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Representative of Kiribati, Ms Teboranga Tioti, as
Chair and the Representative of Tokelau, Mr
Jovilisi Suveinakama, as Vice‐Chair.

INTRODUCTION
1.
The 20th SPREP Meeting (20SM) was
convened in Apia, Samoa from 17 to 20 November,
2009. Representatives of the following SPREP
countries and territories attended: American
Samoa, Australia, Cook Islands, Federated States of
Micronesia, Fiji, France, French Polynesia, Kiribati,
Republic of the Marshall Islands, New Caledonia,
New Zealand, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea,
Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tokelau, Tonga, Tuvalu
and United Sates of America. Observers from a
range of regional, international and non‐
governmental organizations (NGOs) also attended.
A list of participants is attached as Annex I.

5.

The outgoing Chair thanked the Members

for their cooperation and support during the last
year.

AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF AGENDA
AND WORKING PROCEDURES
6.
The Secretariat confirmed that agenda
items 8.3 and 9.2.9 had been removed from the
provisional agenda previously circulated.
7.
In response to a request from the
Representative of Niue, the Secretariat confirmed
that it would organise time during the meeting for
delegates to visit the tsunami affected area.

OPENING CEREMONY
2.
The Meeting was officially opened by the
Honourable Faumuina Tiatia Liuga, Minister of
Natural Resources and Environment of the
Government of Samoa. Reverend Dr. Fa’afetai Fata
blessed the meeting with a prayer and the SPREP
Director, Mr David Sheppard, made some
welcoming remarks. Entertainment was provided
by the EFKS Vini Fou Choir and the Apia Harvest
Centre Choir. Copies of the Director’s and the
Minister’s speeches are attached as Annex II.

The Meeting adopted the Revised Agenda
8.
(contained in Annex III) and its proposed hours and
programme of work.
9.
The Meeting also appointed an open‐
ended Report Drafting Committee comprising of a
core group of Fiji, France, New Zealand, Niue and
the United States of America with the Vice‐Chair
(Tokelau) chairing the Committee.

AGENDA ITEM 4:
ACTION TAKEN ON
MATTERS ARISING FROM NINETEENTH
SPREP MEETING

AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING PRAYER
3.
The current Chair of the SPREP Meeting,
Federated States of Micronesia, represented by Mr
Andrew Yatilman, called the meeting to order and
welcomed delegates. The meeting was opened
with a short prayer by the delegate of the Cook
Islands, Mr Vaitoti Tupa.

10.
The SPREP Director, Mr David Sheppard,
thanked the outgoing Chair for his leadership
during the previous year, congratulated the
incoming Chair on her appointment, and
expressed his appreciation to the Deputy Director
and the SPREP team for the meeting preparations.

AGENDA ITEM 2:
APPOINTMENT OF
CHAIR AND VICE‐CHAIR

11.
The Representative of Tokelau advised
the Meeting that on 21 October Tokelau had
formally adopted its new flag and he presented
the new flag to the Meeting for acknowledgement.

4.
The Meeting, in accordance with the
SPREP Meeting Rules of Procedures, confirmed the
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17.
The delegates of American Samoa, Cook
Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati,
Niue, Papua New Guinea, Tokelau, Tonga and
Tuvalu thanked the Director for his comprehensive
report. Delegates acknowledged the work of the
SPREP staff and the leadership of Mr Kosi Latu,
who served as Acting Director during 2009. It was
suggested that more subsidiary awareness
publications such as a calendar be considered to
help communicate to donors, stakeholders and the
general public, the significant amount of work
being done by SPREP rather than relying merely on
the Annual Report itself.

12.
The Secretariat then reported on actions
taken on decisions of the 19th SPREP Meeting
(19SM). In making this presentation, the
Secretariat explained that a number of items in the
report would be further addressed in separate
agenda items.
13.
The Secretariat made note of the Pacific
Adaptation to Climate Change Project (PACC)
which was currently being implemented in 13
member countries. All countries had now signed
MOUs with the Secretariat enabling distribution of
funds to countries. While there had been some
initial challenges in establishing project

18.
The Director also acknowledged the work
of the Deputy Director, and noted that this would
be reflected in the 2009 Annual Report.

coordination units, the Secretariat advised that
this project was well on track.

19.
The representative of PNG recommended
that SPREP coordinate the sharing of successes
and lessons learnt from various GEF‐funded
marine projects in the region and invited SPREP to
be part of the Pacific Coral Triangle Initiative (CTI).
The representative also invited other countries to
participate in the CTI programme.

14.
The Meeting noted the paper and actions
taken by the Secretariat on the decisions of the
19SM.

AGENDA ITEM 5:
5.1

2008 OVERVIEW

20.
The representative of Kiribati indicated to
the Chair that Kiribati had minor comments on the
2008 Annual Report and in the interest of time,
the representative asked to submit comments
directly to the Secretariat. Kiribati’s written
comments on the Report, together with requests
for follow up on 2008 activities, were noted by the
Secretariat and would be addressed in the course
of its 2010 work plan.

Presentation of the Director’s
Annual Report for 2008 and
Overview of progress since the
Nineteenth SPREP meeting

15.
The Director tabled the Annual Report for
2008 and presented his overview of progress since
the 19SM. He advised that the Annual Report was
available in both official languages of SPREP. The
Director acknowledged the work of the former
Director of SPREP, Mr Asterio Takesy, and of the
2008 staff. He highlighted the need to celebrate
successes and positive outcomes of 2008,
mentioned key examples of practical SPREP
assistance to its Members, for example the PACC
project, emphasised climate change as the key
issue for the region and noted that the way
forward for the organisation was to consolidate
this extensive work.
16.
The Director’s full annual
presentation is attached as Annex IV.

21.
The
representative
of
Tuvalu
acknowledged the efforts and contribution of the
Secretariat to the special needs of Small Island
States (SIS) and highlighted the need for the
Secretariat to also build its capacity by recruiting
new personnel.
22.
The representative of Tokelau highlighted
the Secretariat’s need to not only consolidate but
also to tailor assistance to countries such as
Tokelau, which were still making initial progress.
He suggested that for such countries, it would be
beneficial to have SPREP’s assistance in

report
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coordinating access to successes and lessons
learned in issues such as coastal management and
reef
management
through
south‐south
cooperation.

28.
The representative of American Samoa
noted the issue of lower participation of some of
the smaller island states. He added that in
American Samoa several different US federal
agencies were responsible for working on
environmental issues.

23.
The Chair noted the consensus for the
Annual Report to be adopted and thanked the
Director and his team for the excellent work
provided.

29.
Samoa referred to the output relating to
strengthening national meteorological and
climatological capacity noting that the only new
funding for the project was minimal (0.5 million
euro). He stressed that additional human
resources were needed to enable this area to
function well. The Samoa delegate acknowledged
the USA for its contribution to this area and asked
for an update on an earlier suggestion that
Australia would fund an additional meteorological
officer position.

24.
The Meeting adopted the 2008 Annual
Report.

5.2

Performance Monitoring and
Evaluation Report (PMER) on the
2008 Work Programme and Budget

25.
In accordance with the SPREP Meeting
Rules of Procedure, the Secretariat presented its
internal Performance Monitoring and Evaluation
Report (PMER) for 2008, explaining that the PMER
provides a tool for the Executive and Management
to identify emerging issues and challenges and to
make adjustments in its work programme as
needed. It was also noted that cross‐cutting areas
of communications, education and capacity
building had been integrated into the thematic
areas and the various activities under these areas
had not been reflected separately. Details of all
areas of work were available in the PMER report.

30.
The delegate of Niue commended the
Secretariat for assistance provided in National
Capacity Self Assessments, on climate change
policy, National Strategic Action Plans and
Environmental
Impact
Assessment
(EIA)
regulation. He also registered Niue’s interest in
participating in the Critical Ecosystem Partnership
Fund (CEPF), Ramsar, the CBD Programme of Work
on Protected Areas and review of Niue’s National
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan. The Niue
delegate also advised Members of the country
support programme for multilateral environmental
agreements (MEAs) and noted that Members had
not yet accessed these funds. He suggested that
SPREP may be able to assist countries to access
these funds.

26.
The delegates of American Samoa, Cook
Islands, Fiji, France, French Polynesia, Samoa, New
Caledonia, Niue and Kiribati thanked and
congratulated the Secretariat on its work over the
previous year and noted, with approval, the
provision of detailed information, particularly the
inclusion of useful graphs.

31.
The delegate of French Polynesia echoed
earlier comments regarding the quality of the
report. He hoped that the diagrams showing,
among other things, the involvement of territories
in SPREP activities, would be made available to
Member States. He acknowledged that the
participation of territories had been low but added
that French Polynesia had been participating in
several regional marine conservation activities. He
added that French Polynesia was currently hosting
the region’s first marine protected area (MPA)
conference, which reflected its involvement in the
region.

27.
The representative of France thanked the
Secretariat for its excellent outline of the decisions
of the 19th SPREP Meeting, which would allow the
representatives of the member countries and
territories to appreciate the work of SPREP. He
mentioned that France, while remaining a modest
donor to SPREP, maintained its commitment in
2008. He confirmed the commitment of France to
coral reef and biodiversity protection.
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32.
Several delegates, including the Cook
Islands, Kiribati and Niue expressed the need for
more resources and greater support to be directed
to waste management, in particular, to address
difficult waste such as disposal of asbestos.

37.
The Director responded to the various
comments noting that the Independent Corporate
Review (ICR) had also called for increased
engagement of territories, and that there had
already been some recent positive developments.
He suggested that donors and territories may wish
to meet during the week to identify how they may
best progress this issue.

33.
The
representative
of
Kiribati
commended the Secretariat for continuing to
provide significant technical support to his country
and others despite a busy year and reiterated the
issue of waste management as a priority requiring
additional support.

38.
On the issue of improving national
meteorological capacity work, the Director advised
that meteorological science was recognised as a
priority but that funding limitations had prevented
the SPREP meteorological officer position from
being filled. He acknowledged, with gratitude, the
current 0.5million euro being provided by Finland,
noting that this would assist with regional training
to enhance national meteorological officer skills.
He added that a second, larger proposal to the
same donor was under consideration. The Director
also advised Members that the transfer of the
Pacific Islands Global Ocean Observing System (PI‐
GOOS) and the Island Climate Update functions
from SOPAC to SPREP provided opportunities to
further strengthen this area. The Secretariat
welcomed Members’ suggestions to improve this
work further.

34.
The representative of the Cook Islands
echoed concerns regarding asbestos and recalled
previous discussions that New Zealand and
Australia be approached to assist with removal of
this waste. He commended Australia on its
workshop to assist with environmental impact
assessment training some years ago and requested
that the Secretariat assign a staff member to assist
with this type of training.
35.
The representative of Fiji thanked the
Secretariat for support to countries with work to
meet various convention obligations and
requested that consideration also be given to the
Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species (CITES). She requested that SPREP also
consider assisting with improved regional
coordination of terrestrial projects and their
possible integration with marine and coastal
planning activities.

39.
The Director also apprised Members of
the status of its work on pollution prevention and
waste management, noting that there had been
strong expression of interest from new sources for
this work and that the Japanese and French
governments (JICA and AFD) were key partners.

36.
The representative of New Caledonia
thanked the Secretariat for the assistance
provided on MPAs and invasive species (in
particular, rat) management. He further thanked
the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and
Conservation International (CI) for implementing
projects that complement SPREP’s activities. He
also mentioned that the New Caledonian
authorities had just decided to provide post‐
tsunami assistance to Samoa and Tonga.

40.
On the issue of CITES support, the
Director noted that there were challenges to
addressing all the various conventions, however,
he made reference to the support of the Ramsar
Secretariat in providing funding for a Ramsar
officer position at SPREP and advised that he had
recently contacted the CITES secretariat
requesting similar support.
41.
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5.3

Audited Annual Accounts for

2008

and 61 (on core business) and ICR
Recommendation 79 (on SPREP’s governance
arrangements).

42.
In accordance with the Financial
Regulations, the Secretariat tabled the Audited
Annual Accounts for the year ending 31 December
2008. The Director advised that the auditors had
again provided a clean and unqualified1 opinion of
the Secretariat’s financial operations for 2008.

46.
In September 2009, a task force
(comprising representatives from Australia, New
Zealand, Samoa, Tokelau, United States and the
Secretariat) met in Apia, and developed a
proposed definition of SPREP’s core business for
consideration, prior to the 20th SPREP Meeting.
The Secretariat also referred Members to an
outline of its existing obligations arising from
current Memoranda of Understanding and
previous SPREP meeting decisions. It stressed that
it was essential to first clarify what the Secretariat
must do because these services are essential to
the region and noted that this core business would
require permanent funding from Members.
However, the Secretariat advised that the task
force had also acknowledged there was also other
work that should be done in order to help the
Secretariat draw on its comparative advantage or
because the organisation may be uniquely placed
to add value.

43.
The representative of Niue commended
the Secretariat for its handling of its financial
affairs and moved to adopt the report. The
representative of France reminded the Meeting
that he had expressed concerns in 2008 about the
high level of SPREP’s cash holdings, which showed
that SPREP was not managing optimally its
projects, since there was a delay between
expenses and receipts. He observed that the cash
flow, while remaining high, was lower than in 2007
and that this indicated a more fluid and efficient
project management.
44.
The Meeting adopted the audited
Financial Statements and Auditors’ Report for
2008.

47.
Regarding an earlier proposition by the
Secretariat to establish a chair’s advisory
committee or group, it was noted that the task
force had registered concerns about the breadth
of the terms of reference and doubts about the
likelihood that such an entity would improve
communications between Members and the
Secretariat. It requested that the proposal be
revised to specify that the terms of reference focus
on providing advice on budget and work
programme matters, including the option of
establishing thematic focal points.

AGENDA ITEM 6:
INSTITUTIONAL
REFORM AND STRATEGIC ISSUES
6.1

ICR Update

45.
The Secretariat reported on progress of
implementation of the recommendations of the
Independent Corporate Review (ICR) in accordance
with directions from the 19th SPREP Meeting that
the Secretariat report annually on this matter. It
noted that an implementation progress report had
been provided to the SPREP Special Meeting in July
2009. Two discussion papers were presented at
that Meeting for feedback by Members. The
papers related to ICR Recommendations 59, 60

48.
The delegates of American Samoa,
Australia, Cook Islands, FSM, France, French
Polynesia, New Zealand, Niue, PNG, Samoa,
Tokelau, Tonga, Tuvalu and USA expressed their
appreciation to the Secretariat and the ICR task
force for the report.

1

accounting term used to convey the fact that the
accountants placed no caveats on their opinion
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49.
NZ expressed appreciation of its
involvement in the ICR Task Force noting that
there was much value in the ICR process and that
there was a need for all SPREP members to
participate especially in defining the organisation’s
core business. The representative of NZ also noted
that there were linkages in this process with that
of the upcoming review of the Action Plan in 2010.

55.
The Secretariat pointed out that the
definition of core business suggested was one
developed by the ICR Task Force and that the
Secretariat would be guided by the Meeting. The
Secretariat also highlighted the funding challenges
it faced in matching activities and funding and
stated that the ICR proposals could be adopted
now and revised subsequently if they were found
wanting.

50.
The delegates from Australia, France,
Tonga and Tuvalu sought clarification on the
definition of core business, how it linked with the
Action Plan review, whether it was in line with the
SPREP Agreement, and its relationship to country
contributions.

56.
In response to a suggestion by PNG,
representatives of FSM and Cook Islands discussed
the value of tasking the drafting group with
reviewing the recommendation text and bringing
the matter back for further consideration by the
Meeting.

51.
The representative of France asked for
some clarification on the text of the
recommendation (document 6.1, page 3, para 10):
in the sentence on SPREP’s core activities which
“should be permanently funded through
Members’ contributions”, regarding whether
Member contributions are only made up of
assessed contributions or the combination of
assessed and voluntary contributions.

57.

The delegate from USA pointed out that if

an activity was not considered “core” it could still
be implemented.
58.
The delegate of French Polynesia wished
that the Secretariat would provide more guidance
for the work since SPREP Members cannot do
everything. He noted that the definition of core
functions, which remained vague, called for other
definitions but indicated that he was ready to
accept it as a first step. By contrast, he was not
convinced of the usefulness of the advisory
committee on the basis of the proposals made in
the working paper. He did not see the need to
replicate on a different scale the membership and
work of the Meeting. He believed that it would be
more worthwhile to include in this type of
committee persons who are not SPREP Members.
He therefore stated that he was not ready to
adopt the last paragraph of the draft decision in its
current wording.

52.
The representative of Tokelau suggested
that a robust approach be adopted so that SPREP
could move forward confidently into the future.
He raised concern regarding the Secretariat’s
recent staff satisfaction survey report and
requested information on how the organisation
planned to address resource gaps. The Secretariat
advised that work had already begun to address
the staff satisfaction issue through improved
communication and more regular meetings.
53.
PNG, Samoa and Tuvalu proposed that
the working paper and the proposed definition of
core business was the way forward and agreed
that this should be used at least in the interim to
move things forward.

59.
Niue expressed concerns about the value
of establishing an advisory group.
60. The representative of France noted that the
sixth and last recommendation of paragraph 10
relating to SPREP’s governance is totally separate
from the first five, which all relate to the core
functions of SPREP. This last recommendation

54.
American Samoa sought clarification on
funding of SPREP activities and relationships with
country contributions and its core business and
activities. He asked whether this should be
apportioned on a ratio or percentage basis.
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should be separated from the others. He added
that he was not in favour of the establishment of a
committee responsible for advising the SPREP
Director, as it would be very difficult for France to
attend both the officials and the committee
meetings.

framing decisions for members,
managing institutional and human
resources, overseeing follow‐up work);
and

2.

61.
After further discussion it was agreed that
the ICR task force would work further on drafting
the text and that other delegates would be
welcome to participate. Tuvalu welcomed the
open invitation to participate on the ICR task force
but raised concern regarding the participation and
recommended that the Secretariat and the ICR
task force make use of electronic communication
technologies to facilitate participation. The
Secretariat advised that although an electronic
forum had been established for earlier
consultations, this had not been utilised.
62.






Supporting activities that address
priority
regional
environmental
challenges and opportunities, and
which require a regionally coordinated
response, and for which SPREP is best
positioned to deliver;



decided to extend the term and expand
the membership of the ICR task force to
finalise its work up to, but not beyond,
the 21st SPREP Meeting;



requested the task force to address the
above and to develop further proposals
for improving engagement with Members
in accordance with ICR recommendation
79.

The Meeting:
noted the steps the Secretariat has taken
to implement ICR recommendations to
date;

6.2

agreed at this time, and subject to
further discussion and confirmation at
the 21st SPREP Meeting, to define core
business as ‘The minimum set of
capabilities SPREP must provide to
Members on a regional basis, in
accordance with its mandate as the
regional environment organisation, which
SPREP is best placed to deliver, and which
should be funded through members’
assessed and voluntary contributions.’

6.2.1 Implementation Plan on Energy
63.
The Secretariat outlined the steps
regional organisations had taken to implement the
reforms under the Regional Institutional
Framework review relating to energy policy.
Members were advised that the role of SPREP in
energy policy is in relation to renewable energy
development in the context of climate change. SPC
is the CROP agency responsible for coordinating
the regional energy programme as set out by the
Energy Ministers meeting and subsequently
endorsed by the Forum leaders at their meeting in
Cairns in 2009.

agreed that Members would engage with
the Secretariat in further discussions in
the context of a consultative strategic
planning process on the revised Action
Plan to define the functions and activities
comprising the Secretariat’s core business
under two heads:

1.

Regional Institutional Framework
(RIF) Update

64.
In response to a request from the
meeting, the representative of SPC confirmed
SPC’s role as the lead agency for regional energy
coordination and noted that ICT and energy
functions will be transferred from SOPAC to SPC in
January 2010.

Maintaining essential secretariat
services, (for example circulating
information, convening meetings,
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 noted the coordination role of SPC in the
energy sector in accordance with the
decisions made in July 2009 in regard to
the Regional Institutional Framework
review;

65.
The Secretariat responded to queries
from American Samoa, Samoa and Palau
explaining that SPREP’s role in renewable energy
was in the context of mitigation for climate
change; that the issue of co‐locating PIGGAREP to
Fiji was still a matter of discussion between the
three CEOs; and that the renewable energy
initiative, while focusing on mitigation, was also
addressing economic and rural development.

 noted that the respective CEOs will
continue to discuss the details of the
implementation, and that the Secretariat
plans to implement these reforms within
its planned budget, and to review the
level of resources it requires in 2010,
following these discussions;

66.
The representative of France proposed
that a reference to the coordinating responsibility
given to SPC, at the RIF meeting held in Suva in July
2009, in relation to the energy sector, be included
in the text of the recommendation (document
6.2.1, page 4, para 13).

 directed the Secretariat to explore further
roles and opportunities for SPREP in
relation to energy policy and climate
change, noting the need for improved
coordination and cooperation among
CROP agencies: e.g. by increasing joint
implementation of PIGGAREP with SPC,
PPA,USP and other project partners from
January 2010; and

67.
With regard to a query regarding the Joint
SOPAC‐SPREP EDF 10 proposal, the Secretariat
explained that this was a 9 million euro proposal
developed from two separate earlier proposals by
the two CROP agencies. Countries will be
consulted on an ongoing basis as the proposal
development progresses.



68.
In response to concerns raised by the
delegate of French Polynesia regarding the need
for clear processes for absorption of SOPAC
functions in the energy sector, the Secretariat
advised that the transfer of SOPAC functions to
SPREP would be discussed in a subsequent paper.
It further stressed that, as SOPAC was primarily to
be absorbed into SPC, it is that organisation that is
taking the lead on the implementation plan for
transfer and the three CEOs are in the process of
addressing this.
69.

6.2.2

Implementation Plan on Climate
Change

70.
The Secretariat outlined its strategy for
transferring climate related functions from SOPAC
to SPREP in accordance with existing agreements
under the Regional Institutional Framework
review. The July 2009 Joint Meeting of the
Councils of SOPAC, SPC and SPREP decided to
transfer four SOPAC functions to SPREP from
January 2010:

The Meeting:


endorsed
that
the
Secretariat’s
component of the joint SOPAC‐SPREP EDF
10 energy project proposal continues the
momentum gained in the PIGGAREP,
given SPREP’s recognised role on energy
and the environment.

noted that arrangements for the Regional
Institutional Framework (RIF) reforms
relating to energy policy and climate
change were on track for implementation
on 1 January 2010, as outlined in the
implementation
plan
for
the
rationalisation of the SOPAC energy
programme, recently approved by the SPC
CRGA meeting;



the Pacific Islands Global Ocean
Observing System (PI‐GOOS) – the
Secretariat is discussing funding and
recruitment arrangements with donors
and stakeholders;
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the Islands Climate Update – in
discussion with NZAID, the principal
donor;



the Climate Meteorological Database –
in discussion with NZAID and NZ
Ministry for Environment; and



Members to consider this in view of consolidating
Climate Change and Meteorological activities
under a common framework.
75.
Responding to the question from Samoa
on outstanding issues, the Secretariat confirmed
that the three CEOs and their governing councils
had identified a clear way forward to start

the component of the energy sector
relating to monitoring and evaluation of
greenhouse gases and the clean
development mechanism (CDM).

implementation as per the Leaders’ decision by
January 1st 2010.
76.

71.

The

Secretariat

advised

that,

if

The Meeting:

 noted the status of the four SOPAC

appropriately resourced and supported, the four
functions would complement and strengthen
existing activities within the SPREP programmes.

functions to be transferred to SPREP and
the proposed next steps for each.

72.
The delegation from USA thanked the
Secretariat for participating in an earlier meeting
with the PI‐GOOS Advisory Committee which
resulted in confirmation of the transition of the PI‐
GOOS post from SOPAC to SPREP. He also
acknowledged NZ for funding capacity building in
meteorology forecasting and data needs and
requested that the Meteorology and Climatology
Officer position be filled

6.3

SPREP Action Plan 2005 – 2009
Review

77.

The Secretariat stated that the SPREP

Action Plan for 2005‐2009 represents the regional
agenda for managing the environment of the
Pacific islands region and is at the core of the
Secretariat’s planning framework, guiding the
design of SPREP’s Strategic Programme and annual

73.
The representative of NZ confirmed that
funding for the functions supported by NZ would
be up to 2010. She welcomed further discussions
of what would be included in core business and
invited members to consider making the important

Work Programme and Budget. The current Action
Plan is due for review in preparation for a new
SPREP Action Plan for the next five years.

78.
Although the Action Plan review needed
to take into account other relevant processes such
as the ICR exercise on defining the core functions
of SPREP, the Secretariat suggested that the
review of the Action Plan need not wait until
completion of that exercise and that potentially,
these could run in parallel and be mutually
beneficial.

position part of core programmes in light of the
review of the SPREP Action Plan. She also joined
the USA in inviting support and views for the
meteorological and climate data base position as
core function. She invited Members to consolidate
funding activities for Climate Change and
Meteorological services under a common
framework.

79.
The Secretariat then outlined a proposed
process for review of the current Action Plan and
development of a new Action Plan for 2010‐2015.

74.
The Secretariat acknowledged the
comments by USA and confirmed the importance
of the meteorological position and encouraged

9

Record of the 20th SPREP Meeting

80.
The representative of Tuvalu noted that
the Action Plan would only commence properly in
2011 and asked for clarification on a possible
interim extension of the current Action Plan. The
Secretariat responded that the time frame would
be an issue and undertook to be as timely as
possible, and added that the current work plans
could be used to carry on the work of the
organisation. The issues for the future would need
to take account of strategic issues such as climate
change.

support for national activities. These costs could
be reduced if Members agreed to carry out this
work using their own funds. The Secretariat also
reassured Members that additional funding was
being sought and that cost savings would be used
to the extent possible.
86.
The representative of French Polynesia
noted that the development of the Action Plan
should be part of the core functions of the
Secretariat. He further observed that the financial
assessment appeared disproportionate and asked
for clarification on the purpose of a regional
workshop. He suggested that other regional
meetings should be utilized for the consultative
process and that in terms of national
consultations, this should be up to each country
and be financed through national budgets. The
synthesised action plan recommendations could
be taken up by the next SPREP Meeting, perhaps
during a two day consultation to precede the
SPREP Meeting.

81.
The
representative
of
Tokelau
underscored the need to strengthen the
organisation and noted that many valuable lessons
had been learned. He suggested that the focus of
the review should be more forward looking rather
than retrospective and that the review
recommendations should not be contentious.
82.
The representative of Tuvalu stated that
other processes such as the ICR and RIF would
need to be reflected, in order to strengthen the
organisation.

87.
The representative of France stated that
he was in full agreement with the arguments put
forward by French Polynesia against the
recommendation and advised that he must
express reservations about the recommendation,
which he could not approve in its original wording.

83.
The representative of Papua New Guinea
encouraged the Secretariat to prepare a summary
for consideration by Members to accompany the
questionnaire and for all Members to undertake
their own consultations. In this manner Members
could assist in reducing the costs of the review.

88.
The Secretariat provided a revised work
plan and budget, outlined below, for reviewing the
2005 – 2009 Action Plan and developing a new
Action Plan for 2011 to 2016 in light of the various
discussions and concerns.

84.
The representatives of American Samoa,
French Polynesia, Samoa and Tonga expressed
concerns regarding the costs involved in the
consultation process, noting that the process
should be cost effective and not onerous for the
Members. The use of other options such as a
smaller consultative group or alternatives such as
teleconferencing were suggested.

Budget Estimates for Action Plan

USD

Review and Drafting
In‐country consultations

85.
The Secretariat advised that the
components that would require the most funding
would be for convening a regional workshop and
that costs would be reduced by utilising planned
country visits. It added that costs would vary by
country as some countries would require funding

Sub‐Regional meetings (3)

30,000

Pre 21st SM Meeting

30,000

Translation and interpretation

35,000

Report production
Total Funds

10

0

5,000
100,000

Secured Funds

40,000

Balance of funds required

60,000
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89.
The representative of American Samoa
concurred with the revisions, and moved to pass
the revised recommendation relating to the action
plan.

95.

The Meeting:
 endorsed the proposed process for the
review of the current Action Plan and
the development of a new Action Plan
for 2011‐2016;

90.
In response to a question from the
representative of New Zealand relating to the link
between the action plan and the Strategic
Programmes, the Secretariat advised that its work
in 2010 would continue to be implemented within
the framework of the existing Strategic
Programmes document.

 encouraged the Secretariat to explore
the possibilities of streamlining SPREP’s
strategic planning processes, including
incorporating the existing Strategic
Programmes document into a new
Strategic Plan that will be the action
plan for the purposes of the SPREP
Agreement;

91.
The Secretariat further advised the
Meeting that as a result of the several changes to
the review process, the budget had been reduced
by 50%. US$40,000 had already been secured and
US$60,000 was yet to be sourced.

 noted that work in 2010 will continue to
be implemented in the context of the
Strategic Programmes document;
 considered the budgetary implications
and directed the Secretariat to identify
the most cost‐effective methods of
completing the review and developing a
new
Action
Plan,
such
as
teleconferencing, identifying a suitable
regional meeting likely to be attended
by SPREP delegates or holding a regional
Action Plan meeting immediately before
the 21st SPREP Meeting; and

92.
In response to queries from the
representative of Papua New Guinea, the
Secretariat explained that a package of
documentation would be circulated. It would
contain the draft Action Plan as well as other
papers and a questionnaire. The Secretariat also
advised that in terms of timeline, it was seeking to
have the Action Plan endorsed at the 21st SPREP
Meeting. It therefore expected that consultations
would begin within the next 4 or 5 months.

 reviewed and approved in‐principle the
draft terms of reference for the review.

93.
The Secretariat also noted the availability
of other options such as teleconferencing but
added that not all PICT’s had this technology. The
Secretariat advised Members that the Director
would also use his country visits to consult
wherever possible when in country.

AGENDA ITEM 7:
FINANCIAL ISSUES
7.1

94.
The representative of America Samoa
suggested that PICT’s fund their own travel costs,
however the Secretariat would need to fund the
Director and Deputy Director. The Director noted
this as a good idea, observing that by contributing
it would give Members a sense of ownership of the
final product. He expressed his hope that countries
and territories would consider this cost‐saving
option.

STRATEGIC

Report On Members’ Contributions

96.
In accordance with Financial Regulation
14, the Secretariat submitted its report on
Members’ contributions.
97.
The Secretariat outlined the schedule of
Member contributions noting that as of 13
November 2009, the outstanding member
contributions were US$603,972. The Secretariat
explained that of this amount, 12% of these
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($72,476) accounted for voluntary contributions
while 88% ($531,496) accounted for the normal
contributions of Members.

before the delegates departed and that future
reminder letters be copied to the Minister
responsible and to the Finance Minister. The
representative of Fiji also suggested that SPREP
officials hold discussions with focal points during
various workshops and meetings. She also added
that her government would continue to strive to
pay its contributions and arrears.

98.
The representative of USA objected to the
use of the term “arrears” noting that this was an
inappropriate term for voluntary outstanding
contributions. He also noted that the USA was late
in providing the 2009 funds but that they would
provide $US200,000 in direct contributions with an
additional US$60,000 going towards addressing
land based sources of marine pollution.

104.
The Secretariat agreed to provide a letter
for delegates to convey to their Ministers and
advised that it had also written to member
countries several times since the 19SM offering a
rescheduling of payment for those PICTs
experiencing difficulties.

99.
The representative of America Samoa
noted that approximately 90% of PICTs had not
paid their contributions and requested the
opportunity for each delegate to explain their
reasons for not paying as this tends to happen
every year. He observed that the Secretariat had
continued to provide support to Members despite
the lack of payments.

105.
The Director stressed that payment of
membership contributions was an important part
of a partnership between Members and the
Secretariat. He also acknowledged with
appreciation, the contribution from the USA and
added that these funds would be well used. In
response to a suggestion by the delegate of
American Samoa, the Director observed that other
CROP agencies had adopted a policy where
services are reduced or withheld until long‐
standing outstanding fees are paid. He also noted
the recommendation from Tokelau for his country
visits to include meetings with officials to discuss
payment schedules.

100.
The representative of Niue thanked the
Secretariat for sending a number of reminder
letters to his country. He advised that the
Government of Niue had conducted an internal
assessment of the benefits and assistance
provided by CROP agencies, including SPREP, and
after this review they had agreed to pay a
significant amount of their required contributions.
101.
The representative of FSM advised that
FSM funds would be paid.

106.
The representative of Tuvalu called for all
members to pay their outstanding contributions
and added that this should be strongly worded in
the final recommendations.

102.
The representative of the Cook Islands
advised that the SPREP focal point for his country
is the Foreign Affairs Department and that SPREP
funds were included in the budget of that
department. He had made note of the shortfall
and hoped that it would be reflected in the budget
for the financial years of 2010 and 2011. He added
that payment by PICTs was important if they
wished to strengthen SPREP.

107.
The representative of France questioned
the meaning of the word “collectively” in the draft
resolution, since Member commitments on such
issues can only be individual. The recommendation
was subsequently reworded.
108.

The Meeting:

 considered the report and the substantial
unpaid contributions problem;

103.
The representatives of Fiji and PNG
requested that letters be sent to all focal points,
both political and institutional, to be distributed
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 encouraged the SPREP Director to raise
the issue of unpaid contributions with
relevant senior officials when he is visiting
countries; and

EU and noted that currently only 2 per cent of the
Secretariat’s funding was from the EU.
114.
The delegate of Tokelau expressed the
need for ownership of the process noting that it
ought to be realistic and holistic and not merely be
in response to the RIF outcome.

 committed itself to paying current and
unpaid contributions in full in 2009.

7.2

115.
The delegate of New Zealand advised that
the issues raised in the EU audit were important
for the future of the organization in general. He
considered it important that the issues covered by
the EU audit needed to be highlighted and
addressed and added that while it may have been
appropriate in the past to have procurement
procedures geared at small projects, future
engagement with key donors will require different
procedures. The EC’s EDF 10 allocation for 2013,
understood to be 40 million euros for sustainable
development, offered opportunities for SPREP.
Meeting the EC’s financial requirements would
place SPREP in good stead for accessing these
funds. He welcomed the Secretariat’s attempts to
address the EC recommendations and registered
his appreciation of the update provided. New
endorsed
the
recommendations
Zealand
concerning amendments to financial regulations as
put before the Meeting but sought clarification on
the
process
for
implementing
the
recommendations. The delegate suggested it
would be useful for Members to be kept informed
of progress and asked that SPREP provide such a
report to Members.

Response To EC Institutional
Assessment

109.
The Secretariat outlined its plan to
address the recommendations of the 2009
European
Commission
(EC)
Institutional
Assessment of SPREP, relating to the Secretariat’s
financial mechanisms. The Secretariat advised that
the assessment had found the Secretariat wanting
in some areas, specifically current accounting
systems, risk management and procurement
processes.
110.
The Secretariat advised that it had already
commenced work to amend the financial
regulations, was developing a consolidated risk
management plan and a draft framework for
procurement procedures. It planned to have these
in place by the end of 2009 with a view to a
reassessment by the EC in early 2010.
111.
The Director commented that the EC
audit had been implemented at SPREP’s request in
light of Members’ increasing partnerships with the
EC. He also advised that the Secretariat was giving
consideration to having in place a specialist officer
on EC matters.

116.
The delegate of France stated that, as a
Member State of the European Union, his
delegation encouraged the Secretariat to make
sure that this agreement with the European
Commission materialised, as it would obviously
benefit SPREP and its Member States.

112.
The representative of American Samoa
observed that the matters raised in the document
are vital and relevant to any organisation and
moved that this issue be accepted.

117.
The delegate of Samoa advised that his
country deals a lot with the EU, and that the
recommendation was supported by his delegation.
He added that a broader approach may be
considered that would take into account various
procurement scenarios.

113.
The representative of Niue commended
the Secretariat on the progress made on the issue,
recalling concerns expressed at the meeting in
Suva which appeared to have impacted some RIF
decisions. He alluded to the fact that a significant
amount of resources could be available from the
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118.
The Director commended the Meeting for
the positive comments and advised of the
Secretariat’s commitment to complete these tasks
in a timely fashion.
119.

PricewaterhouseCoopers.
The
consultants’
recommendations and the 2009 Annual Market
Data Review were tabled.
122.
The Secretariat advised that many of the
recommendations required no changes to SPREP’s
systems and regulations. Several were still being
discussed within the CROP Harmonisation Working
Group and proposals would be put, as required, to
future SPREP Meetings. The key changes required
were identified as: a new CROP‐wide salary
banding model, which would provide more grades
spread over essentially the current job points; a
revised freight allowance; and future job sizing to
be done by an external consultant.

The Meeting:



noted the Secretariat’s plans to address
the recommendations of the EC
institutional assessment by putting in
place by December 2009 accounting
reforms, risk management improvements
and procurement guidelines;



approved the attached amendments to
the SPREP Financial Regulations, to ensure
the financial statements comply with
International Accounting Standards;



directed the Secretariat to provide a
progress report on implementation of the
EC recommendations to members,
including on the risk management
framework and procurement manual, in
early 2010; and



noted that the Secretariat intends to
invite the European Commission to
reassess the Secretariat’s policies and
procedures in early 2010.

123.
The representative of France thanked the
Secretariat for the work done in conjunction with
the other CROP organisations. Before a decision
was reached, he wanted to know if the Secretariat
had addressed the impacts of this proposal on its
salary bill and, in turn, the operational budget of
SPREP. The Secretariat advised that there were no
financial implications arising from the 2009 review.
124.
The representative of New Zealand
welcomed the proposed changes to the extent
that they would improve CROP harmonization. He
noted that as a consequence of the 2008 Market
Data Review, the 2010 budget (addressed under
agenda item 9.3) provided for some increases to
professional salary rates.

AGENDA ITEM 8:
2009 TRIENNIAL
REVIEWS OF STAFF TERMS AND
CONDITIONS
8.1

125.

Professional Staff

120.
The Secretariat presented the outcomes
and recommendations of the 2009 Triennial
Review for Professional Staff, in which SPREP
participates with five other CROP agencies to
ensure a ‘harmonised’ approach to salaries and
conditions in the region.
121.
The 2006 review was conducted by
Mercer HR and the 2009 review was conducted by
a consortium of Strategic Pay Ltd and
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The Meeting:


noted the outcomes of the 2009
Triennial Remuneration Review for
Professional Staff;



approved the adoption of the proposed
new salary banding model and direct
the Secretariat to advise SPREP
Members
of
an
effective
implementation date, and any other
substantive issues relating to the
adoption of the new banding model,
either at the next SPREP meeting or
earlier by circular, if necessary;
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approved replacing the existing
entitlement for freight expenses on
recruitment and repatriation with a
maximum of a 20 foot container; and



noted that future job sizing of SPREP
positions will be completed by
independent consultants using the SP10
job sizing methodology.

 noted that as an outcome of the 2009
Triennial Review, some policy decisions
on support staff terms and conditions that
fall within the discretion of the SPREP
Director had been made.

AGENDA ITEM 9:
2010 WORK
PROGRAMME AND BUDGET
8.2

Support Staff

126.
The Secretariat presented the findings of
the 2009 Triennial Review for Support Staff, in
which SPREP participates with five other CROP
agencies. The main purpose of the review was to
compare the SPREP support staff employment
remuneration and conditions with the CROP
labour market. The review was carried out by a
Samoa‐based consultant and was conducted in
conjunction with similar reviews of support staff of
other CROP agencies.

9.1

127.
It was noted that this included the Annual
Market Data Review which tracks CROP agencies’
salaries against the local general labour reference
market (Apia for SPREP).

131.
Regarding the decision of the 18SM to
include sharks as a species of special interest to
the regional marine species programme
framework 2008‐2012, the Secretariat advised that
a working group consisting of SPREP, SPC, FFA and

128.
The review findings demonstrated that
the SPREP support staff salary scales were
competitive and above the average pay line
benchmarks of the CROP labor market. In response
to these findings the SPREP management had
decided to: 1) retain its current support staff salary
scale and conditions until the CROP labor market
catches up; and 2) have the SPREP Director review
and make necessary changes to management
policies affecting some of the support staffs’ salary
and employment conditions.

the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Council
(WCPFC) had worked together to progress the
development of a regional action plan for sharks
which would be finalized and launched in
November 2009.

129.

Island Ecosystems Programme Issues
9.1.1

130.

The

Updates of the Regional Marine
Species Programme
Secretariat

made

reference

to

th

decisions of the 18 SPREP Meeting (18SM), which
adopted the Regional Marine Species Programme
Framework, and provided an update to the
Meeting on various aspects of it.

132.
The Secretariat also advised on the
development of regional arrangements for the
conservation of cetaceans (whales and dolphins),
dugongs and marine turtles under the auspices of
the Convention for the Conservation of Migratory
Species of Wild Animals (CMS) in the Pacific Islands
Region. It also noted the production of regional
guidelines for whale and dolphin watching,
developed in collaboration with the International
Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) and Opération
Cétacés, which were launched in March 2009.

The Meeting:
 noted the outcome of the 2009 Annual
Market Data Review for Support Staff and
the Secretariat’s intention to retain the
existing salary scale; and
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133.
Members were advised of the fact that
the Oceania humpback whale population had been
re‐classified from “vulnerable” to “endangered” on
the 2008 IUCN Red List Update and that, given this
increase in threat status, the development of a
recovery plan for Oceania humpback whales
should be pursued. A process for developing such
a plan was outlined.

138.
The Representative of Niue also asked
whether there was work proceeding in relation to
the conservation of land crabs (coconut and
mangrove).
The Secretariat confirmed that
although there was currently no programme of
action in relation to the conservation of land crabs,
the Secretariat would respond to any such request
from Members.

134.
The Secretariat further noted the dearth
of information on marine turtle nesting
populations in the Pacific Islands region and
advised of a proposed study to identify major
turtle stocks in the region. The study will involve
the collection of turtle tissue samples for genetic
analysis and will require collaboration amongst
members and facilitation with necessary permits.

139.
The Representative of the USA endorsed
the Secretariat’s work on turtles and suggested
that an immediate priority was the programme of
work identified in the SPREP marine turtle action
plan.
140.
Responding to the representative of New
Caledonia, the Secretariat agreed to provide a list
of the countries that had not yet signed the MOU
on dugongs.

135.
In response to a request from the
representative
of
American
Samoa
on
enforcement mechanisms for MOUs, the
Secretariat advised that MOUs were not legally
binding and enforcement was dependent on
mutual collaboration rather than regulatory
frameworks.

141.
The Representative of Tokelau noted that
Tokelau had not signed the MOUs relating to
turtles and sharks and advised that there was a
need for consultations at the national level to
further progress understanding and support of
these MOUs in Tokelau. With regard to cetaceans,
the representative noted the conflict between
fisheries development and conservation and again
stressed the need for further consultation at the
national level to progress conservation of these
marine species

136.
The
Representative
of
France
congratulated the Secretariat on, and noted his
delegation’s full support for, this work. He gave
general approval to the whole regional marine
species programme and noted that France was
particularly interested in the implementation of
the sharks programme and supported the code of
good practice for the observation of whales and
dolphins. France supported in principle, a
memorandum of understanding on sea turtles.
Finally, he indicated that France had also signed
the memorandum of understanding on dugongs.

142.
The Representative of New Zealand
expressed strong support for progress made in the
conservation of marine species, noted his
delegation’s endorsement of the development of a
Recovery Plan for humpback whales, and
welcomed opportunities to explore how to further
support initiatives under the programme.

137.
In response to a request from the
representative of Niue, the Secretariat confirmed
that SPREP had been participating in activities of
the International Whaling Commission (IWC) by
attending meetings and making representations to
the Commission for a number of years. It would
continue to engage with the IWC.

143.
The Representative of Fiji drew the
Secretariat’s attention to the relationship between
the programme of work on turtle sampling and
analysis
and
CITES
national
regulatory
requirements, and encouraged SPREP to liaise
closely with the Fiji government and the University
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of the South Pacific in relation to this programme
of work in Fiji.
144.



invited nominations of appropriate
national officials to be included in the
Recovery Team for the recovery plan for
Ocean humpback whales;



endorsed the project to collect turtle
tissues for genetic analysis and urge all
members to fully cooperate in its
implementation where possible.

The Meeting:



noted the status of the progress to
develop the regional action plan for
sharks;



noted the outcomes of the second
meeting of Signatories to the MoU on
the conservation of cetaceans and their
habitats in the Pacific Islands region;







encouraged member countries that
have not yet signed the MoU on the
conservation of cetaceans and their
habitats in the Pacific Islands region to
sign;
noted the outcomes of the “informal”
meeting on a marine turtle arrangement
in the region in Auckland, New Zealand,
July 2009, in particular, the results of
the gap analysis;

encouraged members that are dugong
range states to sign the CMS MoU on
the Conservation and Management of
Dugongs and their habitats throughout
its range;



encouraged members to use the Pacific
Islands regional guidelines for whale and
dolphin watching in the development of
national guidelines, conditions and
regulations for whale and dolphin
watching;

Regional Turtle Research and
Monitoring Database System
(TREDS) Data Sharing and Exchange
Policy

145.
The Secretariat provided a summary of
the Regional Turtle Research and Monitoring
Database System (TREDS) noting that it was an
important part of SPREP’s regional marine species
management programme. It also advised that at
the regional level TREDS could be used to collate
data, provide back‐up services to SPREP members
and identify trends in turtle populations and
migration patterns in the region.

urged Members who are parties to CMS
and
the
CMS
Secretariat,
in
collaboration with SPREP, to focus on
prioritising key issues and securing
funding at national levels to support the
implementation of relevant actions in
the Action Plan and to complete the
questionnaire on their preferred option
to help guide future work in this area;





9.1.2

146.
In accordance with the requirements of
the 2008‐2011 Marine Turtle Action Plan, a TREDS
Data Sharing and Exchange Policy and Protocol had
been developed to ensure effective operations and
management of the TREDS. The Secretariat
advised that the policy provided a framework for
accessing data exchange between the SPREP
secretariat, SPREP members and other relevant
individuals and groups that work together under
the SPREP regional marine turtle tagging
programme.

147.

The Meeting:

 endorsed the Regional Turtle Research
and Monitoring Database System (TREDS)
Data Sharing and Exchange Policy.

endorsed the development and process
for the recovery plan for Oceania
humpback whales;
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9.1.3

Capacity Building for the
implementation of Multilateral
Environmental
Agreements
(MEA) in the Pacific

 recorded its appreciation to the EC for
funding the project and to UNEP as the
designated Implementing Agency assisting
SPREP and the Pacific ACP Countries; and

148.
The Secretariat, in collaboration with
UNEP, provided an update on the status of a
regional initiative funded by the European
Commission through UNEP and executed by
SPREP. The project, under UNEP’s Capacity
building in relation to implementation of
Multilateral Environment Agreements (MEAs) in
the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries,
will be implemented over four years from March
2009, with a budget of USD 1.3 million.

 endorsed the outcomes of the inception
Pacific MEA Conference and urged
Members to take advantage of the
assistance rendered through SPREP as the
Pacific Hub for capacity building related to
MEA implementation.

149.
Members were advised that the main
outcomes of the project would be:

152.
The Secretariat advised that 2010 had
been designated the International Year of
Biodiversity by the United Nations and that Parties
to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)
had committed themselves to celebrating this.

i)

strengthened capacity of SPREP to
support Members as the Pacific Hub for
Capacity Building in relation to MEAs;

ii)

strengthened capacity of Members (and
Timor Leste, as a designated Pacific ACP
Country) to implement MEAs; and

iii)

strengthened
collaboration
and
coordination amongst CROP agencies to
support MEA implementation.

9.1.4

153.
A preliminary paper had been prepared in
consultation with coordinators of the National
Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs)
and other national biodiversity conservation
personnel. The paper was circulated to Members
(via circular) and to a wider regional conservation
audience (via email and the CBD List Serve) in April
2009. There had been limited feedback from this
approach.

150.
Although Territories were not eligible for
EC funding, SPREP had invited Territory
governments to seek resources to participate in
the project and benefit from the capacity building
activities.
151.

2010 International Year of
Biodiversity

154.
A draft Strategy had since been
developed through consultations organized during
the 2009 Nature Conservation Roundtable meeting
and through individual consultations with
government representatives and discussions
within SPREP. The draft Strategy had earlier been
distributed as an information paper at the Meeting
and would be presented in detail at a side event
during the Meeting.

The Meeting:

 noted the measures taken by the
Secretariat to have the Pacific participate
and benefit from the project;
 noted the invitation to the Territory
Governments;

155.
The Secretariat stressed that the Year of
Biodiversity could be best celebrated by working
together with the Secretariat supporting national
activities and requested that Members engage in
further developing the draft Strategy and
implementing activities through the Year.

 noted the participation of Timor Leste;
 noted the approach taken by the
Secretariat to identify and work with
national counterparts;
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156.
Responding to the representative of
Tuvalu, the Secretariat advised that the proposed
theme, which was not finalized, was “Value
Biodiversity – Secure our Island Homes”. Members
were invited to provide their comments on this at
the side event.
157.

160.
The Secretariat stressed that the current
mode of delivering assistance by SPREP was ad hoc
technical engagement which was not sufficient for
addressing country needs. It recommended high
level engagement between SPREP management
and countries to confirm needs and assistance
needed from SPREP.

The meeting:
161.
The representative of Tokelau noted that
waste management was a priority for Tokelau and
advised the Meeting of its agreement with the
Government of Samoa for all solid wastes from
Tokelau to be transported for disposal in Samoa.
He noted that this raised the question of handling
waste transportation and potential impacts on
travelling people and goods.

 agreed to celebrating the International
Year of Biodiversity as a region; and
 committed Members to supporting and
participating in the 2010 international
year of biodiversity and making it a
success in the region.

9.2

Pacific Futures Programme Issues
9.2.1

162.
The representative of Niue also
highlighted waste management as a priority issue
for small islands and noted that currently only two
donors were supporting waste management in the
region. He brought attention to the next GEF‐PAS
allocation for possible projects for wastes in
particular the GEF5 allocation. Niue raised the
issue of disposal of asbestos and request that
SPREP prioritise this issue.

Solid Waste in the Pacific

158.
The Secretariat introduced a proposal to
develop joint annual Solid Waste Work Plans with
Member countries. It advised that over the last
few years, SPREP’s solid waste management focus
had moved from regional and national strategies
and technical resources to on‐ground project
implementation. In light of the need to build
Members’ capacity to secure emerging funding
opportunities, SPREP envisaged using project
delivery as an opportunity for ‘action learning’
capacity development in widely applicable skills
such as project management and community
engagement on the ground.

163.
The delegate of the Cook Islands agreed
with Niue and requested that SPREP address this
matter as a regional issue.
164.
The representative of FSM acknowledged
SPREP’s assistance with its solid waste
management strategy.

159.
Members were advised that the proposal
would give clarity and certainty to both parties.
The Work Plan would require both SPREP and the
Member to deliver on agreed milestones to enable
decision‐makers to monitor progress and address
any shortcomings. SPREP would continue its
regional information dissemination and capacity
development role as well as implementing regional
projects.

165.
The representative of Fiji noted that Fiji
had a range of experiences and lessons learned
and requested that SPREP facilitate the sharing of
these lessons with other Pacific islands.
166.
The delegate of Samoa offered his
country’s experience in solid waste management
for other countries and acknowledged the support
in this respect from the government of Japan. He
also recommended the Fukuoka method for waste
management for other countries.
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167.
The representative of Tonga also
highlighted waste as a major problem and noted
the need for sponsorship for training in waste
management and suggested that this was an area
in which SPREP could play a role. He also
acknowledged the support of JICA in waste
management.



Re‐focus waste delivery onto a
country‐specific project basis while
maintaining regional information
dissemination, particularly on the
best practice countries and projects
to
alert
decision‐makers
to
improvements
in
waste
management.

168.
The representatives of Kiribati and Tuvalu
acknowledged the Secretariat’s technical support
and legal advice for waste management and in
development of Kiribati’s national strategy and
Tuvalu’s legislations. It was suggested that other
countries could benefit similarly with assistance
from SPREP on addressing particular needs such as
project proposal writing and exploring funding
assistance.



Senior SPREP management negotiate
a year long work program with
milestones at Ministerial level and
gain significant public profile for the
agreement to improve waste
management.



Trial a new approach of SPREP staff
spending a much longer period in
country to try to build momentum
and also help with the difficult initial
project
implementation
phase.
Regular return visits with capacity
building sessions would be scheduled
as the project proceeds.



Initial projects would be chosen for
their likelihood of success and public
profile as well as their impact on the
waste system in order to build
momentum and political / public
support. Projects would be those
identified by Members as among
their highest priority.



All projects to have a strong
community engagement strategy and
capacity building to build and
maintain support.



Assist Members to seek sponsorship
(if necessary) for each project.



Use project delivery to enhance
capacity for generic skills like project
management, not just technical skills.
In this way, capacity building would
be “action learning” based on the
project and would have a very strong
project
management
and
communications component. This
would make the process more useful

169.
The representative of France welcomed
the participation of SPREP in this initiative and
confirmed the interest of AFD to contribute to it.
However, he drew the attention of Members to
the fact that the allocation of funds between AFD
and GEF had not yet been decided and that no
figures could be given at this stage. He stated that
it was very likely that AFD’s contribution would be
lower to what had been announced in document
9.2.1 Attachment 1 and hoped that the GEF’s
contribution would permit the full funding of this
initiative. He informed the Meeting that an AFD
mission would be going to SPREP next week to
discuss the details of the project.
170.
The Director commented on the
importance of sharing experiences and on the
need to focus on country needs. He acknowledged
the work of JICA in the region and looked forward
to cooperation with AFD. The Secretariat also
advised that it would look at specific assistance as
suggested by Members and would consider
possible GEF‐PAS funding with regard to asbestos
disposal.
171.

The Meeting:

 reviewed and endorsed the proposal for
delivery phase of solid waste work:
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and attractive for those more
peripheral to the core of the waste
project.

priorities and was outcome oriented. This initiative
was an excellent example of good practice. NZ also
noted that priority areas had been identified. The
representative further noted his delegation’s
appreciation of the support of JICA in this regard.

and
 committed itself and all members to fully
supporting
and
participating
in
implementing the activities contained in
the proposal.

9.2.2

176.
The delegate of Niue echoed NZ’s
comments and noted that a sub‐regional approach
was welcomed. However, he noted that emphasis
on resource mobilization should be strengthened,
particularly on how the region might work
together to address financing for sustaining waste
management. He added that resources had been
announced in the context of the PALM meeting
and asked who was coordinating dispersal of funds
from that opportunity.

Review of the Regional Solid
Waste Management Strategy

172.
The Secretariat introduced the draft
regional Strategy for Solid Waste Management for
2010‐2015 advising that it would replace the 2005‐
2015 strategy, which had been the regional
guiding document for waste management. The
new strategy is an outcome of the mid‐term
review of the previous strategy, which was
completed in September 2009.

177.
The Secretariat advised that financing was
addressed in the relevant chapter of the Strategy
but noted that they were seeking to move away
from dependence on assistance. With regard to
PALM, the Secretariat advised that there had been
a call for proposals to be developed but that this
was still a work in progress, with decisions to be
expected in the next few months.

173.
The Secretariat noted that the strategy
review and development was carried out in
consultation with stakeholders and partners
through sub‐regional workshops. The outcome
was a sustainable and socially acceptable process,
that the PICTs can sustain into the future.

178.

174.
The Secretariat stressed that poor waste
management was a major threat to sustainable
development in the region and noted that it had
negative and serious consequences for
developmental areas such as health care,
environmental quality, water resources, tourism,
trade and food security. The key priority areas in
the revised strategy are: Economic & Financial
Issues;
Integrated
Waste
Management;
Legislation; Awareness, Communication and
Education; Capacity Building; Waste Collection;
Environmental Monitoring; Policy, Planning and
Performance; Solid Waste Industry; and Medical
Waste.

The meeting:



reviewed and endorsed the draft Strategy
for Solid Waste Management in Pacific
Islands Countries and Territories, 2010‐
2015; and



committed itself and all members to fully
support and participate in implementing
the strategy.

9.2.3

Review of the Pacific Ocean
Pollution Prevention Programme
Strategy (PACPOL)

179.
The Secretariat outlined the process for
and progress in preparation of a draft Strategy for
the Pacific Ocean Pollution Prevention Program
(PACPOL) for 2010‐2014 and advised that the

175.
The representative of NZ commended the
work of the secretariat, noting with appreciation
that this regional work responded to national

strategy would be finalized by the end of 2009.
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180.
The Secretariat advised that it had been
implementing PACPOL in partnership with the
International Maritime Organization (IMO) since
2000 and that a consultant had been hired to
review the existing programme, specifically to
review: the effectiveness and sustainability of the
activities carried out; and the arrangements for
management of marine pollution from ships.
181.
The Secretariat outlined some of the
findings of the consultancy and advised Members
that the redrafted PACPOL strategy would be
made available by way of a circular for comment in
January 2010. Members will be given four weeks
to provide comments.

endorsed the process for approval of the
strategy as it will be too long to wait for
the next SPREP Meeting;



encouraged feedback and comments on
the draft from key stakeholders in SPREP
Member countries, such as maritime and
port administrations;

confirmed and committed itself and all
Members to fully support and participate
in regional activities to prevent and
address marine pollution.

Meteorological Services Support
Update

185.
The Secretariat advised that the regional
partnership with the Finnish Meteorological
Institute would support training in quality
management systems and the strengthening of
communication
skills
and
capacity
for
meteorological services in the region. The project
provides funding of 500,000 euro.
186.
The Secretariat further advised that the
review of the strategic action plan for
meteorological services in the region will begin in
December 2010 and will be presented to the 21st
SPREP Meeting (21SM).

noted that the final draft of the Strategy
for the Pacific Ocean Pollution Prevention
Programme (PACPOL) 2010‐2014 will be
completed and circulated for comments
by way of a circular by the end of 2009.
Members will be given four weeks to
provide comments;





184.
The Secretariat updated Members on its
activities in meteorology and climatology support,
particularly: the recommendations of the 13th
Regional Meteorological Services Directors and
related meetings (Fiji, May 2009); a new capacity
building
partnership
with
the
Finnish
Meteorological Institute; and the Secretariat’s
proposed process for finalising a proposal for a
Pacific Meteorological organisation.

The Meeting:


noted that the success of the PACPOL
Strategy will depend on adequate
resources to support its activities and
implementation; and

9.2.4

182.
The representative of USA welcomed the
presentation and noted the value of the activities,
adding that his delegation was particularly
interested in the regional spill response team. He
noted that assessing similar arrangements in the
region would be valuable and should be
encouraged. He made reference to the existence
of the Oceania Regional Response Team (ORRT)
and suggested that it should be engaged in the
process. The Secretariat advised that it was a fully
supporting partner the ORRT, of which the US
Coast Guard was coordinator, and added that
cooperative activities had been carried out under
the previous strategy. This partnership would be
continued.
183.



187.
The Secretariat also advised that work on
the proposal for establishment of a Pacific
meteorological organisation had begun in May
2009 and will also be finalized for presentation at
21SM.
188.
The Representative of USA reminded the
meeting of the urgent need for a Pacific
Climatology and Meteorology Officer position and
recalled that USA had also raised this at 19SM. He
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urged the Secretariat to take action on funding a
SPREP Climatology and Meteorology Officer
position and questioned why there was no
allocation of funding for personnel to administer
the programme funded by the Finnish
Meteorological Institute. He also sought
clarification as to how the Secretariat would
manage the SPREP/Finnish partnership.

193.
The representative of New Zealand raised
concerns on the sequencing and overlap of
existing initiatives and proposed new initiatives.
New Zealand welcomed the recommendations but
queried the Secretariat’s capacity to undertake
this work, given current resource constraints. The
representative of New Zealand noted the need to
consider long term needs of climate and
meteorological services in the region to prioritise
actions and examine sustainable mechanisms for
delivery of services. New Zealand urged the
Secretariat to complete the two reviews currently
underway before embarking on new proposals and
before new institutions and mechanisms were
considered.

189.
The representative of France was of the
opinion this was not about establishing a new
organisation through an international treaty or
agreement but rather about establishing a
committee based on the existing directors’
meeting. In the absence of a mandate to support
the establishment of a new organisation, he
proposed to replace in the draft decision the term
“organisation” with “committee”.

194.
The representative of Tokelau urged the
Secretariat to identify needs and then to identify
the appropriate mechanism to address those
needs.

190.
The Meeting agreed to delete references
to the word “organisation” and replace it with
“committee”.

195.
The representative of Cook Islands
confirmed that support for the establishment of a
Climatology and Meteorology Officer position at
the Secretariat and the establishment of a Pacific
Meteorology Committee.

191.
The Representative of French Polynesia
expressed the same doubts as France, noting that
Members are engaged in the RIF process which
aimed to reduce the number of agencies and
organisations. He reminded the Meeting that the
SPREP meteorology position had been vacant for
too long. He sought clarification on the role of the
World Meteorological Organization (WMO), which
also had a regional dimension. He requested
clarification as to how the proposed new
committee would be reconciled with the Pacific
Office of WMO.

196.
The representative of PNG identified the
need to expand the scope of SPREP’s engagement
with the region to include greater support for the
development of meteorological services at the
national level.
197.
Responding to the various queries, the
Secretariat advised that the development of a
regional Pacific meteorological organisation was
based in part upon the experience of the
Caribbean Meteorological Organisation and that
although it agreed with the Meeting’s
recommendation that a committee be established
rather than an organisation, it also noted that it
was important to integrate some aspects of the
Caribbean model into the proposed mechanism. In
particular, the Secretariat noted the issue of
institutionalizing sustainability of meteorological
services in the region. The Secretariat also
confirmed that it would be looking at ways of

192.
The representative of WMO clarified that
the regional office of WMO covers Region 5 of
WMO and that this includes five countries of South
East Asia in addition to the Pacific Island countries.
The representative highlighted the need for a
separate mechanism to coordinate and support
the needs and activities of the Pacific region and
reaffirmed the value of the Regional
Meteorological Services Directors’ meeting to fill
this role.
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integrating and consolidating the role and
activities of the existing council of Meteorology
Directors into the proposed Pacific Meteorological
Committee.

national representatives to project
activities with particular reference to the
Review of the Strategic Action Plan; and
 endorsed the proposed process for the
Secretariat to lead on the development of
a fully fledged proposal for the
consideration of the SM21 in 2010, on the
development and establishment of an
institutional
response
to
Pacific
meteorological needs, including any links
to hydrological services.

198.
With
regard
to
managing
the
SPREP/Finnish project, the Secretariat advised on
the establishment of a project management board
to provide oversight of the project. This Board
included SPREP staff and representatives from
national meteorology departments.
199.
The Representative of USA sought
clarification from PNG on what was meant by
national development assistance plans.

9.2.5

203.
The Secretariat advised Members on the
progress made in 2009 towards the Urgent Review
of Regional Meteorological Services, as called for
by Pacific Forum Leaders in 2008. A policy
oversight group was formed, and the review team
coordinated by SPREP convened at SPREP
Headquarters on 10‐13 November 2009. The team
was scheduled to submit its draft report to the
Secretariat in December 2009, with a final report
due in January 2010. The review team had now
agreed on a work plan and a division of
responsibilities, and had commenced country
visits.

200.
The representative of PNG stated that
national plans need to precede regional plans and
that a needs assessment at national level must
precede regional plans. The representative of PNG
encouraged SPREP to widen the scope of its work
to include national development of meteorological
services.
201.
The representatives of French Polynesia
and the USA urged the meeting to note the lead
role of SOPAC in relation to hydrological services in
the region and to be mindful of this in the drafting
of recommendations for the meeting to endorse.
202.

204.
The Secretariat noted the growing
interest in provision of meteorological services in
the region and explained that the reasons for this
were two‐fold. Firstly, there was
increased
realization of the importance of meteorological
services to the livelihoods of the peoples of Pacific
islands; and secondly, concern over the
sustainability of regional services provided by the
Fiji Meteorological Service, which plays a central
role in provision of weather services in the region.
The Secretariat acknowledged the generous
support of AusAID and NZAID and indicated that
the final report would be tabled at the 21st SPREP
Meeting in 2010.

The Meeting:


noted the 13RMSD and the Joint Meeting
of the Meteorological Services Directors
and
National
Disaster
Managers
recommendations, and endorsed those
directed to SPREP members and those
involving the Secretariat;



noted the new partnership between the
Finnish Meteorological Institute (FMI) and
SPREP in their joint 3 year regional
project, and to provide assistance and
facilitation at the national level where
requested
for
the
successful
implementation of and participation of

Urgent Review of Regional
Meteorological Services
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205.
The USA indicated its interest in working
with other SPREP Members, and stressed the need
to ensure this work was consistent with the
longer‐term plan for meteorological services for
the region. The USA further suggested that the
review team may wish to visit the Honolulu
national weather service in early December. The
Secretariat indicated it was in dialogue with
donors to ascertain the feasibility of such
activities.

210.
The Secretariat advised Members of the
current status of the GEF‐Pacific Alliance for
Sustainability (GEF‐PAS) programme, noting that,
as at April 2009, the total sum of project concepts
approved under GEF‐PAS was US$63,188,700. A
balance of US$35,649,220 had yet to be accounted
through approved GEF Project Identification Forms
(PIFs), which had to be submitted for inclusion in
the November Council work programme. There
was a risk that, if not included, the indicative
amounts may be subject to reallocation.

206.
In response to a query from the USA, the
Secretariat confirmed that it intended to share the
draft report with SPREP Members and with the
World Meteorological Organization (WMO) for
comment before it was finalized and that it would
allow a period of up to five months of consultation
before it was tabled at a SPREP Meeting.
207.

211.
The Secretariat stressed that there was a
need for Members to collaborate closely with an
effective and efficient Implementing Agency to
ensure timely submission of PIFs, detailed
development of project documents and
subsequent implementation, monitoring and
evaluation.

The Meeting:




212.
With regard to the GEF‐5, the Secretariat
highlighted a number of issues raised during
development of GEF‐PAS and suggested that these
issues would need to be addressed in terms of
what approach PICs would seek for GEF‐5.

noted the 2008 decisions of the Forum
Leaders on regional meteorological
services, and that the Secretariat is
pursuing
the
currently
actively
implementation of this activity with its
partners; and

213.
The representative of Niue pointed out
that there had been some confusion about GEF‐
PAS coordination and wondered how this could be
improved for the next cycle. He encouraged the
Secretariat to consider acting as an implementing
agency, and suggested that effort be put into
progressing the solid waste project. He drew the
Secretariat’s attention to the fact that Niue was
not listed as one of the countries under the
Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) project.

noted the updated report from the
Secretariat and urged the Secretariat to
continue the implementation of this
activity and to report inter‐sessionally
with a view to submitting a final report to
Members at the 21SM in 2010.

9.2.6

GEF Matters and GEF‐PAS
Developments

214.
The Secretariat responded that location
of the GEF coordination unit was now being
discussed by GEF Secretariat and the World Bank.
The Secretariat’s position was that a decision to
house the unit at SPREP had already been made
but it awaited the outcome of these discussions.
The Secretariat suggested that the Meeting may
wish to consider this issue and reinforce it at a
forthcoming meeting in PNG. The Secretariat
noted its agreement that it was now time to
consider the region’s plans for GEF5.

208.
The Secretariat advised that a number of
reports since 2004 had highlighted that Pacific
SIDS experienced significant difficulty accessing
and applying for Global Environment Facility (GEF)
funding to national and regional programmes.
209.
To address this issue, the position of GEF
Support Advisor for Pacific Island Countries had
been established and stationed at SPREP.
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9.2.7

215.
The representative of Kiribati thanked the
Secretariat and its partners for establishing the
position of GEF Support Adviser and for their work
in this area.

219.
The Secretariat provided a summary of
the energy sector‐related greenhouse gas

216.
The representative of New Zealand
observed that GEF funds could only be disbursed
through UN and development bank implementing
agencies, and that if SPREP had a role in
programme coordination, it would need to partner
with a relevant agency to do so. Pacific countries
could assist by engaging in discussions with GEF
and implementing agencies to encourage them to
partner with SPREP.

mitigation collaborations in which it was involved.
These included:

217.
The Secretariat clarified that all GEF
funding must pass through one of 10 designated
implementing agencies and noted that some of the
implementing agencies had expressed reservations
about conflicts of interest should SPREP house the
coordination unit. With regard to the exclusion of
Niue from the POPs project, the Secretariat
advised that several other countries had also not
indicated interest at the time of submission of the
POPs proposal to GEF. It was suggested that Niue
might consider submitting a proposal under the
upcoming GEF5 allocation.
218.

Regional Cooperation in GHG
Mitigation in the Energy Sector



The third year of the Pacific Islands
Greenhouse Gas Abatement through
Renewable Energy Project (PIGGAREP);



SPREP’s lead role on renewable energy
and greenhouse gas mitigation in the
CROP Energy Working Group;



Facilitating access to Global Environment
Facility resources for climate change
mitigation projects; and



Collaboration with funding from the
European Development Fund.

220.
Other related SPREP work was
mentioned, including the organisation’s work on
reduction of ozone depleting substances, for which
SPREP had been awarded the USA EPA award in
2009. The Secretariat also reported on its work
with other CROP partners; noted the Forum
Leaders’ formal recognition of renewable energy
as enabling grassroots access to affordable clean
energy and progress toward a low carbon future;
and the achievement of national GHG reduction
targets settings for the regional GHG reduction
target.

The Meeting:

 noted the progress made concerning
strengthening GEF coordination within
the region;
 noted the discussion in the paper
concerning
current
institutional
arrangements for GEF coordination in the
region, issues relating to continuing such
arrangements; and

221.
The Secretariat highlighted its various
partnerships with CROP agencies, such as SOPAC,
USP, and recognized the leadership role of SPC in
the energy sector. It noted that currently funding
for these activities were mainly through two key
donors – GEF and EU but that other donors were
also contributing.

 confirmed support for the agreement by
Pacific SIDS GEF Focal Points that GEF‐PAS
coordination,
including
monitoring,
evaluation
and
communications
functions, be physically located within
SPREP.

222.
The Secretariat advised that under the EU
UNEP‐SPREP MEA Capacity building project,
USD700,000 had been allocated for capacity
building on the Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM). Other donors included Australia which had
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provided AU$1.5 million for Renewable Energy and
Energy Efficiency Program for the Pacific (REEP)
initiatives accessible by PICs and AU$25 million for
clean energy development in the Pacific. The
Secretariat noted that there were also other
emerging bilateral and multilateral collaborations
that called for increased coordination and it
looked forward to being an active partner in
greenhouse gas mitigation the energy sector under
the leadership of SPC.

this need. The joint EDF10 SOPAC‐SPREP
renewable energy project proposal includes a
position to assist the PIGGAREP manager.
229.

The Meeting:

 noted the various collaborations on GHG
mitigation in which the Secretariat was
involved; and
 noted the close coordination of the
Secretariat’s GHG mitigation effort with
those of the CROP Energy Working Group
and the Climate Change Roundtable
processes.

223.
The representatives of American Samoa,
Niue and Tokelau acknowledged the report.
224.
American Samoa requested information
on what renewable energy resources have been
identified as most suitable for the Pacific.

9.2.8

225.
Tokelau thanked the governments of
France and New Zealand and the UNDP for
enabling Tokelau to complete its energy plan, and
asked for strengthening of south‐south
arrangements for its renewable energy needs.

Pacific Climate Change
Roundtable (PCCR) Outcomes

230.
The Director introduced the PCCR
outcomes by drawing the attention of Members to
the display in the centre piece of the Meeting
seating arrangements. The display was set up to
convey the message of the challenges that Pacific
islands face with climate change impacts.

226.
Niue noted that his country had benefited
from this work and recommended an assistant to
the SPREP PIGGAREP officer in light of the
mounting coordination needed for the various
resources mobilized to assist PICs.

231.
The Secretariat provided an overview of
the Pacific Climate Change Roundtable (PCCR),
which was held in Majuro, Republic of the Marshall
Islands, 19‐21 October 2009. Specific issues of
adaptation to climate change, ecosystem based
adaptation approaches, financing as well as
specific problems of low lying atolls were
discussed, along with an assessment paper on the
implementation of the Pacific islands Framework
to Climate Change (PIFACC). A major
recommendation of the PCCR was that there be a
mid term review of the implementation of the
PIFACC process.

227.
The Secretariat advised that there had
been further discussions with SPC on close
collaboration on the energy sector and that SPREP
was fully supportive of SPC’s leadership role in this
respect. In response to American Samoa’s query
the Secretariat explained that this matter seemed
to depend on the geographical location of
countries, for example, if they were closer to the
equator they may have more solar energy
potential than those farther away, where options
of wind, current or hydro power may be options.

232.
The representative of Kiribati commented
on the issue of human rights and relocation, noting
that this was not reflected well in the
recommendations and needed far more emphasis.

228.
The Secretariat noted the need for
coordination capacity to be increased in tandem
with increasing mobilization of resources and
advised that steps were being taken to address
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233.
The delegate of France recalled that his
country had already shown on numerous
occasions, that it fully shared the climate change
concerns of Pacific island States. Concerning the
draft decision submitted for approval, he
questioned whether it would be possible to adopt
a report that was not yet completed. He sought
clarifications on the governance system referred to
in document 9.2.8 Attachment 1 and asked
whether this system would sit within or outside
SPREP and what would be the budgetary impacts.
Finally, he highlighted that the feasibility analysis
of a regional adaptation fund should largely focus
on an evaluation of its added value relative to the
instruments to be decided upon within the
framework of UNCTAD.

9.3

236.
The Chair advised that the Meeting,
having addressed the detailed work programme
and financial performance of the Secretariat in the
past year (2008) and the key components of the
Secretariat’s 2010 work programme under earlier
agenda items, was now required to address and
decide on the Secretariat’s proposed 2010 work
programme and budget.
237.
The Secretariat introduced its proposed
2010 Work Programme and Budget, which was a
balanced budget of US$10.4 million. It advised that
the budget was financed through donor grants of
US$8.0 million; member contributions (which had
not increased since 2004) and other income, such
as interest and programme management charges,
of US$2.4 million.

234.
The Secretariat responded to these
comments,
advising
that
the
actual
recommendations (as contained in the attached
paper) had already been adopted by the PCCR but
that the full report, which was still under
development, was a good opportunity for
addressing these detailed issues. With regard to
linking the PCCR to the regional energy working
group, the Secretariat explained that the proposal
was for a more full formal role of this regional
working group under the PCCR. In terms of UN
climate convention processes and SPREP’s role in
climate change, the Secretariat advised that it
considered that any new facility should contribute
to these processes and structures and that a
concept note would be developed in this respect.
235.

Consideration and Approval of
Proposed Work Programme and
Budget for 2010

238.
The proposed budget included the 2008
salary adjustment approved by the CROP Heads in
light of the Annual Market Data Review for
Professional Staff. A contribution increase was
avoided because funding for this was sourced
internally, including using a surplus of $100,000
from the previous year.
239.
The Secretariat’s presentation was given
by the Director and the Finance Manager. The
Director outlined his vision for SPREP for the
period to 2015.

The Meeting:

 noted the Pacific Climate Change
Roundtable Meeting Outcomes and
recommendations, and considered and
endorsed those directed to SPREP
members and those involving the
Secretariat; and
 noted the proposal for a mid‐term review
of the Pacific Islands Framework for
Action on Climate Change (PIFACC) and
provided support for implementing this
review.

240.
The representative of Cook Islands
thanked the Secretariat for the presentation,
supported approval of recommendations, and
noted that the budget increase was mainly due to
increased programmatic funding. The delegation
indicated its approval of the information
presented.
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241.
The representative of American Samoa
thanked the Secretariat for the presentation and
vision and supported this vision and the 2010
Work Programme and Budget. He recommended
that consideration be given to prioritising a few
issues that were of pressing concern to many of
the island states and territories. The
representative also observed the size of the
budget devoted to travel‐related expenses and
asked whether this indeed covered all travel
expenses related to SPREP activities. He also asked
whether the income and budget matched, or
whether there were any discrepancies which PICTs
might need to make up, and if so what amount this
might be.

244.
The representative of Samoa appreciated
the presentation and donor support, noted a large
increase in the training budget (including
workshops and meetings), and asked if this could
be broken down to separate meetings from
workshops, and isolate allocation to the SM, to
highlight how much goes to capacity building in
countries.
245.
The representative of France echoed the
commendations of the other delegations,
understood that no contribution increase was
requested for 2010 but might be for 2011, and
asked how much this might be. The delegation also
found it difficult to reconcile SPREP figures with
those provided by French funding agencies, and
will send details of French funding for
reconciliation with figures by SPREP.

242.
The Secretariat responded that it was
indeed necessary to prioritise and requested
Members’ guidance in this process, adding that,
for example, requests to increase the priority of
waste management would be acted on. Members
were advised that the travel budget was always
high due to the necessity of travelling in the course
of SPREP activities, but that means to reduce this
were under consideration, including video‐
conferencing. The Secretariat confirmed that
income did match expenditure and that no
increase on Member contributions over the
budget presented was proposed. It also confirmed
that the travel budget did cover all travel‐related
expenses of participants and staff. The Secretariat
drew attention to the increase in the budget
allocated to climate change for 2010.

246.
The representative of Tuvalu noted the
significant components of the budget and that the
core functions of SPREP were closely linked to
Members’ contributions, and commended this
approach. He noted with satisfaction the balanced
budget and asked how consistent programme
management fees were charged across CROP
agencies. He also questioned the US$96,970
surplus in the revised 2009 budget whether that
affected the surplus from prior years in the 2010
budget. The representative further noted that
there was much potential with other donors
including the EU, and requested SPREP to develop
capacity to provide technical assistance with
complying with funding agency conditions.

243.
The delegate of Niue commended the
Secretariat for its presentation which took into
account recommendations made in 2008, and
observed that most contributions were from
traditional donors. Niue requested that waste
management resources be increased. The
delegation also noted that several posts were
vacant and unfunded and highlighted the potential
for GEF and EU funding to SPREP’s activities. Niue
asked whether there was a set programme
management fee or whether this varied between
projects.

247.
The
representative
of
Australia
commended the vision, work programme and the
clear and balanced budget, which would raise
Members’ confidence in the organisation.
Australia confirmed that its core contribution
would continue, in addition to AU$1.4 million for
climate change, and hoped that this new money
would assist in the incorporation of SOPAC
functions in this area. Australia further confirmed
its willingness to work with the Secretariat
regarding programme development.
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248.
The representative of New Zealand
appreciated the vision and presentation and noted
that from 2010 New Zealand’s contributions would
be denominated in NZ$ (previously paid in US$).
The NZ delegation asked the Secretariat to
highlight how it had approached allocation of its
core budget, and noted that this would be
sufficient for Executive and corporate support but
that some were to be allocated to programmes.

go into multi‐year budgeting from next year
(2010).
255.
The Secretariat noted that there was no
EU funding for 2010, but that it hoped to remedy
this soon. The Secretariat noted that the increase
in programme funds was due to the efforts of
SPREP programme staff.
256.
On
the
subject
of
programme
management fees, the Secretariat advised that this
was a standard 10%. A previous SM had approved
a programme management fee of 10‐ 15% but the
Secretariat had been charging only the minimum
since then. The Secretariat advised that details of
expenditure on meetings and training were
included in the budget papers (pp 55‐57). The
revised budget included a $100,000 surplus carry
over from 2009 due to the 2009 revised budget
which has a surplus of 96,970. Some funds from
the core budget were extended to programme
support, to the extent of $126,000. This included,
for example, support for the Environmental Legal
Adviser position, which also served as legal adviser
to the Secretariat. The core budget was balanced
by not filling certain positions during 2010, while
staff responsibilities had been streamlined. These
positions included the Corporate Services Manager
and others in corporate and executive. The format
of the 2010 budget permitted revision in the mid‐
term, which would allow the Secretariat to take
into account Members’ new priorities.

249.
The representative of FSM echoed the
congratulations of other delegates, especially on
the vision, and encouraged efforts to translate this
into action. FSM supported the budget as
presented.
250.
The
representative
of
Tokelau
congratulated the Secretariat and donors for their
support, and for the balanced budget. He stated
that Tokelau would like to see all vacant positions
filled, and asked about the allocation of core
funds. The representative requested assurance
that core resources would match the demands of
the high level of funding under the programmes.
251.
The Secretariat appreciated the positive
comments from Members, acknowledged with
appreciation its donor support, looked forward to
delivering benefits concomitant with this support
and responded to the various questions.
252.
With regard to the comments on SPREP’s
coordination role, especially in finding funds, and
the Secretariat requested Members to promote
this role to their governments.

257.
Members were invited to provide their
specific budget questions to the Finance team.
258.
In response to a request from American
Samoa for clarification of the actual Members’
contribution figures for 2010, the Secretariat
responded that there would be no additional
voluntary contributions for 2010.

253.
The Secretariat advised that further
support for waste management was under
discussion with donors and that it was increasing
its capacity building budget in 2010. It was also
increasing consistency of both the budget
presentation and programme management fees.

259.
254.
The Secretariat advised that there was in
fact no plan to increase Members’ contributions in
2011. No indicative increase figures for 2011 were
included because discussions were under way to

The Meeting:

 considered and approved the proposed
Work Programme and Budget for 2010.
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AGENDA ITEM 10: CORPORATE AND
INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES
10.1

making, especially since the meeting schedule was
decided on a bi‐annual basis. His Government
would like the Ministers to have decision making
powers in particular on the appointment of the
Director and the Deputy Director.

The Role of SPREP Ministers’ Forum
in the Context of the SPREP
Meeting

264.
The representative of Fiji noted that the
Ministerial Forum should be convened as
necessary to strengthen political will and approve
programmes developed and approved by the
SPREP Meeting and that the Ministerial forum do
not have the final decision making powers,
otherwise decisions made by officials for the good
of saving and protecting the environment of the
region might be compromised.

260.
The Secretariat advised Members that the
2008 Environment Ministers’ Forum had raised the
issue of the status of that meeting and the nature
of its decision‐making powers in relation to the
SPREP Meeting. The Secretariat also noted that the
issue relating to the decision making powers of the
Ministers had been raised at the 19th SPREP
Meeting. The immediate cause for this arose from
the perception of at least two ministers that the
Ministerial Forum could make final decisions,
including over‐riding decisions made by the SPREP
Meeting. The debate had been in relation to the
recommendation for selecting a new Director.

265.
The representative of American Samoa
stated that there was no need to change the
regulations, and that decision making powers
delegated to the Ministerial Forum would create a
politicized structure for the organization,
particularly in light of the different political
arrangements of Members.

261.
The Secretariat advised that the SPREP
Agreement did not confer legal decision making
powers to the Ministerial Forum and that it is the
SPREP Meeting that has final decision‐making
power. He further noted that delegates to the
SPREP Meeting do represent their Governments
and Ministers.

266.
The representative of French Polynesia
recalled the difficult situation Members were
confronted with the previous year in relation to
the respective roles of the SPREP Meeting and the
Ministerial Meeting. Further to the Secretariat’s
analysis, he proposed that Ministers who wished
to do so could act as heads of delegation when
important decisions had to be made by the
Meeting. He did not wish to see the establishment
of an additional body giving a decision‐making role
to Ministers only. He suggested that the Meeting
could agree that the Ministers meet every two
years for instance, to discuss at the political level
specific environmental issues or matters critical to
the organisation.

262.
Members were invited to consider this
issue, bearing in mind that any decision to grant
greater decision‐making powers to the Ministers’
Forum would mean a change to the Agreement
Establishing SPREP.
263.
The representative of the Cook Islands
noted the challenging nature of the issue, and
reflected on the proceedings of the Ministerial
Forum at the 19th SPREP Meeting, and the views
expressed by Ministers. Any amendments to the
rules of procedures would need to be considered
in the appropriate manner. A Minister from the
Cook Islands had not attended the Ministerial
Forum due to the lack of such decision making
powers. The representative reiterated the position
that Ministers should have a role in the decision

267.
The representative of Tuvalu noted the
practice of hosting SPREP Ministerial meetings
every two years but found that their roles are not
so clear. He agreed with Cook Islands that a clearer
demarcation of the Ministers’ role needed to be
developed and spelled out. The SPREP Meeting
could make recommendations that would be
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decided upon by Ministers; otherwise the
decisions should merely be referred back to
individual Members’ Cabinets for action.

272.
The Chair invited the meeting to find a
compromise solution, and commended the revised
text. She offered to set up a small group to further
consult on the issue.

268.
The representative of Tokelau observed
that the issue should be viewed from the
perspective of good governance and transparency.
Comments raised by other delegations had been
illuminating, and perhaps the SPREP Meeting
procedures should be considered in view of the
recommendations of the ICR. The organization
should not be politicized but should embrace
transparency.

273.
The Secretariat responded to comments
by delegates that the status quo was supported by
many, with some delegates calling for greater
decision making powers for Ministers, and
suggested that the proposal from French Polynesia
may be a suitable compromise, with Ministers
participating in the relevant parts of the agenda at
the appropriate time. He noted that officials were
under instructions from their Ministers, and also
advised that changing the Agreement Establishing
SPREP would be a time consuming exercise.

269.
The representative of Niue noted that
there should be a single meeting taking final
decisions, and that the Ministers could attend as
Heads of Delegation and take part in the decision
making process, with a Ministerial segment to
endorse those decisions. He noted that there were
costs involved in ensuring that Ministers were able
to attend, relating to hospitality and protocol,
especially for Smaller Island States hosting the
SPREP Meeting.

274.
The representative of Cook Islands stated
that the way forward would be to leave the
decision as it was and for the issue to be taken up
at the next SPREP Meeting when Ministers would
be present, and that officials would advise their
Ministers that this issue would require their
decision at that meeting.

270.
The representative of Samoa recalled the
active discussion on the issue in Pohnpei. The role
of the Ministers and the Ministerial Forum was
very important to ensure political commitment to
the work of SPREP, that could not necessarily be
guaranteed in the same manner by Officials. The
representative noted that her delegation would
like to see the continuation of the Ministerial
Forum on a biennial basis.

275.
The representative of Samoa thanked the
Secretariat for the legal interpretation, but called
attention to Article 1 of the Agreement
Establishing SPREP and the possibility to
reinterpret the work programme to accommodate
the Ministerial Forum. If the Ministerial Forum
could be a part of the SPREP Meeting instead of
being a separate meeting then confusion could be
avoided.

271.
The representative of FSM welcomed the
legal analysis put before the meeting, and he
viewed this analysis as correct. The perception
that Ministers do not have a role was incorrect in
his view, as officials do represent their Ministers
and Ministers could be present as Heads of
Delegation. The current practice should be
maintained, but with an improved working
mechanism for Ministers to be more engaged in
the SPREP Meeting when decisions were taken.

276.
The representative of Tuvalu agreed that
a final decision should be taken at the next
Meeting, and that the confusion that existed at
Pohnpei could be clarified by the Secretariat
preparing a clearer guidance for Ministerial
participation.
277.
The representative of FSM sought
clarification on how other CROP meetings ensured
Ministerial participation, and that perhaps lessons
could be drawn from those processes.
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10.2

278.
The representative of American Samoa
reiterated that the different political structures
represented around the table needed to be taken
into account, and there needed to be a full
consensus on any changes. In his view there was as
yet no confluence of views on the need for any
changes.

282.
The Secretariat advised that at the
previous year’s SPREP Meeting there had been
wide‐ranging discussion over the procedure for
appointing the Director. Some Members had
stated that the rules of procedure for appointment
should be more detailed; others that the rules
were sufficient and should be flexible but
depended on wise implementation by the chair of
the selection advisory committee.

279.
The representative of PNG also recalled
Article 1 and observed that this allowed for leeway
to accommodate the participation of Ministers,
and that a task force should be established to look
into how Ministerial participation could be
enhanced, rather than for the Meeting to amend
the article at this stage.

283.
The Secretariat explained that the rules
could be changed if the Members so wish.
However it was also necessary to monitor the
procedures of the committee, though there was
currently nothing in place to achieve this, because
of the confidentiality involved. The Secretariat
suggested that it would be helpful if past selection
committee chairs could indicate whether they felt
the rules were sufficient and whether the
Secretariat should be relied on more to provide
procedural advice.

280.
Following a suggestion from the Chair, a
small group was established to consider and
develop the recommendation. The Secretariat
reported that after fruitful discussions a
compromise suggestion for a text had been agreed
in a small drafting group. The meeting agreed to
the revised text.
281.

Proposed Revisions to the
Procedures for the Appointment of
the SPREP Director

The Meeting:

 noted the important role of regional
environment ministers and reiterated the
fact that there is no procedural obstacle to
ministers attending SPREP Meetings to lead
their delegations and take part in the
Meeting’s decisions; and

284.
The Secretariat advised that currently the
Director was chosen at the SPREP Meeting by
consensus. If Members wanted this to be by
voting, it would necessitate a change to the
Agreement Establishing SPREP.

 decided to establish a high‐level segment
within the agenda of the 21st SPREP
Meeting, and every second SPREP Meeting
thereafter, to discuss strategic issues that
deserve the consideration of the
environment ministers of the region; and

285.
The representatives of American Samoa,
the Cook Islands, Samoa, Tuvalu and French
Polynesia recommended appointing a task force to
examine this issue and to review the rules of
procedure in more detail, given that any changes
may require altering the articles of the SPREP

 directed the Secretariat to consult SPREP
Members on the issues to be discussed
during the high‐level segment at the 21st
SPREP Meeting.

Agreement.
286.
The FSM representative noted the
number of delegates present who were involved in
previous selection processes and suggested that
the rules should be amended somewhat. He added
that the rules should not be too prescriptive, but
aim to give more clarity on the steps the selection
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advisory committee should take. At present, the
lack of clarity in the rules of procedures for the
selection advisory committee allowed for too
much discretion to the chair or the committee to
interpret its own rules of procedure, which could
give rise to a lack of transparency.

290.
NZ noted that the ICR task force already
had before it a number of complex issues.
291.
The representative of Tokelau noted that
he had participated in both of the previous
selection committees and in his experience, the
process was merit‐based. He called for clarity on
whether the question to be addressed was the
process of selection of the director or the
composition of the selection advisory committee.

287.
The delegate of Samoa recalled that the
previous selection exercise had been eye‐opening
and a learning process. In that light, it would be
timely to change the rules of procedure. She gave
the example of rule 6 (work of the selection
committee in submitting recommendations to the
SPREP Meeting) and noted that the rule should
make it clear that the position should be offered to
the next ranked suitable applicant should the
preferred candidate not accept the offer of the
position. The delegate of French Polynesia
seconded this suggestion in light of the experience
in the last process.

292.
The Secretariat convened a task force to
address both the question of the role of the
Ministers’ Forum and the procedures for the
selection of the SPREP director. The task force
reported back with a series of recommendations
which were accepted, with amendments, by the
Meeting.
293.

The Meeting:

Considered the Rules of Procedure for
Appointment of Director and:

288.
The representative of Tuvalu agreed that
the committee was not currently required to
submit detailed and useful information to the
SPREP Meeting on the preferred candidate, and
recommended reviewing the practices of other
CROP agencies for comparison.

 reiterated that the process should
continue to be based on the merits of the
candidates;
 tasked the Secretariat with:

289.
The delegate of French Polynesia agreed
with the comments made around the table on this
issue. He noted that the working group needed to
reflect on this issue which was critical to the
proper operation of the organisation. It was crucial
that the selection process continue to be merit
based, as in the other regional organisations.
Supporting the interventions of Samoa and Tuvalu,
he stated that what was missing from the last
selection process was the provision of information
supporting the choice of the selection committee.
He added that rule 6 of the procedures, which
deals with the nomination of the Director, should
be amended accordingly. Finally, specific
provisions covering the withdrawal of a successful
applicant would need to be included in the
procedure.

34

i.

proposing amendments to the rules in
order to ensure that, when the SPREP
Meeting is asked to consider the
recommendations of the selection
advisory committee, the SPREP
Meeting will be provided with a
transparent justification of and
commentary on the recommendations
regarding the candidates, provided
this material remains confidential;

ii.

developing a template to guide the
selection committee’s processes and
recommendations to the SPREP
Meeting, to ensure that the
committee can arrive at a clear order
of suitability/ preference of the
candidates, and
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iii.

proposing amendments to the rules to
ensure that in the event that the most
preferred candidate declines the offer
of the position, the next most highly
ranked suitable applicant should be
offered the position; and

296.
Australia advised that most important in
moving this project forward was getting the
endorsement from all of the five MEA Secretariats
and the following was proposed: 1) propose the
idea to the Biodiversity Liaison Group in which the
five MEAs were trying to synergize and harmonize
their activities; and 2) raise the issue to the
members of the concerned conventions and have
these discussions in the main forums of these
conventions such as their upcoming conference of
the parties.

 agreed to address the Secretariat’s
proposed revised rules at the 21st SPREP
Meeting.

297.
The representative of Niue stated that
this was one of the important issues discussed in
previous SPREP meetings, not only in relation to
the biodiversity‐ related MEAs but also others.
Niue was not one of the countries that had been
selected for the trial but had used the project
template in producing their fourth report to the
CBD. He advised that although the report was not
accepted by the CBD, Niue had found it more
appropriate and more useful as a small island with
limited resources.

AGENDA ITEM 11: MEMBERS’ ISSUES
11.1

Streamlined Reporting by Pacific
Island Countries to the Biodiversity‐
Related Multilateral Environmental
Agreements – Progress Update

294.
The delegate of Australia outlined the
paper regarding the current stage of the project on
streamlined reporting to biodiversity multilateral
environmental agreements (MEAs) aimed at
reducing the MEA reporting burden on PICs as
approved by the 18th and 19th SM.

298.
The representative of France thanked
Australia for this initiative. He indicated that he
would like to submit the proposed template to the
experts in charge of monitoring the MEAs
concerned, but could not find it in the documents
for the current session nor in those of the previous
year. He would like to forward a copy to his
colleagues who would be representing France at
the upcoming conferences of the parties to these
agreements.

295.
A streamlined reporting template had
been trialed in eight countries and consultations
carried out with the secretariats of five
biodiversity MEAs (CBD, CITES, Ramsar, CMS &
WHC). There was positive support for this from the
PICs that were involved in the trial. Regarding
consultation with secretariats, it was noted that
the CBD was highly positive; CITES was positive but
was not comfortable with reporting cycles; Ramsar
was silent and CMS and WHC were hesitant as
they had they own reporting formats and cycles. In
general, there had been strong support from the
secretariats of the idea of reducing the reporting
requirements of countries. The reporting template
was now very easy to work with and captured the
main requirements in each of the five biodiversity
MEAs.

299.
The
representative
of
Australia
acknowledged with appreciation, Niue’s use of the
trial template. He also clarified that Australia
meant to lead on raising the initiative at MEA
forums with the PICs support. In response to
France, Australia advised that they would work on
a way of making the reporting template available
on the internet for Members to access.
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300.
The Secretariat thanked Australia for the
progress of this initiative, noting that it was
important in helping PICs with their reporting
requirements and further noting the importance of
working together with CBD and CITES secretariats
which had shown positive support of the initiative.
Regarding the recommendations for the way
forward, the Secretariat would follow up with
Ramsar and would ensure the full consideration of
this initiative under the EU‐UNEP‐SPREP MEA
capacity building project. It would ensure the full
support of the Secretariat for Australia and
Members in raising the initiative at MEA forums,
and proposed to add the Secretariat indication of
support into the recommendations.

UNFCCC COP15 in Copenhagen. He also advised
that a special briefing would take place in
Copenhagen on 14 December.
304.
The Secretariat then drew Members’
attention to a reporting template they had been
requested to complete prior to the meeting.
Members were requested that this be completed
at their earliest convenience and returned to
SPREP for inclusion in the climate change database
and at the Copenhagen UNFCCC COP15.
305.
Members were then invited to speak on
the status of their country activities relating to
climate change.

301.
There being no further comments the
Meeting endorsed the recommendations with the
suggested additions from the Secretariat.
302.

306.
The representative of the USA stated that
meeting the climate change clean energy
challenge is a top priority for President Obama. He
also noted that action by the United States alone
was not enough and the USA was engaging other
countries on several fronts – aggressively seeking
an international agreement through the UNFCCC
negotiating process, established dialogue among
17 of the largest economies and elevating climate
and clean energy to a top priority issue in key
bilateral relationships.

The Meeting:

 reviewed the progress report and
recommendations on the streamlined
reporting project;
 agreed that Australia should bring the
project to the attention of the Biodiversity
Liaison Group, in particular its Working
Group on National Reporting, for
discussion and consideration; and

307.
The representative of Tokelau indicated
that the change in leadership in Tokelau was
expected to bring more positive changes in the
climate change area, due to the strong
environmental background of the new leadership.
He thanked the working group, comprising of
SPREP, UNDP, NIWA, SOPAC, Meteorological
Services of NZ and the Government of NZ, for
developing a climate change policy framework for
Tokelau to consider.

 asked Australia with the support of Pacific
island countries to raise the project at the
15th Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on International Trade of
Endangered Species (CITES) in 2010; and
 requested an update on this matter to the
21st SPREP Meeting.

11.2

308.
The representative of the Solomon Islands
outlined progress of work in adaptation ‐ the
Solomon Islands completed a National Adaptation
Plan of Action (NAPA), which was presented to the
UNFCCC in 2008 and had worked with the World
Bank to help finalize a PIF for submission to GEF.
The PACC inception project workshop will take
place on 25 November with implementation

Country Profiles – Exchange of
Information by Members on
National Developments Related to
the Climate Change Focus Area of
the SPREP Action Plan

303.
The Director advised that a briefing would
be held the following day for countries going to

36

Record of the 20th SPREP Meeting

starting after the Christmas break. The Solomon
Islands has started work under the Australian
Climate Change Initiative. As per work regarding
mitigation, the Solomon Islands advised that it had
completed an energy sector strategy with
assistance from SPREP. The government was also
focusing on renewable energy (solar and hydro) in
rural communities. The Solomon Islands was also
working with the World Bank and the EU in doing a
feasibility study on a hydro power generation
project for Honiara and surrounding communities.

environmental impact assessment to ensure
development is implemented sustainably, and was
willing to share its experience with other countries
and assist with the development of national
communications if needed.
311.
The representative of Papua New Guinea
noted they would not make a statement on
climate change as PNG had a separate office of
climate change. The representative offered to
arrange for information to be forwarded to the
Secretariat for records of their progress.

309.
The representative of Samoa welcomed
the opportunity for a climate change briefing the
next, which, he noted had been the practice for
SPREP in the past, particularly with regard to
identifying techniques for tackling pertinent issues
of climate change. He noted with interest, the
presentation of the delegate of the USA and
welcomed progress on clean technology, stating
that Samoa was still of the strong view that work is
needed on reducing emissions and that there was
a need to be open to all technologies and not to
any one particular avenue. The representative
advised that Samoa was in the process of finalising
its second national communications and
implementing the NAPA, which was now moving
into the next phase. Samoa was also working on a
project to implement climate change into the
health and agriculture sector and a similar project
was being undertaken with the World Bank on
coastal infrastructure.

312.
The representative of Palau noted its sub‐
regional work with other countries. Regarding
adaptation, Palau had the Micronesia Challenge
that was launched in 2007. A summit in Guam
would monitor progress of this initiative and the
delegate stated that this information could be
made available to SPREP. Regarding mitigation
work, the delegate advised that Palau’s President
supported the GEM initiative and would launch
this at Copenhagen. The GEM commits Palau to
30% renewable technology 20% efficiency. The
delegate of Palau advised that she would provide
the Secretariat with documents for other
countries.
313.
The representative of Niue advised that
Niue had recently drafted its climate change policy
under the PACC project, which was a
mainstreaming exercise to coordinate and
mainstream all climate change activities and it was
expected to be complete by the end of the year.

310.
The representative observed that in 2006,
the Samoa project had drawn a lot of interest as it
took other sectors into consideration when it came
to climate change. Samoa also noted post‐tsunami
that these plans had assisted families with
responses and saved lives that would have
otherwise been lost. Samoa was launching its
coconut oil fuel initiative the following week, at
the start of the national environment week for
Samoa. Recently a joint mission from World Bank
and ADB supported by UNDP regarding climate
change adaptation visited Samoa and was
surprised by Samoa having considered adaptation
in most plans.
Samoa has legislation on

314.
The representative of NZ noted the
Forum Leaders’ statement made in Cairns and
advised that NZ has compiled extensive material
on (for example) adaptation, governance issues,
GHG reduction and international partnership, and
they were willing to make these available in
electronic form for sharing.
315.
The representative of New Caledonia
advised that in the energy sector, his
government’s intention was to reach a target of
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20% of renewable energy by 2020 which, given
current and future industrial development, would
mean a ten‐fold increase in the production of this
type of energy.

occasions its support to Small Island States within
the framework of the ongoing climate
negotiations, and in particular last September
during a meeting with the AOSIS group.

316.
The representative of the Republic of the
Marshall Islands noted that he was with the
Foreign Affairs Ministry, but that RMI has an office
that deals specifically with climate change. He
would forward information to SPREP. He also
noted their Ambassador in New York had made a
statement to the UN Secretary General calling for
a legally binding agreement at Copenhagen in
December.

320.
The representative of Fiji noted that a
more detailed document would be provided to the
Secretariat in future. Fiji already has a climate
change policy and is working on mainstreaming it
into other policies. It now has a dedicated officer
in the Environment Ministry to coordinate and
facilitate new projects including the GTZ REDD
project, the formulation of a climate trading policy
which would hopefully facilitate institutional and
coordinating arrangements for carbon trading,
NGO‐Community partnerships on carbon trading
projects and a number of renewable energy
projects in the country.

317.
The representative of Kiribati advised that
Kiribati is currently implementing its Kiribati
Adaptation Programme (KAP), which is funded by
GEF, AusAID and NZAID and World Bank as the
implementing agency. It focuses on two main
components, water and coastal component and it
comes to an end at the end of 2010. Kiribati
indicated that further information would be
provided in writing to the Secretariat.
318.
The representative of French Polynesia
advised that French Polynesia had established an
observatory office on climate change and had
noticed that greenhouse gas emissions average
three CO2 equivalent tonnes for French Polynesia
per head per year. The Government has an
ambitious project on renewable energy which will
lead to tax incentives, on any kind of new energy
such as solar, hydro and wind. Bora Bora has a
thermal plant which is very useful for providing air
conditioning.

321.
The representative of FSM advised that in
the past, environment related programmes and
activities had been spread across different
ministries. Under the current government all
environment activities have been aligned to the
one ministry. FSM is working on its Second
National Communications (SNC). FSM noted that it
experienced capacity challenges in carrying out the
second component of the SNC and requested the
Secretariat’s assistance in identifying a pool of
consultants to help Members. FSM had also
mainstreamed climate change into its national
strategic action plan. He noted that the climate
proofing aspect of the Kosrae Coastal Road project
is the first climate change adaptation project for
FSM (under the PACC). FSM is in the process of
getting its draft climate change policy approved.

319.
The representative of France stressed
that his country’s actions are set within a
European framework. Under the French
presidency, the European Union adopted in 2008
the “Climate Energy Package”, made up of a series
of regulatory instruments operationalising the
political intentions of the European Union in the
fight against climate change. He also stressed that
France already had expressed on a number of

322.
The representative of the Cook Islands
noted that all climate change programmes and
projects were now being implemented. Cook
Islands has completed the questionnaire by the
Secretariat. The delegation advised the secretariat
that they were now working under a country team
– “Climate Change Country Team” which included
all government ministries, departments and all
NGO’s. The Country Team makes decisions relating
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AGENDA ITEM 12: REGIONAL
COOPERATION

to climate change for the government. The Cook
Islands Environment Service also has two
experienced personnel in the office.

12.1
323.
The representative of Australia noted that
the Australian Government Department of Climate
Change focuses its work in 4 main areas: (1)
International negotiations; (2) Science; (3)
Mitigation (inclusive of development of
technology); and (4) Adaptation. He noted that
Australia had submitted its country profile report
but wanted to add that Australia is providing
considerable money in the region to help with
mitigation and adaptation and he encouraged
Members to access these funds as appropriate.

327.
The Secretariat tabled the Summary of
Decisions of the Council of Regional Organisations
in the Pacific (CROP) Chief Executives meeting of
10‐11 June 2009.
328.
The Secretariat drew attention to the key
areas of interest to SPREP.
329.
For instance, one of the tasks for the
CROP executives each year is to discuss priorities
for each CROP agency and the relationship of
these to the processes of the Pacific Plan Action
Committee – once these items are endorsed they
are proposed for inclusion in the communiqué of
Forum Leaders.

324.
The representative of American Samoa
noted that programmes on climate change were in
three areas: compliance; enforcements; and
awareness and education. An executive order had
been passed prohibiting any vehicles which did not
meet specific emission control requirements,
burning of plastics or toxic materials and cutting of
trees was prohibited.

330.
The CROP executives discussed reporting
and recording processes and the need for a CROP
publication that would explain the linkages
between different agencies and aspects of the
Pacific Plan.

325.
The SPREP Director noted the various
positive activities by PICTs and requested
delegates to submit all papers and interventions to
the Secretariat.
326.

CROP Executives Meeting Report

331.
A key link between SPREP and other CROP
agencies is through the CROP Harmonisation
Working Group, was and efforts to review the
effectiveness of CROP working groups generally.

The Meeting:
 noted the verbal presentations made by
Members on progress of national actions
in regard to the priority area under the
SPREP Action Plan relating to climate
change, and

332.
CROP executives also noted other high
level summits in the past year, such as PALM 5 in
Japan, which indicated new funding to come for
Forum island countries’ environmental activities,
for which criteria and modalities for accessing
these funds will be forthcoming.

 further noted the written reports already
submitted or to be submitted by
Members to the Secretariat regarding
their country profiles.

333.

The Meeting:
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AGENDA ITEM 13:
MEMBERS
334.

ITEMS PROPOSED BY

follow up on this and receive official
communication and confirmation from her
Government.

No items were proposed by Members.

340
The Secretariat concurred, noting that the
SPREP meeting was generally held in September of
each year.

AGENDA ITEM 14: STATEMENTS BY
OBSERVERS

341.
The delegate of New Caledonia advised
that his country could host the meeting if PNG
experienced any problems and that if this was not
necessary then his country would host in 2012.

335.
Statements
were
made
by
representatives of the Asian Development Bank
(ADB);
Conservation
International
(CI);
International Maritime Organization (IMO);
International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN); Pacific Invasives Initiative (PII); Pacific
Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS); Secretariat of the
Pacific Community (SPC); Secretariat of the Pacific
Applied GeoScience Commission (SOPAC); United
Nations Environment Program (UNEP); United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP); United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO).

342.

 agreed to tentatively accept the offer of
PNG to host the 21st SPREP Meeting and
to allow one month’s time for
confirmation; and
 noted that the Secretariat would provide
PNG with information on requirements
for hosting the SPREP Meeting.

336.
Texts of the statements are attached as
Annex V.

AGENDA ITEM 17: ADOPTION OF
REPORT
343.
The representative of Tuvalu thanked the
representative of Tokelau for Chairing the Drafting
Committee and moved to adopt the Report.

AGENDA ITEM 15: OTHER BUSINESS
337.

The Meeting:

There was no other business.

344.
FSM and PNG seconded this and the
Meeting adopted the Report.

AGENDA ITEM 16: DATE AND VENUE OF
TWENTY‐FIRST SPREP MEETING
AGENDA ITEM 18: CLOSE
338.
The Secretariat advised that the Rules of
Procedure for the SPREP Meeting (Rule 3.1) allows
for each SPREP Meeting to decide the venue and
timing of the next meeting. PNG had earlier
offered to host the Meeting.

345.
The delegates of Australia, FSM, France,
New Caledonia, PNG, Tuvalu and USA, thanked the
Secretariat for hosting the meeting and for the
report.

339.
The delegate of PNG requested that the
Meeting tentatively agree that her country host
the 21st Meeting in 2010 but allow her time to

346.
Members expressed their appreciation for
the manner in which this Meeting had been
conducted, noting that only good things could be
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said. They congratulated the Chair, the Members
of the drafting committee, the interpreters and
translators and the logistics team for organising
and running the Meeting smoothly and for
delivering the Report of the Meeting.

350.
He added that the Secretariat aimed to
ensure that every SPREP meeting would be better
than the last. He thanked the Chair for enabling a
well run Meeting and the Deputy Director for his
work. He thanked the drafting committee and its
Chair for the report and the staff who had worked
behind the scenes during the Meeting.

347.
Samoa thanked the Secretariat and the
delegates to the Meeting, wishing them a safe trip
home. He added that the Government of Samoa
had done its best to keep things in order after the
tsunami.

351.
The Director presented gifts of
appreciation to the Chair and Vice Chairs of the
Meeting. He also recognised the interpreters and
translators for their valuable contribution.

348.
The representative of Tuvalu recognised
the contribution of the Government of Samoa,
adding his nation’s condolences to the
communities affected by the recent tsunami.

352.
The Chair thanked Members for working
collaboratively despite differences in views and
opinions. She thanked the Government and people
of Samoa and congratulated the SPREP Director
and Deputy Director, Programme Managers and
Support Staff noting they had demonstrated high
quality achievements in meeting their targets.

349.
The
Director
acknowledged
the
comments noting that the Secretariat was guided
by the wisdom of the Meeting during challenging
times. He observed that delegates had indicated
appreciation for the detailed presentations on
various programme of work of the Secretariat and
that he felt confident that the organisation was
ready to move forward with its work. In particular
he noted the development of a new strategic plan
which will guide the work of the organisation.

353.
The Chair then declared the 20
Meeting closed.

-------------------------------------------------
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ANNEX I:

PARTICIPANTS LIST

AMERICAN SAMOA

Ms Romaine Kwesius
Counsellor, Development Cooperation
AusAID
Australian High Commission
Suva, FIJI
Tel: +679‐338‐82211 (ext 279)
Fax:: +679‐338‐2695
Email: Jonathan.Mitchell@dfat.gov.au

Dr Fanuatele To’afa Vaiaga’e
Director
American Samoa Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)
PO Box PPA
PAGO PAGO, American Samoa 96799
Tel: (684) 633 2304
Fax: (684) 633 5801
Email: tv5551@yahoo.com

COOK ISLANDS
Mr Vaitoti Tupa
Director
National Environment Service
PO Box 371
RAROTONGA
Cook Islands
Tel : (682) 21 256
Fax: (682) 22 256
Email:Vaitoti@oyster.net.ck

AUSTRALIA
Dr Greg Terrill
Assistant Secretary
International Heritage & Policy Branch, DEWHA
GPO Box 787. Canberra ACT 2601
Australia
Tel : +612 6274 2490
M: +614 9697‐039
Email: greg.terrill@environment.gov.au

FEDERATED STATES OF MICRONESIA

Ms Christine Pahlman
Manager, Pacific Branch, AusAID
Department of Foreign Affairs & Trade
Canberra, ACT 2601
AUSTRALIA
Tel: +612‐6206‐4077
Fax: +612‐6206‐4720
Email: Christine.pahlman@ausaid.gov.au

Mr Andrew Yatilman
Director
Office of Environment and Emergency Management
FSM National Government
PS‐69
Palikir, Pohnpei FM96941
Tel: (691) 320 8814/5
Fax: (691) 320‐8936
Email: andrewy@mail.fm

Ms Celeste Powell
Assistant Director
Ports & Marine Section
Dept of the Environment, Water, Heritage & Arts
GPO Box 787
Canberra ACT 2601
Australia
Tel: (02) 627‐1590
Fax: (02) 627‐1940
Email: Celeste.Powell@environment.gov.au

FIJI
Ms Eleni Rova Tokaduadua
Principal Environment Officer
Ministry of Tourism and Environment
Level 3 Civic Towers
P O Box 2109
Government Buildings
Suva, FIJI
Tel: (679) 3311‐699
Fax: (679) 3311‐698
Email: etokaduadua@environment.gov.fj

Mr Jonathan Mitchell
Program Manager, AusAID
Australian High Commission
PO Box 214
Suva, FIJI
Tel: +679‐338‐2211
Fax: +679‐338‐2316
Email: Jonathan.Mitchell@dfat.gov.au

42

th

Record of the 20 SPREP Meeting

FRANCE

MARSHALL ISLANDS

Mr Patrick Roussel
Ambassador
Permanent Secretary for the South Pacific
27, rue Oudinot
75358 PARIS 07 SP
France
Tel: (+33) 1 53 69 29 29
Email: Patrick.ROUSSEL@diplomatie.gouv.fr

Mr Bruce Kijiner
Foreign Affair Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
MAJURO 96960
Republic of the Marshall Islands 9696
Tel: (692) 625‐2699
Email: bruce.kijiner@ntamar.net

Mr Marc Fagot
Chef du bureau biodiversite et milieux
Direction des affaires europeenes et internationales
Ministere de l’ecologie, de l’energie,du
development durable et de la mer
Tour Pascal A
6,Place de degrees
92055 La defense Cedex
France
Tel: +33 1 40 81 78 66
Fax: +33 1 40 81 16 10

NEW CALEDONIA
Mr Jean‐Louis d’Anglebermes
Minister of Environment, Agriculture & Fishing
98848 NOUMEA CEDEX
New Caledonia
Tel:687‐75 56 40
Email: jldanglebermes@gouv.nc
Mr Daniel Poigoune
President of the Environmental Commission
Member of the Northern Province
98848 NOUMEA CEDEX
New Caledonia
Tel: (687) 47.71.45

Email: Marc.FAGOT@developpement‐durable.gouv.fr

FRENCH POLYNESIA
Mr Bruno Peaucellier
Head
Department of International Relations
Papeete, French Polynesia
Tel: (689)‐47.22.76
Fax: (689) 47.22.71
Email: bruno.peaucellier@presidence.pf

Ms Elisabeth Gremont
Executive Assistant
Office of Regional Cooperation & External
Relations
B.P M2
98848 NOUMEA CEDEX
New Caledonia
Tel: (687) 24.65.22
Fax: (687) 24.65.24
Email: coopreg@gouv.nc

KIRIBATI
Mrs Teboranga Tioti
Deputy Secretary
Ministry of Environment, Lands and
Agricultural Development
P.O. Box 234
Bikenibeu, Tarawa‐Kiribati
Tel: (686) 28647
Fax: (686) 28334
Email: teboranga@gmail.com

NEW ZEALAND
Ms Deb Collins
NZ AID
195 Lambton Quay
Private Bag 18‐901
Wellington, NEW ZEALAND
Tel: (644) 439‐8327
Email: Deborah.Collins@nzaid.govt.nz

Mr Farran Redfern
Environment Inspector
Ministry of Environment, Lands and
Agricultural Development
P.O. Box 234
Bikenibeu, Tarawa‐Kiribati
Tel: (686) 28647
Fax: (686) 28334
Email: kaokioki@yahoo.com

Dr Tobias Nischalke
Regional Policy Manager
Pacific Group, NZAID
Private Bag 18‐901
Wellington, NEW ZEALAND
Tel: (644) 439‐8025
Email: Tobias.Nischalke@nzaid.govt.nz
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Ms Felicity Lawrence
General Manager
Department of Conservation
PO BOX 10420
Wellington, NEW ZEALAND
Tel: 644‐471‐3138
Email: flawrence@doc.govt.nz

Papua New Guinea
Tel: 675‐325‐0180
Fax: 675‐325‐0182
Email: kkalim@dec.gov.pg

Ms Suzy Randall
Learning & Development Facilitator
Department of Conservation
PO BOX 10420
Wellington, NEW ZEALAND
Tel: +64‐27‐271 2208
Email: srandall@doc.govt.nz

Mr Taulealeausumai Laavasa Malua
CEO MNRE
Ministry of Natural Resources & Environment
Apia, Samoa

SAMOA

Mr Mulipola Ausetalia Titimaea
ACEO, Meteorology Division
Ministry of Natural Resources & Environment
Apia, Samoa

Mr David Dolphin
Deputy High Commissioner
NZ High Commissioner
New Zealand High Commission
Beach Rd,
Apia, Samoa
Tel: +685‐21711
Email: david.dolphin@mfat.govt.nz

Mr Faleafaga Tony Tipamaa
ACEO Environment Division
Ministry of Natural Resources & Environment
Apia, Samoa
Tel : (+685) 22481
Fax : (+685) 23176
Email : info@mnre.gov.ws

NIUE

Mr Sulumalo Amataga
ACEO Water Resources Division
Ministry of Natural Resources & Environment
Apia, Samoa

Mr Sauni Tongatule
Director for Environment
Department of Environment
PO Box 80
ALOFI, Niue
Tel: (683) 4021
Fax: (683) 4391
Email: tongatules@mail.gov.nu

Ms Faalavaau Perina J. Sila
Assistant Chief Executive Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
PO Box L1859
Apia, Samoa
Tel : (+685) 21171
Fax : (+685) 21504
Email : perina@mfat.gov.ws

PALAU
Ms Ngedikes Olai Uludong
National Environmental Planner
Office of the President
PO Box 6051
Koror, PALAU 96940
Tel: 680‐488‐4411 /680.767.8681
Fax: 680‐488‐6919/ 680.767.8638
Email 1: opolloi@palaugov.net
Email 2: opolloi@gmail.com

Mr Faafetai Koria
Senior Foreign Service Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
PO Box L1859
Apia, Samoa
Tel : (+685) 21171
Fax : (+685) 21504
Email : faafetai@mfat.gov.ws

PAPUA NEW GUINEA
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Ms Kay Kalim
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Sustainable Environment Program
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PO BOX 6601, Boroko

Mr Chanel Iroi
Permanent Secretary
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HONIARA, Solomon Islands
Tel: (677) 27751
Fax: (677) 28054
Email: c.iroi@met.gov.sb

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
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U.S. Department of Commerce
Tel: +1 301‐427‐2475
Fax: +1 301‐427‐0033
Email: howard.diamond@noaa.gov

TOKELAU
Dr Norman Barth
Regional Environment Officer for the Pacific
US Embassy
Suva, FIJI
Tel: 679‐331‐4466 Ext 8166
Email: barthnh@state.gov

Mr Jovilisi Suveinakama
General Manager, Apia/National
Apia, SAMOA
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TONGA
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Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS)
Ms Stephanie Jones
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Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat
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Email: Stephanie@forumsec.org.fj
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H.E Mr Tine Leuelu
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Suva, FIJI
Tel: (679) 325‐6592
Email:tine_leuelu@yahoo.com

Secretariat Of The Pacific Community (SPC)
Mr Amena Yauvoli
Manager
SPC Regional Office for Northern Pacific
Pohnpei
Federated States of Micronesia
Tel: 691‐320‐7523
Fax: 691‐320‐2725
Email: amenay@spc.int

Mr Kilifi Obrien
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Private Mail Bag
Funafuti, Tuvalu
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Email: obrienkilifi@gmail.com

Secretariat of the Pacific Applied GeoScience
Commission (SOPAC)
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Dr Robert Domaingue
International Relations Officer
Office of Ocean and Polar Affairs
U.S. Department of State
Tel: +202‐647‐3073
Email: DomaingueRC@state.gov

Mr Bhaskar Rao
Deputy Director
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Tel: +679‐3381‐377
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Program Manager
National Climate Data Center
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United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)
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ANNEX II:

OFFICIAL OPENING STATEMENTS

Statement by Hon. Faumuina Tiatia Liuga
Minister of Natural Resources and Environment
Government of Samoa

regional projects on climate change with concrete
action occurring on the ground in our countries,
including here in Samoa.

Talofa and Greetings!
The region is also seeking to address other
environmental issues of great importance to our
countries and to the international community. As
you will see from our agenda this SPREP meeting
will have issues pertaining to marine pollution,
conservation of marine species of importance as
well as terrestrial biodiversity. It is therefore
fitting that we are being asked to consider plans
for dedicating 2010 as the Pacific Year of
Biodiversity. In doing so, I feel that it is important
to build on the work done in previous years, such
as the Year of the Coral Reef and the Year of
Climate Change.

It is my pleasure to welcome you to Samoa during
a time when our national, regional and
international environment agendas are very hectic
and our officials are extremely busy.
My
Government greatly appreciates the sacrifices that
you make in order to attend these meetings and
provide guidance and direction to our Regional
Environment Programme.
This year has seen many challenges for our region,
but in some of our countries the sheer
vulnerability of our islands were brought home by
the terrible tsunami disaster in September.
American Samoa, Tonga and Samoa were severely
struck by this calamity, and we are all struggling to
cope with the aftermath and to rebuild. I am
deeply grateful for the expressions of condolences
that we have received from colleagues and from
your Governments, as well as the financial and
technical support that we have been offered. This
natural disaster has strongly demonstrated that
small island countries like ours would be highly
vulnerable to natural disasters, such as those that
are expected from climate change.

The ability of the region to attract the necessary
international assistance for environmental action
and sustainable development remain key cross‐
cutting concerns. Progress has been made in our
region’s interactions with key funding institutions
such as the GEF and the EU, as well as on a
bilateral basis with our development partners.
Nevertheless, we must not rest on our
achievements so far, but rather strive to establish
sustainable funding mechanisms for assisting our
region with the multitude of environmental
concerns and challenges that we face. Only
through such partnerships will we be able to
overcome the challenges of capacity and technical
resources that would hamper our sustainable
development. In this regard I am grateful for the
assistance and support from SPREP, and look
forward to working with the new Director and his
team in the future.

Many of you will have been directly engaged in the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change meetings in the lead up to the
international conference in Copenhagen next
month. The news from our negotiators is not
uplifting and there is a very real danger that we
will not be able to conclude a legally binding
agreement in Copenhagen.
It is therefore
important for the region to remain engaged and
active and to give full expression to the urgent
climate change concerns of the region.

Finally, may I take this opportunity to wish all the
SPREP delegates a successful meeting this week,
and a safe return trip back to your countries and
families.

We cannot afford further delay in the process, as
climate change impacts are already being felt by
countries in our region. That being said, I am
pleased to see progress in the implementation of

Soifua.
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and challenges still exist – and, in fact, have
accelerated.
Biodiversity of Pacific Island countries is being lost
at alarming rates, through deforestation,
overfishing, and through threats from invasive
species.

Statement by David Sheppard
Director, SPREP
Reverend Faafetai Fata,
Honourable Minister of Natural Resources and
Environment of the Government of Samoa,
Members of the Cabinet of the Government of
Samoa,
Representatives of the Diplomatic Corps in Samoa,
Distinguished guests,
Ladies and gentlemen,

The issue of climate change has become much
more apparent and is the key overarching threat
facing us all.
A number of us recently gathered in Majuro, the
Republic of the Marshall Islands, for the 2nd Pacific
Climate Change Roundtable Meeting. We were
able to see at first hand the immediate threats
facing the low lying atolls and islands of the Pacific.
We were able to witness for ourselves that – in the
Marshall Islands, as in other Pacific Countries and
Territories – Climate Change is not just an
environmental issue – it is also an issue with
immense social, economic and moral dimensions.

Thank you Reverend Faafetai Fata for your
uplifting spiritual words this evening. And thank
you to the choir for their inspiring singing. We
have made a great start.
Thank you Minister, for your courtesy and
consideration in making time in your busy
schedule to address our gathering and officially
open our 20th SPREP Meeting. We are honoured by
your presence.

Although our region contributes only 0.03% of the
world’s total greenhouse gas emissions, our
countries are among the most vulnerable to the
effects of climate change.

I would like to extend a warm welcome to
everyone to this Official Opening Ceremony. I hope
your journey to our shores was a safe one, and
thank you for making the time to attend this very
important meeting. I am well aware that this is a
busy time for all of us working in the
environmental field and also that you are all busy
people.

There is a need to act decisively – and to act now.
Many Pacific countries have risen to the challenge
and are taking practical steps to adapt to climate
change. The SPREP PACC Project – Pacific
Adaptation to Climate Change – as one example –
is
developing
practical
measures
and
recommendations to help Pacific Countries and
Territories adapt to climate change, particularly in
sectors such as food security, health and
agriculture.

It gives me great pleasure to stand before you as
the Director of SPREP as we move into the 20th
SPREP Meeting. I am delighted to be back in the
Pacific region and to be back at SPREP. My first
SPREP meeting was in 1985 in the days when
SPREP was a program of SPC and we had a two
person Secretariat. Things were simpler, and
certainly smaller, in those days. I also had the good
fortune to attend a number of SPREP Meetings in
the 1990s including the 1993 SPREP Meeting in
Apia.

2009 is the Pacific Year of Climate Change for
which the theme is ‘Our Century’s Challenge, our
Pacific Response.’ It has been a successful year‐
long campaign which has been actively embraced
by our Pacific members. It has made a major
contribution to raising awareness of climate
change issues amongst all levels of Pacific society.

Since then there have been many changes for
SPREP and for the environment in the Pacific. On
the environment front, many of the same threats

However climate change is an issue which requires
concerted and strong action at the global scale.
Many of us from the Pacific, including a number of
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our leaders, will soon be travelling to Copenhagen
to participate in the critically important Climate
Change Conference.

respond to climate change. It is our insurance
policy for the future, and for future generations.
We have an important week ahead of us. We will
discuss items which will chart and establish the
future direction for SPREP, and will map out how
we can achieve this direction. We look forward to
receiving the benefit of your collective wisdom and
guidance as we move forward together on this
path.

It is imperative for the Pacific people that there are
practical and tangible outcomes from Copenhagen
to tackle global warming and associated sea level
rise.
We note with disappointment that there appears
to be a lowering of expectations for Copenhagen in
terms of reaching a substantive agreement to
tackle global climate change. We would urge all
leaders to recognize the urgency of the issue and
act accordingly towards a binding agreement
which will limit global warming.

2009 has been a challenging time for SPREP,
particularly with the Independent Corporate
Review and the Regional Institutional Framework.
These provide many opportunities for SPREP to
move forward into this century as a stronger and
more effective organization.

This is my first meeting as the SPREP Director and I
would like to acknowledge the hard work of Kosi
Latu, our Deputy Director and the SPREP staff,
over the last year. I feel honoured and indeed
fortunate to be able to lead such a team of
competent and hardworking men and women.

Responding to these will require focused and
effective change within SPREP and the way we
operate. As Director of SPREP, I consider that the
future vision should include a number of key
elements:
First, SPREP must be more responsive to its
Members and ensure that all programmes and
projects are meeting identified country priorities in
relation to environmental management and
climate change.

Many of you have had the opportunity to work
directly with our staff members. We look forward
to strengthening the bonds of this relationship and
our friendship over the coming week and beyond.
Fa’afetai lava ‐ Kosi and team.

Second, we need to support and accelerate
country efforts to mainstream environmental
management into all sectors and build the capacity
of environmental and natural resource
management agencies. We must also strengthen
SPREP to ensure we are better able to support the
needs and priorities of our Members. We need to
improve our internal processes and systems to
world best practice standards. And we will.

The Secretariat of the Pacific Regional
Environment Programme is the leading agency on
behalf of Pacific Islands Countries and Territories,
in relation to climate change and environmental
management.
And for us in the Pacific, our environment has
special meaning. It has shaped our Pacific cultures
– it is our heritage and the basis of our life. It
provides us with an income, a home and our sense
of self as a Pacific people.

Third, we need to build more effective and
focussed partnerships. There is much work to be
done and we must move forward in partnership
with others. I am delighted that – in the last few
weeks – SPREP has signed MOU’s with the
Secretariat of the Ramsar Convention and also
with the University of the South Pacific. We value
these partners as well as other long standing
partners such as the International Maritime
Organisation and with the GEF in relation to the

We are all well aware that a healthy environment
is the basis for a healthy life for the people of the
Pacific. Through building the capacity and investing
time and money into strengthening our natural
ecosystems, we are also building our ability to
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GEF Pacific Alliance for Sustainability. Please
forgive me for not mentioning all our partners –
but please be assured that we appreciate our work
together. SPREP seeks to be a reliable and trusted
partner so that we can all work together to better
support and address the environmental needs of
Pacific Island Countries and Territories.

It has been a solemn time for our region and we
offer our support as our Pacific brothers and
sisters work to rebuild their communities.
Samoa is a beautiful country and I hope you will be
able to visit some of its sites and attractions.
SPREP is indeed fortunate to be so generously and
graciously hosted by the Government of Samoa.
We deeply appreciate this support and generosity.

And fourth, we need to prioritise. SPREP cannot do
everything and we need to focus on areas where
we have comparative advantages and strengths.
Climate change is an overarching issue which
SPREP must consider as a priority, given the clear
direction from Pacific leaders.

I would like to thank once again the Honourable
Minister for Natural Resources and Environment
and all who have been involved from the host
country in supporting SPREP and supporting this
important 20th SPREP Meeting.

We seek guidance from you, our Members, on the
future vision for SPREP over the coming week.

Merci beaucoup
Thank you
Fa’afetai lava

Before I end, and in the Pacific spirit of family I
must again express our deepest condolences to
the governments of our member countries and the
families and friends that have suffered loss from
the tsunami which struck our region, those in our
member countries, Tonga, American Samoa and
the host of the Secretariat – Samoa.

______________________

52

th

Record of the 20 SPREP Meeting

ANNEX III:

AGENDA

Item 1:

Opening Prayer

Item 2:

Appointment of Chair and Vice‐Chair

Item 3:

Adoption of
Procedures

Item 4:

Action Taken on Matters Arising from
Nineteenth SPREP Meeting

Item 5:

2008 Overview

Agenda

and

9.2.2 Review of the Regional Solid
Waste Management Strategy
9.2.3 Review of the Pacific Ocean
Pollution Prevention Program
Strategy (PACPOL)
9.2.4 Meteorological Services Support
Update
9.2.5 Urgent Review of Regional
Meteorological Services
9.2.6 GEF
Matters
and
GEF‐PAS
Developments
9.2.7 Regional Cooperation in GHG
Mitigation in the Energy Sector
9.2.8 Pacific Climate Change Roundtable
(PCCR) Outcomes
9.2.9 The Role of SPREP in Climate
Change

Working

5.1 Presentation of Annual Report for 2008
and Director’s Overview of Progress since
the Nineteenth SPREP Meeting
5.2 Performance Monitoring and Evaluation
Report on the 2008 Annual Work
Programme and Budget
5.3 Audited Annual Accounts for 2008
Item 6:

9.3

Institutional Reform and Strategic Issues

6.1 ICR Update
6.2 Regional Institutional Framework (RIF)
Update
6.2.1 Implementation Plan on Energy
6.2.2 Implementation Plan on Climate
Change
6.3 SPREP Action Plan 2005 – 2009 Review
Item 7:

Item 10: Corporate and Institutional Issues
10.1
10.2

Strategic Financial Issues

11.1

2009 Triennial Reviews of Staff Terms
and Conditions

11.2

8.1 Professional Staff
8.2 Support Staff
Item 9:

The Role of the SPREP Ministers’ Forum
in the context of the SPREP Meeting
Proposed Revisions to the Procedures
for the Appointment of the SPREP
Director Position

Item 11: Members’ Issues

7.1 Report on Members’ Contributions
7.2 Response to EC Institutional Assessment
Item 8:

Consideration and Approval of Proposed
Work Programme and Budget for 2010

2010 Work Programme and Budget

Streamlined reporting by Pacific Island
countries to the biodiversity‐related
multilateral environmental agreements –
progress update
Country Profiles – exchange of
information by Members on national
developments related to the Climate
Change focus area of the SPREP Action
Plan.

Item 12: Regional Cooperation

9.1 Island Ecosystems Programme Issues
9.1.1 Updates of the Regional Marine
Species Programme
9.1.2 Regional
Turtle
Research
and
Monitoring Database System (TREDS)
Data Sharing and Exchange Policy
9.1.3 Building
Capacity
for
MEA
Implementation in the Pacific
9.1.4 2010 International Year of Biodiversity

12.1

CROP Executives Meeting Report

Item 13: Items Proposed by Members
Item 14: Statements by Observers
Item 15: Other Business
Item 16: Date and Venue of Twenty‐First SPREP
Meeting

9.2 Pacific Futures Programme Issues
9.2.1 Solid Waste Management in the
Pacific: The way forward

Item 17: Adoption of Report of the Twentieth
SPREP Meeting
Item 18: Close
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ANNEX IV:

ANNUAL REPORT OVERVIEW BY DAVID SHEPPARD:
DIRECTOR, SPREP

Madam Chair,

The Pacific Adaptation to Climate Change Project
was approved by the GEF, for which SPREP is the
implementing partner, with UNDP as the
Implementing Agency.

It is with great pleasure that I present to members
the 2008 annual report of the Secretariat of the
Pacific Regional Environment Programme.

Thirteen of our Pacific islands countries and
territories will benefit by being able to carry out
adaptation projects targeted at three main
sectors: food security, water and coastal
management. This is important as climate change
is more than a threat to the environment, it is a
threat to the development aims and aspirations of
Pacific people.

I present this report on behalf of all who have
worked on the activities outlined.
Our former Director Mr. Asterio Takesy was at the
helm of operations in 2008. I acknowledge with
appreciation his role as the Director of a team
which has worked hard to protect and conserve
the Pacific environment for present and future
generations.

At the end of 2008, countries around the world,
the Pacific included, came together in Poland for
the UNFCCC 14th Conference of the Parties. Our
SPREP climate change team, including a strong
communications component, provided support to
the Pacific delegations to ensure that the voice of
our region was heard – and heard loudly – at this
crucial meeting. This work has continued and will
accelerate in 2009 as we move towards the
Copenhagen conference in December of this year.

Some staff who worked with SPREP in 2008 have
now moved on, and we also acknowledge their
hard work with thanks.
Over years, the work of SPREP has remained
constant: we strive to promote cooperation and
provide assistance to improve the environment
and ensure sustainable development.
The 2008 Annual Report shows many highlights to
recognize and to celebrate.

SPREP ensured that a strong and effective voice
for Pacific countries was heard in many other
international fora in 2008, including the COPs for
the Convention on Biological Diversity and the
Ramsar Convention.

This raises the general issue of celebrating success
– there have been many examples of success in
the Pacific region – the Micronesia Challenge, the
Ocean Seascapes initiative in Kiribati, the
development of innovative mechanisms such as
the Green Fund in Palau. The list goes on – we
should recognize and celebrate success wherever
we can.

A key principle of involvement in Conventions and
other Multilateral Agreements is that there must
be direct and tangible benefit for our Member
Countries. We are pleased to see direct support
from the GEF to support a number of Pacific
countries implement the CBD Programme of Work
on Protected Areas, as one tangible example of
this.

In 2008 SPREP was pleased to support efforts to
address some of the major environmental
challenges facing the Pacific region, such as
climate change.

It is important that SPREP’s work at the policy
level, such as in supporting the work of Pacific
countries with international Conventions, is linked
with on going support for practical field projects in
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Pacific Countries. Policy must be grounded in
practical field based reality – policy divorced from
reality will not help Pacific countries.

Engaging with our youth and with schools must
continue to be a key element of all future
communication programmes. 10 schools from
throughout the region took part in the Coral Reef
Challenge competition in 2008. They shared with
us their plans to save a reef – these plans were
very impressive – and were then provided with
funds to implement these plans.

SPREP supported many practical field projects in
2008, such as the development of invasive species
management plans in Kiribati and FSM, the
implementation of turtle tagging activities in Fiji,
and the development of solid waste management
strategies in many countries.

Considerable effort was expended in 2008 and in
2009 on the Independent Corporate Review and
the Regional Institutional Framework process.
These have been challenging for staff and
members alike. They have raised many
fundamental, and sometimes painful, issues
regarding the way in which SPREP carries out its
business.

The on‐ground implementation of the Pacific
Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement through
Renewable
Energy
Project
(PIGGAREP)
commenced in 2008.
THE GEF‐PAS (Pacific Alliance for Sustainability)
amounting to US$98.8 million was approved by
the GEF Council. This will provide direct GEF
financial support to many Pacific countries. The
GEF replenishment in 2010 represents a major
opportunity for Pacific countries and this will be
discussed later in this meeting.

We are grateful for the support and guidance of
SPREP Members as we have moved forward on
addressing issues raised through the ICR and the
RIF.
We see these processes as having laid a strong
framework for future action. They provide many
opportunities for SPREP to move forward as a
stronger and more effective organization. We
welcome and embrace change and look forward to
the future with positive anticipation.

These are ‘on the ground’ practical projects that
will help our Pacific communities address the
challenges of environmental management and
climate change.
Many more examples are detailed in the 2008
Annual Report and will be elaborated later in this
meeting. We feel these will make a positive
contribution to helping Pacific Countries better
manage their environments and thus support
sustainable development.

It is important for SPREP to learn from past
experience.
Some of the lessons from 2008 include the
importance of focusing on areas where SPREP has
a comparative advantage in supporting its
Members. The development of SPREP as a hub for
the Pacific in relation to Multilateral Agreements –
as outlined in the Annual Report – provides a
practical example. This MEA project had a major
planning meeting in this venue last week. It was a
real pleasure to see representatives of finance,
planning and environment ministries from all
Pacific countries working together to address
capacity development for meeting environmental
and development challenges.

Better communication of environmental issues is
critical to all levels of society from political leaders
to the local village level.
Our Pacific reefs were commemorated in 2008, as
we embraced with our Members the Pacific Year
of the Reef campaign. ‘Strong Reefs, Strong
Islands’ was the focus of this successful campaign
which encouraged action to conserve coral reefs at
regional, national and community levels.
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Another important lesson is the need to aim for
excellence in all that we do, and at all levels – from
the delivery of technical products for Pacific
countries to the development of the best systems
for the management of SPREP’s financial and
human resources. We need to develop systems for
providing quality advice to guide the development
and implementation of our Programmes. In my
view the scientific and technical advisory group of
SOPAC – STAR – provides a good model for
application by SPREP.

These are among some of the many challenges we
face. I note that all of the issues raised in this
report will be the subject of more detailed review
under later agenda items of this SPREP Meeting.
As always we welcome advice and guidance from
SPREP Members as to how we can do this more
effectively.
We acknowledge with deep appreciation the
strong support from our Member Countries and
Territories. I would particularly like to thank the
Chair of the 19th SPREP Meeting, Mr Andrew
Yatilman of the Federated States of Micronesia,
for his leadership and guidance at a challenging
time with the many RIF and ICR related activities
underway during his tenure.

There are many challenges as we move into the
future.
Climate change is the major threat and challenge
to island countries. The increasing level of political
interest and financial support also provides an
opportunity to benefit the Pacific. It is important
to ensure that the various inputs, including
financial support from donors, are effectively
coordinated and are effectively addressing country
needs. The recent Pacific Roundtable suggested
that the development of a Pacific Funding
Mechanism for Climate Change may be an option
for the future.

The positive and many outcomes from the 2008
Annual Report reflect the input and commitment
from SPREP Members to strengthening SPREP over
many years.
We also acknowledge the valuable support from
many donors, as outlined in page 42 of the annual
report. We appreciated the trust of the donor
community and we will work hard to consolidate
and build this trust over the years ahead. We hope
the donor community will clearly see that any
funds invested in SPREP will make a real and
tangible contribution to the environment and
peoples of the Pacific.

SPREP is committed to better engaging with Pacific
member states and territories to more effectively
address environmental threats and issues.
We must develop better ways of engaging
together but we also must ensure that realistic
expectations are set – on all sides. As we know,
setting unrealistic expectations in any relationship
is a guarantee of long term failure.

I would like to acknowledge once again the hard
work of Kosi Latu, our Deputy Director and the
SPREP staff, over 2008 and over this year. It has
been a challenging year for all staff but I think that
SPREP Members should feel proud to have such a
staff working in support of your efforts. I certainly
feel proud to be able to work with such an
outstanding team.

SPREP is moving quickly to address the findings of
the Independent Corporate Review, and the
recommendations of the RIF, as will be presented
later to the meeting. It is important to prioritize
and focus our efforts and we have appreciated the
assistance from the ICR Task Force and guidance
from members on these issues. Now is the time to
consolidate and move on towards what will be a
bright future for SPREP.

Chair, I am honoured to present you with the
report of the Secretariat of the Pacific Regional
Environment Programme for 2008.

_____________________________
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ANNEXV:

OBSERVERSTATEMENTS

Statement by the Representative of Asian
DevelopmentBank(ADB)
Thankyou Madam Chair. Please allow me to add

.

.

our congratulations to your appointment as Chair
of SPREPGoverning Council, to Mr David Sheppard
on his appointment as Director and to Mr Kosi Latu
as

Deputy

Director.

ADB

welcomes

.

the

opportunity to participate in this forum, with a
view

to

forging

a

new

era

of

enhanced

partnership.

.

ADB is a multilateral development financial
institution owned by 67 members, 48 from the
regionand 19 from other parts of the globe.

The Asia-Pacificregion must oct urgently to
adapt to and mitigate the consequencesof
climate change.

Addressing climate change is critical to
achieving poverty reduction and ensuring
sustainableeconomicdevelopment
ADBis a catalystfor low-carbondevelopment,
helping build resilient economies and
communitiesand providing funding to deploy
new technologies.
ADB is experiencedand well positioned
to
handle new climate changefunds and work
with the private as well as public sectors to
mobilize additional funding for climatefriendly development.

ADB's annual lending volume is typically about $6

ADB's 'Responsesin the Pacific'recognizesthat

billion, with technical assistance usually totaling

.

about $180 million a year.
ADB's strength is its presencethroughout Asiaand

Pacific; 20 resident missions, 3 sub-regional
offices, including one based in Suva, Fiji, and 2
specialoffices which ensureclosecommunications
with nationalgovernments.
ADBhas strong infrastructure portfolio: transport,
energy and water resources. Adaptation and
mitigation are becoming part of the country
partnership strategies and adaptation measures
are part of many infrastructure projects.
ADB has a clearly defined strategy to address
climate changedefined by 'Strategy 2020'. This is
describedIn more detail in many of its publications
and papers. A strategic directions paper will
further articulate key messagesand ADB'sstrategy
through 2012 and from 2012 - 2020.These
include:

.

ADB's Strategy 2020 commits to 'progressively

increase its assistance for environmentally
sustainabledevelopment,including efforts to
addresscarbon dioxide emissionsand climate
change'.

.
.

.

.

Small Island states face serious risks from sea
level-rise, increasing intensity of tropical
storms,oceanwarming and acidification.
ADBinvestmentswill support improved marine
and coastal management to increase the
climate resilience of the Pacific's agriculture,
fisheries,tourism and water sectors.
ADB will work closely with donor partners to
align climate response interventions with
institutional capacity and with country and
sector-specific climate vulnerability risk
assessmentsproduced as part of the Climate
ChangeImplementationPlan(Cap).
ADB will also support the integration of
adaptation planning with strong disaster risk
response networks and policy frameworks in
the sub-region.
While GHG emissions in the Pacific are not
significanton a global scale,ADBwill continue
to Invest in energy efficiency and renewable
energy technology that promote energy
security in targeted countries. These include
mini hydro, solar and wind energy.
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SPREPis an important regional partner for ADB. I
wish to highlight two projects in particular, where

ADBIs discussingwith SPREPpossiblepartnership
in implementation.

a. The Pilot Programfor ClimateResilience
(PPCR)j and

b. Technical

Assistance

on

Capacity

Strengtheningj

a has listened with great interest to the issues,
initiatives and investments profiled by SPREPand
Its members this week. Indeed Madam Chair a
common theme of this meeting seems to have
been one of PARTNERSHIPS, a more than timely
theme given the enormity of the environmental
challengeswe face in this region and the paucityof
resources at our disposal to deal with the
challenges.

Under the PPCR,SPREPalong with other regional

agencies,will implement the regional component
of the ADB-WorldBankfacilitated PPCRunder the
Strategic Climate Fund designed to pilot and
demonstrate ways to integrate climate risk and
resilienceinto core developmentplanning.
Under a proposed TA for climate change
response,ADS is liaising with SPREPon

implementation
of the economicstudy on the
Impacts of climate change in the Pacific.
(CTI), ADB as

As part of the Coral Triangle Initiative
the

lead

implementing

agency

will

implement

several projects under the CTJ's Program for Action
in the Asia Pacific region. The key objective
the CTJ framework

under

is to strengthen

the enabling

legal, policy & planning environment

for Improved

In this region SPREPis a's most important partner.
Indeed one of the key reasons that a's Pacific
IslandsProgramis located in Samoa,is so that we
are near our big brother SPREP. Although no
longer hostedwithin the SPREP
compound,we are
still within walking distance of the SPREPoffices.
We have had an MOU with SPREPsince2002. Our
current MOU is active until 2013 and focuses
largely on biodiversity conservation. Our joint
activities with SPREP are wide rangingand include
collaboration over marine target setting in the
Pacific, to conducting ecological gap analyses
studies in Samoaand Kiribati, to funding SPREPto
implement conservation projects In a number of
SPREP memberstates.
Currently we have active and approved grants to

water, coastal and marine resources management.

SPREP worth more than US$800,OOO.

Finally,MadamChair,we wish SPREPthe best with

Within this theme of partnership this week CI
would like to highlight the Increasingrole of civil
society as conservation partners in the Pacific. I
would like to briefly mention some of the
partnerships we are building in this region
especiallythose that relate to the 2010 Year of
Biodiversity.I apologisefor not mentioningall our
partners in this short statement, but they are all
critical for the successof our work.

its mission and the work program for 2010.

Statement by Representative of Conservation
International (CI)
Thank you Madam Chair for this opportunity.

behalf of Conservation International's

On

President,

Dr. Russell Mittermeier, and CI Pacific's Executive

1. CRITICALECOSYSTEM
PARTNERSHIP
FUND

Director, Mr Fran~ois Martel who could not be
here as he Is overseas for a meeting, I would like to

CI

congratulate

Partnership Fund or CEPF for

SPREP and its

members

for

a

Pacific

launched

the

Critical
the

Ecosystem
Polynesia

We would also like to

Micronesia region in September 2008. A similar

welcome David Sheppard back to the SPREPfamily

fund is expected to be launched for the Melanesia

and wish him every success in his tenure as the
new SPREPDirector.

support of the Government of France in becoming

successful 2 Olhmeeting.

region in 2011. We are particularly grateful for the
the most recent donor to the CEPFand providing
the funds to allow the launch of a new round of
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CEPF funding globally. In Polynesia-Micronesia the
CEPF is a five year, US$7 Million fund for civil

society designed to
address terrestrial
conservation issues of more than 67 globally
threatened species and 60 Key Sites for
Conservation. Although CEPF funds can only be
givento civil societygroups,a key goal of this fund
is to promote effective partnerships between
Governmentsand NGOs and other civil society
entities to achieve conservation. Since we
launchedthe CEPFin this region last year, we have
committed more than US$3million to 45 projects
in 11 countries,all of which are SPREP
members.

2. INVASIVESPECIESMANAGEMENT
No one nation on its own can

effectivelyaddress

invasive species issues; and the nature of the way
invasive species spread across country borders
means that invasive species must be tackled at a

analysis projects in Samoa and Kiribati, a
conservationmonitoring trial In Fiji, along with PA
conservation projects in Samoa, Fiji and New
Caledonia.However, we acknowledgethat this Is
an areathat needssignificantlymore effort.

4. PHOENIXISLANDSPROTECTED
AREA

CI is honored to continue our close partnership
with the Government of Kiribati and our
colleaguesat the New EnglandAquarium for the
design and establishment of what is now the
world's largestMPA.The work on this undertaking
is proceeding well thanks to grants from the
Governmentsof Australiaand New Zealandaswell
as the CEPF.We are continuallyimpressedwith
Kiribati's commitment to this endeavorand this
confidencein the partnershiphas helped CI secure
our first endowment contribution of US$2.5
million.

regional, as well as a national level. In this regard
CI

strongly

believes

that

Invasive

Species

Management should be core business of SPREP
and it therefore urges that SPREPtake a lead role
in capacity building

and

promotion

for

the

successful implementation of the new Guidelines
for Invasive Species Management.

Cl's ongoing support to the Pacific Invasives
learning Network and the Pacific Invasives
Initiative under the newly formed PacificInvasives
Partnership,along with our funding support for
invasive species management projects from the
CEPF,
will complementthis effort.

5. PACIFIC OCEANSCAPE

Also with Kiribati's leadership, CI has made a
commitment to assistthe developmentof a Pacific
Oceanscapeas per the Forum LeadersDecisionin
Aug 2009 and consistentwith the PacificPlanand
Ocean Policy. This is a bold new initiative
integratingmuch of our marine conservationeffort
acrossthe region but at a larger scale aimed at
ocean stewardship for a large part of the largest
oceanon the planet.

In concluding, I would like once again to thank the

Director and

3. ACHIEVEMENT
OFPROTECTED
AREATARGETS
Protectedareas remain a key tool for biodiversity
conservation, however we are all aware of the
large gaps in the design, implementation and
monitoring of effective PA networks linked to
NBSAPobjectivesand to know how the states and
the region are progressingagainstagreednational
and global protected area targets. With the 2010
Year of Biodiversity and achievement of CBD
targets only months away, assessing our
performanceis now a priority activity. To that end
we are pleasedto be Involved In ecologicalgap

Deputy Director of SPREPand the
SPREPstaff for their supportduringthe pastyear

and to congratulateSPREPand its members for
the achievements so well presentedat this
meeting and in adoptingthe comingyearswork
programme. Finally I would like to reaffirm (I's
commitment to working and collaborating with
SPREP
I SPREP
members and our many partners.
Faafetai and Soifua
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Statement by Representative of International
Maritime Organization(IMO)
Distinguisheddelegates,ladiesand gentlemen,
let me start by first expressingon behalf of the
Secretary-Generalof the International Maritime
Organization, Mr. E. Mltropoulos his deep
condolencesand that of the Organizationto those
Pacific Island Countries and Territories for the
tragic lossof life and property incurred as a result
of the recent natural disaster.
Ladies and Gentlemen

It has been a great honour for me to be with you
at the TwentiethSPREPMeeting of Officials. My
Secretary-Generalhas asked me to extend to the
new SPREPDirector and his staff, his deep
appreciationfor organizingthe Meeting and to our
honourableguests,he kindly requestedto extend
his profound gratitude for their interest and
support and reiterates his appealto them for their
continuedengagementand assistance.

On a regional front as it were, increasingefforts
are being made to stimulate economicgrowth in
the Pacificregion with the region's ports and their
neighbourhoodsbeing subjected to greater and
more complex pressureswith increasingdemands
for tourism, resource exploitation, in-shore
fisheries and many other activities, all of which
have significant effect on the region's waters and
adjacentcoastalareas. It is againstthis backdrop,
that the certain principles of the environmental
co-operativemechanismembedded in the Pacific
Regional Environment Programme have been
developed,including those related to shippingfor
which IMO bears if not the main but definitely
someresponsibility.
Ladies and Gentleman
We are all aware of the many international
treaties,

dealing

environment.

with

every

aspect of

the

A good third of these are designed

to protect the marine environment and most of
them

contain

cooperation,

provisions

global

or

for

regional,

international
scientific

or

technical, administrative or legal. In this respect of

As I am sure you are all aware, this meeting has
been organized at a time when maritime safety
and the protection of the marine environment are
receiving renewed attention and active support
from all countries which is equally true in this

the 51 treaty instruments the IMO has adopted, 21
are directiy related to environmental concerns -

region.

note that the future PACPOl is aiming to also

23 in fact if one considers the environmental
aspects of Salvage and the Nairobi Wreck Removal
Conventions. In this connection it Is heartening to
address derelict and abandoned vessels and the

I would like to recall certain very well known facts

potential

to this Meeting but their pertinence to the overall

Convention on the Removal of Wrecks.

relevance to the IMO's International

theme which has gathered us this week makes
them Important to reiterate.

As an organization with a global mandate, and
particularlyasthe specializedagencyof the United
Nations whose responsibilities are entirely
maritime, it is fitting and proper, and indeed
imperative, that IMO should be concerned not
only with the safeand efficient operation of ships,
but also with measuresto ensure that the ships
which use your ports, do not pose avoidablerisks
to the marine environment in particular, and to
the humanenvironmentin general.

Like its programme for maritime safety, a key
element in IMO's programme to deal with the
prevention and control of pollution from ships is
the assistance to countries to implement and
enforce the global regulatory framework designed
to enhancesafety and to prevent, and eventually
eliminate completely, pollution of the marine
environment.
The effective implementation and enforcementof
the provisions of the international marine
environmental related treaties including those
concerningshippingare the only way by which the
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territories can ease the

pressureto which the region is subjected at the
presentmoment.
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Protocol to the United Nations Framework
Conventionon ClimateChange(UNFCCC).
In addition, IMO has agreed on a work plan to

On this chapter, let me acknowledge here the
tremendousefforts already made by the countries
of the region in ratifying and implementing some
of the important IMO conventions. At the same
time, one should also recognizethat there is still
much to be done and specifically with regard to
the ratification and effective implementation of
conventions such as MARPOL73/78, FUND and
CLC 92, OPRC 90 etc...

In this respect, Madam Chairperson, I would like to
assure you

of

IMO's

commitment

with

its

continued support to the PACPOLand to SPREP
through

its

Integrated

Technical

Cooperation

Programme.

I trust that by the end of your discussions,you will
agree on most of, if not all the aspects of the
strategyand workplan of PACPOLfor 2010-2014.It
is our hope that your discussionswill help to point
the way ahead, and assist in drawing appropriate
conclusionsfor further action.
I cannot concludemy addresswithout mentioning
the enormous progress made by IMO in
developing measures to enhance the energy
efficiency of international shipping and thereby
reduce harmful atmospheric emissions of
greenhousegases,which are widely believedto be
a major factor in the worrying phenomena of
globalwarmingand climate change.

The Organization has been working tirelessly to
address

in

particular

emissions from

carbon

dioxide

continue

its

instruments

consideration
to

supplement

of
the

shipping.

incentives for the shipping industry to reduce

All this progress made by IMO to date will be
presentedto the CopenhagenConferenceand we
will actively participate in it.
It is crucially
important that our work receives international
recognition and endorsement and that attendee
nations at the Conferenceanoint IMO as the best
qualified body to be shipping's greenhousegas
regulator, becauseit is the only organizationthat
understands the peculiarities of international
shippingas a global industry, which needsa levelplaying field and this only IMO can provide,
through consistent global regulation.
The
Organization not only has the knowledge, skills
and experience required to address the very
complexissuesat hand, it also is totally committed
to a consensualapproach in all its deliberations
and decisionsand, therefore, to ensuringthat any
new measures meet the aspirations of all IMO
member states and provide a real incentive to all
countries to play their part within the overall
efforts to reducegreenhousegasemissions.

let me end by thanking you, Madam Chair and
your meeting for allowing me to make this
intervention in Plenaryat this early stageas I have
askedfor the floor in light of havingto be back at
IMO's HQ in london for our General Assembly
sessionwhich starts next Monday.

Madam

Chairperson, Distinguished

Ladies and Gentlemen,

These

measures would be further refined in the light of
the outcome

of the

and

further Its carbon footprint.

technical and operational measures to reduce such
international

technical

operational measures and which would provide

(CO.)

ships and, in July this year,

disseminated a package of interim and voluntary
emissions from

market-based

Conference on Climate

Change, which the United Nations will convene in
Copenhagen next month with the aim to agree on
a successor treaty instrument to the 1997 Kyoto

I thank you for your kind attention.

Delegates,
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Statement by Representative of International
Unionfor Conservationof Nature (IUCN)

The IUCN Oceania Regional programme of work
for the next 4 years, 2009-2012, focuses on 5
thematic

areas

and

focuses

on

supporting

efforts

in

biodiversity

Madam Chair,DistinguishedDelegates,Observers,

governments

Ladiesand Gentlemen; the International Unionfor
Conservationof Nature, IUCN,on behalf of Taholo
Kam!, Regional Director of the IUCN Regional
Office for Oceania,is delighted to participate in
this 20th SPREPMeeting and would like to
congratulate SPREPand its members on the
successof this meeting.

conservation, identification of endangered species,

in their

and management of water, marine, freshwater
and terrestrial environments. IUCN recognlses the
importance for ecosystems to be managed not
only to protect biodiversity but also to provide
livelihoods to local communities.
IUCN would

like to take the opportunity

to

IUCN extends sincere appreciation to Mr Kosi Latu

highlight some of our work that may be relevant to

for his leadershipto SPREP,and congratulates
Mr
David Sheppard,a former IUCNcolleague,on his
appointmentasthe new Director of SPREP.

your governments. Most of this work is being

Pleasebe assuredthat IUCNis committed to the
development of a strong and lasting partnership
with SPREPand its membercountries,to enhance
environmental governance and management in

IUCN, SPREP and NGOpartners have embarkedon
an effort to develop an IUCN Red List of
endangeredspeciesin the Pacific islandsfor the
first time. This is important work and will become
even more so given that our fragile islandsare so
vulnerable to climate change.The specieson our
islandsare too important to lose.

the Pacific Region.
IUCN greatly values the

Memorandum of
Understandingbetween IUCNand SPREP,signedin
2007,and looks forward to continuing to build the
level of collaboration with SPREP, which has
already been significantly enhanced with the
presenceof IUCN'sRegionalOffice for Oceaniain
Suva,Fiji.

supported

through

alliances of

organisations

represented at this meeting, including SPREP.

IUCN is a member of the PacificInvasivesInitiative

(PI!) and has establishedan InvasiveSpecies
programme node through the IUCN Invasive
Species Specialist Group basedat the University of
Auckland in New Zealand. This team is working

though our Oceania Regional Office on Pacific
IUCN is a unique and democratic membership
union with more than 200 government members,
over 800 NGO member organlsatlons, and almost
11,000 volunteer

scientists in more than 160

invasivespeciesissuesthrough PII and PllN. We
to providing the best possible
advice and support to address this vital issuein the
Pacific.
are committed

countries.
IUCN membership in the Oceania region is diverse,
drawing together States, government agencies and
non-government organisations. There are 27
members based in Australia, New Zealand has 9
members, and there are 8 members from Pacific
islands countries. IUCN welcomes our new Pacific
island state members, Fiji and Nauru, who join
Australia, France, New Zealand and the USA as
IUCN state members, and who are also members
of SPREP.We look forward to welcoming more
Pacific island countries into the globallUCN family
in the near future.

IUCN's regional Energy programme is currently
working in 6 of your countries: Marshall Islands,
Palau, Samoa, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu, to
acceleratethe transition to energy systemsthat
are ecologicallyefficient, sustainableand socially
equitable. Switchingfrom inefficient mercury and
vapour street lights to more efficient LEDlights in
the Marshall Islands is projected to save
US$200,OOO
per year in the operation of lights,
which is equivalent to a savingof 60%of the cost
of existinglights.
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IUCN is activelysupportingthe Roundtablefor
Nature Conservation in the Pacific, and Taholo
Kami, IUCN Oceania's Regional Director, is
currently the chair of the Roundtable. The
Roundtableis important and IUCNis committed to
improving and enhancing cooperation between
regional organisatlons and governments in the
region to align government priorities by
developinga common platform at a national level,
and to ensurecoordinateddelivery of NBSAPS
and
related national environment initiatives. This year
the roundtable has held national level
consultationsin Fiji, Solomon Islands and Papua
New Guinea. We look forward to working with
additionalcountriesin the next years.
IUCN

reaffirmsIts commitment to working with

SPREPand its Member Countries with a range of
relevant experiences, technical expertise, and the
best available science and knowledge to support
sustainable development and the implementation
of the Programme of Work for 2010 and beyond.

We look forward to actively supporting the United
NationsYearof Biodiversityand working with you
all by producing information briefings to Pacific
island countries and participating in regional
activitiesand communications.
Madam Chair, IUCN thanks you for the opportunity

to makethis short statement.

Statement by Representativeof Pacific
Initiative (PI!)
First I would like to thank the Secretariat for
inviting the Pacific Invasives Initiative to the 20th
SPREPMeeting. I would also like to thank Madam
Chair and the Secretariat for the opportunity to
make this statement on behalf of the Pacific
Invasives Initiative team.
PIt acknowledges SPREP'sand in particular Dr Alan
Tye's cooperative approach in dealing with
invasive species in the Pacific region. I
congratulate SPREPand SPCon the completion of

the

Regional Guidelines for

SPREP
Meeting

Invasive Species

ManagementIn the Pacific.

Also, I congratulatethe membersof the SPREP
council and the Headsof Agricultural and Forestry
membersof SPCfor their leadershipin endorsing
the guidelines and hence, reflecting the
importance of the invasive species issue in the
Pacific Island Countries and Territories.

I cannot stress enough the seriousnessof the
impacts of invasivespecieson biodiversity, public
health, agriculture, international trade, tourism
and other economicactivities in the Pacificregion.
The same characteristics that make islands
vulnerable to Invasive species also make islands
the best places for managinginvasive species.In
the Pacific,a growing number of invasivespecies
managementactivities are taking place in several
countries and important gains are being made in
terms of building in-country capacity and
biodiversityand other outcomes.Pleaselet us not
lose this impetus and hard won achievements
while we grapple with new threats to the
environment, especially climate change, which
itself is expected to increase invasive species
impacts on the Pacific Islands Countries and
Territories.
PI! welcomes new initiatives on invasive species
such as the Critical EcosystemPartnership Fund
which is being implemented by Conservation
International. This fund is supporting Invasive
species managementwork throughout Polynesia
and Micronesiato the tune of US$3million over 5
years. PII also welcomes the US$3.Smillion GEFPAS regional invasive species programme for
which SPREPis the Executing Agency (UNEP
ImplementingAgency)which will finance activities
in 10 countries. PII is preparedto collaboratewith
SPREPand other partners in assisting countries
rolling out the programme. I also welcome an
initiative led by the New ZealandGovernmentand
various partners which involvesthe hosting of an
international workshop designed to help
strengthen and mobilise action to address the
threat posed by invasivespecieson islandsacross
the globe, includingthe Pacificislandsregion.
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The invasivespeciesproblem is so enormous and
complexthat it can only be tackled by countries
and all the agencies involved in the invasive
speciesissue in the region working together. PII
seesSPREP's
role in coordinatingthe work of these
agenciesascrucial.

Statement by Representative of the Pacific
Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS)

On behalf of our SecretaryGeneral,who is unable
to be here and sends his apologies,may I thank
you for the opportunity to makea few remarks,to
this the 20thSPREPmeeting. Maywe pleasetake
this opportunity firstly, to extend our condolences
to those of you who have lost loved ones during
the recent tsunami. And may we also take the
opportunity to welcome the new Director - we
look forward to havingyou join the CROPfamily.

meeting, Leaders expressed their deep concern
that the Pacific region remains off-track to achieve
the Millennium Development Goals (the MDGs) by

2015. This is despite continued high levels of
development assistance over many years.

Leadersagreed that there was an urgent need to
establish a new development compact for the
Pacific given the need to improve development
outcomes; address the impact of the global
economic downturn, and strengthen long-term
economic resilience. This is exactly what the
Compact is designed to do: to improve
developmentoutcomes,to addressthe impactsof
the global economiccrisis,and to strengthenlongterm economicresiliencefor the region.
The key objective of the Compactis to drive more
effective coordination of available development
resources from Pacific island countries and
development partners, centered on the aim of
achievingreal progressagainstthe MDGs.

I know you will agree that this year has beena
particularlyIntensiveone for all of us. Not only

Preparationsfor the implementation

have we seen work continuing under the Pacific

Compact

Plan,but we have seen a range of key Ministerial

implementing
agency for
Forum leaders'
decisions, the Forum Secretariat has been holding

processes actively engage on the questions of

are

progressing

regional cooperation and integration, and
continuing efforts to advocate the importance of

discussions

what our collective endeavours might achieve.

build a common

with

its

well.

Members

of

the

As

the

and

other

stakeholders including CROP and UN agencies to
understanding

of what the

Compact is advocating for.

In the short time that I have, I would like to
highlight a number of developments that have
taken placesinceyou last met.
As many of you will have heard, the 2009 Forum
leaders meeting was a great successand possibly
one of the largest gatherings of delegates for a
leaders' meeting. The meeting was convened
against the backdrop of the global financial and
economiccrisisand as expected,the theme for the
meeting was about the region's responsesto this
crisisand how the region might build resilienceto
it.
One of the major outcomes of the leaders'
meeting was the Cairns Compact for Strengthening
Development

Coordination.

At

that

leaders'

Existing mechanisms and processes must be
utilised in the implementation of the Compact- to
avoid the creation of new mechanisms and
processes.The Compactshould be perceived,not
as creating new tasks, but rather as introducing a
new way of doing old things - of building on and
complementingexistingprocesses.
Our Secretariatis worl<lngon an Implementation
schedulesetting out tentative dates to guide the
implementation and also on developing a
programme and budget to facilitate the
Implementation.
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Regional organisatlons,including SPREP,can,and
should, be involved in the implementation of the
Compact. We encourage SPREPto participate,
particularlyIn developmentpartner reporting, and
by being involved in elements where you have a

a.

b.

comparativeadvantage.

c.
This year's Forum Leaders'Meeting was preceded
by the 2009 PacificEnergyMinisters' Meeting.The
Ministers acknowledged the work of SPREPin
renewableenergy and your continuing role at the
forefront of supporting the region's responseto
the impactsof climate change.
I am also pleased to report that we haveseen
significant

progress

in

the

continuing

implementation of the Pacific Plan. Over 2009, we
have seen the region:

a.

Maintain

our

a whole-of-region
positionto protect

interests

in

the

fisheries sector

Internationally;
flt-for-purpose shipping service
for a number of our small island states to
address their concerns over limited existing

b. Commencea

services;
Significantprogresson the bulk procurement
of petroleum initiative with the launch of
PhaseOneof the PacificPetroleumProject;
d. Continuedwork in the health sector to better
support Pacificpeople addressemergingissues
such as non-communicablediseases,HIV and
the H1Nl pandemic;
e. Ongoing deregulation of mobile phone and
Internet servicesacross the region seeing the
expansionof these servicesand the loweringof
prices;and
f. Progress on trade matters and, more
specifically, PACER-Plus,
which has seen the
agreement to establish the Office of Chief
TradeAdviser to commencenegotiationslater
this year.
Co

Implementing mitigation and adaptation
measuresthrough the PacificAdaptationto
ClimateChangeProject(PACC);
DisasterRiskManagementlinked to climate
changethrough the PacificClimateChange
Roundtable.
Improving the capacity of countries in the
region to engage in the ongoing United
Nations FrameworkConventionon Climate
Changenegotiationsfor a post 2012 global
climate changeagreement.

In progressingPacificPlan initiatives, the progress
made to date on the regional institutional
framework has to be acknowledged. We do not
under-estimate the efforts and resources that
have been involved in reachingthe point that we
have, and we thank you for this. However,much
work remainsto be done to ensure the complete
and successfulimplementation of the decisionsof
the historic Joint Governing Councils meeting
earlier this year and I urge you all to continue to
work collaborativelyin pursuit of these.
Finally,I wish to sharewith you someof the progress
madeto date on the corporate reforms that we have
embarkedupon at the Forum Secretariat. Lastyear,
we started on a journey of Institutional strengthening
- a journey that will take some time to complete.
The key platform for these reforms was the
completionof the 2008-2012CorporatePlanand the
four Programme Strategic Plans which support it.
Sincethen, our focus has been to ensure that the
Secretariat has the appropriate systems to
implementthese plans.
We are on track to improving the Secretariat's
systems to serve this purpose. Essential reforms in
the Secretariat's accounting systems have being
undertaken; new Financial and Staff Regulations
were approved by FOC in July 2009 and these, along

with our Remuneration
Regulations,
form the overarching guiding documents for the management of

Under the Pacific Plan initiative in support of

our human

climate change, SPREP has made a significant

has also developed a new risk management policy

contribution towards:

and to support this businesscontinuityplansare

and financialresources.The Secretariat

being drafted.

While these are still in the early

phases of development,

the work done so far

provides a strong base on which to build.
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Work also continueswith the developmentof a new
monitoring and reporting framework. Initial thinking
has been discussedwith FOCand a new reporting
framework is being tria lied internally, with a view to
determining how well some of the ideas from the
initial thinking will work in practice. Further work on
the reporting framework will be developed during
the remainder of this year, with a view to reporting
against delivery of our Corporate Plan and the
programmestrategicplansat the end of this financial

20th Meeting here in Apia, Samoa. As was
communicated to Director Sheppard earlier, he
was not able to attend this meeting however,
giventhe importanceof the role of SPREPin the
region and our partnership for our members,it is
important that SPCis representedat the Executive
level, hence my presence here this week. Dr
Rodgershas earlier conveyed his best wishes for
the meeting.

year.

We have noted the excellent progress of the
meeting, and the issues discussed and agreed,

The ongoing institutional strengthening exercise that

during this week and therefore

we

our

congratulate you Madam Chair for the skillful

commitment to ensure effectiveness and efficiency in

management displayed against a heavy agenda.

the delivery of services to our Members. They are

let me also congratulate Director David Sheppard,

have

embarked

on

demonstrates

would like to

reforms that respond to our Members' interests and

Deputy Director Kosi latu, and your hardworking

concerns for the Secretariat to be more strategic and

staff members for the excellent organization and

focused and to be smarter in undertaking our core

programming of this meeting. Congratulations and

functions.

well done!

As I reflect on the discussionsof your meeting over

SPC,as a technical sister CROPagency,like SPREP,

the past few days, I think there Is much that our

organlsatlons
have In common. We would like to
take this opportunity to offer our support to you, as
you embark on your journey of institutional
strengthening we look forward to observingyour

-

corporate reforms and developments over the

Is faced with challengesas we work towards
servingour membersas muchas we can,where
resourcespermit. 2008 and 2009 were no
exceptionsas we felt the impactsof the global
economiccrisisand uncertaintyin certaindonor
activities.

coming months, and, with your approval, of taking

the opportunityto learn from you. In return, rest
assuredthat the Forum Secretariat is committed to
supporting you - we are more than willing to share
the successes,and the pain, of our own learning
experiences.
On that note, thank you Chair,for this opportunity
to address this, your 20th meeting.

Statement by the Representative of
Secretariatof the PacificCommunity (SPC)

the

Madam Chairperson, Distinguished Delegates,
CROPColleagues & Development Partners,
Ladies & Gentlemen,

Greetingsfrom my Director General and on his
behalf let me thank SPREPfor inviting SPCto your

66

While regionalservicescontinue to be closely
observed under the microscopic lens of our
developmentpartners,the need for sustainedand
effective servicesfor our members continues to
expand regardless.Guided by our CP 2007-2012,
we are strategicallypositioningthe organisationto
enable SPC to strengthen its systems and
processesso that delivery of its core businessto
our members remains unimpeded. Increasing
focus on member priorities is a key strategic
objective. In this vein, we have embarkedon Joint
Country Strategieswith our 22 member countries
and territories. Basedon the existingdevelopment
plans or NSDSof each member, the JCSderives
members' priorities therein and maps out SPC
strategic interventions for a S-year period. It
becomesSPC'sImplementation document and a
monitoring tool for our members to assessSPC's
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servicesat the national levels.We thank SPREPfor
being part of our JCSteam to Palauearly this year.
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Finally, let me convey my DG's commitment to
you, Director Sheppard. He looks forward

to

working very closely with you in the coming years
Since the 19thSPREPMeeting held in Pohnpei, FSM

as we all seek to add value to the development

last year, the RIF processes have come a long way

aspirations

of

in fulfilling the mandates placed upon us by our

committed

to the 'many partners one team'

Leaders in Tonga (2007) and Niue in 2008.

approach and also to a fruitful and close working

our

mutual

members.

He is

relationship with SPREP.
th

The 6 SPCConference held in Nuku'alofa, Tonga
last month endorsed the final decisions on the

FaafetaiTele Laval

framework, which were reached after exhaustive
consultation and discussion and a historic joint

meeting of the SOPAC,SPREPand SPCgoverning
councils, as well as subsequent individual special
sessions

of

these

councils

in

mid-2009.

Representatives noted that the decisions were also
endorsed

by

Forum

leaders

and

that

implementation plans for various aspects of RIF
have been developed by SPC in partnership with
PIFS,SOPAC,SPBEAand SPREP.As a result of these
decisions, from January 2010 the majority

of

SOPAC's core work programme will become the
SOPAC Science and Technology Division of SPC,
and SPBEAwill be merged with SPC, initially as a
stand-alone programme in 2010. SPC will assume
the role of lead coordinating

agency for the

regional energy sector. SOPAC's current energy
and ICT outreach programmes will become part of
the new Economic Development Division of SPC
together with the transport, infrastructure and ICT
functions being transferred from PIFS.

The Conference decision now has to take into
accountthe recent SOPACCouncil decisionsfrom
the Vila meeting. However, our understandingis
that the transfer of ICT and Energy as well as
functions going to SPREPwill still take effect from
early 2010,with the core SOPACwork programme
being linked to the legal processrequired for the
dissolution or suspension of the SOPAC
Agreement.
We wish to place on record our sincere
appreciation to Deputy Director Kosi Latu and
those SPREP
staff members who were involved in
the RIFprocess.My DG is committed to working
closelywith your team in finalisingdetails of issues
that are requiredto completethe RIFprocess.

Statement by the Representative of the
Secretariat of the Pacific Applied GeoScience
Commission(SOPAC)
MadamChair,members,
colleagues,
Madam Chair - Greetings from Suva. I am a bit late
but as it is my first and only intervention, I would
at the outset like to say my congratulations on

your assumingthe chairperson-ship
of SPREPfor
2009-2010.

Congratulations

Sheppard on his appointment

also

to

David

as the incoming

Director. May you have an interesting and exciting
time in the years to come.
2009 has been an interesting year as Deputy
Director Kosi latu alluded to earlier with much to
do with meetings both internal and external with
respect to the Regional Institutional Framework.
This process despite its inherent challenges has

been a fruitful one In that for the first time it has
allowed dialogue between senior officials (apart
from the Directorate)on work programmematters
and I am sure will lead to a better understanding
of what we do, where we are going and perhaps
why. It has I am sure brought the staff of the three
agenciesclosertogether if nothing else.
It hasalso beena trying time, with time awayfrom
servicedelivery and many a scratchingof headsto
formulate solutions. But there have been major
achievements - as an examplethe move by energy
ministers to consolidatethe energy programmes,
the holding together back to back of the meeting
of disaster managersand meteorologicalheads.I
have noted that we cooperate in and through a
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number of fronts and the possibilityof further
linkages - in areas of energy, water, disaster

I wish you all success for the future.

management and aspects related to
adaptationto climate change.

Faafetai lava

SOPAC is as you all

the

note in the process of change

with functions being transferred over a period of
time to either SPREPor SPCas accords the wishes

Statement by the Representativeof the United
Nations DevelopmentProgramme(UNDP)

of the PIC leaders. The recent Council meeting in
Vila, Vanuatu has decided on a process for this and
an approximate timeline. Some aspects such as
the transfer of select functions to SPREP are
relatively simple and it is our intention to fast track
these in the next few months to come.

I havelistenedto the presentationsover the week
with interest, noted commonalities and
differencesbetween the two agenciesin the way
we approachthings. It strikes me to be very clear
that what needsto be done - and here I note that
like SOPAC you would be approaching the
development of a new strategic plan, or action
plan (essentially the same objective) over the
period 2010-2011 - is perhaps to allow the
opportunity for further discussionof synergiesand
as well allow for discussionto be held during this
processbetween the three agenciesfor a further
elaboration of how things could be done better;
with the ultimate aim of course for better service
for memberstates.
A great challengefor PI regional agenciesis the
area of monitoring progress:you can show inputs,
candescribeand list your outputs, but do we make
a difference? On the ground, do we get the
outcomesthat are desired? Or just say we do? I
am conscious listening to governing councils of
manyagenciesover the years that it is not an easy
task and area to quantify. We need seriously to
look at doing this. Perhaps in many of our
meetings instead of secretariats just presenting,
members could also highlight achievementsand
outcomesof our work. This I feel should be part of
the challengefor the new strategic plans of our
agenciesand one that brings members and the
organisationclosertogether as outputs translating
to good outcomes require the equal effort from
you, the members.

Ladies and Gentlemen, on behalf of the United
Nations Multi-Country Team serving the Pacific
region, I would like to congratulate SPREPfor
successfullyhosting this 20th SPREPmeeting and
also for its achievementswith member states and
partners noted this week. I congratulate David
Sheppardfor his appointment as the Director of
SPREPand wish

him successas he steersthis

important regional institution, of which there are
high expectations from its partners and well
wishers. Thank you also for this opportunity to
makea brief statement on behalf of the UNfamily
in Samoa.
This meeting is taking placeat a critical time in the
life of our planet and 17 days before the
CopenhagenConference. As the UN Secretary
General,Mr. Ban Ki Moon hos stated - Climate
Change is the defining human development
challengeof our time. As we well know, the first
hit and worst affected by climate changeare the
world's poorest groups. Ninety-nine percent of all
climate change casualties occur in developing
countries, a stark contrast to the one percent of
global emissions attributable to SO of the least
developednations.
For the UN system, climate change is a
developmentissue. Climatevariability and climate
change threaten to undermine progresstowards
the fulfillment of human rights and our
development aspirations, as reflected in the
Millennium Development Goals. It is ultimately
the human dimensionsof climate changeand the
consequencesfor individuals,especiallythe most
vulnerable around the world, that mobilize us all
to action to find sustainable solutions. The
response requires a global alliance of countries,
multilateral and bilateral agencies,civil societies,
academia and the media. The UN through its
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membership of 192 member states is able to

the COP and negotiations ranging from UN

leverage its convening power, and undertake

agency climate

normative

work,

change strategies/position

standard-setting,

policy

papers to negotiation handbooks, and general

development and operational activities.

The UN

awareness materials for the PICs. This will be

system in its entirety has embarked on an action

collated with

oriented and coordinated effort to support the

briefing materials.

international

community,

especially the

most

vulnerable, to rise to the climate change challenge,
by working on a range of issues, which include:
adaptation,
mitigation,
technology
transfer,
reduction of CO2emissions, capacity building and
enhancing climate knowledge. An important area
of

support

is capacity

building,

to

enable

governments to access and leverage financing
from

different

sources

and

climate

change

programmes.
Madam chair,the UN attachesgreat importanceto

partnerships and therefore the UN system has
invested heavily to work with CROP agencies
including SPREPto support regional and national
capacitiesand efforts to address climate change
and other environmentalareas. Over the past 15
years, the UN system has supported SPREP in
particular for environment related programmes
delivering an estimated US$70 million of
programmeson climate knowledgeand advocacy,
technology transfer, capacity building, financing,
mitigation and adaptation.
In the lead up to Copenhagen, the UN is partnering

,(

SPREP's Copenhagen related

The globally popular UN-Pacific DVD on

Climate Change- "A Grim Reality" - is being
updatedfor viewing at one of the Copenhagen
side eventswith SPREP.

In closing.the UN looks forward to intensifyingits
engagement within the UNDAFframework with
SPREP and other CROP agencies in support of
safeguardingour Pacific environment for future
generations of Pacific islanders, as well as
achieving the development aspirations of the
Pacificcommunity. While we move forward, it is
imperative to maintain impetus on historical
environmentalprogrammessuch as those relating
to
biodiversity
conservation,
while
tacklingthe new changes presented by climate
change- in other words let's not lose the benefits
alreadygainedby past good work.
I wish you well in your journeys back to your
homes and look forward to a continuing
partnership in the future.

Soifua

with SPREPto coordinate our COP1SCopenhagen
support to the PICsfocusing on S key initiatives:

,.I The UN system is funding the participation of
a significant number of PIC delegations to
Copenhagen.
~

./'

The SPREPand the UN are organizing and
funding a briefing for PIC delegations on 14
December at Copenhagen.
The UN is making available additional people

Thank you madam chair. Since SPREPhas been in
existenceas an independentbody there have been
extraordinary

achievements

conservation in our region.

in

biodiversity

The credit for this

rests with many agenciesbut they certainly

to work with the SPREPteam at Copenhagen

include

to

and

governments. These achievements in biodiversity

covering the various negotiating sessions and

conservation include, as an example, establishing a

provide

substantive

backstopping

providing daily support.
./'

Statement by the Representativeof the United
Nations EnvironmentProgramme(UNEP)

The UN is also putting together a profile of
relevant UN information on climate change,

SPREP and

successful invasive

its

species

member

country

programme

with

support networks from inside and outside the
region. As we all know, currently our region faces
yet another challenge - the effects of climate
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change. And yet our resourcebase- especially
human resources in-country

-

has not significantly

changed. While we deal with this critical issue of
climate change, let us not forget

biodiversity

conservation and risk losing the hard won benefits

Secondly,I congratulate yourself, David Sheppard
and KosiLatu on your respectiveappointmentsas
Chair,Director and Deputy Director of SPREP,
and
thank the Secretariat for the excellent
documentationpreparedfor this meeting.

from the last 20 or so years.
The UNESCOlac Perth Regional Programme Office

Madam chair, we also have an opportunityfor
funding further biodiversity conservationwith the
GEFreplenishmentin June next year. While the
process for engagement is still not explicitly
known, countries can still do work themselves
prioritizing their needs and formulating
programme concepts in preparation for early
engagement. There are numerous supporting
documentsalready available such as NBSAPsand
various regional strategies for conservation,
invasivespeciesand so on. These have already
identified priorities which can be considered.

thanks the Director of SPREPand his colleagues for
the positive and constructive formative dialogues
undertaken with PIGOOSsponsors during and as
part of SPREP20, in relation to the strategic and
operational issues associated with the transfer of
PIGOOS and the PIGOOS Coordinator post to
SPREP.

The UNESCO10CPerth Office is proud to have
played a key role in the establishment of PIGOOS
at SOPACand looks forward to working with SPREP
as the imminent new host agency for PIGOOS,and
to continuing its support for PIGOOS as a co-

Finally,I welcome the appointment of the Director

sponsor and as a source of coordination

and

of SPREP,David Sheppard and look forward to

integration with UNESCO 10C's global objectives

cooperating with SPREPin coming years.

and programs, Including providing linkages to
related

Faafetai tele lava.

GOOS Regional Alliances

that

have

overlapping geographical and thematic domains of

interest, such as those concerningthe South East
Asian, Australian and Indian Ocean and coastal
observing programs.

Statement by the Representative of the United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization(UNESCO)
you Madam Chair and delegatesfor giving
me a few momentsof the meeting'stime.

Thank

Being my first opportunity to speak at this
meeting.on behalf of my Office, I begin by joining
others in expressing sincere condolencesto all
affectedby the recent tsunami in this region.

On a personal note, I am pleased to have this
opportunity to also say how much I have enjoyed
this meeting,both from the point of view of having
experiencedthe warm hospitality of Apia, Samoa,
and SPREP'speople in David, his colleaguesand
Secretariatstaff and also in having met the many
distinguished delegates and observers at this
meeting.
Thankyou.

