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REVIEW OF POPULATION-HEALTH-ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMS SUPPORTED  BY THE PACKARD FOUNDATION AND USAID

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Packard Foundation’s Population-Environment Initiative, approved in June 2000, placed primary emphasis on supporting projects that integrated conservation and family planning at community levels within selected areas of high biodiversity. In addition, the Initiative supported leadership development and increased advocacy for and awareness of population-environment (PE) linkages. 

The PE strategy encompassed three objectives, each of which constituted a sub-program of the Initiative:

1. Improve the quality of life in focal areas by improving reproductive health, natural resource management and options for alternative economic livelihoods (Field Projects sub-program);

2. Increase collaboration and leadership on interdisciplinary topics (Leadership and Capacity Building sub-program);

3. Use mass media and targeted campaigns to increase the public and policymakers’ awareness of the links and solutions (Advocacy and Consumption sub-program} 

In 2002 USAID initiated its Population-Health-Environment (PHE) Program in response to legislative language originally included in the FY02 Foreign Operations Appropriations bill – and repeated in the FY03, FY04 and FY05 bills – stating that under the Child Survival and Health Programs Fund, “...$368.5 million [be allocated] for family planning/reproductive health, including in areas where population growth threatens biodiversity or endangered species.” In addition, successive editions of the accompanying Manager’s Report include language that “urges USAID to develop performance goals and indicators which promote cross-sectoral collaboration” on PHE programming.

To that end, the USAID PHE program has worked to develop collaborations with USAID’s bureaus and Missions as well as with private donors including the Packard Foundation, Summit Foundation and the Critical Ecosystem Protection Fund. USAID’s PHE program focuses on biodiversity hotspots – often in national parks and protected areas – focusing on the communities that live in and around them.
After the completion of the Packard Foundation PE Initiative, the Foundation’s board of directors requested an outside review to assess the results of the Initiative strategy, the projects implemented under the Initiative, and overall program accomplishments. The Packard review concentrated on three major questions: 

1. What are the likely long-term impacts of this Initiative on funding and the field of Population-Environment? 

2. What results have been achieved by projects implemented under the Initiative; and 

3. What lessons have been learned that may be of broader use to the Foundation, other donors, and the field as a result of implementing this Initiative? 

Following a review of competitive proposals, CEDPA was selected to undertake this review. The review was conducted by the two-person review team working on a part-time basis between January and June 2005, utilizing a methodology suggested by Packard, slightly modified by the review team, and approved by Packard. Supplementary USAID funds were provided that enabled the team leader to spend additional time reviewing field work in the Philippines and Madagascar. The USAID scope of work included questions that provided a more in-depth assessment of certain operational questions in the those two countries and extended the review to include six USAID-funded field projects.. The USAID-funded work was conducted by the team leader, who is the author of this report to USAID. 

The review team finalized a report to the Packard Foundation in June, 2005 that covers the objectives of the Packard Foundation Population-Initiative. This report to USAID provides a more limited assessment of the success of the Packard and USAID-funded field projects with a particular focus on six USAID-funded projects in the Philippines and Madagascar, three of which are co-funded with Packard.

Impact and Role of Packard and USAID PE funds: 

With few exceptions, grantees indicated that they would not have been able to carry out this set of field projects without Packard and USAID PE/PHE funds. At this early stage of experimentation with PE field projects, the flexibility of Packard funds allowed (and encouraged) testing new approaches and program models in different sites, facilitated cross-fertilization between programs and, importantly, encouraged co-financing by other donors. PATH, for example, reported that with Packard’s flexible funding it could experiment with 15 different partners. The MGHC project provided “fast track” funds to jumpstart project activities in remote corridors of Madagascar, demonstrating quickly to hesitant communities that the new project could provide tangible positive results. In several cases, USAID or other donors provided complementary funding for Packard grantees to expand or extend Packard-funded activities. 

Even after the official termination of the PE program, the availability of “phase out” grants, using Packard Population funds, sometimes supplemented by USAID monies, has been absolutely essential to fully reap the benefits of initial investments in five of the largest and most complex field projects. 

Results of Field Projects

Approximately 60 percent of Packard Initiative resources were used for field projects, including four significant field projects in the Philippines, two in southern Mexico and one each in Tanzania and in Madagascar. Three of these projects funded multiple project sites bringing the total number of project sites to 30. USAID funded projects have added approximately 3-6 additional sites worldwide. This represents a major increase in the number of PE field sites that could provide information of how best to plan and implement PE programs. In addition, three of the Packard and USAID grants included operations research (OR) components that would explicitly try to gather evidence to “prove or disprove” the hypothesis that PE programs provided better results than single-sector projects. 

The validity of the PE hypothesis, defined in the Packard strategy as “interdisciplinary interventions can at times be more efficient and effective than non-integrated approaches,” had not yet been “proven” to skeptics in the population and conservation communities, who preferred to fund single-sector projects. Although not structured explicitly as a “learning portfolio,” Packard and USAID planners hoped that their PE/PHE programs could help provide the evidence to satisfy the skeptics and provide a variety of examples of how/where PE projects could be effective.

Several programmatic results are evident from a review of the Field project sub-portfolio:

1. Value added: Almost all of these projects met most or all of their anticipated objectives. A great deal has been learned about the value-added of PE projects, how they are best planned and best managed, and where they are most appropriate.  The results of OR, almost without exception, support the views of practitioners regarding the important value-added that integrated projects bring to reproductive health and environment activities. Although OR results have not always been statistically significant, the “on the ground” results have been significant enough to convince most PE and PHE practitioners that integrated programs have better results than single-sector programs and are more programmatically efficient. Some of the lessons learned about value-added are:

· PE projects bring three major advantages to family planning efforts: greater access to men, greater access to adolescent boys, and positive changes in the community perception of women and in women’s self-perception when they have access to and control of money and credit.

· Family planning also benefits when it is packaged with the quickly perceived effects of health interventions such as immunization and improved water quality. 

· PE projects provide value added to environment/conservation efforts via: greater female involvement in CRM and NRM activities and organizations, increased participation of adolescents of both sexes, and providing an “entry point” function whereby integrated projects can quickly and visibly respond to the priority demands of the community (often health needs) and gradually gain the trust of the community. 

· The results of typical environment/conservation interventions are evident more quickly in CRM settings (where fish inventories can show positive results within two years) than in upland forests where NRM activities take longer to show results.

· The inclusion of a micro-credit (livelihood) component as part of PE program appears to encourage even stronger community involvement in CRM and NRM activities and may bring greater impact.

· In programmatic terms, PE projects are often both cost-efficient and effective. A large number of NGOs have demonstrated that they can successfully implement integrated programs with the positive effects of expanding target audiences, reducing operating expenses, and fostering community goodwill and trust.   

2. Successful program models have been demonstrated that can be replicated elsewhere.

· Inexpensive community mobilization techniques can mobilize rural, communities and provide significant program results within 1-2 years;

· Health and environment-based NGOs can adapt themselves to successfully implement two-sector (PE) or three-sector (PE plus health) community initiatives. 

· The model used for program integration (one NGO does both P&E with the same staff or with different staff members, two NGOs work in coordinated fashion, etc.) is less important to project success than a series of other factors (experience, leadership, acceptance of the PE concept, acceptability within the community). 

· The Champion Community approach used in Madagascar is an excellent model that has proven ability to mobilize strong community participation to achieve clearly defined, multi-sectoral targets within a one-year period.

· The PE projects have not paid sufficient attention to recurrent cost issues and have not yet demonstrated that they can be either a) sustained by local governments without outside donor funding; or b) replicated without outside donor funding

3. The “capital stage” for PE programs has been completed in the Philippines and Madagascar and the most of the factors needed for broader program replication are in place: excellent integrated training materials have been developed, training methods have been tested and proven, local trainers have been trained, a variety of PE and PHE project models have been tried and evaluated; and a significant number of NGOs have gained valuable PE experience and are now capable of taking major roles in scaling up PE programs.

4. Scale-up options for PE have not yet been demonstrated: While PE and PHE are concepts easily accepted at the community, local government and NGO levels, the Packard and USAID portfolios did not provide examples of how programs can be designed and implemented for a much larger target audience (district or corridor-wide programs). The Philippines provides the best opportunity for this to occur, in part due to the success of PRB advocacy activities. 

Future Directions


Status of PE Funding:

· The Packard and USAID initiatives provided additional resources for PE initiatives, significantly increased the number of grantees testing PE field projects, funded operations research, established new leadership programs in key U.S. institutions, and increased funding for programs to alert the American public to the global impact of U.S. consumption patterns

· The stock market decline led several foundations, including Packard, to reduce or eliminate funding for PE activities due to: a) a preference to focus remaining resources on more traditional, core program themes; b) the general donor/foundation trend towards a “results” orientation with funding for programs that could provide clear benchmarks for monitoring and evaluation, and c) a tendency to focus foundation resources on a few specific geographic regions (place-based strategies)

· Following a Congressional directive initiated in 2002, USAID now uses $2-3 million of its family planning funds annually for “areas where population growth threatens biodiversity or endangered species”. A few foundations have recently included PE within their funding strategies 

· Despite these new additions, with the termination of the Packard PE Initiative, the overall level of PE funding in 2005 will be substantially lower than in 2000 unless new donors or foundations are convinced that PE programs can be more successful than their traditional programs.

Program Opportunities 

The Packard and USAID PE programs have provided funding for a variety of new successful projects. They have given PE a timely push forward that could be continued with a combination of donor funding and sustainable funding from host government entities and communities. PE practitioners, other PE supporters and the review team have identified a variety of “next steps” which can build on this experience. 

Philippines: The PATH and SAVE projects are among the most successful in the Packard and USAID portfolios and the preparatory actions to facilitate scale-up have been completed. A very well-planned advocacy program (PRB) has provided valuable complementary support and has helped to catalyze a strong Philippine-based PE advocacy movement (the SIGUE Network). Key next steps would include:

· Maximum dissemination of PE project results to a variety of audiences: donors, national political figures, mayors, and NGOs. A second national PE conference may be appropriate as one element of this effort. 

· Continued support of SIGUE and other Filipino advocacy efforts to influence legislation, government regulations and the news media.

· Scale-up of PATH or SAVE efforts (perhaps a combination of both) to the provincial level as part of a combined CRM and RH program. 

· Encourage Filipino universities to include PE or elements of PE in their curricula for environment and health professionals. 

Madagascar: As in the Philippines, the “capital” phase of the PE program has been largely successful. To build on this success, program opportunities include:

· Encourage dissemination of PE project results to the donor community, but also to district chiefs, and mayors and NGOS. A 1st national symposium on PE would be timely.

· Scale up MGHC and V.S. pilot efforts to the district level or within a full environmental corridor, perhaps within a Champion Commune framework. Funding might be provided to districts or communes by the European Union, the World Bank or the Millennium Challenge Corporation as part of their local government and poverty alleviation programs.

· Adapt successful Filipino CRM program models for Malagasy communities within coastal/marine protected areas and buffer zones.

· Encourage Malagasy universities and training centers to include PE or elements of PE in their curricula for environment and health professionals.  

Other Opportunities

· Government decentralization that is occurring in many LDCs may provide the opportunity to “break through” donor and central government reticence to support integrated programs. Block grants are increasingly being provided by national governments and donors to de-centralized government units. These “program” funds typically support the unit’s development plan, which could be designed on an integrated rather than a sectoral basis via support from community advocates and local NGOs. 

· Consider PE in new contexts: “Hotspots” and protected area buffer zones are not the only areas where PE may be appropriate. Filipino PE proponents are experimenting with PE as a framework for disaster mitigation projects and urban slum health and sanitation efforts.

· Retain a flexible definition of PE: Packard and USAID have funded a wide variety of PE-type projects that were each appropriate to their particular setting. The concept of integrated programs, including the key elements of family planning and natural resource management, should be viewed as a concept that will evolve into different forms in differing settings.

· PE projects will need to consider migration (both internal migration to and external migration from buffer zones, for example) as a confounding factor in achieving project objectives. A few projects, such as the USAID-supported CI Sierra Madre project in northern Philippines, are gaining valuable experience with migration factors. 

Packard Field Project Grants

	Grantee
	Country
	Date(s) of Grant(s)
	Total Grant Amount

	SAVE the Children/PESCODEV
	Philippines
	1999, 2003
	$800,000

	PATH Foundation/Philippines-IPOPCORM
	Philippines
	2000, 2004
	$3,950,000

	World Neighbors
	Philippines
	1999
	$352,000

	J.K. Ledesma
	Philippines
	2001
	$250,000

	Jane Goodall Institute/TACARE
	Tanzania
	1999
	$180,000

	JSI Training and Research Institute/MGHC
	Madagascar
	2001
	$2,000,000

	Conservation Intl Foundation/Selva Lacondona
	Mexico
	2000, 2003
	$900,000

	ProNatura Chiapas
	Mexico
	2000, 2002
	$490,000

	ProNatura Yucatan
	Mexico
	2001
	$30,000

	Consejo Nacional de Cuerpos de Conservacion Mexicanos/Mexican Conservation Corps
	Mexico
	2002
	$240,000

	Intl Centre of Insect Physiology and Ecology
	Kenya
	1999, 2000
	$100,000


USAID projects included in this review

	Country
	Project/NGO
	Funding Source
	Additive to Packard Project List?

	Philippines
	IPOPCORM/PFPI
	USAID and Packard
	No

	Philippines
	PESCO-DEV/SAVE
	USAID and Packard
	No

	Philippines
	Sierra Madre Biological Corridor/Conservation International
	USAID
	Yes

	Madagascar
	Environmental Health Project/Voahary Salama
	USAID
	Yes

	Madagascar
	Spiny Forest Ecoregion Project/WWF & ASOS
	USAID
	Yes

	Madagascar
	MGHC/JSI
	Packard
	No
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