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Review of FFA’s Performance

A Review of the FFA’s performance was carried outin March — April 2017. The Review found that:

e The FFA Secretariatis regarded highly amongstits membership and otherstakeholders
consulted.

e FFAmembershave a highlevel of confidenceinthe Secretariatand its staff.

e The Secretariat has made substantial improvementsinitsinternal processes and proce dures

across a range of aspectsincluding governance policies, financial systems, planning, and risk
management.

The Review identified a number of areas for the Secretariat to focus on to improve performance,
including:

e Continuingthe program of reviewing and updatinginternal policies and procedures,
including the HR management system;

e Improvingtimelinessin providing documents to FFCand other meetingsto support more
informed decision-making;

e Improvingelements of the Monitoring and Evaluation system, i n particular documentation
of ‘lessonslearned’.

Duringthe course of the Review, stakeholderinterviews identified several specificwork areas where
there appearedto be gaps or areas of concern; the Review suggests that the Secretariat review
these areas with a view toidentifyingany consequent change inits delivery of services:

e Provision of advice on commercial fisheries operationsin member countries.
e Developmentof the Catch Management System underthe Tokelau Arrangement.
e Regional Information Management services/Framework.

| Secretariat: Specific commentary included below.

With respectto FFA’s future focus, the Review makes observations on:

e increasing FFCs engagementin priority setting.

e gaininga clearersense of FFA’s core business, especially in relation to proposals to extend
itsroleintonew areas.

e consideration of medium term scenarios forthe scope and extent of FFA activities.
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Review of the Forum Fisheries Agency’s (FFA’s) Performance

In the latter part of 2016 FFA undertook to commission areview of FFA’s performance to
‘supplement the existing processes that the Forum Fisheries Committee (FFC) and its Audit
Committee use to assess routine performance’ and to provide ‘forward-looking...comment on future
needs’.

The stated objectives of the revieware to assess:

(1) The performance of FFA since the last independent review (2010), including:

a. The efficiency, risk management and monitoring of FFA’s operations;

b. FFA’s effectiveness in achievingits regional, sub-regional and national objectives in respect
of the sustainable management and development of the region’s highly migratory fish
stocks

(2) The relevance of FFA’s objectives, programs and activities to members including the direction
of future business models and positioning FFA to provide the forms of regional
intergovernmental andprivate sector cooperation neededto maintain andenhance relevance.

Guidance was provided to the Reviewer to the effect thatany conclusions reached should indicate
areas forattention, rather than recommending specificactions.

The Reviewerwas engaged in mid-March, and the review undertaken overthe period March — April
2017. Thereview is based on a combination of stakeholder consultations and review of selected FFA
documentation.

With respectto stakeholder consultation, the reviewer was asked to ‘consult with awide range of
regional stakeholdersincluding, but not limited to CROP Agencies, WCPFC, PITIA, NGOs active in the
regionand non-membergovernments’. Inline with this, consultation was carried out through:

e Attendance atan ‘Informal Ministerial’ workshop in Honiarain March 2017 on the theme of
Strategic Fisheries Cooperation;including the opportunity foralimited number of face -to-
face discussions with Ministerial delegates and (mostly) officials;

e Fourworkingdays basedat FFAin Honiara, conductinginterviews with staff and gaining
access to documents;

e Subsequentremotediscussions with awiderrange of stakeholdersincluding members, non-
members, Council of Regional Organisations of the Pacific (CROP) and sub-regional agencies,
and Non-governmental Organisations (NGOs), along with additional FFA staff interviews.

In total over40 separate interviews were conducted, involving a range of stakeholders entities/
agenciesasshowninTable 1.
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Table 1: Entities/ Agencies Consulted
Stakeholder Number
FFA Secretariat 16
FFA Members?! 10
Non-Members 4
CROP agencies 3
NGOs 5
Other 2

The timing of the Review and consultation process constrained the opportunity for face-to-face
discussions and access to documents?. As a consequence, the Review was not able to conduct in-
depth assessments of the many specificissues and questions raised under the Terms of Reference.
The review thereforerepresents a ‘rapid assessment’ of the organisation’s performance.

The reviewerissolely responsibleforthe interpretation and analysis, but at times draws on
elements of the previous FFA Review (2010) as a point of comparison or benchmark.

Thisreport follows the structure set outin the Terms of Reference, which identify 11thematicareas,
and over40 sub-questions under the headings aligned with the objectives noted above:

e Efficiency, Risk Managementand Monitoring
e Effectivenessin meetingobjectives
e Relevance

A fulllist of thematicareas and sub-questionsis attached as Annex A.

1 Representatives of FFA members notinterviewed when the Reviewer was on Honiara were invited to participate by phone/skype or
email

2 The Review is based on the information and documentation made available; it is acknowledged that there may be othersource s that
supplement whatwas available atthe time of the Review.
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1. Highlevel Governance

Operations / functioning of the governing body

The governance model for FFA is essentially asfor other CROP agencies; it comprises agoverning
body made up of all members, along with additional elements to provide focus on specificaspects
(e.g. Audit Committee). For FFA the governance arrangements and supporting systems are set outin
the Corporate Governance Policy adoptedin 2016.

Members consultedinthe course of the review were broadly comfortable with the governance
processes and members’ opportunity to participate in decision-making; ‘/we are] happy with how it
is being done; senior officials meet to prepare Ministers’. The establishmentand implementation of
the Audit Committee was praised, particularly in providingaforum for more focussed review of
financial reports and the budgetin preparation for FFC meetings.

Consultations revealed two areas where members had misgivings aboutthe process. The firstwas a
specificconcern about the timeliness with which the Secretariat makes papers available to members
priorto meetings. Thisconcernrelatedtothe FFC meetinginits governance role ‘[receiving papers]
two days out from a big Ministerial meeting is notgood’, as well as other meetings and workshops
run by FFA. The review heard of instances when delegates were provided with papers on arrival at
meetings, and of staff ‘still writing papers onthe first day’ of a multi-day workshop. The concern on
thisissue was that it fundamentally affects the quality of decision making and in some cases the
possibility of making a decision (if delegates have not had the opportunity to confirm a national
position).

Secretariat: Timely delivery of papers continues to be an area forimprovement. While there are
often externalfactors that cause delays in paper finalisation the Secretariat acknowledges the
need to deliver papers well ahead of meetings.

The secondissue - relating to the underpinning governance model —is discussed under ‘future
proofing’ (section 11 below).

Continuousimprovement

Since the time of the last review, FFA has embarked on a programme of revising and updating
systems, and introducing new procedures. This has accelerated overthe last two years, and also
includesaschedule of reviews as setoutintable 2.

Table 2:List of updated corporate policies and procedures
Completed Underway Planned

FFA Corporate Governance Financial Procedures Manual Staff Regulations review

Policy

Establish Internal Audit Information Security Values Statement
Management Systems (ISMS)

Staff Travel Policy -Revised Individual Performance Administration Manual review
Management

Procurement Policy -Updated Insurance Review Financial Operations manual

Financial Regulations (updated) Risk Management HR Manual update
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Document Storage Policy IT Procedures Manual and Policy | Health and Retirement Policy
for PAL staff.

Gender Equity Framework HousingValuation and Housing | Review of CSLA procedures.
Policy Review

Foreign Exchange Policies Technology One systems and
processes Health Check

Emergency Procedures, Safety Intergradation of HR (Orange)

and Contingency Planning and payroll (Sage) systems

Donor Agreement Payment and
Reporting Schedule

Risk Management Policyand
Procedures

Implement Technology One
Budget Module.

The Review acknowledges thatthisisan impressive body of work, and members were of the same
view: ‘[FFA has]invested a lot on internal procedures....internal governance is working better’, but
also noted that much of itisnew and ‘needs to bed in’. This work has been undertakentoimprove

internal procedures and accountability, butalso to align with the requirements of donor partners
such as the EU and multilateral donors.

Secretariat: It is goodthatthis significant body of work is visible to members. Notethough that it
has come atsubstantial costin terms of staff time and effort and more importantly has distracted
the Secretariat from other areas of corporate reform, such as performance management, which is
now a key priority being actively progressed (discussed below).

Risk

The creation of the role of Internal Auditorhasadded a significant new dimension to the Agency’s
capacity to self-assess and manage risk. The role sits outside the Divisional line-management

structure and reports directly tothe Director-General as well as providing areport to the Audit
Committee.

In relation torisk, Internal Audit has arole underthe FFA Risk Management Policy and Procedures to
‘identifyand assess factors and events that will impact the achievement of FFA’s strategicand
operational objectives’. Inline with this, the Internal Auditor has built on existing processes to
develop aMaster Risk Register which identifies Strategic (external) and Operational (internal) risks,
along withrisk assessmentand treatment options underastandard risk management approach.

On the specificissue of foreign exchangerisk; FFA’s adverse experience in relation to exchange rate
fluctuations associated with the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) of 2008, spurred the Agency to
commission an external review of its foreign exchange practices. The review was carried out in 2016,
and in October 2016 the Agency reportedthatit had implemented the mostimportantactions
identified in the review. Changes have beenincorporated into the FFA Finance Manual, including, for
example, the provision that ‘Donor funds received in non USD currency [are] converted immediately
to USD'.

Reviewof FFA’s Performance: 1 May 2017



2. Programming systems

Selection and prioritisation of activities is ultimately decided by the Forum Fisheries Committee (FFC)
on advice fromthe Secretariatand the Audit Committee. Thisis managed under acascading series of
corporate [and regional] documents as described in the Corporate Governance Policy:

The FFA Strategic Plan 2014 -2020
The Roadmap for Sustainable Pacific Fisheries
Statement of Intent (SOI)

Country Level Service Agreements (CLSAs)

Activities and Key results are formulated into the Statement of Intent, and then reflected and costed
out inthe Annual Work Programme and Budget which is considered forapproval by the FFC.

This processis closely alighed with the Governance issues discussed above, and members’

consideredittobe a clearinternally consistent decision-making process. One stakeholder
commented thatthese processes ‘are so farahead of how it used to be’.

The work programme makes provision for work underinternational treaties/ conventions; primarily
the WCPFC and Pacificregional/sub-regional agreements. Thiswork appears to be largely delivered
by the Fisheries Managementand Operations Divisions. Support formembers’ compliance is
included in Country Service Level Agreements where requested.

Planningforannual activities appears to be done predominantly at Divisional level, with the
respective Divisional programmes and budgets merged into the Annual Work Program and Budget
(AWPB). Once the AWPBIis approved Divisions generally create their own Divisional work plan with
a sufficientlevel of detail to guide the year’s activities. Similarly, Divisions take responsibility for
developing project proposalsin line with the FFA strategicdocuments, along with donor aims
/requirements as may be appropriate.

The Secretariatreported that carry-forwards have become amore regularfeature of the budgetin
recentyears; up to 25% of donorfundsare currently being carried forward year by year. This has
beensubjecttodiscussioninthe Audit Committee, particularly whetheritrepresentsthe agency
‘strugglingto deliver’ work as programmed. It was noted thatthere are a variety of otherreasons
for funds being carried forward, including:

o Delays(e.g.awaitinglegislative changes) orchangesin priority at Secretariat or country level
that shiftactivitiesintoasubsequentfinancialyear.

e Prudentmanagement of funds; ensuringthatfunds are carried overratherthan ‘poorly
spent’ at the end of the financial year.

e Fundsbeingtransferredintothe Agency lateinthe financial year.

e The expansion of activities associated with the adoption of the Roadmap.

Reviewof FFA’s Performance: 1 May 2017



In these circumstances, the Secretariat views carry-forwards of this magnitude as being ‘neither
good nor bad’ from an accounting perspective. Underthe financial regulations, unspent Trust Funds
must be re-budgeted (foraccountability reasons) or collected and held in the Reservesin other
funds.

The Secretariat advised the Review that ‘thereisacase forthe FFAto considera review of its
management of all its Reserve Funds relevant to contemporary needs’.

3. Communication

The Secretariat advised that communications are handled undera Communications Strategy?
adoptedin 2013 and scheduled forreview in 2018.

Much of the secretariat’s communication of technical information toits members isthrough the
formal papersand presentations to FFC meetings and the range of technical meetings, negotiations
and workshops convened by FFA and otheragenciesinthe region. The Secretariatis also responsible
for arange of printand web-based publications (e.g. FFA Trade and Industry News) and press
releases. Recently, FFA has developed a social media presence focused largely through Facebook
and, to some extent, Twitter.

These communications channels all have different audiences and correspondingly different
characters. Some offerformal technical guidance and advice, others are more informal and provide
a photographicof the human interactions at certain meetings.

Stakeholdersinterviewed in this review had mixed views on the appropriateness and effectiveness
of the various media products; forsome ‘they do a great job’ for others there were concerns about
some aspects. The ones that attracted most comment were:

e Facebook page
The Facebook page was popular; reportedly ‘the most popularin the region’. The Facebook
page brings the sense of havingan up to date awareness of whatis goingon and beingable
to see peopleinaction, although; ‘[we] see ourselves on Facebook sometimes morethan is
comfortable’.

e FFAwebsite
The website was considered to be a little dated and lacking appeal, especially compared, for
example, tosome international NGO websites.

e FisheriesRoadmap Report Card
The Report cards associated with the fisheries Roadmap were considered to be well
designedforthe wider public, with clear graphic presentation communicating the key
industry indicators.

e Pressreleases
The pressreleases were welcomed but some found theirtimingand contentalittle hard to
interpret—particularlyininstances where they deal with negotiations still in progress.

3 Not sighted by the reviewer
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The pressreleases reveal something of the dilemma FFA faces in communicating with the wider
public. Much of what is delivered by the agency (e.g. MCS work) or discusse d in negotiations has at
leastan element of confidentially toit. This means that decisions about what to say (or what
informationtoinclude)and whentosayit require fine judgement. There was ageneral sense that
FFA could play a largerrole in making the publicaware of the importance of fish eriestothe region,
and the agency’srole insupportingit.

It was noted that getting Pacific storiesinto the mainstream international media has provenvery
difficult (i.e. beyond specialist fisheries media).

Giventhe potential forregional fisheries stories and FFA srole to reach a wideraudience, the
scheduled review of the Communications Strategy is timely, and provides an opportunity to identify
key audiences, key messages, and target media products accordingly.

Secretariat: The Secretariat agrees with most of the commentary and suggestions in this section,
particularly regarding the usefulness of social media presence and the need to modernise the
contentand appearance of the FFA website.

The Secretariat acknowledges the feedback about press releases. Asa generalrule, press releases
gothrough an extensive process of review and the Secretariat endeavours to maintain appropriate
sensitivity to ongoing discussions and negotiations, while also trying to raise pubic and stakeholder
awareness in the way suggested above.

The anticipated review of the communication strategy in 2018 will be usefulto continue the
improvement that has been achieved in the last few years.

4. Procurementand Financial Systems

Financial accountability and transparency

Accountability and transparency is provided through financial reporting scrutinised through the
Audit Committee, and formally considered by FFC. One member country representative summed up
progressinthisareainstatingthat ‘Inthe last 5-6 yearsthere has been huge improvement’.

The Secretariatreported that thisimprovement has been achieved through anumber of changes
since the previous FFA review, including:

- Restructure of the Finance Team

- Upgrade of the Financial System

- Revision and update of the Finance Manual

- Ongoingimprovements to the Budget module

- Commitmentto clear, plain language financial accountability documents.

Procurement

A Procurement Policy has been prepared as part of the updated Finance Manual. The policy sets out
specificguidance on procurement and contracting; a summary isto be made available onthe FFA

website ‘asacommitment to transparency and a guide to tenderers’. The Policy sets out arange of
procurementoptions that may be appliedin different circumstances (e.g. different cost levels).
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It is notable that the Policy includes provisions that apply to funds managed under certain donor
programs managed by FFA, including the World Bank and FAO/UNDP.

Secretariat: Substantial further strengthening of the procurement process is a major achievement
in seeking “7 Pillar” compliance to receive EU funds. The Secretariat will continue with such
reforms including to improve the timeliness of procurement without a loss of accountability. This
work is important but as discussed elsewhere requires some other reforms to progress at a slower
pace.

Audit

The Secretariatreports that Audit procedures have been upgraded to achieve compliance ‘with
International PublicSector Accounts Standards (IPSAS) from International Financial Reporting
Standards (IFRS)’. There has beenthe required rotation in external audits. The mostrecent Annual
Report (coveringthe 2015-16 year) recorded that ‘all external audit outcomes were unqualified'.

Secretariat: The FFA budget has grown by around 75% since 2010. It has also grown more
complex in terms of the mix of income sources and the range of expenditure modalities.
Recognition of the ongoing unqualified audits is very welcome.

Reserves and carry-forwards

Furtherto the comments above on carry-forwards, changesin the finance software now enable
Divisional Directors to access the system to develop budgets and track expenditure. In addition
managers and directors are provided with weekly and monthly reports (this was not done at the
time of the previous review). The Secretariatacknowledged during the Review that further
enhancement of this reporting can be achieved to enhance transparency and create better ‘real -
time’ management of available funds.

5. Monitoring and Evaluation

The ability toreport accurately rests on a system of monitoring, and to a lesser extent evaluation, of
activities, outputs and outcomes. The review was advised that there is asystematicprocess for
providing the necessary information into key governance documents - notably the Annual Report -
on an annual basis. Outside of this process, there isamore informal set of practices formonitoring
progress. This appeared to be based around intra-Divisional tracking of progress against workplans,
meetingreports and, in particular, the provision of staff travel reports.

The FFA strategicPlan records that:

The FFA Annual Reportisthe primary reportingtool for FFA and is used to provide a

comprehensive assessment of the performance of the Secretariat and its members against
the provisions and intentions of the Strategic Plan, SOl and AWPB.
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FFC consideration of the Annual Report hasinvolved atwo step process. For the most recent Annual
Report, an interim Annual Report was considered and endorsed by FFC officials at FFC 98 (May
2016), witha direction that the final Report would be transmitted to the Ministerial Forum Fisheries

Committee Meeting (FFCMIN13 — after prior consideration by officials), and subsequently to Forum
Leaders.

The Annual Report, at leastinthe formthat it is published?, provides a highly summarised reporton
activities and achievements, generally encapsulatingayear’s achievements under KRAinasentence
or two. For example under Fisheries Operations KRA 4 the Annual Report observes that “Effective
utilisation of the IMSinthe context of MCS is an area of opportunity that requires more work”; a
statementthatisclearly opentoa range of interpretations. The Reviewwas advised that an
alternative ‘trafficlight’ model of reporting was trialled last year in the Audit Committee with the
intention of itbeing used for future Annual Reports.

Secretariat: The Secretariat and Audit Committee continue to examine the best way to report
againstcollective achievements. The AnnualReportis, by necessity, relatively brief but is closely
aligned with the SOl and AWPB. The Secretariat continues to believe that the traffic light style
report that was trialled in 2016 has great merit as a single source formembers and donors to draw
easy conclusions about performance.

Discussions with staff revealed asense that there was a reasonably high burden of reporting apart
fromthe Annual Reportitself, dominated by donorand project reporting requirements. For
example; the secretariatindicated that a position had been created specifically to tend to Activity
managementand donorreporting. Fromtime to time independent evaluations are commissioned of
donor projects (which are usually multi-country).

The Review was advised that donor-specificreportingis not shared unless there isadonorrequest,

but thatissuesidentified inthese reports are worked into otherreports and papers prepared by the
Secretariat.

Secretariat: Onthe issue of donor relationships in general, and reporting specifically, the
Secretariatis interested in organising some form of “Donor Symposium”in the next financialyear.
We see this as being a valuable opportunity fordonors to better understand how their individual
contributions fit to make the AWPB, and particularly how projects funded by different donors
complementeach other.

All staff members are required to completeatravel reportin a standard format after each travel
mission. These are circulated electronically to all staff for reference. The reviewer was advised that
these trip reports provide a means for staff (who choose to read them) to gain an understanding of
what other staff members are doing, make connections between different areas of work, and learn
of any relevant progress/change at national level. They also act as a primary source of information
for preparation of the Annual Report.

Country Service Level Agreements (CSLAs) provide a mechanism fordialogue on country

circumstances, needs and services provided. Staff are encouraged to use the CSLAs to guidein-
country work and, when on site, assess progress and/or barriers to change.

4 In the form of an Exe cutive Summary
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In the past there has been a programme preparing periodic country Implementation and P rogress
Reportsinrelationto CSLAs. These were written with aview to assessing country circumstances and
progress (and/orbarriersto progress), and revising the content of CSLAs. The most recent of these
was carried outin 2015. More recently, FFA has used the practice of engaging member
representativesin bilateral discussions onthe CSLAs in the margins of otherregional meetings. The
Secretariatadvised thatit proposes areconsideration of ‘best practice’ in this area.

Report card

The Roadmap — Future of Fisheries Report Card system provides another example of reporting
againstobjectives. Inthis case the objectives are designed to be measured against parameters such
as economiccontribution, and employment that can be tracked through regional statistics rather
than measures of agency activity. It was noted that the gainsin employmentand economicbenefits
are aligned with the localityand management of the majorfisheries resources —the skipjack fishery
managed underthe PNA purse-seine VDS being acase in point.

Secretariat: The Secretariatis careful to ensure good explanation of the context of each economic
indicatorthat is used as a sign of relative success. While all indicators show good progress at the
regionallevel, each one has biases to a specific group of members (such as VDS Participants for
government revenue increases, Melanesia for processing related jobs, longline processing
countries forvalue of exports). The overview statistics in the report cards are supported by the
more detailed “Economic Indicators” report that provides national figures.

Lessons learned

The Review was not made aware of a systematic process foridentifyingand absorbing ‘lessons
learned’. Staff reported that thisis done in a variety of more or less informal ways, including:

e Pickinguplessonsfromtrip reports

e Posteventteamdiscussions/debrief

e Peerto peerlearning(e.g. atthe bar)

e Learningbydoing(i.e. making mistakes)

e Mentoringand advice from senior staff (‘we tried thatin 2008..")
e Potentially through lessonsidentified in external project reviews

Secretariat: Some form of structured process to “bank” lessons learned is an interesting concept
that the Secretariat will look into in orderto optimise performance and ensure maintenance of
corporate knowledge. The advent of an EDRMS system — about to be trialled — may also assist in
this process. The use of cross-divisionaltask forces for key policy challenges such as on the SDGs
and Oceans may also provide an opportunity for effective knowledge-sharing.

6. Objectives

Achievement of FFA objectivesis ajoint mission that can only be delivered by means of a
partnership betweenthe Secretariatand its members. The FFA StrategicPlan setsouthighlevel
Outcomesasin Box 1 below. It can be seen thatachievingthe outcomes depends on the actions of
both the Secretariatand members (along with arange of external factors).
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Box 1: FFA Strategic Plan Outcomes
Outcome 1 - Regional Solidarityis enhanced

Outcome 2 — Effective management regimes in place, developed and
supported by member governments, taking intoaccountthe views of
stakeholders

Outcome 3 — Benefits to FFA Members from fisheries arereinforced by robust
Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS)insupport of fisheries
Management frameworks

Outcome 4 — Tuna fisheries are developed to maximisesocialand economic
benefits to Members from the sustainableuse of our hared fisheries resources

Outcome 5 — FFA governance and administrationis continually strengthened

These Outcomes are further described through a set of Modalities relating to each Outcome. In
addition, aset of Goals are identified for each Division within the agency. This general arrangement
of Outcomesisrepeated and elaboratedin the SOI.

Assessingwhetherthese objectives being achieved is not straightforward, as (apart from Outcome 5)
theyreferto complex sets of conditions. As noted above the FFA Monitoring and Evaluation systems
document activities and results that can be reasonably expected to contribute to the high level
Outcomes. Thisreporting alsoincludes information on timeliness and budget/financial aspects; both
with respect to planning (through the AWPB) and reporting. No specificconcerns have been brought
to the attention of the review on these aspects (otherthan those specificallymentioned elsewhere
inthis Report).

With respect to efficiency, the Secretariat’s operational costs are governed to a large extent by the
regional arrangements determined by the Council of Regional Organisations of the Pacific, and the
costs associated with being based in Honiara. Some stakeholders raised questions about whether
the Secretariat gives sufficient consideration to alternative modes of delivery (e.g. contracting or
outsourcing) forsome services.

Secretariat: The Secretariat acknowledges this feedback. Greater attention to opportunities to
outsource have the potentialto engender efficiency but also to gain fresh perspectives. The need
to ensure thatservices/advice are tailored specifically to the Pacific (and SIDS) context have
sometimes deterred investigation of such approaches. Thereare a few examples where
substantialinvestment has been made in externalservice providers with unforeseen negative
consequences. More generally the Agency seeks to use its expertise to the best benefit of members
and must weigh up the costs of either providing this ‘in-house’ of going to the market and
undertaking procurement with the resulting management and oversight responsibilities.
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Memberresources / capacity

The capacity of membersis crucial to the attainment of national objectives, in partnership with the
Secretariat. More broadly the international, regionaland sub-regional needs are continually
expanding—placing additional demands at national level. This encompasses both the range of issues
which officials must ‘get on top of’, and attendance at the multitude of fisheries meetings, which
take staff away from national operations. Acommon message from the consultation process was
that there are ‘too many meetings’, and that the demands affect small administrations most acutely.
On thisissue, one stakeholder observed that ‘FFA has grown and the countries [fisheries
departments] have stayed thesame. Thereshould be a correlating expansion in small
administrations’. Some nationaladministrations have significant bilateraldonor capacity support;
this may be more or less successful inthe long term, but masks capacity problemsinthe shortterm.

Secretariat: The Secretariatstrongly agrees that most member fisheries administrations should be
larger to meetthe growing demand and complexity of the work. This is specifically addressed in
the Roadmap, which calls for greater commitment by Governments to invest adequately in
fisheries departments.

Every FFA Island member now earns more from its fisheries resources than ever before, and the
onusis at the nationallevel to reinvest appropriate amounts of that revenue.

The Secretariat shares the concern raised aboutthe overall success of some capacity
supplementation programs and has shared these concerns with members and donors in the past.

The Secretariat certainly does acknowledge howeverthatthe burden falling on smaller
administrations does make it difficult for them to participate equally in all meetings and keep up
with a rapidly evolving management landscape. The Secretariat will consider further how this
might be better addressed. Communication strategies ensuring timely reporting of the fuller range
of meetings the FFA attends may be part of the answer. Another component will be the likely
improvementin IT services should the foreshadowed undersea cable come to Honiara in 2018,
making teleconferencing more realistic and cost-effective.

The fact of the large number of meetings meansthatthere isa close and ongoingrelationship
between Secretariat staff and memberrepresentatives, built up over (in some cases) many years of
shared experiencesinand around meetings. This brings a profound sense of partnershiptothe
Secretariat’s dealings with members thatis unique amongst the CROP agencies.

Secretariat: The Secretariat strongly agrees with this conclusion — while the meeting load is brutal
it does provide opportunity for relationship building in a way that simply doesn’t exist in other
sectors and the resulting trust and mutual appreciation is a big factorin much of the fisheries
related success in the region.
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Country objectives (CSLAs)

The Review heard arange of comment relatingto CSLAs. It was acknowledged that they provided a
keyinsightintonational needsandin some cases were cited as being very useful for Secretariat
staff. In other cases stakeholders noted that they are not fully prioritised (e.g. “thereis too muchin
ours‘), and that they can be by-passed attimes by directrequestsforassistance on otherissues
duringthe year. Members have high expectations of the Secretariat —at times suggesting that the
Secretariat should anticipate national needs or problems before they arise (e.g. inrelationto
compliance with international requirements), ‘notjust react when we have a problem’. Conversely
the Review also heard from members that at times they will indicate that everythingis under control
at national level - until aproblem comes up.

These examples highlight the difficulties that the Secretariatfacesin respondingto national needs
while also providing supportatinternational and sub-regionallevel.

Secretariat: This feedback is interesting, and something the Secretariat would like to explore
further with members. Anin-house review of the way the FFA manages its CSLAs may be timely
and could be conducted in the 2017/18 yearif members arein agreement. There are synergies
here with the need to furtherimprove our monitoring and reporting on how the Agency meets
nationalneeds. Further comments provided below.

7. Institutional Capacity

FFAis seenasa high performingagency; atthe same time questions have emerged about its ability
to deliverinthe face of an expanding range of challenges, even with an expending budget (in recent
years).

Organisational structure

FFAs organisational structure reflects that of the structure of the Strategic Plan, with four Divisions;
Fisheries Management, Fisheries Development, Fisheries Operations, and Corporate Services. The
Review heard relatively little comment on the organisational structure itself. Some changes had
been made interms of moving certain work elements between Divisions in response to changing
priority (e.g. USTreaty). There have also beenlongstanding debates on the placement of the legal
section, andthe relationship between Fisheries Management and Fisheries Development.

Several interviewees commented on the flow of information from Executive Management: ‘ staff are
notalways aware of when and how certain decisions have been arrived at’ and would welcome more
openness especially where it relates directlyto theirwork. Asone said ‘l am the type of person that
wants to be involved — but if | am keptin the dark, | disengage’.

Secretariat: Asa relatively large organisation with a very high rate of travel and overseas service
delivery, it is quite easy to overlook opportunities forinternal communication. Thisis very valuable
feedback that the Secretariat will action. We will ensure staff are consulted to assess how better
information flows can be achieved and how to ensure such processes are sustained throughout the
year.

Several interviewees observed that the different Divisions operateto some extentas ‘silos’ and that
improved coordination and communication would assist with efficient workflow.
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Secretariat: This was also a concern raised in the 2010 review. The Secretariat’s view is that it is
markedly improved, thanks to tools such as the SLAs and greateremphasis on trip reports. This
issue will be addressed through development of better coordination, information exchange and
policy integration processes.

Staff profile®

The total number of staff on site is approximately 100, including project staff and people placedin
the secretariat through otherarrangements. Of these 45 are international staff employed by FFA.

With respectto planningthe mix of skills and qualifications needed to implement FFA’s work
program, the Review was advised that thisis handled through an annual review amongst the
Executive Management Teamin the context of the AWPB preparations. New positions can be
established by agreement with FFC, through approving the Budget. The mix of staff qualifications as
at 2017 is setoutin Table 3.

Table 3: FFA EPAI staff qualifications 2107
Type of qualification Number
Fisheries related 12
IT related 7
Economics 5
Law 4
Business 4
Management / governance 3
Development 3
Other socialscience 3
Accounting / Finance 2
Other physicalscience 2
Total 45

Representation

The mix of FFA international staff nationalities in 2010 and 2017 isshownin Table 4. Fourteen of the
current45 International staffare women.

The table shows the highest number of staff being Australian, whiletwo currently hold citizenship
outside the FFA membership.

Several interviewees commented on the role and contribution of Pacificlsland international staff.
Onelongtermobservernotedthatthere are Pacificlslanders who “are globally prominent in
fisheries law and MCS but not in economics and fisheries management’, and lamented that more
Pacificlsland men and women have notbeen supportedto excel inthese areas. One suggestion for
increasing Pacificlsland capacity was the concept of having a Pacificlsland youth program or
placement within each Division. It was also noted that the Secretariat has at times been criticised for
drawing good staff away from national fisheries departments.

5 Inthe CROP agencies, staff are employedin two ways, either through local or international recruitment. The formal terms are:
Employeesin Positions Advertised Locally (EPAL) or Employees in Positions Advertised Internationally (EPAI). In this report the terms ‘local’
and ‘international’ are used to referto these categories.
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Secretariat: SPChas justintroduced this (placement) concept and FFA will be watching its
effectiveness with interest. The Secretariatis proud of the achievements it has madein
formalising MICS training opportunities in the region, and this appears to have borne fruit. The
Secretariatis interested to do likewise in fisheries management and policy in 2018. Recruitment of
nationalstaff does give consideration to the nationalinstitutionalimpact butit would also be
quite unfair to qualified nationals to not consider them for employment.

Staff also commented that new arrivalsin the organisation can play an importantrole in bringing
fresh thinking and challenging attitudes.

Table 4: FFA EPAI staff nationalities 2010:2017¢
Staff nationality 2010 2017

Australia
Solomon Islands
Fiji

PNG

Cook Islands
Samoa

Tonga

FSM

Tuvalu

RMI

UK

NZ 2
Kiribati
USA 1

~N
=
[N

RlIRINIWIN|O|S |

RERINIRINININ|WA_ OO

Total 35 45

The Secretariat has adopted a Gender Equity Framework, which is to be subject of a standingitem
on the FFC agendafrom 2017. The scope of the Framework encompasses “all aspects of the regional
tuna fishery”. Amongst other things, the Framework states that “Processes surrounding recruitment
and training, including within industry, the publicsector, technical and tertiary studies will be
evaluated”.

Staff interviewed for the Review welcomed the Framework, but noted thatit isyetto be
implemented. Further comment was made on the relatively low number of women employed

amongst the international staff, and that no woman has ever held the position of Director (or
higher).

Secretariat: The Secretariatshares concerns aboutthe generalunder-representation of womenin
the internationalstaff and in the seniormanagementtiers. Addressing this will be relatively
complex as women are generally underrepresented in the applicants for such positions, so FFA will
need to develop an understanding of why thatis and how it could be addressed. One of the
intended actions underthe Gender equity Framework is have the FFA’s internal administration
examined with a view to ensuring it meets relevant equal opportunity criteria. This is intended in
partto address such issues and may lead to better medium-term performance in this regard.

6 These figures exclude Japanesestaff and RFSC staff from NZ and Australian Military
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The Review was advised that FFA’s recruitment processes focus on ‘merit’ as the primary criterion,
with otheraspects, such as genderor representation, cominginto play ‘all otherthings beingequal’.

The Review notes that ‘merit’ is acomplex conceptthat can properlyinclude additional elements or
competencies alongside academic qualifications.

Capacity building for staff

Several staff expressed frustration at the lack of opportunity to enhance theirskills through
additional training. There isawidely held view that CROP agencies ‘don’t do staff training’ because
staff are expectedto be fully competentto dothatjob from appointment. Some intervi ewees had
strongviews on thisissue; forexample pointing out thatit iscommonin otherworkplacesto
encourage trainingin ordertoincrease the capability and maintain motivation of staff. On the other

hand one respondent strongly urged that more effort go towards helping members, rather than staff
issues.

The FFA Governance Policy states:

In general, staff recruited to Positions Advertised Internationally (PAl) will be expected to
possess the core competencies and experience necessary to discharge their duties effectively.
Professional staff will, however, be considered for training, work experience,
representationaland related opportunities where these are of reasonable cost and are likely
to derive immediate or ongoing benefit to the Agency and to the staff member.

This Policy seems open to the concept of additional training, and allows foracase to be made on the
basis of ongoing benefitto the agency and the staff member. This may be stronger where staff are
employed beyond one contractterm, as theirskills may be ‘slipping behind best practice in the area’.

Secretariat: This is a long standing point of disagreement in FFA and in other CROP agencies. The
Secretariat needs to settle on a formalview, and the advice of members would be most welcome
in terms of whether members wish to see:

e Anorganisation that has regular staff turnoverthrougha policy of recruiting
contemporary specialists and then replacing them as their skill and knowledge loses
currency (no training provided); or

e Anorganisation that seeks to provide career opportunities forlong term staff
appointments that allow staff to grow as roles grow (training provided).

Secretariat: The Secretariatis of the view that staff recruited should have the sufficient skill-set to
discharge their duties effectively. The OJT provided by their roles in FFA should generally sustain
strong achievement over a medium-term timeframe. However, the Secretariat acknowledges that
there are short-term and special-interest training (including in respect of managementskills) that
can benefit both staff and the Agency as a whole. It is intended to better articulate and address
training for International staff within the new Individual Performance Management system being
rolled outin 2017.

FFA also arranges staff trainingin areas directly related to staff duties, at times in association with
USP, which hasbeen well appreciated.

Secretariat: This type of training usually relates to duties outside of the direct requirements of the
position. Forexample, a technical adviseris expected to be a specialist in their field, but might not
be expected to have the skills and knowledge to teach others — so if they are then expected to
instructon formalcourses, they need instruction training.
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The Secretariat noted that the FFA’slocation in Honiara limits the pool of qualified applicants for
international staff positions; this would seem to reinforce the case for ongoing development for
current staff.

The Governance Policy also provides fortraining for local staff where it “willenhance their skill set
relative totheircareeraspirations, the discharge of their duties and the ongoing operational needs
of the Agency”. The Staff committee, representing local staff, has made representations to
managementon thisissue (aswell ason otherissues such as remuneration and the cost of rental
housingin Honiara).

Secretariat: No formalrepresentations have been received from the Staff Committee in recent
years, although informaldiscussions have recently highlighted the desire of local staff for a better
articulated training policy. The Executive continue to place a very high value on the services
provided by locally engaged staff, as evidenced by the regular market reviews and subsequent
recommendations to FFCto ensurethat FFA is a key employerin the Solomon Islands market. Itis
intended to betterarticulate and address training for local staff within the new Individual
Performance Management system being rolled out in 2017.

Performance Management

No oneinterviewed during the review process expressed any satisfaction with the staff performance
management process. One commented, succinctly; ‘currently | hate the HR system —thinkiit’s
unfair’. This sense of unfairness seemed to be primarily based, not onremuneration, but on relative
workload and performance between different staff; i.e. the view that the system neitherrewards
good performance, nor has any corrective effect on poor performance.

The review does not have a view on individual staff performance, but makes the following comment.
A well known model of staff/HR management describes staff in four categories according to their
‘potential’ and ‘performance’ as below. All organisations generally have staff in each of these
categories; inthismodelitis a managementresponsibility to encourage staff to move to the right
side of the table (through mentoring, training, being given opportunities ‘grow’ and to use their skills
to the full etc) and if thatis not possible, tolook foralternative pathways.

Learners
s
=}
c
2
g
Dead Wood Solid Citizens
Performance

The Secretariat has acknowledged shortcoming in the performance management systemandisin
the process of developing areplacement.

Secretariat: The Secretariatagrees with all the comments above. This was also an issue that was
raised in the 2010 review. After thattime, a formalprocess was implemented as part of the CROP
changetoa new pay system. The process was very cumbersome and as such was never fully
implemented (the WCPFC Secretariat reviewed this process last year and recommended that they
would need to recruit a full time managerto run the process on their 9 professional positions...).
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The Secretariat has implemented an informal series of individualand organisation-wide
performance bonuses overthe last two years, as well as taking action to address cases of
significantdisparity in pay rates amongst staff members doing similar jobs.

While these have all been improvements, the Secretariat acknowledges that a formalpolicy
framework is urgently required. This work was deferred in the last 12 months while the Secretariat
struggled to meet 7 Pillar and post project audit requirements but is now working to establish a
fair, transparent and efficient process. This is being rolled out with a view to being fully
implemented in the 2017/18 year and should address many of the concerns raised. Staff feedback
into the new systems was canvassed and incorporated.

Thisissue tiesin with the widerissue of workload. Interviewees from both inside and outsidethe
organisation commented onthe workload faced by FFA staff, especiallywith the travel demands: ‘|
justthink theyare so overworked’. More specifically, somewithin the Secretariat expressed the view
that the workload is unequally shared. Stakeholders outside the Secretariat alsocommented onthe
fact that they see a small number of individuals taking on the bulk of the load; ‘working their [hearts]
out’. The Review concurs that some staff take on very heavy workloads, and that some
redistribution of this, perhaps through delegation of roles, would be healthy for the organisation and
for individual staff.

The Review also notes thatless glamorous work carried out behind the scenesis crucial to the
functioning of the organisation, but often goes unnoticed. Thiswork also needsto be acknowledged
and valued.

8. Overall effectiveness

The Review found that members, and others across the range of stakeholders, hold the FFA
Secretariatin high regard. A strong positive signal from the Review is that, taken overall, the
organisation seemsto be in much better position thanitwasin 2010 (the time of the previous
review). The membership has appreciated the constructive leadership provided by the Executive,
and has confidence inthe managementteam. The Secretariatalso enjoys the confidence of its major
member/donors, Australiaand New Zealand, which continue to provide a substantial proportion of
the Secretariat’s funding.

The overall work program, including delivery of activities and Outcomes, is discussed in section 6.
While this appearsto be ‘on track’ ina general sense, Review was advised of areas where the
Secretariatisseentoexcel and others where stakeholders raised questions. The Secretariat was
seento performvery highly:

e Intermsof preparationsand supportfor members’ participation in the Tuna Commission;
‘cohesiveness of engagement [in WCPFC] has been wildly enhanced - in both building
capacity and identifying strategic/common issues’.

e Inrelationtokeyaspects of the regional MCS arrangements: ‘MCS is one of the great things
that FFA has run very well’.
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There were three areas where members identified specificgaps or needs; orvarying levels of
dissatisfaction with respectto particularareas of work:

e Membersidentified advice onarange of commercial aspects of the fishing sector as
an area where more support would be appreciated. Thisincluded assessment of

commercial riskin relation to business proposals, including foreign investment and
JointVentures.

Secretariat: We have justre-created the “Investment Facilitation Manager” position, which has
beenvacantsince 2013. This position provides the capacity for the Secretariatto be far more
proactivein the areas identified above. The new manager will start in June.
e Developmentof the CMS underTKA; this was identified as an area of ongoing
concern particularlyin relation to managing the process for developing the proposed
Catch Management System (as noted alsoin section 9).

Secretariat: Commentary providedin section 9. |

e Regional Information System/Framework; long standing concerns were raised about
the utility and timeliness of the systemin development.

Secretariat: This is an issue also of concern to the Secretariat. The IMS products delivered by the
Secretariatare high quality and generally highly appreciated by members. Focus is needed on two
critical areas though:

e C(Creating greater efficiency in the design and roll-out process through a standards based
approach. The FLOW and MCSWG made excellent progress in this regarding terms of
licensing/authorisation modules and the Secretariat will be using the same process to
develop standards forallother modules.

e Better cooperation between the various developers and owners of the IMS products in the
region. IMS products are being developed by FFA, SPC and Quick Access Computing as
well as a few stand-alone national systems. By and large there is good cooperation and
interoperability between FFA and SPCsystems. FFA has had less success in cooperating
with QAC, and the members that are paying for those services are encouraged to promote
an open and cooperative environment. The FFA internal audit of the ISMS also identified
this as a critical factorand recommended the development of a Regional Information
Management Strategy. The Secretariat agrees thatthis would be a good way forward to
discuss various opportunities for cooperation and interoperability.

The Review has notlooked intothese issuesin any detail, butencourages the Secretariatto review
each of these, at whateverlevelof investigationis appropriate, to determine whetherthereisa
substantive basis tothe concern, and/orwhetheradifferentapproachis neededin
addressing/progressing these issues.

Forward planningis embodied in the Strategic Plan2014 — 2020, and the SOI, which has a three year
outlook. The two documents have different functions; the StrategicPlan deals with high level
objectives and statements of principle. The SOl is a key part of the annual planning process, with
some broader narrative scene-setting; its three year outlook deals with indicative funding rather
than anticipating future work priorities. Thisarrangement represents areasonable balance, without
puttingtoo much energyinto anticipating the future course of regional or global events.
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9. Regional relationships

FFA’s response to the progressive emergence of sub-regional interests has differed in each situation
accordingto the roles and ambitions of the respective groups. Itis worth noting that firstly, there
has been an overall move formemberstofocus onfisheries of particularinteresttothemasthe
regional approach and understanding of fisheries management has matured (e.g. with the settlingin
if the WCPFC). Secondly, these sub-regional groupings all comprise FFA members (in some cases not
exclusively) sothereisacore of common interest with FFA running through them.

Partiestothe Nauru Agreement (PNA)

The PNA, and the establishment of a separate PNA Office, is usually raised as ‘exhibit 1’ in discussing
the role and influence of sub-regional groups. The close association between FFAand PNA hasa long
history, going back to the founding of the sub-group over30 years ago. The establishmentof a
separate PNA Office, with some FFA staff as key figures, has beenidentified asachallenge to
regional cohesioninthe sector.

It isnot necessary orappropriate inthis reportto go intothe details of what has transpired. Instead,
the review can reporta sense of optimism arising from whatis seenasa more constructive
relationship emerging overthe last eighteen months. Membersinterviewed were positive about the
positive direction the relationship appears to be taking. One membercommended FFA (and by
implication both parties): FFA has done a good job to build cooperation with PNA —done a greatjob
to maintain connection — it could have gone wrong...

While there have been mis-steps and misunderstandings the roles seem more settled. The PNA
Office was ‘created for different reasons’, but PNA members remain core members of FFA and value
FFA’sregional role.

FFAseemsto have retainedits supportforindividual PNA members but stepped back fromiits
previousrolein providing advice tothe PNA collectively —it was noted that FFA had no paperson
the agendafor the recent PNA meeting (unlike SPC).

While it appears that there is a residue of cautiousness between the agencies and some of the
membership, stakeholders also highlighted the fact that the two agencies should complement each
other; avoiding duplication of services and ensuring that gaps are addressed. The FFA/SPC
colloquium may offera model for enhancing the relationship between FFA and the PNA Office.

Secretariat: FFA has worked hard to create and maintain a positive relationship with the PNAO
andto ensure clear messaging to PNA members. This has not been easy at times.

The observation about meeting papers is an interesting one, and it is encouraging that members
haverecognised this. The secretariat would welcome the opportunity to presentpapers for PNA
consideration but PNA members would need to direct that as in the pastthe PNAO had been
resistant to papers prepared by FFA.

The Secretariat supports the establishment of a formal colloquium with the PNAO along the lines
of the annualmeeting between FFA and SPC. This has been a great success in terms of
understanding different perspectives, delineation of roles and cooperative work planning, and
would be of benefit to the whole FFA membership.
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Tokelau Arrangement (TKA)

FFA has taken on the role of secretariat to the TKA, and advising on the design of a a Catch
Management Scheme (CMS) underthe Arrangement. The review has not delved deeply into this but

has detected, through stakeholderinterviews alack of optimism aboutthe TKA CMS in part relating
to FFA’srole, including:

e lack of clarity about the relationship withthe PNA long-line VDS

e Asenseof uneasinessabout whether FFAis actinginthe role of advisorto members or
movingintoa managementrole should rest with the rights owners (sovereign states)

e Asensethatmembersare being asked to take decisions before the fullimplications of the
CMS have been fully explored

e Alackof appreciation of the complexities members face at national level in relation to the
Scheme; [is FFA] not listening? Are the members trying to tell them something?

Secretariat: The evolution of the TKA has indeed been a challenging process. While the
Secretariatendeavours to be sensitive to issues raised by members, it is also importantthat we
provide free and frank advice on areas where we see opportunities (or risks) for members; even
where that will be controversial or confronting. Inthis case, there are significant benefits that
members could gain through greater control over the southern longline fis hery and substantial
risks to members from an ongoing lack of action.

The May 2017 meeting was somewhat of a watershed in clearing the air and taking some
significant steps forward. The work to be developed overthe next few months should address the
residual concerns of most members.

Te Vaka Moana (TVM)

FFA has beensupporting TMV in a contractual role in association with New Zealand funding for TVM.
The operating context and circumstances of members have changed significantly since TVMwas
established. Differentinterests have emerged within the group anditremainsto be seen whether
New Zealand will assign further funding underthe collective TVM umbrella.

Melanesian Spearhead Group (MSG) and Polynesian Leaders Group (PLG)

It appears that neither of these groupsis actively involved in fisheries issues at the time of the
Review, and the Secretariat’s interaction with them has been limited.

CROP Agencies

Pacificlslands Forum Secretariat (PIFS)

The FFA/PIFS relationship has been ‘mixed’. Inthe past the relationship between agencies has been
a cautious one, with some perceived overlaps that were considered unhelpful by both parties.

The Framework for Pacific Regionalism (FPR) provides the backdrop to recent engagement between
FFAand PIFS. In the firstyearof the FPR process (2015) there was a lack of clarity about how the
process would affect existing reporting lines to Leaders. FFA’s Governance Policy showsiits

expectation thatit’s governing body (FFC Ministerial) has adirectline of reporting to Forum Leaders
(as setoutin the FFA Convention).
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Tensions arose between the agencies around FFAs expectation that the regional Future of Fisheries
Roadmap would be forwarded through the FFC Ministerial for Leaders endorsement, when atthe
same time a separate fisheriesinitiative had been selected through the FPR process. Ultimately

Leaders (amongst otherthings) adopted the Roadmap, and directed that a Task Force be established
to develop aprogramfor increasing economicreturns fromfisheries overafive year period.

This Task Force was chaired by PIFS, and comprised FFA, SPCand PNA Office. The Task Force

completeditsworkin 2016 and contributed to an increasingly constructive relationship amongst
these fouragencies.

PIFS has an ongoingrole underthe Roadmapin relation toinvestment facilitation and market access,
and FFA and PIFS have had a shared role inthe past in relation to proposals forfisheries partnership
agreements with the European Union.

Secretariat: Minor comment; the reference should be to “economic partnership agreement”. FFA
provides advice to individual members on FPA proposals upon request.

The PacificCommunity (SPC)

The relationship between FFA and SPCis a particularly constructive. One interviewee described it as
overall a good example of how agencies should work [together]. The agencies have different
mandates but work togetherona numberofissues of mutual interestincluding:

e MCS, databasesandIT issues

e Science/research

e Jointworkon donor—funded projects

e Interaction betweentunaand coastal fisheries
e Observers

e Legislativereviews

The annual colloquium has been invaluable in cementing the relationship between the agencies over
the last decade. There has also been an extension of SPC participation in FFC meetings, allowing
issuesraisedinits Heads of Fisheries meetings to be broughtto the attention to Ministers (e.g. as
occurredin relation to coastal fisheriesin 2015/16).

Secretariat: FFArespects SPC and highly values the relationship. Given the cross over in work
areas, it has taken some work on both sides to establish such a cooperative framework, especially
since the fall-out of the RIF Review in 2006/07.

The positive relationship, including a myriad of jointly executed projects is of substantial benefit to
the members. Gender issues may also be a new area of collaboration.

SPREP

SPREP’s environmental mandate has several areas of crossover with tunafisheriesinthe region,

including; fisheries interactions with protected orendangered species (marine mammals, sharks
etc), marine litter/pollution, and biological diversity of areas beyond national jurisdiction (BBNJ).

The Review was advised that the agencies work together underthe auspices of the CROP Marine
Sectorworking Group (on BBNJ). Beyond that the Review was notable to gauge the scope or
character of the relationship between the agencies.
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Western And Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC)

From the perspective of the Tuna Commission Secretariat, FFA members’ participation is acritical
part of the Commission’s activities. The FFA Secretariatis recognised for its effectivenessin
preparing members and developing unified positions that are presented strongly by FFA membersin
the Commission debates. Atthe same time this approach meansthatthe COP debates were
something of aset piece thatallowed little roomforactive negotiation. The Commission Secretariat
notedthe increasing capacity of delegationsinthe realm of international negotiations.

Some FFA members expressed misgivings about the current direction of Commission work,
guestioning the benefits arising for FFA members from some recent decisions. The increasing burden
of requirements to provide reports to the Commission was also noted; there are now over 40
management measures to report against ‘it’s disheartening to do what we do and then get non-
compliance...for not reporting on time — which overshadows the behaviour of vessels which is the
highest priority’.

Secretariat: FFA memberinfluence over the WCPFCto date is a hallmark of “strength throug h
cooperation”. Looking at the treatment of developing States, and even developed coastal States in
other RFMOs, it is clear that FFA members have been successfulin working together to forgea
different path.

In terms of the processes used by the Secretariat and members to prepare for and participate in
WCPFC meetings, there is always scope forimprovement. The Review comments about
formalising “lessons learned” are particularly applicable in this context. The Secretariat is
interested in reviewing the WCPFC approach atthis year’s MOC.

Non-members and NGOs

Both groups appreciated whatthey described as a recent shift towards FFA being more accessible
and opento discussion.

Non-members main areaof interest wasin the relationto WCPFC processes, where they were in
equal partsimpressed and frustrated by the FFA members’ disciplined collective approach to
negotiations. It was clear that thereis a high level of respect forthe way FFA membe rs conduct
themselvesinthis environment, with support from the Secretariat. It was notable thatnon-
membersidentified a strong sense of unity among FFA members, and identified FFA as lead in this;
as one noted, FFA is ‘very effective at executing its mission and helping to achieve what [the]
secretariat and member states want’. Another commented that ‘FFA as whole, is a respected player
and its role cannot bereplaced’. At the same time non-members noted that the collective approach
made it difficult to negotiate solutions, particularly within the WCPFC meetings themselves. Some
struggled tointerpretthe differentroles of FFA, PNA and TKA.

NGOs interviewed during the Review were positive about FFA’s role and their current relationship
with the Secretariat. In some instances NGOs would prefer greateraccess to discussions and data.

In summary, overrecentyears FFA has take a more active role in engaging with stakeholders,
notably extendingits reach to be more accessible to non-membersand NGOs. These efforts have
broughtincreased dialogue with the Secretariat, and have been appreciated by these parties.
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Secretariat: The feedback and perspectives of externalstakeholders are much appreciated. Staff
work hard to play a mediation and facilitation role with stakeholders —within the confines of
mandates from the membership.

The lack of flexibility in negotiation positions is an interesting topic for further considera tion
through the “lessons learned” exercise mentioned above. DWFNs have an established history of
influencing RFMOs in their favour and if those efforts are frustrated by FFA members’ collective
approach; thatis probably a sign of success.

10. Sustainable Development

Most of the elements relating to sustainability of outcomes have been discussed in previous sections
of thisreport, in particular Section 5 (Monitoring and Evaluation) and Section 6 (Objectives).

The capacity of member countries to sustain progressisanimportant factor in the Secretariat’s
work. Member countries, especially the smaller states, have limited capacity and require ongoing
support, both bilaterally, and through the Secretariat. Perhaps, as one stakeholder putit‘ capacity
building is forever'.

11. Strategic Positioning and Future-proofing

The analysisand commentary insections 1 and 2 are made withinthe contextand boundaries of the
current FFA ‘business model’. In Section 3the Review is asked to considerthe business modelitself,
and whetherthereisanysupportfora different way, orways, of doing things.

FFA Business model

The review found that there was a wide range of understandings about whatis meant by FFA’s
‘Business model’. When asked, stakeholders volunteered a variety/diversity of interpretations,
including:

e How we go aboutour businessdeliverresults

e Finances: costrecovery fromthe vessel register, member contributions; donors and funding
models

e How yougo aboutdoingthings — where youwantto see agencyin5 yearstime.

e Corporate Structure

e Consensusdecision-making

e Ownershipinterest (capitalassets, people housing etc)

e Thewhole structure of FFA’s relationships with members.

e Governance, management, priority setting

These understandings differ, but encompass some common themes that are discussed below.
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Governance - Governing body

It was notedinsection 1 that members are generally comfortable the governance and planning
arrangements (through the Audit Committeeand FFC). While supporting the positive changes that
have beenimplemented, some membersidentified furtherareas forimprovement. In particular,
Members expressed alevel of dissatisfaction with FFA’s priority setting. Some described thisin
terms of extending the Secretariat’srole into new areas. Others expressed concernoverthe
Secretariat’s capacity to deliveracross and increasing range of issues and services.

In oneinterpretation, the central issuewas seen as a weaknessin governance, inthat the governing
body has a poor record of bringing greaterdisciplineto the decision-making process. The concern
was notabout a lack of consultationinrelationtothe AWPB, but a perceived lack of analysis
provided by the Secretariat about fundamentally different ways of delivering s ervices.

In FFAs’ case The FFA Convention sets out the basis of the governance relationship. Further, as noted
earlier, FFA’s governance modelis common amongst CROP agencies. In this context, FFA Members
have a much more direct engagement with the Secretariat than do most other CROP agencies, some
of which conveneinaformal governance role biennially (every second year?).

The Review concurs with interviewees that aradical re-vamp of the governing body is not necessary
or desirable. Butthere may be ways of bringing clearer consideration within FFA and the Audit
Committee. Some examplesinclude:

e Where FFAis proposinginvestingin new areas of work, there could be a requirementto
explicitly provide analysis to show that FFA offers the best/most effi cient way of dealing with
theissue. This mayinvolve, forexample, discussion of whether the particularservice would
more appropriately be provided by members, a subgroup of members, outsourcing, or
through the private sector.

e Adoptinga‘sunsetclause’ (asintroduced as part of the Framework for Pacific Regionalism),
underwhich specificinitiatives are reviewed atintervals (say 5years), and stopped if they
are notdelivering the desired results.

e Creatingopportunities for more active engagement within FFCon priorities, options and
trade-offs.

Core business

The issue of priority settingis closely linked to with other comments about FAA’s ‘core business’; a
common sentiment was that FFA should stick toits core business and only extend it work into new
areas with a clear mandate fromits members.

Core Business’ itself is not astraightforward concept, and nocommon understanding was evidentin
consultations during the review. However several stakeholders pointed to the FFA Convention with
its focus on highly migratory species®, asastarting point. Othercandidatesincluded:

7 The SPREP governing body agreed in 2015 to move this model, largely toavoid the costs associated with anannual meeting (in SPREP’s
case theseinclude the cost of translationandinterpretation in French and English)

8 Formally, the Convention refers to ‘conserving and managing the living marine resources, including highly migratory species’ within EEZ.
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e MCS
Capacity building

e Regional andinternational fisheries negotiations and obligations

e Advice onfisheries management

e Adviceonfisheries development

e Newissuesand/orthreatssuch as ‘blue boats’, other, especially non-fisheries, international
agreements that have the potential to affect fisheries.

An attendant questionis—ratherthan trying to cut out services, should the Secretariat just keep
expandingas new servicesare required? Oralternatively cap the number of staff to enforce limits

on new work; as one respondent observed “In some ways the old staffing cap was a blessing, forcing
FFA to remain lean and mean’.

Secretariat (comments also apply to “Governance” section above): Hopefully the key concern
about priority setting is a lack of understanding of how the Secretariat goes aboutit, ratherthan a
dissatisfaction with the priorities that are identified and funded. Atthe May 2017 Audit
Committee the Secretariat briefly demonstrated how the SOl (the clearest articulation of short
term priorities) is developed, including the process that each Division Director goes through to
determine their key work areas and assess the capability of their Decision to meet them. This is
perhaps something that the wider FFC would benefit from.

Capacity to deliver is a critical concern within the Secretariat. The size of the agency, level of
resources and complexity of work have all increased dramatically. The Secretariat has reached a
point where it needs to either “say no” to additional work unless existing work areas are removed,
or to expand significantly. The Secretariat’s preferenceis forthe former, and this again links to
priority setting.

A mid-term review of the Strategic Plan is scheduled for 2018, and this is probably the right
opportunity formembers to engagein a “strategic dialogue” about priorities forthe agency and
core roles and functionalities of the Secretariat.

Funding

It appears that the level of donor confidence in FFA is at something that might be considered an ‘all
time high’. The recent upgrading of internal systems, and evident strong performance of the
Secretariat has encourages strong support from traditional donors Australiaand New Zealand, and a
‘pipeline’ of projectsin the design phase, notably in partnership with the European Union.

The Review heard arange of views on whetherthe mixisright. Most membersinterviewed were
comfortable with the level and source of donorfunding, and it was acknowledged that FFAisable to
leverage funding for work on members’ behalf, that would otherwise not be accessible tothem. As
one memberrepresentative noted ‘FFA can pullin resources to help us’.

There was minority support foravoiding donorfunding altogetherin orderto operate independently
of outside influence®.

9 This might be seenas the PNA model, although the PNA Office does also make use of external donor funding.
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The fact that the current donorlandscape is positive gives rise to concern that it will inevitably
decrease at some stage, as donor priorities shift. One response to that may be seekingrelationships
with ‘new’ oremerging donors, but this was not an issue that was raised actively by membersinthe
currentreview.

It was noted thatdonorfundingis not without drawbacks; ‘[FFA has] to meet expectations —
including ‘strings attached’ with donor country requirements’. There are also direct costs; for
example the Secretariat advised that the process for meeting EU requirements, has so far (to April
2017) costin the order of USD 120,000 in staff time. In addition there are ongoing concernsonthe
funding of project overhead costs, and the level of reporting and accountability, forexample: ‘ The
problems with PROP implementation are compounded because of the very high burden of oversight
and approval by the [World] Bank’. An additional factoris that tagged project resources can notbe
redirected quickly to address new or pressingissues.

In relation to member contributions, the Review is aware of ongoing consideration of thisissue by
the Secretariatand FFC. As the Secretariat has noted inits advice to FFC, thisisa complexissue
whichincludes considerations of fairness/equity, and Pacificlsland members’ sense of ‘ownership’
of the Agency. Inthe course of the current review there was rel atively little discussion on thisissue
amongst members interviewed. Several member representatives raised the issue of cost recovery or
chargingfor services as a source of revenue, without putting forward specific proposals. It was
notedthat costrecovery relating to fishingin EEZs (and attendant services) can be interpreted as
redirectingfundsthatbelongtothe members. One interviewee noted that ‘when PNA split from FFA
it took away most of FFA’s expectations forincreased cost-recovery with it’.

Withrespectto the ‘sense of ownership’, the Review did not see evidence of this lacki ngamongst
Pacificlsland members. Not only did interviews show strong support forthe agency andinterestin
itsfuture, butalso members have a strong track record of engagementin FFA processes and
activities.

An alternative way of looking at the foundingissue isto view itin the context of the overall capacity
across the region. Itis evident that the greatest pressure on capacityisinthe smallermembers’
fisheries administrations —itis valid to question whetheradditional national funds would bringa
greaterreturnif usedto increase national capacity in fisheries departments, ratherthan providing a
marginal increase in Secretariat Funding (assuming ongoing donor support from Australiaand New
Zealand). Furtherto this, perhapsa new area of capacity building work may be to support members
inmakinga case to their governments forincreased departmentalfundingtoin orderto maintain
critical fisheries capacity and services (thisis often referred to as ‘mainstreaming’ andisacommon
element of many development projectsin otherthematicareas).

The FFA Secretariat provided additional comment to the Review on thisissue, putting forward the
view that while the mix of donors would change, and the requirement to manage such funds would
reflect such circumstances, it was no easy task to simply ‘remodel the FFA on a different business
path. Membership contributions supplemented by Australian and New Zealand program and project
support, togetherwith member-owned licence feerevenues, collectively accounts foraround 75% of
all FFA funding. This could only be altered with avery fundamental rethink of the Agency’s role and
the manner of its expected delivery of services to members.
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Secretariat: The financial position of FFA is indeed at an all-time high. This is evidenced in a
number of ways such as new donor relationships (Sweden, World Bank, Oceans 5), greater
contribution of untied donor funds (Australia, New Zealand, Sweden), agreed increases to cost
recovery (FFA vessel register and US Treaty), agreed increases in membership contributions and a
low rate of membership arrears.

As percomments above, the Secretariatis probably now reaching the maximum desirable size. It
is also importantto notethat some of the new donor relationships have come at high costto the
Secretariat, and greater attention to cost benefit analysis will be required of future “high donor
oversight” projects such as those funded by World Bank, FAO, Japan and EU.

The Secretariat view the current funding model, which has a good mix of donor funding, member
fees, cost recovery and other sources as a positive model. The diversity amongst donors also
provides protection against inevitable cyclical changes.

The Secretariat does not support the minority view of moving away from donors altogether. Small
Island Developing States refusing external assistance on the management and development of
their greatest shared resource seems a self-harming position. Having said that, the mix of donor
and non-donor funds needs to be carefully balanced, and the relationships between donors and
FFA need to be crafted carefully and on the basis of supporting member priorities rather than
donorideals. With a few exceptions, the Secretariat has been highly successfulin this regard.

Where applicable the agency will continue to enhance efforts in respect of cost-recovery, promote
increased self-reliance through capacity development and ensure that value-for-money is
sustained through competitive processes in the selection of goods and services.

Managing for Future Change

The Review considers that the Secretariat management and staff have agood sense of their
operatingenvironmentand majortrendsin the short to mediumterm, and a willingness to respond
as challengesarise. However it was also observed thatitis difficult ‘freeing time for the executive
teamto focuson ... innovationinstead of backward-looking accountability and day-to-day [issues]’.
The Review considersthatif FFA wishes to match services to future expectations, then something
more than the current processes that primarily serveto guide annual planning.

The intenthere is not to engage in ‘crystal ball gazing’ about global events, but gain a sense of some
basicagreementsabout FFA’s (both the Secretariat and members)future expectations, in orderto
guide the delivery of services formembers. This mightinclude some form of structured FFC
consideration of future scenarios, orspecificfuture propositions designed to provoke discussion.
Some examples are provided below.

e By 2020, FFAwill have established aseparate Division of Fisheries and Oceans Multilateral
Agreementstotrackinternational processes that have the potential to impinge onfisheries
rights of members.

e By 2025, the Fisheries Operations Division will be operating as astand-alone entity basedin
Brisbane.

e By 2026, the FFA Secretariat will have astaff of 200 half of whom are working out of a newly
commissioned office building adjacent to the currentsite.
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e By 2028, mostof FFA’s current functions will havetransferred to otherentities (stand-alone
business units run by FFC-appointed Boards, sub-regional organisations, the privatesector),
while the remainder willfocus on management of donor funds for capacity building at
national level.

A robustdiscussion on such propositions would serveto give direction to medium-term planning for
the Secretariat, inthe context of high level objectives of the (current or future) StrategicPlan.

Secretariat: There has notbeen time to consider the specific example suggestions above, but the
Secretariat strongly agrees with the recommendation that this future-oriented discussion should
commence. As stated above, theimpending review of the Strategic Plan might be a good
opportunity forthat. While the process may result in a new document, the discussion that goes
into that would be of greatest value to FFA.
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Acronyms

AWPB Annual Work Program and Budget

BBNJ

CMS

CSLA

EPAI

EPAL

FFA

FFC

GFC

IFRS

IMS

IPSAS

MSG

PIFS

PLG

PNA

SOl

SPC

SPREP

TKM

VM

usD

usp

Biological Diversity of Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction
Catch Management System

Country Service Level Agreement

Employee Positions Advertised Internationally
Employee Positions Advertised Locally

Forum Fisheries Agency

Forum Fisheries Committee

Global Financial Crisis

International Financial Regulatory Standards
Information Management System
International PublicSector Accounts Standards
Melanesian Spearhead Group

Pacificlslands Forum Secretariat

Polynesian Leaders Group

Partiestothe Nauru Agreement

Statement of Intent

The PacificCommunity

Secretariat of the PacificRegional Environment Programme

Tokelau Arrangement
Te Vaka Moana
United States Dollar

University of the South Pacific
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Annex A: Review Questions
REVIEW OF FFA’S PEFORMANCE
Terms of Reference

[excerpt: Scope of the Review - thematic areas and sub-questions ]

Scope of the Review
The scope of the review will encompass the following:
I1.1. a. Efficiency, Risk Managementand Monitoring

These questions assess whether FFA’s organisational structure and systems are conducive to good
management and cost-effective implementation of its programs and extra-budgetary projects.

High level Governance

a) Is the governing body a transparent, efficient and effective decision-making body and what if
anything should be done to helpimprove the direction and support provided by itto the Secretariat?
b) Does the FFA undertake adequate risk analysis and respond to know challenges in an effective
way (includinge.g.inrespectto foreign exchange fluctuation)? c) Does the organisation exhibita
culture of continuousimprovement?

Programming systems

Doesthe FFA Secretariat have efficientand transparent programming systems for selection and
prioritisation of activities asidentified by member countries and management; including a) planning
and designingactivities b) allocating resources to meet obligations underregional and international
treaties/conventions; and c) fully utilising available annual budgets and effectively managing any
necessary carry-forwards?

Communication

a) Is FFA effectivein communicating technical and otherinformation to member Countries? b) Isthe
FFA effective in communicating broadersectoral developments and policies and the role it playsin
these processes. c) Does FFA have sufficient presence inregional and global media (including social
media) andinternational debatesto promote the interests and achievements of FFAmembers? d)

Is the FFA’s communication strategy beingimplemented appropriately to reflect likely futuretrends
and issues?

Procurement and Financial Systems

a) Is the organisation financially accountable, with transparent budget processes, procurement and
contracting systems? b) Has the organisation adopted internationally acceptable auditing processes
for program, financial and administrative systems (and doesitimplement atimely audit program)?
c) Are FFA systems adequate to identify carry-forwards and Fund reservesin atransparent manner
with data available to decision-makers in timelyfashion?
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Monitoring and Evaluation

Are the monitoringand reporting processes systems adequate for FFA to assess and report on the
outputs and outcome of its current activities? a) What mechanisms are established with
participating countries to monitor and report on progress of activity componentsinthese countries?
b) Are the monitoring and reporting systems adequate for FFA to assess and report on the outputs
and outcomes of its current activities? c) What mechanisms are used to evaluate and learn lessons
from activitiesimplemented over multiple countries? d) Are the monitoringand evaluation systems
adequate for FFAto learnlessons and toimprove its future activities?

I1.1. b. Effectivenessin meetingobjectives
Objectives

a) Are the objectives of FFA’s Strategic Plan and Statement of Intent being achieved in an efficient
way? b) Are activities and programs mostly implemented within timeframeand within budget and
are FFA and memberresources adequateto meet program requirements? c) Are the FFA’s programs
well aligned with agreed regional member country objectives and priorities for fisheries, including as
stated inthe new Regional Roadmap and implicitin the Framework for Pacific Regionalism? d) To
what extentis FFA able to identifyand service sub-regional needs and priorities and balance these
with national needs and priorities? e) To what extentis the FFA able to meet the national fisheries
developmentand management needs of its members? f) To what extent has the FFA assisted Pacific
Island Countries to meet theircommitments under global and regional fisheries conventions and
negotiations? g) Does FFA actively develop effective partnerships with Pacificlsland Countries?

Institutional Capacity

a) Does FFA’s organisational structure meetits needs and encourage efficient workflow, with an
appropriate balance and number of staff at seniorandlowerlevels and among Divisions and
Programs?b) Are FFA staff suitably qualified and experienced, and are Pacificlslandersincluding
women appropriately represented in the staffing profile? c) Does the Secretariat have adequate
policy frameworks to ensure and promote gender equality in the Secretariatand its work? d) Are
capacity building opportunities for staff adequate? e) Does the FFA have fit-for-purposerecruitment
policiesandindividual performance management system? f) Are FFA’s resources, and those of its
developing member countries, adequate to meet program requirements?

Overall effectiveness

a) Is the FFA’s work Program on track? Are the objectives of the FFA’s Strategic Plan, Work Program
and Statement of Intent being met? b) Does the FFA have clearand realisticforward work plan and
identified future outcomes, supported by robust logicand effective systems? c) Are members
satisfied with theirinvestmentin FFA andis there evidence of change amongst stakeholders and
beneficiaries?
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Regional relationships
How effectively hasthe FFA addressed the following

a) Has FFA’sresponse to the proliferation of sub-regional interests (PNA, TVM, MSG, PLG and TKA)
been efficient, appropriateandinthe bestinterests of members? b) Has FFA developed effective
and mutually beneficial linkages with other CROP regionalagencies? (including the Pacificlslands
Forum, Secretariat of the Pacific Community, the University of the South Pacificand Secretariat of
the PacificRegional Environment Program) c) To what extent does the FFA communicate and
collaborate with like-minded organisations, and to what extent does it promote the interests of its
member countriesinthatengagement? d) How does FFA manage the provision of services and
adviceinareas where SPCor otherbodiesalso play a role? e) Does FFA effectively align its services
and advice with the high-level regional development and other priorities set by the PIF, including the
Framework for PacificRegionalism? f) Does FFA maintain adequate relationships and communication
with non-FFA member governments, NGOs and international agencies?

Sustainable Development

Doesthe FFA demonstrate its contribution to sustainable development, through: a) Quantitative and
qualitative evidence of outputs produced fromits activities? (The response to this question willtake
into account the capacity of FFA’s M&E system to report on outputs, and will discuss positive and
negative influences on performance). b) Quantitative and qualitative evidence of outcomes
achieved? (Evidence of thiswillneed to come largely from member countries). c)
Outcomes/outputs which are likely to be sustained? This will take into account the capacity of
member countries to sustain such outcomes/outputs. d) Clearly articulated policies promoting
sustainability as an essential element of program design, implementation and assessment.

I1.2 Relevance
Strategic Positioning and Future-proofing

a) Doesthe FFA have sufficient processes in place formembers and the Secretariat to ensure that
FFA’s services are continually matched to expectations in the context of future changes? b) Is the
FFA “business model” appropriate to predict or detect changesin national, sub-regionaland regional
expectations and consider new orrevised services to meet those expectations? c) is FFA’s funding
adequately and/orappropriately diversified, in particular: Bis the mix of program vs project funding
from donorsappropriate, and are donor projects responsive to FFA needs? Blis there sufficient
diversity amongst donors to coverdifferent priority areas? Blis there a suitably developing
relationship with NGO’s and emerging donors? B do member contributions adequately reflect the
value of FFA services? @ what level of contribution and formula options may be appropriate to
recommend inthe context of a formal review of member contributions to be implemented as part of
the post2020 StrategicPlan?
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