**DRAFT **

Part I. Review of Civil Society Participation in the GAFSP Steering Committee
April – November 2010

Since the official launch of the Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP) in April 2010, a number of civil society organizations have been tracking its evolution. Civil society representatives have participated in each of the four steering committee meetings that have occurred in 2010 – in April, May, June, and most recently in November.

When these CSOs decided to engage with the GAFSP, they also agreed to undertake an assessment of the impact and effectiveness of CSO engagement with the GAFSP by the end of 2010 and of how the GAFSP seemed to be evolving in terms of how it impacts smallholder family farmers and food security in the countries concerned.  In October 2010, CSOs agreed that this assessment would be conducted in two stages: (1) a written self-review of the impact and effectiveness of CSO participation in the 4 Steering committee meetings held this year, to be drafted by 15 November; and (2) a review of civil society participation in GAFSP projects at the country level in a subset of GAFSP-funded countries, for completion by 28 February 2011. Together, these assessments would provide key inputs into a meeting/call of civil society to be held in mid-March to assess the efficacy of CSO participation in the GAFSP and the evolution of the GAFSP itself to date and determine ways forward. If continued SC membership is desired, at this time, a process would be launched to identify more permanent reps to the GAFSP Steering Committee.

This report is the first of the two inputs described above. It is intended to be an objective self-assessment of the impact of civil society representatives’ participation in the GAFSP SC to date.  It is written or reviewed by attendees of each of the four steering committee meetings – CS reps that attended for each meeting are listed below.

Below, for each meeting we provide an outline of the key civil society goals going into the meeting, and then indicate which goals were achieved. We also highlight other key issues that came up that are of particular concern to the overall objectives that CSOs are advocating.

On  the basis of this analysis, we ask that organizations reflect on the efficacy and utility of CS engagement with the GAFSP Steering Committee, and whether your organization has advice on whether CSOs should continue to engage with the process, and if so, how to make that engagement more effective going forward. We will accept views and feedback on this document through March 10,2011. Please send feedback to neil.watkins@actionaid.org and gafsp@googlegroups.com, the official list of the GAFSP interested CSOs. This assessment will be followed in early March with a further assessment based on the in country evaluations.

You may use the following questions as guides in creating your response if you like:

1. How would you rate the effectiveness of civil society participation in the Steering Committee thus far in terms of attaining CS goals?

2. How would you rate the evolution of the GAFSP itself thus far in terms of the way it is targeting and impacting small holder family farming and food security?
3. Based on these assessments, what path forward would you suggest for civil society’s participation in the GAFSP?
I. First Steering Committee Meeting, April 22, 2010. CSO Participant: Neil Watkins
A. Civil society goals:  The main goal of civil society going into the first meeting was to (1) secure significant representation for CSOs on the SC, ideally 3 members, of which 2 from the South; and (2) learn more about/identify key issues relating to the start up and policies of the fund that civil society needs to weigh in on.
B. Progress towards goals achieved at meeting: (1)  It was agreed at this meeting that CSOs would have 3 representatives on the Board as non-voting members.  1 rep from the North, 1 rep from the South, and 1 alternate rep from the South. It was further agreed that GAFSP would make funds available to ensure travel costs and other expenses would be covered for the 2 Southern representatives. Civil society reps will be full members of the GAFSP steering committee with the same status of the World Bank, IFAD, and other multilateral agencies. The only voting members will be donors and recipient governments. Civil society was asked to initiate its own self-selection process for the 3 CSO representatives and to provide the names to the SC as soon as possible.  It was further agreed that CSOs and supervising entities would be non-voting members but not “observers” as originally suggested in the governance document, having all the same participation rights as other SC members. (2) We also gathered information and drafts of both the private sector window and the eligibility criteria/calls for proposals for the first round of grants to be distributed through the public sector window. This information and these drafts were circulated to CSOs following the meeting for input and advocacy at the second meeting

II. Second Steering Committee Meeting, May 14, 2010. CSO Participant: Neil Watkins
A. Civil Society Goals: (1) Secure full participation rights for the 3rd CSO representative, upgrading the status of the third “alternate”; (2) Get the CPIA removed as an indicator to reflect country readiness and push for a smallholder farmer participation indicator; (3) push for references to women in the Private Sector Window framework document and for development effectiveness indicators; (4) ensure that all background materials are sent to the SC at least 1 week in advance of meetings, that all materials are posted to the website within one week of the SC meeting, and that key documents are translated into French and Spanish; and (5) ensure CSOs have the right to self-selection and secure a budget to allow participation by Southern CSOs reps.
B. Progress towards goals achieved at meeting:  All of the aforementioned goals were agreed to, with some minor modifications on a few of the items. The smallholder farmer participation indicator was agreed to be included in the proposal guidelines; key documents will not be translated because the cost is too great, but the SC will accept submissions from countries in French/Spanish on a case by case basis; and the SC did not formally agree to CSO self-selection, tabling it for a future meeting.

III. Third Steering Committee Meeting, June 21, 2010. CSO Participants: Mamadou Cissokho and Neil Watkins
A. Civil Society Goals: (1) Communicate information about lack of CS participation in the development of most of the proposals for consideration for funding, and seek a formal call from the SC to applicant countries to address this; (2) Secure a $170,000 budget for Southern CSO reps to effectively communicate and engage with the SC; and (3) advocate with the IFC/private sector window to ensure this window benefits small holder farmers and that transparency, environmental, and social safeguards apply to investments made via the private sector window.

B. Progress towards goals achieved at meeting. Our main goals were achieved at this meeting, with the exception of those relating to the private sector window: (1) Reflecting CSO concerns about insufficient participation, the GAFSP Coordination Unit will contact the recipient governments with news of in principle approval, and in the case of Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Togo, and Haiti, will also indicate a request from the GAFSP SC for the government to more strongly involve producer organizations in the development and implementation of the proposal. (2) The GAFSP approved a budget of $170,000 to support Southern CSO participation in the GAFSP SC, including $48,000 for travel for each Southern CSO Board member and an adviser/support person to each Board meeting, $112,000 for staffing/communications costs total – or $56,000 for each Southern CSO delegation; and $10,000 for translation of key documents. On (3), the IFC received CSO comments presented new information about its plans for the Private Sector Window, and we secured an agreement that the PSW draft document will remain open for comments for two additional weeks.

IV. Fourth Steering Committee Meeting, November  3-4, 2010. CSO Participants: Ndiogou Fall, Socrates Banzuela, Neil Watkins. CSO Observers: Nora McKeon, Bruce White, Kerri Agee.

A. Civil Society Goals:  We had 12 specific asks, grouped into three major categories – the Private Sector Window, Civil society participation, and GAFSP-CFS linkages. First, we sought to increase the transparency, accountability and access to small farmers of the Private Sector , wherein we: (1)Asked the IFC to indicate in writing that the IFC’s social and environmental safeguards apply to financial intermediaries that receive funds from the PSW; (2) Asked the IFC to make the development indicators used to evaluate project performance in the PSW publically available and transparent; (3) Asked that the Gafsp Steering Committee to nominate the members of the PSW Consultative Board and receive a bi-annual report directly from the CB to the Steering Committee about the PSW; (4) Asked the IFC to develop 2 sets of criteria – one for major enterprises and second for small producers - so that the small producers have a chance to compete for funding from the window on a level playing field; and (5) urged the IFC not work only with commercial banks, but also via other types of rural credit providers including microcredit lenders as well. 

Second, we sought to increase civil society participation and access to information in the GAFSP: (6) We requested that the GAFSP publically and clearly incentivize and encourage civil society engagement as countries develop, finalize and implement proposals by posting a notice on its website about the importance of CSO, private sector, and producer organization participation; (7) To more easily access information, we requested that each SE provide a contact for CSOs at the national level to engage with in each country funded within 7 days of the SC’s approval of grant awards; (8) We asked that a letter be sent to all awarded countries from the SC emphasizing participation as they finalize and implement awards, including mention of new IFAD grants that will be made available to farmer organizations in grantee countries to allow them to better engage in the process; and (9) we requested that the SC task the Southern CSO reps to come up with clear, detailed standards for participation to be discussed by the Gafsp at its next meeting. 

Third, we sought to strengthen the CFS-GAFSP Linkage. We called on the GAFSP to: (10) Schedule an annual discussion of the report of the most recent CFS meeting, to receive insights and best practices from the CFS deliberations, as a way to inform its own funding strategy; (11) participate in the new CFS mapping project in 4 countries; and (12) consider appointing Noel de Luna, chair of the CFS, as a non-voting member of the Gafsp SC, to ensure effective linkages.
B. Progress towards goals achieved at meeting. We achieved all of the above goals with the exception of #4, #11, and #12, a very positive outcome.
C. Other issues relevant to CSOs. 
1. Civil society participation 

While overall the support for civil society participation was extremely strong from almost all SC members in the discussion, 1 recipient country representative raised strong objections to some CSO proposals. Stated concerns related to the need to not have the GAFSP dictate to governments and a view that small producer organizations should not be privileged in any way over the private sector or traders, etc. While consensus was ultimately achieved, this input suggest this will continue to be a dynamic on the Board. All of the CSO representatives and those who observed agreed that this meeting had a positive outcome for CSOs. Several observed that very significant space has been accorded to CSOs in the GAFSP SC and the SC members genuinely appreciate and take seriously CSO suggestions and input. The decision-making process so far since the first to the latest SC meeting has been on a consensus-basis de-emphasizing the voting and non-voting members categories, a “culture” which was affirmed no less by the GAFSP Coordinating Unit Program Manager. We agreed that with this opening and space and support accorded to CSOs in the GAFSP SC, we have an opportunity and challenge to advance more deeply to secure more specific and tangible standards and practices to institutionalize participation, especially at the country level. There is concern that the GAFSP is having the effect of further accelerating the CAADP process and thus reducing time for participation. This needs to be tracked.  

2. Strategy of the GAFSP

It is important to remember that CS became involved in the GAFSP only once the framework document had been drafted by the WB and agreed to by the initial donors: US, Canada, Spain, Gates Foundation. There are aspects of the framework with which several CSOs do not feel  comfortable, such as the concentration on increasing production  and on linking farmers to markets through value chains in which smallholders themselves do not have a strong voice. While some SC members see the GAFSP as a means of “scaling up” existing initiatives, other non voting SC members including the CSO members are urging the GAFSP to play rather a role of innovation in experimenting with more effective ways of targeting small farmers and making the link between agricultural production and food security and to give more weight to the relative need of applying countries and their political will than to their current capacity to implement programs. Over the next few months it will be important for civil society to engage effectively as the GAFSP’s strategy going forward is determined. The opening of the discussion by the TAC about the role and priorities of the fund signals the need and opportunity for us to engage more strongly and directly on questions of the strategy of the Fund, and what the Fund should be investing in. 

3. The GAFSP and other international initiatives
 It is important that civil society monitor the development of GAFSP as it also tracks the development of other multilateral initiatives including the new EU policy framework for supporting developing countries in attaining food security objectives, and places the appropriate emphasis on engagement with both. The relation of the GAFSP to the Committee on World Food Security and the policy guidelines that emerge from its deliberations also needs to be kept under surveillance. 
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