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1. Executive Summary 

1.0.1 This report presents the results of the review of the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat.  The 
Terms of Reference for the review required the Review Team “to review PIFS’ mandate 
and make recommendations on: 

• core business, 

• governance and decision-making, 

• organisational structure, 

• strategic planning, 

• priority setting, 

• business practices, 

• financial management, 

• funding from non-members, 

• resourcing, particularly human resources, and 

• monitoring and assessment of organisational performance.” 

1.0.2 The Pacific Islands Forum is an international organisation established in 1971.  The Forum 
has 16 member states: Australia, the Cook Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, 
Kiribati, Nauru, New Zealand, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, the Republic of the 
Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu.  Fiji’s participation 
as a member of the Forum was suspended with effect from 2 May 2009. 

1.0.3 The Pacific Islands Forum is the premier Pacific regional organisation.  It is the focal point 
for the Leaders of member states to meet and discuss matters of regional importance.  It 
provides the locus where the collective regional political agenda and priorities for action by 
member states are developed and articulated by Leaders.  It has a proud history of 
collective action and has considerable standing in the international community.  It is 
through the Forum that Pacific island countries enhance their opportunities to make their 
voice heard.  It is an important element of the development assistance framework for the 
Pacific. 

1.0.4 The Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat supports the effective operation of the Forum.  Led 
by Secretary General Tuiloma Neroni Slade, the Secretariat has an establishment of 127 and 
is headquartered in Suva.  The Secretariat has budgeted expenditure of $39.83m1 for the 
2012 financial year.  The Secretariat operates programmes that span political governance 
and security, economic governance, and strategic partnerships. 

1.0.5 The team that undertook this review comprises Peter Winder (Team Leader), Tessie Eria 
Lambourne and Kolone Vaai.  The Review Team undertook the review through a series of 
interviews and through direct analytical work.  The Review Team met with all of the key 
management staff at the Forum Secretariat and explored with them their responsibilities, 
issues and concerns.  The Review Team met with many of the key partner and 
development partner organisations associated with the Forum.  Individual Review Team 
members met with key officials from each member state to explore their experience of the 
Forum Secretariat, their concerns and the opportunities for improvement.  Members of the 
Review Team met with political representatives in a number of member states. 

                                                        
1 All monetary references in this report are in Fiji dollars unless otherwise noted 
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1.0.6 The Review Team used as the starting point for their work the 2004 Review by the 
Eminent Persons Group, the 2005 Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum, and 
the decisions that were taken in relation to the Regional Institutional Framework reform 
process. 

Members 

1.0.7 The Pacific Islands Forum is a membership-based organisation.  The needs and 
expectations of member states should drive the organisation.  The members of the Forum 
are diverse, including developed economies, a large developing economy, developing island 
economies and some of the smallest economies in the world – the Smaller Island States. 

1.0.8 Within the region there are also emerging sub-groupings of members and related parties, 
including the Melanesian Spearhead Group, the Council of Micronesian Chief Executives, 
the Smaller Island States and the Polynesian Union.  The emergence of these groups 
reflects the complex nature of political and economic relationships between the members 
of the Forum.  One of the challenges for the Forum, and for the Forum Secretariat, is to be 
relevant to each individual member state and to each of these expressions of the Pacific. 

1.0.9 The Review Team received considerable feedback in relation to the level and nature of 
engagement between the Secretariat and members.  Overall the Review Team concluded 
that the level of engagement between the Secretariat and member states is weak in both 
directions.  Addressing this will require action both by member governments and by the 
Secretariat.  Further, it is clear that many member states face internal challenges in ensuring 
effective communication between the foreign ministry (as the Secretariat’s focal point) and 
other ministries and departments.  This presents significant challenges for the Secretariat. 

1.0.10 The Review Team strongly believes that the behaviours and approaches of members will 
determine the success or failure of the Secretariat.  To improve the performance of the 
Secretariat, member states need to exercise a greater level of ‘ownership’ of the Secretariat.  
This must include greater continuity of representation at meetings of the Forum Officials’ 
Committee (FOC), and addressing the internal communication and alignment issues within 
member governments.  It is also important that the Secretariat finds ways to broaden its 
engagement and communication with member states.  The future success of the Secretariat 
is dependent upon far greater engagement with the individual departments and ministries of 
members that deal with the core business of the Secretariat. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

1) Member states exercise greater ‘ownership’ of the Secretariat, ensure that 
they have appropriate representation at each meeting facilitated by the 
Secretariat, and seek to provide greater continuity of representation at 
meetings of the FOC. 

2) Member states address the internal alignment and communications issues 
within their administrations to improve engagement with the Secretariat. 

3) The Secretariat implement a broader communications plan to enhance its 
level of engagement with member states, including a programme of regular 
visits to member states by the Secretary General and senior staff, to 
exchange views and ensure that its messages and requirements are more 
broadly communicated within the governments of member states. 
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Core Business 

1.0.11 The Review Team’s consideration of the core business of the Secretariat is informed by the 
2005 Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum.  It is important to note however that the 
2005 Agreement has not yet been ratified by all members.  It is important that this matter 
be addressed as a matter of urgency. 

1.0.12 All stakeholders and members understand and recognise the fundamental importance of 
the annual Leaders’ meeting.  The Leaders’ meeting is the key regional political meeting that 
establishes the organisation’s mandate and sets priorities.  Providing high quality policy 
advice to and facilitating engagement between member states and supporting Leaders to set 
mandates and priorities is clearly considered by members to be the core business of the 
Secretariat. 

1.0.13 A number of stakeholders and members highlighted the fundamental importance of 
ensuring that the Cairns Compact2 was fully implemented and that the development 
assistance mechanisms needed reform to best give effect to both the Compact and the Paris 
Principles3. 

1.0.14 Members provided strong endorsement of need for the Secretariat’s political governance 
and security programme.  Countries noted the importance of having the capability to 
provide support to member states through mechanisms like the Pacific Regional Assistance 
to Nauru, RAMSI, and the more recent Peer Review process.  One country considered that 
the Peer Review process had been the most beneficial of all regional programmes.  All 
stakeholders recognise the Secretariat as the custodian of the Pacific Plan. 

1.0.15 The report canvasses a wide range of other issues raised by members and stakeholders.  
These include both strong support for some elements of the Secretariat’s work and 
criticism or concerns relating to others. 

1.0.16 The Review Team has concluded that the Secretariat has six unique strengths on which to 
build: 

• it is the only regional organisation that has direct access to Leaders, and Leaders 
have the unique ability to set priorities and determine mandates, 

• it has the unique ability to advocate on behalf of the region and to give voice to 
the decisions of Leaders, 

• it has the ability to give voice to a sense of regional solidarity, 

• it has a unique ability to engage with development partners because of the strong 
desire of the partners to associate their aid with Leaders, 

• it has a key role as the permanent CROP Chair, and 

• it has a clear mandate to drive the priorities that are agreed through the Pacific 
Plan. 

1.0.17 The Review Team also see a major role for the Secretariat in engaging with development 
partners in order to help to secure the required levels of development assistance to achieve 
regional and national development objectives.  The work that the Secretariat has done on 
climate change funding is a good example of the opportunities for work of this nature.  The 
Review Team sees considerably more scope for the development of regional trust funds 
and proposes that, following the mandate of Leaders, in conjunction with members and 
other relevant CROP agencies, the Secretariat takes a stronger role in securing funding of 
that nature. 

                                                        
2 Cairns Compact on Strengthening Development Coordination in the Pacific, agreed by Leaders in 2009. 
3 The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, 2005 
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1.0.18 It is important that the Secretariat does not compete with other CROP agencies for donor 
funds.  To achieve this, the Review Team considers that the Secretariat should not have any 
hands-on role in delivering donor funded projects that fall outside of its core mandate. 

Programmes 

1.0.19 A large number of the Secretariat’s existing programmes are valued highly by members.  
There are also a range of concerns over other programmes. 

1.0.20 The Review Team has not considered in detail each of the Secretariat’s individual projects.  
It is important that member states own the process of priority setting and participate in 

The Review Team recommends that: 

4) Members who have yet to ratify the 2005 Agreement  Estab l i sh ing  the  Pac i f i c  
I s lands  Forum  take steps to do so as soon as possible. 

5) Leaders endorse the proposed re-statement of the core business of the 
Secretariat, as follows: 

a. To advance the regional agenda set by Leaders and be the central 
political and general policy agency for the region, 

b. To advocate on behalf of the region for agreed regional policies and 
agreed regional priorities, 

c. To be the custodian of the Pacific Plan – the shared vision for the 
region and the clear set of priorities for action, 

d. To facilitate and co-ordinate the joint efforts of CROP agencies to 
deliver agreed regional priorities, 

e. To facilitate relationships with key regional development partners to 
maximise effective development assistance within the region and 
achieve agreed priorities and to drive implementation of the Cairns 
Compact, 

f. To support the political governance and security initiatives of 
member states, 

g. To support the economic governance and trade initiatives of member 
states,  

h. To support effective collaboration between member states, including 
within the sub-regional groupings of members, 

i. To provide support designed to meet the special needs of the 
particularly vulnerable Forum Members, communities and peoples, 
including the Smaller Island States, and 

j. To support other agreed policy initiatives. 

6) Leaders agree that, for matters outside its core business, the Secretariat can 
have a possible role as a facilitator of funding from development partners, 
including through co-ordination with member states and CROP agencies, 
but should not undertake a project delivery role. 

7) Leaders re-affirm the Secretary General’s role as the permanent CROP 
Chair, and direct the Secretary General to take an active role in co-ordinating 
CROP agencies to deliver the priorities agreed by Leaders. 
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decisions over which programmes should continue and which should be terminated or 
changed. 

1.0.21 There are a number of current programmes that are very small and may not have the 
critical mass required to have impact.  The Review Team believes that the future of these 
programmes needs to be reconsidered in light of the upcoming review of the Pacific Plan. 

1.0.22 A number of stakeholders noted specific concerns over elements of individual 
programmes.  The most significant questions and concerns were raised in relation to the 
Pacific Environment Community (PEC) Fund, the Pacific Trade and Invest programme 
(PT&I), and trade negotiations. 

1.0.23 The establishment of the PEC Fund was the result of implicit decisions taken by the 
countries that were part of the PALM 5 process.  The Review Team understands the 
placement of this regional trust fund with the Secretariat was the express wish of the 
government of Japan. 

1.0.24 The Review Team has a number of reservations over the nature of this programme and 
whether or not the Secretariat is the best regional organisation to deliver it.  However, the 
Review Team has concluded that there is no meaningful scope to transfer the delivery of 
this programme elsewhere. 

1.0.25 The Review Team sees the opportunity for the Secretariat to work far more actively with 
members, partners and development partners to secure regional funding.  However, once 
future funds of this nature have been secured, the delivery of any resulting programme 
(other than one within the scope of the Secretariat’s core business) should either be carried 
out by individual member states, or by the most relevant regional organisation with an 
established technical and delivery mandate. 

1.0.26 The second major programme that generated concerns was the Pacific Trade and Invest 
network.  There is clearly a strong public good element in the PT&I programme.  It is 
seeking to address a market failure in the provision of information and connections 
between Pacific island businesses and more developed markets.  The PT&I programme has 
delivered a number of significant achievements.  Stakeholders raised a number of issues 
with the scheme and the Review Team has questions over the cost effectiveness of the 
programme, its fit within the policy and political focus of the organisation and the extent of 
linkages to the private sector both across the Pacific and in the target markets.  The Review 
Team recommends an independent review of the PT&I programme. 

1.0.27 There is broad support for the role of the Secretariat in facilitating and supporting trade 
negotiations.  Members noted a number of significant successes.  However some member 
states were more critical of the performance of the Secretariat in this area.  Some saw value 
in expanding the role of the OCTA beyond the current round of PACER Plus negotiations.  
Others raised major questions over the relevance and priority of trade negotiations for 
them and noted that their ability to fully participate in trade negotiations was extremely 
limited.  

1.0.28 There was sufficient concern from a range of very senior officials from member 
governments that the Review Team considers that the Secretariat should garner a fresh 
mandate for further work in this area.  The opportunity for this will arise soon if, as is 
hoped, the negotiations with the European Union can be brought to a successful 
conclusion this year. 

1.0.29 A broad range of stakeholders noted the apparent competition between regional agencies 
(SPREP, SPC and the Secretariat) for mandate and funding with respect to climate change 
issues.  This highlights one of the challenges of the regional infrastructure.  The Review 
Team considers that the apparent competition for roles with respect to climate change 
reflects attempts to design and implement technical work programmes before there is 
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political alignment and agreement on the nature of the required regional approach.  The 
Review Team considers that the Secretariat has an important role to play in working with 
regional organisations and members to secure political endorsement of an agreed approach 
and appropriate mandating of the agencies that will be required to deliver it. 

Funding 

1.0.30 The funding framework for the Secretariat is quite challenging.  Annual funding is 
dominated by funding from Australia and New Zealand.  The regular budget of the 
organisation accounts for only 18% of revenue, and Australia and New Zealand each 
contribute 30% of this.  Core funding comes exclusively from Australia and New Zealand.  
In total, Australia contributes 49% of the budget for the current year, and New 
Zealand 21%.  The third largest contributor to the annual budget of the Secretariat is the 
European Union.  Its contribution of $4,048,309 (largely supporting the economic 
governance programme) accounts for 15% of revenue. 

1.0.31 The combined contributions of Australia, New Zealand and the EU account for 85% of 
the Secretariat’s revenue. 

1.0.32 Only 18% of the Secretariat’s revenue (regular budget) has any year-to-year certainty.  Aside 
from the PEC Fund, total revenue varies by up to 44% on a year on year basis.  This makes 
any long-term financial planning or programme delivery planning for the organisation very 
difficult.  Greater certainty of funding, and multi-year commitments would greatly assist the 
long-term performance of the Secretariat. 

1.0.33 The Review Team understands the fiscal pressures on member states, but considers that 
the very low proportion of annual revenue contributed by member states reinforces a lack 
of ownership of the Secretariat by members.  The on-going level of commitment to and 
ownership of the Secretariat and its work needs to be addressed by member states. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

8) All of the Secretariat’s programmes are comprehensively reviewed as part of 
the Pacific Plan review process. 

9) Leaders consider a fresh mandate for the Secretariat in the area of trade 
development, balancing the priorities of member states for trade facilitation 
with new trade negotiations. 

10) The Pacific Island Trade and Invest Programme be independently reviewed, 
with the review considering: 

a. The value of the programme and the benefits that it provides to 
member states, 

b. the cost-effectiveness of the programme, and ways in which it can be 
improved, 

c. the strength and adequacy of connections with the private sector in 
both member states and target markets, 

d. whether the programme has sufficient merit and opportunities for it 
to continue, and 

e. if the programme should continue, whether the Secretariat is best 
placed to manage and deliver it, given its core policy and political 
roles and, if not, who might be better placed to do so. 



 

Page 9 

1.0.34 To support the proposed role of the Secretariat there need to be changes in the way that it 
is funded.  Changes must contribute to: 

• a level of resourcing that is sufficient for the Secretariat to deliver its core business 
appropriately, 

• increased ownership of the Secretariat by members and a greater proportion of 
funding being made through regular budget, and 

• greater certainty of annual revenue – ideally through multi-year funding 
agreements. 

Priority Setting 

1.0.35 The Review Team received clear feedback from member states and stakeholders noting the 
lack of priorities or too many priorities within the Secretariat’s work programme – or 
perhaps more accurately the inability of the Secretariat to reallocate resources or terminate 
low priority initiatives.  Some of the feedback reflects the fact that all members do not 
necessarily share the same priorities.  It is also common for individual members (or groups) 
to initiate proposals for new or additional work.  This further complicates the task of 
responding to the expectations of members within a finite set of resources. 

1.0.36 The Review Team’s consideration of the detailed budget allocation confirmed the view that 
the Secretariat has, over time, become spread more and more thinly over a broader and 
broader range of activities.  A number of activities now appear to have such small budget 
allocations that it is hard to see how the Secretariat can deliver meaningful work. 

1.0.37 The Review Team concluded that the priority-setting mechanisms within the Secretariat are 
weak and need to be strengthened.  In part this requires a far stronger strategic approach to 
the agenda for Leaders and Ministers.  It also requires a greater discipline within the 
management of the Secretariat to make tough decisions and to highlight for member states 
the resource consequences of decisions. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

11) Member states commit to increased multi-year regular budget contributions 
in order to adequately fund the core business of the organisation. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

12) The priority-setting mechanisms for the Secretariat be strengthened, 
including through: 

a. a stronger strategic approach to agendas for meetings of Leaders and 
Ministers; 

b. greater discipline within the management of the Secretariat to ensure 
that member states are fully informed of the resource implications of 
their decisions, to ensure that, when appropriate, tough decisions can 
be taken as to the Secretariat’s work plan; 

c. member states ensuring that they are appropriately represented (both 
in terms of seniority and relevant portfolio responsibility) at priority-
setting meetings, such as the Pacific Plan Action Committee (PPAC) 
and the FOC. 
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The Pacific Plan 

1.0.38 In 2004 the Eminent Persons Group envisaged that the Pacific Plan would assist as a key 
way of: 

• developing stronger and deeper links between the countries of the region, 

• providing a strategic approach to regional activity, and 

• providing clear advice on priorities. 

1.0.39 The current Pacific Plan was developed following widespread engagement with a very 
broad range of stakeholders, including member states, civil society, NGOs, development 
partners and eminent people.  The Plan is broad and quite general.  It sets out important 
aspirational goals and shared values and has achieved considerable success.  It is a 
considerable achievement that so many sovereign nations were able to agree a common 
platform.  The Plan’s common set of aspirational goals is a significant expression of 
regional unity and common purpose between member states. 

1.0.40 However, the absence of clear priorities or a robust prioritisation framework is a 
fundamental weakness of the current Pacific Plan.  The Pacific Plan is not recognised or 
understood by those actively engaged within each member state in dealing with national 
planning, budget setting and/or aid co-ordination.  This lack of engagement by key 
government officials limits the value of the current Pacific Plan in co-ordinating donor 
efforts or aligning work with development partners to achieve agreed regional goals.  In 
many respects, this lack of connection within member governments is the responsibility of 
members to address. 

1.0.41 The review of the Pacific Plan is about to commence.  This is a significant opportunity to 
develop a second generation Pacific Plan that builds on the successes of the first Plan, but 
also delivers stronger alignment with national development objectives and the prioritisation 
of regional activity.  The Review Team sees the opportunity to make the second generation 
Pacific Plan a more central part of regional decision-making and a more effective tool in 
driving the regional infrastructure to meet the needs to member states.  This reflects the 
opportunity that the Review Team sees for the Secretariat to work more closely with 
member states and development partners to secure development assistance for the region. 

1.0.42 The Review Team also considers that the implementation of the second generation Pacific 
Plan needs to benefit from a very strong financial management and priority-setting 
discipline, and that its priorities need to be ‘owned’ and understood by those responsible 
for prioritisation, planning and budget setting and national delivery of the Plan’s elements.  
The Pacific Plan is, and should continue to be, a broad document that addresses a wide 
range of issues.  It is and should be more than an economic development plan.  It must also 
address social development, health, education, security and environmental issues. 

1.0.43 The Review Team sees significant value in the establishment of a new Ministerial group to 
oversee the implementation of the Pacific Plan, give momentum to regional development 
priorities, advance the principles of development co-ordination and aid effectiveness, and 
support collaboration between national governments, regional agencies and development 
partners to meet the region’s development needs. 

1.0.44 In order to establish strong linkages to the implementation of the second generation Pacific 
Plan, it would be sensible for PPAC meet before, and report to, the new Ministerial group.  
The new Ministerial group should report to Leaders each year on progress with 
implementing the Pacific Plan, priorities for regional action over the next period, and any 
significant or emerging strategic issues that require the attention and focus of Leaders. 

1.0.45 In the recommendations the Review Team has linked consideration of a new Ministerial 
group to the review of the Pacific Plan.  That approach will allow members to work 
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through the careful review of the Pacific Plan before determining the final shape of the 
governance and political oversight of the implementation of the next Pacific Plan.  
However, there may be value in establishing this new group of Ministers now in order to 
secure the benefits of greater discipline in priority setting earlier.  Members may wish to 
consider that opportunity. 

Governance 

1.0.46 In theory the governance framework for the Secretariat is simple.  In reality it is complex, 
confusing and full of ambiguity.  As a consequence the current arrangements do not deliver 
clear direction to the organisation. 

1.0.47 The Review Team has concluded that the current governance oversight of the Secretariat is 
weak and needs to be strengthened.  It is clear that the Forum Officials’ Committee is the 
body with prime responsibility for governance over the Secretariat.  For governance to be 
more effective the FOC must be more effective.  The Review Team considers that the 
FOC should return to the previous practice of meeting at least twice a year, and it must 
separate the consideration of the agenda for the Leaders’ Meeting from its consideration of 
the budget and performance issues of the Secretariat.  In addition to the pre-Forum FOC, 
the FOC should also meet in November or December of each year to consider: the budget 
for the following year, progress reports relating to each programme, budget priorities, and 
any changes that are needed to implement decisions by Leaders. 

1.0.48 The Review Team also proposes a number of other changes to strengthen the governance 
framework of the Secretariat including: strengthening the role played by the FOC Chair, 
establishing an Audit and Risk sub-committee to provide more frequent engagement with 
the Secretary General, changes to the Financial Regulations to clarify the delegations to the 
Secretary General with respect to securing non-regular budget contributions, and 
strengthening the role of two key groups of Ministers in relation to the Forum. 

1.0.49 As noted above, the Review Team sees considerable value in establishing a new annual 
meeting of Forum Ministers with responsibility for development, priority setting and 
budgeting. 

1.0.50 The Review Team also considers that it would be very helpful to strengthen the political 
engagement of Foreign Ministers around the work of the Forum and the Secretariat.  An 

The Review Team recommends that: 

13) The Terms of Reference for the Pacific Plan review require that a second 
generation Pacific Plan: 

a. be aspirational, 

b. reflect national development objectives, 

c. include priorities and a priority-setting framework for regional 
action, 

d. include provision for an appropriate governance structure, such as 
regular meetings of Ministers with responsibility for development, 
planning and priority setting, to oversee the implementation of the 
Pacific Plan and to make recommendations to Leaders on emerging 
regional initiatives and priorities, and 

e. provide for the Secretariat to have a strong advocacy role with CROP 
agencies, development partners and member states, to ensure that 
agreed Pacific Plan priorities are implemented. 
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enhanced engagement with Foreign Ministers would also serve to strengthen the oversight 
by member states of the activities of the Secretariat. 

1.0.51 The workload and resource implications of an additional Ministerial meeting and greater 
engagement with Foreign Ministers were considered carefully before making the 
recommendation.  The Review Team concluded that the suggested role of the Ministers 
responsible for development and planning would to some extent shift existing meetings to 
a different time of the year and therefore it need not generate additional work pressures.  
More importantly, the priority-setting discipline of this group of Ministers and the 
additional FOC meeting are the keys to making more effective decisions on priority.  It is 
vital that the work programme of the Secretariat and the work programme to implement 
the Pacific Plan are manageable within the resources of the region.  It is also vital that the 
region’s scarce financial resources are put to the best use to tackle the highest priority areas 
where they can make the biggest impact. 

Management 

1.0.52 There are a range of quite significant management capacity and operational issues that 
emerged from analysis of the operation of the organisation and from feedback from 
members. 

1.0.53 The Secretary General has a very important outward-facing role.  However, there is 
concern by members of the amount of time the Secretary General spends in attending 
international meetings rather than leading the Secretariat and in overseeing the 
implementation of Leaders’ decisions.  It is vital that the Secretary General engage with 
member states, representing the organisation and members in international fora, engaging 
with and providing leadership to the CROP agencies. 

1.0.54 For a total staff complement of only 127, the Secretariat has a very hierarchical upper 
management structure, with very few direct reports at the top levels of the organisation.  
The current Deputy Secretary General roles are both broad and deep.  Deputy Secretaries 

The Review Team recommends that: 

14) The Secretary General regularly engage with Foreign Ministers to update 
them on the work of the Secretariat and the progress that is being made with 
programmes and implementing the decisions of Leaders. 

15) The FOC agree to change the rotation of the FOC Chair so that whichever 
member state holds the Forum Chair also holds the FOC Chair. 

16) Leaders agree to the FOC Chair (as advisor to the Forum Chair) attending 
the Leaders’ retreat, to assist with effective governance, continuity of advice 
and implementation of decisions. 

17) The FOC Chair play a more active role in shaping the agendas for meetings 
of the FOC and of Leaders. 

18) The FOC meet at least twice a year, with a pre-Forum meeting of the FOC 
(as is the current practice), and a further meeting to consider the 
Secretariat’s budget and work plan in November or December. 

19) The FOC establish an Audit and Risk sub-committee. 

20) The FOC clarify the financial delegations to the Secretary General and that 
steps be taken to ensure that future decisions in relation to significant non-
regular budget revenue be made by the FOC. 
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General are required to address the substance of a comprehensive range of policy issues at 
the highest level.  They must be able to engage in the detail of a full range of policy issues 
as well as represent the organisation and the region in a wide range of fora.  The sheer 
volume of the work that they are required to oversee limits their ability to contribute 
strategic thinking or to work with member states to develop and drive a more strategic 
agenda.  This fundamentally limits the ability of the organisation to fulfil its intended role. 

1.0.55 The current structure underneath Directors places a heavy management and supervisory 
role on Directors.  There is very little team or management structure underneath Directors, 
other than in Corporate Services. 

1.0.56 There are a number of very high quality staff at the Secretariat who are well equipped to 
perform at the highest levels of political and policy advice.  However, the workload of the 
organisation, and, in particular, the breadth of the work programme and the number of 
meetings that are required, means that the organisation is hard pressed to deliver the quality 
and quantity of work that is expected by member states.  The Review Team saw clear 
evidence that in order to cope with the workload the staff of the Secretariat were 
increasingly focused on the process of facilitating meetings and on the procedural issues 
required to run meetings and less and less on the substance and relevance of the material 
that was on the agenda.  

1.0.57 Overall the Review Team has concluded that, given the breadth and size of the current 
work programme, the capability and capacity of the management of the organisation is not 
as strong as is required for the current role of the Secretariat.  Neither will it be adequate 
for the changes in role and emphasis that are recommended. 

1.0.58 It may be possible to focus on a more narrow set of policy objectives, but decreasing, or 
refocusing the work programme would require far stronger discipline in the prioritisation of 
work by both the Secretariat and member states.  The recommendations with respect to the 
role of the FOC and to the suggested new Ministerial meeting are specifically intended to 
assist with prioritising efforts. 

1.0.59 The Review Team sees the Secretariat as the core political and policy organisation within 
the region.  It has an important role to ensure that Leaders receive the best possible advice.  
The Secretariat must have the capability and capacity to achieve this.  The Review Team has 
concluded that the management and leadership of the Secretariat need to be strengthened 
and recommends that the number of roles performing at, or above, the level of the current 
Deputy Secretaries General be increased.  

1.0.60 The recommended management structure is designed to increase the depth and breadth of 
senior strategic and policy capability within the Secretariat by decreasing the breadth and 
complexity of the most senior roles.  It provides for four direct reports to the Secretary 
General, including three Deputy Secretaries General.  The Deputy Secretaries General 
would oversee the three existing political and policy programme areas within the Secretariat 
– Political Governance and Security, Economic Governance, and Strategic Partnerships.  
The fourth direct report to the Secretary General is a General Manager to oversee 
Corporate Services. The Corporate Services role is not proposed at Deputy Secretary 
General level because it will be internally focused and would not be expected to have the 
international representation responsibilities of the other roles.   

1.0.61 The Review Team recommends that the Secretariat establish a deeper management 
structure by establishing clear management roles and teams that report to each of the 
Deputy Secretaries.  The Review Team has undertaken initial work on options for this but 
the detailed organisational design needs to build on a considered analysis of work load and 
flow.  Detailed design is also dependent upon the adoption of the recommendations in this 
report.  The Review Team recommends that this detailed work be addressed as part of the 
recommended transition process. 
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1.0.62 The Review Team also sees the need to significantly increase the management focus on 
corporate service issues.  The operational management issues that need to be addressed 
reflect the rapid growth of the organisation and a lack of focus on corporate systems and 
services. 

Operational Management Issues 

1.0.63 Over the last few years the Secretariat has made progress on a number of issues.  It has 
substantially addressed a wide range of issues that were previously raised through the 
external audit process.  The Review Team also found that the Corporate Services team has 
some very good people who are working hard to deliver a good foundation for the 
organisation.  There are still issues with business systems and operational management that 
need to be addressed.  

1.0.64 The Secretariat’s finance system and financial management is sound.  The finance system 
produces sound management reporting information and the finance team has the ability to 
produce a wide range of ad hoc information on request.  There are considerable elements 
of current business practices that involve manual processes.  It would be possible to 
streamline and automate these to reduce the manual workload that is required.  However, 
the current IT system is not robust enough or well developed enough to support that level 
of automation. 

1.0.65 The Secretariat manages foreign exchange risk in a conservative way, retaining funds in a 
number of currencies and operating a number of bank accounts.  The organisation has a 
clear system of delegated authority for authorising expenditure and a limited number of 
authorised bank signatories.  The levels of delegated authority for expenditure are 
conservative. 

1.0.66 The Secretariat has made progress to establish an internal audit function.  The internal audit 
policy was adopted in November of last year and the internal audit programme is scheduled 
to commence this year once the annual external audit is complete. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

21) The FOC approve initiatives to strengthen the management capability and 
capacity of the Secretariat, including: 

a. a new management structure, including provision for three Deputy 
Secretaries General (Political Governance and Security, Economic 
Governance, and Strategic Partnerships) and a General Manager for 
Corporate Services, all reporting directly to the Secretary General,  

b. ensuring that remuneration for the new Deputy Secretary General 
positions be equivalent to, or at a higher level than, the current 
Deputy Secretary General positions, 

c. ensuring that remuneration for the new position of General Manager 
Corporate Services be equivalent to, or at a higher level than, the 
current Director positions,  

d. consequential changes to reinforce the policy capability of each 
programme, and 

e. a stronger focus on Corporate Services. 

22) That the detailed design of the organisational structure below Deputy 
Secretaries General be undertaken as part of the transition process. 
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1.0.67 The Secretariat has strong human resources policies and procedures in place and has 
worked over the last few years to develop and implement more modern practices.  The 
Secretariat undertakes its recruitment largely in-house.  Its practise reflects a rather passive 
approach to recruitment.  The particular nature and seniority of the roles that the 
Secretariat must from time to time recruit and the need to attract people from senior 
positions in Government is likely to benefit from a more targeted search process in 
addition to advertising. 

1.0.68 The Human Resources staff noted challenges in attracting and securing the best candidates 
with the levels of remuneration that the Secretariat was able to offer.  To attract and retain 
the highest calibre staff the Secretariat will need to be able to offer competitive 
remuneration. 

1.0.69 The IT system that supports the operation of the Secretariat is an organically grown system 
that operates on a very meagre budget.  The current IT Team is responsive and capable at a 
technical and operational level, however there are significant issues with the Secretariat’s IT 
system which need to be urgently addressed. 

1.0.70 The Secretariat’s approach to record keeping is sound and effective.  Whilst the Secretariat 
does not have a full electronic document management system it does have an effective 
document scanning and archival process in place and digital records of all key documents 
from 1971 to the present. 

1.0.71 The Secretariat occupies a substantial complex of office buildings and conference facilities 
as well as 11 local residences.  The Secretariat completed development of a five-year plan 
for maintenance of the complex in 2011.  Budget for the first year of the programme has 
been secured, but works are yet to commence. 

1.0.72 The Secretariat needs to address with urgency its approach to managing risk and the 
absence of a business continuity plan.  The combination of no effective off-site back-up of 
the IT system and the records of the organisation and the absence of a business continuity 
plan means that the organisation is exposed to significant risk.  A major fire or tropical 
cyclone could significantly compromise the ability of the organisation to function. 

Transition 

1.0.73 Implementing the recommendations of this report will require considerable work by both 
the Secretariat and member states.  A number of the recommendations require the current 
management of the Secretariat to make significant change, including structural changes. 
Successful implementation of the recommendations of the Review will be dependent upon 
the performance of the senior management.  The Review Team considers that successful 

The Review Team recommends that: 

23) The Secretary General move immediately to establish effective IT system 
security, off-site back-ups and business continuity plans and procedures. 

24) The Secretary General makes greater use of external international search 
expertise in the recruitment process for senior roles. 

25) The Secretary General ensures that remuneration and terms and conditions 
of employment are sufficient to attract the right calibre of people to the most 
senior staff positions in the Secretariat. 

26) The Secretary General implements a plan that resolves the other identified 
issues with Corporate Services within the next year. 
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implementation of the recommendations for change within the management and 
operations of the Secretariat require continuing external support for the organisation. 

Cost of Recommendations and Change 

1.0.74 A number of the recommendations in this report will result in increased operating costs for 
the Secretariat, or member states, or both.  The Review Team has produced high-level 
estimates of those costs.  Given the necessarily high level nature of the review it is difficult 
to provide full and reliable cost estimates.  Detailed costing will require further work. 

1.0.75 The combined effect of the Review Team’s recommendations will be to increase the annual 
operating costs of the Secretariat by around $1.32m per annum.  This is a 3% increase on 
the current annual expenditure of $39.8m.  The Review Team considers that the likely 
improvement in governance and performance by the Secretariat warrant this additional 
expenditure.  

1.0.76 To produce estimates of the cost of transition the Review Team has had to make a number 
of assumptions.  The estimates assume a management structure beneath the new Deputy 
Secretary General roles but that structure will need to be determined through a detailed 
design phase.  Similarly, the Review Team has had to make assumptions over the potential 
cost of redundancy and other costs associated with the proposed re-structure of the 
organisation. 

1.0.77 The estimated cost of transition (excluding the cost of undertaking the proposed review of 
the Pacific Trade and Invest programme) is $2.00m. 

1.0.78 The Review Team recommends that the cost of transition be funded from the general fund 
reserves held by the Secretariat.  At the end of the 2011 financial year the Secretariat had 
unallocated general reserves of $6.45m.  These reserves are not held for any specific 
purpose other than to provide the emergency backstop that is needed in an organisation of 
this type to deal with fluctuations in income and other unforeseen risks. At the end of the 
2010 financial year general reserves were $4.54m and the year before they were $2.58m. 

1.0.79 In addition to the general reserves the Secretariat also holds targeted reserves designed to 
meet its capital funding of $6.01 and an exchange translation reserve of $2.87m. 

1.0.80 The estimated costs of transition are $2.00m.  If this cost was fully funded from the general 
reserves of the Secretariat it would still leave reserves of $4.1m, a reduction of $0.53m on 
the previous year. 

 
.

The Review Team recommends that: 

27) The FOC appoint a Transition Team, including a Change Management 
Advisor, to work with the Secretary General to assist with implementation of 
the recommendations of this review. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

28) The costs of transition be met from the Secretariat’s General Fund Reserves. 
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2. Introduction 

2.0.1 In 2011 the Forum Officials’ Committee requested the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat 
(PIFS) to undertake “a comprehensive review to strengthen its strategic planning process, 
including budget, reporting, monitoring and evaluation”.  Following a discussion by Forum 
Leaders at their meeting in September 2011 on the need for improved performance by 
PIFS, it was decided that the review should have a broader scope, and should be 
undertaken by an independent Review Team.  The Terms of Reference for the review were 
developed by New Zealand, as Forum Chair, in consultation with member states. 

2.0.2 The Terms of Reference for the Review required the Review Team “to review PIFS’ 
mandate and make recommendations on: 

• core business, 

• governance and decision-making, 

• organisational structure, 

• strategic planning, 

• priority setting, 

• business practices, 

• financial management, 

• funding from non-members, 

• resourcing, particularly human resources, and 

• monitoring and assessment of organisational performance.” 

2.0.3 The full Terms of Reference for the Review are Attachment 1 to this report. 

2.0.4 Peter Winder, Tessie Eria Lambourne and Kolone Vaai were appointed to undertake the 
review.  A summary of the background and experience of the Review Team is 
Attachment 2 to this report. 

2.0.5 This report is the report of the Review Team.  It represents the unanimous views of the 
team.  The report reflects wide-ranging input from member states, staff of the Secretariat, 
partner organisations and development partners.  It also reflects considered feedback from 
member states through a Steering Committee of member representatives that met twice 
during the review process. 

2.0.6 The Review Team has identified many strong features of the work of the Secretariat that 
are valued by members and partners.  However, the Review Team has also identified a 
number of significant issues that both the Secretariat and member states need to address.  
The report provides a considered set of recommendations identifying a proposed way 
forward for the Secretariat, and a number of actions that member states will need to 
undertake to support the proposed changes at the Secretariat. 

3. Context 

3.0.1 The Pacific Islands Forum is an international organisation established in 1971.  The Forum 
has 16 member states: Australia, the Cook Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, 
Kiribati, Nauru, New Zealand, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, the Republic of the 
Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu.  Fiji’s participation 
as a member of the Forum was suspended with effect from 2 May 2009. 
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3.0.2 The Forum has four other forms of association.  New Caledonia and French Polynesia are 
Associate Members.  Timor-Leste is a Special Observer.  Canada, European Union, France, 
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Republic of Korea, Malaysia, Philippines, People’s Republic 
of China, Thailand, United Kingdom and United States of America are formal Post-Forum 
Dialogue Partners of the Forum, with Taiwan/Republic of China as a Dialogue Partner.  
American Samoa, Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas, Guam, Tokelau, Wallis and 
Futuna, the Africa, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP), Asian Development 
Bank, Commonwealth Secretariat, United Nations, Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission, and the World Bank are formal observers of the Forum’s meetings and 
activities. 

3.0.3 The Forum is one of a number of Pacific regional organisations.  Its membership is smaller 
than a number of others, but it is the only regional organisation that brings together the 
Leaders of Pacific nations.  The Forum has a proud history of collective action and has 
considerable standing in the international community.  It is through the Forum that Pacific 
island countries enhance their opportunities to make their voice heard, and to articulate and 
pursue agreed regional agenda and actions. 

3.0.4 Through the mandate determined by Leaders the Forum has emerged as the key mandating 
regional organisation. 

3.0.5 The Forum is also an important element of the development assistance framework for the 
Pacific.  The Secretary General is the Regional Authorising Officer for European Union 
regional funds.  The Forum is a key element of the relationship between the Pacific island 
countries and Japan, through the process of Pacific Islands Leaders Meeting (PALM) 
negotiations and agreements.  Other key Forum international relationships include: the 
France-Oceania Summit (France), the Pacific Islands Conference of Leaders (United 
States), the Economic Ministers’ meeting with the People’s Republic of China, the 
European Union-Forum Ministerial Troika meeting, and the Republic of Korea-Forum 
Foreign Ministers’ meeting. 

3.0.6 The Forum is headquartered in Suva, Fiji.  The Forum’s headquarters sits on land owned by 
the Fijian Government.  The obligations on Fiji as host nation for the Secretariat are 
provided for in the 2000 Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat.  Article XI 
of that agreement confers on the Forum significant rights as an international organisation, 
including tax-free status, diplomatic immunity and other rights.  

3.0.7 Since its establishment the framework for the Forum’s operation has been revised on a 
number of occasions, most recently in 2000 and 2005.  In 2005 Leaders adopted the 
Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum.  To become operational this agreement must 
be ratified by member states.  So far the 2005 Agreement has been ratified by Australia, the 
Cook Islands, Kiribati, New Zealand, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Nauru, the Republic of 
Marshall Islands and Tuvalu.  This means that the 2005 Agreement has not come into 
force.  Despite this the Forum operates as if the Agreement has entered into force.  
Technically however, the 2000 Agreement remains in force.  That agreement pre-dates the 
substantial push by member states through the Regional Institutional Framework (RIF) to 
remove and/or reduce duplication between regional organisations.  The 2005 agreement 
anticipated the development of a separate host country agreement and therefore does not 
include the full range of provisions in Article XI of the 2000 agreement.  No separate host 
country agreement has been agreed with the government of Fiji.  

3.0.8 The Forum Officials’ Committee (FOC) oversees the Forum Secretariat and provides 
advice to Leaders.  The FOC meets once a year, a few weeks before the Forum Leaders’ 
Meeting.  FOC meetings are long and complex, involving both the consideration of all 
matters that will proceed to be dealt with at the Leaders’ Meeting, and all matters relating to 
the governance of the organisation, including the budget and work programme for the 
following year. 
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3.0.9 The Forum Secretariat acts as the secretariat of a large number of regional meetings.  These 
include standing bodies and a range of more ad hoc technical and working groups.  Some 
of the ad hoc groups receive substantial secretarial support from members.  The Secretariat 
supports or is involved in the following regional meetings: 

• Forum Leaders’ Meeting and the Post-Forum Dialogue Partners’ Meeting, 

• Forum Officials’ Committee meetings, 

• Smaller Island States Leaders’ and Officials’ meetings, 

• Pacific Plan Action Committee meetings, 

• Pacific Island Countries/Development Partners meetings, 

• Forum Economic Ministers’ meetings, 

• Forum Trade Ministers’ and Trade Officials’ meetings, 

• Pacific ACP Trade Ministers’ and Trade Officials’ meetings, 

• PICTA Trade in Services negotiations, 

• Forum Regional Security Committee (FRSC) meetings, 

• Forum Foreign Ministers’ and Ministerial Contact Group meetings, 

• Forum Ministerial Standing Committee on RAMSI, 

• Working Group on Counter-Terrorism, 

• Forum Secretariat – Civil Society Dialogue, 

• Forum Reference Group to address Sexual and Gender Based Violence, 

• Council of Regional Organisations of the Pacific (CROP) Executives’ Meetings, 

• Cairns Compact Regional Workshop on Strengthening Development Co-
ordination, 

• Universal Periodical Review Process for Forum Islands Countries, 

• Technical Working Group on Fisheries (EU EPA), 

• Technical Working Group on Legal, Institutional and Capacity Building (EU 
EPA), 

• EU-PIF Ministerial Troika and Senior Officials’ meetings, 

• Forum Compact High Level Meeting, 

• Forum Education Ministers’ meeting (every 2 years), 

• Forum Disability Ministers’ meeting (every 2 years), 

• Japan/Pacific Islands Leaders Meeting and related officials’ meetings (every 
3 years), 

• Taiwan/Republic of China-Forum Island Countries Dialogue meetings, 

• Pre-FRSC Meeting of Regional Law Enforcement Secretariats, and 

• Unexploded Ordnance Conference (once one is convened). 

3.0.10 The Forum Secretariat is led by the Secretary General, Tuiloma Neroni Slade.  Mr Slade has 
completed an initial three-year term and was re-appointed for a further three-year term in 
September 2011. 

3.0.11 The Forum Secretariat has an establishment of 127 people, most of whom are located at 
the headquarters in Suva.  The Secretariat employs Pacific Plan desk officers based in the 
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Cook Islands, Kiribati, Nauru, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, Palau, Tuvalu and 
Vanuatu, and a Forum representative in the Solomon Islands.  The Secretariat also has 
trade promotion offices in Auckland, Sydney, Tokyo and Beijing, and an office in Geneva 
associated with the World Trade Organisation (WTO). 

3.0.12 The Forum is funded by a mix of annual member contributions (called regular budget), 
voluntary contributions from members (called core budget), and project-related funding 
from development partners and partner agencies (called extra budget).  The Secretariat 
budgets and reports expenditure in Fiji dollars4.  For the current financial year the budgeted 
revenue of the Secretariat is as shown in Table 1.  

Table 1: Budgeted Revenue: 2012 

Regular budget $4,923,567 

Core budget $13,134,222 

Extra budget $8,922,219 

Total revenue $26,980,008 

3.0.13 The regular budget is made up largely of member contributions ($4,028,426) but also 
includes $818,960 of interest and other rent and recoveries.  Regular budget contributions 
are graduated.  The Cook Islands, Kiribati, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
Niue, Palau, and Tuvalu each pay $40,714 per annum.  Federated States of Micronesia, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga and Vanuatu each pay $79,966 per annum.  Papua New 
Guinea pays $221,192, and Australia and New Zealand each pay $1,498,230.  Fiji’s assessed 
contribution of $90,296 has been included in the budget but has not been invoiced. 

3.0.14 The core budget is funded entirely by Australia ($10,546,738) and New Zealand 
($2,587,484).  The extra budget for 2012 is broken down by source of funding in Table 2. 

Table 2: Budgeted Extra Budget: 2012 

Funder Contribution 

Australia $1,180,000 

People’s Republic of China $531,000 

Commonwealth Secretariat $175,000 

European Union $4,048,309 

Japan $446,870 

Members $350,024 

New Zealand $1,637,143 

Benefits from Property, Plant & Equipment $342,036 
Interest $211,837 

Total Revenue $8,922,219 

3.0.15 The largest non-member contribution in the current year is from the European Union 
($4,048,309).  Of this funding, 81% supports the Economic Governance programme, while 
the balance supports the Strategic Partnerships programme. 

3.0.16 The Forum Secretariat has annual expenditure of $39,830,096.  This is broken down by 
type of expenditure in Table 3.  Personnel costs account for 37% of the Secretariat’s 

                                                        
4 All monetary references in this report are in Fiji dollars unless otherwise stated. 
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expenditure.  The second largest component is grants.  The size of the grant-making 
programmes (30% of expenditure) significantly shapes the financial position of the 
Secretariat.  In particular, the Pacific Environment Community (PEC) Fund dominates the 
balance sheet of the Secretariat. 

Table 3: Budgeted Expenditure by Type: 2012 

Type of expenditure Expenditure  % of 
expenditure 

Personnel $14,644,710 37% 

Travel $5,153,315 13% 

Consultancy $2,690,357 7% 

Grants(1) $11,989,040 30% 

Other $5,352,674 13% 

Total Revenue $39,830,096 100% 

Note: (1)  This comprises: $4,719,040 in grants to the Economic Governance Programme to fund 
the Pacific Trade and Invest offices in Sydney, Auckland and Beijing, and $7,270,000 in 
grants to the Strategic Partnerships Programme relating to the PEC Fund.  These funds 
already sit on the Secretariat balance sheet and this partly explains the deficit for the year. 

3.0.17 The Forum Secretariat undertakes activities across a broad range of issues.  Its principal 
programmes, and the key activities undertaken in each programme are: 

Political Governance and Security 

This programme includes: the servicing of Forum Leaders’ Meetings and Forum Officials’ 
Committee meetings; the provision of advice and co-ordination and implementation of 
assistance in relation to political governance, security and disarmament; implementing the 
Biketawa Declaration; assisting with the implementation of the Honiara, Aitutaki and 
Nasonini Declarations; assistance with enhancing the law enforcement capacities of 
member states; the promotion of good governance; dealing with human rights; and dealing 
with security issues including organised crime, people trafficking, drugs and weapons 
smuggling. 

Economic Governance 

This programme includes: work designed to foster cooperation and coordination of 
economic policy; work to secure and build capacity to manage climate change funding; 
providing advice and assistance in regional trade negotiations, including support for PICTA 
trade in services negotiations, and negotiations with the EU; the Pacific Islands Trade and 
Invest network of offices; and the Geneva office supporting engagement with the WTO. 

Strategic Partnerships 

This programme includes: work designed to strengthen relationships with stakeholders; the 
development and monitoring of the Pacific Plan; work to assist reporting and monitoring 
of the Millennium Development Goals; work to co-ordinate and effectively report on 
donor efforts; partnerships with partner agencies; advice on social and education issues; 
support to the Smaller Island States; and public affairs. 

Corporate Services 

This programme includes all of the corporate services activities required to support the 
operation of the Secretariat. 
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Management of the Secretariat 

This programme includes all of the key management staff of the Secretariat, including the 
Secretary General, Deputy Secretaries General and Directors. 

3.0.18 The breakdown of expenditure and staff by programme and sub-programme is shown in 
Table 4. 

Table 4: Budgeted Expenditure by Programme: 2012 

Programme  Budgeted 
Expenditure 

% of 
budget 

Staff % of 
personnel 

costs 

Economic Governance     

Economic Reform & Integration $872,053  6  

Trade Policy(1) $5,067,626  18  

Trade & Private Sector Development $6,435,480  11  

Subtotal $12,375,159 31% 35 35% 

Political Governance & Security     

Political Governance $2,267,765  11  

Security $896,540  4  

Subtotal $3,164,305 8% 15 56% 

Strategic Partnerships     

Partner & Stakeholder Relations $11,896,035  17  

Pacific Plan $862,257  4  

Social Policy $2,068,346  4  

Support to Smaller Island States(2) $531,709  1  

Public Affairs Issues $470,776  2  

Subtotal $15,829,124 40% 28 20% 

Corporate Services     

Recoveries $974,682    

Development of People & Organisation $384,645  2  

HR and Administration $596,451  7  

Financial Services $954,743  10  

Information Management $268,052  4  

Information Technology $808,768  3  

Property Services $1,565,273  10  

Legal Services $218,557  1  

Subtotal $5,771,170 14% 37 43% 

Management of the Secretariat     

Executive Management $1,620,130  8  

Senior Management $1,070,209  4  

Subtotal $2,690,338 7% 12 84% 

Total Expenditure $39,830,096 100% 127 37% 

Notes: 
(1) Three staff of the Geneva office are on consultancy contracts and are not included in the staff 

establishment. 
(2) The SIS Desk Officers are on consultancy contracts and are not included in the staff establishment. 
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3.0.19 Over the last few years the revenue of the Secretariat has grown significantly (see Table 5).  
In the 2006 financial year the Secretariat’s revenue was just $4.9m.  The budget provides for 
expected revenue in the current year of $26.9m.  The substantial growth in revenue has 
been in both core budget funding from Australia and New Zealand, but also in extra 
budget funding from non-members.  The PEC Fund is by far the largest example of extra 
budget funding.  However, extra budget funding was less than a million dollars a year in 
2006 and 2007.  It is now in the order of $22m. 

Table 5: Growth in Revenue 2006 – 2012 

Year Regular 
budget 
funds 

Core & extra 
budget 
funds 

Other 
income 

Total 
income 

% difference 

Regular 
budget 

Core & 
extra 

budget 

Total 
income 

2006 3,471,977 827,030 680,596 4,979,603    

2007 3,502,979 777,552 600,000 4,880,531 0.9% -6.0% -2 % 

2008 3,502,979 20,463,028 708,331 24,674,338 0.0% 2531.7% 406 % 

2009 3,502,979 151,174,579(1) 1,073,081 155,750,639 0.0% 638.8% 531 % 

2010 3,502,979 19,083,693 1,179,321 23,765,993 0.0% -87.4% -85 % 

2011(2) 3,502,979 14,175,284 954,190 18,632,453 0.0% -25.7% -22 % 

2012(2) 4,028,426 22,056,441 895,141 26,980,008 15.0% 55.6% 45 % 

Notes: 
(1) This includes $127,073,397 of funds constituting the PEC Fund. 
(2) The figures for 2011 and 2012 are budget figures. 

3.0.20 Along with growth in the revenue there has been a considerable increase in the variability 
of funding and uncertainty.  Whilst regular budget funds are consistent and predictable, 
core and extra budget funds vary from year to year.  Dealing with this level of revenue 
uncertainty requires considerable sophistication and careful management. 

4. Approach 

4.0.1 The Review Team has conducted the review through a series of interviews and through 
direct analytical work.  The Review Team has met with all of the key management staff at 
the Forum Secretariat and explored with them their responsibilities, issues and concerns.  
The Review Team has met with many of the key partner and development partner 
organisations associated with the Forum.  Individual Review Team members have met with 
key officials from each member state to explore their experience of the Forum Secretariat, 
their concerns and the opportunities for improvement that they have identified.  Members 
of the Review Team met with political representatives in a number of member states.  A list 
of the people consulted during the review is Attachment 3 to this report. 

4.0.2 In addition to the interviews noted above the Review Team benefited from work 
undertaken by a business analyst who explored the management environment and systems 
that support the organisation.  That work has informed the Review Team’s views of the 
operational management of the organisation and the issues that the Secretariat needs to 
address. 

4.0.3 The Review Team received input from the concurrent review of the Secretariat of the 
Pacific Community (SPC).  This has been helpful in considering the implementation of the 
Regional Institutional Framework and in ensuring that between the two reviews there is 
potential for a common approach to the regional infrastructure and the unique and 
complementary roles of the two organisations. 



 

Page 24 

4.0.4 The review was overseen by a Steering Committee of representatives of member states.  
The Steering Committee met twice during the review.  The Steering Committee provided 
considerable input into the work of the Review Team and provided considered responses 
to a draft of this report.  The Steering Committee significantly assisted the work of the 
Review Team. 

5. The Eminent Persons Group Report and the RIF reforms 

5.0.1 The Review Team determined early on in their work that they needed a starting point that 
would establish a frame of reference for their work.  The Review Team used the work of 
the Eminent Persons Group from 2004, the related Regional Institutional Framework 
reform process, and the 2005 Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum as the starting 
point for the review. 

5.0.2 The Eminent Persons Group sought to significantly refine the role of the Secretariat.  In 
particular they introduced the Pacific Plan as a key way of: 

• developing stronger and deeper links between the countries of the region, 

• providing a strategic approach to regional activity, and 

• providing clear advice on priorities. 

5.0.3 The Eminent Persons Group clearly considered that the Pacific Plan that they 
recommended would become a key piece of the machinery for regional collaboration.  The 
Pacific Plan was intended to be aspirational, but it was also intended to be practical and to 
guide priorities. 

5.0.4 The Regional Institutional Framework (RIF) process sought to improve the performance of 
regional organisations, remove duplication and simplify the framework of regional 
organisations.  The report recommended, among other things, the reorganising of regional 
institutions under three pillars: a political and general policy institution; a sector-focused 
technical institution; and academic and training organisations. 

5.0.5 The combination of the Eminent Persons Group report, the RIF report and the 2005 
Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum was to position the Secretariat as the core 
political and general policy institution for the region.  It was clearly intended by this process 
of reform that the Secretariat would focus on general policy issues and that the delivery of 
technical programmes would become the responsibility of the re-shaped Secretariat of the 
Pacific Community (with the integration of SOPAC and SPBEA) and the other regional 
organisations in the technical and education pillars of the framework. 

5.0.6 The decisions that Leaders made through 2004 to 2007 in relation to the Eminent Persons 
Group report and the RIF process clearly established the mandate and vision for the 
Forum and for the Forum Secretariat. 

5.0.7 The Pacific Islands Forum is the premier Pacific regional organisation.  It is the focal point 
for the Leaders of member states to meet and discuss matters of regional importance.  It 
provides the locus where the collective regional political agenda and priorities for action by 
member states are developed and articulated by Leaders.  The Review Team has used this 
position as the benchmark for the review. 

6. Issues, Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.0.1 It is not possible to consider the performance and actions of the Secretariat without 
considering the context of the organisation and the behaviour of member states, partners 
and other regional organisations.  It is also important to note that the Secretariat faces 
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particular challenges from being headquartered in Suva whilst Fiji is suspended from 
Forum activities. 

6.0.2 The following sections highlight the major issues that the Review Team has identified and 
discusses their implications.  The discussion reflects both the feedback that the Review 
Team has had from members, from the Steering Committee and the judgements of the 
Review Team on the issues and their significance.  Each section includes the conclusions 
that the Review Team has reached and the recommended actions required to address the 
issue. 

7. Members 

7.0.1 The Pacific Islands Forum is a membership-based organisation.  The needs and 
expectations of member states should drive the organisation.  Through this review the 
Review Team explored the range of expectations of member states.  The following section 
highlights the issues that emerged. 

7.1. Differences 

7.1.1 Member states of the Pacific Islands Forum include developed economies (Australia and 
New Zealand), a large developing economy (Papua New Guinea), developing island 
economies (like Samoa, Tonga and the Solomon Islands) and some of the smallest 
economies in the world – the Smaller Island States (SIS). 

7.1.2 The needs, priorities and expectations of member states vary.  Australia and New Zealand 
clearly act as both members of the Forum and major development partners to both the 
organisation and to other member states.  The medium-sized island nations have far greater 
capacity than the SIS.  They also have different economic development opportunities and 
different scope to build and develop critical capabilities.  The SIS have quite particular 
needs and issues, and a number of challenges are unique to them. 

7.2. Similarities – regional and sub-regional approaches 

7.2.1 At its core the Pacific Islands Forum is a regional organisation.  It exists because there has 
been a long-term and deep-seated recognition of the need to be able to act as a region on 
matters that require regional attention.  It is clear that all member states consider that the 
Secretariat’s political governance and security programme addresses fundamental regional 
issues.  Equally, it is clear that the intent of the Pacific Plan was to build an effective 
regional agenda of priority regional actions. 

7.2.2 Within the region there are also emerging sub-groupings of members and related parties, 
including the Melanesian Spearhead Group, the Council of Micronesian Chief Executives, 
the SIS and the Polynesian Union.  The emergence of these groups reflects the complex 
nature of political and economic relationships between the members of the Forum. 

7.2.3 One of the challenges for the Forum, and for the Forum Secretariat, is to be relevant to 
each of these expressions of the Pacific.  The Forum Secretariat has tended to focus on a 
truly regional agenda, yet increasingly it is clear that there are sub-regional issues, or issues 
relevant to particular groups of member states, that could be meaningfully addressed 
through the mechanism of the Forum and the Forum Secretariat by adopting an effective 
sub-regional approach. 

7.2.4 Membership-based organisations in other spheres have found ways to manage and deliver 
programmes to support groups of members that have differing needs and expectations.  
For example, the European Union has found ways to accommodate the emergence of a 
range of sub-regional groupings and agenda whilst preserving the core of the union of 
sovereign states across Europe. 
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7.3. Engagement and Trust 

7.3.1 There was near universal feedback from members that they have little or no regular contact 
with the management of the Secretariat.  Most members were unable to recall the last time 
that the Secretary General visited their country other than for a Leaders or Ministerial 
meeting.  Similarly, members noted that they did not receive regular visits from Deputy 
Secretaries General either.  This is despite the fact that the Secretary General has actually 
visited every member government during the period of his initial three-year term. 

7.3.2 There was a strong appreciation by members of the pressures on the leadership of the 
Secretariat, but equally a strong questioning of Secretariat’s ability to adequately represent 
member states if senior management is not in regular contact with them, in order to 
understand their issues.  The Review Team considers that this is an important issue and 
goes directly to the level of trust that member states have in the organisation.  There are a 
number of factors that contribute to the perception held by members that the Secretary 
General is not visible, including: changes in the government and administration of the 
member state, the visit including a limited number of officials or Ministers, and the 
business of the visit being unmemorable.  No matter what caused it, the perception by 
members that the Secretary General is remote from members needs to be addressed. 

7.3.3 Related feedback dealt with the nature of communications from the Secretariat.  The 
Secretariat is required by the 2005 Agreement to formally communicate with the nominated 
representative of each member state.  The Secretariat’s principal means of communication 
is by circular to that nominated focal point.  This mechanism is of limited effect.  It is clear 
that within a number of member governments the information contained in the circulars 
does not get beyond the focal point (usually the foreign ministry or department).  This 
means that there is a significant breakdown in communication and understanding within 
member governments on the work and role of the Forum.  Equally it seems that circulars 
are viewed as an impersonal, formal form of communication.  It is clear that focal points in 
member governments need to improve their internal communication.  Similarly, there is 
more that the Secretariat could do to ensure effective communication and engagement with 
members outside the line of circulars. 

7.3.4 A number of members raised issues of trust regarding some elements of the Secretariat’s 
work.  It was clear that most of the concerns raised were historic and related to particular 
individuals, and probably to personality clashes.  The area of trade negotiation was the most 
frequently cited programme where historic trust issues arose in feedback.  Clearly, the 
ability of the Secretariat to act as the representative of the region is dependent upon 
building and maintaining a strong relationship of trust with member states.  To the extent 
that trust issues remain they need to be addressed. 

7.3.5 Overall the Review Team concluded that the level of engagement between the Secretariat 
and member states is weak in both directions.  Addressing this will require action both by 
member governments and by the Secretariat. 

7.3.6 One very good example of the opportunities that exist to change perceptions quickly relates 
to the ability of the Secretary General to meet with Leaders and Ministers as they visit Fiji.  
The Secretariat is concerned that Leaders do not call on the Secretary General or visit the 
Secretariat when they visit Fiji.  The Review Team is of the view that the onus for setting 
up a meeting during any visit by a Leader to Fiji should rest with the Secretariat.  Regular 
liaison with the country focal point and Suva-based representatives should identify when a 
Leader intends to visit Fiji.  The Secretary General should then seek a meeting. 

7.4. The way member states operate 

7.4.1 Through the consultation process for this review it became clear that many member states 
face internal challenges in ensuring effective communication between the foreign ministry 
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(as the Secretariat’s focal point) and other ministries and departments.  A number of 
departments responsible for planning and aid co-ordination expressed considerable concern 
over the way in which the development needs and priorities of their government were 
conveyed to the various mechanisms of the Forum.  Interestingly, the concurrent review of 
the Secretariat of the Pacific Community has highlighted the same issue. 

7.4.2 The consultation has also revealed that ministries and departments with delivery 
responsibility have a far greater interest in how to get a job done rather than in which 
regional organisation might be able to assist, or is mandated to undertake that role.  This 
means that, despite regional pressure for the removal of competition and duplication 
between regional organisations, there are inconsistent messages going to regional 
organisations about the interests of their members. 

7.5. The Role of Foreign Ministers 

7.5.1 The Secretariat is an international organisation, established by Treaty and supported at 
officials’ level by the foreign ministry of each member state.  The operation of the 
Secretariat follows the norms and protocols of international diplomacy.  The Secretariat 
also has a significant role in international diplomacy, advocating on behalf of member states 
on agreed policy positions.  The Secretariat is accredited to the United Nations and engages 
with the World Trade Organisation and a wide range of international and regional 
organisations on behalf of members collectively.  Every year Leaders make a substantial 
international declaration that contributes to the mandate of the Secretariat to undertake 
advocacy on behalf of members.  Despite this international diplomacy role, there is 
currently no formal role for Foreign Ministers in relation to the Secretariat, or indeed the 
Forum, other than with respect to the implementation of the Biketawa Declaration. 

7.5.2 A number of members commented on the challenges of ensuring that the statements made 
and positions taken by the Secretariat were in keeping with the positions of member states.  
They noted that this is entirely understandable given that Leaders make decisions once a 
year and the policy of respective member governments could change more frequently than 
that.  They also noted that it is quite feasible that the legitimate collective position of the 
Forum may have a different emphasis than any individual member government, given the 
nature of consensus decision-making. 

7.5.3 Advocacy in international fora on behalf of the region is very important.  For example, 
ensuring that the region’s voice is heard in the debate on climate change and in any 
consideration of international funding for adaptation to climate change.  It is possible that a 
more formal role for Foreign Ministers could assist with building a stronger sense of 
ownership of the organisation and better co-ordination and alignment of advocacy on 
behalf of the region and member states. 

7.5.4 The Review Team also received comment from some stakeholders seeking a greater 
political role in the governance of the Secretariat.  They considered that this was a possible 
role for Foreign Ministers and that this approach could help to keep the Leaders’ agenda 
strategic and flexible. 

7.6. Conclusions and Recommendations: Members 

7.6.1 The Review Team strongly believes that the behaviours and approaches of members will 
determine the success or failure of the Secretariat.  To improve the performance of the 
Secretariat, member states need to exercise a greater level of ‘ownership’ of the Secretariat.  
This must include greater continuity of representation at meetings of the FOC, and 
addressing the internal communication and alignment issues within member governments. 

7.6.2 The Secretariat is bound by its obligations under the 2005 Agreement to deal with the 
formally nominated contact point for each member state.  Without diminishing this 
obligation, it is important that the Secretariat finds ways to broaden its engagement and 
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communication with member states.  The future success of the Secretariat is dependent 
upon far greater engagement with the individual departments and ministries of members 
that deal with the core business of the Secretariat.  This broader engagement will need to be 
supported by a very active communications programme at the Secretariat that moves 
beyond circulars. 

8. Core Business 

8.0.1 Article VIII of the 2005 Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum provides that: 

2. The primary roles of the Secretariat are to provide policy advice, co-ordination 
and assistance in implementing the decisions of Forum Leaders. 

3. Subject to direction of the Forum Leaders and the [FOC] the Secretariat shall 
also: 

(a) build upon the important basis for regional collaboration established by 
the Forum by working to further strengthen and deepen links between 
the countries of the region in accordance with the purpose of the 
Forum, including through the ongoing development and implementation 
of the Pacific Plan; 

(b) promote the identity and activities of the Forum; 

(c) work to advance partnerships between the Forum and its stakeholders 
within and beyond the Pacific region; and 

(d) undertake such other activities as are necessary for the attainment of the 
Forum’s purpose. 

4. The Secretariat shall work in cooperation and coordination with other 
intergovernmental organisations in the Pacific region, with the aim of ensuring 
that the most effective use is made of regional resources. 

5. In the performance of its functions the Secretariat shall have regard to the 
particular needs of the most vulnerable Forum members, communities and 
peoples, including the smaller island states, and shall embrace the cultural 
diversity of the region with tolerance and respect. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

1) Member states exercise greater ‘ownership’ of the Secretariat, ensure that 
they have appropriate representation at each meeting facilitated by the 
Secretariat, and seek to provide greater continuity of representation at 
meetings of the FOC. 

2) Member states address the internal alignment and communications issues 
within their administrations to improve engagement with the Secretariat. 

3) The Secretariat implement a broader communications plan to enhance its 
level of engagement with member states, including a programme of regular 
visits to member states by the Secretary General and senior staff, to 
exchange views and ensure that its messages and requirements are more 
broadly communicated within the governments of member states. 
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6. The Secretariat shall provide support services to the Forum Leaders’ Meetings, 
Ministerial meetings, and meetings of the committee [FOC] and other such 
councils, committees or working groups as may be established by the Forum. 

7. The Secretariat shall communicate with members through their Ministries of 
Foreign Affairs or such other contact points as may be nominated by the 
respective members. 

8.0.2 The Review Team’s consideration of the core business of the Secretariat is based on this 
mandate.  It is important to note however that the 2005 Agreement has not yet been 
ratified by all member states.  It is important that this matter be addressed as a matter of 
urgency. 

8.0.3 The Review Team received very clear feedback on the nature of the core business of the 
Secretariat.  All stakeholders and members understand and recognise the fundamental 
importance of the annual Leaders’ Meeting.  The Leaders’ Meeting is the key regional 
political meeting that establishes the organisation’s mandate and sets priorities.  There was 
uniform recognition that supporting Leaders meant that the core business of the Secretariat 
included providing strategic, high quality policy advice and facilitating effective engagement 
between member states. 

8.0.4 Recognition of the role of Forum Leaders in setting priorities was also accompanied by an 
acknowledgement that membership differs between the regional organisations.  There was 
clear recognition that it is a challenge if Forum Leaders seek to set priorities for 
organisations like SPC, who have a larger and more diverse range of members and that this 
presents particular challenges to the Secretariat. 

8.0.5 Effectively supporting Leaders to set mandates and priorities is clearly considered by 
members to be the core business of the Secretariat.  There was however some feedback 
questioning the Secretariat’s ability to assist Leaders to establish and sustain a meaningful 
agenda.  A number of comments referred to the significant progress that was achieved in 
Cairns with the Cairns Compact5.  There was a concern as to the ability to sustain this 
agenda and to ensure that each Leaders’ Meeting was able to meaningfully contribute to 
progress on important issues within the Pacific.  Other feedback considered that a lot could 
be done to improve the post-Forum Dialogue and in particular the engagement with 
Dialogue Partners on aid priorities and effectiveness.  Some feedback identified the 
opportunity to more strongly leverage the collective will of Leaders into aid co-ordination 
and greater alignment of efforts to deliver on agreed priorities. 

8.0.6 Related feedback noted concerns over what was seen as the Secretariat’s limited ability to 
add value to the substance of an agenda.  A number of stakeholders concluded that the 
Secretariat was spread too thinly, trying to advance too many issues, and support a very 
large number of meetings.  They considered that, as a consequence, the Secretariat was pre-
occupied with the process and logistics of setting up and running meetings, distributing 
agendas and completing minutes.  A number of stakeholders expressed the view that the 
Secretariat was not able or sufficiently equipped to lead the strategic thinking on an issue.  
This is a fundamental issue for the Review Team.  If the Secretariat is to function 
effectively as the key political and policy organisation within the framework of regional 
organisations it must have the strategic thinking and policy development capability and 
capacity to work with member states to develop and drive the policy agenda.  It must also 
have the capacity to ensure that the decisions of Leaders are implemented.  This issue is 
addressed in Section 16. 

8.0.7 A number of stakeholders and members highlighted the importance of the Cairns Compact 
and the role of the Secretariat and the Forum in ensuring that it was fully implemented and 

                                                        
5 Cairns Compact on Strengthening Development Co-ordination in the Pacific, agreed by Leaders 2009 
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that the system of development assistance was reformed to give effect to both the Compact 
and the Paris Principles6.  A number of donor and partner agencies saw this as a core role 
of the Secretariat that it was not fully discharging.  By the same token, countries noted the 
importance of having the capability to provide support to member states through 
mechanisms like the Pacific Regional Assistance to Nauru, RAMSI, and the more recent 
Peer Review process.  Indeed one country considered that the Peer Review process that 
they had just been involved in had been the most beneficial of all regional programmes 

8.0.8 Despite the recognition of the pinnacle role that the Leaders play, the Review Team was 
left with the conclusion that there are clear limits on what Leaders can, and should do.  
Leaders meet once a year.  Their meeting is an important mix of a formal agenda-driven 
meeting, and a less formal opportunity for dialogue.  Quite rightly, the Leaders meeting 
tends to be dominated by the political issues of the moment and this can crowd out time to 
focus on the broader regional agenda.  The Review Team has considered this issue and 
recommends a number of mechanisms to strengthen the political engagement around the 
Forum. 

8.0.9 Members provided strong endorsement of the need for the Secretariat’s political 
governance and security programme.  These issues were acknowledged as the core of the 
Forum’s responsibilities.  No one questioned the continuing need for these programmes.  
There was however some feedback on the need to enhance elements of these programmes.  
There was feedback and some concerns over the level of seniority and effectiveness of 
some Secretariat staff in this area.  There was clear agreement that, to be effective, the 
Secretariat needed to have the right calibre of people with experience at a senior level, who 
were respected and recognised within the region and who would enjoy the respect of 
Leaders, Ministers, heads of department and senior officials. 

8.0.10 Beyond the political governance and security programme there was considerably less 
understanding of the Secretariat’s work.  There was broad support for a role in facilitating 
and supporting trade negotiations.  However, some member states saw value in expanding 
the role of the Office of the Chief Trade Advisor (OCTA) beyond the current round of 
PACER Plus negotiations.  Others raised major questions over the relevance and priority of 
trade negotiations for them.  A number of countries indicated that dealing with biosecurity 
and phytosanitary requirements for access of agricultural produce to both New Zealand 
and Australia and improving regional transport networks were a far higher priority for them 
than trade negotiations with the European Union.  This feedback was accompanied by a 
clear message that the ability of smaller (and even medium-sized) island states to fully 
participate in trade negotiations was extremely limited.  Releasing staff to participate in 
negotiations was seriously compromising the ability of some governments to do other core 
work. 

8.0.11 A number of countries raised questions over the value of the Pacific Trade and Invest 
Programme.  This issue is discussed further below. 

8.0.12 Some members also raised concerns over the lack of progress in implementing the Forum 
Economic Ministers’ decision to expand the economic base of the region, a constant issue 
on the agenda of the Forum Economic Ministers’ Meeting but one that, in the view of 
some members, has not been progressed much by the Secretariat. 

8.0.13 All stakeholders recognise the Secretariat as the custodian of the Pacific Plan.  Feedback on 
the Pacific Plan is discussed below. 

8.0.14 The last significant area of core business feedback that is worth noting is the considerable 
value that members see in the work that the Secretariat has provided in relation to meeting 
reporting requirements and in legislative drafting to translate international obligations into 

                                                        
6 The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, 2005 
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domestic law.  The new SIS desk officers are highly regarded and considered to be very 
useful.  The role of desk officers is evolving.  There is a risk that spare capacity may be co-
opted by some host states to deal with matters that are nothing to do with the Secretariat 
and that may compromise the ability of these officers to meet their obligations to the 
Secretariat. 

8.1. Conclusions and Recommendations: Core Business 

8.1.1 Article VIII of the 2005 Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum provides a very open-
ended mandate for the Secretariat.  At its most simplistic the core business of the 
Secretariat is whatever the Leaders determine it to be.  Decisions by Leaders have the 
potential to expand or change the role of the Secretariat over time in order to “provide … 
assistance in implementing the decisions”.  Therefore the core business of the Secretariat 
must always reflect the range of decisions made by Leaders over a period of time.  For this 
reason it will always be important to identify which agency will implement decisions by 
Leaders.  Equally, it is important for the FOC to ensure that the Secretariat remains 
focused on its role and that the work to implement decisions meets the expectations and 
level of resourcing of members. 

8.1.2 The Review Team has concluded that the Secretariat has six unique strengths on which to 
build: 

• it is the only regional organisation that has direct access to Leaders who set 
priorities and determine mandates, 

• it has the unique ability to advocate on behalf of the region and to give voice to 
the decisions of Leaders, 

• it has the ability to give voice to a sense of regional solidarity, 

• it has a unique ability to engage with development partners because of the strong 
desire of the partners to associate their aid with Leaders, 

• it has a key role as the permanent CROP Chair, and 

• it has a clear mandate to drive the priorities that are agreed through the Pacific 
Plan. 

8.1.3 Considering the mandate of the Secretariat, the unique strengths of the organisation within 
the framework of regional organisations, and the decisions that Leaders have made over a 
period of time, the Review Team has concluded that it would be helpful to re-state the core 
business of the Secretariat.  This re-statement seeks to clarify the core business of the 
organisation and therefore the capabilities and capacities that it will need in order to be 
successful.  Recommendation 6 below provides the proposed re-statement of the 
Secretariat’s core business. 

8.1.4 To discharge this role envisaged by recommendation 6, the Secretariat must be equipped to 
provide high quality advice, to develop with member states the strategic agenda for the 
region, and to prioritise regional efforts. 

8.1.5 The Review Team also see a major role for the Secretariat, in partnership with members, 
engaging with development partners in order to help to secure the required levels of 
development assistance to achieve regional and national development objectives.  The work 
that the Secretariat has done on climate change funding is a good example of the 
opportunities for work of this nature.  The Review Team sees considerably more scope for 
the development of regional trust funds and proposes that, following the mandate of 
Leaders, in conjunction with members and other relevant CROP agencies, the Secretariat 
takes a stronger role in securing funding of that nature.  The Secretary General’s role as the 
Regional Authorising Officer for European Union regional assistance, and the recognised 
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interest of development partners in engaging with Leaders uniquely equip the Secretariat to 
fulfil this role. 

8.1.6 Given what Leaders intended the RIF reform process to achieve, and the proposed 
stronger role in engaging with development partners, it is important that the Secretariat 
does not compete with other CROP agencies for donor funds.  To achieve this, the Review 
Team considers that the Secretariat should have a leading and coordinating role with 
development partners regarding funding, but not have any hands-on role in delivering 
donor-funded projects that fall outside of its core mandate.  To drive co-ordination of 
CROP agencies it is important that the Secretariat does not have a conflict of interest in its 
dealing with other regional agencies.  Indeed the role that the Review Team envisages is for 
the Secretariat to take the lead in securing regional funding and for the delivery of projects 
to be undertaken either in-country by members, or by CROP agencies that have the 
relevant mandate and technical, scientific and delivery skills.  To achieve this role the 
Secretariat must be able to act as a facilitator, and that will not be possible if it is perceived 
to be a direct competitor of other CROP agencies that acts in its own interests. 

8.1.7 The Review Team recommends that the Secretariat not have a project delivery role, other 
than in relation to its core business.  It may be helpful to describe the impact of this 
approach by using an example.  It is clear that Leaders have mandated SPREP to take a 
lead role with respect to climate change.  They have also mandated the Forum Secretariat to 
lead work on climate change funding.  The region’s response to climate change will need to 
address a wide range of environmental issues that will fall within the technical expertise and 
capability of SPREP.  In addition, the region’s response will need to address a wide range 
of economic, infrastructure and other issues as it deals with necessary adaptation to climate 
change.  In these areas it is clear that SPC also has a significant contribution to make.  The 
Review Team sees the role for the Secretariat in relation to climate change is to: 

• deal with high-level policy issues to ensure that the region’s responses address the 
needs of and issues faced by the region, 

• as leader of the Pacific Plan, and keeping in mind the role of the Secretary General 
as CROP Chair, to work with relevant CROP agencies to ensure that proposed 
regional programmes address the needs of and issues faced by the region, 

• work with member states, development partners and CROP agencies to secure the 
regional funding that will be necessary to support a regional action plan, 

• ensure that funding reaches the agency best able to deliver the agreed programme, 
and 

• have a high-level policy overview of the delivery of the agreed programme and 
report on its progress in addressing the needs of and issues faced by the region. 

8.1.8 The Review Team considers that the specific project delivery responsibilities for climate 
change programmes need to sit with the technical, scientific and delivery agencies best 
equipped to deliver them.  This means, for instance, that SPREP should undertake the 
delivery of specific regional projects designed to understand the environmental effects of 
climate change.  Similarly it would be expected that SPC would deliver projects designed to 
map changes in the magnitude and scope of potential natural hazards, or to lead projects 
designed to identify vulnerable infrastructure and explore options for protecting it. 

8.1.9 In summary, the Review Team sees the Secretariat as an important contributor to the 
successful operation of the framework of regional organisations.  However its role is as a 
political and policy organisation.  The primary roles of other regional organisations will be 
the physical delivery of projects that are vital to achieving regional goals. 
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9. RIF 

9.0.1 Members and CROP agencies strongly underscored the view that under the Regional 
Institutional Framework the Secretariat was supposed to be a core political and general 
policy body.  Equally there was strong feedback that, as a core political and general policy 
body, the Secretariat should not be involved in the active delivery of donor-funded 
programmes outside the scope of its core mandate.  This view was accompanied by active 
questioning of the continuing role of the Secretariat in administering the PEC Fund. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

4) Members who have yet to ratify the 2005 Agreement  Estab l i sh ing  the  Pac i f i c  
I s lands  Forum  take steps to do so as soon as possible. 

5) Leaders endorse the proposed re-statement of the core business of the 
Secretariat, as follows: 

a. To advance the regional agenda set by Leaders and be the central 
political and general policy agency for the region, 

b. To advocate on behalf of the region for agreed regional policies and 
agreed regional priorities, 

c. To be the custodian of the Pacific Plan – the shared vision for the 
region and the clear set of priorities for action, 

d. To facilitate and co-ordinate the joint efforts of CROP agencies to 
deliver agreed regional priorities, 

e. To facilitate relationships with key regional development partners to 
maximise effective development assistance within the region and 
achieve agreed priorities and to drive implementation of the Cairns 
Compact, 

f. To support the political governance and security initiatives of 
member states, 

g. To support the economic governance and trade initiatives of member 
states,  

h. To support effective collaboration between member states, including 
within the sub-regional groupings of members, 

i. To provide support designed to meet the special needs of the 
particularly vulnerable Forum Members, communities and peoples, 
including the Smaller Island States, and 

j. To support other agreed policy initiatives. 

6) Leaders agree that, for matters outside its core business, the Secretariat can 
have a possible role as a facilitator of funding from development partners, 
including through co-ordination with member states and CROP agencies, 
but should not undertake a project delivery role. 

7) Leaders re-affirm the Secretary General’s role as the permanent CROP 
Chair, and direct the Secretary General to take an active role in co-ordinating 
CROP agencies to deliver the priorities agreed by Leaders. 
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9.0.2 The Review Team has concluded that, despite the RIF reform process, there remains a 
degree of competition between CROP agencies.  There is competition for mandate and 
there is competition for scarce regional donor funds.  In this situation it is important that 
someone can play the role of honest broker and facilitator to ensure that regional agencies 
co-operate, focus on regional priorities and engage constructively with development 
partners.  The Secretary General’s roles as CROP Chair and Regional Authorising Officer 
for EU Regional Funds uniquely positions the Secretariat to play this role. 

9.0.3 There was recognition from stakeholders that, as CROP Chair, the Secretary General has a 
strong mandate to assist with co-ordinating the work of CROP agencies and articulating the 
priorities and decisions of Leaders.  The Chief Executives of the CROP agencies that were 
interviewed noted the challenges of differing membership and governance arrangements.  
Despite that their general feedback was that the Secretary General could take a far more 
active approach to this role and invest more time in working with other CROP Chief 
Executives. 

9.0.4 The Review Team also concluded that, post-RIF, it is still not clear to a large number of 
senior officials which regional agency is responsible for which activities.  There would be 
value in a joint communications initiative from all CROP agencies to clarify this with 
member governments and officials. 

10. Programme Issues 

10.0.1 The Review Team has not considered in detail each of the Secretariat’s individual projects.  
It was not possible to do so in the time that was available for the review.  As is discussed 
above many stakeholders praised initiatives and programmes undertaken by the Secretariat.  
This is important and needs to be seen a significant praise. 

10.0.2 As discussed in Section 8, a number of stakeholders noted specific concerns over elements 
of individual programmes.  The most significant questions and concerns were raised in 
relation to the PEC Fund, the PT&I programme and trade negotiations.  These are dealt 
with in the following sections. 

10.1. PEC Fund 

10.1.1 A number of members and stakeholders expressed concerns over the role of the Secretariat 
in relation to the Pacific Environment Community (PEC) Fund.  Some members 
questioned the mandate of the organisation in taking on the management of the fund.  
Others questioned the role of the Secretariat in overseeing the fund and considered that the 
grant-making and technical assessment of proposals would be better undertaken by SPC.  
In like fashion a number of CROP agencies considered that, in overseeing the fund, the 
Secretariat was acting more like a project delivery agency than a political and policy agency. 

10.1.2 The Review Team has looked into this matter and concluded that the establishment of the 
PEC Fund was the result of implicit decisions taken by the countries that were part of the 
PALM 5 process.  The Hokkaido Declaration includes the following statement: 

The Leaders of the PIF welcomed Japan’s plan to provide 6.8 billion yen worth of 
contribution to the PIF as part of the Cool Earth Partnership to be utilised to address 
environmental issues including climate change, in support of national and regional 
priorities and frameworks and the programmes of Pacific regional organisations, 
including through appropriate Japanese environmental technologies. 

10.1.3 The PEC Fund was clearly a part of the PALM 5 negotiations.  Following the Hokkaido 
Declaration there was a series of circulars to member states regarding the scope and 
operation of the fund.  These reflect on-going engagement with the government of Japan 
and concerns that the scope of the fund was considerably less than was understood through 
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the PALM 5 process.  However, at no time does there appear to have been an explicit 
decision by member states that establishing the PEC Fund within the Secretariat was 
appropriate. 

10.1.4 The Review Team understands that placing this regional trust fund within the Secretariat 
was the explicit wish of the government of Japan, reflecting the importance that they see in 
being associated with the Forum - where Leaders meet.  Member states implicitly supported 
this by agreeing to the text of the Hokkaido Declaration.  It is also clear that SPC 
contributes expertise to the consideration and evaluation of proposals. 

10.1.5 The Review Team has a number of reservations over the nature of this programme and 
whether or not the Secretariat is the best regional organisation to deliver it.  However, the 
Review Team has concluded that there is no meaningful scope to transfer the delivery of 
this programme elsewhere. 

10.1.6 More importantly, the Review Team sees very clearly the opportunity for the Secretariat to 
work far more actively with members, partners and development partners to secure 
regional funding.  However, the Review Team considers that once future funds of this 
nature have been secured the delivery of any resulting programme (other than one within 
the core business of the Secretariat) should either be done by individual members countries, 
or by the most relevant regional organisation with an established technical and delivery 
mandate.  In approaching this opportunity it is important that the Secretariat has in place 
the mechanisms to secure explicit agreement from members to the any such future regional 
fund.  

10.2. Pacific Trade and Invest (PT&I) 

10.2.1 The second major programme that generated concern was the PT&I network.  The 
government officials that the Review Team heard from were not able to readily identify any 
businesses that had been able to access this network or benefit from its activities.  This may 
well be because a number of them are not directly involved in the work of PT&I, or that 
they were not aware of the connections between the PT&I offices and the private sector 
interests in their countries.   

10.2.2 The programme has delivered successes.  It has supported a number of deals around the 
development of the liquefied natural gas resources of Papua New Guinea.  It supported the 
development of the salt export business from Kiribati, and view range of small investments 
or business connections across much of the Pacific.  

10.2.3 The 2010 report on the performance of the Pacific Trade and Invest programme provides 
‘highlights’ of the programme-facilitated trade and investment, estimated to be worth 
US$11.6m, equivalent to around $20m.  Whilst it is not clear from the report, it appears 
that those ‘highlights’ relate solely to activities of the Sydney office.  Table 6 presents a 
breakdown of the value of the reported successes by country.  The Sydney office costs 
$2.7m annually.  It may also be fair to allocate to that office a proportion of the $680,000 of 
the programme that is managed from Suva. 

10.2.4 The Review Team asked the Secretariat to provide network-wide data relating to the value 
of trade facilitated for the 2011 year.  During 2011 the Auckland and Beijing offices started 
using the customer relationship management system.  This should mean that three offices 
are able to report the sort of statistics reported by the Sydney office for 2010.  At the time 
of the request the Secretariat was validating the data for accuracy and completeness and was 
unable to provide more detail.  The Secretariat was able to provide the Review Team with a 
helpful list of major achievements during 2011.  It is clear from the list of achievements 
provided that the PT&I offices are active and have been able to facilitate a wide range of 
investment and trade opportunities.  Despite the successes noted by the Secretariat the 
Review Team still has questions over the cost effectiveness of the programme. 
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Table 6:  Pacific Trade and Invest Facilitated Exports and Investment ‘Highlights’ - 
Sydney Office 2010 

Country Goods 
Exports 
(US$) 

Creative Arts 
Exports 
(US$) 

Services 
Exports 
(US$) 

Investment 
 

(US$) 

Total 
 

(US$) 

% 

PNG 2,694,600 123,807  107,485 2,925,892 25% 
Vanuatu 2,156,279 161 10,742  2,167,182 19% 
Tonga 1,323,432   1,015,660 2,339,092 20% 
Fiji 747,346 7,305   754,651 7% 
Kiribati 489,002  488,816  977,818 8% 
Solomon Is    913,628 913,628 8% 
Cook Is    839,719 839,719 7% 
Samoa    439,845 439,845 4% 
Niue    199,930 199,930 2% 
Total 7,410,659 131,273 499,558 3,516,267 11,557,757 100% 
 

10.2.5 There is a strong public good element in the PT&I programme.  It is seeking to address a 
market failure in the provision of information and connections between Pacific island 
businesses and more developed markets.  Even with the high level of public good that 
drives the programme it makes up a significant part of the Secretariat’s budget and needs to 
cost-effective.  In order to understand the performance of the PT&I scheme the Review 
Team sought information concerning the cost effectiveness of similar schemes operated by 
other countries.  The Review Team was not able to find such public sector cost 
effectiveness measures.  The Review Team was able to source information on the 
commercial margins that would apply in the New Zealand market for deals of the size 
reported from the Sydney office for 2010.  Those commercial margins on facilitating 
investment are in the order of ½% to 1½% of the value of the deal.  On that basis, if the 
deals facilitated by the Sydney office in 2010 were viewed in a strictly private sector way, 
their value would support about $100,000 to $300,000 of expenditure on facilitation.  The 
difference between a commercial benchmark and the cost of this programme in Sydney is 
hardly surprising.  The programme was not set up to run on a commercial model.  
However, the marked difference from the commercial model begs the question of the cost 
effectiveness of the network as a whole and the contribution that it is making to economic 
development. 

10.2.6 The Review Team is concerned that the PT&I programme is an odd fit with the policy and 
political focus of the organisation.  To be successful this programme requires very strong 
links to the private sector both across the Pacific and in the target markets.  In all other 
respects the Secretariat engages with governments, international organisations and NGOs.  
This programme is also a very hands-on service delivery activity which is unique amongst 
the political and policy activity undertaken by the Secretariat.  

10.2.7 The lack of visibility of the programme amongst key country representatives suggests that it 
is not as effective as it could be.  The Review Team was concerned that linkages with the 
export readiness programmes being run by SPC did not seem too strong.  They were also 
concerned over the effectiveness of linkages to the government agencies with business 
development responsibilities amongst member states.  Some members considered that their 
own representation in both Australia and New Zealand was better placed to deliver a 
programme of this nature than the Secretariat. 

10.2.8 When the Review Team raised its concerns with the Secretariat and the Steering Committee 
it received strong feedback from a number of people over the value of the PT&I 
programme.  The Review Team remains concerned that the return from the Pacific Trade 
and Invest programme is not high enough.  The preliminary view of the Review Team was 
that either this programme should either be wound up or fundamentally reviewed to 
improve delivery.  Having considered feedback from the Steering Committee and the 
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Secretariat, the Review Team has concluded that the preferable course of action is to 
undertake a broad review of the programme.  The proposed terms of reference for the 
review are set out in recommendation 10 below. 

10.3. Trade Negotiations 

10.3.1 There was broad support for a role in facilitating and supporting trade negotiations.  A 
number of members noted significant successes including: capacity-building for 
undertaking negotiations, trade facilitation (such as the adoption of Harmonised System 
Codes of tariff classification), the development of trade-facilitative private sector policies, 
and work on the trade in services under PICTA. 

10.3.2 However, as is noted in Section 8 above some member states were more critical of the 
performance of the Secretariat.  

10.3.3 Some Members expressed concerns over the priority given to trade negotiations both in 
terms of which countries should be a priority and in terms of the relative priority of further 
trade negotiations compared with the need to address fundamental trade facilitation issues 
that would enable them to make the most of access under existing arrangements.  In part 
these concerns reflect differences between the circumstances and priorities of individual 
members. 

10.3.4 Other members and the Secretariat noted the regular process of mandating trade 
negotiations that takes place through meetings of Forum Trade Ministers.  The negotiations 
that are currently underway reflect a strong mandate and priorities established by Ministers. 

10.3.5 These two different views reflect two important factors: 

• the very technical nature of the trade negotiations and the very limited number of 
people that are fully engaged and fully understand them, and 

• the focus of the Secretariat on trade negotiations and the focus of others on trade 
facilitation and the challenge of how to set priorities across the activities of 
multiple agencies. 

10.3.6 There was sufficient concern from a range of very senior officials from member 
governments that the Review Team considers that the Secretariat should garner a fresh 
mandate for further work in this area.  Members need to own the decisions on priorities 
and be able to support the agreed level of activity.  The Review Team considers that it is 
important for the Secretariat to garner a fresh mandate in relation to trade development.  
The opportunity for this will arise soon if, as is hoped, the negotiations with the European 
Union can be brought to a successful conclusion during 2012. 

10.4. Other Issues 

10.4.1 Stakeholders also raised a number of concerns in relation to the Secretariat’s role with 
respect to climate change.  A broad range of stakeholders noted the apparent competition 
between regional agencies (SPREP, SPC and the Secretariat) for mandate and funding with 
respect to climate change issues.  This issue usefully highlights one of the challenges of the 
regional infrastructure.  As a new regional issue emerges and members grapple to identify, 
mandate and fund the most appropriate regional approach it is vital that there is political 
alignment, that the policy approach is agreed, and that any required regional technical work 
is designed to deliver the agreed approach.  The Review Team considers that the apparent 
competition for roles with respect to climate change reflects attempts to design and 
implement technical work programmes before there is political alignment and agreement 
on the nature of the required regional approach.  The Review Team considers that the 
Secretariat has an important role to play in working with regional organisations and 
member states to secure political endorsement of an agreed approach and appropriate 
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mandating of the agencies that will be required to deliver it.  The Review Team believes this 
policy and facilitation role will be far easier to perform if the Secretariat has no programme 
delivery role on climate change. 

10.4.2 Other programme-related issues concerned the accountability of some regional groups of 
officials (especially Customs officials) and how they reported into the governance 
framework for the relevant regional activity.  Other concerns related to the relative priority 
of regional activities and how they assist with advancing national interests.  Whilst no 
stakeholders questioned the fundamental importance of dealing with issues associated with 
disabilities, gender and human rights, it was clear that a number of officials were struggling 
to allocate these activities the priority within their domestic budget that they had received 
on the international stage.  This issue tended to mirror the challenge that member states 
face in supporting trade negotiations and how to set priorities that meet the needs and 
aspirations of a diverse group of member states.  

10.5. Conclusions and Recommendations: Programmes 

10.5.1 It is clear from the feedback from members and the analysis that the Review Team has 
undertaken that a large number of the Secretariat’s existing programmes are valued by 
members.  There are also a range of concerns over other programmes. 

10.5.2 The Review Team has not considered in detail each of the Secretariat’s individual projects.  
Indeed, it is important that member states own the process of priority setting and 
participate in decisions over which programmes should continue and which should be 
terminated or changed. 

10.5.3 The Review Team notes that there are a number of current programmes that are very small 
and may not have the critical mass required to have impact.  The Review Team believes 
that the future of these programmes needs to be reconsidered in the light of the upcoming 
review of the generation Pacific Plan, priorities for regional action and the financial 
resources of the organisation.  The FOC will need to be very disciplined in its consideration 
of future work programmes and budgets.  The Secretariat will also need to be disciplined in 
providing costed programmes and sound advice on trade-offs to FOC to consider. 

10.5.4 The two most important issues raised by the review relate to the trade programme.  These 
related to mandate and priorities and the future of the Pacific Trade and Invest 
Programme. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

8) All of the Secretariat’s programmes are comprehensively reviewed as part of 
the Pacific Plan review process. 

9) Leaders consider a fresh mandate for the Secretariat in the area of trade 
development, balancing the priorities of member states for trade facilitation 
with new trade negotiations. 

10) The Pacific Island Trade and Invest Programme be independently reviewed, 
with the review considering: 

a. The value of the programme and the benefits that it provides to 
member states, 

b. the cost-effectiveness of the programme, and ways in which it can be 
improved, 

c. the strength and adequacy of connections with the private sector in 
both member states and target markets, 
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11. Funding 

11.0.1 The funding framework for the Secretariat is quite challenging.  Annual funding is 
dominated by funding from Australia and New Zealand.  The regular budget of the 
organisation accounts for only 18% of revenue, and Australia and New Zealand each 
contribute 30% of this.  Core funding comes exclusively from Australia and New Zealand.  
In total, Australia contributes 49% of the budget for the current year, and New Zealand 
21%.  The third largest contributor to the annual budget of the Secretariat is the European 
Union.  Its contribution of $4,048,309 (largely supporting the economic governance 
programme) accounts for 15% of revenue. 

11.0.2 The combined contributions of Australia, New Zealand and the EU account for 85% of 
the Secretariat’s revenue.  This means that the organisation is quite vulnerable to any 
changes in financial support from these three funders. 

11.0.3 Only 18% of the Secretariat’s revenue (regular budget) has any year-to-year certainty.  
Whilst core budget funding from New Zealand and Australia is likely to remain relatively 
stable over time it is not guaranteed.  As Table 5 shows the revenue from core and extra 
budget in each year is quite variable.  Other than the year the PEC Fund was established, 
the Secretariat has secured between $14m and $22m per annum in non-regular budget 
funding.  This means that (again ignoring the PEC Fund) total revenue varies by up to 44% 
on a year on year basis.  This makes any long-term financial planning or programme 
delivery planning for the organisation very difficult.  Greater certainty of funding, and 
multi-year commitments would greatly assist the long-term performance of the Secretariat. 

11.0.4 The other major element of the financial position of the Secretariat is the PEC Fund.  The 
PEC Fund is a substantial trust fund established by a contribution of $127.9m from the 
government of Japan to fund desalinisation and photovoltaic projects.  The Fund was 
established in 2009 and the full amount of the fund sits on the Secretariat’s balance sheet.  
The Fund will be progressively paid away as grants are made to member states.  The 2010 
Annual Report shows a balance for this Fund of $120.4m.  Payments from this Fund 
(around $9m annually) contribute substantially to the annual operating deficit of the 
Secretariat.  For an organisation with annual operating revenue of $26m and net assets of 
$13.4m (of which $8m are non-current) the PEC Fund dominates the balance sheet and 
skews the pattern of expenditure.  The Secretariat does manage other Trust Funds, but the 
annual contribution to these funds is in the order of $22m (being core budget and extra 
budget, as shown in Table 1). 

11.0.5 The Review Team understands the fiscal pressures on member states, but considers that 
the very low proportion of annual revenue contributed by member states reinforces a lack 
of ownership of the Secretariat by members.  The Review Team understands that the 
regular budget contribution of members to the Forum is a fraction of the level of 
contribution paid to (for example) the Commonwealth Secretariat.  The on-going level of 
commitment to and ownership of the Secretariat and its work needs to be addressed by 
member states. 

11.0.6 Equally, the Review Team understands that for members to consider contributing more, 
they need to see better value from the activities of the Forum.  The current limited impact 

d. whether the programme has sufficient merit and opportunities for it 
to continue, and 

e. if the programme should continue, whether the Secretariat is best 
placed to manage and deliver it, given its core policy and political 
roles and, if not, who might be better placed to do so. 
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and distribution of Secretariat communications means that there is limited understanding of 
the Secretariat and its work amongst key decision makers in member governments.  The 
Secretariat needs to build a stronger-value proposition with members in order to foster 
greater ownership and increased commitment. 

11.1. Conclusions and Recommendations: Funding 

11.1.1 To support the proposed role of the Secretariat there need to be changes in the way that it 
is funded.  Changes must contribute to: 

• a level of resourcing that is sufficient for the Secretariat to deliver its core business 
appropriately, 

• increased ownership of the Secretariat by members and a greater proportion of 
funding being made through regular budget, and 

• greater certainty of annual revenue – ideally through multi-year funding 
agreements. 

11.1.2 Multi-year funding commitments are important because they will provide the certainty of 
revenue that is necessary to build and sustain the capability of the organisation.  The level 
of annual variability in project funding shown in Table 5 highlights the current management 
challenge that the organisation faces.  A shift to three-year rolling funding commitments 
would provide far greater scope to build and maintain the level of capability that is required 
of the Secretariat. 

11.1.3 Achieving Recommendation 7 (that the Secretariat will not have a project delivery 
responsibility outside its core business) will also require changes in the way that the 
Secretariat deals with development partners.  It is not intended by the Review Team that 
the Secretariat would stop its involvement with development partners, or end important 
negotiations to secure regional funding.  Rather, it is intended that the Secretariat continue 
to work in this way, but that it does so with the clear intent that another agency will usually 
take responsibility for implementation of the funded programme.  Implementation could 
either be by one or more regional agencies, or by member states. 

11.1.4 Ultimately the funding arrangements for the Secretariat will need to be agreed by members, 
and will need to reflect the very different capability and resources of members.  Achieving 
the level of regular budget funding that is necessary to fund the core business of the 
Secretariat is likely to involve an agreed variation to the formula for determining 
contributions from members. 

12. Priority Setting 

12.0.1 The Review Team received clear feedback from member states and stakeholders noting the 
lack of priorities or too many priorities within the Secretariat’s work programme – or 
perhaps more accurately the inability of the Secretariat to prioritise and reallocate resources 
or terminate low priority initiatives. 

12.0.2 Some of the feedback on priority setting reflects the fact that members do not necessarily 
share the same priorities.  This is demonstrated by the feedback on trade priorities and 

The Review Team recommends that: 

11) Member states commit to increased multi-year regular budget contributions 
in order to adequately fund the core business of the organisation. 



 

Page 41 

differences over the relative priority of further work on human rights, gender and disability 
issues. 

12.0.3 To be fair to the Secretariat it is also common for individual members (or groups) to initiate 
proposals for new or additional work.  Last year there was a significant push to re-prioritise 
dealing with unexploded ordnance and non-communicable diseases on the agenda for 
regional attention.  This further complicates the task of responding to the expectations of 
members within a finite set of resources. 

12.0.4 The Review Team’s consideration of the detailed budget allocation confirmed the view that 
the Secretariat has, over time, become spread more and more thinly over a broader and 
broader range of activities.  A number of activities now appear to have such small budget 
allocations that it is hard to see how the Secretariat can deliver meaningful work. 

12.1. Conclusions and Recommendations: Priority Setting 

12.1.1 The Review Team concluded that the priority-setting mechanisms within the Secretariat are 
weak and need to be strengthened.  In part this requires a far stronger strategic approach to 
the agenda for Leaders and Ministers.  It also requires a greater discipline within the 
management of the Secretariat to make tough decisions and to highlight for member states 
the resource consequences of decisions.  The Review Team also concluded that the 
Secretariat would benefit from the FOC playing a stronger governance role in translating 
the decisions of Leaders into the annual work programme determining the relative priority 
of possible activities.  The Secretariat will also need to have a more robust budgeting and 
prioritisation process supporting FOC to make decisions based on the relative priorities of 
alternative costed programmes. 

13. The Pacific Plan 

13.0.1 In 2004 the Eminent Persons Group envisaged that the Pacific Plan would assist as a key 
means of: 

• developing stronger and deeper links between the countries of the region, 

• providing a strategic approach to regional activity, and 

• providing clear advice on priorities. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

12) The priority-setting mechanisms for the Secretariat be strengthened, 
including through: 

a. a stronger strategic approach to agendas for meetings of Leaders and 
Ministers; 

b. greater discipline within the management of the Secretariat to ensure 
that member states are fully informed of the resource implications of 
their decisions, to ensure that, when appropriate, tough decisions can 
be taken as to the Secretariat’s work plan; 

c. member states ensuring that they are appropriately represented (both 
in terms of seniority and relevant portfolio responsibility) at priority-
setting meetings, such as the Pacific Plan Action Committee (PPAC) 
and the FOC. 
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13.0.2 The Eminent Persons Group clearly considered that the Pacific Plan that they 
recommended would become a key piece of the machinery for regional collaboration.  The 
Pacific Plan was intended to be aspirational, but it was also intended to be practical and to 
guide priorities. 

13.0.3 The current Pacific Plan was developed following widespread engagement with a very 
broad range of stakeholders, including member states, civil society, NGOs, development 
partners and eminent people.  The Plan is broad and quite general.  It sets out important 
aspirational goals and shared values. 

13.0.4 The Pacific Plan has achieved considerable success.  The Plan has provided a key focal 
point for regional activity.  CROP agencies have presented their programmes in the context 
of the Pacific Plan.  CROP agencies have engaged through the Pacific Plan Action 
Committee (PPAC) to seek mandates for programmes and for members to endorse their 
work to implement the Plan.  When considered together with the Cairns Compact, the 
Pacific Plan offers a framework for aligning development assistance with development 
priorities. 

13.0.5 Member states have developed reporting frameworks to support progress reporting against 
the Pacific Plan.  The effectiveness and completeness of reporting on progress with the 
Pacific Plan varies between members.  The SIS Desk Officers engaged by the Secretariat 
will play a key role in continuing to assist the SIS to report against the Pacific Plan. 

13.0.6 The Pacific Plan has come a long way since it was recommended by the Eminent Persons 
Group.  It is a considerable achievement that so many sovereign nations were able to agree 
a common platform.  The Plan’s common set of aspirational goals is a significant 
expression of regional unity and common purpose between member states. 

13.0.7 The Review Team received three quite strong, but different sets of feedback in relation to 
the Pacific Plan.  Those that were involved in its development or administration see 
considerable value in the Plan and point to the where it has driven changes in behaviour 
and supported the delivery of regional programmes.  The alternative view is that, whilst it 
has been a big step forward, the current Plan has significant limitations because it does not 
reflect national development objectives, or provide a clear way of prioritising activity.  The 
third view received by the Review Team questioned the mandate of the Review Team to 
consider the Pacific Plan, concluding that it was premature for the Review Team to 
consider the Pacific Plan ahead of the Plan’s scheduled review. 

13.1. Conclusions and Recommendations: Pacific Plan 

13.1.1 The Review Team has concluded that the feedback that it has received is important and 
offers insights that need to be considered. 

13.1.2 The Review Team recognises the major progress that has been made with the current 
Pacific Plan.  It is not easy to get agreement between sovereign states on a common 
programme of action.  However, the Review Team considers that there is some substance 
to the issue of a lack of relevance and engagement with domestic development and aid co-
ordination efforts.  The Review Team also considers that the absence of clear priorities or a 
robust prioritisation framework is a fundamental weakness of the current Pacific Plan. 

13.1.3 It has become clear to the Review Team that the Pacific Plan is not recognised or 
understood by those actively engaged within each member state in dealing with national 
planning, budget setting and/or aid co-ordination.  This is a significant issue because 
achieving many of the goals in the Pacific Plan is dependent upon the national allocation of 
resources.  The lack of engagement by key government officials also limits the value of the 
current Pacific Plan in co-ordinating donor efforts or aligning work with development 
partners to achieve agreed regional goals.  In many respects this lack of connection within 
member governments is the responsibility of members to address.  There are also initiatives 
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that can be taken to assist with this and make it easier for members to achieve more 
coherent approaches. 

13.1.4 In part, the difference of views around the Pacific Plan is a reflection of the distinct and 
different engagement with the Forum by, on the one hand, officials from foreign ministries 
and, on the other, by national development and finance officials.  This issue is highlighted 
in the discussion on member expectations and behaviour. 

13.1.5 The review of the Pacific Plan is about to commence.  The Review Team sees a significant 
opportunity to develop a second generation Pacific Plan that builds on the successes of the 
first Plan, but also delivers stronger alignment with national development objectives and 
the prioritisation of regional activity.  The Review Team sees the opportunity to make the 
second generation Pacific Plan a more central part of regional decision-making and a more 
effective tool in driving the regional infrastructure to meet the needs to member states.  
This reflects the opportunity that the Review Team sees for the Secretariat to work more 
closely with member states and development partners to secure development assistance for 
the region. 

13.1.6 The Review Team sees a second generation Pacific Plan as a fundamental building block to 
support the core business of the Secretariat and provide the priority-setting framework for 
regional activity.  A second generation Pacific Plan should build on the good work that has 
been done to date, continue to be aspirational and articulate the shared values of Pacific 
nations.  The second generation Pacific Plan should also reflect the development objectives 
of member states, provide a linkage with the national planning and financial management 
departments of member governments, and establish clear priorities for regional activities.  
The Review Team considers that it is possible to achieve these twin objectives by 
developing the Plan as two tiers.  The first tier would reflect the values and aspirational 
goals of member states.  The second tier would set the priorities for action.  The first tier 
should have a long life and be reviewed periodically.  The second tier, being more action-
oriented, would be reviewed more frequently and become the focus of delivery activity and 
performance monitoring. 

13.1.7 Given the challenges of prioritising action under the current Pacific Plan, the Review Team 
also considers that the implementation of the second generation Pacific Plan needs to 
benefit from a very strong financial management and priority-setting discipline.  The 
Review Team also considers that, within member states, the Pacific Plan and its priorities 
need to be ‘owned’ and understood by those responsible for prioritisation, planning and 
budget setting and national delivery of the Plan’s elements.  The Pacific Plan is, and should 
continue to be, a broad document that addresses a wide range of issues.  It is and should be 
more than an economic development plan.  It must also address social development, 
health, education, security and environmental issues. 

13.1.8 Priority setting discipline is likely to come from the Ministers and officials within member 
states who are responsible for development, priority setting and budgeting.  These 
Ministers and officials continually face the challenge of prioritising expenditure across the 
broad range of government activity.  They regularly weigh up the relative priority of 
expenditure on infrastructure, health, education, welfare, economic development and 
environmental issues. 

13.1.9 One of the strengths of the Pacific Plan is that it has been endorsed by Leaders.  This needs 
to continue.  However, if the Plan is to have greater impact in guiding the priorities for 
action the implementation of the Plan will require greater on-going political attention than 
can be reasonably expected from Leaders.  The Review Team strongly recommends that, 
once the second generation Pacific Plan has been endorsed by Leaders, its implementation 
needs to be overseen by Ministers with responsibility for development, priority setting and 
budgeting.  For many, but not all, member states these Ministers are already involved in the 
Forum Economic Ministers’ Meeting (FEMM). 
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13.1.10 The Review Team has explored with members the possibility of the FEMM being tasked 
with overseeing the implementation of the Pacific Plan.  Whilst there appears to be general 
acceptance of the need for increased political oversight of implementation, there remain 
concerns over the perceived narrow focus of the FEMM on economic issues, and the 
desire to ensure that the FEMM’s important work on economic governance is not 
diminished. 

13.1.11 The Review Team sees significant value in the establishment of a new Ministerial group to 
oversee the implementation of the Pacific Plan, give momentum to regional development 
priorities, advance the principles of development co-ordination and aid effectiveness, and 
support collaboration between national governments, regional agencies and development 
partners to meet the region’s development needs.  The Review Team envisages 
opportunities for development partners to engage with this group of Ministers.  Ideally, this 
Ministerial group would comprise Ministers with responsibility for development, planning 
and priority setting. 

13.1.12 The most cost-effective way of operating this new Ministerial group may be to operate it in 
conjunction with the FEMM meeting (immediately before or after the FEMM meeting). 

13.1.13 In order to establish strong linkages to the implementation of the second generation Pacific 
Plan, it would be sensible for PPAC meet before, and report to, the new Ministerial group.  
The new Ministerial group should report to Leaders each year on progress with 
implementing the Pacific Plan, priorities for regional action over the next period, and any 
significant or emerging strategic issues that require the attention and focus of Leaders. 

13.1.14 In the recommendations the Review Team has linked consideration of a new Ministerial 
group to the review of the Pacific Plan.  That approach will allow members to work 
through the careful review of the Pacific Plan before determining the final shape of the 
governance and political oversight of the implementation of the next Pacific Plan.  
However, there may be value in establishing this new group of Ministers now in order to 
secure the benefits of greater discipline in priority setting earlier.  Members may wish to 
consider that opportunity. 

13.1.15 The Review Team understands that other CROP agencies have a significant role to play in 
implementing the Pacific Plan.  Some of those agencies have membership that involves a 
different mix of Pacific and metropolitan nations.  If the Pacific Plan is to be the 
centrepiece of regional priorities it will need to be championed with CROP agencies.  The 
role of the Secretary General as the CROP Chair is an important part of the regional 
infrastructure.  This role provides the opportunity for the Secretariat to lead the 
implementation of the Pacific Plan. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

13) The Terms of Reference for the Pacific Plan review require that a second 
generation Pacific Plan: 

a. be aspirational, 

b. reflect national development objectives, 

c. include priorities and a priority-setting framework for regional 
action, 

d. include provision for an appropriate governance structure, such as 
regular meetings of Ministers with responsibility for development, 
planning and priority setting, to oversee the implementation of the 
Pacific Plan and to make recommendations to Leaders on emerging 
regional initiatives and priorities, and 
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14. Fiji 

14.0.1 It is clear to the Review Team that, given the work of the Secretariat, there are challenges to 
working in Fiji.  The Secretariat’s work on good governance and political stability is 
supposed to assist member states to support effective democracies and avoid military 
intervention in political leadership.  It is to be expected that some Secretariat staff will feel 
uncomfortable living and working in Fiji under the current regime.  Equally, the Fijian 
economy is a key part of the effective functioning of the regional economy.  It is difficult to 
see effective trade negotiations that do not include Fiji.  The Secretariat has had to find 
innovative solutions to the challenge of progressing trade negotiations that include Fiji. 

14.0.2 On a day-to-day operational level there are challenges for the Secretariat reflecting the 
operation of foreign exchange controls, importing IT equipment, and from time to time in 
securing work permits in a timely fashion. 

14.0.3 The Review Team have listened to a number of concerns over the position of Fiji with 
respect to the Forum.  Whilst noting the challenges that the Secretariat faces, the 
conclusion that the Review Team has reached is that the membership status of Fiji is 
outside of the scope of this review. 

15. Governance 

15.0.1 In theory the governance framework for the Secretariat is simple.  In reality it is complex, 
confusing and full of ambiguity.  As a consequence the current arrangements do not deliver 
clear direction to the organisation.   

15.1. The Theory 

15.1.1 As the highest decision-making body within the framework of the Pacific Islands Forum 
the Leaders’ Meeting sets mandates, priorities, work programmes and activities of the 
Secretariat.  However, the Leaders meet only once a year and the majority of their agenda 
relates to developing and expressing the collective view of the member states on the most 
pressing issues at the time of the meeting. 

15.1.2 The Agreement Establishing the Pacific Islands Forum delegates most of the governance oversight 
of the Secretariat to the FOC.  However, the Leaders deal with the appointment of the 
Secretary General, and a sub-group of Leaders deals with the performance of the Secretary 
General. 

15.1.3 The FOC has two core sets of responsibilities: 

• to give general policy directions to the Secretariat and make reports and 
recommendations to Leaders, and 

• to provide oversight of the operation of the Secretariat, including approving the 
strategic plan, annual work programme and budget, receiving, examining and 
commenting on the annual report, determining the staff establishment and 
remuneration policy of the Secretariat, and approving the staff regulations. 

e. provide for the Secretariat to have a strong advocacy role with CROP 
agencies, development partners and member states, to ensure that 
agreed Pacific Plan priorities are implemented. 
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15.2. The Reality 

15.2.1 In addition to the Leaders’ Meeting, the Secretariat also provides support to a number of 
regular meetings of Ministers.  A comprehensive list of these meetings was set out in 
Section 3 above.  Each of these meetings acts as a form of governance body in its own 
right.  Ministerial meetings are very important opportunities to drive the regional agenda 
for action at a far more detailed level than is possible through the annual Leaders’ Meeting. 

15.2.2 Understandably, expressions of Ministerial priorities and agreed actions tend to take 
precedence over views expressed by officials.  This means that each of the Ministerial 
meetings has the potential to drive activity and effort by the Secretariat in ways that are 
inconsistent with the budget and the work programme approved by the FOC. 

15.2.3 The FOC meets three weeks before the Leaders’ Meeting – typically in July.  It seems that 
the annual meeting of the FOC is dominated by the consideration of the agenda for the 
Leaders’ Meeting.  In a two-day meeting there is frequently little meaningful debate or 
consideration of budgetary and operational performance issues. 

15.2.4 The Secretariat operates on a January to December financial year.  This means that the 
FOC is considering the Secretariat’s budget around six months before the year in question.  
Forum staff must start preparing the budget for the following year before any substantive 
expenditure in the current year has been reported. 

15.2.5 National representation at the FOC tends to be by diplomats from foreign ministries.  The 
FOC, and indeed all of the meetings of the Forum, are run as international meetings 
following the protocols and procedures of international diplomacy.  These protocols can 
make frank consideration of governance issues challenging. 

15.2.6 Representation from some countries has considerable continuity of personnel.  
Representation of other countries (and in particular New Zealand and Australia) regularly 
changes – with consequential challenges to broader understanding and maintaining 
continuity of approach. 

15.2.7 Since the advent of the Pacific Plan and the effort by the Secretary General (as CROP 
Chair) to ensure that CROP agencies deliver the agreed priorities of the Pacific Plan, a 
number of other meetings have taken on significance with respect to work programmes 
and priority setting.  The PPAC, established by Leaders in the 2005 Kalibobo Roadmap to 
oversee the implementation of the Pacific Plan, comprises representatives of all Forum 
members and associated members, as well as representatives of all CROP agencies.  
Representatives of the key donor and partner agencies that work across the Pacific also 
attend. 

15.2.8 The PPAC meets immediately before the FOC meeting each year.  There is considerable 
duplication of membership, and agendas, between the two meetings.  The PPAC brings 
together a wide range of organisations and considers a very wide-ranging programme of 
action to implement the Pacific Plan.  It provides a vehicle for issues to be progressed for 
the consideration of Leaders.  A very good example of the way in which the PPAC has 
worked is the way in which the impact of non-communicable diseases on the health of 
Pacific peoples was highlighted. 

15.2.9 The FOC acts as the gatekeeper to the agenda for the Leaders’ Meeting.  This means that 
the FOC often re-litigates the same issues that the PPAC debates.  This understandably 
brought comments seeking to reduce the duplication of workload between PPAC and FOC 
meetings.  Some CROP agencies also questioned the authority of officials to act as 
mediators or filters on the issues that they sought to put before Leaders. 

15.2.10 The position of FOC Chair rotates on an annual basis, but on a different schedule to the 
rotation of the Forum Chair.  This process is understandable, but means that it is a 



 

Page 47 

challenge to maintain the sort of momentum that would normally be achieved through the 
role of the Chairman of a Board. 

15.2.11 When Leaders meet, the normal hierarchy of governance relationships is confused.  At the 
Leaders’ retreat, the Secretary General is present but not the FOC Chair.  This means that, 
other than Leaders, the Secretary General is the key official able to communicate the nature 
and reasoning of Leaders in reaching a decision.  In all other respects the Secretary General 
reports to and is accountable to the FOC.  The current practice at the Leaders’ Meeting 
places the Secretary General in a position above the FOC.  A number of members noted 
occasions when there was confusion or disagreement on the nature of a decision by 
Leaders.  The Review Team also noted the practice of a key official/advisor from the host 
government supporting the Forum Chair in the Leaders’ Meeting. 

15.2.12 Some members also commented on the challenges of completing a meaningful 
performance appraisal of the Secretary General.  The performance appraisal is the 
responsibility of the current Forum Chair, along with the previous Chair and the next 
Chair.  The linkage to Leaders for this function is important, but it limits the ability to have 
a coherent governance approach to the employment relationship with the Secretary 
General. 

15.2.13 Financial oversight of the Secretariat is the responsibility of the FOC.  However, key 
elements of that role are quite challenging given the single annual meeting of the FOC.  To 
discharge its financial oversight responsibilities, the FOC should receive and approve the 
annual accounts and annual report, appoint the auditor and receive and deal with the audit 
report, audit management letter and any issues that arise from the audit.  FOC should also 
oversee the internal audit programme and ensure that the organisation deals with probity 
and risk issues appropriately.  These are all functions that would normally be performed by 
a governing body.  It is clear to the Review Team that the FOC cannot effectively discharge 
these obligations through a single annual meeting. 

15.3. Conclusions and Recommendations: Governance 

15.3.1 The Review Team has concluded that the current governance oversight of the Secretariat is 
weak and needs to be strengthened.  It is clear that the FOC is the body with prime 
responsibility for governance over the Secretariat.  For governance to be more effective the 
FOC must be more effective and better able to discharge this role.  The Review Team 
considers that the FOC should return to the previous practice of meeting at least twice a 
year, and it must separate the consideration of the agenda for the Leaders’ Meeting from its 
consideration of the budget and performance issues of the Secretariat.  In addition to the 
pre-Forum FOC, the FOC should meet in November or December of each year to 
consider the budget for the following year.  At this meeting it should receive progress 
reports relating to each programme and consider budget priorities and any changes in 
direction that are needed to implement decisions by Leaders.  The FOC should also 
confirm any action plans developed by the Secretariat to implement decisions by Leaders. 

15.3.2 In keeping with the recommended strengthening of the role of the FOC, the Review Team 
also proposes changes to strengthen the role played by the FOC Chair.  The Review Team 
sees considerable value in aligning the role of Forum Chair with the role of FOC Chair, so 
that they are always from the same member state.  This alignment would simplify and 
strengthen the process of developing the agenda for the Leaders’ Meeting.  It would also 
make it possible and appropriate for the FOC Chair (as the key official from the host 
government) to also participate in the Leaders’ retreat, to ensure continuity of advice and 
assistance to the Forum Chair.  This approach would also reduce the potential for debate 
over the nature of decisions that Leaders make. 

15.3.3 The Review Team considered feedback on its views about the role of the FOC Chair.  It is 
understood that aligning the FOC Chair with the Forum Chair could provide increased 
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influence to the country that is Forum Chair.  This proposal would also limit the scope of 
some members (particularly the smaller ones) to play a role in the governance of the 
organisation.  However, the Review Team feels very strongly that the governance 
framework for the Secretariat needs to be strengthened.  There are few cost-effective 
mechanisms that can achieve that strengthening.  Obviously, who attends the Leaders’ 
retreat is a decision for Leaders, and Leaders have been understandably reluctant to include 
additional people in the retreat.  Leaders place great value on the ability to have a frank and 
largely private engagement with each other.  Since the Chair of the Forum tends to have a 
senior advisor present in the retreat to advise him/her, it should be possible to have the 
FOC Chair present in the retreat without increasing the number of people present – 
provided the FOC Chair is the key official supporting the Forum Chair.  This connection 
would achieve the strengthening of the governance framework that the Review Team is 
seeking. 

15.3.4 Aligning the Forum Chair with the FOC Chair would also make undertaking the 
performance appraisal of the Secretary General both easier and more meaningful.  Having 
the FOC Chair support the Forum Chair in undertaking the appraisal would ensure that the 
review benefits from a greater understanding of the work of the Secretary General and also 
in ensuring that any performance issues can be addressed by the FOC. 

15.3.5 The Review Team also recommends that the FOC establish an Audit and Risk sub-
committee to provide more frequent engagement with the Secretary General.  The Audit 
and Risk sub-committee should meet three or four times a year (two of which should 
coincide with the FOC).  The membership of the Audit and Risk sub-committee should 
have both specialist financial management skills and a sound understanding of the business 
of the Secretariat and the context within which it sits.  Within its meetings the Audit and 
Risk sub-committee should deal with the appointment of the Auditor, approval of the 
annual internal audit programme, receipt of internal audits and oversight of actions to 
address findings, receipt of the audit management letter and the management response to it, 
oversight of management actions to address external audit issues, receipt of the Annual 
Report and recommendations with respect to the report to a full FOC meeting.  It should 
also provide advice to the FOC on organisational risks and the appropriateness of the 
assumptions and financial estimates that are used in the draft budget prepared for the FOC 
to consider. 

15.3.6 A proposed Charter for the Audit and Risk sub-committee is set out in Attachment 4.  The 
draft charter has been adapted from the charter for the Audit and Risk Committee of a 
New Zealand public body.  The draft is proposed to provide an indication of the approach 
that could be taken.  It will need further refinement before it is acceptable as the basis of 
the proposed Audit and Risk sub-committee. 

15.3.7 Elsewhere the Review Team has recommended that the Secretariat play a greater role in 
working with development partners to secure regional development assistance.  A review of 
the Financial Regulations that were adopted with effect from 1 January 2010 confirms that 
the role and extent of delegations to the Secretary General for securing revenue (above that 
already included in the budget) are unclear.  The Financial Regulations are more concerned 
with the control of, and accounting for, expenditure than about raising revenue.  The 
Financial Regulations provide no delegation to the Secretary General to act to secure 
additional funds. 

15.3.8 In order for the Secretariat to play a more effective role in securing regional assistance, the 
Review Team recommends changes to the Financial Regulations to clarify the delegations 
to the Secretary General with respect to securing non-regular budget contributions.  The 
delegations should empower and encourage the Secretary General to enter into negotiations 
with potential development partners in order to maximise effective development assistance 
contributions to the region and implement the Cairns Compact.  The delegations should 
also make it clear at which level the Secretary General is delegated to sign funding 
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agreements and at what level the approval of the FOC or indeed Leaders would be 
required.  The Review Team considers that the framework needs to be empowering and 
provide scope for the Secretary General to work constructively with development partners.  
The Review Team recommends that significant non-regular budget contributions be 
approved by the FOC, or in the case of substantial funds, or where there are potential 
political implications, by Leaders. 

15.3.9 In addition to strengthening the role of the FOC the Review Team considers that it is also 
important to strengthen and renew the role of two key groups of Ministers in relation to 
the Forum.  The discussion on a second generation Pacific Plan highlighted the need for 
strong financial and prioritisation disciplines to guide the implementation of the plan.  It is 
also important to forge stronger linkages between the work of the Forum through the 
Pacific Plan and the work of national planning, development and finance ministries.  There 
is also an opportunity to strengthen the implementation of the principles of aid 
effectiveness through closer regional dialogue and co-ordination with development partners 
and institutions like the ADB and World Bank.  As noted in Section 13 the Review Team 
sees considerable value in establishing a new annual meeting of Forum Ministers with 
responsibility for development, priority setting and budgeting.  

15.3.10 The Review Team considers that it would also be beneficial to strengthen the political 
engagement of Foreign Ministers around the work of the Forum and the Secretariat.  
Foreign Ministers currently have no defined role with respect to the work of the Forum 
other than in relation to the Biketawa Declaration.  The Review Team explored the 
potential for a more formal role for Foreign Ministers around either providing Ministerial 
oversight and momentum to the programme of international advocacy undertaken by the 
Secretariat, or in a possible political role in the governance of the Secretariat.  The feedback 
that the Review Team received suggests that there is interest in more engagement with 
Foreign Ministers, but little support for a more formal role in either advocacy or 
governance. 

15.3.11 The Review Team considers that a stronger engagement with Foreign Ministers would be 
an important way of strengthening the engagement of members with the Secretariat.  
Foreign Ministers are a very important link between member states and the Secretariat.  
The Review Team has recommended that the Secretariat develop and implement a broader 
communications plan, including a programme of regular visits to member states by the 
Secretary General and senior staff, to ensure that it understands the views of members and 
also that its messages and requirements are more broadly communicated within member 
governments.  As part of this renewed effort of engagement, the Review Team 
recommends that the Secretary General regularly write to Foreign Ministers to update them 
on the work of the Secretariat and the progress that is being made with programmes and 
implementing the decisions of Leaders.  This engagement should also highlight any 
emerging issues or problems.  Engagement of this nature should lift the profile of the 
Secretariat, ensure that there is a ‘no-surprises’ approach with member states and provide 
scope for Foreign Ministers to provide assistance as may be required to implement the 
decisions of Leaders. 

15.3.12 The Review Team is well aware of the pressure on the Secretariat to support the large 
number of existing regional meetings.  This issue is dealt with in Section 16.  The Review 
Team considered the workload issues of an additional Ministerial meeting and greater 
engagement with Foreign Ministers carefully before suggesting these initiatives.  The 
Review Team concluded that the suggested role of the Ministers responsible for 
development and planning would, to some extent, shift existing meetings to a different time 
of the year and therefore it need not generate additional work pressures.  More importantly, 
the Review Team sees the priority-setting discipline of this group of Ministers and the 
additional FOC meeting as the keys to making more effective decisions on priority.  It is 
vital that the work programme of the Secretariat and the work programme to implement 
the Pacific Plan are manageable within the resources of the region.  It is also vital that the 
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region’s scarce financial resources are put to the best use to tackle the highest priority areas 
where they can make the biggest impact.  

15.3.13 The recommended approach to strengthening engagement and governance provides a clear 
calendar of meetings and decisions that strongly supports the ability of the Forum to 
consider issues, initiate regional action and make appropriate resource allocation decisions.  
The resulting higher level of political engagement would reinforce the shared values of 
member states and the opportunities for effective regional and sub-regional initiatives.  The 
higher level of engagement should also make it easier to make difficult prioritisation 
decisions. 

16. Management 

16.0.1 There are a range of quite significant management capacity and operational issues that 
emerged from analysis of the operation of the organisation and from feedback from 
members. 

16.1. Focus and relationship with member Governments 

16.1.1 The Secretary General has a very important outward-facing role.  Having said this, there is 
concern by members of the amount of time the Secretary General spends in attending 
international meetings rather than leading the Secretariat and in overseeing the 
implementation of Leaders’ decisions. It is vital that the Secretary General engages with 
member states, representing the organisation and members in international fora, engaging 
with and providing leadership to the CROP agencies.  However, the feedback on 
engagement with members (6.1.3) highlights issues with the way in which this role is 
discharged. 

16.1.2 Equally important, the range of internal operational issues that are discussed below 
(Section 17) suggests that the management team is not adequately focused on internal issues 

The Review Team recommends that: 

14) The Secretary General regularly engage with Foreign Ministers to update 
them on the work of the Secretariat and the progress that is being made with 
programmes and implementing the decisions of Leaders. 

15) The FOC agree to change the rotation of the FOC Chair so that whichever 
member state holds the Forum Chair also holds the FOC Chair. 

16) Leaders agree to the FOC Chair (as advisor to the Forum Chair) attending 
the Leaders’ retreat, to assist with effective governance, continuity of advice 
and implementation of decisions. 

17) The FOC Chair play a more active role in shaping the agendas for meetings 
of the FOC and of Leaders. 

18) The FOC meet at least twice a year, with a pre-Forum meeting of the FOC 
(as is the current practice), and a further meeting to consider the 
Secretariat’s budget and work plan in November or December. 

19) The FOC establish an Audit and Risk sub-committee. 

20) The FOC clarify the financial delegations to the Secretary General and that 
steps be taken to ensure that future decisions in relation to significant non-
regular budget revenue be made by the FOC. 



 

Page 51 

either.  The Review Team found within the Secretariat considerable frustration at the slow 
pace of management decision-making, and note the significant number of corporate 
services initiatives that have not been completed. 

16.2. Management Structure – effective oversight and value 

16.2.1 The current management structure of the Secretariat is shown in Attachment 5. 

16.2.2 For a total staff complement of only 127 the Secretariat has a very hierarchical upper 
management structure, with very few direct reports at the top levels of the organisation.  
The Secretary General has only two direct reports.  Each of the two Deputy Secretaries 
General has only two direct reports.  This structure should in theory provide scope and 
time for the Secretary General and both Deputy Secretaries General to spend a 
considerable amount of time outwardly focused on member states and on representing the 
region.  As is noted above the feedback from members was that they did not see evidence 
of this outward-facing behaviour.  Indeed the Review Team saw evidence of the Deputy 
Secretaries General being involved in quite low-level and detailed management issues.  
Equally, the Review Team saw examples of Programme Directors engaged in quite high-
level representation activities. 

16.2.3 The current Deputy Secretary General roles are both broad and deep.  Deputy Secretaries 
General are required to address the substance of a comprehensive range of policy issues at 
the highest level.  They must be able to engage in the detail of a full range of policy issues 
as well as represent the organisation and the region in a wide range of fora.  Despite the 
quite limited management workload of the Deputy Secretaries it is clear that the sheer 
volume of the work that they are required to oversee limits their ability to contribute 
strategic thinking or to work with member states to develop and drive a more strategic 
agenda.  This fundamentally limits the ability of the organisation to fulfil its intended role. 

16.2.4 The current structure underneath Directors places a heavy management and supervisory 
role on Directors.  There is very little team or management structure underneath Directors, 
other than in Corporate Services.  The Director Economic Governance has 15 roles 
reporting directly to them, including each of the trade offices.  The Director Strategic 
Partnerships and Co-ordination has 13 direct reports, and the Director Political 
Governance and Security has nine. 

16.3. Management Capability and Capacity 

16.3.1 The Secretariat is intended to be a pinnacle body, able to provide quality advice to Leaders, 
able to provide leadership and guidance to national governments, and able to work 
effectively in quite ambiguous and challenging environments.  The Review Team recognises 
that there are a number of very high quality staff at the Secretariat who are well equipped to 
perform at that level.  However, the workload of the organisation, and in particular the 
breadth of the work programme and the number of meetings that are required to make 
progress in any one area, means that the organisation is hard pressed to deliver the quality 
and quantity of work that is expected by member states. 

16.3.2 In the last year the Secretariat facilitated 22 international meetings.  Each of these meetings 
has a clear mandate and purpose and fits within the agreed work programme for the 
Secretariat.  The Review Team saw clear evidence that, due to the sheer volume of 
meetings, the staff of the Secretariat were increasingly focused on the process of facilitating 
meetings and were progressively becoming more and more focused on the procedural 
issues required to run meetings and less and less focused on the substance and relevance of 
the material that was on the agenda.  The Review Team considers that this is substantially a 
workload and capacity issue, but members also raised questions over the capability of the 
organisation to deliver credible, high quality advice and analysis.  Several countries 
commented on the need to contract out substantive work. 
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16.3.3 A related matter is the issue of the nature of the business practices of the organisation in 
relation to policy advice and agendas.  It appears that, within the current business practices 
and workload of the organisation, there is little opportunity for peer review, quality control 
and strategic input into meeting papers and agendas.  For the organisation to consistently 
deliver high quality advice and strategic influence this must be addressed. 

16.3.4 Overall the Review Team has concluded that, given the breadth and size of the current 
work programme, the capability and capacity of the management of the organisation is not 
as strong as is required for the current role of the Secretariat.  Neither will it be adequate 
for the changes in role and emphasis that are recommended. 

16.3.5 It may be possible to focus on a more narrow set of policy objectives.  As is discussed in 
Section 15.3 the only way that the Secretariat would be able to decrease, or refocus its 
workload would be to bring far stronger discipline to the prioritisation of work.  The 
Review Team has noted that there are some programmes that it considers may have fallen 
below the critical mass that is required to make a difference.  Ending these programmes 
would provide some additional scope for higher-quality work on a more focused agenda.  
However, the Forum itself has struggled to meaningfully prioritise work.  In order to focus 
the work programme of the Secretariat it is necessary to make disciplined decisions to stop 
some programmes.  The management of the Secretariat has an important role to play in this 
regard, but it is primarily an issue that member states must address.  The recommendations 
with respect to the role of the FOC and the suggested new meeting of Ministers with 
responsibility for development, priority setting and budgeting are specifically intended to 
assist with prioritising efforts. 

16.4. Staffing, Culture and Performance Management 

16.4.1 The Review Team received feedback relaying concerns over the extent to which the staffing 
of the Secretariat reflects the Forum member states.  The Review Team considers that 
whilst it is important that the Secretariat reflects the nature and diversity of member states, 
the most fundamental requirement is that the staff of the Secretariat have the skills and 
capability to deliver high quality services to members.  It is vital that the Secretariat selects 
on merit and consistently recruits top quality staff.  It is also vital that the Secretariat 
addresses any barriers to being able to attract and recruit the best talent that is available. 

16.4.2 The Review Team saw evidence of quite strong silo behaviour within the Secretariat.  This 
reflects the nature of the programmes, the specific contractual arrangements with staff, the 
management structure, and the current approach of management.  The Review Team 
considers that the management of the Secretariat needs to build a stronger sense of identity 
and a stronger culture of cohesion across the organisation. 

16.4.3 The Review Team was surprised by the way that Secretariat staff described their roles and 
their relationships with member governments.  The Forum is a membership organisation.  
The staff of the Secretariat are engaged to provide services to members.  However, staff did 
not convey to the Review Team a strong ethos of service to members.  In any membership 
organisation it is essential that members feel a sense of ownership and recognise that their 
organisation provides good and responsive service. 

16.4.4 The Review Team also explored the Secretariat’s approach to performance management.  
The Secretariat has a formal and documented performance management system.  The 
Review Team noted a number of concerns over the complexity of the system.  It was also 
noted that the performance expectations of each staff member related entirely to their own 
programme.  The Review Team considers that this approach reinforces the somewhat silo-
based approach within the organisation.  More importantly, both members and staff raised 
concerns over the apparent failure of the Secretariat to deal with poor performance.  There 
is a strong perception from members that the Secretariat deals with poor performance at 
the end of contract by not renewing it, rather than by addressing and resolving it early on.  
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This perception exists despite the actions of the Secretariat to terminate contracts early due 
to poor performance on six occasions since the introduction of the performance 
management system in 2006. 

16.5. Conclusions and Recommendations: Management 

16.5.1 The Review Team sees the Secretariat as the core political and policy organisation within 
the region.  It has an important role to ensure that Leaders receive the best possible advice.  
The Secretariat must have the capability and capacity to achieve this.  The Review Team has 
concluded that the management and leadership of the Secretariat need to be strengthened 
in order for the organisation to achieve its potential.  The Review Team noted the 
recommendation of the Eminent Persons Group to strengthen the Secretariat by 
appointing a second Deputy Secretary General.  The Review Team now considers that the 
high-level policy and engagement capability of the Secretariat needs to be further 
strengthened by increasing the number of roles performing at, or above, the level of the 
current Deputy Secretaries General. 

16.5.2 The change recommended by the Review Team is designed to increase the depth and 
breadth of senior strategic and policy capability within the Secretariat by decreasing the 
breadth and complexity of the most senior roles.  The Review Team recommends that the 
Secretariat moves to a structure that provides for four direct reports to the Secretary 
General.  Three of these roles should be Deputy Secretary roles at the same salary level, or 
higher, than the current Deputy Secretary General positions.  The Deputy Secretaries 
General would oversee the three existing political and policy programme areas within the 
Secretariat – Political Governance and Security, Economic Governance, and Strategic 
Partnerships.  The fourth direct report to the Secretary General is a General Manager to 
oversee Corporate Services.  The Corporate Services role is not proposed at a Deputy 
Secretary General level because it will be internally focused and would not be expected to 
have the international representation responsibilities of the other roles. 

16.5.3 The recommended structure is shown below: 

 
16.5.4 In recommending this change the Review Team is not suggesting that existing Directors 

should simply report to the Secretary General.  Rather the Review Team is seeking the 
opportunity to recruit, or promote, on merit, people with the capability and capacity to act 
at the highest levels of international policy development and relationships with member 
states.  The recommended Deputy Secretary General roles are intentionally less broad than 
the current roles.  As a result, each Deputy Secretary General should be able to provide 
greater depth of policy analysis, have greater time for strategic thinking and contributing to 
the development of the regional agenda, and greater opportunity to represent the 
organisation and the region. 

16.5.5 In addition to changes at the Deputy Secretary General level, the Review Team 
recommends that the Secretariat establish a deeper management structure by establishing 
clear management roles and teams that report to each of the Deputy Secretaries General.  

Secretary General 

Deputy Secretary 
General - Political 
Governance and 

Security 

Deputy Secretary 
General - Economic 

Governance 

Deputy Secretary 
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The Review Team has undertaken initial work on options for this.  That work suggests that 
there is scope to lift the capacity of the organisation by building greater depth of 
management and technical talent in the core areas in which the Secretariat operates.  The 
intended management structure supporting the Deputy Secretaries General is illustrated 
below: 

16.5.6 The Review Team has intentionally not taken this work any further.  The detailed 
organisational design needs to build on a considered analysis if work load and flow.  
Detailed design is also dependent upon the adoption of the recommendations in this 
report.  The Review Team recommends that this detailed work be addressed as part of the 
transition process described below. 

 
16.5.7 The Review Team also sees the need to significantly increase the management focus on 

corporate service issues.  The operational management issues that need to be addressed 
reflect the rapid growth of the organisation and a lack of focus on corporate systems and 
services.  The recommendation to have Corporate Services report directly to the Secretary 
General and be an integral part of the senior management team will substantially address 
this.  However, there will also need to be a cultural shift in the organisation to recognise 
that effective Corporate Services are essential to ensure overall performance of the 
organisation. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

21) The FOC approve initiatives to strengthen the management capability and 
capacity of the Secretariat, including: 

a. a new management structure, including provision for three Deputy 
Secretaries General (Political Governance and Security, Economic 
Governance, and Strategic Partnerships) and a General Manager for 
Corporate Services, all reporting directly to the Secretary General,  

b. ensuring that remuneration for the new Deputy Secretary General 
positions be equivalent to, or at a higher level than, the current 
Deputy Secretary General positions, 

c. ensuring that remuneration for the new position of General Manager 
Corporate Services be equivalent to, or at a higher level than, the 
current Director positions, 

d. consequential changes to reinforce the policy capability of each 
programme, and 

Deputy Secretary 
General 

Manager Team A Manager Team B 

Team B Team A 
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17. Operational Management Issues 

17.0.1 As part of the review the Review Team used a business analyst to work systematically 
through the business systems and processes of the Secretariat.  That process identified that 
over the last few years the Secretariat has made progress on a number of issues.  To its 
credit it has substantially addressed a wide range of issues that were previously raised 
through the external audit process.  The Review Team also found that the Corporate 
Services team has some very good people who are working hard to deliver a good 
foundation for the organisation.  Nevertheless the Review Team found a range of business 
systems and operational management issues that need to be addressed. 

17.0.2 The Review Team wishes to acknowledge that the Secretary General was already aware of a 
number of the issues identified, and intends to address these issues through the 
appointment of a new Corporate Services Director. 

17.0.3 The Review Team also noted that the Corporate Services team has done considerable work 
on a range of proposals to address the issues.  There was frustration from within the team 
over the apparent inability of the management team to make timely decisions on proposals 
– or to effectively implement them. 

17.1. Finance 

17.1.1 The Secretariat’s finance system and financial management is sound.  Over the last five 
years the Secretariat has systematically addressed a range of issues identified in previous 
annual audits.  The finance system produces sound management reporting information and 
the finance team has the ability to produce a wide range of ad hoc information on request. 

17.1.2 The Secretariat manages foreign exchange risk in a conservative way, retaining funds in a 
number of currencies and operating a number of bank accounts.  The organisation has a 
clear system of delegated authority for authorising expenditure and a limited number of 
authorised bank signatories.  The levels of delegated authority for expenditure are 
conservative.  As is noted elsewhere delegations in relation to revenue are unclear and not 
addressed adequately in the Financial Regulations.  Similarly, the delegations relating to 
unbudgeted expenditure are cumbersome – in theory requiring the approval of the Forum 
Chair.  In practice this requirement would be almost impossible to fulfil. 

17.1.3 The weakest part of the financial management system relates to the operation of the 
offshore offices.  These are provided with annual funds and then required to manage and 
account for them independently.  There is limited ability to audit the activity of these 
offices in a cost effective way.  A project is currently underway to integrate the Geneva 
office into the head office financial system. 

17.1.4 The Secretariat has made progress to establish an internal audit function.  The internal audit 
policy was adopted in November of last year and the internal audit programme is scheduled 
to commence this year once the annual external audit is complete. 

17.1.5 A very large amount of staff time is devoted to making travel arrangements.  The volume 
of travel bookings for both Secretariat staff, and for officials attending Secretariat or Forum 
meetings, is substantial.  The Secretariat is investigating options for outsourcing this and for 
securing preferred supplier arrangements.  In practice it will be difficult to progress either 

e. a stronger focus on Corporate Services. 

22) That the detailed design of the organisational structure below Deputy 
Secretaries General be undertaken as part of the transition process. 
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of these initiatives to deliver savings.  The required capability for making travel 
arrangements probably does not exist in Fiji and given the frequent nature of changes to 
travel it would be difficult to do this more remotely.  Equally, for a significant number of 
the routes on which travel is required there is only one operator.  This makes it unlikely that 
a tendered preferred supplier approach would deliver savings. 

17.1.6 Given the value of the budget managed, the Finance Team at the Secretariat is quite large.  
However, there are considerable elements of current business practices that involve manual 
processes.  It would be possible to streamline and automate these to reduce the manual 
workload that is required.  However, the current IT system is not robust enough or well 
developed enough to support that level of automation. 

17.2. Human Resources 

17.2.1 The Secretariat has strong human resources policies and procedures in place and has 
worked over the last few years to develop and implement more modern practices.  There 
are however limitations in terms of the ability of the local market to provide services that 
can assist in human resources practice.  It was evident that there are very limited 
opportunities for in-service training and development of HR staff in Fiji. 

17.2.2 The Secretariat undertakes its recruitment largely in-house.  Use of external recruitment 
expertise is limited.  External people are involved from time to time in appointment panels.  
All vacancies are posted on the Secretariat web site, notified to member states through their 
nominated contact points and advertised in the local media of all members except Australia 
and New Zealand.  Only senior roles are advertised in the major newspapers in Australia 
and New Zealand.  It is not clear whether information provided to member states ever goes 
beyond the focal point and, more broadly, into the labour market of each member. 

17.2.3 The Secretariat’s recruitment practise reflects a rather passive approach to recruitment.  The 
focus on print advertising makes little sense in either the Australian or New Zealand 
markets where there are well-established and cost effective web-based sites that have 
replaced the print media in advertising vacancies.  The existence of these web-based 
advertising portals means that there should be no cost impediment to advertising all 
vacancies in all member states.  The particular nature and seniority of the roles that the 
Secretariat must from time to time recruit and the need to attract people from senior 
positions in Governments is likely to benefit from a more targeted search process in 
addition to advertising.  It is vital that the Secretariat be able to attract and retain the best 
possible talent. 

17.2.4 The Human Resources staff noted challenges in attracting and securing the best candidates 
with the levels of remuneration that the Secretariat was able to offer.  The current 
remuneration framework is based on job-sizing and market comparison based on the 
averaging of remuneration within the Australian, New Zealand and Fiji job markets.  It 
appears that the resulting remuneration appears either very generous, or quite poor, 
depending on which market a candidate comes from.  As a general rule the Secretariat 
engages new recruits at the 80% benchmarked remuneration for the role.  This practice 
places further challenges on the ability to secure the best candidates. 

17.2.5 The current remuneration framework was the result of attempts to harmonise 
remuneration across CROP agencies.  Not all CROP agencies have implemented the 
recommended levels of remuneration – because they could not afford them.  A new 
remuneration system has been developed by a CROP working party.  If implemented this 
new system would put even greater pressure on the salary costs of CROP agencies. 

17.2.6 Secretariat international staff are engaged on three-year contracts.  Generally contracts can 
be renewed for a further three years.  This practice is designed to ensure that there is turn 
over in staffing and to provide an opportunity for people from member states to benefit 
from the range of experiences of working at the Secretariat and bring those skills back to 
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members.  In practice, this rule causes a number of issues.  Generally, it seems that people 
do not serve a full second term if they are reappointed.  It appears that there is considerable 
movement of international staff between regional organisations, rather than between 
member governments and regional organisations.  Lastly, it appears that the rule makes any 
attempts at succession planning or continuity quite difficult.  This is reinforced by the very 
strict way in which the Secretariat applies the six-year rule and the amendments to it that 
the FOC approved in 2009. 

17.2.7 The Secretariat is implementing the Human Resources Information System that was 
developed to meet the needs of all CROP agencies.  This piece of work reflects important 
collaboration between CROP agencies and should be a significant improvement in the 
business systems of the Secretariat. 

17.2.8 The Secretariat operates a corporate-wide performance management system.  The system 
seems to be a complex multi-step process, which appears to reinforce silo behaviour within 
the organisation.  Feedback over dealing with performance issues is noted above. 

17.2.9 The Secretariat undertook staff satisfaction surveys in 2008 and 2009.  Only 10% of staff 
participated in the surveys.  There is a formal process of exit interviews for departing staff, 
but it seems that people are reluctant to be open with their feedback in that process.  It 
would appear that levels of staff satisfaction are not high. 

17.3. Information Technology 

17.3.1 The IT system that supports the operation of the Secretariat is an organically grown system 
that operates on a very meagre budget.  The current IT Team is responsive and capable at a 
technical and operational level, however, there are significant issues with the Secretariat’s IT 
system which need to be urgently addressed.  The current core budget for IT will support 
the current staffing and basic operations.  It is not sufficient to address the underlying 
issues or system development.  Additional funding from Australia has supported the 
development of a video conferencing facility and an ICT audit and review. 

17.3.2 The ICT audit and review will need to drive investment to address the IT issues at the 
Secretariat, however, it is clear to the Review Team that: 

• there is no long term IT strategy for the organisation, 

• procuring and importing the necessary hardware is a challenge, 

• despite the significant travel of key staff, there is no remote access to the system, 
other than for web-based email, 

• the available bandwidth into the organisation places real limits on what it can do – 
there is currently only 8Mb of data available into the system (which is however 
greater and more reliable than can be secured in some member states), 

• the security of the system is poor and during the last year the system was hacked, 

• there is no effective off-site back up of the system or system data, 

• the current capacity of the system places limitations on the ability to automate or 
streamline a number of processes.  This makes it difficult to drive costs out of 
other aspects of corporate services and means that the Secretariat relies on a 
number of manual processes which are costly and introduce the potential for 
error, 

• the core phone system is a VOIP system and appears to work well, 

• there is no mobile phone policy in place and there have been instances of very 
large data roaming costs, 

• there are challenges in finding suitable training for IT staff in Fiji, 
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• despite the recent investment in the video conferencing facility, there is no strategy 
or policy to drive the use of the facility and ensure that the expected savings in 
travel costs are secured, and 

• the core business enterprise systems (finance, payroll, etc.) are not managed by the 
IT department and rely on external support to deal with issues. 

17.4. Information Management 

17.4.1 The Secretariat’s approach to record keeping is sound and effective.  Whilst the Secretariat 
does not have a full electronic document management system it does have an effective 
document scanning and archival process in place and digital records of all key documents 
from 1971 to the present.  The records system has a very effective process in place for 
dealing with both paper and email communications.  However, this approach is 
fundamentally limited by the issues around the security of the IT system and the lack of any 
effective off-site backups.  As with a number of areas of Corporate Services, there is a draft 
Records Management Policy from 2009.  The policy is sound, but it has never been 
adopted. 

17.5. Property Services 

17.5.1 The Secretariat occupies a substantial complex of office buildings and conference facilities 
as well as 11 local residences.  The Secretariat completed development of a five-year plan 
for maintenance of the complex in 2011.  Budget for the first year of the programme has 
been secured, but works are yet to commence. 

17.5.2 The major issues with respect to property that the Secretariat needs to address relate to fire 
and emergency response.  The last evacuation procedure drill was undertaken in 2009.  This 
should be a regular activity.  The fire alarm system in the office complex has begun to fail 
and the Secretariat has been advised to replace it.  There are heat (but not smoke) detectors 
in the office complex, but there are no fire detectors in the residences.  There is no 
sprinkler or fire suppressant system in the complex.  A plan to install individual battery 
powered smoke detectors in the residences seems to have been deferred in preference for a 
comprehensive alarm system – but neither option has been implemented. 

17.6. Risk and Business Continuity 

17.6.1 The fundamental issue that the Secretariat needs to address with urgency is its approach to 
managing risk and the absence of a business continuity plan.  The Secretariat did 
considerable work to develop and adopt a robust Risk Management Policy and Risk 
Management guidelines in 2009.  However, there is little evidence of risk management 
forming part of the Secretariat’s internal control and management arrangements.  This is 
well illustrated by the failure to address business continuity issues.  The Secretariat seems to 
have considered emergency issues with respect to the immediate response to a crisis, but 
has no procedures or plans for what happens immediately after an evacuation. 

17.6.2 The combination of no effective off-site back-up of the IT system and the records of the 
organisation and the absence of a business continuity plan means that the organisation is 
exposed to significant risk.  A major fire or tropical cyclone could significantly compromise 
the ability of the organisation to function. 

17.7. Conclusions and Recommendations: Operational Management 

17.7.1 The operational management issues that the Review Team has identified need to be 
addressed.  The issues with the IT system and business continuity are critical and they 
should be addressed immediately.  The other issues are important and should be built into a 
programme of work and given priority over the next year to resolve. 
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17.7.2 The issues with the IT system must be similar to challenges faced by other organisations 
and foreign missions based in Suva.  The Secretariat seems to have tried to address these 
issues by itself.  However, the Secretariat is a medium-sized organisation and will always 
find it difficult to justify the level of resources required to manage and maintain a state of 
the art, secure and robust IT system.  In due course there may be opportunities to adopt a 
CROP agency-wide shared services approach to IT services.  However, the most logical 
CROP agency partner in Suva would be SPC and at present they are occupied with trying 
to resolve the very complex IT integration issues associated with the merger with SOPAC 
and SPBEA. 

17.7.3 Ensuring that the Secretariat has the people and capacity to fulfil the roles recommended in 
this report will require the organisation to have very good recruitment practices and to be 
able to pay competitive and attractive remuneration.  The Review Team recommends the 
use of external international search expertise to ensure that the Secretariat has access to the 
best pool of talent possible.  The Review Team also supports a flexible approach to the 
remuneration, terms and conditions of the most senior staff in order to be an attractive 
employer as well as the use of external interview panellists.  It is essential that the 
Secretariat is able to attract and retain the best talent possible if it is to fulfil the role 
expected by members. 

18. Transition and Implementation 

18.0.1 Implementing the recommendations of this report will require considerable work by both 
the Secretariat and member states.  A number of the recommendations require the current 
management of the Secretariat to make significant change, including structural changes.  
Structural change has the potential to destabilise the organisation and needs to be dealt with 
carefully and within a reasonable timeframe.  Other changes, like the development of a 
second generation Pacific Plan will be implemented over a longer period of time as part of 
the on-going work of the Secretariat. 

18.0.2 Through the course of the review the Review Team has experienced a very mixed response 
from the staff of the Secretariat.  As would be expected staff responses have included a 
mixture of defensive responses as well as genuine openness to change.  However, the 
senior management team of the organisation has been the most resistant to change.  
Successful implementation of the recommendations of the Review will be dependent upon 
the performance of the senior management.  The Review Team considers that successful 
implementation of the recommendations for change within the management and operation 
of the Secretariat require continuing external support for the organisation. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

23) The Secretary General move immediately to establish effective IT system 
security, off-site back-ups and business continuity plans and procedures. 

24) The Secretary General makes greater use of external international search 
expertise in the recruitment process for senior roles. 

25) The Secretary General ensures that remuneration and terms and conditions 
of employment are sufficient to attract the right calibre of people to the most 
senior staff positions in the Secretariat. 

26) The Secretary General implements a plan that resolves the other identified 
issues with Corporate Services within the next year. 
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18.0.3 It is recommended that a Transition Team be appointed to work with the Secretary General 
and officials to assist with implementing the recommendations of this review.  This 
Transition Team should include change management expertise.  Once decisions on the 
recommendations of this report are made the Transition Team should work with the 
Secretary General to complete an agreed implementation plan.  This plan, and progress on 
delivering it, should be reported to the FOC and Leaders as necessary. 

18.0.4 The Transition Team should comprise three people, and ideally include the FOC Chair.  In 
addition to the FOC Chair, the other people in the Transition Team should have skills in 
change management, human resource management, finance and public management.  It 
would be helpful if one of the Transition Team was based in Fiji and could provide regular 
support and advice through the transition process. 

18.0.5 The intended operating style of the Transition Team is to provide on-call support for the 
Secretary General in the change process and oversight on behalf of the FOC through a 
series of regular meetings that assess progress, issues, road blocks and achievements.  Once 
the Transition Plan is developed, the Transition Team should meet with the Secretary 
General on a bi-monthly basis, or more frequently as may be required.  The Transition 
Team’s work should be completed within two years of decisions in regard to this report.  It 
is also recommended that one member of the Transition Team work with the Secretary 
General on the detail of the Transition Plan, the detailed design of the organisational 
structure, the implementation of the changes to both organisational structure (including the 
recruitment of new senior staff), and changes to business processes.  This role is likely to be 
a substantial (but not full time) commitment for the first year of the transition process.  
Once the new senior appointments have been made this role would significantly diminish 
to become a more on-call external reference, as with the rest of the Transition Team. 

19. Cost of the Recommendations and Change 

19.0.1 The Review Team received clear feedback that member states would find even high-level 
estimates of the cost of the recommendations and change useful.  The Review Team has 
done some work on the cost of the recommendations and the cost of change.  Given the 
necessarily high level nature of the review it is difficult to provide full and reliable cost 
estimates.  The following estimates are indicative and rely heavily on the existing budgeted 
expenditure of the Secretariat. 

19.1. On-going Cost of Recommendations 

19.1.1 A number of the recommendations in this report will result in increased operating costs for 
the Secretariat, or member states, or both.  For instance, the additional FOC meeting and 
the suggested new meeting of Ministers responsible for development and planning will 
both add to the annual costs of the organisation.  Similarly, the recommended changes to 
the structure of the management team will change the cost structure of the organisation.  A 
number of the recommendations in relation to corporate services have the potential to 
reduce costs in the longer-term but will cost money to implement. 

19.1.2 The Review Team has estimated the changes in the cost of the organisation from the 
budget for 2012.  These estimates are indicative high-level estimates.  Detailed costing 

The Review Team recommends that: 

27) The FOC appoint a Transition Team, including a Change Management 
Advisor, to work with the Secretary General to assist with implementation of 
the recommendations of this review. 
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would require further detailed work.  Table 7 shows the estimated cost for the key 
recommendations that will affect the on-going cost structure of the organisation.  The 
suggested additional Ministerial meeting is included for the sake of completeness even 
though it is recommended for consideration as part of the review of the Pacific Plan.  

Table 7: Estimated Changes to Operating Costs 

Recommendation Estimated Cost 
Additional Ministerial Meeting $200,000 
Additional FOC Meeting $110,000 
Audit & Risk Committee $35,000 
New Management Structure $970,000 
IT System Issues Not costed 
Recruitment In Transition costs 
Remuneration, Terms & Conditions In Management costs 
Total $1,315,000 

19.1.3 The cost the additional Ministerial meeting reflects the budgeted cost of FEMM for 2012.  
The cost estimate for the additional FOC meeting reflects the current Secretariat estimated 
cost reflecting existing policy for the payment of travel and per diem costs for one 
representative from capitals.  The cost estimate for the Audit and Risk sub-committee 
reflects the costs for the Forum Regional Security Committee for 2012. 

19.1.4 The estimated additional cost of the proposed new management structure and roles is 
calculated based on the remuneration framework and a possible number of new or changed 
roles as a result of implementing the recommended changes.  These costs are indicative and 
will be substantially influenced by the detailed design of the organisation underneath the 
Deputy Secretary General positions. 

19.1.5 The costs of transition discussed below include costs to support the use of international 
search expertise in the appointment of senior staff through the transition phase.  The 
extent to which this recommendation drives additional costs will then depend upon staff 
turnover at the senior levels of the organisation. 

19.1.6 The Review Team has not been able to estimate the costs of addressing the IT system 
issues identified in the report.  It is noted that current work on the IT strategy will deliver a 
clear and costed development path. 

19.1.7 The potential costs of ensuring that remuneration and terms and conditions of employment 
attract the right calibre of people are, to a large extent, reflected in the additional costs of 
the proposed management team.  That estimate assumes that Deputy Secretaries General 
are all appointed at one step higher on the remuneration framework than the current roles. 

19.1.8 The combined effect of the Review Team’s recommendations will be to increase the annual 
operating costs of the Secretariat by around $1.32m.  This is a 3% increase on the current 
annual expenditure of $39.8m.  The Review Team considers that the likely improvement in 
governance and performance by the Secretariat warrant this additional expenditure. 

19.2. Cost of Transition 

19.2.1 To produce these estimates the Review Team has had to make a number of assumptions.  
The estimates assume a management structure beneath the new Deputy Secretary General 
roles but, as is noted above, that structure will need to be determined through a detailed 
design phase.  Similarly, the Review Team has had to make assumptions over the potential 
cost of redundancy.  The Review Team determined that the most useful estimate for 
members would be of the likely maximum cost of transition.  For this reason the Review 
Team has chosen to use the most conservative assumptions of risk.  For example, where 
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the proposed change has the potential to result in a redundancy due to the appointment of 
an external person the cost estimate includes the estimated cost of redundancy.  If through 
the change process existing staff are appointed this cost of redundancy may not arise.  The 
Review Team has also estimated recruitment and relocation costs for all of the positions 
that were used for the purposes of this estimate.  The estimated recruitment costs reflect 
the charges that are typical for an international executive search for positions based in New 
Zealand. 

19.2.2 The costs of Transition Team (Recommendation 27) include the estimated cost of regular 
engagements with the Secretary General.  They also include the estimated costs of the work 
that will be required to complete the detailed design work for the new management 
structure and a substantial allowance for a change manager to be based at the Secretariat to 
drive the transition work. 

19.2.3 The estimated cost of transition does not include the costs of undertaking the proposed 
review of the Pacific Trade and Invest programme. 

19.2.4 The total estimated cost of transition is $1.92m.  This is broken down in Table 8 below. 

Table 8: Breakdown of Transition Costs 

Transition Cost Element Estimated Cost 
New Management Structure – possible redundancy $965,000 
New Management Structure – recruitment & relocation S740,000 
Transition Team & Change Management $300,000 
Total $2,005,000 

19.3. Funding Transition 

19.3.1 The Review Team has also considered how to fund the cost of change.  The options are to 
seek a one-off contribution from members to meet the cost of change, or to find a way of 
funding the change process from the existing resources of the Secretariat.  Given the clear 
pressure on members to increase funding and the proposed increase in the on-going 
operating cost of the Secretariat, the Review Team concluded that, if at all possible, the 
change should be funded from the existing resources of the Secretariat. 

19.3.2 At the end of the 2011 financial year the Secretariat had unallocated general reserves of 
$6.45m.  These reserves are important because they provide the emergency backstop that is 
needed in an organisation of this type to deal with fluctuations in income and other 
unforeseen risks.  These reserves have been built up over a period of time.  In addition to 
the general reserves, the Secretariat also holds targeted reserves designed to meet its capital 
funding of $6.01m and an exchange translation reserve of $2.87m.  At the end of the 2010 
financial year general reserves were $4.54m and the year before they were $2.58m. 

19.3.3 The estimated costs of transition are $2.00m.  If these costs were fully funded from the 
general reserves of the Secretariat it would still leave reserves of $4.01m, a reduction of 
$0.53m on the previous year. 

19.3.4 Having considered the likely demands on the organisation and size of the general reserves 
the Review Team has concluded that the cost of change could be funded from existing 
unallocated reserves and that this approach would be preferable to calling on additional 
funding from members.  Funding the transition in this way will also create a strong 
incentive to run the transition in a cost effective way. 

The Review Team recommends that: 

28) The costs of transition be met from the Secretariat’s General Fund Reserves. 
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Attachment 1:  Review Terms of Reference 

 
Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat  
Independent Review 
Terms of Reference 
 
1.  Background 

The Pacific Islands Forum 

The Pacific Islands Forum is a political grouping of 16 independent and self-governing states.  

Members are Australia, Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji (suspended), Kiribati, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Republic of Marshal Islands, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu. 

The Forum is the region’s premier political and economic policy organisation. Forum Leaders meet 
annually to develop collective responses to regional issues.  

The Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat 

The Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat is an international organisation established by treaty, enjoying 
legal personality in each of its sixteen member countries. 

The Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS) is based in Suva, Fiji.  The agreement establishing the 
PIFS (2000 – in force – and 2005 – not yet in force) sets out the purpose and functions of the 
PIFS.  In addition Members may give directions to the PIFS on their priorities and work plans 
through the Leaders’ Communiqués and high level ministerial meeting decisions. 

PIFS acts as the Secretariat for Forum-related events, implements decisions by the Leaders, 
facilitates the delivery of development assistance to member states and undertakes the political and 
legal mandates of Forum meetings.  

PIFS is led by the Secretary General (currently Tuiloma Neroni Slade of Samoa) who is directly 
responsible to the Forum Leaders and to the Forum Officials’ Committee (FOC). FOC is the PIFS’ 
governing body comprising representatives from all Forum members.  

PIFS is also mandated to coordinate the implementation of the Pacific Plan for strengthening 
regional cooperation and integration. 

PIFS is funded by contributions from Member governments and development partners with a total 
budget of F$44 million in 2011. 

The Secretary General of the PIFS is the permanent Chair of the Council of Regional 
Organisations in the Pacific (CROP).  

2.  Purpose and Scope of the Review 

This review responds to: 

• A discussion, by Forum Leaders at their meeting in Auckland in September 2011, on the 
need for improved performance by PIFS 

• The 2011 Forum Officials Committee decision to review and strengthen PIFS’ strategic 
planning process including budget, reporting, monitoring and evaluation. 

The review and its recommendations should position PIFS as an effective and efficient Secretariat 
underpinned by a clear mandate, structure, governance model and frameworks for resource 
prioritisation and performance assessment. 

The review will cover all aspects of the PIFS mandate, focus, governance, strategic planning 
operating structure, human and financial resourcing, and operations. 
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3.  Objectives 

To review PIFS’ mandate and make recommendations on: 

• core business; 

• governance and decision-making; 

• organisational structure; 

• strategic planning; 

• priority setting; 

• business practices; 

• financial management; 

• funding from non-members; 

• resourcing, particularly human resources; 

• monitoring and assessment of organisational performance. 

4.  Governance and management 

The review will be led and directed by the Forum Chair. 

The review team will report to a Steering Group comprised of representatives of each of the Forum 
Members, chaired by the current Chair of the FOC, the Marshall Islands.  Steering Group 
representatives not based in Suva will be given funding assistance to allow them to attend Steering 
Group meetings with the review team in Suva. 

The Steering Group will: 

• provide feedback to the Team Leader on the review plan; 

• be consulted by the review team at various points during the review; 

• act as a conduit to reflect Members’ views on the content of the review; 

• provide written comment on the draft report; 

• be presented with the final report. 

The final report will be forwarded to Forum members by the Forum Chair taking into account 
feedback from PIFS, the Steering Group and Members.   

The PIFS and Forum Chair will be responsible for management issues relating to the review. 

5.  Composition of the Review Team 

The review team will comprise three persons.  The team leader will be selected by New Zealand as 
the Forum Chair.  The two other positions will be selected by the Team Leader in consultation with 
PIFS, based on skills and experience. 

The Team Leader will be responsible for all deliverables. The review team will have strong 
professional skills and experience in: 

• institutional reform and change management 

• corporate strategy, operational planning  and financial management 

• organisational performance monitoring 

• Pacific regional political and development issues. 

The review team is responsible for presenting the findings, analysis and any recommendations 
throughout the report. The review team is expected to engage PIFS, Members and other 
stakeholders as appropriate in the preparation of the review report. 
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6.  Outputs and reporting requirements 

The reviewers will produce the following outputs: 

• A review plan for discussion with the Steering Group and PIFS;  

• Verbal debrief with Forum Chair, PIFS and the Steering Group prior to finalising 
draft report. 

• Draft report 

• Final report. 

7.  Approach 

A review plan will be developed by the review team after an initial desk review. 

The review will determine a quality consultation process involving members. 

Additional consultants may be recruited by the Team Leader to provide technical expertise as 
necessary. 

8.  Timeframes and key tasks 

It is expected that this review will begin in December 2011 and be concluded by April 2012. Tasks 
will include: 

• Initial visit to Suva for team members to meet with PIFS and Steering Group and 
finalise review plan 

• Consultations with Members during the review, primarily through meetings with 
the Steering Group representatives in Suva 

• Draft report 

• Presentation of draft report to Steering Group  

• Final report 

9.  Follow-up of review 

The final report may be referred to a special FOC meeting in May.  Depending on the 
recommendations, decisions on outcomes will be taken by FOC or Leaders. 

10.  Funding 

New Zealand will fund the review. 
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Attachment 2:  The Review Team 

Peter Winder is a New Zealander, based in Auckland.  Mr Winder brings a fresh perspective to the 
work of the Forum Secretariat but he is a consultant with considerable experience in the public 
sector.  His past roles include Chief Executive of the Auckland Regional Council (2005-2010), 
Chief Executive of Local Government New Zealand (2000-2003) and General Manager of Industry 
Development with Tourism New Zealand (1995-2000).  Since 2010 Mr Winder has been the 
Director of consultancy firm McGredy Winder & Co.  Mr Winder has undertaken a wide variety of 
consultancy work, including a review of the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and strategy 
development for Land Information New Zealand. 

Kolone Vaai is a Samoan national with extensive experience in the public and private sector policy 
development and management.  Mr. Vaai was chief financial and economic adviser for the 
Government of Samoa as Financial Secretary between 1984 and 1990.  Mr Vaai entered the private 
sector in 1991 and established Kolone Vaai & Associates, which restructured in 1999 to become 
the present KVAConsult Limited, where he is the Principal Consultant and Co-Managing Director.  
Mr Vaai has done a considerable amount of work on a number of regional organizations and has a 
deep understanding of the framework of Pacific organisations. 

Tessie Eria Lambourne is a senior and well-respected government official from Kiribati.  
Ms Lambourne is currently Secretary for Foreign Affairs and Immigration for Kiribati and she has 
a distinguished career with the government of Kiribati.  Ms Lambourne is also a long-standing 
member of the Forum Officials’ Committee and therefore has particular insights into the operation 
of the Secretariat and the way that is operates within the Pacific.  Ms Lambourne also brings to the 
Review Team the perspective of the Smaller Island States. 
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Attachment 3: List of People Consulted by the Review Team 

Steering Committee and Attendees 

HE Amatlain Kabua, Ambassador of the Republic of the Marshall Islands to Fiji, Chair of the 
Steering Committee 

Judith Robinson, Acting Australian High Commissioner to Fiji 
Glen Miles, Acting Australian High Commissioner to Fiji  
Carl Hunter, Director, Pacific Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Cook Islands 
HE Gerson Alik Jackson, Ambassador of the Federated States of Micronesia to Fiji 
HE Reteta Rimon, Kiribati High Commissioner to Fiji 
HE Jarden Kephas, Nauru High Commissioner to Fiji 
Richard Hipa, Secretary of Government, Government of Niue  
Phillip Taula, Acting New Zealand High Commissioner to Fiji 
HE Peter Eafeare, High Commissioner of Papua New Guinea to Fiji 
Lydia Ngnalilish, Chief, Bilateral Affairs, Bureau of Foreign Affairs, Palau 
Jackeo Relang, Policy Advisor, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Republic of the Marshall Islands 
Perina Sila, Deputy Chief Executive, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Samoa 
Jeremiah Manele, Supervising Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Solomon Islands 
Joy Kere, Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Solomon Islands 
HE Patterson Oti, Solomon Islands High Commissioner to Fiji  
Tatafu Moeaki, Secretary, Ministry for Commerce, Labour and Industries, Tonga 
Sundma Simati, First Secretary, Tuvalu High Commission, Suva 
Panapasi Nelesone, Secretary to Government, Tuvalu 
Simeon M. Athy, Director General of the Prime Minister’s Office, Vanuatu 
 
Australia 

Hon Richard Marles MP, Parliamentary Secretary for Pacific Island Affairs and Foreign Affairs 
Jennifer Rawson, First Assistant Secretary, Pacific Division, Department of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade 
Andrew Goledzinowski, Assistant Secretary, Pacific Regional and New Zealand Branch, 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Sophia McIntyre, Director, Pacific Regional Section, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Michael Dean, Director, PACER Plus Section, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Les Humphries, Executive Officer, Pacific Regional Section, Department of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade 
James Batley, Deputy Director General, AusAid  
Bill Costello, Assistant Director General, Pacific Division, AusAID 
Sue Connell, Assistant Director General, Pacific Bilateral Branch, AusAID 
Fiona McKerow, Director, Climate Change, DDR, Small Island States and Regionalism, AusAID 
Skye Milchman, Policy Officer, Pacific Regional Organisations, AusAID 
Richard Wood, Senior Advisor, Macroeconomic Group, Department of Treasury 
Sharon Trucki, Analyst, Macroeconomic Group, Department of Treasury 
Richard Johnson, Acting Assistant Secretary, International Division, Department of Prime Minister 

and Cabinet 
 
Cook Islands 

The Government of the Cook Islands advised that its views would be expressed through its 
representative on the Steering Committee 

 
Federated States of Micronesia  

HE Emanuel Mori, President 
Samson Pretrick, Deputy Secretary of Foreign Affairs 
Gillian Donne, Assistant Director, Division of Overseas Development Assistance 
Dr Rufino Mauricio, Secretary of Education 
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Francis Itimai, Secretary of Transportation, Communication and Infrastructure 
Marion Henry, Secretary, Department of Resources and Development 
Steven George, Acting Secretary, Department of Justice 
Shanty Sigrah, Assistant Secretary, Pacific Affairs  
 
Fiji 

The Secretary of Foreign Affairs was invited to meet with a member of the Review Team but 
declined 

 
Kiribati 

Tessie Eria Lambourne, Secretary for Foreign Affairs and Immigration 
 
Nauru 

Michael Aroi, Director of Regional Affairs, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Chitra Jeremiah, Consul-General, Brisbane 
 
New Zealand 

Hon Murray McCully, Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Amanda Ellis, Deputy Secretary, International Aid and Development Programme, Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Llewellyn Roberts, Head of Regional Unit, Pacific Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Alison Carlin, Development Manager, International Aid and Development Programme, Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Moana Pegg, Senior Policy Analyst, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
 
Niue 

Richard Hipa, Secretary of Government 
HE O'love Jacobsen, High Commissioner to New Zealand 
 
Republic of Palau 

HE Johnson Toribiong, President of the Republic of Palau 
Isaac Soaladaob, Chief of Staff, Office of the President 
Risong Tarkong, Special Assistant to President, Office of the President 
Jeffrey Antol, Director of Foreign Affairs, Forum Officials Representative 
Gustav Aitaro, Director of International Trade and Technical Assistance 
Emery Wenty, Director of Education 
Dr Stevenson Kuartei, Minister of Health 
 
Papua New Guinea 

Kapi Maro, Director General, Economic and Development Cooperation Division, Department of 
Foreign Affairs and Trade 

Frank Mizigi, Director, Development Cooperation Branch, Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade 

Yu Minimbi, Director, Pacific, Australia and New Zealand Branch, Department of Foreign Affairs 
and Trade 

Reichert Thanda, First Assistant Secretary, Department of National Planning and Monitoring 
Dr Vele Pat Ila’ava, Secretary, Department of Agriculture and Livestock 
Leonard Cranfield, Executive Manager, Mineral Resources Authority 
 
Republic of the Marshall Islands 

Kino Kabua, Secretary of Foreign Affairs 
Casten Nemra, Chief Secretary 
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Alfred Alfred Jr, Secretary of Finance 
Kayo Yamaguchi-kotton, Assistant Secretary 
Boris Anni, Assistant Secretary 
Thomas Kijiner Jr, Secretary of Resources and Development 
Justina Langidrik, Secretary of Health 
Glen Joseph, Director, Marshall Islands Marine Resources Authority 
Junior Patrick, Auditor-General (represented by the Assistant Auditor General) 
Gary Ueno, Secretary of Education 
Yumiko Crisostomo, Director, Office of Environmental Planning and Policy Coordination 
Wallace Peter, Acting Secretary of Internal Affairs 
Molly Helkena, Assistant Secretary 
Abecca Anjain 
Phil Philippo, Secretary of Transportation and Communications 
Carl Alik, Assistant Secretary of Transportation and Communications 
Rommel Natividad, Ministry of Transportation and Communications 
 
Samoa 

Hon Tuila'epa Lupesoli'ai Sa'ilele Malielegaoi, Prime Minister 
Aiono Mose Su'a, Chief Executive Officer of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
Fa'alava'au Perina Sila, Deputy Chief Executive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
 
Solomon Islands 

Hon Gordon Darcy Lilo, Prime Minister 
Hon Rick Hou, Minister for Finance and Treasury 
Cornelius Walegerea, Chief Planning Officer, Aid Coordination Division, Ministry of Development 

Planning and Aid Coordination 
HE Patterson Oti, Solomon Islands High Commissioner-Designate to Fiji, Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and External Trade 
Fiona Indu, Assistant Secretary, Pacific Desk, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and External Trade 
 
Tonga 

Hon. Samiu Vaipulu, Acting Prime Minister 
Busby Kautoke, Chief Secretary 
Mahe Tupounia, Secretary for Foreign Affairs 
Tatafu Moeaki, Chief Executive Officer for the Ministry of Labour, Commerce and Industries 
 
Tuvalu 

Pusinelli Laafai, Secretary for Home Affairs 
Iete Avanitele, Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources 
Moe Saitala, Acting Multilateral Affairs Officer, Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 
Vanuatu 

Jean Sese, Director General, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and External Trade 
Marokon Alilee, Director General, Ministry of Trade, Commerce, Industry and Tourism 
Pioni Willie, Senior Policy Analyst, Department of Strategic Planning and Aid Co-ordination 
Flora Bani, Principal Programmer, Aid Co-ordination and Negotiation Unit, Department of 

Strategic Planning and Aid Co-ordination 
 
CROP Agencies 

Dr Jimmy Rogers, Director General SPC 
David Sheppard, Director of SPREP 
Kosi Latu, Deputy Director of SPREP 
Professor Rajesh Chandra, Vice Chancellor, University of the South Pacific 



 

Page 70 

Jaindra K. Karan, Director, Development Marketing and Communications, University of the South 
Pacific 

Sunil Kumar, Acting Head of the School of Economics, University of the South Pacific 
Arvind Patel, Head of Accounting and Finance, University of the South Pacific 
Professor Ian Rouse, Dean of the College of Medicine, Nursing and Health Sciences, Fiji National 

University 
Andrew D. Daka, Executive Director, Pacific Power Association 
Su’a N.F. Tanielu, Director General, Forum Fisheries Agency 
  
Development Partners 

Adrian H. Ruthenberg, Regional Director Pacific Subregional Office, Asian Development Bank 
Dr Abdoul-Aziz Mbaye, Ambassador, Head of Delegation, Delegation of the European Union to 

the Pacific 
Annick Villarosa, First Secretary, Regional Integration, Natural Resources and Environment, 

Delegation of the European Union to the Pacific 
Fiona Ramsey, Second Secretary, Social Sectors, Delegation of the European Union to the Pacific 
Adam Janssen, Second Secretary, Politics Trade and Media, Delegation of the European Union to 

the Pacific,  
Malcolm Ponton, Attache, Regional Integration, Natural Resources and Environment, Delegation 

of the European Union to the Pacific 
Takeshi Tanabe, Counsellor and Deputy Head of Mission, Embassy of Japan in Fiji 
HE Huang Yong, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the People’s Republic of 

China to the Republic of Fiji 
Li Lihong, Director Political Section, Embassy of the People’s Republic of China in the Republic of 

Fiji  
Iosefa Maiava, UN ESCAP, Suva 
Knut Ostby, UN/UNDP, Suva 
Thomas Shanahan, UNDP Pacific Centre, Suva 
Temo Wagamvalu, World Health Organisation, Suva 
Jung Rin Kim, OHCHR, Suva 
Mereseini Bower, UNDP Poverty Team, Suva 
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Attachment 4: Possible Charter for the Audit and Risk sub-committee 

1. Organisation 

1.1 The Audit and Risk sub-committee is a sub-committee of the Forum Officials’ Committee 
(FOC).  The sub-committee shall be comprised of at least xxx representatives of member 
states.  Members of the sub-committee shall be suitably qualified and at least xxx shall have 
accounting or related financial management expertise. 

1.2 The FOC shall appoint the members and Chair of the sub-committee. 

2. Meetings 

2.1 Meetings of the sub-committee shall be held at the discretion of the sub-committee Chair 
or if requested by any sub-committee member, the FOC Chair, the Secretary General, the 
external auditor or the internal auditor.  The sub-committee shall meet at least three times 
a year and two other those meetings will be associated with the meetings of the FOC. 

2.2 A quorum shall be xxx members. 

2.3 Minutes of each meeting shall be taken and confirmed at the following meeting. 

2.4 The sub-committee shall have in attendance such representatives of management, internal 
and external audit and others, as it may deem necessary to provide appropriate information 
or explanation. 

2.5 Any nominated country representative to the FOC who is not a member of the sub-
committee shall also be able to attend meetings of the sub-committee. 

2.6 The Secretary General, General Manager Corporate Services, Team Leader Finance, and 
Internal Audit Manager will attend sub-committee meetings. 

3. Purpose 

3.1 The sub-committee shall provide assistance to the FOC in fulfilling its responsibility to 
member states, relating to accounting, risk management process, reporting practices, the 
quality and integrity of externally published financial and performance reports of the 
Secretariat and the quality and integrity of the draft budget. 

3.2 The external and internal auditors have direct access to the Chair of the sub-committee 
with respect to issues where they consider it is appropriate to do so. 

4. Access and Authority 

4.1 The sub-committee shall have all necessary access to, and the authority of the FOC to 
seek, any information it requires from any employee to fulfil its functions, duties and 
responsibilities.  All employees will be directed to co-operate with any request made by the 
sub-committee. 

4.2 The sub-committee shall have the authority of the FOC to obtain independent 
professional advice and expertise if it considers this necessary. 

4.3 The Audit and Risk sub-committee provides oversight in five distinct areas: 

 governance; 

 financial and performance reporting; 

 audit functions; 

 internal control and risk management assurance; 

 budgeting and planning; and 

 such other responsibilities as the FOC considers appropriate. 
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4.3.1 Governance 

In carrying out its responsibilities, the Audit and Risk sub-committee will: 

4.3.1(i) Obtain the FOC’s approval of this charter and annually review and reassess 
this charter as conditions dictate. 

4.3.1(ii) Appoint and review as necessary the external auditor. 

4.3.1(iii) Provide an opportunity for the internal and external auditors to meet with 
members of the sub-committee without members of management present.  
Among the items to be discussed in these meetings are the external auditors’ 
evaluation of the Secretariat’s accounting personnel, and the cooperation that 
the external auditors received during the course of the audit. 

4.3.1(iv) Submit the minutes of all meetings of the sub-committee to the FOC and 
report to the next FOC meeting the outcomes of the sub-committee meeting. 

4.3.1(v) Investigate any matter brought to its attention within the scope of its duties, 
with the power to retain outside counsel for this purpose if, in its judgment, 
that is appropriate. 

4.3.1(vi) Unless otherwise directed by the FOC, or identified in this charter, the sub-
committee will have no executive powers in regard to its findings and 
recommendations. 

4.3.2 Financial Reporting 

In carrying out these responsibilities, the sub-committee will: 

4.3.2(i) Review the financial statements contained in the annual report to member 
states with management and the external auditors to determine that the 
external auditors are satisfied with the disclosure and content of the financial 
statements to be presented to members. 

4.3.2(ii) Review any other financial information to be reported to the member states, 
as required. 

4.3.2(iii) Review with management and the external auditors the results of their 
analysis of significant financial reporting issues and practices, including 
changes in, or adoption of, accounting principles and disclosure practices, and 
discuss any other matters communicated to the sub-committee by the 
auditors. 

4.3.2(iv) Consider, in consultation with management, whether all taxation obligations 
have been adequately and appropriately discharged. 

4.3.2(iv) Review with management and the external auditors their judgments about the 
quality, not just acceptability, of accounting principles and the clarity of the 
financial disclosure practices used or proposed to be used, and particularly, 
the degree of aggressiveness or conservatism of the Secretariat’s accounting 
principles and underlying estimates, and other significant decisions made in 
preparing the financial statements. 

4.3.3 Non Financial Reporting 

The sub-committee’s responsibilities with regard to non-financial data published in the 
annual report shall be discharged by:  

4.3.3(i) reviewing key non-financial data contained in the annual report with 
management and the external auditors to satisfy itself as to the reasonableness 
of that information; 

4.3.3(ii) considering the results of any external assurance provider’s work to confirm 
that the Secretariat has good systems to record key non-financial data; and 
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4.3.3(iii) reviewing any recommendations made by external assurance providers on 
internal controls to ensure the completeness and accuracy of the key non-
financial data. 

4.3.4 Audit Functions 

In carrying out these responsibilities, the sub-committee will: 

4.3.4(i) meet with the external auditors and management of the Secretariat to review 
the scope of the proposed audit; 

4.3.4(ii) review the procedures to be utilised; 

4.3.4(iii) review the adequacy of the external auditors’ compensation; 

4.3.4(iv) review any reports received from regulators and other legal and regulatory 
bodies for matters that may have a material effect on the financial statements 
or related compliance policies; 

4.3.4(v) review the internal audit function of the Secretariat including the 
independence and authority of its reporting obligations, the proposed audit 
plan for the coming year and the coordination of such plan with the external 
auditors; 

4.3.4(vi) receive a summary of findings from completed internal audits and a progress 
report on the internal audit plan, with explanations for any deviations from 
the original plan; 

4.3.4(vii) report the results of the annual audit to the FOC; 

4.3.4(viii) review the nature and scope of other professional services provided to the 
Secretariat by the external auditors and consider the relationship to the 
auditors’ independence; 

4.3.4(ix) ask management, the internal auditor and the external auditors for 
information on significant risks or exposures, and assess the steps 
management have taken to minimise these risks; 

4.3.4(x) review policies and procedures for management expense accounts and other 
benefits, including the use of corporate assets.  Consider the results of any 
relevant review by internal audit; and 

4.3.4(xi) review legal and regulatory matters that affect the financial statements and 
related Secretariat policies. 

Management shall be responsible for drawing the sub-committee’s immediate attention to 
any material matter that relates to the financial condition of the Secretariat, any material 
breakdown in internal controls, any material event of fraud or malpractice, and any 
significant item of legislative non-compliance. 

4.3.5 Enterprise Risk Management Assurance 

The sub-committee will consider the effectiveness of the strategies employed and work 
undertaken by management which provide assurance that: 

•  all material risks have been identified; 

•  enterprise risks have been accurately analysed and evaluated; 

•  key controls exist and are effective; and 

•  enterprise risks are being properly managed. 
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4.3.6 Internal Control 

In carrying out these responsibilities, the sub-committee will: 

4.3.6(i) Assess the effectiveness of the system of internal control having regard, in 
particular, to any significant failings or weaknesses in internal control that 
have been reported. 

4.3.6(ii) Consider whether necessary actions are being taken promptly to remedy any 
significant failings or weaknesses. 

4.3.6(iii) Consider whether the findings indicate a need for more extensive monitoring 
of the system of internal control. 

4.3.7 Budgeting and Planning 

In carrying out these responsibilities, the sub-committee will: 

4.3.7(i) Review the key assumptions and financial estimates used to prepare the draft 
budget for the FOC to consider. 

4.3.7(ii) Provide advice to the FOC before it considers the draft budget for the 
following year on the appropriateness and rigor of the assumptions and 
financial estimates used to prepare the draft budget and any significant risks 
reflected in the draft budget. 

4.3.8 Other Responsibilities 

4.3.8(i) The sub-committee may be assigned any such other responsibilities as the 
FOC considers appropriate.  
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Attachment 5: Current Management Structure of the Secretariat 
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Security 

Regional Security 
Adviser 

Ioane Alama 

Law Enforcement  
Capacity Dev. 

Officer 
Steven Francis 

Admin Assistant  
(Political Security) 

Grace Chung  

Law Enforcement 
Secondment Officer 

Vacant 

UNODC 
Legal Expert 

Sainivalati Navoti 

Legal Drafting  
Officer 

Vacant 

Forum Rep to  
Solomon Islands 
Sakiusa Rabuka 

Regional  
Governance 

Adviser 
Henry Ivarature 

Human Rights 
Adviser 

Filipo Masaurua 

Young Professional 
(Political Issues) 

Katrina Ma’u 

UNDP Conflict  
Prevention Adviser 
Cameron Noble 

Partner and  
Stakeholder Relations 

Programme  
Imp. Officer  

Vuki Buadromo 

Technical 
Officer (RAO) 

Vacant 

Reg & Internat’l 
Issues  Adviser 

Coral Pasisi 

Div  
Assistant 
Alumita  

Masitabua 

SIS Prog.Officer 
Fakavae Taomia 

Media Officer 
Johnson  
Honimae 

 
Admin  

Assistant 
Policy  

Coordination 
Nanise Taufa 

  

Social Policy 

Social Policy 
Adviser 

Filipe Jitoko 

Research 
Assistant - 

Dev  
Cooperation 

Eferomo 
 Kubunavanua 

Development 
Coop. Adviser 

Alfred  
Schuster 

Pacific Plan 

Pacific Plan 
Executive Officer 
Alexander Knox 

 
Programme 

Assistant 
Rosi Banuve 

 

 
Communications 

Officer 
Mue Bentley 

Fisher 
 

 
Programme 

Assistant 
Sala  

Vuiyasawa 
 

Disability  
Coordination Off. 

Fred Miller 

SIS Desk Officer  
Tuvalu 

Pedro Motolu 

SIS Desk Officer  
Cook Islands 

Maryann Nixon 

SIS Desk Officer  
Niue 

Vacant 

SIS Desk Officer  
Kiribati 

David Teaabo 

SIS Desk Officer  
Republic of Marshall Is. 

Joseph Tibon 

SIS Desk Officer  
Palau 

Holly Yamada 

SIS Desk Officer  
Nauru 

Michael Aroi 

Gender Issues 
Research Officer 

Joanne  
Kunatuba 

Director 
Strategic Partnerships 

and Coordination 
Su’a Kevin Thomsen 

Support to SIS Public Affairs Issues 

Pacific Plan  
Desk Officer  

Moana Matariki 

Reg Planning  
Adviser  (CC) 

Charmina  Saili 

MDG Regional 
Adviser 

Resina Katafono 

Project Manager 
PEC Fund 

Jonathan Mitchell 

 
Admin 

Assistant 
Cairns  

Compact 
Vacant 

  

 
Technical Officer 

PEC Fund 
Leonaitasi Taukafa 

  

 
Prog  

Assistant 
PEC Fund 

Vacant 
  

Secretary 
Sonja Shankar 

 
YP 

Strategic 
Partnerships 

Manoa 
Tupou 

  

 
NSA Liaison  

Officer 
David Hesaie 

 
  

Natural Resource 
Adviser 

Willy Morrell 

Climate Change 
Coordination Officer 

Exsley   
Taloiburi 

 
Research  
Assistant 

- DC 
Laisiasa 

Merumeru 
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Director 
Corporate Services 

Vacant 

Team Leader 
HR & Admin 

Lusi Tuivanuavou 

Conference & 
Protocol Officer 

Mele Utoikomanu 

Conference & 
Protocol Assistant 

Vasiti Babitu 

HR Coordinator 
Ledua Naivalurua 

Admin Assistant 
Michelle Takayawa 

Team Leader 
IT 

Timoci Tuisawau 

IT Network 
Coordinator  

Iowane Naisara 

IT Support 
Coordinator 
Artik  Lal 

Acting DCS- 
Team Leader 

Financial Services 
Gibson Wekina 

Financial 
Accountant 

Vacant 

Finance Assistant 
Creditors  
Vacant 

Finance Assistant 
Purchasing 

Francis Vosanibola 

Finance Assistant 
Travel 
Joana  

Koroirokotuibau 

Finance Assistant 
Payroll  

Pratik Kumar 

Information Management 
Coordinator - Library 

Kesa Vilsoni 

Information Management 
Coordinator - Records 

Ateca Tora 

Team Leader 
Property Services 
Sailosi Uaniceva 

Housekeeping Astnt 
Laisa Lutu 

Housekeeping Astnt 
Lusi Young 

Maintenance 
Assistant 

Veremo Elder 

Maintenance 
Assistant 

Iosefo Vulaca 

Maintenance 
Assistant 

Luke Delana 

Corporate Legal  
Officer 
Vacant 

Finance Clerk 
Makelesi Tunisau Driver 

Peni Ratuqalovi 
Helpdesk Assistant 
Alice Vanualailai 

Management  
Accountant 

Richard Alu 

Part Time Admin 
Assistant 

Danielle Mallam 

Building & Maintenance 
Coordinator 

Ananaiasa Radrodro 

Grounds & Services 
Coordinator 

Ashwin Permal 

Housekeeping Astnt 
Nanise Tubuwaiwai 

IM Assistant 
Kaveena Goundar 

IM Support 
Kelera  Drauvaki 

Young Professional 
Finance 

Onassis Dame 

Project 
Accountant 
Rama Va’a 

Special Project  
Officer 

Sakiasi Ditoka 
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Attachment 6:  Glossary of Terms and Abbreviations 

ACP African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States 
ADB Asian Development Bank 
AusAID Australian Agency for International Development 
CNMI Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 
CROP Council of Regional Organisations of the Pacific 
DSG Deputy Secretary General 
EU European Union 
FEMM Forum Economic Ministers’ Meeting  
FJ$ Fiji Dollar 
FOC Forum Officials’ Committee 
FRSC Forum Regional Security Committee 
HR Human Resources 
ICT Information and Communications Technology  
IT Information Technology  
JICA Japan International Co-operation Agency 
LDC Least Developed Country 
MDG Millennium Development Goal 
NGO Non Governmental Organisation 
OCTA Office of the Chief Trade Advisor 
PACER Pacific Agreement on Closer Economic Relations 
PALM 5 5th Pacific Islands Leaders Meeting 
PEC Fund Pacific Environment Community Fund 
PICTA Pacific Island Countries Trade Agreement 
PIF Pacific Islands Forum 
PIFS Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat 
PPAC Pacific Plan Action Committee 
PRC People’s Republic of China 
PT&I  Pacific Trade and Invest 
RAMSI Regional Assistance Mission to the Solomon Islands 
RAO Regional Authorising Officer for the European Union 
RIF Regional Institutional Framework 
RMI Republic of the Marshall Islands 
ROC Taiwan/Republic of China 
SIS Smaller Island States 
SG Secretary General 
SOPAC  Pacific Islands Applied GeoScience Commission 
SPBEA Secretariat of the Pacific Board for Educational Assessment 
SPC Secretariat of the Pacific Community 
SPREP Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme 
UN United Nations 
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
UN ESCAP United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific 
WB World Bank 
WCPFC Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 
WTO World Trade Organisation 


