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Western Conservation subprograamverview

From 2008 to 2014, the David and Lucile Packard Foundation gramgezithan $122 milliono advance consemtion in

Western North America. THe o u n d aWestermCorsservation subprogram was one of the largest environmental
initiatives by philanthropy in the Himitgdsobrogem Mestethor y. Desi
Conservation pursued nearly fietzenoutcomesin three priority regons—California, the Colorado Plateau, and Northwest
Mexico—as well as several Wesite initiatives. Grouped into 2dlusters of activity, these grants supported a breadgeof
environmental advocacy and conservation, including direct purchases of iamgdrabitat, communications campaigns,

technical input for policymakers, and the creation of new NGOs.

Overall,California Environmental Associat€HADbelieves the Western Conservation subprogrand its granteeslid an
impressive job of securing wiasid advancing progress acrosdigerse sedf critical issues, especially given that some
external events, such as the fall of the economy, created unforeseen obstacles and challémggsbprogram also
confronted internal changes, including loss sfkey architect and a sharp budget reduction, btatff were agile and able to
achieve arenduringset of conservation gains across Western North America.

In addition to supporting a number of policy victories, ranging from administrative protections for remote public lands to
i mpl ementing smart growth measur es hdpadp@tdhuntiredsohthoasansisob i g g e ¢
acres ofimportant habitat, open space, and natural resources through land purchases and conservation easements.

Figurel: Geographic priorities diVestern Conservatioaubprogram

Three geographic priorities for Western conservation
_ e,

California

Goal: To protect and restore biologicallyimportantand iconic regions
of western North America in ways that help create sustainable communities
and build broader and more effective conservation constituencies.

*As a private family foundation, the David and Lucile Packard Foundation does not advocate for candidates, legislatmripdiatizes.
All grantmaking under this strategy was carried out in accordance with appropriate federal ancuateoncerning lobbying.
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/ 91 Q ZndMithoSology

From 2010 to 20L4CEA served as a thipdrty evaluator of the Western Conservation subprogram. We conducted
numerousinves at i ons of the Foundati on’ s wo rokspécific gtahtreakimgelgstees n a n
In our engagement with the Western Conservation subprogram and in this final evaluai#nyused a blend of quantitative

and qualitative analysis.rcthe quantitative side of spectrum, we developed and analyzed three databases:

1) Dashboard:.CEAcreatedan Excebased tracking tool that estimated the rough likelihood of success for each of the 56
targets and was updated quarterly or searinually based o program officer input

2) Grants:The Foundation anis intermediary,Resources Legacy FuiRLf;, made more than 600 grants. In many cases, a
grant was directed toward just one of the 21 clusters, but in cases where the investment affected more thdmstere ¢
program officers allocated the total by percentage. PRIs are not included in this database.

3) Acres under bettemanagement:Across Western North America, the Packard Foundation invested tens of millions of
dollars in direct protections for land andater, including fundindgand and conservation easement purchaskesaddition
to these private landtransactions, the Foundation also supported a number of patitgted efforts that led to public
lands being managed in a more sustainable mannex. many cases, the Foundation’s g
behind the change in management.

On the qualitative side of the spectrum, we conducted interviews with more than 150 individuals, including Foundation staff,
grantees, experts, and otherateholders, in order to produce periodic written evaluations on the grantmaking results, as

wel | as this final report. OQur research also included anc:e
files. During the course of our evaluatiome frequently employed a journalistic approach that relied on extensive quotes

from interviewees, narrative techniques, and visual tools, such as photos, maps, and graphics.

Overall findings

T h e F o u iserniConservation subprogram supported more tR@0 grantees from 2008 through 2014. Using a
balancedportfolio approach, those investments were spread across a spectrum of risk that included relatively safe bets, such
as diret purchases ofand and conservationreasementsand some longshots, such as trying to break decades of stalemate
over Ut ah -gualitwlandsFigurer?rimsarizes the grantmaking by year and region.

Figure 2 Grantmaking by year and region

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Grand Total
California o o [ ° ° ° . .32M
Coorse o
:Izr):i:\:est N ° . . . . : @19m
Other : : . : : : : © $1M
Westwide . o . . . . . @ 20m
Total @2v  @som @ 16M @15M @12M @12M e $4Mm .ZM
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Wins and losses

As one would expect with laalancedportfolio approach, the subprogram experienced a mixed setubfomes Major
victories and accomplishments included:

1 Targets achieved forgivate lands protectionsThes u b p r o ljggestmvestment waa$15 million grant and
$30 millionPRIprovided in support of the Montana Legacy Project, but the Foundation also helped close numerous
important transactionan Northwest Mexicothe Sierra Nevada, and the Colorado Plateau. rfEetession made the
Foundat i on’' smapyméimst botatgresitrheldedon the private lands front because pricesa&ihe
development potatial of key properties declined.

1 Native Americansave stronger voice on Colorado PlatedDespite only having six years to engage, the Western
Conservation subprogramas able to create an enduring legacy in the Four Corners region by helping support
creation ofthe NativeAmericanled Colorado Plateau Foundatiomhe subprogram also helped Native Americans
become more powerful voices wildarnesshe ongoing debate abo

1 Land trusts gain sophistication and securitn increasing number of nonprofit land trusts have been accredited.
The subprogram also helped support a fieser captive insurance program for land trusts thetps protect
conservation easeentsagainst legal challenge&rants also supportea successful leadership training program.

1 Smart growth advances in Californié@r ant ees pl ayed an i mportant role in
SB 375 landise law, which has resulted in regional transportation plans that favor urban infill, reduce per capita
greenhouse gas emissions, and promote alternatives to driging)) as walking, biking, and public transit.

1 Drought leads to reformsAn epic dry spell in California and other parts of test heightened awareness of
waterr el ated i ssues, such as the Col orado RéervatonDespitepr ec a
the drought, flows returned to formerly drsectionsof the San JoaquiRiverandthe Colorado River Deltas part of
restoration efforts.

1 Gainsmadein human capital and institutional capacityl he ability of environmental NGOs and adates to press
their case and fight for positive social change is harder to measure than the outcome of a specific campaign or land
transaction. But increasing this capacity was an important, dgohg goal for the subprogram. Many organizations
grew insize and sophistication during the subprogram, but some are finding it difficult to secure funding to replace
the Packard Foundation investments.

Some of thes u b p r o challenge’s andisappointments included:

1 No new wilderness, but Utalpublic landsstillin play.One of t he subprogram’s biggesH
the decadesold logjam over wildernesguality lands in UtahAt the start of 2015success remained elusiveut
efforts and grantmaking are ongoimg stakeholders continue to engaigea public lands initiative led Bytah
Representative Rob Bishagn this strategy magventually pay off.

1 Conservationissues andunding suffer during recessionlhe plunging real estate market allowed the Foundation
and its grantees tecompletesome greatransactionswhile protecting private lands, but the economic crisis hurt the
budgets of many resource agencies and dried up funding for habitat protedfiore generallyefforts to jumpstart
the economyovershadowed environmental protectiomaking iteven harder to secure gains

1 Progress is slow on many wateelated issuesin many parts of the West, thenvironmental community continues
to havechallengesngaging with farmers, who control the vast majority of the g i water, asd withwater
managers, who are charged with implementing an antiquated legal system in a changing disnatged above,
grantees did record important gaigd helpedhalt harmful proposad, such as the Flaming Gorge Pipeling, in
some watersheds and regis, such athe Dolores River and Bay Delta, progress wasdrdodcome by.
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Internal changes

The subprogram was rocked by major internal changes over the course of its duration. Initially, the subprogram was planning
to grant about $200 million over fiwgears, but the Great Recession caused a plunge in financial markets and the

Foundat i on’ $he eesuld wawarhalvirtg of tenualbudget for Western Conservation startingd@10and a
contractionofthesulbpr ogr am’ s g e o g r aAlthough theaammial gransnakeng ih later years was about half

of what was originally pl ann e dboutthreedifthsaofthegnitial glan af®208 miltiont al i r
because funding had yet to be cut in 2009 and the subprogram was eeddmgdone year.

Anot her major change at the Foundation was the departure
Overall, the Foundation did amdmirablejob of adapting to the severe budget cuts athds u b pr ogr amlossBgte r s o n
the reduced funding ol or ed t he f i e sulpfogramprlerecaren theme im interfiews vilae that the

Foundation had come in with ambitious plans and had inspired grantees to think big. That expansive vision no doubt led to
extensive planimg, prioritization, and strategizing across the regighe results of which may be beneficial for years to

come. But when the actual grantmaking levels turned out to be smaller than originally hoped, some in the field were
disappointed, even though the bprogram still would be one d¢f i s t largest phdanthropic efforts ikVestern

Conservation

Montana Legacy Proje@nd Great Western Checkerboard

Before the cuts took place, thesubprogrammade its biggessingleinvestment A $15 million granand $30 millionprogram
related investment PR} in 2008 helped close on thdontana Legacy Projeca 310,00eacre acquisition of timberland
owned by Plum Creek Timbierthe Crown of the Catinent region. This landmark effqorivhich cost nearly $500 million and
involved numerous other fundersyas situated far from California, the Colorado Plateau, and Northwest Mexico, but all
along, thePackard-oundation had been on the lookout for spe@abortunities that would merit investments beyond the
three priority regions.

The 310,000 acres protected by the Montana Legacy Project and by a related $8 million PRI in 2014 for theat6&,000
Great Western Checkerboard projeéctWashington and Momtnawasmore than double the total acreage of all other private
land transactions supported by the subprogradverall,Foundation support, including both grants and PRIs, helped protect
746,617 acres of private lands. Grafdsdirect land protectionsotaled $37 million andPRIgotaled $129 million, for a total
investment of $166 million.

External forces

From the subprogram’ s onset in 2008 to its close in 2014,
Some of the major extern&brces that affected the grantmaking included:

1 PresidenBar ack Obama was wasn’'t seeanvi@enernaéssussamdaisflsy engage
Interior Secretary, Ken Salazar, disappointed n@myhese issues

1  Whenthe global financial crisisit in 2008, the administratiobecamefocused on aviling the next Great
DepressionOn the federal, state, and local levelmattered economiesed legislators to zerout conservation
budgetsasenvironmental protectiomplummeted onthe political agend.

T The Department of | nt er i evasconsurhed byWdB ail 'spiiin theiGgligpEMexicol an d o w
and ensnared in controversy because its MingMhnagement Servickad overseerthe drilling.

1 In2010,a decline in congressional sump for conservation efforts madany federal environmental legislationore
difficult to pass.

These external forces had varying impacts across the Four
impossible. This was especiallyerof efforts on the federal level in such realm=asacting full and permaneritinding for
the Land and Water Conservation Fund or enacting new wilderness protectiathe Colorado Plateau.
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Grants analysis

The Packard Foundation artd intermediary,RLF made a total of 622 grants and sgjpants to 202 grantees as part of the
Western Conservation subprogram for a total investment &Z3million. RLF made about threguartersof the total
number of grants and sufrants;in terms of grantmaking dollarg#, managed43%of the portfolio.

Acres under better management

Across Western North America, the Packard Foundation invested tens of millions of dollars in direct protections for land and
water, including funding land anzbnservation easement purchases. In addition to these private lands transactions, the
Foundation also supported a number of poligjated efforts that led to public lands being managed in a more sustainable
manner. To be included wur analysisthe Foumlation needed to be at least partly responsible for the win, but the level of

support varied dramatically Wi t h pri vate | ands tr ans dron l0o@mtsless thah Bwitk o un d a
an average of 31%.

Figure 3summarizes the private lals that are under better managemertut we haveexcluded the Montana Legacy Project
and Great Western Checkerboard Proj&idieadministrative protections are summariz@dFigure 4whichexcludesthe 78
million acres that were included in solar energyes designated by the U.S. governm@hainds under better management
due to administrative changes total more than 3 million acres. Major wins included:

1) TheBLM' s o0il shale environment al i m s aachbrintertsieetfesiniéeen t , gov
2) TheGrand Canyon uranium mining withdrawal that restricted new claims and development around the park.
3) More than 500,000 acresnd 440 miles of coastlingrotected infederaladministrative actions in Northwest Mexico

Fgure 3 Privatelands under better management by source and region

Grant PRI
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Figure 43 million acresuinder better management due to administrative protections
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Target outcomes

The framework foCE A’ s e v a | targettdasbboardi véhichootganizes the subprograro iiur regions (California
Colorado Plateau, Northwest Mexico, and Westwide) ahdrantmaking clusters, whiadh some instancegevolve around
particular places or watersheds, bwhichalso cover crosscutting themes, such as conservation funding.

Out of 56 total targets, 2 were achieved by the end of 2014, for an overall success rat8%f Six targets from the Colorado
Plateau were abandoned or considered to have failed prior to 20dthave classifiethe remaining Btarget s as “
p r o g rlresenge cdses, success may not be far away, and in a few instances, some limited grantmakingscontinue

i n

While the24 targets rated as successare the clearest victories for the subprogram, at least some conservation\ganes
achievedn pursuing many of the other targets, even if the ultimate goal wasattained The 2 successful targets were
spread throughout the geographjriority regionsand included relatively safe bets that paid off, such as private land
protections in the Calrado Plateau and Sierra Nevada, and some unlikely wins, such as progress on management of the
Colorado River. There were also cases in which progress was slower than expected, such as efforts to solidify federal
conservation funding and secure new prdiens in the Dolores River Basin.

Below we summarize the goals and outcomes in each of the 21 grantmaking clusters

California
Northern Sierra Partnership (NSP)

Goal:Priority landscapes in the NortheBierra Nevada are preserved

Summary:NSP has madegsiificant progress toward its goal of raising $340 million to protect 180,000 acres and has already
completed numerous important transactionas of July 2014, N$®Rd protected some 40,000 acres of highiority habitat.

But the col | abdraismg noglebcreated sehstomsgetabk time for the partnership to work out, and may not be
the best model for similar endeavors.

Southern Sierra Partnership (SSP)
Goal:Priority landscapes in the Southefierra Nevada are preserved

Summary:While NSP has been able to build on the Packard investment and attract significant funding, SSP has had a much
tougher time, | argely due to the region’s | imited éyundr ai
advances despite the fficult funding environmentFrom 2009 througluly 2014 SSPartners protected almost 26,000

acres, and its members contributed to the protection of the 240;8068 Tejon Ranch.
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Tejon Ranch
Goal:An important biological corridor is protected

Summary A 2008 deal between th€ejon Ranch Company and five environmental grqagymanently protected 90% of the
property through conservation easements aceated the Tejon Ranch Conservatwgteward those easements)

exchange for allowing development psoceed on the remaindetAlthough some Western Conservation funds were used to
assist the Tejon Ranch Conservancy and Audubon California, the groundwork for protecting the area had been laid before the
creation of the subprogram.

Sierra Nevada National F orests
Goal National forests are managed accord to best conservation science.

Summary:The Packard Foundation continued its ldegm commitment to conserving the Sierra Nevada by suppottieg
engagement ok strategic coalitiorof NGOs in the natiad forest planning proceghat will impact management of about 11

million acres Although none of the three eargdopter forests hasompletedt hei r pl ans yet, the con:c
scientific work haslirectly informedthe processas well as egling management documentand helpedmovethe agency

toward a more sustainable approach

San JoaquinRiver
Goal:The San Joaquin River ecosystem is healthy

Summary:The Foundation sought to ensure that the restoration plan that emerged from nearly two decades of litigation was
both conservatiororiented and sufficiently fundedilthough opponents have repeatedly tried to scuttle the program,

grantees have made sigmifint progressnd annual funding for the project has been close to the target of $50 million
Restoration flows began in 2009, salmon were reintroduced, and many observers believe the ecosystem is improving.

Bay Delta
Goal:The Delta ecosystem is protect and provides a reliable water supply

SummaryPackard Foundation funding sought to take advantage ottherging policy discussionser management of the
Bay Deltao advance conservation objectives by supporting NGOs working through a variety esv@&@nants also
supported underlying scientific research. But progress has been slow in resolving the camdlazinservative House
membershaveuse@al i f or ni a’ ¢$o umdeeconsedvationrpmtactomd, causing parties to revert to their
entrenched positions of conflict anthakingthe challenge even greater.

Water Initiative/Efficiency
Goak: 1) Water nitiative implemented by 2020; 2) &ter use is reduced, thus benefiting freshwater ecosystems

Summary:California passed major water reformsrag the course of the subprogram, including an efficiency measure and
new regulations for managing groundwater. The Packard Foundation and other funders supported creation of a new entity,
the California Water FoundatioThis RLF initiativeipports innovative water projects and policies, and brings together
experts, stakeholders, and the public to work on solutions.

Smart growth
Goal:Urban and suburban development preserves open space and reduces pallution

SummaryThe state’s groundbreaking eff or-tuselawsthatramdannt®e cl i mat e
encourage smart growth by making urban areas more compact. The Sustainable Community Strategies that have emerged
from this process have generally extled expectations. These plans favor transit, active transportation, and urban infill

rather than autedependent suburban sprawl. Besides reducing emissions and protecting important habitat by limiting the
footprint of development, these strategieswilas o i mprove public health and save th
energy, water, and transportation costs.
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Renewable Energy
Goal:Renewable energy development in the desert increases and enhances land pratection

Summary:With pressure mountingo develop theSoutheastern &liforniadesertfor largescale solar farms, the Packard

Foundation and other funders supported a collaborative effort to find common ground in the siting of renewiides.

Foundation made a relatively small investment, butas able to help RLF leverage other funds to supgarorking group,

which developed a set of standards for balancing renewabl
pivotal role in the feder algsga powar onBereat of lsandf Maragemenoprogertyf, o r  d ¢
and the group’s recommendations helped shape state plans

Colorado Plateau

Private lands
Goal:Important private lands and associated waterways are protected.

Summary:The Packard Foundation sought to directly protect some of the most ecologically valuable and vulnerable private
parcels, primarily through conservation easements that will permanently prevent harmful development and activities. The
bulk of the acivity was in Colorado, where an established state funding source, Great Outdoors Colorado, and a well
developed land trust community made finding matching funds much easier than in other stage§oundatiomelped

protect 63,530 acresf biologically gjnificant landon the Colorado Plateau.

Colorado River
Goal:The Colorado River is managed and used more sustainably.

Summary.Granteesachieved at lest partial wins in three of theifiour initial campaigns theypursued Restoration flows in

the Colorado River Delta have shown early signs of succe:¢
infrastructure projects in favor of stronger con®ervatior
Reservoir to Colorado’s Front RaQolgrado Riwersmatagementintredsedc k and f

Native American lands
Goal:Tribes are better able to steward their ancestral lands and resources.

Summary:Funding for aeries of gatherigs among tribal elders led to the creation of tBelorado Plateau Foundatiomhe
subprogramalso supportedNat i ve Aerfefrarctasnstto protect public | ands that
used for ceremonies, hunting, and collecting pkarit remains to be seen if tribal advocacy will play a major role in securing

new protections inJtah,but in generalthe subprogramhas increased the capacity of tribal NGOs and conservation

advocates on the Colorado Plateau.

Utah wilderness
Goal:Federal wilderness designation.

SummaryUtahishomets ome of the | ower 48’'s | argest remaining unpr
legislation has been introduced, by early 2015, Utah appeared closer to resolving the wilderness issue igamre i

recent memory. Some grantmaking will continue in 2015 with hopes of sealing a final deal, but any legislation must still move
through a Congress with many members hostile to wilderness designgtions.

Yampa and White Rivers
Goal:The Yampa and kite rivers are permanently protected; public lands in both watersheds are protected

Summary:Grantees scored a win when the BLM reversed itself and decided to protect 7aG68f wilderness in
Nort hwe st Ve&mnilion Bagifthatthesprocess foamending the Resource Management Plan in the White River

3Asa private family foundation, the David and Lucile Packard Foundation does not advocate for candidates, legislatmtrindiabiakes.
All grantmaking under this strategy was carried out in accordance with appropriate federal and &ateancerning lobbying.
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didn't offer the same opportunities for conservation gai-r
significant progress with projects to restore habitat for native fish sudh@€olorado River cutthroat trout. Downstream,

grantees have made some inroads with the agricultural community and remain engaged in a federal recovery effort for
endangered warnwater fish that remain at risk, especially from npative predators. Propa@ds to pump back the Yampa

River to Colorado’s Front Range cities and use the White

Dolores River
Goal:The Dolores River and its watershed are protected

Summary:Despite tre efforts of thee major funderssuccess remained elusive in three key areas: 1) protecting wilderness
quality BLM lands ithe Lower Dolores River BasR) generating environmental flows for the oversubscribed river with a
marketbased water transaction; and 3) refomgj the management of McPhdgam to improve thedownstream aquatic

ecosystem. For the funders and NGOs, a lack of legal leverage and some strategic miscalculations hindered progress, but it
seems that residents i n the iDridpforehsthrBe chaages desaribedialoveed ar en’

Uranium mining
Goal:Reduced pollution and land degradation fromfettered uranium mining on the Colorado Plateau.

Summary:The Colorado Plateau is home to one of the greatest concentrations of uramgiondhe planet, and the boom

in mining during the Cold War has left a toxic legacy in the region. The Foundation and its grantees succeeded in & key targe
the federal government enacted a moratorium on new mining claims around the Grand Canyon &@wldhedo River. But
efforts failed to change the status of wuranium under f ede
uranium mines.

Northwest Mexico
Goal:Conservation of important coastal ecosystems.

Summary:In response to requests from Mexican and international conservation organizations and leaders for increased and
ongoingconservatiorfunding in the region, the Packard, Marisla, and Sandler foundatiemslopeda multiyear regional
conservation initiatie in Northwest Mexico. The resulting program focused on land protection, supported by complementary
strategies to enhance organizational capacity, strengthen conservation policies, increase strategic legal action, degelop mor
effective and sophisticatedocnmunications, and advance sound conservation sciefiloe.program worked with numerous
conservation organizations in the region to support various conservation initiatives that led to federal natural proteeted ar
designations, better awareness and prot®n of mangroves, and increaseapacity among key grantees. RLF staff played a
critical intermediary role, translating and communicating between grantees and funders while usiogniry advisors to

guide the effort.

Westwide

Land and Water Conservation Fund
Goal:Federal funding for conservation increases

Summary:TheLWCHs a major source of federal support for conservatiothe American West and around the natjdut
over the past few decades Congréss repeatedly failed to fullyhd the program at its $900 million annual allocatidio
solidify LWCF funding, the Packard Foundation and other funders supported education and advocacy byadawad
bipartisan coalitiort. Although full funding and permanent reauthorization of LW@t not been achievedhe coalition has
turned back attempts by the House of Representatives to-peitathe fund and has achieved some funding increases in
recent years. Despitthese setbacksthere is some optimism that the LWCF will continue to mamsapport in Congress
and eventually have its funding secured.

*No Packard Foundation funds were used to support lobbying.
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Tax Incentives
Goal:The tax code incentivizes conservation

Summary:The Foundation made a relatively modest investment in trying to promote conservation in the federal tax code
through education and advocacyCongress had not approved a permanent enhanced tax deduction for farm and ranchland
conservation easements by the end of 2014, but has repeatedly approvedtgharextensions and there is a reasonable
chance it will act in the eoing session to approve a permanent or longer term extenshsnwith the LWCF campaign,
supporting new constituencies and conservative voices for conservatoe key partof the strategy.

Land Trusts
Goal:Land trusts are more effective

Summary:More than 1,700U.S.land trustshave already protected some 37 million acremn area the size of lllineisbut
these nonprofits face many challenges in thé 2&ntury, ranging from increased scrutiny by policymakers to mounting
threats from climate changéVith relatively modesbut strategicinvestmens, the subprogram helped the land trust
community make significant strides bcreasing accreditation and builditepdership capacity. Foundation funding also
helped startthe first-ever captive insurance progm to defendconservationeasements against legal challenges.

Lessons learned

Before delving into the specific lessons and issues, we offer some overarching thoughts. When CEA began serving as
evaluator in 2010, the subprogram had already been scopéihtid, and contracted. An initiative originally designed to

invest about $200 million over five yeagaw its annual budget halved after juste year of grantmaking arttie subprogram
wasextended to six years. One obvious lesson is that it is pootmeding tradecraft to design a program for oaenual

budget and tlen implement at half that levelrhe Foundation did a good job of adapting to the budget cutshbinkingthe

program geographically and thematically, but doing so invariably involveisgvdff some sunk costs. By dashing hopes it

had raised, the budget reductions al so mayondemationTheurt t he
budget reduction, combined with the timkmited nature of the subprogram, led some interviegs to wonder about the

F o u n d acbmnitmentdo Western conservation issues.

Another general lesson emerging from the subprogram is that external events and forces can demolish initial plans and
expectations. From t he s tskclpseio 20i4athe’fiedd of WiesterrpQGoniservation and tBeOvl® t o
world wereshakenby changes that were hard if not impossible to predict. In addition to those external shocks, the

subprogram also had to contend withe loss of its key architeeind the budget cuts. It is an interesting counfactual

exercise to imagine how the subprogram would have played out absent these exogenous and endogenous forces. Minus the
economic crisis, BP oil spdhd congressional challengespuld a $200 millia initiative have broken the logjam on Utah

wilderness or significantly boosted federal conservation fundiwgild different presidential leadership have provided more
opportunity or more challengés We ' | | never know t he g grantmaking initiative, eventohee | e s s
limited to six years, is bound to run into major re@brid changes that cannot be predicted. Accordingly, flexibility and

adaptive management are essential, but that requires Foundation staff to acquire, analyze, amdreaktime intelligence.

Designing a timdimited approach

One of the defining features of the Western Conservation subprogram was its limited duration.-Antitee approach was

a prerequisite for starting the subprogram, shether it was the rightipproachis something of a moot point. But a

recurrent theme in our interviews was that five or six years is just not enough time to make major progress on many of the
issues facing the West. Incremental gains were possible; transformational changetwBspezially with waterelated

issues, the world seems to move agjlacialpace. That said, the timkmited nature of the subprogram injected a greater
sense of urgency into the grantmaking.

®No Packard Foundation funds were used to support lobbying.
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If asubprogram will only last for a limited time, howshdul i t be desi gned? Western Conseryv
insights and lessons:

1) Start planning for the exit on Day Onét its inception, a fiveor sixyear grantmakingubprogram may seem likena
eternity, but program officers stressed that thene flies by. From the outset, it is important to emphasize to grantees
that the funder will be exiting the space in order to set expectations and help NGOs plan for the future. The Foundation
did a good job of communicating its intentiotepughsome gratees harboed hopes the subprogram woulcbntinue.

2) Filter strategies by time needed to make progreS§se timelimited nature of the subprogramvasa crucial screen in
deciding what issues and strategies to pursue. Time and again, program difickissturn down compelling
opportunities because the timescale for achieving succe
3) Emphasize attracting new funders.f a f oundati on’ s engag glasefort linmited dumation,e gi o n
it behoowes the funder to devote energy to finding other donors who can continue and amplify the work.

4) Consider increasing general support and capacity building grants toward end of proggamnthe Colorado Plateaand
in the Northern Sierra Nevadéhe Foundatin increased its general support grants to key grantees as the subprogram
drew to a closewhich ensures continued engagement in the U.S. Forest Service planning process in California and
provides more flexibility and can facilitate a softer landing i @olorado Plateau.

Balanced prtfolio approach: focusversusbreadth

T he s ub pbalangedpartivliosapproachwasone of its strengths. By placing a variety of bets on a host of places and

issues, the Foundation was at least able to harvest thetdwanging fruit and make progress where opportunities were ripe.

At the same time, it was worth gambling eamelongshds with high risks of failure but high potential rewards. Even if some

of these riskier bets didn’t pay off by tedteewnyifona@het he s uby
funders tobuild on progress and avoid deaads.Failures can bistructive by teaching the field wha 2 S &vgriQ

Venturestyle philanthropy will invariably place bets on losers as it invests across a spectrum of risk and seeks winners that
deliver high rates of return. Importantly, the Foundation did abandon atéegets, such asvo of the threerelated to

uranium mining on the Colorado Plateau, after it became clear success was unreachable by the end of 2014. This move freed
up resources to pursue more promising opportunities. Knowing when to give up on sogélhirst as important as figuring

out how to engage in the first place. A chall epatfeioi n eval
approach is that one of its biggest betprotecting Utah wildernessis still up in the air and widontinue to receive some

Foundation support after 2014.

As evaluators, CHAad a posi ti ve v ibalancedpbrtfolioragproach, buphe geggraphio ang issue

diversity was a challenge for both managing and evaluatingtitierogram: there wee 21 grantmaking clusters and 56
targets.Such a multifaceted system makes adaptive management more difficult because so much learning is needed just to
keep up with new developments streaming in from around the West.sTheb p r o gom@erity was onefahe

motivations for creating the CEA dashboard, and we would recommend using such tools to track progress in similar
grantmakingsubprograms.

It wasn’t ideal t e@rvaticn subpyogran th iavesiitilltoreperryeai@ral then halve thennual

grantmaking after just one yeafad the subprogram been designed for the actual budget, the Foundation probably would

not have chosen to work in all thregographiaegions, as well as pursue the Westwide initiativst given that important

targets were achieved in California, Northwest Mexico, the Colorado Plateathaikdestwide initiativesit looks likethe

Foundation madehe right decision to remain engaged in @flthe regionsand Westwide worlafter the cutbacksHad one

or more of tke regions produced no real wins or progress, hindsight would offer a different view of the decision to continue
investing albf theregions. Other factors also militated against dropping one of the regions after the cutback, including the

sunk costsandte potenti al damage to the Foundation’s reputation
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Outsourcing has drawbacks, but team excelled

The subprogram relied on an unconventional staffing model, including a senior advisor, a temporary fellow, and a sub
contractednonprofit intermediary RLF. Ahough harder tadepictin an organizational chart, this arrangement appeared to

work well. Even on matters that demanded extensive teamwork with many moving parts, such as managing the private lands
transactions on the Colorado Plateau, distance and dispersed resourees einsurmountable obstacle®y engaging RLF,

the Foundation may have ceded some control over the grantmaking to an intermediary, but RLF provided expertise and
capacity that the Foundation would habhaddifficulty creating irhouse for a timdimited subprgram

One drawback of this outsourced model is the potential for the Foundation itself to be less connected to work, bothyin realit

and in the eyes of the field. Because the Packard Foundation was using RLF as an intermediary in California and Northwest
Mexi co, grantees and others may not fully appreciate that
staff and professionalism was overwhelmingly positive, but some grantees and other stakeholders are unclear about the
linkages betwer RLF and the Packard Foundation.

Monitoring, evaluation, and learninghould start early in subprogram

From the evaluator’'s perspadgtogramids evac!| dtiifdncluédctau e ase
after the biggest changdsadoccurred Our target dashboard is based on the subprogesmmestructured by théudget cuts,

but in conversations with both program officers and grantees, it was sometimes difficattswer questions about whether

the subprogram had lived up to exgtations because those expectations had changed so dramatically when the budget was
slashedRealtime intelligence is especially important for a subprogram that is placing many bets across a broad landscape

riven by tectonic shifts. Aavaluationpartnercan help meet this need by helping collect data from grantees, researchers,

and other sources, but that requires a more intensive engagement.

ThroughEcoWst.org we gathered information about the status of higHewreltrendsthrough such metrics as the status of
endangered species, acres in various classes of protection, the health of rivers, and adfilfitg This macrdevel
information is needed to eval uat e pitbad little ®© 90 beasingarrtiie ddyh e s ut
to-day decisions of program staff. Instead, it was probably most useful at a higher level in identifying ecasigteinivers

and threats that the subprogram was grappling with.

Finding common ground requirdgverage

The Foundation supportedomelitigation andassertiveadvocacy, but many of the strategies hinged on more collaborative,
multi-stakeholder approaches and processEise Foundation can point to a number of concrete victories as a reftilis
approach. But one of our key findings is that such a collaborative strategy is only likely to bear fruit if gfressise such

as lawsuits or restrictions on economic development, that is compelling the other side to come to the table.tWithou
leverage, there may be little incentive to negotiate or move from positiéos a limitedduration subprogram, there may not
be enough time to build leverage by funding litigation or other advocacy. For grantmaking that will only last a fewhgears,
enabling conditions must already be set, and the warring factions probably need to have been fighting long enough that
t hey' r e trysandtheriwayg t o

Collaborative conservation: weighing costs and benefits

In addition to seeking common ground tvitraditional foes, such as ranchers, developers, and energy develdpers,

s u b pr ogranteas tolaborated among themselves in a number of partnershigmme cases, such as the Northern
Sierra Partnership, collaboration was a fundraising vehiatethe partnership was meant to endure. In other instances, such
as theCaliforniaDesertand Renewable Energyorking Group, participants came together to solvepacificproblem and

then disbanded once the effort was completed.

The key question in evalting these partnerships is their synergistic value: is the whole greater than the sum of the parts,
and are the costs of collaborating worth BY banding together, participants can potentially raise more money than they
would actingalone They can alsshare knowledge, increase coordination, enhance networking, and complement one
another ' s skil |l s. Bi g, magneéddooahldnd tliGand conkeovationegroapmtp pravide reality checks
and build support in the community. But an effat collaboration demands a commitment from its individual members and
their organizations. There are also opportunity coitRe andresources devoted to the collaborationight be redirected
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toward higher value opportunities elsewherg8haring donors ahconducting joint fundraising can create tensions. And the
will of the groupmay come into conflict with participantsinterests

In general, we found these efforts to be worthwhile and effective, largely because they helped increase communication,
coordination, peer review, and landscagevel thinking. They also allowed NGOs to present more expansive, ecosystem
based plans to other funders and public agencies, increasing their attractiveness and conservation pAtahttaéame

time, many intervievges stressed that these collaboratiotm®k more time and effort than they expected

Maximizing the value ofdnder partnerships

Collaborations with other funders were also commontie subprogram. In some cases, the Packard Foundation was in the
lead;elsewhere, other funders were the driving forces and biggest funders. The funding partnerships included pooled
grantmaking, shared strategy setting, and the use of intermedia@esral| these efforts seemed productive and avoided
unnecessary duplicatigrbut at times, a multitude of foundations could create tensions for grantees who were trying to
navigate donor s’ Onewayeliigate theseproblems is to havesan intermediary manage grants for a
group of foundations. For Northwest Mizo, RLF played this role by serving as a single point of contact for grantees who
were receiving support froma group offoundations. For the Colorado Plateau, New Venture Fund served this function by
administering collabative funding from the Packamhd otherfoundations to support clean energy work on tribal lands.

As discussed above, attracting new funders to the Vdestincreasing investments by existing funders were not explicit goals

of the subprogram. Similarly, there was not a concerted cagmpai engage wealthy individuaisho might startto giveor

increase their giving. But given the limited duration of the subprogram, investing more resources in the development capacity
of key NGOsvould have been money well spent.

Innovative grantmakingrisk vs. reward

TheFoundation and its grantees pursusdmeinnovative approaches and tried to blamewtrails that other philanthropists

may Dllow. Some of these efforts revolved around adaptation to climate change, such as the Southern Sierra Balntiep ' s
awardwinning frameworkto enhance ecosystem resiliend®n the Colorado Plateau, the Foundation supported the-first

ever indigenouded community foundation in the regiaio support conservatiomn tribal lands Grants also supported boot
camps ad executive training for land trust leadessross the West, as well as a captive insurance prognaant tosupport
defense ofconservation easement3he willingness to experiment and take chances on new approaches has, ironically,

elevated the Foundatio’ s | eadership in a region from which it is ste
One of the Foundation’s original goals was to brCultuden t he
chasms remain between environmental NGOs and other stakeholdéaf-dozen years of grantmaking, regardless of the

budget, isn’t enough to bridge deep gaps t haddhélpnpustheve cor

environmental movemento be broader and more powerfuMany NGOs and foundatig are continuing to pursue this
strategy, which appears to be gaining some traction, but sopmnentsremainintent on driving wedgebetween the
various stakeholders.

Pulling back from a region sends a message

A timelimited subprogram iglmost surelybetter than no subprogram at all, but the Foundation and other funders should
remember that coming into a region and then pullingck or outentirely can createa perception that the philanthropy has

lost interest in the problems or confidence in the lgigiof NGOs to solve them. In Western Conservation, this issise

compounded by the fact that some other fundevere also withdrawing from the regiori’he Foundationlid agood job of
communicating to grantees about the timlienited nature of the subprgr am, so NGOs shoul dn’t hav
the funding dried upAs external evaluators, we did not have the answers, but interviewees sometimes asked us about the
Packard Foundation’'s future pl ans ,§aritsstrdng history gf funding iathed wo n ¢
West One lesson is that funders should think through the implications and optics of relativelytsharsubprogram

durations anchow startand-stop fundingmay create issues fagrantees.
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Looking ahead

It was alrady a stretcho think a five or sixyear engagement could create largeale transformational change in a complex,
dynamic region where the economic interests are entrenched, where the environmental problems have been decades to
centuries in the makingand wheremost of thelegal and institutional structures for governing land, water, and otregural

resources were established inthe™® e nt ur y. Once t he davedthemdds ggem’'even shmmerg et was

No philanthropist or foundation,nmat t er how weal thy, can “fi X" t\Westigrsnt 'wat e
ecoregions. These are generatioe#fiorts that the Foundation can contribute to by leveraging its limited resources. But if

new foundations do not enter the space or exigtifunders do not step up their grantmaking, it is hard to see how we can
progress on many of these issues since philanthropy is tt
environmental advocates. If there was a leitmotif to the scoreimtafrviews we conducted, it was a simultanealeep

gratitude to the Foundation for investing its resources in a region facing a frightening future, but also a profound
disappointment that so few other funders are doing the same.
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