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Executive summary
Pacific RISE was established by DFAT in 2016 to promote the development of an impact investing
market across the Pacific, with a focus on social enterprise and women’s economic empowerment
through gender lens investing (GLI). The program sought to work through a range of intermediaries
to connect investors to social enterprises across the region, initially as a grant facility that funded
enterprise scoping and investment readiness work, based on a pipeline development model piloted
under the earlier DFAT Pacific Investment Readiness program.
Following disappointing Phase 1 results (2016-18), a midterm review and subsequent strategy
refresh in 2018-19 saw Phase 2 (2019-21) shift focus away from the grant-based pipeline
development model towards a broader range of financing options (including an emphasis on
investing through vehicles rather than the previous direct-to-enterprise approach) and more flexible
grant-making in pursuit of its investment targets.
Overall, the program has made little progress in supporting the development of a social impact
investing market in the Pacific and has underperformed relative to its target of leveraging AUD$10
million across the region. The driving factors behind this include:
1. A flawed model inherited from DFAT’s Pacific Investment Readiness pilot, which was not
appropriately evaluated and learned from at the time.
2. A narrow focus on ‘doing deals’ in pursuit of an inappropriate investment target, with little
consideration of (a) the actual needs of Pacific social enterprises or (b) the systemic constraints
to the emergence of a functioning impact investing market in the region.
3. An inability to adequately learn and adapt strategy during the course of the program in light of
the above.
The program has made commendable efforts in promoting GLI, and its Phase 2 focus on (a)
supporting the design of investment vehicles (rather than direct-to-enterprise deals) and (b)
generating insightful knowledge products have been notable positive outcomes in the latter stages
of the program. However, Pacific RISE overall represents poor value for money.
The key recommendations for future programming are as follows:

1. Design investment programming with an
understanding of broader enterprise needs

6. Ensure flexible, transparent grant-making,
with no conflicts of interest

2. Use a systems lens to unlock barriers to the
development of a vibrant investment ecosystem

7. Facilitate demand-driven, rather than donordriven, investment

3. Design and adjust targets carefully to avoid
perverse incentives

8. Strengthen strategic coordination between
DFAT economic development programs

4. See intermediaries as market actors, not
implementing partners

9. Use smart procurement to avoid ‘donor
darling’ effects and incentivise innovation

5. Ensure that pilots are limited in scope & have
an effective learning strategy

10. Continue momentum on gender lens
investing with further investment and promotion
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Introduction
Pacific RISE was established by DFAT in 2016 to promote the development of an impact investing
market across the Pacific, with a focus on social enterprise and women’s economic empowerment
through gender lens investing (GLI). The program sought to work through a range of intermediaries
to connect investors to social enterprises across the Pacific, initially as a grant facility that funded
enterprise scoping and investment readiness work, based on a pipeline development model piloted
under the earlier DFAT Pacific Investment Readiness program.
Following disappointing Phase 1 results (2016-18), a midterm review and subsequent strategy
refresh in 2018-19 saw Phase 2 (2019-21) shift focus away from the grant-based pipeline
development model towards a broader range of financing options (including an emphasis on
investing through vehicles rather than the previous direct-to-enterprise approach) and more flexible
grant-making in pursuit of its investment targets.
The final evaluation of RISE presented here is based upon a combination of program document
review and key informant interviews with a range of RISE and DFAT staff, investors, intermediaries,
social enterprises, implementing partners, and other stakeholders working on Pacific economic
development, conducted in February-April 2021. The report is structured according to the OECD
DAC evaluation criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness and impact, efficiency, and
sustainability.

Relevance
Problem identification and strategic assumptions
Pacific RISE’s original intention to ‘pioneer a social impact investment market in the Pacific’1,
with an emphasis on WEE, was - and remains - a broadly relevant objective. It is consistent
with the broader economic growth objectives of DFAT and Pacific nations, particularly in light of the
growing success of impact investing elsewhere in the world. The dedicated focus on the Pacific (as
opposed to more common ‘Asia-Pacific’ programming with a limited Pacific component) was also
beneficial in narrowing the program’s focus.
However, the relevance of the program suffered from a number of key shortcomings:
1. A lack of understanding of demand for capital relative to the broader needs of Pacific
social enterprises (relevance to social enterprises): For most firms, raising significant amounts
of capital via debt or equity is rarely a priority2. Taking on such finance without careful
consideration of the type, size, and timing of investment can have detrimental effects, as firms
either take on substantial amounts of debt or dilute their ownership. In practice, the ‘fly in, fly
out’ intermediary scoping missions funded by RISE found very few firms actively seeking
investment.
Moreover, access to finance is just one of many constraints to growth faced by Pacific social
enterprises, and one that is often superseded by concerns about access to markets, human
resources, logistics, inputs, technology, regulations, and so forth. RISE’s focus on ‘doing deals’,
driven by its headline investment target, meant that its efforts were not strategically positioned
within the wider context of the needs of social enterprises in the Pacific.
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2. Failure to address the mismatch between impact investor preferences and Pacific
opportunities (relevance to investors): The latest GIIN Annual Impact Investor Survey (2019)
found that two-thirds of impact investors globally are seeking (risk-adjusted) market returns (i.e.,
limited appetite to accept below-market returns in pursuit of impact), with the vast majority of
investees being growth-stage or mature enterprises, and with an average deal size of USD 2.6
million (AUD$3.4 million).3 These characteristics are largely at odds with the small, informal
nature of many Pacific social enterprises (particularly women-owned enterprises), for whom the
program greatly underestimated the amount of ‘investment readiness’ (or capacity building more
generally) required to create deals suitable for impact investors. A number of RISE-linked
investors described similar preferences to those outlined above, and few were convinced to
engage further with the Pacific in future.
3. A failure to target the underlying constraints to the development of an impact investing
market in the Pacific (relevance to the overall ecosystem): Overall, the rush to ‘do deals’ (driven
by the investment target and pressure to disburse grants) took precedence over understanding
why the market was not adequately functioning in the first place. More careful analysis of the
needs of both investors and social enterprises, as well as the ecosystem that binds them
together, could have identified many of the above issues during the design stage, allowing for
the design of a more strategically relevant program. While the original facility design document
proposed the use of a market system lens to understand and address the underlying constraints
to investment, this was deemed overly ambitious and therefore removed during initial
consultations with DFAT. In the absence of this focus, RISE did little to bring about the lasting
systemic change in the sector.
Overestimation of the potential to develop an investable pipeline in the Pacific was based on
a failure to learn lessons from the preceding Pacific Investment Readiness pilot4. First
impressions from the pilot gave an overly optimistic view of what would become the RISE model, but
since RISE was launched six months before the pilot ended, no robust evaluation of the pilot was
conducted until RISE itself reviewed the program in 2020. This sequencing meant that crucial
lessons were missed during the design of RISE, with an unproven model being prematurely taken
to scale across the Pacific. Even after the conclusion of the pilot, RISE’s midterm review was another
missed opportunity to learn important lessons and adapt strategy accordingly.

Appropriateness of targets
The program target of investment leverage was clear and tangible to work towards, but
ultimately created perverse incentives and limited the program’s ability to learn and adapt5.
Setting investment mobilisation as the primary goal of the facility (initially $5 million, later doubled to
$10 million6) was both largely inappropriate with respect to the broader intentions of RISE, and
unrealistic in its own right, given the context in which it was operating.
The investment target was inappropriate in that it:
1. Created perverse incentives to push finance on enterprises without taking their wider
needs into account: Most enterprises receiving loans have failed to repay them, suggesting
poor matching of capital to investment needs. Elsewhere in the portfolio, the cases of Bula
Coffee and Essence of Fiji saw the program spend substantial time and resources preparing the
businesses to attract large investments7, only to find that the firms’ investment needs were
actually much smaller than initial expectations.
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2. Did not consider the wider needs of the investment ecosystem: The RISE theory of change
lacked a clear and testable rationale for how investment leveraged directly through the program
would lead to the lasting improvements in the Pacific impact investment market.
The investment target was unrealistic in that it:
1. Greatly overestimated the feasible pipeline of deals that could be developed in the course
of the program due to the supply and demand issues discussed above, and the unrealistic
expectations created by a failure to robustly evaluate and learn from the preceding pilot.
2. Did not consider the implications of the kind of deals that would be required to achieve
the target: Target setting seemed largely arbitrary (seeking a 1:1 leverage with DFAT funds).
The original goal of $5 million over 20 deals implied an average ticket size of $250k, a figure too
large for many Pacific social enterprises (and particularly many small - and often marginalised female entrepreneurs in the region). In practice, far more deals of a smaller size would be
required in order to reach the target - an unrealistic goal in the timeframe. At the same time, the
program has spent four years seeking to complete a single $6 million investment with one
enterprise (Vinaka) - a highly questionable value for money proposition, and one likely
influenced by the need to reach the target investment level.

Strategy refresh
Moreover, despite wide recognition that the model was not working by the end of Phase I, the
decision to re-emphasise - and double - these targets in Phase 2 cemented the limited
relevance of the program. The strategic options paper prepared by the team during the midterm
strategy refresh included a number of promising options that would likely have increased the
relevance of the program, such as RISE playing a more facilitative role in understanding and
stimulating demand for (rather than supply of) capital. It was believed that these options would
enhance both the impact and legacy of the program, albeit with less short-term capital deployment.
Ultimately, the continued prioritisation of the investment target led to a missed opportunity to
enact a strategic realignment that would better serve the program’s ability to support the
development of a vibrant impact investing market in the Pacific.

Gender lens investing
The program’s emphasis on GLI from the outset was highly relevant and aligned with DFAT’s
goals8. The partnership with Criterion ensured that gender considerations were mainstreamed
throughout, rather than being considered a ‘tag-on’ activity, as is all too often the case in economic
development programming around the world.

Coherence
In seeking to support the development of a Pacific impact investing market with an emphasis on
WEE, the program initially occupied a promising niche within the donor landscape, as there was little
to no prior work at the intersection of these themes. In practice, however, the pursuit of RISE’s
investment target involved an increasing diversity of capital types and recipients, from microfinance
to multi-million-dollar FDI, with de facto ambiguities as to what classed as either ‘impact investing’
or ‘social enterprise’.
At this more general level of mobilising capital in the Pacific, RISE overlaps with a range of initiatives,
including several of DFAT’s own programs. A number of evaluation participants pointed to a lack of
3

effective strategic coordination and learning between DFAT programs, particularly when
programs sit within different areas of DFAT9.
Throughout the program, RISE had ongoing contact with a number of other programs in the region,
primarily for referral and networking opportunities specific to individual deals. The team’s convening
and communication efforts were commended by multiple stakeholders, and PTI also played an
important role in accessing relevant networks. However, while external partners were broadly
aware of RISE’s activities, they tended to have little in-depth knowledge of the specific
challenges and lessons of the program (including other DFAT initiatives such as EMIIF,
Innovation Xchange, Scaling Frontier Innovators, BPP, and MDF). It is highly recommended that the
insightful and candid outputs of the Phase 2 learning agenda are shared as widely as possible
between relevant donors and programs.
RISE’s partnership with PTI, on the other hand, involved a much closer collaboration. PTI played an
integral role in introducing intermediaries with relevant businesses in the Pacific through its existing
network. Similarly, RISE’s close collaboration with MDF resulted in taking advantage of its network
in Fiji. For both PTI and MDF, however, while their networks were utilised, their institutional
knowledge on what does and doesn’t work in the Pacific were not fully taken advantage of, given the
narrow focus on deals in RISE’s design.
Finally, the limited number of relevant intermediaries in the region meant that several were receiving
concurrent support from multiple donor programs, creating a risk of donor dependency. Within this
landscape, RISE played more of a grant manager role than that of a strategic influencer. More
effort should be made to coordinate support for intermediaries based on a shared vision of a
sustainable future role for them10.

Effectiveness and impact
Progress against the investment goal and program outcomes
At the time of writing, Pacific RISE had achieved 10% of its $10 million investment target,
including two direct-to-enterprise deals (COPSL, Pacific Ocean Culture), three loans to enterprises
via the Real/Kiva partnership, $68k invested through the menstrual health trade finance vehicle, and
a further $500k raised (but not yet invested) in the Good Return impact fund (Figure 1). A
combination of expected investments in Vinaka and Waste Recyclers of Fiji, along with additional
capital being targeted for various new vehicles, may yet see RISE hit its investment target by
June 2021. However, even if this occurs, it should not distract from important lessons
regarding the limited effectiveness of RISE detailed below.
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Figure 1- Pacific RISE portfolio (February 2021)
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Within the portfolio, the loans facilitated through Real have not been repaid, and investment in
COPSL was much smaller (and later) than expected, meaning that funds were not put to their
intended use, an experience which ultimately contributed to the Genesis Fund closure. This confirms
the critical importance of appropriate matching of finance to enterprise needs, as well as the
potential negative impacts of ‘donor-push’ investment when it is not suitable for the recipient.
Beyond the investment target, the status of RISE’s four priority outcomes is summarised in Table 1.
Notably, even if the investment target is reached by June 2021, the following assessment of
performance against key outcomes would remain largely unchanged, again emphasising the
limited relevance of investment as the guiding target in light of what RISE was trying to achieve.
Table 1: Pacific RISE performance against target outcomes
Outcome

Performance

(1) Create and strengthen
relationships between
Pacific social enterprises
and impact investors.

Poor: Limited number of successful deals provided little opportunity for
relationships to develop. Some of the existing investments may continue
(depending on the success of the business models), but there is no
indication of interest in making further investments from these investors at
this stage. Negative experiences arising from a mismatch in supply and
demand of capital (e.g., closure of Genesis Fund, defaults on loans, low
response from EA investors) may have worsened relationships in some
cases.

(2) Increased long-term
investment in Pacific
businesses by private
investors, including
investors that understand
the value of investing in
women’s businesses.

Moderate: Original scoping/investment readiness pipeline model delivered
very little in this respect. Vehicles supported late in the program may
deliver lasting financial solutions if successful - but will remain unproven at
the end of the program. Limited demonstration effect to crowd in additional
investors (or sustain the interest of current investors). Limited strategic
influencing of intermediaries is a missed opportunity to strengthen their
important roles in facilitating long-term investment.

(3) Increased social
outcomes and growth of

Poor: A lack of demand-led financing or holistic appraisal of enterprise
needs has limited RISE’s ability to support social enterprise growth. Social
outcomes are correspondingly not demonstrable. The menstrual health
trade finance vehicle is one example of demand-led, financial innovation
5

Pacific social enterprises
by securing investment.

that could potentially see significant impacts on enterprise performance –
but remains unproven to date.

(4) Improved economic
outcomes for women in
the Pacific.

Moderate: Capacity building on GLI has been well-received by
stakeholders, but there has been little in the way of tangible outcomes to
date.

Investment pipeline
The Pacific RISE pipeline is illustrated in Figure 2. Over $4 million in grants has been committed to
intermediaries to fund scoping and investment readiness activities (largely Phase 1), plus more
recent flexible support for activities such as the design of investment vehicles (Phase 2).
The original scoping/investment readiness pipeline model was not an effective way to
mobilise investment. Compared with the initial vision of scoping 80 enterprises, providing 40 with
investment readiness support, and delivering 20 investable opportunities (i.e., securing investment
for 25% of enterprises scoped), RISE identified 272 enterprises, of which only 23 were deemed
suitable for investment readiness support, and just 7 secured investment (3% of those scoped).
Figure 2: Pacific RISE pipeline (February 2021)
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* Does not reflect full cost of development of the menstrual health trade finance vehicle as RISE funds were spent outside of Red Hat

Working through intermediaries
Intermediaries play a key role in the functioning of impact investing markets, helping to de-risk deals
and facilitate capital flow through services such as knowledge sharing, brokering, networking,
enterprise incubation and acceleration, financial innovation, technical assistance, and impact
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enhancement and measurement. Given their importance (and diverse roles), strategic selection and
influencing of intermediaries is critical for programs such as RISE. However, the program lacked
strategic vision for the future roles of intermediaries, instead engaging in largely
transactional relationships in pursuit of deals, and predominantly with international (rather
than Pacific) intermediaries.
Of the RISE intermediaries, Social Outcomes, Good Return, and TDI in particular have benefited
from multiple rounds of grant funding with very limited returns. Sequential overlapping grants
have funded scoping work in multiple countries by the same intermediaries with no pause to reflect
on whether grants were actually delivering the desired results. A combination of a lack of MEL efforts
to appraise grant performance in between funding rounds, as well as pressure to deliver deals within
a tight timeframe, ultimately led to slow and insufficient adjustments to a largely ineffective model.
Conflicts of interest were also identified within the investment committee, with multiple
individuals with personal interests in grantee organisations sitting on the committee at the outset of
the program. While these individuals were eventually separated out into a Technical Advisory Group
with no grant-awarding powers, the majority of grants had already been disbursed at this stage.
While no evidence was found that conflicts of interest had influenced decision-making on
grants, it is clear that action could have been taken sooner to ensure an independent, unbiased,
and transparent grant awarding process.

Suitability of funding mechanisms
The investment vehicles supported in the latter stages of RISE show greater promise than
previous direct-to-enterprise efforts in terms of mobilising substantial amounts of investment in
the region. The limited size and investment requirements of individual Pacific social enterprises are
such that the transaction costs of single deals are prohibitively high to most investors, with funds
managed by intermediaries being preferable.
The menstrual health trade finance vehicle in particular stands out as an example of demanddriven financial innovation with a clear focus on the needs of social enterprises. While perhaps
being the most promising outcome of RISE, the careful work involved in the design of the menstrual
health vehicle was somewhat at odds with the rush to ‘do deals’ in pursuit of the investment target.
Consequently, it stands as an example of what might have been achieved if demand-driven,
innovative financing had been incentivised across the program from the outset.
However, the relatively recent adjustment to focus on vehicles in Phase 2 means that none of the
RISE-supported vehicles will be proven and sustainable by the end of the program in July 2021.
While support of other donors has been lined up in some cases to further aid in their design and
establishment, their future remains unclear at the time of writing.

Gender lens investing
The program, in partnership with Criterion, developed and implemented a series of tools,
guidelines, trainings, and knowledge sharing events related to GLI which were well-received
by stakeholders and helped to introduce and reinforce good GLI practices among partners. While
there is limited evidence to date of these tools having a tangible effect on the attitudes and
behaviours of key actors in the system (including investors and intermediaries) outside of program
support11, women’s economic empowerment through GLI is a complex problem with no quick
solutions. More work is needed to promote and evaluate GLI in future. The partnerships established
between Criterion and other DFAT programs as a result of RISE are a promising start. Some of the
7

investments align with the investor journey that has been seen ins successful GLI investments
globally, but it is too early to see concrete signs of success.

Impacts on social enterprises and end beneficiaries
The limited investment secured through RISE means that there is currently no evidence of
development impact on enterprises or end beneficiaries. While the slow nature of investment
requires patience in producing higher-level impacts, a more effective program could reasonably have
been expected to be producing impacts (particularly at the enterprise level) at this stage. For
example, if demand-driven financial innovations such as the menstrual health trade finance vehicle
had been pursued across the portfolio from the start, enough time would have elapsed to potentially
see significant impacts on enterprises and their customers after five years.

Impact of COVID-19
The final year of the program has been adversely affected by the COVID-19 pandemic, as the
resulting slowdown in Pacific economies has reduced demand for investment, while investor liquidity
and risk tolerance has also fallen, leading to an overall slowdown in delivery. However, few
interviewees raised COVID-19 as a major constraint to performance, and most of the challenges
discussed above would likely have held true in the absence of the pandemic.

Efficiency
Program expenditure, staffing, and contracting
The lean structure of RISE served to keep costs down, with programmatic spend (mostly grants)
accounting for almost 70% of spending in Phase 1 (Figure 3). The small team was praised by
partners as being technically capable, flexible, and cooperative, although RISE would have
benefited significantly from the inclusion of an investment advisor from the outset.
The program would also have benefited from more design-phase investment in research and
analysis, including an evaluation of the preceding pilot. Without appropriate resourcing to
understand and target the systemic constraints to investment, the grant-based scoping and
investment readiness model was not appropriately targeted, and represented poor value for money.
Figure 3: Pacific RISE programmatic vs. overhead expenditure

Phase 2 saw a reduction in grant-making as the program focused on working to finalise deals already
in the pipeline, while also providing limited grants for vehicle development, and increasing staff
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spending on financial and gender advisory work. While this increased the relative share of overhead
in Phase 2, the increased in-house technical capacity and more focused grant-making
represented greater value for money than the largely ineffective model in Phase 1.
The ‘3+2 year’ contracting was disruptive, as uncertainty over the future of the program meant
relationships with partners had to be managed under the assumption of a 3-year program - an
uncertainty that was not resolved until the final days of Phase 1. This disruption is reflected in the
reduced program spend in FY19/20 (Figure 3). The ‘3+2’ structure also meant that Phase 2 had
insufficient time for meaningful strategic course correction before the closure of the program in
2021. A single five-year contract would have allowed for a smoother implementation process, with a
longer time horizon for productive partner relationships from the outset.

RISE as a pilot program
While referred to as a ‘pilot’, RISE lacked some key features desirable of a pilot program, namely:
1. Being limited in time, budget, geography, and/or sector until a scalable concept is proven:
RISE was a $10 million, five-year, Pacific-wide program with a remit to promote a wide range of
investment types in any sector - a remit that became increasingly broad in Phase 2 in pursuit of
the investment target. While this permitted flexibility and experimentation, it limited the ability to
robustly test specific hypotheses in a structured way.
2. Having a robust learning agenda that informs adaptive management: While the program
set out a detailed theory of change and measurement plan at the outset, it has not been used
to shape strategy effectively. The intermediary grants at the core of the model were not
appropriately evaluated, and MEL focused on outputs such as deals in the pipeline rather than
having a wider set of indicators including attitudes, behaviour, or systemic change that could
have more usefully guided strategy relative to the aim of stimulating the impact investing sector.
While important lessons learned from Phase 1 were flagged in the midterm review and strategy
refresh, an effective pilot program should have addressed these issues much sooner. Even
at this point, lessons from Phase 1 were not fully incorporated into Phase 2. The program was
instead committed to a doubling of its problematic investment target, rather than adopting more
nuanced strategies that would likely have (by the program’s own estimation) led to more meaningful
results in the long run12.
Phase 2 saw the introduction of a robust learning agenda, and the production of a series of
insightful and candid knowledge products that should be shared as widely as possible to
inform future programming. While these efforts are commended, they came too late to usefully inform
the strategy of RISE itself.
Finally, the program’s ability to learn how best to use impact investing to support social enterprises
was hampered by loose definitions of both ‘social enterprise’ and ‘impact investment’. In practice, it
seemed that investment of any kind into Pacific enterprises in general was considered ‘social’ and/or
‘impactful’, on account of the broad economic development level of Pacific islands. The small size
and significant diversity of the portfolio (by size, sector, targeted impact, and country) makes it
difficult to extract generalisable lessons for future social enterprise programming.

9

Monitoring, evaluation and learning
As noted above, RISE’s MEL focused primarily on a narrow set of outputs relating to the investment
pipeline, reflecting the general strategic focus of the program. Higher-level objectives (Table 2) such as relationships between investors and enterprises, and investor perceptions of GLI - did not
have actionable indicators or targets, while more general aspirations around facilitating a thriving
impact investment market were not clearly written into the program’s strategy, theory of change, or
MEL framework, leaving little incentive for the managing contractor to deliver against considerations
beyond the investment target. Establishing targets relating to, say, investor attitudes or intermediary
behaviour change, follow-on funds raised, etc. could have helped to incentivise more impactful and
sustainable programming with a clear view of the needs of the wider investment ecosystem.

Alternative investment mechanisms
The increased focus on investment vehicles rather than direct-to-enterprise deals in Phase 2
represents a significant improvement in value for money, as RISE’s technical support is
potentially able to leverage significant amounts of investment, with debt vehicles in particular having
the potential to recycle funds indefinitely over time. Through the menstrual health, FDGAM, Good
Return, and PBSE vehicles, limited grant-based support13 could potentially unlock millions of dollars
of ongoing debt finance in support of a very large number of social enterprises across the region –
although these models remain unproven at the time of writing.
By comparison, the program has now spent four years and over half a million dollars seeking
to establish Vinaka, a single Australian laundry enterprise, with no tangible results to date. Vinaka
originally sought to address a clear social cause (water and sanitation in hospitals), with the potential
for positive demonstration effects of the commercial viability of social enterprise in Fiji. However, the
latest iteration of the busines model, now centred on the high-end hotel industry, has questionable
social impact potential, and continued grant-based support from RISE appears to be driven more by
RISE’s investment target than by consideration of the needs of the Pacific impact investing space
more broadly.

Additionality
While RISE grants were appreciated by recipients, it was noted that a number of deals would most
likely have gone ahead regardless, raising questions around additionality. In some cases, it was
felt that the focus on additionality was relaxed in favour of opportunities to report significant
contributions to the investment target.

Sustainability
The sustainable development of a vibrant Pacific impact investing sector requires lasting
adjustments to the incentives and behaviour of actors throughout the system, including investors,
intermediaries, and enterprises. Identifying and targeting these leverage points requires careful
diagnosis of the underlying constraints that currently undermine system performance –
analysis that was lacking in the design of RISE.
Intermediaries in particular have a critical role to play in bridging the gap between investors and
enterprises, and RISE’s ambitions to work through intermediaries is commendable in this
respect. However, the program’s relationship with intermediaries has been largely
transactional, offering grants in exchange for pipeline development and specific deals.
10

Intermediaries were guided to conduct rapid, ‘fly in, fly out’ scoping efforts, with some feeling that
time and resources would have been better placed in seeking to understand the needs of enterprises
and the market systems in which they operate.
RISE lacked a vision for the specific roles that intermediaries would be required to play in a
future impact investing market, and consequently did not provide the support required to mould
intermediaries into these roles over time. The program also did little to engage with local
intermediaries in the Pacific, preferring to rely on established regional intermediaries with limited
country-specific knowledge or experience. The combination of this, plus the limited effectiveness of
the model in generating investable deals, has meant that the outlook of most intermediaries with
respect to the Pacific remains largely unchanged at the end of the program14.
Elsewhere, the limited effectiveness of RISE in securing investment has yielded little to no
sustainable change in attitudes or behaviours of either investors or enterprises. The program was
unable to achieve important demonstration effects to persuade investors to enter the market.
Moreover, there appears to have been little strategic targeting of towards specific factors that tend
to dissuade investors from the Pacific15. Without a clear theory of change from ‘doing deals’ to
crowding in and improved system performance, the program was unlikely to achieve sustainable
results at scale.

Conclusions and recommendations
Conclusions
Pacific RISE has made little progress in supporting the development of a social impact investing
market in the Pacific. The driving factors behind this include:
1. A flawed model inherited from DFAT’s Pacific Investment Readiness pilot, which was not
appropriately evaluated and learned from at the time.
2. A narrow focus on ‘doing deals’ in pursuit of an inappropriate investment target, with little
consideration of (a) the actual needs of Pacific social enterprises or (b) the systemic constraints
to the emergence of a functioning impact investing market in the region.
3. An inability to adequately learn and adapt strategy during the course of the program in light of
the above.
The program has made commendable efforts in promoting GLI, and its Phase 2 focus on (a)
supporting the design of investment vehicles (rather than direct-to-enterprise deals) and (b)
generating insightful knowledge products have been notable positive outcomes in the latter stages
of the program. However, Pacific RISE overall represents poor value for money.

Recommendations
In light of the Pacific RISE experience, the following recommendations should be considered in future
programming:
1. Investment programs must understand their offering in the context of the broader needs
of social enterprises: Raising significant capital through debt and equity is rarely a key priority
for most enterprises16. Moreover, ‘donor-push’ capital that is poorly aligned to enterprise needs
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can be damaging to businesses, the experience of which can in turn negatively affect the
perceptions of investors and intermediaries.
2. Promoting impact investment in the Pacific needs a systems lens rather than just ‘doing
deals’: Programs should identify and address the underlying constraints to the emergence of a
functioning impact investment market. Understanding how and why the market isn’t working in
the first place is critical. Targeting these leverage points greatly increases the likelihood of
achieving lasting impact at scale.
In the case of RISE, this could have involved:
(a) a longer and better-resourced design phase in order to scope the role of finance within the
broader systemic barriers to growth faced by Pacific social enterprises,
(b) a detailed sector vision, including the specific roles and functions required of intermediaries
in an ideal scenario (drawing on evidence from successful impact investing elsewhere),
(c) a comparison of the status quo with the desired vision in order to identify what needs to
change, who the relevant actors to partner with might be, and what is currently stopping them
from performing as desired,
(d) a detailed influencing strategy to develop the incentives and capabilities of partners in order
to move them towards this future vision, and
(e) an MEL system designed to detect early signs of systemic change (e.g., intermediaries
investing their own time and resources to adapt and pursue certain strategies, or other actors
showing interest and replicating desired behaviours).
3. Targets should be carefully designed (and adjusted) to avoid perverse incentives: Targets
should be (a) based on a robust theory of change and (b) realistic in the program context. RISE’s
investment target was unrealistic from the start and should have been adjusted to reflect this at
the midterm. In addition, supplementing the investment target with other metrics, such as
attitudes or behaviour change of investors, intermediaries, and enterprises, could have helped
to keep the program focused on broader goals of stimulating a vibrant Pacific impact investing
market. Excessive focus on any single target is likely to preclude the kind of nuanced, multifaceted approach required in such complex programming. Potential negative effects of targets
should be carefully considered, and adjustments should be made as necessary throughout the
program.
4. Intermediaries should be seen as future actors in the system rather than implementing
partners: Intermediaries should be selected based on their capabilities and incentives relative
to a future vision of the role required of them in a functioning market, and the program should
implement an influencing strategy accordingly. Largely transactional relationships have limited
potential for lasting change. Where feasible, DFAT should look to build capacity of local
intermediaries in the Pacific, rather than defaulting to well-established international
intermediaries with limited local presence.
More strategic engagement with intermediaries through an explicit influencing strategy can also
help to develop a stronger attribution story by, say, demonstrably changing the outlook of an
intermediary or building their capacity to deliver an outcome that would not otherwise have
happened.
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5. Pilot programs should be limited in time, resource, and scope, and equipped with an
effective learning strategy – and be robustly evaluated before attempting to go to scale.
A clear theory of change with explicit assumptions should be used to generate testable
hypotheses. Robust monitoring, evaluation, and learning systems should deliver findings in a
timely manner to inform strategic adjustments as necessary. Results should be documented and
widely shared. Proof of concept is required before going to scale. Specifically, DFAT should
invest in evaluating the future performance of the current investment vehicles in the RISE
pipeline.
6. Grants programs should be flexible, evidence-based, and free from conflicts of interest:
The Pacific investment space involves small networks with high risk of conflicts of interest which
need careful management. Grants should be awarded flexibly and be responsive to
opportunities. However, care must be taken to evaluate grant performance before disbursing
multiple rounds of funding, particularly to the same organisations – requiring time and resources
for evaluation, reflection, and any required strategic adjustments to be built into the workplan.
7. Investment programs should focus on financing structures that are demand-driven and
respond to needs of both enterprises and investors: Fund structures such as vehicles are
more appropriate for most investors as they reduce their risk exposure, allow for greater
leverage relative to donor input, and can recycle funds for long-lasting future benefits. However,
it is critical that their design responds to a need in the market.
8. DFAT should practice and incentivise stronger coordination and learning between
internal departments and programs: In the investment space, a ‘pipeline’ of programs could
each play niche roles (e.g., enterprises investment readiness, intermediary capacity building,
investment vehicle design and implementation), rather than a single program trying to perform
everything from scoping to investment in a short space of time. Knowledge products (e.g., case
studies, evaluations, market research) should be shared widely within the organisation (and
ideally further afield), and programs convened to collaborate on strategy.
9. Donors and programs should coordinate to avoid the ‘donor darling’ effect: Intermediaries
and other partners should be sought beyond the small group of recurrent beneficiaries, who tend
to receive uncoordinated support from multiple donors without a vision for sustainability.
10. Continue to invest and build momentum around GLI: RISE’s work with the Criterion Institute
made a promising start in this area - mainstreamed GLI efforts should be continued across the
DFAT portfolio.
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Endnotes
1

Initial design document (2016), p1.

2

A view repeated by a number of stakeholders working in Pacific enterprise development during the
course of the interviews. Also backed up by the RISE learning paper, Business needs of Pacific
social enterprises (December 2020 – updated May 2021).
3

Although there is a spectrum of risk appetite amongst impact investors, those seeking risk-adjusted
market returns should not be confused with traditional investors, as unlike traditional investors impact
investors are interested to invest in impactful investments.
See “How the pilot Pacific Investment Readiness Program and Genesis Impact Fund influenced
Pacific RISE” (June 2020) for more details. The findings identified by the RISE team in this report
were corroborated in interviews conducted for the present evaluation.
4

See “How the design of Pacific RISE has impacted the program’s performance”, a Pacific RISE
learning program output. The interviews conducted for the present evaluation confirmed many of the
opinions of the RISE program staff expressed in this document.
5

6

All dollar ($) figures refer to Australian dollars (AUD). Any other currencies are explicitly stated as
such.
7

A structural limitation with the Investment Readiness Component was the lack of co-investment
from the beneficiary enterprise or the intermediaries involved. Co-investments serve as a sanity
check for programs and ensure the buy-in of private sector into a specific activity. In these cases,
the businesses were receiving free consultancy services in return of willingness to explore the
potential of getting sizeable investments into their businesses with no business stakes in the
exercise. The intermediaries, on the other hand, were receiving grants to provide the support where
their payments were tied into providing the support as opposed to the businesses actually receiving
the investment, hence the only risk carrier in the exercise was Pacific RISE itself.
8

GLI as a strategy is growing globally. Across public and private markets, there is a total of at least
192 “named”, active gender lens investment vehicles, with total assets under management (AUM)
of USD 7.7bn. Although this is only 1% of the total impact investing AUM, it has experienced a growth
by 61% from 2018. Notably, GLI investing was mostly driven by public funds at the outset, with
private actors crowding in following a series of successful investments, highlighting the importance
of demonstration effects in investment markets. AUM are spread across a wide range of sectors, but
are most prevalent in healthcare, education, agriculture, consumer, femtech, and information
technology.
Drawing on experiences from emerging markets that have seen success in GLI allows for a broad
categorisation of GLI investors as impact-driven, value-driven, and market-driven (see diagram
below). Within the RISE portfolio, the majority of investors engaging in GLI investing lean towards
the impact-driven end of the spectrum, with a tolerance of concessional (below-market) returns.
However, it is not clear if these investments have been made with the strategic intent to generate
demonstration effects for other investor types (particularly more market-driven investors), or if they
are more piecemeal investments made as opportunities arose.
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9

Opportunities were missed to learn key lessons from DFAT programming elsewhere, including on
promoting flexible innovation by avoiding rigid target-setting (Investing in Women), understanding
the broader needs of Pacific enterprises (MDF, BPP), and creative, performance-linked procurement
of intermediary services (Scaling Frontier Innovation).
10

Research and analysis of the current state of the market and the underlying barriers to investment
should help to identify absent or unsatisfactory roles and functions within the market (e.g., access to
market information, connections to investor networks, investment readiness support, incubation and
accelerator services). A vision of the desired state of the system should be based upon this, likely
drawing on examples of roles played by intermediaries in impact investing markets elsewhere, along
with a roadmap of how to arrive at this future state of the system. Detailed stakeholder analysis of
existing intermediaries should identify where the capacity and incentive gaps are that a program can
strategically target in order to encourage intermediaries to play the desired roles for the future vision
of the system.
11

The MEL framework includes eight key indicators to capture integration of gender inclusive
practices promoted by the program. The indicators were well-designed to capture the behaviour
change (application of practices) of intermediaries and investors - however, RISE reporting did not
present details of performance against these indicators. It would also have been useful for the
program to include indicators on (a) the type of changes an intermediary or investor needs to take
into account to adhere to good gender inclusive practices, (b) what concrete benefits were accrued
to the intermediaries and investors as a result of applying gender inclusive practices, and (c) how
the intermediaries and investors are being influenced by the application of the gender-inclusive
toolkit, and how the women-relevant investments perform compared to others. These would help to
demonstrate the benefits, and also to form a pool of evidence to address some of the perceived
impressions around GLI. From an investment reporting perspective, the program could also have
reported on the proportion of investments relevant to gender. The theory of change is also largely
focused on investment with very little indication of behaviour changes to promote gender inclusive
investments.
9

Three strategic options were identified by the program in the August 2019 design refresh workshop
as per the below:
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Of these, the evaluation team felt that Options 2 and 3 would have been more promising strategic
directions for the program – consistent with the team’s own appraisal of options in terms of (a) legacy
in the Pacific, (b) learning about the ecosystem, and (c) development impact. Option 2 would have
seen stronger strategic alignment and coordination with existing initiatives, helping to focus the value
addition of RISE, while Option 3 would have applied more of a systems lens and sought to engage
more strategically (rather than transactionally) with key intermediaries. In reality, RISE was held
largely to Option 1 – maximisation of investment in the remaining two years of the program. This was
felt to be a missed opportunity to significantly strengthen the performance of the program.
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Although it is noted that the supported vehicles involved substantial donor-subsidised costs
beyond the grants provided to intermediaries – the menstrual health trade finance vehicle included
around $250,000 in program expenditure in support of the vehicle design, while the FDGAM bond
received support from UNESCAP. However, on balance, the evaluation team believe that investing
in the careful design of such vehicles has greater VFM potential than direct-to-enterprise support.
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Of the intermediaries interviewed, those with prior experience in the Pacific appeared set to
continue their work largely as they had done previously. Of those without prior experience in the
region, most lacked interest in working in the Pacific in future – or at least without further donor
funding.
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The following table outlines the key motivations/considerations and risks cited by impact investors
in order of importance in (a) the GIIN 2019 Annual Impact Investor Survey and (b) the interviews as
part of this evaluation:
GIIN (2019) impact investor survey

RISE evaluation

Motivations/considerations
• Organizations’ commitments to be
responsible investors (85% of sample
investors under the GIIN network highlight
this). It is interesting to see from the report
that investors making only impact
investments were significantly more likely to
indicate their mission as a key motivator

• The size of investment was low enough to
take the risk and alignment with a personal
interest: Australian impact investors are
looking for investments which offer a
market rate risk return. For example, with
the menstrual health vehicle, the risk was
low given the size, it was a product with
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•
•
•
•
•

than were investors who make both impact
and conventional investments (93% vs.
61%).
Dedication to their missions (84%).
Pursuit of efficient ways to meet their
impact goals and contribution to a global
agenda.
Financial attractiveness relative to other
investment opportunities.
Opportunity to gain exposure to growing
sectors.
Diversification of broader portfolio.

•
•

•
•
•

clear potential and had strong gendered
outcome and there happened to be
alignment with a potential client, so the deal
moved forward.
Personal interest where the investor has a
strong affinity with the impact agenda and
appetite for taking concessionary return.
Reasonable ticket sizes: in the context of
the Pacific market, investors may be
interested in average investments of AUD
50,000 but spread across different
investments/funds.
Diversity in investment portfolio such as an
aggregation funding vehicle, structuring of
different product offerings, multi-asset fund.
Nature of the solution (product or service)
to be invested in and the potential for
impact.
Profile of intermediaries or nature of
intermediation where investors are looking
for intermediaries who understand both the
needs of the communities/enterprises and
the investor and are able to propose
financial solutions (design fit for purpose) to
invest in or come up with terms and
conditions that meet the need of enterprises
and also mitigates the potential risks of the
investors.

Risks
• Business model execution and
management risk: risk that the enterprise
will perform less well than expected.
• Country, currency and macroeconomic
risks: including political risk, such as
unpredictability of government policy, as
well as regulatory, economic or currencybased risks, including depreciation.
• Market demand and competition risk: risk
that there will be low demand for the
investee’s products/services or declining
market share and revenue due to
competition.
• Liquidity and exit risk: one of the most
common challenges for the impact
investment industry as a whole, as
identified by investors in the GIIN’s annual
survey, is the lack of suitable exit options.
• Innovative deal/fund structures.

• Pacific does not feature highly on people’s
radar when they are looking at geographical
focus. It is perceived to be risky for
investments.
• Poor track record of intermediaries and
enterprises.
• Potential for scale is very limited given its
dispersed geography, population and high
cost of doing business
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Investors have a growing interest in the South East Asia region given its enormous populations,
ability to actually scale a business to achieve success, familiarity with the economies, proportion of
more successful companies in the region that gives investors the confidence, growing middle class
which is often seen as a growing market and the potential for creating impact is large.
Many enterprises’ first preference is to finance growth organically through reinvested profits. Even
when external financing requirements become unavoidable, raising such capital is not an activity
that any single enterprise is likely to carry out frequently – often this is done to finance one-off projects
such as investing in new equipment or opening a new location. As such, ‘fly in, fly out’ scoping
missions in shallow markets are unlikely to yield significant numbers of investment opportunities at
any given moment in time. Enterprises’ day-to-day concerns are predominantly centred around
issues such as human resources, marketing, relationships with suppliers, and so on. Understanding
the role that finance can play within these broader needs can lead to innovative solutions such as
the menstrual health trade finance vehicle.
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