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Towards COP31: South–South & Triangular Cooperation Climate Initiative 
Ankara, 22 July 2026 
 
Policy Dialogue Report 

1. Background and Introduction 

Climate change is a systemic, transboundary challenge demanding accelerated, coordinated and 
inclusive action. As the world enters the implementation decade of the Paris Agreement, ambition 
must be matched by stronger mechanisms for implementation, knowledge exchange and scalable 
partnerships. In the lead-up to COP31, South–South and Triangular Cooperation (SSC/TC) has 
emerged as a strategic modality for accelerating climate action, particularly through the transfer of 
technologies, policy innovations, financing solutions and institutional capacities among 
developing countries, with a focus on Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island 
Developing States (SIDS). 

Türkiye is positioned to play a catalytic role in this agenda, given its expanding development 
cooperation footprint, institutional capacities, and strategic location connecting Europe, Asia, the 
Middle East and Africa. Through the Turkish Cooperation and Coordination Agency (TİKA), Türkiye 
has an extensive operational presence across Africa, Asia, the Balkans, Central Asia and fragile 
contexts, and its cooperation model emphasizes demand-driven, country-owned, peer-to-peer 
partnerships that move beyond traditional donor-recipient approaches. At the global level, the UN 
Climate Change High-Level Champions (HLC), through the Marrakech Partnership for Global 
Climate Action and the Climate Action Pathways, have positioned implementation as the defining 
challenge of this decade, seeking to strengthen regional implementation ecosystems, mobilize 
investment and enable replicable, scalable partnerships. 

Against this backdrop, which will be hosted by Türkiye in November 2026, the United Nations in 
Türkiye proposed the establishment of a Türkiye-anchored SSC/TC Climate Cooperation Initiative, 
positioning Türkiye as a regional and global hub for climate cooperation, technology exchange and 
partnership building. As an initial step, the UN in Türkiye, the UN Climate Change High-Level 
Champion, and TİKA co-organized a High-Level Policy Dialogue on 22 July 2026 in Ankara, 
convening approximately 80 participants, governments, development partners, international 
financial institutions, UN entities, academia, civil society and the private sector, to identify 
concrete opportunities for collaboration ahead of COP31. 

The Dialogue consisted of a high-level opening panel followed by two rounds of parallel thematic 
break-out sessions structured around four themes:  

 Climate Technologies, Circular Economy & Innovation;  
 Resilience, Adaptation & Nature-Based Solutions;  
 From Policy to Practice; and  
 Financing of SSC/TC Climate Initiatives.  

 

Each theme was discussed across multiple parallel tables using a common set of guiding 
questions, concluding with a shared closing question on concrete partnerships or pilot initiatives 
that could be advanced under the proposed Türkiye-anchored Initiative and showcased at COP31. 
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This report consolidates the synthesis of all four thematic discussions into a single policy 
document, drawing on the roundtable transcripts and the individual thematic syntheses previously 
prepared. 

2. Executive Summary 

Across all four thematic areas, a consistent diagnosis emerged: the technologies, policies and 
knowledge required to accelerate climate action in LDCs and SIDS largely already exist. What is 
missing is not more solutions but the capacity, financing architecture, institutional coordination 
and community ownership needed to adapt, implement, and sustain them at scale. Four cross-
cutting conclusions run through the entire Dialogue: 

First, technology and policy transfer without capacity building fails. Participants repeatedly 
cited cases, from unused wastewater treatment plants to under-enforced plastic bans, where 
infrastructure or legislation was put in place without the institutional capacity to operate, enforce 
or sustain it. Capacity building must therefore be reframed as encompassing project development, 
policy design, evaluation and community engagement, not just technical training. 

Second, local adaptability and community ownership determine whether solutions endure. 
From "local embraceability" in circular economy design to nature-based solutions grounded in 
traditional and indigenous knowledge, to community-led forest management guidelines in Gambia, 
participants converged on the principle that there is no one-size-fits-all technology or policy. 
Solutions must be co-designed with the communities, and particularly the rural women, who will 
use them. 

Third, financing is less a volume problem than a pipeline, structure and access problem. 
Private and multilateral finance exists but is not flowing, largely because of a lack of bankable, 
investment-ready projects, slow and bureaucratic disbursement, mismatched short project cycles, 
and a near-total disconnect between government-level financing mechanisms and the access 
needs of rural populations, youth and vulnerable groups. Blended finance, co-financing models 
(such as GEF), and innovative in-kind and youth-targeted instruments were repeatedly proposed as 
ways to bridge this gap. 

Fourth, Türkiye's comparative advantage lies in convening, brokering and tailored technical 
assistance, not blueprint export. Across all thematic tables, Türkiye's cooperation agency (TİKA) 
was cited as a trusted, experienced implementing vehicle embedded in the Balkans, Africa and 
Central Asia, capable of cutting through bureaucratic fragmentation to deliver joint projects, while 
participants cautioned that Türkiye's role should be to help countries design their own roadmaps 
rather than replicate Türkiye's model wholesale. 

The Dialogue converged on a shared closing message: SSC/TC dialogues too often "start and finish 
with big events." The single most consistently repeated recommendation, across every thematic 
table, was the need for durable, recurring platforms, cooperation hubs, matchmaking 
mechanisms and follow-up structures, anchored in Türkiye's convening capacity, that sustain the 
relationships, knowledge exchange and financing pipelines built during this Dialogue through 
COP31 and beyond. 
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3. Synthesis of Thematic Roundtable Discussions 

3.1 Climate Technologies, Circular Economy & Innovation 

Across the round tables convened on this theme, discussion repeatedly returned to the diagnosis 
that circular economy investments face high upfront capital expenditure and weak demand-side 
competitiveness against linear production. One participant illustrated this with the collapse of a 
Swedish circular-textile venture that could not compete on price against conventionally produced 
goods, arguing that without tax incentives, predictable regulatory demand-side signals, and 
blended finance with far longer tenors than conventional lending (10-20 years rather than standard 
commercial terms), “you can secure the demand side, but the payback periods are quite long 
compared to the linear ones.” The proposed model has the public sector absorb early risk and tenor 
mismatch, private capital enter once a technology is proven, and international organizations bridge 
the gap with patient, blended capital. 

If not coupled with systems strengthening and capacity development, the insuƯiciency of 
technology transfer alone was illustrated with specific, granular cases rather than only stated as a 
principle. Turkish wastewater treatment plants were repeatedly cited as sitting unused for years for 
want of operating capacity, and Kenya’s Black Soldier Fly insect-rearing project, supported by TİKA 
and successfully proven at the household level as a waste-to-protein solution for women’s groups, 
could not scale beyond pilot size because insect-based animal feed had not cleared national feed-
safety legislation, illustrating that technology, finance, and regulatory readiness must move 
together. Kenya’s delegate noted that co-financing and technical support from TİKA covered 
infrastructure and equipment, while the Kenyan government’s own contribution centred on training 
and policy support, an explicit division of labour participants suggested was replicable elsewhere. 

Local adaptability was elaborated through concrete cases: the UN Technology Bank for LDCs, 
headquartered in Istanbul and serving 44 countries, described completing Technology Needs 
Assessments (TNAs) in 16 countries specifically because generic technology transfer fails; in 
Zanzibar, seaweed farmers needed not a new technology but a more climate-resilient seaweed 
strain, sourced through a specialized international genetic engineering institute, since rising ocean 
temperatures were undermining both yields and livelihoods for a population dependent on 
seaweed farming as its main income source. Bangladesh’s delegation described several 
homegrown, locally rooted innovations in similar depth: a rainwater and humidity-harvesting water 
tower built from local materials with first-loss capital, which required no energy input, produced 
water for nine months of the year (non-functional when humidity drops below 70%), and had grown 
from an initial pilot to 14 towers now sustained through community membership fees rather than 
continued donor subsidy; a QC-camera technology (ThreadBridge) that inspects garment fabric at 
the cutting stage rather than after stitching, addressing the fact that Bangladesh must produce 132 
shirts to export 100 due to quality-driven waste, while deliberately preserving the jobs of the largely 
female garment workforce by designing the technology to be operated by existing seamstresses 
rather than replacing them; and a treasury-bill-based rolling climate finance mechanism (BRAC’s 
Climate Bridge Fund) that recycles large climate funds through government treasury instruments 
paired with farmer insurance. Participants also discussed a zero-interest, zero-collateral child-
marriage-prevention loan tied to climate-displaced households in Bangladesh, which has 
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prevented over 560 child marriages by linking loan access to a commitment to keep daughters in 
school while helping displaced families rebuild agricultural livelihoods. 

Multi-stakeholder and public-private partnership (PPP) platforms were the preferred delivery 
vehicle. Participants stressed that such platforms should share not only best practices but also 
“failure stories,” since one-size-fits-all solutions transplanted without adaptation frequently fail, as 
in an example where a relocated community’s new kitchen design failed to reflect the culinary 
practices of the women who would use it, or where new irrigation systems went unused because 
farmers were not trained in eƯicient techniques. Gender and inclusion were argued to require 
deliberate design from the outset rather than being treated as neutral: climate technology and 
circular economy replication is “not gender-neutral,” and women must be positioned as innovators, 
entrepreneurs, and decision-makers, not only as beneficiaries, within a broader Leave No One 
Behind framing that explicitly named rural populations, refugees, youth, older persons, and 
persons with disabilities, with Brazil’s delegate citing the disproportionate climate impact on the 
country’s Black population as a parallel domestic equity concern. Evidence-based monitoring of 
whether replicated solutions actually improve people’s lives, rather than simply being installed, 
was repeatedly flagged as an underdeveloped requirement for scaling any of these models credibly. 

On Türkiye’s specific role, participants were explicit that Türkiye’s advantage lies in convening and 
brokering rather than blueprint export: TİKA’s extensive footprint in the Balkans and Africa, its 
established relationships with local ministries, universities, and civil society, and Türkiye’s own 
demonstrable practices, its nationwide plastic bottle deposit-return system piloted in Sakarya in 
2020 and scaled nationally since 2024, its Zero Waste Foundation and initiative for global 
replication, underground waste containers with reverse-vending machines that reward recycling 
with fruit juice in partnership examples drawn from Bosnia and Herzegovina, and planned single-
use plastics legislation, were cited as concrete, shareable models. The newly announced Ministry 
of Industry and Technology mechanism, the LDC Green Industrialization Facilitation Mechanism, 
was highlighted as combining technical capacity, technology transfer, and a dedicated finance 
window, to be formally launched and signed in New York, explicitly designed to help LDCs 
industrialize sustainably from the outset rather than retrofitting environmental safeguards later. 
Participants also proposed an Australian “bubble chart” methodology, mapping some 150 
surveyed technologies by technological readiness, cost, and abatement potential, as a 
transparent, non-ad-hoc basis for prioritizing which technologies to fund, alongside a best-practice 
exhibition at COP31 linked to the COP presidency’s existing Action Agenda platform (six thematic 
axes with coordination groups already collecting scalable initiatives from COP30), an Africa-wide 
clean cooking coalition championed by Kenya (potential Kenya-Türkiye-South Africa collaboration, 
motivated by roughly a million annual deaths across Africa linked to biomass reliance), and a 
warning from Somalia’s delegate that such dialogues “always start and finish with big events” 
without follow-up. 

3.2 Resilience, Adaptation & Nature-Based Solutions 

These discussions pushed back on a narrow, infrastructure-only reading of resilience, arguing that 
it must also cover social sectors: whether schools protect children and whether health systems are 
prepared for climate-related disasters, extending to age groups beyond children (including older 
persons), biodiversity, and the interaction between “blue” and “green” economies. Health-sector 
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participants distinguished societal resilience, which requires identifying vulnerable groups through 
strong health and environmental data, from health-system resilience itself, including reducing the 
sector’s own carbon footprint. A recurring caution was that nature-based solutions are sometimes 
treated as a “silver bullet” without valuing existing local and customary knowledge, particularly in 
agroforestry and pastoralist practices; concrete examples included zero-tillage and manure-based 
soil regeneration, and mobile pastoralism projects mapping seasonal migration routes as a 
documented nature-based solution. 

Participants stressed holistic, systemic thinking, since forest management, wildfire response, 
water management and agriculture are interconnected rather than siloed, extending to water-food-
energy nexus thinking. Data, early warning systems and anticipatory financing were described as 
foundational: pre-agreed financing tied to scientific triggers can enable action before disaster 
strikes, with evidence that acting even 24 hours ahead can reduce losses and damages by up to 
30%, exemplified by a pooled global disaster response fund now under pressure from increasing 
extreme weather and a newer insurance mechanism developed with a private insurer to keep it 
solvent. Financing structures were flagged as poorly matched to the long-time horizons of 
resilience investment, illustrated by one institution’s cited $50 billion water infrastructure 
requirement against a $5 billion annual budget, with a regional financing facility proposed to deliver 
small grants directly to community-level projects. Community and gender-inclusive design was 
identified as decisive for whether investments are actually used, with examples of flood-control 
infrastructure misused as waste dumps or irrigation systems left idle for lack of farmer training, and 
rural women and women’s cooperatives identified as central actors whose leadership must be 
embedded from the outset rather than solicited only from municipal or elite tables. Institutional 
strength and decentralized, county- to village-level governance were raised as preconditions for 
delivery, particularly where the state is functionally weak in some regions. 

National examples included Kenya’s decentralized county-level governance; Bangladesh’s coastal 
adaptation programmes and rainwater/humidity-harvesting water towers; Zambia’s mangrove and 
forest restoration and agroforestry; Gambia’s community forestry management; Türkiye’s 
adaptation strategy integrating child rights and its earthquake/disaster-response experience; 
Belarus’s restoration of over 50,000 hectares of wetlands; Guatemala’s role as a regional water 
source under transboundary pressure; Australia and Tuvalu’s migration pathway agreement, the 
Pacific Resilience Facility, and Tuvalu’s “digital nation” project; and Malta’s desalination, quota-
based water tariƯs and grey-water reuse systems. Türkiye’s proposed role centred on its 
cooperation agency’s brokering capacity, its dual position as an upper-middle-income bridge 
country, its extensive network of local oƯices, and its transferable disaster-response expertise, with 
co-financing models proposed to pool limited budgets across agencies. COP31 proposals included 
a climate-smart cooperation hub grouping climatically similar countries, a trust fund for land 
preservation and adaptation, regular recurring platforms rather than one-oƯ conferences, and a 
pilot-initiative approach favoured over large one-time transfers. 

3.3 From Policy to Practice 

Participants firmly rejected the idea that developing countries lack climate ambition or plans, 
framing the core problem as a gap between policy formalization and implementation, with many 
countries having adopted National Adaptation Plans or NDCs without a clear operational pathway. 
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National ownership was named as the single most important ingredient for closing this gap, but 
discussants stressed it is structurally undermined where climate responsibilities are devolved to 
provincial or subnational levels without matching financing or technical capacity, producing a 
mismatch between assigned liabilities and available resources and overburdening local 
administrations. Capacity building was reframed as needing to go beyond technical training to 
include project development, research organization, policy design and evaluation, and to be 
people-centric. 

Multiple concrete models of participatory, bottom-up policy design were raised as producing more 
durable, accepted policies: nationwide thematic conferences feeding local ideas into national 
policymaking, a Gambian community forest initiative later formalized into national guidelines after 
proving successful on the ground, and Kenya’s decentralized climate legislation processes with 
nested committees from county to village level. A sharp caution was raised that guidelines and 
toolkits are not useful unless anchored in a binding legal basis, illustrated by Bangladesh’s early 
plastic bag ban, which achieved compliance only once law enforcement agencies were mobilized; 
participants argued that harmonizing enforcement mechanisms across the Global South is as 
important as harmonizing the underlying policies, since uneven punishment regimes create 
loopholes exploited by polluters. Discussants agreed that measurable indicators, evidence and 
accountability must be built into policy design from the outset, alongside a critique that existing 
global metrics are too technical to resonate with realities on the ground. Gender integration and the 
inclusion of displaced and vulnerable populations were flagged as persistently underdeveloped, 
with forcibly displaced populations, numbering in the tens of millions, described as a major “blind 
spot” in climate policy discussions. Financing constraints and the unfairness of the current 
development finance architecture were raised as generalized limits on implementation, even for 
well-designed, community-owned commitments. 

National examples included Brazil’s participatory policy conferences, its Ministry for Indigenous 
Policy, and its reduction of Amazon deforestation through combined law, enforcement, community 
involvement and alternative livelihoods; Gambia’s community forest management guidelines; 
Kenya’s constitutionally entrenched public participation requirement and 47-county climate 
legislation system; Bangladesh’s plastic bag ban enforcement; Bosnia and Herzegovina’s joint 
firefighting equipment projects with TİKA overcoming cantonal bureaucratic fragmentation; and 
Fiji’s living relocation planning document, refined after inadequate consultation with women on 
housing design. Türkiye’s own evolution from a broad-mandate Ministry of Environment to a 
dedicated climate change authority was cited as a model of institutional adaptation, alongside the 
value of expanded scholarships and academic exchange. Proposals included platforms grouping 
countries facing similar hazards, co-financing amid shrinking international development 
assistance, a Global South “green” or “prosperity” platform matching projects with funds and 
tracking commitments, harmonized enforcement and penalty structures, and systematic 
integration of demographic data into accountability frameworks. 

3.4 Financing of SSC/TC Climate Initiatives 

Discussions diagnosed that private finance is not scarce but undeployed, for lack of bankable 
projects and evidence: financial institutions need demonstrated proof of what has worked before 
committing funds, and a concrete solution already in use is financing technical experts to help 
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governments prepare bankable proposals rather than simply disbursing money and leaving 
countries to manage alone. Beyond the absence of investable pipelines, finance is held back by 
countries being perceived as risky or by unfavourable regulatory environments, with participants 
calling for improved regulatory conditions, investor incentives, and active dissemination of success 
stories. UN agencies acknowledged their own structural constraints, noting that Secretariat rules 
impose lengthy internal clearance procedures for engaging private companies, and that the 
practical adaptation has been to act as brokers or matchmakers rather than channelling resources 
directly. Slow, bureaucratic fund disbursement was identified as actively undermining 
implementation and momentum, with one participant citing roughly two years lost to project 
preparation and fund release out of a six-year project cycle, eroding institutional memory and 
momentum; project preparation funds disbursed ahead of a finalized proposal were raised as a 
mechanism already used to shorten this gap. 

Access to finance was described as heavily skewed toward central governments, leaving rural 
populations, youth and community-level innovators without a clear path to funding, information, or 
the guarantees needed to unlock finance, reinforcing the case for local intermediaries such as 
NGOs, startup competitions, and existing community-level financial mechanisms rather than new 
parallel structures. GEF was discussed as a workable co-financing model worth preserving and 
scaling, given its requirement that countries contribute several times the multilateral grant, 
embedding sustainability and ownership, though debt sustainability concerns can still constrain a 
government’s ability to absorb blended loan components. Participants argued for long-term, 
strategic financing frameworks beyond short four-year project or NDC cycles, and highlighted 
innovative, non-cash financing approaches, such as transforming an in-kind wheat donation into 
ready-to-eat meals for returnee populations through a private-sector partnership, as transferable 
models for unlocking resources creatively. South-South knowledge-sharing mechanisms for 
climate finance specifically were found to be fragmented and under-institutionalized, with no single 
coordinating oƯice within the UN system, and embassies proposed as an underused coordination 
point. A proposal that climate indicators be a mandatory, cross-cutting condition for any 
investment incentive met the counterpoint that global consensus on climate urgency is not 
universal even among major donors, suggesting national prioritization paired with public 
awareness as a more realistic starting point, alongside a narrower proposal to prioritize scarce 
funds toward the nations with the fewest resources and greatest need. 

Concrete examples included Mexico’s AMEXID partnering with FAO and CARICOM to place 
technical personnel with Caribbean governments; Türkiye’s wheat-to-meals conversion for Syrian 
refugee returnees; GEF’s closely monitored co-financing structure; WFP’s practice of directing 
partner-country UN oƯices to consult the Turkish embassy as a donor facility; an Indonesian RCO-
level development partners’ coordination meeting under a Blue Agenda and just energy transition 
initiative; and a Korean youth environmental startup competition model. Proposed innovative 
financing approaches included dedicated funds for bankable projects, youth-targeted soft loans 
with government-backed guarantees, bilateral and regional-grouping mechanisms (CARICOM, 
ECOWAS, the East African Community), and climate finance instruments explicitly encouraging 
multi-country, South-South collaborative proposals. Institutional proposals included a TİKA-
organized side event at COP31 with other climate finance institutions, strengthened embassy-level 
coordination roles, and systemic embedding of South-South cooperation within the UN system’s 
structure to reduce duplication. 
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4. Structured Recommendations 

The following recommendations are organized by theme, consolidating the concrete proposals 
raised across all thematic discussions, and are intended to inform the design of the Türkiye-
anchored SSC/TC Climate Initiative and its showcasing at COP31. 

A. Institutionalizing continuity beyond the Dialogue 

1. Establish a durable, recurring platform, physical or digital, for SSC/TC climate exchange, 
explicitly designed to avoid the pattern in which “dialogues start and finish with big events.” 

2. Convene regular, recurring meetings between diplomatic corps, technical departments and 
cooperation agencies (embassies, TİKA, UN entities), building on this Dialogue as a model 
rather than a one-oƯ exercise. 

3. Position TİKA to organize a dedicated side event or matchmaking forum at COP31, in 
partnership with other climate finance and technology institutions. 
 

B. Technology, circular economy and innovation 

4. Prioritize locally adaptable, demand-articulated solutions over blueprint transfer, using 
structured Technology Needs Assessments (as modelled by the UN Technology Bank) to 
identify context-specific needs before selecting technologies. 

5. Adopt transparent, criteria-based technology-selection methodologies (e.g., the "bubble 
chart" approach mapping readiness, cost and abatement potential) to avoid ad hoc or 
donor-driven choices. 

6. Scale proven public-private partnership models in which the public sector and international 
organizations absorb early risk and long-tenor financing gaps before private capital enters. 

7. Advance the newly announced LDC Green Industrialization Facilitation Mechanism as a 
flagship instrument combining technical capacity, technology transfer and finance. 

8. Convene a best-practice exhibition at COP31 (physical or virtual) linked to the COP 
presidency's Action Agenda platform, showcasing concrete country examples. 
 

C. Resilience, adaptation and nature-based solutions 
 

9. Broaden national and international resilience frameworks to explicitly cover social sectors, 
health systems and biodiversity, not infrastructure alone. 

10. Embed local, traditional and indigenous knowledge, and rural women's leadership, in the 
design of nature-based solutions from the outset, not as post-hoc consultation. 

11. Invest in data, early warning systems and anticipatory action financing mechanisms that 
trigger pre-agreed action before disasters strike. 

12. Develop regional financing facilities that bypass global funds to deliver small-scale grants 
directly to community-level adaptation projects. 

13. Favour a pilot-initiative approach, small, replicable joint projects between specific 
countries, over large one-time transfers, to build a track record before scaling. 
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D. Policy to practice, ownership and accountability 
 

14. Match subnational climate responsibilities with commensurate financing and technical 
capacity to close the resource-liability mismatch at provincial, county and village levels. 

15. Build measurable indicators, monitoring frameworks and accountability mechanisms into 
policy and project design from the outset, developing locally grounded benchmarks 
alongside technical metrics. 

16. Anchor guidance, toolkits and guidelines in binding legal frameworks and pair them with 
enforcement capacity; work toward harmonized enforcement and penalty structures 
across the Global South to close cross-border loopholes. 

17. Systematically include displaced populations, women, youth and other vulnerable groups 
in policymaking processes, supported by disaggregated data. 
 

E. Financing architecture 
 

18. Fund dedicated technical assistance to help governments and communities prepare 
bankable, investment-ready project pipelines, including project-preparation funds 
disbursed ahead of full proposal finalization. 

19. Preserve and scale co-financing mechanisms such as GEF that embed national ownership 
and sustainability, while addressing debt sustainability constraints in blended finance 
structures. 

20. Develop youth- and community-targeted financing instruments, soft loans, guarantees, 
and startup competitions, delivered through trusted local intermediaries rather than new 
parallel structures. 

21. Establish or strengthen a coordinating function (within the UN system or through embassy 
networks) for South-South climate finance knowledge-sharing, to reduce duplication 
among agencies and ministries. 

22. Extend financing planning horizons beyond short four-year project or NDC cycles toward 
longer-term national resource mobilization strategies. 
 

F. Türkiye's role 
 

23. Leverage TİKA's extensive field presence and trusted implementing track record in the 
Balkans, Africa and Central Asia as the primary delivery vehicle for pilot projects under the 
Initiative. 

24. Ensure Türkiye's engagement is explicitly framed as tailored technical assistance and 
roadmap co-design, not export of a fixed national model. 

25. Use Türkiye's convening power and diplomatic network to broker multi-stakeholder 
partnerships (governments, private sector, academia, UN entities) rather than acting as a 
sole donor or implementer. 

 

5. Conclusion 

The four thematic roundtables, though addressing distinct dimensions of climate action, 
technology and circular economy, resilience and nature-based solutions, policy implementation, 
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and financing, converged on a coherent underlying diagnosis. Across every round table, 
participants agreed that the barrier to accelerated climate action in LDCs and SIDS is rarely the 
absence of technical solutions, policy frameworks or financing instruments in the abstract; it is the 
absence of the institutional capacity, local ownership, coordinated financing architecture and 
durable partnership structures needed to adapt, implement and sustain them. 

This Dialogue demonstrated that Türkiye, and TİKA in particular, along with the UN system and 
international financial institutions, are well positioned to address this gap, not by supplying new 
technologies or new policy templates, but by providing the convening capacity, tailored technical 
assistance, and co-financing mechanisms that allow countries to define their own needs and build 
their own roadmaps. The recommendations consolidated in this report, spanning technology 
transfer, resilience building, policy implementation, and financing, oƯer a concrete foundation for 
the proposed Türkiye-anchored South-South and Triangular Cooperation Climate Initiative. 

As Türkiye prepares to host COP31, the central challenge going forward is to ensure that the 
momentum, relationships and concrete proposals generated in this Dialogue are not lost between 
now and the conference, and beyond it. Establishing a durable, recurring platform for exchange, 
anchored in Türkiye's convening capacity and cooperation agency network, is the single measure 
most consistently called for across all four thematic discussions, and should be treated as the 
immediate next step in operationalizing this Initiative ahead of COP31. 

 

* * * 

End of Document 
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