


around geographic regions to better understand the GHG emissions scenarios
irrespective of the project supervising and implementing entities. The results are
driven by the size of the investments, type of implemented activities as well as the
specific geographical conditions prevailing in the projects’ areas (notably, climate,
moisture and soil type). As such, no objective benchmarking of the overall
performance of the portfolio was possible while the benchmarking was limited to
establishing th



investments (such as on-farm buildings or irrigation)®, and fisheries and aquaculture.
While some of these activities removed carbon-dioxide from the atmosphere or
reduced GHG emissions, others were key emitters of GHG.

The analysis revealed several “best and worst practices” that indicate the investments






Figure 1. Net carbon-balance by activity
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Among the 44 projects within the GAFSP portfolio, the following three projects were
revealed to have the highest mitigation potential based on the total carbon-balance
over 20 years (Figure 3): the Sustainable Agriculture Productivity Improvement Project
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(SAPIP) in Timor-Leste was found to display the highest mitigation potential based on
the total carbon-balance in terms of tCO2e over 20 years (-3,237,145 tCOze), when
solely considering the proportional GAFSP contribution to the projects; the Agriculture
Sector Support Project (PASA) in Togo had the second highest climate change
mitigation potential with a carbon-balance of -1532,275 tCO.e; followed by the
Strategic Support for Food Security and Nutrition Project (SSFSNP) in the Lao People’s
Democratic Republic with a carbon-balance of -1,282,254 tCO.e. The magnitude of
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livelihoods in either a conflict zone (SAPEP) or a region where the animals



very different even within the same country or region. Instead, it might be useful to
concentrate on decomposing project analysis by specific activities in the specific
locations, to understand under which circumstances the activities lead to better
carbon balance and lead to greater climate change mitigation contributions. The cost-
effective analysis would be most informative at such a disaggregated level with site
specificities taken into account.

Refining the conclusions and elaborating a set of robust recommendations on how
future GAFSP investments should be shaped requires a more in-depth analysis
(beyond the scope of the present report due to time constraints and the approach
taken in the study). In particular, to determine the most climate-mitigation friendly
investment options, the future analyses could focus on: (i) deriving the activity-specific
marginal abatement cost curves, which would show which activities perform best and
where it is most useful to invest future resources to achieve best mitigation outcomes;
(if) breaking down the activity marginal abatement cost curves (MACCSs) by region,
climate, moisture and solil type as those are key in determining the performance of
each of the activities and may significantly vary from one area to another; and (iii)
conducting



