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PART T: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
FY 1981 STATE-AID REVIEW OF UNFPA ACTIVITIES

During 1981, State and AID jointly conductaed the first comprehensive
review of activities supported by the United Nations Fund for Population
Activities (UNFPA). This Executive Summary indicates the background,
purposes, major tindinas, and recommended actions related to this review.

8ackground and Purpose of Review

On November 12, 1980, the Assistant Administrator of AID's Development
Support Bureau determined that a comprehensive review of the activities
of UNFPA should be carried out. From 1968 through FY 1980, the U.S.
Government had contributed some $236 million to UNFPA which, with the
resources contributed by other donors, had made UNFPA the second largest
source of population assistance to developing countries. In view of the
major U.S. role in supporting UNFPA and recognizing the crowing gap
between overall requests for population assistance and available
resources, the review was intended to assess the purposes and
effectiveness of UNFPA programs and to provide guidance for a more
productive AID-UNFPA relationship in the decade of the 80's.

The State-AID review team represented the following offices: State - the
Coordinator of Population Affairs, and the Bureau for International
Organizations; AID - the Nffice of the Assistant Administrator, DSB, and
the Office of Pooulation. This tezm, directed to work in close
coordination with AID's regicnal bureaus (which had formally requested
such a review), with the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination, and
with UNFPA, was charged with developing an overali plan for the review.

The review plan was completed in January, 1981, This plan, for which
UNFPA offered its complete cooperation, consisted cf four main parts:

(1) 2 review of UNFPA's country program assistance - represanting about
70 per cent of all UNFPA expenditures;

(2) a review of UNFPA's inter-country assistance oroarams - the remaining
30 per cent of UNFrA expenditures;

(3) a review of UNFPA's suoport for family plannina orograms - the
largest single category (about 45 per cent) of country and
inter-country expenditures;

(4) a review of UNFPA's proaram manacement system.

The review was focussed on UNFPA activity mainly during the period of
1978-80, The review set out to assess UNFPA's performance principally in
terms of its own mandate; it did not attempt to compare UNFPA zssistance
with other assistance to pooulstion programs, including that provided by
AID,

The second and third elements of the review plan were underssken by
consultants, Shortages of travel funds curtailed the review of country
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program activity (element 1 above) to a survey cuestionnaire which vas
sent to 68 Embassies and Missions in countries that accountad for more
than one-1alf of 211 counitries that received UNFPA assistance during the
period of 1978-1980, and nearly three-quarters of ali UNFPA assistance
dollars for country assistance programs,

Major Review rindings y

1, A continuing UNFPA role is imoortant to the achievement of USG foreign
DOT1CY 0DJEcTIVes.

In their response to the survey cuestionnaire, 47 of 48 Embpassies and

M{ssions responded positively %o the guestion, “Is a continuing UNFPA

role important %o .he achievement of USG population assistance and

foreign policy objectives?" MNarrative ccrments specified the U.S.

interests that are advarced by UNFPA aztivity. i

Missicn and Zmbassy responses {ncicated various ways of improving the
effectiveness of UNFPA activities and of directing 2 larger porzicn of
UNFPA assistance to wnat the U.S. perceives as csuntry pricrity

needs. Overall, more than 50 per cent of the Zmbassies and Missions
that responded to the questicnnaire considered UNFPA "ef¥ective (%2
some degree) in previding requested assistance” and judged "UNFPA
program act’yity consistent with the USG country population

strategy". UNFPA assistanca {s considered much mor2 effactive in the
field of assistance for basic data coilec=ion than for 7amily pianning
Prograiis.,

UNFPA assiszance serves more than 100 countries and provices a variety
of 2ssistance needs that are not 2lways met Dy AID bilateral
populaticn assistance programs and which often are vita]l %0 the
successful implementation of AID activities. The UNFPA's priorisy
country cuidelines and program mandates derive frem a set of UM
decisicns in which “qe U.S. concurred. UNFPA assistance fs ailocatad
differently than AIL populaticn 2ssistance becanse the Governing
Council has civen UNFPA program guidance that differs from the mandate
that direcss AID programs. Howeyer, {t should be noted that UNFPA's
program and country oricrities are currently changing under the
guidancz {ssued by the Governing Council in June, 1981 and, aZ a
resuit, UNFPA {s moving in procram directions that should 2ssure
greater future coincidence of 1ts priorities and programs with U.S.
populetion program policy objecsives - particulariy with respect 0
sreaser ®mpnasis on family pianning 2ssiszance.

2., Inacdeczuass resources ire decoming 3 severs ressriint in UNFPA
programs’ ngo

The resuis i3 & reducsion in some plannec activisias, 2 ssresching ous
of ssher assiszance progrims, and A slowing of <he previcusly piinnes
excansicn of 2%hers. Resource scecudcy was nes scecificaliy adcressad




in the survey cuestionnaire, but there wWas frequent allusicn to this
as a problem by Embassies and Missions. Responsas from non-priority
UNFPA countries were somewhat mora 11kely to siress resource scarcit
with a concomitant recommendation of changes in UNFPA':s selection
criteria for priority country status. These recommendations vor
revision of priority country criteria are largsly identical with the
guidel%ne? that the UNDP Governing Council developed at its session in
June, 1981. LAY

3, AID 2nd UNFPA have working relationships that represent generally

@TTecwive program cooraination; Certain organizational dirrerences

have nroduced communication gaps wnicn ¢an and snould be overcome.

In nearly 90 per cent of the countries with AID bilateral missions,
AID and UNFPA field staffs meat at monthly intarvals and a simiiar
percentace of all Embassies and Missions exchange program
documentasion. AID/W backstop szaffs for bilataral assistanca are in
frequent contact with their counterparts at UNFPA headquarters.
Communication and program coordination, nowever, need improvement in
the following cases:

- Scme countries lack a clearly designated person within the resident
U.S. s=aff with responsibility for coordinating AID cantrally-funced
nopuiation assistanca with UNFPA programs. In thesa cases, UNFFA
field staff have no U.S. counterpart for procram coordination;

UNFPA precram decisfons on country assistance packages are made
principally a: New York headgquarters - rather than in the field as
is the case with AID. Understandings of agreements reached by AID
field ssaffs with resident or visiting UNFPA representatives have
not always been transmitted %o AID/W and to UNFPA/NY, resulting in
subsequent misunderstandings between UNFPA and AID headguarters

sealfs:

Nearly two-thirds of the countries that receive AID population
assistance are provided support oniy through centrally-funded
orojects, managed in AiD/W; UNFPA staff, both fn New Yerk and in the
field, are frecuently unfamiiiar with the country assistance
srovided by thesa projects and the ‘relationship of this assistance
to UNFPA snftiatives; a lack of information on these assistance
flows has prevented some potentially useful program coordination,
soth in New York and in the field,

4, The allocaszion of UNFPA 2ssiszance differs sharniv besween AlD recions
N T f

1N CINC AN0 N macnitucCe: nese cCITTEreNncos, nowever, 4are Qéeneraiiy

ONSISTANT WIsN Ue«d. 1NTAre3tS.

Overall, UNFPA allocases nearly cre-half of all country assistance 0
Agia, and %he remainder s dividec in rougniy ecual shares basween =i




6,

remaining three regions. In Africa and the Near East, however,
UNFPA's program provides two to three times more resources for basic
data collection assistance than it does in Asia and Latin America and,
conversely, Asia and Latin America receive two to Tive times more
resources for family planning assistance than Africa or the Near Zast.

Despite these differences, 80 per cent or more of the Embassies and
Missions that responded to the survey cuestionnaire, across AiD
regions, %and to regard UNFPA support for basic data collection as
"effective" and two-thirds or more consider UNFPA suppor: for family
planning programs "effective” as well.

Nonetheiess, in view of the increasing demand for funds the Juned
1981, session of the Governing Council called for a “substantial
reduction in UNFPA support for basic data collection and policy
develocment assistance and for a "substantial" increase {n support for
family planning zssistance (:aken in its narrower sense). |

UNFPA's supoort for intar-country orocrams will be sharoly reduced:

TUrtner recuctions £2an Jecdarcize UNFYA'S C3DACITY TD mME2T Oriority

as5s51537ance nheeds.

Under the direction of the Governing Council, UNFPA has been recucing
the share of {ts to*a] resources allocated to inter-country progrims
from close %9 50 per cent in the mid-1970's t5 a target level of 25
per cent (2t the end of 1982). The U.S. has generzlly supported this
vrocess. Selectad further reductions, particularly in non-project
support for the population offices of the U.N. regional economic
cemmissicns, may improve the effective use of scarce UNFFA resourceas.
UNFPA {nser-country programs have supportad usefu) activities, such as
the World Fersiiisy Survey during the 1870's, and they represent 2
cost-2ffective way of provicding (1) consultant and trafning services
that are useful for some csuntry programs, (2) support for
international meetings, and (3) a capecity for various regional and
{nter-regional initiatives that cannot be funded within individual
country programs. Tne 25 per cent target level for resources
allocatad to UNFPA's inter-country programs by the end of 1982 {s less
important than the objective of continuing to provide adequate support
for those selected activities that should continue 2as {ntsr-country
programs.

UNFPA susoort for family o1ann1£g_orcgrams {5 shased by host counsry

policies, resyiting 1n tné Drovision Of consiceradie assistance ror

NER %A 5C% 7 %18¢ UNre1a%eC %0 TAMIIY DI2NNING, (NE NEAIwn=0riented

mandases of UNFPA's orincisal axecusing 21cencies 2isd contribuse 38

Wi MIX 07 &4CTivities.

¥ in UNFPA's mancate =9 {ncluce 2

"Family planning" is defined broac!
{moroved masgrnal &and chile herisn. In

wide arrsy cf 2ssissance for




Recormended Actions

requesting UNFPA assistance, many countries iive priority to support
for health, rather than family planning, activities, This is

particularly true in Africa and the Near tast where half or more of

al) respondents reportad that host countries give “low priority" to .

the provision of family planning services. Aimost all countries -
surveved “favor or require the intagration of family planning
assistance with maternal-child health or other health prograns". In
these circumstances about half of UNFPA's family planning assistance
represents suppors for health activities unreiated to family planning.

Moreover, Wd0, PAHO, and UNICEF, which frequentiy serve as executing
agancies for UNFPA programs, are orientad to heailth program support,
broadly defined. UNFPA assistance for family planning, in its
narrower sense, has grown in recent years with UNFPA's introcducsion of
direct Fund support for country programs and with {ts use of NGC's
that are specialized in family planning assistance, such as the
Population Csuncil, as its executing agencies.

USG support for UNFPA derives entirely fiim funds apprepriated for
population program assistance. UNFPA's {iterpretation of "family
planning" assistance to include consider:tble suppert for hezlth
programs has been a concern within AID which was a major cons‘cderaticn
in undertaking the current review of UNFFA activity.

1.

The U.S. should continue financia) suooort for UNFPA.

. The U.S. should encourace and susoors AID=UNFPA procram ccordination

While no specific support Tevel can be derived from the review
findings, she suppor: leve)l udopted should be sufficient to reflecs
the demonstrated imporzance of UNFPA activity to the achievement of
overall U.S. foreign policy and development assistance interesis. The
overall level of AID support should take into acceunt the U.S,
government's perception of differing regional needs and UNFPA's
relative capacisy to meet those needs; the 1ikely support for UNFPA
from other national donors is also an important consideration. It {s
possible that any diminution in USG support might be interpreted by ’
other donors and by LDC's as a negasive signal with regard %o the Fund
and insearnational population assistance. .

T 411 laveis,
Where gaps currently exiss, memoers of Imbassy or USAID staffs sheuld
be 2ssigned responsidility for she coordfnation of U.S. pepulesien




3.

4,

~(3-

assistance with UNFPA; communications gaps should be bridged,
particularly between UNFPA/NY and USAID field staffs, and between AID/W
managers of centrally-tunded actiyities and UNFPA staii., ({leetings
between AID/W regicnal population officas and UNFPA program support
staffs, focussed on regional needs, should be a regulariy scheduied
occurrencea,

The U.S. rosition at the next session of the Governing Council should

empnasize !

- that UNFPA should channel a larger prooortion of its resources intd
SUDDOrT TOr ramily Dlanning programs - as contrasted with owher nealth
progrems, parwicuiariy oy airecting recuests for health assistance o
other UN agencies and by utilizing the most effective executing
agencies for UNFPA-funded projects - with particular emphasis on NGO's;

- the necassity for clear aquidance with recard to future funding
Qec1510NS LNOUIQ =aXe 110 2CCOUNT the clTTerences Detween tne
aSS1STANCE neads OT 4iTTerent cE2oQrapnic recions and e importance of
Aroviaing peiicy ceyelopment 2sS1STANCE TNAT &ncouraces governments 0
recognize and o acdress their population precolems; and

- judicicus selecticon of the inter-country orograms for which UHF"A
SUDDOrT 1S TU D@ reguced SO TNAT 25S1STANC2 neeced Dy COUNTrY Proyvrims
and dest organized at an inter-country level are not weakened or
glimina.ed.

Tstablishment of a orocess for the continuing U.S. review of UNFPA
2CTI1Viti®s Snouiq De & conaition Tor the continued U.S. suppors ot UNFPA.

A comprehensive review, covering all major aspects of the UNFPA program,
should be undertaken every Tive vears. On a continuing dasis, s»pecific
problem and country-oriented reviews should be carriec cut, including
intarsive, on-site reviews of UNFFA country projects where these
acsivities clcosely rejata to U.S. popuiasion assistance chjectives.
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PART T: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
FY 1981 STATE-AID REVIEW OF UNFPA ACTIVITIES

During 1981, State and AID jointly conducted the first comprehensive
review of activities supported by the United Nations Fund for Population
Activities (UNFPA). This Executive Summary indicates the background,
purposes, major Tindings, and recommended actions related tc this review.

Backaround and Purpose of Review

On November 12, 1980, the Assistant Administrator of AID's Development
Support Bureau determined that a comprehensive review of the activities
of UNFPA should be carried out, From 1968 through FY 1980, the U.S.
Government had contributed some $236 million to UNFPA which, with the
resources contributed by other donors, had made UNFPA the second largest
source of population assistance to developing countries. 1In view of the
major U.S. role in supporting UNFPA 7nd recognizing the growing gap
between overall requests for population assistance and available
resources, the review was intended to assess the purposes and
effectiveness of UNFPA programs and to prcvide guidance for a more
productive AID-UNFPA relationship in the decade of the 80's.

The State-AID review team represented the following offices: State - the
Coordinator of Population Affairs, and the Bureau for International
Organizations; AID - the Office of the Assistant Administrator, DSB, anc
the Office of Population., This team, directed to work in close
coordination with AID's regional bursaus (which had formally requested
such a review), with the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination, anc
with UNFPA, was charged with developing an overall plan for the review.

The review plan was completed in January, 1981. This plan, for which
UNFPA offered its complete cooperation, consisted of four main parts:

(1) a review of UNFPA's country program assistance - representing about
70 per cent of all UNFPA expenditures;

(2) a review of UNFPA's inter-country assistance orograms - the remaining
30 per cent of UNFPA expenditurss;

(3) a review of UNFPA's support for family planning oroarams - the
largest single category (about 45 per cent) o/ country and
inter-country expenditures;

(4) 2 review of UNFPA's procram manacement system,

The review was focussed on UNFPA activity mainly during the period of
1978-80, The review set out to assess UNFPA's performance principally in
terme of its own mandate; it did not attempt to compare UNFPA assistance
with other assistance to populztion programs, including that provided by
AlID.

The second and third elements of the review plan were undertiven by
consultants, Shortaces of travel funds curtzilied the review of country
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program activity (element 1 above) to a suryey cuestionnaire which vas
sent to 68 Empassies and Missions in countries that accountad for more
than one-nalf of all countries that reczived UNFPA assistance during the
period of 1978-1980, and nearly three-quartars of ail UNFPA assistance
dollars for country assistinca programs.

Major Review Findings . S RS ST

1. A continuina UNFPA role is important to the achievement of USG foreian

DO I1CY opJjectives.

In their response to the suryey questionnaire, 47 of 48 Embassies and
Missions responded positively %o the guestion, "Is a continuing UNFPA
role imporzant to the achievement of USG population assistances and
foreign policy objectives?" MNarrative ccrments specified the U.S.
interests that are advancead by UNFPA activity.

s i/
Missicn and Zmbassy responses fndicated various ways of improving the
effectiveness of UNFPA activities and of di+ecting a larger porticn of
UNFPA assistance to what the U.S. perceives as country priority
needs. Overall, more than 30 per cent o7 the cmbassies and Missions
that responded %o the questionnaire considered UNFPA "effactive (<o
some degree) in providing recuesied assistance” and juaged "UNFPA
procram activity consistent with the USG country population
strasegy”", UNFPA assistance is considered much mor2 effactive in the
field of 2ssistance for basic data collection than for family pianning
programs.

UNFPA ass{stance serves more than 100 countries and provides 2 variety
of assistance needs that are not always met by AID bilateral
population assistance procrams and which often are yita]l %o the
successful implementation of AID activities. The UNFPA's priority
country cuidelines and program mandates derive from a set of UN
decisions in which the U.S. concurred. UNFPA assistance is allocatad
differently than AID population assistance becausa the Governing
Ceunci] has given UNFPA program guidance that differs from the mandate
that directs AlD programs. However, it should be noted that UNFPA's
program and country priorities are currently changing under the
guidance issued by the Governing Council in June, 1981 and, as a
result, UNFPA is moving in program directions that should 2ssure
greater future coincidence of its priorities and programs with U.S.
population program policy objectives - particulariy with respect t0
greaser emphasis on family planning assistance.

2, lnacdecuate resources ire hecocming a severe ressr2int in UNFPA
Oroaramming.

The resuls is 2 reduction in scme pilannes cctivisias, &
of saNer 2s3iszance programs, and 2 slowing of he previc

resching ous
{ =3
exzansicn of asners. Rasource acdecuacy was net ssecifica

sres
uysiyv piannes
17y ressed
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in the survey questionnaire, but there was frequent allusion to this
as a problem by Embassies and Missions. Responsas from non-priority
UNFPA countries were somewhat more 1ikely to stress resource scarcity,
with a concomitant recormmendation of changes in UNFPA's selection
criteria for priority country status. These recommendations for
revision of priority country criteria are largely identical with the
gufde]éne? that the UNDP Governing Council developed at its session in
June, 1981, : } s -

AID and UNFPA have workina relationships that represant aenerally

@rTeceive program cooraination; certain organizational difTerernces

have preoguced communicz:ion aaps wnich can and should be overcome,

in nearly 90 per cent of the countries with AID bilateral missions,
AID and UNFPA field staffs meet at monthly intervals and a similar
percentace of all Embassies and ilissions exchange program
documentation. AID/W backstop szaffs for bilataral assistance are in
frequent contact with their counterparts at UNFPA headquarters.
Communicasion and program coordination, however, need improvement in
“he following cases:

- Some countries lack a clearly designated person within the resident
U.S. s*aff with responsibility for coordinating AID centrazlly-funded
pepuiation assistanca with UNFPA programs. In thesas cases, UNFFA
field staff have no U.S. counterpart for program coordination;

- UNFPA program decisions on country 2ssistance packages are made
princinally at New York headquarters - rather than in the field as
{s the case with AID. Understandings of agreements reached by AID
field staffs with resident or visisting UNFPA representatives have
nos alwavs been transmitied 4o AID/W and to UNFPA/NY, resulting in
subsacuent misunderstandings between UNFPA and AID headquarters
staffs:

- Nearly two-thirds of the countries that receive AID population
assistance are provided support only through centrally=-funded
projects, managed in AID/W; UNFPA staff, both in New York and in the
field, are frecuently unfamiifar with the country 2ssistance
nrovided by these projects and the relationship of this assistance
to UNFPA {nitiatives; a lack of information on %hese assistance
flows has prevensted some potentially useful program coordination,
soth fn New York and in the field.

The allocaczian of UNFPA assf{sszance 4differs zharolv bezween AlID recicns
TH CINC 3NC 1N MACHITUCE: NESE CliTerences, no & Oenerai

N CIRG ANQ 10 machisuce: hese CI1TT
consis=ens with U.3. 1nteresss.

§NCES, NOWeyer, are aeneraiiy

Cverall, UNFPA aliocates nearly cne-half of a1l couniry s
ares

sissance o
Asfa, and the remainder fs civicded in rougniy ecual shares

esween e




remaining three regions. In Africa and the HNear East, hewever,
UNFPA's pregram provides two to three times more resources for basic
data collection assistance than it does in Asia and Latin America and,
conversely, Asia and Latin America receive two to five times more
resources for famiTy nlanning assistance than Africa or the Near Zast.

Despita these differences, 8C per cant or more or the Embassies and
Missions that responded to the survey questionnaire, across AID .
regions, tend to regard UNFPA support for basic data collection as
"effective" and two-thirds or more consider UNFPA support for famiiy
planning programs "effective” as well.

Nonetheless, in view of the increasing demand for ‘unds the June,
1981, session of the Governing Council called for a "substantial®
reduction in UNFPA support for basic data collection and policy
development assistance and for a "substantial" increase in support for
family planning assistance (%aken in 1ts narrower sanse),

5, UNFPA's support for inter-country procrams will be shardly reduced;
TUrIner recuctions can JecDarcize LNFPA'S C3DACITY TO meat oriority
a5515%ance nes2as.,

Under the direction of the Governing Council, UNFPA has been recucing
the share of its tota] resources 2llocated ta intar-country programs
from close %2 50 per cent in the mid-1970's tc a target level of 25
per cent (at the end of 1982). Tne U.S. has generally supported this
process. Selected further reductions, particularly in nen-project
support for the population offices of the U.N. recional economic
cermissions, may improve <he effective use of scarce UNFFA resourcas.
"UNFPA intar-country procrams have su,porteu useful activities, such as
the Worid re"‘11./ curvey curing the 1970's, and they represent 2
cost-effective way of providing (1) consultant and training services
that are usefu) for some country programs, (2) suppor:t for
internztional meetings, and (3) a capacity for various regional and
inter-regional inftiatives that cannot be funded within individual
country programs. The 25 per cent target level for resources
allocated to UNFPA's intar-country programs by the end of 1982 15 less
1mporuant than the obJecuive of continuing to proyide adeguate support
for those selected activitias that should continue as {f.ter-country
programs. s

6. UNFPA sucport for family planninc orocrams 135 shaped by host counsry
DOI1CIeS, resuiting 1n tne provision of :cns1ceranle 2581sTANCe TOr
nesl=n Sczivitiec Unrelatec to Tamily DIAANING., TNE healtn-oriented
mancases oF UNFPA's orincizal eaxecusting acencies 21sd contribute s¢
IS MIX 0T 8CTIvities.

'‘Famiiy :1n1n11§' {s defined breadly in UNFPA's mancase =2 {ncluce &
niae array of a1ssissance for *':r"ved =asgrndl and ¢chilcd herith., In




requesting UNFPA assistance, many countries give priority to support
for health, rather than family planning, activities. Tnis is
particularly true in Africa and the Near East where half or more of
all respondents reportad that host countries give “low priority" to
the provision of family planning services. Almost all countries
surveved “favor or require the intedraticn of Tamily planning
assistance with maternal-child health or other health programs". 1In
these circumstances about half of UNF?A's family planning assistance
represents support for health activities unrelated to family planning.

Moreover, WHO, PAHO, and UNICEF, which frequently serve as executing
agencies for UNFPA programs, are orientad to health program support,
broadly defined. UNFPA assistance fcr family planning, in its
narrewer sense, has grown in recent vears with UNFPA's introducticn of
direct Fund support for country programs and with its use of NGO's
that are specialized in family planning assistance, such as the
Population Council, as its executing acencies.

USG support for UNFPA derives entirely frem funds apprepriated for
population program assistance. UNFPA's interpretation of "family
planning” assistance to include considerable support for health
programs has been & concern within AID which was 2 major consideration
in undersaking she current review of UNFPA activity.

Recormended Actions

1,

2.

The U.S. should continue financial supoort for UNFPA.

While no specific support level can be derfved from the review
findings, the suppors level adopted should be sufficient to reflect
the cdemonstrased imporzance of UNFPA activity to the achievement of
overall U.S. foreign policy and development assistance interesss. The
overall level of AID support should take 1nto account the U.S.
government's perception of differing regiona) needs and UNFPA's
relative capacity to meet those needs; the likely support for UNFPA
from other national cdonors 1s 2lso an i{mportant consideration. It is
possibie that any diminution in USG support might be inserpreted by
other donors and by LDC's as 2 negative signal with regard to the Func
and international population assistancea.

The U.S. should encourace and sudsors AID-UNFPA pracram coordination

S 411 Teveis,

Where gaps currently exist, memoers of Imbassy or US
b¢ assigned responsidbility for <he ccorsination of U

ALD g21793 sheould
.

S posuiesien
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assistance vith UNFPA; communications caps should be bridged,
particularly between UNFPA/NY and USAID '{eld staffs, and between AID/M
managers of cantrally-funded activities and UNFPA szafi, Ileetings
between AID/W regional populatijon officas and UNFPA program support
staffs, focussed on regional needs, should be a regularily scheduled
occurrence.

The U.S. nosition at the next seassion of the Governina Council sheuld.

emonasize

- that UNFPA should channel a larger oroporticn of i1ts resourcaes intd
SUDDOrtT TOr ramily plannind programs - as CoNtrasted with other nealth
programs, particularly oy airecting recuests for health assistance to
other UN agencies and by utilizing the most effective executing
agencies for UNFPA-funded projects - with particular emphasis on NGO's;

- the necessity for clear aquidance with recard to future funding
@eCiS10NS SNOUIA 3KE 1NTO aCCOUNT the dirTerences DeTween tne
aS515TANCe neads OT QITTEerent c200rapnic regions ang ne importance of
Droviging poiicy CevelopmAnNT 2S51STance that encouraces governments o
recognize and to acdress their population precblems; and

- judicious salection of the inter-country orograms for which UNFFA
SUDDOrT 1S tO De reguced SO TNAT 2SS1STANC2 neeced Dy COUNTry programs
and dest organized at an inter-country level are nct weakened or
eliminated.

tszablishment of a orocess for the continuinc U.S. review of UNFPA

ACTIVITIeS SNOUIQ De & conaition ror the continued U.S. suopors ot UNFPA.

A comprehensive review, covering a1l major "aspects of the UNFPA program,
should be undertaken every five vears. On a continuing basis, specific
preblem and country-criented reviews should be carried cut, including
intansive, on-sise reviews of UNFFA country projects where these
activicies closely reiate &5 U.S. popuiazion assistance cbjectives.
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PART 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
FY 1981 STATE-AID REVIEW OF UNFPA ACTIVITIES

During 1981, State and AID jointly conducted the first comprehensive
review of activities supported oy the United Nations Fund for Population
Activities (UNFPA). This Executive Summary indicates the backarsound,
purposes, major findings, and recommended actions related to this review.

Backaround and Purpose of Review

On November 12, 1980, the Assistant Administrator of AID's Development
Support Bureau determined that a comprehensive review of the activities
of UNFPA should be carried out., From 1968 through FY 1980, the U,S.
Government had contributed some $236 million to UNFPA which, with the
resources contributed by other donors, had made UNFPA the second ‘argest
source of populstion assistance to developing countries. In view of the
major U.S. role in supporting UNFPA and recognizing the growin? gap
between averall requests for population assistance and available
resources, the review was intended to assess the purposes and
effectiveness of UNFPA programs and to provide guidance fur 2 more
productive AID-UNFPA relationship in the cecade of the 80's.

The State-AID review team represented the following offices: State - the
Coordinator of Population Affairs, and the Bureau for Internationa)
Organizations; AID -~ tne Nffice of the Assistant Administrator, 0S8, and
the Office of Population, This team, directed to work in close
coordination with AID's regional bureaus (which had formally requested
such a review), with the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination, 2nd
with UNFPA, was charged with developing an averall plan for the raview,

The review plan was completed in January, 1981, This plan, for which
UNFPA offared its complete cooperation, consisted of four main parts:

(1) a review of UNFPA's country program assistance - represanting about
70 per cent cf all UNrPAR expencitures;

(2) 2 review of UNFPA's inter-country assistzrnce o irams - the remaining
30 per cent of UNFPA expencitures;

(3) a review of UNFPA's support fur ramily olanning orogranms - the
largest single category (about &5 per cent) oOf country and
inter-country expenditures;

(4) 2 revi.w of UNFPA's procram management system,

The review was focussed on UNFPA activity mainly during the period of
1978-30, The review set out %0 2ssess UNFPA's performance principally in
terms of 1ts own mandate; it did not astempt %o compare UNFPA gss‘stance
with other assistance to pooulrtion programs, including that providec by
~10,

The second and third elements of the review pian were undersiken by
consultants. Shortages of travel funds curtaiiec ine review of country
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program activity (element | above) to a survev cuestionnaire ‘/hich vas
cent to 53 Embassies and Missions in countries that accountad for more
than one-nalf of all countries that recezived UNFPA assistance during the
period of 1978-1980, and nearly three-quartars of a1l UNFPA assistance
dollars for country assistanca programs.

Major Reviaw Findings \

1.

A continuind UNFPA role is imoortant o the achievement of USG fereian

DOI1CY ODJeCTiVes.

In their response to the survey questionnaire, 47 of 48 Empbassies and
Missions responded positively %o the cuestion, "Is a continuing UNFPA
role imporzant %o the achievement of USG population assistance and
foreign policy cbjectives?" MNarrative corments scecitiea the U.S.
interests tha: are advanced by UNFPA activity.

- ’
Mission and Imbassy responses fndica=ad various ways of improving the
affactiveness of UNFPA activities and of directing 2 larger porzion of
UNFPA assistince %o what the U.S. perceives as csuntry pricrity
needs. Overall, more than 90 per cent of the cmbassies and Missions
that respondad to the questionnaire considered UNFPA "effective (%2
some decrae) in previcding recuested zssistance” and judgad "UNFPA
srogram activity consistent with the USE country population
strategy”. UNFPA assistance {s considered much more effactive in the
field of assiszancn “or basic data colleczicn than for family pianning
Programs.

UNFPA a2ssiszance serves more than 100 countries and provides & variety
of assistance needs that are not always met by AID bilateral
populaticn 2ssistance programs and which often are vital to the
successful implementation of AID activities. The UNFPA's priority
country cuidelines and program mandates derive from a set of UN
decisions in which the U.S. concurred. UNFPA assistance {s ailocatad
differently than AID population 2ssistance because tne Governing
Cocuncil has civen UNFPA program guidance that differs from the mandate
shat directs AID programs. However, it should be noted that UNFPA's
program and country pricrities are currently changing under the
guidance {ssued by the Governing Council in June, 128] and, as a
result, UNFPA {s moving in procram directions that should assure
greater future coincidence of 11s priorities and programs with U.S.
population program policy objectives - particularly with respect t0
greaser empnasis on family pianning rssistance.

'nadecuass resoursps ire decoming 2 severe restraint in UNFPA

DroGramming.

~ne resuls {: & reducsion in scme »lannec activisies, 2 3%

vesching ous
of s=Nar assiesance programs, anc 2 slowing of whe previcusiy ;linnec
ex.ansicn of sshers, Rassurce acdesuacy was nct ssecificaliy sdcressed




in the survey questionnaire, but there was fregquent allusion to this
as a problem by Embassies and Missions. Responses from non-priority
UMFPA countries were somewhat more 1ikely to stress resource scarcity,
with a cuicomitant recommendation of changes in UNFPA's selection
criteria for priority country status. These rscommendations for
revision of priority country criteria are largely identical with the
guide1%ne$ that the UNDP Governing Council developed at its session in
June, 1981, a IR

'A1D"and UNFPA have working relationships that represant generall!
TTectiVe Drodram COOraination; CErtain organizational alTierences

e g }
have opreduced communication daps wnich can and snould pe overcome.

In nearly 90 per cent of the countries with AID bilateral missions,
AID and UNFPA field staffs meet at monthly intarvals and a similar
nercentage of all Imbassies and Missions exchange program
cocumentation. AID/W backstop staffs for bilateral assistance are in
fr avent conzact with their counterparts at UNFPA headguarters.
Communicazion and program coordination, nhowever, need improvement in
“he following cases:

- Seme countries lack a clearly cesignated person within the resident
U.S. s%ari with responsibility for coordinzting AID centrally-funced
pcpuiazion assistance with UNFFA programs. In tnesa cases, UNFFA
fieid sta?f have no U.S. counterparst for program coorcination;

- UNFPA procram decisions on counsry assistance packages are made
principally at New York headguéarters - rather than in the field as
{s the case with AID. Understandings of agreements reached by AlD
#ia1d szaffs with residens cr visiting UNFPA representatives have
not always been transmitied t0 AID/W and to UNFPA/NY, resulsing in
subsacuens misunderstandings between UNFPA anc AID headquarters

staffs;

- Mearly two-thirds of the countries that receive AlD population
Lssistance are provided support cnly thrcugh centrally-funced
projects, managed in AID/M; UNFPA staff, both fn New York and in the
field, are frecuently unfamiiiar with the country assistance
srovided by thesa projects and the relationship of this assistance
t0 UNFPA initiatives; a lack of information on these 2ssistance
f1ows has prevensed some potentially useful program coorcination,
Soth in New York and in the field,

The allocazian of UNFPA assfssance differs sharnlv datween AID recions

Th CSNC BN0 10 MacnIwUce: -n@sé ciTTerences, nowever, &re cénerdiiv
COnsSISTENT Wit U.S. INSEresss.,

Cverall, UNFRA allncases nearly cne-half of

411 counsry assissance 2
Asfa, and she remainder fs divicec {n rougniy ecud

1 ghares beswesn e
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remaining three regions. In Africa and the Near East, however,
UNFPA's program provides two to three times more resources for basic
data collection assistance than it does in Asia and Latin America and,
conversely, Asia and Latin America recsive two to Tive times more
resources for family planning assistance than Africa or the Near Zast.

Despite these differences, 80 per cant or more of the Embassies and
Missions that responded to the survey cuestionnaire, across AID
regions, tend to regard UNFPA support for basic data collection as
"effective" and two-thirds or more consider UNFPA support for famiiy
planning programs "effective” as well.

Nonetheiess, in view of the increasing demand for funds the June,
1981, session of the Governing Council called for a "substantial'
reduction in UNFPA support for basic data collection and policy
develocment assistance and for a "substantial" increase in support for
family planning assistanca (%<aken in its narrower sense).

UNFPA's supoort for inter-country procrams will be shardly reduced;

further recductions Can Jecpardize UNFPA'S C3DACITY TO mERT driority

#5515%ance neeas.

Under the direction of the Governing Council, UNFPA hzs been recuging
the share o7 Jdts tota) resources 2llocated t0 inter-country programs
from clese %9 50 per cent in the mid-1970's to a target level of 25
per cent (a%t the end of 1582). The U.S. has generall) supported this
process., Selected further recuctions, particularly in nen-projecs
suppo,t for the population offices of the U.N. regicn] econonic
cermmissicns, may improve the effective use of scarce UNFFA resources.
UNFPA {nsar-country programs have supported useful activities, such as
the World Fersilisy Survey cduring the 1970's, and they represent 2
cost-effective way of providing (1) consultant and training services
+hat are useful for some ccuntry programs, {2) suppor: for
internztional meetings, and (3) a capacity for varicus regional and
inter-recional initiatives that cannot be funded within {ndivicual
country programs. The 25 per cent target level for resources
allocated to UNFPA's inter-ccuntry programs by the end of 1982 {5 less
{mportant than the objective of continuing to provide acecuate suppors
for those selecsed activities that should continue 25 inter-csuntry
programs.

UNFPA cusoors for family olanning orograms 48 shaped bv host counsry
DOIICIeS, resuising 1N tne Drovision OF COnsiIceradie assistance for

nesleh scsivitids unreiasec 0 Tamily DI4NNING., ine heaitn-criented
mancates of UNFPA's orincisel exesusing acencies 2isd contriduse =t

1S mIx 9T 8CSIvities,

'Tamily pleaning” s defined droadly {n UNFPA's mancess 5 incluce
wide array of assissance for improved zasarnsl 2ac chilic heaish, In




requesting UNFPA assistance, many countries give priority to support
for health, rather than family planning, activities. Tnis is
particularly true in Africa and the Near tast where half or more of
all respondents reportad that host countries give "low priority" to
the »rovision of family planning seryices. Almost all countries
surveved "fayvor or require the integration of family planning
assistance with maternal-child health or other health programs", In
thesa circumstances about half of UNFPA's family planning assistance
represents suppor: for health activities unrelated to family planning.

Moreover, WHO, PAHO, and UNICEF, which freguently serve as executing
agencies for UNFPA programs, are orientad to health program support,
broadly defined. UNFPA assistance for family planning, in its
narrower sense, has grown in recent years with UNFPA's introducsion of
direct Fund support for country programs and with its use of NGC's
that are specialized in family planning assistance, such as the
Population Council, as {ts executing agencies.

USG suppert for UNFPA derives entirely frem funds apprcpriated for
populaticn program assistance. UNFPA's interpretation of "family
planning" 2ssistance %o include considerable support for health

programs has been & concern within AID which was 2 mxjor consideration =~
in undertaking the current review of UNFPA activity.

Recormenced Actions

1. The U.S. should continue financia) supdort for UNFPA,

YWhile no specific suppert level can be derived from the review
#indings, the suppert leve)l adoptad should be sufficient <o reflecs
the cdemonstrased imporzance of UNFPA activity to the achievement of
overall U.S. foreign policy and development 2ssistance interestis. The
overall level of AID suppors should take into acceunt the U.S,
government's perception of differing regional needs and UNFPA's
relative capacity %o meet those needs; the 1ikely support for UNFPA
from ozher national donors 1s 2lso an important consideration. It i3
possidble that any diminution in USG support might be interpreted by
other conors and by LDC's as 2 negastive signal with regard to the Func
and inssrnasiona) pocpulation assistance.

2. The U.5. should ancourace and sussors AID-UNFOA oracram cocrdinetion
8% 411 Teveis,

Where 3aps currentiy exiss, memoers of Imbassy or USALD

s21f’s ghouis
he 1s3isned ressonsinilisy for she csorsination of U.S. popuinsicn
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assistance vith UNFPA; communicaticns gaps should be bridged,
particularly between UNFPA/NY and USAID field staffs, and between AID/W
managers of cantrally-funded activities and UNFPA staff. Illeetings
between AID/A regional population offices and UNFPA program support
staffs, focussed on regional needs, should be 2 regulariy scheduled
occurrence.

The U.S. position at the next session of the Governina Council should

empnasiie

- that UNFPA should channel a larcer oroporticn of 1ts resourcas intd
SUDDOTrT 7Or Tamily DIanning programs - as conurasted with otner nealth
programs, particulariy oy airectingd recuests for health assistance 0
other UN agencias and by utilizing the most effective executing
cgencies for UNFPA-funded projects - with particular emphasis on NGO's;

- the necessity for clear aquidance 'with recard 5 future fundinc
CeCISIONS SNOUIQ T3Xe 1n%O 2CCUNT the CITTerences DetTween the
aSSISTANCE neecs OT AQ1TTerent c20Qradbnic recions anc the importance of
Drov10ing pPolicy ceviiopment 2S51STaNCe TNET &ncaurages governments o
recognize and to acdress their population proolems; and

- judicious selecticn of the inter-country orograms for which UHFFA
SUDDOr: 15 10 D@ reQuced SO NAT 2SS1STANCR NEeCEQ Dy COUATry progranm
and best organizec at an inter-country levei are nct weakened or
eliminated.

Tstablishment of a orocess for the continuing U.S. review of UNFPA

2C31V1TI8S SNOUIQ De 2 congition for the continueg U.S. sudport or UNFPA.

A comorehensive review, covering 211 major aspects of the UNFPA program,
should be undertaken every five vears. On a continuing dasis, stecific
sreslem and counsry-criented reviews should be carriec out, inclucing
intansive, on-si%e reviews of UNFFA country projects where these
acsivisies closely rejate to U.S. popuiaszion assistance cbjectives.
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PART 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
FY 1981 STATE-AID REVIEW OF UNFPA ACTIVITIES

During 1981, State and AID jointly conducted the first comprehensive
review or activities supported by the United Nations Fund for Population
Activities (UNFPA). This Executive Summary indicates the background,
purposes, major findings, and recommended actions related to this review,

Backaround and Purpose of Review

On November 12, 1980, the Assistant Administrator of AID's Development
Support Bureau determined that a comprehensive review of the activities
of UNFPA should be carried out. From 1968 through FY 1980, the U.S,
Government had contributed some £236 million to UNFPA which, with the
resources contributed by other donors, had made UNFPA the second largest
source of population assistance to developing countries. In view of the
major U.S. role in supporting UNFPA and recognizing the growing gap
between overall requests for population assistance and available
resources, the review was intended to assess the purposes and
effectiveness of UNFPA programs and to provide guidance for a more
productive AID-UNFPA relationship in the decade of the 80's. |

The State-AlID review team represented the following offices: State - the
Coordinator of Population Affairs, and the Bureau for International
Organizations; AID - the Office of the Assistant Administrator, 0SB, and
the 0ffice of Pooulation, This team, directed to work in close
coordinasion, with AID's regional bureaus (which had formally requested
such 2 review), with the Suseau for Program and Policy Coordination, and
~ith UNFPA, was charged with developing an overali plan for the review,

The review plan was completed in January, 1981, Tnis plan, for which
UNFPA offered i%ts complete cooperation, consisted of four main parts:
(1) view of UNFPA's country orroram assistance - represanting about
er cant of all UNFPA expencitures;

A re
70 o

(2) 8 review of UNFPA's inter-country assistance orcorims - the remaining
20 per cent of UNFPA expencitures;

(3) 2 review of UNFPA's support for family olanning orograms - the
largest single category (about &5 per cent) of country &nd
inter-country expenditures;

(4) » review of UNFPA's procrim manacement systém,

The review was focussed on UNFPA activity mainly during the pericd of
1872-30. The review set out to assess UNFPA's performance principaily in
terms of its own mancate; 1t did not attempt to compare UNFPA gssistance
uj;h gther assistance %0 populition programs, inclucding that provided by
mivs

Toe second and third elements of the review pian were underiaken by
sonsuisants. Shortages of travel funds curtailed the review of country
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program activity (element 1 above) to a survey cuestionnaire which was
sent to 53 Empassies and Missions in countries that accountad for more
than one-nalf of al] countries that recsived UNFPA assistance during the
period of 1878-1980, and nearly three-quartars of all UNFPA assistance
dollars for country assistance programs.

Hajor Review Findings \

1. A continuing UNFPA role is imoortant to the achievement of USG roreian
DOI1CY ODJectives.

In their response to the survey guestionnaire, 47 of 48 Embassies and
Missions responded zositively to the cuestion, "Is a continuing UNFPA
role imporzant %o the achievement of USG population assissancz and
foreign policy objectives?" Narrative corments specified the U.S,
interests thas are advanced by UNFPA activity.

Hission and Imbassy responses fndicatad varfous ways of improving the
effectiveness oFf UNFPA activities and of directing 2 larger perzicn of
UNFPA assistanca %o what the U.S. perceives as country pricrity

needs. Overall, more than S0 per cent of the Zmbassies and Missions
shat respended to the cuestionnaire considered UNFPA “erffactive (22
scme degree) in providing requested assistance" and judged "UNFPA
program activity consistent with the USE country population

ssrasegy"., UNFPA assistance is considered much more evfactive in the
field of assistance “or dasic data colleczion than for family planning
Programs.

UNFPA assiszance serves more than 100 countries and provides 2 variety
of 2ss5iscanca neecds thas are not always =&t by AID dilateral
populaticn 2ssissance progranms anc which of<en are yiti] %0 th
successful implementation of AID activities. The UNFPA's pricrity
country guidelines and progrem mandates cer ve from a set of UN
decisions in wnich the U,S. concurred. UNP \ assistance {s aliocatad
differently tnan AID pepulazion assistance because the Geverning
Ceunci) has given UNFPA program guidance that differs from the mandate
that direcss AlD programs. However, ¢ should be noted that UNFPA's
program 2and country oricricies are currently changing under the
cuidance {ssuec by the Governing Council in June, 1981 anc, 27 2
result, UNFPA i3 moving in pregram directions that should 2ssure
greaser fusure cofncicence of 155 prioricies and programs with U.S.
populaszion program zolicy objecsives - particulariy with regpect =0
gredser emonasis on family planning assistance.

2, lmadesuaceh mesources ire decaminy 3 savers rassariin: in UNFRA
Orografming.

The resuls i3 & recuction n scme >lannec activities, & ssresihing ous
of ssher assigtance pregrims, and 4 glowing of the sravicusiy :linned
gxzansicon of 2%nérs. Rasourcs adecuacy was net ssecificaliy sscressac
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in the survey questionnaire, but there was frequent zliusicn to this
as a problem by Embassies and Missions. Responses from non-priority
UNFPA countries were somewnat more 1ikely o stress resource scarcity,
with a concomitant recommendation of changes in UNFPA's selection
criteria for priority country status. These reccrmendations 7or
revision of priority country criteria are largely identical with the
guidelines that the UNDP Governing Council ceaveloped at its sassion in
June, 1%81. o

A1D and UNFPA have working relationships that reoresant generall!
2TTEeCTiVe proaram cooraination Certain organizational 4iTTerences

———————————————————————— ————————————————————————— e e e e ettt e et A ————
have procuced communication Qaps wnich can and snouid be cvercome.

in nearly 90 per cent of the countries with AID bilateral missions,

AID and UNFPA field staffs meet at monthly intarvals and a similar

percentage or 111 Embassies and Hissions exchange program

documentation. AID/W backstop szaffs for bflataral assistance are in
frecuent conzact with their counterparts at UNFPA neadguarters.

Cormunication and program coordination, ncwever, need improvement in

she following casas:

- Scme countries lack a clearly designated person within the resident
U.S. s=aff with responsibility for coordinating AID centrally-funced
nopuiaticon assistance with UNFPA programs. In thesa cases, UNFFA
7ield sta7f have no U.S. counterpart for procram coordination;

- UNFPA program decisions on country 2ssistance packages are made
srincipally 2t New York headguarters - rather than in the fieic as
is the case with AID. Understandings of agreements reached by AlID
fie1d staffs with resident or visiting UNFPA representatives have
nos always been transmitsed <0 AID/W ana o UNFPA/NY, resulting in
subsacuens misunderstandings between UNFPA and AID headcuarsers

a4
staffs:

- Nearly two-thirds of the countries tha: receive AID population
assissance are provided support cniy shrough centrally=-funced
projects, managed in AID/W; UNFPA staff, both in New York and in the
f{eld, are frecuently unfamiiiar with the csuntry assistance
srovided by these projecss and the relasionship of this assistance
%0 UNFPA {nitfasives: & lack of informasion on <hese 2ssisstance
flows has prevensed some posentially useful program coorcination,
dosh in New York and in the field,

The allocasian of UNFPA assissance differg sharziyv Detween AID recisns
TR _€InC 8NC 1N CAGNicuGe: wn@se Cirrarences, 10Wever, dre generdiiy
cONSIsTENt wish V.S, i0tarests,

-
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overall, UNFPA allocatas neirly sre=-nat? of &}
Azfe, anc she remaincer 15 civicec ‘n rougniy
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remaining three regions. In Africa and the Hear fast, however,
UNFPA's program provides two to three times more resources for basic
data collection assistance than 1% does in Asia and Latin America anc,
conversely, Asia and Latin America receive two to five times more
resources for family planning assistance than Africa or the Near Zast,

Despite these differences, 80 per cent or more of the Embassies and
M{ssions that responded %0 the survey guestionnaire, across AlD
regions, tand to regard UNFPA support for basic data collection as
"affec=ive" and two-thirds or more consider UNFPA support for famiiy
planning programs "effective” as well,

Nonetheless, in view of the increasing demand for funds the Junea
1981, session of the Governing Council called for a “substantial
recuczion in UNFPA support for basic data collection and policy
develocment 2ssistance and for a "substantial” increzse in suppert for
family planning assistance (saken in its narrower sanse).

UNFPA's supoort for inter-country orocrams will be shardly recucec:
TUrTher recuctions Can Jeoparaize UNFMA'S CIDACITY 0 MEet oriority
assistance naecs, r

Under the direction of the Governing Council, UNFPA has been recucing
the share of 143 tota) resources allocated to intar-country programs
from clcse %9 50 per cent in the mid-1870's to a target level of 25
ser ce.t (2% the end of 1682). The U.S, has generally supporsed this
srocass. Selectiad further recucsions, particularly in non-projecs
uppers for the population offices of the U.N. regional econonmic
cermissicns, may improve the effective use of scarce UNFFA rescurcas,
UNFPA insar-country programs have supported useful activities, such as
she Woerld Ferziiisy Survey curing the 1970's, and they represent 2
cosz-affective wiy of providing (1) consultant and training services
shaz are usaful for scme csuntry programs, (2) suppors for
intarnational meetings, and (3) a capacity for varfous regional anc
{nser-regiona) {nftiatives that cannot be funded within {ndivicual
colnsry programs. The 25 per cent target level for resources
allocated to UNFPA's fnter-country programs by she end of 1982 {3 less
impoerzant shan the abjsctive of continuing to provide acecuate suppers
for those selecsed activities that should continue 2s inter-country
programs.

UNFPA sussors for family olanning orograms {3 shaded bv host counsry
DOTICi8S, resuising 1N wNeé Drovision oFf <onsiceradie assistancs Tor
REE oA SCS VITI8C UNFeIAS8C %0 TAMIIYV DIAANING, 176 NEAI=n=0r @n%8s
=ancactes oF UNFPA's orincisal axecusing scencies 1150 cantriduste

-
JNFPA
Wi MIX 0 &CSivitvies,

-
-
-

re
-
w i

‘Camily pleaning” s defined broadly in UNFPA's mancasa 3¢ incluce 3

wide arrav of assiszance for !mproved matarndl anc chiic herisn, In




requesting UNFPA assistance, many countries give priority to suppor:
for health, rather than 7amily planning, activities. This is
particularly true in Africa and the Near Zast where half or more of
2]l respondents reportad that host countries give "low priority" to
the provision of family planning seryices. Almost all countries
surveved "favor or require the integration of family planning
assistance with maternal-child health or other health programs", 1In
these circumstances about half of UNFPA's family planning assistance
represents support for health activities unreiated to family planning,

Moreover, WHO, PAHO, and UNICEF, which frequentiy serve as executing
agancies for UNFPA programs, are orientad to health program support,
broadly detfined. UNFPA assistance for family planning, in its
narrower sense, has grown in recent years with UNFPA's introduczion of
direct Fund support for country programs and with its use of NGO's
that are specialized in family planning assistance, such as the
Population Councii, as {ts executing agencies.

USG support for UNFPA derives entirely frem funds apprepriazed for
pecuiaticn program assistance. UNFPA's interpretation of "family
planning" assistance to include considerable support for he2lth
programs has bean & concern within AID which was a major considerazien
in uncers2king the current review of UNFPA acsivity.

Recermended Actions

1.

2,

The U.S. should continue financial support for UNFPA.

rhile no snecific support level can be derived from the review
findings, t<he suppcrt level adoptad should be sur®icient %0 reflac:
the cemonsirated imporztance of UNFPA activity to the achievament of
overali U,S, foreign policy and development zssissance inszrests. The
overali level of AID suppor: should take ints account the U.S.
government's perception of differing regional needs and UNFPA's
relative capacity to meet those needs; the likely support for UNFPA
from other pational donors 1s 2also an important consideration. It is
possible that any diminution in USG support might be interpreted by
other conors and by LDC's as a necative signal with regard to the Func
and international population assistance.

The U.S. should encourace and supoors AID=UNFPA pracram ccordinztion
aT 21| levals,

Where saps currently exist, memoers of Imbassy or USAID staffs should
ce assigned responsidility for <he csordination of U.S. pesuleasien




3.

-5

assistance with UNFPA; communications caps should be bridged,
particularly between UNFPA/NY and USAID rield staffs, and between AID/W
managers of cantrally-funded activities and UNFPA szaf¥, Meetings
between AID/W regional population officas and UNFPA program support
statfs, focussed on regional needs, snould be a regularly scheduied
occurrence.

The U.S. nosition at the next sessicn of the Governing Council should

EMDNASIZE

. that UNFPA should channel a larger proporticn of its resources into
SUDDOr'T TOF Tamily DIanning prodrams - as conurasted with otnher nealth
Programs, particulariy oy directing recuests for health assiszance to
other UN agcencies and by utilizing the most effective executing
agencies for UNFPA-funded projects - with particular emphasis on NGO's;

- the necessity for clear quidance with recard to future fundinc
0ec1S10NS SnoUId =aXe 1IN0 account the GITTerences DeTween tne
ASSTSTANCE Neecs O aiTTerent ccodrabnic recions and whe importanca of
PTOY1G1Ng pelicy cevelopment 2s51STanc8 tnat encourages governments o
recognize and ©3 acdress their population prceiems; and

- judicious salecticn of the {nter-country orograms for which UNFPA
SUDDOrT 15 tO De reguced SO that 2S5S)1STENC2 neegeq Dy <Country procran
and pest organized at an inter-country ievel are nct veakened or

eliminzated.

Tezablishment of a orocess for the continuine U.S. review of UNFPA

2C.1V1T18¢ Snouid De & conaition ;or whe continued U.S, sudport or UNFPA,

A comprehensive review, covering 211 major aspects of the UNFPA program,
should be undertaken every five vears. On a continuing dasis, specific
problem and country-oriented reviews should be carriec cut, includin
intensive, on-sise reviews of UNFPA country projects where these
activizies clcosely rejata o U.S. popuiazion assistance cbjectives.
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