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We are going to discuss briefly some of the key findings and conclusions from an assessment done of the USAID programs.  Lori and I conducted this with Robert Layng, who is, raise your hand, Robert, in the back of the room.  Robert wasn’t able to travel overseas with us but he was a major team member and provided great support for us.  
Let’s move ahead to the next slide; the objectives were fairly traditional objectives of a new program.  This, for USAID, was after five years, what have we accomplished?  Should we continue these programs?  And if so, how should we continue them?  The how in terms of future options and strategy options, we won’t be able to discuss here today because it was a separate sort of USAID-only procurement sensitive document.  We’ll touch on some of the broad themes that I think are interesting in their own right and hope to get some discussion going.  I understand there may be an RFP coming out in the summer in which the USAID will let people know what they’ve decided to do with our options, I suppose.
The program is basically broken down into three groups: traditional USAID logical framework and a strategic approach.  One section focuses resources on field projects, that’s IR 1.  The second one focuses on technical leadership.  And the third focuses on support to AID missions and to organizations in the field to make sure they can do what they to do.

Here is a map that shows you the locations for the programs that were funded by USAID and that were carried out.  We looked at these either in person or with materials we received.  If you add to this the Packard Foundation Assessment I did for them a couple of years ago, we would probably have a total of something like 50 project sites now where PE or population environment or population health environment has been carried out.  So we have a rich enough basis for I think making determinations of what works and what doesn’t work. 

All right, we’re now going to move on to reviewing some of the results.  And our conclusions, I won’t go into great detail.  First of all, in the Philippines especially, AID helps establish a gold standard, really high-quality programs carried out by PATH Philippines and by Save the Children that with a lot of money for pre-planning and for careful execution over several years have become essentially the gold standard models.  You now have flowing from those programs training materials, manuals training the training materials, examples of IEC material, a whole vast array of materials that can be used by other projects.  They worked well and that’s why we call them the gold-standard programs.  USAID essentially added money to the Packard Foundation programs that initiated those activities.  

USAID has encouraged other environmental organizations like the World Wildlife Fund, Conservational International, World Conservation Society and others to become interested and involved and to have money available so they could test PHE programs.  USAID has helped, the portfolio has helped expand the concept.  For example, in Uganda, there’s a program through a group called Conservation Through Public Health that works around Bwindi National Park and they work with animals.  Traditionally, they started working with animals, and they realized that the animal diseases were coming from humans, many of them.  Some of the human diseases were being transferred, Tuberculosis and some -- scabies and similar problems were being transferred by humans to animals and there’s also the flow the other way.  And so they’ve started an innovative program where they work with populations around the park to deal with human and animal health issues as well as environment conservation.
And there’s a growing consensus, I think, that if you want to deal with remote areas, if you want to deal with populations around remote areas, you have to have a sort of multi-sector approach that may even go beyond population and environment and sometimes health and often includes livelihoods.  We find that most communities, if they want to start working with an organization, you need to show them some quick results.  Quick results are translated through often health interventions where they can see results quickly or livelihood interventions where they can see their wealth, essentially, something improving in their income levels rather quickly.  

Conservation interventions come slowly, the results come fairly slowly.  It might be years before they see the real results of a major conservation effort, although some conservation activities obviously have fast results.  Similarly for family planning, you do see some results in a year.  If you’re not pregnant and you continue working on the farm, you know, you’ve seen a result there.  In the longer term, in terms of the population density and pressure on a protected area, it takes longer to see those aggregate results.  

But many people we talk to say the main thing is we have to build trust, we need to build trust with these communities and so anything that we can do as part of an intervening organization, it builds trust with us, World Wildlife Fund or Conservation International of Jane Goodall Institute, allows us to gain that trust and over the longer term we can work towards longer-term objectives.
I think this evaluation determined that most of the initial findings about value added for women, more women involved with environmental activities, value added for men, more men involved in family planning activities then you would find in single sector programs, are reaffirmed.  Also the programmatic value added; that is it’s more efficient, more cost effective to carry out a program with one implementing agency rather than several.  You can have one delivery agent, one person who can deliver basic health messages and can deliver basic conservation methods.  We have found that that works with people who are relatively modestly trained, perhaps high school graduates and certainly with college graduates.  So there’s a lot of cost savings in these programs.  

For environmental organizations, it became clear on this evaluation that they really need to have health specialists fairly closely attuned to their program, through a partnership or in their own organization, so that the health and family planning providers in the field have someone to go to to answer their questions fairly quickly.  We found a disturbing tendency to reinvent the population health environment wheel, recreating IEC materials, not taking advantage of the gold standard materials.  

On the other hand, they weren’t always available to organizations when they started their programs.  Now, as Lori will talk about a little bit later, these materials are readily available and accessible to any organization that wants to begin a population health environment program.

In the Packard Foundation, we found two major weaknesses.  One was, how well can these programs be sustained and how can you scale them up?  Happily, these last visits to the Philippines found that the sustainability issue seems to be dealt with fairly adequately without donor resources in the Philippines simply because local governments have resources they can allocate, and people are demanding that these programs continue and local governments are providing resources for them.  And so the sustainability issue seems to be resolved, can be resolved where you have decentralized programs where local governments have resources they may choose to allocate for a population health environment.  

Scaling up is still an ongoing issue.  I know USAID and other donors want programs that can be scaled up.  It’s hard to – even though communities like these programs and implementing agencies like the programs, sectoral ministries don’t like them because the environment ministry always wants to do environment, the health ministry wants to do health.  The scaling up is more likely, it seems, where you have monies that are passed down to regional authorities or through block grants to local governments and there they can allocate money on a decentralized, multi-sectoral basis and that’s where scaling up is most likely to occur.

We’re going to turn over the next two sections of our assessment Lori and Robert were responsible for and Lori will present them.

[See speaker Lori Hunter’s transcript for this section of the presentation]
 

I’m going to talk about country-specific results in the Philippines, Madagascar, and then in a few other countries.  

In the Philippines and Madagascar is where the programs were focused for both the Packard Foundation and USAID.  And what’s clear from the success in both countries; for example in the Philippines, several people here are just back from a conference where literally thousands of people gathered to talk about population-health-environment together with representatives from probably hundreds of local governments and other hundreds of additional PVOs and NGOs.  It’s a movement that’s very strong and the three elements that have made it work are pilot programs that show results, an advocacy program that brought together people to help build a network, and sometimes a virtual network of folks that were supporting the idea of moving these programs forward and working with policy issues at the national and local levels.  And support in terms of training so that people learned more about the activities and also became more skilled in dealing with them.  

Those three components really are most essential also in Madagascar for success and the middle component didn’t go so well there and that’s why they’re not quite as successful, the advocacy component.  There are new efforts now in East Africa.  A conference was just carried out in December of last year to move PHE forward, and there was a great interest among the five countries in East Africa in doing so.  

We found that for the family planning community the advantage here is that you’re building relationships with organizations that you didn’t work with before such as environmental organizations; sometimes with groups like World Neighbors or CARE that are multi-sectoral organizations.  Even relief organizations can begin to provide and work with family planning services, whereas they might not have done it under other circumstances.  

You also have found that it allows family planning services to reach populations that typical family planning services would not reach.  Even through social marketing there are certainly remote and isolated places where you’re just not going to find health organizations or family planning organizations getting the money to go to because it’s not cost effective.  You can work through environmental organizations where it is cost effective for them to work with these areas that have bio-diversity threatened.  So they’re going to be there and working through them appears to work very well for family planning organizations and to meet health objectives as well.  

So let’s talk about the barriers and challenges for the future.  There are some key problems.  One major problem is the lack of funding.  The Packard Foundation no longer has a specific initiative for population-environment.  Many of the foundations have drawn in their programs to work on sectorally-based activities or certain regions of the world only.  USAID is the major donor involved with population health environment at this point.
Why is it that people in organizations are not grabbing hold of this concept that shows that you can get results at the community level for several sectors in one to two years in a cost-efficient way?  Why wouldn’t that be attractive to folks who want to work in poverty alleviation, or trying to deal with equity concerns, with populations that are just not getting services at all?  Well, maybe it’s the name.  Maybe the population-health-environment name is the wrong name.  Maybe the program should have a different focus; focusing on equity.  One possible name is The Next Mile Program, where you’re basically trying to reach out to groups and populations that you haven’t been able to touch with any program.  Maybe it should be looked at in terms of greenhouse and then basically in terms of global warming, which seems to be a hot topic now and a lot of funding flowing that direction.  It has certain advantages in dealing with problem resolution and security issues.  Perhaps it should be or could be repackaged as a security program or anti-poverty program.  Maybe the name is getting in the way.
The other constraints are outlined here.  One of the major ones for AID is the fact that funding is stove-piped, for example if you use environment funds now in Madagascar, you’re not supposed to use them for health activities or for family planning activities, so you have to have environment funds and family planning funds and health funds to be able to carry out a program.  And that’s a bureaucratic difficulty in pulling those funds together.  The opportunities relate to the use of the gold standard models.  We’re going to, there’s growing buy-in.  

A number of environmental organizations and especially field practitioners for environmental organizations now say, we’d like to do this, we’d like to do this.  When we’re starting in a new area, we’d like to start with a health, family planning intervention, rather than a simple conservation intervention.  We want to get trust from the people and we want to move forward and we need an interdisciplinary sort of integrated program to do that.  That’s the real opportunity.  

There are other opportunities that are related to the decentralization in general of governments, where you have the centralized governments and where you have the World Bank pushing money down to regions or to districts and saying ‘you manage this for your regional development plan, you mange this money for your district development plan’. That allows those groups to more easily set up integrated multi-sectoral programs than if the money goes through a ministry of health or a ministry of environment.  And that’s all moving in a positive direction.

And then we finally have a goal on where we would like to, we would argue that the family planning, the population health environment program should go over the long term.  When do you feel you’ve been successful?  And these are some of the, I think if you had these bullets established and met over the next five years or ten years, one could feel fairly comfortable that you have been successful.
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