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PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE
INSPECTION

This inspection was conducted in accordance with the Quality Standards for
Inspections, as issued by the President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency, and the
Inspector’s Handbook, as issued by the Office of Inspector General for the U.S.
Department of State (Department) and the Broadcasting Board of Governors

(BBG).
PURPOSE

The Office of Inspections provides the Secretary of State, the Chairman of the
BBG, and Congtress with systematic and independent evaluations of the operations
of the Department and the BBG. Inspections cover three broad areas, consistent
with Section 209 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980:

¢ Policy Implementation: whether policy goals and objectives are being ef’
fectively achieved; whether U.S. interests are being accurately and effectively
represented; and whether all elements of an office or mission are being
adequately coordinated.

* Resource Management: whether resources are being used and managed with
maximum efficiency, effectiveness, and economy and whether financial transl
actions and accounts are properly conducted, maintained, and reported.

e Management Controls: whether the administration of activities and operal]
tions meets the requirements of applicable laws and regulations; whether
internal management controls have been instituted to ensure quality of
performance and reduce the likelihood of mismanagement; whether instance
of fraud, waste, or abuse exist; and whether adequate steps for detection,
correction, and prevention have been taken.

METHODOLOGY

In conducting this inspection, the inspectors: reviewed pertinent records; as
appropriate, circulated, reviewed, and compiled the results of survey instruments;
conducted on-site interviews; and reviewed the substance of the report and its find |
ings and recommendations with offices, individuals, organizations, and activities
affected by this review.
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United States Department of State
and the Broadcasting Board of Governors

Office of Inspector General

PREFACE

This report was prepared by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) pursuant to the Inspector
General Act of 1978, as amended, and Section 209 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980, as
amended. It is one of a series of audit, inspection, investigative, and special reports prepared by
OIG periodically as part of its responsibility to promote effective management, accountability
and positive change in the Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors.

This report is the result of an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the office, post,
or function under review. It is based on interviews with employees and officials of relevant
agencies and institutions, direct observation, and a review of applicable documents.

The recommendations therein have been developed on the basis of the best knowledge
available to the OIG and, as appropriate, have been discussed in draft with those responsible for
implementation. It is my hope that these recommendations will result in more effective,
efficient, and/or economical operations.

| express my appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report.

A )

Harold W. Geisel
Deputy Inspector General
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KEY JUDGMENTS

¢ Chiefs of mission (COM) at the five posts visited as well as 19 other posts
out of the 23 queried by questionnaire have assigned a high priority to the
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) program. The prol
gram’s size and complexity requires significant COM attention. When this at’]
tention has been given, the program has been generally well-coordinated and
synchronized with other U.S. programs and objectives. However, the inspecl]
tion found a few instances whete, for one reason or another, COM attention
had at times been insufficient, and during those times the program suffered.

* Ambassadors and their missions have done an extraordinary job of providing
policy oversight, management, and administrative support for the program.
However, they have received less than adequate support in all three of these
areas from the Department of State (Department) itself, which continues
to experience severe resource shortages. As PEPFAR evolves to address the
more complex task of ensuring sustainability, the Department will need to
take a more direct interest in the program. The Department’s policy leader |
ship and its management support apparatus have not been actively involved
in the PEPFAR program in any sustained way. Among other things, more
effort should be made to apply existing PEPFAR resources to the program’s
support needs.

* The Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator (S/GAC), within the Depart! |
ment since 2003, has done an outstanding job of developing and directing
the PEPFAR program itself. During the second phase of PEPFAR, the
Department needs to take steps to better integrate S/GAC with the Depart! |
ment’s policy and support functions. S/GAC personnel need more exposure
to working in the field and Department Foreign Service and Civil Service
personnel need to be rotated through the S/GAC office.

e The model of the first 5 years, where most important decision-making has
been centralized within the S/GAC office, will be increasingly inappropriate
as the program necessarily shifts to expanding cooperation with host govi|
ernments. S/GAC will need to reduce the demands it makes on posts and
devolve substantially more decision-making authority to the Ambassadors
and PEPFAR teams.

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authority in Managing the PEPFAR Overseas - Nov. 2009
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e PEPFAR, by its nature, has brought new bureaucratic players to the inter |
national field. Some of these players are inexperienced in working overseas
or supporting overseas operations. This has caused considerable problems,
stress, and even disharmony at overseas posts. Programs for introducing
and training newcomers—individuals and agencies—need to be improved.
Programs for familiarizing Department employees with PEPFAR program

operations and procedures are also needed.

* PEPFAR has accomplished much in its first 5 years. The U.S. Government
now faces the more difficult challenge of making that initial contribution
sustainable. In particular, the U.S. Government has assumed varying degrees
of responsibility for the lives of over 2 million people now dependent on
antiretroviral (ARV) medication. This is an enormous policy challenge that
needs to be actively addressed.

In 2007, the Office of Inspector General (OIG) conducted an inspection of S/
GAC and how it directed the program.' Section 103 of the Hyde-Lantos Act (Reau
thorization Act of 2008, H.R. 5501), signed into law on July 30, 2008, called for the
Inspectors General of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), the
U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), and the Department to jointly
develop coordinated annual plans for oversight activity in each of the fiscal years
2009 through 2013. This current inspection is part of the coordinated annual over |
sight plan dated September 26, 2008.

The purpose of the inspection is to determine how COMs are fulfilling their
responsibilities to coordinate, direct, and support the PEPFAR program at overseas
posts. The report describes and evaluates program oversight by COMs, including
their role in policy and program implementation, the challenges they face, the effecl
tiveness of mission support, and implications for sustainability.®

The methodology included a survey to 30 PEPFAR posts and information from
about 25 routine OIG post inspections during FY 2009. The team conducted in]
terviews in Washington, including meetings with current and past ambassadors and
traveled to five targeted posts for in-depth review of the COM exercise of authority
at those locations. For more detailed information on the five countries visited by the

'OIG Repott No. ISP-1-08-23, Review of the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator (Februll
ary 2008)

“Reauthorization Act of 2008, §4 (1)(C), ““...emphasizing capacity building initiatives in order to
promote a transition toward greater sustainability through the support of country-driven
efforts...”

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authorty in Managing the PEPAR Overseas - Nov. 2009
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OIG team, see Appendices A-1-Botswana, A-2-Ethiopia, A-3-Haiti, A-4-Nigeria, and
A-5-South Africa. There are informal recommendations in some of the appendices
where OIG inspectors found the need to address specific issues at one location.
These informal recommendations are listed in the Informal Recommendations secl
tion of this report.

The inspection took place in Washington, DC, between January 21 and
February 24, 2009, and in Port-au-Prince, Haiti, February 25 to 28, 2009. A second
leg of the inspection included site visits between March 31 and April 3 in Abuja,
Nigeria; between April 4 and 7 in Pretoria, South Africa; between April 8 and 10 in
Gaborone, Botswana; and between April 11 and 17 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. The
OIG team completed its trip with a visit to the Office of Inspector General for the
Global Fund in Geneva at the end of the inspection, April 20 and 21, 2009.(b) (6)
(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)
(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)
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CONTEXT

During his tenure, former President George W. Bush committed to fight AIDS
in afflicted countries. Congtess passed the United States Leadetship against HIV/
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 2003 (PL. 108-25). It called for a compre’
hensive, integrated 5-year strategy to combat global HIV/AIDS and authorized $15
billion for U.S. global efforts. The Act required coordination among the implement! |
ing executive branch departments or agencies: the Department, USAID, HHS, the
Department of Defense, the Peace Corps, the Department of Labor, and the
Department of Commerce.

The first 5 years of the PEPFAR program are widely considered very successful.
S/GAC reported the following results as of September 30, 2008:

* Prevention: supported HIV counseling and testing for nearly 57 million
people; supported prevention of mother-to-child [HIV] transmission servic
es during nearly 16 million pregnancies; and prevented an estimated 240,000
infant infections.

* Care: supported care for more than 10.1 million HIV-affected people, inl
cluding more than 4 million orphans and vulnerable children.

e Treatment: supported antiretroviral treatment for more than 2.1 million
people, including 130,100 children.

These results meet or surpass the specific goals that PEPFAR set for itself. The
program has received generally favorable treatment in local, regional, and global
media. It has substantially enhanced the image of the United States both in countries
with serious HIV/AIDS problems and globally. Some elements of the program have
been controversial, both within the United States and overseas where the program
is implemented. These included the statutory 33 percent spending requirement on
abstinence-until-marriage programs within HIV/AIDS prevention efforts, and the
use of faith-based organizations as implementing organizations and efforts to bring
in new partners for the implementation of PEPFAR, both at the local and interna|
tional level.

*Kellie Moss, Congressional Research Service Report for Congtess, PEPEAR Reauthorization: Key
Policy Debates and Changes to U.S. International HIV'/ AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Programs and
Funding, January 29, 2009.

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authority in Managing the PEPFAR Overseas - Nov. 2009
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The Reauthorization Act of 2008 (H.R. 5501), signed into law on July 30, 2008,
authorized a budget of $48 billion to cover fiscal years 2009 through 2013.* The
Lantos-Hyde Act, as it is called, made a number of changes. It removed the spending
requirement on abstinence-until-marriage programs; authorized the use of compacts
or framework agreements between the United States and countries already receiving
US. funds to fight HIV/AIDS; and emphasized strategies to promote the sustain-
ability of health care systems in affected countries.

“Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United States Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tubercu_!
losis, and Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008 (H.R. 5501).
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THE ROLE OF THE AMBASSADOR

The importance of the Ambassadot’s role in overseeing and guiding the PEPL]
FAR program in each country cannot be overstated. The oversight and managel|
ment structure of the PEPFAR program, sometimes referred to as the PEPFAR
model, is substantially different from the development assistance model used by the
United States for the last 50 years. USAID was the only agency that managed that
model. USAID was responsible for planning the approach in each country, manag |
ing the financial disbursement, and implementing the programs. The field offices
were included in most of this process, and had significant decision-making latitude in
implementation. If the expertise of individuals resided in other agencies (e.g;, agri |
culture, finance, or medicine), those individuals were detailed by their home agencies
to USAID and worked under USAID supervision in the field. USAID negotiated
with Congress for the budgets and applied whatever specific requests were made
by Congress. The Ambassador had responsibility for policy oversight and ensuring
that the programs were consistent with other U.S. policy and objectives, but direct
management and all support needs were provided directly by USAID. While, over
the years, other agencies such as HHS/Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) have established presences and programs at overseas posts, these have not
been major development assistance programs.

PEPFAR, for a variety of reasons, circumvents the bureaucracy, the established
practices—and some argue the expertise—developed over the last several decades. It
is centrally directed from a small organization in Washington in the Department of
State, S/GAC. Originally, the function was attached to the White House in the Office
of National AIDS Policy. The specific programs and responsibilities of the imple’
menting agencies are usually initiated at post through the Country Operational Plan
(COP), but S/GAC, working with a complex interagency process involving senior
managers as well as PEPFAR implementing agency political leadership, makes most
important decisions about program goals and objectives, controls disbursement of
the funds appropriated by Congress, and directs individual overseas missions in their
implementation of the program. Actual implementation of the program overseas
is carried out by a variety of U.S. Government agencies that have different kinds of
expertise in development, health, and community organization. The two principal
implementing agencies for PEPFAR are USAID and HHS/CDC. Others include
the Departments of Defense, State, and Labor, and Peace Corps. These agencies

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authority in Managing the PEPFAR Overseas - Nov. 2009
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receive funding from S/GAC for PEPFAR activities. Some of the funds are funneled
through the Department to the embassies. In the cases of USAID, HHS/CDC, and
the Department of Defense, additional HIV/AIDS funding is appropriated directly
to the agencies. Some are transferred by the Department to the agencies. Each
agency reports to the Ambassador and receives policy and operational support from
the embassy. This presents significant coordination, support, and policy challenges
for the COM.

Coordination of this multiagency approach falls to the COM (ambassador or
chargé d’affaires), because only the COM, as the President’s personal representative,
has the authority to direct individual U.S. Government agencies in the host country.
This task can be quite complicated as each implementing agency’s field office has
obligations to its home agency and to S/GAC as well as to the COM. The COM’s
job becomes more difficult when there are many different agencies at post, which in
Washington have considerable independence and different operating styles. PEPFAR
complicates this task even more as a new, often unfamiliar entity. It has an unprec’!
edented level of resources, which sometimes dwarf other agencies and programs
at post, and authority and influence that, from the beginning of the program, were
closely connected to the White House. The program needs substantial fiscal account
ability and oversight, and Congress has required extensive and detailed reporting of
results and new levels of accountability.

Ensuring sufficient administrative support is a universal problem for African
posts due to the difficult host country environments, chronic and serious staffing
shortages, and a resource-poor Bureau of African Affairs. Some ambassadors have
been more aggressive than others in seeking those resources. Some ambassadors
have also been less willing to use National Security Decision Directive (NSDD-38)
authority to prevent new personnel for the PEPFAR program from coming to posts
when administrative resources are insufficient to properly support them. In most
cases this has been with the best of intentions: a desire to support a unique hul’l
manitarian program that is fighting terrible odds; and an effort to respond to White
House and Department admonitions to make every effort to support the program.
To do so, they have been willing to endure a heavier workload and more difficult
working conditions—and to impose those conditions on the rest of the staff. This is
appropriate and even normal for limited periods of time—as with an “emergency”
program. However, PEPFAR is now 5 years old and has just been extended for an’
other 5 years. Stressful working conditions not only impact the immediate operation
of the program but may also undermine the availability of experienced personnel for
the program in the future.

n OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authorty in Managing the PEPAR Overseas - Nov. 2009
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The ambassador is responsible for ensuring that the programs of the various
agencies are complementary rather than competitive, and the programs promote
rather than detract from broader U.S. Government interests (e.g. by causing political
controversy, economic distruption, etc.). The ambassador is also responsible for over]
seeing the agencies’ activities and assisting them with access to the host government.
These can be very time consuming;

Ambassadors handle these responsibilities differently depending on host coun’|
try conditions and individual management styles. Some, particularly at smaller posts
where the PEPFAR program may be the largest activity in the country, have become
integrally involved in day-to-day management of the program. Others have delegated
that authority and restricted their own activity to public diplomacy support or high
level diplomatic representation. However, none can avoid the overall responsibility,
and this was most recently articulated in an instruction to posts sent by the Under
Secretary for Political Affairs and the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator in October and
December 2008.

On the whole, the inspection team found that ambassadors have done an ex!|
traordinary job of stepping up to the task of initiating and supporting this unique
and extensive program. Some have had more success than others in promoting a
synergy with other embassy elements and integrating the program with broader U.S.
Government interests. One example of success is that of the Ambassador to Nigeria
between 2004 and 2007, who used the program’s specific need for wide geographic
coverage of the AIDS crisis to extend the U.S. Government presence to areas and
populations of the country to which access had previously been limited—notably to
Muslim areas in the north. Another is the recently departed Ambassador to South
Africa, who took an active role in influencing the program’ strategic direction, conl|
vincing S/GAC to initiate a decrease in program funds to begin a process that will
lead to eventual graduation of South Africa from the program.

The OIG team found effective COM oversight includes:

e Ensuring all implementing agencies understand the imperative to promote
cooperation and avoid destructive competition—and enforcing that mandate

when necessary;

¢ Ensuring the implementing agencies and the country team fully understand
the PEPFAR mission and its place in U.S. Government strategic objectives;

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authority in Managing the PEPFAR Overseas - Nov. 2009“
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* Ensuring that the mission provides sufficient administrative and other supl
port to the program and personnel in it—including making sure that the
mission has the resources to provide that support and exercising NSDD-38
authority when those resources are not sufficient; and

* Ensuring the PEPFAR program is propetly tailored to the host country
environment in the present and that the mission sufficiently analyzes future
opportunities and challenges.

The inspection team found most of the current ambassadors were effectively
meeting these responsibilities. Some face more difficulties than others with regard to
cooperation among agencies. This may be owing to problems inherited from before
their tenure, current staffing gaps, or difficult personalities. Some ambassadors need
to better articulate PEPFAR’s place in the post’s strategic mission, and this generally
requires more than a simple statement in the Mission Strategic Plan.

The inspection team found that, although the specific nature of the Ambassa
dor’s involvement may vary from post to post, if the Ambassador does not maintain
active oversight, the program suffers. At posts where the Ambassador took an active
interest in the program, was available to the PEPFAR team, and provided policy
guidance, the program did well and supported broader U.S. Government interests.
The ambassadors are currently actively involved at most posts that were visited and
queried by questionnaire. However, in posts where the Ambassador was too far
removed from the process, or where there were gaps with no ambassador, more seri’ |
ous problems developed. Two specific examples are Embassy Addis Ababa, where
there was no ambassador between 2005 and 2007, and Embassy Maputo, which has
not had an ambassador for several years. In both cases, the PEPFAR program ex!
perienced severe interagency problems. Embassy Abuja also experienced significant
coordination problems before 2004, which appear to have resulted from insufficient
COM attention.

Most of the problems of this nature have occurred in the Bureau of African
Affairs, which has the largest number of COM positions, and traditionally has
experienced frequent gaps in ambassadorial positions. The OIG team believes the
Department needs to make an extra effort to ensure prolonged gaps in the presence
of experienced COMs are avoided, particularly at posts with significant PEPFAR
programs. When it is impossible, for political or other reasons, to send a fully ac’|
credited ambassador, the Department needs to ensure an experienced substitute with
sufficient rank to exercise authority over all mission elements is temporarily installed

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authorty in Managing the PEPAR Overseas - Nov. 2009

SENSHIHVEBUTUNCEASSHAED



bullardz
Cross-Out

bullardz
Cross-Out


to prevent any gap from exceeding 2 months. It must also ensure that such an indi |
vidual is clearly instructed to pay priority attention to the PEPFAR program. In at
least one case—Addis Ababa between 2005 and 2007—an interim COM chose to
pay little attention to the program, and it suffered.

Recommendation 1: The Bureau of African Affairs should develop and
implement a clear process that makes it a priority to provide interim chiefs of
mission to posts that have a President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief prol]
gram and where, for any reason, a fully accredited ambassador is not available.

(Action: AF)
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COORDINATION OF THE IMPLEMENTING
AGENCY WORK

For many ambassadors, getting the PEPFAR program up and running in their
countries, and then keeping its various elements harmonious and directed toward
a common goal, has been a very challenging and time consuming task. Some had
to devote much of their own time to it, while others have been able to delegate the
task to the deputy chief of mission (DCM) or to others. Shortly after the program
was initiated, some ambassadors established PEPFAR coordinators to facilitate this
process and reduce PEPFAR’s drain on managerial resources. This has proved to be
an important element in program success and is discussed in more detail below.

Those posts that were lucky enough to have representatives of implementing
agencies—who had compatible personalities and were willing to work cooperatively
together—had relatively smooth sailing. Others that were assigned one or more indi|
viduals who brought a more competitive approach to interagency relations had more
difficulty. In a few cases, agency representatives have been overtly hostile to each
other. They have caused strife not just within the PEPFAR program, but throughout
the mission, which has undermined both the program and the effective functioning
of the US. mission in the host country. Some ambassadors have been more effective
than others in mitigating this strife by advising, disciplining, and sometimes even re’
moving individual representatives from post. Sometimes, the extended absence of an
ambassador has undermined the program. Overall, the effective implementation of
the COM’s authority has been essential to the effective functioning of the program.

Sometimes the headquarters of implementing agencies have helped by guiding
or disciplining their own representatives, but on occasion they may have actually
encouraged the strife. The Department and S/GAC need to coordinate more with
the headquarters of implementing agencies to ensure all are operating from the
same script. Implementing agencies need to give, or reiterate, clear instructions to
their representatives in the field that on PEPFAR at least they are to coordinate and
cooperate with their other agency counterparts. In the words of the first U.S. Global
AIDS Coordinator, they are to “leave their agency identities at the door.”

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authority in Managing the PEPFAR Overseas - Nov. 2009 e
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Recommendation 2: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator should
ask that the appropriate level of implementing agencies send an annual direc’]
tive to their overseas personnel with responsibilities for a President’s Emer! |
gency Plan for AIDS Relief program reminding them to give top priority to
cooperation and program coordination with other implementing agencies. (Ac_!

tion: S/GAC)

In the initial years of the program, each individual mission developed its own
approach to organizing and managing the PEPFAR effort. S/GAC provided some
guidance and organized regional and global conferences, which gave attention to ot
ganizational issues. Some cross-fertilization was initiated by the missions themselves,
but overall the missions were on their own.

Most U.S. missions have established a set of regular meetings designed to prol
mote information sharing and coordination among those directly involved with
the PEPFAR program and with other parts of the U.S. mission. Most of the posts
visited were relatively large posts where the PEPFAR programs are very large but
are not necessarily the largest program or the highest priority of the post. Most used
one large monthly meeting, chaired by the DCM or the Ambassador, to ensure all
sections were aware of what the others were doing. These meetings appear to have
been effective forums for information exchange, but less effective for addressing
program management issues or strategic direction. Most posts also had a series of
smaller working group meetings attended by a variety of personnel from all agencies
involved in the PEPFAR program. These meetings dealt effectively with the details
of implementation.

A number of embassies have also established a much smaller core group, usually
including only the single most senior individual dealing primarily with PEPFAR from
each implementing agency, plus the PEPFAR coordinator. This group tackles the
most difficult issues involving disagreement between the implementing agencies as
well as administrative support. This kind of group appears to be the most effective
forum for discussion of strategic direction and communication with Washington.
The inspection team observed the creation of this core group has not only provided
a more effective forum for management, but it has promoted a team spirit and sense
of commitment to the program that more successfully integrates individual agency
goals in the larger program perspective.
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THE PRESIDENT’'S EMERGENCY PLAN FOR
AIDS RELIEF COORDINATOR

The PEPFAR coordinator is extremely important to the success of the program.
Every post’s experience with the program is different, molded by the host country
environment, the nature of the HIV/AIDS problem in the country, and the size of
the program. However, post responses to OIG’s questionnaire (see a summary in
Appendix B) and other information gathered during the inspection indicated that
during the first 5 years of the PEPFAR program, those posts that successfully hired
effective PEPFAR coordinators had relatively successful programs. There was less
interagency strife, better communication with S/GAC in Washington, less strain
on post resources, and better integration of the program with U.S. interests in host
countries. Posts that chose not to seek a PEPFAR coordinator, were unable to find
an effective one, or experienced large gaps between successive PEPFAR coordina
tors were more stressed by the program’s demands and had more difficulty running
an effective program.

Defining these positions, establishing them, and recruiting qualified individuals
to fill them has been quite difficult. During the first 5 years of the program, very few
of the PEPFAR coordinator roles have been filled by Department personnel. Posts
and regional bureaus reported that the Department did not have the positions, the
personnel, or the contract authority to provide the manpower. Although the former
U.S. Global AIDS Coordinatot® reportedly appealed directly to the Deputy Secretary
of State for help in this regard, the Department appears to have made no response.
The Bureau of Human Resources told the inspection team that it was unaware of
any request for assistance with the PEPFAR coordinators.

Funding, in principle, should not be a problem, because the PEPFAR program
had the funds and the authority to pay for the PEPFAR coordinators. However,
while S/GAC has provided encouragement and some guidance, and last year devel |
oped a position description for PEPFAR coordinators, there has been no centrally
established process or guidance for drawing on those funds, recruiting, or hiring

*The past Global AIDS Cootdinator left his position January 23, 2009. A replacement was sworn
in on June 23, 2009.
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the coordinators. The burden of finding both qualified people and mechanisms for
bringing them on board fell entirely on the individual embassies administering the
PEPFAR programs overseas. Each embassy appears to have done it on its own, and
only after several years has a body of knowledge about the available alternatives
coalesced within S/GAC. These alternatives include: dedicating existing Foreign
Service positions and personnel at post (by taking them away from their original du’
ties); assigning CDC or USAID direct-hires to the position (also by taking them away
from their original duties); making use of regional positions, such as HHS regional
health attachés (similarly conflicting their assigned responsibilities; and using USAID
personal services contract (PSC) authority to hire PSCs. The fourth alternative has
been used most, because it involves the least conflicting demands.

The embassies, led by their COMs, have done an extraordinary job of pioneet |
ing this effort. Two of the current implementing agencies, USAID and CDC, have
contributed significantly by making positions, personnel, or contracting authority
available. USAID has been both flexible and generous with its contracting authority,
making exceptions to its standard policy regarding supervision and transferring that
authority out of USAID to the respective COMs.

However, this is not a satisfactory process for the longer term. It is too ad hoc,
demands too much of scarce post time and resources, and provides little continu’|
ity. It is considered unsatisfactory by many of the implementing agencies at post,
either because they consider the individual’s neutrality to be compromised by USAID
ownership of the hiring mechanism, or because they believe the individuals filling
the position are lacking the organizational and diplomatic skills necessary to be effec|
tive. It has also caused some confusion about who is responsible for overseeing and
providing administrative support for these individuals, further contributing to intet |
agency tension.

During the second phase of PEPFAR, which will require increasing cooperation
with the host governments, the synergy an effective PEPFAR coordinator is able to
promote between implementing agencies will be even more important than during
the first 5-year period. Synergy will be necessary for planning, for the negotiation
process, for the increased challenge of dealing with multiple host-country agencies,
for capacity building, and for the gradual transfer of this massive program to the
host countries themselves.

In administering the program and broader U.S. Government interests, the em!|
bassies cannot recruit and hire PEPFAR coordinators in the same ad hoc manner
used in the first 5 years of the program. The hiring process has not been regularized.
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Positions have not been advertised eatly enough to allow individuals with the necesl!
sary skills to plan ahead and compete for the jobs, and make it possible for posts
and agencies to find those individuals with minimum disruption to their own already
stretched resources.

The inspection team believes the process needs to be centralized in the one
agency that has been given the responsibility of coordinating the program overall:
the Department of State. Ideally, full-time positions would be established to ac_
commodate PEPFAR coordinators that could use Foreign Service or Civil Service
personnel from a vatiety of agencies. S/GAC is in the position to encourage its staff
to apply for available PEPFAR coordinator positions and to develop a set of appro’
priate incentives to support that encouragement. If the Department could establish

such positions, S/GAC might even consider mandatory overseas tours for its senior
staff.

The positions need to be established in posts with significant PEPFAR prol]
grams, and some posts may need more than one position (if they can be accommol
dated with space and support). While extensive experience or technical expertise in
the public health field can be helpful, it is not essential. The most important skills for
these positions are diplomatic and managerial; the job elements would be outstand!
ing career builders for both Foreign and Civil Service personnel:

* Planning, coordinating, and managing annual budgets ranging from $10 mil"
lion to $500 million;

e Interaction with multiple host-government agencies;

¢ Negotiation with senior government officials with millions of dollars at
stake;

* Economic and political analysis of host government capabilities, objectives,
and tolerances;

e Regular, direct communication with senior levels of the U.S. Government;

* International conferences with PEPFAR officials, implementing partners,
international organizations, and host country officials;

¢ Coordination of planning and strategy with major private donors such as
the Gates and Clinton Foundations and with large implementing partners
like Harvard University, the University of Pennsylvania, and Catholic Relief
Services.
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The OIG inspection team believes it would be inappropriate in the context of
this limited-scope inspection to prescribe a specific answer to the problem. However,
after discussions with personnel both overseas and in Washington, the team sees
three basic alternatives from which the Department could draw such a solution:

1. The most solid institutional approach would be for the Department to pro
vide 20 full-time-equivalent positions, which might be funded by PEPFAR
for PEPFAR coordinators in overseas posts. These positions should be struc!
tured in such a way that they could be filled by either Foreign Service or Civil
Service personnel from the Department of State or other appropriate agen |
cies. This approach would make available the full range of experience and
talents of the career services and would help to enrich those services through
the experience gained.

2. The second alternative would be for the Department to seek PSC authority,
again funded by PEPFAR, to fill a similar number of overseas PEPFAR posi
tions. This would provide a vehicle for the Department to assist the posts in
hiring the coordinators, provide the coordinators with a more neutral plat|
form than is currently available, and allow the Department to more effectivel
ly take ownership of the coordination function. One advantage of the use
of contract authority is it would allow embassies to expand their recruitment
beyond the active-duty career government services. Its principal disadvantage
is it would have limited ability to recruit those same career service personnel
and would be less likely to provide continuity. Contract employees are not
authorized to supervise career personnel.

3. The third alternative would be for the Department to obtain waivers to hire
retired Foreign Service and Civil Service personnel for extended periods of
time to fill PEPFAR positions, both overseas and in Washington, without
limitations on pension payments or hours worked.® While more limited than
the first alternative, this would have an added advantage in that it could allow
the Department to draw upon its extensive group of experienced retirees
to fill not only the PEPFAR coordinator positions, but also administrative
positions that provide essential support to the PEPFAR program. This could
help to alleviate the general shortage of support personnel, which tends to
be particularly acute in hardship posts where the PEPFAR program operates.
Expanding the parameters of the when-actually-employed (WAE) system of

“The OIG team is awate this option is a controversial government-wide issue. It is included here
because PEPFAR is a discrete program with special needs for dealing with hard-to-fill positions
over a limited time period.
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hiring retired Foreign Service personnel would be appropriate in this case
because of the need to find support personnel with extensive experience
working in difficult overseas environments.

Recommendation 3: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinatot, in coll
ordination with the Bureau of Human Resources, should design and implement
a plan for hiring coordinators. (Action: S/GAC, in coordination with DGHR)
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PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

PEPFAR, by virtue of its nature and size, presents unique opportunities and
challenges for public diplomacy. PEPFAR is one of the largest single humanitarian
efforts ever undertaken. The program provides benefits directly to individuals and
communities in nations all over the world. It has saved lives and provided hope to
individuals, communities, and governments.

PEPFAR has also created political controversy from messages such as the previ
ous emphasis on sexual abstinence. Sometimes controversy results from program
demands on the host government or the competition for scarce resources with other
programs that the host government may value more highly. Sometimes host governl|
ments may see it as a challenge to their own authority. There is even a possibility of
PEPFAR becoming a liability for the U.S. Government.

PEPFAR is both an opportunity and a challenge for individual posts. In most
countries, PEPFAR is seen as a very positive force, and association with it can enl|
hance many aspects of the USS. presence in a host country as well as promote a wide
range of U.S. interests. Some embassies have used the program to expand public ex'!
posure for a range of U.S. messages, and even to reach areas where the U.S. Govern
ment has had little or no previous exposure. PEPFAR is well-resourced, and somel |
times these resources can translate to broad public diplomacy benefit. At the same
time, the program can be a challenge to embassies that have limited public diplomacy
sections and many other issues to address.

In most cases, an embassy’s public affairs section (PAS) serves primarily as a
source of counsel and guidance to members of the PEPFAR team and as final clear |
ance authority for public messages with policy content. Most of the actual work—
building the messages, arranging public events, and promulgating information—is
done by the implementing agencies and their implementing partners. In some cases,
implementing partners are themselves experienced in public affairs work, or they
hire sophisticated public affairs organizations in the host countries. This division of
responsibility works well when there is an effective PEPFAR coordinator in place, a
well-coordinated PEPFAR team, and experienced implementing agencies. When one
or more of those elements are missing, public diplomacy implementation suffers.

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authority in Managing the PEPFAR Overseas - Nov. 2009 52k

SENSHAHVEBUT UNCEASSHAED



bullardz
Cross-Out

bullardz
Cross-Out


Posts have established different ways of coordinating public affairs activities for
PEPFAR. Some have relied on large meetings of the whole PEPFAR community;
and some have strictly informal communication between PAS and the PEPFAR
team. The most effective means of coordination appears to be a small focus group
that includes limited representation from each implementing agency, PAS, and the
PEPFAR coordinator. These groups can address strategy, messaging, and coordina
tion with limited time demands on the various players.

However, some ambassadors have found that without senior supervision of the
process, the public message can become confusing, with each implementing agency
publicizing its own role as much as, or sometimes more than, the overall program. In
one country, which was not visited by the inspection team, the Ambassador success_
tully played a vigorous directive role, coaching all members of the PEPFAR team
and other sections of the embassy, and insisting on one message devoid of individual
agency identification: that PEPFAR was “from the American people.”

At the embassies visited, some public diplomacy specialists expressed concern to
the inspection team that the proliferation of individual agency logos and messages,
sometimes known as “branding,” is a problem for essentially two reasons:

e First, multiple logos can cause confusion in the non-American public about
the actual source and nature of the PEPFAR program; and

¢ Second, the multiple logos and messages can sometimes cause the impression
that there is dissention within the U.S. Government about the program and
encourage host governments to try to exploit those perceived differences.

The inspection team believes this issue merits attention from the Department
and the headquarters of PEPFAR implementing agencies. The issue is complicated
by the fact that some agencies, such as USAID, have a long history of publicizl]
ing their projects internationally with great effect. Over time, in consultation with
congressional interests, USAID has developed procedures and regulations that are
not easily changed to accommodate a single program. The Department has not
conducted a public diplomacy review of the issue of branding by individual agencies
to determine whether it is appropriate for a program such as PEPFAR, and to make
appropriate recommendations for changes if necessary. Such a review would benefit
from the participation of representatives from the Office of the Under Secretary for
Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordina
tor, the Department’s regional bureaus, and the PEPFAR implementing agencies.
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Recommendation 4: The Office of the US. Global AIDS Coordinator should
coordinate a review of branding by individual agencies specifically related to
the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program and implement apl]
propriate changes. Action: (S/GAC)
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EMBASSY MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES
TO SUPPORT THE PRESIDENT'S
EMERGENCY PLAN FOR AIDS RELIEF

U.S. embassies and consulates provide a platform for all U.S. Government activi|
ties around the world. Most U.S. Government agencies overseas depend primarily or
even exclusively on the embassy for support services including personnel managel |
ment, procurement, financial management, transportation, office space, housing, and
other general services. A few agencies provide all or most of their own support in
select circumstances. For decades, USAID has provided its own support because its
operations in many developing countries were too large for embassies to handle, and
it too had access to more substantial appropriated resources. Peace Corps has tradi |
tionally provided most of its own support because its structures are relatively small
and undemanding, and because the Peace Corps needed to maintain relative indepenl |
dence from the policy entities of the U.S. Government. In recent years, some effort
has been made to regularize and centralize administrative support for the U.S. Govl
ernment platforms overseas with the creation of International Cooperative Adminl|
istrative Support Services (ICASS) and consolidation of Department and USAID
management support operations with those of the embassies. The former is far from
perfect, and the latter is still a work in progress.

The creation and rapid growth of the PEPFAR program overseas has placed a
great strain on the support capabilities of U.S. embassies. The PEPFAR program has
enormous budgetary resources and was able to ramp up personnel and programs
more rapidly than most believed possible. However, those budgetary resources have
been less successfully applied to the many aspects of support services needed over |
seas, either because the program’s sponsors and administrators were reluctant to do
so, or because the Department was either unable or unwilling to develop the required
mechanisms. The Department’s resources have not increased commensurate with the
growth of PEPFAR programs or demands. Budgetary resources have been more or
less flat, and personnel resources have been increasingly stressed by hiring gaps and
the demands of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and other unanticipated crises.

All of the embassies the inspection team visited were particularly constrained by
personnel shortages. Most of the five embassies have chronic difficulty filling their
positions due to these shortages and their own unattractive working environments.
When they do succeed in filling positions, it is often with people who do not have
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the requisite rank and experience. At the posts visited, all but one of the manage'|
ment counselors were in stretch assignments, and several had no previous experience
with most post management functions. All of the posts had chronic gaps in their hul|
man resources sections, and some in their general services sections. Similar situations
were described in the responses to the questionnaires sent to other embassies with
PEPFAR programs.

In some cases, these staffing shortages were aggravated by an ICASS system
that appeared divorced from the reality of post management needs. All of the posts
visited have experienced substantial growth of both American and locally employed
(LE) staff. As the personnel from each implementing agency increases, so does the
amount the agency has to pay annually to ICASS. However, at least two posts—Abul
ja and Pretoria—reported that since 2003, the embassies’ support staff had not kept
up with the increase in PEPFAR activities and personnel, and in the case of Pretoria,
the ICASS budget allocated to the post had actually decreased due to erosion of the
ICASS base.

While it is difficult for individual posts to directly impact the ICASS process, it
may be possible for some of the regional bureaus to weigh in when there are particul
larly glaring anomalies, such as the South Africa case. The inspection team believes
the Bureau of African Affairs (AF), which is the regional bureau most seriously
impacted, could request the opportunity to meet with the ICASS executive board in
Washington and make a case for priority consideration of posts with PEPFAR pro_
grams. ICASS could also make arrangements to directly facilitate the flow of PEPLI
FAR funding instead of filtering it through the various agencies. S/GAC noted it had
a brief dialog with ICASS about paying for its own ICASS staff to help alleviate the
burden on the current staff. S/GAC said it was discouraged from this suggestion by
ICASS Washington, but would be willing to broach the subject again.

Recommendation 5: The Bureau of African Affairs, in coordination with the
Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Cootdinator, should meet with the Interna
tional Cooperative Administrative Support Services executive board in Wash/|
ington and make a case for priority consideration of posts with P President’s
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief programs. (Action: AL, in coordination with
S/GAC)
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Space is also a severe constraint and an enormous challenge to the embassies and
the PEPFAR implementing agencies. Most of the countries with substantial PEP
FAR programs are developing nations with a variety of security problems and limited
office and housing space that meet U.S. Government standards for security and
safety. In many of these countries, the best possible option is for the U.S. Governl |
ment to build its own buildings, but this has obvious resources constraints, and less
obvious but just as important technical and bureaucratic constraints. Central to the
latter is the Bureau of Overseas Buildings Operations (OBO), which is charged with
overseeing security and safety standards and has sole approval authority for most
building and leasing overseas. The Bureau of Diplomatic Security also plays a signifi’|
cant role in security standardization and oversight.

Even when an implementing agency has sufficient funds to lease space and space
is available, securing that space can be problematic. In all but one of the posts vis_|
ited, all or most of the CDC personnel were located outside of the embassy com!
pounds, either in leased office space or in space donated by the host government. In
one country, CDC has been trying for several years to upgrade its space and has acl
tually been paying rent for a year and a half on a lease approved by the embassy and
OBO, but has not moved into that space because it has not met what it described as
a moving target of OBO demands.

Based on interviews at post and in Washington, the inspection team understands
OBO has tremendous demands made upon it worldwide. According to provisions
in the Secure Embassy Construction and Counterterrorism Act of 1999, OBO must
give priority to the most critical security areas. It makes a strong effort to respond
fairly to all requests, but its personnel and budgetary resources are limited. Under
current circumstances, this means many posts and many programs must endure
significant delays. This is particularly problematic for a program such as PEPFAR,
which is not intended to be one of indefinite duration and has some important time
pressures. It is also ironic, because the PEPFAR program has significant budgetary
resources, separate from the Department of State’s budget, that could possibly be
directed to these needs.

The inspection team believes this problem could be significantly diminished
by OBO’s developing parallel procedures, under the umbrella of its authority and
responsibility, for approval of certain projects that would not have to compete for
attention with the overwhelming array of normal demands. Such projects might
include unclassified projects undertaken by other agencies that do not have insur |
mountable security concerns, and for which separate funding is identified. OBO
could establish a stable of reputable architectural or engineering firms to provide
advice and approvals, on behalf of OBO, based on a set of pre-established OBO
standards and guidelines.
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S/GAC leadership questioned whether a parallel system would be costly and
duplicative or legally appropriate. OBO said it was consumed by projects that meet
its legally mandated mission requirements and had insufficient resources for a discrel|
tionary obligation. It added, however, that it has been in contact with PEPFAR staff
across various agencies and Department bureaus. In accordance with 1 FAM 281.1,
covering OBO?’s responsibility to “provide direction and guidance on building mat|
ters abroad...to other agencies,” OBO has agreed to meet with staff to:

e Explain relevant processes;

e Provide statements of work for indefinite delivery or indefinite quantity
contracts;

¢ Recommend architectural and engineering firms;
* Provide information on quality assurance and security standards; and

* Identify entities that can assist in non-Department construction projects.

However, the OIG team believes OBO’s efforts to date have been insufficient,
and this is directly related to insufficient OBO resources. Since regulations require
posts to get OBO approval for a variety of projects, and OBO does not have suffi’]
cient resources to provide its advice and approval in a timely manner, it could establ
lish a procedure by which it can use other available resources to buttress its own and
minimize delays.

Recommendation 6: The Bureau of Overseas Buildings Operations, in coot |
dination with the Bureau of Administration and the Office of the U.S. Global
AIDS Coordinator, should establish parallel procedures for approval of overl]
seas construction and leasing that do not have to compete with the overwhelm(]
ing array of normal demands. (Action: OBO, in coordination with A and S/
GAC)

The inspection team found that all of the embassies in the five countries visited
were making strong efforts to provide necessary support for their PEPFAR prol
grams. However, none was able to fully overcome the chronic resource constraints.

It is not surprising, in the face of these challenges, that some of the agencies
believe they are not receiving the services that they need or are funding. Some stated
they felt they were treated without full consideration by the embassy management
sections—an impression that is reinforced when they are physically separated from
those support services. This impression was strongest among the leadership and
staff of the newest agency to overseas service, the CDC. USAID has considerably
fewer problems with support, because in most countries it continues to provide most
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of its own support. In fact, USAID is providing support to the embassies—not least
by providing the most effective means to date of hiring PEPFAR coordinators. Both
the Department of Defense and the Peace Corps reported some difficulties, but
their operations were small, and their own support staff was sufficient to deal with
most challenges.

In all of the posts visited, the inspection team found the lack of familiarity of
CDC field staff and CDC headquarters with standard operating procedures at over. |
seas posts was a source of many mistakes, misunderstandings, and tension. However,
there appeared to be no formal procedure at post or in Washington to educate either
individuals or agencies new to the foreign affairs field in the procedures and perspec’]
tives developed over the years to sustain overseas operations. The inspection team
believes it would be helpful for the Department to create an appropriate training
program to fill that need. Expenses relating to creation of the course might be offset
by PEPFAR, and then charges for mandatory attendance might be made through
ICASS.

A CDC official said more training would be welcome. Currently, CDC sends its
country directors to the Foreign Service Institute (FFSI) for a week-long class about
working with an embassy. If FSI could provide a week-long class in management
support operations and procedures, CDC would send its country directors and
deputies. It would also be glad for FSI instructors to participate in its annual training
program in Africa and the United States.

Site visits to selected PEPFAR posts also revealed a common problem of both
Department administrative staff and others new to PEPFAR being unfamiliar with
the intricacies of the PEPFAR funding process. Without adequate knowledge of
this important process, the work could not be done smoothly and could waste many
hours that otherwise would be used efficiently. This situation could be improved by
training at F'SI that would specifically address the issue.

Both §/GAC and FSI reported that S/GAC established a cross-training program
with AF to ensure that new Foreign Service officers going to PEPFAR countries are
appropriately briefed. It has also discussed a PEPFAR Budget 101 class for financial
management officers and program staff, and is trying to determine the appropriate
forum. However, no one interviewed at any of the posts mentioned such training,
while many complained that they were unprepared.

FST’s written reply to OIG had several suggestions for dealing with the training
needs. If specialized training were needed for new PEPFAR coordinators, S/GAC
would need to hire a contractor to design and implement the course because it is a
very specialized and technical area. It noted that if a specialized course were needed
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on the subject of the Department’s management support functions, FSI personl |

nel would have to spend a great deal of time and money creating such a course. FSI
felt a more appropriate solution would be for S/GAC to reinstitute the regional and
global conferences that addressed organizational issues in the initial years of the prol]
gram. FSI thought four available courses already provided the necessary coverage:

* ICASS One Day Seminar
e ICASS Basics
* Accounting, Vouchering, and Certifying

e Budgeting for Supervisors

However, the OIG team believes current preparation is insufficient, and that FSI
needs to play a central role in improving it. While PEPFAR is a specialized area, it
is an area to which the U.S. Government is dedicating an average of $7.8 billion per
year over 10 years, more than the annual operating budget for the entire Department.
The program could be better understood. Using PEPFAR money to hire contrac!]
tors is probably acceptable, but it should not be left to S/GAC, which has far less
understanding of how embassies work, to conduct this training, While much of the
familiarization of other agency personnel can probably be done within the existing
structure of management courses, they will probably have to be adjusted to accom!]
modate the unusual demands of the PEPFAR program.

Recommendation 7: The Foreign Service Institute, in coordination with the
Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator, should develop training to introl
duce Department of State support personnel to President’s Emergency Plan
for AIDS Relief program and to introduce other agency personnel to Depart! ]
ment of State management support functions. (Action: FSI, in coordination

with S/GAC)
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THE OFFICE OF THE U.S. GLOBAL AIDS
COORDINATOR

S/GAC is headed by a Coordinator appointed by the President and confirmed by
the Senate to coordinate and oversee the U.S. global response to HIV/AIDS. Ad_
cording to the PEPFAR Web site, the Coordinator reports directly to the Secretary
of State and has the following duties:

e Leads the US. Government’s international HIV/AIDS efforts;

* Ensures program and policy coordination among the relevant U.S. Governl
ment agencies and departments and nongovernmental organizations, avoid_
ing duplication of effort;

*  Pursues coordination with other countries and international organizations;

¢ Resolves policy, program, and funding disputes among the relevant U.S. Gov_
ernment agencies and departments;

* Directly approves all activities of the United States relating to combating
HIV/AIDS in 15 focus countries; and

* Promotes program accountability and monitors progress toward meeting
PEPFAR’s goals.”

The OIG inspection of S/GAC in 2008 (ISP-I-08-23, February 2008) described
the challenges facing S/GAC and the effort it has made to meet them. The inspec!
tion report had high praise for the office, for its leadership and staff, and for the
remarkable job it had done in creating a unique program to address an enormously
complex problem. This inspection team does not take issue with that report’s praise.
Indeed, a year later, the successes of the program are even more evident, having
actually met the expressed goal of making available antiretroviral treatment to 2 mil |
lion people worldwide. The dedicated and talented staff in S/GAC bears much of
the credit for that success. The predominant view of S/GAC from the field is also
generally positive. The previous Administration’s leadership team in S/GAC appears
to have been almost universally admired, both for their vision and for their ability to
pragmatically address difficult issues and situations. The S/GAC staff is seen as intel |
ligent, hard working, and generally accessible.

"For mote information, see www.PEPFAR.gov.
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However, the inspection team also heard extensive observations that, while ac_|
cessible and sympathetic to post concerns, S/GAC has been unable to address all of
those concerns. The most prominent examples given are the continuing and grow’
ing planning and reporting burdens. Almost every one of the 23 posts responding
to the OIG questionnaire listed preparing the annual and semiannual reports, and
the annual COP and responding to endless short-fused requests for information as
the most serious, time consuming, resource consuming, and—in their view—most
unnecessary burdens faced in implementing the PEPFAR program. Many posts have
appealed to S/GAC to rationalize and reduce the burden. However, most posts say
the burden has not decreased. Many report the burden has, in fact, increased each
year with new requirements and guidelines.

Many posts reported that most or all of the personnel at post who are engaged
primarily with PEPFAR responsibilities spend as much as 6 months of all their
time on the COP process alone, not to mention other regular and ad hoc reporting
requirements. They argue this is time that would be better spent on oversight of the
program and the field, and on more strategic thinking about how to more effectively
pursue PEPFAR goals and to integrate those efforts into broader U.S. interests and
objectives. Some posts stated they needed to give more attention to strategic issues,
such as encouraging host countries to take on more responsibility for the program
and reducing long-term U.S. Government liabilities, but they also stated they are
unable to do so, specifically because the planning and reporting burdens placed on
them by S/GAC leave them insufficient time and resources.

One PEPFAR coordinator explained program accountability is harmed by the
amount of time senior technical staff must dedicate to the COP process as well as
semiannual reporting requirements. It reduced significantly the time available for
direct program management and oversight, field visits by senior technical and mana
gerial staff, and the early identification of implementation bottlenecks. This is com!
pounded by some missions, such as Nigeria, which have relied on fairly large stratel]
gic information teams, which have taxed interagency staff resources. Some posts and
USAID development missions have attempted to outsource the strategic information
function to a private contractor, freeing up staff time to address other inadequately
filled program management responsibilities.

This inspection team believes that devoting 50 percent of program time and
resources to planning and resources is excessive, but recognizes there are political
reasons for these demands, and some agencies have also argued there are technical or
scientific needs for such information. These issues need to be discussed and debated
in the larger context of U.S. Government development assistance reform.
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There are two areas where the inspection team believes changes could be made
that would streamline the planning and reporting process and reduce redundancy.
They would also ensure that requests for information are sufficiently important to
merit placing the additional burden on missions in the field without seriously impact’ |
ing political demands on the program.

The first would be to place the COP exercise on a biennial rather than an annual
basis. A review that S/GAC sponsored in 2005 already made such a recommenda
tion. The COP is essentially a budget submission tool. Its descriptive parts do not
need to be changed every year, particularly as the program is now more mature. Dutl |
ing the second 5-year phase of the program, which will focus increasingly on build™]
ing host government willingness and ability to take over and sustain the program, a
COP with a longer term and more consistent scope is also more appropriate. The
yearly statistics, which are still being reported with the annual and semiannual report. |
ing requirements, will continue to be available for the budget submission process.
Reducing the COP burden on the posts from an annual to a biennial basis would
considerably free up post resources and enhance both implementation of the pro
gram and strategic direction.

S/GAC officials told the OIG team it was aware of the problems faced by posts.
It had done an assessment of needs in 2008, and is implementing a new technical
requirements and database system this year. S/GAC has argued that COPs cannot be
done every 2 years until there is a 2-year budget plan, but it might be possible to inl|
put COP data in 1 year and update it the next year, thus having multiyear entry data.
Budgets, targets, and results would have to be refreshed annually. The OIG team did
not agree. Simply adjusting the process each year actually increases the burdens on
the posts. The COP can be submitted by posts biennially. For the years the posts do
not make a COP submission, S/GAC can make the submission using current data
from the annual and semiannual reports. The posts would not have to revise and
rewrite the COP every year.

Recommendation 8: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Cootdinator, after
appropriate consultations with Congress, should reduce post country operation
plan submissions to a biennial basis, and use post annual and semiannual rel|
porting to prepate the annual budget submission. (Action: S/GAC)
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The second way the tasking burden might be reduced would be to establish a
clearance process within S/GAC for all PEPFAR-related demands that are made to
overseas posts from S/GAC, the interagency working groups, and the implement! |
ing agencies. Currently, there is a process for the deputy principals meetings to clear
policy directives to the field, but there is not a central place within S/GAC for cleat' |
ing other requests or demands, other than perhaps the senior leadership itself. The
interagency working groups often function without direct S/GAC supervision and
make their own demands on the posts. There needs to be a single entity within S/
GAC that is specifically aware of the totality of demands being made on posts, as
well as the resource conditions at individual posts. This entity would make determi|
nations about the relative importance of these demands and then be held account |
able for those determinations. S/GAC needs to clarify to its own staff and to all the
interagency working groups that no binding requests for information or reports can
be made without going through this clearance process. This would also be the entity
to which posts and bureaus could appeal taskers if necessary.

Recommendation 9: The Office of the US. Global AIDS Coordinator should
establish a single entity within S/GAC that is responsible for assessing and
clearing all taskers sent to posts from S/GAC and the President’s Emergency
Plan for AIDS Relief technical working groups, and guidance for communicat |
ing with that entity. (Action: S/GAC)

Many people in the field believe a major cause of misunderstandings or disagreel |
ments between S/GAC and the field is the lack of experience most S/GAC person/]
nel have living and working overseas and even a lack of experience being on the
receiving end of requests for reports or information—which results in a correspond’!
ing inability to distinguish between what requests are essential and what are merely
desirable.

In addition, the inspection team was struck by how little communication and
cross-fertilization there is between S/GAC and the rest of the Department. There
was very good communication between the former S/GAC Coordinator and senior
Department leadership, including the Secretary, the Deputy Secretary, and others.
However, there is significantly less communication between other S/GAC personnel
in the policy and management support offices in the Department.

One example was the former Coordinator’s appeal to the Deputy Secretary in the
summer of 2008 for, among other things, Department assistance in filling PEPFAR
coordinator positions overseas. While the Coordinator received a positive response
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from the Deputy Secretary, the inspection team found no evidence in either the
Director General’s office or the regional bureaus that this response was conveyed
from the Deputy Secretary’s office to any other part of the building or that S/GAC
followed up on it.

The inspection team believes both S/GAC and implementation of the PEPFAR
program would benefit from increased cross-fertilization and exchange of personnel
between S/GAC, the Department, and overseas posts. Most S/GAC personnel have
only worked on PEPFAR from S/GAC headquarters. They may have travelled to
overseas posts, but they have not had the experience of living, working, and imple_
menting the program in an overseas environment. For some, their only work experi’ |
ence has been in S/GAC. They would benefit significantly from a tour overseas. The
posts would also benefit from the application of S/GAC experience to program
implementation. During this inspection, the inspection team saw first-hand the ben’
efit such experience brought to the position of PEPFAR coordinator at the embassy
in Nigeria.

Both S/GAC and the Department now suffer from the lack of Department pol’]
icy and administrative expertise in S/GAC. When S/GAC was first established one
of the two deputy coordinator positions was filled by an ambassadorial-level For |
eign Service officer. The OIG team heard that individual played an important role
in facilitating the relationship between COMs, the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator,
and the PEPFAR program. When he departed, S/GAC filled the position with an
Ambassador who had set up one of the first PEPFAR programs overseas. When he
left, the U.S. HIV/AIDS Cootdinator promoted the Director of Program Services
into the position, a USAID senior Foreign Service officer with years of international
development and public health experience.

The inspection team believes S/GAC needs a senior person with extensive
experience in policy formulation, preferably an ambassador who has worked with
PEPFAR in the field. The second 5 years of PEPFAR will focus on the initiation
and development of Partnership Frameworks, which are agreements between the
U.S. Government and host governments to guide the next 5 years of assistance and
establish the foundation for host governments to take over the programs. This will
involve a whole range of diplomatic activity. It is important for S/GAC to have the
presence of someone who has that range of expetience, both to contribute to S/
GAC decision-making and to help access all the necessary levels of the Department
in the process.
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S/GAC told the OIG team it submitted two Foreign Service position descripl]
tions to the Department in October 2008. The Department, as of August 2009, had
not classified the positions and the exact status of these positions is unclear. It may
be that S/GAC has sufficient seniot-level positions, but they are inappropriately
filled. It may be that a new position is needed.

Recommendation 10: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator, in
coordination with the Bureau of Human Resources, should place on the bid list
a senior Foreign Service officer position to be filled by a candidate with Departt |
ment of State-specific knowledge and experience with an overseas President’s
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program. (Action: S/GAC, in coordination
with DGHR)

While S/GAC would benefit from high-level policy expertise, it would also
benefit from the expertise of senior- or mid-level Foreign Service or Civil Service
personnel with administrative and management experience in its relations with the
Department of State. For a variety of reasons, the Department and S/GAC have not
successfully filled Foreign Service positions in S/GAC during the first 5 years of the
program. Part of this is certainly due to the general shortage of Department person
nel. Part of it may also be due to a perception that a tour of duty in S/GAC would
not be “career-enhancing.”” While it is unlikely the Department will resolve its short']
age of active-duty personnel soon enough to make a difference to S/GAC, there
are other ways of accessing experienced personnel. One would be to make available
retired Foreign Service and Civil Service personnel on a WAE or contract basis. Each
Department bureau maintains its own list of WAE personnel. The Bureau of Hu'
man Resources does not maintain a roster of WAE employees Department-wide, but
it does have a database of skills (self-identified) of employees and former employees
who are interested in supporting the Department during crises or as urgent needs
arise. Offices can request a data run from this database.

Recommendation 11: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator
should request from relevant bureaus an annually updated list of when-actuallyl]
employed personnel from which it can employ Foreign Service personnel expel
rienced in appropriate administrative and management areas. (Action: S/GAC)
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PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE

S/GAC’s concept of developing Partnership Frameworks with individual coun
tries to encourage and assist those countries in assuming increasing ownership of the
HIV/AIDS programs is a good start. This is a phase that involves more traditional
diplomatic challenges than the creation of an emergency program to treat victims
of HIV/AIDS. It will require the application of diplomatic skills in the field, and it
will require more foreign policy coordination and direction in Washington from the
Department and possibly the National Security Council than the PEPFAR program
has received thus far.

The Ambassadors and PEPFAR teams in countries with PEPFAR programs are
engaged. The inspection team’s impression is that the Department is less engaged.
The regional bureaus in particular need to participate in the process, both with
regard to the bilateral challenges and to integrating them regionally and multilater]
ally with other strategic U.S. interests. Building a sustainable public health program
owned by individual governments and coordinated regionally and internationl]
ally involves broader development issues, as well as bilateral and regional relations
(political, economic, and security) than the PEPFAR program thus far. These issues
need attention and coordination beyond the purview of either S/GAC or individual
COMs.

Recommendation 12: The Secretariat of the Department of State should di’!
rect each Department of State regional bureau with a President’s Emergency
Plan for AIDS Relief program to assign an appropriate office or deputy assis_|
tant secretary with responsibility for overseeing and coordinating all President’s
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief issues within the bureau’s area of responsibil |
ity. (Action: S/ES)

There are also some serious potential dangers ahead. The U.S. Government has
in some respects adopted a large population of non-U.S. citizens for whose lives and
livelihoods it has varying degrees of responsibility. In a country like Nigeria, the U.S.
Government alone pays for and provides antiretroviral medications that sustain the
lives of more than 300,000 Nigerians and by extension the livelihoods of their fami |
lies. S/GAC leadership says the United States has made the policy very clear that the
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treatment is for life and PEPFAR cannot walk away. The U.S. Government believes
the issues to resolve are new patients and how PEPFAR transitions more responsi|
bility to partner governments through Partnership Frameworks. This may indeed be
what is needed over the long term. However, if the U.S. Government becomes un'|
able to continue paying for this treatment, in the short-to-medium term those people
will almost certainly die, their families will suffer accordingly, and it might even affect
the nature and intensity of the epidemic. In addition to presenting a clear humanitar |
ian danger, this could have significant implications for stability in the host countries,
for bilateral relations, and for global perceptions of the United States. Some indi |
vidual posts have begun to address this concern within their own policy parameters.
Some interviewed at posts and in Washington told the inspection team that Wash!|
ington did not begin to address the issue seriously until the Ambassador in Zambia
specifically warned the Department of the potential dangers.

One PEPFAR coordinator pointed out another concern that is sometimes
referred to as the budgetary momentum. It was created by escalating budgets from
2005-2008 and pressure to increase targets to help meet the worldwide PEPFAR
targets. In the case of Nigeria as well as other countries, counseling, care, and treat!|
ment programs accelerated sharply, leading to increasingly higher caseloads and
future demands for services. This has robbed funds needed for essential prevention
services. In the case of Nigeria, prevention funding has dropped from approximately
45 percent to under 35 percent of all available funding,

The Department needs to keep an eye on this and to task the regional bureaus
and posts with analysis and policy proposals to avoid or cope with such an eventul |
ality. Again, the inspection team believes this is a policy issue that goes beyond the
parameters of S/GAC’s expertise and responsibility. This will also require ongoing
consultations with Congress, and those consultations should not be left entirely to
S/GAC. The inspection team believes the Department should task an appropriate
Under Secretary with responsibility for oversight of the policy implications of the
PEPFAR program.

The authorizing legislation is very specific about the S/GAC Coordinator report. |
ing directly to the Secretary of State. S/GAC felt the legislation would have to be
changed in order for the following recommendation to be possible. Nevertheless,
S/GAC said the Department’s new Deputy Sectretary for Management is engaged
with S/GAC and PEPFAR. However, the OIG team believes first that ad hoc en
gagement is not sufficient and a senior policy official needs to be assigned specific
responsibility, and second that such responsibility need not interfere with the ability
of the S/GAC Cootdinator to report directly to the Secretary.
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Recommendation 13: The Secretariat of the Department of State should des_!
ignate an appropriate Under Secretary with principal responsibility for oversight
of the policy implications of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
program. (Action: S/ES)

Many posts have been reluctant during the first 5 years of the PEPFAR program
to raise questions about the longer term policy implications of the program and the
way it is administered. This is understandable given the clear admonishments from
both the White House and the Department to give it every possible support. It may
have been justified by the need to get this unique program off the ground. However,
now that it is up and running, it is the Ambassadors’ responsibility to think about the
broader implications of the program for U.S. interests in their host countries and to
keep the Department and Administration advised of potential dangers.

In October 2008 and again in December 2008, the Under Secretary for Political
Affairs and the US. Global AIDS Coordinator sent a cable to COMs with the subject
of “Message on PEPFAR partnership compacts from Under Secretary Burns and
Ambassador Dybul.”® The message stressed the importance of seeking greater counl]
try ownership in responding to HIV/AIDS through the development of partnership
compacts with host nations. It asked for COM leadership throughout the process,
helping the country team to engage the host country government across multiple
ministries and to engage key partners from the nongovernmental sector. The Dell
partment needs to revise and reissue its October and December 2008 instruction to
COMs to ensure this responsibility is perfectly clear.

Recommendation 14: The Secretariat of the Department of State should rel!
quire that the October and December 2008 instructions to chiefs of mission
are revised and reissued to make clear that their responsibilities for supporting
the implementation of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief prol
gram also include critical analysis of the program’s implications for future pol
litical and economic stability. (Action: S/ES)

8State cable 10619, October 7, 2008, and State cable 127533, December 3, 2008.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: The Bureau of African Affairs should develop and imple!
ment a clear process that makes it a priority to provide interim chiefs of mission
to posts that have a President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program and
where, for any reason, a fully accredited ambassador is not available. (Action: AF)

Recommendation 2: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator should ask
that the appropriate level of implementing agencies send an annual directive to
their overseas personnel with responsibilities for a President’s Emergency Plan
for AIDS Relief program reminding them to give top priority to cooperation and
program coordination with other implementing agencies. (Action: S/GAC)

Recommendation 3: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator, in cootl]
dination with the Bureau of Human Resources, should design and implement a
plan for hiring coordinators. (Action: S/GAC, in coordination with DGHR)

Recommendation 4: The Office of the US. Global AIDS Coordinator should
coordinate a review of branding by individual agencies specifically related to the
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program and implement appropriate
changes. Action: (§/GAC)

Recommendation 5: The Bureau of African Affairs, in coordination with the Of
fice of the U.S. Global AIDS Cootrdinator, should meet with the International
Cooperative Administrative Support Services executive board in Washington and
make a case for priority consideration of posts with P President’s Emergency Plan
for AIDS Relief programs. (Action: AF, in coordination with S/GAC)

Recommendation 6: The Bureau of Overseas Buildings Operations, in coordinal |
tion with the Bureau of Administration and the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator, should establish parallel procedures for approval of overseas conl|
struction and leasing that do not have to compete with the overwhelming array of
normal demands. (Action: OBO, in coordination with A and S/GAC)

Recommendation 7: The Foreign Service Institute, in coordination with the Of'
fice of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator, should develop training to introduce
Department of State support personnel to President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS
Relief program and to introduce other agency personnel to Department of State
management support functions. (Action: FSI, in coordination with S/GAC)
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Recommendation 8: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator, after apl!
propriate consultations with Congtress, should reduce post country operation plan
submissions to a biennial basis, and use post annual and semiannual reporting to
prepate the annual budget submission. (Action: S/GAC)

Recommendation 9: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Cootdinator should
establish a single entity within S/GAC that is responsible for assessing and clear' |
ing all taskers sent to posts from S/GAC and the President’s Emergency Plan for

AIDS Relief technical working groups, and guidance for communicating with that
entity. (Action: S/GAC)

Recommendation 10: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator, in coordi |
nation with the Bureau of Human Resources, should place on the bid list a senior
Foreign Service officer position to be filled by a candidate with Department of
State-specific knowledge and experience with an overseas President’s Emergency

Plan for AIDS Relief program. (Action: S/GAC, in coordination with DGHR)

Recommendation 11: The Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator should
request from relevant bureaus an annually updated list of when-actually-employed
personnel from which it can employ Foreign Service personnel experienced in apl
propriate administrative and management areas. (Action: S/GAC)

Recommendation 12: The Secretariat of the Department of State should direct
each Department of State regional bureau with a President’s Emergency Plan for
AIDS Relief program to assign an appropriate office or deputy assistant secretary
with responsibility for overseeing and coordinating all President’s Emergency Plan
for AIDS Relief issues within the bureau’s area of responsibility. (Action: S/ES)

Recommendation 13: The Secretariat of the Department of State should designate
an appropriate Under Secretary with principal responsibility for oversight of the
policy implications of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program.
(Action: S/ES)

Recommendation 14: The Secretariat of the Department of State should require
that the October and December 2008 instructions to chiefs of mission are revised
and reissued to make clear that their responsibilities for supporting the implemen'!
tation of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program also include
critical analysis of the program’s implications for future political and economic
stability. (Action: S/ES)
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INFORMAL RECOMMENDATIONS IN
APPENDICES A-1 THROUGH A-5

Informal recommendations cover operational matters not requiring action by ot
ganizations outside the inspected unit and/or the parent regional bureau. Informal
recommendations will not be subject to the OIG compliance process. However, any
subsequent OIG inspection or on-site compliance review will assess the mission’s
progress in implementing the informal recommendations.

The second phase of the PEPFAR program in Botswana is likely to place more
demands on Embassy Gaborone than its current staff can meet. The Embassy’s
current administrative support staff may be sufficient, but PEPFAR growth will
probably exceed its capabilities soon. Non-PEPFAR developments are also likely to
increase the management section’s burdens. For these reasons, the inspection team
believes the post and the Department should begin now to strengthen the manage’
ment section’s ability to meet these challenges.

Informal Recommendation 1: Embassy Gaborone should immediately reassess the
burdens that increased growth of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
program over the next 5 years will place on the management section and submit a rel|
port to the Bureau of African Affairs, the Bureau of Human Resources, and the Of’]
fice of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator with specific personnel or other requests.

Personnel in the PEPFAR implementing agencies at Embassy Gaborone believe the
Embassy is not able to provide all of the support needed. Some of this may be due
to insufficient support personnel. If PEPFAR and other program personnel increase
without a commensurate increase in personnel, problems with support and morale
are likely to increase at Embassy Gaborone. The Ambassador must maintain the
proper balance.

Informal Recommendation 2: Embassy Gaborone should exercise ambassadorial
control of National Security Decision Directive-38 permission more judiciously to
restrict the arrival of new President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program per |
sonnel pending responses from the Bureaus of African Affairs and Overseas Build |
ings Operations to the Embassy’s requests for space approval and additional support
personnel.
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The second phase of the PEPFAR program in Botswana will also place more de|
mands on traditional diplomacy. The Ambassador, the DCM, and the political/ecol
nomic section at Embassy Gaborone will need to be more active with the Governl |
ment of Botswana across the board assessing its capabilities, evaluating the way its
objectives mesh with PEPFAR objectives, and working to obtain its agreement in the
negotiating and implementation process. The Embassy has already requested a third
political/economic officer to take on this kind of work and to fill the gap left by
removal of the regional environment and health officer (REHO) position.

Informal Recommendation 3: Embassy Gaborone should request that the Bureau
of African Affairs fully factor President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program
needs into its consideration of the Embassy’s request for a third political/economic
officer position.

The current new embassy compound (NEC) plans for Embassy Addis Ababa posi|
tion the PEPFAR and health staffs of CDC and USAID on separate floors, appat’ |
ently at the strong insistence of USAID that all of USAID staff remain together on
the same floor. The OIG team questions the wisdom of diluting this opportunity for
increased synergy in what is still the largest single development program in Ethiopia.
While the OIG team was not in a position to fairly balance the comparative benefits
of the two alternatives, it believes the Ambassadot should revisit this decision and
ensure that USAID’s management concerns are properly balanced with the needs of
the PEPFAR program and its principle of interagency coordination and cooperation.

Informal Recommendation 4: Embassy Addis Ababa should revisit the decision to
locate the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program staff of the Centers
for Disease Control and U.S. Agency for International Development on separate
floors and balance U.S. Agency for International Development’s management conl !
cerns with the needs of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program
and its principle of interagency coordination and cooperation.

The strategic priorities of the Ambassador to Nigeria are rational and well-articulat!]
ed. The OIG team does not challenge them, or the Ambassador’s decision to spend
more time focusing on the mission’s higher priority objectives than on PEPFAR.
However, the OIG team believes the Ambassador needs to devote more personal
attention to certain aspects of the program requiring influence and perspective that
only the COM can bring to bear.
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Informal Recommendation 5: Embassy Abuja should devote more attention to
certain aspects of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief program, such
as the Embassy’s relationship with the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator,
and the more strategic issues of reducing U.S. Government liabilities and promoting
long-term sustainability.

Public diplomacy support of the PEPFAR program in Nigeria has been sporadic,
and communication between the PAS and those implementing the PEPFAR prol|
gram has been limited. Part of the problem is that efforts at coordination have been
made in organizational meetings that are too large with too extensive an agenda to
effectively address public diplomacy issues.

Informal Recommendation 6: Embassy Abuja should establish a small forum with
a limited group of appropriate people to address public diplomacy issues related to
the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief.

There is a severe shortage of office space for current and future PEPFAR-related
personnel in Pretoria. The ideal solution of building an embassy annex on the cur
rent compound has been postponed to 2023 at the earliest. The PEPFAR program
needs space now. The OIG team believes the next best solution is to proceed with
the USAID proposal to build another unclassified building next to the current
USAID building, using PEPFAR funding for part of the cost. The U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator did not agree to that proposal when first presented.

Informal Recommendation 7: Embassy Pretoria should present a new proposal to
the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator to fund part of the United States
Agency for International Development annex expansion.
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIAL

Name Arrival Date

U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator Dr. Eric Goosby 06/09
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AF

ARV

CDC

COM

COP
Department
DCM

FSI
DHAPP

HHS
ICASS

LE
NEC
NGO
NSDD
OBO
OES

OIG
PAS
PEPFAR
PSC

ABBREVIATIONS

Bureau of African Affairs

antiretroviral

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
chief of mission

Country Operational Plan

Department of State

deputy chief of mission

Foreign Service Institute

Department of Defense HIV/AIDS Prevention
Program

Department of Health and Human Services

International Cooperative Administrative Support
Services

locally employed

new embassy compound
nongovernmental organization

National Security Decision Directive
Bureau of Overseas Buildings Operations

Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental
and Scientific Affairs

Office of Inspector General
public affairs section
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief

personal services contract
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REHO regional environment and health officer

S/GAC Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator (also
OGAC)

USAID United States Agency for International Development

WAE when actually employed
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APPENDIX A-1: BOTSWANA COUNTRY
REPORT BACKGROUND

Botswana was one of the first countries in Africa to recognize it had a serious
HIV/AIDS epidemic and to begin to do something about it. The HIV virus there
is one of the most virulent varieties known and infects more than 20 percent of the
adult population of Botswana.

The U.S. Government has been working with Botswana on efforts to combat
HIV/AIDS since at least 1995; PEPFAR began there in 2004. When it was initiated,
the Government of Botswana insisted that it fit into its existing effort. The program
was welcomed, but not unconditionally. PEPFAR has put about $300 million into
Botswana over the last 5 years. In FY 2009, the budget for Botswana was $91 mil |
lion. It is allocated to four sectors as follows: prevention $32.2 million; care $18.7
million; treatment $22.2 million; and other $18 million.

The Government of Botswana manages and provides most of the funds for
maintaining the 117,000 people who are currently on ARV treatment. This is made
possible by disposable revenue from the diamond industry. Although the global
economic crisis has adversely impacted that revenue, the Government of Botswana
has substantial reserves upon which it is now drawing to continue its support for the
HIV/AIDS program. It is unclear how long it will be able to continue to do so.

Chief of Mission Role

The last three U.S. Ambassadors to Botswana have played active roles in efforts
to combat HIV/AIDS. The previous Ambassador, who served during the eatly
(though not initial) stages of the program and left post in 2008, assigned the DCM
primary responsibility for coordination; but the Ambassador attended meetings,
actively promoted the program with the Government of Botswana, engaged exten' !
sively in public diplomacy, and helped conceive, build, and support specific projects
such as the programs addressing refugees from Zimbabwe. The Ambassador also
dealt effectively with several interagency and managerial problems.

The current Ambassador is committed to active personal involvement with the
program, but this was delayed by unforeseen and unavoidable circumstances that
kept him away from post for extended periods.
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The inspection team believes that active COM involvement with the program

will be essential as the mission initiates the Partnership Framework with more in]

tensive and extensive cooperation with the Government of Botswana. The Ambasl

sadot’s role will be critical to shaping the direction of the negotiations, leading them,
and coordinating them with S/GAC and the Department. The Ambassador will also
need to deal with imminent changes in post personnel, including the rotation of the
DCM, the CDC country director, and an influx of new USAID personnel.

Coordination

The US. Government implementing agencies in Botswana are HHS/CDC,
USAID, Department of Defense/Department of Defense HIV/AIDS Prevention
Program (DHAPP), Peace Corps, and the Department of State.

Botswana is unusual because CDC is the largest of the implementing agen’
cies and is implementing programs beyond just PEPFAR. CDC’s FY 2009
program budget is $70.1 million or 77 percent of the total.

USAID actually closed out its assistance program in the late 1990s and
moved its remaining regional support from Gaborone to Pretoria in 2000. It
only recently began to restore a limited presence. Currently, the USAID pro_!
gram is run by three American personnel on PSCs. There are no direct-hire
personnel, though there are plans to send two in the near future. USAID’s
FY 2009 program budget is $16 million or 18 percent of the total.

The Department of Defense/DHAPP has a relatively small program with
an FY 2009 budget of $1.7 million managed by very limited staff. It concen’
trates on the Botswana Defense Force, but also contributes to the construcl]
tion of facilities that relate to the broader civilian program.

The Peace Corps in Botswana uses $ 1.5 million of PEPFAR funds, which
pay the salaries and expenses of a number of Peace Corps volunteers. They
work at the community level primarily on training and education. While tech
nically only a limited number of the Peace Corps volunteers are funded by
PEPFAR, virtually all the Peace Corps volunteers in Botswana are involved
with PEPFAR and the HIV/AIDS efforts in one form or another because
of the ubiquity of the problem and of government efforts to address it.

The Department administers about 1 percent PEPFAR funds as an extension
of the Ambassador’s self-help funds directed at short-term support for civil
soclety organizations.
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Coordination of the different agency programs is reasonably effective, and the
inspection team saw no serious problems impacting the program’s effectiveness or
cooperation with the Government of Botswana. There have been some unresolved
tensions between some of the agencies. While there is coordination of the various
efforts, the agencies have not been functioning as a closely integrated team, and the
program is therefore missing some of the synergy that it can produce. This is sut’ |
prising given the relatively small size of the Embassy and the importance of PEP.
FAR and HIV/AIDS in Botswana. Part of the reason was due to personalities, a
lack of consistency in PEPFAR coordinators (see below), and unusual fluctuation in
agency presence. However, the inspection team also concluded part of it was due to
existing coordination mechanisms. There are two regular management meetings for
interagency PEPFAR coordination at post. The first is a monthly information-shar |
ing meeting that brings together all senior PEPFAR elements with other embassy elel
ments such as the political/economic, public affairs, and management sections. The
second is an operational monthly meeting of the PEPFAR technical working groups.

The mission is lacking a mechanism or forum for more concentrated coordina
tion, problem solving, and strategic thinking, The inspection team believes establish |
ing a senior management team, along the lines done in some other PEPFAR posts,
which would include only the senior PEPFAR individual from each implementing
agency, would fill this need. It could meet weekly and be charged with addressing all
elements of the program, including strategic planning, and report to the DCM or
Ambassador. Such a mechanism will be critical as the Embassy moves into the Part’ |
nership Framework process with the Government of Botswana.

The PEPFAR Coordinator

When the inspection team visited Botswana, there was no PEPFAR coordinator
on board, the most recent coordinator having left in August 2008. The OIG team
was subsequently informed that an excellent candidate had been selected and would
begin in early August 2009.

Since the inception of the PEPFAR program, the Embassy has had several PEPL
FAR coordinators, none of which has been fully satisfactory. Ironically, the single
most successful PEPFAR coordinator in Botswana was actually terminated upon
recommendation of the OIG inspection in 2005. That individual had been assigned
to Botswana as the REHO, a position funded by the Bureau of Oceans and Inter |
national Environmental and Scientific Affairs (OES). The officer did a solid job of
coordinating the PEPFAR program and communicating with Washington, but the
task was so time consuming that he had difficulties fulfilling the other responsibili |
ties given to him by OES. The OIG inspection team concluded a separate individual
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should be found to coordinate PEPFAR. Since that time, the post has been unsucl!
cessful in finding a satisfactory replacement to handle PEPFAR, and OES has also
decided to eliminate the REHO position. The OIG team was later informed the
REHO position is being advertised as a 2010 vacancy. The COM anticipated the

1-year freeze would not become permanent.

Embassy Botswana has had great difficulty finding and hiring PEPFAR coordi
nators. Like other posts, it has had virtually no help from the Department in dol
ing so. Like other posts, it has concluded the easiest mechanism is a USAID PSC,
and USAID has been accommodating. The last PEPFAR coordinator was a retired
USAID officer who, according to others at post, had difficulty in coordinating the
process. The most recent attempt to hire a replacement fell apart when the top can!
didates withdrew at the last minute to take other jobs. The Embassy has restarted the
effort.

Several of the implementing agency representatives stressed the need for the
PEPFAR coordinator position to be a Department direct-hire position, filled by
someone who can be credibly neutral as well as an effective communicator and orga|
nizet.

The position of PEPFAR coordinator will be critical to the program’s success
over the next several years, particularly as the mission moves into the Partnership
Framework process and the long-term challenge of building a sustainable program.

Support from the Embassy

Embassy leadership has made it clear that PEPFAR is one of the mission’s high'
est priorities. All sections are expected to support it to the best of their ability, and
during the inspection, they all expressed enthusiastic support for the program. All of
the PEPFAR implementing agencies agreed everyone is doing their best and often
going out of their way to help make the program a success. However, many in the
implementing agencies still believe the Embassy is not able to provide all of the supl
port needed. They believe sometimes this is due to insufficient embassy resources,
inadequate expertise, or Department and ICASS regulations and procedures that are
not changing quickly enough to meet the program needs.

The major concerns were continuing difficulties with LE position classifical|
tion and office space. Changes to the Computer-Assisted Job Evaluation system are
being made in Washington, but the results are only trickling out to the field. The
implementing agencies in Botswana say it is challenging to hire qualified staff. The
Embassy needs more space to accommodate the PEPFAR program, which continl]
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ues to grow. Unlike in some other countries, office space is available in Gaborone.
However, the process embassies have to go through with OBO and the Bureau of
Diplomatic Security to approve that space for lease and occupancy can be long and
cumbersome. The Embassy reports it takes about 2 years after space has been found
to obtain the approval and complete the compliance process to move in.

The second phase of the PEPFAR program, the negotiation of a Partnership
Framework and an intensified focus on sustainability, is likely to place more demands
on the Embassy than its current staff can meet.

The Embassy’s current administrative support staff may be sufficient, but antici |
pated (and probably unanticipated) PEPFAR growth will soon exceed its capabilities.
Both CDC and USAID have plans to expand. At other posts, USAID’s own adminis’
trative support capabilities ameliorate such burdens, but it is unlikely that USAID will
place support staff in Gaborone in the near future. Non-PEPFAR developments are
also likely to increase the management section’s burdens. The Marine security guard
detachment at one time was to be removed, but the Bureau of Diplomatic Secul
rity has decided not to close it for now. If the Marine security guard detachment is
closed, management and the regional security officer would need to implement a new
system for securing the Embassy. For these reasons, the inspection team believes the
Embassy and the Department should begin now to strengthen the management secl!
tion’s ability to meet these challenges.

Both the Department support staff and CDC staff stressed the need for more
training. Embassy support staff reported they have never received any general guid'!
ance or training regarding PEPFAR, and this is particularly needed in the general and
financial services area. At present, CDC and the Department financial systems are
not integrated, which makes tracking more complicated and adds a burden to both
CDC and the Embassy’s financial management sections. The CDC management of' |
ficer had received training that gave him some familiarity with Department of State
support procedures, but this is still lacking for the CDC staff in Atlanta. CDC has
sent a contracting officer to Pretoria as part of a pilot program to establish procure!
ment expertise overseas. The OIG team made informal recommendations concernl’!
ing these issues.

The second phase of the PEPFAR program in Botswana will also place more
demands on traditional diplomacy. The Ambassadot, the DCM, and the political/
economic section at Embassy Gaborone will need to be more active with the Govl
ernment of Botswana across the board assessing its capabilities, evaluating the way
its objectives mesh with PEPFAR objectives, and working to obtain its agreement in
the negotiating and implementation process. The Embassy has already requested a
third political/economic officer to take on this kind of work and to fill the gap left
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by removal of the REHO position. The OIG team made an informal recommenda
tion concerning this issue.

Support from the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator

The Embassy considers the reporting burden to be onerous and unnecessary.
While accepting the need for more reporting to keep Congress informed and supl
portive, the Embassy highlighted that it still receives constant requests for more
information not included in the regular submissions. It, therefore, questions the value
of the enormous annual submissions designed to establish a database in Washington.
It also echoed the complaint of other posts that S/GAC is constantly changing the
guidelines for the regular reporting, which reduces the ability to gain any advantage
through familiarity with the reporting system.

The Embassy also points out the reporting burden will likely be even greater
for the next stage of PEPFAR. As cooperation with the Government of Botswana
increases, the myriad demands from Washington will fall on the shoulders of the
Government of Botswana as well as the U.S. PEPFAR staff. The growth of burden-
sharing with the Government of Botswana will mean many aspects of implementa’]
tion, including response to S/GAC taskings, will slow down. It will be much more
difficult to task the Government of Botswana agencies, which have their own obliga|
tions, complications, and timetables; much more will become a process of negotia|
tion. To the degree that Washington consumers like S/GAC do not understand or
accept this reality, the burden on the post of having to negotiate with both sides
could be considerable.

Looking to the Future

Embassy leadership and the implementing agencies have been focused on the
program’s future for some time already. The Embassy’s submission of a concept
paper for the Partnership Framework process, while missing the S/GAC deadline for
inclusion in the first tranche of negotiations, is a good start.

The Embassy’s work in this regard has been made easier by the extensive coml]
mitment and involvement of the Government of Botswana, which not only owns
the program, but is itself thinking actively about the future. This ownership makes
the issue of treatment sustainability significantly less worrisome in Botswana than in
some other countries.
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Another resource the Embassy has to draw upon in its effort to promote sustain-
ability of the program is the quality and commitment of the PEPFAR LE staff. The
experience they are acquiring by working with the program may eventually be trans|
ferable to the Government of Botswana at a time in the future when the program
itself moves more completely into its hands. The LE staff told the inspection team
the Government of Botswana has asked the Embassy to consider including undert |
studies for the PEPFAR LE staff to help train them for future government roles.
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APPENDIX A-2: ETHIOPIA COUNTRY
REPORT

Background

Ethiopia is the second largest country in Africa in terms of area and the third
largest in population with 76 million people. Occupying the high ground in the Horn
of Africa, it borders Sudan, Eritrea, Djibouti, Somalia, and Kenya. An array of secul
rity and counterterrorism issues top the U.S. strategic agenda.

The PEPFAR program, which reached $350 million in FY 2009, is a very impott ]
tant assistance program to Ethiopia and is welcomed by both the Ethiopian people
and the Government of Ethiopia. In strategic terms, however, it is not the first priof |
ity of either the Ethiopian or the U.S. Governments.

The HIV/AIDS epidemic in Ethiopia is setious, but less threatening to the nal |
tion than in some other African countries. While the HIV infection rate in some
major cities exceeds 7 percent, the overall infection rate is only 2.5 percent. Health
issues are high in the Government of Ethiopia’s national priorities, and strengthen!!
ing the national health system receives high-level attention and support. The Minister
of Health sits on the Governing Council. He works actively and effectively with the
Embassy and implementers of the PEPFAR program. The nation’s overall HIV/
AIDS program is managed by the Ethiopian Government. While PEPFAR makes
an important contribution, the Government of Ethiopia has clear ownership of the
program, including the critical treatment sector, which it took over fully in 2006—at
the Embassy’s initiative.

The PEPFAR program is directed to four sectors as follows: prevention $68.8
million; care $70 million; treatment $122.4 million; and other $49.8 million. Imple’
menting agencies in Ethiopia and their respective parts of the PEPFAR program are:
USAID $182.4 million (59 percent) CDC $109.6 million (35 percent); Peace Corps
$2.5 million (1 percent); DOD $2.7 million (1 percent); and Department/PRC $13.6
million (4 percent).
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Chief of Mission Role

The current Ambassador, at post since January 2007, strongly supports the
PEPFAR program. His degree of involvement with the program has varied. Dur|
ing the first 8 months of his tenure, he was engaged on a day-to-day basis with most
elements of the program because there were serious management and coordination
issues, including the effective absence of a DCM. Since the new DCM arrived, the
Ambassador delegated primary supervisory responsibility of the program to the
DCM, who has pursued it actively and effectively. Both have a solid understanding
of the program and its strategic relevance. Both are fully engaged with the Governl
ment of Ethiopia and thinking strategically about the future of the program.

The PEPFAR program in Ethiopia and the mission in general have suffered
from the prolonged absence of an accredited Ambassador. There was no Ambasl|
sador from 2005 to 2007. This was during the early stages of the PEPFAR program,
just when strategic direction and interagency management was most needed. Those
interviewed reported the interim COM, who was sent to cover part of that period,
took little interest in the PEPFAR program and did not effectively address the grow! |
ing interagency strife at post.

Coordination

Embassy Addis has experienced serious coordination problems since the PEP_]
FAR program began. Cooperation between the implementing agencies was minimal,
and CDC and USAID were seriously at odds with each other. The causes appear to
have been differences in agency culture and experience that were severely aggravated
by personalities and staffing gaps. These staffing gaps were not just in the imple_
menting agencies and the PEPFAR coordinator position, but in the Ambassador and
DCM positions as well.

The first CDC chief of party, who was assigned to Addis prior to the creation of
the PEPFAR program, did not have prior experience in working for the U.S. Gov_]
ernment overseas and was challenged by cultural and political pressures and the mag |
nitude of the PEPFAR program. (b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)
(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)
(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)
(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2) . Aficr the current Ambas’
sador arrived in January 2007 and curtailed the CDC chief of party, CDC leadership
was not fully restored until the current chief of party arrived in January 2009.
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The relationship between USAID and CDC was dysfunctional for several years
due in part to staffing gaps and individual and organizational personalities. The
inspection team was unable to interview the last USAID mission director, who was
at post from 2006 to March 2009. However, discussions with a number of those at
post indicate that he made no secret of his belief that CDC should work for USAID
in the field, and he made little effort to coordinate. Neither embassy leadership, S/
GAC, nor USAID in Washington were able to ameliorate the situation.

In the last 2 years, the situation has improved. Embassy leadership intervened
more actively; a new and very experienced CDC chief of party (formerly the deputy
U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator) arrived at post, and most recently a new PEPFAR
coordinator was hired. While the situation is improving, there remains a residual air
of suspicion and resentment that may take some time to resolve.

Coordination has certainly been made more difficult by the physical separation
of the implementing agencies. The CDC staff work in two locations 15 to 45 minl
utes away from the Embassy, depending on traffic. The USAID staff is located in
another facility 15 to 45 minutes away from the Embassy in the opposite direction.
When the NEC is completed, both CDC and USAID will be colocated in the chanl !
cery, which should make coordination substantially easier.

However, the inspection also discovered the current NEC plans position the
PEPFAR and health staffs of CDC and USAID on separate floors, apparently at the
strong insistence of USAID that all of USAID staff remain together on the same
floor. The inspection team questions the wisdom of diluting this opportunity for
increased synergy in what is still the largest single development program in Ethiol
pia. While the inspection team was not in a position to fairly balance the comparal’]
tive benefits of the two alternatives, it believes the Ambassador should revisit this
decision and ensure USAID’s management concerns are propetly balanced with the
needs of the PEPFAR program and its principle of interagency coordination and col
operation. The OIG team made an informal recommendation concerning this issue.

The President’'s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
Coordinator

Embassy Addis Ababa has had great difficulty finding and hiring qualified people
to fill the PEPFAR coordinator PSC position. With one exception, the Embassy has
relied on the USAID PSC hiring mechanism.

Between 2003 and 2007, the position of PEPFAR coordinator was filled for only
a brief time by two people. The first was a Foreign Service officer, who was generally
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given good marks for effective coordination and neutrality by those who remem/ |
bered him. The second was a USAID contractor from Washington, who was con’!
sidered by some as less effective. Those interviewed in CDC and USAID missions
stressed strongly that the coordinator should most appropriately be a Foreign Service
officer experienced in diplomacy and embassy operations, and have the ability to be
credibly neutral in dealing with the implementing agencies.

There was no PEPFAR coordinator between 2007 and 2009. The new coordi |
nator, a U.S. citizen on a USAID PSC; has 30 years experience working in Africa
(including several years with USAID). She appears to have made a good start. The
hiring process was very slow and difficult, as it has been for most embassies. It took
6 months from the time she submitted her application to the time she was actually
hired. At the time of the inspection, 3 months after being hired, she was still await |
ing her final security clearance and was restricted from participating in some embassy
functions, such as the country team meeting.

Embassy Support

Ethiopia is a difficult environment in which to work, though not as difficult as
two of the other posts visited by the inspection team. The embassy services appear
to be fairly good, and there are no serious complaints from the implementing agenl |
cies. USAID provides most of its own services. Construction of the NEC is moving
ahead. The Embassy hopes many of its space problems will be resolved when it is
completed, though it appears already to be too small.

Public Diplomacy

The Embassy regularly publicizes the PEPFAR program and the work of the
implementing agencies with promotional events and media reporting. The Ambassal_|
dor and the DCM participate actively in these events.

However, this work has been limited by the lack of a PEPFAR coordinator.
Coordination of the public diplomacy effort is done through the PEPFAR technical
working group on public diplomacy, which includes the PAS information officer and
LE communications specialists from the PEPFAR office, CDC, and USAID. Before
the recent arrival of a PEPFAR coordinator who could give direction to the effort
and coordination to the knowledgeable but less empowered local staff, most of the
burden for coordinating and managing the events fell to the already busy PAS infor |
mation officet.
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With the new PEPFAR coordinator on board, this situation should change,
though the new coordinator faces a steep learning curve in U.S. Government public
diplomacy procedures. It will be made more difficult by the fact both the embassy’s
information officer and public diplomacy counselor depart this summer.

The PAS director and the information officer also expressed some concern
about the issue of branding, whereby each implementing agency applies its own logo
to publicity material or events either alone or together with those of other agencies.
They believed that for the PEPFAR program, at least, it would be better to stick with
one message, i.e. “from the American people.” Multiple logos, they explained, cause
two problems. First, they cause confusion among the non-American public as to
where this program is actually coming from. Second, they can create the impression
of division within the U.S. Government, which can be exploited by host govern'!
ments. The Government of Ethiopia is particularly inclined to make this kind of
effort. When the inspection team raised this issue with implementing agencies, only
USAID expressed commitment to maintain the current practice. A USAID official
explained to the inspection team that USAID’s branding is required by agency regula
tions.

Looking to the Future

Embassy Addis is looking seriously at the future. The Ambassador, DCM, and
others in the Embassy are concerned by the continued growth of the epidemic and
the relative lack of success of the prevention sector. PAS is particularly focused on
the potential danger of any significant downturn in financial support to the program
before the Government of Ethiopia has been able to assume full responsibility.
Some officials at post were concerned such a downturn could result in a humanitar |
ian and public diplomacy disaster.

The Embassy has worked closely with the Government of Ethiopia to mesh the
PEPFAR program with broader Government of Ethiopia efforts to build a viable
national health system that could ensure long-term support for the immediate PEPL]
FAR gains. They are struggling to find enough flexibility in the PEPFAR program to
do this effectively. Recently, working closely with S/GAC and with the Government
of Ethiopia, the Embassy helped host a “Prevention Summit” with the Ethiopian
Government and other international and nongovernmental players.

The Embassy was not able to start working on the Partnership Framework last
year because of staffing gaps and interagency tensions. However, it planned to subl
mit a concept paper in the summer of 2009.
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APPENDIX A-3: HAITI COUNTRY REPORT

Background

The PEPFAR program has faced enormous challenges in Haiti. The United Nall
tions estimates 2.2 percent of Haiti’s 9 million citizens have the HIV virus. Approxi |
mately 1.2 million citizens have actually been tested; and 100,000-120,000 Haitians
know they are HIV positive. Approximately 20,000 are now on ARVs. The PEPFAR
program is large, and, for FY 2009, approved funding is over $100 million. However,
PEPFAR is neither the largest component of U.S. Government assistance to Haiti,
nor is it the highest mission priority. Haiti’s chaotic security, political, and social enl
vironment of the last decade, its devastating poverty, and poor economy all compete
for attention.

On several occasions, the security situation has eclipsed all other issues. The
U.S. Government began focusing attention on the HIV/AIDS situation more than
7 years ago. PEPFAR was introduced in FY 2003, but security troubles, including
the collapse of the Aristide government and reduction of the Embassy to a skeleton
staff, prevented it from growing until 2005. Since that time, PEPFAR has grown to
the current $100 million program. Most of this growth has taken place during the
tenure of the current Ambassador, who arrived in 2006 and is scheduled to depart in
the summer of 2009.

Chief of Mission Role

The current Ambassador plays an active role supporting the PEPFAR program
with the host government, promoting it through public events, and providing policy
and managerial guidance within the Embassy. Due to the often critical demands of
other high priority issues, she does not play a day-to-day role in managing the pro’
gram or the personnel. However, she is readily accessible and has established a mana
gerial environment that keeps strife between sections and agencies to a minimum.

The DCM plays a support role, helping to ensure the Embassy provides neces!!
sary logistical support. His supervisory role with the PEPFAR coordinator consists
largely of general oversight.
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Coordination

Coordination of the work of implementing agencies at Embassy Port au Prince
is effective. The two implementing agencies for PEPFAR in Haiti are CDC and
USAID. There are no Department of Defense or Peace Corps programs. For FY
2009, the approximate PEPFAR breakdown by agency is: CDC 48 percent, USAID
41 percent, and the HHS Health Resources and Services Administration 11 percent.
The CDC staff is small. The USAID presence is much larger, because there is a large
development program in country.

The PEPFAR program at Embassy Port au Prince is effectively run by a senior
management team comprising the PEPFAR coordinator, the CDC chief of party,
and the USAID HIV/AIDS program officer. While the CDC chief of party and
the USAID mission director directly supervise their own staff members, the senior
management team manages the American and LE staff that plan and carry out the
program. The PEPFAR program operates to a large degree on its own. No repre’]
sentatives from other sections of the Embassy attend the PEPFAR meetings, and
only one of the PEPFAR senior management team members (the CDC director) is
included in the country team meetings.

Although the three members of the senior management team are not formally
equal in terms of rank, experience, or embassy hierarchy, this arrangement works
remarkably well. The OIG team believed this is due to three reasons. The first is
the coordinator has strong management and interpersonal skills that have earned
the confidence and trust of her supervisors and colleagues. She learned quickly and
carried her weight as the chief of party. The second is all three of the members have
demonstrated both a willingness to make the effort and the ability to succeed in
working together as a team of equals. The third is the Ambassador made it very clear
from the outset that she would not accept destructive competition or one-upmanship
from anyone.

This combination of factors will not necessarily continue in the future. The Am’]
bassador’s tour of duty ends in summer 2009, as does that of the CDC director. The
current PEPFAR coordinator is scheduled to depart post in December 2009. These
changes may require the Embassy in the future to build a structure that depends
more on clearly defined authorities than on personalities and good will.
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The President’'s Emergency Fund for AIDS Relief
Coordinator

The Embassy has had a full-time PEPFAR coordinator since early 2008. The
individual is hired under a USAID PSC contract and supervised by the DCM. From
2006 to 2008, the USAID HIV/AIDS program officer performed the role of PEPL]
FAR coordinator. The Embassy’s front office was satisfied with her performance and
made little effort to find a permanent coordinator. However, by 2008 the growth in
the program made it impossible for one person to do both the coordinator work and
the USAID implementation work.

Encouraged by all parties, including S/GAC in Washington, to hire a dedicated
coordinator, the Ambassador agreed but continued to oppose a direct-hire from the
United States for both budgetary and rightsizing reasons. In spite of Washington’s
pressure, the Embassy was on its own in terms of recruiting and finding a hiring
mechanism. It received very little assistance from either S/GAC or the rest of the
Department. In 2008, the Embassy hired the spouse of a newly assigned Foreign
Service officer, enabling the Embassy to avoid increasing the support costs or enlarg/ |
ing the embassy footprint. The current PEPFAR coordinator has a master’s degree in
public health and experience working with nongovernmental organizations in devel ]
oping countries.

The PEPFAR coordinator is outranked and is less experienced than her counter’ |
parts in CDC and USAID. Nevertheless, the three function very effectively as a team
of equals coordinating the program’s planning, implementation, and reporting,

The PEPFAR coordinator in Haiti has no coordination authority over the implel|
menting agencies either in her own person or delegated from the Ambassador. She
works as an equal team member with the senior persons in those agencies imple
menting the PEPFAR program. While this is effective, there is some discomfort with
this arrangement. Partially because the coordinator works under a USAID contract,
and actually sits in the USAID office space, some are not confident that her neutral’|
ity is completely reliable.

To a very large degree, the effectiveness of the PEPFAR coordinator position,
and the current structural arrangement for managing the PEPFAR program, depend
on the exceptional abilities of the current coordinator. When she departs at the end
of 2009, the Embassy may need to establish a more institutionalized PEPFAR coot |
dinator position.
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Support from Embassy

Embassy Port au Prince is a relatively large embassy. This is particularly note’ ]
worthy since most of the staff (and their positions) have come on board since 2005
when security began to gradually improve following the crisis of the Aristide govl
ernment’s collapse. Embassy leadership believes the current size of the Embassy—
including its support personnel—is sufficient. The Ambassador points out Embassy
Port au Prince is the most expensive post in the Western Hemisphere in which to
support direct-hire personnel—about $500,000 per person. Any requests for increasl
ing staff now receive very careful scrutiny from the front office.

The management section has been challenged in recent years by a number of
factors. The dangerous and unstable security situation makes everything more diffi’|
cult. Staff cannot drive their own cars, but have to be transported by secure embassy
vehicles to and from work, as well as to any official functions. Some consider supl!
port from the Department to be a problem, not just a problem for PEPFAR. One of
the most serious problems is filling positions with experienced at-grade personnel.

The PEPFAR program in Haiti is very demanding in terms of support. In ad’!
dition to the basic support package needed by all direct-hire personnel (residence,
security, utilities, etc.), the PEPFAR program is very active and needs support for
travel outside of Port au Prince (security and transportation in particular). The manl|
agement and regional security sections declared that PEPFAR has not yet become
too much of a burden.

Post leadership believes existing support staff is sufficient to handle the PEPLI
FAR demands, and consequently no requests have been made to Washington to
increase ICASS support staff. Most agree with this assessment in general, and the
implementing agencies voiced no complaints about lack of embassy support for the
PEPFAR program.

However, some voiced concern that the mission was very close to being over. |
burdened, and if the PEPFAR program expands, more support personnel will be
needed. In addition, ICASS consolidation is still underway in Haiti. While the man
agement section provides PEPFAR support for CDC, USAID still provides all of
the logistical support for its part of the PEPFAR program. It is unclear how long
that will continue.
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Public Diplomacy

The PEPFAR program in Haiti appears to be well publicized and explained to
the public. The PEPFAR staff appears to do most of the public affairs work.

The Embassy’s public diplomacy section is committed to the PEPFAR program
and tries to be supportive of it. Although the public diplomacy section was under |
staffed during most of 2008, it has supported the program in several ways:

¢ Dubbing a DVD on PEPFAR into Creole;

* Supporting receptions, speeches, and other events for the Ambassador, with
the PEPFAR coordinator doing most of the organizing and writing the mal |
terial;

¢ Organizing forums for local journalists on health reporting;

¢ Providing access to radio programs, which is the type of that the Embassy
believes gets to the most people;

* Providing funding for visits to PEPFAR sites and materials to PEPFAR part

ners; and

* Including PEPFAR-related issues in other public diplomacy activities (e.g.
programs designed to bring citizens of Haiti and the Dominican Republic
together in a variety of activities).

Support from the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator

PEPFAR personnel believe they have good communications with S/GAC.
However, on issues related to the reporting and planning burden and to microman|
agement of partner contracts, they believe there is little receptivity in Washington to
their objections.

The Embassy’s response to the OIG questionnaire states the routine requirel
ments for reporting and providing information are primarily absorbed by the coor |
dinator, so the effect on other staff or resources is minimal. The front office does
not consider the reporting burden to be a problem, and CDC did not mention it as a
problem. The PEPFAR coordinator does not consider it a problem, but mentioned
the reporting burden as a reason that at least one other PEPFAR-related task was
substantially behind schedule—namely the development of a PEPFAR Web site for
public affairs purposes.
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On the other hand, USAID personnel unanimously interviewed criticized the
reporting and planning program as burdensome, wasteful, and of questionable utility.
They pointed out that many staff months are spent on these exercises, which pro_
duce thousands of pages of statistics. The reports are so large they are only managed
electronically and not printed. USAID also stated the statistics are not useful to the
post, noting the 500-page COP is never used at post, whereas the previous USAID-
required annual report was used regularly. They questioned whether Washington rel|
ally needs that much information or even reads it. They believed it would be far more
efficient to simply pass on Congressional requests to the post to answer rather than
providing every conceivable piece of information to build a database in Washington.
The lag time would be 2 weeks at most; the information would be more up-to-date;
and the process would be far less time consuming for the Embassy than the current
system.

The embassy response to the questionnaire points out that other regular requests
from S/GAC for participation in technical working groups and review panels require
a considerable amount of technical staff resources that are not always available. In
addition, some at the Embassy argue S/GAC’s decision to take an active part in the
contracting process has significantly increased the workload in the field without a
commensurate payoff. In 2008 S/GAC, responding to congressional pressute to
increase the range of organizations receiving partner contracts, began contracting in
Washington with new organizations to perform work at overseas posts. Some at
Embassy Port au Prince reported this has substantially increased the workload at
post, because many of those organizations lack experience working in Haiti and with
the subject matter, and have required a great deal more support from the Embassy.

Looking to the Future

PEPFAR has had a very positive impact on Haiti and on the U.S. image in Haiti.
It is a popular program that has stimulated hope even in some of Haiti’s darkest
hours. As early as 2005, the then Ambassador used the PEPFAR program to be!
gin reestablishing a more active U.S. Government development role with both the
Haitian Government and nongovernmental organizations. The current Ambassador’s
active public affairs role has both helped the PEPFAR program and improved the
U.S. Government’s humanitarian profile in Haiti.

The program is saving lives, improving health awareness, and improving Haitian
medical infrastructure and human capacity. It is also working in a complementary
role with the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria and with UN
and regional organizations such as the UN Population Fund, the UN Children’s
Fund, and the Pan American Health Organization.
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The Government of Haiti is not likely to have the ability to finance the PEP_]
FAR program in Haiti at anytime in the foreseeable future. The Embassy believes
HIV/AIDS funding will have to come from soutces external to Haiti for a long time.
The largest source of funding now is from the U.S. Government, and the Embassy
believes an annual PEPFAR budget for Haiti of $250 million would be possible to
implement.

There have been times in the past when the program could not function for se’!
curity reasons. This could happen again in the future. However, the Embassy points
out that much of the most serious violence and insecurity took place in Port au
Prince. The Embassy has made an effort to ensure the program is in each adminis’
trative department of the country, which should also help to ensure continuity.

There are Haitians and Haitian organizations with professional healthcare com/!
petence. However, the instability of the last 10 years has caused many healthcare and
other educated people to seek residence elsewhere. The instability has also exacted a
serious toll on government capacity and infrastructure. One organization in particul|
lar, GESKIO (Groupe Haitien d’Etudes du Sarcome Centres de Kaposi et des Infec!
tions Opportunistes), is world renowned for its community health work. GESKIO
is a nongovernmental organization that has so far survived the worst of times in
Haiti and continued to function. The Embassy hopes to strengthen the Ministry of
Health, perhaps by building an organization with a structure similar to CDC that
could oversee and work with existing nongovernmental organization capability.

Haiti and U.S. interests in Haiti would suffer from a decline in external financial
support to HIV/AIDS anytime in the near to medium-term future. Those now on
ARV treatment would die if that treatment were no longer available. While the prol
gram has strongly reinforced popular goodwill toward the United States, a reversal
could very well have the opposite effect. Some in the Embassy believe should PEP]
FAR support decline for any reason in the future, maintenance of the ARV program
would be a priority for both humanitarian and political reasons.
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APPENDIX A-4: NIGERIA COUNTRY
REPORT

Background

Nigeria has the largest population of any country in sub-Saharan Africa with 150
million people. The AIDS incidence is estimated to be 4.4 percent of the total popul!
lation or about 6.6 million people.

Nigeria is a relatively wealthy African country because of its vast petroleum re’
serves that are being actively developed by international oil companies. Although Ni|
geria has sufficient wealth from oil to make a significant contribution to HIV/AIDS
relief, improvement of general health services to the population is not one of the
current government’s seven top priorities. The part of the total population estimated
to have HIV/AIDS is 4.4 percent, not as high as many other African countries, and
HIV/AIDS has been neither a political priority nor a humanitatian priotity of the
last several governments. Since the inception of the PEPFAR program in 2003, the
Government of Nigeria has shown little interest in it; other health issues such as
malaria and tuberculosis are of much higher concern to the Government of Nigeria.

Coordination and cooperation with the Government of Nigeria has therefore
been difficult and limited. Most of the HIV/AIDS programs are funded and run by
the United States and other national, international, and private donors. The PEPFAR
program in Nigeria totals more than $440 million in FY 2009 and is the largest single
development-related assistance program in the country. The PEPFAR program is di|
rected to four sectors as follows: prevention $66 million; care $91 million; treatment
$237 million; and other $47 million. There are currently 200,000 people under ARV
treatment, and that number is estimated to increase substantially over the next several
years. At present, almost all ARV treatment is funded directly by the U.S. Governl|
ment through PEPFAR.

The PEPFAR implementing agencies in Nigeria are USAID, CDC, the Depart|
ments of State and Defense with USAID and CDC receiving the vast majority of
funds.
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The U.S. Mission in Nigeria (which includes Embassy Abuja and Consulate
General Lagos) is large. Working conditions are difficult and often dangerous, and
there are chronic staffing problems. For many years, it has been very difficult to staff
American positions at the grade and experience level needed.

The Chief of Mission Role

The previous Ambassador to Nigeria (2004-07) played a very active role in manl |
aging and directing the PEPFAR program. Current and previous embassy officials
interviewed in Abuja and Washington reported that at the time the Ambassador ar|
rived, the program had serious coordination problems. The Ambassador’s leadership
resolved those problems, providing policy direction and an organizational foundation
that has sustained the program to this day. He also focused the program’s resources
in a way that both satisfied PEPFAR objections and promoted broader U.S. Govern| |
ment interests in Nigeria, which might not otherwise have been possible. Specifically,
the U.S. Government presence was significantly expanded in the Islamic part of the
country by building clinics, and expanding cultural and educational ties.

The current Ambassador to Nigeria has been at post since the fall of 2007. She
strongly believes improving the government’s ability to govern is essential for all
other US. Government objectives and interests in Nigeria. She admires and supports
the PEPFAR program, which she believes does a great deal of good, but points out
that unless the government can be improved, PEPFAR’s advances and accomplish'
ments cannot be sustained. According to the Ambassador, she and her country team
therefore established U.S. Government priorities in Nigeria as follows:

1) Governing justly and democratically;
2) Peace and Security;
3) Economic Development; and

4) Investing in People (which includes PEPFAR).

At one point during the Mission Strategic Plan preparation, a desk officer in
AF challenged the Embassy’s reiteration of these priorities in its FY 2011 Mission
Strategic Plan and recommended the Embassy consider putting Investing in People
at the top of the priority list since it was receiving such substantial U.S. Government
resource attention. The Embassy reaffirmed its original priorities, which were af’ |
firmed by the Bureau of Resource Management.

After her arrival at post, the Ambassador also concluded the PEPFAR program
was well-run and did not need her priority attention. According to the Ambassador,
her attention was needed elsewhere in light of the climate under the new Nigerian
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administration. She delegated the overall management of the program to the DCM
and decided to focus her own attention on the other U.S. Government objectives,
which she believed had not received enough attention.

The Ambassadot’s strategic priorities are rational and well-articulated. However,
the inspection team advised the Ambassador that it believes she needs to pay more
attention to several items:

 TFirst, she could better articulate to her staff PEPFAR’s strategic contribul
tion to mission and U.S. Government objectives. Many on her PEPFAR team
members have the impression that, for whatever reason, the Ambassador is
not interested in the program and she is not available to support them and
the program when needed. The example most cited was the team’s request
that the Ambassador intervene with Nigeria’s president to seek his support
for the newly initiated Partnership Framework. They believe she rejected this
request on the grounds it was not sufficiently important to be raised at that
level. The Ambassador felt that particular meeting was not an appropriate
time to raise the issue because it had not yet been raised with the new interim
Health Minister. She thought it would be counter-productive. There may be
some failures in communications on the part of both the Ambassador and
her PEPFAR team that have caused misunderstanding. They need to be cor
rected.

* Second, the Ambassador needs to engage more directly with S/GAC in
Washington. The majority of communications with S/GAC, particulatly on
operational matters, can be left to the Embassy’s PEPFAR team. However,
the Ambassador needs to engage directly with S/GAC leadership, particularly
on strategic issues. Apart from her call on S/GAC before arriving at post, she
has not been able to meet with S/GAC leadership during any of her visits to
Washington. The inspection team advised the Ambassador to take advantage
of the PEPFAR program’s transition with the reauthorization and the transi |
tion of leadership under the new Administration, to build a more dynamic
relationship with Washington’s PEPFAR leadership.

e Third, the Ambassador needs to allow USAID to proceed with its proposed
move out of its current office space, either by approving the move to the
proposed new office space, or by actively helping them to find another propl!
erty. The Ambassador may also have to devote more high-level attention to
property issues to avoid the possibility of USAID, CDC, and the Department
of Defense issues all coming to a head at the same time. The Ambassador
said she considered the matter to be a mission issue rather than a PEPFAR
issue, contrary to the OIG team’s assessment of the situation.
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¢ Fourth, while the Ambassador has been active in visiting PEPFAR sites and
including PEPFAR in speeches, she needs to provide more direct leadership
and guidance to the strategic assessment of PEPFAR’s future in Nigeria and
to how the U.S. Government can better promote its long-term sustainability.
(See below:)

The OIG team made an informal recommendation addressing these matters.

Coordination

The structure for coordinating and managing the PEPFAR program at Embassy
Abuja is appropriate, and the members of the PEPFAR implementing agencies work
well together as a team.

The Ambassador has delegated oversight and management of all Investing in
People programs to the DCM. The DCM chairs major coordination and strategy
meetings, directly supervises the PEPFAR coordinator, and works closely with the
heads of the implementing agencies. She is knowledgeable about the program and
actively supports its strategic, management, and public diplomacy elements. Agency
representatives spoke positively about her support. However, several made the point
the Ambassador did not sufficiently empower the DCM to play a truly effective
leadership role. They cited several examples of the team’s efforts to promote the new
Partnership Framework and to improve general coordination that had received DCM
support and guidance, but were not approve by the Ambassador. The Ambassador
disagreed with this characterization.

There are four sets of meetings that serve to coordinate and direct the PEPFAR
program. The first is an extended country team meeting, chaired by the Ambassador
or DCM, which is held every 2 months and includes representatives of all sections
of the Embassy. It is primarily an informational meeting that addresses all embassy
operations and programs, including PEPFAR. The second is an Investing in People
meeting, chaired by the DCM, which is held every 2 weeks and includes all Ameri'|
can personnel from all agencies working on Investing in People programs, as well as
representatives from other parts of the Embassy, such as the economic and public
affairs sections. PEPFAR is the largest program and dominates the agenda. This also
is primarily an informational meeting to ensure everyone is aware of what the oth'
ers are doing and how their responsibilities fit together. The third is a meeting, not
yet operational, to be chaired by the deputy PEPFAR coordinator and held every 2
weeks. It will include senior representatives from each of the PEPFAR implement |
ing agencies as well as American and LE members of all of the PEPFAR technical
working groups. This is an operational meeting designed to address the whole range
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of problems and issues faced by the technical working groups, including the division
of labor and assignment of personnel to the technical working groups.

The fourth meeting is a weekly PEPFAR management team meeting, chaired by
the PEPFAR coordinator and including Americans with specific PEPFAR oversight
responsibilities from each implementing agency including the CDC chief of party,
the USAID director of Investing in People, the USAID HIV/AIDS team leader, and
the Department of Defense/HIV program director, as well as other American and
Foreign Service national staff. They and the DCM realized the three larger meetings
described above are either only informational or are focused on day-to-day operal |
tional issues. With participation limited to the core leadership elements, the senior
management team is designed to address policy and strategic issues of the program,
as well as a limited number of critical operational problems. All members of the
team report it is working well and has strengthened the cohesiveness of the core
PEPFAR team. It is also serving to push more responsibility for the daily operational
issues down to the technical working groups with the intention of increasing the
experience and empowerment of the Nigerian employees.

The President’'s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
Coordinator

Embassy Abuja first initiated the PEPFAR coordinator position in 2006 at the
urging of S/GAC. Since that time, there have been three coordinators and two inl|
terim coordinators. The first PEPFAR coordinator was from HHS. The second was
a junior USAID Foreign Service officer who served successfully in the position for
a year but could not remain there for career development reasons. The third was a
USAID global health fellow who provided support for approximately 6 months on
an interim basis. The current PEPFAR coordinator previously worked for the first
Global AIDS Coordinator at S/GAC and then in the Office of the Director of U.S.
Foreign Assistance. She was recruited for the Abuja PEPFAR coordinator position
and hired on a USAID PSC.

The previous two PEPFAR coordinators appear to have functioned primarily
as staff assistants rather than as coordinators with any authority. The current PEPL
FAR coordinator brought to the job substantial knowledge and experience with the
PEPFAR program, and the DCM, with the support of the implementing agencies,
has elevated her stature and improved her ability to play a more active coordination
role. The previous two PEPFAR coordinators had their offices in USAID, which
is separate from the chancery. They were USAID staff and reported directly to the
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USAID Investing in People office director, which had the potential for undermining
their perceived independence and neutrality. The current PEPFAR coordinator has
been given an office in the chancery and reports directly to the DCM. She chairs the
PEPFAR team meetings and is respected as an equal by the implementing agency
representatives. In her relatively short time at post, she has played an important role
in encouraging and enabling the post to think more strategically about the program.

At a recent retreat for the senior management team hosted by the DCM, the
team explored ways in which the PEPFAR coordinator could be further strength!’|
ened by providing her with a staff, establishing the PEPFAR coordinator as a section
in the embassy, and including her in the core country team meeting. The Embassy
is exploring the managerial and budgetary steps to create a new embassy section.
The DCM and the implementing agency heads have recommended to the Ambas’]
sador the PEPFAR coordinator’s inclusion in the country team, but the Ambassador
rejected that recommendation. The OIG team believed the recommendation had
merit. While recognizing the Ambassador’s sole authority to determine who attends
the country team meetings, the inspection team suggested the Ambassador reconsid
er the request on the grounds that it would empower the PEPFAR coordinator and
make her more useful to the Ambassador, not only within the Embassy, but also with
the Government of Nigeria.

Embassy Abuja has taken almost 5 years to find and hire a GS-14-level PEPFAR
coordinator due to agency disagreements over the coordinator’s scope of authority.
In the interim, program management has suffered, and embassy leadership has had
to spend time and effort resolving conflicts. This has taken their attention away from
other important strategic and management issues. A major reason for this difficulty
has been the lack of any guidance or assistance from the Department. The previ |
ous Ambassador was told by AF that there were no personnel or positions available
for the job and was offered no alternatives. The Embassy resorted to the use of a
USAID PSC, because it seemed to be the only mechanism by which such a person
could be employed. Most implementing agency representatives voiced the opinion
that the position should be a Department position to ensure neutrality, necessary
qualifications, availability, and sufficient stature to deal equally with all agencies.

Support from the Embassy

Nigeria is an extraordinarily difficult environment in which to operate. Govern’
ment services are inadequate, transportation and communication are erratic, security
is a never-ending concern, and adequate office and residential space are hard to find
and very expensive. The U.S. mission in Nigeria has grown significantly in recent
years. PEPFAR personnel have been a big part of that increase. CDC alone has
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grown from two U.S. direct hires and 17 LE staff in 2005 to eight U.S. direct hires
and 47 LE staff. In addition, both Embassy Abuja and Consulate General Lagos
have been historically difficult to staff with experienced at-grade Foreign Service ofl |
ficers. The management section in particular has not been able to fill all of its posi
tions, and those that are filled are usually filled with below-grade officers who often
lack the skills for the positions.

The heads of PEPFAR implementing agencies expressed some frustration with
the embassy services. Most recognize the Embassy is severely constrained and do
their best to tailor their requests and expectations, but it makes their jobs more diff|
ficult. CDC, as the agency with the least overseas experience, has the most difficulty.
USAID has fewer problems with embassy support because USAID still provides
much of its own administrative services. There is some concern that if administra|
tive consolidation progresses before the Department is able to actually live up to its
support obligations, the support situation might become substantially worse. The
Department of Defense has a relatively small staff, but also provides many of its
own support services.

One embassy official indicated that support to CDC is particularly difficult due
to the lack of experience and familiarity CDC personnel have with embassy manage! |
ment procedures. Because of their relatively new expanded international program,
CDC made a conscious decision to subscribe to almost all of the Department-
provided ICASS services. In Nigeria alone, this amounts to over $1million a year.
Several of those interviewed thought it would be helpful for all concerned if CDC
staff were given some orientation training in Department management procedures.
One example of additional training requirements could be the 2-day course offered
by FSI on ICASS.

Staff shortages in the Embassy’s financial management, human resources, and
general services sections make it difficult to fully support the agencies implementing
PEPFAR. Last year, the Embassy did a workload analysis of management support
using ICASS software. The analysis determined the mission needed 40 additional
LE staff. However, the Department approved only 26 positions. Consequently, the
Ambassador has imposed a freeze on all new NSDD-38 requests until support staff
is increased.

The biggest support concern, and one that could critically impact the PEPL!
FAR program in the years ahead, is that of office space. USAID, CDC, and the
Department of Defense all have problems with office space or anticipate problems
in the near future. OBO is building a new office annex on the embassy compound,
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but construction has been stalled for some time. Additionally, the new office annex
will be too small to house many of the USAID, CDC, and Department of Defense
staff who are currently outside the compound, and there are as yet no clear decisions
about who will move in and who will not.

The most serious space concern is for USAID, which is currently housed in
the old embassy compound. That compound is located in a residential neighbor|
hood whose residents have clearly indicated they would like USAID to move. The
landlord would like to retrieve his property for investment purposes. (0) (2)
(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)
(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)
(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)
(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2)(b) (2) USAID has found another location that could
house all USAID staff together for at least 2 years pending completion of the new
office annex. Other options risked dividing the USAID mission and creating other
significant management and oversight burdens. As an Abuja commercial property,
it is expensive, and USAID proposed an arrangement using both USAID program
and operational expense funds and PEPFAR funds prorated according to how staff
is dedicated. That arrangement has been held up by the Ambassador since October
2008 over concerns about whether its use of PEPFAR funds would be appropriate.
Since that time, S/GAC has approved the use of PEPFAR funds, and an OBO team
visited with inconclusive results. The Embassy is also concerned that it is unclear
how much would actually have to be spent to maintain this building during the lease
period. Both CDC and the Department of Defense cannot move there because of
insufficient space for both agencies to colocate; in addition, both agencies consider it
too expensive. There is another building, however, that may be a possibility; and the
Embassy is now looking into that.

The Embassy

CDC also has a serious property issue. In September 2007, with help from the
Embassy and approval from OBO, it signed a lease for office space to which it
intended to move its staff, and then began the process of renovation. The nature
of the renovation was such that no one involved believed further OBO involve!
ment would be necessary. However, because costs in Nigeria are so high relative to
elsewhere, the renovation cost eventually exceeded OBO’s designated threshold. In
March 2008, OBO declared it had to review the plans. Since that time, according to
the CDC chief of party, OBO has seemingly imposed requirements that are still not
met. CDC is paying $200,000 per year for this space in addition to its rent for cutl |
rently unoccupied space, with no end in sight.

m OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authorty in Managing the PEPAR Overseas - Nov. 2009

SENSHIHVEBUTUNCEASSHAED



bullardz
Cross-Out

bullardz
Cross-Out


The Department of Defense lease for currently occupied office space expires
summer 2010, and it has planned for several years to colocate with CDC. The
aforementioned OBO issues have had a ripple effect of causing the Department of
Defense lease to be extended several times while waiting for the colocation to occur.

The inspection team told the Ambassador that in its opinion, due diligence
requirements now appear to have been met, and that she needs to allow USAID to
proceed either by signing the colocation waiver or by actively helping them to find
another property. The inspection team also advised the Ambassador that she might
have to devote more high level attention to these issues to avoid the possibility of all
three lease issues coming to a head at the same time.

Public Diplomacy

The public diplomacy effort to support PEPFAR in Nigeria has been somel|
what hampered by confusion over the focus and role of PAS. When the PEPFAR
program started there was agreement between the PEPFAR team and PAS that
PAS would focus primarily on grass roots efforts to promote understanding of and
support for the program. PEPFAR provided funds to support this effort, including
the hiring of several LE staff by PAS. According to PAS, this worked well for several
years.

Then, in 2006, some of the PEPFAR team changed. Their approach to public di_
plomacy was different, focusing less on grass roots and more on broader publicity of
the PEPFAR program itself. PEPFAR funding to PAS was cut substantially, and PAS
reduced the staff it devoted to PEPFAR. For a variety of reasons, communication
between the PEPFAR team and PAS does not appear to have been effective. The
large coordination meetings did not provide a useful forum for discussion of public
diplomacy strategy, and confusion continued for several years. Most publicity for
the program was initiated by the implementing agencies through their implementing
partners with recourse to PAS primarily related to material that needed to be cleared
for policy content.

This period corresponds with the time when Embassy Abuja had no effective
PEPFAR coordinator. With the arrival of the new PEPFAR coordinator, discussion
has resumed about the appropriate role of PAS. The inspection team advised PAS
to work with the PEPFAR coordinator to create a small forum, such as a technical
working group, to address these issues in a consistent fashion with a limited group of
people directly related to the program.
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Support from the Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator

Most members of the PEPFAR team believe that the reporting burden is exces!
sive. They argued so much time is spent on reporting and responding to S/GAC
requests that it becomes very difficult to focus on strategic thinking or planning,
One example given was the reprogramming process. There are four reprogramming
exercises a year. The first submissions are due in January. The Embassy submit |
ted it on schedule, but did not hear back from S/GAC until mid-March when they
received a request for additional data that was due in 24 hours. Within that same
24-hour period, S/GAC’s guidance arrived for the second round of reprogramming.
The Embassy also pointed out that sometimes S/GAC itself is not aware of all the
demands for information that are directed at the Embassy, because many of them
come directly from the technical working groups in Washington without clearance
from S/GAC. Some also expressed concern about eventually burdening the Govl
ernment of Nigeria with these requirements if the Embassy is successful in shifting
more responsibility for the program to the host government.

Looking to the Future

Because the Government of Nigeria has kept its distance from the PEPFAR
program and has not taken ownership of the measures to combat HIV/AIDS, the
US. Government’s dilemma in creating a sustainable program here is more serious
than in many other countries. In Nigeria, the challenge is not to find ways to help the
host country assume more ownership of the program; it is to convince the Govern'|
ment of Nigeria to assume any ownership at all. To some degree, the program has
been successful so far because it has not included the Government of Nigeria. It can
only be sustained in the future if it does include the Government of Nigeria.

Most of those interviewed believed that even if the Government of Nigeria
decided it wanted to take over the program, the government is years away from being
able to do it, not because it does not have the financial resources, but because the
government capacity and political will are not there. This is why the Ambassador
places such an emphasis on good governance. With good governance, the Govern'
ment of Nigeria can manage this program and care for its people. Without good
governance, it will fail. Even if the U.S. Government is willing and able to unilater |
ally pay for and run this program for the short- or medium-term, it eventually will
have to turn it over to the Government of Nigeria. Without good governance, the
Government of Nigeria will never be capable of accepting that turnover. Some point
out that the U.S. Government cannot simply convince the Government of Nigeria to
improve governance, but needs to support nongovernmental organizations and the
private sector in order to build a demand for change.
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However, this is a big order, and time may be running out. At the beginning of
FY 2009, there were 200,000 Nigerians on ARV drugs, and that number is rising;
The U.S. Government, through PEPFAR, is responsible for providing almost all of
the ARVs. One of the largest nongovernmental donors, the Clinton Foundation,
which provides funding for adult and pediatric ARVs, reportedly plans to phase out
its support in 2010 and 2011. It may fall to the U.S. Government to take up that slack

as well.

Although the cost of the drugs needed to sustain ARV treatment is decreas’
ing due to economies of scale, there is still a large need because of the number of
infected people. The drugs are successful. They keep people alive, and most of these
people can expect to live for another 20-40 years. The treatment part of the program
has been extraordinarily successful. However, the number of people contracting
AIDS every year has not diminished. As these people are tested and diagnosed as
HIV-positive, they are referred to the care and support program. Eventually, most
patients will move to the treatment program because there is still no cure for the
disease. Nevertheless, as the first 5 years of PEPFAR drew to a close, the PEPFAR
budget for Nigeria was flat-lined. Treatment cannot be reduced because of potenl!
tially dire consequences for those in the program. As the numbers increase, resources
must be withdrawn from the other sectors to cover the growing treatment sector. If
resources are withdrawn from the prevention sector, the numbers contracting HIV/
AIDS may accelerate. The Embassy realized under these circumstances, the continl|
ued growth in the care and treatment sectors was not sustainable.

Even if the budget were not flat-lined, it might be more difficult to expand the
prevention program. The embassy PEPFAR staff is already stretched thin. More
staff might be necessary, and the Embassy has neither the space to accommodate
increased staff nor the administrative resources to support them. This may prove to
be a problem for implementation of the Partnership Framework, which might even
require the participation of more agencies, such as the Department of the Treasury,
to be successful. The Ambassador is already strictly enforcing NSDD-38. Some
have suggested a USAID-type approach that might minimize the U.S. Government
personnel presence by hiring an implementing partner to manage the Partnership
Framework and force the Embassy and the U.S. Government to think strategically.

The new Partnership Framework is designed to get the Government of Nigeria
to take ownership. However, some on the PEPFAR team point out this is not the
best possible time to move forward. The global economic crisis has also put pressure
on Nigerian Government resources. Additionally, moving forward on the Partner |
ship Framework will require coordination within the Government of Nigeria, and
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such coordination is currently weak. The Embassy asked the Ministry of Planning
1 month ago to identify a point of contact. The Embassy has heard nothing. Since
Nigeria is a federal system, it will also be necessary to bring local governments and
organizations into the process.

If the Global Fund could take up some slack on ARV treatment and services, it
could help considerably for the future. However, its first foray into this possibility
was not encouraging. The Global Fund’s country coordinating mechanism, which
submits proposals for each 3 to 5- year “round,” made a proposal along these lines,
but it was turned down. They may have asked for too much and were to make a new
submission for round nine in June 2009. When the inspection team was in Abuja,
there was a team of donors including the Clinton Foundation, discussing some of
these same issues.

The Ambassador stressed that S/GAC needs to treally think about how to use
what it has done so far, and where to go from here. She said the Embassy needs a
strategic document and pragmatic strategic thinking. The inspection team strongly
agrees that strategic thinking is essential, but it also told the Ambassador she cannot
afford to wait for Washington to initiate it. While S/GAC may have responsibility for
directing the overall program, only the Ambassadors can assess and prescribe what
will work in their respective countries. A good part of that strategic thinking needs to
be initiated at post and transmitted to Washington.
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APPENDIX A-5: SOUTH AFRICA COUNTRY
REPORT

Background

The Republic of South Africa has a population of over 47.9 million. Its location,
resources, and recent history of emergence from apartheid rule make it an influen’|
tial player in Africa, and an important partner for the United States on many issues.
HIV/AIDS is one of those issues.

According to the Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS Report on the
Global AIDS Epidemic, 2006, “South Africa’s AIDS epidemic is one of the worst in
the world. It is a generalized epidemic, affecting all segments of society.”” Depart_|
ment information indicates there are 5.7 million HIV-infected individuals.” Of the
15-49 age group, 18.1 percent is infected, and, in parts of the country, more than
35 percent of women of childbearing age are infected. Overall, the infection rate is
11.8 percent. About 1,000 new infections occur each day, and approximately 350,000
AIDS-related deaths occur annually. The Government of South Africa’s national
strategic plan for 2007-11 identifies a range of interventions to address HIV/AIDS
and works with more than 300 diverse partners.

The U.S. Government has been working with South Africa on efforts to combat
HIV/AIDS for many years. In FY 2009, the PEPFAR budget for South Africa is
$546 million. It is allocated to four sections as follows: prevention $139 million; care
$132 million; treatment $213 million; and other $62 million. Implementing agencies
in South Africa and their respective parts of the PEPFAR program are: USAID $307
million (56 percent); DOD $1 million (less than 1 percent); CDC $236 million (43
percent); Peace Corps $1 million (less than 1 percent); State $2 million (less than 1
percent).

U.S. Department of State, Background Note: South Africa (March 2009).
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The Chief of Mission Role

The last Ambassador, who departed post at the end of the Bush Administration,
was very engaged with the PEPFAR program. While he delegated day-to-day manl |
agement to the DCM, he periodically attended the coordination meetings, actively
communicated with the Global AIDS Coordinator in Washington, and tried to
promote public diplomacy support of the program. He was constrained in his sup
port for public diplomacy and in his efforts to coordinate with the Government of
South Africa by the antipathy that key senior officials of the former African National
Congress administration displayed toward the U.S. Government and President Bush.
Because the Ambassador was a political appointee and known to be close to the
President, his access to senior officials in the government was particularly restricted.

The Ambassador was active in guiding the program strategically. He initiated the
first US. Government efforts to move South Africa toward eventual graduation from
PEPFAR. He proposed to S/GAC that in light of recent South African Government
accounts of budgetary surplus, the PEPFAR contribution for South Africa be de’
creased to accelerate the South African Government’s assumption of ownership. Not
all of the PEPFAR team believed this was the right decision, and some argued the
South African Government was still a long way from being able to assume respon’
sibility for the program and would need more resources to strengthen its long-term
ability to sustain the program. The PEPFAR budget for the South African Governl|
ment has leveled off but has not yet actually decreased. This is still under review.

Both the current and previous DCMs have played active coordination and
managerial roles for the program, particularly when the PEPFAR coordinator posi_|
tion was vacant or problematic. The current DCM, who was the chargé at the time
of the inspection, has had extensive experience with PEPFAR, initiating the program
in Mozambique when she was Ambassador there, and also supporting it as consul
general in Cape Town.

The PEPFAR program in South Africa is the largest and perhaps the most well-
established worldwide. Based on the OIG team’s observations and interviews in
South Africa and elsewhere, it also appears to be one of the best run of the PEPL
FAR programs. This is due to a number of factors. As the premier program, it is
viewed as setting an example for others. It has received top priority attention from
S/GAC, and it has been a top priotity for embassy leadership. The South Aftrica
mission gets priority attention from AF and the Department, and consequently has
fewer resource problems than many other posts in Africa. The Embassy and consul |
ates appear to have no difficulty recruiting highly qualified personnel for program
and support positions. The leadership of the principal PEPFAR implementing agen |

m OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authorty in Managing the PEPAR Overseas - Nov. 2009

SENSHIHVEBUTUNCEASSHAED



bullardz
Cross-Out

bullardz
Cross-Out


cies at post are senior professionals in their respective agencies and have extensive
experience with and commitment to the PEPFAR program. The odds are in favor of
a well-run program.

Coordination

Coordination is effective and reliable. There are five U.S. Government agencies
implementing PEPFAR in South Africa: USAID, CDC, the Department of Defense,
Peace Corps, and the Department. However, CDC and USAID account for the ma!
jor part of implementation. The leadership of these agencies at post makes a strong
effort to coordinate and cooperate with each other.

They do have some disadvantages. The principal one is physical separation of
offices. Both CDC and USAID are located outside of the NEC. CDC leases offices,
and USAID has its own building in the same general area, which is about 15-30 min
utes away from the embassy, depending on traffic. Peace Corps is also outside of the
NEC. All others are located in the chancery.

There is a formal system of coordination in place that has evolved over time.
When the OIG team visited, this formal system consisted of essentially two coordi|
nation groups. The first was a large embassy-wide PEPFAR coordination meeting,
chaired by the chargé, which met every 2 weeks. It served essentially as an informal_|
tion meeting to ensure that all players were aware of what the others were doing
and was also a forum where the chargé could provide policy-level information and
guidance. The second was a smaller PEPFAR management team meeting that in|
cluded the heads of each of the PEPFAR implementing agencies and was chaired by
the PEPFAR coordinator. This smaller group is intended to run the program in-
country, dealing with problems with coordination, policy, and strategic planning. So
far it appears to be working well, though some of the implementing agencies claimed
they work out coordination problems directly among themselves rather than relying
on the PEPFAR management team mechanism. While there is a clear provision for
taking any unresolved differences to the embassy leadership (IDCM or COM), those
interviewed reported that it had not been necessary at least for the last year.

The PEPFAR Coordinator

Embassy Pretoria’s experience with the position of PEPFAR coordinator is
unusual. Since the program and the position were created, the position of PEPFAR
coordinator has been paired with that of the health attaché. The latter is a public
health specialist sent to selected embassies by HHS under a program created by the
Secretary of HHS. In South Africa, the health attaché is a senior member of the
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embassy staff who advises the Ambassador on health issues and supervises all health
programs, including PEPFAR.

The first three PEPFAR coordinators reported to the health attaché with varying
degrees of effectiveness. None apparently were able to gain the confidence of all of
the implementing agencies.

HHS sent the current PEPFAR coordinator to Pretoria as the health attaché,
arriving in September 2008. She supervised the then PEPFAR coordinator who was
a Foreign Service officer, and then took over both jobs when the previous PEPFAR
coordinator left the post. She is a very experienced public health official with a career
background at the National Institutes of Health, who also has extensive experience
with HIV/AIDS. She has been accepted by all elements of the PEPFAR team and
has full responsibility for coordinating the different elements of the program. She
reports directly to the DCM for daily management of the PEPFAR program and to
the Ambassador for other health issues.

The system is working well; however, the coordinator is overburdened with the
responsibilities of two jobs and a very limited staff. Without more help, at least one
of those jobs will suffer. She is trying to hire a deputy coordinator, which would help
considerably.

Support from the Embassy

Pretoria does not have the serious chronic staffing problems some other African
posts experience. Its management and administrative positions are filled by at-grade,
experienced personnel. In addition, many modern services are available in South Af']
rica. The major management challenges are security (due to the high rate of violent
crime), a support structure that has not kept up with the increase in program person’|
nel (primarily PEPFAR), and a shortage of office and residential space (also largely
due to PEPFAR growth).

Some of the implementing agencies are concerned the ICASS base has eroded.
Consequently, the post has not been able to fund additional ICASS LE staff. CDC
has had ongoing difficulties hiring LE staff because of continuing differences with
the embassy human resources staff over classification. Embassy support staff
reported these difficulties are aggravated because CDC administrative personnel lack
experience in working with Department support procedures. CDC also points out it
pays its ICASS bill and that bill has grown steadily over recent years with the growth
in CDC staff. However, the number of ICASS support staff has not kept up with
PEPFAR program growth. In fact, the embassy support staff has not grown at all
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since the PEPFAR program started. PEPFAR is not the only source of growth that
has stretched embassy support services. Those interviewed also explained that Pretol]
ria has become a de facto regional center, helping many other posts in the southern
Africa region. However, it has never been officially designated a regional center, and
this puts it at a disadvantage.

The largest single support challenge is office and residential space. The NEC
cannot accommodate all mission staff, and all USAID and CDC staff are located
outside the chancery. USAID staff now total 185, and they are squeezed into the
unclassified USAID building that was meant to accommodate a maximum of 150
persons. The Embassy was working with OBO for the last several years to plan and
build a new office annex on the embassy compound but construction has not begun.
The original completion date was to be 2011, which was postponed to 2012 and then
2014. Most recently, the date was suddenly pushed back to 2023 by OBO as security
construction projects became a priority. In response, USAID has proposed build
ing a replica of the building it now uses on adjacent land, using the original (OBOL!
approved) architectural plans and the original contractor. USAID originally proposed
one third of the cost be paid by USAID and two thirds by PEPFAR. However, they
were unable to convince the previous Global AIDS Coordinator.

S/GAC explained its position. Beginning in August 2008, it worked closely with
both USAID headquarters and the USAID-PEPFAR team to review the building
proposal. In the process, a cost benefit analysis was conducted based on information
provided by the field. The result was a determination by S/GAC that space requirel’]
ments for PEPFAR personnel could be met at significantly lower cost by leasing
space rather than undertaking major new construction using PEPFAR’s foreign assis’
tance funding. Given S/GAC’s conclusion that there was a less costly alternative, S/
GAC also had legal concerns that such a use of PEPFAR funds could not be justi
fied under a “necessary expenses” theory, particularly when funds for overseas con’
struction of U.S. Government buildings are made available in other appropriations
accounts such as the embassy security, construction and maintenance, and USAID’s
capital investment fund accounts.

Itis S/GAC’s understanding that the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has provided funding for the building in USAID’s capital investment fund in
the Y 2010 budget request. Funding for the purchase of the land on which to con’!
struct the building is available in USAID’s current FY 2009 funds. There is a mutual
understanding among S/GAC, the Office of Management and Budget, and USAID
that it is appropriate for PEPFAR funds to be used for rent in the new building to
pay for the PEPFAR employees who are housed there as an ongoing administrative
expense. S/GAC has been in touch with the Office of Management and Budget rel
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garding a meeting to discuss how this would be calculated and when payments would
start. Meetings were expected to be held in August 2009.

Based on interviews conducted with all parties at Embassy Pretoria, the OIG
inspection team concluded continuing to rent space was both a difficult and less
desirable option. During the inspection, USAID in Pretoria told the inspection team
that USAID was currently seeking USAID funding for the whole project, but it was
unclear whether it would receive that funding. It is also unclear, even if the financing
were available, whether OBO would approve the construction or how long it would
take OBO to provide that approval.

It is unlikely OBO would be able to reverse its postponement of the new office
annex and build it by 2011. Absent that, proceeding with USAID’s proposed expan’ |
sion appears to make sense. The program is almost certain to continue in South
Africa for some time to come. Continuing to rent facilities for PEPFAR personnel
for the next 5 years will be expensive. Accommodating all PEPFAR staff together
would be beneficial. USAID reported that it had signed a lease for a temporary com! !
mercial office building, pending approval by the Department.

The inspection team also believes it would make sense for S/GAC to reconsider
allocating PEPFAR funds to this project. The OIG team made an informal recom’]
mendation on this issue.

Public Diplomacy

The public diplomacy effort in support of PEPFAR in South Africa has been
constrained for years by the political environment. Two major factors contributed to
this. The first was former President Mbeki’s attitude adopted in the early years of the
HIV/AIDS epidemic that HIV/AIDS was not a serious threat. He believed HIV/
AIDS was a distraction, and the nation should focus on economic development and
on other issues. He was not receptive to the high profile attention the U.S. Govern
ment gave the issue and took an opposing position. This opposition was accentuated
by the previous Minister of Health who advocated her own somewhat eccentric
cures for HIV/AIDS and was overtly hostile to the PEPFAR program. The second
factor was the antagonism with which the senior leadership of the African National
Congress viewed the President Bush and the war in Iraq. While many in the governl!
ment welcomed the PEPFAR program, they had to be careful. The Embassy conl
cluded it was better to concentrate efforts on local government and civil society, and
to keep a relatively low public profile.
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An additional challenge is presented by what PAS describes as “message fatigue”
on HIV/AIDS. People have tuned out and all those working on HIV/AIDS are
looking for new ways to be heard.

Over the last 6 months, the environment has changed with the departure of
President Mbeki, the appointment of a new Minister of Health who has strongly
advocated closer cooperation with the US. Government on PEPFAR, and the advent
of a new African National Congress Government that also appears to be friendlier
toward the U.S. Government. The PEPFAR team and PAS all anticipate a more acl
tive public affairs program in the months to come.

Most of the public affairs work in support of PEPFAR is actually performed by
the implementing agencies through their implementing partners. South Affrica has a
very sophisticated public affairs industry, and a number of implementing partners
have contracted with South African public affairs companies to publicize different
aspects of the program and the message on HIV/AIDS, and reportedly have spent
millions of dollars on the effort.

For some time, the principal embassy forum for discussing the public affairs sup’
port for PEPFAR was the large PEPFAR meeting, held every 2 weeks. However, this
meeting had too extensive an agenda and too many participants to allow effective
discussion of public affairs strategy. More recently, the Embassy established a PEP_
FAR public affairs working group with a maximum of six participants: the DCM,
PEPFAR coordinator and deputy, and representatives from PAS, USAID, and CDC.

Some of those focused on public affairs for PEPFAR are concerned with the is|
sue of branding. Most of the implementing agencies have their own individual logos
that they use to identify and promote their parts of the PEPFAR program. When
the former Ambassador arrived in South Africa, he reportedly was concerned that
the source of the PEPFAR program was insufficiently publicized, and he insisted
a plaque be prepared for each project stating that it was provided by the American
People. However, to accommodate each of the implementing agencies, each of
their logos was added. Some believe that the result is confusing and detracts from
the original intent. The strongest advocate among the implementing agencies for its
individual logo is USAID, which states it is required by USAID regulations to brand
each project. While other implementing agencies say they would be willing and even
prefer to have just one logo, i.e. PEPFAR, they have to include their own if USAID
insists on the USAID logo, otherwise they will be placed at a disadvantage with their
government and local clients.
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Support from the Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator

Most members of the PEPFAR team said reporting was the most difficult bur|
den of the entire program. They reported that those working on PEPFAR spend 5
to 6 months working primarily or exclusively on the COP alone, which is essentially
a budget submission that has no utility to those in the field. Some accept the bur |
den because they believe it is the principal reason for the program’s extraordinary
funding. However, they point out that tying up half the year’s human resources on
reporting means only half the year is left for oversight and strategic thinking. Every’
one tries to do more in that shorter time frame. Some believe the new Partnership
Framework process may help since it is supposed to be based on a 5-year timeframe.

Most of the implementing agencies pointed out that each year S/GAC sends
out new guidance for preparing the COP, and serious work on the COP cannot
begin until that guidance is received. Last year, the Embassy appealed to S/GAC to
send the guidance eatlier, and it came later. A draft arrived in June, and S/GAC kept
changing the guidance until the time the COP was due; ad hoc requests kept com! !
ing right through the COP season. The PEPFAR team pointed out they do not need
guidance every year. The programs have matured, they understand the epidemic
better, and they understand the country environment. Those interviewed said that
S/GAC uses the guidance as a control mechanism, but the control mechanism is
restraining rather than promoting the program. The OIG team believes that if yearly
guidance is necessary, S/GAC should send it in April instead of June or July. This
would allow the posts to better manage the COP preparation.

The post noted it has often raised this issue of the reporting burden with S/
GAC. As early as 2005, there was even a reporting task force set up by S/GAC to
look at the issue. It made some useful recommendations. However, nothing has hap’|
pened, and many believe that the burden has gotten worse each year.

The post views S/GAC as a dedicated and competent group of people. In some
respects, communication with S/GAC is good. The country coordinator for South
Africa is available and tries to respond to requests for information. However, mem!|
bers of the PEPFAR team see the communication as limited more to instruction
than dialogue. While the post expresses its views on what is needed, they do not
believe that their recommendations are setriously considered because the S/GAC
guidance that comes back shows little reflection of what the post has recommended.

Last year, the PEPFAR team became concerned that the prevention section was
too weak. They informed S/GAC and initiated action to correct it: reviewing the
COP, meeting with partners, and conducting workshops with grantees. S/GAC’s
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response was to summon the team to Washington to discuss the problem, but the
team opted to stay in South Africa and work on the problem.

Some of the PEPFAR team expressed the view that the S/GAC staff needs to
work in the field to participate in the process, and to see how the plans are done and
what kind of oversight is needed. Some people at post perceived that S/GAC’s staff
in Washington tends to focus more on defending policies created by S/GAC than
promoting effective dialogue. The country coordinators need to spend as much time
in the field as possible. The coordinator for South Africa has visited twice in 2 years.
The team also noted that it would be useful in this regard for the desk officers of the
regional bureaus to become more actively involved as well.

There was a general concern that the PEPFAR model is too centralized and that
the programs need to be more field-driven. When PEPFAR came into South Africa,
it brought its program and what it thought the country needed, which angered mem/ |
bers of the South African Government and reduced cooperation. Each post needs to
be given authority to negotiate with the host government to determine the best way
to promote and support the program’s objectives.

A specific example is the issue of the PEPFAR budget for South Africa. The
previous Ambassador recommended to the last Global AIDS Coordinator that
S/GAC initiate a downturn in the budget, and the coordinator agreed. When he
announced the budget would decrease, he did not say by how much. The post points
out PEPFAR I was based on performance year-to-year, but now it is unclear how the
budgets will be determined. When the coordinator met with senior African Nation/]
al Congtress leaders, he told them not to worry; and this year the money in fact
remained at last yeat’s level, albeit with important changes in emphasis. However, this
lack of transparency has a very practical impact on implementation. The implement |
ing agencies cannot plan and are constrained from working with their implementing
partners to change emphasis because they do not have any advance information on
the budget.

Looking to the Future

There is evidence of substantial discussion within the Embassy, with S/GAC,
and also with the South African Government about the future of PEPFAR and
other HIV/AIDS efforts in South Africa. The South African Government has bel’]
come more aware of its vulnerabilities with the discovery that it can no longer afford
its bill for ARV treatment. There appears to be growing awareness of the dilemma
posed by the failure to slow new HIV infections.
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The jeopardy in South Africa is significant. Almost 6 million people are infected
today and, 600,000 people are receiving treatment. With a rate of 1,000 new infec’!
tions per day, the burden of treatment will increase significantly in the near future.
Because the South African Government initially assumed primary responsibility for
treatment, the U.S. Government itself is not directly liable, but the U.S. Government
and the international community have strong interests in ensuring that the South Af']
rican Government is able to sustain the program. Not only is it empirically important
for South Africa and the South African people, but South Africa’s success or failure
is symbolically important for the region and beyond.

The Embassy believes in spite of its vulnerability, South Africa is one of the
countries with the best prospects for being able to succeed and take over the proll
gram completely. The government is aware; it is planning well for the future, and it
has a reserve of human talent on which to draw. Cooperation with the U.S. Govern’|
ment is growing,

The Embassy is optimistic about the Partnership Framework initiated by S/
GAC. In South Africa, the program already has a head start because partnership
with South Africa is the theme that runs throughout all U.S.-South African relations.
Other programs have long stressed a relationship of equals. However, the PEPFAR
team also points out that PEPFAR and S/GAC will be challenged because PEPL
FAR, by virtue of both its size and its approach, has been a less cooperative program
than others. S/GAC will need to relinquish some of its centralized bias and devolve
decision-making authority to the posts for this work.
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY RESULTS OF OIG
QUESTIONNAIRE

The OIG team distributed a questionnaire to 30 PEPFAR posts with eight
open-ended questions. The OIG team sent the questionnaire to 13 countries (called
“focus countries” at the time) and 17 other countries with major PEPFAR programs.
Posts were allowed to share the questionnaire with their country teams. A variety of
officials prepared the responses: COMs, DCMs, or PEPFAR coordinators. Others
responses were a collaboration by the relevant parties on the PEPFAR team. There
were 23 responses—a 77 percent response rate. The countries that responded were
Angola, Botswana, Cambodia, China, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Domini
can Republic, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Lesotho, Namibia, Nigeria, Russia,
Rwanda, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Thailand, Uganda, Vietnam, Zambia,
and Zimbabwe. The following summary is broken down by question.

1. Please describe and comment on the COM role in PEPFAR oversight,
including the degree of front office time, attention devoted to PEP-
FAR and the interagency process, and the methods that have worked
best at your post.

The responses indicated that most COMs were actively involved in the PEPFAR
program, coordinating the agencies, and engaging with host government officials,
but the degree of involvement varied. On the low end of the scale, one post said the
COM and DCM chaired quarterly meetings and provided guidance on U.S. Govl]
ernment priorities. Another post, with limited funding, said the responsibility was
delegated to the DCM and recommended the PEPFAR coordinator be a participant
in the country team meetings. At one post, the COM gets periodic briefings and, as
needed, the COM and DCM intervene with the host government to address probl
lems. In another country with a small program, the DCM chairs regular meetings
with health agencies and reviews all PEPFAR reports that are then approved by the
COM.

For the majority of responding posts, COMs ranked on the higher end of the
scale of participation. They were variously described as actively involved, consistently
supportive, providing overall leadership, and sincerely interested. These COMs att |
tended site visits and clinic openings. One was said to maintain current knowledge
of the program with specific details in order to speak at any time with host country
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officials. At a post where HIV/AIDS was considered the Embassy’s primary mission,
the COM spent significant time: “He incorporates talking points on PEPFAR into
virtually every public address he makes.”

One COM reported periodically chairing meetings with agency heads on strategy,
planning, and coordination, spending 30 percent of his time on PEPFAR (while the
DCM spent 40 percent). Another provided high-level leadership, policy guidance,
and oversight, “linking PEPFAR to mission goals and programs” while the DCM
managed the daily oversight. Another COM “has played a central role in establishing
vision and principles of US. Government engagement” with the host government.
These are but a few of the descriptions of COM participation, but the responses are
overwhelmingly positive and showed the importance of strong leadership.

2. Does post have a full-time PEPFAR coordinator? If so, what is post’s
experience with this position?

Of the 23 respondents, eight did not have a PEPFAR coordinator. At one post,
staff turnovers and vacancies had complicated the issue, so the post used a USAID
HIV/AIDS specialist. One post was in the recruitment process. At another post, a
coordinator had been selected but would not arrive until about July 2009. Two posts
said the amount of their PEPFAR funding did not warrant a coordinator position.
One said that a Department environment, science, technology and health officer,
reporting to the economic counselor, functioned as a coordinator as needed.

Several options were used in hiring a coordinator. Not all posts indicated what
mechanism they used. For those that did, the descriptions were: a contract employee,
a GS-14 equivalent PSC, a contractor hired via a USAID PSC mechanism, an FS03

USAID health officer, a USAID GS-15 level HIV/AIDS senior technical advisor,
and a selected coordinator serving the team from Washington pending arrival at post.

The positive comments for this question were that PEPFAR coordinators
streamlined communication between agencies, were a catalyst to create systems and
a favorable atmosphere, and were essential to smooth functioning. At one post, “the
overall level of interagency coordination, cooperation, and collaboration has dramati |
cally improved.”

Some responses indicated the need for improvement in the PEPFAR coordinator
hiring process. At a large post, a contract PEPFAR coordinator was challenged for
being a contractor and did not have sufficient clout to direct key players from other
agencies. The DCM had to intervene to mediate. One post with a large program
suggested that there be PEPFAR funding to the Department for the position, rather
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than through USAID or CDC. “Seating should be with Department of State. The
feeling of multiagency support would be greater if the coordinator was located in a
neutral area.” Another post said that the job was too big for any single individual and
over time created a team. One post stressed that it was important to have a coordina]
tor who has both managed a sizeable organization and has many years of experience
in the health sector. Similarly, another post said that its experience had been that a
successful PEPFAR coordinator was first and foremost a manager.

Finally, one post listed five factors that cause staff turn-over for PEPFAR coortt ]
dinators:

* None of the PEPFAR coordinator office positions are considered career
staff positions;

* The positions are supported by similar nonpermanent staff positions in S/
GAC Washington headquarters, reflecting a similar degree of fluidity and
institutional uncertainty;

e There are no formal staff training programs for acquiring skill sets to en’
hance the performance of PEPFAR coordinator positions;

e There is no formal system for sharing management lessons learned or best
management practices between PEPFAR coordinators throughout PEPFAR,
except for presentations or attendance at annual meetings; and

¢ PEPFAR coordinator positions are by their definition coordination positions,
but without real authority or S/GAC process to direct or even evaluate the
performance of U.S. Government agencies or personnel or their contribution
to coordination between, among, or within agencies.

3. Please comment on the administrative, reporting, or other require-
ments S/GAC asks your posts to fulfill. What effect do these require-
ments have on post resources and other operations?

Virtually every respondent called the reporting requirements burdensome and
used such terms as time and labor intensive, duplicative, micromanaged, an extraor. |
dinary burden, demanding, onerous, excessive, or “an Achilles heel.”” However, one
post said that the PEPFAR coordinator did most of the work, so the effect on other
staff was minimal. Small countries with small PEPFAR sections felt that having the
same reporting requirements as larger countries was difficult. Many posts estimated
how much time was spent on reporting. Responses included: one fourth to one third
of all available time of PEPFAR; 4 weeks to 3 months twice a year; 3 to 4 months
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each year; and 50 percent of a 12-month period. Two posts reported that staff mem| |
bers had left due to frustration with the heavy reporting and administrative burdens.

An insightful post described the paradox of the reporting requirements:
“...without extensive detailed planning and reporting documents, Congress would
not have continued to support increased investment in PEPFAR, yet the increasing
burden of this reporting causes a direct strain on the time available for the actual
field monitoring of U.S. Government-funded programs.” Seemingly in response, a
different post noted that S/GAC frequently says that “Congress wants it.” However,
the post stated, “If this is really coming from Congress, then it is also the responl
sibility of S/GAC and PEPFAR field personnel to educate Congtess regarding the
trade-offs that arise with the increasing call for more information, which will most
likely be a progressive deterioration in terms of the accuracy, reliability, reproducibil’]

ity, relevancy, and sustainability of the collected data.”

4. Does post have sufficient resources and expertise to support the
PEPFAR effort (including human resources, financial management,
general services, facilities, and other ICASS services)? What more is
needed?

By far, most posts said they lacked adequate support, or that they currently were
getting by but expected to need more support as PEPFAR grew and negotiated
PEPFAR agreements. The responses used words such as seriously understaffed,
under-resourced, and challenged. Posts gave specific examples of their needs, many a
result of cost increases over the last 4 years. The most urgent needs were for human
resources support, office space, and certain financial functions. Several posts also
mentioned the need for motorpool support.

Some posts had adequate ICASS support. One post said it had sufficient ICASS
service support, but needed technical leadership. Another said simply that it did not
lack ICASS support. One post had just received ICASS approval for 10 new LE staff
positions. A Southeast Asian post said it could manage because the home offices for
all of the agencies had been extremely supportive.

The lack of support had ramifications. In one country, the COM put a hold on
any new program positions until the post had enough ICASS support staff to ad
equately assist the current number of direct-hire positions. Future staffing positions
there would be made on condition that the post’s administrative ICASS platform,
including housing and office space, could support an increase.
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A creative solution for budget help at one post was that PEPFAR provided
funding to hire an additional budget analyst for the budget office. The staff position
would report to the head of the budget office and devote 80 percent of their time to
overseeing PEPFAR-related issues. The remaining 20 percent of time was allocated
to the budget office. The response said, “This approach would allow for PEPFAR
items to be monitored more closely and deeply while lessening the overall demand
on current budget office staff.”

5. What has been the impact of PEPFAR on your host country and on
bilateral relations? Have other assistance programs been affected by
the presence of PEPFAR in your host country? If so, how?

The responses show overwhelmingly that PEPFAR has had positive results in
most countries on bilateral relations. The program has been welcomed and support’!
ed by most governments, and recipients of the program are appreciative. In many
cases, PEPFAR has improved the bilateral relations. One respondent said that under
the previous Ministry of Health leadership, the relationship was negative, but with
the new Ministry Of Health leadership it has markedly improved. One post quoted
its former Ambassador as saying, “Because of programs supported by the American
people, [the country] has come to view Americans as friends, advocates, and allies on
the frontlines and at the forefront of the AIDS crisis....”

Some posts described how other assistance programs in the country had been
affected. A Southeast Asian country explained that the introduction of the foreign
assistance budgeting process had “basically pitted one program area against another
so the PEPFAR funds have displaced critically needed material and child program
funds.” Another post said that other assistance programs had not been affected.
Good collaboration was seen at one post where PEPFAR “works collaboratively
with the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), United Nations Children’s
Fund (UNICEF) and Pan American Health Organization (PAHO)...With so many
active programs, [the country] has felt the impact of the PEPFAR dollar in a broader
capacity than if PEPFAR were working alone in this effort.”

At one post, PEPFAR and the Millennium Challenge Compact worked together
to strengthen synergies between the two programs. At another, PEPFAR “has helped
consolidate development partners and to look closely at each others’ activities so
as not to duplicate efforts.” Similarly, at another post, “the fact that the PEPFAR
program dominates other bilateral assistance in the health sector has allowed other
donors to focus their resources in other areas.”
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There were insightful responses concerning problems or less-than-positive as_!
pects of the program. At one post, since most of the funds are channeled through
nongovernmental organizations and contractors, sometimes U.S. Government efforts
are seen as not integrated into the national framework. Reduced budget levels caused
significant concern within one Ministry of Health and U.S. Government HIV part|
ners, and it jeopardized care. The government of one PEPFAR country compared
its small amount of funding with that of its regional neighbors; this caused “friction
and misunderstanding at the political and diplomatic levels.” In several instances, one
government had asked for support that could not be provided.

One post said that as the program moves forward, Partnership Compact negotia
tions are expected to be challenging and time-consuming, although potentially with
great rewards. Another said there was a positive effect (improving health systems)
and a negative one (hiring staff away from the Ministry of Health). The post noted
it was participating in a multi-country evaluation to better understand and assess the
attributes and limitations of global health initiatives such as PEPFAR, to see whether
they are having a lasting impact on the various components of the nation’s health
systems.

6. What challenges are there to the future sustainability and eventual
assumption of host country responsibility for this program?

Every respondent listed challenges to future sustainability. While the challenges
were great, most posts expressed hope that eventually they would be able to turn
over the PEPFAR program to the host government and listed the incremental steps
needed to be taken. Other posts were less optimistic for the medium-term. The first
transitional step was to move from direct implementation to technical assistance.

Frequently mentioned challenges were:

e Scarce technical resources

e Lack of medical professionals (one country needed 700 percent more

nurses)
* Undeveloped national health system
* Economic crises
* No coordinated prevention campaign
e Limited political will of country
¢  Reduced PEPFAR funding, making budgeting and planning difficult
¢ Weak management

¢ Corruption
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One post summed up the financial problem: “The worldwide economic downl !
turn is affecting local budgets as well as Washington budgets and the costs are
becoming more burdensome.” In light of these challenges, one post underlined “the
ethical responsibility that comes with ensuring that there is a continuum of care.”

On a positive note, a Southeast Asian post said that by providing high-level tech’
nical support and developing civil society it gained a partner in the host government
that could provide technical support to other countries in the region and “even in
Africa.”

7. Describe the extent or form of public diplomacy activity devoted to
PEPFAR.

Public diplomacy is a vital part of the PEPFAR program at posts, according
to a majority of the responses. Many public affairs officers are considered integral
members of the PEPFAR interagency teams. They are involved in disseminating
information about the program through such avenues as the media, conferences, and
site visits. One post with a large public diplomacy program hired a public diplomacy
PEPFAR assistant to work with grant management, and programs and events. Some
posts reported public diplomacy was done by the entire PEPFAR team. One post
uses its public outreach working group to coordinate public diplomacy activities.

In addition, ambassadors and other post personnel contribute to the awareness
campaign, giving speeches, making visits, and talking to the media. At one post, an
“extremely effective initiative” was a campaign organized by the Peace Corps volun'!
teers under the Ambassador’s stewardship. One Ambassador said he actively par |
ticipated and gave formal addresses at numerous, widely publicized events including
the openings of new hospitals and regional blood donor centers. In his case, many
of the events were attended by the nation’s president or senior officials and received
wide press coverage. Other respondents gave similar examples of the COM role in
public diplomacy.

Other public diplomacy techniques mentioned were:

*  Music videos and television soap operas with HIV/AIDS messaging
e Public diplomacy provided-funding for visits to PEPFAR sites

*  Visits by senior embassy staff and congressional delegations

¢ World AIDS Day activities at consulates and American centers

e “Embassy Road Show” events outside the capital city

¢ Use of PEPFAR public diplomacy grants through partners (media, arts,
sports, education, speakers)
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e Bureau of International Information Programs speaker tours, digital video-
conferences, and International Visitor leadership programs

e A poster contest

* A mission PEPFAR calendar

On the other hand, there were also less positive responses on the subject of
public diplomacy. One post in Southeast Asia that does not receive large sums for
the PEPFAR program noted that PEPFAR materials produced by S/GAC “seldom
mention [the country].” The post said its success “goes virtually unnoticed by S/
GAC” and that little acknowledgement by S/GAC in reports and high level visits
makes public diplomacy about PEPFAR difficult. A small post answered simply that
its public diplomacy efforts were “very limited.” Another post had high hopes for its
new communications strategy, but it was not yet fully operational. Finally, one post
was using public diplomacy and good media coverage on PEPFAR but had to com!|
bat the host government’s perception that its own economic collapse was due to U.S.
Government sanctions.

8. Please include any additional thoughts you have on future challenges
of this program.

Five of the 23 posts had no additional comments. Those with additional
thoughts followed up on issues mentioned earlier in the questionnaire:

* The need to couple support of mainstream HIV/AIDS activities with
creative wrap around programs that truly aid all aspects of life for the HIV-
positive individual;

¢ The most immediate challenge of negotiation of the Partnership Compact;

¢ Reconciling a host government’s goal of universal access to antiretroviral
treatment for eligible individuals and its goal of using more expensive ARV
medications and more expensive laboratory-based monitoring;

e The possibility of PEPFAR becoming a humanitarian and ethical liability if
budgets are cut precipitously leading to a decline in the quality or quantity of
services; and

* The need for a broad primary health care approach that focuses on health
systems and a wider range of diseases.

OIG Report No. ISP-I-10-01, Inspection of the Exercise of COM Authorty in Managing the PEPAR Overseas - Nov. 2009

SENSHIHVEBUTUNCEASSHAED



bullardz
Cross-Out

bullardz
Cross-Out


Some posts also had specific suggestions for S/GAC’s role:

*  Limit S/GAC’s approval to the strategic level and leave the rest to the people
on the ground;

* Change the reporting requirements or leave staff burned out;

e Drastically reduce reporting demands in the next phase when countries take
more responsibility;

* Continue to function with a significant degree of autonomy and play the
crucial role of neutral arbiter in the interagency process; and

*  Create behavioral expectations at the headquarters level and engage in con’
flict resolution among the headquarters interagency team.
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