
The sustainability of the global HIV response is a pressing concern, requiring a coordinated, inclusive, and
resource-efficient strategy. The NGO Delegation to the UNAIDS PCB Programme Coordinating Board (PCB)
and APCOM conducted a survey to assess stakeholder perspectives on the UNAIDS Joint Programme, its
co-sponsors, and the future direction of the HIV response.

This report analyses 44 responses from diverse stakeholders, including healthcare professionals, advocates,
youth activists, policy experts and community representatives. These insights provide a comprehensive view
of UNAIDS' value, its partnerships with co-sponsors, and potential restructuring scenarios to enhance
effectiveness.

Chart 01: A Sankey diagram of respondent distribution by region, country, and community representation

Survey respondents represented diverse global regions, categorised as:
Asia-Pacific (APAC): 19 respondents (43%)
Non-APAC: 25 respondents (57%)

“Without UNAIDS, there would be a lack of coordination and support for global HIV efforts.
This would result in fragmented and less effective responses, especially for marginalised
populations.” 
– Respondent from Botswana.
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Chart 02: a word cloud of top value added of UNAIDS

The survey highlighted the top contributions of UNAIDS, ranked based on respondent feedback:
        
        Ranking           Key contribution areas
        1st                   Funding and resource mobilisation - Securing global funding for HIV programs
        2nd                  Advocacy and leadership - Championing policies for key populations
        3rd                  Technical and policy support - Capacity building at country levels

“UNAIDS serves as a powerful advocate for global awareness and mobilisation around
HIV/AIDS issues. By rallying support from governments, civil society, and the private sector,
the Joint Programme promotes best practices and innovative strategies, empowering
countries to effectively respond to the epidemic.” 
– Key population advocate from Kenya

Key challenges identified
Bureaucracy: UNAIDS faces structural inefficiencies.
Visibility of co-sponsors as some partners are seen as less active.
Resource allocation. There are concerns about equitable funding distribution.

The value of the UNAIDS Joint Programme
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The survey responses indicate a strong consensus that UNAIDS cannot operate independently, with 36
respondents (82%) stating that UNAIDS requires its 11 co-sponsors to function effectively. Only eight
respondents (18%) believe that UNAIDS could operate independently. As noted by a youth CSO
representative from Thailand, “Each Cosponsor brings unique expertise to address the multifaceted challenges of
the HIV/AIDS epidemic. For example, WHO contributes medical and technical guidance, UNICEF focuses on
children and young people, and UNFPA works on sexual and reproductive health. This specialised knowledge is
critical for a comprehensive response.” 

The majority of respondents argued that UNAIDS depends on its co-sponsors for critical expertise,
resources, and partnerships. Several key themes emerged:

Respondents emphasised that UNAIDS and its co-sponsors operate in an interconnected system, where
each agency brings unique expertise to the HIV/AIDS response. 
Several responses pointed out that co-sponsors such as WHO, UNDP, and UNICEF provide technical,
medical, and policy-related expertise that UNAIDS alone does not have. 
Many respondents expressed concerns that UNAIDS relies heavily on its co-sponsors for funding and
financial sustainability. 
UNAIDS’ ability to advocate for HIV/AIDS at governmental and international levels is strengthened by
its UN status and co-sponsor partnerships. 

A minority (eight respondents) believe that UNAIDS could function without co-sponsors if “it can be given
enough funding,” as one respondent in Malawi noted.

Response Total Respondents %

No 36 82%

Yes 8 18%

Can UNAIDS operate without co-sponsors?
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The analysis reveals diverse opinions, with some advocating for reform and restructuring while others
emphasising improving the current system.

UNAIDS Secretariat with a limited number of co-sponsors 
This scenario envisions UNAIDS continuing its operations but with fewer co-sponsors, focusing only on the
most active and relevant partners. Respondents supporting this scenario believe that:

A leaner UNAIDS could be more efficient, reducing bureaucracy.
Co-sponsors that do not significantly contribute should be phased out.
Funds could be better allocated by directing resources to fewer, stronger partnerships.

However, some expressed concerns that limiting co-sponsors could weaken UNAIDS' global influence and
reduce technical expertise in certain areas.

Scenario Key Considerations

Scenario 1: 
UNAIDS with fewer co-sponsors Could improve efficiency, but risks losing expertise.

Scenario 2: 
UNAIDS without co-sponsors Greater autonomy, but weakens global influence.

Scenario 3: 
Global AIDS response without UNAIDS Would lead to fragmentation and inefficiencies.

Scenario 4: 
Leaving UNAIDS as it is Improving efficiency and strengthening partnerships.

Future scenarios for UNAIDS
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UNAIDS Secretariat without co-sponsors
In this scenario, UNAIDS would operate as an independent entity, separate from its 11 co-sponsors.
Supporters argue that this could:

Reduce bureaucratic delays and give UNAIDS more operational control.
Allow UNAIDS to form direct partnerships with governments, the private sector, and donors.
Enhance funding transparency by eliminating co-sponsor intermediaries.

However, many respondents opposed this model, emphasising that co-sponsors bring essential expertise
that UNAIDS alone cannot replace. There were concerns that UNAIDS could lose credibility and financial
backing without the UN structure.

Global AIDS response without UNAIDS
This scenario considers a future where UNAIDS is entirely dismantled, and HIV response is handled through
existing global health institutions, national governments, and other UN agencies. Supporters argue that:

UNAIDS' role is redundant, as other agencies like WHO, UNDP, and the Global Fund can absorb its
functions.
UNAIDS has not been effective in eliminating HIV-related inequalities, and a new global model is
needed.
A decentralised approach could empower countries to lead their HIV responses without a central global
entity.

However, the majority strongly opposed this model, arguing that removing UNAIDS would lead to
fragmentation and a lack of coordinated global leadership in HIV response. Many fear that HIV would
become less of a priority without UNAIDS’ dedicated advocacy and oversight.

Leaving UNAIDS as it is 
A portion of respondents favor maintaining UNAIDS in its current structure, highlighting that:

UNAIDS has already proven its value in leading global HIV coordination.
Rather than restructuring, efforts should focus on improving efficiency and strengthening partnerships.
Existing co-sponsors play important roles that cannot be easily replaced.

Those opposing this scenario argue that UNAIDS, in its current form, is too bureaucratic and requires
reform to remain effective.
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