
Thank you, My name is Chamunorwa Mashoko and I am AIDS activist in Zimbabwe, I am part of a 
team of people who have been working since 2012 to strive for stronger accountability among all 
partners in the AIDS response in my country, including PEPFAR, the Global Fund and the national 
government. I am also part of a global network of activists who are fighting for an end to this 
epidemic, through advocacy, stronger service delivery, and by demanding increased engagement 
of key populations and communities at highest risk of infection.  
 
I am happy to have been part of this important process, along with the colleagues from civil society 
who are here in this room, from Kenya, from Botswana, Cote D’ivoire  from the US and elsewhere.  
 
We came a long way, to devote precious time, because we know and believe that we cannot 
achieve an end to the epidemic unless our expertise as community members, as activists, is taken 
seriously.  
 
I would like to take these few minutes to describe our perspectives as civil society about the 
quality and impact of civil society engagement during the COP 2015 process.  
 
The reality is, while we appreciate being invited to this process, the level and quality of 
engagement so far, has been far from ideal.  
 
We know people have been trying. Some country teams have been trying very hard. However, this 
is not rocket science.  
 
The COP 2015 global guidance already requires meaningful, inclusive, and ongoing engagement 
that is documented—including through formal written responses to all feedback.  
 
Unfortunately, delivering on this requirement has been the exception and not the rule.  
 
We are in a partnership. For partnerships to work, we must hold each other accountable.  
  
We have a new opportunity to ensure PEPFAR’s commitment to achieving epidemic control is 
actually based on evidence and feedback from civil society.  
 
The focus of our work is on shaping the priorities, budgets, and targets that are the our 2015 
COPs.  
 
So I want to share a few examples of good and bad practices, areas where PEPFAR needs to 
improve—for this cycle, and for the quarterly review process that is being established—which is 
also a brand new process.  
 
So what didn’t go well? In reality, meaningful mngagement means sharing all data, in full, on time-- 
In multiple cases, data were not shared until it was too late to take into consideration civil society 
and community comments and concerns. 
 
In addition, when comments from CS were given, substantive feedback wasn’t provided.  
 
The quarterly reviews will not work unless this changes.  
 
Partnership means directly seeking out and responding to concerns + recommendations 
 
During this week, some teams addressed each concern civil society raised during their reviews. 
But not all teams did this. This must become a standard practice.  
 
Why are focusing on engagement? In reality we are all extremely busy people.  
 



We are devoting our time and energy to this process because we know the changes that are being 
proposed in this COP cycle are incredibly serious. Geographic and population focus and a pivot 
that will trigger acceleration in some areas, and maintenance in others must not happen without 
consultation and involvement of communtities. You need us. We have to be accountable to each 
other.  
 
The process is not delivering that accountability—YET.  
 
So the what is way forward? Because these challenges can be addressed. 
 

1. We expect more dynamic and inclusive engagement in all of our countries—inviting all 
interested, bona fide civil society activists to step forward and provide their perspectives, 
concerns, and critiques.  

2. We expect much more rapid, real time access to performance data and other vital program 
elements, so that we can consult with our constituencies and provide informed evidence 
based feedback.  

3. We expect course corrections if it’s clear that the pivots prescribed in COP 2015 are not 
working. 

4. We expect transparency in communication.  
5. For the very next reviews, including in Namibia in June, we expect to see the process shift, 

based on outcomes and feedback from this meeting.  
 
 
In closing, as we return to our countries, please remember why we are here—civil society is 
here because we are serving the people—communities at greatest risk of disease progression 
and death without access to services; communities at greatest risk of HIV infection because of 
lack of access to prevention services. Communities who are benefiting today, and the people 
who must benefit from PEPFAR programs tomorrow, and for the years to come.  
 
Civil society engagement—true, non tokenistic engagement—can sometimes feel like a burden 
to you. But our engagement, and our critical voice, should never be seen as meddlesome, or 
trigger a lack of trust.  
 
We are here because we are real partners in this response to win an end to the AIDS epidemic 
in our countries.  

 
 
 
 
 


