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Statement of Purpose

he Hewlett Foundation was established by the late Palo Alto
industrialist William R. Hewlett, his wife, Flora Lamson
Hewlett, and their eldest son, Walter B. Hewlett, and was
incorporated as a private foundation in the State of California
in J 966. The Foundation's broad purpose, as stated in the arti-

cles of incorporation, is to promote the well-being of mankind by
supporting selected activities of a charitable nature) as well as orga-
nizations or institutions engaged in such activities.

The Foundation concentrates its resources on activities in con-
flict resolution, education, environment, family and cOffiTIunity
development, performing arts, population, and U.S.-Latin
American relations. Although the Hewlett Foundation is an inter-
national foundation, with no geographic limit stipulated in its char-
ter, a portion of disbursable funds has been earmarked for projects
in the San Francisco Bay Area.

In its grantmaking decisions as well as in its interests and activ-
ities, the Hewlett Foundation is wholly independent of the Hewlett-
Packard Company and the Hewlett-Packard Company Foundation.

III



BOARD OF DIRECTORS Nancy Strausser Roberta Green C. R. Hibb,
Corporate Secretary Program Assistant Program A,

Walter B. Hewlett
Anne Atkinson Joseph RyaPROGRAM STAFFChairman Program Assistant Program APalo Alto, California

Conflict Resolution FmnÎly and (;olnmUliity Mariana AWiliam R. Hewlett
Melanie Greenberg Development Program A

(deceased, January 2001)
Chairman-Emeritus Program Offcer Alvcrtha Bratton Penny

Hoa TranPortola Valley, California Program Offcer
Program A Terry Amsler

Paul Brest Manager, Domestic Conflict Renu Karir
President Resolution Associate Program Offcer FINANCE G

Stanford, Califorria

Stephanie Smith Yvonne Yazzie
Laurance 1

Robert F. Erbnrii Senior Consultant Program Assistant Vice Presî(,
Los Angeles, California Investmen

Cindy Gii-e Feiforming Arts

James c. Gaither Senîor Consultant
Melanie Beene Susan Keti

Hillsborough, California
Program Offcer Treasurer

Angela Jones
(through May 2001)Eleanor H. Gimon Program Assistant

Diana Liel
Greenwich, Connecticut

Moy Eng Directoi~ 1
Education

Program Offcer
H. Irving Grousbeck Raymond F. Bacchetti (effective December 200 I ) Kelly Mel,
Portola Valley, California Program Offcer Dîrectoi~ J

(through January 200 1) Andrea Faiss
Richard A. Hackborn

Acting Co-Program Offcer N. Elizab,
Meridian, Idaho Marshall (Mike) Smith Controll"
(through December 2001) Pmgram Offcer Susan Duncan

(effective February 2001) Acting Co-Program Offcer Charlene
Mary H. Jaffe Accounta
Portland, Oregon Ida Oberman Brenda MacRoberts

Associate Program Offcer Program Assistant Tim Reid
Berant Katchadourian, M.D. Accounta
Stanford, California Heidi Ramirez Population

Program Associate Mary Ci,
Richard C. Levin J. Joseph Speidel, M.D. Accountii
New Haven, Connecticut Suzanne Poandl Program Offcer

Program Assistant Ruth Gili 

Jean G. Stromberg Wendy R. Sheldon Executivi
Washington, D. C. Sally Tracy Associate Program Offcer

Program Assistant 

Tamara Fox
ADM!.N--~

OFFICERS

Elll'Îronnltnt Associate Program Offcer
Nancy SI

Paul Brest Michael L. Fischer Theresa Jacobson Assistani
President Program Offcer Program Assistant Coipom

Laurance R. Hoagland, Jr. Rhea Suh
U.S.-Latin American Relatiol1s Susan Bl

Vice President and Chief Associate Program Offcer / DirectOli
Investment Offcer Directoi~ Energy Initiative David E. Lorey

Program Offcer
Luisa 511

COOl'din

iv



C. R. Hibbs Christine Sherry Celia Lonborg
11t Program Associate Directoi; The Philanthropy Grants Assistant

Workshop Wesl

loseph Ryan Heather Jackson

l1t Program Associate Christy Cory Proposal Assistant 

Fxecutive A ssistal1t, The
iiiiif)' Mariana Alvarado Philanthropy Workshop West Linda Clayton

Program Assistant Administrative Assistant

n Penny Michael Wald
Boa 'lran Senior Advisor to the President Yvette Clark
Program Assistant on .b'valuation, Policy, and Program Assistant

Children and Youth Issues

un Offcer FINANCE GROUP Karen Andrews
Pa ula Gann Program Assistant

Laurance R. Hoagland, Jr.
Program Assistant

nt Andres Anaya
Vice President and Chief Alana Wilson Receptionist
Investment Offcer Director, Human nesouTces

Shaka Dickson
Susan Ketcham Gregg Servis Receptionist
Treasurer Management Associate

701)
Adriana Cortez

Diana Lieberman 'lcrry Keenor Receptionist
DilectD1~ Investment Research Dilectoi~ Information

ber 2001) Kelly Meldrum
Technology Tony Keller

Librarian
Director, Private Equity Sally Lee

am Offcer N. Elizabeth Dunfield
IT Project Manager fELLOWS

Controller Harry Lim
Exchange Administrator

Eli Cohen
am Offcer Charlene E. Cooper

Accountant Lily Chiu James Emerson
erts IT Analyst
it Tim Reid Juliette Gimon

Accountant
John Cho
NetworkAdministrator Samantha Graff

,M.D. Mary Civitcll
Accounting Clerk Trinh Tran Ryan MacDoonell

ITAssistant
in Rnth Gilroy Tia Martinez

'n Offcer Exewtive Assistant Susan Alexander
Manager, Grants Management Smita Singh

AOliHNISTRATTVE SERVICES Services
11 Offcer

Nancy Strausser Carolyn Provost
1 Assistant to the President / Managei~ Grants

it Corporate Secretary Administration

mi Reliitiol/ Susan Bell Constance Bassett

Directoi~ Strategic Planning Grants Administrator

Luisa Smith Mel Manliguis

Coordinator, Strategic Planning Grants Administrator

V



      ix

President’s Statement

The Hewlett Foundation seeks to promote the well-being
of humanity by focusing on the most serious problems
facing society, where risk capital, responsibly invested,
may make a difference over time, and on sustaining and
improving institutions that make positive contributions
to society.

—Hewlett Foundation Guiding Principle

his essay summarizes the Hewlett Foundation’s approach to
philanthropy. It does not focus on the substance of the
Foundation’s programs, each of which would require a sep-
arate essay. Rather, it discusses the way we think about and do
our work throughout the Foundation. Our approach grows

out of the core principle quoted above, which was adopted by the
Board of Directors several years ago in an effort to capture the spirit
of the founders and the Foundation’s practices in its first three
decades. The guiding principle articulates three fundamental val-
ues:

■ First, the Hewlett Foundation is concerned primarily with solv-
ing social and environmental problems. This requires that we
define program objectives, grants, and other activities in terms
of problems to be solved; identify criteria for evaluating success
and indicators of progress; and be prepared to stay the course.

■ Second, the solutions to serious problems are seldom known with
anything close to certainty. The Foundation must therefore be
prepared to experiment and take risks in its philanthropic activ-
ities. This, too, entails clear objectives and measures of success,
without which we cannot know how the risk eventuated. It also
requires a willingness to acknowledge and learn from failures.

■ Third, a vibrant nonprofit sector is essential to a free society.
Nonprofit organizations—and, in some cases, government and
private entities as well—are necessary partners in achieving the
Foundation’s mission. These factors explain the high proportion
of our grants budget allocated to general operating support. They
also imply a concern both for the health of individual organiza-
tions and for the fields in which they operate.
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The Foundation’s Programs

Programs and Program Elements. The Foundation has seven
programs: Conflict Resolution; Education; Environment; Children,
Families, and Communities;* Performing Arts; Population; and
U.S.–Latin American Relations. Each program includes a number
of initiatives or elements with their own articulated objectives. For
example, the Education Program supports work involving technol-
ogy, community colleges, and educational policy and reform.

Interprogram Collaboration. Because real-world problems do
not fit neatly into disciplinary or programmatic categories, the
Foundation encourages interprogram collaborations. For example,
the Population and Education programs jointly support work in
universal basic and secondary education. The U.S.–Latin American
Relations Program collaborates with the Conflict Resolution
Program on issues of public security and with the Environment
Program on freshwater resources at the border between Mexico and
the United States. Such collaborations build on and expand the col-
lective expertise of the program staff.

Special Projects and the Support of Philanthropy. While most
grantmaking takes place in the seven program areas, the Foundation
values being able to respond flexibly to unanticipated problems and
opportunities. Thus, in extraordinary circumstances, we support
“Special Projects” that do not come within the guidelines of a par-
ticular program. Recent examples include funding for the National
Commission on Election Reform and an initiative on “Americans
in the World,” intended to improve Americans’ understanding of
global issues. Special Projects sometimes serve as an incubator for
ideas that may become part of the regular programs. Thus, an
Energy Initiative has become an integral element of the
Environment Program.

A portion of the Special Projects budget is devoted to the sup-
port of philanthropy. In addition to trying to model effective phil-
anthropy in the Foundation’s own work, we fund efforts to create
and disseminate knowledge about philanthropy, encourage and edu-
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cate new philanthropists, and improve social capital markets—that
is, improve the flow of information and capital between funders and
organizations in need of philanthropic support. A recent initiative
that furthers most of these goals is the co-sponsored Global
Philanthropy Forum, designed to encourage and facilitate U.S. phil-
anthropists’ investments in organizations beyond our borders.

Long-Term Impact Through Sustained Engagement

Market forces often pressure business executives to focus on imme-
diate results. Politicians often feel similar pressures from their con-
stituents and may be reluctant to take risks in unexplored or
controversial areas. By contrast, the independence of foundations
allows them to seek long-term solutions to the problems facing soci-
ety, and also to take risks that have high potential social gains.

The Presumption of General Operating Support. The goals of
achieving long-term impact and improving the institutions that
make positive contributions to society are, on the whole, comple-
mentary and imply a presumption in favor of providing those insti-
tutions with general operating support. Over half of the Hewlett
Foundation’s annual grants budget is allocated for this purpose.

The presumption of general operating support is undergirded
by several rationales. Foremost is the belief that a vibrant democra-
tic society requires an array of strong nonprofit institutions that
allow citizens to come together to express and further their vari-
ous concerns and interests. At their best, these institutions have a
breadth and depth of expertise that few foundations can match, and
they are able to respond to changing circumstances in the areas in
which they work. In addition to their individual missions, these
institutions, which constitute the core of “civil society,” contribute
to pluralism and polyarchy and provide important checks on the
power of government and the private sector.

The presumption of general operating support responds to
these considerations and also to the mundane fact that, when foun-
dations designate funds for a particular project, they typically limit
“overhead” to a percentage of the grant that falls far short of cov-
ering the actual cost of the project. Many organizations—especially
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those without independent support from members or alumni—
would not have the capacity to undertake projects in the absence of
general operating support: Someone has to pay for staff benefits,
rent, and the utility bill.

That said, a substantial portion of the Hewlett Foundation’s
grants budget also supports specific projects. Often, this is the result
of being approached by an organization—say, a university or school
district—for funding to develop or implement a particular idea.
In the case of an organization with multiple missions, the organi-
zation’s and Foundation’s objectives may be especially strongly
aligned with a specific project; or the project may have great poten-
tial benefits for the field but be sufficiently risky that the organiza-
tion reasonably would not devote unrestricted funds to it. These
factors are exemplified by the Foundation’s support for MIT’s
OpenCourseware project, which seeks to make the University’s
course materials available free on the Internet.

Long-Term Support for High-Performing Organizations. A
corollary of the presumption of general operating support is the
Foundation’s practice of providing grants of several years’ duration
and of renewing support to high-performing organizations. Long-
term support permits organizations to plan with reasonable cer-
tainty. It also strengthens their capacity, self-confidence, flexibility,
and ability to innovate. However, an organization’s effectiveness
must be continually demonstrated as new challenges appear and
new institutions arise to address them. Thus, though we make a
point of not succumbing to “donor fatigue” with existing grantees,
we also seek out ambitious new organizations whose well-conceived
strategic plans and energetic leadership can compensate for the
absence of a long track record.

Support for the Fields in Which the Foundation Works. An orga-
nization does not operate in a vacuum, but is part of a field—for
example, elementary education or chamber music—defined by
activities and bodies of knowledge. Lasting impact often requires
attention to the field as a whole—by promoting collaboration
among existing organizations, occasionally creating new institutions
to fill gaps, and developing knowledge of importance to the field.
For example, the Hewlett Foundation has convened regular meet-
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ings of U.S. western water law judges, facilitated the merger of a
number of small competing conflict resolution organizations into
a single entity, and supported both basic and applied research in
education.

The Foundation also participates in a number of “affinity
groups” that bring together funders in a field to exchange informa-
tion, learn from experts, and plan future work. In addition to mak-
ing grants to support research in a field, the Foundation is
committed to publicly disseminating knowledge developed by pro-
gram staff, consultants, and others. For example, the Foundation’s
Web site, www.hewlett.org, contains substantive reports that aided
our strategic planning work in the Environment and Population
programs.

Sustained commitment to a field can make a difference:
Through two decades of supporting organizations of practitioners
and researchers, for example, the Hewlett Foundation played a
major role in establishing the field of conflict resolution.

Scale. The Hewlett Foundation typically seeks impact on a
large scale. For example, the Population Program seeks to improve
the quality and availability of family planning services for millions
of people; the Environment Program seeks to protect vast landscapes
in the West and reduce global CO2 emissions. In addition to
strengthening the fields in which the Foundation works, strategies
that the Foundation employs to achieve large-scale impact include
demonstration or pilot projects and their replication; research and
evaluation to assess the effectiveness of particular theories or strate-
gies of change; and the dissemination of knowledge for the benefit
of professionals, citizens, and policymakers.

Taking Risks. A considerable part of the Hewlett Foundation’s
grants budget is devoted to relatively risky investments that have the
potential for high social returns. A “risky” investment in this sense
is one where the desired outcome—for example, restoring an endan-
gered ecosystem or improving the lives of disadvantaged youth—is
by no means assured. Responsible risktaking requires specifying the
intended outcomes and measures of success and monitoring
progress during the implementation of a grant. There are other
forms of risk as well—for example, the risk to the Foundation’s rep-
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utation when it supports a controversial project, or the possibility
of a well-intentioned philanthropic initiative causing unintended
harms—that can be mitigated only by watchfulness and good judg-
ment.

Identifying and Strengthening Effective Organizations

The Hewlett Foundation invests in promising start-ups as well as
mature organizations with strong performance histories. In either
case, the due diligence process begins by identifying excellent orga-
nizations that are well aligned with the Foundation’s program objec-
tives. We look to the quality of the organization’s strategic and
business plans, the strength of its management, its inclusiveness, its
capacity to innovate, and its overall effectiveness. Concomitant with
the funding decision is agreement about our shared objectives and
the assessment of progress during the course of the grant.

Both at the start and during the course of the relationship, the
Foundation stands ready to help strengthen an organization’s capac-
ity to carry out its activities—for example, through strategic plan-
ning and the design of management information systems. The
Performing Arts and U.S.–Latin American Relations programs reg-
ularly provide such assistance to the smaller organizations in their
portfolios.

Goals, Roadmaps, and Milestones

The Foundation’s aim of achieving long-term impact on social and
environmental problems demands clarity of objectives and the
means for achieving them. It also requires systematic assessment of
progress toward those objectives and the ability to make mid-course
corrections.

Causal Theory. The precondition to achieving impact is a
sound causal theory, sometimes called a “theory of change”or “logic
model.” This is a theory of how the grantee’s and the Foundation’s
resources can be deployed to attain our shared objectives or out-
comes. In its simplest form, a causal theory takes this form—

Inputs ➛ activities and outputs ➛ outcomes

—where inputs consist of the grantee’s organizational capacity, the
Foundation’s financial resources, and our respective expertise; activ-
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ities and outputs are what the grantee actually does or delivers; and
outcomes are the ultimate results the Foundation and grantee plan
to achieve. Here is a very simple example from the Population
Program:

Many of our grants seek, as their ultimate outcome, the stabi-
lization of population size in rapidly growing developing
countries. This requires the intermediate outcome of reducing
birth rates, which can be achieved through the activities of pro-
viding women and men with family-planning services. These
services are the grantees’ outputs. The main inputs consist of
the Foundation’s funds and the grantees’ expertise about how
most effectively to provide such services in a particular region.

While the process of implementation moves from inputs to activi-
ties and outputs to outcomes, the process of designing the causal
theory begins with outcomes: One must first posit a desired out-
come, and then determine what inputs and activities are necessary
to produce it.

Degrees of Confidence in Causal Theories. The strength of the
causal theory underlying an organization’s pursuit of a particular
objective may range from an intuitively plausible hunch, to a hypoth-
esis based on a considered theory with some empirical basis, to a
well-established theory. For example, the belief that carbon dioxide
emissions cause global warming began as a hunch, developed into
a plausible hypothesis, and, after years of modeling and empirical
study, is now a widely accepted theory.

The causal theory underlying the preceding example from the
Population Program is well established. However, there may be other
activities that conduce to the same outcome of stabilizing popula-
tion size that have additional social benefits, but are less well under-
stood. Thus, the Foundation is also supporting research into the
hypothesis that providing universal basic education in developing
countries reduces birth rates.

Rationales for Supporting Hunches and Hypotheses. Philan-
thropy has an important role throughout the spectrum of causal
theories. At the more speculative end of the spectrum, foundations
can take risks that government or the private sector cannot or will
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not take, with the hope of advancing knowledge and achieving
impact.

A necessary corollary of such risktaking is evaluation to learn
how the risks turned out. In other words, a key task of evaluation
is to move from a hunch or hypothesis toward a well-established (or
disproved) theory. Although hunches and hypotheses often need a
period of incubation, all theories must eventually be tested.
Especially in the social sciences, this can be a complex and some-
times frustrating process, requiring:

■ Long-term commitment and financial support;
■ Integrating quantitative measurement (e.g., experimental

designs) and qualitative assessment (e.g., case studies);
■ Being alert to unanticipated consequences—both positive and

negative;
■ The adroit use of intermediate indicators of progress; and
■ Patience.

The evaluation of a causal theory tends to focus not on an individ-
ual grantee but on a particular approach to addressing a social or
environmental problem. Because the Hewlett Foundation generally
seeks to improve the fields in which it works, we are prepared to
commit substantial resources to such knowledge-building evalua-
tion.

Rationales for Supporting Well-Established Theories. There are
many cases—population is a paradigmatic example—where theo-
ries may be well established but their implementation is not well
supported by government or the private sector. Foundations have
an important role to play here as well. It should be noted that we do
not dispense with evaluation even with respect to well-established
theories. Almost every theory needs continual testing, especially
when it may be sensitive to the circumstances surrounding its appli-
cation: What succeeds in Bangladesh may fail in Brazil.

Assessment of Progress Toward the Foundation’s and Grantee’s
Shared Objectives. Whether a grantee organization is exploring a
hunch or implementing a well-established theory, the Foundation
and the organization must have a clear mutual understanding about
how progress toward our objectives will be gauged. And because it
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may take many years to assess ultimate outcomes—and measure-
ment may be difficult even then—we must agree on intermediate
indicators of progress. For example, if a population organization’s
ultimate objectives are to stabilize population growth and improve
reproductive health, an intermediate indicator might be couples’
increased use of contraceptives. If a community environmental
group’s ultimate goal is to promote healthy ecosystems and pro-
tect biodiversity, an intermediate indicator might be the mitigation
of environmental threats. Sometimes barriers will be encountered,
and positive intermediate indicators will not lead to intended out-
comes. Without success at the intermediate stages, however, there is
little reason to expect that the desired outcomes will ever be
achieved.

The primary reason for assessing progress is to provide the
organization itself with ongoing feedback to facilitate mid-course
corrections and improve its effectiveness. But the assessment of
progress also ensures the organization’s accountability to the
Foundation, improves our own grantmaking, and develops knowl-
edge of value to the field.

There is much talk of “metrics” in the nonprofit sector these
days. Though this is a healthy corrective for organizations that often
have not focused on outcomes, it is important not to be obsessed
with numbers. As Albert Einstein famously remarked: “Not every-
thing that can be counted counts, and not everything that counts
can be counted.” While we and our grantees should strive to mea-
sure progress toward our shared objectives, perhaps the most impor-
tant result of this process is clarity about what those objectives are,
how they will be achieved, and how we will know if we are on the
path to success.

Organizing the Foundation for Effective Philanthropy 

The Foundation’s staff is charged with developing specific strategies
to achieve the overall aims set by the Board of Directors. This
requires articulating objectives for each program, determining
which grants and other activities are most likely to achieve them,
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and selecting and working with organizations to carry out our
shared mission. The fact that many of our grants are designated for
general operating support does not reduce the demands on program
staff to plan and act strategically. On the one hand, it adds to the
burdens of due diligence; on the other, it provides the Foundation
with strong partners in both planning and implementation.

The Hewlett Foundation has a staff of extraordinary quality
and deep expertise, whose size is relatively small compared to the
size of our grants budget. Though a small staff is not an end in itself,
it facilitates collegial interaction conducive to creativity and collab-
oration, and controls administrative expenses.

It is a rare organization, whether in the public or private sec-
tor, that can do many different things effectively. Achieving real
impact requires focusing the Foundation’s financial and human
resources on a limited number of social and environmental prob-
lems, and scaling those resources to the nature of the problems tack-
led. Thus, we are moving toward having fewer and more strategically
focused initiatives within the Foundation’s programs.

Foundations do not operate in isolation but are linked together
in networks with other funders and organizations. Although each
funder must ultimately determine its own objectives and assure itself
that its grant monies are spent wisely and effectively, collaboration
can have advantages for all concerned. It makes possible larger aggre-
gate investments in high-performing organizations and permits
sharing the responsibilities for due diligence and knowledge build-
ing. Thus, the Hewlett Foundation has engaged in collaborative ven-
tures—including joint funding of MIT’s OpenCourseware project,
mentioned earlier, with the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation—and
we welcome future collaboration with other foundations.

Evaluating the Foundation’s Own Performance

Earlier parts of this essay address the evaluation of the work of the
organizations we support—because the Foundation’s own success
ultimately depends on their work. Just as the assessment of their
work cannot await ultimate outcomes, we must look for interme-
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diate indicators of our own performance with respect to practices
such as:

■ Articulating clear objectives for grantmaking and knowledge
building;

■ Doing effective due diligence in selecting organizations;
■ Assessing progress and impact in achieving shared objectives;
■ Playing an effective role in fields in which we work;
■ Strengthening grantees’ capacity to achieve their goals;
■ Allocating resources appropriate to the problem tackled and tak-

ing appropriate risks;
■ Holding ourselves and our grantees mutually accountable; and
■ Acknowledging and learning from failure.

I have focused on technical or instrumental aspects of the Hewlett
Foundation’s approach to philanthropy—with the ultimate mission
of addressing the most serious problems facing society. We could
not succeed in this mission without the passion of the Foundation’s
Board and staff and that of the many hundreds of organizations we
support. Without the capacity to move beyond passion to effective
execution, however, the nonprofit sector would be left largely with
well-meaning efforts that conflate intentions with effect. The
processes described in this essay are designed to move the
Foundation from good intentions to actual impact.

Paul Brest
March 2002
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THE PROGRA STATEMENTS that follow describe certain specific
objectives of The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation. Other goals
are general; they underlie all the programs and all the funding choices
the Foundation makes.

FIRST, the Foundation has a strong basic commitment to the volun-
tary, nonprofit sector that lies between industiy and government.
Institutions and organizations in this category serve pUlposes very

important to our society, and their health and effectveness are a major
concern. Accordingly, the Foundation intends to assist efforts to
strengthen their financial base and increase their effciency

SECOND, the Foundation also believes thatprivate philanthropy is of
great value to society. Support from individuals, businesses, or foun-
dations can supplement goveniment funding and, in some important
cases, can provide a benign and fruitful alternative. The Foundation
considers the nation's habits of philanthropy, individual and corpo-
rate, less healthy than they could be, and therefore wil be particularly
receptive to proposals that show promise of stimulating private phi-
lanthropy.

A GREAT MAY excellent organizations meet both the general cri-
teria suggested here and the specifications set forth in the statements
that follow. Competition for the available funds is intense. The
Foundation can respond favorably to only a small portion of the worth-
while proposals it receives.
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Conflict Resolution

he Conflict Resolution Program supports work in a wide vari-
ety of settings. The Foundation favors general support grants
intended to strengthen the institutional capacity of conflict
resolution organizations and research centers. Grants were
made in the following six categories, with exploratory sub-

categories of international grants in the areas of democratization,
civil society building, and the intersection of human rights and con-
flict resolution.

Theory Development. The Foundation is particularly interested
in university-based centers that demonstrate both a strong com-
mitment to systematic, interdisciplinary research on conflict reso-
lution and an ability to contribute to the improvement of conflict
resolution practice. The Foundation also supports collaborations of
institutions and scholars in extended research undertakings of rel-
evance to practitioners and policymakers.

Practitioner Organizations. The Foundation provides institu-
tional support to leading conflict resolution practitioner organi-
zations that serve a national audience. The Foundation accords
preference to organizations that serve low-income communities and
people of color, or that leverage federal or state policy initiatives to
advance conflict resolution concepts widely. The Foundation does
not support local groups, with some exceptions involving collabo-
rative grants with other Foundation programs.

Promotion of the Field. The Foundation supports organizations
that (1) educate potential users about conflict resolution techniques;
(2) serve the training and support needs of professionals and vol-
unteers in the field of conflict resolution; and / or (3) promote the
field as a whole.

Consensus Building, Public Participation, and Policymaking.
Recognizing that the origins of conflict can often be traced to defects
in methods of communication and participation in policymaking,
the Foundation assists organizations that demonstrate means of

Program
Description

t
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C O N F L I C T R E S O L U T I O N

improving the process of decisionmaking on issues of major pub-
lic importance. The Foundation’s interest is focused primarily on
facilitating and convening organizations that explore new ways of
approaching contentious public policy issues through collaborative
action that addresses the legitimate interests of stakeholders.

International Conflict Resolution. The Foundation supports a
limited number of organizations that are working on both the inter-
national application of conflict resolution methods and the devel-
opment of practice-relevant theory related to ethnic, ideological,
religious, racial, and other intergroup conflict around the world.
Applicants in this area are expected to show significant field-level
involvement with conflicts having international ramifications. This
is the only category of the Conflict Resolution Program in which
overseas initiatives are considered.

Emerging Issues. Each year the Foundation considers a small
number of proposals addressed to emerging issues in the conflict
resolution field. Grants support short-term projects responsive to
such critical concerns as evaluation and professional standards.
Applicants must demonstrate multiparty involvement in the work
plan and project governance as well as compelling evidence of likely
impact on the field at large.
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Theory Development
    ,      
New York, New York

For the Dispute Resolution Consortium $250,000

    ,    
Boulder, Colorado 

For the Intractable Conflict Knowledge Base project 750,000

 ,  
Washington, D.C.

For a program on problem solving and conflict resolution in legal education 300,000

 ,   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Harvard Negotiation Research Project 25,000
For the Fellowship Program on Law and Negotiation 250,000

  ,      
 
University Park, Pennsylvania

For the Inter-University Consortium on the Framing of Intractable 
Environmental Disputes: Phase II 300,000

,      
New Brunswick, New Jersey

For the Center for Negotiation and Conflict Resolution 120,000

Practitioner Organizations
     -
 
Sacramento, California

For a merger with the Workplace Institute and to provide general 
support for the new organization 500,000

     
Lansing, Michigan

For the Community Dispute Resolution Association of Michigan 175,000

    
Towson, Maryland

For general support 300,000

      
Rockland, Massachusetts

For the Conflict Intervention Team project 120,000

   ,     
Santa Fe, New Mexico

For an alternative dispute resolution office 75,000

   
Salem, Oregon

For the Hispanic / Latino Community–Based Dispute Resolution project 250,000
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  
Watertown, Massachusetts

For planning and for sustaining prior organizational and program development 300,000

    
Santa Rosa, California

For the North Bay Consensus Council project 150,000

  ,    
Salt Lake City, Utah

For a statewide mediation program for all of Utah’s state agencies 75,000

Promotion of the Field
   
Nyack, New York

For general support 300,000

      
Washington, D.C.

For the Center for Alternative Dispute Resolution’s Mediators of Color Alliance Network 70,000

   ,  
Washington, D.C.

For dispute resolution programs in the federal courts 275,000

     
Chico, California

For Project 17, a rural counties mediation project 275,000

  
Saint Paul, Minnesota

For the Center for Restorative Justice and Mediation 525,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For expanding and assessing regranting program and developing evaluation 
design for the community mediation field 250,000

 
Belmont, Massachusetts

For production and national distribution of public radio programs 
about conflict resolution 60,000

   
Pasadena, California

For general support 175,000

 
Red Hook, New York

For general support 100,000
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Consensus Building, Public Participation, and Policy Making

Washington, D.C.

For the Next Stages for National Deliberative Democracy project 175,000

    
Boise, Idaho

For general support
(Collaboration with Environment) 0

     
San Francisco, California

For the planning of an institute for interveners who respond to intergroup 
tensions and conflict 75,000

    ,   
   
Sacramento, California

For the California Center for Public Dispute Resolution 750,000

 ,   
New York, New York

For the Project on Public Problem Solving
(Collaboration with Education, Environment, and Special Projects) 250,000

 
Los Angeles, California

For the C2K Network Partners program 550,000

   
Oakland, California

For the Fremont Community Foundation’s Fremont Afghan Dialog project 25,000

  ,      
Tallahassee, Florida

For a collaborative project with Georgia Institute of Technology entitled 
Societal Effects of Collaborative Decision-making in Florida: The Impact 
of Environmental Conflict Resolution Institutions and Practice on Public 
Choice, Civic Culture, and Environmental Management Systems 75,000

  
Modesto, California

For general support
(Collaboration with Environment) 200,000

  ,   
Honolulu, Hawaii

For the Center for Alternative Dispute Resolution in Education 225,000

 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For National Dialogue on Public Participation, an online public comment 
process for the Environmental Protection Agency 50,000
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    
Alexandria, Virginia

For general support 156,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For the Research and Action Agenda project 165,000

   
Billings, Montana

For the Stillwater Good Neighbor Agreement project
(Collaboration with Environment) 0

  
Santa Fe, New Mexico

For general support 800,000

    
San Francisco, California

For the Growth, Land Use, and Environment Survey Series conducted 
in collaboration with the Hewlett, Irvine, and Packard foundations
(Collaboration with Environment and Population) 0


Denver, Colorado

For work with the California State Senate Select Committee on Palliative 
Care to hold mediated dialogues on end-of-life issues 74,000

  
La Jolla, California

For the San Diego Dialogue project 400,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Resources for Community Collaboration project
(Collaboration with Environment) 500,000

  ,    
Charlottesville, Virginia

For the Community-based Collaborative Research Consortium Project
(Collaboration with Environment) 375,000

  
Helena, Montana

For evaluating community-based collaboration 70,000

International Conflict Resolution
 
San Francisco, California

For the Conflict Management and Democratic Governance in Asia program 300,000

    ,   
Berkeley, California

For the Intrastate Conflict and Social Reconstruction program 200,000
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    ,     
 
San Diego, California

For a program on judicial reform in Latin America
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For the democracy and rule of law project 500,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For the Post-Conflict Reconstruction project 300,000
For the Preventive Diplomacy Program 150,000
For the Americas Program
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

      
Ankara, Turkey

For the Democratic Leadership and Effective Citizenship Training program 225,000

     
Delegación Alvaro Obregón, Mexico

For a collaborative project with the Stanford Program in International 
Legal Studies
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 200,000

 
Belfast, United Kingdom

For a project entitled Creating Partners: Understanding the Dynamics 
of Reconciliation in Northern Ireland 400,000

 
London, England

For general support 100,000

  
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For general support 200,000

   
New York, New York

For the Center for Democracy and Free Markets 300,000

    
New York, New York

For a strategic planning initiative 75,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For general support 75,000

  ,     
  
Harrisonburg, Virginia

For the Conflict Transformation program 250,000
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         
Jerusalem, Israel

For the Peace Education program 70,000

    , -
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For a program entitled Promoting Citizen Participation and 
Public Policy Implementation in Argentina
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

 
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Project on Justice in Times of Transition 500,000

 .  
Washington, D.C.

For the Rethinking Influence project 100,000

  
New York, New York

For general support 200,000

       
Washington, D.C.

For regranting activities in the Russian Far East
(Collaboration with Environment) 500,000

   
New York, New York

For general support 250,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For the Institute for Global Democracy 300,000

      
Washington, D.C.

To fund the positions of development officer, academic coordinator,
and program assistant 134,000

  - 
Washington, D.C.

For the Peacebuilders Partnership, a joint program with the National 
Peace Foundation 300,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For general support 200,000
For development of a business plan for the Applied Conflict Resolution 
Organizations Network 75,000

  ,  .     
 
Washington, D.C.

For the Processes of International Negotiation program 250,000
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’ ,     -  
 
London, England

For the International Centre for Peace Initiatives 200,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For general support 100,000

    
New York, New York

For programs in refugee rights, international justice, workers rights, and policing 200,000

    ,     
 
New York, New York

For work on public security in Latin American cities
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 0

  
College Park, Maryland

For the Center for International Development and Conflict Management 750,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For the World Movement for Democracy 500,000

  ,    
New York, New York

For the Project on International Courts and Tribunals 400,000

  ,   
New York, New York

For the East European Constitutional Review   75,000

    
Oakland, California

For a regranting program to leading conservation organizations in Asian Russia
(Collaboration with Environment) 500,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support 250,000

 
San Francisco, California

For the Peace and Security Funders Group 50,000

   
Princeton, New Jersey

For general support 750,000

  
Cambridge, England

For the Sudan Consultation program, a joint project with the 
African Renaissance Institute 300,000
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   
New York, New York

For the Program on Global Security and Cooperation 300,000

 ,     
 
Stanford, California

For the Conflict Prevention and Management Research training program 350,000

 ,  
Stanford, California

For the Program in International Legal Studies
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 200,000

  
Bern, Switzerland

For the Afghan Civil Society Conference 75,000

 
New York, New York

For the Bridging Leadership program 75,000

 ,     -
New York, New York

For a strategic planning meeting to establish priorities 
for the future of the United Nations 75,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For activities of the United Nation’s Office of the Special Representative 
of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict 500,000

  ,   
    
Santiago, Chile

For a studies and exchange program with San Diego State University
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 0

   
Temuco, Chile

For Proyecto Acceso
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

  
Centro Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

For the Centro de Estudos de Segurança e Cidadania
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 0

    ,      
 
Belo Horizonte, Brazil

For general support
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000
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  
Charlottesville, Virginia

For the Center for the Study of Mind and Human Interaction 300,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For general support, with emphasis on public security
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

     , 
  
Washington, D.C.

For programs on public security in Latin America
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 250,000

 ,   
New Haven, Connecticut

For the International Child Mental Health program 250,000

Emerging Issues
 
Boulder, Colorado

For development and delivery of an Advanced Training Institute for Mediators 50,000

 ,  
Washington, D.C.

For a conference on democratic experimentalism 15,000

 ,    
Bloomington, Indiana

For the National Center for Evaluating Dispute Resolution Programs 225,000

   
San Francisco, California

For the Partners–United States initiative
(Collaboration with Family and Community Development) 155,000

  
Fairbanks, Alaska

For training and workshops on negotiation skills
(Collaboration with Environment) 160,000

Other
  
Evanston, Illinois

For completion of a research project on the techniques and strategies used 
by mediators who responded to community conflicts during the Civil Rights Era 25,000
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Education

rants in the Education Program should promote long-term
institutional or field development, reform, or knowledge
development in the program areas described below. Strong
preference is given to grant activities that develop knowledge
that is applicable beyond the boundaries of the grant and
focused on improving opportunities for those most in need

in society. During 2002, the Education Program will be carrying out
a comprehensive planning effort. Consequently, the program’s pri-
orities may be somewhat different in 2002 and beyond from those
described below. Guidelines are available on the Foundation’s web-
site (www.hewlett.org). Applicants are asked to submit a brief letter
of inquiry for review before preparing a complete proposal. Grants
are awarded on the basis of merit, educational importance, relevance
to program goals, and cost-effectiveness.

Higher Education

Grantmaking in this program has focused on higher education in
the United States. The Foundation gives priority to inquiries that
address the following issues. Other than in exceptional circum-
stances, the Foundation does not provide grants for endowment,
scholarships, or fellowships.

Pluralism and Unity. Colleges and universities play a signifi-
cant role in fostering appreciation for both diversity and the com-
mon good in our society. The Foundation has supported such efforts
and seeks to nurture ideas and programs that unify individuals and
groups while respecting the differences between and among them.
Institutions must demonstrate a commitment to these twin goals of
pluralism and unity in their own policies, practices, and aspirations.

Liberal Arts Institutions. The Foundation has supported pri-
vate liberal arts colleges and small to mid-sized comprehensive pri-
vate universities that engage in self-assessment, planning, and
program development to enhance the teaching-learning relation-
ship, with emphasis on programs that strengthen the connection
among liberal learning, students’ career potential and goals, respon-
sible citizenship, and personal development. This program favors
but is not limited to institutions in California, Oregon, and
Washington.

g
Program
Description
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General Education in Research Universities. The Foundation
has supported initiatives in research universities to rethink and
improve the general education of lower-division undergraduates.
Proposals that focus on student outcomes, faculty incentives, teach-
ing innovations, and especially the general education curriculum
taken as a whole have been favored over those concerned only with
curriculum design.

California Community Colleges. Over the next few years,
California is expected to experience a dramatic expansion of com-
munity college enrollment. The Foundation is interested in fund-
ing creative responses to this expansion that maximize opportunities
for California’s diverse population.

Historically Black Private Colleges and Universities. In partner-
ship with the Bush Foundation, The William and Flora Hewlett
Foundation supports an ongoing program of grants for capital
needs and faculty development at private black colleges and uni-
versities. This program is administered by the Bush Foundation.

Knowledge Development. The Foundation supports research,
evaluations, and other approaches that lead to the systematic accu-
mulation of knowledge and produce more effective ways to address
educational problems.

Using Technology Effectively. The Foundation supports inno-
vative, technology-based projects that explore ways of substantially
increasing the effectiveness and quality of content and instruction,
both on campus and via distance learning.

Opportunity Grants. The Foundation will consider especially
meritorious proposals that are consistent with the overall aims of
the Education Program but that fit none of the formal categories.

Elementary and Secondary Education

Proposals are expected to advance the quality and equality of edu-
cation practice. The Foundation does not support supplementary
or compensatory programs, electing instead to focus on institutional
and policy changes that have promise of improving the quality of
schooling on a system-wide basis and for a sustained period of time.

E D U C A T I O N
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E D U C A T I O N

Bay Area Regional Support. The Foundation supports orga-
nizations and programs that develop capacity and provide support
for public school reform and improvement in the San Francisco Bay
Area. In 1995, the Hewlett and Annenberg foundations jointly
awarded a $50 million, five-year matching challenge grant to the Bay
Area School Reform Collaborative (BASRC) for public school
reform in the counties of San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara,
Alameda, Contra Costa, and Marin. In 2000, the two foundations
extended their grants to BASRC for another five years. Priority will
be given to proposals that reinforce the reform objectives of BASRC.

Education Policy and Reform. The Foundation funds organi-
zations and efforts that promise to contribute significantly to our
understanding of how to improve public elementary and secondary
schools in California and nationally. The Foundation is particularly
interested in proposals that address urban education issues and edu-
cational issues of Latino and African-American students.

Knowledge Development. The Foundation supports research,
evaluations, and other approaches that lead to the systematic accu-
mulation of knowledge and produce more effective ways to address
education problems.

Using Technology Effectively. The Foundation supports projects
that extend our understanding of how to use technology effectively
to provide all students with high-quality content and instruction,
within classrooms and through distance learning.

Opportunity Grants. The Foundation will consider especially
meritorious proposals that are consistent with the overall aims of
the Education Program but that fit none of the formal categories.
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Organizations Authorized
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Higher Education

Pluralism and Unity
To support pluralism and unity programs at colleges and universities

 
Providence, Rhode Island $150,000

 
Durham, North Carolina 150,000

  
Rindge, New Hampshire 150,000

 
Clinton, New York 150,000

  ,   
Ann Arbor, Michigan 150,000

  
Troy, New York 150,000

 

Norton, Massachusetts 150,000

Liberal Arts Institutions
To support liberal arts institutions programs

      
Menlo Park, California

For a collaboration to build practical understanding of and commitment 
to the liberal arts and diversity in American higher education 2,400,000

    
New York, New York

For a quality assessment of the outcomes of liberal arts and sciences 
undergraduate education in the United States 500,000

 
Fairfield, Connecticut 140,000

 
Conway, Arkansas 95,000

   ,   
Rochester, New York 150,000

 
Oberlin, Ohio 150,000

 
Forest Grove, Oregon 95,000

  

Canton, New York 150,000
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  
Seattle, Washington 150,000

 
Swarthmore, Pennsylvania 105,000

 
Schenectady, New York 150,000

 

Middletown, Connecticut 150,000

Research Universities: General Education
To support programs in general education

  ,    
Tucson, Arizona 150,000

 
Hanover, New Hampshire 150,000

    
Davis, California 150,000

 ,       
 
Washington, D.C. 150,000

  
Washington, D.C. 150,000

  ,    
East Lansing, Michigan 150,000

   
Columbia, South Carolina 130,000

 ,   
Stanford, California 150,000

  
Burlington, Vermont 150,000

  

Seattle, Washington 150,000

Technology
    ,   

Northridge, California

For the Heritage Conservation in Baja California Sur project in collaboration 
with the Universidad Autonoma de Baja California Sur
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000
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  ,    
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For the Latin American Technology Educational Network,
a collaborative project with the Instituto Tecnológico y 
de Estudios Superiores de Monterrey
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 300,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For a project entitled Technological Change and the Transformation 
of the Liberal Arts College Library 75,000

       , 
 
Monterrey, Nuevo León, Mexico

For development of Community Learning Centers
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 300,000

   
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the OpenCourseWare@MIT project 5,500,000

     
Boulder, Colorado

For a program to develop tools that the higher education community 
needs to integrate online learning and the World Wide Web 
into teaching and learning 1,500,000

     ,  
  
La Paz, Baja, California Sur, Mexico

For the Heritage Conservation in Baja California Sur project 
in collaboration with California State University, Northridge
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

Knowledge Development
 
Chestnut Hill, Massachusetts

For a study on the impact of American Rhodes Scholars since World War II 75,000

       
 
Burlingame, California

For assessing the impact of financial aid on college access 30,000

 ,    
Stanford, California

For the Philosophy Discovery Institute 15,000

 ,   
Stanford, California

For a research project to test the effect of racial diversity on critical 
thinking in college students 75,000
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Historically Black Private Colleges and Universities
 
Saint Paul, Minnesota

For the support of historically black private colleges and universities 900,000

Opportunity Grants
    
Washington, D.C.

For strategic planning efforts 75,000

 ,  
Providence, Rhode Island

For the post-doctoral fellowship program on educational reform 300,000

 .  
Orinda, California

For the capital campaign to develop a new campus 3,300,000

 ,    
Stanford, California

For the U.S.-Russia Student Leadership Summit, a conference 
focused on fostering student leadership and public service training 30,000

Elementary and Secondary Education

Reform in the Bay Area
    
San Francisco, California

For the Hewlett-Annenberg Challenge for school reform in the Bay Area
(Awarded in 2000 for $25,000,000) 5,000,000

     
San Francisco, California

For the Revitalizing Education and Learning project
(Collaboration with Family and Community Development) 125,000

    
San Francisco, California

For Linking San Francisco, a program to make service-learning sustainable 
in grades K-12 in San Francisco schools
(Collaboration with Family and Community Development) 50,000

    ,    
Berkeley, California

For the Career Academy Support Network 250,000
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     
Berkeley, California

For a Northern California pilot of a Lincoln Center Institute–affiliated 
program for training teachers and teaching artists
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 75,000

   
New York, New York

For Phase Two of the Bay Area School Reform Collaborative evaluation 2,000,000
For the planning and design of the Bay Area School Reform Collaborative 
Phase Two evaluation 50,000

 ⁄  
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

For an analysis of the condition of college access programs in California 75,000

  
San Francisco, California

For a research project on Bay Area informal learning institutions to be 
conducted by Design Worlds for Learning, Inc. 12,000

     ,   
    
Capitola, California

For the National Board Certified Teachers Collaborative 10,000

  
Sunnyvale, California

For the Full Option Science System project, to be managed by the Coalition 
for Excellence in Science Education 30,000


San Francisco, California

For the Strategic Literacy Initiative 40,000
For the Western Assessment Collaborative program 490,000
For the Strategic Literacy Initiative 450,000

Technology
   
Palo Alto, California

For expansion of the study on Internet-based distance learning 250,000
For research and development to expand access to challenging high school 
curricula via Internet-based distance learning 75,000

   
Bethesda, Maryland

For Technology Counts, Education Week’s annual report on school technology 1,410,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For the Learning Federation Roadmapping project for learning technologies 75,000
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  
Gainesville, Florida

For Partnership in Global Learning
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

   ,   
Washington, D.C.

For a workshop on technology and assessment 75,000

Knowledge Development 
     ,    
  
Los Angeles, California

For a project entitled Designing Incentives for School Accountability Systems 57,000

      
Menlo Park, California

For the Advancement of Teaching to support work on an ecological 
approach to school reform 75,000

      
Washington, D.C.

For an evaluation of the Teach for America program, in collaboration 
with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 501,700
For an assessment of the performance of experimental designs 150,000

    ,  
 
Columbia, Missouri

For the creation of a Center for Research Synthesis Methodology 150,000

  ,    
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

For the Systematic Review Applications in Education project 150,000

 ,   
Stanford, California

For a study entitled Exploring New Opportunities for Teacher Learning 
at the Intersections of Research and Practice 75,000

    ,    
 
Madison, Wisconsin

For the development of infrastructure to support research on teaching and learning 10,000

National and State Reform and Policy

Cambridge, Massachusetts 

For a project entitled Defining the Twenty-first Century New Basic Skills—
Aligning the New Economy High Skill Needs with High School Academic Standards 2,400,000
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 ,   
New York, New York

For the Urban High School project 465,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For an invitational conference on distance learning 55,000

 ,   
New York, New York

For the Project on Public Problem Solving
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution, Environment, and Special Projects) 250,000

    
Denver, Colorado

For the development of 10th Amendment guidelines 75,000


San Francisco, California

For general support 450,000

 
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Civil Rights Project 500,000

 ,    
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Boston Public Schools Data project entitled Using Assessment Data 
to Improve Student Learning 355,000

,     
Los Angeles, California

For School: The Story of American Public Education, a PBS documentary 
series by Stone Lantern Films 50,000

  ,   
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

For a study on the long-term effects of large-scale reforms 
in New York City’s District Two 75,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For the Partnership for Public Education program 1,000,000

    
San Francisco, California

For research to help the California Joint Legislative Committee 
to Develop a Master Plan for Education program 1,100,000

 
Santa Monica, California

For analytic assistance to the Los Angeles public school system 50,000

  ,   
La Jolla, California

For a community engagement initiative for San Diego City schools 75,000
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    
San Diego, California

For reform initiatives in the San Diego Unified School District 7,500,000

    
Princeton, New Jersey

For expansion of the Schools and Scholars initiative 300,000

Universal Basic Education
   
Washington, D.C.

For basic education advocacy activities in developing countries
(Collaboration with Population) 200,000

     
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Universal Basic and Secondary Education project
(Collaboration with Population) 300,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Universal Education Forum and Book project
(Collaboration with Population) 500,000

 
San Francisco, California

For information and education services to displaced persons in Pakistan 
and Afghanistan 75,000

    
San Francisco, California

For the distance learning project managed by Equal Access 75,000

Opportunity Grants
     
Austin, Texas

For a documentary entitled Do You Speak American?
(Collaboration with Special Projects) 125,000

 ,      
Northampton, Massachusetts

For outreach activities for the Hewlett-supported film entitled Only a Teacher 35,000
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Environment

Program
Description

he Hewlett Foundation’s longstanding commitment to pro-
tecting the environment was continued in 2001, with support
largely going to organizations devoted to the protection and
restoration of the natural resources of the tri-national North
American West. Among the Environment Program’s 2001

highlights were:

■ Strong collaborative grantmaking with the U.S.–Latin American
Relations Program dedicated to building the capacity of orga-
nizations working on U.S.-Mexico border issues;

■ New or expanded investments in our environmental journalism
category, with grants going to organizations working on a daily
basis with editors, producers, and reporters to help expand the
amount, the depth, and the salience of the coverage of environ-
mental issues;

■ Smart-growth grants aimed at helping select regions to establish
metropolitan plans that better manage the tensions between the
growth of human settlements and the need to preserve open
space; and

■ Exploratory grantmaking in the Russian Far East.

In addition, the Foundation launched an Energy Initiative in
response to California’s electricity crisis and growing national atten-
tion on energy issues. Our grantmaking focused on three key areas:
California’s electricity crisis, Intermountain West oil and gas devel-
opment issues, and national energy policy. Among the Energy
Initiative’s 2001 highlights were:

■ A California research grant package designed to bolster the ana-
lytical underpinnings for long-term energy policy reform;

■ Grants to Latino community groups and to a consortium of reli-
gious organizations to help build in-house expertise on the inter-
relationships between poverty and energy/environmental
concerns and to provide direct services for low-income families
dealing with rising energy costs;

■ Support for the RAND Corporation to conduct a comprehensive
analysis of existing data (taking into account available develop-
ment, extraction, and transport technologies; economics of

t
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extraction and transport; transportation infrastructure; and envi-
ronmental factors) to develop a reliable estimate of the oil, gas,
and coal reserves found on federal lands in the Intermountain
West;

■ Support for an analysis of coal-bed methane development by the
Natural Resources Law Center at the University of Colorado at
Boulder, to provide a more detailed understanding of the
impacts, the regulatory structure, and the technologies associ-
ated with this form of energy production; and

■ Grants to support the Energy Foundation’s work on national
energy policy, including its efforts to increase support for clean-
energy research and development.

The Environment Program at the Hewlett Foundation is in 
the midst of an assessment of opportunities in the field aimed at
building a long-term strategic plan. We expect to publish new guide-
lines for the entire program on the Foundation’s Web site,
www.hewlett.org, by the end of 2002.
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Journalism and Education
  
Mill Valley, California

For the ACFnewsource project $350,000

 
Hilo, Hawaii

For general support 200,000

  
Paonia, Colorado

For general support 300,000

     
Missoula, Montana

For the Wallace Stegner Initiative 900,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For the Environmental Journalism Center 200,000

Environmental Sciences, Economics, and Policy
    
Boise, Idaho

For general support
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

  ,      -
 
Tucson, Arizona

For the Border Partners in ACTion program
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 300,000

     
La Jolla, California

For the Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000

    ,   
Boulder, Colorado

For the Natural Resources Law Center 325,000

 ,   
New York, New York

For the Project on Public Problem Solving
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution, Education, and Special Projects) 250,000

     
El Paso, Texas

For the Paso del Norte Border Studies Working Group
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000
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  
Washington, D.C.

For a research, publication, and outreach program designed 
to address the precarious state of environmental law in the federal courts 75,000

‘  
Honolulu, Hawaii

For the Natural Resources Conservation program 1,000,000

  
Sacramento, California

For general support 300,000

  
Missoula, Montana

For the Center for the Rocky Mountain West 300,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For the Options Analysis and Transition Planning of the Business Plan Initiative 75,000

   
Billings, Montana

For the Stillwater Good Neighbor Agreement project
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 300,000

   
Sacramento, California

For the California Environmental Dialogue 300,000

 ..
Mexico City, Mexico

For the integration of Pronatura’s activities in Sonora, Sinoloa, and Baja California 
into a single chapter of Pronatura Noroeste/Mar de Cortes 
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 350,000

 ,     
Stanford, California

For the Research Initiative on the Environment, Economy, and Sustainable Welfare 1,500,000

 ,    
Stanford, California

For the Center for Conservation Biology
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 300,000

  
San Francisco, California

For Centro Internacional de Desarrollo Rural Sustentable / 
International Center for Sustainable Rural Development
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000
For the Resources for Community Collaboration project
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 0
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  ,    
Charlottesville, Virginia

For the Community-based Collaborative Research Consortium project
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 0

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support
(Collaboration with Population) 0

Environmental Management in Rural Communities
 -  
Salinas, California

For general support
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For field activities in the Rocky Mountain region 150,000

   
Bethesda, Maryland 

For the National Rural Funders Collaborative
(Collaboration with Family and Community Development 
and U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000

    
Albuquerque, New Mexico

For general support 250,000

    
Davis, California

For general support 100,000


Portland, Oregon

For general support 250,000

 
New York, New York

For protection and restoration of the San Francisco Bay-Delta and the 
Colorado River ecosystems 400,000

  
Modesto, California

For general support
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 800,000

  
Bayside, California

For the Native Performance Fund
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 0
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       
Washington, D.C.

For general support
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 500,000

   
Redway, California

For general support 50,000

   
Boulder, Colorado

For the research and writing of the book entitled The Modern Indian 
Movement: Tribal Action and the Revival of Native Homelands 30,000

 
Arlington, Virginia

For conservation initiatives involving the Western, Pacific Northwest,
and Rocky Mountain divisions 500,000

   ‘
Honolulu, Hawaii

For the community-based Ahupua‘a Stewardship project at Pu‘uwa‘
awa‘a on the island of Hawaii 200,000

    
Oakland, California

For a regranting program to leading conservation organizations in Asian Russia
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 500,000

  
Santa Rosa, California

For general support 250,000

  
South Lake Tahoe, California

For general support 100,000

 
Tucson, Arizona

For the Western Roundup and Western Gathering 13,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support 350,000

 
Portland, Oregon

For general support 50,000

  
Fairbanks, Alaska

For training and workshops on negotiation skills
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 0

    
Hayfork, California

For general support 50,000
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  
Elko, Nevada

For general support
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 45,000

Growth Management in Metropolitan Areas
  ’ 
Salt Lake City, Utah

For the Envision Utah project 3,000,000

  
Los Angeles, California

For the Baldwin Hills Regional Park project 100,000

  
Los Angeles, California

For general support 300,000

  
Nanaimo, British Columbia, Canada

For general support 300,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support 200,000

   
Minneapolis, Minnesota

For California Metropatterns, a study of social separation, fiscal capacity,
and regional growth in California’s largest regions
(Collaboration with Family and Community Development) 50,000

  
Seattle, Washington

For general support 300,000

    
Seattle, Washington

For general support 300,000

   
Seattle, Washington

For general support 200,000

    
San Francisco, California

For the Growth, Land Use, and Environment Survey Series conducted 
in collaboration with the Hewlett, Irvine, and Packard foundations
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution and Population) 250,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For Smart Growth America 300,000
For the California Transportation Education Campaign 300,000
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  
San Francisco, California

For the California Futures Network 500,000

  
Helena, Montana

For the Western Regionalism project 20,000

Freshwater Management
    
San Rafael, California

For general support 250,000

    
Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico

For community-based sustainable environment programs
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 500,000

       ,
   
Monterrey, Nuevo León, Mexico

For a collaborative assessment of the water resources of the Rio Grande basin
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 100,000

      
Boulder, Colorado

For the Smart Water project 75,000

 
El Paso, Texas

For regional regranting programs
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 500,000

  
Berkeley, California

For a physical assessment of the water resources of the Rio Grande/Rio Bravo Basin
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 235,000

 
Arlington, Virginia

For the Freshwater Initiative 1,000,000

   ,    
Las Cruces, New Mexico

To develop a regional geographic information system (GIS)
to support regional water planning in the Paso del Norte region
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 40,000

       
Ensenada, Baja California, Mexico

For general support
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000
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  
San Francisco, California

For research and writing on global freshwater resources and international dams 75,000

 
Portland, Oregon

For expansion of the grassroots river and watershed movement in the West 300,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the John Krautkraemer Memorial Fund 200,000

  
San Francisco, California

For Project del Rio
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 0

Energy Initiative
  ,   
Tempe, Arizona

For a joint study of energy conservation via social norms with 
California State University at San Marcos 270,000

   
Sacramento, California

For the California Interfaith Energy Assistance project 750,000

     ,  
 
San Marcos, California

For a joint study of energy conservation via social norms with 
Arizona State University 320,000

    ,     
Boulder, Colorado

For a project to examine energy from a historical viewpoint 60,000

    ,   
Boulder, Colorado

For the Natural Resources Law Center’s project to conduct an analysis 
of coal-bed methane development 180,000

 
San Francisco, California

For work on energy and western lands issues 2,235,000
For work on the Hewlett Foundation’s Energy Initiative 4,020,000

      
Boulder, Colorado

For development of a clean electric energy plan 200,000

  
Sacramento, California

For development of a sustainable, institutional structure 
for local energy programs in California 23,000
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   
New York, New York

For the Joint Energy Initiative of the NRDC’s energy, land, and water program 600,000

   
San Francisco, California

For the NRDC/Silicon Valley Manufacturers Group partnership 
in their work on energy efficiency in the high tech sector 100,000

 
Santa Monica, California

For an analysis of the energy resource base in the Intermountain West and 
to examine the opportunities and constraints on development 450,000

  
Snowmass, Colorado

For the National Energy Policy Initiative, a collaborative project 
with the Consensus Building Institute 180,000

 
Denver, Colorado

For an expert peer review of energy plans on public lands in the West 172,000

Other
  
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For a retreat for emerging leaders in environmental philanthropy 25,000

 
Salina, Kansas

For general support 300,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For the Enhancing Diversity Initiative 500,000

   
Sacramento, California

For the Diversity Initiative 150,000

  
New York, New York

For the Environmental Grantmakers Association 100,000

  
Snowmass, Colorado

For general support 500,000
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Family and Community Development

hrough its work in the Family and Community Development
Program, the Foundation seeks to improve the functioning
of low-income families and the livability of distressed neigh-
borhoods in the San Francisco Bay Area. To this end, the
Foundation supports local and regional organizations that

serve Bay Area communities and a limited number of national orga-
nizations whose work directly benefits local and regional efforts.
Grants are made in the following areas.

Neighborhood Improvement. The Foundation supports multi-
year, comprehensive, cross-disciplinary efforts of community-based
partnerships aimed at improving the human, economic, and phys-
ical conditions in selected neighborhoods. Proposals are considered
on an invitation-only basis.

Community Service. The Foundation supports school- and
community-based K-12 and a limited number of higher education
service learning programs. In addition, it provides support to locally
sponsored national service activities that involve young people in
strengthening the ability of neighborhoods to respond to critical
human development, public safety, and environmental issues.

Responsible Fatherhood and Male Involvement. The Foundation
supports programs that enable fathers to participate actively in the
emotional and financial support of the family and that promote
adult male involvement in the lives of children and youth from
father-absent environments.

Transition to Work. The Foundation supports comprehensive
programs that respond to the employment, education and training,
child care, and other needs of families who require assistance in
making the transition from public benefit programs to self-suffi-
ciency.

Employment Development. The Foundation supports part-
nerships among industry, government, job-training programs, edu-
cational institutions, and community-based organizations that
expand job and wage opportunities for low-skilled, low-wage work-
ers through strategies that target growth sectors of the economy.

t
Program
Description
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F A M I L Y A N D C O M M U N I T Y D E V E L O P M E N T

Emerging Opportunities. The Foundation supports efforts that
explore emerging practice and policy innovation in new domains
and that reflect intersections of interest between and among vari-
ous program areas.
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Transition to Work
  
Sacramento, California

For the Welfare Reform Monitoring project $100,000

  ,    
Berkeley, California

For the Welfare Policy Research project 665,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For efforts to inform national welfare and workforce development policy 500,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Welfare Information Network 500,000

 
San Francisco, California

For the Career Advancement Center 300,000

     
San Francisco, California

For the Gateway to Health Care Careers program 300,000

 
San Francisco, California

For the Job Network program 300,000

- ’   
Oakland, California

For the Bay Area Empowerment and Education Retention project 170,000

 
Oakland, California

For the Corporate Training program 225,000

     
San Francisco, California

For the Bay Area Works project 300,000

   
Oakland, California

For the Comprehensive Integrated Resources for CalWORKs 
Limited English Speakers employment program 220,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For the California State Organizing Project for Family Economic Self-Sufficiency 300,000
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Employment Development
  
Sacramento, California

For programs to educate California State Legislators on critical 
workforce development issues 200,000

     
Oakland, California

For the training of working-poor clients for employment as computer technicians 200,000

   
Oakland, California

For a study of community college access to and retention of low-wage 
working parents and for a study on creating work support centers in California 450,000

  
Brooklyn, New York

For the Community College–Community Based Organization Best Practices study 124,000

Community Service
 
San Jose, California

For the San Jose/Silicon Valley office 200,000

     
San Francisco, California

For the Revitalizing Education and Learning project
(Collaboration with Education) 125,000

   
Oakland, California

For Project YES 80,000

    
San Francisco, California

For Linking San Francisco, a program to make service-learning sustainable 
in grades K-12 in San Francisco schools
(Collaboration with Education) 50,000

- 
Palo Alto, California

For the Youth Community Service program 75,000

 
San Jose, California

For general support 90,000
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   
San Francisco, California

For the Office of Community Service Learning 155,000

    
San Francisco, California

For general support 75,000

      
San Jose, California

For general support 25,000

    
Oakland, California

For efforts to increase youth volunteerism and civic engagement by providing 
membership services and structured volunteer projects 58,000

  
Oakland, California

For general support and for the Service Learning 2000 Center 400,000

Neighborhood Improvement
   
San Jose, California

For the Mayfair Improvement Initiative 1,356,000

  
San Mateo, California

For the One East Palo Alto Neighborhood Improvement Initiative 1,442,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Seventh Street/McClymonds Corridor Improvement Initiative 1,266,000

Responsible Fatherhood and Male Involvement
   ,    

Oakland, California

For the Family Law project 350,000

      
San Jose, California

For the Passport to Manhood program 70,000

  
Santa Rosa, California

For the Father Link project 150,000
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  ,    
Madison, Wisconsin

For technical assistance and training to community-based organizations 
serving low-income fathers in Northern California 30,000

  
East Palo Alto, California

For the Responsible Fatherhood program 50,000

  
San Rafael, California

For the Fatherhood Development and Rights program 75,000

     
San Francisco, California

For the Together Taking Care of Business program 75,000

  
Concord, California

For the Proud Fathers program 55,000

  ,    
Baltimore, Maryland

For the Responsible Fatherhood management information system project 1,400,000

        
New York, New York

For the National Center to Promote the Employment of Ex-Offenders 200,000

    
San Jose, California

For the Male Involvement program 75,000


San Francisco, California

For fatherhood and parenting activities 65,000

      
Basehor, Kansas

For the Fathers Matter program 200,000

      
San Jose, California

For the Family Law Advocates program 350,000

 ⁄  
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

For an analysis of San Francisco Bay Area fatherhood programs 96,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Social Policy Action Network program 50,000
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Emerging Opportunities
   
Bethesda, Maryland

For the National Rural Funders Collaborative
(Collaboration with Environment and U.S.–Latin American Relations) 150,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Bay Area Space Study
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 328,000

- 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For the Bayview Hunters Point Center for Arts and Technology
(Collaboration with Performing Arts) 100,000

   
Minneapolis, Minnesota

For California Metropatterns, a study of social separation, fiscal capacity,
and regional growth in California’s largest regions
(Collaboration with Environment) 195,000

   
San Francisco, California

For the Partners–United States initiative
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 0

  ,    
San Mateo, California

For the Assets for All Alliance program 600,000

 
Alexandria, Virginia

For the Team 2000 program 25,000

Other
     ,   ,
  
Santa Cruz, California

For the Connecting for the Common Good program 210,000

   
Los Angeles, California

For the 2001 annual conference 10,000

    
San Francisco, California

For general support 70,000
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   
San Jose, California

For the Palo Alto Weekly Holiday Fund 40,000

     
Chicago, Illinois

For the Lifelong Learning Accounts program 40,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Summer Youth Project 75,000

  
San Mateo, California

For the 2001–2002 Holiday Fund 40,000
For the 2000–2001 Holiday Fund 35,000
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Performing Arts

he Foundation’s Performing Arts Program entertains appli-
cations from professional dance, music, opera, musical the-
ater, and theater companies as well as organizations that
present the performing arts. In addition, the Foundation sup-
ports arts councils that serve San Francisco Bay Area com-

munities and service organizations that assist performing arts
organizations in all disciplines. It also makes grants to support Bay
Area nonprofit film and video service organizations.

The focus of Foundation support is on long-term artistic
development and managerial stability, which is achieved primarily
through a strategy of multi-year general operating support to orga-
nizations of programmatic merit that operate without incurring
annual deficits. Where appropriate, the Foundation may recom-
mend a matching requirement and, additionally, that a portion of
matching funds be applied to endowments or cash reserves to help
ensure the long-term financial stability of the grantee.

The Foundation gives preference to independent nonprofit
Bay Area organizations with an established record of artistic achieve-
ment, audience support, managerial capacity, and realistic planning
for artistic and organizational development. Artistic training pro-
grams, particularly those focused on young people, continue to be
of interest to the Foundation.

The Foundation does not support one-time events, such as
seminars, conferences, festivals, or touring costs for performing
companies. It regrets that it cannot currently consider requests from
individual artists or from organizations in the following areas: the
visual or literary arts; radio, film, or video production; the human-
ities; elementary or secondary school programs; college or univer-
sity proposals; community art classes; recreational, therapeutic, and
social service arts programs; and cultural foreign exchange pro-
grams.

t
Program
Description
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Music
    
San Rafael, California

For general support $120,000

  
San Francisco, California

For general support 30,000

  
Berkeley, California

For working capital and long-range planning 55,000

  
San Francisco, California

For general support 25,000

  
Pleasant Hill, California

For general support 210,000

   
Berkeley, California

For general support 90,000


Berkeley, California

For general support 30,000

 
Point Reyes Station, California

For general support 45,000


San Francisco, California

For general support 15,000

  
Fremont, California

For general support 80,000

  
Oakland, California

For the Kodály program 25,000

  
Palo Alto, California

For general support 10,000

    
San Pablo, California

For general support 60,000
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
San Francisco, California

For general support 60,000

  
San Rafael, California

For general support 150,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support 25,000

  
Monterey, California

For general support 150,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support and commissioning 165,000

   
Napa, California

For general support 50,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support 100,000

   
Oakland, California

For general support and strategic planning 75,000

   
Oakland, California

For general support 75,000

  
Oakland, California

For general support 100,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support and acquiring and preserving the 
music archives of KPFA Radio 75,000

   
Palo Alto, California

For general support 75,000

 
Oakland, California

For general support 75,000

:
San Francisco, California

For general support and commissioning 20,000



46  

Performing Arts: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2001

  
San Anselmo, California

For the Virtuoso program 120,000

    
Berkeley, California

For general support 75,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support and commissioning 160,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support 10,000

  
Santa Rosa, California

For general support 150,000

  
Stanford, California

For general support 120,000

’ 
San Francisco, California

For planning 20,000

Theater
   
San Francisco, California

For general support 75,000

  
Berkeley, California

For matching funds to be applied to debt reduction and costs 
of opening a new theater 70,000

     
San Francisco, California

For general support 150,000

’ 
Blue Lake, California

For general support 90,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support 90,000

 
San Francisco, California

For augmented general support 50,000
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**
San Francisco, California

For general support 60,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support 45,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support 180,000

    
San Jose, California

For general support 40,000

   
San Jose, California

For general support 75,000

  
San Francisco, California

For general support and for the regranting program 375,000


Palo Alto, California

For general support 375,000

Opera and Music Theater
  
Walnut Creek, California

For general support 145,000

  
San Jose, California

For general support 300,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support 750,000

   
Palo Alto, California

For general support 150,000

Dance
     
San Jose, California

For general support 60,000
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    ,  
Berkeley, California

For conversion of a University gymnasium in San Francisco into a dance 
research and development facility 100,000

’ 
San Francisco, California

For Bay Area Celebrates National Dance Week 2001 and 2002 20,000
For the Stephen Pelton Dance Theater 36,000

   
San Rafael, California

For general support 36,000

       
San Francisco, California

For general support 45,000

  
San Mateo, California

For general support 90,000

     
San Francisco, California

For general support 150,000

   
San Jose, California

For one-time acquisition costs 250,000

Film and Video
   
San Francisco, California

For general support and for planning 280,000

    
Berkeley, California

For the Pacific Film Archive 150,000

  
San Francisco, California

For general support 150,000


San Francisco, California

For Spark, a collaborative project with the Bay Area Video Coalition 1,500,000

  
San Francisco, California

For general support and strategic planning 107,000
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Supporting Services
  
Saint Paul, Minnesota

For general support and for Composers Datebook 200,000

   
New York, New York

For general support 100,000

   
San Jose, California

For general support and for the Collaborative Marketing Initiative 375,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For general support including a San Franicsco Bay Area initiative 150,000

     
San Rafael, California

For the CenterStage program 105,000

    
San Francisco, California

For general support 60,000

  
New York, New York

For general support directed toward services in California 40,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support directed toward initiatives in the San Francisco Bay Area 90,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Bay Area Space Study
(Collaboration with Family and Community Development) 0

   
Walnut Creek, California

For development of a strategic plan 20,000

   
Woodside, California

For general support 50,000

  
San Francisco, California

For Cowell Theater’s In Performance Series 75,000

 
San Francisco, California

For the Music at Grace Cathedral program 45,000
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    
Sausalito, California

For general support 50,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support 105,000

  
New York, New York

For general support of San Francisco Bay Area initiatives 150,000

  
Saint Paul, Minnesota

For a classical music demonstration project on radio and the Web 400,000

 
Saratoga, California

For general support 300,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support with emphasis on the San Francisco Bay Area Initiative 150,000

  
Santa Cruz, California

For the Remote Broadcast Series 65,000

    
San Jose, California

For performing arts programming 10,000

 
Stanford, California

For Lively Arts at Stanford 160,000

   
San Francisco, California

For general support 20,000

  
New York, New York

For general support 60,000

     
San Francisco, California

For general support and commissioning 330,000

Other
  
Boston, Massachusetts

For a symposium entitled The 21st Century Music Director: 
Role, Image, Activities, Training 25,000
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   
Bozeman, Montana

For general support 75,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Ansel Adams Center 50,000

  
Bayside, California

For the Native Performance Fund
(Collaboration with Environment) 300,000

     
Berkeley, California

For a Northern California pilot of a Lincoln Center Institute–
affiliated program for training teachers and teaching artists
(Collaboration with Education) 75,000

- 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For the Bayview Hunters Point Center for Arts and Technology
(Collaboration with Family and Community Development) 100,000

 
New York, New York

For a direct-marketing test for a proposed Chronicle of the Arts 50,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Arts Loan Fund 45,000

   
Palo Alto, California

In memory of the founder and music director, William Whitson 10,000

     
San Francisco, California

For San Francisco Classical Voice 10,000

  
Elko, Nevada

For general support
(Collaboration with Environment) 105,000

 ,     
New Haven, Connecticut

For an ongoing program to create an archive of audio and videotaped 
interviews of living composers 75,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Community Arts Distribution Committee 300,000


San Francisco, California

For general support 50,000
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Program
Description

apid population growth continues to be a significant world-
wide problem, despite the impact that organized family
planning programs have had in reducing fertility. The
Foundation has three primary goals in this area: (1) to
increase the involvement of the public and private sectors,

the media, and educational institutions in population issues; (2)
to improve the delivery of family planning and related reproductive
health services; and (3) to evaluate and help replicate the impact
of educational and economic development activities on fertility. U.S.
population issues are also of concern but represent a small propor-
tion of the Foundation’s annual program budget.

Within these three priorities, the Foundation supports a range
of activities. Specific interests include the following areas:

■ Policy-oriented research and educational activities that inform
policymakers both in the United States and abroad about the
importance of population issues and the relevance of demo-
graphic change to other aspects of human welfare. The
Foundation emphasizes efforts to expand the availability of finan-
cial resources and, through training, human resources to address
population issues.

■ Programs that address neglected issues, such as services for young
people, and programs that develop and disseminate the knowl-
edge and techniques needed to improve the quality and effec-
tiveness of family planning activities. Support is also provided to
evaluate the cost and practicality of service programs that address
broader reproductive health concerns in conjunction with fam-
ily planning.

■ The study of human development activities and interventions
that affect fertility, such as programs that enhance women’s eco-
nomic and educational opportunities, improve their legal rights,
diminish gender inequities, and foster female self-determination.
Preference will be give to programs that include assessment of the
cost and practicality of larger scale replication and evaluation
of their impact on fertility behavior. Research on migration is also
supported.

r
Population
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■ Carefully selected research and development activities with the
purpose of developing new and improved fertility control meth-
ods. The applied research and field testing needed to speed the
development and availability of promising methods of fertility
regulation is supported, rather than basic research.

There are no geographic limitations on support for research,
family planning projects, or training. Although the focus of such
activities will be on developing countries, selected U.S. organiza-
tions that engage in highly leveraged domestic family planning activ-
ities are eligible for support.

The Foundation generally provides organizational (rather than
project) support, and it favors those organizations that seek to bridge
the gap between research, policy formulation, and program imple-
mentation.
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Increasing Commitment to Address Population Issues
   
Washington, D.C.

For basic education advocacy activities in developing countries
(Collaboration with Education) $1,200,000

     
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

For general support 900,000

      
Washington, D.C.

For development of a digital version of the Atlas of Population and Environment 65,000

       
Bangkok, Thailand

For general support 1,000,000

 ,    
Washington, D.C.

For the Global Interdependence Initiative 75,000

     
Lisbon, Portugal

For general support 200,000

        
Gent, Belgium

For general support 360,000

    ,    
 
Berkeley, California

For the Second World Congress of Environmental and Resource Economists 35,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For general support 900,000

     
New York, New York

For general support 2,000,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support 450,000

 ...
Washington, D.C.

For general support 300,000

  ’     
Washington, D.C.

For general support 225,000
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  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 375,000

  
Paris, France

For general support 900,000

  :    
Lopez Island, Washington

For general support 75,000

  ,   
Boston, Massachusetts

For production of the PBS miniseries World in the Balance 75,000

   
Washington, D.C.

For general support 300,000

       

Tokyo, Japan

For the Asia-Pacific Alliance for Advancing the Goals of the International 
Conference on Population and Development 300,000

   
Berkeley, California

For general support 600,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For general support 900,000

   ,   
Washington, D.C.

For the Committee on the Human Dimensions of Global Change for a workshop 
and for a related published volume entitled New Research on Population 
and the Environment 75,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For the Women’s Health Initiative 75,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For population initiatives within the Environmental Health Center 450,000

   ,    
Albuquerque, New Mexico

For a project entitled Learning from Experience: Accounts and Documents 
from Population Pioneers 300,000

     
New York, New York

For the National Family Planning Initiative 300,000
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  
London, England

To update and maintain the Web site 200,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 500,000

    
San Francisco, California

For the Growth, Land Use, and Environment Survey Series conducted 
in collaboration with the Hewlett, Irvine, and Packard foundations
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution and Environment) 0

 
New York, New York

For general support 150,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 200,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Africa Grantmakers Affinity Group 50,000
For the Center for Environment and Population 75,000

  ,   
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

For the International Programme on Reproductive and Sexual Health Law 400,000

  ,  
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

For the Ingenuity Gap project 10,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For the United Nations Population Fund 1,000,000

       
New York, New York

For general support 600,000

’  
Montpelier, Vermont

For general support 70,000

’ 
Washington, D.C.

For general support 200,000

  
Hilversum, The Netherlands

For general support 800,000
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 
Washington, D.C.

For general support
(Collaboration with Environment) 750,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 900,000

International Family Planning and Reproductive Health
   
Dawsonville, Georgia

For the Spanish translation and distribution of a book entitled A Personal Guide 
to Managing Contraception for Women and Men 200,000

 ,     
New York, New York

For the Mother-to-Child-Transmission Plus Initiative 1,000,000

     
Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico

For general support 300,000

   
London, England

For general support 1,000,000

   ,  

New York, New York

For general support 1,500,000


Chapel Hill, North Carolina

For general support 3,000,000

   
Boston, Massachusetts

For reproductive health programs in sub-Saharan Africa 400,000

  
London, England

For general support 1,000,000


Seattle, Washington

For general support 1,100,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 3,500,000

  
Westport, Connecticut

For population activities 500,000
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Domestic Family Planning Activities
  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 1,000,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For the Emergency Contraception Hotline and Web site 75,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 650,000

    
New York, New York

For general support 3,600,000

    ⁄  
Saint Paul, Minnesota

For community organizing and public affairs work 75,000

Population Research and Training
     
Nairobi, Kenya

For general support 500,000

  
New York, New York

For general support 1,400,000

     
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Universal Basic and Secondary Education project
(Collaboration with Education) 500,000

  ,  ⁄ 
Belo Horizonte, MG, Brazil

For the XXIVth General Population Conference in Salvador, Bahia, Brazil
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 75,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Universal Education Forum and Book project
(Collaboration with Education) 100,000

        
 
Honolulu, Hawaii

For the Population and Health Studies program 500,000
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  ,  
Chicago, Illinois

For interdisciplinary training in international population research 450,000

   
London, England

For reproductive health activities in developing countries 200,000

  
Baltimore, Maryland

For the Hopkins Population Center 500,000

    
Arlington, Virginia

For the Empowerment of Women research program 350,000

      
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 

For the Carolina Population Center 400,000

   ’ 
Los Angeles, California

For general support 600,000

  
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

For the Population Studies Center 500,000

 ,       
New York, New York

For general support 650,000

 
Princeton, New Jersey

For the Office of Population Research 700,000

  
Seattle, Washington

For the Center for Studies in Demography and Ecology 300,000

    ,    
 
Madison, Wisconsin

For research and training programs 450,000

  
Washington, D.C.

For the Adapting to Change Program on Population, Reproductive Health,
and Health Sector Reform 400,000
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Contraceptive Development
   
Silver Spring, Maryland

For general support 175,000

     ,   ,
,   
San Francisco, California

For the Center for Reproductive Health Research and Policy 900,000

Migration Studies
        
Guadalajara, Jalisco, Mexico

For general support
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 270,000

 
Davis, California

For general support
(Collaboration with U.S.–Latin American Relations) 200,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For advocacy on behalf of refugee and internally displaced women 75,000
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Philanthropy
 
New York, New York

For the Initiative for Social Innovation Through Business program $100,000

  
Boston, Massachusetts

For Social Capital Market programs 145,000

 ,    
Cambridge, Massachusetts

For the Project on Good Work 750,000

  
Piedmont, California

For the Strategic Solutions project 200,000

  
San Mateo, California

For the Foundation Incubator project 400,000

 
Williamsburg, Virginia

For GuideStar, a nonprofit information service 1,000,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the documentation and distribution of the Ongoing Assessment 
of Social Impact project 52,000

  
San Francisco, California

For Social Venture Partners Bay Area start-up activities 25,000

 
Seattle, Washington

For the Social Venture Partners Cities Plan 215,000

 
Hartland Four Corners, Vermont

For the International Sustainability Indicators Network project 50,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the New Visions project 125,000

 
Washington, D.C.

For the Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy 2,000,000

Special Projects
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     
San Francisco, California

For the Global Philanthropy Forum Conference: Giving Without Borders 100,000

Other
 
Los Angeles, California

For funding of an internship position 75,000

     ,     
, ,  
Los Angeles, California

For an international research and technical assistance conference and 
follow-up program 25,000

    
Merced, California

For acquisition of land and habitat to develop the University of California 
Merced campus 2,000,000

     
Austin, Texas

For a documentary entitled Do You Speak American?
(Collaboration with Education) 125,000

     
Washington, D.C.

For policy work on behalf of low-income, unemployed workers and their families 60,000

    
Washington, D.C.

For public education initiatives 60,000

 ,   
New York, New York

For the Labor Study Tour 2002 124,000
For the Project on Public Problem Solving
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution, Education, and Environment) 250,000

     
San Francisco, California

For direct mail fundraising 5,000

   ,       

Staten Island, New York

For support to the Brooklyn and Staten Island School District in helping 
children deal with the terrorist attacks of September 11 by implementing 
the Sera Learning Programs 6,000

   ,      
Long Island City, New York

For programs to help children deal with the terrorist attacks of September 11 
by implementing the Sera Learning Programs 19,000
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 
Washington, D.C.

For the Constitution Project, an election reform initiative 437,500

 ,  
Washington, D.C.

For the Madison Society for Law and Policy 75,000

    , 
 ⁄  
Arlington, Virginia

For underwriting the broadcast of The NewsHour with Jim Lehrer 1,600,000

  
New York, New York

For a program to address hate crimes against Arab-Americans and 
other minority groups 75,000

 
Herzliya, Israel

For the publication of an English version of the book Critical Thinking 180,000

 
Bedford Hills, New York

For a PBS special on election reform 75,000

 
San Francisco, California

For general support 75,000

     ,  
New City, New York

For the County of Rockland’s Do the Math III: The Poverty Equation symposium 5,000

  
Charlottesville, Virginia

For the National Commission on Federal Election Reform, a collaborative 
project with the Century Foundation 650,000

  
Ashland, Oregon

For general support in recognition of Ray Bacchetti’s service to the Foundation 50,000

  
New York, New York

For the Program Development Fund 250,000

 
New York, New York

For programs to benefit the victims and survivors of the 
World Trade Center tragedy 25,000

 
Middlebury, Vermont

For the Universities project 750,000

Special Projects: Grants
Organizations Authorized
(by Category) 2001
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  
Washington, D.C.

For general support 75,000

 
Stanford, California

For the School of Humanities and Sciences and for undergraduate 
education programs 400,000,000


Palo Alto, California

For general support in recognition of Ray Bacchetti’s service to the Foundation 50,000

  
San Francisco, California

For the Youth Transition Funders Group 10,000

-  
Washington, D.C.

For distribution of a documentary film entitled John Gardner: Uncommon American 50,000

     
Putney, Vermont

For general support 15,000

  ⁽ ⁾   $212,005,200
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U.S.–Latin American Relations

he U.S.–Latin American Relations Program seeks to
strengthen U.S. and Latin American institutions—and foster
cooperation among them—in order to address a specific set
of common challenges facing the Americas.

This mission is built upon two central premises. First,
continuing hemispheric economic and social integration is highly
likely and desirable. Second, the shape that future integration takes
is anything but preordained. The program seeks to help develop the
institutional capacity, the human resources, and the information
that will shape and improve hemispheric relations into the future.

The program conceives of U.S.–Latin American relations
broadly: relations in the Americas are those among institutions and
communities of interest as well as among nation-states. The pro-
gram thus does not focus narrowly on diplomatic or “strategic” rela-
tions. Rather, it includes within its focus environmental issues,
political and institutional consolidation, and economic and social
policy.

Currently, the program makes grants to organizations in Latin
America and the United States in three areas:

Environment. Freshwater management, environmental policy,
and corporate social responsibility.

Democratic Governance. Public security, judicial reform, and
innovations in legal education in Latin America.

Equitable Economic Growth. Education, migration, and applied
economic- and social-policy research.

The program also funds a small number of policy-focused area
studies programs in Latin American countries, fellowship programs,
and support organizations. (For more detailed information on these
areas and a listing of sample grants in these components, see the
Foundation Web site.)

The program focuses on redressing four infrastructural prob-
lems in these areas:

■ Institutions in Latin America are not optimally robust, and civil
society remains weak;

■ The work of institutions is generally poorly coordinated, par-
ticularly across national borders;

t
Program
Description
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■ Human resources remain underdeveloped; and
■ Essential information is poor or nonexistent.

The U.S.–Latin American Relations Program thus supports
institutions that:

■ Train qualified people;
■ Create new knowledge;
■ Bring well-qualified people together so that they can effectively

influence public policy;
■ Put knowledge to work; and
■ Link communities of interest in the United States and Latin

America in order to address hemispheric challenges.

The program emphasizes collaboration among institutions—
most important, between U.S. and Latin American institutions, but
also among Latin American institutions—with the aim of strength-
ening the institutional grassroots of current and future inter-
American relations.

The program works in close affinity with other Foundation
programs, actively collaborating on grantmaking with the programs
in Environment, Education, Conflict Resolution, and Population.

■ With the Environment Program, the U.S.–Latin American
Relations Program funds environmental work in the U.S.-
Mexican border region with a focus on freshwater issues;

■ With the Education Program, the U.S.–Latin American Relations
Program is developing an initiative in the use of distance-educa-
tion technologies in Mexico;

■ With the Conflict Resolution Program, the U.S.–Latin American
Relations Program has initiated a series of grants in the areas of
judicial reform, legal-curriculum development, public security,
and police reform; and

■ With the Population Program, the U.S.–Latin American Relations
Program supports a dozen programs in Mexican migration to the
United States, U.S. immigration policy, and comparative migra-
tion studies.

Priority countries and regions are Mexico, the U.S.-Mexican
border, Brazil, Chile, and Argentina. Strengthening Latin American
institutions in these regions is the principal focus of Foundation
support.



Full proposals are considered on an invitation-only basis. Two-
page letters of inquiry are always welcome. In assessing requests for
support, strong preference is accorded

■ Latin American organizations;
■ Programs of research, outreach, and exchange that are designed

to yield significant and permanent enhancements of institutional
strengths;

■ Programs that involve the active participation of policymakers,
opinion leaders, and representatives of stakeholder communi-
ties; and

■ Initiatives that conduct activities in collaboration with other insti-
tutions.
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Environment
      
Rio Branco, Acre, Brazil

For general support $300,000

 -  
Salinas, California

For general support
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000

  ,      
 
Tucson, Arizona

For the Border Partners in ACTion program
(Collaboration with Environment) 300,000

   
San Francisco, California

For the EMPRESA initiative 335,000

     
La Jolla, California

For the Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies
(Collaboration with Environment) 200,000

    ,  
 
Northridge, California

For the Heritage Conservation in Baja California Sur project in collaboration 
with the Universidad Autonoma de Baja California Sur
(Collaboration with Education) 100,000

     
São Paulo, Brazil

For environment programs 200,000

    
Mexico City, Mexico

For general support 300,000

    ,     
 
New York, New York

For comparative studies on estuaries in the Americas 300,000

     
El Paso, Texas

For the Paso del Norte Border Studies Working Group
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000

   ,    
Mexico City, Mexico

For the Science, Technology, and Development Program, a collaborative 
project with Tufts University 200,000
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      
São Paulo, Brazil

For general support 200,000

       
Mexico City, Mexico

For general support 300,000

    
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For general support 300,000

    
Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico

For community-based sustainable environment programs
(Collaboration with Environment) 500,000

    
Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua, Mexico

For the Heritage Project in Ciudad Juarez 100,000

 
Santiago, Chile

For general support 600,000

 
Santiago, Chile

For general support 200,000

       
Ananindeua, Para, Brazil

For environmental programs 200,000

       , 
   
Monterrey, Nuevo León, Mexico

For a collaborative assessment of the water resources of the Rio Grande basin
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000

 
El Paso, Texas

For regional regranting programs
(Collaboration with Environment) 500,000

   
Lander, Wyoming

For the NOLS Patagonia and the NOLS Mexico programs 400,000

  
Berkeley, California

For a physical assessment of the water resources of the Rio Grande/Rio Bravo Basin
(Collaboration with Environment) 40,000
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   ,    
Las Cruces, New Mexico

To develop a regional geographic information system (GIS) to support 
regional water planning in the Paso del Norte region
(Collaboration with Environment) 35,000

  ,     
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For general support 200,000

       
Ensenada, Baja California, Mexico

For general support
(Collaboration with Environment) 150,000

 ..
Mexico City, Mexico

For the integration of Pronatura’s activities in Sonora, Sinoloa, and Baja California 
into a single chapter of Pronatura Noroeste/Mar de Cortes 
(Collaboration with Environment) 250,000

 ,    
Stanford, California

For the Center for Conservation Biology
(Collaboration with Environment) 0

  
San Francisco, California

For Centro Internacional de Desarrollo Rural Sustentable/International Center 
for Sustainable Rural Development
(Collaboration with Environment) 100,000
For Project del Rio
(Collaboration with Environment) 300,000

     , 
   
La Paz, Baja, California Sur, Mexico

For the Heritage Conservation in Baja California Sur project in collaboration
with California State University, Northridge
(Collaboration with Education) 150,000

Democratic Governance
    ,     

San Diego, California

For a program on judicial reform in Latin America
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 150,000

     
Mexico City, Mexico

For a project on public security in Mexico 200,000
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     
Delegación Alvaro Obregón, Mexico

For a project on public security in Mexico in comparative perspective 200,000
For a collaborative project with the Stanford Program in International Legal Studies
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

  ,     
 
São Paulo, Brazil

For public management and citizenship programs 300,000

    , -
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For general support
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 150,000

     
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For general support 400,000

- 
Washington, D.C.

For general support 300,000

    ,     
 
New York, New York

For work on public security in Latin American cities
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 300,000

 ,  
Stanford, California

For the Program in International Legal Studies
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

  ,   
    
Santiago, Chile

For a studies and exchange program with San Diego State University
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

   
Temuco, Chile

For Proyecto Acceso
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 150,000

  
Centro Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

For the Centro de Estudos de Segurança e Cidadania
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 200,000

    ,      
  
Belo Horizonte, Brazil

For general support
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 150,000
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    
Washington, D.C.

For general support, with emphasis on public security
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 150,000

     , 
  
Washington, D.C.

For the Mexico program 50,000
For programs on public security in Latin America
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 50,000

Equitable Economic Growth
 
Somerville, Massachusetts

For general support 300,000

-
Atlanta, Georgia

For general support 200,000

  ,    
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For the Latin American Technology Educational Network, a collaborative project 
with the Instituto Tecnológico y de Estudios Superiores de Monterrey 200,000
For the Latin American Technology Educational Network, a collaborative project 
with the Instituto Tecnológico y de Estudios Superiores de Monterrey
(Collaboration with Education) 300,000

     
Delegación Alvaro Obregón, Mexico

For a comparative studies program on Latin American economic issues 200,000

    , 
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For general support 300,000

  
Gainesville, Florida

For Partnership in Global Learning
(Collaboration with Education) 150,000

       , 
 
Monterrey, Nuevo León, Mexico

For development of Community Learning Centers
(Collaboration with Education) 300,000

  ,  .     
 
Washington, D.C.

For the Western Hemisphere program 400,000
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     , 
        
Montevideo, Uruguay

For the Latin American and Caribbean Economic Association’s 2001 conference 75,000

  ,      
 
East Lansing, Michigan

For a conference on the role of social capital in poverty-alleviation policies 
in Latin America 75,000

 ,   
Oxford, England

For a database on twentieth-century economic indicators for Latin America 75,000

 ,    
Stanford, California

For a collaborative research program with the Center for Research 
on Economic Development and Policy Reform 400,000

  ,    
Santiago, Chile

For the Centro de Economía Aplicada 400,000

   
Buenos Aires, Argentina

For a volume on Argentine economic history 50,000

Migration
        
Guadalajara, Jalisco, Mexico

For general support of migration programs
(Collaboration with Population) 0

 
Davis, California

For general support
(Collaboration with Population) 100,000

Policy-Focused Area Studies
  ,    
Tucson, Arizona

For the Oaxacan Summer Institute and the Latin American Area Center 300,000

    ,     

Berkeley, California

For general support 400,000

     ,   
Los Angeles, California

For general support 100,000
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     
Washington, D.C.

For the Americas Program
(Collaboration with Conflict Resolution) 150,000

    ,     

New York, New York

For general support 100,000

   ,    
Mexico City, Mexico

For general support 200,000

  ,      

Storrs, Connecticut

For the Latin American Studies Consortium of New England 200,000

 ,      

Cambridge, Massachusetts

For development of a program of policy research, convenings, and dissemination 
that will result in the two-volume Cambridge Economic History of Latin America 50,000

 ,     
Stanford, California

For general support 200,000

   —
Cholula, Puebla, Mexico

For the North American master’s degree program 400,000

    ,   
    ⁽⁾
Mexico City, Mexico

For general support 200,000

Other/Opportunity
  ,  ⁄ 
Belo Horizonte, MG, Brazil

For the XXIVth General Population Conference in Salvador, Bahia, Brazil
(Collaboration with Population) 0

   
Bethesda, Maryland

For the National Rural Funders Collaborative
(Collaboration with Environment and Family and Community Development) 0

   
El Paso, Texas

For the Border Heritage project 100,000
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   
New York, New York

For the Mexico fellowship program jointly funded by the Hewlett, Ford,
and MacArthur foundations 950,000

   
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

For the September 2001 congress 75,000

    
San Francisco, California

For general support 100,000

    
Austin, Texas

For Latino USA 400,000
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Advie to Applicants

ecaiise programs are under continuing review, the most
effcient Ileans of initial contact with the Hewlett
Foundation is a letter of inquiry, addressed to the
Proposal Administrator. The Foundation prefers to
receive letters of inquiry and proposals as documents in

Microsoft Word format, attached to electronic mail messages
(loiØlhewlett.org) .

The letter should contain a brief statement of the applicant's
need for funds and enough factual information to enable the staff
to determine whether or not the application falls within the
Foundation's areas of preferred interest or warrants consideration
as a special project. There is no fied minimum or maximum with
respect to the size of grants; applicants should provide a straight-
forward statement of their needs and aspirations for support, tak-
ing into account other possible sources of funding.

Letters of application wil be ackowledged upon their receipt,

but because the Foundation prefers to operate with a small staff, a
more detailed response may in some cases be delayed. Applicants
who have not had a substantive reply after a reasonable period of
tie should feel free to make a follow-up inquiry.

The Foundation recognizes that signicant programs require

tie to demonstrate their value. It is therefore wiling to consider
proposals covering several years of support. Whe the Foundation
wil entertain specific projects in its areas of interest and wil on
occasion provide general supportfor organiations of special inter-
est, it expects to work primarily though organizations active in its
main programs. Like most foundations, the Hewlett Foundation is
unwig to assume responsibilty for the long-term support of any
organization or activity.

Al inquiries are reviewed first by the relevant program direc-
tor. He or she will either (I) in consultation with the president,
decline a request that seems unlikely to result in a project the
Foundation can support; (2) request further information if a deci-
sion cannot be made on the basis of the initial inquiry; or (3) pre-
sent the request to the rest of the staff for discussion.

,
'_i

THE WILLIAM AND FLORA HEWLETT FOUNDATION 77



ADVICE TO APPLICANTS Finane

Applicants who receive a favorable response to their initial
inquiry wil be invited to submit a formal proposal. Special sup-

portig materials iiay be requested in some cases, but normally the

proposal should include:

. A concise statement of the purpose of the request, its signifcance
or uniqueness in relation to other work being done in tlie field,
and the results sought.

. A budget for the program; an indication of other prospective

funding sources and the amount requested of each; and a state-
ment of the sponsoring organization's total bndget and fiancial
position. Applicants should indicate how they would continue
a successful program once support from the Hewlett Foundation
ceases.

. The identity and qualifications of the key personnel to be

involved.
. A list of members of the governing body.

. Evidence of tax-exempt status.

. A statement to the effect that the proposal has been reviewed by
the applicant's governing body and specifically approved for sub-

mission to The Wiliam and Flora Hewlett Foundation.
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Normally the Foundation will not consider grants for basic
research, capital construction funds, grants in the medical or health-
related fields, or general fundraising drives. It wil not malee grants
or loans to individuals or grants intended directly or indirectly to
support candidates for political office or to influence legislation.

Grants iiust be approved by the Board of Directors, which
meets quarterly. Meeting dates are avaiable upon request, but appli-
cants should reale that even proposals that are to be recommended
for Board approval cannot, in every case, be reviewed at the first
meeting following their receipt. All inquiries and proposals are
reported to the Board, including those declied at the staff leveL.

78 THE WILLIAM AND FLORA HEWLETT FOUNDATION
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Report of Independent Accountants

To the Board of Directors of
The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

In our opinion, the accompanying statements of financial position and the related state-
ments of activities and changes in net assets and of cash flows present fairly, in all mate-
rial respects, the financial position of The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation (“the
Foundation”) at December 31, 2001 and 2000, and the changes in its net assets and its
cash flows for the years then ended, in conformity with accounting principles generally
accepted in the United States of America. These financial statements are the responsibil-
ity of the Foundation’s management; our responsibility is to express an opinion on these
financial statements based on our audits. We conducted our audits of these statements
in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America,
which require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about
whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement. An audit includes
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the finan-
cial statements, assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made
by management, and evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe
that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our opinion.

san francisco, california
march 7, 2002
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December 31

ASSETS

Investments, at fair value

Hewlett-Packard and Agilent common stock

Other public domestic equities

Public international equities

Private equities 

Fixed income

Cash equivalents

Receivables for interest and dividends

Net due to brokers

Total investments

Cash

Federal excise tax refundable

Prepaid expenses and other assets

Distribution receivable from Hewlett Trust (Note 4)

Fixed assets, net of accumulated depreciation 
and amortization

LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS

Accounts payable and accrued liabilities

Grants payable

Gift payable, net of discount (Note 7)

Deferred federal excise tax

Total liabilities

Commitments (Note 3)

Unrestricted net assets

Temporarily restricted net assets (Note 4)

2000

$ 475,973

1,248,879

480,416

805,420

747,242

48,369

8,185

(151,299)

3,663,185

26

8,255

189

-0-

12,378

$ 3,684,033

$ 2,688

54,483

-0-

8,223

65,394

3,618,639

-0-

3,618,639

$ 3,684,033

Statements of Financial Position
(Dollars in Thousands)

2001

$ 985,973

1,241,666

483,121

567,437

707,971

160,511

9,081

(152,663)

4,003,097

939

1,705

597

1,913,143

26,325

$ 5,945,806

$ 5,743

143,586

336,928

-0-

486,257

3,546,406

1,913,143

5,459,549

$ 5,945,806

See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 84–89.



  81

                                      

See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 84–89.

Year Ended December 31

Net investment revenues and (losses) gains:

Interest, dividends and others

(Loss) gain on investment portfolio

Investment management expense

Net investment (loss) income

Net federal excise tax benefit (expense) on net 
investment income

Net investment revenues and gains

Expenses:

Grants authorized, net of cancellations

Gift authorized, net of discount (Note 7)

Administrative expenses

(Deficit) Excess of income over expenses before contribution

Contribution, net of deferred federal excise tax

Change in unrestricted net assets

Temporarily restricted revenues:

Contributions (Note 4)

Change in temporarily restricted net assets

Change in total assets

Net assets at beginning of year

Net assets at end of year

2000

$ 77,916

628,041

(8,213)

697,744

(5,552)

692,192

(136,518)

-0-

(8,023)

547,651

394, 835

942,486

-0-

-0-

942,486

2,676,153

$ 3,618,639

2001

$ 76,442

(768,338)

(8,879)

(700,775)

7,328

(693,477)

(209,356)

(336,928)

(12,213)

(1,251,944)

1,179,711

(72,233)

1,913,143

1,913,143

1,840,910

3,618,639

$ 5,459,549

Statements of Activities and
Changes in Net Assets
(Dollars in Thousands)



82  

                                      

See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 84–89.

Year Ended December 31

Cash flows from operating activities:

Cash collected on program-related loan receivable

Interest and dividends received

Cash received (paid) for federal excise tax, net of refund

Cash paid to suppliers and employees

Grants paid

Net cash used in operating activities

Cash flows from investing activities:

Purchases of equipment

New building project

Cash received from partnership distributions

Proceeds from sale of investments

Purchase of investments

Net cash from investing activities

Net increase (decrease) in cash

Cash at beginning of year

Cash at end of year

2001

$ -0-

76,808

5,655

(21,446)

(119,923)

(58,906)

(642)

(11,896)

30,085

4,621,883

(4,579,611)

59,819

913

26

$ 939

Statements of Cash Flows
(Dollars in Thousands)

2000

$ 1,429

74,218

(16,794)

(16,252)

(135,748)

(93,147)

(289)

(1,093)

18,906

7,033,295

(6,958,090)

92,729

(418)

444

$ 26
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See accompanying notes to the financial statements on pp. 84–89.

Year Ended December 31

Reconciliation of change in net assets to net cash used in

operating activities:

Change in total net assets

Adjustments to reconcile change in net assets to net

cash used in operating activities:

Depreciation and amortization

Stock contributions

Increase in interest and dividends receivable

Decrease (increase) in federal excise tax refundable

(Increase) decrease in prepaid expenses and other 
assets

Increase in distribution receivable from Hewlett Trust

Increase (decrease) in accounts payable and accrued 
liabilities

Increase in grants payable

Increase in gift payable, net of discount

Decrease in deferred federal excise tax

Net unrealized and realized losses (gains) 
on investments

Net cash used by operating activities

Supplemental data for non-cash activities:

Stock contributions

Fixed-asset additions, not yet paid, included in
accounts payable and accrued liabilities

2001

$ 1,840,910

372

(1,179,711)

(896)

6,550

(408)

(1,913,143)

1,274

89,103

336,928

(8,223)

768,338

$ (58,906)

$ 1,179,711

$ 1,781

Statements of Cash Flows
(Dollars in Thousands)

2000

$ 942,486

385

(400,000)

(3,698)

(5,549)

1,375

-0-

(347)

770

-0-

(528)

(628,041)

$ (93,147)

$ 400,000

$ -0-
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Notes to Financial Statements
December 31, 2001 and 2000
(Dollars in Thousands)

The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation (“the Foundation”) is a private foun-
dation incorporated in 1966 as a nonprofit charitable organization. The
Foundation’s grantmaking activities are concentrated in the seven program areas
of conflict resolution, education, environment, family and community devel-
opment, performing arts, population, and U.S.–Latin American relations. More
detailed information regarding the Foundation’s charitable activities can be
obtained from the Foundation’s Web site at www.hewlett.org.

Basis of presentation. The accompanying financial statements have been pre-
pared on the accrual basis of accounting.

Cash and cash equivalents. Cash consists of short-term, highly liquid invest-
ments with an original maturity of three months or less. Cash equivalents con-
sist of money market mutual funds held for investment purposes.

Investments. Investments in stocks and bonds which are listed on national secu-
rities exchanges, quoted on NASDAQ, or on the over-the-counter market are
valued at the last reported sale price or in the absence of a recorded sale, at the
value between the most recent bid and asked prices. Futures, forwards, and
options which are traded on exchanges are valued at the last reported sale price
or if they are traded over-the-counter at the most recent bid price. Short-term
investments are valued at amortized cost, which approximates market value.
Since there is no readily available market for investments in limited partnerships,
such investments are valued at amounts reported to the Foundation by the gen-
eral partners of such entities. The investments of these limited partnerships
include securities of companies that may not be immediately liquid, such as ven-
ture capital, private debt and equity placements, and real estate. Accordingly,
their values are based upon guidelines established by the general partners.
Management believes this method provides a reasonable estimate of market
value. These values may differ significantly from values that would have been
used had a readily available market existed for such investments, and the differ-
ences could be material to the change in net assets of the Foundation.

Investment transactions are recorded on trade date. Realized gains and losses on
sales of investments are determined on the specific identification basis.
Investments donated to the Foundation are initially recorded using the aver-
age of the high and low market values on the date of gift.

Foreign currency amounts are translated into U.S. dollars based upon exchange
rates as of December 31. Transactions in foreign currencies are translated into
U.S. dollars at the exchange rate prevailing on the transaction date.

Fixed assets. Fixed assets consist of furniture, leasehold improvements, com-
puter and office equipment, and the new headquarters building project.
Furniture and computer and office equipment are stated at cost and depreciated
using the straight-line method over estimated useful lives of three to ten years.
Leasehold improvements are amortized on a straight-line basis over the lesser

 
The Organization

 
Significant
Accounting Policies



  85

                                      

of the assets’ useful life or the lease term. The new headquarters building pro-
ject is under construction in progress and will be depreciated upon completion.

Grants. Grants are accrued when awarded by the Foundation.

Use of estimates. The preparation of financial statements in conformity with
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America requires
management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported
amounts of assets and liabilities and disclosure of contingent assets and liabili-
ties at the date of the financial statements. Estimates also affect the reported
amounts of investment activity and expenses during the reported period. Actual
results could differ from those estimates.

Reclassifications. Certain reclassifications have been made to the 2000 balances
to conform with the 2001 presentation. These reclassifications had no effect
on the change in net assets in 2000 or total net assets at December 31, 2000.

The investment goal of the Foundation is to maintain or grow its asset size and
spending power in real (inflation adjusted) terms with risk at a level appropri-
ate to the Foundation’s program objectives. The Foundation diversifies its invest-
ments among various financial instruments and asset categories, and uses
multiple investment strategies. As a general practice, except for the Foundation’s
holdings in Hewlett-Packard and Agilent stock, all financial assets of the
Foundation are managed by external investment management firms selected by
the Foundation. All financial assets of the Foundation are held in custody by a
major commercial bank, except for assets invested with partnerships and com-
mingled funds, which have separate arrangements appropriate to their legal
structure.

The majority of the Foundation’s assets are invested in stocks, which are listed
on national exchanges, quoted on NASDAQ, or in the over-the-counter market;
treasury and agency bonds of the U.S. government; and investment grade cor-
porate bonds for which active trading markets exist. Realized and unrealized
gains and losses on investments are reflected in the Statements of Activities and
Changes in Net Assets.

Approximately 14% and 21% of the Foundation’s investment assets at December
31, 2001 and 2000, respectively, were invested with various limited partnerships
that invest in the securities of companies that may not be immediately liquid,
such as venture capital and buyout firms, and in real estate equity limited part-
nerships that have investments in various types of properties. The December 31
valuation of certain of the investments in limited partnerships are based upon
the value determined by each partnership’s general partner as of September 30
and adjusted for capital contributions and distributions that occurred during
the quarter ended December 31. As of December 31, 2001, the Foundation is
committed to invest approximately $691,100 in additional capital in future years
to various partnerships.

 
Investments
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The gains and losses on the investment portfolio consists of the following:

Net realized gain (loss)
Net unrealized gain (loss)

Investment securities are exposed to various risks, such as changes in interest
rates or credit ratings and market fluctuations. Due to the level of risk associ-
ated with certain investment securities and the level of uncertainty related to
changes in the value of investment securities, it is possible that the value of the
Foundation’s investments and total net assets balance could fluctuate materially.

The investments of the Foundation include a variety of financial instruments
involving contractual commitments for future settlements, including futures,
forwards, and options which are exchange traded or are executed over-the-
counter. Some investment managers retained by the Foundation have been
authorized to use certain financial derivative instruments in a manner set forth
by either the Foundation’s written investment policy, specific manager guide-
lines or partnership/fund agreement documents. Specifically, financial deriva-
tive instruments may be used for the following purposes: (1) currency forward
contracts and options may be used to hedge nondollar exposure in foreign
investments; (2) covered call options may be sold to enhance yield on major
equity positions; (3) futures contracts may be used to equitize excess cash posi-
tions, rebalance asset categories within the portfolio or to rapidly increase or
decrease exposure to specific investment positions in anticipation of subsequent
cash trades; and (4) futures contracts and options may be used to hedge or lever-
age positions in managed portfolios. Financial derivative instruments are
recorded at fair market value in the Statements of Financial Position with
changes in fair market value reflected in the Statements of Activities and Changes
in Net Assets.

The total value of investments pledged with respect to options and futures con-
tracts at December 31, 2001 and 2000 was $3,195 and $3,076, respectively.

One of the Foundation’s fixed income managers sells securities forward, and the
Foundation records its liability for unsettled sales as a reduction of the related
investment. This liability represents the obligation of the Foundation to make
future delivery of specific securities, and accordingly creates an obligation to
purchase such securities at prevailing market prices at a later date. At December
31, 2001 and 2000, the liability for these forward sales (stated at market value)
was $0 and $74,600, respectively. The proceeds received with respect to these for-
ward sales at December 31, 2001 and 2000 were $0 and $73,163, respectively.
Forward sales are paired with long positions in the same or highly correlated
assets, thereby mitigating the risk of short position exposure in the account.

2001

$ (30,373)
(737,965)

$ (768,338)

2000

$ 1,025,567
(397,526)

$ 628,041
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In the opinion of the Foundation’s management, the use of financial derivative
instruments in its investment program is appropriate and customary for the
investment strategies employed. Using those instruments reduces certain invest-
ment risks and may add value to the portfolio. The instruments themselves, how-
ever, do involve investment and counterparty risk in amounts greater than what
are reflected in the Foundation’s financial statements. Management does not
anticipate that losses, if any, from such instruments would materially affect the
financial position of the Foundation.

The Foundation’s custodian maintains a securities lending program on behalf
of the Foundation, and maintains collateral at all times in excess of the value
of the securities on loan. Investment of this collateral is in accordance with spec-
ified guidelines. Interest earned on these transactions is included with other
investment income in the Statements of Activities and Changes in Net Assets.
The market value of securities on loan at December 31, 2001 and 2000, was
$89,838 and $60,071, respectively. The value of the collateral received at
December 31, 2001 and 2000, aggregated $92,645 and $61,594, respectively, of
which $90,437 and $50,065, respectively, is in short-term money market funds.
Management does not reflect the collateral received nor the corresponding lia-
bility in the Statements of Financial Position as they believe the amounts are not
material to the financial position of the Foundation.

At December 31, 2001, net due to brokers includes a receivable from brokers of
$26,490 and a payable to brokers of $179,153. At December 31, 2000, net due to
brokers includes a receivable from brokers of $103,301 and a payable to brokers
of $254,600. The payable to brokers includes a liability for options written at
December 31, 2001 and 2000, in the amounts of $42,533 and $0, respectively.
Premiums received with respect to options contracts at December 31, 2001 and
2000, are $38,506 and $0, respectively.

The Foundation held 36.5 million shares of Hewlett-Packard Company
(“Hewlett-Packard”) stock (approximately 1.9% of that Company’s total out-
standing shares) with a market price of $20.54 per share at December 31, 2001.
At December 31, 2000, the Foundation held 14.2 million shares with a market
price of $31.56 per share. During 2001, the Foundation received 33.9 million
shares of Hewlett-Packard stock and reduced its Hewlett-Packard stock hold-
ings by 11.6 million shares by sale. The Foundation held 8.3 million shares of
Agilent Company (“Agilent”) stock with a market price of $28.51 per share at
December 31, 2001. At December 30, 2000, the Foundation held 511 thousand
shares with a market price of $54.75 per share. During 2001, the Foundation
received 9.5 million shares of Agilent stock and reduced its Agilent stock hold-
ings by 1.7 million shares by sale.
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Upon the death of William R. Hewlett on January 12, 2001, the Foundation
became the residuary beneficiary of the William R. Hewlett Revocable Trust (“the
Trust”) and is entitled to receive the trust assets remaining after distribution of
certain specific gifts to members of Mr. Hewlett’s family and payment of debts,
expenses of administration, and federal and state estate taxes.

Between January 12, 2001, and December 31, 2001, the Foundation received con-
tributions from the Trust of Hewlett-Packard stock and Agilent stock valued at
$1,138,400. At December 31, 2001, the estimated fair market value of the remain-
ing assets to be distributed to the Foundation by the Trust was $1,913,143. These
assets are expected to be received in installments in the next two to five years.
These assets consist almost entirely of Hewlett-Packard and Agilent common
stock and are reflected in the financial statements as temporarily restricted net
assets due to the fact that they are to be received in future years. The fair market
value of the distributions receivable will fluctuate with changes in the share price
of Hewlett-Packard and Agilent stock and as the Trust receives income and pays
expenses.

Fixed assets consist of the following at December 31, 2001 and 2000:

Furniture and leasehold improvements
Computer and office equipment

Less accumulated depreciation 
and amortization

Furniture, leasehold improvements
and computer and office equipment

New headquarters building project

The Foundation has undertaken the development of a new headquarters build-
ing. Construction of the building began in early 2001 and is expected to be com-
pleted in the spring of 2002.

 
Distributions
Receivable from the
William R. Hewlett
Trust

 
Fixed Assets 2001

$ 1,564
1,303

2,867

(1,592)

1,275

25,050

$ 26,325

2000

$ 1,195
1,243

2,438

(1,569)

869

11,509

$ 12,378
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Grant requests are recorded as grants payable when they are approved by the
Board of Directors. Some of the grants are payable in installments, generally over
a three-year period. Grants authorized but unpaid at December 31, 2001, are
payable as follows:

The Foundation pledged a gift of $400,000 in April 2001 to Stanford University
for the School of Humanities and Sciences and for the undergraduate education
program. The gift will be paid over a period of seven years and is discounted to
a net present value as of December 31, 2001, using risk-free rates ranging from
3.62% to 4.91%. The first installment will be made in February 2002 in a stock
contribution valued at $10,900.

Gift payable, net of discount, at December 31, 2001, is as follows:

Gift payable
Less unamortized discount

Gift payable, net of discount

The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation is a private foundation and quali-
fies as a tax-exempt organization under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code. Private foundations are subject to a federal excise tax on net
investment income and may reduce their federal excise tax rate from 2% to 1%
by exceeding a certain payout target for the year. The Foundation qualified for
the 1% tax rate in both 2001 and 2000. Deferred federal excise tax is provided at
1.33%, the average effective rate expected to be paid on unrealized gains on
investments.

The (benefit) expense for federal excise tax is as follows:

Current
Deferred

 
Grants Payable

 
Gift Payable

 
Federal Excise Tax

Year Payable

2002

2003

2004 and thereafter

Amount

$ 121,857
20,132

1,597

$ 143,586 

$ 400,000
(63,072)

$ 336,928

2001

$ 895
(8,223)

$ (7,328)

2000

$ 11,245
(5,693)

$ 5,552
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