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• Climate & energy evaluations often focus onoutputs
(e.g., subsidies disbursed, retrofits completed)
• But they often miss - why do policiesunderperform and don‘t lead to impacts?
• Need to account for wider context:

• systemic, behavioral, financial barriers

Why implementation matters
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Larger systemic barriers(unseen)

Policy / programintention

Policy / programevaluation indicators(narrow)

Lacking impact



3

Implementationscience

Origin: public health and science
Focus: barriers to implementation, notjust policy effectiveness
Structured frameworks for diagnosingchallenges

Source: Figure adapted from Landsverk et al, Chapter 12, figure 12-1.

Stages of research and phases implementation research



Analytical frameworks
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Three families of frameworks

1. Process-based
 Stages ofimplementation stage-specific barriersacross the policy cycle

2. Actor-centric
 Actor roles, perspectivesand relationships inimplementation process analyze related factors(authority and capacity)

3. Typological
 Categorization of barriertypes(e.g., lack of resoureces,limited communication…)
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1. Process-basedframeworks

• Retrospective evaluation ofwhat happened duringimplementation
• Structured modeldescribing key barriers andfacilitators toimplementation
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2. Actor-centricframeworks

• Focus on differentiated roles ofactors in implementation
• Domains cover

• individual motivation
• capability factors
• physical and social environment

Theoretical DomainsFramework (TDF)
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3. TypologicalFrameworks

• Identifies barriers and associatedrisks which hold back private sectorinvestment in renewable energy
• Assists policymakers to developtargeted public interventions toaddress these risks

Derisking Renewable EnergyInvestment Framework (DREI)

UNDP & ETH Zurich (2018)



Theory of No Change (TONC) Framework
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 Developed by Christene Wörlen and Arepo team
 Stakeholder–barrier diagnostic tool for change processes
 Focuses on why change did not occur
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TONC barrier matrix from Polandstudy (Woerlen, 2011)

Stakeholdertypes

Barrier types

Strength ofbarrier andtrend

Different…



Theory of No Change (TONC) AppliedFurther development of the Rhineland-Palatinate state climate protection concept
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Barrier type Stakeholder: Users / Owners
Lack of awareness/ ignorance • Private building owners are not reached with public information campaigns
Lack of motivation/ interest • Insufficient awareness of information and counseling services
Lack of expertise • Uncertainty due to information diffusion in public debate

• Perceived complexity of funding applications
• Uncertainty about cost savings from energy efficiency measures

Lack of access to technology / lack of
infrastructure and personnel resources

• Regional availability of energy consultants and craftsmen unclear
Lack of affordability/ lack of financial
resources

• Difficult access to capital for private owners: 15–30% of private owners have problems accessing
capital

• Aversion to long-term loans among private building owners
Cost-effectiveness • Landlord-tenant dilemma leads to different priorities for tenants and landlords

Subsector target strategy “substitution of fossil-fueled heat generators“ among owners of single- and multi-family houses(not complete!)

Source: Sectoral NZE study of
Rhineland-Palatinate, own
classification. Arepo.

Basis for policy development to overcome barriers



Comparative Insights
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• Frameworks have different foci and are complementary
• Can be used at different phases of the policy cycle
 TONC: pragmatic, sector-specific, systemic perspective, full chain of actors
 CFIR: process-oriented, „why“ barriers exist
 TDF: contextual depth and process understanding - psychological,institutional, or contextual drivers

 Leveraging frameworks from implementation science cansignificantly enhance the diagnosis and mitigation of barriers toenergy and climate policy implementation!



Discussion
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• Have you used any appraoches in practice?
• In evaluation practice, which framwork do you find more useful?
• In which type or phase of evaluation would you choose which?

• Ex. Mid-term vs final evaluation?
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Thank you for your attention!

Alexandra Bussler and Guido Ropersbussler@arepo-consult.com
www.arepo-consult.com
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