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Annex 9 The Division of Labour

Evaluation Question

The components of UNAIDS, and the operational relationships between the
secretariat, cosponsors and other institutions, like the Global Fund, at
headquarters, regional and country levels need to be reviewed. This should also
involve evaluating the efficiency of UNAIDS in terms of coordination, consistency
and compatibility of activities and programmatic strategies and, how the Division
of Labour has affected working relationships in country, taking into account the
perspective of national governments. Does UNAIDS fulfil its global coordination
role on AIDS?

1 Introduction

11 To understand how the various organisationsinvitiNAIDS interact with each other
and the impact of the UBW and the division of lahdtis first necessary to understand, in broad
terms, the organisations themselves and the ineentihat operate within them.

2 The cosponsor agencies
Diversity

2.1 At the start of the evaluation period there weight UNAIDS cosponsors — UNDP,
UNICEF, UNFPA, WHO, UNESCO, ILO, UNODC and the World BankF®V became a
cosponsor in 2003 and UNHCR in 2004. There is sicpnifi variation across these ten
organisations in terms of what they do (lend momegyide food, develop normative guidance,
build country capacity to implement normative guide), their planning and reporting
approaches and cycles and the terminology useddégeee to which their operations are
decentralised, whether they have representatioouatty level and authority is delegated to that
level, and the degree to which addressing HIV caselea as part of their core mandate.

2.2 This diversity can manifest in tension among tbsponsors, especially between WHO
and some smaller cosponsor agericiasd is an important factor in how innovations sastihe
division of labour are perceived and implemented e approach adopted to the allocation of
UBW funds. Indeed, it underpins the recommendatiba recent evaluation by the UN'’s Joint
Inspection Unftthat the number of cosponsors be reduced, basttdallowing rationale:

“In the opinion of the Inspector, the existing partnership of ten cosponsors is too many. As
one representative of an NGO who was attending the PCB meeting noted recently: 'There
are too many agencies doing too many things’. Importantly, as a joint and cosponsored
programme, the achievement of UNAIDS depends heavily on the understanding,
cooperation, and consensus among the cosponsors. The implications of a larger, more
diverse partnership are many. Since each cosponsor is accountable only to its own
independent governing/executive board, neither the UNAIDS Secretariat nor the PCB has

! The smaller agencies are ILO, UNODC, WFP, and UNHCR.

2 The Joint Inspection Unit (JIVU) is responsible to the General Assembly of the United Nations and is
mandated to provide an independent view through inspection and evaluation aimed at improving
management and methods and at achieving greater coordination between UN organisations.
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any controlling organisational authority over the cosponsors. Consequently, little could be
done to exert pressure to bear on the cosponsors to become effective partners within
UNAIDS. In addition, there are governance implications in managing a growing CCO and
participation in the PCB as it increases the consultative and collaborative initiatives and
mechanisms and difficulties in consensus building. Also, the increase in the number of
cosponsors has notable implications, not only in the allocation of the Unified Budget and
Workplan (UBW) funds amongst them, but also it has managerial implications for the
UNAIDS Secretariat in terms of its ability to successfully perform its coordination/facilitation
functions at the global level. Some UNAIDS Country Coordinators (UCCs) have continued to
experience major difficulties in coordinating effectively the multitude of cosponsors even at
the country level.”

Benefits of the joint programme

2.3 Interviews with the ten global coordinators sfiealiy highlighted the following benefits
of the joint programme approach:

e In eight cases, availability of funds through the WBwas seen as key. As one
commented, if the UBW funds were not available, dgency’s capacity at global level
would effectively disappear.

* In seven cases, the role of UNAIDS Secretariat aadettecutive Director in maintaining
HIV as a high-profile policy issue to be addressed.

» For the smaller agencies, the fact that being paresor meant that larger agencies had to
at least publicly acknowledge that they had a role.

« For the smaller agencies especially, the accesglzecosponsor gives to a wider range
of expertise and networks.

« Greater oversight of what is happening globally badl the work of their agency might
fit within this.

2.4 Interviews with global coordinators are cleartthiee intervention of the UNAIDS
Executive Director has been central to UNDP, UNICEF thedWorld Bank maintaining HIV as
a policy priority and remaining as cosponsors, whilet least two other cases (UNFPA and
WFP) ensuring that HIV was not downgraded througérivel reorganisation.

2.5 The criteria for becoming, and remaining, gooosor are outlined in Box 1, based on the
revised agreement reached within the CCO in 2004oltapt to appreciate is that the decision
about which agencies meet the criteria for beconairgpsponsor rests with the CCO, not the
PCB/ECOSOC, which are merely informed of the decision.

Box 1: Becoming and remaining a cosponsor

Criteria for eligibility to become a cosponsor:

i The organisation must bring an identifiable comparative advantage to the UNAIDS partnership
and have a mandate to carry out activities related to HIV/AIDS.

il The organisation must be a UN-system body.

iii The governing body should approve a specific budget for HIV/AIDS activities and put HIV/AIDS
on its agenda for regular consideration under the institutional and policy framework of UNAIDS.

% Yussuf, M. (2007) Review of the progress made by the United Nations System Organizations in achieving
the Millennium Development Goal to Combat HIV/AIDs. Report by the JIU, UN, Geneva,
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iv The organisation should designate its own core resources to backstop HIV/AIDS issues,
including a dedicated unit headed by senior staff.

v There should be a commitment to participate in the UBW on HIV/AIDS processes at the global
and regional levels, including assistance in mobilising resources for the same.

vi The organisation in question must implement a clear, well-disseminated HIV/AIDS workplace
policy.

vii No less than US$4 million of the organisation’s own resources (at global and regional levels)
must be devoted to HIV/AIDS-related activities.

Conditions for remaining a cosponsor are that:

viii. The organisation should have its own resources for HIV/AIDS-related activities (at global and
regional levels), higher than what the organisation receives from the core UBW.

ix HIV/AIDS-related activities must be underway at country level in at least 40 per cent of the
countries where the organisation has a permanent country presence.

X The organisation must have a track record of active participation in UN Theme Groups on
HIV/AIDS at country level.

Source: PCB (2004) Cosponsorship. Presented atthe 15" Meeting of the PCB, June 2004

2.6 The 2004 paper on Cosponsorsimiesented at the PCB in June 2005 proposed that in
conjunction with every UBW, a substantive report/assent be presented on whether each
cosponsor meets the current criteria, so that B B assured that all cosponsors are meeting
their obligations. However, there is no evidence thiatproposal was implemented, although the
information on the allocation of funding from thesponsors’ own resources at global and
regional levels are included in the UBW documents.

Global coordinators

2.7 A significant change has been the growing ingare of the global coordinators. At the
start of the evaluation period, global coordinateese technical resource people (mostly at the
P5/P4 level, which means that they were technicalialigs) within their own agencies, but their
role has expanded considerably during the evalugtériod. Key to this has been a change in the
grade of the global coordinators, who are now alllp(¢r equivalent), which gives them greater
status within their own organisations. However, ttewing role of the global coordinators
within UNAIDS is not formalised. CCO minutes from 20@take reference to ‘empowered
global coordinators’ and a growing strategic rol¢hiea development of a joint work plan with the
secretariat and more frequent and structured ngeetBut there is no evidence that this extended
to strengthening their formal authority within theivn organisations.

Staffing

2.8 This increase in status, allied to access mafurom the UBW and the support of the
UNAIDS Executive Director, has been key to the growiolg of global coordinators as policy
entrepreneurs within their own agencies and in raaimg HIV as a policy priority. The main
indicator of success is the significant increaséli capacity at the headquarters and regional
level for several of the cosponsors, as shown li€Ta, although this has not always been based
on the use of UBW and internal funding. For exampkenoted below (see paragraph 2.10), the
increase in staffing within WHO was supported througtdfng by Government of Canada.

‘pcB (2004) Cosponsorship. Presented at the 15" Meeting of the PCB, June 2004
® UNAIDS/CCO (2005) Report of the 26" cco meeting. UN Headquarters, Conference Room 7. Thursday,
27 October 2005
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Table 1: Full ime equivalent staffing by cosponso  r in 2003-2004 and 2006-2007 biennia ®

Cosponsor 2004-2005 2006-07 % increase of
Global |Regional | Total | Global |Regional | Total total
ILO 15 15 30 33 10 43 43
UNDP 6 10 16 26 26 52 225
UNESCO 27 25 52 23 25 48 -8
UNFPA 22 29 51 36 118 154 202
UNHCR - - - 5 7 12 n/a
UNICEF 26 35 61 9 88 97 59
UNODC 9 12 21 11 12 23 10
WFP 15 12 27 7 6 13 -52
WHO 105 80 185 146 175 321 74
World Bank 43 29 72 62 53 115 60
Total 268 247 515 358 520 878 +70%

Source: Data provided by the Secretariat

29 This situation should be contrasted with thatimed in the Five-year Evaluation, which
stated that:

“Lack of money has frustrated the development of specific AIDS capacity in various
agencies. Indeed, in many instances, the ability of cosponsors to adjust their capacities to
the higher exigencies of the partnership is constrained by the availability of financial
resources. Oftentimes, it was noted, ‘cosponsors don't even have the money to do what
they were originally set up to do’. Indeed, many cosponsors run bare bones operations
based on a very limited specialised staff capacity (UNDP 12, UNFPA 19, UNDCP 1). In
this connection, the relatively solid staffing of the UNAIDS Secretariat (a total of 129
professional-level posts globally in 1996-2000) is watched by partner agencies with

jealousy”.”

2.10  Growth in capacity across the cosponsors &agland regional levels has not, however
been based on a strategic analysis by UNAIDS of wheithenUN system capacity is most
needed to address the evolving epidemic. Insteagth has occurred independently within each
cosponsor, partly based on the availability of eittyBW funding or funding sourced from
elsewhere, as illustrated by the example of WHO. Withestablishment of the secretariat in the
mid-1990s, significant numbers of staff transferfienin WHO to the secretariat and, until 2001,
WHO had almost no staff working on HIV at global aedional levels. The rapid rise in WHO
staffing witnessed in the past seven years has theerio HIV being seen as a priority by two
successive Director Generals, and the organisatiem #tcessing significant funding from the
Government of Canada, to support implementatigh@f3 by 5’ initiative’

Accountability as a cosponsor

2.11  What commitment and accountability to UNAIDS meimngeal terms is an ambiguous
and complex area for a cosponsor. Heads of agemcpeaaid to commit to delivery of outputs

® The data presented in the table is the best available but should be interpreted with care as it includes
estimates of both full-time equivalents and actual staff.

7 Background Paper for the Five-Year Evaluation of UNAIDS on Organization, management and governance
of the joint programme, pages 35-36.

8 The lack of a transparent process for deciding the increase in inter-agency budget allocations to
cosponsors such as UNDP and UNFPA that have assumed new lead roles under the division of labour
should also be noted.

° M.1. Battistella Nemes et al (2006) Evaluation of WHQO'’s Contribution to “3 by 5”. WHO. Geneva.
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identified in the UBW, as the CCO endorses the dootntéowever, this needs to be considered
against a background in which the heads of agemzes progressively delegated more of the
work to the global coordinators and an agency atctirporate level is really only accountable to
its governing board for delivery against what iscéfeed in its own corporate results framework
or equivalent.

2.12  Yet, only four of the ten Cosponsors — UNFPA, URFCWFP, UNODC - currently use
the same indicators in their corporate level resfitimework as are found in the UBW. A fifth
cosponsor, ILO, is currently working to do this et2010-2011 biennium. In these agencies,
corporate level accountability for delivery agaitiet agreed UBW indicators can be said to have
been established; the issue then is the degree ichvetcountability systems within these
agencies are robust and effective.

2.13 A different approach has been adopted by Bttmsponsors. In several, regional
departments and other groups bid for UBW money basedcriteria set by the global
coordinators, with those actually receiving fundantibeing accountable for delivery of specific
UBW activities. In the case of the World Bank, UBMhds are centrally managed under the
aegis of the Global HIV/AIDS Program. Regional departsieaceive funding under the UBW
on the basis of agreed work programmes aligned wittWUabjectives, and are then fully
accountable for delivery against agreed resultghWhis approach, accountability rests with
those who receive the funds not at corporate leSeth an approach may lead to strong
accountability, depending on the quality of intéraecountability systems, but does not provide
strong signals to line managers that HIV is an agepriority. As stated by the World Bank
Global Coordinator, regional departmental staff vimgkon HIV are not accountable for delivery
against the UBW until they accept UBW funding toivk specific agreed outputs; this happens
when they judge that accepting such funding hdipmtto progress their regional agenda.

2.14  Moving on to actual delivery, it is the glolcalordinators who are really accountable for
delivery against the UBW within a context where:

» Global coordinators are usually line managers of Hédicated staff at the headquarters
and possibly regionHilevel, but normally not at the country level, Aswn below.

All Most Some None
The global coordinator is in | UNFPA, UNESCO, WEP,
the direct line of UNODC, World Bank UNICEF
management for how many | UNHCR, WHO
of the HIV specialists at HQ UNDP
level?

ILO

The global coordinator is in | UNODC, UNFPA, ILO | UNESCO WFP, WHO,
the direct line of UNHCR, World Bank,
management for how many UNDP UNICEF
of the HIV specialists at
regional level?
The global coordinatorisin | UNODC UNFPA,
the direct line of WFP,
management for how many UNESCO,
of the HIV specialists at WHO,
country level? UNHCR,

10 cosponsors definitely using this approach include UNDP, UNFPA, UNICEF, UNESCO, World Bank
1 with staff at regional level, a global coordinator, if in the line of management, would manage the
substantive components of a staff member’s work
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All Most Some None
World Bank,
UNDRP, ILO,
UNICEF

« Placing staff at regional or country level, even whbkey are managed by the global
coordinator, requires consent of the manager dafuhé. Whether the managers of these
units consider HIV a corporate priority or see adage in having such staff is therefore
vital. This issue was picked up in a recent evatmatdf HIV in UNFPA, which
specifically recommended that UNFPA'’s stated polibjectives in the area of HIV
needed to be reflected in an accountability franrewthat captures the roles and
responsibilities of management at all levéls.

» Strategic results frameworks in cosponsor agenceesféen used by the headquarters to
communicate priorities to the country level. The WBis not a tool used in
communication with the heads of agencies in coyntho are the line managers at this
level. Experience suggests that communication rigutgh internal agency systems and
external documents such as the UBW have littleistat relevance.

» UBW funding (passed on from the secretariat ancdaiy/ the agency at global level) is
a relatively small proportion of the money spentrbgst cosponsors on HIV at country
level® For UNHCR, ILO and UNESCO, UBW funding exceeds thatechiat country
level. For WHO, the sums are roughly comparable. tRerremaining six cosponsors,
funding raised at country level is up to three sras great as the total under the UBW.

« As highlighted in a recent evaluation of WHO'’s cdnition to the ‘3 by 5’ initiative, the
complex organisational structure within WHO, with significant regional variation and
decentralised autonomy makes managing and implémgerd global programme
particularly challenging. WHO'’s decentralised stunetrecognises that regional offices
can be better connected to the geographical, gallittocial and cultural realities of their
constituencies. But the relative autonomy of regidafirectors and the level of influence
they have on the performance of WHO programmes witbimtries, means that their
willingness to engage is an important determindnprogress in a global programme.
The ‘3 by 5’ evaluation identified the apparentkiaf visible leadership from the WHO
Regional Office for Africa in the initiativ&’ Within ILO, interpretation of delivering
against universal access and the specific mandatéetd Directors in ILO Country
offices is also a communication issue. This is ipaldrly relevant in countries where
HIV is not selected as one of the three priorityaargn the ILO Decent Work Country
Programmes; especially in low prevalence countries.

* The global coordinators have often had to put sijgesystems in place to track what is
happening at country level, as corporate level nteppsystems are inadequate. UNFPA
is a good example of this. Several of the agengses UNDP’s administrative system
(ATLAS) at country level, but the classification ®® used for tracking what projects
are intended to contribute towards makes it diffital identify many projects that are
addressing the HIV epidemic. In response, the UNFRAallcoordinator and focal point
attempted to incorporate appropriate questions tiléoCountry Office Annual Report

12 C. Chan-Kam, C. Sozi, H. de Knocke and G. Walker (2008) UNFPA's Country and Sub-Regional Support
to National Responses to HIV/AIDS - An External Review. UNFPA, 2008. Page 19

3 A breakdown of funding for the 2010-11 biennium is at
http://data.unaids.org/pub/InformationNote/2009/20090515 20102011 ubw final en.pdf, page 21
Breakdowns of country level funding by cosponsor are not available for previous biennia.

* WHo (2006) Evaluation of WHO’s contribution to ‘3 by 5: main report. WHO Evaluation Department,
WHO, page 61, paragraph 5
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(COAP) format, but the proposed questions were todlapsed into a single question by
the headquarters unit in charge of the COAP process.

2.15 The main finding therefore is that linkagesaaen decisions taken at the global level
within UNAIDS and what happens at the country level witspecific UN agencies are not direct
and straightforward. Global coordinators, in broachte are therefore actually focused on:

» Ensuring that strong signals are sent from theiicsenanagement to country level staff
that HIV is a policy priority.

» Ensuring that there are enough and competenttstatrry out effective policy advocacy
within the agency at global and regional levels.

» Developing the normative guidance and supportingeriatthat allows staff at country
level to be credible with other stakeholders.

* Managing specific projects.

* Using the UBW funds as seed money to compete foratlweation of other funds
available within the organisation.

Funding and resource mobilisation

2.16  Funding of UNAIDS is complex. The Fund of UNAID®&hich is managed by the
UNAIDS Executive Director, provides resources for tbere budget for cosponsors, the
secretariat, and interagency activities as welhassupplemental budgets of the secretariat and
interagency activities. The secretariat also raisgga-budgetary’ funds that are not included in
the UBW,; use of these funds is dependent on agreebwtween the secretariat and the
individual donor.

2.17 Cosponsors also provide funding for HIV throubkir own budgetary and planning
mechanisms. These include:

« Cosponsor global and regional resources, cospofssmplemental’ resources, and
cosponsor country-level resources. Cosponsors’ ajland regional resources are
provided from the organisation’s regular budget.

» Cosponsors’ supplemental resources are funded loyteoy contributions, raised by the
organisation concerned and channelled throughitslmidgetary mechanisms.

» Cosponsors’ country-level resources, which are féyntmnsidered to be outside of the
UBW, provided through a combination of regular betdgnd voluntary contributions,
according to the nature and practice of the orgdiois concerned.

2.18 Nominally, the responsibility of the secredtis therefore to raise: (i) the core budget for
cosponsors, the secretariat, and interagency tiesiviand (i) the supplemental budgets of the
secretariat and interagency activities identified the biennial UBW agreed by the PCB.

Resources for the Fund of UNAIDS come entirely fromumtdry funds provided by donors

(including from one cosponsor). Donations to thed-are first used to finance the core budget.
Should funding become available during the bienninnexcess of core budget requirements,
surplus funds will be applied by the Executive Dicedo the supplemental budget for the actions
identified in the UBW. Table 2 shows the degree tactviUBW funding passed through the

secretariat is used by cosponsors to fund stafiiolal, regional and country levels.
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Table 2: Use of UBW funding passed through secreta

global, regional and country levels

Annex 9

Division of Labour

riat to fund cosponsor positions at

All Most Some None

What proportion of the HIV UNODC UNFPA, UNESCO,
specialists at HQ level are UNHCR, WFP, WHO,
funded out of UBW funding ILO, World UNDP,
provided through the Bank UNICEF
secretariat?
What proportion of the HIV WFP, UNESCO, UNODC,
specialists at regional level UNFPA, ILO WHO,
are funded out of UBW UNHCR UNDP,
funding provided through the UNICEF,
secretariat? World Bank
What proportion of the HIV UNHCR, ILO | UNESCO, UNICEF,
specialists at country level are UNODC,
funded out of UBW funding WFP,
provided through the UNFPA,
secretariat? WHO,

UNDP,

World Bank

Source: Assessments by Global Coordinators

2.19 The key finding is the degree to which capawitthin the cosponsors is reliant upon
funds raised by the secretariat and passed thritnegdBW. This raises the issue of sustainability
and whether the availability of UBW funding is agtias an incentive to cosponsor agencies to
not fund HIV specialists out of their own ‘core’ fling. Agencies where the majority of global
level staff are funded using the agency’s coreuness include UNDP, ILO, WFP and UNHCR.

2.20 Given the importance of UBW funding, espegiédr capacity at the global and regional
levels, it is also important to assess the degreehich cosponsors are increasing the use of other
funds at the global and regional levels. Table 8ngres two issues. First, across the last three
UBWs, is there a trend of increasing funding confiogn resources raised by the cosponsors at a
global level? Second, is there an increase in fiords allocated by the agencies to supporting
their work on HIV at global and regional levels?

Table 3: Funding trends across the cosponsors by b iennium
Cosponsor | Funding commitments from global, Cosponsor core funding allocated

regional and supplemental budgets to HIV (US$ million) by biennium

by cosponsor (US$ million) by
biennium *°

2004-2005 | 2006-07 2008-09 | 2004-2005 | 2006-07 2008-09
ILO 13 26 12 7 7 5
UNDP 36 21 14 9 13 7
UNESCO 11 21 8 7 9 5
UNFPA 36 75 65 13 17 9
UNHCR - 23 5 - 3 3
UNICEF 34 258 155 16 19 10
UNODC 7 48 36 5 8 5
WFP - 15 47 - 4 4
WHO 85 181 62 22 23 13

% These are the funds that the individual cosponsors commit to raise under the UBW and are distinct from
the funding raised by the secretariat and provided to the cosponsors via the UBW.
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World
Bank 30 41 13 7 11 6
Total 252 709 417 86 114 67

Source: Data provided by secretariat

2.21 Table 3 clearly shows a three-fold increadariding commitments by the cosponsors, as
distinct from resources that they receive via #xretariat, across the agencies between the 2004-
2005 and 2006-2007 biennia, followed by a significtecrease in the 2008-2009 biennium. This
story is also replicated in agencies’ commitmeritsae funding, although the increase in the
2006-2007 biennium was not as significant. In teafsustainability, the most significant trend

is the decline in core funding commitments acrdlssasponsor agencies between the 2006-2007
and 2008-2009 biennia, which confirms the importasicd BW funding to maintaining capacity

at headquarters and regional levels within the eigen suggested in Table 2. However, this
decline should be viewed in the context of a UN hick a low, and declining, core share in the
overall budget is becoming the notfn.

3 The secretariat

Role and function

3.1 The creation of a Joint Programme Executive ddreposition and UNAIDS Secretariat

function recognised the need for a specialised aigpao guide sectoral and agency action
towards a more effective combined UN system respdiseever, the ECOSOC mandate does
not directly discuss the role of the secretariat lgally it remains a part of WHO — albeit with

almost complete autonomy and no requirement tortépdhe Executive Director of WHO or the

World Health Assembly. Review of PCB and CCO documiiont shows no subsequent

document setting out the agreed role of the sedg&tand therefore its role remains undefined.

3.2 Cosponsors all agree on the importance of #eelive Director in keeping HIV a high
policy imperative within the UN agencies and raissW funding. The Executive Director and
Secretariat’s role in targeting the actors of tlubgl response — global advocacy and partnership
building — are also acknowledged and supportedp@usors further see a role for the secretariat
in facilitating and managing coordination betweea tlosponsors, which is a classic role for a
secretariat. However, while coordination through WBW development process remains an
important role of the secretariat, its role in otlespects of coordination appears to have
decreased over the evaluation period; possiblyeépaonse to the growth in capacity within the
cosponsor agencies. This is most clearly seerriimstef the role of the secretariat in operation of
the inter-agency task teams. In these fora, theeBett appears to have become just another
organisation inputting into the substantive dis@rgsrather than a coordinator of cosponsor
engagement.

3.3 Tension arises over the exact role of the tmiae in two main areas. First, in filling
gaps that are not covered by the cosponsors; andéseussed in more detail in later sections of
this annex which deal with how the division of labdwas been interpreted and used at global
level. Second, the secretariat moving into ‘implataéon’, especially at country level where
UCCs have had the scope to be entrepreneurial ifingaextra-budgetary funds without

% UN (2008) Trends in contributions to operational activities for development of the United Nations system
and measures to promote an adequate, predictable and expanding base of United Nations development
assistance. Report of the Secretary-General for the Sixty-third session of the General Assembly, July 2008,
A/63/201.
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constraining oversight from higher management dwtefore may compete for funding with
cosponsors. In both of these areas, there is h@naparent and predictable process to manage
these tensions.

Decentralisation and staffing

3.4 The evaluation period has seen the decentialisaf functions within the secretariat.
Expansion at both regional and country levels waggked in the secretariat’'s response to the
Five-Year Evaluation. As of early 2008, in addititmits Geneva headquarters, the secretariat
maintained 3 liaison offices, had 7 Regional Suppa@ams (RSTs) and a presence in 84
programme countries. In November 2008, the secattegported that there were 715 staff on
WHO contracts and a further 250 on UNDP contracts.sHoeetariat has therefore quadrupled in
size between 2002 and 2008 and has more staff wodkirtdlV at global and regional level (in
November 2008 454 staff) than any of the cospoagencies. However, there is little evidence
from PCB records of oversight of this dramatic exgan, beyond endorsement for the initial
expansion in the secretariat’s role at countryllev@003.

3.5 In 2001, just before the start of the evaluatmeriod, 24 of the Secretariat's 129
professional staff worked on regional issues, basedhe Country and Regional Support
Department, located in Geneva. During 2005 and 2680#&n RSTs (Asia, WCA, ESA, MENA,
Latin America, Caribbean, Eastern Europe) were dsteddl as part of UNAIDS’ efforts to
strengthen country support, and to decentralisesmtg and support. According to the original
directive from the secretartatthe goalof the RSTs were:

“to catalyse and to facilitate support to reinforce capacities and to ensure effective
HIV/AIDS response in countries within the respective region. Its primary course of action
is through support to the UNAIDS (secretariat) country office. While the UNAIDS Country
Coordinator (UCC) is responsible for country-level action within the secretariat (i.e.
leading and managing relations within the UN system, as well as with national
counterparts and others), the RST is responsible to support UCCs in their work. In
countries where there are no UCCs, the RST will channel this support through the UN
Theme Groups on HIV/AIDS and the UN Resident Coordinator System”

“The RST will bring UNAIDS leadership, management and programming support closer
to country and regional level actors and partners”

“In fulfilling [its] functions, the RST serves a variety of clients; in countries, this includes
UCCs and, through them, support to UNCTs, national partners and AIDS programmes. At
the regional level, this will include Regional UN entities, 1GOs, non-governmental
organisations, institutions and donors. While at the global level, this includes HQ,
including as an interface with global partners”

3.6 Staffing levels in the RSTs are shown below ibl@d(a).

Table 4(a): Staffing levels in the RSTs, 2006 and  2008.

RST Location Number of staff in:
2006 2008
Asia and Pacific Bangkok/Manila 14 12
East and South Africa Pretoria/Johannesburg 17 15
West and Central Africa Abidjan/Dakar/Lomé 7 20

" UNAIDS (2005) CRD Regional Support Teams: Enhancing Support to Countries, Country and Regional
Department, UNAIDS Secretariat, Draft, 2 February 2005

10
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Middle East and North Africa Cairo 5 6
Caribbean Port of Spain 4 6
Latin America Panama 5 10
Europe Moscow 0 6

Totals 52 75

Source: Data provided by secretariat

3.7 Expansion of the secretariat’'s country levelspnce was initially outlined in a global
strategy document entitled ‘Directions for the FatuThis envisaged expansion of staffing in
four main areas: (i) UNAIDS Country Coordinators/Offige(ii) M&E advisors; (iii) partnership
advisors; and (iv) resource mobilisation and tragkadvisors. Using 2003, the year the strategy
was approved, as the baseline, the increase ifingtafuring the evaluation period is shown in
Table 4(b) below.

Table 4(b): Secretariat professional staffingatc  ountry level — 2003-2008

Position Number of staff
2003 2004 2006 2008

UCC/UCO* 62 62 82 85
M&E Advisers 25 27 60 59
Partnership and 15 17 31 28
Social Mobilisation

Officers

Resource 5 2 2 5
Mobilisation
Advisers

Source: Data provided by secretariat
* This excludes the national Country Coordinators.

3.8 In addition to an expansion in the positionsvah and of administrative support staff,
there has also been an expansion in secretarfétastaountry level working through project
funded contracts. For example, one of the Asian ttgwifices visited for the evaluation had the
following structure:

Staff complement 19 of which
« 5 core UNAIDS staff
3 core UNAIDS fixed term through WHO
2 UNDRP fixed term (100 series) — Admin Assistant aridedr
* 1 UNDP fixed term (100 series) — National Programmigc@&f (activity budget)
« 9locally funded staff (PEPFAR and other EXB)
7 on UNDP service contracts (5 G staff and 2 P staff)
1 short term TSF
1 fixed term UNAIDS contract through WHO (EXB)
e 4 othersincluding 1 VSO, 1 AYAD (Australian Volunteet)National UNV (for Joint
UN Team on HIV), 1 UNDP service contract paid for by GlloBoalition on Women
and AIDS-Gender Fund (for Joint UN Team on HIV)

3.9 Tracking the total number of staff in countffiaes, if including all staff as shown in the
example above, is not carried out centrally bysberetariat.
Funding and resource mobilisation

3.9 The secretariat has successfully raised themalget for cosponsors, the secretariat, and
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interagency activities as well as the supplementalgbts of the secretariat and interagency
activities in each biennium since 2002-2003.

3.10 Funding of the secretariat and cosponsorsruhdeUBW is difficult to examine, since
significant expenditure is aggregated within whategmed the interagency budget. Table 5
shows the split in the funding that the secretar@ahmits to raise between the secretariat and
cosponsors, after the interagency budget is akdchetween the secretariat and cosponsors. The
bulk of such funding is used by the secretariatl, thwe proportion allocated actually increased in
the current biennium (2008-2009). Given that theginal intent was that the secretariat not
become another UN agency, it is important to noté tha secretariat's budget is probably
comparable to, or even greater than, that of sditieeosmaller UN agencies, such as UNODC,
UNCTAD or UN-Habitat*®

Table 5: Percentage allocation of funding raised by secretariat between cosponsors and
the secretariat by biennium

Biennium
2004-2005 2006-2007 2008-2009
Cosponsors (%) 32% 32% 21%
Secretariat (%) 68% 68% 79%
Total funding raised
by secretariat 270 361 412
(US$m)

Source: Data provided by secretariat

3.11 Table 6 compares the proportion of the totaMUBncluding funds raised both by
cosponsors and the secretariat) over the threenibieovered by the evaluation. Even in this
case, the Secretariat's share of the overall UBWbuid large.

Table 6: Percentage allocation of funding raised by both cosponsors and secretariat
between the cosponsors and the secretariat by bienn ium

Biennium
2004-2005 2006-2007 2008-2009

Cosponsors (%) 65% 7% 60%
Secretariat (%) 35% 23% 40%

Total funding under

UBW (US$m) 522 1,070 829

Source: Data provided by secretariat

4 Impact of the UBW

4.1 This section looks at the impact of the UBW agoal to enhance coordination,
consistency and compatibility of programmatic €ig&s and activities at the global level within
UNAIDS.

8 See UN (2008) Comprehensive statistical analysis of the financing of operational activities for

development of the United Nations system for 2006. Report prepared for the Sixty-third session of the
General Assembly. A/63/71-E/2008/46 . Table 13, page 25
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4.2 The Five-Year Evaluation concludédhat:

“Whilst the OECD donors acknowledge the progress that has been made with budgets
and funding, they still report a degree of confusion about purpose and functions of the
UBW. The presentation is felt to be difficult to absorb, even for somebody familiar, and
hard to explain to others. Because the UBW mainly includes global and regional
HIV/AIDS activities, not cosponsors’ regular budgets, that means in practice that a major
part of multilateral funding for HIV/AIDS at the country level is not included and reflected.
There is general agreement on the need for greater clarity on what the UBW is used for
and a means to bring country level spending into the picture”

4.3 Interviews suggest a range of views still existtee purpose of the UBW, and there is no
single document agreed at the PCB during the etratugeriod which clearly specifies the core

purpose of the UBW. For the purpose of this evatmatihe value of the UBW has therefore been
assessed in Table 7 against the purposes ideritifibé 2008-2009 UBW documefit.

4.4 Progress has been made. Successive UBWs aresibgtter and clearer documents,
although responses to the PCB survey conductethi®revaluation suggest that the UBW still
does not entirely meet PCB members’ needs. Theatsts evidence to suggest that the UBW
process has supported the adoption of joint progragn approaches at a global level, which is
almost unique within the UN. This is a solid achieeamand one not seen with other priority
policy issues.

4.5 However, those involved in the UBW process ase alnanimous that the transaction
costs of the process are high and after decreakirigg development of the 2008-2009 UBW,
are now increasing again — as a result of resportdinige request from the PCB that the UBW
become a tool for increased performance monitosimdy reporting. But, if the main added value
of UNAIDS is not in what is done, but how it is dotigen the present UBW results framework
approach will not identify such benefits. In additiache results frameworks developed from the
2004-2005 to 2010-2011 biennia do not identify ékdeled value of UNAIDS, as compared with
having ten separate cosponsor organisations ansibposa secretariat. A summary of the
strategic objectives presented in successive UBWes2002-2003 is in Appendix 1 to this annex.

% paragraph 6.14

2 pcp (2007) 2008-2009 Unified Budget and Workplan and Financial Report: 2008-2009 Unified Budget
and Workplan. Report prepared for the 20th Meeting of the Programme Coordinating Board, Geneva,
Switzerland, 25-27 June 2007 UNAIDS/PCB(20)/07.3, Paragraph 23
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Table 7: Findings on the effects of the UBW proces s

Purpose identified Findings
in 2008-2009 UBW

Simplification What was intended?
Aim was to present a clearer and simpler presentation of what was to be delivered under the UBW by reducing the
large number of results identified in the 2004-2005 UBW document.

What achieved?

Simplification partially achieved through reduction from 16 Principal Results in 2006-2007 to seven Principal Outcomes
in 2008-2009, but increased then to 8 Principal Outcomes in 2010-2011 results framework. Reduction from 478 Key
Results in 2004-2005, to 49 Key Results in 2006-2007 framework, and then 33 Key Outputs in the 2008-2009
framework. But number of Key Outputs has increased to 39 in the 2010-2011 framework.

In practical terms, there has been a tension between the trends towards simplification of presentation (at the request of
the PCB) and inclusiveness (part of the response to managing tensions between cosponsors and also observed in
UNDAF processes at country level and the One UN reform process) and the need for a document that is relevant for
actual operational planning within the individual organisations. The rule for the 2006-2007 and 2008-2009 UBWs was
that the workplan of each agency could only extend over 10 outcomes. This has led to inconsistency across the
outcomes, with some becoming chapeau covering a lot of activities and others including very few activities and a
framework showing inclusion rather than focus.

Interviews with the global coordinators and focal points suggest that the cosponsors and secretariat run concurrent but
separate, planning processes. One around development of a UBW document, and a second, more detailed planning
process, using the internal planning systems within the individual agencies. This raises two issues. First, a process
focused on developing a clear document for external audiences (the UBW) and the focus of joint work mainly between
the focal points of the cosponsors and staff of the secretariat. The UBW process has been a key opportunity for the
cosponsors and secretariat to explain to the PCB members, and in particular those who are funding what is a
voluntarily funded institution, via informal briefings, what they intend to do. However, evidence presented elsewhere®
suggests that PCB members still find it challenging to see exactly what individual cosgonsors are intending to do. In this
context, the move in recent UBWs to include a programmatic, but not functional, 2 budget has actually decreased
transparency over what the money is actually used for and the differences in what the agencies do with their share.

L See discussion of PCB survey responses on quality of information presented to the PCB.

2 The present UBW is a programmatic budget, as funding is organised around each of the principal outcomes and key outputs in the programme. A functional
budget, by contrast would be organised around what was spent on specific cost lines by the organisations, such as staff costs, support costs, travel budget,
contribution to general overheads of the agency, etc.
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Purpose identified Findings
in 2008-2009 UBW

Second a planning process internal to each organisation, in which actual planning is carried out, as the UBW is not
detailed enough for internal planning purposes.

Harmonisation What was intended?

2004-2005 and 2006-2007 UBWs did not use standard terminology, which is a barrier to clear communication. As the
UN agencies have not standardised their results terminology, terminology and a common understanding of terminology
become an issue in communication both to the PCB and between agencies.

What achieved?

Harmonisation achieved through decision to use DAC terminology in the 2008-2009 UBW, with use of Principal
Outcomes and Key Outputs (although DAC terminology refers to outcomes and outputs, without qualifying them as
principal and key).

Coherence What was intended?
Convening and leadership roles should be defined in accordance with the division of labour.

What achieved?

Not achieved through use of UBW process. Cosponsor and secretariat staff identify a modest number of cases in which
the UBW process has led to slight changes in what they planned; to avoid duplicating the activities of another
cosponsor. However, no evidence was presented that discussion of the division of labour as part of development of the
UBWs has led to significant changes by any of the involved parties — either cosponsor or secretariat. It is difficult to
assess whether the UBW process leads to greater coherence, as what coherence means is undefined in this context. If
coherence is defined as meaning that the programme of work is based on an explicit programme logic and prioritisation
of what is needed from the UN, bearing in mind what others are doing, then there is little evidence of greater
coherence. If it is defined as meaning greater mutual coherence in the approaches adopted by the different
cosponsors, then interviews suggest that the process is leading to greater coherence.

Substance-led What was intended?
process and budget | Agreement on overarching strategic aims drives the process, with allocations within the UNAIDS family made on the
basis of the outcomes, outputs and activities.

What achieved?

Achieved in terms of what is stated in the document, but only partially if assessed against good practice. During the
evaluation period, three UBWs were developed, for 2004-2005, 2006-2007 and 2008-2009. The UBW process does
include some analysis of the context but is not actually a ‘classical’ planning process, which would start from an
analysis of the situation and then identification of the priority actions against the situation analysis, based on capacity
and resources available. Rather, the UBW represents a compilation of what the individual agencies already intended to
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Purpose identified Findings
in 2008-2009 UBW

do. Interviewees were consistent that the process does not significantly affect their initial programming intentions. One
consequence of this approach is that funding of issues that are not ‘owned’ by anybody becomes an issue, as for
example of work on the social factors that have driven the epidemic.

The core of a substance-led approach is that resources are allocated based on (i) priorities and (ii) past performance.
The challenges in allocating funds against external priorities are well known at country level, under the UNDAF
planning process. It is challenging for agencies to prioritise when agency visibility is important, there are no rewards for
giving up funds to other agencies, individual performance assessment is based on agency, not UN team, performance
and most funds are raised by the individual agencies rather than programme teams. Evidence presented shows that
the secretariat's Executive Director assumed both the role of setting budget priorities and funding that reflects
performance. Stakeholders involved would agree that the Executive Director is probably the only person who could
make this decision. However, in terms of UBW funding, these decisions have not been made using a transparent and
agreed set of criteria, including past performance and results delivered.” Given that overall funding to the cosponsors
did not increase significantly between the 2006-2007 and 2008-2009 UBWSs, the Executive Director effectively
maintained budget allocations across the biennia to the cosponsors, with relatively small marginal increases to some
COSpoNsors.

The difficulties with the present approach are two-fold. First, the PCB does not ask the Executive Director to justify the
allocation or monitor the implications of his decision. Second, without clear criteria and data, it is difficult to judge where
the balance has been struck between allocating funding to ensure inclusiveness across the ten Cosponsors and
funding to achieve the highest priorities and most cost-effective interventions.

Joint programming. What was intended?
According to UN guidance issued in 2003, joint programming is the collective effort through which the UN organisations
and other partners work together to prepare, implement, monitor and evaluate activities.

What achieved?

Mostly achieved. Interviews with cosponsor and secretariat staff involved in the process are consistent that the major
benefit of the process is that it brings the cosponsor focal points, and to some degree global coordinators together more
frequently, and provides a framework within which they get better overview of what the UN is doing and emerging
issues. This makes it easier to identify who should work with whom to achieve the individual agencies’ aims. There are

% The exception is under the latest UBW where funding transfer is contingent on spending of the previous allocation — this is a measure of performance at the
input level, rather than at the programme output or outcome level, which is where it should be pitched.

16



Second Independent Evaluation of UNAIDS Annex 9

Division of Labour

Purpose identified
in 2008-2009 UBW

Findings

also some who think that the increased interaction works to build trust between members of this group. Therefore, as
stated by many of those interviewed, the UBW process does not change what they do, but how they do it, through:

» Using evidence and guidance from another agency to adapt the approach to delivering an output
» Developing better coordination with another agency on delivery of an output
« The fact that there is potential for the cosponsors to develop a single consistent message on a particular issue

Only mostly achieved for two reasons against the UN definition of joint programming. First, due to lack of structured
engagement by other partners in the UBW process. Second, as there are no plans for joint evaluations between the
cosponsors of Principal Outcomes under the UBW.

Accountability

What was intended?
A stronger focus on improving how the impact of UNAIDS work is monitored, measured and reported.

What achieved?

Limited progress. Since 2006, the global coordinators/focal points and concerned secretariat staff have carried out
annual reviews of performance, based on 2-3 page narrative reports prepared by each cosponsor. While this may have
lead to increased peer pressure on perceived poor performers, this process is not linked with adjustment of the
programme or the allocation of UBW funds. The general view of global coordinators is that the UBW is used by the
secretariat to control (a carrot) what they do, but there is little accountability.

The first report to the PCB on performance against the UBW results framework was in December 2008. While
significant investment is taking place during 2009 in strengthening reporting against the results framework in future, it is
too early to assess whether this will actually enhance accountability of individual cosponsors to the PCB.

Evidence suggests variable progress in integrating the UBW into corporate level results frameworks of individual
agencies, although in all cosponsors, when UBW funds are used, it is expected that those using the funds report
against relevant UBW indicators. However, a major failing with indicators in all UBWs, including the results framework
for the 2010-2011 UBW, is the lack of baseline data. Accountability would also be enhanced if responsibility for delivery
of each output was explicitly attached to a particular cosponsors and/or the secretariat.
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5 The impact of the division of labour

5.1 This section reviews the impact of the divistdiabour as a tool for allowing UNAIDS
to fulfil its global coordination role.

5.2 The original Global Task Team (GTT) repbstates the basic rationale for the DOL as
being that:

“Despite previous efforts, there is not complete clarity on the division of labour among the
UNAIDS cosponsors. Confusion at global level in turn plays out at country level, as both
countries and UN agencies are not clear on who should be taking the lead on which
activities, diminishing the possibilities of holding anyone accountable. For example, a
country seeking technical support on prevention education for youth might end up talking
to four cosponsors “

5.3 As implied in the original GTT report, agreemehthe division of labour at global level
is a prerequisite for its acceptance and implentiemtat country level.

“Further, no structure currently exists that can ensure the operationalisation at country
level of a division of labour among multilateral institutions. The current governance
structures of UNAIDS do not serve the immediate, country-specific needs required to
implement a more coherent division of labour, and the UNAIDS Secretariat does not have
the authority to hold individual agencies accountable for delivering results in their lead
areas. Stronger coordination mechanisms are required to ensure that multilateral
institutions are regularly communicating at global and country levels, and therefore able
to address specific, operational problems at country level as they arise. Such a global
mechanism could bolster efforts to ensure that the technical support provided by
multilateral institutions is coordinated and is attuned to the needs of individual
countries™®

5.4 Following the endorsement of the GTT recommeardstby the PCB in June 2005, a
clarified division of labour was developed by therséariat and global coordinators/focal points
over a 6-week period and agreed in August 200S.ifhportant, to understanding the subsequent
status of the division of labour, to know that casgmrs were only expected to share this with
their governing bodies for information (and regiobadies where appropriate) but were not
expected to push for an official decision by thespective governing boards endorsing the
implied roles?®

5.5 Despite the original GTT document acknowledghegkey role of the global level, none
of the following documents clarify either what tigiebal role should be, or whether constraints

2 GTT (2005) Final Report of the Global Task Team on Improving AIDS Coordination Among Multilateral
Institutions and International Donors

B GTT (2005) Final Report of the Global Task Team on Improving AIDS Coordination Among Multilateral
Institutions and International Donors. Pages 14-15.

% Nine out of the ten cosponsor governing boards discussed the DOL (as part of briefing on GTT more
broadly) but there is no evidence of governing boards taking a board decision endorsing it. Hence, this
lessens the pressure on senior management within the cosponsors to ensure compliance. Note that the
DOL has little status in WB, where regions don't believe that they have to implement, but use it when it has
value for WB.
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at the global level have affected implementatiorthef division of labour at country level and
what UNAIDS will do about it:

5.6

GTT (2005) Final Report of the Global Task Team omprioming AIDS Coordination
Among Multilateral Institutions and International Dwa

Effectiveness of multilateral action on AIDS — Harrisad support to scaling up the
national response. Report presented AtM8eting of the PCB (June 2006)

UNAIDS (2006) Multilateral support at country levellmproving Multilateral Support
to National AIDS Programmes (Progress on the implé¢atiem of Global Task Team
recommendations in the areas of ‘empowering inciishational leadership and
ownership’ and ‘reform for a more effective multdedl response’. Report presented at
19" Meeting of the PCB (December 2006)

The Independent Assessment of Progress on the rnmplation of the Global Task
Team Recommendations in Support of National AIDS pReses, Kathy Attawell and
Clare Dickinson, HLSP, 11 May 2007

CCO minutes — 2006-2008

UNAIDS (2005) Technical Support Division of LaboururBmary & Rationale. August
2005

With this caveat, there is evidence that tiwésidin of labour has had positive effects at

the global level, including evidence of cosponstosexample, UNODC and UNFPA, adjusting
staffing in response:

The UNODC Global Coordinator states that the divisidnabour provided the key
rationale when advocating with senior managemenigwoificantly expand the role of
UNODC in addressing HIV and hence the significant exfan to more than 120
dedicated HIV staff at country level. The divisioh labour was also a major tool in
convincing donors to fund the thirty-fold increaeeUNODC's global HIV programme
over the evaluation period (from US$2 million to fhresent US$60 million and a total
project portfolio of more than US$200 million up2011).

In the case of UNFPA, a 2008 independent re¥igiound that ‘UNFPA staff on
HIV/AIDS were guided by ongoing UN reform efforts, indlng the recommendations
of the Global Task Team (June 2005) and the UNAID$idin of labour. UNFPA staff
were assigned specifically to strengthen nation&l ptevention efforts, giving particular
priority to: 1) women and girls; 2) young peoplepesally out-of-school youth; 3)
comprehensive condom programming, both male an@léeeondoms; and 4) most-at-
risk populations, including sex work’.

Within the division of labour, the World Bank waasked with assisting countries to
enhance their HIV/AIDS strategies and action plams| strengthening national M&E
frameworks, as well as supporting the integratiohlidf in PRSPs and the strengthening
of procurement and supply management systems. dponse, the World Bank (i)
established the secretariat of the ASAP service bialbef UNAIDS, within its Global
HIV/AIDS Program (GHAP), which now has four full-time wegalent staff; established
the GAMET team also within GHAP to support countrigstrengthening M&E systems;
(i) formalized a partnership with UNDP to support koon integrating HIV into
PRSPs; and (iv) through the World Bank Institutepmorted UNICEF in capacity
building on procurement and supplies managemenimghtonsultants as appropriate.

%" Chan-Kam C., C. Sozi, H. de Knocke and G. Walker (2008) UNFPA'’s Country and Sub-Regional Support
to National Responses to HIV/AIDS - An External Review. Report prepared for UNFPA. October 2008
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e Most cosponsors are reporting on implementatiorpas of their reporting to their
governing boards on implementation of the GTT rem@mdations.

* Since agreement of the division of labour, there l@en some evolution of agreed roles
and responsibilities between the 11 parties — tmpansors and the secretariat — which
have been reflected in a series of ‘informal agesesi made between the global
coordinators. For example, in the area of PMTCTeurthe GTT-recommended division
of labour, UNICEF is the lead organisation for ‘cared support for people living with
HIV, orphans and vulnerable children, and affectedseholds’. While there has been no
official change in the division of labour, at a rieg of the UNAIDS Secretariat, global
coordinators and focal points it was agreed that WA#® WFP also share some of the
responsibilitie$®

* The division of labour is seen by several of thealfen cosponsors as a clear and
symbolic statement that their mandate is relevaadtressing the epidemic and not only
the larger agencies are important.

5.7 However, there is less evidence that the divisiblabour at global level has addressed
the issues raised in the original GTT documenshasvn below in Table 8:

Table 8: Has the DOL resolved the challenges ident ified at global level in the GTT report?

Issue raised in the GTT
report

Progress observed

Confusion at global level in
turn plays out at country level,
as both countries and UN
agencies are not clear on who
should be taking the lead on
which activities, diminishing
the possibilities of holding
anyone accountable

Some progress
The 2005 division of labour document was developed,

negotiated, disseminated, and implemented via the GIST
and UN country teams/theme groups. But there is no
evidence of the GIST focusing on the issue of confusion at
global level and after an initial investment by the Secretariat
and some cosponsors, UNAIDS has not invested
significantly in communicating the implications of the division
of labour to other stakeholders at global level.

The October 2005 CCO meeting endorsed the priority
actions presented in the GTT report and agreed to ensure
follow-up by individual cosponsors and the secretariat. At
the April 2006 CCO meeting, it was agreed that there was a
need to include and clarify the role of regional and sub-
regional structures in implementation of the GTT
recommendations, but no specific action points were
identified. No other discussion of the division of labour in the
later public section of the CCO meetings.

The key source of confusion over the division of labour at
global level is over definition of what the role of a lead
agency is. All discussion of the lead agency concept in the
August 2005 document focuses on the lead agency concept
at the country level, which is not entirely relevant at the
global level. Key findings in this area are that:

- A number of specific areas in which the lead agency has
reached a common understanding, after initial confusion,

% Minutes of Meeting of UNAIDS Global Coordinators, Focal Points and Secretariat, Geneva, 28" February

— 1% March, 2007, page 2

20




Second Independent Evaluation of UNAIDS Annex 9

Division of Labour

Issue raised in the GTT
report

Progress observed

with other agencies on the lead agency role, are observed.
Examples include between UNFPA (lead agency) and
UNESCO and WHO in the area of young people and HIV
and between UNDP (lead agency) and WHO in the area of
MSM. However, in all cases it is difficult to say more than
that the division of labour may have contributed to resolving
tensions and roles, but the constructive relationships built up
between the global coordinators and focal points and the
IATTs may have been more important in resolving these
issues. For example, an agreement brokered between the
global coordinators and supporting staff of UNICEF and
WHO on harmonising reporting around PMTCT. Or the lead
taken by the secretariat's lead person on M&E and the
operation of the MERG. It is also important to bear in mind
that the lead agency role is seen by several of the global
coordinators and focal points as a ‘re-badging’ of the
previous ‘convening agent’ concept.

- While the division of labour document states that the
division of labour is based on an analysis of comparative
advantage, there is little evidence to substantiate this
assertion. Several of the global coordinators, in contrast,
state that it is still based on the mandates of the cosponsors.
This view is supported by experience. In cases where the
division of labour role assigned falls clearly within the
mandate of a single agency, the division of labour works
well. The handing over of work on IDU by UNFPA and
UNDP in Eastern Europe to UNODC is a good example of
this.

- The selection of the lead agency sometimes appears to
have been based on mandate and the need for inclusion,
rather than existing capacity to play the lead agency role.?

- Experience suggests that the division of labour is only
accepted by those working directly on HIV under
development conditions; available evidence suggests that it
has little status outside of this group.

- The division of labour cannot force any of the agencies or
the secretariat to change what they want to do and the
global coordinator meetings are perceived as an ineffective
forum within which to resolve issues. A clear example of this
was the failure of the division of labour to force a resolution
of arguments between the secretariat and UNHCR over
responsibilities in the area of conflict-affected populations.
Another area reported was the secretariat's decision to
establish business coalitions, without first discussing with
ILO whether the same results could have been delivered

2 A clear example of this challenge is WFP, where under the division of labour WFP is the lead agency for
food and nutrition support. But as highlighted in an evaluation of WFP’s HIV work in southern Africa
(Molesworth, K., A. Gardner and P. Sorensen (2008).
Interventions in Sub-Saharan Africa. Report commissioned by Office of Evaluation, World Food Programme
2" Draft Report. 25 April 2008, paragraphs 45-56) WFP define their lead agency role as ensuring that
nutritional support for PLHIV exists, counselling materials have been developed and strategies to promote
nutritional support have been integrated into national policies. Yet, WFP has little operational experience in

this specific area.
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Issue raised in the GTT
report

Progress observed

through ILO’s existing partnerships at country level.

No structure currently existing
that could ensure the
operationalisation at country
level of a division of labour
among multilateral institutions.

Some progress
Division of labour document produced in August 2005.

Some initial work by the secretariat to support adaptation to
the regional and country level contexts. For instance,
regional versions were developed for the Asia and Latin
America regions. The GIST has ceased to focus on this
issue.

The UNAIDS Secretariat does
not have the authority to hold
individual agencies
accountable for delivering
results in their lead areas

No progress.
No evidence that the GTT has influenced this or that the

introduction of the division of labour has affected what is
found in the UBW or the programming intentions of
individual cosponsors or the secretariat.

Other relevant evidence on this issue is presented in the
discussion above on the purposes of the UBW and degree
to which it is moving towards a ‘substance led’ process. This
evaluation finds no evidence that contradicts the conclusion
of the 2007 Independent Review of Implementation of the
GTT recommendations that ‘It is unclear what mechanism
exists to hold cosponsors to account globally for their part in
implementing the GTT recommendations. Neither the
UNAIDS CCO nor the PCB appears to have this mandate,
and this reflects the wider issue of weak accountability
processes between the UNAIDS Secretariat and its
cosponsors. Bilateral donors in particular expressed
concerns that the UNAIDS Secretariat does not have the
authority to hold cosponsors to account. Additionally, it is
unclear what mechanism exists to hold bilateral donors to
account for implementation of their GTT commitments’.*

5.8 Moving to the actual division of labour andbahition of lead responsibilities between the
ten cosponsors at global level, the key questidhdsdegree to which the division of labour is
different from the ‘Convening Agency’ concept thad been agreed in the April 2002 CCO
meeting®* While both allocate responsibilities between thepomsors and secretariat (and
responsibilities are broadly similar), two key feat differentiate the lead agency from the
convening agency concept. The lead agency is te@ s a single entry point at country level;
and to coordinate the provision of technical suppagain at country level (see Table 9). These
aspects are explored later in this section.

Table 9: Comparison of definitions of convening ag ency and lead agency

Definition of convening agency Definition of lead agency/organisation

The Lead Organisation — either a cosponsor
or the secretariat — serves as a single entry
point for government and other relevant

The goal of a convening agency is to ensure
that policy advice and strategic guidance is
adequately provided to and on behalf of the

® An Independent Assessment of Progress on the Implementation of the Global Task Team

Recommendations in Support of National AIDS Responses, Kathy Attawell and Clare Dickinson, HLSP, 11
May 2007. Section 4.3

%1 UNAIDS (2002) Update on Inter-Agency Task Teams. Agenda item 4.3 presented and endorsed by the
CCO. February 2002. Paragraph 5
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UN system in all aspects relating to the
specified area of work. It is the responsibility
of the convening agency to convene
whatever interagency support structure —
interagency task team, working group,
reference group, series of consultations — is
required to provide system-wide policy and
programmatic advice and to harmonise
interagency strategies, as appropriate.

country-level stakeholders requiring support
within a particular UNAIDS technical support
area. The Lead Organisation is primarily
responsible for coordinating the provision
and/or facilitation of this technical support,
as identified in the Technical Support
Division of Labour matrix. The Main
Partners in the matrix are the other
members of the UNAIDS family providing

Annex 9
Division of Labour

technical support within the area.

5.9 It is perhaps surprising that introductionted tivision of labour does not appear to have
triggered a re-appraisal of the functioning of thier-agency Task Teams (IATTs), which from
interviews with global level cosponsor staff are sistently cited as an important mechanism to
manage relationships and the allocation of worklaibaj level. A recent secretariat reviévof
IATTs suggests a number of challenges in usingapgsoach, including that:

» There is no accountability for the implementatiémvorkplans of the IATTSs.

» |ATTs need staff support to carry out managerialeatp of coordination, but for the
most part IATT coordination is an additional task flee focal point and funding of this
work through the UBW inter-agency budget has beeonisistently applied.

* Mechanisms for ensuring that IATT work impacts atioegl and country level are
usually not in place.

* |IATT products are generally developed through disicus within the Global IATTS,
not in response to a systematic needs assessmamalgsis of wider demand.

5.10 Evidence from the evaluation does not conttalle findings above and further suggests
that solutions have been more reliant upon theopeigies of the individuals involved rather
than upon the division of labour. If the IATTS trudye the main mechanism for agreeing roles
and responsibilities at a global level, the lacknyestment in using these consistefithnd as a
mechanism for engaging with stakeholders both withnagencies and beyond the UN would
seem an oversight.

5.11 The DOL has had greater influence at countrgljevhere its introduction has been in
parallel with the use of joint teams. This next meriooks first at the advent of joint teams
before returning to the question of division ofdabat country level.

6 The impact of the joint team concept
Introduction and objectives of joint teams
6.1 This section addresses the impact of the intioh of the joint team concept as a

mechanism for enhancing coordination and cohereht#éN support to addressing the epidemic
at country level.

6.2 The introduction of the joint team concept frearly 2006 needs to be seen in context.
At the start of the evaluation period, the main ifetation of UNAIDS at country level was the

%2 UNAIDS (2008) Rapid Assessment on Inter-agency Task Teams (IATTS). Internal assessment carried out
bgy the Secretariat.

% For instance, some respondents cited the expanded IATT in PMCTC as a positive example of how to
improve coordination and harmonisation across a wide range of stakeholders.
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UNAIDS Theme Group, which was a forum to plan, manage rmonitor a coordinated UN
response. The theme group membership was at the Udl&T and the theme group would be
supported by one or more Technical Working Grougsmposed of those working on the
technical aspects of the UN’s response. This orgtinigal approach was similar to that used by
the UN more generally for inter-agency coordinatiominy this period; barring one significant
difference. From 2003, the secretariat placed areasing number of senior (P5/D1) staff at
country level, as UCCs. The placing of a high lestaff member to work directly on coordination
within a specific area is unique to HIV. The usuppr@ach is for dedicated support from the
Coordination Officer who supports the RC and UNCRaghole.

6.3 The joint team approach was introduced withtteddrom the Secretary-General in late
2005, which directed the establishment of the jpgam at country level, made up of operational
staff working on AIDS, under the authority of the Rgtem and overall guidance of the UNCT,
and facilitated by the UCC, with a defined joinbgramme of suppdftand a defined technical
support plan with a clear set of deliverables aethited collective and individual accountability
of the UNCT.

6.4 Responses to the 2007 UCC SufVéydicate that UCCs saw the Secretary General’s
letter as a prime factor in support of the UCC ralthough whether instruction from the highest

level was motivation in itself, or the letter progatvalidation and an opportunity for a change
that was already seen to be needed, is unclearteBitibs numbers of responses also mentioned
the need to increase efficiency and effectivenesisivihe UN system; and that it was a logical

extension of the Technical Working Group structinat had been operating in many plates.

6.5 Introduction of the joint team concept was sufgzbwith the issuing of guidelines in
2006® and 200%. In some regions, such as East and Southern Afifiea,guidelines were
supplemented with further guidance from the R&The first guidance paper, which is extremely
thorough, outlines the basic approach and idestdi@mumber of fundamental non-negotiables in
terms of what should be put in place, while the sdoguidance paper is more permissive and
identifies approaches to implementation and optibased on feedback from the first established
teams. Box 2 outlines what one would expect to bgldce, based on the 2006 guidelines, in a
country implementing the joint team approéth.

3 ACC Guidelines on the functioning of the RC system (1999), para.29-30; CCA/UNDAF guidelines for UN

Country Teams (2004).

* The UNDG May 2006 Guidance Paper states that the multi-year Joint UN Programme of Support on AIDS

includes a strategic framework, annual workplan, technical support plan, advocacy, communications and

resource mobilisation strategies; these elements are aligned with the UNDAF and national programming

frameworks, and then translated into an annual workplan that replaces the UN Implementation Support Plan.

Survey carried out by the secretariat on an annual basis.

In Iran, by contrast, there were concerns that the letter from the Secretary General, requiring country

teams to establish joint UN teams on HIV and AIDS, was problematic, because it represented a type of

‘command and control’ management style not usual within the United Nations.

% UNDG (2006) Proposed Working Mechanisms for Joint UN Teams on AIDS at Country Level - Guidance

Paper. Prepared by the UN DGO, May 2006.

%9 UNAIDS (2008) Second Guidance Paper: Joint UN programmes and teams on AIDS. Practical guidelines

on implementing effective and sustainable joint teams and programmes of support. UNAIDS, May 2008.

40 Toolkit for establishing Joint UN Teams on AIDS with a Joint Programme of Support, v.02.06, UNAIDS

RST ESA, 2006, electronic files.

“! The Second Guidance Paper reiterates some of the principles that underlie the development of the Joint

Programme of Support. Joint programmes of the joint team are a leveraging tool to “make the money work”

using the UNAIDS Technical Support Division of Labour. They are developed with the specific objectives of:
. working together to prepare, implement, monitor and evaluate AIDS-related activities aimed at effectively and

efficiently achieving the Millennium Development Goals;

37
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Box 2: What should be in place in a country witha  n established Joint Team on AIDS?

The UN Theme Group

The UN Theme Group on HIV/AIDS, under the leadership of a Chair designated by the RC will
have overall responsibility for providing policy and programmatic guidance, both in terms of the
operating procedures of the joint team, and the content and implementation arrangements of its
joint programme of support.

The theme group will be made up of heads of agencies so that it is in a position to determine the
appropriate mechanisms for oversight and accountability of individual members of the joint team,
and provide rapid decision-making and resolution of disputes or other impediments to effective
functioning.

The theme group will provide advocacy and assist with mobilisation of resources for a scaled-up
response, in accordance with other existing roles and responsibilities outlined in the Resource
Guide for Theme Groups (UNAIDS, 2004).

The theme group will approve the decisions of the Joint Team on AIDS. The RC and theme group
will determine how to expand the existing performance evaluation mechanisms in order to reflect
each individual's role as a team member

The Joint Team on AIDS

The RC, in collaboration with the theme group and UCC will determine the precise composition of
the team, whether any type of selection criteria is necessary, and if members will be nominated or
appointed.

At a minimum, the Joint Teams on AIDS in each country will be made up of all UN staff working
full- or part-time on AIDS throughout the UN system, including UNAIDS cosponsor and other non-
cosponsor agencies. The Technical Working Group, where it existed, will become the Joint Team
on AIDS. All individual members of the joint team will officially and formally be designated a
member of the team by their heads of agency.

Working in the joint team will be reflected in the formal annual performance evaluation of all team
members. Performance of the joint team will be assessed internally against achievement of
identified annual deliverables. This review should take place both informally during regular
(monthly) team meetings, and more formally at six-month intervals in a participatory manner
(involving the UNAIDS RSTs, regional cosponsors, theme group and the joint team members)
that seeks to identify impediments to implementation and resolve them in order to enable
achievement of key deliverables.

At a minimum, the joint team will be responsible for:

(i) Supporting the national AIDS coordinating authority in its efforts to: (a) implement an
accelerated national response and (b) resolve impediments to implementation

(ii) Being an entry point for national stakeholders to access HIV/AIDS technical assistance from
the UN system

. establishing a coherent package of UN-supported activities that will provide the most effective support to the
national response based on the UN’s comparative advantages and identified gaps in national capacity;

. identifying roles and responsibilities of different agencies (based on the Division of Labour) concerning
technical assistance support, reporting, policy dialogue, etc;

. acting as an entry point for harmonisation of national and external stakeholder support, and a knowledge hub
that informs the UNCT.

25



Second Independent Evaluation of UNAIDS Annex 9
Division of Labour

(i) Facilitating and monitoring the Joint UN HIV/AIDS Programme of Support, based on the
country UNDAF

(iv) Providing technical advice to and follow up on decisions made by the UN Theme Group on
HIV/AIDS

(v) Assisting the theme group in its function of liaison with global and regional problem solving
mechanisms (i.e., Global Joint Problem Solving and Implementation Support Team and Technical
Support Facilities).

The roles of the UCC will include:

(i) Acting as convenor and facilitator of the joint team, ensuring its effective functioning by
convening meetings, synthesising and disseminating information, and strategically planning and
advocating the team'’s collective response

(ii) As a full member of the UNCT and an integral part of the RC system, providing policy and
technical advice as well as advocating for and mobilising effective action on HIV/AIDS by
cosponsors and agencies

(iif) Ensuring that the joint team’s annual work plan is implemented

(iv) Identifying impediments to achievement of annual deliverables, and informing the RC when
intervention is necessary

(v) Providing regular implementation reports to the HIV/AIDS Theme Group, and ensuring that
their policy directives are carried out

(vi) Ensuring appropriate financial management for operation of the joint team

(vii) Representing UNAIDS and the joint team to external partners as needed, and consistent with
the representation guidelines

(vii) Carrying out other functions, as designated by the RC or HIV/AIDS Theme Group Chair.

Roles of joint team members will include:

(i) Contributing to the development, implementation and monitoring of the joint programme of
support

(i) Attending all joint team meetings and follow-up on action points

(iii) Providing technical advice to the UCC, theme group, government, and individual agencies on
their area of expertise

(iv) Keeping their head of agency informed of joint team activities

(v) Representing the joint team in government-led technical working groups, committees or
forums, as requested by the UCC based on the division of labour, presence and capacity

The Joint Programme of Support on AIDS

In countries where HIV/AIDS is a principal UNDAF outcome, the Framework already provides the
long-term strategic framework. Only in countries where HIV/AIDS is not an integral part of the
UNDAF is it necessary to develop a unique strategic framework. In both cases, monitoring of the
Declaration of Commitment is an important activity for the joint teams to support.

Within this strategic framework, a rolling annual work plan for the joint team will be developed that
identifies annual key results that contribute to the achievement of the UNDAF outcomes. Each
key result will be linked to individual and joint agency activities and responsibilities, individual staff
responsibilities, and a specific source of funding. Specific agency responsibilities will be
determined in line with the division of labour.

The annual workplan will also identify and highlight the key results that respond to the country’s
technical support needs (as identified through a technical support needs assessment conducted
by the joint team, in collaboration with the Global Joint Problem Solving Implementation Support
Team (GIST) and regional Technical Support Facilities, where applicable). The Technical Support
Plan, therefore, is not a separate document, but an explicit acknowledgement of how the joint
team will address the country’s technical support needs, as well as the procedures through which
government and other country partners will be able to access that support.
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The joint programme of support should state agreed-upon implementation arrangements for the
annual work plan, including harmonised contracting and financial mechanisms where joint
programmes have been identified. The process of developing the strategic framework and annual
work plans will be an opportunity to identify areas where agencies have an interest to sign a joint
programming agreement (for example, in order to pool resources or clarify unique implementation
modalities); this agreement may be included in an annex to the joint programme of support
document.

A plan for monitoring and evaluation of both the three-to-five-year strategic framework and the
annual work plan should be prepared. It will mirror that of the UNDAF, and will be designed and
carried out so that the findings from both annual and global evaluation of the joint programme of
support contribute to evaluation of the Framework. Ongoing monitoring of the annual work plan
will be led by the UCC, so that impediments to implementation can be quickly identified and
solutions found. The joint team will also internally self-assess the team planning and
programming process, in time to make recommendations for the next cycle of annual work
planning or long-term strategic planning.

6.6 The approach outlined in Box 2 can be charsegras a traditional approach to
introducing change, focusing in the main on thaldsghment of new systems and procedures.
The Second Guidance Paper adopts the same appmachussion with those involved in
drafting these guidelines reveals that they werk aveare that changing systems and processes
would not be sufficient in itself to foster genuicieange at the country level. The guidelines are
therefore more an illustration of where it is poksilor UNAIDS to introduce change at country
level and, as importantly, where not, mainly in terofi the incentive systems that operate within,
and between, the individual agencies and the betawsfithose who fund UN projects at country
level.

6.7 The 2006 Guidance also says tht rminimum, the Joint UN Teams on AIDS in each
country should be made up of all UN staff workindt fal part-time on AIDS throughout the UN
system, including UNAIDS cosponsor and other nonammspr agenciesAn overarching issue
with the joint team is that membership has beeedas inclusiveness and representation. Such
an approach has value, but misses the rather fusrtahguestions of (i) what is the joint team
supposed to deliver and therefore (ii) who needtn the joint team and in what capacity.

Box 3: The role of the RSTs in supporting implemen  tation of the joint team approach

RSTs appear to have had considerable latitude in defining their role vis-a-vis country level teams.
In general, as discussed later, there is little evidence that the RSTs have successfully built a
formal quality control role for operations at country level, although this seems to be a generic
challenge for the regional functions within the UN.

In the Asia-Pacific Region, the RST wanted to use the Regional Directors Forum as a dispute
resolution mechanism between agencies when implementing the division of labour at country
level. However, in the last three years, not a single case of a cosponsor overstepping its mandate
under the division of labour and the issue being raised at the RDF has occurred. This illustrates
both the challenge for the regional function in identifying such instances and of encouraging the
cosponsors and the secretariat at country level to use such approaches.

The East and Southern Africa RST has invested significant resources in developing a toolkit of
approaches to support implementation of the joint team approach within the region, identifying
lessons in implementing the approach and ensuring that UCCs and other senior UN staff within
the region are informed about these lessons. This approach to supporting adaptation of global
approaches is an example of good practice.
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Present status of the joint team approach

6.8 Box 2 clearly shows that moving to a joint tegpproach implied a significant change in
the way that people work. However, as the concept weég aperationalised in 2006, the
evaluation is looking at a process that has begieimented over a three-year period and is still a
work in progress, with joint teams being establisimeeffectively all countries only by late 2008.
This is illustrated in Table 10 below, which loaksthe global level and Table 11, which looks at
the status in the 12 case study countries.

Table 10: Global status of implementation of thej  oint team approach

Survey question Response 2006 survey 2007 survey 20 08 survey
Is there a UN Theme Yes 83 15" 40%
Group on HIV/AIDS in No 8 71 16
place? Other Not asked Not asked 24

Is there a UN Joint Yes 66 70 77
Team on AIDS in Setting up 16 9 Not asked
place? No 9 7 5
Has a Joint Programme Yes 40 50 Not asked
of Support been

developed as per the

UNDG Guidance Paper

and endorsed by thep No 49 35 Not asked
UNCT/ UN Theme

Group on HIV/AIDS?

Table 11: Status of implementation of the joint te

studies as of March 2009

Source: UCC Surveys conducted by secretariat

am approach across the 12 country case

In place?

Yes

No

UN Theme Group on
HIV/AIDS in existence?

Iran, Peru, Ukraine, Ethiopia,
Indonesia, DRC,

Haiti,** India,”™ Kazakhstan,
Swaziland, Vietnam, Céte
d'lvoire®®

UN Joint Team on AIDS

Haiti, India, Iran, Kazakhstan,

Peru, Swaziland, Vietnam,
Ukraine, Ethiopia, Indonesia,
DRC, Coéte d'lvoire

operating?

Swaziland, Indonesia, DRC,
Cote d'lvoire

Haiti, India, Iran,
Kazakhstan, Peru, Vietnam,
Ukraine, Ethiopia

UN Joint Programme of
Support on AIDS completed?

Source: Case study data

2 Data was checked with the secretariat which thought that decline in numbers reflects how question was
interpreted by the UCCs and is an indicator of the move away from the role of the UNTG, as outlined in the
2006 Guidelines

43 As of March 2009, there were no joint teams in the following countries with a UN development programme
— Bulgaria, Chile, Comoros, El Salvador, Georgia, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Peru, Senegal, Surinam,
Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, and Uruguay. Those where joint teams will expected to be established in
2009 are in italics

* UNCT assumed role in 2008

> UNCT assumed role in 2008

6 When the evaluation visit to Cdte d’lvoire took place, January 2009, there were still a UNCT, a UNTG and
a UN Joint Team operating separately. However, the RC was planning to merge the UNCT, UN Theme
Group and Joint Team functions into a newly established Partners Forum for AIDS, with a membership of all
relevant partners
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Is there evidence of UN staff effectively workingt  ogether at country level?

6.9 Joint teams are in place in most countriedthsttoo early to judge definitively whether
they will make a real difference in programming iitens for two reasons. First, as illustrated in
the case study countries (see Table 11), not iall jeams have yet developed and agreed their
joint programme of support. In some countries theate joint programmes of support these are
also no more than compilations of existing wirecond, as illustrated with the Delivering as
One pilots!® the UNDAF process is the main opportunity to sigaifity change programming
intentions within the UN at country level, and maostiatries have yet to carry out a new UNDAF
planning process since having an operational jeiam. This finding is broadly similar to that of
the 2008 review of experience in Afri¢awhich found that:

“UCCs agree that it is still too early to tell whether the expected results will be achieved.
But most feel that a great deal has changed, and that things are being done differently:

« People are working together far more; that they now know and understand each
other’s role and work better; and that the team is a reality — as a team;

e Partners are starting to notice a difference; that there is simpler access; and that
this is appreciated;

¢ The teams are starting to ‘deliver as one’; and greater complementarities and
synergy are possible.

6.10 Responses to the general web survey (see Tapkrongly suggest that the majority of
respondents think that there is evidence that thadUhcreasingly working as a team on HIV at
country level. This seems to hold irrespectivehs background of the respondents, although a
third of respondents with a background in a NGO, CB®IddIV network or umbrella group or
bilateral donor did not support that view.

Table 12: Percentage of responses from the general survey agreeing with the statement
that the UN is increasingly working as a team on HI  V at country level

Background of respondent Percentage of respondents
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Don't
agree disagree know
kﬂﬁlalg)s Secretariat staff 30% 56% 7% 1% 6%
gﬂgjl-l))s Cosponsor staff 3506 530 8% 1% 39
8TEQ)UN staff (e.g. RC) 34% 54% 8% 2% 2%
National Government staff o o o o o
(non-donor) (n=33) 42% 45% 6% 3% 3%
NGO or CBO/network o ® o o o
/umbrella (n=112) 18% 42% 28% 6% 6%
FBO/ network/umbrella 16% 53% 5% 0% 26%

" Eor example, in the Kazakhstan country case, it is stated that ‘The joint work plan of UN activities on HIV
and AIDS is very much an aggregation of individual agency plans’.

%N only one of the eight pilots, Rwanda, was the Delivering as One approach implemented at the same
time as the UN was developing a new UNDAF. Experience in the other countries has been that it is difficult
to implement significant change in the programme agreed in the UNDAF during the implementation phase.
Therefore significant change is only likely to occur during the development of the next UNDAF, when there is
more freedom to make, and agree with both the government and the Governing Boards of the ExCoM
agencies, significant adjustments in programming intentions.

“9"Godwin, P. (2008) Lessons Learned in Establishing Joint UN Teams with One Programme of Support on
AIDS. Report prepared for the UNAIDS Regional Support Team, East and Southern Africa. January 2008.
Section 5.2
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Background of respondent Percentage of respondents

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Don't

agree disagree know

organisation (n=19)
PLHIV organlsgtlorj/netvv_ork/ 19% 46% 2306 8% 4%
umbrella organisation (n=26)
Private sector organisation/
network/umbrella 18% 65% 0% 6% 12%
organisation (n=17)
Bilateral donor staff (n=16) 31% 31% 31% 0% 6%
Other international fund or
B e | 2 | s | e [ | o
CHAI, FORD etc.) (n=22)
Eg;fuiirg;‘e(gi‘gj?em'c 17% 58% 13% 0% 13%
OVERALL (n=605) 28% 51% 12% 3% 6%

Source: General evaluation survey

6.11 Looking across the countries visited for thi@luation, there is evidence of UN staff
working together in all countries although the exief this varies enormously. Examples include:

Haiti: There has been progress in joint planning by eigsnand in joint review of
progress. This is demonstrated by the existendbeofloint UN Programme of Support
which has been in place in 2008.

India: The secretariat and cosponsors have been workiageam on HIV since 2002,
when a Virtual Team of HIV focal points from all gmnsors, coordinated by the
UNAIDS Secretariat country office, was establishedisTgroup was later called the
Technical Resource Team. The agencies were alsat jprogramming before
establishment of the joint team. The evaluationchaed that UNAIDS in India has
made good progress on 1) integration and joint namgning reflecting the comparative
advantage of the cosponsors, improving the effentigs of the UN Theme Group, and
bringing together all cosponsors’ planned expenditn HIV; 2) advocacy for political
and resource commitments; 3) support for nation&EMgenerating data to inform
national responses; 4) increasing the strategie efdmplementation of national policies
and strategies and of possible roles and synetmpéseen sectors; 5) supporting a
partnership forum of all stakeholders, led by tbeegnment; 6) prioritising research on
behavioural change and contextual factors includiegder, stigma and poverty; and 7)
supporting Joint Reviews led by the Government dfdn

Indonesia: A UN Joint Team on AIDS comprising technical stdffc@l points) has met
regularly. The joint team has led to greater caltabion and a more coherent UN
response, for example the UN Joint Action Plan, jaievelopment of the successful
proposal for Global Fund Round 8, and joint plagrfior Papua. The prospect of IPF and
Global Fund funding is reported to have encouragre@ter collaboration between the
UN agencies. The joint team has also improved thapetency of UN staff through
training and information.

Iran: The Joint UN Programme of Support on HIV and AIDSdsidered the best
example of UN joint working in Iran. With marked impements in the degree of joint
planning and joint review within the joint programrmgsupport although funding and
implementation remain largely separate.

Pacific Region: There is also an improved coordination among UN ecigenand
collaboration between the UN and the Secretariat ef Bacific Community. For
example, in 2006, WHO, UNFPA and UNICEF agreed to woirkljoon the integration
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of SRH, HIV and STI services across the region. Tuseperation has recently been
expanded to include the Secretariat of the PaCidimmunity in STI training.

Peru: There is clear evidence of joint initiation oftiaities, for example the support to
the National Ombudsman (UNFPA and UNDP), the trainingoofrjalists (WFP and
UNICEF), and in dealing with the aftermath of thertleguake in 2007. With the
formulation of the joint programme the work of tleéng team has, at least in principle,
become more strategic.

PNG: Another cosponsor reflected that joint programmiggransforming the way the
UN delivers HIV programmes. Each year, as agenciewarking more collectively and
under the leadership of UNAIDS, the government is fitemg from joint reporting and
planning exercises.

Vietnam: Interviews with members of the joint team, senifficals in government and
development partners indicate that many of the filsreet out in UNAIDS guidance on
joint teams have been realised. Participants nosynergy in mutual collaboration,
avoidance of programme overlap and duplication, andch better sharing of
information. Three specific issues highlight theampe. Firstly, there is greater
consistency about the concentrated nature of tideeyc and importance of Most at
Risk Populations (MARPs). Secondly, the joint tehas enabled agencies to adopt a
coherent position when dealing with government, dafigcwhen responding to
proposed changes to legislation on drugs and \gelerThirdly, the collaborative
preparation of the third UNGASS report covering 2@0687 demonstrates how the team
has provided an entry point to harmonise UN supioorthe national response.

Is there evidence that it is the joint programme ap  proach that is
encouraging UN agencies to work together?

6.12 Responses to the general survey (see Tablenl@hether there is clear evidence that
team working has increased the efficiency and effecess of the UN’s support to addressing
HIV, while still showing that the majority agreed, slea less support for this position than that
there was evidence of the UN working as a team. As thighquestion on working as a team, a
third of respondents with a background in a NGO, CB®IddIV network or umbrella group or
bilateral donor thought that there was no eviderfdeam working has increased the efficiency
and effectiveness of the UN'’s support to addreskiivg In addition, a third of respondents with
a research or academic institution background fedéa this position.

Table 13: Percentage of responses from the general survey agreeing there is clear
evidence that team working has increased the effici  ency and effectiveness of UN support
to address HIV

Background of Percentage of respondents
respondent Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Don't
agree disagree know

?N?{Iag)s Secretariat staff 26% 50% 11% 1% 12%
n=
?Ngll?s Cosponsor staff 20% 47% 13% 1% 10%
n:
(Othgé)UN staff (e.9. RC) 27% 45% 15% 2% 11%
n=
National Government staff
(non-donor) (n=33) 36% 45% 12% 6% 0%
NGO or CBO/network
Jumbrella (n=112) 14% 44% 24% 10% 8%
FBO/ network/umbrella 11% 42% 21% 5% 21%
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Background of Percentage of respondents
respondent Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Don't
agree disagree know

organisation (n=19)
PLHIV organisation/network/
umbrella organisation (n=26) 19% a2 15% 4% 0%
Private sector organisation/
network/umbrella organisation 19% 31% 19% 0% 31%
(n=16)
Bilateral donor staff (n=16) 19% 31% 31% 6% 13%
Other international fund or
programme, or Foundation
(e.g. Global Fund, 1AVI, CHAI, 23% 36% 27% 5% 9%
FORD etc.) (n=22)
Researcher/academic
institution (n=24) 8% 42% 33% 0% 17%
OVERALL (n=608) 23% 46% 17% 3% 11%

Source: General evaluation survey

6.14  Evidence of the joint team approach having dradimpact on the way that UN agencies

work together was found in around half of the caestvisited. Findings included:

Ethiopia: In the 22 months that the joint team has beenatipgy;, significant progress
has been reported in a number of areas as a oésulbperative working.

Indonesia The UN reform agenda has greatly influenced thekwaf UNAIDS in
Indonesia. The RC from 2001 to 2007 was activelysping a UN reform agenda and
promoted the development of a UN Joint Team on AHBS division of labour and a UN
Joint AIDS Programme (UNJAP) in 2003, well before UNAI@Sidelines for joint
programming were issued. The joint team has ledréater collaboration and a more
coherent UN response, for example the UN Joint Adftan, joint development of the
successful proposal for Global Fund Round 8, aimd anning for Papua. The prospect
of IPF and Global Fund funding is reported to hameogeiraged greater collaboration
between the UN agencies. The joint team has alscoiedrthe competency of UN staff
through training and information.

Iran: Within the UN system, the establishment of the Ultldeam on AIDS is
considered successful. It is extremely active argken as having promoted more sharing
of information between UN agencies and more joinaigts, particularly joint planning
and review. The Joint UN Programme of Support on ldid AIDS is considered the
best example of UN joint working in Iran. Technicaftreport that the support and
encouragement of agency heads is of critical ingpmeé if their work is to be successful.
The RC and chair of the theme group are partigulaxportant in this regard.

Pacific Region The UCC has been very effective in helping to dowate the UN system
to function as one, in acting as the contact pittt and out of the UN system for the
Secretariat of the Pacific Community and the Padglands Forum Secretariat, and in
driving the UN system to collaborate with these kegional organisations.

Peru: The cosponsors have been working together véegtefely and the establishment
of the joint team has helped this. But it was alsarcfrom the interviews that the strong
and charismatic leadership of a number of indivisliiad greatly contributed to this (the
former UCC in particular, but also the RC, andftivener Minister of Health).

Ukraine: Overall, the transaction costs of the joint team #r&ine group are perceived
to be ‘worth it’, in terms of added value througévdloping consensus on key policy
issues, UN solidarity and sharing information on plafiheme group and joint team
members feel that collaboration happens in spitthefinstitutional arrangements and
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incentives that continue to encourage resource lisation and activities by individual
agencies. The theme group and joint team are pexteis effective mainly because of
some individuals’ energy, skills and willingness dollaborate, and the expertise and
commitment of the theme group chair, the UCC andédsm.

Vietnam: Interviews with members of the joint team, senifficals in government and
development partners indicate that many of the fiterset out in UNAIDS’ guidance on
joint teams have been realised. Participants notatual collaboration, avoidance of
programme overlap and duplication, and much bsttaring of information.

6.15 Countries where solid evidence was not fouratittie joint team approach had affected
the way that the UN agencies work together included:

Cote d’'lvoire: The joint team was established in February 20@¥e members of the
team, from ILO, UNFPA, WFP, UNHCR, UNICEF and UNAIDS S¢ariat, took part

in a regional workshop for UN staff from Benin, Burkifraso, Cote d’'lvoire and Gabon
on strengthening the capacity of joint teams. Alttowseen as a useful platform for
information exchange, the joint team has had mihimpact on how agencies work on
the ground and on the implementation of the divisid labour. HIV focal points are
appointed to the team by heads of agencies, bdttteprioritise agency responsibilities
over joint team responsibilities, and the latteg aot included in job descriptions or
performance reviews. Respondents inside and outstdegN noted that agency mandates
continue to take priority and that competition fesources between agencies persists.
DRC: The joint team developed the HIV component of the BNDBased on this,
several projects involving different agencies hdween initiated. The draft joint
programme of support reflects agency mandates apdrtise and past and current
involvement in HIV and, to some extent, the divisiohlabour. However, the draft
programme consists of targeted projects financedéspurces mobilised directly by
individual agencies and there is, as yet, no overalget. Agencies implement separate
projects and activities linked to agreements wittiomal stakeholders and other partners,
which were in place before the joint team was setTine joint team has therefore had
limited impact on the way in which individual agezxioperate. Respondents inside and
outside the UN observed that agency competitiondsources can over-ride mandates,
making coordinated and effective implementatiothefdivision of labour a challenge.
India: UNAIDS sosponsors have been working as a team on idté $efore the period
covered by this evaluation. In 2002, a Virtual Teaxisted of HIV focal points from all
cosponsors, coordinated by the UNAIDS Secretariattcpudffice. This group was later
called the Technical Resource Team. In 2006, ipaese to UNDG guidance, the
cosponsors established the Joint UN Team on AIDS (JURTA

Kazakhstan: A specific challenge faced by the joint team ist th@me cosponsors are
based in the national capital, Astana, while otheeskmsed in Almaty. This reduces
opportunities to interact, although this is overepno some extent, by including staff
from Astana in joint team meetings by video linkmist all respondents see UNAIDS
as the secretariat. Although the introduction ofjtiet team and the joint programme of
support was intended to address this, little seerhgve changed.

Peru: Because the joint team has only been recently dihyrrestablished it is not
possible to assess progress.

Swaziland: The joint team was established in May 2006, igaipanal and the potential
benefits of joint working — and of the participatgsocess of developing the draft Joint

% In India, there is evidence of the UN working together in the area of HIV, but not robust evidence that the
joint programme approach has been a major driver of this process.
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UN Programme of Support on AIDS — are widely acknowlddgg the secretariat and
COSpONSOrs.

6.16  Two of the countries where no evidence was fairtide joint team being a major driver
of joint working — DRC and Coéte d’lvoire — are posnflict countries, where the UN is
transitioning from a primarily humanitarian and pe&eeping role. In India, evidence suggests
that it was the strength of the national counterpathority combined with the character of the
then UCC which moved the UN towards greater joint waykin

6.17 In the countries where the joint team appralads appear to be a significant driver for
enhanced working together within the UN, the rolelwdracter and capacity of the UCC and RC
was a factor in four out of the eight cases — Ulgailman, Peru and Indonesia — and was
considered important by the evaluators in seveterccountries.

Is there evidence from the 12 countries of the join  t team approach or the
division of labour influencing agency staffing deci sions?

6.18 Mapping of capacity across the joint team lbeen done in several of the 12 countries,
but decisions on HIV-dedicated staffing and the cetapcy required by these staff, remain an
agency prerogative. There is no evidence of mapgRregrcises being an entry point for
prioritising skills needs across the joint teamaasgvhole or recruitment processes. The 2007
review of the implementation of the GTT recommeratasi* and the 2008 review of experience
in Africa also show no evidence of such initiatives.

What evidence is there that the expected benefits o f the joint team
approach have been captured?

6.19  Six process benefits of the joint team approaere identified in the 2008 guidance
issued and Table 14 below summarises progresshipwiieg these across 13 joint teams (in the
12 countries visited and the Pacific Region stuahtliis evaluation):

Table 14: Evidence that joint teams are delivering anticipated process benefits

Benefit What achieved to date

Led to greater working together to | Overall finding: Some progress across all 13 teams
prepare, implement, monitor and and may be fully achieved.

evaluate HIV-related activities
aimed at effectively and efficiently | All 12 countries plus evidence from the Pacific Region
achieving the Millennium Team and PNG show teams where there is an increase
Development Goals in working together, in terms of sharing of information.
Little evidence in most countries of implementing,
monitoring and evaluating HIV-related activities as a
team.

Evidence from the 2008 UCC survey suggests that
these benefits are found in: Algeria, Cambodia, Egypt,
Guyana, Kenya, Mozambique, Nigeria, Tanzania,
Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda and Zambia.

Findings are broadly similar to those found in the 2007

% An Independent Assessment of Progress on the Implementation of the Global Task Team

Recommendations in Support of National AIDS Responses, Kathy Attawell and Clare Dickinson, HLSP, 11
May 2007.
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Benefit

What achieved to date

Review of GTT Implementation and 2008 Review of
Experience in Africa.

Produced a coherent package of
UN-supported activities that will
provide the most effective support
to the national response based on
the UN’s comparative advantages
and identified gaps in national
capacity.

Overall finding:  Limited progress to date and will be
contingent on developing joint programmes of

support i.e. the product of a joint programming

approach. Evidence of enhanced coherence in one
out of 13 teams.

There is some evidence of joint initiation and planning of
work in three countries and the development of joint
programmes (with joint project document, M&E and
funding). UNAIDS Joint Programmes of Support have
been developed and endorsed in eight — Haiti, India,
Iran, Kazakhstan, Peru, Vietnam, Ukraine, Ethiopia — of
12 countries and for the Pacific Region team.

In the eight countries with a joint programme of support,
these were really compilations of previous activities and
projects of the individual agencies and were not
reflection of a joint programming approach in seven
cases. The joint programme of support may have moved
closer to what is anticipated in the case of one country —
Ukraine - and forr the Pacific Region team.

The secretariat was unable to identify any other country
where this was yet in place.

The finding is broadly similar to that of the 2007 Review
of GTT Implementation and 2008 Review of Experience
in Africa.

Been an entry point for
harmonisation of national and
external stakeholder support

Overall finding: No progress across the 13 joint
teams.

In the 12 countries, the joint team has not had a role in
harmonisation of national and external stakeholder
support. The secretariat was unable to identify any other
country where this was yet in place.

Been a knowledge hub that
informs the UNCT and increases
HIV competence of all UN staff
members

Overall finding: Limited progress to date;
development of learning strategy in one of 13 teams

Evidence from the 12 countries is consistent that the
focus of the joint teams has been on information sharing
and training within the teams. In DRC, a learning
strategy has been developed by the secretariat, but no
evidence on the extent to which this is being
implemented.

The secretariat reports evidence from that 2008 UCC
survey that Belarus, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Egypt,
Ghana, Mali, Mozambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, and
Trinidad and Tobago teams have developed UN
learning strategies to build capacity of UNCTSs.
However, there is no evidence about whether these are
being implemented.
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Benefit What achieved to date

Been recognised by partners and | Overall finding: No progress if team is seen as th e
used as the entry point for entry point for technical support requests, but
technical support to the national evidence of better coordination in four of 13 teams
response.

There is consistent evidence of government, and other
partners approaching individual agencies with requests
for technical support, usually on an ad hoc basis.
However, some progress has been made in moving
towards a system that would deliver a better coordinated
response in four of the 13 teams — Ukraine, Vietnam,
Iran and India. In each case, the approach adopted is
different. In India, coordination is effectively carried out
by the NACO. In Vietnam, the joint team has taken up
all thematic areas under its remit and is tackling issues
one at a time; these include MSM, human resources,
detention settings (MOLISA/MOPS) and developing an
action plan, which includes identifying technical support
needs. In Iran, government stakeholders are very clear
about their technical support needs and introduction of
the joint programme of support reportedly means that
provision of technical support is more coordinated. In
Ukraine, the extent to which the UNAIDS Secretariat
country office or joint team is used as an entry point is
limited, but coordination of technical support takes place
in technical working groups.

The secretariat was unable to identify any other country
where this was yet in place.

Findings on progress in this area therefore support the
finding of the Independent Assessment of the GTT
Recommendations®?, that ‘The UNDG Guidance Paper
states that UN Joint Teams on AIDS will constitute an
entry point for national stakeholders to assess HIV/AIDS
technical support from the UN system. This assessment
found no evidence of this happening in practice. A wider
weakness of existing accountability processes is the
emphasis on UN agencies, and Joint Teams, monitoring
their own performance at country level. Opportunities for
external review of Joint Team and Joint Programme
performance by governments or other partners are
limited. The perception that accountability processes are
too internally focused on the UN system, with little
consideration of how Joint Teams or Programmes to
support the national response are accountable to
partner governments, is shared by many informants,
including cosponsors.’

Increased external advocacy, Overall finding: Progress in six teams out of 13
targeted at both national and
international levels, and focused In six (Ethiopia, Ukraine, Vietnam, India, Peru and the

%2 An Independent Assessment of Progress on the Implementation of the Global Task Team
Recommendations in Support of National AIDS Responses, Kathy Attawell and Clare Dickinson, HLSP, 11
May 2007. Page 48.
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Benefit

What achieved to date

on raising awareness of joint
programming efforts,
achievements, and opportunities
to support joint programmes.
Examples might include tracking
the UN contribution to the national
response, dissemination of the UN
workplan, or development of
common statements/positions for
advocacy on policy issues

Pacific Region) of the 13 teams, evidence of the UN
taking joint advocacy positions was found. Examples
included:

- The joint advocacy position by the UN on aspects of
the Government of Vietnam’s HIV Law

- Development of UN level Advocacy Strategies in
Vietnam and Peru

- Advocacy by the Ethiopia team for a higher policy
priority for prevention

- Recognition by NACO of UNAIDS’ continued advocacy

role to maintain political and resource support for HIV,
because the downward revision of prevalence may
result in reduced commitment from political leaders in
India.

There is no evidence that having joint teams has
increased the level of awareness of external
stakeholders of the overall UN response. More
generally, discussion of the overall UN effort in an area
is part of discussions with external stakeholders of the
UNDAF process.

6.20

The major finding is that there is evidena@frthe country case studies of the benefits

from joint teams being delivered in four of theasebut no evidence of their being delivered in
the other two areas. Evidence of the anticipate@fitsrwas found in the following areas:

Greater working together to prepare, implement, noongnd evaluate HIV-related
activities aimed at effectively and efficiently &¥ing the Millennium Development
Goals. All 12 countries and evidence from the Paétegion Team and PNG show teams
where there is an increase in working together,img¢eof sharing of information. There
is, however, little evidence in most countries opiementing, monitoring and evaluating
HIV-related activities as a team

Increased external advocacy, targeted at both madtiand international levels, around
common statements/positions for advocacy on padisyes. This was found in six of the
teams.

In one case, Ukraine, there was evidence of a mdrerent package of UN-supported
activities that will provide the most effective soppto the national response based on
the UN’s comparative advantages and identified gapgtional capacity. However, as
pointed out previously, experience from the Delingras One pilots is that this change is
most likely to occur as part of the UNDAF developmertcess, and none of the current
joint programmes of support appear to have beerldped as part of an UNDAF
process.

Becoming a knowledge hub that informs the UNCT amdeiases HIV competence of all
UN staff members. In DRC, the secretariat has deeelap learning strategy, but no
evidence was presented to show this is being impi&de In Haiti it was reported that
something analogous to a knowledge hub for AIDS dittfion in 2006, but then ceased
to operate. This was before the establishment ofoiheteam. The secretariat maintains
that there is evidence of more widespread workimdhea. The main evidence presented
is from the 2008 UCC survey, which shows that theaRel, Burkina Faso, Cambodia,
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Egypt, Ghana, Mali, Mozambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, andidad and Tobago teams
have developed UN learning strategies to build tipacity of UNCTSs.

6.21 No robust evidence of the anticipated benefds found across the joint teams in the
following two areas (these are discussed in moreildetathe section of this annex on
implementation of the division of labour at counteyel):

» Becoming an entry point for harmonisation of nasicend external stakeholder support.
* Becoming recognised by partners and used as the moint for technical support to the
national response.

Challenges to implementing the joint team approach

6.22 Challenges to implementing the joint team apphh have been highlighted in a number
of sources, as well as by the 12 country case sttidie¢his evaluation, including:

» The UCC surveys carried out by the secretariaD622007 and 2008.

« Attawell, K. and Dickinson, C. (2007) Independent Assent of Progress on the
Implementation of the Global Task Team Recommendstion Support of National
AIDS Responses, HLSP, 11 May 2007.

* A summary of UNDP/UNAIDS e-Discussion on Joint UN TeamsAtDS, November
2007.

* Godwin, P. (2008) Lessons Learned in EstablishinptJ&N Teams with One
Programme of Support on AIDS. Report prepared forUhNAIDS Regional Support
Team, East and Southern Africa. January 2008.

* Chan-Kam, C. Sozi, C. de Knocke, H. and Walker, ®8Q@NFPA'’s Country and Sub-
Regional Support to National Responses to HIV/AIDS —Bternal Review. UNFPA,
2008.

6.23 Drawing upon material from all of these sourcescore set of five challenges to
implementing the joint team approach are apparent.

« UN theme groups and joint teams — maintaining sepacdts and responsibilities
« The need for leadership — this is not just movimglioxes around

* The possibility of conflicts of interest — the raéthe UCC

« The World Bank — the missing cosponsor at courgvelr?

» The implications of technical support

These are examined in turn.

UN theme groups and joint teams - maintaining separate roles and
responsibilities

6.24  The 2006 Guidance assumes that there will tre BN theme groups and joint teams at
country level, and prescribes a clear and importaig¢ for the theme group (see Box 7).
Goodwin (2008) concluded in his review of experieimcEast and Southerfrica that

“How the Joint Team (or the ‘core group’ on its behalf) interface with the UNCT (or
Theme Group if it still remains) is critical. This is the fundamental chain of authority and
decision making, and thus accountability, for the Joint Team and Joint Programme.
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Emerging experience suggests that a fine balance needs to be maintained between
keeping this decision-making chain very simple — where the UCC simply represents the
joint team directly or through the ‘core group’ in the UNCT/TG (which concentrates
communication, decision-making and operational priority-setting in the UCC’s hands);
and introducing an extra layer of ‘management’ and transaction costs (at perhaps Agency
Deputy level) but which filters and screens decision-making for the UNCT/TG, and
ensures sufficient inter-agency coordination to avoid the Programme getting isolated”®®

6.25 Yet both the Independent Assessment of GTTdmehtation and Lessons Learned in
Establishing Joint UN Teams with One Programme ofp8ttpn AIDS papers identified the lack
of clarity over the role of the UN theme group anc tjoint team as a challenge to
implementation. In this regard, the 2007 UNDP/UNAiD8diated e-discussion on Joint Teams
and Joint Programmes noted the following as chgdlerin this area:

— Although the guidelines on establishment of joirdnte provide clear direction, in
some cases there appeared to be differing unddistgnof the objectives of the joint
team, and perceivealerlapping roles in the practical workings of therhe group and
the joint team. A further need for elaboration atatification of roles was expressed,
particularly where the new guidelines were seeweakening the authority of a well-
functioning theme group that acted as the key doatithg body on AIDS. In some
cases the value added of maintaining both strustwees questioned, as the same staff
ended up attending different meetings addressimgdme issues.

- In some countries there was insufficient clarityto@ respective roles and functions of
the RC and theme group chair in relation to thentjgeam, and this was also
highlighted in relation to situations where the gmment has emphasised that there
should be one entry point in the UN system.

- In certain cases, there was a perceived disruptiaroltegial relationships in the shift
from agency staff reporting to the theme groupsttdf reporting to the UCC as chair
of the joint team.

6.26  Within this context, there is some evidenaggssting a move away from having theme
groups for AIDS. For example, one UNAIDS RST Directomenented that

“It should be conceded that the theme groups have not evolved as effective agencies for
joint UN programmes at country level. The UNTG functioning always depended upon the
theme group chair and how effective that functionary is in rallying the agencies together.
Conversely the UNCT has the comparative advantage of having the leadership of the RC
with clearly identified functions and accountability. If this can be further strengthened,
UNCTs can effectively replace the theme groups for formulation and implementation of
joint programmes of support. The overseeing function assumed by the RDTs over the
work of the UNCTs and the presence of the RST Director in the RDT greatly enhances
the effectiveness of this oversight role of joint programmes at country level™

6.27 Review of the second guidance paper (2008)sklsws an acknowledgment that there
may not be a theme group, statiighere the theme group on AIDS has been abolishedh#ie
of the joint team takes on these leadership roké) decision-making being endorsed through
consensus by the country téamResponses in the UCC surveys in 2006, 2007 afi8 20so

%3 Godwin, P. (2008) Lessons Learned in Establishing Joint UN Teams with One Programme of Support on
AIDS. Report prepared for the UNAIDS Regional Support Team, East and Southern Africa. January 2008.
Page 21
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show a decline in the number of theme groups, aadntinoduction of a third category, other, in
the 2008 survey (see Table 24).

6.28 Results from the case studies also stronglgat this finding, with little evidence across
the 12 countries of strong and effective UN Themeups on AIDS, as shown by the examples
below, with the exceptions of Peru, and Ukraine.

Peru: Meeting attendance by agencies has generally peed, although with limited attendance
by agencies such as the WFP and none by the Wanhdk,Bvith the UCC and RC consistently
present. However, a number of heads of agency tiaeely delegated the role of participating in
the theme group meetings to their agency focaltpeinWHO is a case in point. Nonetheless a
clear separation of functions is apparent, withttreme group setting direction and making key
decisions and the joint team implementing. Theralds a good commitment on the part of many
of the UN agencies to the HIV agenda.

Ukraine: The UNCT decided to maintain the Theme Group 6WMDS, reported by many to
be the UN’s most effective theme group in Ukraipatly because it is well serviced through the
UNAIDS Secretariat country office and is the longestablished. The role complements the more
specialist and technical function of the joint teatheme group terms of reference were revised in
2007, to emphasise its leadership role in policyoadcy, and in developing ‘one voice’ for the
UN on HIV. This has resulted in several high leaelvocacy statements based on strong UN
consensus. Of special note is the recent commitgaticipation of the RC in the National
Committee and engagement with the theme group l@adJCC. Following the 2008 mid-term
review, the UNDAF now includes a new Assistanceafia HIV and AIDS.

Haiti: In Haiti the UN Theme Group on HIV/AIDS was edislbed in late 2005 in response to
the UN Secretary-General’s letter establishing tJ®dgams on AIDS. It was chaired initially by
UNICEF, then by UNFPA and since the beginning 002®y WHO. Members of the theme
group include cosponsors and non-cosponsors. Omeahtvork is done by the joint team, which
brings together the HIV focal points from differesjencies and meets every month. However,
workload and the large number of meetings meanrtfzaty agencies are unable to participate as
regularly as they say they would like to. In e®2008 a decision was made to revert to addressing
HIV at UNCT meetings and the theme group no longerets. HIV has been on the UNCT
meeting agenda three times since this decisiaheatequest of the UCC. UNCT discussions have
reportedly been complicated by the lack of undaditeg by some heads of agency of the purpose
of the joint programme of support and of the wdréttis being done by the joint team. Interviews
underscored some of the difficulties this createdtie functioning of the joint team, in particular
because key decisions are not made. With the tlggmg no longer meeting, the joint team has
lost much of its legitimacy and status. As onetsfmembers saidt‘has become an operational
group with no head™

Swaziland Within the joint team (JUTA), there is a Joint Magement Team (JMT), which has
16 members. There is a UN Theme Group on HIV/AID&, this does not meet at present — the
UNCT has yet to reach consensus or take a deca&iont whether or not to abolish it — and
discussion of HIV issues at heads of agency leakbd place as part of the agenda of UNCT
meetings, which the UCC attends. Key challengedudlec the high transaction costs of
participation in the JUTA, JMT and thematic groupetings, and duplication and lack of clarity
about respective roles and responsibilities oféhesdies and the theme group and UNCT, not
helped by the lack of a clear UNCT position coniegrthe theme group®

%M. Visser-Valfrey, R. Casagnol and H. Cardenas (2009) Country Visit to Haiti: Summary Report. Report
E)repared for the UNAIDS Second Independent Evaluation 2002-2008. Paragraphs 3.14-3.15

° K. Attawell, Ogunlayi, M. and A. Mndzebele Country Visit to Swaziland: Summary Report. Report
prepared for the UNAIDS Second Independent Evaluation 2002-2008. Paragraphs 3.19 and 4.7.
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India:
coordinate UN joint programming and UN heads ofraigs continued to meet as the theme
group. However, the theme group was not very éffedh providing leadership, because not all
heads of agencies attended meetings regularlystembed meeting in late 2008. In place of the
theme group the UNCT now addresses HIV issues dsamaen needed. In India, however, the
UNCT has a very large membership and not all mesaer interested in HIV. Because both the
RC and UCC positions have been vacant since trasgd) the UNCT has yet to discuss the
national HIV response and provide strategic ledtprsf the UN's joint contributiofi®

Division of Labour

The joint team (JUNTA) became the platform for Uéthnical staff to plan and

Kazakhstan: When the joint team was established, a decisios taken to disband the theme
group and use the UNCT as the place where headgenfcies discuss issues related to HIV. In
general, respondents see this as approptiate.

The need for leadership

6.29

The Second Guidance paper (2008) is quite @txplbout the centrality of leadership if
effective and sustainable joint programmes and seara to be established. The centrality of
leadership is also flagged in all reviews of joteams. Indeed, the 2007 UNDP/UNAIDS-

mediated e-discussion concluded that:

6.30

“The overwhelming factor identified for success of joint teams and programmes is
the leadership of the RC and theme group chair/vice-chair, as well as the commitment of
the UNCT and agency country representatives. Theme group chairs and UCCs were also
instrumental in identifying the main focus areas and lead roles for the joint programme,
and were crucial in helping cosponsors to arrive at a consensus that could be presented
to national counterparts. The joint team members often feed off the commitment of theme
group chairs. Key are:

An active strong theme group will support the establishment and effective functioning
of a fully fledged Joint UN Team on AIDS, an improved joint programme of support,
and effective collaboration between the UN partners through a clearly articulated
division of labour within the UN system.

Senior management commitment is crucial which will support addressing challenges
in the implementation of joint programmes of support.

Government commitment is equally essential in the process as it prompts UNCT
partners to feel responsible and owners of the process.

Division of labour must be adopted or ‘domesticated’ to the country context reflecting
the differences in UN agencies presence and resources.

Lack of resources constitute an impediment in the implementation of joint
programmes of support; however pooling resources may prove a marked
improvement in the process.

A senior level head of agency should be directly involved in the process by being the
chair of the theme group; this will lead to ownership and prioritisation of tasks within
the joint programme of support.

However, Table 15, which summarises ratinghéinWCC surveys between 2006 and
2008 of the overall participation of the UN headsagiencies in the UN Theme Group on
HIV/AIDS in the last three months (this may be sesragoroxy indicator of engagement and

% p. Janssen, Zaveri, S., and Magar, V. Country Visit to India: Summary Report. Report prepared for the
UNAIDS Second Independent Evaluation 2002-2008. Paragraphs 3.16

5" R. Drew, Sarang, A and Osipov, K. Country Visit to India: Summary Report. Report prepared for the
UNAIDS Second Independent Evaluation 2002-2008. Paragraphs 3.19
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leadership by this group) suggests little changer tive past three years, although the number of
UCCs not answering this question did increase frewes to 18 over the three years.

Table 15: Rating of participation of UN heads of a gencies in the UN Theme Group on
HIV/AIDS in the UCC surveys 2006-2008

UCC rating Percentage of UCCs rating the overall participation of the UN

Heads of Agencies in the UN Theme Group on HIV/AIDS  in the

last 3 months as
2006 survey 2007 survey 2008 survey

Unsatisfactory 11% 9% 8%
Average 23% 29% 27%
Good 52% 49% 56%
Excellent 14% 13% 9%
Number of responses 84 70 64
No response 7 16 18

Source: UCC Surveys conducted by Secretariat

6.31  But the findings from the country case studiesuggest that leadership is a significant
challenge at the UNCT level in several, althoughatiptases:

Peru: Most of the UN agencies in Peru consider HIV toabeimportant issue. The leadership of
the former UCC and RC played an important role his.t Interviews with UN agencies and
external stakeholders underscored the importanstr@fig dedicated personalities as the driver of
UNAIDS'’ success to date in Peru.

Ukraine: Of special note is the recent committed particgpatof the RC in the National
Committe and engagement with the UNTG and the UCC.

India: Increasing UNCT ownership and leadership of UN psup to the national response
remains a challenge.

Haiti: The effectiveness of the joint programme of supger diminished by insufficient
commitment at senior management level among UN @gegro the joint team approach. As a
result some of the mechanisms and structures foosuthe functioning of the joint programme of
support are not in place or not functioning effeetty. An important ‘gap’ is the de facto absence
of the theme group, which should provide stratggiiclance to the UN response and which should
give legitimacy to the work done by the joint team.

Iran: In principle, the theme group is continuing tadtion at heads of agencies level. However,
there are concerns about the numbers of diffeterhé groups and the demands these make on
the time of heads of agenci®s.

Kazakhstan: There are concerns that because of the low HIVglemee in Kazakhstan, issues
related to HIV and AIDS are not prioritised by tHBICT and are rarely included in the agenda.

6.32  Of particular concern is the apparent tremgatds folding the work of the theme group

into the meetings of the UNCT, implied by the hadyiof the number of theme groups reported
between the 2006 and 2008 UCC surveys, resultinglhbecoming a topic discussed briefly

among many others in a crowded UNCT agenda. In addithe joint team becomes leaderless
and the heads of agency fail to take on their k# in advocating joint UN positions at the

senior level of the government and donors.

The possibility of conflicts of interest — the role of the UCC

% Note that Iran presents an interesting case of a joint team which is particularly active, and where the joint
programme of support is characterised by joint planning and joint review and there is solid evidence of the
UN having made a significant contribution, all while apparently not having the expected high-level leadership
within the UNCT.
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6.33  The roles of the UCC are described in the @Gusidelines (2006) (see Box 2). A general
observation on these roles is that numbers (iij @) imply a level of authority and influence
which the UCC simply does not have. In a joint pamgme, with contributions by a range of
agencies, it is only the heads of agency that llageauthority to carry out such functions. As
importantly, the roles fail to address a centrakten in the role between being a convenor and
leader within the joint team and also a potentiahgetitor for funding with the other agencies,
especially as the secretariat is the lead agenayfénv specific areas under the division of labour.
It is important to note that while this issue ist miiscussed in any documentation, and is not
highlighted in the country case studies, it remaic®@mmon theme raised privately.

Box 4: A view on the secretariat

The common view among heads of agency and RCs is that the UNAIDS Secretariat has become
a de facto agency rather than functioning as a secretariat to the cosponsors; the implications of
this for the role and priorities of UNAIDS need to be reviewed. A related concern is the lack of a
clear accountability framework and, specifically, the fact that the UCC is accountable to the RST
but has no reporting relationship to the RC or accountability to cosponsors at country level. This
becomes an issue if the working relationship between the RC and the UCC is not good, as was
the case with the previous RC and previous UCC in one country visited.

The World Bank — the missing cosponsor at country level?

6.34 The World Bank is the only cosponsor orgaiusathat contributes funds to the Fund of
UNAIDS and is an active cosponsor at the global leYet, Godwin (2008f when discussing
the participation of the World Bank in joint teanms East and Southern Africa concludes the
following: “A particular problem arises with regard to the Woldnk. It is a co-sponsor of
UNAIDS, and most joint teams say they include thddMBank”. The recent Strategic Review of
the RST-ESA (Godwin, 2007) noted, however:

“The relationship between the World Bank and the UN is a complex one; and one
more amenable to good will than formal status, structure or prescription. By virtue of
the scope and scale of their operations, the nature of their relationships with
governments, and the quality and quantity of their resources, the relationship
between the Bank and the UN is an unequal one. This particularly applies to UNAIDS
and the Bank; and is being seen in the development of joint teams and joint
programmes — where the role of the Bank is both unclear and problematic. Yet the
Bank is officially a cosponsor of UNAIDS, it has significant experience and resources
available in support of national responses (both through formal lending or grant s and
through policy and technical dialogue and support), and it has a credibility and weight
which is invaluable. In addition, for various reasons, the Bank at present is in the
vanguard of much of the developing technical and strategic re-appraisal and
response to HIV in the region; and under the global division of labour the Bank
specifically has responsibility for support to national strategic planning, costing,
financial management, human resources, capacity and infrastructure, etc”.

6.35 The lack of clarity and problems play out atiratry level. The ‘unequal relationship’
between the Bank and the UN system is reflecteduiveqgal participation by Bank staff in joint
team meetings and activities; and great difficuityfinding ways to include the Bank in joint
programmes of support. A typical equivocation bynBataff in adding their resources iBH,

this is not really OUR money — it is the governmentssid if there isn’'t a current Bank credit or

% Godwin, P. (2008) Lessons Learned in Establishing Joint UN Teams with One Programme of Support on
AIDS. Report prepared for the UNAIDS Regional Support Team, East and Southern Africa. January 2008.
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grant — We're not doing anything in AIDS right nbwlhis raises a significant question about
how Bank staff see their work: if their only functits to manage or support the government in
implementing a credit, perhaps they are right smteemselves, like so many UN staff, as merely
officers, and thus with little input to the joirgam and joint programme of support. If, however,
they feel they have a genuine technical suppoet tlplay, it may need commitment to see how
these resources (including the Bank’s credibilitg aweight’) can be captured. Evidence from
the country case studies would confirm this conolusas illustrated in Table 16 below.

Table 16: Extent of World Bank participation in the joint teams

Country Officially a joint team Actively participating in
member? the joint team?

Cote d’lvoire

DRC

Ethiopia

Haiti

India

Indonesia

Iran n/a

Kazakhstan

Peru

Swaziland n/a

Ukraine

Vietnam &0

Source: Case study evaluation frameworks
The implications of technical support

6.36  Evidence on the total number of countries witiational technical support plan does not
exist, but across the 12 case study countries, hadesuch plans in place as of early 2009.
Problems with the operationalisation of the tecaingupport plan concept were discussed in a
recent review of experience in the Africa region, verti¥e repoft found that:

“This remains an area of considerable concern and confusion: apart from stating that it is
required, the various Guidance papers have not clarified what it is; even the RST ESA
seems to be struggling with this! Joint Teams themselves find considerable confusion
between their annual workplans, which primarily consist of providing technical support,
and a technical support plan. Work has started in the RST ESA to analyse the various
kinds of technical support, and how they are provided; it is hoped that this will help to
tease out what a technical support plan might be.”

7 The impact of the division of labour at country
level

7.1 This section reviews the impact of the divistdabour as a mechanism for enhancing
coordination and coherence within the UN’s suppogddress the epidemic at country level. The
division of labour reflects a recommendation of B&T that aimed to address the following

O tis reported that the World Bank is considering re-engaging in the work of the Joint Team in Vietnam.

1 Godwin, P. (2008) Lessons Learned in Establishing Joint UN Teams with One Programme of Support on
AIDS. Report prepared for the UNAIDS Regional Support Team, East and Southern Africa. January 2008.
Page 4
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problems identified at country level:

7.2

No structure existed to ensure the operationatisasit country level of a division of
labour among multilateral institutions. The goverce structures of UNAIDS did not
serve the immediate, country-specific needs redutoe implement a more coherent
division of labour, and the UNAIDS Secretariat did ratve the authority to hold
individual agencies accountable for delivering hessin their lead areas.

Despite previous efforts, there was not completdtglan the division of labour among
the cosponsors. Confusion at global level in tulayed out at country level, as both
countries and UN agencies were not clear on who dhioelltaking the lead on which
activities, diminishing the possibilities of holdiranyone accountable. For example, a
country seeking technical support on preventiorcation for youth might end up talking
to four cosponsors. True joint programming had stily been established in a handful of
countries. National partners therefore tended t@agagosponsors separately, rather than
access a common entry point to the full range of ‘HMted services available
throughout UN system.

The 2005 division of labour document explaitieel new system for addressing this at

country level (see also paragraph 7.4 concerniadltad Organisation’ concept).

7.3

“Critical to the implementation of the division of labour is the Lead Organisation concept.
The Lead Organisation—either a cosponsor or the secretariat—serves as a single entry
point for government and other relevant country-level stakeholders requiring support
within a particular UNAIDS technical support area. The Lead Organisation is primarily
responsible for coordinating the provision and/or facilitation of this technical support, as
identified in the Technical Support Division of Labour matrix above. The Main Partners in
the matrix are the other members of the UNAIDS family providing technical support within
the area.

The division of labour agreed at global levekvealjusted in two regions, Asia-Pacific

and Latin America, although there is no evidencenftbe country case studies of how this has
affected implementation of the division of labotircauntry level. Responses (see Table 17), to
the UCC survey for 2008 suggests that solid praghas been made in implementing the division
of labour at country level, with almost 90 per cehtUCCs reporting that most or all agencies are
adhering to it and 80 per cent of UCCs reporting jitiat team members have been designated to
cover specific technical support areas as per talDS Technical Support Division of Labour.

Table 17: UCC responses to whether the division of labour is adhered to by all agencies

Question Possible % of responses in 2008 UCC survey
response
Have joint team members | Yes
) 82%
been designated to cover
specific technical support | No 9%
areas as per the UNAIDS
Technical Support No response 9%

Division of Labour? (n=82)

Is the division of labour Always 20%

adhered to by all

agencies? (n=82) Mostly 67%
Rarely 1%
No response 9%
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Source: UCC surveys conducted by secretariat

7.4 There is mixed evidence of the degree to whiehheadquarters and regional functions
of the individual cosponsors reinforced the messagecommitments through their own internal
communication systems. UNICEF, UNFPA and UNODC appeathdwe been the most
conscientious cosponsors in this regard. Cosporggaorting systems are also not designed to
pick up whether country-based teams are confornonthé division of labour and the global
coordinators/focal points have found it a challet@ymonitor this issue.

Box 5: Views of an RST Director

At the country level it is a mixed picture. By and large the cosponsors work according to division
of labour principles but, whenever there is a departure, there is no mechanism to correct the
wrong. The concerned lead agency itself is not aware of the digression and even if it is, it does
not utilise the dispute resolution mechanisms available. Dispute identification and solving has not
yet been perfected and both the cosponsors and the secretariat have to shoulder this
responsibility. The UCCs also need to be more vigilant on this issue.

Have the proposed systems and structures for the le ad agency approach
been put in place?

7.5 The division of labour document proposes abaekte set of systems and structures
meant to operationalise the lead agency approd@seTinclude:

« The Lead Organisation — either a cosponsor or tbeetsgiat - serving as a single entry
point for government and other relevant countrnelestakeholders requiring support
within a particular UNAIDS technical support area.

« The Lead Organisation being primarily responsibledoordinating the provision and/or
facilitation of this technical support, as iderddiin the Technical Support Division of
Labour matrix

* Upon receipt of a technical support request, thedL@rganisation informing the Chair of
the UN Theme Group on HIV/AIDS and the UCC, and rapictyisulting with the
concerned Main Partners to determine the optimaviger(s) and financing of the
support.

« The Lead Organisation acting as a liaison between I$A&nd other providers of
technical support in its area, as well as betweerrbi@éme Groups

« The Lead Organisation being primarily accountable déasuring that country-level
stakeholders receive high-quality, technical suppaeithin its area, either through
services provided by UNAIDS or facilitated throughautside provider.

* Procedures developed by the UNAIDS Technical Sugpaxctlities being used to ensure
guality assurance with respect to the identificgte®iection, management and review of
technical support delivered.

« The provider of technical support being requiredejoort in a timely manner to the Lead
Organisation on its activities according to a stadized format.

* The Lead Organisation being responsible for: (a)pitng data on technical support
requests and the technical support provided aridéilitated by it and its Main Partners;
and (b) submitting regular, results-oriented sunymaports to the UN Theme Group on
HIV/AIDS Chair and the UCC.

7.6 There is no evidence of any of the joint teémthe 12 case study countries adopting this
approach or even significant aspects of it. Noratigl of the joint teams appear to be planning to
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implement such an approach.

Box 6: The challenges of implementing the lead age  ncy concept — experience from one
country

Overall, it appears that the most active ‘agencies’, e.g. the UNAIDS Secretariat, UNICEF and
UNFPA still have their own distinct activities, although these are increasingly being included
within the overall joint programme of support. There are, however, different understandings of
what it means to be the lead agency. Does it mean that a particular agency is the sole actor?
Respondents would say not, yet there have been times when agencies have acted as if this were
the case. Should it mean that a particular agency is the main UN actor? By implication, the
answer to this would seem to be yes, as where an agency has lacked capacity to implement
activities, lead responsibility has been allocated to another agency. Should the agency be
coordinator of the actions of others? The RC reported favouring a cluster approach whereby there
would be a lead agency but other agencies could contribute. This is, indeed, how the division of
labour is structured. However, it is difficult for the lead agency to play this coordinating role; for
example, it has no power to ask for a report from another agency. Also, it has been difficult to
ensure that the lead agency is the first point of contact for national partners on a particular issue.
For example, although UNFPA is the lead UN agency for work with sex workers, national
counterparts are still approaching other UN agencies directly for support in this area.

7.7 There is evidence of greater coordination ofitécal support in at least five of the case

study countries — Ukraine, India, Iran, Haiti, an@tiam — but this does not appear to be because

of the introduction of the division of labour, disstrated by the evidence presented below:

Ukraine: Due to regular, established contacts and freqometings of the joint team and theme
group, the technical support provided by UN agen@emainly coordinated and follows division
of labour where capacity allows. However, coordorathas not been always easy with other

partners, in particular the EC. Also, there havenba number of fragmented requests and neither

the NAC nor the UNAIDS Secretariat has an overvigfwHIV/AIDS-related requests for, or
provision of, technical support.
India: The Government of India does not see UN reforna @siority, mainly because the UN

does not contribute much in terms of resourcesatmnal development, and prefers UN agencies

to work with their counterpart ministries. NACP (the national strategy) clearly identifies areas
of technical support and expects donors — multédteilateral, and foundations to support the
national plan. Wide consultation during the NACPdésign was expected to inform which areas
of support match donors’ capacity and resources. jdimt team plans formulated since NACP 1l
(2007, 2008, and 2009) ajant efforts of UN agencies in identifying the NACP Rlan gaps for

technical assistance, with the comparative advantdgach UN agency based on the division of
labour to develop a plan for technical assistambe. Direction General of the NACO endorses the

Joint Team Plan every year and has attended gmb {planning retreats. Joint team plans were by

and large strategic (with few direct implementatamtivities). There is however scope for further
cohesion in joint strategic planning for HIV rathtban vertical agency planning based on their
agency mandate.

Iran: There is evidence of a more coordinated approagbrdvision of technical support. One
respondent commented that there has been a slaft flam the UN as a ‘supermarket’, that is a
place where people browsed what was being offeret selected what they wanted. One UN

agency, UNICEF, commented that they do not recas/enany requests for technical support as

they might expect. .
Vietham: The HIV PCG (Joint Team) has taken up all thematieas under its remit and is

tackling issues one at a time. These include MShmdn resources, detention settings and

developing an action plan, which includes identifyitechnical support needs. Evidence of the
efficacy of this approach is the increased recagmiof MSM-related issues by all stakeholders in
the HIV response and the expansion in the numbemprolinces undertaking methadone
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maintenance programmes. Work on human resouradsd®art of a broader attempt by partners,
including PEPFAR and the World Bank, to identifgsass and develop strategies for supporting
government ministries and agencies to improve thaman resource capacities.

Haiti: No examples were found where a stakeholder hadbapiped the joint team as an entry
point for technical support, although various exbrspwere provided by the joint team of
instances where technical support was being pravide coordinated manner, for example to the
Clusters which operate around themes (such as M&HBgr the MOH.

7.8 Rather, greater coordination is being driventhsy presence of the joint team, and an
interest in greater coordination on the part ofgbeernment counterparts.

Is there now greater clarity on the division of lab our at country level?

7.9 Evidence is mixed on the degree to which ralesnow clearer, and whether this is a
response to the division of labour. Across the dintries, all joint teams state that the division
of labour is in place, although in at least two tesamembers were often unaware of the detail.
The global division of labour is used in four caigg — Kazakhstan, Indonesia, Swaziland and
Peru — and has been adjusted to reflect counttifiesan eight countries — Cote d’'lvoire, DRC,
Ethiopia, Haiti, India, Iran, Ukraine and Vietnam. Hidwve division of labour has been adapted at
country level is shown below:

Cote d’lvoire: The division of labour chosen was defined basedhenrespective competence
areas of the different agencies and their previmog current involvement in HIV. Thus, the
activities of non-resident agencies have been gteeagencies with a prescence in the country.
For example, UNICEF carries out UNESCOQO's activitedlESCO having no presence. Although
seen as a useful platform for information exchatige joint team has had minimal impact on how
agencies work on the ground and on the implememtati the division of labour.

DRC: The division of labour was defined following arfigpative process organised by the
UCC, was adopted by the theme group and subsegusmtimunicated through a RC circular.
UNODC, which is not present in the country, is emanted by UNFPA.

Ethiopia: It is not clear from the current allocation of hithin the joint team to what extent it
was influenced by the global division of labour.eTHNICEF Country Representative states that
the division of labour in Ethiopia was based onragecapacity, presence and potential added
value. However, the process was not documented @édnclear to what extent it was initiated in
response to the global dvision of labour. Somerotbeponsors take the view that presence in the
joint programme of support reflected the need fgperecies to be visible in the UNDAF and the
existing work programmes of agencies. There apptarbe some duplication of effort, for
example, in technical support for M&E.

Haiti: Interviews indicated that decisions about the divisof labour were based on agency
mandates, areas of expertise and existing techecégzcity. The process was not documented in
meeting minutes and the precise rationale for dww@sthus remains unclear. What is clear,
however, is that the division of labour has notrbesvised since it was adopted in 2007, although
some agencies, such as IOM and the World Bank,addhave the human resource capacity to
fulfil the role that has been allocated to themc&ese only joint activities are included in thenjoi
plan there is no overview of what cosponsors ari@gland little opportunity to ensure that
technical support is coordinated. This can resultduplication and examples were cited of
technical support being provided to the same taggaiips by different agencies and of agencies
re-training stakeholders because they did not agite the approach or methodology used in
earlier training.

India: The division of labour has been adapted to soxtene UNIFEM has been included as a
partner and some areas have been added to refteeixisting cosponsor activities. Cosponsors
and NACO expressed satisfaction with the divisiéabour as it clarifies who does what and
prevents duplication. Currently the UNAIDS Secrigtahas primary responsibility for technical
assistance related to MSM, uniformed services a@EMn addition to implementing advocacy
activities with legislative forums and members @affl@ment at federal and state level. Some
concerns of overlap continue. For example, UNDPamdate includes MSM issues and advocacy,
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yet the UNAIDS Secretariat country office activelypports both these issues through a consultant
for MSM and a team that works on political advocatgh as the Parliamentarian’s Forum at
central and state level. Such an overlap also ££@t supporting interventions with uniformed
services, which could be the mandate of ILO, urtderdomain of world of work or with UNDP
under mainstreaming. Similarly some programmesdaigicated such as the ILO’s work with
public and private enterprise and UNDP’s work onpoate Social Responsibility (CSR). Many
other examples were shared such as UNESCO'’s indepemDU regional project, which has no
UNODC involvement.

Iran: Agencies with no presence in Iran have been reflay those that are represented, e.g. lead
responsibility for workplace policy and programmisgaken by UNDP instead of ILO. Similarly,
responsibility for support to strategic planningalkcated to UNDP and the UNAIDS Secretariat
instead of World Bank. Some responsibilities aré gtween different agencies. In such cases,
the nature of the split is stated. For examplehiwisupport for strategic planning, the UNAIDS
Secretariat has lead responsibility for supporting development of a prioritised and costed
national plan; responsibility for HIV prevention ang out-of-school youth and vulnerable
group$’ is largely allocated to UNICEF instead of UNFPAthaugh UNFPA retains lead
responsibility for condom programming; Lead resphifis/ for HIV prevention in education
institutions is split between UNICEF and UNESCOthwIUNICEF responsible for children.
Areas of overlap and confusion remain. These irelpdevention work among young people with
in-school allocated to UNESCO, out-of-school altecato UNICEF and condom programming
allocated to UNFPA; people with multiple vulnerdtigls, for example, many sex workers are also
injecting drug users. Lead responsibility for serrkers is allocated to UNFPA, while lead
responsibility for IDU is with UNODC. There is ovap between surveillance, which is the lead
responsibility of WHO, and strategic information,&H, which is the responsibility of the
UNAIDS Secretariat. There is also concern that UNDIork as Principal Recipient of Global
Fund grants is not covered by the division of labou

Swaziland: The joint team recognises that the global divisibtebour needs to be adapted to the
country context and is reported to be in the precas reviewing this vis-a-vis UN country
capacity. There is no clear process for determirfiog/ responsibilities are handled when a
cosponsor is not present in the country or doeshawé capacity; it is often left to the secretariat
country office to fill the gaps.

Ukraine: The UNAIDS Technical Support Division of Labour waslapted to the country
context, taking into account need for expertisharm reduction and opioid substitution therapy,
for example. However, some inconsistencies and etimp mandates remain. Clear
understanding has been now achieved between WHOUADC, but there is limited wider
collaboration across agencies working on IDU apgnea. UNFPA has a large EU-funded
programme for service provider training on youndJibut no project links with UNODC, which
is leading on prevention. Education in the formedtor is with UNICEF, agreed with UNESCO
(which is present in country, but focuses on celfut.ack of a clear strategy for coordinated
technical support on youth (in school UNICEF, ofischool UNFPA) is an issue. There is clear
understanding between UNDP and the secretaridgtefThree Ones’ lead (broader governance is
with UNDP) but the division of labour was agreeteathe UNAIDS Secretariat country office
developed a Three Ones project, and UNDP is nategntomfortable. There is some evidence of
agencies using the division of labour to justifyyathey should lead or get funds (e.g. in relation
to procurement).

Vietnam: The process of adopting a division of labour haenbdifficult. Some cosponsor
respondents feel that the initial introduction viasufficiently sensitive to UN agency capacity
and historical relationships in country and tha thiNAIDS Secretariat country office tried to
introduce the GTT recommendation as a blueprinte Tiein tensions have been over the
respective roles of UNODC and WHO concerning haeduction; the terminology of lead
agency; and the idea that the allocation of rolesld enable lead agencies to act as a single entry
point. Examination of the agreed Vietnam divisidnlabour reveals that it follows the global
guidelines closely with only two locally-agreed fdient allocations to lead agencies: the
UNAIDS Secretariat taking the lead role for supgorstrategic, prioritised and costed national

62 Except IDUs, prisoners and refugees
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plans instead of the World Bank; and IOM — which is mot/N agency but has a relevant scope
of work and is present in Vietham — taking the lesdaddressing HIV among displaced and
mobile populationsnstead of UNHCR, which does not have an officednntry.

7.10 In general, in addition to covering for sitaas when the lead agency has no country
level presence, agency mandates and what ageneiedraady doing appear to have been the
major factors driving adaptation. This is extremedievant given a conclusion in the evaluation
of WHO’s contribution to ‘3 by 5’, which states th&iriited Nations agencies within countries
were seen to have placed much emphasis on workirtheiu organisational delineation of tasks
in accordance with these GTT recommendations thrabhghnational United Nations Theme
Group on HIV/AIDS. Rather than taking a strategic gperctive on what needs to be done to
centre the HIV and AIDS response within a broaddioacplan for development, it seems that
this process could be missing the point. For instatt a country where little progress has been
achieved in controlling the HIV epidemic in the |26t years, it seems futile for this process to
focus exclusively on distributing short-term rolesdaassignments for HIV and AIDS work to
resident agencies rather than focus on addresdiegunderlying reasons for these failurés.’
Examples of this problem are shown in Box 7.

Box 7: Non-strategic response to the division of la  bour

Country example 1: The UNAIDS Guidelines on Division of Labour resulted in more agencies
appointing Focal Points. Given the level of the epidemic in the country, it may rather be asked if
the division of labour led to wrong prioritising and expenditures on activities with little or no impact
on the course of the epidemic. An example would be the focus on PMTCT and paediatric AIDS
when only 1,,500 paediatric cases have been identified. Other examples may be the support to
NAC for establishment of sub-NACs in too many districts and the emphasis on life skills
education.

Country example 2: The division of labour follows the global guidelines and does not include
specific adaptations. A recent consultancy concluded that, rather than dividing the work among
UN agencies, what was necessary was to develop a joint vision based on the reality of the
epidemic and to identify what practices within the UN system prevent agencies from working
together. A number of such practices were identified, including the fact that agencies operate
under specific mandates, discretionary funding is limited, and agencies respond to very different
entities within the country.

7.11  Across the 12 countries, there is also lgtédence that the joint teams have, on an
ongoing basis, invested in ensuring that otheredtaklers are aware of the division of labour and
therefore which agency should be approached for wms of technical support. Evidence
strongly suggests that external stakeholders aomtin approach UN agencies, based on either
the agency’s mandate or past interactions, or agprgeveral agencies with the hope that one
will provide the needed technical support. Examfidesid included:

Cote d’lvoire: The division of labour has been presented tdhalplayers during the various
meetings. Government and NGOs, who know the leaiethe main areas, have shown their
appreciation. This recognition and use of the dvisof labour is less marked among other
external partners.

Ethiopia: A self assessment by the joint team (November 26fiif)d that: the application of the
division of labour based on a country level SWOTsvextensively discussed by Management

% wHo (2006) Evaluation of WHOQO's contribution to “3 by 5”; main report. WHO Evaluation Department,
WHO, page 27, paragraph 21.
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Committee in 2005 before establishing the jointrteut most joint team members and partners
are not familiar with the division of labour andvhd is applied in Ethiopia. There has been some
confusion between the division of labour and agpia and the ISTFs which are functional areas
for UNDAF implementation. Other technical areasd(#ead agencies) need to be identified and
mandated to support the National Response. The Gmap has made recommendations to the
Management Committee on how to resolve the isstudrbthe main, the Management Committee
has not approved implementation of the recommeodsti The only action was producing a
brochure (March 2008) that describes roles andorespilities.

India: UN agencies traditionally have their ‘designateidel ministries with whom they work
closely on a variety of programmes including HIMI Aequests for HIV support from the various
ministries are not necessarily channelled througtC® or the UCC but the joint team clearly
lays down areas of single, lead and joint UN agenui their response to HIV.

Indonesia: Most external partners contact directly their ttiadal UN partner when they need
technical assistance. This has not representedtdepn. The technical support division of labour
is little known and, as a result, NAC and line matries direct requests for technical support to the
UNAIDS Secretariat country office or counterpart diyencies as appropriate.

Kazakhstan: Cosponsor staff are aware of the ‘Division of Labodocument, which was
discussed at a joint team meeting, but it has regnbconsidered particularly relevant to
Kazakhstan because the mandates of each agencyraigered to be well-known and relatively
low levels of activity mean that there is littleaslap or duplication. As a result, the joint teaas h
not adapted the division of labour for Kazakhstahere is no formal system for national partners
to request technical assistance from UNAIDS. Thkisgdone on arad hocbasis, through the
UNAIDS Secretariat and also direct to relevant ages Although every attempt is made to
ensure that technical assistance is based on gooedds, it is also acknowledged that available
funds and agency mandates are powerful factorsat technical assistance is provided.
Swaziland: A letter explaining the joint team was sent toeemél stakeholders in 2006. The
global division of labour was adopted in 2008 arespnted to the Government of Swaziland.
Vietnam: The division of labour is not widely understoodside the UN and has not yet had any
discernable influence on working relations with govnent or development partners. The
differences in operationalising harm reduction kestav WHO and UNODC are known and donors
expressed strong views that UNODC should be workinthis area as the agency brings such a
broad base of engagement. The strong ‘verticaluneabf government programmes leads to
difficulties in some areas.

7.12  In summary, there is little evidence to sugdleat the division of labour has led joint
teams to put in place the systems and structuregoped in the 2005 document. However,
probably more driven by the presence of the jod@ints, there is evidence of moves towards
greater coherence between agencies in some caurlisiglence is mixed on the degree to which
the division of labour has led to greater claritieiothe roles of the various agencies involved.
Overall, the process has become focused within thedther than on providing greater clarity to
external stakeholders. Finally in at least two @& tountries, the division of labour has had the
perverse effect of expanding UN support into areasdte not a priority, given the nature of the
epidemic.

8 Do incentive systems across the UN and in the

wider environment reward joint working?

8.1 The challenges of changing incentive systemigster greater working together have
been extensively documented (as in the 2008 evaiuaf the Paris Declarati6hfor example).
Introduction of the joint team approach, as outiriea the Secretary-General’s 2005 letter,
attempted to address one such incentive, namebuatability.

 Wood, B., D. Kabell, N. Muwanga and F. Sagasti (2008) Implementation of the Paris Declaration —
Synthesis Report. May 2008.
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Enhanced accountability

8.2 UCC responses to the question of whether tisesid@ accountability mechanism in place

for the Joint UN Team on AIDS (see Table 18) sugdestafter rapid progress in 2006 and early
2007, progress slowed significantly in later 200id &arly 2008. The evaluation has found no
evidence that the situation has changed significasihce then. This suggests that efforts to

significantly change accountabilities of joint teamembers have been implemented in

approximately 60 per cent of the countries in whtolh UN has a development presence dealing
with HIV.

Table 18: UCC survey responses on whether there is an accountability mechanism in
place for the Joint UN Team on AIDS

Survey Response Percentage of responses in:

2007 survey 2008 survey
Yes 54% 56%
No 46% 37%
Did not answer 0% %
Total number of responses 86 82

Source: UCC surveys conducted by secretariat

8.3 The question therefore is whether there is edeethat these new systems and
approaches have actually changed accountabilitheacountry level. The Secretary-General's
letter of 2005 is clear on accountability, statthgt the joint team is “under the authority of the
RC system and overall guidance of the UNCT andifatsd by the UCC; with a defined joint
programme of support and a defined technical supgan with a clear set of deliverables and
detailed collective and individual accountabilifitbe UNCT. These broad statements are then
expanded upon in the 2006 and 2008 Guidelines.

Box 8: The Triennial Comprehensive Review Policy 2 007 and enhancing accountability to
governments

The 2007 Triennial Comprehensive Review Policy (TCPR)GS, an important instrument for the
monitoring and the assessment of UN operational activities, stressed the importance of the UN
system reporting on its development results to the national government: Para 96. Underscores
that the RC, supported by the UNCT, should report to national authorities on progress made
against results agreed in the UNDAF. Depending upon the success with which this
recommendation can be implemented, it should lead to strengthening of accountability of the
UNCT to member-state governments.

This will be a challenge for the 28 agencies of the United Nations Development Group (UNDG),
since all agencies already maintain their own annual reporting mechanisms, which allow them to
track performance. This is also complicated by the fact that specialised and non-resident
agencies often don’t report by country but by project, and projects may extend over several
countries. The existence of annual reporting requirements for the increasingly important donor
trust funds and the RC Annual Report also increases reporting requirements for the members of
the UNCT. Yet, a major focus of UN reform has been to harmonise the work of UN agencies at
country level and, where possible, cut transaction costs. The challenge therefore is identify the
degree to which a single annual report from a UNCT to national authorities, as stipulated under
TCPR 2007, can be based on compilation of the information already produced in the annual
reports of the individual agencies and so minimise transaction costs.

% hitp://vww.un.org/esa/coordination/tcpr.htm
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How has accountability under the authority of the R C system and overall
guidance of the UNCT and facilitated by the UCC bee n operationalised and
has it enhanced accountability?

8.4 It is first important to look at the statemémm the Secretary-General and understand
that the authority within the RC system is an arfeeoatestation within the UN. To date, the RC
still does not have the authority to tell other rrge heads what their agency should do and
therefore has little direct authority.It is also important to note the UCC'’s role is oofe
facilitation and there is no mention of the stdfbther agencies being accountable to the UCC.

8.5 The 2006 Guidance paper sets out clear accalitytiibes and, at the level of the joint
team, mechanisms for enforcing them. Review of itles and responsibilities highlights the
centrality of heads of agencies in strengthenirggactability, since they:

» Officially designate participation of staff membersthe Joint Team on AIDS.

» May revise job descriptions (where necessary)fteaeparticipation in the team as a key
responsibility.

« Work with the RC and UCC to determine appropriatefgoerance evaluation
mechanisms, incentives and sanctions for joint teeambers.

* Accept overall accountability for annual deliverabtef that agency as agreed upon by
the joint team, including resource mobilizatioritet agency level.

» One agency head will also be appointed as Theme GZhap, to facilitate meeting and
decision-making among the group.

* As members of UNCT and HIV/AIDS Theme Group, contributeoverall policy and
programmatic guidance of joint team members, andicgzate in approving the
programme of support and annual workplans.

8.6 It is therefore important to acknowledge tha tieadquarters of three cosponsors did
subsequently issue instructions that joint workimgAIDS should be included in the personal
assessment frameworks of their heads of agencyatrgdevel — UNFPA, UNICEF and WHO,
although it is unclear to what degree this was tleéedaupon. It is also important to bear in mind
that the heads of agency are not directly accolafabdelivery against the UBW.

8.7 The most important finding from the 12 courgtrie that the agency heads, either within
the UNCT or the theme group, have not moved to aspedformance of the joint teams, as
opposed to individual members working in the jogdrh, or used this assessment as a basis for
discussion of how to improve its performance. Thespnt status, at least within the 12 case study
countries, is that the agency heads do not seeaheduntability for the work of the joint team
differently from that of any other outcome group.

® The 2009 Guidance Note on Resident Coordinator and UN Country Team Working Relations produced by
UN DOCO describes the relationship thus: ‘The RC has an equal relationship with, and
responsibility to, all UNCT members. The RC “on behalf of the UN System (UNS), and in
consultation with country representatives of the UNS, assumes overall responsibility for,
and coordination of, the operational activities for development of the UNS carried out at
the country level.”66 The RC is responsible for coordination of the UNCT in strategy,
planning, implementation and monitoring and evaluation of development programmes at
the country level, contained in the UNDAF. The RC should provide overall leadership,
programme oversight, advocacy, resource mobilization and allocations for UNDAF, and
lead the UNCT in monitoring, evaluation and reporting of UNCT progress on the UNDAF.
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How has ‘With a defined joint programme of support and a defined technical support
plan with a clear set of deliverables and detailed collective and individual accountability
of the UNCT’ been operationalised and has it enhanced accountability?

8.8 Making the members of the joint teams accouatab their annual performance

assessments for their work in the joint team istifled in the 2006 Guidelines. This is a unique
arrangement for the UN at country level. As shown ibl@d9, just over half of UCCs in the

2008 UCC survey said yes when asked if the participan the joint team had been included in
the job descriptions of joint team members.

Table 19: 2008 UCC survey responses to whether par
joint team had been embedded in their job descripti

ons

ticipation of team members in the

Question Possible % of responses in 2008 UCC survey
response

Has the participation of All 17%

team members to the Some 55%

Joint UN Team on AIDS None 20%

been embedded in their Not sure 2%

job descriptions? (n=82) No response 6%

8.9

Source: UCC Surveys conducted by Secretariat

descriptions were broadly similar from the 12 coyctise studies (see Table 20).

Table 20:
study countries

Inclusion of participation in the joint

Findings about the extent to which participatingthe joint team is included in job

team in job descriptions in the 12 case

Question

Possible response

Case study team

Has the participation of
team members to the
Joint UN Team on AIDS
been embedded in their
job descriptions?

All

Vietnam.

Ethiopia, Ukraine, Swaziland,

Some ! .

Indonesia, Haiti.
None Cote d’'lvoire, DRC, Kazakhstan, India
No evidence

presented in case

Iran, Peru

study material

8.10 In seven of the 12 countries, working in thiatjoeam is included in the performance
appraisals of staff from some, but not all, agencie two of the countries where it is not, the
UNCT were planning to include this, but in Kazakhdtad decided that this was not feasible, as
most of the involved staff were regionally based. téams where the recommendation has been
implemented, UCC participation in performance ajgataof team members was rare and
dependent on the discretion of heads of agencies.

Box 9: Did
accountability?

implementation of recommendations derive d from the GTT enhance

Implementation of these four specific recommendations appears to have had little impact yet.

Recommendation 1a . Joint UN Teams on AIDS to institute Annual Reviews of their Programme
of Support, to assess progress and impact, effectiveness in support to the national AIDS
response, and the resources required to fulfil their division of labour responsibilities.
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Implemented in 7 of 12 countries. In 4 of the remainder, not yet because the joint programme of
support is not yet agreed or just agreed. In countries where implemented, used as a reporting
rather than management exercise and little evidence that has been used to affect what the UN is
doing, which suggests that little opportunity for these to have immediate impact upon what is
done.

Recommendation 1b. These Annual Review reports will be fed back by the RCs to the Regional
Directors Teams who will ensure a quality oversight role for the countries in their region, and also
to UNAIDS Secretariat in Geneva and the cosponsor global coordinators.

In seven countries that have produced annual reports, some information submitted to RC Offices,
but no evidence of it being used by RDTs or of feedback from headquarters and regional levels.
Interviewees in UN DOCO state that development of the quality oversight role hasn't yet started
and will initially focus on the quality of the UNDAF-.

Recommendation 2. The UNAIDS Secretariat and cosponsors, at regional and HQ level, will
perform a quality assurance role regarding Joint UN Team on AIDS Annual Reviews.

No evidence of this recommendation being implemented as yet.

Recommendation 4. Cosponsor heads of agency at country level to apply the guidance, process
and inclusion of appropriate text in job descriptions and performance appraisals, ensuring
enhanced harmonisation and incentives for joint team collaboration.

In seven of the 12 countries, working in the joint team is included in the performance appraisals of
staff from some, but not all, agencies. In the countries where it is not, the UNCT plans to include
in two cases and has decided this is not feasible in one case, as most of the involved staff are
regionally based.

8.11  As pointed out by several respondents, hebdgencies are not accountable for the
work of their staff in the joint team and this ietkey weakness, since it is the heads of agency
who ultimately control resources, decide on stgffiand can reward staff. Country respondents
also made additional comments on the degree tohadaicountability had truly been affected,
including:

The RC takes his accountability for UNAIDS seriously (e.g. attends theme group
meetings and is willing to present any theme group consensus at the highest level. But
collaboration is not included in a head of agency objectives, unless, as one interviewee
said, “I choose to have it there”. The joint team and theme group will, in 2009, implement
an innovative approach to strengthening accountability. The revised UNDAF for 2009
recommends that joint team members will be appointed to serve as ‘outcome focal
points’, meaning they will be responsible for monitoring and reporting on progress with
regard to specific outcomes, even (and especially) where more than one
organisation/project is contributing to its achievement. The Theme Group hopes that this
role will promote greater accountability for getting things done.

The major finding is that HIV has been selectively included in the terms of reference of
staff by some of the agencies (e.g. UNICEF, UNFPA, WHO). However, even where this
is done, there is no evidence that this leads to enhanced harmonisation and incentives
for joint team collaboration. In fact the members of the joint team said that if they were
working on HIV issues this was because they were committed to doing something about
HIV (not because it was a requirement, or because they have encouragement from their
supervisors - in most cases this is not explicitly the case). Staff who had HIV in their
terms of reference reported being assessed on their performance as part of regular
performance assessments within their organisation. In conclusion, HIV is selectively
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included in terms of reference (usually by agencies with major responsibility for HIV and
AIDS). Where it is included it is part of the performance evaluation of the staff member.

Some respondents report that the introduction of the Joint UN Team on AIDS has
increased accountability for the work of UN agencies in this field, by having clearer terms
of reference and more stringent expectations. However, this accountability has been
quite dependent on the leadership of the UNAIDS Secretariat country office. For
example, if they do not call a meeting, ‘no-one complains’. There appear to be limited
mechanisms available for the UNAIDS Secretariat to ensure accountability. The main
mechanisms appear to be personal relations and peer pressure. The role of the UCC is
key in this regard. S/he needs to be a bridge builder, e.g. among agencies and between
agencies and government. Yet, s/he is doing it from a quite junior level, i.e. they are
designated as lead but have no means of achieving this. For example, there is no
mechanism for UNAIDS Secretariat to evaluate performance within the joint team of staff
from other agencies. This has created considerable problems. For example, some
cosponsors, e.g. UNESCO and WHO have attended less than half of joint team meetings
and UNESCO did not participate in the joint review. The UNAIDS Secretariat feel they
can do nothing about this. In addition, government respondents stated that they would
like to see the secretariat have more authority.

To some extent, the joint team’s reports to the UNCT represent a form of accountability.
However, this is highly formal and involves minimal scrutiny. The UCC reports having
shared the expectation that members of the joint team would be accountable to the
UNAIDS Secretariat for their performance in the joint team. She also reported that she
assumes this is happening. However, there is no evidence of this. For example, the UCC
has never been asked to comment on a staff member’s performance within the joint team
as part of their agency’s appraisal process. At least one agency head commented that
they were not aware of this request. Although some accountability within the team may
be possible because of personal relationships and peer pressure, formal accountability
still rests within agency structures. One specific challenge relates to staff with regional
remits, which in ... is a very significant number. How would such accountability operate
for such staff? Would each UCC be expected to comment on their appraisal or would this
be through the Regional Support Team. Another challenge is the culture of positive
appraisals within the UN system, in general, and in the secretariat, in particular. For
example, the current UCC reports that her appraisals are always excellent. Yet many of
those interviewed had significant and specific concerns about her performance. There
seems to be no mechanism for these concerns to be addressed.

Most of the UN agencies in ... consider HIV/AIDS an important issue. The leadership by
the former UCC and the RC has played an important role in this. During the interviews
the importance of strong dedicated personalities was underscored (both by UN partners,
and by external stakeholders).

The RC and theme group Deputy Chair report that assessment of participation in joint
teams is acknowledged and taken into account in staff performance appraisals but that in
most agencies this is not formalised i.e. not included in agency HQ appraisal templates,
SO incentives are not institutionalised. The UCC does not participate in team members’
appraisal processes. In the August 2008 self assessment framework it was noted that
heads of agency only monitor attendance in the joint team and there is no accountability
for joint team functions, which anyway are not reflected in job descriptions.

The PCGs introduce the concept of dual accountability. The PCG team members will be
working together on a common topic area and are accountable to both their individual
organisations and to the PCG. In terms of the feasibility of introducing the PCG approach,
the strong principle that PCGs should develop their own separate ToRs, within the broad
parameters outlined above, is extremely important. It avoids the challenge faced over the
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past 10 months that progress has been at the pace of the slowest ... a significant risk
with this approach is whether it can be implemented without dedicated support, given that
to work, If the PCGs were to work ... this would represent a radical change in roles and
responsibilities within the UNCT and hence significant reform in how the UN works,
allowing development of: (i) Accountability to the group rather than only to the agency; (ii)
Peer pressure between groups based on divergent performance; (iii) Development of a
results based management approach based on managing for outcomes; and (iv)
Avoidance of the need to proceed at the pace of the slowest, which is implicit in an
approach based on inclusiveness rather than prioritisation, since one should expect
different PCGs to develop differently and at different paces.

The RC circulated a memorandum to the heads of agency asking that joint team
implementation be included in the job descriptions for the focal points, and insisting on
increasing harmonisation and involvement. The heads of agency consult the UCC
concerning their respective focal points, but there is no systematic performance
appraisal.

Most agencies use different performance reporting s ystems and these
increase transaction costs and focus staff on agenc y level priorities and
mandates rather than the joint team challenges in-c ~ ountry ®’

8.12 Nine of the ten cosponsors report annuallynagaheir own country programmes and
work plans, using a structure that reflects theieray’s global strategic plan or framewétk.
However, the timetables for reporting are not harisemh across the agencies. The ExCom
agencies — UNDP, UNICEF, UNFPA and WFP — report against¢bantry programme action
plans (CPAPs), country programme documents (CPDg)aammual work plans of the UNDG
Executive Committee (ExCom). ILO reports againsbits biennial plan. Most agency country
offices also have to report, via the local UNCT,he RC on progress against agreed results in
the UNDAF. However, agency global mandates are the kiegrd for agency country office
programming and reporting, skewing incentives towatus need to reflect corporate level
priorities and even terminology in all results feamorks. Also, as highlighted in several 2008
stock-taking reports on progress in the DelivedsgOne pilot countries, the duplicative nature of
the annual planning/reporting process underminaf§ stipport and morale as this means UN
reform becomes an ‘add-on’ as opposed to ‘addagevarhis was a key finding in staff surveys,
with all eight pilots now requesting exemption fromgency-specific reports/planning
requirements.

8.13 Planning together is complicated by the fhat some cosponsors plan using an annual
planning cycle, whilst others use a biennial cyélgencies diverge significantly in the degree to
which there is flexibility within plans. Some agessihave to stick quite rigidly to their annual
plans, whilst others have more flexibility to adjpsins

8.14 The Secretary-General's 2006 report on Deligeias One characterised the present
status thus:

" Taken from analysis presented in Grinsted, M (2009) Mapping Exercise and Analysis of Agency Annual
Report Requirements. Final Report to the UN Development Operations Coordination Office, NY. 9 May
2009. Section 5.3

 The exception among the cosponsors is UNODC. The secretariat also does not report against a results
framework.
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79. There is too much earmarked funding and too little funding for the core budget of UN
organisations. Moreover, funding is unpredictable, and burden-sharing procedures are
unclear. So UN organisations are only to some extent masters of their own budgets, with
donor priorities rather than multilateral mandates determining some of their actions. Even
in specialised agencies, assessed contributions have not increased for years, leaving
them to rely on voluntary funding for core activities.

80. Current funding practices also lead to competition and fragmentation, often with
relatively small budgets per agency at the country level, while the common programme is
left with insufficient resources. A review of 10 UN country teams found on average that
only 40 per cent of their resources are mobilised through core resources. UN
Organizations have to put considerable effort into fund raising. Some argue that the RC
system should be funded through assessed contributions, in line with an agreed
contributions scale, which is how the UN Secretariat, peace-keeping operations and core
specialised agency budgets are funded.

81. Sustained and consolidated funding is the key to reversing the fragmentation of the
UN system. More secure funding has to go hand in hand with better performance,
oversight, accountability, efficiency and results.

8.15 We find little evidence to contradict theselfngs across the 12 country case studies and
in at least one country, a clear reluctance bydNET to move towards a One Budget scenario.

Box 10: What is the One Budget?

In the eight pilot countries, the UNDAF forms the basis of a common UN development plan known
as the One Plan. The One Budget is the budgetary framework in support of the One Plan. The
budgetary framework provides a clear picture of current sources of funding for One Plan activities
as well as an overview of potential future funding through new modalities to promote coherence.
As such, the One Budget is not significantly different from what is normally found in an UNDAF.
The real innovation is in the use of the One Budget as a framework for pooled funding in support
of the One Plan and approaches used to allocate funds within the pooled fund based on
performance of the UN agencies.

Financial systems and procedures create disincentiv es to working together

8.16 The UNDG May 2006 Guidance Paper states thahtiieyear Joint UN Programme of
Support on AIDS includes a strategic framework, ahnuorkplan, technical support plan,
advocacy, communications and resource mobilisasivategies, and that these elements are
aligned with the UNDAF and national programming frameksp and then translated into an
annual workplan that replaces the UN Implementatiqup8tt Plan.

Box 11: Current fund management approaches

Funds managed for joint working in the UN can use three different fund management modalities,
or any combination of the three. These are:

Parallel Funding: The UN agencies involved share common results, but each manages its own
activities within the common workplan and the related budget; whether sourced from its own or
other resources. This is the easiest approach to use, since in the main each agency is free to
work within its own systems and procedures, and the only additional transaction costs are in
terms of the need for joint planning and joint monitoring.

Pass through: Basically very similar to parallel funding, with one major exception. One agency
acts as the “Administrative Agent” and all funds using this modality are initially transferred to this
agency, which then transfers the funds to the individual agencies. This modality is often used as
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donors prefer to transfer all funds to one agency rather than having to transfer to several. The
norm is for the Administrative Agent to charge a 1% fee for this service.

Pooled: UN agencies transfer funds to one UN agency, called the Managing Agent. The
management agency then becomes responsible for delivery against the agreed workplan and
outputs. UN agencies find it very difficult to use this approach, if dependent upon transfer of their
own funds.

Source: UNDG Guidance Note on Joint Programming, 19 December 2003

8.17 However, current procedures for the manageroefiinds make it difficult to adopt
either joint programming approaches, or to impletmgroint programme which is based on
significant working together rather than actingaashapeau for separate and parallel streams of
work.

Box 12: Procedures make working together challengi ng — An example from Ethiopia

Norway has supported HIV programmes in Ethiopia through both UNICEF and UNFPA for some
years. With the changing development policy in Oslo under which HIV and AIDS is now a cross-
cutting issue, the Norwegian Embassy saw an opportunity to support both the UNDAF/One UN
reforms and tackle HIV through a joint programme with UNICEF and UNFPA for a rights-based
approach to adolescent and youth development. Norway wanted to avoid agency-specific
orientation in the project document and achieve genuine joint working and equal ownership with a
tripartite contractual arrangement and single source of funds. The tripartite approach was rejected
as too complicated by Norad HQ and both UN agencies. A second approach to appoint one of the
agencies as an Administrative Agent (AA) failed after signing, when the Comptroller of the AA
said the agency could not transfer funds to another UN agency. Ultimately, separate agreements
were signed with UNFPA and UNICEF in March 2008 thus reinforcing the status quo ante.

Source: Evaluation interviews

8.18  Overall significant progress has been madmplementing the systems and approaches
outlined in the 2006 Guidelines. In many ways, UNAIS}i8uld be seen as pushing reform as far
as possible, within the present set of institutidneentives and constraints. However, despite
significant investment, as yet many of the expetiedefits have not beeatelivered and there is
not much evidence to suggest that they will inrthar future. The findings on the performance of
the joint teams illustrate the limited room foraeh of the UN at country level without moves to
change some of the fundamental incentives thatctaffiee relationships between what are
mandate driven organisations.
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Appendix 1  Strategic objectives in successive UBW

Annex 7
Division of Labour

2002-03

2004-05

2006-07

2008-09

Global Strategy Framework for
HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS/PCB(10)/00.3)
UN System Strategic Plan for
HIV/AIDS for 2001-2005 (UNSSP)
The UNSSP defines the overall
objectives of the UN system in
support of global targets to
address the epidemic, identifies
the key functions of the UN
system in support of national
responses to the epidemic, and
describes the approach and
priorities of the different UN
agencies as part of a coordinated
UN system response.

The UBW has been formulated
within nine broad areas of work,
based on the Leadership
Commitments included in the
Global Strategy Framework,
namely:

1. Ensuring an extraordinary
response to the epidemic

2. Cross-cutting issues required
for an expanded response

3. Protecting children and young
people from the epidemic and its
impact

4. Addressing those most
vulnerable to, and at greatest risk
of HIV infection

5. Care and support to individuals,
households and communities

The Programme Coordinating
Board’s vision of the current role
of UNAIDS is clearly set forth in
the 37 decisions of its December
2002 meeting, made in response
to the external evaluation of
UNAIDS.
The 2004—-2005 UBW reflects the
strategic orientation of the Joint
Programme to do its part in
meeting the challenge of reversing
the HIV/AIDS epidemic.
To achieve this vision, the 2004—
2005 Unified Budget and
Workplan aims to:

further catalyse action and
strengthen capacity at country
level,

improve the scope and quality of
UN support to national partners,

increase the accountability of
UNAIDS at country level

strengthen capacity of countries
to gather, analyse and use
strategic information

expand the response of the
development sector to HIV/AIDS,

sustain leadership on HIV/AIDS
at all levels; and

forge partnerships of political
and social leaders

UNAIDS has oriented the Unified
Workplan for 2006-2007 around
the following strategic
considerations.

* The Declaration of Commitment
on HIV/AIDS.

« Securing additional resources for
the response to AIDS

* Focusing on support to
countries.

 “Making the money work”.

« Country- level ownership,
harmonization and accountability:
the “Three Ones”.

« Major global initiatives.

« Addressing gap areas.

« Strategic coherence.

Principal Outcome 1:
Strengthened leadership and
resource mobilization for a broad-
based AIDS response at all levels,
including governments, civil
society, including people living
with HIV, and other non-state
partners.

Principal Outcome 2: Improved
planning, financing, technical
assistance and coordination at all
levels for a sustainable
multisectoral AIDS programmatic
response, addressing the impact
of the epidemic and integrated
with national development efforts.

Principal Outcome 3:
Strengthened evidence base and
accountability of the AIDS
response through greater
availability and use of strategic
information, including monitoring
and evaluation, surveillance, and
resource tracking.

Principal Outcome 4: Enhanced
human resource and systems
capacities at all levels of
government, civil society and
other non-state partners to
implement comprehensive
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Annex 7
Division of Labour

2002-03

2004-05

2006-07

2008-09

6. Operations and biomedical
research

7. Human resource and
institutional capacities in key
sectors

8. Policies and programmes to
address HIV/AIDS and its socio-
economic impacts

9. Performance-based
governance, management and
administration of the programme
(A total of 29 strategic objectives
linked to these 9 areas of work)

HIV/AIDS responses, including
improved availability and access
to affordable HIV commodities.

Principal Outcome 5:
Strengthened human rights-based
and gender-responsive policies
and approaches to reduce stigma
and discrimination.

Principal Outcome 6: Increased
coverage and sustainability of
programmes for those engaging in
injecting drug use, sex between
men and sex work.

Principal Outcome 7: Increased
coverage and sustainability of
programmes addressing the
vulnerability of, and impact on
women and girls, young people,
children, emergency affected
populations and uniformed
personnel.
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