the range reflecting slight differences in calculations between LEP and DAI. This indicates efficient use of resources to support targeted inclusion.
[bookmark: _Toc201170729][bookmark: _Ref173434893]Based on the available data, CASA II has consistently delivered support to women and youth across multiple workstreams. The results justify a rating of “Exceeded expectations” under the equity criterion, though this has not always translated into perceived change, as evidenced by the TPs’ responses in the KPI 15 assessment, where, for example, two TPs assessed change relating to women’s participation in AOSIS negotiation activities as “no change” or “emergent”. This pattern is also seen in the overachievement on logframe outputs, where output-level results have not been mirrored by outcome-level change across the board (see the section on effectiveness below). 
[bookmark: _Toc204259827]Perceptions of VFM: challenges and barriers
When considering the question of VFM, stakeholders shared important insights relating to their concerns for the programme and its likely direction. Key themes emerging from interviews with stakeholders include the following:
Concerns over the OF
The OF has brought in many new partners, many of whom were not previously set up to operate with UK government funding. As a result, DAI has had to invest considerable time in onboarding and capacity building—particularly around financial reporting, MEL, and compliance. While this has served as an informal form of organisational strengthening, it has been resource-intensive and has stretched programme management capacity. As one interviewee noted, “DAI and DESNZ underestimated how much onboarding and coaching would be needed.” There is also a sense that the OF has tested the limits of CASA’s current delivery model, with mixed feedback on strategic alignment: some projects were seen as “really valuable”, while others “felt [to be] a little too far removed from core negotiations.”
Continuity
Several partners emphasised the importance of sustained engagement over time, with value also slowly being realised over longer periods. One TP employee said: “The value comes from consistency. If we work for two years then get cut off, we are wasting money if we then start working again. Continuity saves money.” This theme came through particularly strongly in reflections on LDC Secretariat support, where the long-term presence of TPs like IIED and Climate Analytics has enabled a steady accumulation of institutional knowledge and negotiating capacity. Continuity is also seen as essential for realising the full benefits of capacity-building investments, which often take multiple COP cycles to bear fruit.
Transition between implementers
However, concerns were raised about the transition from PwC (CASA I) to DAI (CASA II). While DAI has improved oversight and built more presence across the year, some TPs felt that technical expertise was lost in the shift. DAI’s more compliance-heavy style has, at times, been seen as too process-focused. The transition also involved rebuilding trust and clarifying expectations, which introduced some inefficiencies in Year 1.
Virtual versus COP attendance
While many partners praised the utility of virtual training, there was broad agreement that physical presence at COP remains the most impactful part of negotiation support. Several raised concerns about the inefficiency of negotiators “wasting time begging for funding” to attend, with one youth delegate unable to travel until they secured credit for flights. Interviewees underscored the importance of providing adequate, timely support for logistics—not just to ensure dignity and effectiveness, but also to enable negotiators to fully engage from the outset. A more flexible and realistic logistics budget was seen as essential to avoid undermining the programme’s intended outcomes.
Payment processes
The reimbursement-based payment model was widely cited as a barrier to efficiency and equitable access. Global South partners reported cash flow difficulties, with some forced to borrow internally or to delay activities while awaiting reimbursement—typically for up to 40 working days. In some cases, participation in COP was delayed until credit could be secured. Financial reporting requirements were also described as unexpectedly complex. These challenges stemmed from DESNZ’s payment schedules and reporting processes, which are common across UK-funded programmes. While not caused by the implementer, the burden fell heavily on delivery partners. Some flexibility was reportedly applied, but stakeholders called for clearer communication of funding terms and more adaptable payment approaches in future phases.
[bookmark: _Toc214452915]Effectiveness 

	EQ 4. To what extent is the UK’s support under CASA II achieving its intended results? 



Summary:

CASA II has made a series of critical and important contributions to strengthening negotiator capacity, negotiating group capability, and the successful delivery of domestic climate-related policies. The CASA II programme and its predecessor programmes (CDKN, CaBIN, CASA I) since 2010 have been a critical enabler of organisational capabilities, and then institutional and normative gains. Stand-out examples include the strengthening of the LDC Group’s and HAC’s organisational capability. Emerging structures, such as the LDC Secretariat, reflect sustainable institutional gains. Domestic implementation has been catalysed through legal and policy support, such as LRI’s expanded model, which has provided high-quality, pro bono legal assistance, directly strengthening legal frameworks and capacities of negotiating delegations. 
TPs are critical enablers of CASA II effectiveness. Through longstanding, trust-based relationships, TPs such as Independent Diplomat, LRI, IIED and, Climate Analytics have delivered tailored support that has enhanced negotiation preparation, alliance building, and legal capacity. While the relational delivery model led to CASA II exceeding its intended impact relative to its investment, concerns about an imbalance of power between TPs supported groups, and unequal access to support, remain. Evidence from several interviews suggests that effectiveness is constrained when TPs support negotiator priorities but at the same time displace their agency. 
Support through the OF has enabled innovation and inclusion. New modalities (in CASA II), such as the negotiating group-nominated youth fellowship and targeted capacity building for Nepal’s stakeholders, have extended CASA II’s reach and impact. These efforts have reinforced thematic leadership and secured participation in key processes like the Mountainous Ranges Agenda. 
CASA II has overachieved across all logframe outputs and sustained a very high level of satisfaction with regard to the support provided. However, the LEP team question whether the level of the programme’s ambition has been inappropriate, or too modest, given historic achievements. So, while the overwhelming strength of CASA II’s logframe performance, across both individual negotiator and negotiating group capabilities, seems to validate the findings, the LEP team would caution against an exaggerated positive view of performance relative to strong historical results. 
Strength of evidence 
The purpose of this evaluation question is to review the effectiveness of CASA II support in achieving its intended results, surfacing what has helped and hindered the programme’s effectiveness. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc180599810][bookmark: _Toc214452997]Table 8: Strength of evidence—effectiveness 
	Rating
	Statement
	Definition 
	Description 

	Strong evidence 
	There is clear and corroborative evidence to make a judgement 
	Evidence can be corroborated by monitoring data, programme documents, and primary data to support a judgement
	The LEP team benefited from over 48 KIIs with 74 individuals and 35 coded documents. The coding process in MAXQDA resulted in over 500 codes allocated to effectiveness. The production of six contribution stories meant that the team circled back to TPs and others to validate statements and judgements. 



The discussion of effectiveness is spread across three subsections, which consider organisational and institutional strengthening, individual capacity strengthening, and the role of the OF. To facilitate the reader’s navigation to what interests them most, we have summarised and numbered the key findings at the top of each sub-section. The reader can skip to the findings that are of greatest interest to them or read through the section in full. 
[bookmark: _Toc204259829]Organisational and institutional strengthening 
This sub-section presents five key findings, which are detailed in the following paragraphs.
1. There is strong evidence that CASA II has made a critical contribution to strengthening the LDC Group’s and the HAC’s organisational capability and has supported sustainable institutional capacity in the case of the LDC Group. 
2. However, while TPs are generally valued by the LDC Group, lingering concerns around ownership and power asymmetries persist.
3. TPs contributed to the development and adoption of the LDC Charter, enabling transparent chair selection and internal governance.
4. There is also some evidence that CASA II has made an important contribution to the sustained leadership and presence of RMI as the convenor and chair of the HAC, which in turn has influenced the HAC to achieve more ambitious negotiation outcomes by the HAC.
5. In the case of CIES, CASA II has utilised the well-established AILAC support unit[footnoteRef:15] (established in 2013), run by CIES, to expand and continue the chain of support to strengthen domestic institutions. [15:  The unit operates as a group of experts that provide the overall vision of the UNFCCC negotiation for AILAC counties. Each expert serves as a coordinator to several additional national civil servants that also contribute to the negotiation. The unit has included between six and seven experts over the years. These experts and civil servants have built trust and capacity with AILAC countries, allowing them to jointly develop country and group positions.] 


#1: There is strong evidence that CASA II has made a critical contribution to strengthening the LDC Group and HAC’s organisational capability and has supported sustainable institutional capacity in the case of the LDC Group. Between 2023 and 2025, the LDC Group further strengthened its organisational systems and processes, as well as its credibility in global climate negotiations, notably through its leadership in shaping the UAE Framework for Global Climate Resilience and its role on the Loss and Damage Fund Board. It shifted its position from vulnerability to agency, positioning itself as a credible, solutions-oriented voice—especially in finance and Loss and Damage discussions. Results were enabled by improved internal systems, sustained technical support, and strategic alignment in the form of alliances. Importantly, TPs ensured workplans were co-created and implemented with the chair’s team. 
There is overwhelming evidence from both TPs and people supported by the programme that without CASA II’s sustained, flexible support, many of these internal systems and negotiation-ready processes would not have matured. This maturity has allowed the LDC Group to respond in real time to high-level political manoeuvring (informal and formal), as well as procedural challenges. 
Over the last decade, the LDC Group has developed into a more formalised organisation that attracts and nurtures climate leaders from the Global South. It has been able to solidify its position within climate negotiations, enabling it to influence institutional-level changes (e.g. ambitious negotiation outcomes targeted by the HAC and the COP29 submissions by the LDC Group). The organisational capability can be seen in two particular areas. First, it is now inconceivable that the LDC Group would not participate in global negotiations across all thematic areas; and secondly, the group has now not missed a single Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) submission, in spite of the growth of the agenda. These institutional gains and successful positioning are thanks to the formalisation and embedding of organisational policies and decisions (from 2022 to 2025). For example, in 2022 the LDC Charter adopted formal guidelines for chair selection (after years of consultation), formal mandated transitions, and internal decision-making processes. The Charter has helped to depersonalise leadership transitions and to foster greater predictability in strategic planning. This is also supported by a new group of former LDC senior negotiators and chairs—the “elders”. 
The United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) played a lead role in establishing the LDC Secretariat through a Global Environment Facility (GEF)-GEF-funded project launched in 2022. This included formal registration, staffing, and the development of operational protocols. While TPs such as Climate Analytics and IIED contributed content and organisational advice, the core coordination function rested with UNIDO. The development of the UNIDO–GEF- funded Secretariat has introduced new tensions and opportunities. It became formally operational in 2025, with responsibilities including documentation, coordination between chairships, and convening technical meetings throughout the year. The Secretariat has the potential to anchor institutional memory, provide year-round coordination, and reduce the administrative burden on incoming chairs. Its formal hosting in 2025 marks a significant milestone. However, several interviewees highlighted that its functionality and authority remain unclear, particularly in relation to the chair’s in-country team. Tensions or duplication may arise if roles and mandates are not clearly defined. For the Secretariat to contribute meaningfully to sustainability, its functions must be codified, financed independently of project cycles, and well-aligned with the chair’s strategic direction. Deliberate efforts will be needed to ensure that the Secretariat complements—rather than substituting or complicating—the leadership of the chair.
#2: However, while TPs are generally valued by the LDC Group, lingering concerns around ownership and power asymmetries persist. Some interviewees criticised past tendencies of some TPs to control messaging, access to information, or negotiation positions. These dynamics were framed in terms of “colonial continuity”, though IIED was specifically commended for improving transparency and responsiveness in recent years. The underlying concern remains: external technical assistance, while essential, must be aligned with the LDC Group’s own leadership, priorities, and voice.
A central premise of CASA’s revised ToC is that TPs bring a “stock of assets”—organisational knowledge, networks, and expertise—which CASA enables negotiating groups, including the LDC Group, to access. This access is intended to 1) build the technical capital of individual negotiators, 2) strengthen the organisational capabilities of negotiating groups, and 3) enhance the institutional influence the groups wield. However, a number of CASA-supported persons pointed to important limitations in how these assets are shared. Access to TP stocks of assets is often uneven, shaped by pre-existing relationships and the TPs’ own strategic priorities. While such variability is not unexpected, it raises questions about who benefits most from CASA’s investments.
Some interviewees suggested that the CASA programme may have at times, consolidated the organisational strength of TPs more than that of the LDC Group itself. While there has clearly been progress in building the LDC Group’s organisational capabilities, the benefits have not always translated into durable or equitable gains for LDC negotiators. In some cases, TPs' capacity risks overshadowing or substituting for that of the Group.
#3: TPs contributed to the development and adoption of the LDC Charter, enabling transparent chair selection and internal governance. Climate Analytics, through dedicated SIDS and LDC support teams, provided in-country support to chairs (notably in Senegal and Malawi), and led regular technical coordination calls, briefing sessions, and preparation of draft text. IIED played a complementary role, supporting the development of a coherent external engagement strategy, providing coaching on negotiations, and providing expert input into themes including Loss and Damage and adaptation. This capacity allowed the LDC Group to engage proactively with others. For example, the Lilongwe Declaration, published just ahead of COP29, set out 10 demands, including increased climate finance, operationalising the Loss and Damage Fund, and supporting gender-responsive programming. Unlike earlier statements, it reflected a deliberate consultation process across sectors and generations (older and younger negotiators). The LDC submission on gender-responsive climate action (2023) outlined a unified position that balanced technical language with equity principles—a shift from earlier, more reactive statements. Similarly, the COP29 opening statement demonstrated a coordinated position that referenced decisions, finance flows, and implementation pathways—signalling a level of technical and organisational maturity not always present in past cycles.
Overall, through CASA II’s funding, TPs—primarily Climate Analytics and IIED—have formed the operational backbone of the LDC Group’s negotiation architecture. One example of this is a set of informal but highly functional knowledge systems. These include multilingual WhatsApp groups, shared digital drives for briefings and submissions, and simultaneous translation protocols that allow real-time coordination between francophone, lusophone, and anglophone negotiators. These systems were frequently cited in interviews as making the Group “more resilient to turnover” and helping new negotiators “plug in without weeks of prep”. CASA II has supported the Group’s ability to coordinate, prepare, and engage consistently throughout the UNFCCC calendar. Interviewees credited Climate Analytics’ ability to respond rapidly to chair requests and IIED’s depth of negotiation experience as critical enablers of LDC coherence. Without CASA’s sustained, flexible support, many of the internal systems and negotiation-ready processes would not have matured.
#4: There is also some evidence that CASA II made an important contribution to the sustained leadership and presence of RMI as the convenor and chair of the HAC, which in turn influenced more ambitious negotiation outcomes by the HAC. Through technical diplomacy, Independent Diplomat supports building alliances, coordinating outreach, and facilitating member engagement to secure outcomes, such as the commitment to double adaptation finance agreed at COP26. Independent Diplomat assists in identifying and approaching new HAC members, balancing representation between Global South and Global North countries, and ensuring that group strategy reflects the needs and ambitions of all members. Ultimately, Independent Diplomat helps shape the strategic direction of the HAC as an entity. 
In its Secretariat role for the HAC, Independent Diplomat supports RMI’s leadership by managing day-to-day logistics, preparing statements and screening notes, and advising on strategic direction, including expansion of HAC's agenda to emphasise adaptation. Each year, Independent Diplomat co-develops an annual workplan with the RMI Climate Envoy, ensuring that strategic priorities are aligned with both political and technical leadership. Historically, Independent Diplomat supported a shift from just focusing on mitigation towards including a strong focus on adaptation—both within international negotiations and in domestic implementation, through the development of their National Adaptation Plan. Independent Diplomat played a critical role by bringing in experts with adaptation expertise, supporting and tailoring assistance to acquire capabilities, then slowly withdrawing when proficient and as a result strengthening RMI’s internal capabilities. 
#5: In the case of CIES, CASA II has expanded the well-established AILAC support unit[footnoteRef:16] (established in 2013), run by CIES, to expand and continue the chain of support to strengthen domestic institutions, as well as to facilitate coordination between parties and groups. As a result, Panama, the Dominican Republic, and Costa Rica have been supported to strengthen domestic institutions, and not just within respective ministries of environment. Relationships and trust are already demonstrated within AILAC, thanks to CIES’ engagement and previously funded programmes. The experts (aka ‘elders’) are entities that are well-known to the AILAC countries. Further, the training of civil society leaders, in addition to delegates (including youth) through the use of ‘elders’, has expanded Costa Rica’s pool of possible negotiators. Training and capacity building has resulted in teams producing coordinated positions on Just Transition submissions, combining both negotiation and domestic policy advice. CIES supported the Costa Rica team to prepare a UNFCCC submission that formally reached the Secretariat. [16:  The unit operates as a group of experts that provide the overall vision for the UNFCCC negotiation to AILAC counties. Each expert serves as a coordinator to several additional national civil servants, who also contribute to the negotiation. The unit has included between six and seven experts over the years. These experts and civil servants have built trust and capacity with AILAC countries, allowing them to jointly develop country and group positions.] 
IIED mentorship programme
The IIED Fellowship Programme played a foundational role between 2022 and 2024. IIED mentored over a dozen junior negotiators, including funding for travel, subsistence, and technical support. Fellows were embedded in key agenda tracks, such as Transparency, Article 6, Finance, and Just Transition. Several former fellows now hold leadership positions. 
Deliverables included the following:
· logistical support to five new LDC negotiators, including women, francophone, and youth delegates, to attend SB60 in Bonn and COP29 in Baku; and
· reports from both the new and senior LDC negotiators who participate in the mentoring scheme, reflecting on their experience and sharing feedback for improvement.
Supporting activities included the following: 
· with the support of the LDC chair, identifying senior LDC negotiators and matching them with the newcomers according to their thematic interests, and facilitating introductions and connections; and
· coordinating daily meetings at UNFCCC sessions with supported delegates, as a safe space for mentees to share concerns and ideas, ask questions, bond with each other, and reflect on the negotiations and their personal experiences.
Box 2Box


[bookmark: _Toc204259830]Individual capacity
This sub-section presents three key findings to assess whether or not CASA II has achieved its intended results. 
1. Providing technical and tailored support to negotiators through trust-based relationships remains the keystone of CASA’s offering in regard to achieving more ambitious climate outcomes. The successful expansion of LRI’s operating model has been a critical contribution to servicing Global South country implementation needs, as has the inclusion of ICCCAD and CIES, who provide more focus on in-country capacity. There has been demonstrable progress in the technical confidence of CASA-supported negotiators but concerns about equal access to TP resources were raised.
2. One example of deepening technical credibility was when an RMI national, with Independent Diplomat’s support, coordinated adaptation planning efforts.
3. In the case of CIES, support was provided to capacitate a cohort of climate-aware expertise across AILAC countries.

#1: Providing technical and tailored support to negotiators through trust-based relationships remains the keystone of CASA’s offering in regard to achieving more ambitious climate outcomes. The successful expansion of LRI’s operating model has been a critical contribution to servicing Global South country implementation needs. There has been demonstrable progress in the technical confidence of CASA-supported negotiators but concerns about equal access to TP resources were raised. As explored and expressed in the section on relevance, real-time direct engagement and support of negotiators from Global South countries, throughout the UNFCCC calendar, remains the most in-demand part of the CASA package and the pathway (of CASA II’s ToC) which enables all others (pathways are iterative and circuitous, rather than linear and casual). Progress in technical confidence has been made through strategic investments in training, mentorship, and resourcing—particularly for women and youth. The successful expansion of LRI’s operating model to service Global South country implementation needs has been a critical contribution. Further, interviewees consistently noted the importance of mentoring roles and mechanisms like the ‘elders’ to ensuring the capacity development of younger negotiators, policy continuity, and technical expertise. However, not all delegates access TP resources equally, particularly those outside the central coordination team or those working in languages other than English. 
LRI uses a unique operating model, providing pro bono, ad hoc and targeted legal support across a wide array of legal issues related to domestic implementation. During CASA II, LRI has adapted its operating model to offer a broader suite of services through the niche of high-quality legal expertise—ranging from NDC support, drafting of climate legislation and carbon market frameworks, to conducting legal research and aligning domestic laws with international climate obligations. CASA’s support ,has enabled LRI to expand its approach and evolve into the go-to organisation for legal advice and support within the climate space. Continuous funding from the UK Government for over 15 years has allowed LRI to maintain a consistent presence at climate negotiations and to develop its stock of assets, which has led to an increase in demand for its services—solidifying its role as an essential provider of legal support to Global South country negotiators and delegations.
#2: One example of deepening technical credibility was when an RMI national, with Independent Diplomat’s support, coordinated adaptation planning efforts. Independent Diplomat, as previously expressed, is the Secretariat of the HAC. With mentorship and strategic backing from Independent Diplomat, this individual was able to step into the role of RMI's lead negotiator on adaptation. They were accepted into the AOSIS Fellowship Programme and have since been appointed as the lead adaptation negotiator for AOSIS—a historic first for someone from RMI. They continue to receive support from Independent Diplomat. A further example of Independent Diplomat’s responsiveness relates to increased climate finance support and capacity: Independent Diplomat brought in a full-time member in 2022, who has now become the climate finance expert in relation to climate negotiations.
Much of the support Independent Diplomat provides to RMI (outside of strategic advisory support/training) is viewed to be essential ‘logistical’ or ‘administrative’ support that the RMI team could potentially do if they had a larger delegation or more members—a possibility that is constrained by the small population size of RMI (~40,000 people). The RMI Climate Envoy states that it would be near impossible to operate at the same levels if they were to remove CASA support and rely only on internal RMI resources: “There’s no clear solution though—not replaceable just with homegrown support as there simply aren’t enough people.”
#3: In the case of CIES, support has been provided to capacitate a cohort of climate-aware expertise across AILAC countries. While there is insufficient evidence to support a contribution judgement,[footnoteRef:17] CIES has supported capacity building of junior/younger delegates from Costa Rica to build ‘permanent capacity’ at the Ministry of Environment. One directly supported negotiator was reported to have taken a high-profile position on the UNFCCC Bureau (Board) through the support provided by CASA.  [17:  Verified evidence: training logs of delegates across AILAC countries; hosting workshops with AILAC countries in preparation for/post-COPs/SBs/CD meetings; and Panama letter. No access to ‘elders’, recipients of TP support, projects submitted to IKI, or AILAC country Heads of Delegation, etc.] 

Opportunity Fund
Finally, the OF is analysed, to consider its contribution to CASA II’s effectiveness. 
#1: The OF has enabled an expansion of CASA II’s scope, in terms of services provided, but also in terms of the inclusion of new TPs. The OF grantees for CASA II have introduced new ways of addressing issues. One example is the model of the NGP negotiating group nominating a youth fellow. Another example is the OF’s strengthening of the capabilities and leadership of Nepali government stakeholders to address key climate change issues. The CASA-funded third cohort of the NGP marked a shift from an open-call youth fellowship to a negotiating group-nominated model, embedding young negotiators directly within party delegations. This evolution ensured stronger alignment between fellows and national priorities and resulted in all participants being accredited as official delegates at COP29. Alumni from previous cohorts returned as mentors and programme leads, establishing a self-reinforcing model of peer-led training and continuity. 
#2: NGP now functions less as a standalone initiative and more as a structured pathway into formal negotiating roles—particularly within the LDC Group. Evidence across stakeholder groups was highly consistent on the fact that CASA II funding was critical to enabling this shift, supporting core staffing and wider thematic engagement. As a result, the NGP has matured into a recognised pipeline of young leaders who continue to shape climate diplomacy well beyond their initial fellowship. A wide set of reinforcing factors shaped the outcomes of the third cohort of the NGP—many of whom were supported, directly or indirectly, by CASA. Overall, we see that CASA’s support came in at a strategic point—for both CLI and the NGP—but that the NGP’s credibility, and overall stock of assets, had been built during the previous cohorts.
#3: The LEP team are also more confident than not that CASA II support through OF grantees in Nepal made a contribution, alongside other factors, to strengthening government and stakeholders’ influence and engagement in UNFCCC and further enabled the country to take transformative actions to confront climate change both domestically and abroad. CASA support between late 2023 and May 2025 through four OF grants has strengthened Nepal’s capabilities and leadership to participate in the UNFCCC process. This occurred through training stakeholders in negotiations (including youth/junior delegates), facilitating high-level dialogues for the Mountainous Ranges Agenda setting, and ensuring the inclusive presence of diverse stakeholder voices at the UNFCCC. These activities were carried out by the OF grantees who supported Nepal’s Local Adaptation Plans of Action (LAPAs) and NDC development and consultations. 
EQ 4.1: What progress has been made against CASA II logframe outputs and outcomes across both individual negotiator and institutional capacity support? 
The overwhelming strength of CASA II’s logframe performance across both individual negotiator and organisational capacity validates the effectiveness of CASA II. Below are more details on the types of changes reported in the logframe. 
[bookmark: _Toc204259832]Outcome-level change
CASA II has sustained a very high level of satisfaction (see Figure 7) with regard to the support provided, at 90% in 2024 and only a marginal reduction in 2025—but in each case exceeding the target.
Further, in 2024 CASA II met expectations in terms of level of change,[footnoteRef:18] and exceeded expectations for broader and more difficult-to-achieve change (“like to see” and “love to see”). This validates the strength of confidence in the contribution ratings and the contributions shared in the preceding section. Interestingly, this was further reinforced in 2025, when CASA II TPs managed to meet the ambitious target of 40% of difficult-to-achieve changes.  [18:  The TPs continue to employ outcome mapping, which uses progress markers. A set of progress markers are identified for each boundary partner. These are visible, behavioural changes ranging from the minimum one would expect to see the boundary partners doing as an early response to the programme, to what it would like to see, and finally to what it would love to see them doing if the programme were having a profound influence. ] 

However, it could be interpreted that the push for this ambition by TPs slightly affected a drop in broader, easier-to-achieve changes (see Figure 8). The LEP team believes that this evidence validates the strength of the TPs’ stock of assets and their ability to reach for more ambitious changes and outcomes after a lengthy period (>10 years) of support.

[bookmark: _Toc214453006]Figure 5: Outcome 2—Percentage of outcomes with moderate change 
Across all outputs, CASA II has overachieved. The results validate the output-level changes shared from the contribution stories. However, having reviewed the final logframe report for CASA I by INTRAC and compared it to the final available logframe by DAI for CASA II, it could be suggested that the targets for CASA II could have been increased, given the prior success. 
For example, during the COVID-19 pandemic, CASA I achieved 1,722 person-days of training, compared to 1,245 by CASA II. (It should be noted that CASA I covered four years, from 2019 to 2023, while CASA II covered two years, from 2023 to 2025). Instances of real-time support to negotiators during technical sessions for CASA I numbered 287, while for CASA II they numbered 220. Achievements of particular note for CASA II include the following:
Output 1: CASA II TPs have consistently overachieved on the number of training days delivered. Of note is the fact that in 2025 the OF delivered 1,245 days (with Work package 2 on 182), against a target total of 350 (nearly four times higher than the target, suggesting that the target was not accurately set). The breakdown indicates almost an even split between female (754) and male (772) trainees. 
Output 2: In 2024 and 2025 CASA II TPs doubled the target number of negotiators supported and met equity demands. At the time of writing, in 2025, there have been 220 instances of real-time support to negotiators and 101 instances of support to preparation, while the remainder fall into both categories (38). The total number of submissions between 2024 and 2025 increased and, in both instances, the actual number of submissions which fed into negotiations surpassed expectations. 
Output 3: The results for Output 3 further this story, with the actual number of initiatives launched by national/regional organisations in the Global South to support implementation (12) greatly exceeding expectations (7) in 2025. When we interrogate this further, we find that the number of products/initiatives that supported countries to implement the goals of the Paris Agreement—while slightly less than the target (13 compared to 15)—arguably maintained momentum. 
Output 4: Finally, it is of interest to consider the success of the OF (as set out in the preceding section). In both 2024 and 2025 the team exceeded the target by building on both existing projects (the NGP) and starting new projects. The results demonstrate the very useful nature of this fund (see Figure 10). 
EQ 4.2: What are the main internal and external factors which have enabled or hindered CASA II-supported results?[footnoteRef:19] [19:  An analysis of the actors and factors which characterised different contributions, alongside more general external events (gleaned from the timelines), have been used to answer this question. ] 

Evidence suggests that it is the combination of several internal enabling factors that, as a package, have promoted the desired outcomes. Namely: i) the organisational memory and the technical depth of partners; ii) trust-based relationships, which enable convening; iii) the leadership of individual LDC Group chairs; iv) the agility of some TP operating models; and v) the use of the OF as a springboard. Inhibiting factors which have impeded this package of causal factors include unequal access to TP resources and the financial constraints of CASA II’s funding model. 
While external barriers remain (e.g. structural participation and resourcing), the programme has benefited from several favourable dynamics within the broader climate diplomacy ecosystem. A growing emphasis on domestic implementation has created stronger national incentives to engage in negotiation processes. Wider sectoral trends have further reinformed programme outcomes. The expanding youth diplomacy ecosystem has improved thematic coordination capacity, and deepening collaboration with other negotiation blocks has collectively strengthened the negotiating position of LDCs on critical agenda items, such as Loss and Damage. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452916][bookmark: _Hlk204779695]Impact
	[bookmark: _Toc201170739][bookmark: _Toc201170742]EQ 5: To what extent is the UK's support to country negotiators and negotiating groups under CASA II contributing to, or expected to contribute to, its intended impact?



Summary: 
CASA II has made critical and important contributions to achieving a fairer negotiation process that includes meaningful participation from groups of high ambition developing countries and has negotiated outcomes that reflect the positions of these groups. We can see CASA’s impact occurring across four different planes: individual capacity, organisational capability, institutional change, and normative gains. The following impact analysis is framed around these four areas. 
Global South negotiators have significantly increased their capacity and capability to engage in international climate negotiations. Critical contributions are evident in the individual negotiator capacity building and increased organisational capabilities that CASA has invested in, such as the LDC Group developing into a more formalised organisation, developing and growing its systems and processes so that it is a more resilient and influential agent in the climate negotiations landscape. 
There is some evidence that CASA has made important contributions to enabling negotiating groups to access, engage in, and influence climate negotiations. These findings relate to the institutional changes and normative gains that CASA has supported. However, the degree of contribution at this level becomes more difficult to validate given the very complex environment in which such decisions and changes occur. Examples include Independent Diplomat, which was pointed to for playing a vital role in supporting RMI and for its role as the chair of the HAC, which has in turn influenced more ambitious outcomes by the HAC. 
Normative gains relate to the aspect of CASA’s objectives of “a fairer negotiation process” and “meaningful participation” around climate negotiations. Based on responses from stakeholders, “fairer negotiation processes” are generally seen to relate to the inclusion (attendance and participation) of marginalised or otherwise excluded voices in climate negotiations. Based on this view, there is strong evidence of CASA making critical contributions to fairer negotiation processes. For “meaningful participation”, this relates to CASA’s support to participants’ ability to understand and apply technical knowledge, to understand the complex processes around the negotiations, and for both individuals and groups to actually wield influence over negotiation outcomes, for which there is similarly strong evidence of critical contributions from CASA. 
There is some evidence of CASA making some contribution to enabling national actors to implement international commitments at the domestic level. As this is a relatively recent area of focus for CASA, the accumulated evidence of its impact is still limited here. There are indications, however, that CASA may be on course to make important contributions in the years ahead if its trajectory of support remains consistent. 
Unintended impacts are generally positive, with evidence of CASA support enabling expanded networks of negotiators, peripheral benefits from upskilling young negotiators (such as the involvement of youth in negotiations and their forming networks with other youth negotiators), leveraging external finances, and individuals’ ascension to prominence within climate negotiations.
The evaluation also found supporting evidence to validate CASA’s ICF KPI 15 reporting across multiple criteria, which provides further confidence in the recent ICF KPI 15 scoring of 4—partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely. CASA has created pockets and areas of transformation (‘tipping points’) that have created significant, sustainable change, notably through the OF and innovative models found in the LDC–CLI collaboration and the NGP. These tipping points have changed the institutional or organisational landscape within the UNFCCC. 
Strength of evidence 
The purpose of this evaluation question is to assess the impact of CASA II support to achieving a fair negotiations process that includes meaningful participation from groups of high-ambition developing countries and negotiated outcomes that reflect the positions of these groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc201340649][bookmark: _Toc214452998]Table 9: Strength of evidence—impact 
	Rating 
	Statement 
	Definition 
	Description 

	Strong evidence 
	In some instances, there is clear and corroborative evidence to make a judgement 
	Evidence can be corroborated by monitoring data, programme documents, and primary data to support a judgement 
	The LEP team benefited from extensive evidence collected during this final evaluation, with over 70 KIIs and 35 coded documents. The production of six contribution stories meant that the team circled back to TPs and others to validate statements and judgements, which have helped build the case for CASA’s impacts. 



	Institutions and organisations—an introduction to the theory
Institutions can be understood as “the rules of the game in a society or… the humanly devised constraints that shape human interaction”.[footnoteRef:20] The centrality of institutions to determining growth and change in a society has provided a central narrative for international development in recent decades (see Acemoglu and Robinson, 2012; Akmeemana et al., 2014; Booth, 2014; North, 1990; World Bank, 2017). This institution-based paradigm is premised on the idea that institutions are possibly the most important governing force in human society, given their ability to constrain behaviour and shape beliefs (North, 1990).  [20:  North, D. (1990) Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic Performance, Cambridge University Press (p. 3).] 

Organisations, on the other hand, are groups of individuals that coalesce around a common purpose or objective. Organisations are influenced by the institutional frameworks that surround them, both in their genesis and their evolution. As organisations pursue their objectives through purposive activity, they incrementally alter the institutional structures that surround them, becoming agents of institutional change.[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  Ibid., pp. 5, 73.] 

The nexus in which change occurs is the interaction between organisations and institutions. Since it is individuals who ultimately give rise to organisations and institutions, the ensuing analysis begins at the level of the individual.[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  Ibid., p. 5. ] 




[bookmark: _Toc204259836]EQ 5.1: To what extent have Global South negotiators increased their capacity and capability to engage in international climate negotiations?

There is strong evidence that CASA has made critical contributions to building individual-level capacity among climate negotiators and organisational-level capabilities among negotiation groups. 
Individual capacity 
Individual capacity building remains in high demand, as outlined in the section on relevance, and is highly valued, as noted in the sections on relevance and coherence. As noted by multiple respondents, this is not a function of capacities not being built, but rather a result of the ever-expanding scope of the UNFCCC agenda. There is evidence of increased confidence among CASA-supported negotiators, which has been fostered through CASA’s investments in training, mentorship, and resourcing. Two CASA-supported respondents spoke enthusiastically about CASA’s support: 
“I feel like we were given a chance to speak out, so as long as you are following what was going on they were open to listen to them… which to me I felt like it's a good space as long as you have the funding and the support, it's a very good space for you because at least we felt like they didn't underestimate how small or young we were.”
“The CASA II programme enhanced my abilities to engage effectively in climate negotiations and provided me with sufficient knowledge and tools that are necessary to understand climate issues, the negotiation dynamics, especially in climate mitigation and just transition the thematic areas I am focusing on and contribute meaningfully to supporting [sector lead], especially in coordination with various sub-groups under the UNFCCC…. On top of that, through this programme, I was able to establish strategic relationships with my country delegation and prove the value I may add to them as a potential climate negotiator.”
As noted in the section on effectiveness, CASA overachieved on its logframe targets for individual training and in instances of real-time support to negotiators, reflecting a clear and intentional focus within its programme delivery around building individual capacity. 
The evaluation also found that CASA’s individual-level support has at times substituted for negotiators’ wider capability constraints, such as civil servants who serve as negotiators only in a part-time capacity, or where there is not sufficient capability within a negotiating group or delegation to hold the required technical skills to engage in thematic negotiations. As one TP noted regarding the support a negotiator received: 
“CASA has made it possible so that she can focus on this work completely. If this work would fall to government officials they would be hugely stretched as their time is not solely dedicated to this. She has received one-on-one feedback positively affirming that advisors have been crucial.”
LRI’s delivery model—commented on extensively in the preceding sections—has uniquely enabled it to effectively provide tailored yet broadly applicable legal expertise to climate negotiators. LRI is seen as a go-to resource for negotiators, many of whom noted the enabling role that LRI has played for them and their capacity to engage in negotiations. One recipient of LRI’s support made the following comment: 
“The LRI has provided comprehensive and very useful advice on climate finance, especially on negotiations related to the NCQG. This has been very useful for my preparation before NCQG Technical Dialogue meetings, and to engage substantively on the topic. Their advice and research support is always of high quality and impartial. LRI is a neutral, technical support organisation that provides a very valuable service in the UNFCCC process.”
Within AILAC, CIES has contributed to building individual-level capacities for negotiators, including civil servants and individuals from civil society, thereby developing a wider pool of individuals who are able to participate in technical discussions around climate negotiations. 
The OF’s grant to the third cohort of the NGP marked a significant organisational shift for the NGP (as noted in the section on effectiveness) that both bolstered the organisational strength of the NGP while also building individual capacities of party delegates. As a result, the NGP has matured into a recognised pipeline of young leaders who continue to shape climate diplomacy well beyond their initial fellowship. 
In the stories of increased individual capacity over the years of CASA support there are several ‘hero’s journeys’ of specific individuals who have experienced a meteoric rise to a position of considerable influence, and even impact, largely through the support provided by CASA. Some of these have been noted in the preceding sections; many more are provided under the KPI 15 analysis below. Two examples are identified below: 
· One individual negotiator directly supported under CIES was reported to have taken a high-profile position on the UNFCCC Bureau (Board) through the support provided by CASA. 
· With mentorship and strategic backing from Independent Diplomat, one supported individual was able to step into the role of RMI's lead negotiator on adaptation. This individual was accepted into the AOSIS Fellowship Programme and has since been appointed as the lead adaptation negotiator for AOSIS—a historic first for someone from RMI.
Moreover, as noted in the section on coherence, the notable progression of former recipients of CASA support to joining TP teams highlights specific individuals that have been capacitated to support their negotiating groups and country delegations in new, impactful ways. 
Organisational capability
At the organisational level, we saw in the effectiveness section examples of how CASA has contributed to the growth and development of supported negotiation groups. For example, the LDC Group is developing into a more formalised organisation, through clearer succession and capacity-building efforts that build negotiator capacity from the Global South, and the adoption of the LDC Charter in 2022, which has brought greater formality to many of the organisation’s governance processes (e.g. chair selection, transition mandates, internal decision-making processes, etc). The Group’s supporting partners—primarily Climate Analytics and IIED—have also been pointed to for their contributions to responding to chair requests or the depth of their negotiation experience, respectively, as key enablers of the Group’s coherence. These are core organisational elements that enable the LDC Group’s ‘negotiation readiness’, which is the basis of its increased influence in climate negotiations in recent years. 
CASA’s contributions to RMI have clearly had a significant impact on RMI’s effectiveness as the HAC Chair. The extensive stock of assets in technical diplomacy that Independent Diplomat has leveraged through RMI’s role as Secretariat of the HAC has been instrumental in shaping the strategic direction of the HAC. Independent Diplomat’s organisational support to RMI has come through its provision of day-to-day logistical support, statement preparation and screening notes, and strategic advice. Thus, Independent Diplomat’s support to RMI has helped ensure it has the organisational capabilities needed to influence the institutional level of the HAC. 
Similarly, CIES has strengthened domestic negotiating delegations through various mechanisms within AILAC, such as its support unit and its group of ‘elders’, as well as providing more specific technical advice in or around climate negotiations (see CIES case study, Annex I). These mechanisms, however, predated or existed outside of CASA-specific support. CASA support has augmented them, but has likely made a smaller relative contribution to them as compared to other examples of organisational development. 
The CASA-funded third cohort of the NGP marked another significant impact for the programme’s contribution to organisational capabilities. As elaborated further in the section on effectiveness and in the NGP case study (see Annex I), this investment helped move the selection of negotiator fellows (trainees) from being selected through an open invitation for applicants to a more tailored and specific capacity-building effort for individuals nominated for party delegations. The significance of this shift was the move from individual-focused skills to individuals forming part of an organisational team (delegates) that the training was intended to complement, for which CASA’s support was seen to be indispensable. While multiple factors shaped the outcome of this third cohort of the NGP, including the credibility of the NGP as a result of its previous cohorts, CASA’s support was strategic and timely, building on the programme’s existing momentum. 
However, CASA’s ultimate objective is not to develop organisational capabilities for its own sake, but rather to ensure that, by increasing organisations’ capabilities, they will have greater influence on the institutions that shape international climate negotiations and ambitions—in short, that CASA-supported organisations become agents of institutional change. 
[bookmark: _Toc204259837]EQ 5.2: To what extent are supported negotiating groups able to access, engage in, and influence international climate negotiations? 

Institutional gains
As described at the outset of this section on impact, institutions can be understood as “the rules of the game in a society or… the humanly devised constraints that shape human interaction” In CASA’s context, this can be understood as the “negotiated outcomes that reflect the position of these [negotiation] groups [from high ambition developing countries]”. 
These are the decisions, the policies, and the processes embedded in the UNFCCC architecture that govern the way that climate negotiations are undertaken and the way that climate commitments are made and applied at both international and domestic levels. Seen from this perspective, there is some evidence that CASA has made important contributions to its intended impact, examples of which we can see in several instances. However, assessing the degree of CASA’s contribution is challenging in the complex environment of policy decisions. 
Independent Diplomat was pointed to by TPs and CASA-supported people for playing a vital role in supporting RMI and its role as the chair of the HAC, which has in turn influenced the HAC to set more ambitious targets for outcomes. Some of these ‘ambitious outcomes’ include the inclusion of adaptation as a strategic priority for the HAC; the commitment to double adaptation finance agreed at COP26; supporting RMI’s domestic efforts in its National Adaptation Plan; and even, potentially, considerably influencing the 1.5-degree commitment within the Paris Agreement. 
As one respondent stated, RMI is unlikely to even “be at the table without CASA support” and would “certainly not be at the table in the same way” (see RMI and HAC case study, Annex I). It was further noted that RMI is invited to every HAC meeting because of their role as chair, and Independent Diplomat’s role as the Secretariat, and that they “would not be at the meetings if CASA wasn’t supporting small island states in the same way”. The same respondent went on to state the following about CASA’s support and impact: 
“If CASA wasn’t providing this support to the most climate vulnerable countries (SIDs, LDCs)—if those voices weren’t in those spaces, I don’t know that there would be the Paris Agreement with 1.5 [degree commitment], I don’t know that there would be any initiative of ambition that has been driven by the most vulnerable countries that have pushed it.”
Further impact can be seen through the LDC Group, with its organisational growth and development already noted above, as well as in virtually all preceding sections (see also the LDC Group case study, Annex I). Climate Analytics and IIED have both provided technical support to the LDC Group. As noted in the section on effectiveness, these two TPs worked in a complementary manner that included offering technical coordination, holding briefing sessions, drafting texts, providing coaching on negotiations, and providing expert inputs into thematic areas, all of which has enabled the Group to engage substantively in the UNFCCC architecture. 
Examples of institutional changes with “some contribution” or an “important contribution” from CASA include the following: the Lilongwe Declaration (COP29), which set out demands for increased climate finance, operationalising the Loss and Damage Fund, and supporting gender-responsive programming; the LDC submission on gender-responsive climate action (2023), signifying a shift towards more strategic inputs; demonstrable leadership in shaping the UAE Framework for Global Climate Resilience; and the fact that the LDC Group’s COP29 opening statement reflected a coordinated position that referenced decisions, finance flows, and implementation pathways—reflecting a new level of technical and organisational maturity for the Group.
Normative gains 
This dimension of CASA’s impact relates to the aspect of its objectives of “a fairer negotiation process” and “meaningful participation” around climate negotiations. Norms—understood as “principle[s] of right action binding upon the members of a group and serving to guide, control, or regulate proper and acceptable behaviour”[footnoteRef:23] — can be a lens through which to understand some of the qualitative aspects of CASA’s impacts and ambition. As such, the analysis below is divided between these two dimensions: a fairer negotiation process and meaningful participation.  [23:  Merriam-Webster Dictionary: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/norm ] 

A fairer negotiation process 
Because COPs operate under the auspices of the United Nations, there are institutional norms that seek to ensure that the administrative processes themselves are in fact ‘fair’, insofar as no countries or regions or groups of individuals are explicitly excluded from participating. The climate COPs are, in fact, the largest annual meetings convened by the United Nations.[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  See United Nations Climate Change: https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/conferences/the-big-picture/what-are-united-nations-climate-change-conferences/how-cops-are-organized-questions-and-answers] 

As such, the fairer negotiation processes to which CASA intends to contribute are more about how the processes unfold in practice, rather than necessarily changing the way the UNFCCC is convened. For, in practice, not all nations or negotiating groups are equally able to access and attend the COPs, given resource and capacity constraints, domestic political priorities, and other factors. 
Based on responses from stakeholders, “fairer negotiation processes” are generally seen to relate to the inclusion (attendance and participation) of marginalised or otherwise excluded voices in climate negotiations. Based on this view, there is strong evidence of CASA making critical contributions to fairer negotiation processes. At the highest level, CASA as a whole is doing this, and its predecessor programmes also did this, by enabling a greater diversity of voices to be heard at the COPs. Everything that CASA does points to this result, with extensive evidence of this demonstrated throughout this report. One CASA-supported person stated this quite emphatically: 
“I think that it's already in itself a contribution to build[ing] a much more inclusive process and one where a diversity of voice[s] has been heard and are heard prominently. They contribute to building a more inclusive process.”
For many respondents, “a fairer process” begins with less resourced countries just being able to get to the starting line—being able to be at and participate in the negotiations—given how challenging this is in the first place and how uneven the playing field is. CASA’s role in enabling this is clear: 
“The starting point for negotiators from vulnerable countries is not a good one due to logistical and material challenges. CASA plays a role in providing the extra support to level the playing field.”
· CASA-supported person
“I don’t know that [RMI] would be at the table without CASA support—they certainly would not be at the table in the same way…. They wouldn’t be at the meetings if CASA wasn’t supporting small island states in the same way.”
· CASA-supported person
“CASA support enabled four young negotiators to attend COP29 as part of Malawi’s government delegation, while it helped facilitate 15 total spaces for young people. Their presence strengthened government negotiations by providing technical and logistical support to senior negotiators.”
· CASA-supported person
“The Opportunity Fund project has helped make climate negotiations fairer by increasing youth representation and strengthening negotiation capacity in LDCs.”
· CASA-supported person

However, while CASA has contributed to enabling negotiations and to negotiation groups having greater access to COPs, there are also wider political forces at play that are far beyond what CASA is able to control or influence. As one TP noted when asked whether CASA has contributed to making negotiation processes fairer:
“[Negotiations] are worse. [AOSIS] have become stronger as AOSIS but geopolitics is too deeply vested into the process. When approached to lead negotiations for the science group I thought it would be easier, but it has become a political warfare—broadly, it has lost its way. It seems to be more about who has the biggest voice in the political space… It didn’t used to be like this, where scientists are questioned, because of the implications it has for others. The global climate crisis seems to be more about politics than everything else.”
· TP
Meaningful participation 
“Meaningful participation” relates to CASA’s support to participants’ ability to understand and apply technically sound knowledge, to understand the complex processes around the negotiations, and for both individuals and groups to wield influence over negotiation outcomes. Once the participants show up, how do they use the opportunity they have to participate? 
The technical support discussed extensively in the early findings sections and the case studies demonstrate in much greater detail the evidence on how CASA has contributed to building individuals’ skills and organisational capabilities that enable them to engage in more meaningful participation. While other factors are noted to have contributed as well, CASA has unequivocally made positive contributions to more meaningful participation for the negotiators that have received its support. Responses from the following CASA-supported individuals and TPs testify to this impact: 
“Without [CASA] support to prepare people, the chances of being effective during negotiations is quite low, because these meetings are technically very complex and can be overwhelming to people who are not well prepared and who don’t know what to expect. “
· CASA-supported person
“The programme engages in active participation and fostering greater dialogue with countries by supporting vulnerable countries in being more prepared and being more engaged in meetings, in being more active and more visible. “
· CASA-supported person
“CASA not only facilitated attendance but also supported capacity-building efforts, providing young negotiators with essential training in negotiation processes, diplomacy, and country priorities”
· TP
“CASA organised a one-week intensive training that provided young negotiators with a deep understanding of the negotiation process, diplomacy, and country priorities. This was more comprehensive than previous training efforts, which had been broader but lacked depth.”
· TP
“At COP29, one of the countries mentioned that during the AOC's group meetings in the morning, half the room was filled with CYNP-trained negotiators [Climate Youth Negotiator Programme]. This feedback from heads of delegations highlights the growing trust in CYNP-trained negotiators among parties. It is enabling countries to include more young people in their negotiating teams and better represent themselves. By providing fully trained negotiators who can start immediately, CYNP is particularly beneficial for more climate-vulnerable countries.”
· TP
“Young negotiators became better integrated into official national delegations, allowing them to contribute to real-time decision-making rather than being passive observers.”
· TP
Several TPs offered views that were even more assertive regarding the way CASA supported negotiators and groups to show up to negotiations and present their views and opinions, setting them “on the front foot” for truly meaningful participation.  
 
“If you're the one submitting proposals, you're shaping the narrative in the room. You're shaping the discussion, and everyone has to be in a reactive position and that puts you in a very strong position and I could see the LDC Group be that in a lot of [negotiating] rooms—being the ones proposing ideas and forcing people to engage with their ideas, rather than the other way around. And I think in a way that's definitely making the process fairer in a sense that the views of those vulnerable communities and countries are being considered and are shaping the agenda.”
· CASA-supported person
“Without CASA support they can’t participate at these negotiations. A lot of developing countries face a limited number of people they can engage, and the negotiations process become more and more complicated across all these themes and technical aspects, and you need someone who can speak on each aspect. So, it’s difficult for developing countries to have the level of delegates and advisors to engage in a meaningful way.”
· TP
“Yes, but there is a long way to go from a fairness perspective. Because although every country in theory has the same voice in negotiations, within the groups, some countries have more capacity and funding and voice. This is the first time Practical Action saw Nepal go to all the meetings it expected them to, where previously other countries would be in the important meetings that Nepal should have been. Nepal has become much more engaged in the debates they need to be in..”
· TP
[bookmark: _Toc204259838]EQ 5.3: To what extent are national actors able to implement international commitments made at a domestic level? 

There is ‘some evidence’ of CASA making ‘some contribution’ to enabling national actors to implement international commitments at the domestic level. As this is a relatively recent area of focus for CASA, the accumulated evidence of its impact is still limited. There are indications, however, that CASA may be on course to make important contributions in the years ahead if its trajectory of support remains consistent. There are specific activities that can be identified, relating to LRI and the OF, that demonstrate CASA’s contribution to impact-level change through directly strengthening national actors’ ability to implement international commitments made at a domestic level.​
LRI provided technical support to LDCs and low-income countries on the legal obstacles for phasing out fossil fuels at the national level, in line with global targets. They assisted with the development of framework climate change laws in two countries in Africa and one in Asia and solicited perspectives from service users to develop materials/training on carbon markets. 
CASA’s funding through the OF enabled a group of TPs with strong existing relationships with the Government of Nepal to continue providing enabling and strengthening support to the government. The grantees spearheaded a consultative engagement process to inform the LAPAs, pushing forward the implementation of Nepal’s climate ambitions, as well as enabling the Nepali delegation to be present at the UNFCCC through NDC 3.0 development consultations. 
Thus, while there are clear examples of the germinating effects of CASA’s support to the implementation of international commitments at a domestic level, these are not widespread and are generally still nascent. However, CASA has shown itself adept at aligning with the right partners that are already well-placed to maximise the added funding for catalytic and amplified effect. Future investments in this area for CASA should include ensuring a stronger base of reporting by partners, and evaluative evidence, to ensure progress in this area is understood and its impacts captured. 
[bookmark: _Toc204259839]EQ 5.4: What unintended impact—both positive and negative—has the CASA II programme contributed to? 

Expansion of networks among negotiators, which has enhanced collaboration and effectiveness. Respondents noted cases where CASA-supported activities had enabled them to build networks and connections with international experts in the field in ways that had not been anticipated. An example was provided relating to opportunities to liaise with the Africa for Life Foundation, and connecting with the African Wildlife Foundations and the African Negotiators Group, all of which offered new opportunities across an unexpectedly wide network of international negotiators within Africa. As one CASA-supported negotiator commented: “The supply of different skills through these networks has been really useful and may not have happened without the programme.” 
Peripheral impacts of upskilling young negotiators. Prioritising training of youth is often viewed through the lens of inclusion, but evidence from respondents points to instances where youth were able to expand the effects of their increased capacity beyond just technical proficiency. As one CASA-supported respondent commented: 
“A pleasant surprise at COP29 was learning that some negotiators had been upskilling and sharing their knowledge with other young people on their delegations. This cross-learning has extended the impact of YNA's training, building leadership and skills within the countries.”
Further unanticipated aspects were noted around efforts by young negotiators to build strong relationships and networks, with specific examples including efforts to form an informal group of young negotiators inspired by the Cartagena Dialogue, and another instance of the YNA itself being in conversation about a possible youth coalition within the HAC. 
One further dimension of this broadened impact among youth negotiators is that the YNA’s focus has shifted from the issue of youth alone to also intentionally ensuring that at least 50% of the youth negotiators countries nominate are women. This marks an organisational shift within the YNA, broadening its own inclusion beyond just youth generally. 
It was also noted that recognition at domestic levels of improved youth skills resulted in greater attention and support. An example was given of the Malawi Government increasing its financial and organisational support to youth negotiators when those negotiators were able to demonstrate improved skills and capacity as a result of CASA-funded support.
Leveraged finances. At times the support that CASA has provided has enabled individuals or organisations to access additional funding allowing them to pursue further work in specific climate-related areas. One example was given of an individual that had risen in prominence through CASA funding who was able to access additional grants from other donors under the auspices of CASA-funded activities, which has enabled further research on specific thematic areas, such as adaptation finance and Loss and Damage finance. 
Individual influences. There are a relatively large number of examples of individuals that have been supported by CASA-funded activities who have progressed through the climate negotiation architecture to become significant influencers of climate negotiations. These individual trajectories could not have been anticipated prior to the programme, and some of their outcomes have far exceeded expectations.
[bookmark: _Toc204259840]EQ 5.5: To what extent will CASA II-supported activities contribute to transformational change (KPI 15)? 

This evaluation’s assessment for KPI 15 focused on validating the findings from the KPI 15 report produced in February 2025 by the LEP team. By validating the findings, the evaluation team can better determine and confirm the level of confidence in CASA’s contribution to transformational change.[footnoteRef:25] To do this, the evaluation selected a range of CASA’s outcome map/KPI 15 metrics and corroborated the pieces of evidence used to provide the scoring in the KPI 15 report with evidence from the evaluation. Not every KPI 15 metric was validated in this way; the evaluation sought a balance across the three different KPI 15 ToC levels (drivers, mechanisms, and enablers) and aimed to include metrics that pertained to ‘all’ TPs. [25:  As defined by ICF KPI 15’s methodology: “Transformational change implies significant, sustainable change that has permanently changed an organisation’s culture, policies or behaviours, and/or has also influenced the way that other organisations or individuals do business. ” International Climate Finance KPI 15 Methodology Note: Extent to which ICF intervention is likely to lead to transformational change  ] 

Our analysis found that the programme’s activities are likely to contribute to transformational change, particularly by increasing capacity and capability, and due to their effectiveness, with effectiveness acting as a mechanism of replicability and an enabler of certain aspects of sustainability. 
The evaluation found supporting evidence to validate CASA’s ICF KPI 15 reporting across multiple criteria, which provides further confidence in the recent ICF KPI 15 scoring of 4—partial evidence suggesting that transformational change is likely. CASA has created pockets and areas of transformation (‘tipping points’) that have created significant, sustainable change, notably through the OF and innovative models found in the LDC–CLI collaboration and the NGP. These tipping points have changed the institutional or organisational landscape within the UNFCCC. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452917]Sustainability

	EQ 6: Are the results of the UK’s long-term support to climate negotiators and negotiating groups likely to be sustained beyond CASA II’s completion?



Summary:
Evidence of CASA’s contribution to sustainability is mixed. In the absence of a clear strategy for sustainability within CASA, respondents’ views on the programme’s sustainability largely focus on the following areas. First, the organisational development that CASA has supported, primarily around strengthening negotiating groups, for which there is strong evidence of CASA’s contribution; secondly, domestic institutions that are able to retain capabilities and implement national priorities on climate change, for which there is limited evidence of CASA’s contribution; and generating funding (seen as an ongoing need if actors are to participate and engage in negotiations), to which CASA has provided only marginal contributions (apart from its own direct support, which is not a sustainability feature). 
The impacts of CASA on building individual capacity are clear: many individuals have grown in their ability to effectively engage in international climate negotiations. However, the durability of improved individual capacities will depend significantly on the organisational capabilities that surround them. Furthermore, the struggles with turnover in the public sector are well known and challenge the retention of new capacity. 
The organisational growth and development that CASA has contributed to presents a greater level of likely durability than individual capacities, with examples of CASA’s contributions again prevalent throughout this analysis.
The institutional changes that CASA has contributed to are likely to be the most durable, while also being the most challenging to achieve. Examples include the commitment to double adaptation finance agreed at COP26, or the influence in the 1.5-degree commitment within the Paris Agreement. This is because the institutional processes themselves are not easily changed, making the very challenge of achieving a result the thing that safeguards its durability. 
In sum, we believe the highly relational delivery model that CASA utilises—leveraging TP capabilities to the point of embedding them in processes, negotiations, and real-time technical advice—has enabled CASA to achieve considerable and disproportional impact from its inputs. However, in applying this approach, the organisational development of certain groups, and even delegations, has not generally been the key force driving that change, and the reliance on CASA’s support has proven fundamental—and at times existential. As such, CASA’s impact is notable but has come at the cost of its sustainability. 
Strength of evidence 

The purpose of this evaluation question is to assess the sustainability of CASA II’s results. Evidence of its sustainability is mixed, and this evidence presents a limited basis from which to draw clear indications of CASA’s contributions. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452999]Table 10: Strength of evidence—sustainability 
	Rating
	Statement
	Definition 
	Description 

	Limited evidence
	Insufficient evidence to make a judgement
	Evidence is singular and, while it may suggest a claim, it is insufficient to support a valid judgement 
	Evidence is mixed, depending on the area of focus. Results along the first ToC pathway—capacity and capability building—are limited at the individual level but stronger for organisational capabilities. There is some evidence for institutional change, but such change is vulnerable to wider political priorities and changes. 


[bookmark: _Toc204259842]EQ 6.1: What should sustainability entail for CASA-supported people and negotiation groups? 

CASA has not programmatically presented a view or strategy on its sustainability. As a result, the question of what sustainability should entail for CASA-supported people and negotiating groups was asked during the final evaluation’s data collection. One respondent within the programme structure stated that sustainability is about the ability to respond to the evolving needs around climate negotiations: 
“Sustainability is how [climate actors] can continue accompanying the expanding climate regime, with the needed intelligence, agility, and dexterity to expand and change. It is about dynamic sustainability.”
This presents a broad view on the capability to adapt to change. However, how that capability is fostered remains a key question for sustainability in CASA. Other views tended to revolve around three core themes. 
Organisational development
Previous sections have discussed ways in which negotiating groups supported by CASA have grown and developed through establishing stronger systems, structures, and practices that enable them to be less prone to individual-level changes. Examples include organisational charters, secretariats, policies for managing personnel changes, transitions in chairships, etc. 
As this CASA-supported person notes, organisational strengthening would help reduce reliance on CASA funding that flows through TPs, on which the negotiating groups are currently heavily reliant: 
“The goal is for negotiating blocs to become more independent, with their own advisors from member countries, rather than relying on external organisations like [specific TPs] for technical input. Ideally, they would put in place a dedicated secretariat or core team that supports them on a rolling basis—remaining in place even as leadership changes.”
Other respondents noted how strong organisational systems also help ensure ‘institutional memory’ that mitigates lost capacity when personnel changes. One such example is greater investment in knowledge systems, such as formal repositories, onboarding frameworks, archiving systems, etc., which reduce the frequent reliance on individuals or TPs for institutional memory. 
LRI was mentioned often for its investment in this area through its website, which contains both knowledge products that it produces, and which are publicly available, and other similar resources. However, the extent to which these would remain available post-CASA funding is unclear.
There were frequent references to WhatsApp being a useful tool for achieving real-time results during negotiations, but since there is no way to formally extract the content from those discussions, much of that content is lost—a demonstration of high-impact results but at the cost (currently) of sustainable knowledge. 
Domestic institutions 
National ownership emerged as an important aspect of how CASA’s impacts should be sustained, particularly in contexts where TPs play fundamental roles in relation to negotiators or negotiating groups. A focus on domestic institutions is seen to be lacking in CASA’s approach. Even though domestic implementation has recently become a priority, this has not been undertaken in a way that is seen to systematically strengthen domestic institutions.
One respondent (a CASA-supported person), when asked what was needed for greater sustainability within CASA, stated: 
“This is the kind of long-term structure many hope for: one that strengthens internal capacity and provides continuity. CASA could potentially consider how to support a transition toward this model—moving from reliance on external support to building in-country leadership and establishing a more consolidated, permanent institution… Ultimately, it’s about creating a system that’s more sustainable and country-owned.”
Still another noted the following, in regard to supporting strong, local ownership: 
“If you want to get sustainable results on climate, it's really about countries pushing their own views and pushing their perspectives in ways that are meaningful and especially credible. So that means countries working more holistically within their own civil society space… to make sure that the priorities of their own people in their countries are taken into account and are taken to the global space and are heard.”
Another avenue for strengthening domestic capabilities and ownership that was noted was the role of National Focal Points. Within the discussion of the LDC Group, National Focal Points were seen as under-resourced and under-engaged but as offering a means of increasing negotiating capacity and strengthening institutional gains at country levels. 
Funding 
Finally, funding was seen as a need that is not likely to cease for the countries and negotiating groups that CASA supports. No matter the organisational development or institutional gains seen, climate negotiators and advisors still require financial support to attend meetings and negotiations throughout the annual process. As one TP noted, this is a simple and enduring need: “If there is no money, delegates and advisors/technical experts can’t go.” With this residing need so clearly in mind, greater effort should be directed towards building capacities to access funding outside of CASA.
[bookmark: _Toc204259843]EQ 6.2: To what extent are CASA-supported results likely to be sustained, and how? 

Given the constantly evolving nature of international climate negotiations—and even domestic implementation priorities—the role of CASA’s impacts at the institutional level are all the more important as a means of ensuring that its achievements endure as long as possible. However, as the effects of climate change become more pronounced and natural resources continue to diminish, global priorities will continue to evolve, and with them the institutions that frame the human response to climate change. 
Our analysis of sustainability mirrors the theory behind impact: that CASA’s impacts can be considered along the three planes of individual capacity, organisational capability, and institutional change. 
Individual capacity
CASA’s impact on building individual capacity is clear: many individuals have grown in their ability to effectively engage in international climate negotiations. However, the durability of improved individual capacities will depend significantly on the organisational capabilities that surround them. 
Moreover, individuals from the public sector in many of the lower- and middle-income countries represented by the big negotiation groups or associations that receive CASA support often engage in negotiations part-time, alongside a myriad of other commitments within their governments. These positions shift and the public sector is known for its high turnover. 
For example, one respondent noted how Nepali negotiators’ receipt of support and training from civil society advisory services is inherently unsustainable, because if that cadre of trainers leave, the new government personnel will need the same support and training, but the government itself will not be able to provide it. 
Another respondent stated that he undertook training for two years under the United Nation Economic Commission for Africa, which sought to improve and build climate law expertise among young Africans. After his training, his ministry signed an agreement to confirm that he would be included in his country’s delegation, but he was then transferred to a completely different department and was doing something completely different within a year. 
Unless there are clear domestic commitments to the climate change agenda that provide systemic support to fostering and retaining individual capacities in the long term, those skills are likely to be lost over time. 
In other cases, some individuals have managed to navigate a personal ascension through different climate structures in a way that has enabled them to not only retain but also to increase their skills. Many of their stories are noted throughout this report and in the case studies. However, these individuals are exceptions, rather than exemplars of sustainable individual capacity building.
Organisational capability 
The organisational growth and development that CASA has contributed to is more likely to be durable than its impact on individual capacities, with examples of CASA’s contributions to organisational capability again prevalent throughout this analysis. However, this achievement is still not well fortified against circumstantial changes. Examples of this are shown in the Effectiveness and Impact sections, with organisational structures able to help mitigate staff turnover, for example, and to retain ‘institutional memory’. As one CASA-supported person noted on the volatility of individual-focused capacity building: 
“Colleagues come and go, there are new team members and new people coming in who need to be levelled up to reach the same base level that others were at before they left. They need to understand how to deal with the negotiations. They need extra support and knowledge sharing on thematic areas that are still new to them.”
Some of the specific organisational developments noted above reflect two levels of capability: systemic and bespoke. Systemic changes are where new organisational policies or procedures have been established that depersonalises the way the organisation operates (e.g. the LDC Charter). These are positive developments from an organisational perspective as they are more likely to endure changes in personnel, as well as to provide means of navigating changes that arise within and around the organisation. 
In light of the greater durability of systemic changes, there is a need to invest more in domestic institutions, which can better retain capacities, as compared to individuals. One example of how CASA might do this more systemically was provided by a CASA-supported respondent: 
“Perhaps CASA could have a standard MoU [memorandum of understanding] with governments, to ensure that the capacitated staff are trained on condition that for a number of years, they won’t be moved to other departments, or to say that their expertise will be utilised for a number of years. We have seen NGOs do this, so perhaps it could be adopted by the CASA programme.”
By contrast to systemic changes, the bespoke changes achieved under CASA have tended to involve greater prominence of TPs within the operational structures of organisations, enabling the TP to oftentimes wield its stock of assets and achieve significant results through the organisational mechanisms within which it serves (e.g. Independent Diplomat within RMI and the HAC). However, when funding is removed and the TP is no longer able to provide the same level of support to the organisation, those capabilities are likely to be lost.
Institutional change 
The institutional changes that CASA has contributed to are likely to be the most durable, while also being the most challenging to achieve. Examples include the commitment to double adaptation finance agreed at COP26, or the influence on the 1.5-degree commitment within the Paris Agreement. This is because the institutional processes themselves are not easily changed, making the very challenge of achieving a result the thing that safeguards its durability. 
However, even though we can point to certain negotiating groups or alliances as ‘agents of change’, climate change institutions are still more susceptible to wider political influences than they are to the influence of more localised organisations. So, even though this is probably the area in which CASA’s impacts are most durable, institutional change is not permanent. Nevertheless, even though institutional achievements under CASA might be subsequently changed, these impacts are likely to still wield a degree of influence even within the new institutional frameworks that emerge.
In sum, we believe that the highly relational delivery model that CASA applies—leveraging TP capabilities to the point of embedding them in processes, negotiations, and real-time technical advice—has enabled CASA to achieve considerable and disproportional impact from its inputs. However, by applying this approach, the organisational development of certain groups, and even delegations, has not generally been the key force driving that change, and the reliance on CASA’s support has proven fundamental—and at times existential. As such, CASA’s impact is notable but has come at the cost of its durability. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452918]GESI 
GESI has been a crosscutting theme of the evaluation questions addressed in this report. CASA II notably intensified the programme’s efforts to incorporate and engage women, youth, and groups from the Global South in climate negotiation arenas. This commitment is evidenced by both quantitative and qualitative data derived from key documents and KIIs conducted during the final evaluation.
The programme has achieved a significant increase in the proportion of females trained under CASA, rising from 41% in 2024 to 52% in 2025, thereby surpassing the target set for 2025. Additionally, in Phase II, 50% of CASA's TPs from Workplan 2 and Workplan 3 were located in the Global South, with two OF initiatives established in the region in 2024. 
OF inclusion
During CASA II, OF initiatives have made a significant contribution to achieving GESI objectives. Nine new OF initiatives commenced activities under the second round of the OF. Among these, one partner is youth-led, and five are based in the Global South. All partners are working directly with negotiators from climate-vulnerable groups, specifically from LDCs or AOSIS. Moreover, each of the new partners being onboarded has highlighted that their training programmes will be inclusive of women and youth. By including GESI considerations—such as benefits for youth, Indigenous peoples, and women—as part of DAI’s selection criteria for OF bids, the resulting initiatives demonstrated a strong commitment to GESI throughout their activities. 
OF initiatives, such as CLI, ECARDS, and YNA, were cited as instrumental in helping negotiators overcome barriers to access to UNFCCC negotiations. CASA enabled YNA to provide support for women by covering the costs of training, network building, and physical presence. This enabled 20 negotiators supported by YNA to attend COP29. Their climate programme cohort included nearly 75% women negotiators, in recognition of the training needed for women. This was further aided by increasing the overall representation of women across climate negotiations and groups, including the first chair of the LDC Group, who was mentioned in multiple interviews as a driving force in the inclusion of women in negotiations. Outside of negotiations, for example, ECARDS prepared compiled drafts of gender-responsive LAPA in Nepali and was able to share them with respective municipalities
Youth participation
Recognising the growing significance of young negotiators in negotiations, CASA is making an intentional effort to ensure their inclusion. TPs and OF TPs are providing essential support; mentorship programmes, such as the IIED fellowship, NGP, and wider mentorship by OF initiatives (such as YNA and CYNP), and networking, enabled young negotiators to simultaneously increase their capacity to navigate the wider negotiator space as well as to build their connections with those who are well established in climate negotiations. 
During KIIs, examples were provided of youth becoming more empowered to participate in domestic policy within their respective countries. For example, a youth negotiator mentored by an OF TP drafted a domestic agenda on youth inclusion in climate change strategy that was presented to their government. This support has also been provided outside of formal mentorship programmes: for example, ODI provided mentorship to two young AOSIS staff in 2024. This has led to youth taking on leadership roles in the negotiation spaces across different groups, such as the LDC Group and the Loss and Damage Fund. By enabling youth to take on leadership roles in negotiations, CASA is enabling a new generation to meaningfully contribute to and participate in these conversations. 
While CASA II has enabled an increase in youth participation through the widening scope of OF initiatives that provide mentorship, funding, and physical resources, this does not always equate to meaningful participation. Interviewees noted that even with accreditation, impactful participation—in which negotiators are able to provide their delegations’ views—may be impeded by a lack of physical resources, including briefing documents or additional support from experts. There is also a reliance on external donors for these resources, such as through the CASA II programme. One OF-funded negotiator observed that the pool of available funding globally is diminishing, indicating that CASA II funding is essential for their physical participation in these crucial events and their ability to participate, while another acknowledged that their physical presence at COP allowed them to connect with and learn from other youth from different contexts.
GESI limitations
The increased participation of women, youth, and individuals from the Global South is undoubtedly crucial to advancing the goals of CASA II. To further understand the barriers to participation for these groups, this evaluation explored both internal and external factors that limit this goal. This has been detailed throughout the report, including in the section on effectiveness, under the discussion of internal and external factors. Highlighted below are key considerations in the GESI context:
· Cultural and political contexts are still a barrier: In some countries, marginalised individuals are unable to directly participate in the negotiation process due to factors such as class, gender, or age. Furthermore, even when quotas are introduced, some countries still do not encourage meaningful participation by youth or women. This was noted during KIIs, with specific examples given of a gendered hierarchy in delegations due to country cultures, in addition to a tendency for some countries to still promote men over women. A strategy employed by one OF TP to include the voices of these marginalised groups involved conducting public workshops in the presence of various stakeholders and presenting their findings to the government.
· Funding and travel support impacted the ability of some negotiators to meaningfully participate in negotiations: Travel and daily subsistence allowances for national negotiators were often not covered under CASA, necessitating reliance on the Green Climate Fund, national budgets, or individual fundraising efforts. For instance, a delay in CASA funding at COP29 resulted in several LDC delegates supported by an OF grantee arriving late to the event, after negotiations had already commenced. This impacted their ability to effectively negotiate, and meant a significant amount of catch-up was required, as reported in KIIs.
· Overcoming language barriers is being supported but these barriers are still prominent: Francophone negotiators noted the limited availability of French-language materials or support. Some TPs were able to offer solutions, such as one-to-one support: for example, ICCCAD and CIES offer negotiations advice to supported individuals in native languages, and LRI provided translations of documents needed for negotiations. One example given by an interviewee of support outside of CASA was the Institut fédéral pour le Développement durable (FDD) providing support for French-speaking women to attend COP, exclusively supporting women from French-speaking African countries with trainings online to help them navigate negotiations. 
· Data disaggregation: Limited disaggregated data were shared on GESI. Despite several indicators using headcount data and a commitment to present various disaggregation, data reported at an aggregate level were not provided in these detailed forms. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452919]Conclusion
CASA II and its predecessor programmes (beginning in 2010) have achieved considerable results and have made significant contributions to fairer negotiation processes that include meaningful participation from groups of high ambition developing countries and negotiated outcomes that reflect the positions of these groups. Extensive evidence has been collected over the interim evaluation and the final evaluation, with findings from the analysis presented across six evaluation questions and six in-depth case studies. 
There is strong evidence that CASA II remains highly relevant to both negotiators and the core negotiating groups the programme aims to support. The programme’s delivery model effectively meets the needs of these negotiating groups and adapts to dynamic UNFCCC contexts. The TPs’ established trust with negotiators and negotiating groups, reputation, and consistent engagement with the UNFCCC agenda continue to be key assets that enable the CASA TPs to respond to shifting priorities across groups and countries. Furthermore, the OF has expanded the pool of TPs’ and CASA’s ‘stock of assets’, enhancing the programme’s agility and reach. Specific OF initiatives have opened up new avenues for non-state actors, youth, and marginalised communities to build their capacity and engage more effectively in the UNFCCC process, strengthening CASA’s commitment to fairer negotiation processes.
CASA II has demonstrated strong coherence over time by maintaining a consistent, demand-led delivery model through TPs, with added flexibility and responsiveness provided by the OF. The OF not only builds on prior UK support but also enables CASA to fund organisations with established track records and to deepen existing work already undertaken by grantees. Long-term relationships, continuity of personnel, and the evolution of former recipients into TPs have fostered deeper ownership and trust among supported stakeholders. While structured collaboration among TPs has varied, organic collaboration often occurs through negotiation processes. Some ambiguity in the roles of TPs supporting the LDC Group has been noted, but the programme’s demand-led approach helps mitigate duplication of effort. Overall, CASA II reflects a coherent evolution from its predecessor programmes in both strategy and implementation. 
CASA II has delivered strong VFM, with 86% of indicators meeting or exceeding expectations under a bespoke VFM rubric—marking clear progress since the interim evaluation. The programme has performed solidly across all 5Es, with particularly good performance on economy, efficiency, and equity. Costs have been well-managed, with low management fees and strategic use of high-value expertise. Most outputs were delivered as planned, and CASA’s largest investment—the LDC Group—has achieved stand-out results. Equity emerges as a particular strength, with women making up over half of supported negotiators, though barriers to participation and influence persist. Overall, CASA II stands as a credible example of VFM in practice.
CASA II has made a series of critical and important contributions to strengthening negotiator capacity, negotiating group capability, and the successful delivery of domestic climate-related policies. The CASA II programme and its predecessor programmes have been a critical enabler of organisational capabilities, and then of institutional and normative gains. Stand-out examples include the strengthening of the LDC Group’s and the HAC’s organisational capability. Emerging structures, such as the LDC Secretariat, reflect sustainable institutional gains. Domestic implementation has been catalysed through legal and policy support, such as LRI’s expanded model, which provides high-quality, pro bono legal assistance, directly strengthening legal frameworks and the capacities of negotiating delegations. 
TPs have been critical enablers of CASA II’s effectiveness. Through longstanding, trust-based relationships, TPs have delivered tailored support that has enhanced negotiation preparation, alliance building, and legal capacity. However, while the relational delivery model led to outsized impact relative to investment, concerns about power asymmetries and uneven access to support remain. Evidence from several interviews suggests that effectiveness is constrained when TPs support negotiator priorities but at the same time displace their agency. Support through the OF has enabled innovation and inclusion. 
CASA II has made critical and important contributions to achieving fairer negotiation processes that include meaningful participation from groups of high-ambition developing countries and negotiated outcomes that reflect the positions of these groups. Global South negotiators have significantly increased their capacity and capability to engage in international climate negotiations. Critical contributions are evident in the individual negotiator capacity building and increased organisational capabilities in which CASA has invested. Important contributions are evident in the organisational capabilities that CASA has supported within the negotiating groups, such as the LDC Group developing into a more formalised organisation, through developing and growing its systems and processes so that it is a more resilient and influential agent in the climate negotiations landscape.
There is some evidence that CASA has made important contributions to enabling negotiating groups to access, engage in, and influence climate negotiations, with examples including Independent Diplomat playing a vital role in supporting RMI and its role as the chair of the HAC, which has in turn influenced the achievement of more ambitious outcomes by the HAC. Normative gains are evidenced by CASA’s contributions to “a fairer negotiation process” and “meaningful participation” around climate negotiations. Evidence demonstrates CASA’s contributions to fairer negotiation processes in its enabling the inclusion (attendance and participation) of marginalised or otherwise excluded voices in climate negotiations, while contributions to meaningful participation is evident in CASA’s support to participants’ ability to engage with technical information, to understand the complex processes around the negotiations, and for both individuals and groups to wield influence over negotiation outcomes.
The evaluation also found supporting evidence to validate CASA’s ICF KPI 15 reporting across multiple criteria, which provides further confidence in the recent ICF KPI 15 scoring of 4, which suggests transformational change is likely. 
Evidence of CASA’s contribution to sustainability is mixed. In the absence of a clear strategy for sustainability within CASA, respondents’ views on the programme’s sustainability largely focus on the following areas. Firstly, the organisational development that CASA has supported, primarily around strengthening negotiating groups, for which there is strong evidence of CASA’s contribution; domestic institutions that are able to retain capabilities and implement national priorities on climate change, for which there is limited evidence of CASA’s contribution; and generating funding (seen as a residing need if actors are to participate and engage in negotiations), to which CASA has provided only a marginal contribution (apart from its own direct support, which is not a sustainability feature). 
In sum, the evidence suggests that the highly relational delivery model that CASA applies—leveraging TP capabilities to the point of embedding them in processes, negotiations, and real-time technical advice—has enabled CASA to achieve considerable and disproportional impact from its inputs. However, by applying this approach, the organisational development of certain groups, and even delegations, has not generally been the key force driving that change, and the reliance on CASA’s support has proven fundamental—and at times existential. As such, CASA’s impact is notable but has come at the cost of its sustainability. 
CASA II has notably intensified its efforts to incorporate and engage women, youth, and groups from the Global South in climate negotiation arenas, achieving a significant increase in the proportion of females trained under CASA, and OF initiatives have made a significant contribution to GESI objectives. Recognising the growing significance of young negotiators in negotiations, CASA is making an intentional effort to ensure their inclusion. TPs and OF TPs are providing essential support, such as mentorship and networking that is enabling young negotiators to simultaneously increase their capacity to navigate the wider negotiator space as well as to build their connections with those who are well established in climate negotiations. However, barriers still remain to greater inclusion in climate negotiations, including cultural and political contexts, the absence of funding and travel support, and language barriers. 
[bookmark: _Toc214452920]Lessons and recommendations
The following recommendations are based on the evidence and analysis from this evaluation. They build on the findings and conclusions, in addition to DESNZ’s own questions which emerged during the evaluation process. The LEP notes that there may be other factors or considerations that the team is unaware of and that DESNZ and the delivery partner should take on board. 
The recommendations are grouped under five key strategic lessons. Each recommendation is directed at DESNZ, in its role as funder and programme owner. Each includes an assessment of its priority level and the potential for impact. A status rating has also been included, based on whether the recommendation is currently being actioned, is partially addressed, or is not yet in hand. See the tabulation of ratings in Table 11 below. 
[bookmark: _Toc214453000]Table 11: Recommendation rating rubric
	Category
	Rating
	Definition

	Priority
	High
	Urgent and critical. Immediate attention is required to avoid significant risks or to unlock key programme benefits.

	
	Medium
	Important but not time-sensitive. Should be addressed in the short to medium term to strengthen programme delivery.

	
	Low
	Useful but not urgent. Can be scheduled for future consideration without a major impact on current performance.

	Status
 
	New 
	The recommendation has not yet been actively reviewed or acted upon.

	
	In process
	Some elements are being explored or are partially being implemented at the time of writing.

	
	Implementation
	Implementation is underway but adjustments or additional time are required to achieve the intended results.

	Potential for impact
	High
	Likely to generate significant, positive change in programme outcomes, effectiveness, or sustainability.

	
	Medium
	Expected to result in a moderate improvement in programme quality or performance.

	
	Low
	Anticipated to have a limited or marginal effect on the programme.


 
[bookmark: _Toc204780066][bookmark: _Toc204796569][bookmark: _Toc214452921]Lesson 1: Sustainability must be designed, not assumed
CASA’s delivery model delivers impact through TPs, rather than through direct support to negotiating groups. Sustainable results require embedded systems, retained knowledge, and forward planning.
Recommendation 1.1: Support negotiating group governance structures, strategy processes, and coordinator continuity.
DESNZ should provide support that allows negotiating groups to strengthen internal governance, support continuity in coordinator roles, and embed planning and documentation processes. Funding could support activities such as multi-year strategic planning, onboarding of new group members, peer-led governance reviews, and retention strategies for experienced coordinators. While this is already being implemented with the LDC Group, DESNZ should also explore similar approaches for AOSIS and the HAC, paying close attention to what happens with the Secretariat funded by UNIDO–GEF—and potentially seeking to establish direct relations with UNIDO as the implementor.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	High

	Status
	New

	Potential Impact
	High


Recommendation 1.2: Shift TP roles from a delivery focus to greater empowerment of negotiating groups, embedding structured transition plans into all workstreams.
DESNZ should revise TP contracts and terms of reference to require sustainability measures, such as structured handover to supported groups, individuals, or governments, and embedded transition planning. Consider adding reporting requirements or learning reflections that reflect on these transition and sustainability provisions, reflecting negotiating group-specific needs and the capacities of individual negotiators in these groups. 
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	High

	Status
	New

	Potential Impact
	High


Recommendation 1.3: Codify and clarify the roles of group secretariats, ensuring alignment with chairs and stakeholders.
DESNZ could position itself as a supporter of structured consultations between group, chairs coordinators, TPs, and donors to define secretariat remits, as negotiating groups potentially move towards this model, following the LDC Group. This should result in jointly agreed terms of reference that clarify authority and coordination responsibilities. Short-term administrative and facilitation support should be provided to institutionalise roles. Learning should draw on the experiences of the LDC Group and emerging structures supported by other funders.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	In process 

	Potential impact
	Medium


 
[bookmark: _Toc204780067][bookmark: _Toc204796570][bookmark: _Toc214452922]Lesson 2: Ownership, legitimacy, and capability are critical to ensure that outcomes are durable
Ensuring negotiating groups are able to articulate their needs and set strategic direction, and are led by high-capacity leaders, increases CASA’s impact and helps build more sustainable results for CASA and its supported groups and people. CASA’s impact—and that of the groups—was strongest when negotiating groups themselves were able to articulate needs and set strategic direction and were led by highly capable leaders with a degree of political and financial support from national governments. 
Recommendation 2.1: Continue, and expand, group-nominated fellow selection and embed similar group-led nomination processes into other programme mechanisms.
DESNZ should institutionalise group-led nomination processes (which are, in effect, National Focal Point-led nominations) for fellowships and placements, as seen with the NGP. Provide clear approaches for doing this and allow space for strategic nominations only in exceptional circumstances. 
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	In process

	Potential impact
	Medium


Recommendation 2.2: Prioritise support to negotiating group governance, including internal strategy-setting, documentation, and coordination.
In the context of potential UK aid cuts, DESNZ should prioritise strengthening the organisational capabilities and governance structures of negotiating groups. This includes targeted support for internal strategy development, documentation, and coordination. These areas have proven effective to date, and sustained investment will be critical to maintaining negotiating groups’ influence and cohesion in international forums.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	Implementation

	Potential impact
	Medium


Recommendation 2.3: Negotiate group-led approaches with accountability mechanisms (e.g. joint planning processes with TPs).
DESNZ should mandate annual joint planning processes between negotiating groups and TPs and require shared workplans as part of programme design. The most effective model, from DESNZ’s perspective, would be for this to be led and overseen by DAI. However, this would both add an additional layer of management expenditure to the budget and likely create more work for TPs. As things stand, the recommendation would be for DAI to take an active interest in reviewing—and offering support to— joint development and monitoring of workplans, rather than owning the process. 
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	New 

	Potential impact
	Medium


 
[bookmark: _Toc204780068][bookmark: _Toc214452923][bookmark: _Toc204796571]Lesson 3: Equity and access require structural solutions 
Inclusion is improved through access-focused initiatives, but enduring barriers remain in financing, language, delegation structure, and leadership pipelines.
Recommendation 3.1: Support negotiators to access external funding, with TPs and DAI resourced to provide light-touch guidance and signposting.
DESNZ should fund a basic knowledge product and information session series per group on key international participation funds, such as the UNFCCC Trust Fund for Participation and the Green Climate Fund Readiness Programme. This would require minimal resourcing and could be coordinated by DAI and TPs.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	High

	Status
	New

	Potential impact
	High


Recommendation 3.2: Ensure the OF remains a core feature of the programme, providing flexible, GESI-oriented support that negotiating groups can shape. 
DESNZ should transition the OF from a competitive grant mechanism to a flexible instrument that is aligned with negotiating group priorities. It should retain its current Global South-led, inclusive approach and be streamlined to reduce administrative burden. Rather than expanding funding, the focus should be on adapting the existing fund to enable group-led planning, with co-designed reporting formats and collaborative development of calls and funding decisions. The fund could be owned by negotiating groups and deployed as they see fit, potentially requiring coordination across group members to access and manage its use within an agreed accountability and governance framework.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	High

	Status
	Implementation 

	Potential impact
	High


Recommendation 3.3: Invest in mentorship and alumni engagement, particularly for underrepresented negotiators, and compensate mentors from the Global South.
DESNZ should create a small budget line to formalise mentorship roles, support mentor stipends, and enable quarterly peer groups for alumni, with an emphasis on diversity and regional balance.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	High

	Status
	In process

	Potential impact
	High


 
[bookmark: _Toc204780069][bookmark: _Toc204796572][bookmark: _Toc214452924]Lesson 4: Flexible, trusted support is CASA’s signature strength
Real-time, demand-led support—especially during negotiations—has delivered exceptional value for CASA II. Future initiatives under CASA or comparable programmes should prioritise, protect, and strengthen this flexibility to ensure efficient and effective delivery of technical assistance.
Recommendation 4.1: Protect the budget and operational space for in-COP support (e.g. legal drafting, strategic advice via informal channels).
DESNZ should ensure TP budgets include a flexible COP-support line at their core. This should enable responsive, real-time inputs to chairs and leads through embedded advisors and informal tools. While operational expenses to cover travel and accommodation are limited, DESNZ could support improved information sharing between funders to ensure basic operational costs are being covered by projects funding TPs. 
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	High

	Status
	Implementation

	Potential impact
	High


Recommendation 4.2: Retain TPs’ mechanisms for demand-led deployment, rather than rigid workplans.
DESNZ should prioritise the ‘on-call’ delivery clauses within contract agreements and require light-touch tracking of demand-led requests (as is the case with LRI).
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	In process

	Potential impact
	High


 
[bookmark: _Toc204780070][bookmark: _Toc204796573][bookmark: _Toc214452925]Lesson 5: Knowledge-sharing, coordination, and learning need stronger systems
TPs operate with autonomy, but clearer coordination and shared learning mechanisms would improve effectiveness and reduce duplication.
Recommendation 5.1: Require greater transparency from TPs about other funding relationships with negotiating groups.
To support coherence and avoid duplicating efforts, DESNZ should require all TPs to declare other major funding relationships with the groups they support, and to share basic summaries of any parallel workstreams. This would help DESNZ and other stakeholders see the full support landscape.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium 

	Status
	New

	Potential impact
	Medium 


Recommendation 5.2: Establish joint planning and regular coordination mechanisms among TPs supporting the same group. 
DESNZ should require structured coordination (e.g. quarterly calls, annual retreats) and shared deliverables where multiple TPs support the same group. 
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	Implementation

	Potential impact
	Medium


Recommendation 5.3: Improve documentation and internal knowledge-sharing, including on what works across negotiating groups and on how influence is achieved. 
DESNZ should require a basic knowledge-sharing platform and regular cross-group learning events. Fund light curation and dissemination roles if necessary.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	New

	Potential impact
	Medium


Recommendation 5.4: Integrate outcome-focused MEL and learning tools (e.g. outcome harvesting, contribution analysis, level of effort tracking) into coordination systems. 
DESNZ should require outcome reflection as part of quarterly TP meetings. Track and incentivise quality of learning contributions alongside formal indicators.
	Rating category
	Rating

	Priority
	Medium

	Status
	In process

	Potential impact
	Medium
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Attached separately. 



[bookmark: _Toc214452928]Annex II: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc180599814][bookmark: _Toc214453001]Table 12: final evaluation sample framework and interviews completed 
	Stakeholder type
	Interview purpose
	Final evaluation KIIs target 
	Final evaluation KIIs completed

	Historic beneficiaries of UK support (i.e. climate negotiators)
	Generate results evidence for historic programmes and compare with experience of current CASA beneficiaries
	10
	0

	CASA Phase II delivery partners (DAI, TPs, and additional sub-contractors)
	Provide overview of current implementation phase, including results achievement, challenges, and programme adaptations
	15
	27

	CASA Phase II beneficiaries (i.e. LDC Group, AOSIS, and HAC negotiators, including Africa-based negotiators funded directly to attend COP28; a mix of senior and junior beneficiaries)
	Generate results evidence for current CASA programme and compare with experience of historic beneficiaries
	20
	19

	Other climate negotiators not receiving CASA support
	Provide a comparison to CASA-supported negotiators to better understand capacity developments
	5
	0

	Wider market experts, including comparator programmes, bilateral programmes, and United Nations institutions.
	Obtain external perspectives and insight on how capacities and influence of CASA beneficiaries have evolved over time and why
	10
	2

	Total
	
	60
	48[footnoteRef:26] [26:  48 separate organisations, 74 individuals.] 



[bookmark: _Toc180599815]

Outcome Indicator 2: Percentage of outcomes with moderate change

Target 2024	
Expect to see	Like to see	Love to see	0.5	0.25	0	Actuals 2024	
Expect to see	Like to see	Love to see	0.52	0.4	0.25	Target 2025	
Expect to see	Like to see	Love to see	0.75	0.6	0.4	Actuals 2025	
Expect to see	Like to see	Love to see	0.46	0.56999999999999995	0.4	
Percentage of outcomes where there has been moderate change
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