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developing as planned.  All projects in the portfolio are current in repayments, and there are 

no reported NPLs.  Notwithstanding the positive performance, the portfolio of projects is 

young, and payment schedules are still within the “grace period”; where loan principal 

repayment is not yet required.   The investment portfolio has focused mainly on loans and 

risk-sharing facilities in sub-Saharan Africa, and project highlights from Côte d’Ivoire, Bhutan, 

and Rwanda were presented. Challenges were seen in terms of the costliness of detailed 

supervision and monitoring of greenfield projects; changing climatic conditions; and the lack 

of good infrastructure, electricity and water. Going forward, investments will include 

increased project supervision and portfolio monitoring; and increased risk management and 

diversification.  In terms of Advisory Services, future areas for attention included support to 

farmer organizations; risk-sharing facilities; a focus on large scale pipeline projects; and the 

potential new opportunities around reimbursable funding and grants. 

 

6. In the discussion that followed, meeting members endorsed the pro-active monitoring of 

projects across performance categories to ensure good portfolio health, while also 

encouraging further reporting on development impacts in addition to the current focus on 

approvals and disbursements.  They also encouraged the CU to distill and share lessons 

learnt from operations, capturing innovations in the GAFSP portfolio and addressing lessons 

in day to day portfolio management.  A suggestion was made to consider complementing the 

annual desk review with visits to the field, including with those made by Civil Society 

Organizations (CSO). The Public and Private Sector Windows were reaffirmed as 

complementary, with members underlining that the two windows should add further value 

to one another.  The complementarity and added-value of technical assistance (TA) 

components in the projects was also noted.  The discussion covered the additionality of 

GAFSP projects, the leveraging of additional funds achieved through both Windows, and 

GAFSP’s risk appetite.    A suggestion by the Chair that the CU draft a one-pager with 

summary and forward-looking actions from this session’s discussion was superseded by 

subsequent meeting discussions. 

 

7. Action pointAction pointAction pointAction point: SEs with projects in the unsatisfactory category to submit a brief plan outlining 

remedial actions to the CU following the meeting’s close, by March 15, 2016, enabling the CU 

to carry out a six-monthly check-in on this subset of the portfolio. 

 

8. The northern CSO representative (ActionAid) presented findings from case studies of GAFSP 

projects in Malawi, Togo, and Niger to a positive reception from the members, who 

welcomed this initiative.  ActionAid had conducted a desk review, field visit, and interviews 

to study whether GAFSP Public Sector Window investments in these countries are: (i) 

successfully reaching small-scale food producers; (ii) inclusive of women; (iii) engaging civil 

society in meaningful consultation; and (iv) investing in climate resilient approaches. The 

study found many positives in the three selected projects, with interim results spanning 
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increased food availability, improved access to markets for smallholders, and more 

sustainable resource management practices, with good consultation and participation of 

female farmers.  Additional findings indicated that: consultations could be improved in 

project design and implementation to better target national-level farmers’ organizations, 

NGOs, and women as specific groups; and to focus more on the most vulnerable groups, 

including those without access to adequate producti





6 

 

15. It was noted that the March 2015 Joint SC/DC endorsed the creation of an M&E Working 

Group (WG) to explore revisions to the GAFSP M&E Plan and related Results Framework that 

were originally approved in 2011.  After an overview of the approach and analyses 

undertaken to review and revise the M&E framework, the Chairs of the Working Group’s 

three subgroups (referred to as SG1, SG2 and SG3) made additional presentations to the SC 

for endorsement.  

 

16. The goal of SG1 was to consider the feasibility and propose options for the setting of ex-ante 

goals at the Program Level (Tier 1), while maintaining the country- and demand-driven 

nature of the program. Resulting recommendations for the updated GAFSP higher-level goals 

included: a proposed income gain target of 20% for 10 million poor people in rural 

households in countries furthest from achieving the SDGs (using data from impact 

evaluations); and a proposed crop yield gain target of 25% (based on project-level data) 

when productivity gains are an explicit objective of country programs. Attainment of these 

goals is predicated on an additional US$1.5 billion in GAFSP financing – an amount agreed at 

the March 2015 Steering Committee, and noted at this meeting as ambitious in view of the 

current fundraising environment.   Implicit in thes
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and land user rights, and nutrition. A question on 
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21. Action pointAction pointAction pointAction pointssss: The Session Chair requested that SC/DC members indicate their general 

endorsement on the direction of the M&E recommendations.  Following some refinements, 

the updated recommendations document would be circulated for virtual SC approval by mid-

February 2016, in addition to a detailed matrix summarizing and responding to SC discussion 

and comments.  The setting of a target for FIES for GAFSP would be revisited with the SC by 

February 2017. 

 

Day 3 
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26. Meeting participants applauded GAFSP for taking up this initiative and broadly endorsed a 

model which aims to reach and strengthen POs/ag-CSOs and grassroots smallholder farmer 

groups, utilizing SE partnerships to assure quality and build capacity, and which encourages 

innovation and risk taking, accompanied by learning from the initiative for the wider 

Program. The discussion focused on: the overall timeframe for launching the MMI - ensuring 

efficiency, but also allowing for adequate consultation and transparency in the process; the 

application of the broader GAFSP M&E Framework to the pilot, with strong encouragement 

to document and assess lessons; clarification as to whether a formal impact evaluation would 

be part of the learning effort; a suggestion to consider increasing the funding envelope from 

US$12.0 million to allow ample resourcing to the initiative; and an exhortation to invert the 

suggested model from one where proposals start with SEs to one where CSOs and rural POs 

are enabled to originate project proposals, thereafter developing these in partnership with 

an identified SE.   The CU clarified that: the MMI does not require any changes to the GAFSP 

legal framework; that submissions could be standalone or part of an existing operation; and 

that an independent review committee, with relevant experience, would need to be 

constituted to assess incoming proposals, as the ‘regular’ GAFSP Technical Advisory 

Committee (TAC) is not a standing body.  It was mentioned that the pilot projects could 

include impact investors as actors in the value chain and that, while the pilot would be 
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clarified that in the past the AP has been endorsed virtually, but a decision had been taken to 

conduct joint meetings for Donor Committee Approval and Steering Committee 

endorsement of the AP at the 7th Annual Steering Committee meeting held September 4-6, 

2013, as part of the joint meeting agenda of items to address. 
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� The SC/DC agreed on the extension of the timeline of the pilots for local currency 

swaps until June 30, 2017. 

� The DC approved, and the SC endorsed, the Annual Plan of the Private Sector 

Window for FY15/16.   

� It was agreed that the Donor Committee meeting would be held annually in the 

spring (e.g., April-June) to approve the Private Sector Window Annual Plan.  This is to 

ensure Donor Committee approval of the Annual plan before the start of the next 

fiscal year.  

� Additional material to be shared with SC/DC members following this meeting, by 

June, 2016,  including: 

� Country DiagnosticCountry DiagnosticCountry DiagnosticCountry Diagnosticssss:  A note on the Country Diagnostics, to include: (1) purpose of 

the Country Diagnostics; (2) TOR for the diagnostics; (3) criteria for country 

selection; (4) review of work by other agencies/institutions available for the 

country; (5) selection process for firm to conduct a Country Diagnostic; (6) 

description of the potential for any GAFSP SE to perform these diagnostics. 

� Challenge Grant FundChallenge Grant FundChallenge Grant FundChallenge Grant Fund    (CGF)(CGF)(CGF)(CGF):  A note with more detail on the Challenge Grant Fund 

and Reimbursable Grants, to include:  (1) general description; (2) management 

approval; (3) distinguishing the approach from IFC’s usual AS. 

� Performance StandardPerformance StandardPerformance StandardPerformance Standardssss    (PS)(PS)(PS)(PS)    for Agribusiness Projectsfor Agribusiness Projectsfor Agribusiness Projectsfor Agribusiness Projects:  including how the PrSW 

applies the PS and disseminates lessons for wider application, and specifics on the 

interaction with PRAN, its compliance with IFC’s performance standards, and how 

IFC is helping the company address the issue of food safety. 

� The Private Sector Window Secretariat extended an open invitation to SC/DC 

members to form a Committee to prepare an Options Paper on including more SEs in 

the Window, with the Paper to be shared by September 2016. In the course of the 

next few months, interested volunteers should identify themselves to the Private 

Sector Window Chair for this purpose by the time of the next Private Sector Window 

Donor Committee meeting. 

� It was agreed that the Private Sector Window would further explain the stated 1:7 

leveraging ratio to interested SC/DC members at the next joint meeting. 

� It was agreed that DC members would continue discussions on the Private Sector 

Window’s next phase, building on the Netherlands ‘2.0’ paper and also addressing 

the prospect of broadening participation to other S
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i. Broadly endorse the M&E Framework recommendations that update GAFSP’s outcome, 

output and performance indicators; 

ii. Request that the M&E Working Group, supported by the CU, make revisions to the 

Summary Recommendations Note and prepare a matrix of comments from the SC and 

responses by February 12; 

iii. Upon receipt of the revised framework recommendations, review and approve the 

proposed updates within two weeks. 

 

33. Action Point: Action Point: Action Point: Action Point: The CU will circulate the updated Summary Recommendations Note and 

associated comments matrix to the SC for virtual approval. 

 

34. 
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proposals in summer of 2016, on the basis of which subsequently the SC will make the 

final decision and award funds to pilot projects. 

 

35. Action Point:
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GAFSP with national strategies and policies; implementing a participatory results monitoring 

process, including documenting and showing results; enabling the participation of other SEs 

in Private Sector Window operations; promoting better alignment of Public Private 

Partnerships (PPP); ensuring a Call for Proposals to sustain GAFSP’s momentum in 2016; 

contributing to the global and local discourse on agriculture, food security and nutrition; and 

enhancing ownership of GAFSP among all SC members, including the SEs, which are critical 

partners for implementation.  

 

39. Suggestions were also made for improving GAFSP’s communicationimproving GAFSP’s communicationimproving GAFSP’s communicationimproving GAFSP’s communication effortseffortseffortsefforts, such as: updating 

the website; creating a renewed narrative for GAFSP that links it to the prevailing global 

agenda and challenges; creating and broadly disseminating briefs and talking points on the 

program; engaging political champions and/or a dedicated spokesperson for global 

engagement; and increasing utilization of social media.  

 

40. The discussion concluded with the key priorities key priorities key priorities key priorities for the program for the program for the program for the program over the next few yearsover the next few yearsover the next few yearsover the next few years, 

including its alignment to delivery of the SDGs, as a key tool in the Financing for 

Development arena. It was noted that GAFSP is well-suited to demonstrate impact and 

learning through its emerging results, especially given that the updated M&E framework 

explicitly links to the SDGs. Although SC members deliberated on the need to push beyond 

business as usual, it was also cautioned that the tradeoffs between scale and innovation 

need to be considered.  It was recognized that program advocacy needs to happen at a 

higher level, including SC members, and higher level officials in their organizations or 

agencies to lend a voice to fundraising efforts.  It was mentioned that the World Economic 

Forum (WEF) could be considered as an additional private sector voice, next to those of the 

representatives of small-holder farmer groups, and this possibility would be pursued by the 

Donor Committee Co-Chair.  

 

41. Action pointAction pointAction pointAction pointssss: : : : In consultation with the SC, the CU to prepare a ‘messaging document’ that 

distils inputs from this session’s small group discussions into a tool for advocacy, by summer 

2016. DC Co-Chair to pursue potential for additional private sector representation going 

forward by summer 2016. 

 

Day 4 Day 4 Day 4 Day 4 ––––    Session 12 & 13: Call Readiness and AOBSession 12 & 13: Call Readiness and AOBSession 12 & 13: Call Readiness and AOBSession 12 & 13: Call Readiness and AOB    

    

42. A presentation was made on the revised Country Guidelines, which include the revisions 

agreed and made since the third Call for Proposals in March 2013.  Additional updates were 

put forth for the SC to endorse, including: the inclusion of a project preparation grant fund 

(which a recipient country may request in its proposal, to be used after the proposal is 

accepted to further prepare the project), detailed in Annex 5 to the Guidelines; additional 

requikz3M;v K5k8x/’3Tzv K5k8xzz3;vfK5T8Mkz;vuK5T8kzx’/vrKk86Mzx’68T’z3’Mz]T&i53k38x/xxkvsK5k863MkMv z]T&i53kK5k863/z’viK683/T3’’voK;vtK5386T/6TvhK5T8z]T&i53kioth
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implementation performance, project impact, and additionality of previous GAFSP awards); 

and the composition of the need score indicators (with reference to the near-final list of SDG 

indicators).  

 

43. A presentation was also made on the outcomes of a study on “The Opportunities and 

Requirements for Consideration of Larger Grant Sizes”, which the SC/DC meeting of March 

2015 requested the CU to conduct. The CU examined various factors for consideration to 

determine whether the Steering Committee should more explicitly invite larger grant 

proposals in the next Call. The recommendations to the SC included: keeping average GAFSP 

grant sizes above US$30 million to keep overall SE fees at, or below, 5% (in the absence of 

substantially larger financing amounts available to allocate to country proposals at each Call 

for Proposals); considering adjusting the indicative number of proposals to be financed in the 

Call for Proposals to allow for larger proposals, reviewed against the current country and 

proposal readiness criteria (if substantially larger financing amounts become available); in 

making any larger grants, considering the proposal readiness scores provided by the GAFSP 

TAC, and allocating relatively larger amounts to more ready proposals.  

 

44. It was agreed that an updated Country Guidelines and Grant Size note would be circulated 

for virtual endorsement following this discussion.  The Steering Committee suggested further 

adjustments to the updated Country Guidelines, including:  (i) a brief paragraph upfront 

describing the overall program, its two Windows; (ii) checking with the New Partnership for 

Africa's Development (NEPAD) Planning and Coordinating Agency (NPCA) to ensure 

alignment with CAADP’s updates since the Malabo Declaration and updating the language, as 

needed; (iii) increasing clarity on the role of investment and technical assistance (TA) SEs 

upfront in the guidelines (including respective roles in the preparation of the proposals, 

clarification on the circumstances under which TA can be selected, and need for joint 

detailed preparation and appraisal by the two SEs); and (iv) including considerations for 

safeguards and risk management, although with acknowledgment that this is typically 

addressed through SEs’ own policies. It was also suggested that countries indicate in Part I of 

proposals submitted to GAFSP how they are aligning with the SDGs.  The SC urged leaving 

adequate time for proposal preparation in GAFSP’s next Call for Proposals, keeping also in 

mind the language barriers for some applicants. It was also suggested that the budget 

allocated to TA not be determined when proposals are submitted to the SC, rather during 

joint detailed formulation and appraisal. Finally, it was noted that CSOs and bilateral donor 

offices may be able to provide assistance in proposal preparation and project design. 

 

45. Action point:Action point:Action point:Action point: CU to circulate updated Country Guidelines and Grant Size Note for virtual SC 

approval. 
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46. The meeting’s closing discussion focused on fundraising, following an update from the CU on 

the current availability of funds for the program, as reported by the Trustee3. It was agreed 

that fundraising efforts should be coordinated for the program as a whole, spanning both 

Windows, in order to further enhance global food security efforts. There was broad 

agreement that the program should aim to launch a Call for Proposals in June 2016, to 

ensure continued awareness of the Program, with a target amount set at US$150 million.  

There was discussion on the advisability of setting such a threshold amount, and on sharing 

the available amount and indicative number of awards to be made, in order to manage 

expectations and help mitigate against the risks of
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and that the emerging results on multiple fronts - 
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