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Introduction
As we are sure you are aware, the year 2010 is the ‘deadline’ for the current UNGASS process, as defined by the 2001 Declaration of Commitment on HIV/AIDS. For this reason, UNAIDS recently initiated a process that will allow stakeholders to review experiences and reflect on lessons learnt since 2001, as well as make recommendations on what should be the nature of a revised process to drive and monitor the global response to HIV and AIDS in the future. Final decisions will be taken in 2011, and a new round of reporting is planned for 2012. 
As far as we know this process contains at least two components. Firstly, research has been commissioned on country and stakeholder experiences of the actual process of producing the UNGASS country reports. And secondly, in order to review the M&E indicators, UNAIDS has invited stakeholders to a broad dialogue that is structured along four tracks: treatment, prevention, care & support, and enabling environment. Each track is coordinated by a civil society organisation together with a UNAIDS liaison person, with a mandate to discuss and make recommendations on what themes should be covered in a future M&E framework as well as what the indicators should be to capture those themes. AAI will seek to take direct part in discussions in the track called enabling environment. 
In these discussions, we will contribute what we as AAI staff have learnt from our research and communication work on the AAI scorecards up until now. The recommendations that flow from those findings are, in a brief summary:
· UNGASS must become a meaningful M&E process for all countries so that countries have an incentive to report and report well; 

· The process of compiling the data and drafting the country report should be transparent and allow for constructive deliberation among government and civil society stakeholders; 

· The reporting process should include an element of data validation; 

· We need more and better indicators on: 

· The situation for women and girls across the world, but especially in the high-burden countries

· Women and girls in immigrant communities and migrant populations

· We need to set the norm that also countries with generalised epidemics need to monitor and report on the epidemic among most-at-risk populations; 

· The National Composite Policy Index should be revised to better assess (1) the quality of leadership in the governance of the AIDS response, and (2) what opportunities for accountability that are build into that governance process. 
However, since the scorecards were developed in broad consultations with many of you who are members of the AAI Panel of Experts, we would like our consultative model to be the basis also for our contributions to the UNGASS review process. This is the rationale for this AAI Panel of Experts consultation. 
By asking five questions in the sections below we invite you to share with us whatever reflections and recommendations you would like us to feed into the UNGASS review process. These reflections might concern the country-level reporting process or the set of M&E indicators. We know that some of you will take part in the review process on the basis of your own institutional affiliations, so the consultation is primarily intended for those of you who otherwise would have no means to make your views heard at a global level. However, if you already have a ‘seat at the table’, AAI can perhaps give extra weight to you points of view, or you might be able to use this consultation to express views and make recommendations that you otherwise are not mandated to make.  
AAI will not screen your views and recommendations, other than to say that we will only represent those that, in broad terms, seek to improve on the coverage, relevance and quality of indicators, and those that seek to make the reporting and evaluation process more transparent and participatory. As you know, AAI’s mandate in these discussions is to ensure that the national and global monitoring of the response to AIDS is as transparent, correct and relevant as possible, in order to give stakeholders the information they need to hold leaders accountable for poor performance in the response to AIDS. 

M&E Indicators
There are at least two ‘dimensions’ to the discussion on what indicators should make up a future UNGASS M&E model. One is whether it should continue to rely on a set of standardized global indicators or whether it should be more flexible and allow countries to report data on ‘their own’ indicators. The other dimension is, if the standardized model is chosen, how the current set of global indicators can be improved upon. 
The current 25 core indicators in the UNGASS M&E model have evolved over the past decade. Although there is some variation in terms of which indicators apply to different epidemiological types, the indicators are meant to capture information from countries that vary considerably in terms of their epidemics and resources for M&E of their health systems generally and AIDS response specifically. The obvious advantage with such standardized indicators is the comparability of the data across countries. The drawback is that standardized indicators may lack relevance to the specific epidemiological conditions in countries, and there may be a poor fit with whatever long-established M&E systems countries may have used prior to the introduction of UNGASS in 2001. These reasons explain why many well-resourced countries have not been reporting well to UNGASS. 
Although we might see a combination of standardized and non-standardized indicators in UNGASS 2, it would seem most likely that the bulk of the indicators remain standardized in order to generate a meaningful global data set that tracks country progress on a number of key aspects of the response to AIDS in a comparable fashion. The issue then is whether the existing standardized indicators need to be revised in any way and whether new indicators should be added in order to cover additional aspects of the response. 
By offering a broad invitation to stakeholders to take part in the deliberations on the UNGASS review, UNAIDS is opening the ‘floodgates’ for more or less well-considered suggestions on how the set of indicators should be revised. Presumably, UNAIDS would not have done this if they did not have a very firm ‘gate-keeper’: the UNAIDS’ Monitoring and Evaluation Reference Group (MERG). In order to perform this task, the MERG has recently produced a document – the Indicator Standards Tool – with five criteria that any new suggestions for indicators must meet in order to be seriously considered. As far as we know, the work on this document and the five criteria has been completed, but the document has not yet been released. It would however be safe to assume that the criteria will very effectively identify suggestions that come up short in one or more respects. 
In your feedback to this consultation we would encourage you not to let the existence of a gate-keeper and a set of criteria prevent you from thinking ‘out-of-the-box’ in relation to new indicators. Think through what you suggest, but do not self-censure. We would encourage you to suggest innovative ideas that challenge established modes of operation in the M&E of national responses to AIDS. 
Questions:
a) What do you think would be the ideal combination of standardized and nationally specific indicators in order to ensure both global comparability on key target indicators as well as national relevance and ownership of the M&E framework, and;

b) What additional themes should be covered by a revised set of global indicators, and by what indicators should that data be collected?  

In answering question (b) you would be most welcome to specify a precise indicator, or you can speak more generally about what data would be relevant for capturing the theme you would like to see covered by an indicator. 
National Reporting Process to UNGASS
It is not only the technical aspects of the M&E framework that are up for discussion in the review process, but also the reporting process itself. UNAIDS has commissioned consultants to do a report that most likely will capture a broad range of views from both governments and civil society. AAI will seek to present our views and recommendations to this research. If we get this opportunity, we would like to do represent your views and recommendations. 
In developing and communicating the AIDS Accountability scorecards, two issues relating to the reporting process have come up repeatedly. The first relates to problems that civil society organisations have experienced with the quantity and quality of participation in the process, and the second concerns the lack of validation of the data that is being reported. The nature and severity of these problems vary between countries, but it seems to us that most countries to some degree come up short on one or both of these issues. 
In terms of participation we have learnt that while the process is meant to be inclusive and broadly representative, some governments are biased in their selection of what organisations are invited to take part in favour of those that are positive towards their governments’ efforts. And to the extent that critical voices are allowed in the process, this criticism has sometimes been edited out of the country report at a late stage before the report is submitted to the UN. While we recognise that critically minded CSO’s have been able to submit shadow-reports, these reports have never carried the same weight as the formal country reports. 

The question of data validity can easily become very technical, but it has almost always some political dimension to it as well. Our concern here is that the process offers country stakeholders’ opportunities to discuss the validity of the data and that disagreement on its validity are recorded and reported in a transparent fashion. This applies also to situations where country stakeholders agree in their criticism of data that may have been generated and presented by global agencies. An ideal country reporting process should generate reporting of the best available data, as well as reflect in a transparent fashion on any problems with or disagreements relating to the validity of that data. Such a process would generate country ownership of the information and build an understanding among stakeholders around the many technical and political issues that are at play. 

Questions:
c) How should the participatory element to the process be structured so as to ensure that whatever input is given by civil society is actually representative of at least a broad majority of civil society stakeholders, and that these views are indeed correctly reflected in the national report to UNAIDS;

d) In order to allow for the critical voices from civil society organisations that either were not part of the process or had their views edited out of the report, how should the revised process facilitate and give due weight to shadow-reporting from civil society, and; 

e) How should the process be structured so that we ensure that only the best available data is reported in a correct fashion and that there is ownership of this data by key government and civil society stakeholders? 

We hope that you will find this consultation interesting and a valuable opportunity to express your views and experiences of the UNGASS process, with the hope of influencing the UNGASS Review Process to develop in a positive and constructive direction. 

In order for us to take your comments into consideration we ask you to email them to johanna@aidsaccountability.org by Monday 17 May at the latest. 
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