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A	review	of	national	donor	coordination	mechanisms	
for	nutrition	in	SUN	countries	

Chris	Leather,	March	2017	

Executive	Summary		
	
This	report	presents	 the	 findings,	conclusions	and	recommendations	of	an	 independent	
review	of	national	donor	coordination	mechanisms	on	nutrition	in	countries	belonging	to	
the	Scaling	Up	Nutrition	(SUN)	Movement.		
	
Nutrition	 donor	 coordination	 mechanisms	 have	 increasingly	 been	 making	 positive	
contributions	 to	 national	multi-stakeholder	 processes	 in	 SUN	 countries,	 particularly	 in	
helping	 to	 strengthen	 government	 coordination	 and	multi-sectoral	 plans.	However,	 the	
extent	of	support	to	national	business	and	civil	society	networks	is	mixed.		
	
Donors	are	doing	better	at	harmonizing	policy	and	technical	support	than	improving	the	
harmonization	 of	 programmes	 and	 funding	 systems.	 Alignment	 of	 donor	 investments	
with	 national	 plans	 may	 be	 improving	 in	 some	 countries	 but	 there	 is	 still	 a	 big	 gap	
between	reality	and	rhetoric.		
	
Progress	on	tracking	of	budgets	and	expenditures	is	encouraging	but	this	often	does	not	
transition	into	discussion	between	donors	on	gaps	and	how	to	fill	them.	The	intent	in	the	
SDN	2016-2020	strategy	to	place	more	emphasis	on	more	and	better	nutrition	financing	
does	not	yet	appear	to	have	translated	into	a	bottom	up	approach	with	all	national	donor	
coordination	 mechanisms	 prioritising	 these	 fundamental	 issues	 and	 regularly	
communicating	on	them	to	global	level.	
	
The	 strength	 of	 government	 leadership	 is	 the	 most	 important	 factor	 influencing	 the	
performance	of	donor	coordination	mechanisms.	In	mechanisms	that	are	working	well,	a	
strong	 commitment	 to	 aid	 effectiveness	 principles,	 especially	 country	 leadership,	 is	
dominant	rather	than	pursuit	of	agency	interests	and	competition	between	stakeholders.	
	
Clarity	about	core	deliverables	and	the	sectoral	scope	are	more	important	than	the	type	
of	participants	 in	 the	mechanisms.	 In	other	words,	 the	 end	 is	more	 important	 than	 the	
means.	 Joint	 UN	 /	 donor	 groups	 are	 more	 often	 a	 strength	 and	 potential	 conflicts	 of	
interest	 are	 normally	 managed	 well.	 The	 internal	 and	 external	 monitoring	 of	 the	
performance	of	donor	groups	is	inadequate.		
	
A	 strong	 donor	 convenor	 is	 a	 critical	 factor	 in	 successful	 donor	 networks.	 Without	 a	
catalyst	and	facilitator	many	donor	coordination	mechanisms	would	not	function.	Ability	
to	perform	the	role	to	the	desired	level	is	often	constrained	by	limited	time,	the	difficulty	
accessing	 small	 amounts	 of	 money	 for	 donor	 coordination	 activities	 and	 inadequate	
communication	with	 head	 offices	 and	 global	 SUN	 structures.	 Donor	 Convenors	made	 a	
demand	 for	 catalytic	 funding	 to	 be	 made	 available	 at	 country	 level	 to	 support	 multi-
stakeholder	processes.	
	
The	review	makes	the	following	key	recommendations:		
	

Ø Clarify	purpose.	Monitor	progress:	define	core	expected	results	and	indicators	of	
progress	 for	 all	 national	 donor	 coordination	 mechanisms	 and	 encourage	
integration	 into	 the	 SUN	 Movement	 annual	 joint-assessment	 methodology	 and	
wider	SUN	MEAL	systems	
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Ø Support	 national	 donor	 coordination	 mechanisms	 to	 catalyse	 a	 bottom	 up	
approach	 to	 the	 tracking	 of	 investments,	 the	 identification	 of	 gaps	 and	 funding	
sources			

Ø Develop	 a	 template	 Terms	 of	 Reference	 for	 national	 donor	 coordination	
mechanisms	as	well	as	revising	the	Donor	Convenor	ToR.	Collective	donor	impact	
is	a	shared	responsibility.		

Ø Value	and	clarify	the	Donor	Convenor	role	
Ø Energize	decisions	in	the	SUN	Movement	on	how	to	make	catalytic	funds	available	

to	national	level		
Ø Facilitate	 sharing	 of	 experiences	 between	 national	 mechanisms	 and	 enhance	

global-national	communications.		

1. Introduction	
1.1. Background	and	objectives	of	the	review	
	
This	 report	 presents	 the	 findings,	 conclusions	 and	 recommendations	 of	 an	
independent	 review	 of	 the	 functioning	 of	 nutrition	 related	 donor	 coordination	
mechanisms	at	national	 level	 in	 countries	belonging	 to	 the	 Scaling	Up	Nutrition	
(SUN)	Movement.	It	was	commissioned	by	the	global	SUN	Donor	Network	(SDN).	
The	Terms	of	Reference	(ToR)	is	presented	in	Annex	1.	The	intended	audience	is	
national	donor	networks	and	members	of	 the	SDN.	 	The	objectives	stated	 in	 the	
ToR	can	be	summarised	as	follows:		
	

• To	 gain	 a	 better	 understanding	 of	 SUN	 Donor	 Network	 structures	 at	
country	level		

• To	identify	best	practices	and	areas	for	improvement	
• To	identify	factors	enabling	or	hindering	the	functioning	of	national	donor	

structures,	including	those	that	determine	the	nature	and	extent	of	donor	
engagement	

• To	 assess	 how	donors	 and	UN	 agencies	 can	 be	 better	 aligned	 at	 country	
level	and	how	to	create	synergies		

	
The	 review	 looked	 broadly	 at	 the	 performance	 of	 national	 donor	 coordination	
mechanisms	and	the	different	factors	influencing	performance,	including	the	role	
played	by	Donor	Convenors.	In	this	report	the	term	“national	donor	coordination	
mechanisms	on	nutrition”	is	used	rather	than	“SUN	Donor	Networks”	recognising	
that	many	structures	 involve	UN	and	other	development	partners	and	are	often	
not	labelled	as	SUN	structures.			

1.2. Review	methodology		
	
A	 consultant	 undertook	 the	 desk-based	 review	 over	 22	 days	 between	 1st	
December	2016	and	31st	March	2017.	The	following	activities	were	undertaken:		
	
Literature	Review:		A	bibliography	of	reviewed	literature	is	presented	in	Annex	
2.		
	
17	Key	informant	interviews	See	Annex	3	for	a	list	of	key	informants:		
ü 8	global	level	key	informants	(5	government	donors;	1	foundation;	1	UN;	1	SMS);		
ü 8	 Donor	 Convenors	 (Cote	 d’Ivoire,	 Malawi,	 Mozambique,	 Senegal,	 Sierra	 Leone,	 Tajikistan,	

Tanzania,	Zambia);	
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ü 1	government	focal	point	(Tanzania).		
	
It	was	 intended	 to	 undertake	 interviews	with	more	 government	 focal	 points	 to	
triangulate	 information	 from	Donor	 Convenors	 and	 others	 sources.	 However,	 it	
was	not	possible	to	arrange	discussions	in	the	time	available.		
	
Global	 level	key	informants	were	purposively	selected	in	order	to	receive	inputs	
from	 a	 range	 of	 head	 offices	 of	 donor	 convenors	 (Irish	Aid,	 USAID,	 Canada	 and	
DFID);	 one	 Foundation	 (Bill	 &	 Melinda	 Gates	 Foundation);	 the	 SUN	 Movement	
Secretariat;	the	UN	Network	/	REACH	and	the	Lead	Facilitator	of	the	SUN	Donor	
Network.		
	
National	 level	 key	 informants:	 At	 least	 one	 country	 per	 category	 of	 donor	
coordination	 mechanism	 listed	 in	 the	 Terms	 of	 Reference	 of	 the	 review	 was	
purposively	 selected.	 The	 intention	 in	 the	 selection	 of	 countries	 was	 to	 have	
representation	from	the	range	of	different	types	of	coordination	mechanism	and	
geographical	 regions.	 Mechanisms	 were	 selected	 which	 could	 provide	 useful	
lessons	learnt	in	the	opinion	of	global	level	key	informants.	Whilst	all	efforts	were	
made	 to	 try	 and	 ensure	 that	 case	 study	 countries	were	 as	 representative	 of	 all	
SUN	 countries	 with	 nutrition	 coordination	mechanisms,	 the	 final	 selection	 (see	
Box	1)	was	influenced	by	the	availability	of	respondents.		
	
Box	1:	Donor	coordination	mechanisms	selected	as	case	studies		
Type	of	donor	mechanism		 Country	mechanism	 Donor	Convenors		
Separate	donor	network		 Senegal		

(NB.	recently	joined	with	UN)		
Canada		

Malawi	 SUN	 Donor	 Network	
(NB.	 most	 discussion	 takes	
pace	 in	 a	 joint	 UN/donor	
group,	see	below)	

Irish	Aid,	USAID	

Joint	SUN	donor-UN	network	 Malawi	 Donor	 Nutrition	
Security	(DoNuts)	group		

EU,	GIZ,	Irish	Aid	

Technical	&	Financial	
Partners	Group	(incl.	donors,	
UN	and	international	NGOs)	

Zambia	 DFID,	WFP,	UNICEF	
Côte	d’Ivoire		 UNICEF,	AfDB	
Tanzania		 Irish	Aid		
Mozambique	 EU,	UNICEF		

Nutrition	integrated	in	an	
donor	sectoral	group	

Tajikistan	(joint	with	UN)	 USAID,	UNICEF		
Sierra	Leone	(joint	with	UN)		 Irish	Aid		

	
The	checklist	of	questions	presented	in	Annex	4	guided	the	literature	review	and	
interviews	 and	 are	 used	 to	 structure	 the	 presentation	 of	 findings	 in	 the	 report.	
Findings	 of	 the	 literature	 review	 are	 integrated	with	 the	 findings	 from	 the	 key	
informant	interviews.	

Challenges	and	limitations		
	
The	main	challenge	faced	was	the	limited	time	available	and	the	busy	schedules	of	
key	 informants.	 Significant	 time	 had	 to	 be	 spent	 contacting	 potential	 key	
informants	to	try	and	arrange	discussions.	Twelve	people	were	unavailable	and	6	
of	 these	 were	 government	 focal	 points.	 In	 order	 to	 fill	 gaps	 in	 the	 analysis	
presented	in	this	report,	in	the	future	it	would	be	desirable	to	collect	information	
from:	 more	 government	 focal	 points	 and	 other	 in-country	 stakeholders	 to	
triangulate	with	 information	 from	Donor	Convenors;	 a	 fragile	/	 conflict	 affected	
SUN	country	and	a	Latin	America	SUN	country.			
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1.3. The	subject	of	the	review:	national	donor	coordination	mechanisms	for	
nutrition		

	
National	donor	nutrition	structures	operate	within	the	framework	of	the	global	
SUN	Donor	Network	(SDN).		According	to	the	SDN	strategy	2016	–	2020:		
	

The	 SUN	Donor	Network	 (SDN)	 brings	 together	 development	 partners,	 including	 bilateral	
donors,	 foundations	 and	 development	 banks,	 in	 support	 of	 SUN	 countries’	 goals	 and	
objectives.	 At	 the	 global	 level,	 the	 network’s	 mandate	 is	 to	 ensure	 that	 nutrition	
remains	a	key	development	priority	in	international	forums,	that	more	resources	are	
committed	 for	 nutrition	 and	 that	 donor	 approaches	 to	 nutrition	 are	 better	
harmonized.	 Members	 of	 the	 Donor	 Network	 include:	 Australia,	 Bill	 &	 Melinda	 Gates	
Foundation,	 Canada,	 Children’s	 Investment	 Fund	 Foundation,	 European	 Union,	 France,	
Germany,	 Ireland,	 Japan,	 Netherlands,	 Switzerland,	 United	 Kingdom,	 United	 States	 of	
America	and	World	Bank.	(SDN	2016,	emphasis	added)	

	
The	 SDN	 developed	 a	 Terms	 of	
Reference	 in	 2012	 outlining	 its	
objectives,	 activities	 and	 ways	 of	
working	 (SDN	 2012).	 The	 ToR	
integrated	the	principles	of	engagement	
that	 were	 agreed	 between	 nutrition	
donors	 in	 Ottawa	 in	 2010	 which	
highlight	what	is	needed	to	emulate	the	
hallmarks	 of	 effective	 partnerships	 to	
ensure	 the	 achievement	 of	 results	 (see	
Box	2).		
	
Information	on	and	analysis	of	the	activities	of	the	SDN	up	to	the	end	of	2014	can	
be	found	in	the	ICE	final	report,	Annex	J	(Mokoro	2015).	Also	in	2014,	the	donor	
network	undertook	a	survey	of	donor	conveners	(SDN	2014).	This	survey	mostly	
analysed	the	progress	of	the	SUN	Movement	as	a	whole	at	country	level,	not	the	
specifics	of	how	donor	coordination	mechanisms	were	performing.		
	
In	 2016,	 the	 SDN	developed	 a	 strategy	 (SDN	2016)	 to	 guide	 its	 activities	 in	 the	
context	of	the	overall	SUN	Movement	Strategy	2016-2020	(SMS	2016a).	The	SDN	
strategic	objectives	for	this	period	are	as	follows:		
	

SO1:	Identification,	prioritization	and	filling	of	nutrition	data	gaps	
SO2:	 High	 level	 political	 engagement,	 commitment	 and	 communication	 on	 nutrition	 at	
global	and	national	level		
SO3:	Galvanize	more	and	better	financing	for	nutrition		
SO4:	 Improved	 coordination	 and	 networking	 of	 SUN	 donor	 agencies	 at	 the	 global	 and	
national	level	

	
The	 SDN	 has	 consistently	 recognised	 the	 importance	 of	 donor	 coordination	 at	
country	level.	As	expressed	at	an	early	senior	officials	meeting:		
	

Recognizing	 that	what	matters	with	 regards	 to	SUN	 implementation	 is	what	happens	at	
the	country	 level,	 the	 importance	of	aligning	and	coordinating	donor	support	with	 local	
systems	 and	 strategies	 and	 supporting	 country	 ownership	 and	 leadership	 was	
emphasised	 as	 being	 critical.	 Working	 better	 together	 means	 improving	 how	 donors	

Box	 2:	 Summary	 of	 nutrition	 donor	
principles	of	engagement		
1. Strengthening	 country	 ownership	 and	

leadership		
2. Focusing	on	results	
3. Adopting	a	multi-sectoral	approach		
4. Focusing	on	effectiveness		
5. Fostering	collaboration	and	inclusion		
6. Promoting	accountability		
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collectively	advocate	 for	and	support	 the	 roll-out	of	nutrition	 specific	 interventions	and	
nutrition	focussed	development	at	the	country	level	(SMS	2010).		

	
The	 guidance	 in	 the	 global	 SDN	 ToR	 is	 that	 “SUN	 donors	 form	 a	 coordination	
group,	 if	 this	 does	 not	 already	 exist,	 and	 in	 collaboration	with	 the	 Government	
Focal	 Point,	 agree	 a	 Donor	 Convenor”	 (SDN	 2012).	 According	 to	 the	 2016	 SUN	
Movement	Annual	report:	“35	countries	have	an	appointed	donor	convener	who	
is	 responsible	 for	 the	 harmonisation	 and	 alignment	 of	 donor	 support	 behind	
government-led	nutrition	plans”	(SMS	2016b	pXI).			
	
In	2012,	the	SDN	drafted	a	template	Terms	of	Reference	for	Donor	Convenors	and	
Donor	 Supporters	 recognising	 that	 it	 could	 be	 adapted	 for	 the	 specific	 country	
context.	These	ToR	were	updated	in	early	2014	and	in	late	2016	the	SDN	started	
to	 draft	 further	 revisions.	 The	 ToR	 (SDN	 2014)	 states:	 “Supporting	 the	 SUN	
process	 at	 the	 country	 level	 is	 a	 collective	 donor	 responsibility	 and	 the	 donor	
convener	 acts	 as	 a	 catalyst,	 representing	 the	wider	 donor	 group	 in	 discussions	
with	government”.	The	ToR	outlines	the	activities	of	Donor	Convenors	and	Donor	
Supporters	 in	 SUN	 countries.	 Taken	 together	 as	 collective	 responsibilities	 they	
can	be	summarised	as:		
	

• Operationalization	of	the	good	nutrition	partnership	principles		
• Support	to	government	focal	point	and	multi-stakeholder	platforms	(MSPs)	on	issues	such	

as:	 broadening	 participation	 in	 MSP,	 stock-taking	 of	 programmes,	 review	 of	 support	
needs,	developing	national	multi-sectoral	plans	and	results	framework	

• Promote	 understanding	 of	 the	 SUN	 Framework	 and	 Roadmap	 within	 donor	 country	
offices		

• Promoting	 the	 integration	 of	 nutrition	 sensitive	 development	 in	 national	 planning	
processes	and	budgets;	

• Raising	 nutrition	 considerations	 in	 donor	 coordination	 mechanisms	 such	 as	 SWAPs	 in	
multiple	sectors	(notably	agriculture,	education,	health	and	social	protection);	

• Encouraging	the	identification	of	nutrition	specific	outcomes	in	multiple	sectors;	
• Prioritise	 and	 harmonise	 donor	 investments	 to	 address	 critical	 gaps	 and	 support	 the	

development	of	a	system-wide	and	sustainable	response	to	undernutrition;	
• Feedback	country	perspectives	to	the	global	SDN		

	
The	 intended	 approach	 to	 monitoring	 the	 performance	 of	 national	 donor	
structures	is	outlined	in	the	global	SDN	ToR	from	2012:		
	

The	donor	contribution	to	SUN	will	be	measured	through	a	series	of	agreed	indicators	(see	
Annex	1	of	SDN	ToR	for	draft	indicators).	Each	country	level	donor	coordination	group	will	
be	expected	to	measure	progress	against	these	in	collaboration	with	the	Government	Focal	
Point	and	 report	annually	 to	 the	donor	network	 in	 time	 for	 the	annual	progress	 report	 in	
September.	The	donor	network	will	aggregate	these	results	as	appropriate	and	support	the	
analysis	 and	 interpretation	 of	 the	 findings.	 In	 addition	 the	 donor	 network	 will	 report	
nutrition	ODA	figures	on	an	annual	basis	using	an	agreed	method.	(SDN	2012)		

	
In	summary,	the	indicators	for	changed	donor	behaviour	are	as	follows:		
	

• Donor	support	for	nutrition	is	harmonised	among	donors	and	aligned	to	national	plan	
• Predictability	of	donor	partner	financing		
• Nutrition	incorporated	across	sectors		
• Focus	on	results		
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2. Findings		
	
The	 findings	 from	 the	 literature	 review	 and	 the	 key	 informant	 interviews	 are	
presented	under	the	following	headings:		
	

• Objectives	of	national	donor	coordination	mechanisms		
• The	effectiveness	of	donor	coordination	mechanisms	
• Factors	 enabling	 or	 hindering	 the	 performance	 of	 coordination	

mechanisms		

2.1.	 Objectives	of	national	donor	coordination	mechanisms	
	
In	 order	 to	 review	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 donor	 coordination	 mechanisms	 and	
factors	 influencing	performance	 it	was	necessary	 to	 identify	 the	main	objectives	
of	 donor	 coordination	 at	 country	 level.	 The	 global	 SDN	 has	 not	 developed	 one	
consistent	statement	on	the	core	objectives	of	in-country	donor	coordination	nor	
an	explicit	theory	of	change	describing	how	desired	results	would	be	achieved.			
	
Expected	 results,	 indicators	 and	 targets	 of	 donor	 coordination	 at	 national	 level	
are	defined	 in	 the	Annex	of	 the	SDN	ToR.	However,	 as	discussed	 further	below,	
there	has	been	little	follow	up	to	ensure	integration	into	ToRs	of	national	donor	
mechanisms	and	Donor	Convenors	nor	monitoring	of	progress.	Furthermore,	they	
do	not	include	results	which	other	literature	(e.g.	old	and	current	SUN	Movement	
strategies	and	roadmaps)	suggest	should	be	priority	outcomes	of	national	donor	
coordination,	 e.g.	 strengthened	 political	 commitment	 and	 coordination	 capacity	
and	more	and	better	financing	for	nutrition.	On	the	other	hand,	the	SDN	Strategy	
2016	–	2020	(SDN	2016)	does	state	these	as	strategic	objectives.		
	
There	is	considerable	variation	in	the	way	that	objectives	are	defined	in	the	ToRs	
of	 national	 donor	 coordination	 structures	 and	 Donor	 Convenors.	 This	 is	 not	
surprising	 given	 the	 different	 contexts	 and	 stages	 of	 development	 of	 national	
multi-sectoral	plans.	However,	as	 indicated	by	the	expected	results	 in	 the	global	
SDN	 ToR,	 it	 might	 be	 anticipated	 that	 there	 are	 some	 common,	 high-level	
objectives	and	deliverables	that	all	mechanisms	should	be	seeking	to	achieve	and	
report	 on.	 This	 may	 have	 been	 the	 intention	 when	 the	 global	 SDN	 ToR	 were	
drafted	in	2013	but	it	is	not	the	case	now.			
	
The	 literature	review	suggested	 the	 following	as	 the	main,	 top	 line	objectives	of	
national	 coordination.	 These	were	 used	 and	 proof	 tested	 during	 key	 informant	
discussions	to	assess	the	effectiveness	of	donor	coordination:		
	
1. Promote	 an	 enabling	 political	 environment:	 including	 promote	 high	 level	

political	 commitment	 and	 leadership;	 government	 coordination	 capacity;	
multi-stakeholder	 platforms;	 multi-sectoral	 policies,	 plans	 and	 Common	
Results	Frameworks	(CRFs);	support	to	other	networks			

2. Improve	 harmonization	 between	 donors:	 reduce	 gaps,	 duplication,	 more	
coherent	messaging	and	support	

3. Support	 effective	 actions	 aligned	 with	 national	 plans	 and	 CRFs:	 including	
strengthen	implementation	capacity		

4. Galvanize	more	and	better	financing	for	nutrition:	 including	 facilitating	access	
to	regional	and	global	funds;	scaling	up	in	country	financial	assistance	
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As	 well	 as	 being	 coherent	 with	 aid	 effectiveness	 principles	 in	 general,	 these	
objectives	are	largely	consistent	with	the	SUN	Movement’s	strategic	objectives	in	
the	Strategy	2016-2020	and	the	deliverables	identified	in	the	Roadmap.	However,	
no	explicit	mention	was	found	in	the	documentation	or	in	interviews	regarding	an	
objective	to	promote	“equity,	equality	and	non-discrimination	for	all,	with	women	
and	girls	at	the	centre	of	efforts”	as	per	the	fourth	key	area	for	collective	action	in	
the	Roadmap.		
	
There	 is	 a	 strong	 similarity	 between	 the	 above	 objectives	 and	 the	 global	 SDN	
principles	of	engagement	agreed	in	Ottawa	in	2010,	the	SDN	strategic	objectives	
2016	 –	 2020,	 and	 the	 indicators	 for	 changed	 global	 behaviour	 identified	 in	 the	
global	SDN	ToR.		
	
The	“identification,	prioritization	and	 filling	of	nutrition	data	gaps”	 is	one	of	 the	
four	strategic	objectives	of	the	global	SDN	during	2016-20	(SDN	2016).	However,	
this	 was	 rarely	 mentioned	 as	 a	 main	 objective	 of	 national	 coordination	
mechanisms.	 This	 is	 not	 to	 say	 that	 it	 is	 not	 regarded	 as	 important.	 Some	
mechanisms	 are	 working	 on	 this	 but	 regard	 it	 is	 an	 activity	 contributing	 to	 a	
higher-level	objective,	e.g.	improved	policies,	plans	and	accountability.		

2.2. Effectiveness	of	donor	coordination	mechanisms		
	
In	 this	 section,	 the	 performance	 of	 the	 reviewed	 mechanisms	 is	 assessed	 in	
relation	 to	 the	 main	 objectives	 of	 donor	 coordination	 identified	 during	 the	
literature	 review.	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 effectiveness	 is	 not	 necessarily	 a	
consequence	of	the	poor	functioning	of	a	donor	coordination	mechanism.	As	will	
be	 seen,	 the	 political	 environment	 is	 a	 key	 determinant	 of	 what	 donors	 can	
achieve.			

2.2.1. Promoting	an	enabling	political	environment	
	
All	the	donor	mechanisms	reviewed	have	been	making	positive	contributions	to	the	
political	 environment,	 including	 support	 to	 the	government	 focal	point.	However,	
support	to	business	and	civil	society	networks	is	mixed.		
	
In	all	8	case	study	countries	donors	are	 influencing	the	development	of	national	
multi-sectoral	 nutrition	 policies	 and	 plans	 and	 their	 integration	 into	 broader	
development	 strategies.	 For	 example,	 there	 has	 been	 significant	 support	 to	
government	 coordination	 capacity	 including	 in	 Tajikistan,	Malawi	 and	Tanzania	
and	 at	 sub-national	 levels	 in	 Mozambique	 and	 Zambia.	 	 In	 countries	 where	
responsibility	 for	 leadership	 on	 nutrition	 sits	 within	 a	 sectoral	 ministry	
(Mozambique,	 Zambia,	 Tajikistan	 and	 Malawi)	 donors	 are	 pushing	 to	 ensure	
effective,	high	level	coordination	across	sectors.		
	
Box	3:	Examples	of	donor	influence	on	the	political	environment		
Côte	d’Ivoire	
• Donors	were	influential	in	development	of	national	policy	and	strategy	and	integration	into	

national	development	plan		
• Promoted	integration	of	high	impact	nutrition	interventions	in	the	national	strategy	and	the	

development	of	a	scaling-up	plan	identifying	high	priority	areas	
Malawi		
• Jointly	influenced	new	nutrition	policy	and	plan	2016	–	2020	
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• Donors	played	a	 critical	 role	 to	 support	 the	development	of	nutrition	emergency	 response	
plans	

Mozambique		
• In	government	5-year	plan,	the	reduction	of	stunting	is	priority,	with	specific	indicators	and	

targets,	at	least	in	part	due	to	donor	influence		
• Partners	supporting	development	of	provincial	plans,	pushing	for	integration	of	nutrition	in	

provincial	budgets	and	to	some	extent	financing	them		
Senegal		
• Advocated	 that	 the	 line	ministries	 are	 implicated	 in	 the	 development	 of	 national	 nutrition	

policies	and	plans	and	that	they	own	the	process	and	outputs.		
Sierra	Leone		
• Donors	advocating	for	an	updated	post-Ebola	nutrition	situation	analysis	and	revised	multi-

sectoral	nutrition	plan		
• Support	to	ACF	to	undertake	a	budget	tracking	exercise		
Tajikistan		
• USAID	 and	 UNICEF	 have	 worked	 well	 together	 and	 achieved	 a	 lot	 to	 promote	 political	

awareness	 of	 nutrition	 and	 support	 mapping,	 development	 of	 multi-sectoral	 strategy,	
establishment	of	SUN	Secretariat	etc	(all	in	process)		

• Donors	 produced	 a	 concept	 note	 for	 government.	 The	 government	 endorsed	 it	 and	 put	 as	
main	objective	in	national	strategy	–	big	achievement	for	donors	

Tanzania		
• Donor	 financial	 and	 technical	 support	 in	 development	 of	 plan	 is	 appreciated	 by	 the	

government	 focal	 point,	 e.g.	 USAID	 and	 IA	 worked	 on	 governance	 and	 nutrition	 sensitive	
actions;	IA	pushed	to	incorporate	women’s	empowerment	

• Donors	pushed	for	clear	indicators	for	monitoring	
Zambia		
• Donors	 have	 contributed	 to	 an	 increased	 awareness	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 stunting	 and	 the	

importance	of	the	first	1000	days		
• Have	 helped	 to	 strengthen	 government	 coordination	 and	 implementation	 capacities,	

including	at	sub	national	level		
(Source:	key	informant	interviews)	
	
As	discussed	in	more	detail	below,	the	role	played	by	donors	varies	according	to	
the	strength	of	government	leadership.	Where	government	leadership	is	weak	it	
is	 particularly	 important	 for	 donors	 to	work	with	 other	 partners	 to	 strengthen	
political	commitment	and	coordination	capacity.	The	support	provided	by	USAID	
and	UNICEF	to	the	Ministry	of	Health	in	Tajikistan	appears	to	be	a	good	example	
of	 this.	 However,	 in	 some	 countries	 the	 ability	 (or	 willingness)	 of	 donors	 and	
other	partners	to	work	together	to	strengthen	government	leadership	appears	to	
be	limited.		
	
The	 level	 of	 support	 to	 private	 sector	 and	 civil	 society	 networks	 is	 mixed.	 In	
general,	 support	 to	 these	 networks	 does	 not	 appear	 to	 be	 a	 high	 priority.	 The	
mechanisms	in	Senegal	and	Tajikistan	are	facilitating	the	establishment	of	private	
sector	 networks.	 It	 was	 surprising	 that	 some	 Donor	 Convenors	 were	 not	 very	
aware	of	the	funding	status	of	civil	alliances,	even	though	donors	are	arguing	that	
funds	 for	 national	 SUN	networks	 should	primarily	 be	 accessed	 at	 country	 level.	
Yet	some	Donor	Convenors	are	not	aware	of	potential	sources	of	funding	such	as	
the	SUN	Movement	Multi-Partner	Trust	Fund.	

2.2.2. Improving	harmonization	between	donors		
	
Donors	 are	 doing	 better	 at	 harmonizing	 policy	 support	 and	 messaging	 and	
influencing	the	political	context	than	improving	the	harmonization	of	programmes	
and	funding	systems.	
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This	was	the	self-assessment	of	the	Donor	Convenor	from	Canada	in	Senegal	and	
appears	to	also	be	the	case	in	other	countries.	The	review	leaves	the	impression	
that	 donors	 are	doing	better	 at	 influencing	 the	political	 context	 than	 improving	
harmonization	between	them	selves.	
	
Most	coordination	mechanisms	have	attempted	to	map	and	share	information	on	
the	actions	of	members,	e.g.	Côte	d’Ivoire,	Mozambique,	Tajikistan,	Tanzania.	This	
is	 contributing	 to	 reduced	 duplication	 and	 the	 identification	 of	 gaps.	 However,	
sometimes	donors	do	not	provide	comprehensive	information.	There	is	potential	
to	 adapt	 and	 use	 the	 REACH	 inventory	 tool	 that	 has	 been	 used	 by	 various	 UN	
national	networks.	 It	was	suggested	that	donors	might	be	able	 to	adapt	and	use	
the	 tool	 for	 their	own	mapping	and	development	of	work	plans,	which	are	 then	
shared	with	other	networks.		
	
The	 major	 challenge	 is	 the	 harmonization	 of	 funding	 systems	 and	 channels.	
During	 key	 informant	 interviews	 there	 were	 frequent	 references	 to	 agencies	
having	 their	 own	 strategies,	 systems	 and	 political	 pressures	 for	 visibility	 and	
direct	accountability	for	the	use	and	impact	of	funds.	
	
The	 SUN	 pooled	 fund	 in	 Zambia	 is	 considered	 to	 have	 had	 positive	 results,	
including	 less	duplication,	more	efficient	actions,	with	new	donors	 interested	 in	
joining	 next	 phase.	 However,	 there	 is	 little	 interest	 in	 replicating	 this	 in	 other	
countries.		Some	informants	argued	that	pooled	funds	are	not	necessarily	the	best	
approach:		
	

We	 do	 not	 need	 to	 invest	 in	 one	 channel	 or	 stream	 of	 funding.	 Investments	 need	 to	 be	
coordinated,	mutually	accountable	and	tracked.	There	does	not	need	to	be	a	single	basket	or	
pooled	fund.	It	is	not	necessarily	best	practice.	(Donor	–	global)	

	
Hence,	 other	 measures	 to	 encourage	 donor	 harmonization	 and	 alignment	 are	
considered	to	be	critical.	
	
There	 is	 an	 expectation	 of	 some	 key	 informants	 that	 the	 draft	SUN	checklist	 for	
good	 national	 nutrition	 plans1 ,	 which	 was	 developed	 partly	 in	 response	 to	
requests	 from	 donors,	 will	 help	 to	 clarify	 and	 harmonize	 donor	 criteria	 for	
funding	 decisions.	 It	 is	 hoped	 that	 it	 will	 help	 to	 improve	 the	 predictability	 of	
funding.	 There	 is	 some	 disappointment	 however,	 that	 input	 and	 feedback	 from	
donors	and	commitment	to	use	the	principles	to	guide	funding	decisions	has	not	
been	strong.	

2.2.3. Aligning	with	national	plans		
	
Alignment	 of	 donor	 investments	 with	 national	 plans	 may	 be	 improving	 in	 some	
countries	but	there	is	still	a	big	gap	between	reality	and	rhetoric.	
	
Alignment	 with	 national	 plans	 is	 improving	 in	most	 of	 the	 countries	 reviewed.	
However,	there	is	a	widespread	view	that	the	extent	of	alignment	does	not	match	
the	rhetoric	and	that	there	needs	to	be	a	more	concerted	effort	in	this	regard.	As	

																																																								
1	In	December	2016,	the	UN	Network	for	SUN	and	the	SUN	Movement	Secretariat	launched	a	draft	
checklist	for	good	national	nutrition	plans	http://scalingupnutrition.org/news/the-first-ever-
checklist-for-quality-national-nutrition-plans-is-launched/		
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one	would	 expect	 donor	 alignment	 is	 strongest	 in	 countries	where	 government	
leadership	 is	 strongest	 and	 where	 national	 plans	 are	 most	 developed	 and	
accepted	by	stakeholders.		
	
Box	4:	Comments	by	key	informants	on	donor	alignment		
Côte	d’Ivoire		
• There	 are	 expectations	 that	 donor	 alignment	will	 improve	with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	

national	multi-sectoral	policy	and	strategy	(2016-2020).	
Malawi		
• Donors	have	committed	to	align	with	the	new	nutrition	policy	and	plan	(no	information	on	

extent	of	alignment	to	date).	
Mozambique		
• General	 budget	 support	 is	 on	 hold.	 Alignment	 with	 national	 plan	 reported	 to	 be	 good	 by	

Donor	Convenor.	However,	other	 informants	expressed	concern	that	some	donors	working	
too	much	through	INGOs	and	not	enough	through	government	systems.		

Senegal		
• Donors	have	already	been	aligning	with	plan.	The	development	of	plan	has	led	to	increased	

donor	alignment.	Plan	has	given	the	government	unit	more	legitimacy	to	promote	alignment.	
The	 government’s	 top	 nutrition	 priorities	 are	 not	 always	 being	 funded,	 while	 other	 less	
critical	areas	are	receiving	funds.	

Sierra	Leone		
• There	does	not	appear	to	have	been	discussion	or	monitoring	of	extent	of	donor	alignment	

with	national	nutrition	plan.	Donor	Convenor	unaware	if	donors	have	used	national	plan	to	
guide	implementation.		

Tajikistan		
• Still	along	way	to	go	to	with	donor	alignment.	Ideally	government	plan	will	lead	to	changes	in	

donor	programmes	-	but	each	donor	responding	to	own	institutional	priorities.		
Tanzania		
• The	GFP	considers	alignment	of	donors	with	the	plan	is	good	but	still	needs	to	be	improved.	

Government	 sits	 with	 partners	 to	 decide	 where	 there	 is	 a	 need	 for	 new	 donors	 /	
investments.	According	to	the	GFP,	previously	most	were	implementing	vertical	programmes	
not	 aligned	 with	 Local	 Government	 Authorities.	 Programmes	 were	 implemented	 through	
NGOs	rather	than	local	systems.	Sometimes	districts	did	not	not	know	about	programmes.	It	
is	anticipated	that	this	will	not	be	a	problem	in	future.		

Zambia		
• There	has	been	an	improvement	in	donor	alignment	with	national	priorities	and	systems	as	a	

consequence	of	the	development	1000	days	programme.		
	
(Source:	key	informant	interviews)	

2.2.4. Galvanizing	more	and	better	financing	for	nutrition	
	
Progress	 on	 tracking	 of	 budgets	 and	 expenditures	 is	 encouraging	 but	 this	 often	
does	not	transition	into	discussion	between	donors	on	gaps	and	how	to	fill	them.	
	
The	SUN	Movement	Annual	Report	states	that:		
	

30	 countries	 are	 tracking	 public	 financial	 allocations	 for	 nutrition	 with	 16	 who	 have	 an	
appreciation	 for	 the	 gaps	 that	 need	 to	 be	 filled.	 19	 countries	 report	 that	 in-country	
donors	have	aligned	behind	national	 reporting	of	 this	 information.	 (SMS	2016,	pXII,	
emphasis	added).		

	
However,	 some	 mechanisms	 studied	 in	 this	 review	 are	 not	 placing	 much	
emphasis	on	funding	needs,	 tracking	public	expenditures	on	nutrition,	reporting	
on	 donor	 investments	 and	 funding	 gaps.	 In	 Malawi,	 Senegal,	 Sierra	 Leone	 and	
Tajikistan	collated	information	on	funding	needs	and	donor	assistance	is	limited.	
There	was	acknowledgement	that	donors	“do	not	discuss	openly	on	donor	funding	
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gaps	 unless	 talking	 about	 emergency	 response”	 in	 Malawi.	 In	 Senegal	 the	
mechanism	 does	 not	 collect	 information	 on	 how	much	 donors	 are	 contributing	
and	in	Sierra	Leone	it	was	recognised	that	tracking	of	donor	funding	is	limited.		
	
Limited	progress	 in	these	countries	 is	partly	due	to	the	fact	that	these	countries	
are	in	the	process	of	developing	or	reviewing	national	plans.	There	are	also	major	
challenges	 relating	 to	 the	 availability	 and	 quality	 of	 information	 and	 agreeing	
what	counts	as	a	nutrition	sensitive	intervention.	
	
On	 the	 other	 hand,	 in	 countries	with	well-developed	plans,	 there	 is	much	more	
emphasis	on	resource	tracking	and	mobilization	as	illustrated	in	Box	5.		
	
Box	 5:	 Examples	 of	 coordinated	 donor	 support	 on	 resource	 tracking	 and	
mobilization		
In	Côte	d’Ivoire,	 the	national	plan	has	been	costed;	donors	have	shared	information	on	existing	
programmes	 and	 plans	 and	 have	 started	 to	 make	 new	 commitments	 of	 funding.	 The	 donor	
roundtable	held	in	September	2016	to	launch	the	plan	is	claimed	as	a	success	with	commitments	
made	by	donors	to	fill	the	entire	gap	between	needs	and	government	planned	investments.	
	
In	 Mozambique,	 donors	 have	 supported	 the	 development	 of	 provincial	 plans	 and	 agreed	 to	
finance	some	of	them.	There	has	been	a	substantial	increase	in	funding	in	the	last	couple	of	years	
and	expectations	of	further	increases.	
	
In	Tanzania,	 there	has	been	an	 increase	 in	donor	 support	 illustrated	 in	 the	public	 expenditure	
review.	There	have	not	yet	been	major	commitments	for	the	new	5	year	plan	as	the	mobilization	
process	is	just	starting.		
(Source:	key	informant	interviews)	
	
During	 the	 review,	 there	was	a	 strong	call	 from	some	key	 informants	 for	donor	
coordination	 mechanisms	 to	 focus	 more	 on	 helping	 governments	 and	 other	
partners	 to	 access	 regional	 and	 global	 level	 sources	 of	 funding,	 e.g.	 Global	
Financing	 Facility,	 the	World	 Bank’s	 IDA	 funding.	Whilst	 increased	 investments	
are	 considered	 to	 be	 vital,	 various	 key	 informants	 emphasized	 the	 need	 for	
improved	efficiency	of	donor	support,	through	better	targeting	of	investments.		
	
One	informant	asked:	Even	if	there	is	tracking	of	budgets	and	expenditures	to	what	
extent	 does	 this	 transition	 into	 discussion	 on	 gaps	 and	 how	 to	 fill	 them?	 (global		
donor).			
	
There	are	on	going	efforts	from	global	to	promote	this	transition.	“Building	on	the	
Investment	 Framework	 for	 Nutrition	 (World	 Bank	 2016),	 the	 SUN	 Movement	
Secretariat	 is	 collaborating	with	 R4D	 and	 other	 partners	 to	 look	 at	 the	 donors’	
nutrition-specific	spending	across	SUN	countries.	Data	are	available	 to	show	the	
donor	presence	in	each	SUN	country	and	are	highlighting	critical	funding	gaps	and	
disparities	 across	 SUN	 countries”.	 Also,	 the	 SDN	 has	 initiated	 a	 mapping	 of	
multilateral	 external	 (i.e.	 non-domestic)	 sources	 of	 nutrition	 financing.	 The	27th	
SUN	Country	Network	Meeting	in	June	2017	will	discuss	how	SUN	countries	can	
access	these	external	sources	of	funding	to	address	the	identified	funding	gaps.		
	
However,	 as	 yet,	 there	 appears	 to	 be	 inadequate	 on-going	 attention	 of	 national	
donor	groups	to	the	identification	and	filling	of	funding	gaps.		
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2.3. Factors	 enabling	 or	 hindering	 the	 performance	 of	 coordination	
mechanisms		

	
The	review	revealed	the	following	as	key	factors	 influencing	the	performance	of	
donor	coordination	mechanisms		
	

1. Strength	of	government	leadership		
2. Clarity	of	donor	coordination	objectives	and	work	plans		
3. Type	of	mechanism	(sectoral	scope	and	type	of	stakeholders)		
4. Awareness	and	attitudes	of	members	of	mechanism		
5. The	role	played	by	Donor	Convenors		
6. Resources	for	donor	coordination	and	catalytic	actions		
7. Monitoring	of	donor	performance		
8. Support	from	donor	Head	Offices	and	the	global	SDN		

2.3.1. Government	leadership		
	
Government	 leadership	 is	 the	 most	 important	 factor	 influencing	 donor	
performance.	
	
Where	 there	 is	 a	 multi-sectoral,	 costed	 plan	 developed	 through	 a	 multi-
stakeholder	 process,	 donors	 are	 under	 more	 pressure	 to	 align	 and	 increase	
support.	 Weak	 government	 ownership	 places	 more	 responsibility	 on	 donor	
convenors	to	promote	donor	coordination,	as	 there	 is	 little	political	pressure	on	
donors	to	do	so.	Where	government	leadership	is	weak,	in	the	best-case	scenario,	
the	 collective	 focus	 of	 donors	 is	 on	 promoting	 government	 ownership	 and	
coordination	 capacity.	 The	Donor	Convenor	 from	Côte	 d’Ivoire	 emphasised	 that	
the	Development	Partners	Group	has	placed	a	 lot	of	 emphasis	on	building	 trust	
and	 regular	 dialogue	 with	 government,	 underpinned	 by	 transparency.	 In	 the	
worst-case	scenario,	donors	are	fragmented	and	pursue	their	own	priorities	and	
programmes.		
	
The	 review	 suggests	 that	 there	 is	 a	 significant	 correlation	between	 government	
leadership	 and	 donor	 coordination	 effectiveness.	 Causality	 is	 in	 both	 directions	
but	the	case	studies	suggest	that	strong	government	leadership	is	more	frequently	
a	 determinant	 of	 increased	 donor	 harmonization,	 alignment	 and	 financial	
investment.		
	
It	is	often	assumed	that	government	leadership	and	cross-sectoral	coordination	is	
strongest	 when	 responsibility	 sits	 within	 a	 crosscutting	 government	 structure	
such	as	the	Prime	Minister’s	Office	(PMO)	rather	than	a	sectoral	ministry	such	as	
the	Ministry	of	Health.	The	findings	of	the	case	studies	 indicate	that	this	may	be	
the	case	but	are	far	from	conclusive	on	this	issue.		
	
One	global	level	donor	informant	argued	that	donors	have	a	responsibility	to	use	
their	 leverage	 in	 order	 to	 promote	 high-level	 political	 commitment,	 leadership	
and	multi-sectoral	 coordination	 on	 nutrition.	 The	 question	was	 posed:	 “has	 the	
time	come	for	SUN	to	become	conditional?”	 (global	donor).	This	 links	 to	 the	view	
expressed	by	other	key	informants	that	donors	need	to	be	clearer	on	the	criteria	
which	 need	 to	 be	met	 by	 national	 nutrition	 plans	 in	 order	 for	 them	 to	 receive	
funding.		
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2.3.2. Clarity	of	donor	coordination	objectives	and	work	plans		
	
The	strongest	donor	mechanisms	have	clear	and	prioritized	objectives	and	a	work	
plan	to	achieve	them.		
	
The	 Technical	 and	 Financial	 Partners	 Group	 on	Nutrition	 in	 Côte	 d’Ivoire,	 is	 an	
example	of	a	mechanism	that	has	a	ToR	with	high	level	objectives,	an	annual	work	
plan	and	a	way	of	working	founded	upon	regular	and	transparent	communication.		
	
The	review	suggests	that	some	coordination	groups	lack	focus	and	have	too	many	
objectives	 and	 activities.	 There	 is	 a	 perception	 that	 some	 groups	 do	 not	 have	
sufficient	clarity	on	their	objectives	and	the	indicators	that	will	be	used	to	assess	
functionality	and	success.		
	
The	 global	 SDN	 provides	 a	 template	 ToR	 for	 the	 Donor	 Convenor	 but	 not	 for	
national	 donor	 networks	 as	 whole.	 Despite	 this	 most	 national	 mechanisms	 do	
have	a	ToR.	However,	 fewer	have	an	up	 to	date	work	plan,	 identifying	short-	 to	
medium	term	objectives,	priority	activities,	indicators	etc.		
	
There	was	a	 call	 from	some	 informants	 for	 the	global	 SDN	 to	 clarify	 the	ToR	of	
national	 networks,	 provide	 clarity	 on	what	 they	 should	be	held	 accountable	 for	
and	 clarify	 their	 intended	 relationships	 and	 ways	 of	 working	 with	 other	
stakeholders.	One	global	donor	 informant	argued	 that	national	networks	should	
be	encouraged	to	use	the	global	SDN	strategy	to	develop	their	own	national	work	
plans.			

2.3.3. Type	of	mechanism		
	
UN	and	donors	working	together	in	the	same	forum	is	typically	a	strength.	Having	
a	 multi-sectoral	 forum	 is	 more	 important	 than	 having	 a	 separate	 donor	 only	
networks	
	
Box	6	below	presents	 the	donor	coordination	mechanisms	on	nutrition	 in	 the	8	
case	 study	countries.	 It	 includes	 the	 sectoral	 scope,	 the	 type	of	participants	and	
the	organisations	of	current	donor	convenors.		
	
Box	6:	Table	showing	type	of	mechanism	and	donor	convenors	for	case	studies		
	 	 Type(s)	of	mechanism	 	

Name	of	
mechanism		

Sectors	 Participants	 Donor	Convenors	

Côte	d’Ivoire		
	

Technical	&	
Financial	Partners	
Working	Group	
	

Multi-sectoral	
nutrition	

Donor/UN/CS		 Unicef	
AfDB	

Tanzania		
	

SUN	Donor	
Network		

Multi-sectoral	
nutrition	
(under	DPG)		

Donor/UN/CS		 IA	

Mozambique		
	

Nutrition	Partners	
Forum		

Multi-sectoral	
nutrition	

Donor/UN/CS		 EU	
Unicef		
(Prev.	IA	&	USAID)		

Zambia		
	

SUN	Cooperating	
Partners	Group		

Multi-sectoral	
nutrition		

Donor/UN/CS	 DFID	
WFP	
Unicef		

Senegal		 	 Multi-sectoral	 Donor/UN	 Canada		
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	 nutrition		 (prev	
separate)		

Tajikistan		
	

SUN	Development	
Partners	Network	
(under	Food	Sec	&	
Nutrition	working	
group)		

Sectoral	–	FSN		 Donor/UN		 USAID	
Unicef		

Malawi		
	

1.	The	Donor	
Nutrition	Security	
(DoNuts)	Group	
	
2.	The	SUN	Donor	
Network	in	Malawi	

Multi-sectoral	
nutrition	
	
	
	
	
	
	

Donor/UN	
	
	
	
	
	
Donor	only		

EU	
GIZ	
IA	
	
	
	
IA	
USAID	

Sierra	Leone		
	

SUN	Donor/UN	
Network		

Sectoral:	
mostly	 FS&Ag	
&	Health		

Donor/UN		 IA	

	
Donor	only	groups	or	joint	with	other	partners?		
	
Fourteen	out	of	39	SUN	countries	with	Donor	Convenors	have	 joint	UN	/	donor	
(and	possibly	other	development	partner)	coordination	mechanisms	on	nutrition	
(Source:	SDN	Lead	Facilitator).	 	All	of	 the	8	mechanisms	reviewed	have	UN	and	
donor	participants	and	4	of	them	also	have	civil	society	participants.	One	country,	
Malawi,	 has	 two	mechanisms,	 one	 for	UN	 and	 donors	 and	 the	 other	 for	 donors	
only,	although	the	latter	very	rarely	meets.		
	
In	 Senegal	 there	 used	 to	 be	 separate	 donor	 and	UN	 networks.	 However,	 it	was	
decided	to	merge	them	because	of	the	small	number	of	actors	and	a	sense	of	like-
mindedness.	 There	 was	 discussion	 about	 potential	 conflicts	 of	 interest	 but	
discussions	tend	to	focus	on	institutional	rather	than	programme	support	and	it	
was	decided	that	there	could	be	ad	hoc	separate	meetings	of	donors	if	necessary,	
although	these	have	never	occurred.		
	
Conversely,	 in	 Tanzania	 the	 SUN	 Donor	 Group	 within	 the	 wider	 Development	
Partners	Group	was	reactivated	in	2016	in	order	to	focus	attention	on	support	for	
the	new	five-year	national	plan.	A	mapping	exercise	was	undertaken	in	early	2017	
to	identify	existing	investments	and	new	donors.		
	
In	 Malawi	 lively	 discussions	 have	 been	 on	 going	 over	 many	 years	 on	 how	 the	
donor	 network	 in	Malawi	 should	 ideally	 work.	 There	 is	 a	 sense	 that	 there	 has	
been	too	much	focus	on	the	process	of	donor	coordination	and	not	enough	on	the	
desired	outcomes,	such	as	filling	funding	gaps.	Some	stakeholders	argue	that	it	is	
detrimental	to	have	a	separate	structure	for	donors	from	the	DoNuts	Group	that	
includes	UN	agencies	(see	Box	7)	and	the	emphasis	should	be	on	making	existing	
structures	and	processes	work.	There	are	other	stakeholders	who	advocate	for	a	
separate	donors	 forum	expressing	 concerns	 about	potential	 conflicts	 of	 interest	
with	UN	agencies	competing	for	funds	with	government	and	other	stakeholders.		
	
Box	7:	Donor	coordination	mechanisms	for	nutrition	in	Malawi		
The	Donor	Nutrition	Security	 (DoNuts)	Group	 in	Malawi	 is	very	active.	Currently	 the	EU	 is	 the	
chair	 with	 GIZ	 and	 Irish	 Aid	 in	 a	 Troika.	 DoNuts	 meetings	 are	 held	 on	 a	 monthly	 basis	 and	
regularly	 with	 the	 government	 Department	 of	 Nutrition	 HIV	 and	 AIDs	 (DNHA)	 where	 the	
government	focal	point	sits.	The	SUN	Donor	Network	in	Malawi	(with	Irish	Aid	and	USAID	as	co-
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convenors	since	2011)	only	meets	when	preparing	for	specific	deliverables	for	instance;	the	SUN	
Annual	Report,	Country	Assessment	and	Country	network	call.		 In	the	past	year,	there	has	been	
no	topic	specific	to	SUN	that	is	not	already	covered	by	the	DoNuts	meetings.	
(Source:	key	informant	interviews)	
	
Overall	 key	 informants	 during	 the	 review	 held	mixed	 views	 on	whether	 or	 not	
there	 are	 conflicts	 of	 interest	 with	 UN	 agencies	 being	 part	 of	 the	 same	
coordination	mechanisms	as	donors.	Some	informants	argued	that	it	depends	on	
the	 individuals	 on	 the	 ground.	 Others	 expressed	 concerns	 about	 UN	 agencies	
being	privy	to	information	which	other	interested	stakeholders	do	not.	
	
The	majority	of	informants	questioned	the	need	for	separate	donor	coordination	
mechanism	on	nutrition.	The	review	findings	suggest	that	UN	and	donors	working	
together	 in	same	forum	is	 typically	a	strength.	Donors	meeting	 informally	on	an	
ad-hoc	basis	 if	 necessary	 can	deal	with	potential	 conflicts	 of	 interest.	There	 are	
numerous	examples	from	the	case	studies	of	donor	and	UN	agencies	working	well	
together	and	achieving	results	 in	support	of	governments	and	multi-stakeholder	
processes.	The	support	of	the	Technical	and	Financial	Partners	Working	Group	in	
Côte	d’Ivoire	in	the	development	of	the	national	costed	plan	and	the	organisation	
of	the	donor	roundtable	is	one	such	example.		
	
Sectoral	or	multi-sectoral?	
	
Two	of	the	case	study	countries	use	sectoral	working	group	meetings	as	the	place	
for	 donor	 coordination	 on	 nutrition	 (Tajikistan	 –	 food	 security	 and	 nutrition	
working	 group;	 Sierra	 Leone	 –	 mostly	 food	 security	 and	 agriculture	 working	
group).	 In	 both	 countries	 there	 was	 resistance	 to	 setting	 up	 a	 new	 group,	 as	
stakeholders	believed	 that	 there	are	 enough	working	groups	and	meetings.	The	
Donor	Convenors	try	to	promote	multi-sectoral	approaches	in	both	countries.	In	
Tajikistan,	 it	 was	 agreed	 to	 use	 a	 Food	 Security	 and	 Nutrition	 working	 group	
meeting	every	quarter	as	the	forum	for	the	SUN	Development	Partners	Network,	
with	broader	participation	including	donors	from	other	sectors.			
	
The	review	suggests	that	where	donor	coordination	is	fragmented	across	sectoral	
working	 groups	 it	 is	 more	 difficult	 to	 promote	 and	 monitor	 a	 multi-sectoral	
approach.	 In	 the	 same	 way	 that	 it	 is	 difficult	 for	 a	 government	 focal	 point	 to	
promote	 a	multi-sectoral	 approach	 to	 nutrition	 if	 they	 are	 located	 in	 a	 sectoral	
ministry,	 the	 same	 applies	 to	 a	 Donor	 Convenor	 if	 coordination	 on	 nutrition	 is	
located	in	a	sectoral	working	group.		
	
SUN	branded	or	not?	
	
Half	of	the	donor	coordination	mechanisms	reviewed	are	labelled	as	SUN	groups.	
Some	 informants	 think	 that	national	nutrition	 coordination	mechanisms	 in	 SUN	
countries	should	be	branded	as	SUN	structures.	Others	argue	that	the	SUN	label	is	
not	 important	 and	what	matters	 is	whether	 or	 not	 the	 structures	 are	 achieving	
what	 the	 SUN	Movement	 advocates.	 It	 is	 certainly	 a	 cause	 for	 concern	 if	 “SUN”	
structures	and	processes	fragment	or	become	a	sub-set	of	government	led	efforts	
to	address	malnutrition.		
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2.3.4. Awareness,	attitudes	and	profiles	of	members	of	donor	mechanisms		
	
In	mechanisms	 that	 are	 working	well,	 a	 strong	 commitment	 to	 aid	 effectiveness	
principles	 appears	 to	 be	 dominant	 (e.g.	 Côte	 d’Ivoire,	 Tanzania)	 rather	 than	
pursuit	of	agency	interests	and	competition	between	stakeholders.		
	
Commitment	to	operationalize	aid	effectiveness	principles		
	
If	 donors	 require	 strong	 government	 leadership	 in	 order	 to	 scale	 up	 and	 align	
what	is	the	incentive	for	them	to	promote	this	 leadership?	Some	key	informants	
claimed	 that	 donor	 agencies	 sometimes	 do	 not	 want	 to	 encourage	 country	
leadership	because	they	are	under	political	pressure	to	be	directly	accountable	for	
the	 use	 and	 impact	 of	 funds.	 Mistrust	 and	 a	 lack	 of	 confidence	 in	 government	
systems	also	play	a	role	in	some	countries.	In	mechanisms	that	are	working	well,	a	
strong	 commitment	 to	 aid	 effectiveness	 principles	 appears	 to	 be	 dominant	 (e.g.	
Côte	d’Ivoire,	Tanzania)	rather	than	pursuit	of	agency	 interests	and	competition	
between	stakeholders.		
	
Awareness	of	value	of	multi-sectoral	approach		
	
There	is	still	a	lack	of	awareness	of	the	need	for	a	multi-sectoral	approach	and	the	
relevance	 of	 their	 programmes	 to	 nutrition	 amongst	 some	 agency	 staff.	 For	
example,	 it	was	 reported	 that	 some	 agency	 staff	 still	 regard	 nutrition	 as	 a	 food	
production	 issue	 and	 have	 inadequate	 awareness	 of	 the	 SUN	 Movement.	 It	 is	
sometimes	perceived	as	a	top	down	initiative.	This	suggests	that	there	 is	a	need	
for	 government	 focal	 points	 in	 some	 countries	 to	 play	 a	 stronger	 role	 in	
encouraging	 participation	 in	 SUN	 national	 networks,	 in	 addition	 to	 donor	 head	
offices	raising	awareness	and	sharing	information.	
	
Profile	of	individual	participants		
	
Participants	 in	 coordination	mechanisms	are	often	 technical	people	who	have	a	
silo	approach.	Ideally,	there	would	be	senior	level	participation	in	donor	network	
meetings	 by	 people	with	 authority	 to	make	 funding	 decisions.	 Experience	 from	
Senegal	suggests	that	there	needs	to	be	a	balance	between	senior	level	individuals	
who	 can	 input	 on	 strategic	 considerations,	 as	 well	 as	 space	 for	 more	 working	
level,	 technical	 discussions.	 Many	 of	 the	 representatives	 on	 donor	 nutrition	
groups	 are	 not	 solely	 dedicated	 to	 nutrition	 and	 handle	 a	 number	 of	 files,	
including	agriculture	and	maternal,	newborn	and	child	health,	on	top	of	nutrition.	
The	turnover	of	donor	agency	staff	can	often	hinder	the	effectiveness	of	networks.	
When	new	staff	come	in	there	is	a	need	to	build	up	awareness	and	trust.		

2.3.5. The	role	of	Donor	Convenors		
	
A	strong	donor	convenor	is	a	critical	factor	in	successful	donor	networks.	The	time	
commitment	required	needs	to	be	recognized.	
	
There	is	a	widespread	opinion	that	a	strong	donor	convenor	is	a	critical	factor	in	
successful	donor	networks,	particularly	in	situations	where	donor	interaction	on	
nutrition	 is	spread	across	different	working	groups.	 Important	characteristics	of	
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donor	convenors	in	the	opinion	of	key	informants	are	identified	in	Box	8.	It	was	
suggested	 that	 there	 is	a	need	 to	assess	Donor	Convenors	against	 these	criteria,	
select	 accordingly	 and	 for	 donor	Head	Offices	 and	 the	 global	 SDN	 to	 undertake	
performance	reviews	for	learning	purposes.		
	
Box	8:	Key	characteristics	of	a	strong	donor	convenor		
• Knowledgeable	 of	 the	 benefits	 of	 investing	 in	 nutrition,	 a	multi-sectoral	 approach	 and	 the	

SUN	Movement		
• Committed	to	principles	of	donor	harmonization,	alignment	etc.		
• Excellent	facilitation,	mobilization	and	communication	skills		
• Has	adequate	time	available	to	play	role	effectively	
• Sufficient	seniority	to	influence	government	and	other	decision	makers		
• Has	some	resources	available	to	catalyse	donor	and	other	stakeholder	initiatives	
	(Source:	Key	informant	interviews)		
	
For	the	majority	of	Donor	Convenors	donor	coordination	is	one	aspect	of	their	job	
description.	 The	 amount	 of	 time	 they	 spend	 varies.	 Many	 find	 that	 they	 are	
working	 significant	 amounts	 of	 over	 time	 in	 order	 to	 perform	 the	 role	
satisfactorily.	 Case	 studies	 suggest	 that	 on	 average,	 the	 Donor	 Convenor	 role	
requires	30-40%	of	the	time	of	one	person.	Often	this	workload	is	shared	between	
two	 people	 (co-convenors	 or	 Donor	 Convenor	 supported	 by	 a	 more	 junior	
colleague).			
	
Seniority	is	seen	as	a	critical	characteristic	as	Donor	Convenors	need	to	be	able	to	
influence	 high-level	 officials	 from	 government	 and	 other	 stakeholders.	 The	
combination	of	a	senior	generalist	and	a	technical	expert	is	a	combination	that	has	
been	found	to	work	well,	e.g.	in	Senegal.		
	
The	 personality	 and	way	 of	working	 of	 the	 conveners	 is	 key.	 Donor	 Convenors	
need	 to	be	able	 to	build	 trust,	mobilize	 active	engagement	by	other	donors	and	
actors	and	promote	behaviours	consistent	with	aid	effectiveness	principles.	The	
key	approach	as	described	by	one	Donor	Convenor	is	to	“lead	from	behind”.		
	
Most	Donor	Convenors	are	in	the	role	for	a	fixed	term.	Rotation	is	a	requirement	
in	the	ToR	of	most	networks.	There	is	a	risk	that	with	rotation	the	role	might	be	
allocated	to	someone	who	does	not	meet	the	requirements.	It	was	argued	that	if	
someone	was	doing	the	job	well	and	was	interested	in	continuing,	rotation	should	
not	occur	rigidly.		
	
Some	people	that	believe	that	the	Donor	Convenor	role	in	general	is	not	working	
well.	However,	others	believe	that	they	are	generalizing	some	negative	cases	and	
risk	 throwing	 the	baby	out	with	 the	bath	water	without	proposing	alternatives.	
The	current	review	found	that	all	Donor	Convenors	interviewed	from	case	study	
countries	had	a	good	knowledge	of	the	political	environment,	the	SUN	Movement	
and	what	it	was	trying	to	achieve.		

2.3.6. Resources	for	donor	coordination	and	catalytic	actions		
	
Rather	than	funds	being	used	to	pay	for	Donor	Convenors,	there	is	a	preference	for	
Donor	Convenors	to	have	a	small	pot	of	funds	(US$100-150k/year)	to	support	the	
activities	of	the	coordination	mechanism.		
	



	 18	

Kenya	is	one	country	where	a	full	time	person	has	been	funded	to	facilitate	donor	
coordination.	 However,	 many	 Donor	 Convenors	 appear	 to	 be	 achieving	 a	 lot	
whilst	 undertaking	 the	 role	 as	 part	 of	 their	 wider	 job	 description.	 This	 does	
require	the	allocation	of	a	high	proportion	of	their	time	to	the	role	and	the	ability	
to	mobilize	the	active	involvement	of	members	of	the	coordination	mechanism.		
	
Rather	than	funds	being	used	to	pay	 for	Donor	Convenors,	 there	 is	a	preference	
for	Donor	Convenors	to	have	a	small	pot	of	funds	(US$100-150k/year)	to	support	
the	activities	of	the	coordination	mechanism	(e.g.	mapping	of	actions).	Ideally	the	
funds	 would	 be	 provided	 by	 members	 of	 the	 national	 networks,	 however,	 this	
level	of	planning	is	often	not	yet	in	place	and	also,	the	procedures	of	many	donor	
agencies	to	approve	small	amounts	of	funds	for	coordination	purposes	is	limited.	
Some	suggested	that	when	donor	countries	agree	to	take	on	Donor	Convenor	role	
then	they	could	commit	to	make	some	funds	available.		
	
In	 addition	 to	 resources	 for	donor	 coordination,	 there	 is	 a	demand	 for	 funds	 to	
catalyse	 broader	 multi-stakeholder	 processes	 (e.g.	 facilitating	 study	 tours,	
technical	assistance	for	CRF	development	etc).	For	example,	the	Donor	Convenor	
in	 Senegal	 claimed	 that	 “if	 catalytic	 funds	were	 available	 then	 there	would	 have	
been	an	active	multi-stakeholder	platform	established	a	long	time	ago”.	
	
Some	donor	informants	called	for	a	more	comprehensive	approach	on	the	part	of	
the	SUN	Movement	to	 the	presentation	of	 funding	needs	 for	SUN	structures	and	
processes:	“The	SMS	should	present	a	comprehensive	proposal	of	funding	needs	for	
all	SUN	Networks	at	global	and	country	levels”	(global	donor).			
	
Some	 called	 for	 one	 global	 mechanism	 for	 channelling	 funds	 to	 all	 networks.	
Others	 said	 it	 is	 more	 efficient	 for	 donors	 to	 have	 one	 project	 for	 the	 SUN	
Movement	even	if	funds	are	channelled	through	different	mechanisms.		

2.3.7. Monitoring	of	the	performance	of	national	donor	coordination	mechanisms			
	
There	is	inadequate	internal	and	external	monitoring	of	the	performance	of	donor	
groups.		
	
The	 global	 SDN	 has	 not	 enacted	 the	 provision	 in	 its	 ToR	 to	 encourage	 national	
donor	 coordination	 groups	 to	 report	 on	 progress	 against	 the	 indicators	 of	
changed	donor	behaviour.	In	part	this	is	because	there	is	a	belief	that	the	country-
level	reporting	among	all	of	the	networks	is	enough	and	that	the	annual	SUN	self-
assessments	 to	 mark	 achievements	 and	 gaps	 will	 be	 strong	 and	 regular.	 Other	
informants	were	less	optimistic	and	feel	that	the	joint	assessment	approach	does	
not	adequately	assess	the	performance	and	contributions	of	different	stakeholder	
groups	at	national	level.		
	
The	2016	Information	Guide	for	Joint-Assessment	in	SUN	Countries	(SMS	2016c)	
states:	 “elaborate	 and	 detail	 the	 key	 contributions	 of	 each	 stakeholder	 to	 each	
process”	relating	 to	 the	 four	 strategic	 objectives	 reflected	 in	 the	 SUN	Movement	
Strategy	2016	–	2020.		However,	the	information	provided	in	country	reports	on	
the	 contribution	 of	 donor	 groups	 is	 very	 limited	 indeed.	 For	 example,	 the	
description	 of	 the	 donor	 contribution	 to	 Process	 3:	 Aligning	 actions	 around	 a	
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common	 results	 framework	 in	 the	 Tanzania	 report	 merely	 states	 “financial	
support”	(Tanzania	MSP	2016).		

2.3.8. Support	from	donor	Head	Offices	and	the	global	SDN		
	
There	 is	 insufficient	 interaction	 between	 donor	 convenors	 and	 their	 head	 offices	
and	the	global	SDN.		
	
The	extent	of	interaction	between	donor	convenors	and	counterparts	in	the	head	
offices	 of	 their	 donor	 agency	 is	 variable	 and	 generally	 seen	 as	 inadequate	
although	 there	are	examples	where	 there	 is	 regular	and	strong	 interaction	with	
Donor	Convenors.		
	

We	 at	 HQ	 need	 to	 do	 a	 better	 job	 at	 supporting	 Donor	 Convenors	 and	 those	 participating	 in	
national	networks.	We	need	to	do	better	at	recognising	the	time	and	effort	it	takes	to	participate	
in	MSPs.	We	need	to	recognise	and	appreciate	Donor	Convenors	during	their	annual	evaluations	
and	during	field	visits	(global	donor).		

	
Suggestions	 by	 Donor	 Convenors	 to	 improve	 donor	 HQ	 support	 to	 Donor	
Convenors	included:		
	

ü Fully	integrate	role	in	to	job	description,	including	expected	time	allocation	
ü Review	performance	of	Donor	Convenor	role	in	annual	evaluations		
ü Hold	regular	phone	calls	between	HQ	and	Donor	Convenors		
ü Provide	 information	 on	 global	 commitments	 of	 donor	 agency,	 SUN	

Movement	processes,	events,	and	on	global	level	funding	sources		
	
There	is	a	pervasive	view	that	the	global	SDN	needs	to	provide	a	stronger,	clearer	
steer	to	national	donor	networks	on	the	essential,	common	deliverables	expected.	
This	guidance	is	already	there	in	SDN	ToR	but	there	is	limited	awareness	of	it	and	
there	has	been	little	follow	up.		
	

Donor	Convenors	tend	to	be	left	to	fly.	 It	would	be	helpful	 if	the	Donor	Network	provided	more	
explicit	practical	guidance	(Donor	Convenor)		
I	 think	 donor	 convenors	 often	 feel	 disconnected	 from	 what	 is	 happening	 at	 the	 global	 level	
(Donor	Convenor)		

	
Facilitating	cross	learning	between	donor	networks	is	seen	as	more	effective	than	
top	down	 technical	 support.	There	 is	 currently	no	mechanism	 for	 cross-country	
learning.	However,	most	Donor	Convenors	recognise	the	need	for	this.		
	
Suggestions	 by	 Donor	 Convenors	 to	 improve	 global	 SDN	 support	 to	 national	
networks	included:	
		

ü Invite	 Donor	 Convenors	 to	 join	 (at	 least	 part	 of)	 global	 SDN	 calls	 and	
propose	agenda	items	

ü Donor	 Convenors	 to	 participate	 in	 SUN	 Global	 Gatherings	 and	 to	 hold	 a	
side	meeting		

ü Facilitate	regional	calls	between	Donor	Convenors	and	exchange	visits		
ü Facilitating	 a	 virtual	 community	 of	 practice,	 include	 online	 space	 for	

sharing	of	information	and	experiences		
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3. Discussion	of	findings	
	
This	 review	 suggests	 that,	 in	 general,	 nutrition	donor	 coordination	mechanisms	
have	 increasingly	 been	 making	 positive	 contributions	 to	 national	 multi-
stakeholder	 processes	 in	 SUN	 countries,	 particularly	 in	 helping	 to	 strengthen	
multi-sectoral	 and	multi-stakeholder	 coordination	by	 governments	 and	national	
plans.	However,	much	remains	to	be	achieved	in	relation	to	the	harmonization	of	
funding	streams,	alignment	of	donor	investments	with	national	priorities	and	the	
scaling	up	of	financial	assistance.			
	
In	 terms	 of	 the	 factors	 influencing	 the	 performance	 of	 donor	 coordination,	 the	
findings	 of	 this	 review	 are	 strikingly	 similar	 to	 those	 of	 the	 Independent	
Comprehensive	Evaluation	(ICE)	of	the	SUN	Movement	and	the	Donor	Convenor	
survey	conducted	in	2014.	The	ICE	concluded	that	it	does	not	matter	if:		
	

some	groups	have	decided	against	creating	separate	donor	and	UN	groups	–	whatever	the	
qualms	 at	 global	 level	 …	 as	 long	 as	 the	 core	 purpose	 of	 bringing	 development	 partner	
representatives	 together	 is	 maintained,	 and	 achieves	 harmonisation	 and	 enhanced	
effectiveness	in	scaling	up	nutrition	(Mokoro	2015	p309,	para	65).	

	
The	 end	 is	more	 important	 than	 the	means.	 This	 current	 review	 arrives	 at	 the	
same	conclusion	 indicating	that	 the	sectoral	coverage	of	coordination	structures	
is	 more	 important	 than	 the	 type	 of	 participants.	 It	 also	 suggests	 that	 the	 core	
purposes	of	bringing	development	representatives	together	in	the	context	of	the	
SUN	Movement	have	not	been	adequately	defined,	prioritised,	communicated	and	
monitored.	
	
The	definition	of	 the	draft	 indicators	 for	 changed	donor	behaviour	 in	2013	and	
included	in	the	SDN	ToR	was	definitely	a	good	start.	They	provided	some	clarity	
regarding	 the	 core	 deliverables	 and	 basis	 for	 tracking	 progress.	 It	 seems	
unfortunate	 that	 they	 have	 not	 been	 utilized	 within	 the	 SDN	 and	 wider	 SUN	
Movement	 M&E	 processes.	 If	 Donor	 Convenors	 had	 been	 required	 to	 report	
annually	 against	 these	 indicators,	 perhaps	 more	 national	 donor	 coordination	
mechanisms	 would	 have	 been	 more	 focussed	 in	 their	 actions.	 There	 does	 not	
necessarily	need	to	be	reporting	from	national	donor	networks	to	the	global	SDN.	
Ways	 could	 be	 explored	 of	 monitoring	 the	 performance	 of	 national	 donor	
coordination	mechanisms	as	part	of	country	self-assessments.		
	
It	is	notable	that	scaled	up	financial	investments	is	not	an	expected	result	within	
the	SDN	indicators	for	changed	donor	behaviour.	This	is	after	all,	one	of	the	SUN	
Movement’s	Strategic	Objectives	in	both	the	2012-15	and	the	2016-20	strategies,	
as	well	as	objective	3	of	the	SDN	2016	-	2020	strategy.			
	
It	is	also	noted	that	no	explicit	mention	was	found	in	global	SDN	or	national	donor	
network	documentation	regarding	an	objective	to	promote	“equity,	equality	and	
non-discrimination	 for	all,	with	women	and	girls	at	 the	centre	of	efforts”	as	per	
the	 fourth	 key	 area	 for	 collective	 action	 in	 the	 SUN	 Movement	 2016-2020	
Roadmap.	During	the	review,	it	was	argued	that	given	this	is	a	key	objective	in	the	
SUN	 Movement	 Roadmap	 there	 is	 not	 a	 need	 to	 reflect	 this	 in	 the	 global	 SDN	
strategy	and	national	donor	work	plans.	A	counter-perspective	is	that	because	it	
has	been	prioritised	globally	within	 the	Movement	 then	 it	needs	 to	be	explicitly	
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stated	as	an	objective	in	SUN	Network	plans	at	global	and	national	levels	if	it	is	to	
receive	the	required	attention.		
	
The	 importance	 and	 positive	 impact	 of	most	 Donor	 Convenors	 as	 catalysts	 and	
influencers	 appears	 to	 be	 underestimated	 by	 some	 global	 level	 stakeholders.	
Without	 a	 catalyst	 and	 facilitator	many	 donor	 coordination	mechanisms	would	
not	function.	Ability	to	perform	the	role	to	the	desired	level	 is	often	constrained	
by	 limited	 time,	 the	 difficulty	 accessing	 small	 amounts	 of	 money	 for	 donor	
coordination	 activities	 and	 inadequate	 communication	 with	 head	 offices	 and	
global	SUN	structures.	
	
The	 global	 SDN	 Strategy	 2016-2020	 indicates	 an	 intention	 to	 place	 increased	
emphasis	on	 tracking	of	domestic	 and	external	 investments,	 identifying	 funding	
gaps	and	galvanising	more	and	better	financing	for	nutrition.	This	strategic	intent	
is	 being	 operationalized	 in	 the	 SDN	work	 to	map	 external	 sources	 of	 nutrition	
financing.	However,	this	does	not	yet	appear	to	have	translated	into	a	bottom	up	
approach	 with	 all	 national	 donor	 coordination	 mechanisms	 prioritising	 these	
fundamental	issues	and	regularly	communicating	on	them	to	global	level.		

4. Recommendations		
	

4.1 Clarify	purpose.	Monitor	progress.		
	
The	global	SDN	could	define	core	expected	results	and	indicators	of	progress	for	
all	 national	 donor	 coordination	mechanisms	 and	 encourage	 integration	 into	 the	
SUN	 Movement	 annual	 joint-assessment	 methodology	 and	 wider	 SUN	 MEAL	
systems.	
	
This	 review	 suggests	 the	 core,	 priority	 results	 of	 national	 donor	 coordination	
identified	in	the	box	below.	Indicative	activities	relating	to	these	core	results	are	
also	suggested.		
	
Box	9:	Suggested	expected	results	and	activities	of	national	donor	coordination	
Expected	results		 Indicative	activities		
1. Promote	 an	 enabling	 political	

environment	(SUN	SO1	&	2)	
• Raise	political	awareness	of	benefits	of	investing	in	

nutrition		
• Provide	 support	 to	 SUN	 Government	 Focal	 Point	

and	Multi-Stakeholder	Platforms		
• Facilitate	 technical	 assistance	 to	 support	

development	of	costed,	multi-sectoral	plans	
• Track	 funding	 needs	 of	 Civil	 Society	 Alliances	 and	

facilitate	access	to	funding		
2. Improve	 harmonization	 between	

donors	(SUN	SO3)	
• Harmonize	 policy	 support	 to	 governments	 and	

other	stakeholders		
• Map	 existing	 donor	 actions	 and	 investments,	

identify	duplications	and	gaps		
• Use	 the	 SUN	 checklist	 for	 good	 national	 nutrition	

plans	to	harmonize	funding	decisions		
• Agree	on	coordinated	funding	mechanisms		

3. Support	 effective	 actions	 aligned	
with	 national	 plans	 and	 CRFs	
(SUN	SO3)	

• Assess	 alignment	 of	 existing	 and	 planned	 actions	
with	national	plans	and	CRFs	

• Facilitate	the	monitoring	and	evaluation	of	policies	
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and	actions		
4. Galvanize	 more	 and	 better	

financing	for	nutrition	(SUN	SO4)	
• Support	the	costing	of	national	nutrition	plans		
• Track	domestic	budget	allocations	and	expenditure	

for	nutrition	
• Map	existing	donor	investments	
• Facilitate	 access	 to	 financing	 mechanisms	 to	 fill	

gaps	
• Communicate	 funding	 gaps	 to	 SUN	 structures	 at	

global	level		
5. Promote	equity,	equality	and	non-

discrimination	 for	 all,	 with	
women	 and	 girls	 at	 the	 centre	 of	
efforts	 to	 scale	up	nutrition	 (SUN	
Roadmap	key	area	4)		

	

• Facilitate	 technical	 support	 guide	 decision	makers	
on	 how	 best	 to	 design	 and	 implement	 plans	 and	
programmes	that	address	equity,	equality	and	non-
discrimination		

• Advocate	 against	 inequities	 that	 discriminate	
against	 vulnerable	 groups,	 including	 women	 and	
girls		

• Support	 countries	 to	 collect	 and	 access	 reliable	
disaggregated	data		

	
Indicators	and	targets	could	be	developed	similar	to	those	agreed	in	Annex	1	of	
the	 current	 SDN	 ToR.	 The	 global	 SDN	 ToR	 would	 then	 need	 to	 be	 updated	 to	
reflect	 these	 new	 expected	 results	 and	 indicators.	 The	 SDN	 could	 consider	
developing	a	 simple	Theory	 of	 Change	 outlining	how	desired	 results	would	be	
achieved	whilst	managing	hindering	factors.		
	
In	 order	 to	monitor	 progress,	 it	 is	 suggested	 that	 national	 donor	 coordination	
mechanisms	 could	 undertake	 a	 self-assessment	 of	 progress	 prior	 to	 the	 annual	
country	 joint	assessment.	The	opinions	of	 the	government	 focal	point	and	other	
stakeholders	 could	 then	 be	 solicited	 and	 integrated.	 The	 findings	 of	 the	
assessment	 of	 donor	 coordination	 could	 then	 be	 fed	 into	 the	 country	 joint	
assessment	and	provide	a	more	detailed	analysis	of	donor	contributions	 than	 is	
currently	the	case.		
	
It	 is	 also	 proposed	 that	 a	 template	 ToR	 for	 national	 donor	 coordination	
mechanisms	 is	 developed	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 revised	 ToR	 for	 Donor	 Convenors	
(see	 below).	 There	 is	 a	 need	 to	 focus	 on	 the	 collective	 role	 of	 national	 donor	
groups	as	well	as	the	facilitation	role	of	Donor	Convenors.	Currently,	the	roles	and	
responsibilities	of	the	two	are	combined	within	the	global	Donor	Convenor	ToR.	It	
might	 be	 more	 helpful	 to	 separate	 the	 two.	 The	 ToR	 template	 for	 donor	
mechanisms	would	reflect	 the	core	results	and	 indicators,	propose	that	they	are	
used	to	develop	an	annual	work	plan	for	the	mechanism	and	outline	the	process	
for	monitoring	progress.		

4.2 Promote	tools	to	facilitate	donor	harmonization		
	
Mapping	 of	 existing	 donor	 actions	 and	 investments	 is	 critical	 for	 improved	
harmonization.	 The	 global	 SDN	 could	 consider	 whether	 national	 donor	 groups	
could	use	the	inventory	 tool	developed	by	REACH	and	the	UN	Network	for	SUN	
for	this	purpose.		
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The	 global	 SDN	 could	 encourage	 national	 donor	 coordination	 mechanisms	 to	
utilise	 and	 provide	 feedback	 on	 the	 usefulness	 of	 the	 SUN	 checklist	 for	 good	
national	nutrition	plans2	in	guiding	and	harmonising	funding	decisions.		

4.3 Support	 national	 donor	mechanisms	 to	 contribute	 to	 enhanced	 tracking	
of	investments	and	galvanize	more	and	better	funding		

	
The	 global	 SDN	 could	 provide	 guidance	 to	 Donor	 Convenors	 and	 national	
mechanisms	to	contribute	to	a	bottom	up	approach	to	the	tracking	of	nutrition	
financing,	 identification	 of	 gaps	 and	 funding	 sources.	 It	 is	 vital	 for	 Donor	
Convenors	 to	 participate	 in	 the	 on-going	 efforts	 of	 the	 global	 SDN	 and	 the	 SUN	
Movement	Secretariat	on	these	issues	and	also	mobilise	other	actors.		

4.4 Raise	awareness	of	country	staff		
	
The	global	 SDN	could	produce	a	 short	brief	 explaining	 the	 importance	of	donor	
coordination	 mechanisms	 having	 a	 multi-sectoral	 approach	 to	 nutrition,	
integrating	 participants	 from	 relevant	 sectors.	 Such	 a	 brief	 could	 be	 used	 by	
Donor	Convenors	to	advocate	for	multi-sectoral	coordination	mechanisms.		
	
Head	 Offices	 and	 the	 global	 SDN	 could	 also	 improve	 awareness	 and	
understanding	of	nutrition	funding	sources	and	how	to	access	them	amongst	
donor	coordination	mechanisms.	This	could	involve	disseminating	and	promoting	
discussion	on	the	“mapping”	of	multilateral	external	(i.e.	non-domestic)	sources	of	
nutrition	financing	that	the	SDN	has	initiated.		

4.5 Value	and	clarify	the	Donor	Convenor	role	
	
As	 has	 been	 proposed	 by	 USAID	 in	 the	 draft	 revised	 Donor	 Convenor	 ToR	
members	 of	 the	 global	 SDN	 could	 commit	 to	 raising	 awareness	 among	 senior	
leaders	 at	 headquarters	 of	 the	 important	 role	 of	 the	 donor	 conveners	 in	 the	
countries	where	they	work,	and	of	the	critical	need	to	support	them	technically	and	
financially.	
	
The	country	and	head	offices	of	donor	agencies	could	explicitly	integrate	the	role	
in	 to	 the	 broader	 job	 descriptions,	 including	 expected	 time	 allocation	 and	
review	performance	of	Donor	Convenor	role	in	annual	evaluations.		
	
There	is	a	need	to	make	explicit	the	time	commitment	required	to	effectively	
facilitate	 donor	 coordination	 in	 the	 Donor	 Convenor	 ToR.	 The	 review	 suggests	
that	this	requires	30-40%	of	the	time	of	one	person.	In	practice	the	workload	can	
be	shared	between	two	people	(co-convenors	or	Donor	Convenor	supported	by	a	
more	junior	colleague).		
	
The	 revised	 template	 ToR	 could	 highlight	 Donor	 Convenor	 core	
responsibilities	 in	 facilitating	 the	development	of	annual	collective	work	plans,	
the	monitoring	of	progress	and	integrating	findings	into	the	annual	country	joint	
assessments.	Supporting	the	establishment	and	strengthening	of	UN,	business	

																																																								
2	In	December	2016,	the	UN	Network	for	SUN	and	the	SUN	Movement	Secretariat	launched	a	draft	
checklist	for	good	national	nutrition	plans	http://scalingupnutrition.org/news/the-first-ever-
checklist-for-quality-national-nutrition-plans-is-launched/		
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and	 civil	 society	 networks	 could	 be	 emphasised,	 in	 particular	 facilitating	 the	
access	to	funding	by	Civil	Society	Alliances.		
	
The	ToR	could	also	be	 revised	 to	be	 complementary	 to	 the	 ToR	 for	 national	
donor	coordination	mechanisms	proposed	above,	i.e.	the	Donor	Convenor	ToR	
focuses	on	the	facilitation	tasks	of	Donor	Convenors.		
	
The	 revised	 Donor	 Convenor	 ToR	 could	 have	 a	 section	 outlining	 selection	
criteria	that	could	include:		
	
• Knowledgeable	of	the	benefits	of	investing	in	nutrition,	a	multi-sectoral	approach	and	the	SUN	

Movement		
• Committed	to	the	Good	Nutrition	Partnership	Principles	developed	by	the	SDN	and	wider	aid	

effectiveness	principles		
• Excellent	facilitation,	mobilization	and	communication	skills		
• Has	adequate	 time	available	 to	play	role	effectively	(30-40%	of	 time	–	could	be	shared	with	

others)		
• Sufficient	seniority	to	influence	government	and	other	decision	makers		

4.6 Provide	resources	for	donor	coordination		
	
The	 global	 SDN	 could	 consider	 how	 to	 make	 available	 funds	 to	 support	 the	
activities	 of	 donor	 coordination	mechanisms.	When	donor	agencies	agree	 to	
take	 on	 the	 Donor	 Convenor	 role	 they	 could	 commit	 to	 make	 some	 funds	
available.		

4.7 Re-energise	 discussions	 on	 how	 catalytic	 funding	 for	 multi-stakeholder	
processes	are	made	available	in	the	SUN	Movement		

	
The	global	SDN	could	consider	how	to	make	catalytic	funds	available	to	support	
broader	multi-stakeholder	processes.	There	is	a	clear	demand	for	this	from	Donor	
Convenors.		Clearly	this	is	part	of	a	wider	issue	of	ensuring	required	resources	are	
available	 for	 networks	 and	 multi-stakeholder	 processes	 at	 global	 and	 country	
levels.	 The	 presentation	 of	 comprehensive	 funding	 requirements	 of	 the	 SUN	
Movement	(not	including	programmes)	would	aid	donor	decision-making.		

4.8 Facilitate	 sharing	 of	 experiences	 and	 learning	 between	 national	 donor	
groups		

	
The	planned	SDN	web	portal	should	provide	a	forum	for	a	virtual	community	of	
practice	 and	 an	 important	 means	 of	 sharing	 learning	 between	 donor	 groups.	
Cross-country	learning	is	the	most	valued	and	desired	means	of	support	by	Donor	
Convenors.	 Opportunities	 for	 face-to-face	 interactions	 between	 members	 of	
national	donor	groups	would	be	highly	appreciated.	The	global	SDN	could	collate	
requests	 for	 support	 and	 identify	 national	 donor	 groups	 that	 have	 successfully	
addressed	similar	challenges.	The	cooperation	between	Tajikistan	and	Nepal	is	an	
example	that	could	be	replicated.		

4.9 Enhance	global	–	national	communication			
	
Regular	phone	 calls	 between	 Donor	 Convenors	 and	 Head	 Offices	 would	 be	
valued	 and	 provide	 an	 opportunity	 for	 information	 on	 global	 commitments	 of	
donor	agencies	and	SUN	Movement	processes	to	be	shared.	The	global	SDN	could	



	 25	

provide	guidance	to	donor	head	offices	on	expected	time	allocations,	performance	
evaluation	 criteria	 and	 communications	 to	 ensure	 a	 consistent	 approach	 and	
avoid	duplication	with	support	it	is	providing.	Donor	Convenors	could	be	invited	
to	join	(at	least	part	of)	global	SDN	calls	and	propose	agenda	items.		
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Annex	1:	Terms	of	Reference	of	the	Review	
	
	
Review	of	 SUN	Donor	Convener	and	UN	network	structures	at	 the	 country	
level	
	
1) Background	and	Rationale	

This	 consultancy	 will	 support	 the	 SUN	 Donor	 Network	 in	 their	 endeavour	 to	
better	understand	and	strengthen	the	donor	convener	role	at	country	level.	A	first	
step	 in	 this	 is	 to	 better	 understand	 how	donors	 are	 organised	 at	 country	 level,	
separate	or	jointly	with	the	UN	and	how	structures	are	relating	to	the	UN	Network	
or	other	SUN	Structures.		
	
The	SUN	Donors	Network,	with	support	from	the	UN	Networks,	agreed	to	assess	
how	the	role	of	the	SUN	Donor	Convener	and	the	UN	Network	at	country	level	can	
be	 better	 aligned,	 and	 to	 create	 synergies	 in	 countries	 where	 there	 are	 two	
networks	 present	 in	 order	 to	 strengthen	 the	 functioning	 of	 the	 countries	 with	
joined	networks			
	
In	 general	 donor	 nutrition	 coordination	 “models”	 can	 be	 clustered	 into	 four	
different	models:		
	

1. Separate	SUN	donor	and	UN	networks	
2. One	joint	SUN	donor-UN	network	
3. PTF	 (technical	 and	 financial	 partners);	 including	 donors,	 UN	 and	

international	NGOs	
4. No	stand-alone	SUN	donor	network	and	nutrition	 is	 instead	 integrated	 in	

an	existing	donor	sectoral	group	(often	health)	as	a	topic	or	sub-group.	

The	level	at	which	donor	networks	are	well-functioning	varies	between	countries,	
and	also	depends	on	existing	structures	and	how	far	 these	hold	 the	potential	 to	
specifically	 coordinate	 around	 nutrition.	 Donor	 presence	 at	 country	 level	 also	
varies,	and	a	number	of	agencies	don’t	have	the	resources	in	terms	of	a	sufficient	
amount	of	 staff	 (e.g.	nutrition	 focal	points)	available	 to	 commit	 time	 to	a	 stand-
alone	SUN	donor	network.	Countries	vary	in	terms	of	the	available	support	for	the	
functioning	of	the	network;	with	some	donors	investing	in	a	secretariat	(e.g.	one	
advisor)	 with	 a	 large-scale	 donor	 network	 as	 opposed	 to	 others	 depending	 on	
existing	staff	to	support	the	network.	
	
2) Objective	of	this	Assignment	

The	review	will	be	carried	out	to	gain	a	better	understanding	of	the	existing	SUN	
Donor	network	structures	at	country	levels,	including	those	jointly	set	up	with	the	
UN	Network	or	those	embedded	in	existing	donor	coordination	structures.	Based	
on	the	review,	possible	best	practice	examples,	as	well	as	aspects	that	support	or	
hinder	the	functioning	of	the	donor	convener	role,	will	be	documented.	This	will	
include	an	analysis	of	the	political	and	other	factors	that	determine	the	extent	of	
engagement	by	different	donors	in	national	networks.		
	
3) Scope	of	Work	
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It	is	expected	that	the	Consultant	will	perform	the	following	tasks:	
	

• Literature	review	of	background	 information	on	the	relevant	parts	of	 the	
SUN	 Independent	Comprehensive	Evaluation	 (ICE),	 SUN	2.0	 strategy	 and	
roadmap,	the	SUN	Donor	network	Strategy,	and	the	donor	convener	role	in	
addition	with	a	previous	assessment	of	its	role	and	implementation;	

• Classification	of	 all	 SUN	countries	 for	one	of	 the	donor	 convener	or	 joint	
UN	Network	at	country	 level,	 including	reviewing	the	four	categories	and	
implement	suggestions	for	possible	improved	revision;		

• Engaging	a	minimum	of	8	 (up	 to	 ten	 if	possible)	 countries	with	different	
models	 to	 describe	 their	 model;	 including	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses	 as	
well	as	to	support	upcoming/present	needs;		

• Engaging	with	donor	agencies	at	global	 level,	 the	SMS	and	other	relevant	
stakeholders	in	order	to	understand	their	views	and	requirements;		

• Development	of	 recommendations	 for	 the	 revision	process	of	 the	models	
and	the	TOR	for	the	donor	convener	role;		

• Preparation	of	a	brief	report	of	the	findings.		

4) 		Expected	Outputs		
	
• A	report	of	 the	major	 findings,	documentation	of	best	practices	and	

do’s	 and	 don’t’s	 for	 donor	 convener,	 required	 budget	 and	 revised	
TOR.	
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Annex	3:	Key	informants		
	
	
People	interviewed		
	

Surname	 Names	 Organisation		
Role	in	SUN	
Movement		 Location	

Stakeholder	
group		

Siddle	 Ben	 Irish	Aid	
Global	Donor	
Network		 Ireland	 global	-	donor	

Peniston	 Anne	 USAID	
Global	Donor	
Network		 USA	 global	-	donor	

Perry		 Abigail	 DFID	
Global	Donor	
Network		 UK		 global	-	donor	

Laroche	 Isabelle	

Global	Affairs	
Canada,	
Government	of	
Canada	

Global	Donor	
Network		 Canada	 global	-	donor	

Coghlan	 Nora	 BMGF	
Global	Donor	
Network		 USA	 global	-	donor	

Lieberum	 Maren	 GIZ	
SUN	Donor	Network	
Facilitator	 Germany	 global	-	donor	

Lasbennes	 Florence	 SMS		 SMS	Coordinator	 Switzerland	 global	-	SMS	

Bidault	 Nicolas	 REACH	
UN	Network	
Facilitator	 Italy	 global	-	UN		

Goossens	 Tania	 REACH	
UN	Network	
Facilitator	 Italy	 global	-	UN		

d'	Elloy	 Charlotte	 Irish	Aid	 Donor	Convenor	
Sierra	
Leone	

national	-	
donor	

Machuama	 Lara		 Irish	Aid	 Co	Donor	Convener		
Mozambiqu
e	

national	-	
donor	

Shosho	 Neema	 Irish	Aid	 Donor	Convenor	 Tanzania	
national	-	
donor	

Obey	 Assery	
Government	of	
Tanzania	

Government	Focal	
Point	 Tanzania	 national	-	gov.		

Mapemba	 Mphatso	 Irish	Aid	 Donor	Convenor	 Malawi	
national	-	
donor	

Yandila	 Ethel	 DFID	 Donor	Convenor	 Zambia	
national	-	
donor	

Desloges	 Julie	

Global	Affairs	
Canada,	
Government	of	
Canada	

Global	Donor	
Network		 Senegal	

national	-	
donor	

Huffman		 Samantha	 USAID		 Donor	Convenor	 Tajikistan	
national	-	
donor	

Le	Dain	 Anne-
Sophie	 UNICEF	 Donor	Convenor	

Cote	
d'Ivoire	 national	-	UN	
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People	contacted	but	unavailable		
	

Surname	 Names	 Organisation		
Role	in	SUN	
Movement		

Stakeholder	
group		

Ziesemer	 Sabrina	 GIZ	 Donor	agency	 global	-	donor	

Raue		 Annelies	 DFID	 Donor	Convenor	
national	-	
donor	

Mulenga	 Robinah		

Zambia	National	
Nutrition	&	Food	
Commission	

SUN	government	
focal	point	

national	-	
government	

Lopes	 Claudia	 SETSAN	
SUN	government	
focal	point	

national	-	
government	

Tembe	 Almeida	 SETSAN	
SUN	government	
focal	point	

national	-	
government	

Alvey		 Jeniece	 USAID	 Donor	agency	 global	-	donor	

Ngoran-
Theckly	 Patricia	 National	Nutrition	

Council,	
Government	of	
Côte	d'Ívoire	

SUN	government	
focal	point	

national	-	
government	

Berhanu		 Hailegiorgis	 DFID	 Donor	agency	
national	-	
donor	

O	hlarlaithe	 Mícheál		 WFP	 UN	staff	 national	-	UN	

Possolo		 Edna	 SETSAN	
SUN	government	
focal	point	

national	-	
government	

Campo-Llopis	 Pedro	 EC	
Ex-Donor	
Convenor	

national	-	
donor	

Felix		 Phiri	
DNHA,	Ministry	of	
Health,	Malawi	

SUN	government	
focal	point	

national	-	
government	
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Annex	4:	Checklist	for	key	informant	interviews		
	
	
Background		
	

• Key	informant	role		
• history	of	engagement	with	donor	network		

	
Context:	political	environment	
	

• Government	focal	point;		
• Multi-stakeholder	platform;	other	networks;		
• Status	of	multi-sectoral	policies	and	plans;		
• Implementation;		
• Domestic	&	international	resource	commitments;		
• Implementation	capacity	
• Accountability;		

	
Donor	coordination	mechanisms	on	nutrition		
	

• Type	of	donor	coordination	mechanisms:	convenor,	type	&	number	
participants		

• ToR,	workplan	
• Objectives	and	activities,	examples	
• Ways	of	working,	examples		

	
Effectiveness	of	donor	coordination	mechanisms		
	

• Promote	an	enabling	political	environment:	including	promote	high	level	
political	commitment	and	leadership;	government	coordination	capacity;	
multi-stakeholder	platforms;	multi-sectoral	policies,	plans	and	Common	
Results	Frameworks	(CRFs);	support	to	other	networks			

• Improve	harmonization	between	donors:	reduce	gaps,	duplication,	more	
coherent	messaging	and	support	

• Support	effective	actions	aligned	with	national	plans	and	CRFs:	including	
strengthen	implementation	capacity		

• Galvanize	more	and	better	financing	for	nutrition:	including	facilitating	
access	to	regional	and	global	funds;	scaling	up	in	country	financial	
assistance	

	
Factors	enabling	/	hindering	performance	of	donor	coordination	
mechanisms		
	

• What	are	the	main	factors	enabling	and	hindering	the	functioning	and	
effectiveness	of	donor	coordination	mechanisms?	Probe	questions:		

Ø Government	leadership		
Ø ToRs	and	work	plans		
Ø Type	of	participants		
Ø Relationships	with	other	networks		
Ø Sectoral	scope	of	mechanism		
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Ø Attitudes	of	members	of	mechanism		
Ø The	role	and	approach	of	Donor	Convenors		
Ø Resources	for	donor	coordination		
Ø Accountability	mechanisms	for	monitoring	donor	performance		
Ø Support	from	donor	Head	Offices	and	the	global	SDN		

	
Summary	and	final	observations		
		

• Any	final	comments	or	suggestions	on	how	to	improve	donor	coordination		
	
		
	
	
	
	
	
	


