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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.

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

A e ™ 2

Harold W. Geisel
Deputy Inspector General



PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE
INSPECTION

This review 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
US. 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
effectively 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
transactions and accounts are properly conducted, maintained, and reported.

*  Management Controls: whether the administration of activities and
operations 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 review, the inspectors distributed, reviewed, and compiled the
results of survey questionnaires; conducted on-site visits to overseas posts; surveyed
the 30 missions receiving the largest amounts of PEPFAR funds; and conducted inl|
terviews in Washington with officials from the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator and other federal agencies and other organizations pertinent to this
review. The inspectors did not review the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator
in Washington.
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KEY JUDGMENTS

e The President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) has been one
of the largest and most successful foreign assistance programs in history.
PEPFAR has received continuous, strong support from two administrations

and bipartisan support from Congress. Funding for PEPFAR grew from
$2.3 billion in FY 2004 to $6.8 billion in FY 2010.

¢ The unusual PEPFAR structure of having multiple U.S. Government agen|
cies implement the program under a consolidated approach led to some
conflict and loss of efficiency in the program’s early years. With time, the
accumulation of experience and more direct involvement by ambassadors at
embassies have resulted in better interagency coordination and cooperation.
Nonetheless, continued interagency cooperation must be stressed and
required.

* For larger programs, the embassy PEPFAR coordinators, who work directly
for the ambassador or deputy chief of mission IDCM), have helped resolve
differences and otherwise coordinate the various implementing agencies. The
gradual build-up of an experienced cadre of coordinators, as well as better
defined position descriptions and a coordinated hiring process by interagency
teams, have led to better collaboration in recent years.

e The heavy PEPFAR reporting burden, which was justified in part in the early
years to ensure continued Congressional support, should be lessened in order
to permit staff more time for program implementation, monitoring, and
evaluation.

* The Office of the US. Global AIDS Cootdinator (S/GAC) is correctly
shifting PEPFAR from an emergency program to a more sustainable one,
by expanding cooperation with host-country governments. Nonetheless,
scarce financial resources in many countries make it unlikely that more than
a few countries now receiving large PEPFAR funds can assume most of the
financial costs of PEPFAR in the medium term.
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¢ PEPFAR fights one of the greatest epidemics in modern times through

HIV/AIDS prevention, care, and treatment programs. No cure ot preven/]
tive vaccine is in sight, and thus a lengthy reliance on antiretroviral drugs is
expected. The United States has assumed varying degrees of responsibility
for the lives of over 2.5 million people who likely will die if antiretroviral
medication is no longer available. The enormous challenge of transitioning
PEPFAR to a sustainable program needs to be addressed over the medium
term, perhaps before the current reauthorization expires in September 2013.

¢ The Obama Administration’s Global Health Initiative (GHI), announced in
May 2009, which prescribes a comprehensive health care approach, needs to
be more clearly defined, particularly in terms of how GHI and PEPFAR will
be integrated. Guidance from Washington on GHI implementation is expect_
ed by late summer 2010.

The inspection took place in Washington, DC, between May 3 and July 21, 2010;
in Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic, between June 7 and 10, 2010; in Phnom
Penh, Cambodia, between June 15 and 22, 2010; in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam, on
June 28, 2010; and in Hanoi, Vietnam, between June 22 and 29, 2010. Detailed infor |
mation on the PEPFAR programs in these three countries is found in Appendices
A-1/Vietnam, A-2/Cambodia, and A-3/Dominican Republic. (b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)

(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (6)(b) (B)(b) (6)(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (B)(b) (6)
(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)
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INTRODUCTION

In 2007, OIG conducted a review of S/GAC in Washington and how it directed
and coordinated PEPFAR (OIG Report ISP-1-08-23, issued February 2008). That OIG
review did not include visits to embassies, but questionnaires were distributed to
overseas missions with large PEPFAR programs. Section 101 of the Hyde-Lantos
Act (Reauthorization Act of 2008 [H.R. 5501], enacted 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 of State
(Department) to jointly develop coordinated annual plans for PEPFAR oversight for
FY 2009 through FY 2013.

A second OIG inspection report (OIG Report ISP-I-10-01, issued November
2009), presented findings from visits to countries that are major recipients of PEP]
FAR funds (Haiti, Botswana, South Africa, Nigeria, and Ethiopia) and a summary of
responses to an OIG questionnaire that was sent to more than 20 posts. That inspec!

tion highlighted continuing concerns regarding oversight and management support
for PEPFAR activities.

OIG’s Office of Audits conducted an audit of the Department’s role in con’
structing and transferring ownership of PEPFAR overseas construction projects.
Overseas field work for this audit was performed in May 2010. Additionally, OIG’s
Office of Audits is conducting a review of PEPFAR’s reconciliation and disburse’!
ment of funds for selected PEPFAR accounts, including a review of other agencies’
internal controls. These audit projects are ongoing, and the reports are in the draft
phase.

This current OIG review is part of the coordinated Inspectors General oversight
plan for FY 2009, and it is intended largely as a follow-up to the 2009 OIG inspecl
tion. It also represents a shift from the Africa focus of the 2009 review. Many of
that report’s recommendations are not yet fully implemented. This inspection report
will not repeat those recommendations; instead, it will highlight continuing concerns
about some of the issues and recommendations contained in the 2009 report. The
2009 recommendations that are reemphasized in this review focus on the need for
interagency cooperation, importance of PEPFAR coordinators, proliferation of
competing brands or logos for the PEPFAR program overseas, and the continued
burden of required reporting,
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This report does not contain new recommendations. The purpose of this review
was to determine how embassies are fulfilling their responsibilities to coordinate, di!
rect, and support PEPFAR. It considers program oversight by embassy officials and
staff, including their role in policy and program implementation; the effectiveness of
mission support; implications for program sustainability; and current and anticipated
challenges.
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CONTEXT

Former President George W. Bush, early in his administration, committed the
United States to fighting HIV/AIDS in afflicted countries. PEPFAR was launched
in 2003 and was the largest commitment by any nation to combat a single disease in
history. The program called for a comprehensive, integrated, 5-year strategy. During
PEPFAR’s initial, 5-year authorization (FY 2004 through FY 2008), the United States
invested neatly $19 billion in program funds, including funding for bilateral HIV/
AIDS and tuberculosis programs and contributions to the Global Fund to Fight
AIDS, Tubetculosis and Malaria (the Global Fund, or the Fund).! PEPFAR required
coordination among several implementing agencies in the executive branch, including
the Department, USAID, HHS, the Department of Defense (DOD), the Department
of Labort, and the Peace Corps.

The Hyde-Lantos Act (Reauthorization Act of 2008, H.R. 5501, enacted in
July 2008), extended PEPFAR for 5 years, until September 30, 2013. The Obama
Administration, early in its term, reaffirmed a strong commitment to PEPFAR. The
program’s nearly 7 years to date are widely considered to have been very successful.

S/GAC reports the following program results, as of September 30, 2009:

* PEPFAR directly supported life-saving antiretroviral treatment for over
2.4 million adults and children. They represent more than half of the
estimated 4 million individuals in low and middle-income countries on
treatment.

* PEPFAR partnerships have directly supported care for nearly 11 million
adults and children affected by HIV/AIDS, including 3.6 million orphans and
vulnerable children.

!"The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malatia, established in Geneva in 2002, is

an inter-national public-private partnership; contributors include bilateral and multilateral dol]
nors, philanthropic foundations, and the private sector. The Global Fund does not implement
programs; rather, it is a financing mechanism that makes grants to host-country stakeholders. It
provides 25 petcent of all international funding to combat HIV/AIDS. The United States is the
single largest contributor to The Global Fund. Since its inception, The Global Fund has commit]
ted $19.3 billion to 144 countries. The Global Fund is an independent entity and is not related to
the United Nations family (e.g.,, UNAIDS, WHO).
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e InFY 20099, PEPFAR directly supported prevention of mother-to-child
transmission programs that allowed nearly 100,000 babies of HIV-positive
mothers to be born HIV-free, adding to the nearly 240,000 babies born
without HIV due to PEPFAR support during the period of FY 2004-2008.

e InFY 2009, PEPFAR also directly supported HIV counseling and
testing for nearly 29 million people, providing a critical entry point to
prevention, treatment, and care.

The Reauthorization Act of 2008 authorized a budget of $48 billion, for FY
2009 through 2013. The Act made a number of changes to the original legislation: it
removed the spending requirement on abstinence-until-marriage programs; authol|
rized the use of compacts or framework agreements between the United States and
host countries; and emphasized strategies to promote the sustainability of health care
systems in affected countries. In FY 2009, the United States provided an additional
$6.6 billion for PEPFAR, and the President’s budget for FY 2010 requested $6.7
billion. For FY 2003 through FY 2010, the U.S. Government will commit approxi_ |
mately $32 billion to bilateral HIV/AIDS programs, the Global Fund, and bilateral
tuberculosis programs. For FY 2011, President Obama has requested nearly $7 bil |
lion for PEPFAR, including $5.74 billion for bilateral HIV/AIDS programs, $1 bil'|
lion for the Global Fund, and $251 million for bilateral tuberculosis programs. The
United States is, by far, the largest contributor to the fight against global HIV/AIDS,
providing more than half of total international HIV/AIDS assistance.

The United States remains the single largest contributor to the Global Fund. The
President’s FY 2010 request of $1 billion for the Fund represents the largest request
to date. Total U.S. contributions to the Global Fund through FY 2010 are anticipated
to reach $5.5 billion. S/GAC participates in various oversight bodies of the Global
Fund. Following the OIG inspection, S/GAC noted that it was increasing collabol |
ration with the Fund. Among the steps taken, some embassies are adding a Global
Fund liaison to their PEPFAR teams. Also, up to 10 countries will participate in a
pilot project to increase collaboration between S/GAC and the Fund on the planning
process and other program functions.
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The PEPPFAR Funding

FY 2004 - FY 2011 PEPFAR Funding ($ in million)

Programs FY 2004 FY 2005 | FY 2006 FY 2007 | FY 2008 | FY 2009 | FY 2010 | Total FY 2011
Enacted Enacted | Enacted Enacted | Enacted |[Enacted | Enacted | Enacted” | Requested

Bilateral HIV/AIDS
Programs' 1,643 2,263 2,654 3,699 5,028 5,503 5,542 26,332 5,739
Global Fund 547 347 545 724 840 1,000 1,050 5,053 1,000
Bilateral TB 87 94 91 95 163 177 243 950 251
Programs
TOTAL PEPFAR
(without Malaria) 2,277 2,705 3,290 4,518 6,031 6,680 6,835 32,335 6,990

'Bilateral HIV/AIDS Programs includes funding for bilateral country/regional programs, UNAIDS, IAVI, Microbicides and NIH/AIDS
research.

“Includes enacted funding for FY 2004 - FY 2010.

Note: All funding amounts have been rounded to the nearest million, so the numbers shown in the table may not sum to the totals.

Source: S/GAC

Building on PEPFAR with the Global Health Initiative

In launching the GHI in May 2009, President Obama credited President Bush for PEPFAR’s
successful initial phase and announced that his administration would expand investments in
PEPFAR and other global health priorities. PEPFAR and the fight against HIV/AIDS will be
the largest component of the GHI, which commits $63 billion over 6 years to support partner
countries in improving and expanding access to health services and strengthening their health
systems. As part of the GHI, PEPFAR is transitioning from its initial emergency focus to an
emphasis on sustainability, and to serving as a platform for expanded responses to a broader range
of global health needs. GHI will address HIV/AIDS, malaria, tuberculosis, neglected tropical
diseases, preventable complications from pregnancy and childbirth, malnutrition, and various
diseases preventable by vaccines.

The Obama administration is emphasizing global health in diplomacy and development
activities worldwide. Through investments in global health, the administration intends to
spur progress in economic development, jobs creation, education, agricultural development,
gender equity, and political stability. The achievement of these objectives will have a direct
impact on the security and prosperity of the United States.
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OVERSEAS EXECUTIVE DIRECTION OF
PEPFAR

The 2009 OIG inspection describes how PEPFAR’s “whole of government”
approach to foreign assistance differed from the model that had been in place since
World War II. PEPFAR worked to streamline the existing, fragmented, and cumbersome
bureaucracy that had been responsible for HIV/AIDS programs. PEPFAR is centrally
directed from Washington by S/GAC. Specific programs and responsibilities of the
implementing PEPFAR agencies are formalized at each embassy in a country operational
plan (COP). The COP is separate from each embassy’s operational plan for other foreign
assistance programs, which is prepared for the Department’s Office of the Director of
U.S. Foreign Assistance.

S/GAC, working with a complex interagency process, makes policy decisions about
PEPFAR goals and objectives, controls disbursement of funds, and oversees PEPFAR
implementation at overseas missions. Actual program implementation is carried out by
multiple U.S. Government agencies, according to their expertise in development, health,
and community organization. The two principal implementing agencies are USAID
and HHS’s Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). This presents significant
policy, coordination, and support challenges for the ambassador. Responsibility for ensurt |
ing that agency programs are complementary rather than competitive also falls to the
ambassador, as do responsibilities for overseeing agencies’ activities and assisting them
with access to host-government officials.

These tasks can be quite complicated, in part because each implementing agency has
obligations to the ambassador, to its own headquarters, and to S/GAC. The ambassadot’s
coordination role often becomes more difficult as the number of implementing agencies
increases. PEPFAR has an unprecedented level of resources, sometimes dwarfing other
assistance programs. PEPFAR needs substantial fiscal accountability and oversight, and
Congress has required new levels of accountability and extensive, detailed reporting of
its results.

Ambassadors handle these responsibilities differently, depending on host country
conditions and individual management styles. Some, particularly at posts where PEPFAR
may be by far the largest activity in the country, have become integrally involved in day-
to-day management of the program. Other ambassadors have delegated that authority
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and concentrate their efforts on public diplomacy or high-level diplomatic repre’ |
sentation. S/GAC officials report that, over the past year, they have increased their
engagement with the Department’s regional bureaus and with posts. They point out
that more frequent communication is critical, as increasing diplomatic dialogue is
needed at the country level during the transition to host-country program responsi_|
bility.

The OIG team found that effective ambassadorial oversight includes ensuring
that implementing agencies understand the imperative to promote cooperation and
avoid destructive competition—and enforcing that mandate when necessary. It also
involves making sure the mission provides sufficient administrative and other
support to the PEPFAR program and staff.
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INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

OIG’s 2009 report requested that S/GAC require each implementing agency to
send an annual directive to their overseas personnel, reiterating the importance of
interagency cooperation and program coordination. While many PEPFAR teams
work collegially, the interagency process remains challenging and needs constant
tending. The primary cause of difficulties is often tension between the two largest
implementing agencies, USAID and CDC. Frictions among the other implementing
agencies appear to be minor, perhaps due to the smaller size of their PEPFAR
budgets.

The OIG team’s visits to embassies and the responses to OIG’s questionnaire
indicate that, where unproductive competition exists, it appears to result from
ambiguity over role delineation and a lack of Chief of Mission oversight. Each
agency is meant to use its core competencies to address country-specific needs. This
approach weakens when agencies’ activities overlap, boundaries are ill-defined,
interpersonal relations among agency officials are strained, or ambassadors do not
intercede to correct dysfunctional relationships. Nevertheless, the OIG team advises
S/GAC to avoid drawing rigid boundaries. Friction and duplication have decreased,
but headquarters needs to continue to emphasize cooperation and coordination.
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ROLE OF THE PEPFAR COORDINATORS

Shortly after PEPFAR was initiated, some ambassadors established coordinal
tor positions at their respective embassies, to facilitate the interagency process and
reduce PEPFAR’s drain on administrative resources. As noted in OIG’s 2009 report,
coordinators have proved to be an important element in PEPFAR’s success. Fach
embassy’s experience with PEPFAR is different, influenced by the host-country
environment, nature of the HIV/AIDS epidemic, and program size. However,
responses to OIG’s 2010 questionnaire (see summary in Appendix B) and other
information gathered during the review indicate that, during the first 7 years of
PEPFAR, those embassies that hired effective PEPFAR coordinators had relatively
successful programs. There was less interagency strife, better communication with
S/GAC, less strain on embassy resources, and better integration of the program with
US. interests in the host countries.

During the next phase of PEPFAR, it will be increasingly important to have
the sort of interagency effort that an effective PEPFAR coordinator can facilitate
among agencies. Cooperation will be necessary for planning, capacity building, the
negotiation process, the challenge of dealing with multiple host-country government
entities, and the transition of PEPFAR operations from U.S. to host-country respon’!
sibility. In recognition of coordinators’ many responsibilities, S/GAC has started
developing a formal orientation program and a more structured training process for
incoming and current coordinators.

Most coordinators are hired by USAID as personal services contractors, due
to the Department’s limited hiring mechanisms. While the coordinators report to
the ambassador or deputy chief of mission (IDCM), this hiring arrangement often
compromises the perception by other agencies of the coordinator’s role as a neutral
broket. The OIG team believes, and S/GAC concurs, that PEPFAR coordinator
positions should belong to the Department. S/GAC has engaged Department
officials on this issue.
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PUBLIC DIPLOMACY SUPPORT FOR
PEPFAR

PEPFAR presents unique opportunities and challenges for public diplomacy.
In most countries the program is viewed very positively, and association with it
can enhance many aspects of the U.S. presence and promote a wide range of U.S.
interests. In most cases, the embassy’s public affairs section provides guidance to
the PEPFAR team and serves as the final clearance authority for public messages.
However, most of the actual crafting of the messages, arranging public events, and
promulgating information are done by the implementing agencies. This division of
responsibility works well when there is a well-coordinated PEPFAR team.

Some public diplomacy officers expressed concern that the proliferation of indi|
vidual agency logos and messages (agency branding) is a problem, because multiple
logos can confuse the public about the source and nature of the PEPFAR program.
This issue was raised in the 2009 OIG report, as well, and it is not yet solved. The
OIG team believes sufficient concern remains about presenting the public brand of
PEPFAR to merit greater attention from S/GAC and implementing agencies.
S/GAC officials concur with this assessment and have discussed the issue with
Department leadership.
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REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Almost all embassies continue to express great frustration with PEPFAR’s heavy
reporting burden; reporting requirements were by far the greatest source of angst for
the PEPFAR posts queried for this review. The 2009 OIG report recommended that
S/GAC reduce COP preparation to every other year and use the embassy’s annual and
semiannual reporting mechanism to prepare the annual budget submission. Almost
all of the 26 posts that responded to the OIG questionnaire listed that the most time
consuming, resource intensive (and in their view mostly unnecessary) burden they
face in implementing PEPFAR is preparing the COP and annual and semiannual
reports, and responding to short-fused taskings from S/GAC. Many missions have
appealed to S/GAC to rationalize and reduce the reporting requirements. However,
most embassies report that, in spite of efforts by S/GAC, the reporting burden has
not decreased. Many posts reported that it has, in fact, increased, due to new require’]
ments and guidelines. As several embassies noted, a wholesale overhaul of the process
is needed; the frequent, small revisions made by S/GAC in an effort to be helpful
actually have increased the reporting burden.

Many embassies reported that most or all of their PEPFAR staff regularly spend
approximately 3 months on the COP process alone. They argue that this time would
be better spent on program implementation and oversight. Some missions 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. Govern| |
ment liabilities, but they are hampered in doing so specifically because the planning
and reporting burdens leave them insufficient time and resources.

The OIG team believes that devoting this amount of program time and resources
to planning and reporting is excessive. An internal review that S/GAC sponsored in
2005 also recommended an every other year COP exercise. The COP is essentially a
budget submission tool; its descriptive parts do not need annual revising, particularly
as PEPFAR is now more mature. During PEPFAR’s next phase, a COP with a longer-
term view and more consistent format would be more appropriate. Yearly statistics
that are reported in annual and semiannual reports would continue to be available for
the budget submission process.
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S/GAC acknowledges this problem, and has taken steps to streamline the
reporting requirements. However, it has been unable to resolve all concerns about
the existing and sometimes growing burden of planning, budgeting, data collecting,
and report writing. In 2009, S/GAC officials told the OIG team that they were aware
of the posts’ concerns and pleas. It had conducted a needs assessment in 2008 and
was planning to implement new technical requirements and install a new database
system the following year. However, during the current OIG review, many embassies
noted that the new database system was not yet operational, which increased frustra |
tion in preparing the COP in late 2009. S/GAC stated in 2009 that COPs cannot be
submitted every 2 years until there is a 2-year budget plan, but it might be possible
to input COP data one year and only update it the next year, thus having multiyear
entry data. Budgets, targets, and results would have to be refreshed annually. For the
years the embassies do not submit a COP, S/GAC can prepate reports using data
from the annual and semiannual reports. In sum, the missions should not have to
revise and rewrite the COP every year.

S/GAC officials reaffirmed the need for a balance between the level of account’!
ability and transparency and the level of effort to sustain it. Following the conclusion
of OIG’s current review, S/GAC officials reported that the COPs had been revised:
a full COP now is submitted on a 2-year basis, and off-year reporting will be reduced
to updating the data tables and executive summary. S/GAC also is participating in a
Department-wide process intended to harmonize reporting requirements across the

board.
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LOOKING TO THE FUTURE

S/GAC’s concept of developing partnership frameworks, which accelerated in
2009, encourages and assists individual countries to assume increasing responsibil
ity for HIV/AIDS programs. The purpose of the partnership frameworks and
accompanying implementation plans is to establish the foundation and lay out the
steps to achieve sustainable programs. While the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator has
put forward the broad policy goals, S/GAC officials pointed out that there is an evolvl
ing process around the definition of country ownership and sustainability. Officials
also referred to the tension between defining these objectives centrally in Washington
and having the embassies engage partner governments in defining them at the country
level.

The U.S. Government has, in a sense, adopted a large population of non-U.S.
citizens for whose lives and livelihoods it has varying degtrees of responsibility. S/GAC
leadership says that the United States will not abandon these people. PEPFAR officials
stated that overarching issues remain regarding how to handle new patients and how
to successfully hand over the responsibility for HIV/AIDS programs to PEPFAR’s
partner governments through its partnership frameworks. Should the United States
cease funding HIV treatment programs, most PEPFAR recipient governments are
unlikely to have the resources and infrastructure to fund and maintain HIV/AIDS
programs. People who are currently on antiretroviral treatment would no longer have
access to life-sustaining medications and services and would likely die. Having large
numbers of people suddenly stop their HIV treatment also might result in mutations
of the virus that could negatively affect the nature and intensity of the epidemic. In
addition to presenting a clear humanitarian danger, this situation could have significant
implications for host-country stability, bilateral relations, and global perceptions of the
United States.

Global Health Initiative

The GHI announced in May 2009 requested funding of $63 billion over 6 years
(FY 2009 to FY 2014). PEPFAR funding was included in this amount, and it is the
largest component of GHI, accounting for 70 percent of total funding. The put]
pose of GHI is to shape a U.S. Government comprehensive, integrated global health
strategy. The initiative, which will be implemented in 80 countries currently receiving
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U.S. health assistance funds, will focus on health systems strengthening, child and
maternal health, reproductive health, nutrition, and neglected tropical diseases. Addi
tional objectives include building capacity of host-country institutions and leveraging
support from other donors. In June 2010, the Department, USAID, and HHS an!
nounced the GHI governance structure and the first round of GHI Plus countries.
In FY 2009, four of the eight GHI Plus countries (Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, and
Rwanda) received a combined total of $1.1 billion in PEPFAR funds. The other GHI
Plus countries are Bangladesh, Guatemala, Mali, and Nepal.

Many embassies surveyed by the OIG team are enthusiastic about GHI’s goals,
but they are anxious about how GHI will be implemented; how it will relate to
PEPFAR, and vice versa; and whether it will succeed in accomplishing its objectives,
ot just add another layer of confusing bureaucracy. S/GAC officials stated that GHI
now is moving toward greater program definition, with draft guidance soon to be
issued to the GHI Plus countries.
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ABBREVIATIONS

CDC Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

COM Chief of mission

CoP Country operational plan

DCM Deputy chief of Mission

DOD Department of Defense

GHI Global Health Initiative

HHS Department of Health and Human Services

ICASS International Cooperative Administrative Support
Services

NGO Nongovernmental organization

OIG Office of Inspector General

PEPFAR President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief

SAMHSA Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration

S/GAC Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator

USAID United States Agency for International Development
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APPENDIX A-1: VIETNAM COUNTRY
REPORT

BACKGROUND

The PEPFAR program in Vietnam is the largest in Asia. Vietnam was one of the
15 former focus countries that received most PEPFAR resources in the eatly years of
the program. The national HIV/AIDS prevalence rate is 0.43 percent, or well below
the rates in other former focus countries. The epidemic in Vietnam is concentrated
among intravenous drug users, sex workers, and men who have sex with men. The
HIV/AIDS prevalence rate among these high-risk populations ranges from 25 to
50 percent. PEPFAR funding for Vietnam grew from $18 million in FY 2004 to
$65.8 million in FY 2007, with a projected $87.8 million in FY 2010. In terms of
funding, this makes Vietnam 14th on the list of 31 PEPFAR bilateral countries. With
the July 2010 signing of the partnership framework by representatives of the U.S. and
Vietnamese Governments, an additional $10 million will be allocated to Vietnam for
FY 2010, bringing total PEPFAR funds to $97.8 million.

PEPFAR accounts for a large majority of total U.S. aid to Vietnam. The program
has helped create positive relations with this former adversary, with whom the United
States established diplomatic relations in 1995. The good will from PEPFAR boosts
diplomatic cooperation in other areas. Broader U.S. health diplomacy in Vietnam,
including programs for pandemic influenza and Agent Orange remediation, builds
trust and improves relations.

USAID and CDC implement the largest parts of the bilateral PEPFAR assistance
program. Each agency accounts for almost half of the total annual PEPFAR budget,
or over $40.5 million each. These agencies are supported by significant efforts from
a PEPFAR unit of the US. Navy and a small unit of the HHS Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA). Most of the interagency PEPFAR
team works in the embassy in Hanoi. CDC and USAID also assign staff to the U.S.
consulate general in Ho Chi Minh City. Approximately half of Vietnam’s HIV/AIDS
cases are in Ho Chi Minh City and its surrounding provinces. The DOD PEPFAR
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component, with an annual budget of about $3.8 million, works directly with the
Vietnam Ministry of Defense and plays an important role in the U.S.-Vietnamese
relationship. DOD programs reach a large part of the population, as its military
hospitals serve about 80 percent of the civilian population. The SAMHSA reprel]
sentative, who is the agency’s sole permanent attaché overseas, plays a key role in
supporting U.S. efforts to address the HIV/AIDS problem in Vietnam, given that
intravenous drug use is the main behavior driving the epidemic.

Full-time PEPFAR coordinators hired under a USAID contract have worked at
the embassy for 4 years. Limited Department contracting authority means it is not
possible for the coordinator to be a Department employee, which is the preferable
model. The current coordinator arrived in May 2010. She is considered a Depart|
ment employee and reports to the Ambassador and DCM. The public affairs section
of the embassy supports PEPFAR, with assistance from a USAID communications
officer and an information specialist in the coordination office. PEPFAR has raised
the profile of U.S. assistance among Vietnamese government officials and the gen’
eral public. A 2009 survey conducted by USAID found that 46 percent of the public
interviewed in Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City recognized PEPFAR as a U.S. health
assistance project.

The HHS health attaché position (recently vacated at the time of the OIG
review, and one of approximately 10 such positions worldwide), was partially funded
by PEPFAR. Health attachés are responsible for oversight and coordination of all
embassy health assistance programs. The political section and the environment,
science, technology, and health office perform some PEPFAR-related functions.
Embassy officials and the PEPFAR team were unanimous in stating that the health
attaché played a valuable and essential role and expressed concern that HHS has left
the position vacant.

USAID and CDC, the primary implementing agencies, are located at separate
annexes away from the chancery, but a scheduled move to consolidated quarters is
planned for late 2010. This will facilitate daily contact and coordination.

PEPFAR is the largest contributor to HIV/AIDS programs in the country, the
other major donor being the Global Fund. Coordination of the Global Fund process
is a concern at the embassy. The country coordinating mechanism for the Global
Fund is convened for review and submission of grants; the Fund does not have the
capacity to provide adequate oversight of the principal recipients. Using the partner |
ship framework, the PEPFAR team plans to improve its technical assistance to the
country coordinating mechanism to strengthen governance, oversight, and account’ |

ability.
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Other donor support for HIV/AIDS programs comes from the World
Bank and the Clinton Foundation. However, the Clinton Foundation is phasing
out its support of pediatric activities by the end of 2010, and the World Bank
will likely phase out its HIV/AIDS activities by 2012.

PEPFAR helps Vietnamese agencies work closer together, even within ministries.
The Government of Vietnam does not contribute large financial or human resources
to combat HIV/AIDS, given the press of other health demands. With PEPFAR as |
sistance, the government set up a national action plan, but the government budget
covers only 5 percent of medical treatment. During a visit to the United States in late
2009, Vietnam’s deputy prime minister visited U.S. methadone clinics; after his visit,
the Government of Vietnam decided to create more methadone clinics, because of
the associated benefits for the entire community. The Government of Vietnam
appreciates PEPFAR assistance and hopes that bilateral assistance will continue after
the current PEPFAR authorization expires in September 2013.

In June 2010, the PEPFAR team provided support to convene the first Lower
Mekong Initiative Conference on Infectious Diseases. The conference resulted from
commitments made at a July 2009 meeting in Phuket, Thailand, between Secretary
Clinton and the foreign ministers of Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, and Vietnam. During
that meeting, U.S. officials proposed that one objective of the conference should be
to bolster regional cooperation, and PEPFAR Vietnam was asked to fund the confer

cnce.

Given the authoritarian nature of the Government of Vietnam, the creation of
faith-based and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) has been limited. Nonethel
less, more than 40 domestic and international NGOs work as PEPFAR implementing
partners.

Chief of Mission Role

The Ambassador and DCM provide strong executive oversight and supl!
port of the PEPFAR program, while leaving most day-to-day operations to the
PEPFAR coordinator and the PEPFAR team. The front office resolves the few
issues that cannot be resolved by the PEPFAR coordinator and team members.
The Ambassador delegates most supervisory authority to the DCM, who meets
frequently with the PEPFAR team and agency heads. The DCM knows the
PEPFAR issues well and had PEPFAR experience at a previous post that was a
former focus country. The Ambassador is willing to make high-level represen’
tations as needed; he has a good working relationship with many Vietnamese
government officials.
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The Ambassador and the DCM engage agency heads in a weekly country team
meeting, where the PEPFAR coordinator discusses current and projected activities; a
twice-monthly PEPFAR team meeting with the DCM to discuss key issues regarding
operations, staffing, or Washington-based issues; and regular digital videoconferences
with the team in Ho Chi Minh City. The embassy recently instituted a monthly U.S.
health team meeting, chaired by the DCM, that covers all U.S. health assistance prol!
grams. The purpose of these meetings is to share information, harmonize activities
and interactions with local government counterparts, and reinforce a “one U.S. Governl
ment” approach to health diplomacy in Vietnam. The DCM also meets weekly with the
USAID director, and every 2 weeks with the CDC director. The DCM recently attended
the 2010 PEPFAR annual meeting in Tanzania. In addition, the front office actively
supported a 3-year effort to colocate the PEPFAR implementing agencies.

Coordination by Implementing Agencies and Partners

With the arrival of new PEPFAR agency personnel in the past year, including the
new coordinator in May 2010, interagency relations and coordination improved mark’
edly. The improvement was driven largely by personality, rather than by systemic changes
to the coordination process. Given the nature of interagency sparring that the OIG
team has seen at other posts, a more systematic approach to encourage harmonious
relations is needed, rather than relying on the good will and common sense of agency
participants. The OIG team endorses the recommendation in the 2009 OIG report that
a directive be sent wotldwide from the heads of S/GAC, USAID, and HHS reiterating
the imperative that agencies work collegially. The team also concurs that this responsibil !
ity should be an element in the performance evaluation of each agency head.

The current PEPFAR team appears able and willing to work through challenges.
Given the unique nature of the PEPFAR process, some hiccups are to be expected.
Nonetheless, a good team will work cooperatively to resolve them.

Apart from the frequent meetings with the front office, the PEPFAR team meets on
its own and communicates via phone or e-mail. Technical working groups, made up of
agency representatives, also meet every 2 weeks. With the encouragement of the front
office, the political section, public affairs section, and environment, science, technology,
and health office work well together in drafting cables and preparing diplomatic notes
and otherwise assisting in negotiations. The embassy has made good use of cables to
generate attention and to focus on issues in Washington, particularly before the U.S.
Global AIDS coordinator visited in June 2009. The USAID and CDC offices in Ho Chi
Minh City make an important contribution to the country interagency effort.
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The scheduled move of all Hanoi-based PEPFAR elements to one annex will
improve day-to-day contact and other forms of communication. In particular, the
increase in the number of OpenNet terminals for all PEPFAR agencies, including
the coordinator, will increase ease of communication. Also, switching the PEPFAR
coordinator’s email from a USAID account to a Department account will reinforce
the fact that the coordinator works for and reports to the Department, not USAID.

PEPFAR implementing partners (e.g,, NGOs) expressed frustration with the
relatively rapid turnover of the embassy’s PEPFAR team members. Partners also said
they would appreciate more meetings with other partners and U.S. agencies, in par_ |
ticular to understand the PEPFAR team’s decision making process. They appreciated
that quarterly reporting requirements were dropped in favor of semiannual reports,
but they would welcome a shift to annual reports. They also would welcome more
visits by PEPFAR team members to project sites. The embassy PEPFAR team conl!
curred with this and cited the heavy reporting burden as one reason why they have
not visited project sites as frequently as needed for proper program oversight.

The PEPFAR Coordinator

The OIG team believes that a coordinator is essential to carrying out a large
PEPFAR program. The embassy has had a series of coordinators in recent years. A
full-time coordinator departed in the fall of 2009, and a temporary duty coordinator
filled in for about 6 months until early 2010. In May 2010, the new full-time coordi’!
nator arrived. The position description was based largely on a template from S/GAC,
adapted to reflect post- and country- specific needs. The coordinator’s role was clear! |
ly defined and was widely understood and accepted by PEPFAR team members. As
part of the hiring process, candidates were interviewed by PEPFAR team members.

The new coordinator, who was a deputy coordinator in a former PEPFAR focus
country, is off to an impressive start. The agencies look forward to working with her,
and she attends country team meetings regularly. She received minimal orientation
from S/GAC prior to coming to Hanoi, and believes that coordinators would benefit
from additional training, including training in conflict resolution and negotiation, and
the procurement and budgeting processes.

Three local employees work for the coordinator, including an information spe’
cialist, who helps implement the Ambassadot’s small grants PEPFAR fund with the
assistance of the public affairs section.
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Public Diplomacy

The PEPFAR team’s media efforts are supported by the public affairs section,
a USAID documentation and communications officer, and an information specialist
in the PEPFAR coordinator’s office. In addition, the front office and PEPFAR agency
heads routinely attend key public events and technical conferences hosted by the
Government of Vietnam. The regular participation of U.S. staff at these meetings
demonstrates strong support for Vietnamese-led activities in the fight against
HIV/AIDS.

The Ambassador’s small grants fund for HIV/AIDS public diplomacy efforts,
established 2 years ago, also plays an important role in raising PEPFAR’s visibility.
Activities supported by the fund raise awareness of the epidemic among affected
communities and promote community and national-level dialogue on stigma and
discrimination against people living with HIV/AIDS.

The embassy believes, and the OIG team agrees, that PEPFAR’s public diplomacy
efforts are weakened by the competing logos, brands, and slogans of various U.S agenl |
cies and other implementing partners, which often appear alongside (or sometimes
in lieu of) PEPFAR’s own insignia. Some agencies, such as USAID, are mandated by
law to use their own logos, while others are discouraged from doing so. The embassy
notes that, after nearly 7 years of PEPFAR activities and despite the 2009 OIG team’s
recommendation, S/GAC still has not developed guidance with regard to PEPFAR
branding. This leads to confusion in the field among U.S. agencies, implementing
partners, the Viethamese Government, and the population.

Embassy Support

The embassy believes that it can meet PEPFAR’s International Cooperative
Administrative Support Services (ICASS) services needs with the continued coordina |
tion, support, and management assistance of local PEPFAR agencies; it also needs
headquarters support from the Department, CDC in Atlanta, USAID in Washington,
and regional offices in Bangkok, and DOD naval facilities in San Diego. In particular,
the human resources unit has worked hard to understand the unique requirements of
the position classification process for PEPFAR’s locally employed staff. All agencies
have a good relationship with the management section.
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It took nearly 3 years and required much front office and management section
support to find and rent annex space in which to consolidate the PEPFAR agencies.
The delays were caused primarily by the need to meet Department safety and security
standards. Due to an overlap of the leases, some agencies have to pay double rent for
an extended period, but the embassy is confident there will be a large net gain for all
agencies once the new offices are ready.

Support from the Off ce of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator

S/GAC requites one of the most elaborate and comprehensive reporting schemes
in the U.S. Government. In the early years of PEPFAR, this level of reporting was
justified — in large part as a means to convince Congtress that high levels of funding
were worthwhile. In general, detailed annual budgets and semiannual reporting still
require enormous amounts of time and resources from overseas PEPFAR teams that
take away from the time the team can spend in the field actually implementing
programs. Given the general consensus in Congress and elsewhere of the utility of
the program, a move to biennial budgeting and annual reporting would free up
enormous time and resources.

The PEPFAR team believes that the budgeting and reporting process have
become so cumbersome, labor-intensive, and frustrating that it undermines the team’s
ability to plan strategically or provide on-site technical assistance. The embassy em!
phatically suggests that S/GAC continue to work in close collaboration with field staff,
to ease the burden of preparing COPs (and hopefully the recently announced 2-year
COP concept will alleviate some of this burden). S/GAC also should work with PEPL]
FAR’s field staff to reduce the COP indicators to a limited number of required core
elements, and diminish reporting frequency. In addition, the embassy wants the report’]
ing cycles to be synchronized better with the budgeting cycles. S/GAC has changed
some indicators to try to lessen the reporting burden, but at times the new requests
seem to be made for no clear purpose. The shift of a few words in the guidance can
be cumbersome, and the constant changes in directions regarding the indicators cause
confusion and reporting difficulties. The lack of an updated S/GAC data system also
makes preparing the COP difficult.
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Looking to the Future

The PEPFAR team is working actively to move the program from an emergency
response to a sustainable one. The recently established partnership framework seeks to
strengthen the quality and accessibility of government prevention, care, and treatment
services; strengthen overall health systems; and strengthen the national response to
HIV by increasing the capacity of government, nonprofit, private, and multilateral ot
ganizations. The team is developing the partnership framework implementation plan,
which will detail first-year activities and achievements after 5 years. The PEPFAR team
hopes that S/GAC will send a clear signal about future funding, in order to establish
desired benchmarks for Vietnamese government commitments.

Given the low HIV/AIDS prevalence rate in Vietnam and the country’s growing
economy, some sources speculate that Washington could reduce PEPFAR funds sig/ |
nificantly in future years. The PEPFAR team believes that an eatly reduction of funds
would be a mistake, as it could reverse the gains made with the $400 million invested
thus far — such as the estimated 58 percent reduction in HIV incidence achieved
between 2000 and 2007. Neither the Global Fund nor the Government of Vietnam
could be expected to provide the funding needed to continue HIV prevention and
treatment programs at current funding levels. If funds are to be reduced, the embassy
would like to be alerted as soon as possible in order to prepare host-country countett |
parts. The PEPFAR public diplomacy team is developing a strategy that addresses
possible flat or declining funding and encourages a transition towards Vietnamese
ownership and sustainability of its HIV/AIDS response.

Given Vietnam’s role as a crucible for many diseases, and given the long history of
local USS. work on HIV/AIDS and other diseases, the embassy is eager to understand
more about the Global Health Initiative and its implementation. The embassy is eager
to participate in health systems strengthening. However, agencies have a limited ability
to transfer assistance funds among programs and the possibility of conflicts if the
GHI implementation process is not clear.
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APPENDIX A-2: CAMBODIA COUNTRY
REPORT

BACKGROUND

Cambodia is one of Asia’s poorest nations. Its health system infrastructure is
inadequate, and the health workforce is poorly paid and poortly trained. The health
of the Cambodian population ranks among the lowest in Asia, with high infant and
child mortality rates and a very high maternal mortality rate. HIV prevalence is also
among the highest in Southeast Asia. The HIV/AIDS epidemic is spread primarily
through heterosexual transmission and revolves largely around the sex trade. Of a
total Cambodian population of approximately 14.5 million adults and children, about
75,000 people are living with HIV/AIDS.

The Cambodian health care system is almost entirely dependent on donor funds;
donor investment in HIV/AIDS programs is approximately $50 million annually.
The Global Fund is the biggest donor in Cambodia; through 2009, it has pledged a
combined total of more than $500 million, of which mote than $300 million is for
HIV/AIDS programs. The influx of resources from the Global Fund, however, has
coincided with reductions in other donor support, most notably from the United
Kingdom’s Department for International Development, which ended its $7 million a
year HIV/AIDS program in 2009.

Cambodia has achieved enormous success in combating HIV/AIDS. Between
1998 and 2006, the prevalence of HIV in adults has been reduced by half (from
2 percent to 0.9 percent); there has been great progress in expanding access to care
and treatment. More than 70 percent of HIV-affected individuals have access to
services, and antiretroviral medication is provided to an estimated 90 percent of
those in need. To date, however, these efforts have not necessarily translated into
improvements to the overall health system and to broad health outcomes.

With $18.5 million in funding for FY 2010, PEPFAR is a modestly sized, though
extremely important, program. USAID receives about 78 percent of these funds, and
CDC receives about 22 percent. In terms of PEPFAR funding, the country ranks
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number 20 on the list of 31 partner countries. PEPFAR does not dominate U.S. health
assistance programs in Cambodia—total U.S. health assistance funding is approximately
$40 million annually. Other infectious diseases have high priority, especially tuberculo’
sis, which affects 60 percent of the population (the highest rate in Asia). There are also
programs for pandemic influenza and Japanese encephalitis, and a satellite of the U.S.
Navy Medical Research Unit conducts infectious disease research. While DOD does
not receive PEPFAR funds, some of its humanitarian aid programs complement those
of PEPFAR. Maternal and child health are the highest priorities, especially reducing
maternal mortality. The resources, time, and attention given by the mission to PEPFAR
are commensurate with its place among overall mission priorities and strategic objec’!
tives.

The US. Government’s HIV/AIDS programs in Cambodia predate PEPFAR; they
began in 1993, when the United States resumed diplomatic relations with Cambodia.
These programs provided a strong foundation for bilateral relations and cooperation.
Embassy officials credited health assistance programs with sustaining a bridge to the
Cambodian Government over the lengthy period of almost nonexistent bilateral
relations and Congressional restrictions on almost all forms of U.S. direct assistance.
Over the years, HIV/AIDS and other health programs have had time to mature, and
there is a mutually positive and longstanding relationship with the Cambodian Ministry
of Health.

PEPFAR activities are aligned with the Cambodian Government’s 5-year national
HIV/AIDS strategies. The existing plan covers 2006 through 2010, and there is a draft
plan for 2011 through 2015. The national strategy serves as a substitute for a PEPFAR
partnership framework. Officials at the embassy determined, and S/GAC concurred,
that considering the United States is not the largest donor, creating a stand-alone part|
nership framework would be duplicative of the national strategy, would place a burden
on the Cambodian government, and would be an inefficient use of resources.

Part of the success of the program is attributed by the embassy and partners to
there being a manageable number of partners. This is possible because there is a well
developed NGO health sector, with a small number of capable and collegial partners.
CDC has three partners within the Ministry of Health, and USAID has six partners.
The partners commented that this results in better communication among them,
which facilitates developing mutually agreed-upon objectives, coordinating the plan’
ning process, and reducing program duplication. The partners also stated that having a
small group results in better communications with the Ministry of Health. All partners
reported good relations with the embassy’s PEPFAR team. Restricting the number of
partners, however, is not suited to every country; there are valid reasons why in some
countries the agencies have dozens of partners.
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In contrast to the experience of the 15 original focus countries, the advent of the
PEPFAR program in Cambodia did not result in a substantial increase in U.S. funds for
HIV/AIDS programs. PEPFAR funding and resources allocated to Cambodia have
been stable over the years and are expected to remain so. As a result, the embassy has
not experienced some of the problems and turbulence found at missions where PEP_]
FAR funding and programs were scaled up dramatically over a short period of time.

Chief of Mission Role

The Ambassador is knowledgeable, engaged, and approachable regarding PEPFAR;
her role is appropriate to the size and priority of the program. She is accessible to the
PEPFAR coordinator; engages with the agencies and intercedes when necessary; and
reviews and approves the COP. For public diplomacy activities, she includes references
to PEPFAR whenever the opportunity arises. The Ambassador has been very active
at the policy level, fully participating in the development of the COP and serving as
PEPFAR’s spokesperson to the Department on strategic issues. She is active in high-
level policy discussions with the Cambodian government; it is clear that the PEPFAR
country team can count on her direct intervention with the highest levels of host-
country officials.

Interagency Coordination

Relations and coordination between the two implementing agencies are excellent;
the PEPFAR team works exceptionally well across agency lines. Any tensions or dis|
agreements are resolved eatly on and not allowed to fester. The Ambassador will step
in, if needed. The collegial interagency relationship can be attributed, in part, to several
factors. Among these are: both USAID and CDC have been in Cambodia long enough
to have developed a foundation for a collaborative relationship; PEPFAR team mem!
bers are well seasoned health assistance experts with many years of overseas experi |
ence; colocation of CDC and USAID staff on the new embassy compound facilitates
coordination and communication; and the Ambassador and DCM play an active and
supportive role. Some staff suggested that the relatively small size of the program
helps minimize interagency competition and turf battles. Perhaps most importantly, the
PEPFAR team is composed of a mix of congenial personalities.
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The PEPFAR Coordinator

The PEPFAR coordinator is a contractor hired by USAID, who also fills the
position of USAID?’s senior technical HIV/AIDS prevention advisor. He has experi|
ence in the global health field, both overseas and in Washington, and at both USAID
and HHS. Due to the relatively small size of the program in Cambodia and in order
to conserve program funds, the PEPFAR team, Ambassador, and DCM agreed there
was no need for a full-time coordinator. In his USAID role, the coordinator reports
to the USAID health and population officer; on PEPFAR matters, he reports to the
Ambassador via the DCM. This arrangement is working well and is satisfactory to
both agencies. The coordinator spends a substantial amount of time on PEPFAR
administrative and management duties. This reduces the time he is able to spend on
his areas of expertise as a public health advisor and limits his work in the field.

Recently, S/GAC provided the post with additional funds to hire a full-
time contractor to serve as liaison to the Global Fund. The liaison will enhance
coordination of PEPFAR and Global Fund support and work with the Fund
on quality assurance, innovation, cost effectiveness, and customer satisfaction.
To date, the PEPFAR coordinator has been fulfilling many of these duties and
representing the U.S. Government on Cambodia’s Global Fund Country Coot
dinating Committee.

Public Diplomacy

Although PEPFAR is not a large component of the public diplomacy portfolio,
the public affairs officer coordinates with USAID and CDC on PEPFAR whenever
an opportunity arises. CDC coordinates with the public affairs officer on CDC’s
numerous health related activities, including PEPFAR. The public affairs officer
inserts references to PEPFAR in remarks prepared for the Ambassador, and the
Ambassador attends PEPFAR events in the field. PEPFAR is a positive story in
Cambodia, and it is mentioned within the appropriate context. The public diplomacy
section provides press guidance on PEPFAR or related topics that appear in the
media. The guidance highlights the fact that PEPFAR assistance, like other U.S. assis_]
tance to Cambodia, is designed to build capacity within the Cambodian Government
so it can manage programs independently, and that this transition is the logical next
step in the process.

Embassy officials expressed disappointment that S/GAC materials seldom
mention Cambodia when highlighting the significant resources and accomplishments
of the former 15 focus countries. They noted that Cambodia, with significantly less
funding, has achieved impressive results with U.S. resources, through PEPFAR funds
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and through U.S. contributions to the Global Fund. Embassy officials would like to
see Cambodia’s success highlighted in PEPFAR reports and they would very much
welcome a high-level S/GAC visit.

Embassy Support

As a small program, PEPFAR has minimal impact on the embassy’s management
support platform. No administrative issues related to PEPFAR were noted. While
the embassy has suffered growing pains over the past 5 years, this has been due to
the growth of other programs and agencies, such the Departments of Agriculture,
Justice, Treasury, and Homeland Security. The growth of these entities has had a
greater impact on service providers than has PEPFAR.

Support from the Off ce of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator

The embassy’s PEPFAR team agreed that S/GAC staff is dedicated and hard
working, and they all acknowledged that there are several excellent country support
staff members. Nonetheless, many on the PEPFAR team characterized S/GAC’s
support as uneven and prone to micromanaging; they also have been adversely
affected by S/GAC’s high turnover rate. Several staff members at the embassy stated
that some S/GAC employees appear not to fully understand the realties in the field
and thus may have unrealistic expectations. Embassy officials said that S/GAC needs
to understand that posts require flexibility and that they have expertise and should be
left to make common sense decisions on their own. Embassy officials believe
S/GAC approval of the mission’s HIV/AIDS programs should be limited to the
strategic level, leaving the selection of partners, program areas, procurements, and
funding levels to those who better understand the epidemic and local environment.
Rather than being given detailed instructions, both the PEPFAR team and the Am']
bassador would like more input and clarity from S/GAC’s senior officials who can
give policy guidance and make policy decisions.

Some on the embassy’s PEPFAR team believe that S/GAC would benefit from
having more Foreign Service officers on its staff, to provide a more realistic perspec’
tive on overseas operations and to ensure that S/GAC has employees with the diplol]
macy and advocacy skills that are needed for PEPFAR’s transition phase.
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A universal refrain concerned PEPFAR’s onerous planning, reporting, and
writing requirements. These are an enormous burden that takes staff away from pro’]
gram implementation, monitoring, and evaluation, among other things. The PEPFAR
team believes it would be eye-opening for S/GAC to calculate the cost, in time and
money, of fulfilling these requirements. The agencies agree that there is a need for
reporting; there are legitimate needs in Washington, and individual agencies have valid
needs. The team also agrees that the planning and reporting process facilitates inter |
agency coordination and joint planning, However, they unanimously and vigorously
asserted that the requirements, especially those for the COP, are excessive and need to
be proportional to the size of the program. Further, the writing and reporting prol
cesses and cycles for the COP are not integrated with the separate operational plan for
foreign assistance, resulting in both the duplication of effort and a confusing, bifur
cated budget process.

The PEPFAR team stated that S/GAC guidance is changed frequently, often is late,
and sometimes lacks clarity. Indicators change, too. S/GAC also issues numerous taskl|
ing assignments with short turnaround times. One employee summed it up by saying
that the embassy seems to support S/GAC, rather than S/GAC supporting the embasl|

sies.

Planning and reporting requirements also place a burden on PEPFAR’s implement! |
ing partners, who have to collect data and prepare narratives. Sometimes, the host
country data systems cannot provide the needed information. In addition, many part_|
ners are supported by multiple donors, each one with its own reporting requirements.
Partners said that data reporting is a constant challenge, and that PEPFAR and other
donors’ requirements change every year. Further, the partners would like the indicators
to be more outcome based, rather than activity based.

The post knows that S/GAC is aware of the reporting issue, but questions the
extent to which S/GAC and the agencies have analyzed and diagnosed the problem.
The reporting burden connected with all foreign assistance programs needs to be
reviewed, as does the proliferation of nonintegrated strategic plans and budgets. There
is also the concern that GHI will add yet another reporting system, with no added
value.

Looking to the Future

In looking to the future, the PEPFAR team and Ambassador focused on three
primary subjects: (1) defining sustainability; (2) improving the effectiveness and
efficiency of the Global Fund, and (3) understanding the implications of the Global
Health Initiative.
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Sustainability

Embassy officials have questions about the meaning of sustainability and host
country ownership; they feel that Washington pronouncements and guidance are
nebulous. They point out that, if these terms mean the host country must fund the
programs, they are unrealistic, as the Cambodian health system relies on donor funds
for 98 percent of its budget. The PEPFAR team has frequent discussions about
strengthening and integrating health systems, and moving PEPFAR from direct
service delivery to technical support. The team is working to create realistic programs
that can function within the existing health system; they are not trying to create
“Cadillac” programs. The team said that country ownership should mean more than
just a transfer from PEPFAR to other donors, which provides no incentive for the
host country to commit its own resources. Cambodia’s successes in securing Global
Fund grants could enable the U.S. Government to scale back bilateral investments,
but embassy officials are concerned that Cambodia might come to expect too much
from the Global Fund and depend too heavily upon it, when the Fund’s capacity is
limited and its ongoing role cannot be assured.

The Global Fund

The PEPFAR team and embassy officials expressed concerns about the respon! |
sible and effective use of Global Fund resources. Embassy officials believe that,
while service delivery needs in Cambodia are increasingly met through the Global
Fund, there are substantial challenges to ensuring the wise and efficient use of funds.
Local oversight of the Global Fund is provided by volunteer members of the Counl !
try Coordinating Committee. These individuals are performing above and beyond
their official duties with their respective organizations and agencies, and the Commit |
tee Secretariat is inadequately staffed and supported. The embassy feels that, in the
interests of assessing and improving service quality, the Global Fund needs to revisit
its indicators and monitoring and evaluation systems. The embassy also has concerns
about the overall cost-effectiveness of Global Fund operations, especially its
procurement system. It believes the Fund has taken few steps to reduce service
delivery costs and has put few measures in place to promote efficiency or increase
proportional host country investments.

Both the Ambassador and the agencies believe that the United States, as the
largest single contributor to the Fund, should be more influential in its operations,
demand greater accountability and transparency from the Fund, and have an over |
sight role. Embassy officials do not know what legal authorities the U.S. Government
has to conduct oversight of the Global Fund; this question must be addressed by
officials in Washington. The PEPFAR team’s new Global Fund liaison officer will
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work with the Country Coordinating Committee to reduce program duplication and
to ensure that grant proposals to the Global Fund are aligned with overall goals and
that monitoring and evaluation activities are conducted.

Global Health Initiative

Details about GHI’s implementation are not yet known, but embassy officials

and the PEPFAR team are cautiously optimistic and agree that its goals are laudable
(if not a little too lofty). Everyone agrees that GHI implementation will be a tremen’|
dous challenge. Officials are encouraged by GHI’s recognition of the need to broadly
integrate HIV/AIDS initiatives with allover health and related programs. The embas!|
sy noted that the proliferation of disease specific initiatives has been a barrier to the
design and implementation of integrated health sector programs that meet country
specific needs.

Currently, embassies have limited flexibility to transfer funds, due to the stove-
piping of health assistance funds. The existing foreign assistance budget process pits
one disease against another, so that PEPFAR funds displace maternal and child prol!
grams that are critically needed in Cambodia. Embassy officials believe there should
be an increase in funds for maternal and child health and infectious disease programs
and, some believe, a decrease in bilateral HIV/AIDS funds. This would better align
funding with Cambodia’s shifting health priority needs and reflect the fact that as the
United States transitions to a technical support role, service delivery needs for HIV/
AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria will be met predominantly by the Global Fund. As
previously noted, the PEPFAR team is afraid that GHI will impose yet more plan!
ning and reporting requirements, further limiting the capacity of the small number
of local staff to focus on improving services and systems. Some PEPFAR team
members suggested that, without a specific process for integrating GHI planning,
budgeting, and reporting with other programs, the initiative has the potential to crell
ate interagency tensions.
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APPENDIX A-3: DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
COUNTRY REPORT

BACKGROUND

The PEPFAR program in the Dominican Republic has grown from a small- to
medium-sized effort, with increases in funding and the number and size of implement
ing agencies. Such growth requires more interagency coordination than in the past.

In particular, the rapidly expanding CDC unit will assume a role roughly equal in size
to that of the longstanding USAID effort. From a modest budget of $5.2 million in
FY 2005, the PEPFAR budget grew to $17.3 million in FY 2009, and it will be at least
$15.5 million annually through 2013. PEPFAR is the largest component of the bilateral
U.S. assistance effort to the Dominican Republic, accounting for about 35 percent of

development assistance to the country.

USAID first started work on HIV/AIDs in the Dominican Republic about 15 years
ago, before the creation of PEPFAR. USAID was the sole implementing agency until
about 2005, when the Peace Corps began efforts that centered on developing a large
group of Dominican HIV/AIDS volunteers around the country. In 2008, an embassy
military liaison office began HIV/AIDS programs to assist the Dominican military, and
the office hired a local project officer in 2009. The embassy hired a full-time PEPFAR
coordinator in December 2008 for a 2-year contract with USAID. The Department’s
contracting authority is limited, and inhibits the Department’s ability to contract sert |
vices directly, rather than through another agency. The coordinator is considered a
Department of State employee, and reports only to the Ambassador and DCM. Fol |
lowing a few temporary duty assignments over the past several years, in early 2010 the
local unit of the CDC began to hire full-time staff, to establish a permanent office. The
public affairs section of the embassy has a small budget for HIV/AIDS media support.
The embassy’s science and health officer attends some PEPFAR meetings but has a
limited role in PEPFAR implementation.
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The four main PEPFAR implementing agencies work out of four separate build!
ings, but a new, consolidated embassy compound is planned for FY 2014. Other than
the Peace Corps and some CDC staff members who will likely stay at a local partner
university, the PEPFAR team will be consolidated at the new chancery. This should
improve daily contact and coordination.

With the growth in the program budget and agencies, the PEPFAR team was
asked by S/GAC in the second half of 2009 to produce its first full-scale COP,
versus the former mini-COP. This greatly increased the internal reporting requirel]
ments for the small PEPFAR team. Starting in the second half of 2009, the mission
also negotiated a partnership framework with the Dominican Government, followed
by a partnership framework implementation plan. Both documents are nearing
completion, following some delays due to translation issues.

A major delay in receiving program funds, in part due to the slowness of the
congressional notification process, has caused the PEPFAR program to lose some
momentum with the local government. The delays mean that some money that was
agreed to in 2008 and 2009 still has not arrived, particularly for the Peace Corps.
The budget delays may be due in part to some delays in approving the COP and the
partnership framework, the relatively low priority of the Dominican Republic in the
PEPFAR program until recently, and other issues.

Due to the delay in receiving program funds, some momentum that PEPFAR
once had with the local government has been lost. The team reports that it has
been difficult to get their Dominican counterparts to stay focused on PEPFAR
and commit to meetings and workshop dates. For example, the PEPFAR team has
been trying unsuccessfully to hold a workshop with the Dominican Government, to
disseminate the partnership framework implementation plan and to harmonize the
Dominican Government indicators with the required PEPFAR indicators. To avoid
budget delays in the future, the PEPFAR team suggests that the team receive, up
front, most of the previous year’s congressional notification level and settle accounts
later, instead of waiting for the final approval of congressional notifications.

The Dominican Government spends approximately 2 percent of its GDP on
healthcare (although international standards call for about double that amount)
and devotes little funding to HIV/AIDS. PEPFAR funding levels have put it on a
par with the Global Fund as the largest contributor to HIV/AIDS programs in the
Dominican Republic. The two programs account for almost all HIV/AIDS money
spent in the country. The World Bank recently stopped funding Dominican health
programs.
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About 10 percent of the Dominican population (about 1 million to 1.3 million
people) is from Haiti, and their HIV/AIDs prevalence rate is approximately triple
the overall 0.8 percent rate for the Dominican Republic. Nonetheless, none of the
much larger PEPFAR funds going to Haiti reach the Dominican Republic, including
along the border areas. The Dominican Government asserts that it does not discrimi |
nate against Haitians in providing HIV/AIDS treatment.

Chief of Mission Role

With the departure of the last Ambassador in January 2009, the current chargé
d’affaires has directed overall PEPFAR implementation since he arrived in August
2009. In his early months, the chargé met a few times with the PEPFAR techni' |
cal team to review progress of the program and to discuss any pending issues. The
enormous amount of time the PEPFAR team dedicated to preparing the latest COP
and partnership framework lessened their need (and ability) to meet so often with the
chargé. In addition, the urgent relief and reconstruction effort following the recent
earthquake in Haiti was based in large part in the Dominican Republic, and the
earthquake effort made great claims on the chargé’s time, partly at the expense of the
PEPFAR program.

Nonetheless, the chargé has been available at all times to deal with any issues the
PEPFAR coordinator needed to raise to his level. Informal and frequent contacts
between agencies, particularly during the drafting of the COP and the partnership
framework, kept communication flowing. As the Haitian relief effort assumed a
more normal work pace in recent months, and as the chargé recognized the grow!
ing size of the PEPFAR program, he has taken a more active role in overseeing
PEPFAR-related activities. Monthly meetings with the chargé and the PEPFAR team
recently were reinstated. In sum, the chargé is committed to the PEPFAR program.

Coordination by Implementing Agencies

Coordination by the four implementing agencies has been good. CDC’s small
contingent helped with the arduous preparation of the COP in 2009, which strained
the CDC resources. The cooperation by CDC continued in recent months as the
agency’s office has grown in size.
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The PEPFAR Coordinator

Given the projected growth in the PEPFAR budget and the number of implement!
ing agencies, S/GAC decided to hire the first full-time Dominican Republic PEPFAR
coordinator in December 2008. Some standard S/GAC position desctiptions wete used
in the hiring process. The coordinator, formerly the health officer at USAID in Santo
Domingo, returned from an intervening tour in another country to take the position.
The coordinator received only 2 days of otientation from S/GAC, as well as some
online tutorials.

Some of the other agencies were not clear about the coordinator’s role in his first
year, and some thought he should do more initial drafting of the COP and partnership
framework. The coordinator preferred that various agencies contribute initial drafts,
which he then edited. With time and experience, the PEPFAR team came to better
understand the coordinator’s role. As the team moves from planning to implementing,
the coordinator’s role has evolved, and it increasingly includes representing the PEP]
FAR team at meetings with senior Dominican counterparts, facilitating interagency
coordination, raising the profile of PEPFAR in the country, and working with PEPFAR
agency heads on strategic issues.

Opverall, the PEPFAR coordinator is a positive force, and he is patient and tries to
listen to all agencies. He has grown into role, and people at the embassy now under’ |
stand that he is not a USAID employee, but rather the Department’s broker for the
PEPFAR program. Given space limitations in the chancery, the coordinator sits in the
USAID annex, which has led some to assume that he works for USAID. The coordinal |
tor does not always attend the country team meetings.

The OIG inspectors advised the PEPFAR coordinator to take advantage of any
opporttunities to visit S/GAC to gain further insight into its workings. The team enl|
couraged the coordinator to take advantage of the planned move to a new chancery,
to ask for an office that is separate from USAID, to preclude any perception that the
PEPFAR coordinator works for USAID. The team also suggested that he ask to attend
the country team meetings. The coordinator agreed to follow up on these suggestions.

Public Diplomacy

While the PEPFAR team has engaged on HIV/AIDS issues in the Dominican
Republic, a larger public diplomacy strategy on PEPFAR awaits the official signing
with the Dominican Government’s partnership framework and, afterwards, the offi’]
cial rolling out of the framework’s implementation plan. Approval of the partnership
framework will give structure to and increase Dominican ownership of the PEPFAR
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program. The public affairs section has proposed using some PEPFAR funds to
create a new locally employed position to focuses on public diplomacy outreach
efforts for PEPFAR, but the PEPFAR team has not decided on the issue.

Embassy Support

The embassy provides good administrative support to the PEPFAR coordinator
and USAID, Peace Corps, and the military liaison office. The recent growth of CDC
has led to some issues, particularly regarding a lack of space in any existing embassy
buildings and local employee job classifications and ranks, as well as some procurel ]
ment difficulties. With some exceptions, CDC often is perceived incorrectly by mis!|
sion staff as a contractor for USAID, rather than a PEPFAR implementing agency
intending to become permanent. CDC also until recently had been unable to hire staff
due to lack of space.

The new embassy building is scheduled for completion in 2014 so the CDC given
its rapid growth and limited experience will need to weigh its space needs carefully.
The CDC is asking for just two offices in the new chancery and plans to keep most
of its staff at the local university. CDC may wish to reconsider its final space needs
in the chancery before it is too late to make any design changes.

Regarding the hiring of local employees, CDC generally prefers to hire permanent
staff on the embassy’s permanent job classification scale and not hire contractors,
but CDC’s demand for relatively high skills strains the upper reaches of the embassy’s
hiring scale. The CDC unit has sought advice and counsel from its headquarters in
Atlanta on how to address the problem. The embassy and the CDC continue to work
together to smooth out these hiring issues. Finally, CDC has procurement needs that
Department regulations cannot meet, particularly for technical equipment. Again,
CDC has asked Atlanta for advice.

Support from the Off ce of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator

The PEPFAR coordinator position description was based on a model position de!
scription provided by S/GAC. The coordinator has received no training from S/GAC
other than online tutorials, but S/GAC has been supporttive of requests for technical
assistance.
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The OIG team believes that S/GAC could best support the PEPFAR team by
reducing the heavy reporting and planning burden, particularly for the COP. The
OIG team believes that because of the current reporting requirements, the PEPFAR
team has little time to focus on actual program implementation. In particular, the
OIG team suggests that the COP be prepared every other year, rather than annually;
program funds need not be accounted for every year, but rather over 2 years or the
life of the program. The OIG team also suggests dropping the semiannual reporting
plan and making sure the annual reporting plan deadline jibes better with the COP
timetable. Another suggestion is to switch the COP’s indicators with an expanded
version of what will be needed for the partnership framework implementation plan.
The OIG team thinks that the indicators for partnership framework, with a few addi
tions, would be a better reporting system than the COP. Some PEPFAR team mem/|
bers with experience in domestic HIV/AIDS projects in the United States noted that
such efforts have fewer reporting requirements, compared with PEPFAR programs.

The PEPFAR team believes that many of the S/GAC data requests are  red |
sonable, but gathering and tabulating the information takes much longer than
S/GAC realizes. Collecting such data could take years in the United States, much less
in a developing country, and yet S/GAC wants it done in 1 year. Complicating mat’]
ters further, S/GAC changes its data requirements about every year, and it does so
by means of addenda that are not always compatible with the existing guidance. The
guidance recently reached 160 pages long, which is unmanageable.

Looking to the Future

The global PEPFAR program is seecking greater sustainability and host governl |
ment ownership of the efforts. The U.S. HIV/AIDS assistance program in the
Dominican Republic predates the emergency nature of the PEPFAR funds, and it
has always focused on sustainability. From the outset of the HIV/AIDS program
in the 1990s, the mission has emphasized host country leadership and has provided
support to the Dominican Government program. The expanded and revised PEP’]
FAR program under the partnership framework continues this approach, emphasiz |
ing host country leadership, ownership, and health systems development and sustain-
ability, in addition to supporting service delivery and prevention interventions.

More specifically, the PEPFAR team has discussed with the host government
how to increase the sustainability of the HIV/AIDS program by boosting the level
of national funding, Nonetheless, major health sector reform in the DR is still tak’]
ing place; rapidly changing health service structures and functions present major
challenges for achieving sustainability in some PEPFAR program areas, as does the
redeployment of staff when changes in leadership occur.
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The PEPFAR team believes that sustainability is a slow, gradual, and sometimes
painful process, especially in a country where frequent turnover of Ministry of
Health personnel, including technical personnel, places an additional burden on the
PEPFAR program. In sum, the Dominican Government does not appear to be in a
position to take over the HIV/AIDS program in the foreseeable future.

The PEPFAR team has received little guidance on what the GHI will mean for
PEPFAR and other health programs in the coming years. In any case, no new initial |
tive money is likely to go to the Dominican Republic in GHI’s eatly years.
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF OIG
QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

The OIG team sent a questionnaire with nine open-ended questions to the
30 embassies receiving the largest amount of PEPFAR funds. (Cote d’Ivoire was
omitted inadvertently from the distribution list.) The questionnaire was distributed
to 14 out of 15 of PEPFAR’s original focus countries, plus 15 other countries with
significant PEPFAR programs. Most of the responses represented the consolidated
views of the PEPFAR country teams. The officials who prepared the responses
included chiefs of mission (COM), DCMs, PEPFAR coordinators, USAID officers,
and CDC representatives. In a few instances, the OIG team received multiple
responses from different officers within the PEPFAR country team. The team
consolidated their responses, to ensure that all views are reflected in this summary.

The OIG team received 26 responses, or an 87 percent response rate. The
countries that responded to the questionnaire were: Angola, Botswana, Cambodia,
China, Democratic Republic of Congo, Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Ghana,
Guyana, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia,
Russia, Rwanda, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Ukraine,
and Vietnam. The following summary, grouped by the questions as they appeared
in the questionnaire, provides valuable input from the posts’ perspective about the
PEPFAR program.

1. Describe and comment on the COM’s role in PEPFAR oversight, in-
cluding the degree of Front Office time and attention devoted to PEPFAR
and managing the interagency process. List the methods that have worked
best at your post.

The majority of the responses indicated that the COMs were engaged and active
in the PEPFAR program. These responses pointed out that COMs led the bilateral
relationship with the host government in all PEPFAR matters, played a leader |
ship role in the interagency management of the program, and participated in the
development of partnership frameworks and COPs. There were a few exceptions.
For example, at one embassy, the responses from PEPFAR country team members
indicated different views about the level of COM involvement. In one country with
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a small PEPFAR program, although the COM is interested in PEPFAR program, the
COM does not consider the PEPFAR a priority, because there are many competing
and higher profile issues to be addressed. In another country with a small PEPFAR
program, the role of the COM is limited to approving the COP.

In eight out of the 26 responses, the COMs have delegated PEPFAR oversight
to the DCM. There were no major problems reported with this reporting arrangel |
ment. Three missions provided percentages of time spent on PEPFAR issues, and
these figures were reasonable and appropriate. In all responses, the COMs and/
or DCMs meet regularly with the PEPFAR team. The intervals of most of these
meetings were weekly, biweekly, or monthly. At two missions, the COMs and/or
DCMs met with the PEPFAR management committee every 2 months and quarterly,
respectively.

Among the responses, there were two examples of strong COM leadership and
participation in PEPFAR activities. At one embassy, the COM established a rotating
team approach to PEPFAR coordination, because he wanted to save on the cost of
establishing a PEPFAR coordinator. To accomplish this, the COM asked an em']
bassy officer to monitor and mentor PEPFAR staff from the different implementing
agencies. At another embassy, the COM established an annual interagency retreat to
review PEPFAR successes and challenges, and to chart a path forward. The retreat
was welcomed by all PEPFAR country team members.

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

As stated in the 2009 OIG report, PEPFAR has had positive results and in most
instances has positively influenced bilateral relations with the host country, par|
ticularly with the Ministry of Health in each country. In some cases, PEPFAR has
deepened and significantly broadened relations with the host country, and the people
in the country have a favorable impression of PEPFAR and of the United States.
There were two exceptions. At one post, in the first 5 years of PEPFAR, the bilateral
relationship was strained, because the minister of health was not fully supportive of
the PEPFAR program; however, the current minister has improved relations with
the PEPFAR implementers, and bilateral relations have improved. Another post said
that the host government has lost focus on PEPFAR, due to delays in approving the
COP and the partnership framework and delays in receiving PEPFAR funds.

None of the posts stated that other assistance programs had been affected by
the presence of PEPFAR. Six of the respondents said that PEPFAR was the largest
program in the country. Some missions described the Global Fund and the Global
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Health Initiative as broadening the focus of U.S. assistance by building more sustain!|
able health systems and strengthening primary health care. At some posts, the Global
Fund is the largest source of funds for HIV/AIDS programs. There was recognition
by posts that PEPFAR and the Global Fund need to be closely aligned, but many
embassies asked how the PEPFAR implementers will work with the Global Fund

to ensure that programs and activities are not duplicated. In summary, most of the
responses see the Global Fund, the Global Health Initiative, Millennium Challenge
Compact, and collaboration with NGOs as a way to strengthen the bilateral relations
and synergies among all programs.

3. Is the amount of PEPFAR financial assistance sufficient for targeted
activities? How would the additional funding be used if allocated?

Eleven embassies indicated that the amount of PEPFAR assistance allocated
to them was insufficient. Most of the posts that replied had not seen a decline in
their PEPFAR budgets. One expressed concerns about a drop in funding, because
“other major donors in the country are reducing their commitments as well so the
health system infrastructure will collapse.” One embassy did not respond. Fourteen
missions asserted that their funding is adequate to meet targeted activities. They all
stated that additional funding will be used to scale up the host country health system.
Some health systems strengthening activities described in the responses were:

» surveillance and monitoring/evaluation systems;

* training and retention of health workers;

e effective infection control programs;

¢ adequate resources in rural areas;

* monitoring and measuring a national “combination prevention” effort;

 technical assistance to programs supported by the Global Fund to improve
the quality of care at clinical level;

* staff engagement with the Global Health Initiative;
* quality assurance and facility accreditation of health services; and

* Tuberculosis and HIV services at primary care sites

One post would use additional resources as incentive funds, aimed at increasing
the host government’s public health expenditures. In some African countries, addi !
tional funds would be used for a nationwide male circumcision program.
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Significantly, three embassies reported that it takes a significant amount of time
to get approved funding to partners in order to continue projects without disrupl
tions. Because of delays in receiving PEPFAR funds from Washington, the rela|
tionship with some partners (and, in one case, with the host government) has been
negatively affected and has reduced host country commitment to the program.

4. Is the PEPFAR coordinator full-time? If so, does the coordinator have a
position description developed by S/GAC? If there is no position description,
are the PEPFAR responsibilities included in the officer’s work requirements?
Is the role of the PEPFAR coordinator clearly defined and widely understood
by country team members? Has the PEPFAR coordinator received adequate
training and support from S/GAC?

Ten embassies have a full-time PEPFAR coordinator. Some of these positions
were established within the last 3 years. The missions without a PEPFAR coordinal |
tor usually have a small PEPFAR program, and program responsibilities are most
often carried out by a USAID officer. At one post without a PEPFAR coordinator,
the PEPFAR team developed an interagency collaborative approach, by which each
implementing agency serves as acting coordinator for a 3-month period. At another
embassy, the mission did not have a coordinator, “because of the limited amount
of funding” In another country, the USAID senior technical advisor for HIV/
AIDS functioned as the coordinator. At this post, there was no full-time coordinator
position; the mission wanted to conserve PEPFAR funds and determined that the
USAID officer could effectively perform the coordination role.

At those embassies that have a full-time PEPFAR coordinator, not all responses
indicated which hiring mechanism was used to fill the position. Posts that responded
showed that the coordinator position falls under numerous personnel categories,
such as USAID personal services contractor; USAID direct-hire Foreign Service
officer (including technical advisor, health officer, and detailee from HHS); and lol]
cally employed staff and eligible family member. One embassy stated: “Given the
complexity of the PEPFAR program and the delays in hiring PEPFAR coordinal’!
tors under mechanisms not designed to fill such positions, we recommend OGAC
consider adding full-time employees from either civil or foreign service so that it has
personnel it could assign overseas as PEPFAR coordinators following Washington
assignments in OGAC.”

Most coordinators have a position description developed by S/GAC. The
embassies stated that they had modified and adapted the model position description
to meet their own needs. At one embassy, the position description was drafted by
the interagency team prior to S/GAC’s development of the standardized position
description. In another country, the position description was developed by HHS
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using S/GAC’s model as a guide. The role of the PEPFAR coordinator appears to be
understood by country team members, with the exception of two missions. One of
these two embassies stated: ““The role of the PEPFAR coordinator is not widely
understood because the primary agencies working on PEPFAR have been longer in

the host country and the PEPFAR coordinator position is still relatively new. These

primary agencies filled the coordination role previously and there has not been always
a clear recognition of the jobs that should transfer to the PEPFAR coordinator.”

Almost universally, the responses expressed dissatisfaction with the lack of training

the PEPFAR coordinators received before arriving at post and throughout their tenure.

Some of the comments are quoted below:

The PEPFAR coordinator has not received adequate training from S/GAC,
partly due to the fact that there is still no standardized training plan developed
for PEPFAR coordinators. Particularly for coordinators who are not already
part of the Department of State system, training in the functioning and proce’
dures of one or more agencies is essential to working effectively in the inter’ |
agency context. The coordinator has learned on the job.

The PEPFAR coordinator spent one day at S/GAC at the beginning of the
assignment tour, right before attending the annual country coordinators’
meeting. One day consultation was not sufficient.

More training opportunities in strategic planning, group facilitation, decision-
making and conflict resolution are welcome.

The coordinator did not, as such, receive any training from S/GAC prior to
arrival in country, nor was any training offered. Training would have been help’!
ful in areas such as conflict resolution, team building and facilitation. It would
also be beneficial to have consistent core support team leadership with the
appropriate experience.

The more advanced leadership courses given by the Foreign Service Institute
would be good for PEPFAR coordinators to attend if nothing more tailored to
their own situation can be made available. It is a very difficult job, and the initial
support from S/GAC to the team generally, and coordinator specifically, had
been minimal/insufficient.

The PEPFAR country coordinator would benefit from training on agency-
specific requirements and processes for assistance and acquisition. Support
from S/GAC has improved, especially since the formation of a position at
S/GAC responsible for liaising with the PEPFAR country coordinators.
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e There has been a lack of coordinator training. There are no courses, no for |
mal orientation to the PEPFAR role, and little to no support to translate and
implement the 85-plus pages of guidance issued, in last year’s case, very late
in the reporting cycle.

Some of the responses gave S/GAC high marks for organizing and present!
ing the 2010 country coordinators’ meeting in Washington and the annual PEPFAR
meeting held this year in Arusha, Tanzania. One embassy stated, “The coordina|
tors” meeting was very useful and provided a good orientation to the program and
explained the role of coordinators in the field.” Another embassy expressed that the
“S/GAC sponsored and largely organized annual PEPFAR country coordinators
meeting has been invaluable and should be seen as a best practice.”

5. What steps has post taken to transition PEPFAR from an emergency
response to a sustainable one by the host nation? If you have not taken steps,
please comment on the interagency PEPFAR team’s strategic thinking in this
regard. Describe any help and guidance received from S/GAC or other U.S.
based entities in achieving host nation sustainability for providing HIV/AIDS
relief and prevention, medicines, and services.

The majority of the responses indicated the PEPFAR program has moved from
an emergency response to a sustainable one through the development of partner |
ship frameworks. The framework describes specific steps in the transition to country
ownership and the commitments of both the host country and implementing part’|
ners. Some of the responses stated that the partnership framework serves as a start |
ing point for the host-country national health strategy. A few embassies clarified that
PEPFAR was never an emergency response in their respective country but rather a
“technical assistance response.” Other responses stated that although the partner |
ship framework is in place, it is not realistic to think that the host government can
assume the full cost of the HIV/AIDS programs. At one embassy, the partnership
framework has not been drafted because of the unstable political situation. However,
this embassy continues to promote government leadership by assisting in the areas
of needs identification, setting priorities, integrating PEPFAR activities with national
plans and guidelines, technical assistance, and capacity building with both the public
and private sector.

Many of the responses did not provide milestones or specific actions to move
PEPFAR from an emergency response to a sustainable one. While responses did not
answer specifically whether PEPFAR teams were working strategically and collec’
tively to determine a practical, realistic transition plan, it is clear that the partnership
frameworks contain the incremental steps to be taken by the PEPFAR team and the
host country. It is also clear that most of the posts worked within an interagency
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process. With regard to the guidance provided by S/GAC for achieving host-nation
sustainability of HIV/AIDS programs, only eight posts provided positive comments
about S/GAC guidance, mostly related to the development and approval of the part |
nership framework. Three responses indicated that S/GAC has not provided detailed
guidance and embassies are left “to determine how to establish a sustainability
approach.” One respondent was critical of agency headquarters: “The myriad of
agencies involved in PEPFAR at the Washington level further complicate the notion
that host country ownership is achievable, as each agency wants to call the shots,
without recognizing that the local government may have a different idea.”

6. Are there nongovernment organizations, foundations, faith-based
or other groups working on HIV/AIDS programs? If yes, please describe
PEPFAR’s interaction/interface with these organizations.

Every respondent worked with NGOs, international foundations, and faith-based
organizations. Some of the common international organizations included: Catholic
Relief Services, World Vision, William J. Clinton Foundation, World Health Organil |
zation, United Nations Children’s Fund, Joint United Nations Program on
HIV/AIDS, United Nations Population Fund, United Nations Development
Program, and the Global Fund. One embassy worked with as many as 134 imple’
menting partners and 600 sub-grant recipients. Some posts choose to work with a
smaller number of partners to ensure better coordination and avoid duplication of
efforts. One embassy stated that the NGO sector is still “nascent and significant
attention needs to be devoted to building the capacity of individuals and institutions
within this sector. In recognition of the importance of the nongovernmental sector
to the achievement of the host country’s national program goals, the USG has, dut!|
ing the past few years, given targeted attention to building the capacity of NGOs.”

Some of the interactions between the country PEPFAR team and these internal’|
tional organizations included:

* providing data management support to various HIV/AIDS preventive proj_
ects;

* providing funding for prevention programs targeting high-risk groups;

¢ providing technical assistance to bolster efforts to combat HIV/AIDS;

* holding regular meetings to ensure minimum overlap of activities and to
cross-leverage activities that are deemed especially effective; and

* supporting capacity building to bolster civil society involvement in the na’|
tional HIV/AIDS response.
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7. Does post have a public diplomacy strategy for the transition from
PEPFAR as an emergency response to one of sustainability by the host
nation? If so, please describe the strategy.

None of the respondents indicated that there is a public diplomacy strategy for
the transition from PEPFAR as emergency response to one of sustainability by the
host nation, although most of the responses stated that a strategy “is in the works or
will be developed soon.” Only three embassies reported that an interagency coml
munications strategy was in place “aiming to place host government, civil society and
people at the center and move from project partners to strategic alliances.”” Embas_
sies described specific public affairs activities that were used to highlight PEPFAR
success stories. They included press guidance, awareness campaigns, speeches, visits,
and engaging the media. At one mission, the embassy sponsored a tour by American
country musicians for a World AIDS Day concert. The event included “a local group
performing an opening act of original jazz and spoken word performance, highlight'|
ing the challenges — and the hope — that surround HIV/AIDS in the host country.”

The COM plays a key role in PEPFAR public affairs activities. At one post, the
COM participated in the launching of a hip-hop compact disc recorded by local
artists that featured HIV prevention messages. In addition, a recent program sup!
ported by the COM provided environmental and outdoor education opportunities
to orphans and vulnerable children as an innovative way to approach education and
provide psychosocial support, while also communicating health and HIV-related
messages.

Some of the embassies described coordinated efforts between the PEPFAR
team and the public affairs section. One embassy noted: “with the public affairs
officer, the Public Affairs staff, the Regional Environment and Health Officer, and
communications officers from other PEPFAR agencies, we are the process of
developing a long-term public diplomacy strategy.” Three embassies pointed out they
have a PEPFAR communications specialist, and two missions would like to establish
a PEPFAR communication specialist position.

8. Does post have sufficient resources and expertise to support and maxi-
mize the PEPFAR effort (including human resources, financial management,
general services, facilities, and other ICASS services)? List any additional
resources needed.
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Fifteen out of 26 respondents said that their respective posts have sufficient
resources and expertise to support the PEPFAR program. However, some these
respondents expressed concerns about the future relationship with the Global Fund
and GHI. One Aftican post stated that, “Given the expanding role of PEPFAR/
GHI and the fact that the host country has been striving and working toward greater
efficiency, the need for selected technical staff has been identified — for example, at
the coordination office positions for a Strategic Information Advisor has become
more apparent and critical.” Another embassy with a medium size PEPFAR program
noted: “In the absence of a Health Attaché, the embassy is concerned about its
ability to respond effectively to and align its multiple health activities with the Global
Health Initiative.”

A few respondents said that, while there are currently sufficient resources to
manage and support PEPFAR, space in the chancery is a challenge. At one embassy
with a new embassy compound that was occupied in eatly 2008, the building quickly
reached maximum capacity, in large part due to the growth of PEPFAR staffing.
Three embassies mentioned that ICASS services have been negatively affected by
the growth of PEPFAR. In some cases, PEPFAR has generated the need for more
ICASS positions.

Limited funding and lack of qualified staff were the two major reasons why
10 embassies felt that there are insufficient resources to adequately carry out the
PEPFAR program. Some of the additional resources still needed are laboratories and
technical and support staff. Recruitment of qualified local staff in some of the em/]
bassies is difficult, due to local conditions or lack of expertise. Many of the missions
said that PEPFAR coordinators have been overburdened with internal reporting
requirements and planning processes. One embassy stated: ““The PEPFAR admin’ |
istrative and reporting requirements are burdensome and excessive. The fact that
the PEPFAR COP and the USAID Operational Plan remain de-linked and result in
much duplication of effort and a confused, bifurcated budget process.” Another em!]
bassy added: “the impact of the local U.S. staff is still constrained by highly-detailed
planning and reporting requirements of headquarters. Responding to these internal
U.SS. demands continues to come at the expense of greater engagement on program
implementation and quality assurance.”
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9. List additional thoughts and suggestions about the challenges and

successes of PEPFAR as it transitions towards sustainability and ownership

by host governments.

Most of the respondents asserted they are committed to greater country ownet |

ship and sustainability. Many recognized that these issues required a sustained commit |

ment. One embassy noted that a “sustainable funding of the PEPFAR response will

be required for an extended period and host governments will need extensive support

if they are to truly take over a large and complex program such as PEPFAR.” Given

that this question was open-ended, many responses followed up on issues mentioned

earlier in the questionnaire.

Following are quotations from a sample of the comments received:

Host government relies heavily on Global Fund resources to complete its com!
prehensive care and treatment package. The Global Fund HIV proposals have
been unsuccessful. A strong proposal is needed to strengthen U.S. delivery on
the Global Health Initiative and prevent disruption of treatment. This will
require continuous strategic coordination, leveraging and integration of key
partnerships. Future U.S. government financial commitments to both PEPFAR
and the Global Fund should be clarified. PEPFAR teams are committed to
supporting the Global Fund.

When filling the coordinator position is an ad hoc process at posts, it can have
dramatic impacts on programs. The gap in filling the PEPFAR coordinator
position can impact the operations of the PEPFAR office.

When working with local organizations, the U.S. government and the embassy
need to take a certain amount of calculated risk. Not all non-governmental o
ganizations will flourish, and sometimes there are issues with financial manage! |
ment and reporting. While U.S. government contracting offices are increasingly
reluctant to accept any risk in contract and grant-making, U.S. agency health
offices are tasked with supporting local non-governmental organizations. Clear
guidance is needed from the highest levels of S/GAC to resolve this issue.

Aligning PEPFAR requirements with the country’s policy and governance
structures is a challenge. Government organizations have limited capacity

in providing leadership and absorbing funding to implement programs. The
country’s weak health infrastructure and human resource is a challenge. Given
the limited capacity of the country, it is still not clear how a transition can oc_
cur for the host country to be in charge of everything including funding after
the second five years of PEFPAR.
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With financial irregularities continuing to plague the Ministry of Health and
now other ministries, the idea of increasing assistance to or through the host
government (by any/all donors) make sustainability more challenging.

Some embassies also had specific recommendations for S/GAC:

Provide additional guidance on the shift towards sustainability and increased
country ownership with flexibility for adaptation in the field. This guidance
should be harmonized with any forthcoming guidance around the Global
Health Initiative.

Increase its role in the management of PEPFAR and determining how
PEPFAR funds are allocated.

Continue piloting the Global Fund liaison position although the Global Fund
position is still in early stages.

Work in close collaboration with experienced field staff to ease the country
operating plan burden.

Implement the 2-year country operating plan concept to alleviate some of
the reporting burden and establish a simplified and streamlined reporting
which includes agency and host-government data, indicators and timeliness.

Continue using the Partnership Framework as a tool to continually engage
host governments in the move towards greater program sustainability.

10. Please describe any “best practices.”

Three of the 26 embassies did not provide any best practices. Some of the best

practices presented described standard practices and approaches. Other responses

included the following quotes:

Widespread institutionalization of task-shifting responsibilities from doc’!
tors to nurses to community health workers, which has improved access for
a largely rural, impoverished population. For example, trained nurses in rural
areas initiate AIDS treatment. HIV testing is offered during all encounters
in the health care system, which improves identification of those living with
HIV/AIDS and supports prevention efforts.

Creation of new cadres of health care workers, such as health extension
workers, health information technicians, and field epidemiologists through
CDC:s field epidemiology and laboratory training program, which will help
to create a culture of evidence-based decision-making.
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Improved health care financing through the development of social insurance
schemes and the creation of a new cadre of chief executive officers who
oversee reforms, fee retention, and private practice scheme to retain health
workers at the facility level.

Usage of cost surveys and assessments to inform budget decisions. While
this started with HIV-related treatment services, it has expanded to preven'!
tion of mother-to-child transmission, and HIV-related care. There are plans
to expand these ideas to all program areas.

Including other U.S. government agencies in country in the PEPFAR country
team. This approach has strengthened participation in interagency PEPFAR
meetings and made it possible to leverage the interests and expertise of all
agencies to advance PEPFAR’s implementation.

Using behavioral research, programmatic data and social marketing princi |
ples, PEPFAR partner Family Health International has designed new brand]
ed initiatives: SMARTgir/, an HIV prevention and care program for women
in the entertainment industry; MS#/, a peer-led network to improve the
sexual health among men who have sex with men and transgendered people;
and You're the Man!, an interpersonal and mass media initiative that strives to
challenge gender norms and promote male responsibility for positive health.
These targeted, but inter-related, programs — where consistent, reinforcing
interventions and messaging recognize that people interact with one another
and are not defined simply by what job they do or where they socialize or
with whom they have sex — use multiple strategies to impact behavior.

Piloting mobile methadone maintenance treatment clinics in rural areas.
Establishing Rural HIV/AIDS clinical training centers. Improving prevention
of mother-to-child transmission programs by fostering integration between
village, township, and country level health care systems.

Through a public diplomacy strategy, supporting study tours in technical
areas of mutual concern, which provide our local counterparts with examples
of evidence-based prevention, care, and treatment programming,

The technical assistance framework, an inter-agency strategic planning
process, is providing a valuable opportunity to engage with the host country
and broader stakeholders. The process has highlighted several areas of host
country concern, specifically reconciliation of different strategic planning
and funding cycles.

The Peace Corps national consortium initiative that supports the I Choose
My Life Program. The consortium is a “grass-roots” organization that
supports sustainable development in HIV/AIDS prevention and other health
and personal development programs at an NGO level.
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* The use of the Peace Corps response volunteers who serve as short-term
consultants with the goal to strengthen the relations between the host
country and non-governmental organizations partners and to take on more

responsibilities in the HIV/AIDS programs.

¢ Monitoring and evaluation and surveillance interface is a CDC developed
web-based interface that is a model of HIV surveillance across all PEPFAR
sites in the country.

* The electronic medical records system was developed through the PEPFAR
program and is used throughout the country at Ministry of Health sites. It
permits real-time collection of key data elements for all HIV positive patients
and allows uploading of these key elements into the monitoring and evalual |
tion system.
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FRAUD, WASTE, ABUSE, OR MISMANAGEMENT
of Federal programs
and resources hurts everyone.

Call the Office of Inspector General
HOTLINE
202-647-3320
or 1-800-409-9926
or e-mail oighotline@state.gov
to report illegal or wasteful activities.

You may also write to
Office of Inspector General
U.S. Department of State
Post Office Box 9778
Arlington, VA 22219
Please visit our Web site at:
http://oig.state.gov

Cables to the Inspector General
should be slugged “OIG Channel”
to ensure confidentiality.
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