
High Impact Practices Technical Advisory Group

Meeting Report July 31 - August 1, 2024

In Person Meeting Hosted by the Gates Foundation

Report Prepared by FP2030

1



Table of Contents
Day 1 – Tuesday July 30, 2024 3

Opening Remarks and Introductions 3

Meeting Norms, Role of Co-Chairs, and Dates of Next Meeting 3

Overview of HIP Products 4

Self-Care Enhancement Brief 6

Day 2 – Wednesday July 31, 2024 7

Draft Community Health Workers Brief 7

Draft FP Mobile Outreach Brief 9

Draft Strategic Plan Guide (SPG) Guidance 11

Determining Criteria for Evaluating the Relevance of Existing HIPs and the Need to Retire Older Briefs
12

Small Group Discussion 12

Day 3 – Thursday August 1, 2024 13

Draft SPG Human Rights Based Approaches to FP 13

Development of New HIPs and Ensuring HIPs are Responding to Needs of the Field 14

Gender Equality and FP SPG Concept Note 15

HIP Enhancement Brief: Applying HIPs in Fragile and Crisis-Affected Settings Concept Note 15

Proposed Update to Equity SPG 16

Update from Co-Sponsors 16

Advancing Measurement of HIP Implementation 17

Final Reflections and Closing 17

TAG Recommendations and Next Steps 17

Appendix A: Meeting Agenda 20

Appendix B: List of Participants 25

Appendix D: Presentations 26

Overview of HIP Products 26

Self Care Enhancement Brief 35

Draft Community Health Worker Brief Update 54

Draft Mobile Outreach Brief Update 67

Strategic Planning Guide Guidance 78

Criteria to Retire Briefs 80

Draft SPG on a Human Rights Based Approach to Family Planning 84

Proposal to Revise Equity SPG 93

Co-Sponsors Update 97

Advancing Measurement of HIP Implementation 101

2



Day 1 – Tuesday July 30, 2024
Moderator: Gael O’Sullivan

Opening Remarks and Introductions
Chris Galavotti and Baker Maggwa, the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) Co-Chairs, welcomed everyone to
the meeting and thanked the Gates Foundation for hosting. Everyone introduced themselves and
participated in an Olympics-themed icebreaker.

Meeting Norms, Role of Co-Chairs, and Dates of Next Meeting
Opening Remarks:

Chris and Maggwa opened the meeting by discussing the importance of communication between TAG
meetings and how to improve the overall process, including the timing and format of future meetings.

Key Questions:

Several questions framed the discussion regarding leadership and decision-making:

● Whose meeting is the TAG meeting? Should it be led by TAG, Co-Sponsors, or a collaborative
approach?

● How should TAG structure its meetings to foster consensus and effective communication?

Role of Co-Chairs:

Maggwa and Chris circulated an email seeking feedback from TAG members before the meeting, which
resulted in thoughtful suggestions aimed at making meetings more inclusive. The group noted that
Co-Chairs had requested to join the Co-Sponsors meeting in a liaison role and heard from the
Co-Sponsors that this was not within their role. Concerns were raised about the exclusion of co-chairs
from Co-Sponsor meetings, prompting discussions on the need for better liaison roles.

Equity and Accessibility:

The TAG emphasized the issue of equity in meeting structure, and the importance of ensuring everyone
can attend in-person gatherings. To address this, the TAG agreed that continued scholarships for TAG
members to join in-person meetings as needed was important to ensuring that resources are available
for those who may otherwise be unable to attend.

Discussion:

1. Decision-Making Dynamics: TAG members expressed frustration over their lack of input in the
planning process for TAG meetings. There was concern about a lack of clarity and disconnect in
governance and decision-making.

2. Stakeholder Engagement: The TAG highlighted the importance of stakeholder engagement and
accountability, asserting that clear communication about agendas is critical for TAG's involvement.
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3. Clarifying Roles: The Secretariat provided insights on the evolution of Co-Sponsors and their roles,
stating that the group has grown organically and is still figuring out its dynamics. The Secretariat aims to
facilitate better communication between TAG and Co-Sponsors.

4. Challenges with Organizational Recommendations: Members voiced concerns about
recommendations made during previous organizational assessments not being reflected in final reports,
leading to feelings of disconnection and frustration.

5. Future Strategy: The Co-Sponsors in the room suggested using the upcoming strategy development as
an opportunity for TAG input, focusing on diversity and how to represent the needs of various countries
effectively.

6. Who can be a HIP Co-Sponsor: Members of the TAG asked for clarification on the criteria for becoming
a HIP Co-sponsor. One TAG member expressed interest in their organization joining that group
depending on the criteria.

Takeaways and Recommendations:

● Meeting Modality: The group agreed that hybrid meetings are not ideal, and one meeting a year
in-person attendance should be encouraged, supplemented by scholarships. The other meeting
should be fully virtual.

● Avoiding Holidays: Meetings should not be scheduled during key holidays to accommodate all
members.

● Meeting Timing: Proposed timing for meetings is in the fall and spring, avoiding peak summer
and winter holiday periods.

● Consensus Building: Instead of waiting until the end of meetings to reach decisions, the group
should aim for consensus after each session.

● Location Considerations: Potential venues for future meetings were discussed, including
Washington, Geneva, and Nairobi. There is interest in hosting meetings in the Global South for
better field exposure and engagement, but other TAG members noted that there is a benefit for
TAG members not based in Washington D.C. to utilize the opportunity to meet with other
partners when the meeting is held there. The discussion on meeting locations was tabled for
further analysis of costs and logistical considerations.

Concluding Remarks:

The TAG expressed the desire to be more involved in strategy processes and emphasized the need for
clarity on why previous recommendations were not acted upon. The Co-Sponsors in the room expressed
their regret that the TAG does not feel valued and made a commitment to work with the broader
Co-Sponsors group to discuss and address the issues raised in this meeting.

The meeting concluded with a call for improved communication between TAG and Co-Sponsors, and a
focus on creating a more equitable decision-making process moving forward.

Overview of HIP Products
Laura Raney and Rachel Templeton presented on the HIPs website data and the upcoming HIPs
production pipeline. Highlights from the presentation included:

● Overall usage of the HIPs website is on trend, with an equal share of users accessing the website
through desktop and mobile. While the data disaggregation of users by age group is imperfect,
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young people (18-24) seem to be accessing the website at higher numbers than other age
groups.

● The top five products in terms of page views are Post Abortion Family Planning (PAFP),
Pharmacies and Drug Shops, Immediate Postpartum Family Planning (IPPFP), Community Health
Workers (CHWs), and Social Norms. Service delivery briefs continue to be the most popular
grouping of HIPs briefs.

● Looking at the HIPs product pipeline, there are eight new and updated products currently at
concept note stage or in production. A timeline of HIPs production since 2012 shows that overall
the HIPs pipeline has not decreased over time, but rather in some years like 2022 and 2024,
increased significantly.

After the presentation, the group discussed the implications of the data presented. Discussion focused
on a few key areas, including:

Understanding the HIPs Audience:

● The TAG expressed interest in understanding the age demographics of HIP users. The current
data indicates that younger audiences may be the primary users of the website, prompting a
discussion on whether HIPs should focus more on youth engagement. It was suggested that
adolescents might use HIPs mainly for academic purposes and advocacy work.

● There is a need to better understand the target audience for HIP products, how it may be
different from when the HIPs were originally devised, and how it may differ between different
types of products (i.e. Service Delivery briefs vs Enabling Environment briefs).

Understanding HIPs Usage:

● The TAG discussed whether it is possible to understand why specific HIPs are accessed more
frequently than others, particularly looking at why service delivery briefs tend to be more used
than others like Enabling Environment. Understanding the drivers of use (for instance, whether
certain products are more easily found on the website, whether certain products are
disseminated more than others by partner organizations, whether usage spikes after certain
events like webinars, whether certain topics are not as interesting or relevant) would be helpful
to strategize moving forward.

● Dr. Rodolfo Gomez proposed an experiment to test whether including a link to certain HIPs
through Latin American Center for Perinatology / Women's Health and Reproductive Health’s
(CLAP/WR) training courses would drive website usage data, and the Secretariat noted they
would follow up on this experiment ahead of the next TAG meeting.

Improving the HIPs Website to Meet Users’ Needs

● Concerns were raised about low usage rates of certain HIPs, suggesting a review of website
accessibility and dissemination priorities.

● The necessity for improved website functionality and design was emphasized, particularly as the
current platform is outdated. The Secretariat provided an update on the current website
development needs, including the need to eventually rebuild the HIPs website on newer
technology.

HIPs Production Pipeline Sustainability
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● It was noted that the pipeline this year is significant, and that updating a product can be almost
as resource-intensive as creating a new product. Overall it may be worth examining the pipeline
with sustainability and resources in mind.

Overall Recommendations:

● Conduct deeper analysis on how HIPs are used, including tracking user pathways to the website
(e.g., through search engines or direct access).

● Link related HIPs within their content to enhance discoverability.
● Assess the frequency of HIP citations in mainstream literature as a measure of influence.
● Address the urgency of updating the HIP website and materials to meet current user needs and

preferences.

Self-Care Enhancement Brief
Sara Onyango and Gilda Sedgh presented to the TAG on the Self-Care Enhancement Brief Concept that
was up for vote during this TAG meeting. Highlights of the presentation include:

● Sara provided an overview of the conversations around a self-care HIP to date, noting that the
TAG had requested a literature review to be conducted to provide more evidence and data to
inform the decision on whether self-care should be a HIP Enhancement Brief.

● Sara presented the HIP the Technical Expert Group (TEG) is proposing - Integrate contraceptive
self-care into all aspects of family planning and reproductive health programming - a revised
draft theory of change, and the definition of self-care developed based on feedback from the
TAG:

○ Contraceptive self-care is the ability of individuals to freely and effectively space, time
and/or prevent pregnancies in alignment with their fertility preferences with or without
the support of a healthcare provider, facilitated by awareness and access to the full
range of biomedical and behavioral methods.

● Gilda presented the results of the literature review, including the primary research question:
“What evidence exists that contraceptive self-care interventions enable women to use the
method they want when they want it, thereby enabling them to achieve their fertility
intentions?”. The broadened scope of the review focused on methods that support
self-management, and included 109 papers.

During the presentation, the TAG engaged Gilda and Sara on a number of questions. Overall topics of
discussion included:

● Self-care in humanitarian settings: The TAG discussed the importance of self-care in
humanitarian contexts, including COVID-19 pandemic and Zika. Gilda shared that there are
limited studies on self-care in these contexts.

● Enabling environment: The TAG raised the question of enabling environment (supply-related
issues, regulatory and policy context), and the extent to which it should be addressed in the
brief. Gilda noted that there was very little in the literature review on the enabling environment,
and that if the enhancement brief is developed further information could be gathered on these
topics.

● Counseling and referrals: The TAG discussed how counseling and referrals showed up in the
literature review, given their importance for method continuation and satisfaction. Gilda noted
that there were no studies comparing women who received a certain type of counseling in terms
of effectiveness, and that this kind of study would be appropriate for a service delivery brief.
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However, the literature shows the importance of counseling for uptake, particularly for
self-injection. The TAG discussed programs like DISC that shifted to empathy-based counseling to
address low uptake of self-injection. Finally, in terms of discontinuation, studies showed that low
uptake or discontinuation were often related to side effects, trouble managing the self-care
aspect.

● Methods included in literature review: The TAG discussed the number of studies in the literature
review on the vaginal ring (19), and the decision to exclude studies on male and female
condoms. Gilda shared that while they first tried to include studies on female condoms, it was
difficult to disentangle papers focused on contraceptive purposes versus HIV. Male condoms
were not included because the literature review focused on a woman’s ability to manage
contraceptive use.

After thanking the TEG for their presentation, the TAG discussed the literature review internally, and the
path forward with the self-care enhancement brief. A vote was held whether to move forward with the
Self-Care HIP Enhancement Brief, with 14 voting yes and 1 abstention. Chris Galavotti volunteered to act
as TAG representative with the TEG, and Erin Mielke volunteered to provide support on the question
regarding condoms. Nathalie Kapp also volunteered to support as a co-sponsor. The TAG agreed upon
the following feedback and issues to flag for the TEG as they move forward with developing the first draft
of the brief:

● The TAG requests that you look into the male and female condom studies that were initially
excluded in the literature review. Please do an additional screening to identify if there are any
studies that can tell us anything relevant relating to contraceptive self care. If the results confirm
that there is not enough evidence, consider including a callout box in the brief noting the overall
importance of condoms for self care, and explain the reasons for excluding them.

● Consider the following areas for further research as you develop the brief: equity, fragile
settings, transitioning from DMPA-IM to DMPA-SC, extent to which self-care guidelines and/or
regulatory context impact availability, and the impact of self care on mCPR.

● Please ensure the brief’s scope includes issues related to the enabling environment for
contraceptive self care.

● As you are developing the brief, please take the WHO Health System Building Blocks into
consideration.

● In the brief, consider the importance of counseling and referrals, particularly where and how
users get support when problems arise.

Day 2 – Wednesday July 31, 2024
Moderator: Saswati Das

Draft Community Health Workers Brief
Mojisola Alere from the TEG working on updating the Community Health Workers HIP Brief presented to
the TAG on the process the TEG had taken to update the brief, the key content updates, and the
questions the group have for the TAG as they move forward. Highlights from the presentation include:

● The process kicked off in August 2023 through a kick-off workshop facilitated by Knowledge
Success, and the TEG proceeded to work with the writer from September-April 2024 to draft the
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revised brief. In May there was a two week public comment period, after which the TEG
reconvened to incorporate public comments and finalize the draft for the TAG review.

● Key content updates included a slight language update to reflect the changed environment, and
the updated brief attempts to address notable trends identified in the literature review and
programmatic experience.

● The TEG had a few questions for the TAG, including how to address the question of
cost-effectiveness of CHWs specific to FP, and help with prioritizing indicators, research
questions, and resources.

Following Mojisola’s presentation, the TAG raised a few questions for discussion with the TEG members
who joined virtually. The discussion focused on the following topics:

● CHWs and Universal Health Care (UHC): CHWs are often the primary contact for health care in
communities, and CHW programs thrive in a policy environment that prioritizes UHC. However,
this HIP must focus on CHWs and FP, and so must be narrower in scope.

● Task-shifting for CHWs: It would be valuable to understand existing policies and evidence around
task-shifting for CHWs, the extent that it has been operationalized, lessons learned, challenges
around continuum of care for methods like LARCs, etc. There is strong evidence to support task
shifting, particularly from WHO, which could be incorporated in this updated brief. There are
also cost-savings related to task-shifting.

● Cost-effectiveness: The TAG was quite interested in the update addressing cost-effectiveness.
However, the literature review did not provide much on this topic, highlighting this gap.

● Remuneration and burn out: There was much discussion around career advancement,
remuneration, and burnout for CHWs. For instance, in some contexts CHWs are volunteers, and
some health systems have a long way to go to fully remunerate health providers across all
cadres. However, there are significant challenges related to burnout, growing scopes of work,
and lack of advancement opportunities. Overall, the issue of professionalizing CHWs is important
but can lead to pushback.

● Measurement: It can be challenging to measure the implementation and impact of CHW
programs, given that national HMIS do not disaggregate data by cadre outside of specific
surveys.

After this discussion, the TAG thanked the TEG for their work, and proceeded to have an internal
discussion on the presentation and the draft updated brief. As discussants for this brief, Mario Festin and
Anand Sinha walked the TAG through a presentation overviewing the changes made in the update, with
overall comments including:

● The present brief is straight-forward in identifying the functions of CHWs on providing
information, enhancing FP promotion, and facilitating access.

● Some potentially important sections in the existing brief were no longer included in the updated
version

● The updated version enhances the focus on equity and marginalized groups and updates the
data in some areas.

Following Mario and Anand’s presentation, the TAG discussed their feedback to the TEG. In addition to
the above points, the discussion touched on the following areas for feedback:

● Retaining relevant content from old version: The TAG discussed the concern that in this update,
there is relevant information from the past version of the brief that is lost. This led to a
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discussion on broader processes to ensure that as briefs are updated, there is a way to link to
past briefs and/or have guidance so that relevant content is not lost.

● Level of evidence and HIPs Criteria Tool: There was general concern that the evidence does not
come through strongly enough in this update. The TAG discussed whether the HIPs Criteria Tool
should be applied, given the original CHW brief was developed before the tool was in place.

● Language around fertility: The TAG reflected that there is a need to provide better guidance on
how HIPs products should talk about fertility, perhaps building on the language and framing from
the self-care presentation.

● Pre-testing briefs: A suggestion was raised to pretest this brief and other new/updated materials
with 1-2 countries to gather their perspective on how it could be additive to their strategies,
policies, and work on the subject.

After this discussion, the TAG voted to move forward with this draft, with the following feedback for the
TEG as they finalize the updated brief:

● This draft verges on a general CHW program brief, rather than focusing on CHWs for FP
specifically. Please adjust the language and scope to provide a clearer focus on what makes
CHWs particularly effective for FP.

● The evidence featured in the brief is largely from Sub-Saharan Africa. We would encourage the
TEG to ensure that there is evidence from other regions, as is available.

● The presentation shared by the TEG during the TAG meeting included current trends relevant for
CHWs, such as technology and self care. The updated draft of the brief does not seem to include
or reflect these trends. Please consider addressing these trends in the brief, and if there is not
enough evidence to include then consider integrating as research questions.

● The brief currently puts a heavy emphasis on /recommendation for remuneration of CHWs.
While many TAG members support this recommendation in theory, it is not clear if there is
evidence that remuneration for CHWs lead to higher impact, or the effect of remuneration on
relevant FP outcomes. It is also confusing that this is a recommendation in the HIP, but is also
included as a research question. If the evidence does not exist to link remuneration to FP
outcomes, please limit it to a research question.

● Can you please confirm that there is no evidence on sustainability and cost effectiveness of
these programs? If so, please include this as a priority research question.

● Throughout the brief, please use clearer language in terms of impact. For instance, don't use
"can help" if the evidence shows that it does help.

● Appendix 1 on the summary of studies is useful, but consider including it as an online annex
rather than an annex in the published brief.

● Some potentially important sections in the existing brief were eliminated in this updated version,
and the TAG would like the writing group to either include them in the updated version, or
provide an explanation to the TAG why they were removed.

Draft FP Mobile Outreach Brief
Dina Abbas from the TEG working on updating the Mobile Outreach HIP Brief presented to the TAG on
the process the TEG had taken to update the brief, and the key content updates. Highlights from the
presentation include:

● The TEG comprised 8 members who met for an inception workshop followed by individual desk
review, expert virtual meetings, individual/group brief review, and addressing public comments.
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● The update included a new theory of change, combined streamlined and dedicated provider
models, expanded impact areas, and new indicators.

Following Dina’s presentation, the TAG raised a few questions for discussion with the TEG members who
joined virtually. The discussion focused on the following topics:

● Evidence-base: There was discussion on the evidence base presented in the updated brief, and
question of whether there is in fact a significant body of new evidence as previously assumed
when this update was approved. The TEG noted that there was limited new evidence in the form
of peer reviewed publications, which is where they focused, but there is a body of new evidence
from gray literature. The TAG discussed whether there is a need to keep the old references.

● Models: Overall the TAG found the section on the different models confusing, and the TEG
shared how the models reflected the experience of implementing partners in countries like
Guatemala.

● Equity and marginalized populations: There was interest in understanding the evidence base
regarding equity for adolescents, people living with disabilities, refugee populations, etc. The
evidence included in the draft on adolescents was based on lived experience from organizations
on the TEG, but there is limited documented evidence.

● Continuity of care: The TAG noted that continuity of care can be a significant concern for women,
and asked if there are effective models that could be highlighted in the brief.

● Indicators: The TAG questioned the basis for choosing the indicators in the updated draft, given
the need to measure quality and follow-up care

● Sustainability: There was discussion of whether there are successful models or examples of
government ownership, including how to optimize existing outreach structures within the
government, examples of when the government has bought into mobile outreach, etc. There
was also discussion on the private sector for mobile outreach, particularly in LMICs. The TEG
shared that it is still a struggle to find examples of fully government-led mobile outreach, and
this highlights a need to make the case.

After this discussion, the TAG thanked the TEG for their work, and proceeded to have an internal
discussion on the presentation and the draft updated brief. As discussants for this brief, Medha Sharma
and Gamachis Shogo walked the TAG through a presentation overviewing the changes made in the
update, with overall comments including:

● The brief is well organized, and evidence from implementation research should be incorporated
● It would be good to include country experiences who graduated from funding for mobile

outreach services
● Some terminologies are not clear or need revision
● Who benefits from the practice should be clearer, and stick with those groups for which

evidence is available
● Streamline mobile outreach models

Following Medha and Gamachis’ presentation, the TAG discussed their feedback to the TEG. In addition
to the above points, the discussion touched on the following areas for feedback:

● Evidence Base and HIPs Criteria Tool: similar to the CHW brief update, the TAG discussed
whether it would be useful for this brief to go through the HIPs Criteria Tool. There was also
discussion whether the evidence in the current draft could be strengthened through inclusion of
gray literature in line with the HIPs guidance of including the best available evidence. In general,
there is a need in the future for more rigorous research to capture what is being done.
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After this discussion, the TAG voted to move forward with this draft, with the following feedback for the
TEG as they finalize the updated brief:

● Please strengthen the importance of the continuum of care throughout the brief. For instance,
please include examples of effective models that ensure continuum of care, and change the
indicator from "Number of FP method removals" to capture the ready availability of removals
and continuity rate.

● The section on Mobile Outreach Service Delivery Models requires more context and framing to
make it clear that these are models that are broadly familiar and that the purpose of this section
is to explain the different models so that the reader can choose which to implement depending
on their context and needs. Please also link it throughout the document (for instance, the
models are discussed as a table in the background section, but not linked with other sections like
impact, tips for implementation, etc.) and streamline the contents as possible.

● Please strengthen the language around bias and coercion, and include in the indicators (for
instance, including an indicator around method mix).

● Please confirm that there is not a good example of a sustainable model where the government
has graduated from funding for mobile outreach services. If there is, please include a
government model in the implementation tips section. If not, please include a box or paragraph
that makes the case for governments and decision-makers why mobile outreach is a key
component of the health system.

● Please strengthen the emphasis on task-shifting in the brief.
● The current evidence base for this updated brief is not as strong as the TAG had hoped when it

approved the update. We know that there is extensive programmatic experience and evidence -
please explore including more programmatic evidence in this update. For instance, consider
including programmatic evidence from the WISH program and other programs to strengthen the
evidence base.

● Please be clearer about whether there is evidence that specific groups are benefiting (or not)
from mobile outreach (e.g. youth, displaced/refugee populations, people living with disabilities).
If it does not come out in the programmatic evidence, consider including this question of equity
as a research question. The evidence in the background section on this is currently not
presented adequately, and there is a need to streamline the presentation of groups who are
positively impacted by mobile outreach in the impact section. For instance, it is not clear which
model(s) the impact data is referring to with regards to privacy for young people through mobile
outreach.

Draft Strategic Plan Guide (SPG) Guidance
Karen Hardee presented the draft guidance for Strategic Planning Guides, starting with a background on
SPGs and how they have evolved over the years. After the presentation, the TAG discussed the draft,
including the following points:

● SPG Expert Group Makeup: There was a question of who should make a final determination of
who is on the expert group - the TAG, the co-sponsors, or the Secretariat. In general it is
important to make the group inclusive which may require more support for non US-based
organizations even at the concept-note stage.

● Future of SPGs: The resources required to update SPGs are significant, and there was question as
to whether SPGs should have HIPs branding if they are only led by one organization.
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● SPG Process: The main feedback of the TAG to the process outlined in the draft was to ensure
that the SPG goes for public comment, and then returns to the writing group to incorporate
public comments before it is shared with the TAG for final review. This will be reflected in the
final version of the document.

Karen proposed that due to timing, this discussion continued in the third day’s agenda.

Determining Criteria for Evaluating the Relevance of Existing
HIPs and the Need to Retire Older Briefs
Sara Stratton and Barbara Seligman presented slides on potential criteria for retiring briefs, which
included website statistics for the least accessed HIPs products. Highlights from this presentation
include:

● The HIPs were established to highlight a “limited” set of practices, with the assumption that
having too many HIPs dilutes the original purpose to build consensus and focus on a limited set
of HIPs. This is why it’s important to talk about the retirement of content.

● Draft criteria for retirement include growing evidence calling into question the practice as a HIP;
the field is changing too quickly to be reflected in the brief; the practice is not as relevant; the
practice evolved/merged into another practice or something else; the number of web page
views is minimal (i.e. less than 1000 in the past year)

● Applying these draft criteria, the following briefs could be considered for retirement: Galvanizing
Commitment, Family Planning Vouchers, Digital Health for Systems, and Social Franchising.

Following this presentation, the TAG discussed the draft criteria and the need for retiring content.
Discussion included the following topics:

● The need for retirement: There was a question of whether the limit of 25 briefs is still relevant,
given that currently the HIPs function more as a library than a clear select menu of practices.

● Enabling Environment briefs: The TAG discussed that many of the Enabling Environment briefs
are among the least accessed, and it’s possible that some of the Enabling Environment practices
become so broad that their usefulness becomes limited. However, it’s possible that these briefs
are not being shared with the right audience, given that they are different from the audience for
service delivery or SBC briefs. Additionally, the titles may not be clear or attractive enough for
users. Finally, issues like supply chain and domestic resource mobilization are significant gaps in
the field, and so it may be a sign there needs to be more promotion of these briefs.

● Criteria for retirement: the TAG noted that if a brief has linkages with multiple others, that
indicates it has value. Additionally, there was agreement that the web statistics don’t tell the full
story and should not determine whether a brief is retired. There may also be a need for a
process to shift from promising to proven as evidence emerges.

At the end of this discussion, the group agreed to continue this conversation in the small groups and
throughout the meeting.

Small Group Discussion
The group self-selected into two different small groups to continue discussion on key questions and
issues raised in the meeting so far: language around fertility intentions, and right-sizing the HIPs
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production pipeline. After breaking out into the small groups, each group returned and shared the
following recommendations and next steps:

● Fertility Intentions: There is agreement that it’s important to ensure language in and around HIP
products is more person-centered, rights-based, and fertility neutral. Next steps include:

○ Looking at the language the self-care group used and determine if it’s language TAG
recommends to use more broadly across HIPs

○ Consider developing language for the website and/or guidance for writing groups
○ Identify a subgroup to do further work on this before the next TAG.

● HIPs Pipeline: There is a need to understand the full end-to-end budget for developing and
updating HIP products. There is also a need for additional resources to regularly assess if new
evidence warrants updating or retiring a brief; bringing the HIPs website up to date and more
user friendly; and do some research with policy-makers and advocates to better understand
if/how Enabling Environment briefs are being used and if not, what is needed. Next steps
include:

○ Change language from “retired briefs” to “archived briefs”
○ Consider archiving the digital health, vouchers, and social franchise HIPs
○ Identify a subgroup that moves these items forward before the next TAG

Day 3 – Thursday August 1, 2024
Moderator: Barbara Seligman

Draft SPG Human Rights Based Approaches to FP
Christine Zampas and Emilie Filmer Wilson presented slides on the draft SPG for Human Rights based
Approaches to FP (HRBA). Highlights of the presentation include:

● The process for developing this SPG has been lengthy, with the concept note being reviewed and
approved by the TAG in 2022. The expert group was formed in 2024, along with an expert
writer’s group.

● The SPG is focused on assessing family planning programmes from an HRBA perspective, and is
based around the framework developed by UNFPA and What Works Association (HRBA to FP
Framework).

Following Christine and Emilie’s presentation, the TAG raised a few questions for discussion with the
expert group who joined virtually. The discussion focused on the following topics:

● Focusing on the assessment: The original concept note was more broadly focused on planning
for HRBA and FP, while the draft is more narrowly focused on the assessment step. The expert
group shared that the first draft followed the concept note, but in the end they were concerned
that it wasn’t practical enough to inform where key investments are needed, or allows for
context-specificity.

● Socio-ecological model: The framework closely mirrors the socio-ecological model, and there
was discussion as to whether it should be explicitly linked. The expert group shared that human
rights tend to speak more to the duty bearer level rather than the inter-relational level.
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After this discussion, the TAG thanked the expert group for their work, and proceeded to have an
internal discussion on the presentation and the draft SPG. As the discussant for this brief, Karen Hardee
walked the TAG through a presentation on the history of this SPG, with overall comments including a
more detailed dive into the UNFPA and What Works Association’s framework, and the history of its
development.

The TAG then proceeded to discuss feedback on the draft, including:

● Purpose of the SPG: The TAG noted that currently, it’s unclear how the SPG is meant to be used,
either as a checklist for existing programs or a pre-implementation tool. There was discussion
around the purpose of an SPG in general, noting that it is not an advocacy document.

● Focus on assessment: There was general agreement that focusing on the assessment stage
makes it difficult for users to understand how the assessment fits in the broader process,
including how the results of the assessment would be used.

Given the changes between the concept note and the draft, the TAG agreed on the following feedback to
be shared with the expert group, and identified Karen Hardee and Chris Galavotti to act as liaisons from
the TAG moving forward, including reviewing the revised draft before it moves to production:

● Overall, this draft SPG differs significantly from the concept note originally submitted. Of note,
the concept note proposed a number of practical steps, one of which was an assessment,
whereas the draft focuses solely on the first assessment step. This makes it difficult to see how
this would be used by implementers, particularly how the assessment fits into a larger process
and/or how it would be operationalized in an FP program. We also recognize that the following
steps are context dependent and so may be difficult to get into more detail. Given this, please
revise the SPG to outline all of the steps in the process, including the assessment, and detail how
the assessment sits within the context of these steps and could be operationalized. Consider
structuring it or more clearly linking it to the 8 steps outlined in the HRBA for FP Support tool. If
it is needed, you may add an additional page to the page limit to do this.

With the time left, the group reflected on the draft SPG guidance with this example in mind. The TAG
recommended that since this is the first SPG following this revised process, including coming back to the
TAG before publication, the Secretariat should document the process so as to inform future SOPs.

Development of New HIPs and Ensuring HIPs are Responding
to Needs of the Field
Monica Kerrigan and Baker Maggwa shared that this sub-group had formed from the past TAG meeting
to discuss how HIPs can better respond to the needs of the field. After meeting virtually before the TAG
meeting, the sub-group wanted to use this time to discuss further and ultimately provide information
and guidance to the Secretariat, whose role it is to move this forward. The TAG discussion focused on the
following points:

● Tracking usage: Opportunities to track usage and understanding of HIPs include how often HIPs
are cited in programs, planning, and evaluations; and how HIPs are represented in meetings and
conferences.

● Process for ongoing feedback: There is a need to find a way to have regular methodologically
sound process to collect this type of information – what’s being used, how it’s being used, if
something is no longer useful, and what are topics on horizon people are wrestling with that we
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can find out if there is enough evidence to be considered a HIP. This relates to the conversation
on retiring HIPs.

● Understanding the HIPs audience: There was general agreement that more work is needed to
understand the HIP audience apart from ad hoc surveys and key informant interviews to date.
The TAG raised the opportunity FP2030’s regional hubs provide to hear back from target
audiences at country-level in a more systematic way.

Gender Equality and FP SPG Concept Note
Laura Raney presented the results of the TAG’s scoring for the Gender Equality and FP concept for a new
SPG. Following this, the TAG discussed feedback and next steps:The TAG discussed their feedback on the
concept note:

● Appropriateness as a HIP product: The TAG discussed that while gender is an important topic,
this concept is not necessarily appropriate for a HIP-branded product. The concept was deemed
too broad without enough actionable information to make it a “how-to” guide, which is the
purpose of an SPG. The TAG also felt that there was overlap between this proposed SPG and
existing HIP products. FInally, the TAG felt that this concept note did not make a strong enough
case that this SPG would fill a learning gap for the global family planning community, given
existing tools and resources on gender equality and FP, including the work that stakeholders like
IGWG are leading.

● Importance of gender as a topic: There was discussion that gender-transformative approaches
for FP are critical and perhaps there is a need to include existing resources on this topic on the
HIPs website under the resource tab. Additionally, there was discussion on the role of the HIPs to
not just respond to demand, but also fill gaps or address insufficient understanding on topics
where demand may not exist yet.

● Gender analysis of HIPs products: Heidi Quinn noted that UNFPA reviewed the HIPs and found
that some HIPs were not gender transformative. The TAG was interested in having a presentation
from the writers of this concept note on the results of this analysis to better understand if there
are HIPs that may need to be updated. It was also discussed whether there should be a way to
include gender in the review of new HIPs briefs or SPGs.

The TAG voted not to move forward with this concept note, but asked the Secretariat to set up a
presentation on the writers’ gender analysis of existing HIPs.

HIP Enhancement Brief: Applying HIPs in Fragile and
Crisis-Affected Settings Concept Note
Laura Raney presented the results of the TAG’s scoring for the Applying HIPs in Fragile and Crisis-Affected
Settings concept note for a new HIP Enhancement Brief. Following this, the TAG discussed feedback and
next steps:

● Transition from SPG to Enhancement: There was discussion on how there is a current SPG on FP
in Humanitarian (published in 2020), and this concept in effect proposes to transition this topic
to a HIP Enhancement Brief and expand it to include fragile settings. The TAG noted that there
may be gaps in the existing FP in Humanitarian SPG, but it may mean it needs to be updated
rather than turning it into a HIP Enhancement Brief. Overall the concept felt more like an SPG,
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because it is more focused on implementing existing HIPs in this setting, rather than helping HIPs
be better implemented more generally.

● Importance of FP in fragile settings as a topic: The TAG discussed that FP in these settings is
really important, and similar to the gender concept noted that if there are existing resources that
could be included on the HIPs website it would be good to explore.

The TAG voted not to move forward with this concept, but to reach out to the authors of the concept to
see if there is an existing resource that may be included under the “resource” tab on the HIPs website.

Proposed Update to Equity SPG
Morrisa Malkin presented a proposal to revise the Equity in Family Planning Strategic Planning Guide.
Highlights of this presentation include:

● The group is proposing to add new development in equity since 2021, notably from R4S’ equity
work in Uganda and Niger, the WHO inequality monitoring manual, and a compendium of equity
measurement tools being developed by R4S.

● This update will also replace broken links and add new resources to replace those no longer
available. The four steps of the SPG and structure of the SPG will not be changed in this update.

Following Morrisa’s presentation the TAG asked Morrisa to share more detail on R4S’ work in Uganda,
and whether it’s possible to link to the FPdatapro app that R4S collaborated on with Track20, particularly
the equity module. There are some issues with this, as each country makes their own version of the app,
and the equity module is included only in Uganda’s version at this time. After thanking Morrisa for her
presentation, Jay Gribble led the discussion on TAG feedback and decision-making as the discussant:

- Process for Updating an SPG: The TAG discussed the need to articulate a process for how and
when to update an SPG. In this case, FHI360 reached out regarding updating this SPG given their
recent experience, and the Secretariat had to clarify that they needed approval from the TAG to
do so. There was also discussion on when an update is needed for an SPG, given the associated
production costs. In this case, the updates are minimal, but are mostly done already.

- Organizational diversity: The TAG noted that it’s important that in developing and updating SPGs
multiple organizations are involved so that it doesn’t just involve the experience of one program
or organization.

After discussion, the TAG voted to move forward with the update to the Equity SPG, with 8 voting yes
and 3 voting no. The update will move forward with a question from the TAG to the expert group
ensuring that they consult with the Equity Working Group to ensure organizational diversity feeding into
the updates.

Update from Co-Sponsors
Jennie Greaney presented an update from the Co-Sponsors group, which included a presentation from
Melkam Tessaw on the work of CIFF, the newest HIP Co-Sponsor. After the presentation, the TAG had a
chance to ask questions of the co-sponsors in the room, which included:

- Q: Currently it’s hard to see how relationships play out in the organogram. Can you clarify the
role of IBP in the HIPs Partnership? Would also suggest including a way to explain relationships
and reporting lines graphically.
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- A: IBP leads the Stakeholder Engagement Group (SEG), and Ados May is at every
Co-Sponsor meeting. Perhaps there are ways to better connect the SEG and TAG, and
more broadly across the HIPs Partnership.

- Q: How should the TAG approach work planning, particularly with regards to the upcoming HIPs
Partnership Strategy?

- A: Rather than be prescriptive, perhaps this can be a discussion between the
Co-Sponsors, the TAG co-chairs, and the Secretariat

The discussion ended with the TAG welcoming CIFF as a co-sponsor and a great addition to the initiative.

Advancing Measurement of HIP Implementation
Slides from D4I and R4S were shared with the TAG ahead of the meeting for review, because the
organizations were not available to join the TAG meeting to present due to scheduling conflicts. Because
of timing constraints, the TAG briefly discussed the slides, and noted that they were interested in hearing
from D4I and R4S when the investment had wrapped up near the end of the year, once
recommendations are ready to be shared.

Final Reflections and Closing
The TAG closed their three-day meeting reflecting on the rich discussions held and key decisions made.
There was interest in continuing with a small-group discussion format in future meetings, and a hope
that these meetings continue to tackle important subjects for the HIPs Partnership. The TAG members
thanked the TAG co-chairs for their role in the meeting, and noted that the shared responsibility
between the co-chairs, the Secretariat, and daily chairs was a successful model to continue with in future
meetings. The meeting ended with an ask for everyone to bring the next generation into the HIPs
Partnership through joining writing groups, Technical Expert Groups, public comments, etc, and to see
this as a way to mentor and raise up the next group of leaders who may eventually join the TAG in the
future.

TAG Recommendations and Next Steps
Over the course of the HIP TAG meeting, the TAG identified a number of specific recommendations, and
topics to continue discussing in future meetings and through sub-groups. The below table lays out these
recommendations and next steps discussed throughout the workshop.

TAG Decisions Regarding HIPs Products:
● The TAG voted to move forward with developing a HIP Enhancement Brief on Self-Care and an

update to the Equity SPG.
● The TAG also provided feedback to finalize the updated CHW and Mobile Outreach HIP Briefs,

and the new HRBA SPG.
● The TAG provided feedback on the SPG Guidance document, which will be finalized and

uploaded to the website based on this feedback, including adding a step in the process after
the public comment period for the writing group to revise the draft SPG before it is sent to the
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TAG for final review.
● The TAG voted to not move forward with the concepts for a new Gender SPG, or a new HIP

Enhancement Brief on FP in Fragile and Crisis-Affected Settings. The TAG requested the
Secretariat to organize a meeting with the UNFPA Gender team to learn more about their
gender analysis of existing HIPs materials, and for the Secretariat to follow up with the group
that submitted the concept on Fragile and Crisis-Affected Settings to see if they have any
recommended existing products that may be included in the “resource” section of the HIPs
website.

General TAG Recommendations and Next Steps:
● The TAG Co-Chairs will work with the TAG to draft a letter to the co-sponsors articulating their

recommendations and questions regarding overall HIPs Partnership governance, roles and
responsibilities of the TAG and TAG co-chairs, and process for planning TAG meetings.

● The TAG recommends that the HIPs Criteria Tool will be applied retroactively to the updated
Mobile Outreach and CHW briefs, and the Secretariat should work to identify and pilot a
sustainable approach to implement the HIPs Criteria Tool.

● The Secretariat should document the process for updating the Equity SPG and developing the
HRBA given the additional step of sending it back to a small group of the TAG for final review,
and make recommendations for SOPs based on these experiences.

● The TAG recommends that additional resources be allocated towards the following issues:
○ Establishing a process to regularly assess if new evidence warrants updating or retiring

a brief
○ Research with policy makers and advocates to better understand how Enabling

Environment briefs are being used, and if not, what is needed to increase their usage.
○ Bring the HIPs website up to date and make it more user friendly

Topics to Explore in Next TAG Meeting
● Better Understanding the HIPs Audience: Leading up to the next TAG meeting, the Secretariat

will work with the webmaster to better understand the age-disaggregated web statistics, and
will make an effort to look at web statistics after certain events (i.e. HIPs workshops) to see if
there is a bump in usage and/or work with CLAP to experiment tracking web usage after
sharing HIPs briefs through existing training courses.

● Guidance to Writers: A sub-group should form to provide recommendations on additional
guidance that the TAG should provide to TEGs and writing groups including 1) making
decisions about what to take from older briefs when updating; 2) universal frameworks every
brief/product should take into consideration (WHO building blocks); and 3) any other
additional guidance that may be needed to strengthen drafts. Volunteers are needed.

● Fertility Intentions: A sub-group is needed to review the language used in the self-care
literature review to determine if it’s language the TAG recommends to use more broadly
across HIP products, and develop guidance for both the website and writing groups on this.

● Archiving Briefs: From the small group discussion, there was a recommendation to archive the
following briefs: Digital Health for Systems (2017), Family Planning Vouchers (2020), and Social
Franchising (2018) HIP Briefs. This recommendation was tabled for a vote for the next
meeting, and it may be useful for a sub-group to form (or continue) to make a final
recommendation that can be voted on, and agree upon clear timing and process to arrive at a
decision on when/how to update and when/how to archive products.

● TAG Work Planning: The Secretariat should work with the TAG co-chairs and the co-sponsors
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to determine what type of work planning is required from the TAG, and how to go about
developing and tracking this work plan in the future, and share this at the next TAG meeting.

For the above topics, the Secretariat will work with the TAG co-chairs to prioritize topics to move
forward before the next TAG meeting and identify volunteers.
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Appendix A: Meeting Agenda

Technical Advisory Group Meeting
July 30 - August 1, 2024, Gates Foundation, 1300 I Street NW, Suite 300
East, Washington DC 20005

Objectives

● Clarify meeting norms
● Clarify roles and responsibilities of TAG members and Co-sponsors
● Discuss and agree on meeting cadence and potential locations
● Review literature review for self-care and decide on whether or not this will be an

enhancement brief
● Provide input on draft HIP knowledge products presented for review
● Agree on criteria for assessing need for new HIP products, updating existing ones, and

retiring older ones

Microsoft Teams Need help? Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 298 372 679 533
Passcode: QtgGQc
Dial in by phone
(833) 696-7489,976544906# United States (Toll-free)
Find a local number
Phone conference ID: 976 544 906#

Tuesday, July 30, Gael O’Sullivan, Moderator
09:00 am Washington, DC | 15:00 Geneva/Abuja | 17:00 Nairobi | 19:30 New Delhi - Find
time in other time zones here

Time EST Agenda Item Reference
materials

08:15 – 09:00 Breakfast and gathering

09:00 – 09:45 Opening Remarks and Introductions
Chris and Maggwa, TAG co-chairs

09:45 – 11:00 Meeting norms
Role of Co-Chairs
Dates of next meeting

11:00 - 11:20 Break

11:20 - 1:00 Overview of HIP products Slides
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https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1VAHkudPUA42s0ogZeyc5hy_59C3O7Rud/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=105816650604918211465&rtpof=true&sd=true


Web stats + HIPs Status update
Presentation: Laura and Rachel
Discussion

1:00 - 2:00 Lunch

2:00 - 2:15 Background on Self-Care from 3 previous TAG Meetings (Jan
and June 2023 and Feb 2024) and where are we now
Presentation: Sarah Onyango, PSI

Slides

2:15 - 3:45 Literature review for Self-Care (update)
Presentation: Gilda Sedgh and Rose Stevens
Discussion

What is the HIP?
Presentation by the TEG: Sarah Onyango, PSI, Jane Cover, PATH,
Holly Burke, FHI 360, Gertrude Odezugo, USAID, Andrea Ferrand,
PSI, Funmilola OlaOlorun, College of Medicine, University of
Ibadan, Ibadan, Nigeria, Josselyn Neukom, SwipeRx, Megan
Christofield, Jhpiego

Clarification questions from TAG

Slides

3:45 - 4:30 Way forward with Self-Care brief
-Vote on moving forward
-If yes, what are the guidelines and key considerations for the
writing team? If no, what are the main reasons why the TAG
decided not to move forward at this point?
-Ask for volunteer(s) TAG to participate in the Technical Expert
Group (TEG), if the brief is voted to move forward.
Include space to verbalize TAG recommendation(s) to be
communicated to the TEG and for TAG to confirm

(presenters leave)
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Wednesday, July 31, Saswati Das, Moderator

New Teams link:
Microsoft Teams Need help? Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 258 316 595 069 Passcode: pTXQEL
Dial in by phone (833) 696-7489, 808426433# United States (Toll-free) Find a local number
Phone conference ID: 808 426 433#

09:00 am Washington, DC | 15:00 Geneva/Abuja | 17:00 Nairobi | 19:30 New Delhi - Find
time in other time zones here

Time EST Agenda Item Reference materials

08:30 - 9:00 Breakfast and gathering

09:00 - 9:15 Welcome and Reflections from Day 1

09:15 - 10:45 Draft Community Health Workers brief
Presentation: Mojisola Alere, DAI Nigeria
TEG members: Mojisola Alere, DAI Nigeria, Afua
Aggrey, USAID/Ghana, Asante Kamuyango, WHO,
Christopher Kuria, CARE Kenya, Khadija Swalehe
Ally, AFYA Yangu Clubs, Tanzania, Pritha Biswas,
Independent consultant, Ronald Kibonire, Save
the Children, Sanjeeta Gawri, IPE Global Limited,
Sarah Castle, Independent consultant, Merrill
Wolfe, Independent consultant

Clarification questions from TAG, then TEG leaves
Discussants: Mario and Anand
Include space to verbalize TAG
recommendation(s) to be communicated to the
TEG and for TAG to confirm

Draft brief
slides

slides

10:45 - 11:05 Break
11:05 - 12:35 Draft FP Mobile Outreach brief

Presentation: Dina Abbas, MSI
TEG members: Collins Otieno, Amref Health
Africa, Comfort Chizinga, Palladium, Dina Abbas,
MSI, Eleanor Unsworth, WINGS Guatemala,
Levent Cagatay, EngenderHealth, Sahil Tandon,
David and Lucile Packard Foundation, Linda
Cahaelen, Independent consultant

Clarification questions from TAG, then TEG leaves
Discussants: Medha, Gamachis
Include space to verbalize TAG
recommendation(s) to be communicated to the
TEG and for TAG to confirm

Draft brief & references

slides

slides

12:35 - 1:00 Draft Strategic Planning Guide (SPG) guidance
Presentation: Karen

Document
slides
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Time EST Agenda Item Reference materials

Vote on finalization of guidance and posting on
website

1:00 - 2:00 Lunch

2:00 - 2:45 Determining criteria for evaluating the
relevance of existing HIPs and the need to retire
older briefs
Presentation: Barbara and Sara

slides

2:45 - 3:00 Review Day 1 Overview of HIP products
Presentation: Laura

handouts

3:00 - 4:15 Small Group Discussion gather flip charts

4:15 - 4:30 Report back and closing

Thursday, August 1, Barbara Seligman, Moderator

New Teams link:
Microsoft Teams Need help? Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 210 543 786 269 - Passcode: zYaqqV
Dial in by phone (833) 696-7489,697445969# United States (Toll-free) Find a local number
Phone conference ID: 697 445 969#

09:00 am Washington, DC | 15:00 Geneva/Abuja | 17:00 Nairobi | 19:30 New Delhi - Find
time in other time zones here

Time EST Agenda Item Reference materials

08:30 - 9:00 Breakfast

09:00 - 9:15 Welcome and Reflections from Day 2

9:15 - 10:15 Draft SPG Human Rights Based Approaches to FP
Presentation: Christina Zampas and Emilie Filmer Wilson,
UNFPA

Clarification questions from TAG, then TEG leaves

Discussant: Karen

Include space to verbalize TAG recommendation(s) to be
communicated to the TEG and for TAG to confirm

Draft SPG
slides

slides

10:15 - 10:55 Sub-group Report out - Development of new HIPs & ensure
HIPs are responding to needs of the field
Presentation: Maggwa, Monica, Nandita, Rodolfo

slides

10:55 - 11:15 BREAK
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Time EST Agenda Item Reference materials

11:15 -1:00 Presentation of concept notes, discussion, and voting:

● Gender Equality and FP: Enhancing Programming to

Improve Gender Equality and FP Outcomes SPG

● HIP Enhancement Brief: Applying HIPs in fragile and

crisis-affected settings reaches more communities to

maximize FP scale and impact (to update the FP in

Humanitarian Settings SPG)

Presentation of scores: Laura
Discussion
Vote

Include space to verbalize TAG recommendation(s) to be
communicated to teams and for TAG to confirm

slides

1:00 - 2:00 Lunch

2:00 - 3:00 Proposed update to the Equity HIP Strategic Planning Guide
Presentation: Morrisa Malkin (R4S)
Clarification questions from TAG, then TEG leaves

Discussant: Jay
Vote on whether to move forward or not
Include space to verbalize TAG recommendation(s) to be
communicated to the TEG and for TAG to confirm

slides

3:00 - 3:30 Update from Co-sponsors - joint work plan, introduction of
CIFF, AOB
Presentation: Jennie

slides

3:30 - 4:00 Advancing Measurement of HIP Implementation
R4S, SMART + HIPs - Trinity Zan, Aurelie Brunei, Barbara Sow,
FHI 360
Presentation: Laura (see slide 10 for questions)

slides

4:00 - 4:30 AOB
Recap of the day and recommendations
Final reflections and closing
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Appendix B: List of Participants

TAG Members

Name Country based

Anand Sinha India

Baker Maggwa USA
Barbara Seligman USA

Christine Gallavotti USA

Erin Mielke USA

Gael O'Sullivan USA

Gamachis Shogo Sierra Leone

Ginette Hounkanran Burkina Faso

Jay Gribble USA

Karen Hardee USA

Mario Festin Philippines

Medha Sharma Nepal

Rodolfo Gomez Uruguay
Salma Anas Nigeria

Sara Stratton USA

Saswati Das India
Sonia Caffe USA
Observers from the HIPs Co-Sponsors and Secretariat
Name Organization
Perri Sutton Gates Foundation
Heidi Quinn UNFPA
Nathalie Kapp IPPFP
Jennie Greaney UNFPA
Laura Raney FP2030
Monica Kerrigan FP2030
Rachel Templeton FP2030
Melkam Teshome-Kassa CIFF
Mozaam Ali WHO
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Draft Mobile Outreach Brief Update
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Strategic Planning Guide Guidance
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Criteria to Retire Briefs
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Draft SPG on a Human Rights Based Approach to Family

Planning
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Proposal to Revise Equity SPG
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Co-Sponsors Update
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Advancing Measurement of HIP Implementation
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