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Executive Summary 

Background. Where possible and appropriate, Pacific island countries and territories have 
already made considerable progress in implementing integrated approaches to managing 
disaster and climate risks1. These developments have occurred with respect to policy 
making, planning, implementation and institutional strengthening, among others. Thus the 
separate regional frameworks that relate to disaster risk management and to climate 
change2 are now being seen as somewhat inconsistent with national priorities and 
approaches, and with actions being undertaken in the Pacific, at both national and sub-
national levels.  

Given the above, as well as the fact that the two regional frameworks expire in 2015, the 
historic First Joint Meeting of the Pacific Platform for Disaster Risk Management and the 
Pacific Climate Change Roundtable3 called on the disaster risk management and climate 
change communities to expedite the development of an integrated strategy for disaster risk 
management and climate change, towards resilient development for the Pacific.  

While disaster- and climate-related risks do not always relate to the same natural hazards, 
management of the risks overlap in many aspects. As a result, it often makes sense to plan 
and implement the management of these risks in a systematic and integrated manner. 
Where there are areas distinct to the two communities of practice, such as earthquake risk 
engineering and reducing greenhouse gas emissions, there are often synergies. 
Furthermore, adaptation, emissions reduction and disaster risk management are ‘cross 
cutting’ issues that normally will be implemented simultaneously, consistent with sector 
policies. The shared aim of managing disaster- and climate-related risks is to reduce the 
vulnerability of societies and economies to the full range of natural hazards by improving the 
ability to better anticipate, resist, prepare for, respond to and recover from their impacts.  

An integrated approach that reduces the risks to sustainable development from multiple 
hazards or phenomena, whether climate-related or geophysical, and whether of sudden or 
slow onset, is more effective and efficient. This is especially relevant if it takes into account 
the current limitations on national and regional capacities to address these concerns. 

The 2010 mid-term reviews of the two regional frameworks recommended greater policy 
coherence at the regional level, in order to provide for a more conducive enabling 
environment for managing disaster- and climate-related risks at national and sub-national 
levels. Subsequently, relevant regional meetings endorsed preparation of an integrated 
regional strategy. The process of developing such a strategy, including its related 
implementation arrangements and monitoring and evaluation framework, is commonly 
referred to as the ‘Roadmap’. The new Strategy is to be approved by Pacific Leaders in 2015 
and come into effect in 2016. 

This Background Information and Guidance Paper has been prepared to help guide 
decisions by Pacific island countries and territories regarding some critical aspects of the 
new regional Strategy, including the level of guidance to be provided such as high-level 
strategic guidance versus a more detailed action plan. The Paper has been prepared 

                                                            

1 These risks are related to all natural hazards, including weather extremes and climate variability and change.  
2 In 2005 Pacific Leaders approved two regional frameworks designed to help address the challenges posed to 

sustainable national development by the range of natural hazards, and by climate change, namely the Pacific 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management Framework for Action (2005 – 2015) and the Pacific Islands 
Framework for Action on Climate Change (2006 – 2015). 
3 Held in Nadi, Fiji, from July 8 to 11, 2013. 
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following a desktop review of relevant publications and an analysis of existing regional 
mechanisms for coordination/implementation of similar policy frameworks in the Pacific and 
in other regions such as Asia and the Caribbean. It also takes into consideration lessons from 
previous community-level actions, and the findings of the mid-term reviews of the existing 
regional policy frameworks for climate change and disaster risk management. The work 
carried out in Pacific island countries and territories also helps guide development of a new 
approach that makes suitable links with these accomplishments and lessons.  

Following consultations with, and decisions by Pacific island countries and territories, the 
options presented in this Paper will be narrowed down, and provide the basis of the draft 
new regional Strategy to be considered by relevant regional meetings, culminating in 
approval by Pacific Leaders in 2015. 

Terminology. In moving forward, it is essential to have clarity regarding the terminology 
used to describe key concepts used when discussing the management of disaster- and 
climate-related risks. Collectively these involve an all hazards approach, covering 
geophysical, weather and climate hazards.  

Significantly, disaster risk reduction includes adaptation, highlighting an important and 
already existing link with climate change adaptation. Disaster risk reduction also includes 
“mitigation”, but in this context is has a different meaning to the same term used by the 
climate change community to describe efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In this 
Paper we acknowledge the shared use of, as well as the difference in meanings for, the term 
“mitigation”. We avoid confusion by omitting to use the term “mitigation”, preferring to use 
the expression “greenhouse gas emissions reduction” or similar, and the expression “limiting 
hazard/disaster impacts”, or similar. 

Regional Level Situation Analysis.  The Paper highlights that Pacific island countries and 
territories are among the most vulnerable in the world. Climate change is exacerbating the 
current vulnerabilities, with adaptation and disaster risk reduction fast-becoming the key 
risk management options. After Sub-Saharan Africa, the Pacific region is the most off-track 
for achieving all of the Millennium Development Goals by 2015. Significantly, in the Pacific 
progress is poorest for Goal 1 (to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger), the Goal judged to 
be the most adversely affected by climate change and disasters. 

Disasters affect large parts of the population, especially the poor and other marginalized 
groups. Between 1950 and 2011 disasters in the Pacific islands region affected 
approximately 4 million people, caused 8,693 reported deaths and resulted in damage costs 
of around US$3.2 billion. Tropical cyclones, the major cause of these losses and damage, are 
expected to increase in intensity, though not frequency, in most parts of the Pacific over the 
coming decades.  

Disasters have until quite recently been viewed as unpredictable and unmanageable events. 
As a result, resources have tended to be focused on post-disaster recovery and 
reconstruction, rather than on the more effective approach of risk reduction. Practical 
experience and scientific advancement have increased the ability to predict as well as 
reduce the impacts of most natural hazard events.  The result has been a paradigm shift 
from disaster management to disaster risk reduction, coupled with climate change 
considerations that encourage a focus on efforts to reduce anticipated as well as current 
risks.  

The recently published World Bank Policy and Practice Note for Climate- and Disaster–
Resilient Development in the Pacific Islands Region showed that merely managing the 
symptoms of disasters and climate change, as many Pacific island countries and territories 
have tended to do, is inefficient, expensive, and not sustainable. The Note highlighted that it 
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is more effective to address the causes of vulnerability by incorporating risk considerations 
in the formulation and implementation of social and economic development policies and 
plans, by ensuring political authority, leadership, and accountability are robust and effective, 
and by strengthening coordination and cooperation among key players. 

Major challenges facing the region include weak institutions, limited coordination between 
national and regional disaster risk management and climate change agencies, and 
insufficient capacity to engage across multiple sectors.  Disaster risk reduction, climate 
change adaptation, and development largely operate as three distinct communities of 
practice, with their plethora of policies and planning instruments as well as institutional 
fragmentation of functions, at both national and at regional levels. While each of these 
practice areas is well intended, a major challenge is to achieve greater cooperation and 
greater integration of these instruments and efforts, along with improved coordination and 
alignment between existing institutions. Such an approach utilizes the limited human and 
financial resources more efficiently, and produces more effective and enduring results.  

Limited access to, and availability of, end-user friendly data and information for evidence-
based planning and decision-making is inhibiting delivery of climate- and disaster-resilient 
development solutions, at national and sub-national levels. Appropriate, rigorous and 
targeted risk information can provide the evidence required to make informed planning 
decisions that helps avoid mal-adaptation. Most national agencies with mandated 
responsibilities to undertake risk assessments face shortfalls in the required technical 
expertise, funding, hardware and software. Recent regional efforts, such as the Pacific 
Catastrophe Risk Assessment and Financing Initiative, have improved planning and decision-
support information, but this needs to be better utilised at national and sub-national levels.  

As most regional and national disaster risk management and climate change priorities and 
needs are largely addressed using overseas development assistance, or targeted 
environment and climate funds, they tend to be project-based and remain by and large 
supply-driven. The growing proliferation of disaster risk management and climate change 
projects continues to cause difficulties with coordination, cooperation and coherence, but 
has also prompted development of online and other initiatives that seek to improve 
information exchange and coordination.  

Looking to the future, any modest development gains already achieved will continue to be 
at risk from natural hazards such as cyclones and drought, with these risks being 
exacerbated by climate change. Pacific island countries and territories, and their 
development partners, have already made substantial investments in the health, education, 
infrastructure and related sectors of Pacific island countries and territories. Future 
investments should include a greater commitment to increase the resilience of the intended 
development outcomes. This can be achieved by ensuring the development activities include 
investments in disaster risk reduction, disaster preparedness and climate change adaptation. 
As a rule, these activities should be implemented holistically, and as an integral part of the 
development activities. This includes improving the resilience of water supplies, food 
production systems and infrastructure, especially in the health and education sectors. 
Appropriate levels of investment should also be made to strengthen the enabling 
environment for disaster risk reduction, climate change adaptation and greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction, to ensure the timely, efficient and effective delivery of resilient 
development outcomes. 

Possible Scope and Approach of the Strategy. The Roadmap highlights the intention to 
achieve increased integration of disaster risk management and responses to climate change, 
with the latter including both adaptation and reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. In the 
past there has been a tendency for some commentators to focus on the differences 
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between disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation, and many have been 
identified.  But increasing attention is now being given to the common focus of climate 
change adaptation and disaster risk reduction, to reduce vulnerability and enhance 
resilience to weather and climate-related hazards. Further examination and careful 
consideration show that synergies are not just limited to those between disaster risk 
reduction and adaptation. Adaptation is becoming an increasingly important aspect of the 
recovery dimension of disaster management, especially when recovery and reconstruction 
involve “building back better”, such as by taking the changing climate into consideration. 

Recent work has resulted in the notion of climate compatible development. By bringing in 
synergies with reducing greenhouse gas emissions, climate compatible development links 
with the newer themes of climate resilient development and low carbon development. 
Given that the climate change dimensions of the new regional Strategy are intended to 
cover both climate change adaptation and emissions reduction, climate compatible 
development provides a very relevant framework. However, this framework does not 
include explicit reference to disaster risk management. This is a serious short-coming in 
terms of its usefulness as a framework for the new regional Strategy. To resolve this issue, it 
is proposed that the Strategy be based around the framework of disaster and climate 
resilient development, reflecting the many practical opportunities to link management of 
climate and disaster risks in the context of delivering resilient development outcomes. 

Level of Guidance. It is also proposed that, instead of laying out a more detailed action plan, 
the new Strategy will provide high-level strategic guidance for the prioritization and 
implementation of disaster risk management, climate change adaptation and emissions 
reduction at national level, along with coordinated regional approaches to address national 
priorities, all in the context of achieving more resilient sustainable development. The 
rationale for not including a more detailed action plan is that much of the implementation 
will occur within the development sectors, at community, national, multi-country and 
regional levels. Such implementation activities are already well informed by their own 
frameworks, strategies and plans. It is recommended that the new Strategy provide high-
level guidance for the continual strengthening of these instruments, based on current and 
emerging understanding and experience. Thus the Strategy will highlight and provide 
guidance for situations where the existing frameworks, strategies and plans need 
strengthening in order to ensure the resilience of development results and outcomes.   

Possible Frameworks. The Roadmap proposes a “strategy”, while earlier iterative drafts 
have referred to an “integrated framework for action” and an “integrated regional policy 
framework’. It is important that a conscious decision is taken on whether the new regional 
instrument for disaster and climate resilient development is to be a framework or policy or 
strategy or plan, or something else. The intentions described in the Roadmap are consistent 
with those of a strategy as opposed to any other form of regional instrument. Therefore it is 
recommended that the title of the new Strategy be the Strategy for Disaster and Climate 
Resilient Development in the Pacific (SRDP).  

Term of the Strategy. 

No recommendation is made as to the term of the Strategy, other than to suggest that its 
duration be linked to those for the instruments that succeed the Pacific Plan, the Hyogo 
Framework for Action and the Millennium Development Goals. 

Differentiated Approaches. The 22 Pacific island countries and territories have many 
contrasting characteristics, both between and within them. The differences may be 
sufficiently significant to warrant differentiated approaches being reflected within the 
proposed new Strategy. The diversity and inhomogeneity of the Pacific islands region 
highlights that one-size-(does not)-fit-all, and calls for appropriate (customised/tailor-made) 
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differentiated approaches to be made within the new Strategy. Such approaches need to be 
incorporated if the new Strategy is to address the specific challenges, problems and 
opportunities of the region, or for a particular situation. 

For example, the needs of the most vulnerable groups (including women, children, youth, 
the disabled and the elderly) require greater priority, yet currently there is only cursory 
mention of them in various regional policies. Formulation of the Strategy should consider 
and account for the special needs and contributions of vulnerable groups such as women, 
youth, the elderly and the disabled. 

The Strategy should also be clear about the goods and services it would support for delivery 
through national and sub-national initiatives, and those that would be delivered regionally. 
The latter would include management of regional public goods and services, such as the 
provision of specialised technical skills and services, providing disaster- and climate-related 
science and technology such as early warning systems and reducing uncertainty of disaster 
and climate risk projections, and managing shared natural resources such as fisheries and 
deep-sea minerals.  

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework. Internationally there has been considerable recent 
progress in understanding monitoring and evaluation approaches for climate change and 
disaster risk management initiatives.  These and many other studies, along with monitoring 
and evaluation experience related to monitoring and evaluating the regional frameworks 
and national strategies and plans, will provide the basis for a monitoring and evaluation 
framework for the Strategy that includes SMART indicators to measure progress during the 
implementation period and in particular at the mid-term. 

Communications Plan. To ensure the broadest possible reach of the Strategy at all levels 
within countries (from central government to community level), as well as regionally and 
internationally, a costed communications plan will be developed. The overarching goal of 
the Communications Plan will be to position the Strategy as the leading source of high-level 
strategic guidance related to achieving climate and disaster resilient development in the 
Pacific. The principles that will underpin the Communications Plan are fundamental to 
successful communication: consistency, transparency, responsiveness, timeliness, 
accessibility, and relevance to the needs of target groups.  These principles resonate with 
the Pacific Aid Effectiveness Principles adopted by Pacific Islands Forum leaders in response 
to the Paris Declaration. The Communications Plan will be designed to give Pacific island 
countries and territories, their development partners and other key players confidence in, 
and ownership of, the processes that will deliver resilient development outcomes.  The 
objective is to re-focus the regional discussion about climate change and disasters, moving it 
from a process-dominated discussion about disaster risk management and climate change 
responses, to resilient development-focused actions that deliver tangible and enduring 
benefits to Pacific island countries and their people.  

Funding Requirements. Pacific Leaders have often stressed the critical and urgent need for 
finance to enable their countries to respond to adaptation and disaster risk reduction needs, 
and in particular to assist those people who are already suffering, are displaced or are being 
otherwise affected as a result of the detrimental consequences of disasters and climate 
change. The bottom line is to ensure that Pacific island countries and territories have 
equitable access to predictable, adequate and sustainable financing to implement national 
climate change and disaster risk management strategies that are aligned with their existing 
development plans.  

In spite of a diverse array of funding mechanisms, many Pacific leaders have also stressed 
they are not fully benefitting from funding that was agreed at 15th Conference of the Parties 
to the United Nations Framework Convention of Climate Change. This is due to complexities, 



 

 
vii 

delays and effectiveness of accessing climate funding, and the failure of donors to fully 
deliver on pledges. Since 1950, natural disasters have cost Pacific island countries around 
US$3.2 billion, in nominal terms, in associated damage. The cost of restoring infrastructure, 
maintaining access to basic social services, providing social safety nets to the affected 
population, and investing in disaster risk reduction, is expected to be around US$120 million, 
which equates to 22 per cent of GDP over the next three to four years.  

Based on these estimates and the current level of international climate finance, it is unlikely 
that the amounts raised over the next few years will be sufficient to meet all identified 
needs. This raises the question of how to prioritise the spending of limited financial 
resources. The same issue arises at the national level, where budgetary resources are never 
sufficient to meet all public spending needs, making it important to consider the strength of 
the systems that manage climate related expenditure. However, measuring the 
effectiveness of public spending on climate change actions is fraught with difficulties, given 
the definitional ambiguity of such actions, the complexity of public funding flows, and a lack 
of clarity on what effectiveness actually means. 

In this context, the recently developed Pacific Climate Change Finance Assessment 
Framework is a useful example of a regional public good. The Framework can be used to 
guide an assessment of a Pacific island country’s ability to access and manage climate 
change resources across six interrelated dimensions (funding sources; policies and plans; 
institutions; public financial management and expenditure; human capacity; and 
development effectiveness), and to utilise various modalities to assist in these efforts.  

Looking ahead in terms of emerging needs related to climate finance, one of the key findings 
of the expenditure analyses undertaken to date is that expenditures relevant to climate 
change are being shaped primarily not by climate change policy, but by expenditure 
priorities more generally.  The analyses have also identified processes of decentralisation 
and deconcentration as key to ensuring that climate change expenditures respond to 
location specific contexts, and reach the poor and vulnerable. But current coordination 
challenges are amplified by the fragmentation of donor financing flows and also a lack of 
coordination of efforts amongst donors. 

Recommendations.  

1. It is recommended that title of the new strategy be Strategy for Disaster and Climate 
Resilient Development in the Pacific (SRDP); 

2. Given that the 22 Pacific island countries and territories have many contrasting 
characteristics, both between and within them, including the existence of most 
vulnerable groups, the new Strategy should take into account special needs and 
contributions of stakeholders and key players; differentiated approaches are needed to 
ensure the Strategy addresses the specific challenges, problems and opportunities of the 
region, or for a particular situation; 

3. It is recommended that, instead of laying out a more detailed action plan, the new 
Strategy provide only high-level strategic guidance for the prioritization and 
implementation of disaster risk management, climate change adaptation and emissions 
reductions at national and sub-national levels, in the context of resilient sustainable 
development; and 

4. The Strategy should be clear about the goods and services it would support for delivery 
through national and sub-national initiatives, and those that would be delivered 
regionally and sub-regionally.  
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1. Introduction and Rationale for a New Strategy 

Where possible and appropriate, Pacific island countries and territories (PICTs) have already 
made considerable progress in implementing integrated approaches to managing disaster 
and climate risks4. These developments have occurred with respect to policies, plans, 
implementation and institutional strengthening, among others. Thus the separate regional 
frameworks that relate to disaster risk management and to climate change5 are now being 
seen as somewhat inconsistent with national priorities, and with actions being undertaken in 
the Pacific, at both national and sub-national levels.  

Given the above, as well as the fact that the two regional frameworks expire in 2015, the 
historic First Joint Meeting of the Pacific Platform for Disaster Risk Management and the 
Pacific Climate Change Roundtable6 called on the disaster risk management and climate 
change communities to expedite the development of an integrated strategy for disaster risk 
management (DRM) and climate change, towards resilient development for the Pacific.  

While disaster- and climate-related risks do not always relate to the same natural hazards, 
such as in the case of earthquakes and volcanoes, management of the risks overlaps in many 
aspects (Figure 1), including the use of similar tools used to monitor, analyse and address 
adverse consequences. As a result, it often makes sense to consider and implement the 
management of these risks in a systematic and integrated manner. For example, risk 
assessments, flood management systems and building code enforcement contribute to both 
climate change adaptation (CCA) and DRM. But at the same time, there are also areas 
distinct to each such as earthquake risk engineering and reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions. However, even in such instances there are often synergies with CCA and DRM, 
respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Commonalities and differences between climate change adaptation and disaster risk 
reduction. 

                                                            

4 These risks are related to all natural hazards, including weather extremes and climate variability and change.  
5 In 2005 Pacific Leaders approved two regional frameworks designed to help address the challenges posed to 

sustainable national development by the range of natural hazards, and by climate change, namely the Pacific 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management Framework for Action (2005 – 2015) (RFA) and the Pacific 
Islands Framework for Action on Climate Change (2006 – 2015) (PIFACC). 
6 Held in Nadi, Fiji, from July 8 to 11, 2013. 
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Furthermore, CCA, emissions reduction, and DRM are not sectors in themselves. They are 
‘cross cutting’ issues that should be implemented through the policies of other sectors, such 
as agriculture, water resources, health and land use. The shared aim of managing disaster- 
and climate-related risks is to reduce the vulnerability of societies and economies to the full 
range of natural hazards by improving the ability to better anticipate, resist, prepare for, 
respond to and recover from their impacts.  

An integrated approach is often more effective and efficient, given that it can reduce the 
risks to sustainable development from multiple hazards or phenomena, whether weather- 
and climate-related or geophysical, and whether of sudden or slow onset. This is especially 
relevant if the approach takes into account the currently limited national and regional 
capacities to address these concerns. 

The 2010 mid-term reviews of the Pacific Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management 
Framework for Action (2005 – 2015) (RFA) and the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on 
Climate Change (2006 – 2015) (PIFACC) recommended greater policy coherence at the 
regional level, in order to provide for a more conducive enabling environment for managing 
disaster- and climate-related risks at national and sub-national levels. Subsequently, the 
2011 meetings of the Pacific Platform for DRM (August 2011), the 14th Regional 
Meteorological Services Directors Meeting (August 2011), the Governing Council Secretariat 
of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) (September 2011) and the 
Committee of Regional Governments and Administrations of the Secretariat for the Pacific 
Community (SPC) (October 2011) endorsed the preparation of an integrated regional 
strategy. The new Strategy is to considered by relevant regional meetings, culminating in its 
approval by Pacific Leaders in 2015. It would come into effect in 2016, thereby replacing the 
two existing frameworks, the PIFACC and the RFA. 

The process of developing the new Strategy, including its related implementation 
arrangements and monitoring and evaluation framework, is commonly referred to as the 
‘Roadmap’. SPC, SPREP and the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) 
have been entrusted by PICTs to jointly lead the Roadmap process. Representatives from 
these three organizations form the Roadmap Technical Working Group (RTWG) to support 
PICTs in the development of the Strategy.  

The Roadmap process will adhere to the following principles: 

 ‘Inclusion’ of as many stakeholder interests as possible in the formulation of the new 
strategy; 

 ‘Leadership’ by PICTs in defining the parameters and focus of the new strategy; and 

 ‘Ownership’ by PICTs and supporting partner organizations to ensure a sustainable 
approach to the implementation of the new strategy. 

This Background Information and Guidance Paper has been prepared to help guide decisions 
by PICTs regarding some critical aspects of the new Strategy, including the level of guidance 
to be provided, such as high-level strategic guidance versus a more detailed action plan. The 
Paper has been prepared following a desktop review of relevant publications and an analysis 
of existing regional mechanisms for coordination/implementation of similar policy 
frameworks in the Pacific and in other regions such as Asia and the Caribbean. In order to 
provide a framework that makes suitable links with these accomplishments the Paper also 
takes into consideration the existing regional policy frameworks for climate change and DRM 
and the work carried out in PICTs that reflects these priorities.  
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Following consultations with, and decisions by PICTs, the options presented in this Paper will 
be narrowed down, to provide the basis of the draft Strategy that will ultimately be 
considered and approved by Pacific Leaders in 2015. 

2. Terminology 

In moving forward, it is essential to have clarity regarding the terminology used to describe 
key concepts used when discussing management of disaster- and climate-related risks. 
Collectively these involve an all hazards approach, covering geophysical, weather and 
climate hazards.  

This includes Disaster Risk Management (DRM), the systematic process of using policies, 
plans, organisations, and operational skills and capacities to lessen the adverse impacts of 
hazards as well as the possibility of a disaster (after UNISDR, 2009). Thus DRM covers both 
Disaster Management (DM) and Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) (Figure 2). Significantly, DRR 
includes adaptation, highlighting an important and already existing link with Climate Change 
Adaptation (CCA). The latter is defined as “the adjustment in natural or human systems in 
response to actual or expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or 
exploits beneficial opportunities” (UNISDR, 2009). DRR also includes “mitigation”, the 
lessening or limitation of the adverse impacts of hazards and related disasters (UNISDR, 
2009). But this is the same term used by the climate change community to describe efforts 
to reduce GHG emissions (Figures 3 and 4). Some commentators have argued that such 
confusion over terminology will mean that the DRM and climate change communities will 
never be able to collaborate effectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The elements of disaster risk management. Source: UNISDR and UNDP, 2012. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Synergies and commonalities between Disaster Risk Management and Climate Change 
Adaptation (Source: Hay and Pratt, 2013). 
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Figure 4. Responses to climate change – mitigation and adaptation. (Source: after Becken and Hay, 
2012). 

In this Paper we acknowledge the shared use of, as well as the incompatible meanings for, 
the term “mitigation”. We avoid confusion by avoiding use of the term mitigation, preferring 
to use the expression “GHG emissions reduction” or similar, and the expression “limiting 
hazard/disaster impacts”, or similar. 

The Paper also refers to: Resilience, the ability of a system, community or society exposed to 
hazards to resist, absorb, accommodate to and recover from the effects of a hazard in a 
timely and efficient manner, including through the preservation and restoration of its 
essential basic structures and functions (UNISDR, 2009); Vulnerability, the characteristics 
and circumstances of a community, system or asset that make it susceptible to the 
damaging effects of a hazard; Risk, the likelihood of an undesirable outcome resulting from 
the interaction of a hazard or event with conditions of vulnerability, which is in turn 
dependent on the exposure, sensitivity and capacity of a system to respond; and to Disaster 
and Climate Resilient Development, economic and social development that is safeguarded 
from the consequences of natural disasters and climate change, through development goals 
and strategies that incorporate the threats and opportunities of a changing climate and 
natural disasters, including reduced or low greenhouse gas emissions, without 
compromising development goals. 

3. Regional Level Situation Analysis7 

PICTs are among the most vulnerable countries in the world. Key reasons are their high 
exposure to a wide variety of natural hazards (cyclones, droughts, earthquakes, electrical 
storms, extreme winds, floods, landslides, storm surges, tsunami, and volcanic eruptions), 
geographical remoteness and isolation, and dispersion across the vast Pacific Ocean. In 
addition, the vulnerability of PICTs is also increasing due to economic and social changes 
such as population growth and migration (internal and external), poorly planned coastal 

                                                            

7 
This section is currently based on World Bank (2012), World Bank (2013), and Hay and Pratt (2013). 
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development, unplanned urban growth and land use, and environmental and ecosystem 
degradation including contamination of sub-surface and coastal waters.  

Climate change is exacerbating the current vulnerabilities of PICTs, with CCA and DRR fast-
becoming the key risk management response options (IPCC, 2012). Notwithstanding that 
PICTs make only marginal contributions to greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, they are 
disproportionately vulnerable to climate change and to weather- and climate-related 
disasters. Given that climate change will affect food, water, health, economic, 
environmental and political security, the climate agenda must extend beyond concerns 
related to the anticipated increases in weather- and climate-related hazards, to considering 
the underlying causes of vulnerability to hazards such as hardship and isolation, poorly 
informed planning, or no planning at all.   

Meteorological and climatological hazards in the region include tropical cyclones and other 
intense storms, landslides, river and coastal flooding including storm surges and other high 
wave incidents, droughts and heat waves. The region experiences a relatively high frequency 
of tropical cyclones. This is especially the case for countries to the west of the dateline, 
though areas to the east tend to experience an increase in frequency of tropical cyclones 
during El Nino conditions.  

Recently prepared climate change projections (Australian Bureau of Meteorology and CSIRO, 
2011) show that, among other changes, there will be large increases in the occurrence of 
extremely hot days and warm nights, and an increase in the number of heavy rain days (20–
50 mm), such that extreme rainfall events which currently occur once every 20 years on 
average will occur four times per year, on average, by 2055 and seven times per year, on 
average, by 2090 under a high emissions scenario.  

In the South Pacific sub-basins there will be a decrease in the frequency of tropical cyclones, 
but an increase in the proportion of more intense storms, while in the North Pacific sub-
basin a decrease in both the frequency of tropical cyclones and the proportion of more 
intense storms is expected. While not uniform across the region, sea-level rise will generally 
be similar to the global average, projected to be between 0.18 to 0.59 m by 2080–2099, 
relative to 1980–1999, with potential contributions from ice sheets resulting in an additional 
0.1 to 0.2 m. Ocean acidification is expected to increase, with greatest rates occurring in the 
eastern equatorial Pacific and affecting the easternmost islands of Kiribati, while droughts 
are projected to occur less often. 

Geological hazards include volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, landslides and tsunami. The 
frequency of such events is comparatively high as many countries in the west of the region 
lie on the Pacific “ring of fire”. Large earthquakes that occur on the “ring of fire” are capable, 
under certain circumstances, of generating major tsunamis that can travel great distances. 
No country in the region is completely immune to the far-reaching effects of earthquake- 
induced tsunamis (PCRAFI, 2012). 

Various global risk and vulnerability indexes demonstrate that as a whole, the Pacific region 
is amongst the most vulnerable in the world as it combines high exposure to frequent and 
damaging natural hazards with low capacity to manage the resulting risks and outcomes.   
For example, Vanuatu has the highest score for the World Risk Index, and four other Pacific 
island countries (out of only seven assessed) are in the top 15 of 173 countries measured 
The total value of the infrastructure, buildings and cash crops in the Pacific Islands region 
that are at risk from tropical cyclones, earthquakes and tsunami is estimated to be over USD 
112 billion. This value of assets at risk translates into annual average economic losses 
suffered by Pacific Island Countries being as high as 7% of gross domestic product (GDP), 
with natural disaster losses in any single year sometimes exceeding the GDP. 
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Although the Economic Vulnerability Index for Pacific island countries declined between 
1984 and 2008, it remains considerably higher than for the average of the 127 countries for 
which data are available. The Environmental Vulnerability Index for most of the 14 Pacific 
island countries is considerably higher than that for all Least Developed Countries. Since 
2004, when the Index was last calculated, environmental vulnerability of Small Island 
Developing States has increased further. The nine Pacific countries for which data is 
available show little change in their Human Development Index since 2007, in marked 
contrast to the improvements achieved before that time. Only one Pacific Island country 
(Palau) is in the high human development group, while six countries (Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Samoa, Tonga, Vanuatu) are in the medium human development 
group. Two countries (Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands) are in the low human 
development group. 

After Sub-Saharan Africa, the Pacific region is the most off-track for achieving all of the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by 2015. Significantly, progress in the Pacific is 
poorest for MDG 1 (to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger), the MDG judged to be the 
most adversely affected by climate change and disasters. 

Disasters affect large parts of the population, especially the poor and other marginalized 
groups. Between 1950 and 2011 extreme events in the Pacific islands region affected 
approximately 4 million people and, caused 8,693 reported deaths and damage costs of 
around US$3.2 billion. Tropical cyclones, the major cause of these losses and damage, are 
expected to increase in intensity, though not frequency, over the coming decades. Disasters 
have resulted in chronic shocks to PICT economies, wiping out and in some instances 
exceeding a country’s gross domestic product (GDP). Annual damage averages 2-7% of GDP 
in the years following a disaster. For example, Vanuatu and Tonga, the world’s most 
vulnerable countries, have the Pacific’s highest estimated annual average disaster losses 
relative to GDP, equalling 6.6 and 4.4 percent, respectively. The ability of PICTs to recover 
fully after a disaster event could become increasingly challenging given the added burdens 
of climate change. 

A recent study (PCRAFI, 2013a) compared current and future tropical cyclone risk for 14 
PICs. Outputs from 11 global climate change models were analysed to calculate projected 
financial losses from cyclone damage to buildings, infrastructure and crops in each country, 
for both mid-century and end-of-century. No adjustment was made for future changes for 
any of these assets.  The findings reflect the increased losses for the region, largely as a 
result of the projected increase in category 5 cyclones. 

For the region as-a-whole the increase in ground up average annual loss is relatively small – 
from USD178 million to USD180 million (1%) by mid-century, and to USD185 million (3.9%) 
by end-of-century. But the end-of-century increases for many individual countries are 
considerably larger – 25.4% for Samoa, 14.8% for Niue and 7.6% for Vanuatu. In contrast, 
decreases are projected for Kiribati (-50%), Palau (-10.6%) and Solomon Islands (-8%). 
Changes in loss are greater for buildings than for infrastructure and crops. Wind is the main 
contributor to building loss, while flooding mainly contributes to infrastructure loss. The 
climate projections indicate a slight increase in wind contribution and a slight decrease in 
flood contribution for both buildings and infrastructure (PCRAFI, 2013). 

Disasters have until quite recently been viewed as unpredictable and unmanageable events. 
As a result, resources have tended to be focused on post-disaster recovery and 
reconstruction rather than the more cost effective approach of risk reduction. Practical 
experience and scientific advancement have increased the ability to predict as well as 
reduce the impacts of most natural hazard events. The result is a paradigm shift from 
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disaster management to DRR, coupled with climate considerations that encourage efforts to 
reduce anticipated as well as current risks. 

In almost all cases DRR is a cost-effective investment such as for the cost of cyclone-proofing 
buildings, which is about 10% of the total building costs. While there is considerable 
uncertainty in estimating future benefits, scenario and sensitivity analyses are increasingly 
being used to ensure decision makers are kept well informed. For example, a cost-benefit 
analysis of managing climate risks over the planned 50 year lifetime of Samoa’s new 
Parliamentary Complex found that protecting the two main buildings, by raising floor levels 
above business as usual, has internal rates of return (IRR) of 39% and 104%. This compares 
to a still attractive IRR of 24% for protecting the entire site, by raising the existing sea wall 
and by raising and extending the embankment. 

Grounding risk considerations in development, and strengthening political authority, 
leadership, accountability, coordination and partnerships. The recently published World 
Bank (WB) Policy and Practice Note (PPN) for Climate- and Disaster–Resilient Development 
in the Pacific Islands Region (World Bank, 2012) showed that merely managing the 
symptoms of disasters and climate change, as many PICTs and territories commonly do, is 
inefficient, expensive, and not sustainable. The PPN highlighted that it is more effective to 
address the causes of vulnerability by incorporating risk considerations in the formulation 
and implementation of social and economic development policies and plans, by ensuring 
political authority, leadership, and accountability are robust and effective, and by 
strengthening coordination and cooperation among key players. 

Key Challenges in Delivering DRM and CCA Benefits in PICTs and Regionally. There are 
numerous challenges to delivering DRR/CCA benefits in communities, countries, and across 
the region. While there are differences between country circumstances, there are also many 
similarities. 

Weak institutions, limited coordination between national and regional DRM and CCA 
agencies, and insufficient capacity to engage across multiple sectors.  DRR, CCA and 
development largely operate as three distinct communities of practice, with their plethora 
of policies and planning instruments as well as institutional fragmentation of DRR, CCA and 
sector functions, at both national and at regional levels. While each of these practice areas is 
well intended, a major challenge is to achieve greater cooperation and greater integration of 
these instruments along with improved coordination and alignment between existing DRR 
and CCA institutions. This would utilize available human and financial resources more 
efficiently, and produce more effective and enduring results. Even in countries that are 
committed to improving the alignment of DRR and CCA, such as Vanuatu and the Cook 
Islands, challenges remain with coordination and operational support. 

Lack of human resources and capacity at national and regional levels. Most PICTs have 
neither sufficient human capacity, nor the necessary skills in development planning, 
procurement, fiduciary control, and overall project management, to be able to realize the 
full potential of the significant donor resources being allocated to DRR and CCA.  

Focusing on disaster relief, rather than on long-term DRR and CCA.  This is resulting in 
increased economic and human losses from extreme events, and from anticipated risks. A 
shift in emphasis from disaster management (emergency response and recovery) to DRR 
creates a natural opportunity for integration with the CCA agenda and enables a more 
holistic approach to risk management.  This would focus on preventative measures and risk 
reduction investments, as well as contingencies for post-disaster support, and would include 
climate and disaster risk management at all levels, from national down to communities. 
Success would depend on overcoming the three challenges identified in the PPN, namely: 
grounding risk considerations in development; ensuring robust and effective political 
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authority, leadership and accountability; and, establishing strong coordination and 
partnerships. 

Increased integration of DRR and CCA in sector development plans and strategies, and in 
national sustainable development strategies and plans. There are only a few practice 
examples that demonstrate the full integration of DRR and CCA considerations into core 
development and sector plans and or into budget appropriations. Enabling frameworks and 
practical guidance are also under-developed. However, there are some successful sector-
focused DRR and CCA interventions to learn from, such as the Solomon Islands disaster- and 
climate-proofing of its transportation infrastructure, under the Solomon Islands Road 
Improvement (Sector) Project. The new and upgraded roads seek to facilitate local trade and 
income generating opportunities for local communities and also provide employment for a 
long-term construction and maintenance program.  

Limited access to, and availability of, end-user friendly data and information for evidence-
based planning and decision-making. This is inhibiting delivery of climate- and disaster-
resilient development solutions, at national and sub-national levels. Appropriate, rigorous 
and targeted risk information can provide the evidence required to make informed planning 
decisions that would assist in averting mal-adaptation. Most national agencies in PICTs with 
mandated responsibilities to undertake risk assessments lack the required technical 
expertise, funding, hardware and software, Regional efforts, such as the WB-SPC-Asian 
Development Bank Pacific Catastrophe Risk Assessment and Financing Initiative (PCRAFI), 
supports development of a comprehensive regional geospatial database of risk exposure, 
and country-specific catastrophe risk models and maps. These would otherwise be out-of-
reach for most PICTs. As well, PCRAFI is also developing technical tools for sustainable and 
affordable disaster risk financing and insurance solutions for PICTs. For example, the Pacific 
Disaster Risk Financing and Insurance Program is the first of a series of applications of 
PCRAFI related to DRM in the context of urban and infrastructure planning.  

Limited ability to provide immediate and effective post-disaster response. Several PICTs 
have faced a post-disaster liquidity shortage, which has limited their ability to respond 
quickly following a disaster. The potential need for such financial protection is high given 
that there is a 50% chance the Pacific Region will experience disaster losses in excess of USD 
1.3 billion in any 50 year period. The estimated total replacement cost of all the assets in the 
15 PICTs is about USD 113 billion. The Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga and 
Vanuatu are now part of a pilot catastrophe risk insurance program launched in early 2013. 
This provides their governments with immediate funding if a major “natural” disaster occurs. 
The pilot will test whether a risk transfer arrangement modelled on an insurance plan can 
help PICTs to deal with the immediate financial consequences of disasters. 

Significant recent investments such as the Pacific Climate Change Science Programme 
(PCCSP), and PCRAFI have improved the characterisation of both current and future natural 
hazard risks, including the economic consequences. This information confirms that, 
regardless of the sector of interest and the indicator used, Pacific island countries are high 
vulnerable to natural hazards. Recent studies suggest that vulnerabilities in the Pacific have 
been generally increasing, but more as a result of increases in exposure than in hazard risk 
(World Bank, 2012).  

The region struggles to effectively implement the plethora of disaster, climate and sector 
policies and plans, given the constraints of existing capacity and a development agenda that 
is already crowded, complex and competitive (SPC, 2013). Table 1 summarizes the current 
status for Pacific island countries. Inclusion of disaster risk management and climate change 
issues and implications in relevant sector policies and plans provide ready entry points to 
integrate disaster risk management and climate change rather than continue to treat and 
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deliver disaster risk management and climate change as stand-alone, separate issues. This 
would require allocating additional resources to address the underlying drivers of disaster 
risk to ensure existing sector priorities are augmented and not compromised and, disaster 
risk management and climate change initiatives are not viewed as an elective add-on or 
overlooked. 

 Table 1: Summary of Government Policies, Needs and Related to CCA and DRM. Source: after World 
Bank (2013). 

 

COUNTRY 

Strength of 
Enabling 

Environment for 
CCA/DRM 

Level of 
Commitment 
and Advocacy 
for CCA/DRM 

 

NEEDS 

Vanuatu Strong High Well documented and 
rationalized 

Solomon Is Being strengthened Strong in places Well documented and 
rationalized 

PNG Weak, but 
improving 

Strong in places Reasonably well 
documented but not always 
well rationalized 

Timor-Leste Weak, but 
improving 

Increasing Poorly documented and 
rationalized needs 

Samoa Strong Strong Well documented and 
rationalized needs 

Tonga Moderately strong, 
and improving 

Strong in places Reasonably well 
documented but not always 
well rationalized 

Kiribati Moderately strong, 
and improving 

Strong in places Reasonably well 
documented but not always 
well rationalized 

Tuvalu Recently 
strengthened 

Increasing Reasonably well 
documented but not always 
well rationalized 

Fiji Weak, but 
strengthening 

Increasing Poorly documented and 
rationalized needs 

RMI Recently 
strengthened 

Limited, but 
increasing 

Reasonably well 
documented but not always 
well rationalized 

FSM Weak, but slowly 
strengthening 

Increasing Poorly documented and 
rationalized needs 

Palau Weak Very limited Poorly documented and 
rationalized needs 

Recent efforts by the Region to improve DRM and Climate Change policy implementation 
and address integration of DRR/CCA and the mainstreaming of disaster and climate change 
risk into development, include: 
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 Support provided by SPC and SPREP to PICTs8 to develop Joint National Action Plans 
(JNAPs) to facilitate the integration of DRR and CCA, and to countries such as the Cook 
Islands, Samoa and Solomon Islands which are integrating DRR and CCA in their national 
development strategies through using centralised agencies of finance, economic 
planning and aid coordination to coordinate their DRR/CCA initiatives (Table 2); and 

 The Acting Today for Tomorrow – a Policy and Practice Note for Climate- and Disaster–
resilient Development in the Pacific Islands Region (World Bank, 2012) launched by SPC, 
SPREP and the World Bank Group, which advocates that resilient development is 
possible if: risk considerations are grounded in development; political authority, 
leadership and accountability are robust and effective; and, coordination and 
partnerships are strong. 

 

Table 2: National Action Plans and Joint National Action Plans 

Country Plan Date 

Cook Islands National Action Plan for Disaster Risk Management 2009-

2015 

Joint National Action Plan for Disaster Risk Management 

and Climate Change Adaptation 2011-2015 

August 2010 

January 2012 

Marshall Islands National Action Plan for Disaster Risk Management 2008-

2018 

November 2007 

Niue Niue’s Joint National Action Plan for Disaster Risk 

Management and Climate Change 

April 2012 

Papua New Guinea Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management National 

Framework for Action 2005-2015 

2005 

Tonga Joint National Action Plan on Climate Change Adaptation 

and Disaster Risk Management 2010-2015 

July 2010 

Vanuatu Disaster Risk Reduction and Management National Action 

Plan 2006-2016 

May 2007 

 

Recent international and regional analytical studies by the World Bank (2012), UNISDR and 
UNDP (2011), and GIZ and WRI (2011) provide policy, institutional and practical analysis as 
well as strategic guidance and recommendations to PICTs, regional organisations and donors 
and development partners on the integration of disaster risk reduction and climate change 
adaptation to advance sustainable, resilient development, reduce poverty and promote 
human security. As well, SPREP and SPC have recently published the Pacific Environment and 
Climate Change Outlook (SPREP, 2012) and the Implementation of the Hyogo Framework for 
Action and the Pacific Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management Framework for 
Action 2005-2015 - Regional Synthesis Progress Report from 2009 to 2013 (SPC, 2013) which 
review and analyse progress by countries and as a region, against agreed priorities under 
regional and national disaster risk management and climate change policies and plans and 
within the wider context of sustainable development. 

As most regional and national disaster risk management and climate change priorities and 
needs are largely addressed using overseas development assistance, or targeted 
environment and climate funds, they tend to be project-based and remain by and large 

                                                            

8
  Support for JNAP development has been provided to Pacific island countries such as Tonga, Marshall Islands, 

Kiribati and Palau. 
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supply-driven. The growing proliferation of DRM and climate change projects, continue to 
cause difficulties with coordination, cooperation and coherence and have prompted the 
following online initiatives that seek to improve information exchange: DRR Project Portal 
for Asia Pacific that aims to assist governments, donors and implementing organisations in 
setting, supporting and delivering a coherent regional strategy and programming on DRR 
through improved information exchange; Pacific Climate Change Projects Database9, which 
provides details of climate change projects and activities related to implementing the 
PIFACC, since 2006; Pacific Environment Information Network10 which maintains databases 
on: Pacific Regional multi-lateral environmental agreements (MEAs); Regional Frameworks 
and Strategies; Virtual Environment Libraries for SPREP members; and, a Virtual Library of 
Lessons Learned and Best Practices in Environment Management.   

In addition, regional agencies such as SPC and SPREP, have developed a summary matrix of 
their DRM and climate change support activities, to inform their members and divisional 
work programmes and, to inform and facilitate cooperation and coordination with key 
partners, including other Council of Regional Organisations in the Pacific (CROP) agencies, 
development partners and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) (SPC, 2012).  

Several recent initiatives offer important contributions to how the management of DRM and 
Climate Change risks to development might be approached in the future. For example, the 
regional ‘fisheries sector’ studies that examine the vulnerability of tropical Pacific fisheries 

and aquaculture to climate change have improved PICTs and regional understanding of 
future impacts and opportunities of climate change on their food and economic security 
and, the livelihoods and health of their peoples (Bell et al., 2011). The initiative illustrates 
the value and crucial importance of: 

 Using decision support tools such as demographic, disaster risk and climate risk 
projections to inform and shape future regional and national sector- and development-
wide policies and plans. 

 Having access to sound science-based evidence to inform downstream practice 
decisions. 

 Integrating disaster and climate risk resilient considerations as an underpinning 
imperative of development and sector-wide policies, plans and practices. 

Examining the potential implications of disaster and climate change risks on other key 
sectors. A similar climate change impact study on the agriculture and agro-forestry sectors, 
is underway. 

At the local level there are many organisations, including international NGOs, who are 
supporting selected communities across the region to carry out vulnerability and needs 
assessments and develop community-based adaptive management plans to manage and 
adapt to climate change. These take their place alongside other plans that communities may 
have developed such as for resource management, for DRM (CBDRM), and for disaster 
management (CBDM). Given the resource and capacity constraints of most PICT 
communities building disaster and climate change risks onto an existing plan such as for 
community based resource management (CBRM) should be considered. The CBRM+ 

                                                            
9
 The CC Projects Database is accessible through the Pacific CC Portal - http://123.176.76.175/project-search. 

10
 http://www.sprep.org/Pacific-Environment-Information-Network 
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approach would enable communities to manage their disaster and climate risks within the 
context of their development and livelihoods (MECM/MFMR, 2009). 

Applied science-based initiatives have also made important contributions to improving 
understanding and approaches to managing and mitigating disaster and climate risks to 
development as initiatives such as PCRAFI and PCCSP have been able to demonstrate. The 
important next steps will be to develop various user-specific and user friendly applications 
from the data and information products and services that have already been generated for 
the wide range of potential users in the public, private and non-state stakeholders. For 
example, in urban and development planning, planners can use the risk profile information 
to identify the best location of new development areas, evaluate how natural hazards may 
shape their development, and to assess whether the benefits of reducing the risk of natural 
events justify the costs of implementing the risk mitigating measures (World Bank, 2012).  
Given the specialised skills required for most disaster and climate-related applied science 
initiatives it would be cost-effective to continue to develop and deliver these services 
regionally.  

Looking to the future, any modest development gains already achieved will continue to be at 
risk from natural hazards such as cyclones and drought, with these risks being exacerbated 
by climate change. For example, the subsistence lifestyles common in the Pacific region are 
highly vulnerable to both rapid (e.g. cyclones) and slow (e.g. drought) onset events, as well 
as to inter-annual and longer-term variations and changes in climate. Critical needs related 
improving the management of disaster, climate and environmental risk to development are 
identified. 

PICTs and their development partners have already made substantial investments in the 
health, education, infrastructure and related sectors of Pacific island countries. Future 
investments should include more initiatives to increase the resilience of the intended 
development outcomes. This can be achieved by ensuring the development activities include 
investments in disaster risk reduction, disaster preparedness and climate change adaptation. 
As a rule, these activities should be implemented holistically, and as an integral part of the 
development activities. This includes improving the resilience of water supplies, food 
production systems and infrastructure, especially in the health and education sectors. 
Appropriate levels of investment should also be made in strengthening the enabling 
environment for disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation, to ensure the timely, 
efficient and effective delivery of resilient development outcomes. 

4. Lessons Learned from the Mid-term Reviews of the PIFACC and the RFA 

A. PIFACC Review 

The mid-term review of the PIFACC (Hay, 2010) was aimed at strengthening the relevancy of 
the PIFACC and its Action Plan, with specific objectives to: 

 consider gaps including ecosystem-based approaches, adaptation technology, links with 
mitigation, disaster risk management and community-based approaches; and 

 focus on ensuring that a clear set of recommendations for how the PIFACC might be 
implemented over the remaining term, which links to the operations of the PCCR and 
includes a specific and measurable performance framework.  

The available evidence suggested that the main practical benefits resulting from having a 
regional policy on climate change had been four-fold: 

 PIFACC was providing a regional mandate and an ‘entry point’ for taking action at the 
regional level that supports subsequent implementation at the national level to address 
climate change; 
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 PIFACC was being used by some donors and regional organizations as high-level 
guidance when deciding how they will assist the region to address the issue of climate 
change; 

 some countries had used the PIFACC to guide preparation of national policies, including 
both wider development and more focussed climate change policies; and 

 some countries had referred to PIFACC and its Action Plan when developing a national 
action plan or projects, in order to show alignment with regional and donor priorities.   

The lack of formal monitoring and reporting procedures in PIFACC implementation made it 
difficult to judge its overall impact. The available evidence suggested that the impact was far 
less than desirable, and considerably less than its potential. For example, at country level the 
PIFACC was seldom used proactively as a guidance document during project planning and 
related discussions. Most government officials did not see the relevance of the PIFACC to 
national level activities. This was in part because there had never been a sense of collective 
national ownership of the PIFACC. At both regional and national levels, actions to address 
climate change reflected national and sector priorities and the strategic plans of regional 
and international agencies. Although these might well be consistent with the PIFACC, they 
did not necessarily result in implementation of PIFACC Action Plan per se. 

Stakeholders indicated a high preference for a policy that:  

 focuses on high-level strategic guidance which facilitates linkages with other cross-
cutting themes, such as water and food security, as well as with sector-based responses 
to climate change; 

 has a scope which is consistent with the resources available for implementation as well 
as with the ability to monitor, report on and evaluate its implementation; 

 provides a high-level framework for actions to address climate change that, in the 
Pacific, are best undertaken at the regional level due to economies of scale, capacity 
constraints and other considerations; 

 provides high-level strategic guidance related to actions best undertaken by countries, 
including mainstreaming, planning, preparing work programmes and on-the-ground 
interventions, including ecosystem- and community-based initiatives;  

 acts as a high-level advocacy document, highlighting the need for an integrated and 
coordinated approach to reducing the adverse impacts of climate change, while also 
acknowledging the capacity and financial and other resource constraints faced by 
countries and the region as a whole;  

 provides a framework for, and high-level strategic guidance on, the integration of 
climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction, how to benefit from other 
synergies and linkages, how best to pursue ecosystem- and community-based 
approaches, and on promotion and uptake of appropriate adaptation and mitigation 
technologies; 

 links with the processes related to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, such as preparation of National Communications, meeting other obligations 
under the Convention and effective engagement of countries in negotiations; 

 sends signals to development assistance partners, including donors and regional and 
international organisations, as to how they might best assist countries, and hence the 
region as a whole, to address climate change;  

 is supported at regional level by strong institutional arrangements and effective 
operational processes and oversight; and 
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 through monitoring and reporting, can demonstrate the level of national and regional 
efforts to address the issue of climate change, and the extent to which the efforts have 
been successful. 

Key issues raised by stakeholders were: 

 the need for a consensus on the purpose of the PIFACC; 

 the current low awareness and use of PIFACC, at both national and regional levels; 

 the absence of direct funding for PIFACC implementation, including for monitoring, 
reporting and evaluation activities; 

 while the Action Plan has always been viewed as a “living document”, is there a similar 
opportunity to revise the PIFACC itself, based on the findings of the mid-term review? 

 the need to lift the level of the current Action Plan to presentation of high-level 
strategies and, in doing so, differentiate between what can be best considered and 
delivered at national and regional levels; 

 how broad or focussed should the scope of PIFACC be, given that climate change is a 
cross-cutting issue, but also that there are other regional policies which address climate 
change concerns? 

 the current preamble does not provide historical and institutional contexts for the policy 
framework; 

 the “principles” in the current PIFACC are in fact action themes; the revised PIFACC 
should include meaningful principles;   

 what are the most appropriate institutional arrangements to support implementation of 
the PIFACC? 

 what  is an appropriate monitoring and assessment framework for the PIFACC? 

There was no suggestion that a regional climate change policy is not needed. The many new 
and increased levels of risk that climate change brings to the region are well documented. 
The critical importance of climate change to the sustainability of development in the region, 
the many players involved in addressing the issue, and the substantial resources that are 
being allocated and utilized in the region were the main reasons given, for having a regional 
policy on climate change. A regional climate change policy that continues to have the 
support of all parties – countries, donors and regional and international organisations - is 
vital. 

There is a need for high-level strategies able to accommodate emerging issues such as ocean 
acidification and loss of land as a result of sea-level rise. The supporting narratives for each 
strategy should consider such aspects as ecosystem-based approaches, adaptation and 
mitigation technologies, links between adaptation and the mitigation of greenhouse gas 
emissions, disaster risk management and community-based approaches to addressing 
climate change impacts, as well as the need to focus on interventions that deliver tangible, 
on-the-ground benefits, rather than on further policy development and planning.  

The review proposed that four high-level strategies (enhancing resilience to climate change, 
in part through adaptation and disaster risk reduction; strengthening the capacity to 
respond, including through improved governance, decision making, coordination, education, 
training and mobilization of resources; achieving sustainable low carbon development; and 
monitoring, reporting and evaluation) be supported, at regional level, by seven 
implementation strategies, namely: 
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 research and development – due to common needs and circumstances, limited national 
research capacities and the comparative advantage of regional and multi-country 
research institutions such as the University of the South Pacific and the University of 
Papua New Guinea; 

 human resources development – advanced and specialized training is often conducted 
with greater effectiveness and efficiency by regional bodies; 

 enhancing governance and supporting policy development and planning – countries 
need strategic advice and support to ensure a strong enabling environment for 
responses to climate change; many regional and international agencies have a 
comparative advantage in this respect and can achieve economies of scale; 

 partnerships, coordination and finance mobilization – with the many players involved at 
national, regional and international levels there is need to effective coordination and 
partnership approaches that ensure national capacities are used with maximum 
efficiency; 

 enhancing effective engagement in international climate change negotiations – the focus 
is on strengthening the negotiation skills of national delegates, including their capacity 
to absorb and utilize specialized information, as well as exploring opportunities for 
Pacific island delegations to adopt and pursue further common negotiating positions; 

 knowledge generation and management – in many cases only regional bodies, and their 
international partners, have the capacity to generate specialized information, while 
considerable gains in efficiency and effectiveness can be obtained if information is 
managed and disseminated regionally; and 

 monitoring, reporting and evaluation of the aggregated national responses to climate 
change, and the resulting outcomes from a regional perspective. 

The above represent a limited number of actions that are best undertaken at the regional 
level. These can help address national needs as well as support associated actions at 
national level. Identification of such actions is informed by opportunities to achieve 
economies of scale and by the comparative advantage of regional and international 
organizations to implement the actions regionally while also delivering outputs and 
outcomes for countries in an efficient and effective manner.  

The review recommended that, because they will be delivered regionally, the seven PIFACC 
implementation strategies should be reflected in the work programmes of the relevant 
CROP and other agencies operating regionally, rather than in a PIFACC action plan. To ensure 
effective implementation of these strategies it was considered important that regional and 
international partners, including donors, allocate adequate and predictable financial and 
other relevant resources. This would include timely and targetted support of SPREP’s role in 
coordinating the implementation and operationalisation of the PIFACC. 

The review also noted that DRM and CCA share commonalities in purpose in that they aim to 
reduce the vulnerability of societies to hazards by improving the ability to better anticipate, 
resist and recover from their impacts. DRR is increasingly contributing to adaptation as the 
DM debate moves beyond core humanitarian actions of emergency response, relief and 
reconstruction towards disaster prevention, preparedness and risk reduction. However, 
some geophysical hazards are unrelated to climate change, at least in the short to medium 
term. For this reason alone the review emphasised that there can never be a total 
convergence of DRR and CCA.  

In the Pacific, weather- and climate-related hazards underpin the majority of disasters. Thus, 
at the operational level in countries and communities, DRR and CCA are largely 
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indistinguishable. It is difficult for countries to make effective use of two regional policy 
frameworks that have so much in common. It is therefore desirable to work towards 
harmonization of the two frameworks, including much of the monitoring and reporting.  

The review noted that the Regional Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management 
Framework for Action was also undergoing a mid-term review, and recommended that every 
effort be made to coordinate the two reviews. This provides a real opportunity to harmonize 
these two regional policy frameworks, and the implementation efforts. 

A lack of appropriate institutional arrangements, and support, were highlighted by the 
review as being among the many reasons offered for the poor performance in implementing 
the PIFACC. In terms of supporting more effective implementation, it was reaffirmed that a 
strengthened Pacific Climate Change Roundtable (PCCR) have principal regional oversight for 
the monitoring and evaluation of the PIFACC. Its role would also be to help ensure a rational 
and effective use of resources through assessment of the regional, sectoral, thematic and 
national work programmes that represent the collective Pacific response to climate change.  

The work of the PCCR could be supported by both SPREP, serving as its secretariat, and by 
joint working groups comprising government officials with relevant expertise along with 
representatives of development assistance partners, including donors and relevant regional 
and international organizations. A working group could be established for each of the four 
high-level strategies in the PIFACC, while also taking into account the needs and 
opportunities reflected in other relevant regional policies. 

The review also noted that there was cautious agreement among relevant CROP agencies on 
the desirability of holding joint meetings of the Pacific Platform for DRM and the PCCR in 
alternate years (noting that the Platform meets annually while the PCCR meets bi-annually), 
with perhaps one day of joint meetings (plenary session plus meetings of joint working 
groups). These would be based on the working groups already existing under the Disaster 
Risk Management Platform and the PCCR. Similar benefits would arise if the PCCR had 
comparable links with the Regional Meteorological Directors’ meeting and with the Pacific 
Energy Advisory Group, among others. 

The lack of quantitative performance indicators, baseline information and performance 
targets was identified as another of the reasons why there had not been more effective 
implementation of the PIFACC, and why there is little knowledge of what the PIFACC has 
achieved. It was proposed that implementation of a simple and yet effective PIFACC 
monitoring and evaluation framework should be funded as part of the SPREP work 
programme, with reports being submitted to the SPREP Governing Council via the PCCR. In 
the proposed monitoring and evaluation framework for PIFACC, the emphasis was on 
process and outcomes, but some indicators related to inputs were also included. 

Placing an additional monitoring and reporting burden on countries and CROP agencies was 
considered difficult to justify. The severe capacity constraints experienced by all Pacific 
island countries and territories had to be acknowledged. For these reasons, a simple 
monitoring and evaluation framework was proposed, based on the four high-level strategies, 
and including performance indicators, baseline information and performance targets.  

As part of their normal monitoring activities, performance information using the indicators 
could be provided by countries, territories, development partners and the joint working 
groups. The information could be submitted online, at least annually, using the Climate 
Change Portal maintained by SPREP. Provision could also be made for submitting, accepting 
and utilizing meta-data. Passwords could ensure that information would be secure, where 
necessary. Subsequently, SPREP could aggregate and evaluate the information, including 
reporting to the PCCR in time for its bi-annual meetings. The PCCR could, in turn, report the 
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regionally aggregated results to the SPREP Governing Council and, through it, to the Forum 
Leaders and other relevant parties. 

With the agreement of a country, national information - as opposed to just the regionally 
aggregated information - could also be made available to all parties via the Portal. This 
would provide SPREP and other development partners with the opportunity to evaluate the 
effectiveness of their bi-lateral work programmes on an ongoing basis. 

The PIFACC monitoring and evaluation framework presented at part of the report drew on 
the monitoring and evaluation plans of other regional policies, including the Pacific Plan, the 
RFA, the Framework for Action on Energy Security in the Pacific and the Action Strategy for 
Nature Conservation in the Pacific Islands Region. In particular, efforts were made to 
harmonize monitoring of the implementation of the PIFACC and the RFA . 

B. RFA Review 

In 2010 a mid-term review (MTR) of the RFA was completed (SOPAC, 2010). Since then, two 
biennial progress reviews of the RFA have been completed for 2009-2011 and 2011-2013, at 
regional and national levels. In the case of the 2011/2013 progress review, climate change 
related programmes, initiatives and mechanisms across the region were also captured to 
“put into practice the rhetoric surrounding the integration of these two (DRR and CCA) 
fields” (SPC, 2013). 

These reviews provide commentary on progress made and lessons learned in implementing 
the six themes of the RFA. These lessons will be important considerations for guiding and 
shaping the development of any future regional DRM-related policy and strategic planning 
instruments including during the Roadmap process (SPC, 2013). 

In the case of the MTR for the RFA, eight questions were used to frame the review and form 
the basis for the following key lessons and findings: 

 Regionally, the RFA has been instrumental in bringing various stakeholders together, 
strengthening partnerships and improving coordination in DRM and has been a useful 
advocacy and policy guidance tool. Nationally, the RFA has had a low profile and reach, 
across governments and within countries and has largely failed to engage with the wider 
cross section of government departments; 

 The tendency for DRM priorities to be driven and determined by major disaster events 
rather than by strategic guidance of the RFA and addressing underlying risks. Attributing 
the level and extent of the RFA’s contribution to reducing losses in the Pacific, PICTs and 
communities has been difficult to identify and determine, due to the lack of reliable and 
readily available data; 

 RFA endorsement by Pacific Island Forum Leaders in 2005 has not translated into DRM 
being reflected in the national sustainable development plans or strategies of all PICTs. 
There has been increased recognition of DRM by decision makers in some PICTs which 
have resulted in the development of National Action Plans for DRM (NAPs), and more 
recently the development of Joint National Action Plans for DRM and Climate Change 
(JNAP) by other PICTs, which has been considered a promising approach towards 
achieving greater political will;  

 Human and financial resource constraints faced by many government departments at 
national and sub-national level often render them unable to absorb technical assistance 
and resources to effectively implement and respond to national policy commitments. 
The MTR recommends that succession planning and mapping career paths for DRM 
specialists could address the challenges of high staff turnover and ongoing capacity 
building requirements. Capacity building through the use of counterparts, internships 
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and mentoring should also be considered (SPC, 2013). Many regional partners also face 
capacity constraints and the frequent emergency response operations that they support 
often divert resources and effort away from programmes that they may have for disaster 
risk reduction. Sustained budgetary allocations for DRM remain challenging for 
governments to and DRM budgets are often reallocated to other pressing needs and 
priorities; 

 At the sub-national level there is little, if any, awareness of the RFA within Pacific Island 
communities, as well as at local government level. A major challenge is that there is no 
budget allocation for disaster risk management at the provincial and district level in 
most countries. Where it exists, the understanding of disaster risk management is very 
limited, explaining why there have been no significant improvements with regard to risk 
sensitive infrastructure and development planning; and 

 Although the RFA includes CBDRM, traditional knowledge and culture as cross-cutting 
issues, NGOs and civil society organisations CSOs have been slow to embrace the RFA in 
their work with communities. This could be the result of the level of community 
participation in the development of the RFA and it being perceived to be a 
predominantly top-down, regional strategy document led to the suggestion that CBDRM 
receive greater emphasis in the RFA by becoming a theme on its own to allow for a more 
effective involvement of communities. 

Actual implementation on the ground continues to be a challenge, with CBDRM projects in 
the Pacific usually carried out as isolated initiatives. Consequently, the extensive suite of 
practice, experience and learning that they generate is rarely shared and used across the 
wider regional network of PICTs and partners. Many CBDRM projects claim to work at the 
provincial level, but many of these do not engage effectively with local government, rather 
they tend to work through National Disaster Management Offices (NDMOs) at the national 
level.  

In terms of the institutional mechanisms responsible for ensuring links between national to 
community levels, a broad spectrum of stakeholders at the national level need to 
collaborate better in order to achieve this. The establishment of National Platforms for 
Disaster Risk Management was discussed as an appropriate mechanism for achieving this, 
wherein the Ministries of Finance and Development Planning could facilitate the trickling 
down process, as most ministries and departments have counterparts at the district level. In 
particular, the health and education sectors were considered key when it comes to raising 
community awareness of disaster risk management and CBDRM. While the role of the 
NDMOs, is more geared towards disaster response. 

Successes and approaches to reduce underlying risk factors need to be shared more widely 
and in particular the application of risk assessment methodologies and how they have 
influenced investment decisions. Some countries have made progress with the development 
of building codes but the main challenge is their effective enforcement and particularly in 
circumstances where traditional land owners have legal rights to over-rule government 
regulations. This is of concern if land owners are not aware of the links between certain 

building/development practices and DRM/CC issues. 

The increased involvement of the private sector and professional associations such as the 
South Pacific Engineers Association has been a promising development in recent years and 
more is needed to exploit linkages with the private sector, beyond the engineering sector. 
Given the lack of awareness across the Pacific and particularly at the community level 
regarding basic building principles that can limit damage from natural hazards, many homes 
have suffered major damage due to non-compliance with basic building principles. 
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In most cases the NDMOs in the Pacific are small and under-resourced units with a variety of 
responsibilities ranging from preparedness, to response, and more recently disaster risk 
reduction. Although the human and financial capacities of NDMOs, need to be strengthened 
it was considered crucial to get the Ministries of Finance and Planning more engaged in 
disaster risk reduction, as they are likely to give weight to any intervention as well as 
command the necessary leadership across other key development sectors, which is 
important for mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into development. 

Sector level experiences should also be exploited to both illustrate and address underlying 
disaster risk factors such as the many examples from the Ministries of Agriculture for Samoa 
and Fiji that are finding salt tolerant varieties of trees and crops and considering planting 
these in coastal areas, and establishing seed depositories in more than one location to 
reduce vulnerability of the agricultural sector to weather extremes through spreading the 
risk and ensuring that seed production continues in locations that have not been impacted 
by the natural hazard event. In addition community participation is also seen as an 
important determinant of successful disaster risk reduction. For example, after the tsunami 
disaster in Samoa, communities themselves - and not the government - decided to move to 
less hazardous locations on elevated ground that belonged to them. The fact that the 
majority of households had access to safe lands was certainly a key to success. 

Although the Pacific has a number of well developed generic regional approaches, 
experience has shown that the greatest success can be achieved when initiatives start small 
and align with a country’s own policies and systems. This enables the pace of progress and 
improvement to be consistent with the low capacity environments found in NDMOs and 
government departments in the Pacific. Linking disaster risk management frameworks to 
other existing policy frameworks, such as climate change and poverty reduction also 

provides opportunities for mainstreaming.  

On the matter of identifying entry points in the RFA to integrate or link with CCA the 
following recommendations were made: 

 SPREP, SOPAC, UNISDR and selected representatives of national governments set up a 
steering committee to identify some common priorities and provide consistent technical 
inputs in order to link disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation throughout 
the Pacific. The Roadmap process to develop an integrated regional strategy for DRM 
and Climate Change responds positively to this recommendation; 

 Explore opportunities for joint programming of climate change adaptation and disaster 
risk reduction initiatives and the pooling of resources; 

 In particular, the development of common National Action Plans for Disaster Risk 
Management and Climate Change Adaptation and carrying out combined risk 
assessment for DRM/CCA were considered as important entry points. For this to happen, 
more emphasis would have to be placed on coordination and bringing together the DRM 
and CCA stakeholders and to identify ways to utilize contributions from different parts of 
government. Development of JNAPs in countries such as Tonga and the Cook Islands 
have responded positively to this recommendation; 

 Recent trends to bring the responsibilities for DRM and CCA under one department or 
ministry, such as institutional reforms in Samoa, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu are 
considered promising developments; 

 A panel of DRR/CCA experts at the national level to guide policy and strategic planning 
was also considered necessary such as Vanuatu’s National Advisory Board for DRM and 
Climate Change, which also serves as a joint coordination mechanism, providing 
coordination and monitoring and evaluation functions as well as information sharing.  
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Other good practices on where DRR and CCA have been linked successfully need to be 
documented and shared; and 

 The need to focus on integrated approaches at the community level where the issues of 
development, environmental degradation, climate change and DRM naturally converge 
and where it is easier and more efficient to plan and mitigate their consequences in an 
integrated manner should be encouraged. For example, the CBRM+ approach should be 
examined and shared as a possible approach to integration of disaster and climate risk 
and Development planning at community level . 

With respect to support that could be provided by the international/regional community to 
further effective implementation of the RFA, the following main points were made and are 
relevant for considering arrangements under any new regional policy/strategy/planning 
instruments: 

 The need to find appropriate solutions for better coordinating the many regional actors 
working in the Pacific. The role of SPC’s SOPAC Division as regional DRM coordinator and 
as implementer of key technical programmes needs to be examined; 

 As well, establishing an appropriate level of regional technical support to move ahead 
national DRM agendas in a manner that generates government ownership and 
sustainability also needs to be examined given that some PICTs will always remain 
dependant on regional technical assistance given their size and limited technical capacity 
and others could start to build their own capability through targeted capacity building 
efforts. For some highly specialized areas (such as tropical cyclone forecasting or 
tsunami warning) regional delivery of goods and services may continue to be the most 
appropriate and cost effective approach; 

 Donor funding was considered neither sufficiently flexible nor programmatic and long-
term enough to suit the needs of PICT governments to achieve sustainable results. In 
particular, difficulties in securing funding support for NAP implementation mechanisms 
was considered to set back and slow progress in DRM significantly. Synchronising donor 
assistance with NAP planning time frames would be beneficial for effective 
implementation. It was felt that: 

 Donors need to investigate avenues within their own institutions for mainstreaming DRR 
in their development funding such as including DRR criteria in their guidelines for project 
preparation. This would contribute to making development investment more resilient to 
the impacts of natural hazards; 

 Regional support needs to be complemented with appropriate bilateral funding for in-
country programmes. In this context it was noted that PICTs needed more information 
and guidance on how to access financial support from regional/bilateral and 
international sources; 

 Governments need to demonstrate their commitment beyond the endorsement of their 
National Action Plans, the RFA and the HFA, by matching investments for implementing 
their DRM priorities either through national resourcing for DRM or tapping into regional 
and global support. To make this happen, national planning agencies need to become 
more involved so that DRM can be fully integrated into National Sustainable 
Development Plans and corporate plans; and 

 Relatively easy access by PICTs to post-disaster humanitarian assistance often acts as 
‘discouragement’ or as a dis-incentive to invest in DRM. Therefore more effort needs to 
be placed on the ability to assess and communicate the long-term economic benefits of 
disaster risk reduction versus post-disaster humanitarian assistance as this would help 
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support advocacy for DRM within governments with evidence based arguments. There is 
a need to strengthen the continuum between disaster risk reduction and disaster 
response by involving the UN-led Pacific Humanitarian Team more consistently in the 
discussions on the RFA. 

The following challenges identified in the 2011/2013 regional synthesis report of the RFA are 
framed within the Pacific context of “a vast ocean with small islands containing rich cultures, 
adaptable populations facing a range of development challenges and experienced experts (if 
only relatively few) in DRM and climate change” (SPC, 2013): 

Governance and institutional arrangements: 

 More is needed in many PICTs to provide the institutional basis for progress in DRM, 
particularly in relation to integration with CCA; 

 Links between DRM and development; 

 Some PICTs struggle with enforcement of various regulatory instruments such as 
Environmental Impact Assessments and other mechanisms designed to integrate DRM 
and CCA into development planning; and 

 In some PICTs, traditional land owners have legal rights to over-rule local government 
regulations, which present challenges if land owners are not aware of the links between 
some development practices and DRM/CCA issues. 

Limited Data: 

 The lack of systematic data collection presents challenges in understanding baselines 
and trends; and 

 Limited data availability across a range of areas including past events and impacts, 
demographic data, weather and climate data and high resolution climate change 
projections all present challenges to planning and implementation of DRM/CCA 
initiatives. 

Limited visibility of national DRM investments: 

 National HFA Reviews have revealed some progress is occurring in terms of national 
investments in DRM and CCA. Greater transparency is needed to better capture these 
investments in a systematic approach, rather than the currently ad-hoc and often 
disorganised manner that currently exists; 

 The MTR provided the following recommendations, for the remaining years of the RFA:  

o Coordination at regional and national level to be proactive and strong in order to 
manage and bring in multiple partners/sectors/levels; 

o Further clarify the roles of partners and stakeholders vis-à-vis the RFA and how they 
can support its implementation; 

o Develop and integrate financial targets into the RFA and NAPs. For example the 
percentage of humanitarian assistance and the percentage of adaptation funding;  

o Provide more flexible funding for DRM programmes; 

o Disaster risk management and reduction is not the sole responsibility of the NDMOs; 

o Effective avenues for mainstreaming DRR into national and sectoral development 
needs to be found; 

o Examine how the linkages between response and DRR could be strengthened in order 
to achieve a better continuum; and Strengthen evidence-based decision making on 
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disaster risk reduction through socio-economic impact assessment and cost-benefit 
analysis. 

 These are augmented by the biennial progress review 2011/2013 which identifies 
challenges under the broad themes of governance and institutional arrangements; links 
between DRM and development; limited data; and the limited visibility of national DRM 
investments. It made the following main recommendations which would need to be 
considered in DRM-related policy, strategy and planning in the future: 

Governance and institutional arrangements: 

 Continue efforts to progress DRM and CCA through integrated approaches at the 
national level (through JNAPs or similar initiatives), sub-national and the regional level, 
through the proposed integrated DRM and CCA framework; 

 Regional partners to continue to support PICTs in their efforts to develop or maintain 
appropriate governance and institutional arrangements that support DRM and CCA 
efforts according to the unique situations of all PICTs; and 

 Regional partners to continue to encourage and support an inclusive approach to 
national DRM and CCA decision making bodies, with genuine participation from key 
government ministries, local government representatives, NGOs, civil society and the 
private sector.  

Recognise inherent capacity limitations:  

 Provision of strategic and coordinated in-country engagements from PDRMPN and 
development partners that address the priority needs is recommended. New initiatives 
need to acknowledge existing programs and capacity gaps; 

 Existence of a single national body that oversees DRM and CC initiatives as a joint 
coordination mechanism can assist with information sharing, coordination and 
monitoring and evaluation of initiatives addressing similar issues; and 

 Recognition of limited human resource capacity and high staff turnover through ongoing 
succession planning in key agencies (e.g. NDMOs) and capacity building through the use 
of counterparts / internships / mentoring. 

Support community-based approaches to DRM and CC: 

 Support community based approaches to DRM and CC and strengthen the capacity of 
the Community – based Disaster Risk Management Working Group to better coordinate 
CBDRM projects and approaches and to share lessons learned and insight gained from 
such initiatives across the region; 

 Build on existing mechanisms, past successes and lessons learned: 

 Learn from the success of online communities (e.g. Pacific Solution Exchange) and draw 
upon the well-established nature of Pacific Disaster Net (PDN – www.pacificdisaster.net) 
with the use of ‘Forums’ to encourage discussions, information sharing, capacity building 
and support; and Encourage and maintain efforts to embrace or revitalise traditional 
knowledge and coping mechanisms across the region for reasons relating to cultural, 
environmental, social and economic sustainability.  

5. Lessons Learned from Previous Community Level Actions 

The Lessons for Future Action Conference (SPREP et al., 2011) identified the following 
lessons that can inform effective implementation of community- based responses: 
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 Strengthen community governance, including through training, to enhance 
empowerment on projects that affect them; 

 Practical and relevant tools should be provided to communities, in a way that ensures 
their use can be sustained; 

 Practical demonstration of a range of implementation options to find what is best suited 
to community needs and preferences; 

 The risks of over-consulting communities require appropriate planning of activities, good 
coordination with other regional and national donors and partners, and appropriate 
time permitted for the full program cycle; 

 Target powerful people in communities and getting them onside – for example the 
church and priests, in different contexts can either hinder or support action on climate 
change; 

 Many projects are currently being implemented in the easier to reach locations, where 
more remote islands/communities may be more vulnerable; the logistics/expense of 
working in remote areas is not always funded by donors; and 

 There is a need to understand factors that may impact on success of programs – for 
example in the Solomon Islands where mangroves are being planted in an area where 
there is a shortage of firewood/fuel so will probably be cut down. 

Hay and Mimura (2013) have also identified many relevant lessons as described below.  

No one approach or method will address all needs and accommodate all capacities. 
Starting with the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), many of 
those involved in the development of assessment methods aspired for a “common 
methodology”. The reality is that different needs and other circumstances will invariably 
result in there being several fit-for-purpose and fit-for-capacity methodologies and 
associated tools being advocated and utilised at any one time. The approaches and methods 
used to assess risks and adaptation for area-wide land-use planning, infrastructure and 
national development are different to those applied to assess community-level vulnerability, 
resilience and adaptation. However, there has been a recent convergence on community-
focused and vulnerability- and risk-based approaches. These have been found to be more in 
tune with the recognition that in the Pacific: (i) communities will undertake most of the 
adaptation; and (ii) reducing the consequences of extreme weather and climate events is 
critical to the sustainable development and use of natural and human systems, now and in 
the future.  

A key opportunity is ensuring that the proven qualities of methodologies are identified, and 
also harmonised and combined where appropriate. This will enhance efficiencies and avoid 
the confusion that is currently high in both the practitioner and beneficiary communities.  

Assessments should reflect the special circumstances of the Pacific. Over the past two 
decades, and even longer, PICTs and their development partners have used a wide variety of 
approaches to assess vulnerability, resilience and adaptation options. However, many have 
been found wanting. Top-down, scenario-driven or mainstreaming approaches have 
generally failed to deliver the intended results of enhancing resilience and reducing 
vulnerabilities and risks. Reasons include PICTs lacking the requisite knowledge and skills to 
apply such approaches. There is also a mismatch with the need for information, 
empowerment and action at the local scale where most adaptation decisions are made. 
However, assessments that have been exclusively community focused have also struggled, 
often because of inadequate understanding as to where and how efforts should be focused, 
as well as inadequate support from outside the community to ensure that assessments are 
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provided the required information and the benefits of the resulting decisions can be 
sustained. For this reason, it is important that community vulnerability and adaptation 
needs be reflected in the operational plans of government ministries and departments, as 
well as in the work plans of relevant international agencies.  

Assessments should facilitate planned rather than reactive adaptation. In recent decades 
there have been significant advances in short-term and seasonal weather forecasting, as well as 
in long-term climate modelling. These have yielded major improvements in early warnings and 
advisories, as well as in longer-term planning. This is resulting in increasing emphasis on 
proactive (i.e. anticipatory) rather than reactive management of the adverse consequences of 
extreme weather events and anomalous climatic conditions. It is also increasing the diversity of 
options able to manage those impacts. Increasingly, practitioners are seeking more rational and 
quantitative guidance for decision making, including cost-benefit analyses (Chadburn et al., 
2010). 

Lessons related to locally-based vulnerability and adaptation assessments. While there are 
only a few compilations of lessons learned from community-based adaptation (CBA), CBDRM, 
and other locally-based assessments in the Pacific, some important lessons are emerging, 
including: 

 low cost and simple field-based assessments of physical and social vulnerability and 
adaptive capacity can be delivered at local levels; 

 since vulnerability to climate change is place-specific, locally perceived climate problems 
and priorities must be well contextualised and understood before planning and action 
takes place; there will be different priorities in relation to climate change depending on 
the expected impacts, the vulnerability of people, and capacities; the roles and 
responsibilities of all actors, including governments, also need to be considered; 

 a careful approach to community engagement is required; such approaches cannot be 
rushed, they need to fully respect but not unquestioningly idealise local knowledge, and 
are best implemented by people from within the region who understand what it means 
to live and work in local communities; 

 emphasis should be placed on embedding participatory approaches in assessments if 
communities are to benefit fully from the process; 

 efforts to work with communities to generate gender-sensitive responses to, and 
strategies for addressing, climate change are more successful when they involve a 
number of responses from a variety of partners; 

 technical assessments are greatly enhanced by local inputs, but both local and formal 
technical knowledge is required as local knowledge may not always be technically 
correct; 

 flexibility, openness, and innovation in locally-based assessments are critical to 
maximising learning and knowledge consolidation, to accurately representing local 
voices, and to ensuring assessments are informed by, and developed from, local 
priorities; 

 assessment processes benefit from greater emphasis on the non-climate factors 
influencing vulnerability and maintaining resilience; 

 assessments of vulnerability should be based on active involvement of local 
communities, examination of current vulnerability to current and anticipated climatic 
and non-climatic stresses and appraisals of adaptive capacities; they should also result in 
proposed adaptation interventions; 
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 assessing and building adaptive capacity is an integral part of development assistance, 
and should be seen as an ongoing process rather than a one off initiative; 

 if adaptation is to reduce community vulnerability, it must target stresses that are a 
reality at the local scale, whether or not these are obviously related to climate or climate 
change; therefore assessments should identify creative ways to address local concerns 
and priorities while also increasing adaptive capacity; 

 information about climate change and adaptation should be disseminated and shared 
continually throughout V&A assessment projects, using vernacular language and simple 
terms; information should also be shared between similar projects and communities, 
including the failures as well as the successes; and 

 long-term adaptive monitoring, maintenance and evaluation should begin early in a 
vulnerability and adaptation assessment project, and continue for five to ten years as 
many outcomes will not be apparent until then. 

Some lessons learned regarding capacity building for vulnerability and adaptation 
assessments. Building capacity for all facets of climate change responses should be a needs-
driven, ongoing and evolutionary process. It should enhance the capacity of all relevant 
ministries, sectors and communities to carry out climate change adaptation activities. 
Important synergies can be achieved if capacity building reflects the cross-cutting nature of 
climate change. Wherever possible, capacity building should not be project based, but an 
integral part of a longer-term action plan. Moreover, disseminating knowledge of climate 
change on its own is insufficient. People need to be empowered to take action to reduce risk 
in their lives.  

Experience in the Pacific emphasises the importance of sound governance, and the need for 
strong climate change leadership at both community and national levels. Studies have found 
that minimising external support during meetings of adaptation working groups facilitated 
the emergence of leaders who could provide guidance and direction to members. Such a 
lesson is important since, for example, even after an extensive regional-level assessment 
training course national participants were still not enabled to prepare country statements 
for reporting under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 
Completion of the reports required additional support from international consultants. 

Some lessons learned related to regional frameworks. The initial separation of climate 
change responses and management of climate-related hazards has given way to more 
recent shifts that increasingly recognise the strong linkages between climate adaptation and 
disaster risk reduction, especially in the development and humanitarian contexts. As a 
result, the significant complementarities and congruencies between the two regional 
frameworks are now being exploited more fully.  A key implication for assessment 
approaches and methods is an increase in joint programming at national level by regional 
and international organisations, since at the operational level in countries and communities, 
disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation are largely indistinguishable. This 
highlights the need for increased harmonization of assessment approaches and methods. 
Both communities of practice aim to reduce the vulnerability of societies to hazards by 
improving the ability to better anticipate, resist and recover from their impacts. Moreover, 
disaster risk reduction efforts have resulted in many tried and tested methods and tools for 
addressing risk. These can add substantial value to vulnerability and adaptation 
assessments.  
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6. Value of Including Traditional Knowledge and Coping Strategies 

A. Traditional Knowledge 

The 2007 Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) stated that indigenous knowledge is “an invaluable basis for developing adaptation 
and natural resource management strategies in response to environmental and other forms 
of change.” Nakashima et al., (2012) note that indigenous and rural peoples are not only 
potential victims of global climate change as attentiveness to environmental variability, 
shifts and trends is an integral part of their ways of life, community-based and local 
knowledge may offer valuable insights into environmental change due to climate change, 
and complement broader-scale scientific research with local precision and nuance. 
Indigenous societies have elaborated coping strategies to deal with unstable environments, 
and in some cases, are already actively adapting to early climate change impacts. While the 
transformations due to climate change are expected to be unprecedented, indigenous 
knowledge and coping strategies provide a crucial foundation for community-based 
adaptation measures. 

Small island societies have lived for generations with considerable and often sudden 
environmental change. The traditional knowledge and related practice with which small 
island societies have adapted to such change are of global relevance. Areas in which small 
island societies have developed adaptation-relevant traditional knowledge include natural 
disaster preparedness, risk reduction, food production systems and weather forecasting. In 
many small island contexts, the transmission and application of traditional knowledge is 
under threat from changes in consumption and migration patterns, as well as from the lack 
of recognition of traditional knowledge in the formal educational system (Nakashima et al., 
2012). 

McLean (2010) highlights that effective adaptation planning relies on the best available 
knowledge base, and that the urgent need to respond to the pressures of climate change 
places a premium on the generation, interpretation and use of information in this regard. In 
recent years, there has been an increasing realisation that the observations and assessments 
of indigenous groups provide valuable local level information, offer local verification of 
global models, and are currently providing the basis for local community-driven adaptation 
strategies that are way past the planning stage and are already being implemented and 
tested. 

Specific vulnerabilities and early effects being reported by Indigenous Peoples include 
cultural and spiritual impacts; demographic changes, including displacement from their 
traditional lands and territories; economic impacts and loss of livelihoods; land and natural 
resource degradation; impacts on food security and food sovereignty; health issues; water 
shortages; and loss of traditional knowledge. Impacts are felt across all sectors, including 
agriculture and food security; biodiversity and natural ecosystems; animal husbandry 
(particularly pastoralist lifestyles); housing, infrastructure and human settlements; forests 
and natural resource management; transport; energy consumption and production; and 
human rights. 

In spite of these impacts, Indigenous Peoples also have a variety of successful adaptive and 
mitigation strategies to share. The majority of these are planned adaptive responses that are 
based in some way on their traditional ecological knowledge, whether they involve 
modifying existing practices or restructuring their relationships with the environment. 
Indigenous strategies include application and modification of traditional knowledge; shifting 
resource bases; altering land use and settlement patterns; blending of traditional knowledge 
and modern technologies; fire management practices; changes in hunting and gathering 
periods and crop diversification; management of ecosystem services; awareness raising and 
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education, including an increasing use of multimedia and social networks; and policy, 
planning and strategy development (McLean, 2010).  

Campbell (2006) has also noted that, in the Pacific, traditional knowledge is also important 
for reducing the risk of disaster—it is relied on to build resilience by preparing communities 
for survival and recovery. It teaches communities how to preserve food, the importance of 
inter-island and inter-village cooperation and exchange, traditional ways to build houses and 
settlements, how to predict local weather warnings and how to pass on environmental 
knowledge and cultural practice to new generations. 

Traditional knowledge also bonds communities and can be an empowering resource post 
disaster. During non-disaster times, men enhance their status with village leaders by 
contributing surplus stocks of food and other goods. In disaster times, men can then draw 
on their leaders for favours, such as redistributing food and other forms of wealth, or 
‘subsistence abundance’ (Campbell 2006). 

In the past decade, more than 12,000 square kilometres in the South Pacific have been 
brought under a community-based system of marine resource management known as 
Locally-Managed Marine Areas. The initiative involves 500 communities in 15 Pacific Island 
States. It has helped achieve widespread livelihood and conservation objectives based on 
traditional knowledge, customary tenure and governance, combined with local awareness of 
the need for action and likely benefits. These benefits include recovery of natural resources, 
food security, improved governance, access to information and services, health benefits, 
improved security of tenure, cultural recovery, and community organization (Secretariat of 
the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2010). 

Human resources for indigenous knowledge include traditional knowledge holders, such as 
those who hold traditional knowledge from traditional communities in accordance with 
traditional or customary law and practices. Indigenous people are the primary custodians of 
land, for the most part held under customary tenure, and other environmental resources 
impacted by climate change. Within the Indigenous populations of each country there are 
many people who share common knowledge about the environment and the inter-linkages 
within it. There are also a dwindling number of practitioners of highly specialized knowledge, 
such as traditional healers. It is the indigenous people who are in direct and constant 
contact with their changing environment who, after centuries of exposure to a wide range of 
vulnerabilities, acquired and continue to acquire knowledge aimed at minimizing risks to 
livelihoods brought about by the changes experienced. Beyond the natural instinct to 
survive when faced with crisis, traditional knowledge systems also provided a framework for 
social and cultural coherence, food, shelter, healing and innovative technologies (Percival, 
2008). 

Maclellan et al. (2012) emphasise that responses to climate change must do more to respect 
the value of Pacific culture and traditional knowledge, and participation methods must be 
tailored to allow different groups in the community, including women and youth, to 
contribute. An innovation cycle must be enabled at all levels using a range of tools, from 
information networks that break down organisational silos and share experience of best 
practice. 

The IPCC and other agencies supported a major conference on adaptation and indigenous 
peoples in Mexico in 2011. One valuable way research participants identified to improve the 
effectiveness of climate funding was to support more applied research in the Pacific on the 
generation, protection and transfer of traditional knowledge in response to the effects of 
climate change. This involves integrating indigenous ecological knowledge and practice into 
contemporary western methodologies of climate observation, research, assessment and 
response. Across the Pacific there are a number of examples that have shown the value of 
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integrating Western and indigenous forms of scientific knowledge. However, this approach 
involves recognition of the rights of land and resource owners that can conflict with 
government or corporate interests. To develop an innovation cycle of planning, 
implementation, reflection and learning that operates at all levels, resources need to be 
invested in: 

 Empowering communities through effective participation, using a range of culturally 
appropriate methods; 

 Respecting traditional knowledge and developing culturally informed climate change 
awareness programmes; 

 Providing strategic understanding for politicians and decision-makers, to draw on lessons 
from other sectors in making strategic investment choices and integrating climate policy 
into national development priorities; and  

 Enabling peer-to-peer knowledge sharing (Maclellan et al., 2012). 

The Pacific Islands Meteorological Strategy calls for complete inventories and needs analyses 
of national early warning systems for floods, ensuring inputs from all stakeholders including 
women, children, disabled people, and taking into full consideration traditional knowledge; 
and to upgrade and/or redesign the national early warning systems to cater for these special 
needs. 

The National Capacity Self Assessments conducted by Least Developed Countries in the 
Pacific recognised the need to develop “traditional knowledge and the environment” 
programmes (Mitchell, 2012). Two resources that the Assessments suggest could be better 
utilized to foster environmental progress were: i) the strong traditional cultural 
commitments in all Pacific Island countries to connections with the natural world; and ii) a 
strong respect for the knowledge of societal elders. Both of these resources have faced an 
onslaught of external pressures, initially in the form of colonialism and, more recently, in the 
form of globalization. 

National governments could ask for assistance to refine existing, or develop new, 
programmes that restore and rejuvenate, while also tapping into and taking advantage of, 
traditional connection with and knowledge of the natural world. Much traditional 
knowledge exists as oral rather than written tradition. Strengthening the link between 
younger and older generations would transfer traditional environmental knowledge as well 
as traditional commitments to the environment. Honouring traditional knowledge and 
culture helps capture environmental knowledge that is not yet written down, instils 
environmental commitments in younger generations, and provides an opportunity to write 
down oral traditions, thereby making these traditions accessible to a wider audience and 
ensuring it is maintained for prosperity if, unfortunately, climate change impacts submerge 
parts and, in some cases all, of the islands on which these unique traditions developed 
(Mitchell, 2012). 

Gero et al. (2013) used objective and subjective determinants of adaptive to assess the 
‘disaster response system’, comprised of actors and agents from government and non-
government sectors, and the governance structures, policies, plans and formal and informal 
networks that support them. For organisations in the Pacific, both objective and subjective 
determinants of adaptive capacity were important. Table 3 displays the most influential 
determinants for the four PICTs covered in the case studies. Traditional and social 
knowledge and practices are shown to be important. 
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Table 3. Summary of most influential determinants of adaptive capacity for each of the four case 
study countries. Source: Gero et al., 2013. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B. Coping Strategies 

The UNFCCC Database on Local Coping Strategies is intended to facilitate the transfer of 
long-standing coping strategies/mechanisms, knowledge and experience from communities 
that have had to adapt to specific hazards or climatic conditions to communities that may 
just be starting to experience such conditions, as a result of climate change. The database 
provides detailed information on long-standing coping strategies/mechanisms, knowledge 
and experience from communities that have had to adapt specific hazards or climate 
conditions. This can help communities that may just be starting to experience such 
conditions, as a result of climate change. 

The rapid environmental changes Pacific Islanders have witnessed, and perceived as climate 
change impacts, can also be considered in the context of other regional development trends. 
A complex interplay of factors beyond climate change may also mean local communities will 
not be able to rely on the coping mechanisms they are familiar with. These factors include 
exceeding population thresholds of island-carrying capacities, poorly planned development, 
rural-urban migration, breakdown of traditional social structures and the corresponding loss 
of traditional knowledge and practices, dependence on imported food, goods and energy 
sources, low diversity in economic sectors, unsustainable harvesting practices and pollution 
(Anderson et al., 2008). 

Adaptive capacity and resilience can be strengthened through traditional knowledge and 
past experience of environmental changes. In the Third Assessment Report, Nurse et al., 
(2001) noted that some traditional island assets, including subsistence and traditional 
technologies, skills and knowledge, community structures and coastal areas containing 
spiritual, cultural and heritage sites, appeared to be at risk from climate change, particularly 
sea-level rise. They argued that some values and traditions are compatible with modern 
conservation and environmental practices.  

Traditional coping mechanisms cannot by themselves deal entirely with today’s climate 
variability and change, which is forecasted to occur more frequently and with greater 
intensity. What is required is a blend of traditional knowledge and modern scientific 
approaches to the environment. This will require community consultation to ensure 
ownership of new ideas and to ensure appropriate programmes are implemented.  
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Since traditional and local knowledge is gender specific, it is important to ensure that 
experts from multiple areas of society (demographically representative of gender and age 
groups) are targeted and consulted. Building resilient island communities capable of 
reducing the impact of disaster and adapting to climate change requires a comprehensive, 
holistic approach (Anderson et al., 2008). 

7. Relevant Policy Frameworks and other Regional Mechanisms for Coordination and 
Implementation 

A.  Pacific Plan 

The pre-eminent regional policy guidance on disaster risk management and climate are the 
Pacific Plan, the RFA and the PIFACC. The Pacific Plan was adopted by Pacific Island Forum 
Leaders (PIFL) in 2005 as the principal regional policy instrument for strengthening and 
deepening regional cooperation, regional integration and the regional provision of public 
goods and services, under four pillars of sustainable development; economic growth; 
governance and security. The RFA and PIFACC were also endorsed by PIFL in 2005.  

In their Vision for the Pacific Plan, “Leaders believe the Pacific region can, should and will be 
a region of peace, harmony, security and economic prosperity, so that all of its people can 
lead free and worthwhile lives. We treasure the diversity of the Pacific and seek a future in 
which its cultures, traditions and religious beliefs are valued, honoured and developed. We 
seek a Pacific region that is respected for the quality of its governance, the sustainable 
management of its resources, the full observance of democratic values and for its defence 
and promotion of human rights. We seek partnerships with our neighbours and beyond to 
develop our knowledge, to improve our communications and to ensure a sustainable 
economic existence for all.” (Pacific Plan, 2007). 

The principles espoused in this Vision recur within other thematic and sector focused 
regional policies but, unlike these, the Pacific Plan is a “living” instrument which over the 
years has seen new commitments responding to new emerging challenges being added 
through Pacific Forum Leaders communiqués emerging from the annual Pacific Island Forum 
Leaders Meeting.  

The Pacific Plan as well as subsequent PIFL Communiqués specifically raise disaster risk 
management and climate change related priorities for action, such as the following which 
were included in their statements of 2005: 

 Economic Growth. Committed to the development and management of coastal/inshore 
fisheries and aquaculture to support food security, sustainable livelihoods and economic 
growth for current and future generations of Pacific peoples. 

 Sustainable Development. Development and implementation of National Sustainable 
Development Strategies, including the mainstreaming of regional policy frameworks or 
actions plans and using appropriate cross-cutting and Pacific relevant indicators in line 
with the MDGs. A ‘whole of government’ and stakeholder based approach is called for to 
address sectoral and cross-cutting issues with the support of regional agencies and 
partners. Priority issues include: climate change, energy security, and conservation. 

 Facilitation of international financing for sustainable development, biodiversity and 
environmental protection and climate change in the Pacific including through the Global 
Environment Facility and conservation trust funds. 

 Development of adaptation and mitigation efforts linked to the Pacific Climate Change 
Framework 2006-2015 and the Pacific Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster 
Management: Framework for Action 2006-2015; including public awareness, capacity 
building and improving governance, risk and vulnerability assessments, and, should a 
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genuine need arise, consideration of measures to address population dislocation 

 National action plans for climate change should be developed and implemented and 
climate change should be mainstreamed into national development planning drawing on 
the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on Climate Change and the associated 
implementation plan 

 Good Governance. Enhancement of governance mechanisms, including in resource 
management; and in the harmonisation of traditional and modern values and structures. 
Upgrade and extension of country and regional statistical information systems and 
databases across all sectors. 

 Security. Development and implementation of policies and plans for the mitigation and 
management of natural disasters. 

As the Plan is a ”living document” it is one of the only regional high level policy instruments 
that is updated on a yearly basis. It embodies the concept of regionalism in terms of greater 
cooperation and integration and these would need to be considered if the new Strategy is to 
be aligned with regional policy. The Plan contemplates mainstreaming of climate change, 
disaster risk management and conservation into national development processes but, 
importantly, recommends a “whole of government” approach involving National 
Development Strategies or similar rather than the production of new policies, which 
resonates with the proposed Roadmap process for the SRDP (Pratt and Govan, 2010).  

Table 4 provides a synthesis of climate change and disaster risk management decisions or 
statements that are highlighted in the seven PIFL communiqués, following adoption of the 
Pacific Plan in 2005. Climate change is highlighted in each of the seven communiqué while 
disaster risk management has been mentioned in more than half of these, suggesting the 
level of importance that Leaders have placed on the need for these cross-cutting thematic 
issues to be addressed urgently through regional cooperative and integrated arrangements.  

Table 4. Synthesis of Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management Decisions or Statements 
Highlighted in Seven PIFL Communiques. 

PIFL 
Communique 

Pacific Islands Forum Leaders (PIFL) Decisions on the Pacific Plan that relate to 
Climate Chanage and Disaster Risk Management 

2005 

Madang 

In endorsing the Plan, Leaders agreed to note in particular the need to facilitate 
international financing for sustainable development, biodiversity and environmental 
protection, and climate change in the Pacific including through the Global 
Environment Fund. 

The communique notes that an important dimension of security and sustainable 
development is the prevention, mitigation and adaptation with regard to natural 
disasters, pollution (through waste management) and climate variability and change 
and sea level rise. 

Disaster management, which has several elements ranging from mitigation, to 
preparedness, emergency response and recovery, has been a priority issue for the 
Forum for years. Leaders endorsed the Pacific Regional Framework for Action for 
Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters, 2005-2015, which 
reflect the key principles articulated in the Hyogo Framework and the vision of the 
Forum Leaders as operationalised through the Pacific Plan. They called upon regional 
organisations to assist member countries develop and implement national action 
plans consistent with this Framework (paragraph 24; PIFL Communique 2005). 

Leaders endorsed the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on Climate Change 2006–
2015 as a regional mechanism to support responses to climate change and related 
concerns for the period 2006-2015. They noted the need to develop and implement 
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national action plans for climate change and related issues consistent with the 
Framework and other regional frameworks (e.g. the Pacific Regional Framework for 
Action for Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters). Leaders 
also welcomed the agreement by the 18th Meeting of the Heads of CROP 
organisations to strengthen joint programming among themselves to better provide 
regional support for mitigating and adapting to climate change (paragraph 26l PIFL 
Communiqué 2005). 

 

2006 

Nadi 

Leaders reaffirmed their commitment to the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on 
Climate Change 2006-2015 and noted that development of initiatives under the 
Framework was identified as a priority for action under the Pacific Plan, along with 
mainstreaming climate change into national sustainable development strategies. 
Leaders urged the Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme 
(SPREP) to give priority to its work in translating the Framework into on-the-ground 
progress. 

Leaders directed that regional policy frameworks or action plans are mainstreamed 
at the national level under National Sustainable Development Strategies (NSDS) or 
similar processes, and that regional organisations and development partners, work 
within such a framework. 

2007 

Vava’u 

Leaders agreed that national action plans for climate change should be developed 
and implemented and climate change should be mainstreamed into national 
development planning drawing on the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on 
Climate Change and the associated implementation plan. They directed CROP 
agencies to: 

 Intensify joint programming with the aim of advancing the implementation of 
regional frameworks and action plans, in particular, the Pacific Islands 
Framework for Action on Climate Change and the Disaster Risk Reduction and 
Disaster Management Framework for Action, to better assist members develop 
adaptation measures in response to the effects of climate change. 

 Facilitate the collection and analysis of scientific, social and economic 
information and traditional knowledge in a manner that will allow for 
appropriate and informed decision making by members. 

 Identify sustainable financing options at national, sub-regional and/or regional 
levels to support climate change adaptation and mitigation by members. 

 Requested that the issue of climate change be considered where possible or 
necessary in other regional meetings such as ministerial and officials’ meetings, 
including partnerships for water resources and disaster risk reduction. 

 Called on regional agencies and development partners to jointly plan and 
coordinate regional assistance in support of Forum Island Countries to ensure 
that sectoral and cross cutting issues are addressed and implemented through 
NSDS (and related) processes, with climate change and energy security as 
priorities for 2008. 

2008 

Niue 

In addition to their Niue Declaration on Climate Change Leaders reaffirmed the 
continuing urgency of addressing the challenges posed by and the impacts of climate 
change as a regional priority; and, 

 Called on SPREP to urgently carry out a comprehensive review of regional 
meteorological services, reporting intersessionally to Leaders as soon as 
practicable on all options, including building on existing arrangements and 
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consideration of other service providers. 

 Committed their governments to provide the necessary national resources and 
policy focus to address the challenges of climate change, and called on 
appropriate regional bodies, including SPREP, SOPAC, SPC and the University of 
the South Pacific to support national efforts and take a leadership role in 
supporting and implementing relevant regional actions to address climate 
change, with a particular focus on: Pursuing and implementing mitigation and 
adaptation measures; Mainstreaming human security issues; Improving 
preparedness for the impacts of increasing natural disasters through the 
implementation of national action plans; Addressing the vulnerability of Pacific 
Islands to climate change and subsequent impacts on people, land, water, food 
security, infrastructure, and natural resources; Continuing to work collaboratively 
to rationalise the roles of the various regional organisations and to harmonise 
donor engagement. 

Under Land, Leaders recognised the complex nature of land issues within member 
countries and their connection to a range of broader security concerns, including 
migration, urbanisation, increasing numbers of disenfranchised youth, and 
population displacement caused by climate change and natural disasters and, 

In Health called on the need to address emerging challenges impacting on health 
such as climate change and environmental and food security. 

2009 

Cairns 

The PIFL 2009 Communiqué incorporates a series of priority actions to address the 
impacts of Climate Change by: 

 Continuing the implementation of the Niue Declaration on Climate Change 

 Developing Pacific-tailored responses to support adaptation and mitigation 
measures and better coordination of Disaster Risk Management-Climate Change 
Adaptation (DRM-CCA), and furthering regional and international efforts and 
research to support national action in combating climate change. 

 Coordinating regional efforts in the completion and early implementation of the 
outcomes of the December 2009 Copenhagen meeting. 

 Enhancing the resilience of ecological systems and associated biodiversity and 
providing ecosystem services with a focus on the impacts of climate change in 
line with the Year of Biodiversity in 2010. 

 Assisting with the assessment called for by the United Nations General Assembly 
Resolution A/Res/63/281 Climate Change and its Possible Security Implications. 

 Strengthening data collection and analysis for improved climatic monitoring and 
preparedness through integrated whole-system approaches. 

 Building scientific capacity across the region through strategic partnerships with 
bodies such as the Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change, and an 
expansion in scientific education and training programmes. 

 Building support, with the assistance of regional and international partners, for 
the new Coral Triangle Initiative on Coral Reefs, Fisheries and Food security, and 
capitalising on the offer made by Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands to 
share relevant lessons learned. 

2010 

Port Vila 

Leaders reaffirmed the Pacific Plan priorities for 2010-2013 and noted that the CROP 
Executives had highlighted five key issues for the attention of Leaders in response to 
major trends, or to unexpected events in the region. These were to: finalise the 
delineation of permanent maritime boundaries; sustainably increase the coverage of 
safe drinking water and basic sanitation services; focus education efforts on 
increasing literacy and numeracy rates in selected Pacific Island Countries; expand 
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the definition of disaster risk management beyond that posed by climate change to 
be people focused, covering responses to health disasters as well as factoring in 
population growth and movement; recognise that the lack of technical and 
managerial capacity in the power utilities area is a serious concern. Leaders noted 
that while these issues were covered by the current priorities, extra effort was 
required to achieve results in these areas. 

2011 

Auckland 

Under the Joint Statement of PIFL and the Secretary General of the United Nations 
disaster preparedness and risk reduction was noted among a range of other areas in 
which cooperation between the UN and Pacific states would support the national 
priorities identified by PIF Leaders and the BPOA, Mauritius Strategy, IPOA and the 
Pacific Plan. These included: enhancing the productive capacity of Pacific SIDS; food 
security; renewable energy; disaster preparedness and risk reduction, and emergency 
relief and recovery; non-proliferation and disarmament, including controlling the 
illicit trade in small arms and light weapons and negotiation of an Arms Trade Treaty; 
addressing the ongoing impacts of nuclear testing in the Pacific; preventing and 
addressing the impacts of non- communicable diseases in the region; and promoting 
good governance, democracy, the rule of law and human rights, and addressing 
violence against women. 

In the Auckland decisions on the Pacific Plan Leaders included: in the area of climate 
change, the establishment of the CROP Executive Sub-Committee on Climate Change 
to coordinate the efforts of regional agencies; and, in response to a request from 
Leaders, completion of a major study on options to improve access to and 
management of climate change financing. 

Leaders re-affirmed that the Pacific Plan remains the master strategy for regional 
integration and cooperation. Leaders acknowledged the value of the Forum Compact 
in supporting the implementation of Pacific Plan priorities; providing the principles 
and processes for coordinated delivery. Leaders noted the proposed development of 
the Pacific Plan performance framework and endorsed the approach of using existing 
regional processes to track implementation of Pacific Plan priorities for reporting. 

 

2012 

Rarotonga 

In the PIFL 2012 Communiqué Leaders noted the Pacific Plan Annual Progress Report 
and its focus on the relationship between the Pacific Plan, the post-2015 
development agenda and Sustainable Development Goals, and further noted a 
number of achievements over the course of the last twelve months, including: 
Progress in implementing the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on Climate 
Change, including efforts towards integrating regional disaster risk management and 
climate change frameworks and improving access to and management of climate 
change finance; and specifically under Climate Change 

With respect to Climate Change, Leaders: 

 Acknowledged the range of efforts undertaken to support improved FICs‟ access 
to, and management of, climate change financing. Leaders also welcomed and 
supported Nauru in its current role as Chair of the Alliance of Small Island States; 
Samoa as the Pacific Small Island Developing States representative on the Green 
Climate Fund Board; and Fiji as Pacific Small Island Developing States 
representative on the Adaptation Fund Board and as the incoming Alternate 
Council member on the Global Environmental Facility Council (paragraph 30; PIFL 
Communique 2012). 

 Acknowledged the important and collaborative work of the Secretariat of the 
Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) and SPC in the area of climate 
change. 

 Tasked the Forum Secretariat, in collaboration with other CROP agencies and 
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development partners, to continue to assist FICs in effectively responding to 
climate change, including through adaptation measures, mitigation efforts, 
climate change financing, capacity building, and international negotiations. 
Leaders also noted that many challenges remain in realising benefits from the 
pledged „new and additional‟ climate change finance of the Copenhagen Accord. 

 Welcomed Australias commitment of A$58m in new funding over four years to 
support FICs with improved data on weather, climate and sea levels to inform 
climate change adaptation planning, as well as new support for communities to 
build resilience to natural disasters. 

 Urged development partners to fulfil their pledged finances and to work with 
FICs and CROP agencies to improve the accessibility of these resources, 
preferably through the use of national systems and modalities tailored to the 
special needs and unique constraints of SIDS. 

There have also been specific declarations. These include the Niue Declaration on Climate 
Change which formed part of the PIFL 2008 Communiqué, and a call to support 
commitments made under the United Nations General Assembly Resolution A/Res/63/281 
Climate Change and its Possible Security Implications. 

The Pacific Plan is currently under review. In May 2013, the interim findings and thinking of 
the Review Team led by Sir Mekere Morauta were shared. They found a region that is 
diverse and complex, connected but fragmented and isolated, rich in social and natural 
capital, filled with vulnerabilities, uncertainties and dependencies and, “struggling with the 
current and uncertain about the future”. Further, that there are alternative development 
pathways that require a balancing of the region’s natural, social and financial capital. They 
also found an “uneasy mix of formal and informal institutions” including a complex regional 
institutional framework, multiple inefficiencies which were largely officials and bureaucracy-
led. 

Reviewers also found an appetite for regionalism while recognising that there are sub-
regional differences and that their importance needs to be considered. They also mention 
that the current Pacific Plan and its processes were widely questioned by many that were 
consulted and that the original Leaders Vision may have been “lost in translation”. Further 
that the current Pacific Plan could be “a superstructure of institutions and processes to 
prioritise, mandate and report on something that is not widely valued, and which does not 
effectively drive regionalism”. The Pacific Plan Review Team is proposing a new framework 
for Pacific regionalism which would need to: 

 Be more politically-led, relevant, inclusive and value- adding; 

 Cope with diversity; 

 Accept differing pathways to development, recognising vulnerabilities and resilience in 
dealing with modernity; 

 Be a robust public policy process rather than a plan; 

 Be manageable and managed; and 

 Consider [complex] governance and financing issues. 

A process is being proposed as a possible new framework and improved path to deeper 
integration. This includes a better, more robust, public policy process in support of Pacific 
regionalism that is inclusive, transparent and political and, filters priorities based on agreed 
criteria (including Relevance, Market test, Subsidiarity tests, Net benefit – and likely benefit 
– test, No-duplication test, Special SIS tests and, priorities). The Review Team also suggests 
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that this would require “deep reflection on processes and governance arrangements in the 
institutions surrounding the Pacific Plan and their financing arrangements”. 

The final report of the Pacific Plan Review will be presented to Leaders at the next Pacific 
Islands Forum to be held in the Republic of the Marshall Islands in the first week of 
September 2013. Development of the SRDP will need to consider and be responsive to the 
findings and recommendations of the Review and to the new, refreshed Pacific Plan. 

B. For Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management 

The two regional instruments, the RFA and the PIFACC, provide a policy framework to guide 
financial, technical, policy and planning investments that aim to strengthen the resilience to 
disasters and climate change at regional, national and sub-national levels within all PICTs. 
The RFA is the Pacific adaptation of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005 – 2015 which was 
adopted by 168 governments at the World Conference on Disaster Reduction in January 
2005. The PIFACC is aligned to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
which came into force in 1994 and provides an overall framework through which countries 
can address the challenges posed by climate change. They have given rise to distinct 
organisational and operational structures, from global through to community levels (Figure 
5). 

The RFA and PIFACC are both identified as imperatives for action under the Pacific Plan. 
Since approval of the RFA and the PIFACC in 2005, a number of countries have made 
progress with the implementation of these frameworks at a national level through National 
Action Plans for DRM (Vanuatu, Marshall Islands, Cook Islands) and/or National Adaptation 
Programmes of Action (all Pacific Least Developed Countries – Vanuatu, Solomon Islands, 
Tuvalu, Kiribati and Samoa) and other related plans and policies. 

Increasingly, PICTs have recognized the threat of increased disasters posed by the variability 
stemming from climate change and have taken initial steps to address disaster and climate 
risks in an integrated manner. In 2010 Tonga became the first PICT to develop a Joint 
National Action Plan for Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management (JNAP) and was 
followed by Cook Islands and Tuvalu. Several other PICTs are now undergoing a similar 
process of integration between their DRM and their climate change policies. International, 
regional and donor organizations in the Pacific region (mainly SPREP, SPC, UNISDR, UNDP, 
UNOCHA, the World Bank, AusAID, GIZ and EU) have been providing support to PICTs in the 
development and implementation of DRM and CCA plans and actions, and in their efforts to 
mainstream DRM and climate change considerations at national level. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Comparison of DRR and CCA organizational and operational structures, from global through 
to community levels. Source: UNISDR and UNDP, 2012.  
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C. Caribbean Region 

Caribbean countries and communities are facing increasing threats, similar to those in the 
Pacific Region. These include sea-level rise, more intense hurricanes, changing rainfall 
patterns, diminishing water availability, new health-related hazards, and adverse impact on 
livelihoods, especially of the most vulnerable people. Response efforts must link CCA and 
DRR strategies with development and poverty reduction. An early response was the 
Caribbean Risk Management Initiative (CRMI). Launched in 2004 the CRMI is an umbrella 
programme designed to build capacity across the Caribbean Region for the management of 
climate-related risks. It provides a platform for coordinating and sharing knowledge and 
experiences on risk management throughout the Caribbean, across language groups and 
cultures.  

The CRMI attempts to build relationships and share information between two distinct 
technical communities committed to building better practices related to climate change and 
disaster response and management. Historically these communities have not collaborated at 
a level that many feel is necessary to properly manage climate-related risks. Once the CRMI 
established a stronger regional presence, its relevance and importance came into clearer 
focus for its stakeholders, including the Association of Caribbean States, the Caribbean 
Disaster Emergency Management Agency (CDEMA), and the Caribbean Community Climate 
Change Centre (CCCCC). While not totally unanimous, there is now broad support for seeing 
the CRMI continue. Support is qualified by a desire to see changes take place toward 
establishing mechanisms that would provide greater autonomy and flexibility to establish 
country-to-country relationships that build relevant capacity.  

In the Caribbean there is increasing awareness of the need for, and a growing movement to, 
develop sustainable linkages between DRM and climate change. This has resulted in new 
linkages between disaster management and climate change in institutional contexts, 
including development of a formal relationship between CDEMA, the Caribbean Community 
Secretariat, and the Caribbean Development Bank. Since coping measures for climate 
variability and extremes already exist in the Caribbean, as in the Pacific, adaptation to future 
climate change focuses on identifying gaps in the current capacity for addressing present-
day climate variability and extremes. Reducing vulnerability to near-term hazards is also 
considered to be an effective strategy for reducing long-term climate change risks. The 
CHARM tool developed by SOPAC for the Pacific Region was adopted by the Caribbean as 
the framework in which the necessary future changes and adaptation initiatives could be 
implemented. The aim is to integrate climate change into the physical planning process 
using a risk management approach.  

Recently the CCCCC prepared the Regional Framework for Achieving Development Resilient 
to Climate Change (Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre, 2009). This was at the 
request of CARICOM Heads of State, participating in the First Congress for the 
Environmental Charter and Climatic Change, held in 2007. The strategic vision driving the 
regional strategy is to lay the ground for a “regional society and economy that is resilient to 
a changing climate.”  

The Regional Framework provides a roadmap for action over the period 2009-2015, and 
builds on the groundwork laid by the CCCCC. The Framework is underpinned by a series of 
principles, namely: 

 an integrated approach is important in minimizing the use and costs of limited technical, 
administrative, and financial resources; in reducing any potential conflicts in policy 
development; and in promoting coordination among all stakeholder groups in hazard 
risk reduction; 
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 effective and sustained involvement of civil society; 

 stakeholder involvement and participation must be effectively coordinated so as to 
minimize duplication of effort and conflict, and ensure efficient use of resources and the 
creation of positive synergies; 

 an effective institutional, administrative, and legislative environment is a sine qua non to 
effective and timely resilience-building to the hazard risks associated with a changing 
climate; 

 investing in resilience-building to a changing climate is investing in sustainable 
development; 

 investing in proactive resilience-building to a changing climate can significantly limit the 
immediate losses and future cost of recovery from climate events; 

 an enabling environment for the adoption of appropriate technologies and practices is 
necessary to ensure that national, regional, and international commitments with respect 
to the causes and effects of a changing climate are fulfilled; 

 effective collaboration with other regional and international state actors and 
organisations must be an integral part of resilience-building to a changing climate; 

 reducing the singular and cumulative impacts of natural disasters can alleviate 
development challenges; and 

 access to information and transparency in planning and implementation. 

While it is difficult to estimate the potential economic consequences of climate change on 
CARICOM countries, due to varying global climate change scenarios, limited geographical 
projections for the region, and an inadequate inventory of vulnerable assets and resources 
in these economies, a recent study suggests that in a “no-adaptation” scenario, such losses 
could be in the order of 5 to over 30 percent of GDP on average (annualized values), with an 
even broader range for some specific countries. Global warming and associated climate 
change, together with the consequent rise in sea levels, is going to increase the economic 
and social vulnerability of CARICOM countries in most cases. The rationale for advocating 
greater investment in comprehensive and effective measures to address the impacts of a 
changing climate and reduce the region’s vulnerability is that this approach builds the 
resilience of countries to respond in a comprehensive manner to the economic, 
environmental, and social challenges that will accompany a changing climate. The 
Framework is aimed at incorporating climate change as part of the national planning process 
for both social and economic development. 

The Framework envisages that the financing of DRR initiatives will be treated as a 
development priority within the budgeting process, and that all government entities will 
advance the goals and objectives of the framework by ensuring that DRR is taken into 
account in the design of development programmes and projects. In addition to the current 
financing arrangements for post-disaster rehabilitation and reconstruction, provided 
through external loans and local revenue, the CARICOM governments will explore the 
feasibility of establishing a Natural Hazard Risk Management Fund to finance prospective 
disaster risk management initiatives. It is envisaged that such a fund could be patterned on 
the environmental levy concept and/or could be built around user fees, charges on polluters, 
special-purpose lotteries, and licenses. It is also envisaged that the creation of such a fund 
should be linked to a review of the use of available financing mechanisms, such as fiscal 
incentives for various economic stakeholders. 

The CCCCC and CDEMA and other regional institutions are strategic partners in charting an 
integrated approach to DRR and CCA. On top of this, the Caribbean has a novel governance 
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mechanism in the form of the Comprehensive Disaster Management Coordination and 
Harmonisation Council (CDMCHC). The CDMCHC provides the overall management and 
technical guidance needed to ensure that comprehensive disaster management 
implementation activities within and between countries, and across different sectors and 
disciplines, are coordinated and harmonized. Climate change is recognised as a cross-cutting 
theme in comprehensive disaster management. The CDMCHC’s supporting mechanism, 
includes six Sub-Committees, each coordinating comprehensive disaster management-
related activities in the agriculture, civil society, education, finance, health, and tourism 
sectors (Roche Mahon, personal communication). 

The Caribbean Development Bank’s 2009 Disaster Management Strategy and Operational 
Guidelines are an excellent example of regional stakeholder organisations mainstreaming an 
integrated approach into their operations. It is a revised strategy, replacing the 1998 
version. This was seen as necessary in light of: 

 Changes in international, regional and national disaster risk reduction agendas, including 
CDEMA’s own Enhanced Comprehensive Disaster Management Strategy; 

 The emergence of climate change as a major consideration due to the increasing the 
frequency and magnitude of natural hazards, and 

 The Caribbean Development Bank’s own focus on DRM and climate change and its 
inclusion as a strategic theme in its internal funding operations and mechanisms. 

The Strategy directly references the region’s Enhanced Comprehensive Disaster 
Management Strategy and Framework. An important theme (Theme 3) of the Guidelines is 
harmonised donor interventions and in this regard the Caribbean Development Bank will 
seek to collaborate with the CDMCHC. In addition, the Bank offers proactive assistance for 
DRM and CCA work.  

Many international development organisations, both governmental and non-governmental, 
that traditionally work in the Caribbean in DRM have adopted a similar integrated approach. 
This includes the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the Red Cross. Aside 
from the projects implemented by the CCCCC, and the CRMI implemented by UNDP, there 
are other project and programme initiatives that are notably relevant to the theme of 
integration of DRM and CCA. These include: 

 Mainstreaming Climate Change into Disaster Risk Management for the Caribbean 
Region, currently being implemented by CDEMA; the Project’s three outcomes relate to: 
(i) improved coordination and collaboration between community disaster organisations 
and other research/data partners including climate change entities for undertaking 
comprehensive disaster risk management; enhanced community awareness and 
knowledge on disaster management and climate change adaptation procedures; and (iii) 
enhanced preparedness and response capacity (technical and managerial) for sub-
regional and local level management and response; 

 Adaptation for Climate Change and Disaster Mitigation: Township Planning Strategies for 
Storm Surge in the Caribbean, implemented by the then Caribbean Disaster Emergency 
Response Agency; this Project was an effort to assist Caribbean countries with the 
development of adaptation strategies needed to deal with the impact of natural 
disasters and severe weather events anticipated to occur as a consequence of climate 
change and to strengthen their capacity for adaptation to such phenomenon; 

 South-South Cooperation between the Pacific and Caribbean SIDS on CCA and DRM, 
administered by the UNDP Pacific Centre; there has been a similar sharing exercise 
between the Caribbean and small island and coastal nations in Southeast Asia; 
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 The Canada Caribbean Disaster Risk Management Fund, an eight year programme that 
started in September 2008; it makes the link between funding and the local level; the 
Fund works with Caribbean-based NGOs, civil society organizations, and community 
based not-for-profit organizations on projects designed to reduce disaster risk in 
vulnerable communities; a wide range of organizations benefit from the resources 
available through the Fund; they include, but are not limited to, youth groups, women’s 
groups, church organizations, service clubs, fisher associations, farmers groups, district 
disaster management organizations, environmental groups, and associations for the 
aged; grant funding is provided to projects in the CDN25,000 to CDN75,000 range; 
projects may range in duration from a few months to a maximum of two years; and  

 The Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility, regional risk financing mechanism; 
the Facility is being positioned as an essential component of a regional CCA strategy. 

8. Principles that Could be Reflected in the SRDP 

The PIFACC (2006-2015) identified six so-called “principles” to promote more effective 
coordination and implementation of climate change adaptation and mitigation efforts. The 
principles, which had been endorsed at the 2010 Leaders’ Meeting, were implementing 
adaptation measures; governance and decision making; improving our understanding of 
climate change; education, training and awareness; contributing to global greenhouse gas 
reduction; and partnerships and cooperation. The mid-term review of the PIFACC (Hay, 
2010) noted that the “principles” should be replaced by high-level strategies that are more 
inclusive, use strategic wording, give monitoring, reporting and evaluation high prominence, 
and a single, more comprehensive strategy replaces the four “principles” related to capacity.  

The Second Edition of the PIFACC does not contain principles, but has six themes which 
relate to a strong enabling environment, understanding climate science, impacts and 
adaptation, and implementing adaptation and mitigation. 

The RFA includes “guiding principles” for each of its six themes, such as “Critical public 
infrastructure and housing should be strengthened through proper risk assessment, codes of 
practice and design standards” and “Recovery processes should take the opportunity for 
enhancing disaster risk reduction in order to reduce underlying risks”. Once again, these do 
not represent what is normally understood to be “principles”. For example, Moss et al. 
(2012) describe several principles that would underpin a sound strategy (see Box 1). While 
they are formulated in relation to an adaptation strategy, all the principles and associated 
attributes are also relevant to a strategy that covers the management of disaster- and 
climate-related risks, including future risks resulting from continuing emissions of GHGs as a 
result of human activities. 

Newport and Cameron (2013) have proposed a set of principles to underpin a proposed 
climate and disaster compatible development policy for the Cook Islands, namely: 

 Leadership and Partnership – strong and decisive leadership from government is 
required as the champions of change and accountability; such leadership demonstrates 
to both local and international partners that there is sound country-led ownership, 
accountability and transparency, enabling effective partnerships and collaboration to 
overcome resource gaps and other implementation obstacles; 

 Equity and Inclusion – ensuring the equitable inclusion of all, particularly those who are 
most at risk and marginalised by societal biases such as those relating to gender, age, 
disability and geographical location to the threat of disasters and climate change; 
providing coordinated opportunities to participate, deliver and enjoy the benefit of 
initiatives is fundamental to a triple win, no regrets policy approach; 
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Box 1 

Principles and Features of a Good Adaptation Strategy 

Principle 1. Incorporate and promote ‘good adaptation’ practice that is: 

Based on strategic thinking and evidence 

 
ustainable 

 
 

 
 

-referenced to mitigation policy 
 

 

Principle 2: Address governance and institutional issues 

 
 

 
Explain that conflicts of interest and synergies exist between stakeholders 

-sectoral coordination 
 

capacity, particularly at community level 
 

Principle 3: Identify and prioritise the key risks and opportunities 

 
onses which should be considered for each risk and opportunity – 

including tolerating or spreading losses 
-offs within and between options 

 the value of and, if possible, identify win/win and low/no regrets options 
-regret actions and to 

prevent mal-adaptation 

Principle 4: Resonate with stakeholders and catalyse action 

 

 
 

 

Principle 5: Promote learning 

ise and set out an approach to developing the evidence base 
 

 
 reviews of the strategy 

 

Source: Moss et al. (2012) 

 

 Knowledge-based Decisions, Planning and Action– in order to shape and guide decision 
making and take action, understanding of climate change impacts and disaster risks must 
be informed by the best available traditional, local and scientific knowledge; all 
necessary information may not be available when needed; but knowledge and 
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experience continue to evolve over time, and understanding increases, highlighting the 
need for adaptive management approaches11;  

 Linked Implementation and Measured Performance – complexity exists amongst the 
inter- and intra-related and dependent links between strategies, policies, plans and 
actions, from one sector to another, one discipline to another, one field of activity to 
another, and including their strengths or weaknesses; identifying the synergies and 
working in an integrated way should be fostered, to ensure the efficiency and 
effectiveness of efforts are maximised by delivering benefits beyond a single sector or 
field of activity; this includes the monitoring and reviewing of arrangements developed 
to measure the performance of policies and plans; policies and plans must be based on 
clear and direct causal links between goals, objectives, actions and intended outcomes 
and impacts, with the results reported using uncomplicated procedures, including use of 
readily available quantitative and qualitative performance indicators; and 

 Relevant and Cost Effective – achieving sustainable outcomes requires that risks and 
impacts must be addressed using appropriate and affordable measures that are 
designed to address the specific context and offer value for money, and deliver tangible 
and sustainable benefits and outcomes to the intended beneficiaries.   

A possible set of principles that could underpin the new Strategy is that it would: 

 Create a paradigm shift and strengthen political will; 

 Befit both context and purpose; 

 Reflect appropriate timing and provide predictable resource allocations; 

 Acknowledge that responding to climate change and natural disasters at national level 
requires a whole-of-government, and whole-of-country approach; 

 Advocate effective responses to climate change and disasters, including through 
technological advancement and innovation; 

 Support cross-sector efforts; 

 Strengthen institutional capacity; 

 Ensure transparency and accountability; and  

 Encourage active and extensive regional and international cooperation. 

9. Possible Scope and Approach of the SRDP 

As discussed above, the Roadmap highlights the need for integration of DRM and responses 
to climate change, through both adaptation and reduction in GHG emissions. In the past 

                                                            

11 Adaptive management is individuals and agencies “learning by doing’, drawing on interdisciplinary 
scientific information, practical experience and traditional knowledge in disaster risk management, 
and it is particularly relevant to climate change adaptation planning and decision-making processes 
due to the uncertainties associated with characterizing the future climate, and its effects, including 
impacts on people and their livelihoods. For adaptive management, decision-‐makers need to be 
flexible, accept new information as it becomes available, stakeholders share their experiences and 
knowledge with others and develop a common understanding of complex problems to inform 
collective decisions. An adaptive approach to decision-‐making is particularly critical in situations 
where resources are limited (Lal, 2012).  
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there has been a tendency for some commentators to focus on the differences between 
DRR and CCA. Many have been identified (Figure 6).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. DRR and CCA: The common ground and the differences (source: adapted from Gero et al., 
2009). 

As indicated in Figure 6, and elaborated conceptually in Figure 7, the common focus of CCA 
and DRR is reducing vulnerability and enhancing resilience to weather and climate-related 
hazards. Patta et al. (2010) have shown that, for developing countries, these vulnerabilities 
will rise most quickly between now and the second quarter of the century, after which the 
effects of socio-economic development may begin to offset rising exposure. This implies an 
urgent need for action, as well as for international assistance to finance DRR and CCA.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Illustrating the conceptual and practical commonalities between climate change adaptation 
and disaster risk reduction (source: adapted from Hay and Mimura, 2010). 

But even more careful consideration shows that synergies are not just limited to those 
between DRR and CCA. Adaptation is becoming an increasingly important aspect of the 
recovery dimension of DRM, especially when recovery and reconstruction involve “building 
back better”, such as by taking the changing climate into consideration (Figure 8) (GFDRR, 
2013; Hay, 2013).  
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Figure 8. A combination of climate change adaptation, disaster risk reduction and aspects of disaster 
management can help build and sustain resilience in ways that underpin sustainable development 

and poverty reduction. 

Recent work, such as that by Mitchell and Maxwell (2010) has resulted in the notion of 
climate compatible development (CCD). This framework has recently been utilised by the 
Government of Papua New Guinea (2013).  By bringing in synergies with reducing GHG 
emissions, CCD links with the newer themes of climate resilient development and low 
carbon development (Figure 9). Given that the climate change dimensions of the SRDP are 
intended to cover both CCA and emission reductions, CCD provides a very relevant 
framework. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9. The concept of climate compatible development provides a useful framework for linking 
CCA, GHG emissions reduction and development. Source: after Mitchell and Maxwell, 2010.  

Further consideration shows that CCD does not include explicit reference to disaster risk 
management. This is a serious short-coming in the CCD framework as it does support the 
wider climate change responses that the new Strategy is intended to cover. To resolve this 
issue, it is proposed that the new Strategy be based around the framework of climate and 
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disaster resilient development (Figure 10). This is a similar framework to that used in the 
recently drafted Climate and Disaster Compatible Development Policy (2013 – 2016) for the 
Cook Islands (Newport and Cameron, 2013). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Framework for climate and disaster resilient development 

The practical opportunities to link management of climate and disaster risks in the context 
of delivering resilient development outcomes have recently been documented by Hay and 
Pratt (2013) and are also illustrated in Figure 11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11. Responses to climate change and disaster risk, from development focused (left) to climate 
change focused (right), with illustrative examples. Source: Adapted from Becken and Hay, 2012. 

 

 

10. Levels of Guidance 
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It is proposed that, instead of laying out a more detailed action plan, the Strategy will 
provide high-level strategic guidance for the prioritization and implementation of DRM, CCA 
and emissions reduction at national and regional levels, in the context of resilient 
sustainable development. This would be consistent with the proposed scope and approach 
of the new Strategy (Figure 10).  

The reason for not including a more detailed action plan is that much of the implementation 
will occur at sector, community, national and regional levels. This is already well informed by 
frameworks, strategies and plans (Hay and Pratt, 2013). It is recommended that the Strategy 
provide high-level guidance for the continual strengthening of these instruments, based on 
current and emerging understanding and experience. Thus the Strategy will highlight and 
provide guidance for situations where the existing frameworks, strategies and plans need 
strengthening in order to ensure the ongoing resilience of development outcomes.   

11. Possible Frameworks 

The current Roadmap proposes a “strategy”, while earlier drafts referred to an “integrated 
framework for action” and an “integrated regional policy framework’. There is no known 
record of discussions that brought about a change in the way the proposed new Strategy is 
described. 

It is important that there be a conscious decision on whether the new regional instrument 
for climate and disaster resilient development be a framework, policy, strategy, or plan, or 
perhaps even something else. 

A framework would provide a set of principles and long-term goals that form the basis of 
making rules and guidelines, and to give overall direction to planning appropriate initiatives. 
On the other hand, a policy lays out the rationale, intentions, and objectives regarding 
addressing a specific issue or need. 

Meanwhile, a strategy is a solution to move from the current situation to some future 
situation. That is, it describes what needs to happen in order to achieve an end, while 
allowing for circumstances that might inhibit achieving the desired end result, or reaching it 
in an acceptable manner. Thus the focus of a strategy is to create conditions that favour 
successful achievement of the desired end result, rather than specifically laying out the steps 
to achieving success.  A plan lays out the steps to achieving the intended success; this is, 
how to move from the current situation to the desired situation some given time in the 
future. Thus a plan supports a strategy by providing a way to reach the desired situation, 
balancing risk and success in an acceptable manner.   

The intentions described in the Roadmap are clearly consistent with those of a strategy as 
opposed to any other form for the planned regional instrument. It is therefore 
recommended that the title be Strategy for Disaster and Climate Resilient Development in 
the Pacific (SRDP).  

12. Term of the Strategy 

No recommendation is made as to the term of the Strategy, other than to suggest that its 
duration be linked to those for the instruments that succeed the Pacific Plan, the Hyogo 
Framework for Action and the Millennium Development Goals. 

13. Differentiated Approaches 

Together, the 22 PICTs that make up the Pacific Islands region have a comparatively small 
population of less than 11 million people, yet they inhabit hundreds of islands scattered 
across almost 37 million square kilometres of ocean space. Many PICTs are prone to the full 
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range of natural hazards and some are among the most vulnerable countries12 in the world 
to the effects of climate change and natural disasters (World Bank, 2012). Many are 
geographically isolated with relatively small, remote, narrowly-based economies and limited 
natural resources.  

Geography and demography - PICTs are often allocated to one of three broad ethnic and 
geographical groupings that define the Pacific region. These are denoted as Melanesia, 
Polynesia and Micronesia. From these sub-regional groupings, geo-political mechanisms 
such as the Melanesian Spearhead Group (MSG), the Micronesian Chief Executives Summit 
and the Polynesian Leaders Forum have emerged. The MSG is perhaps the most mature of 
these, with a Secretariat based in Port Vila. Its work programme is starting to address 
environment and climate change issues in addition to its trade and investment and, social 
and economic development mandates. Other sub-regional groupings such as the Small 
Islands States (issues common to micro-States), the Micronesian Challenge (environmental 
conservation) and the Partners to the Nauru Agreement (oceanic fisheries) are not 
prominent DRM and climate change actors now, but they might play a greater role given the 
implications of disaster and climate risk to the resilience of development outcomes. 

Apart from these, there are also other contrasts and differences between and within PICTs 
such as: size (both in terms of landmass and population) from the large countries of PNG, Fiji 
and the Solomon Islands to the very small countries, often referred to as ‘micro-States’ such 
as Tuvalu, Nauru and Niue - the latter has a population of about 1,500; remoteness and 
dispersion such as the Cooks Islands and Kiribati – the latter is one of the largest ocean 
island State’s in the world; and, their geographic nature and spread from being extremely 
splintered, prolific States such as Fiji and the Solomon Islands (which has almost 1,000 
islands and atolls) to small, single island States such as Nauru and Niue. 

The smallness in size, and inherent vulnerability and fragility of some PICTs has resulted in 
the formation of a special, sub-regional grouping referred to as ‘Pacific micro-States’. Aside 
from their small-size, micro-States have other limiting features such as very small low-, to 
no-growth economies, very narrow resource bases, relatively small populations yet 
increasing pressures on ecosystem services, and extremely low capacity (human, financial 
and technical) environments and being isolated from major markets. The PIF’s Small Island 
States grouping (SIS) includes all of the Pacific micro-States, and seeks to bring them 
together to discuss issues of common interest and address some of the development 
challenges that are unique to them. 

Other important differences include population distribution. Some countries, such as 
Vanuatu and the Solomon Islands, are mainly rural in nature. The latter has some 80% of its 
population living in rural settings. Others, such as in the Marshall Islands, concentrate their 
physical assets and people in a few urban centres. Some countries, such as PNG, Solomon 
Islands and Kiribati, have extremely young and fast-growing populations, while others have 
populations that are in decline due to out-migration. This includes Niue and the Cook 
Islands, as well as RMI, FSM and Palau. Differences can also be detected in some sectors, 
such as in public health where some countries are confronted with problems of malnutrition 
(such as Solomon Islands and PNG) while other countries are grappling with problems of 
increasing incidences of non-communicable diseases (NCDs) (such as Samoa, Tonga and Fiji). 
Closer examination of the various relevant sectors, such as infrastructure, agriculture, 
fisheries, forestry, health and education, would be required to see whether there are 

                                                            

12
 Eight PICTs (Vanuatu, Niue, Tonga, the Federated States of Micronesia, the Solomon Islands, Fiji, Marshall Islands, and the 

Cook Islands) are in the top 20 countries in the world with the highest average annual disaster losses scaled by gross domestic 
product. 
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differences significant enough to warrant differentiated approaches to be reflected within 
the new Strategy. 

Vulnerable Groups – The needs of the most vulnerable groups (including women, children, 
youth, the disabled and the elderly) require greater priority, yet currently there is only 
cursory mention of them in various regional policies. These include the RFA, PIFACC and the 
Pacific Plan. Generally the impacts on the livelihoods and assets of the poor and most 
vulnerable often go unacknowledged, with many being forced to live in hazardous 
environments, and therefore are particularly exposed to natural hazards. This includes the 
informal settlements and peri-urban areas of Honiara and Suva. Lacking assets, savings, or 
other coping mechanisms, peri-urban residents are also less able to recover quickly and as a 
consequence there is both a growing rate of exposure and rising vulnerability, even to 
relatively small-scale disasters (World Bank, 2013). Consequently, the formulation of the 
Strategy should account for the special needs and contributions of vulnerable groups such as 
women, youth, the elderly and the disabled. 

A recent report on climate change and children in the Pacific islands (Urbano et al., 2010) 
highlighted that most agencies do not have an explicit strategic focus on children and 
climate change, and little if any of their programme activity is currently focussed on children. 
On the other hand, many children and young people across the Pacific are increasingly 
aware of the potential impacts of climate change on their future, and their current limited 
involvement in decisions on this issue. Therefore, children’s voices and participation in 
adaptation initiatives should be integrated into regional and national programming on 
climate change and disaster risk management. Currently, much of the innovative and 
creative work on children and climate change is being conducted by non-government and 
community-based organizations, such as the 4Cs initiative of FSPI and Plan International. The 
majority of studies and policy documents from major donor countries make no reference to 
the effects of climate change on children. Neither do the RFA, PIFACC or the Pacific Plan 
make explicit references to children. In spite of this, there are compelling developmental 
and ethical reasons for action to address the impacts of climate change on children – the 
future of the Pacific region. While children, particularly young children, are in a rapid stage 
of growth and development, they are also acquiring life experience and behavioural 
characteristics for negotiating their world. But they have fewer assets than adults to offset 
vulnerability and address risks. The adverse effects of climate change and disaster risk 
threaten to set back regional and national efforts to improve children’s health, education 
and well-being. 

There are existing policy and practice examples in the region that the Strategy could draw 
upon in formulating desired policy outcomes that relate specifically to addressing the needs 
and contributions that vulnerable groups could make, and build on their respective 
knowledge and skills to develop their capacity and reduce their vulnerability. Building the 
resilience of those parts of the population that are highly vulnerable to disasters, such as 
women and children, people with disabilities and the aged has the potential to reduce 
disaster risks significantly. For example, the Cook Islands National Policy on Gender Equality 
and Women’s Empowerment (2011 – 2016) specifically mentions climate change adaptation 
and disaster risk as one of its six key policy outcomes “Improved capacity of women to 
contribute to climate change adaptation and disaster risk” and outlines three key outputs: 
((i) Better understanding of the gender dimension of environmental, climate change impacts 
and disaster risk reduction; (ii) Gender responsive climate change and disaster preparedness 
and risk reduction strategies; (iii) Women’s improved preparedness and capacity to respond 
to climate change impacts and disasters. It includes six key actions to achieve these 
outcomes, namely: (i) Identify differential vulnerability of women to climate change and 
disasters; (ii) Build the capacity of women to respond to the impact of climate change and 
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disasters; (iii) Ensure the integration of gender concerns in climate change adaptation and 
disasters risk reduction plans; (iv) Develop gender responsive natural resources 
management policies and programs; (v) Ensure the allowance of proper resources to 
address women’s needs and build their capacity to adapt to climate change and disaster risk 
reduction from the climate change financial resources and other external funding sources; 
and (vi) Network with regional and international organizations promoting gender 
mainstreaming in climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction strategies to voice 
the concerns of Cook Islands women. 

Capacity - A recent paper addressing PICT capacity development needs for disaster risk 
management and climate change notes that “SIDS continue to be deficient in a critical mass 
of intellectual capital, policy coherence, financial resources, and qualified personnel that are 
needed to develop and implement sustainable development policies and projects” (SPREP & 
APAN, 2013). It identifies the following four key areas as critical for the success of capacity 
development in the Pacific: leadership; human resources development; institutional 
strengthening; and local level support. Some of this may be addressed in part by the 
Regional Technical Support Mechanism being developed as part of the Pacific regional CIF-
SPCR. The initiative seeks to provide specialised technical skills to PICTs, on request, in order 
to address capacity constraints and gaps in their response efforts to climate change. The 
Mechanism should be reflected in the Strategy, as a way to help address cross-cutting 
priorities of capacity support and capacity building that are imperatives for effective 
implementation. 

Regional / National Service Delivery – The Pacific Plan provides three tests that can be used 
to determine whether a regional intervention can add value to a national initiative, namely: 
Market test – if the market is providing a service well, intervention at the regional level 
should be minimal; Sovereignty test: if the proposed regional initiative compromises the 
degree of effective sovereignty held by national governments it should not be pursued; and 
Subsidiarity test: if national or local governments are providing the service well, intervention 
at the regional level should also be minimal. The new Strategy should be clear about what 
goods and services would be delivered as national initiatives and those that would be 
delivered regionally. 

Examples of regional public goods and services include: (i) the provision of specialised 
technical skills and services (such as in the public health and education (example TVET) 
sectors and disaster and climate related science and technology areas (examples include 
early warning systems and reducing uncertainty of disaster and climate risk projections); (ii) 
managing shared natural resources (such as for fisheries and deep-sea minerals as well as 
improving understanding of ocean-climate interactions and implications); (iii) sharing best 
practice and lessons; and (iv) promoting region-wide standards and norms. Initiatives under 
the ICCAI programme funding agreements between Australia and some CROP agencies, and 
project initiatives such as the GIZ-CCCPIR and the GEF-PACC+, use regional modalities to 
deliver both regionally and bilaterally. As well, the bilateral Joint Country Strategy (JCS) 
agreements between SPC and PICT members guide the provision of SPC’s delivery of 
regional public goods and services and specialised technical assistance, based on PICT 
national development priorities and SPC’s capacity and comparative technical advantage. 
The JCSs seek to integrate disaster and climate risk considerations for more resilient results 
and outcomes across SPC’s technical work programme. 

The diversity and inhomogeneity of the Pacific Islands Region, as has been described, 
demonstrates that one-size-does-not-fit-all, and highlights the need for appropriate 
(customised/tailor-made) differentiated approaches to be incorporated in the Strategy. This 
would help ensure that the specific challenges, problems and opportunities of the region, or 
for a particular situation, are addressed. 
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14. Draft Table of Contents 

An annotated draft table of contents for the new Strategy is provided in Annex 1. 

15. Delivering the Intended Outcomes 

A. Coordination Structures 

Analytical studies related to integration of DRR and CCA in the Pacific region by UNISDR and 
UNDP (2012) and the World Bank (2012) found that improved coordination and alignment 
between DRR and CCA institutions and planning instruments is crucial. There is increasing 
evidence of this happening at national level, such as in Vanuatu, Cook Islands, Vanuatu, 
Tonga and the Solomon Islands. Given the critical issue of limited absorptive capacity in 
PICTs and their communities, the studies call for greater coordination and coherence by 
other DRR, CCA, and development actors, such as international financing institutions, 
multilateral and bilateral development partners, alliances and networks, NGOs, and civil 
society organizations. 

In this respect there has been some progress made for coordination on climate change by 
the establishment of the Development Partners for Climate Change meetings organized by 
UNDP, although these are confined largely to Suva-based development partner agencies. 
Given the nature of the membership (donors, UN agencies, regional organisations and 
NGOs) it is unlikely to be as successful as the Pacific Regional Infrastructure Facility. This 
facilitates donor coordination in the infrastructure sector (World Bank, 2012). 

Region-wide initiatives. In 2010 the CROP Executives sub-committee on Climate Change 
(CES-CCC), which is co-Chaired by the Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) of the Pacific Islands 
Forum Secretariat (PIFS) and SPREP, was established to enhance coordination collaboration 
and teamwork among CROP agencies to pool expertise and collectively address the goals of 
the PIFACC.  The subcommittee represents the ‘many partners, one team’ approach to 
climate change, and seeks to ensure that, at agency and operational levels, external 
stakeholders perceive the CROP agencies as a single integrated ‘climate change support 
team’. This is to be facilitated through establishment of the Working Arm on Climate 
Change. It discusses issues related to joint programming and implementation. 

The joint publication of the Working Arm, Collaborating to Support Effective Response to 
Climate Change (CROP, 2012), notes that “Overall coordination and monitoring of climate 
change activities in the region and coordinated engagement in the UNFCCC (United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change) process is led by SPREP; political leadership and 
effective resourcing are issues generally led and coordinated by PIFS; practical application of 
adaptation and mitigation activities across many key development sectors is led by SPC; and 
research and development and human resource development are lead by USP. However, the 
publication is silent on the possible synergies and links between the PIFACC and the RFA, 
although both SPC and USP make reference to disaster risk reduction in their respective 
capacity and capability statements. 

Other CROP agencies focus on particular sectors. They are exploring the specific impacts of 
climate change on these sectors, and mainstreaming the responses, e.g. FFA in pelagic 
fisheries, SPTO in tourism, PPA with utilities, and FSMed with health implications.”(CROP, 
2012).  

There have also been a number of more recent initiatives by SPC and SPREP to advance 
integration of disaster risk management and climate change, including the: 

 Signing of a Letter of Agreement between the CEOs of SPC and SPREP, to collaborate and 
deliver on the joint Roadmap towards a Post 2015 Strategy; 

 Working together to support the development of the Strategy; and 
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 Co-convening the inaugural Joint Meeting of the Pacific Platform for Disaster Risk 
Management and Pacific Climate Change Roundtable in July 2013. 

However, the integration of DRR and CCA within regional economic development, which is in 
the remit of the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS), is less advanced. This needs to be 
examined, given the implications of disaster and climate risks for sustainable development. 
Other aspects that warrant further examination include the continuation of Joint Meetings 
of the PPDRM and the PCCR, and considering these Joint Meetings as the vehicle to convene 
other related meetings such as the RDMM and RMSDM.  

Coordination of Disaster Risk Management in the Pacific. In 2006, SOPAC (now the Applied 
Geoscience and Technology Division of the SPC) established the Pacific Disaster Risk 
Management Partnership Network (PDRMPN). It is also referred to as the Pacific Platform 
for Disaster Risk Management. Its primary objectives are to provide a collaborative and 
cooperative mechanism to support disaster risk management capacity building in the region, 
and to assist PICTs to adapt and implement the RFA for DRM.  

The PDRMPN is an “open-ended, voluntary” membership of international, regional and 
national government and non-government organisations, with comparative advantages and 
interests in supporting PICTs to mainstream DRM into their national development processes 
and address their priorities and needs in DRR and disaster management. SPC and UNISDR 
are now co-facilitators of the PDRMPN. 

The PDRMPN has a Charter which articulates broad areas of agreement including that: That 
DRR and disaster management are sustainable development issues within the broader 
context of economic growth and good governance; National governments have a critical role 
in developing disaster risk reduction and disaster management national programmes and 
plans that reflect the needs of all stakeholders in a whole of country approach; A regional 
effort must be responsive to and support and complement national programmes and plans 
to strengthen resilience to disasters; As regional partners (they) commit to coordinating 
(their) activities and to work cooperatively and collaboratively under the guidance of the 
Pacific Plan and Regional Framework for Action 2005 – 2015. The PDRMPN meets annually, 
at the same time as scheduled Regional NDMO meetings. 

The Coordinating Committee of the Pacific DRM Partnership Network has oversight for the 
operation of the PDRMPN. 

Various tools are available to monitor and track progress of implementation of the RFA, 
including RFA Monitoring, information on Partners’ capabilities and capacities to implement 
specific activities outlined in the RFA (Projects and Capacities Portal), and a comprehensive 
repository of DRM related information (Pacific Disaster Net). 

Synergies with other regional mechanisms. In addition to always meeting alongside the 
Regional Disaster Managers Meetings, the PDRMPN has sought to coordinate its meetings 
with other relevant regional mechanisms such as the Regional Meteorology Services 
Directors Meetings (now the meeting of the Regional Meteorology Council) and the Regional 
Water Resources Management Meetings. 

Reporting on implementation progress. SPC is mandated to provide regional and capacity 
building support to PICTs for disaster risk management. Consequently it has overall 
responsibilities for the effective coordination and implementation of the RFA for Disaster 
Risk Management. Figure 12 outlines overall coordination roles and responsibilities for the 
implementation of the RFA.  
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Figure 12. SPC currently has mandated responsibilities to coordinate regional and provide capacity 
building support to PICTs for disaster risk management. These responsibilities extend to coordinating 
implementation of the RFA for DRM, which reliant on the broader Pacific Platform for DRM, for 
delivery of RFA priorities.  

SPC monitors and tracks progress of RFA implementation and provides annual reports to its 
Heads of SOPAC Division meeting, as well as to the CRGA. Both meeting are held annually. It 
also reports on progress against those elements of the RFA that have emerged as priorities 
under the Pacific Plan. These are reported through the PPAC process by way of a 
consolidated report of the SPC and through the CROP Executives meetings convened at least 
once a year. The CROP Executive meetings provide the opportunity for CEOs to reflect on 
progress as well as prioritise the region’s most pressing development challenges, priorities 
and issues. The findings are submitted to the PPAC, with its annual meeting being held in 
advance of the meeting of the Forum Leaders. Priorities that require political attention and 
support are tabled for the Leaders’ consideration at their annual retreats, and elaborated in 
their communiqués. 

Current Coordination Structures for Climate Change in the Pacific. The Pacific Climate 
Change Roundtable (PCCR) is considered to be the primary monitoring, evaluation and 
coordination mechanism for the PIFACC, at both national and regional levels. It brings 
together global, regional, national and community level stakeholders (SPREP, 2011). The 
PIFACC notes that “since responsibility for regional action can and should be shared by the 
region’s organizations, SPREP was called upon to be secretariat of the PCCR and convene 
regular meetings of the PCCR, inclusive of all regional and international organizations, as 
well as civil society organizations, with active programmes on climate change in the Pacific 
region to: (i) Help update the PICTs on regional and international actions undertaken in 
support of the PIFACC; (ii) Share lessons learned from best practices in the implementation 
of climate change programmes; (iii) Voluntarily lead or collaborate in implementing and 
monitoring actions relevant to their priorities and work programmes; (iv) Agree on 
mechanisms for measuring progress, identifying difficulties, and addressing actions needing 
special attention; and (v) Disseminate information on new and existing funding modalities 
and opportunities” (SPREP, 2011). 

The PCCR is coordinated by SPREP, in partnership with the PIFS, SPC and USP. It is funded by 
various donors, including Australia, EU, GIZ and the UK. Similar to the Pacific Platform for 
DRM, PCCR seeks to hold its meeting in concert with other regional meetings such as the 
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Regional Meteorology Council. 

In addition to this open-ended coordination mechanism, implementation of the PIFACC is 
also overseen by the CES-CCC and its Working Arm on Climate Change (WACC) comprising 
officials from the various CROP agencies who operationalise any decisions that are made by 
the CES-CCC. 

The PIFACC utilises similar reporting arrangements as the RFA for DRM, by reporting 
progress on implementation to the SPREP Governing Council, the CES-CCC, the CROP 
Executives meetings, the PPAC and ultimately to the PIFs. The latter reflects the fact that 
climate change continues to be a high profile priority consideration for Forum Leaders. 
Figure 13 outlines overall coordination roles and responsibilities for the implementation of 
the PIFACC. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. SPREP has mandated responsibilities to coordinate and monitor climate change activities in 
the region. These responsibilities extend to coordinating the implementation of the PIFACC and 
providing secretariat functions to the PCCR, which implements, monitors and evaluates the PIFACC 
priorities. 

Figure 14 identifies key regional processes and annual events that consider DRM, climate 
change and development. Specifically with reference to a coordination mechanism for the 
new Strategy, the CES-CCC and WACC mechanisms should be examined to see how easily 
and effectively they could be rationalised to accommodate coordination and 
implementation of the Strategy, at least through and by CROP agencies.  
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Figure 14. Key regional processes and events that consider DRM, climate change and development on 
an annual basis. 

 

In so far as wider implementation of the new Strategy is concerned, the Joint Meeting 
between the PPDRM and PCCR could in the future become the broader DRM/CC Alliance for 
implementing priorities under the new Strategy. Such rationalisation would almost certainly 
address issues of fragmentation and current inefficiencies in the use of limited financial and 
other resources (UNISDR and UNDP, 2012). 

Examples of other Coordination Structures from the Caribbean. Countries in the Caribbean 
region are not too dissimilar to PICTs in that they too are being confronted with increasing 
threats. As a consequence, links between disaster management and climate change in an 
institutional context, including development of a formal relationship between Caribbean 
Disaster Emergency Response Agency (CDEMA), the Caribbean Community Secretariat 
(CARICOM), and the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) have been established (Collymore, 
2009). In addition the Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre (CCCCC) prepared a 
Regional Framework for Achieving Development Resilient to Climate Change 2009 – 2015 
(RF), with the companion Caribbean Regional Resilience Development Implementation Plan 
2011 – 2015 (IP). 

The RF defines CARICOM’s strategic approach for coping with climate change and provides a 
roadmap for action by member states and regional organisations over the period 2009-2015, 
while building on the groundwork laid by the CCCCC and builds on the extensive work 
undertaken by governments, regional organisations, NGOs and academic institutions in 
recent years that have been assessing the impacts of a changing climate (UNISDR and UNDP, 
2012). 

The CCCCC has a mandate to coordinate the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) country’s 
response to climate change and achieves this through the IP, which acknowledges that 
transformational change is essential to deliver the strategic elements and goals of the 
regional framework (CARICOM & CCCCC, 2012). The IP highlights the existing and significant 
resource and capacity challenges that hold back the region’s sustainable development and 
growth and provides a more cogent and coordinated approach to assist in resource 
mobilization and co-ordination of actions and proposes a ‘three-ones’ approach be adopted, 
at both regional and national levels. The IP notes that the three-ones approach which is 
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based on the principle of establishing a sustainable resource mobilisation plan with three 
core elements, has been used and successfully in the Caribbean already. The ‘three-ones’ 
approach is framed around the following: 

 One plan that provides the framework for co-ordinated action by all partners. (Note ‘One 
Plan’ means one agreed set of shared and common goals and objectives which can be 
contained within various individual documents). 

 One coordinating mechanism to manage the process. The Implementation Plan 
recommends a single regional coordinating mechanism and separate national 
coordinating mechanisms in each country. 

 One monitoring and evaluation framework to measure progress, transparency and value 
for money (CARICOM and CCCCC, 2012). 

It contends that each member country and each regional organisation has different 
challenges, organisational processes and governance. The process developed by each 
government and regional organisations to mobilise resources should reflect this and work 
within, and build upon the effective governance and institutional arrangements that already 
exist. The coordination of the execution of the IP (including linkages between the political 
and technical processes drivers) will be the function of a new coordinating body. The 
Coordinating Mechanism will report to the Heads of Government, with the CCCCC working 
within its mandate to provide technical and secretarial support. 

With respect to integration the IP acknowledges that DRR and CCA are inextricably linked 
and identifies that “The CDEMA Regional Programme and Plan of Action for Climate Change 
Adaptation and Disaster Risk Reduction identify a series of actions linked to the Regional 
Framework’s strategic elements and goals. All of the actions identified will directly 
contribute to the Regional Framework and to disaster risk reduction. These actions have 
been included in the Implementation Plan.” 

With a relatively similar regional institutional framework as the Caribbean, the Pacific should 
examine the feasibility of adopting a similar approach to implementing the new Strategy 
when it is endorsed by PIFLs. 

CCCCC and CDEMA and other regional institutions are strategic partners in charting an 
integrated approach to disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation. On top of this, 
the Caribbean has a novel governance mechanism in the form of the Comprehensive 
Disaster Management Coordination and Harmonisation Council. It provides the overall 
management and technical guidance needed to ensure that comprehensive disaster 
management implementation activities within and between countries, and across different 
sectors and disciplines, are coordinated and harmonized. Climate change is recognised as a 
cross-cutting theme in comprehensive disaster management (UNISDR and UNDP, 2012). 

A recent study (Kirton, 2013) found that in the Caribbean governments and regional bodies 
are placing a strong emphasis on enhancing institutional mechanisms in order to facilitate 
efficient disaster risk management. The research showed that international agencies and 
organizations have sustained their engagement in the region. However, the study concluded 
that gaps remain in the strategic planning and operation agreements. These gaps need to be 
addressed by the political leaders in order to strengthen disaster risk management in the 
Caribbean. The gaps and needs identified in the study were standardize institutional 
collaboration, prioritize DRM at the political level, increase disaster response capacity, 
strengthen community awareness and participation, reduce duplication of effort, and make 
DRM a development priority. Given the vulnerability of countries in the Caribbean region to 
natural hazards, and the fact that natural hazards are likely to increase in intensity and 
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frequency, the study concluded that addressing these gaps and needs should be an urgent 
priority for governments, civil society and regional organizations in the Caribbean. 

Pacific Regional Framework for Energy. The Framework for Action on Energy Security in the 
Pacific Towards an energy secure Pacific (FAESP) was endorsed by the Forum Leaders in 
2010. Various parallels can be drawn between the planned new Strategy and the FAESP, 
given that energy security has many links with social and economic development, needs to 
be integrated into the development agenda, and that “without a ‘people‐ focused’ strategic 
vision for energy development at national and regional levels are placing Pacific populations 
at greater risk of poverty.” (SPC, 2010). The FAESP presents a conceptual model of energy 
security in the Pacific which includes elements of the enabling environment and 
implementation that are key to achieving the ultimate goal and vision of an energy secure 
Pacific. 

The FAESP advocates a coordinated sector-wide approach based on a ‘many partners, one 
team’ approach to achieving the outcomes (Figure 15). It states that cooperation is essential 
to ensure a harmonised approach to establishing standards and regional energy security 
policies and to facilitating trade in petroleum products, at the regional level. It suggests that 
PICT energy security can be enhanced through partnerships between island nations, while 
regional cooperation can address challenges such as energy security policies, trade and 
investment promotion, research and development, and capacity building. Further, that 
regional responsibilities and initiatives should: seek to help PICTs improve economies of 
scale; provide support in areas that countries and territories on-their-own cannot effectively 
address (such as economies of scale; develop and synchronise standards across the region; 
provide regional leadership; strategic engagement and advocacy; capacity building, 
supplementation and skills transfer; policy analysis, research and development; systems for 
data collection, analysis, reporting and information dissemination); and, supplement, 
enhance and add value to national capacity. 

National Level Example - Vanuatu. As mentioned above, some PICTs have made 
considerable progress with respect to advancing integration of DRM and climate change. 
Vanuatu is one such country. It has recently implemented several DRM and climate change-
related institutional reforms, including the endorsement and launching of a National 
Advisory Board on Climate Change and Disaster Risk Reduction (NAB) in 2012. This decision 
alone has transformed Vanuatu’s governance and institutional arrangements for DRR and 
climate change13. The NAB comprises a committee of government and non-government 
members, co-Chaired by the Directors of VMGD and NDMO. It is empowered to “act as 
Vanuatu’s supreme policy making and advisory body for all disaster risk reduction and 
climate change programs, projects, initiatives and activities”. It has been established to 
avoid overlap and reduce duplication, as well as increase efficiency, coordination and 
collaboration. The very recent establishment of a new Ministry of Climate Change and 
Disaster Risk Management in April 2013 is an initiative to “ensure proper coordination of 
activities related to climate change and disaster risk management through prevention, 
preparedness and post disaster rehabilitation.”  (Statement by GoV at 69th Session of 
UNESCAP, April 2013). 

  

                                                            
13

 Prior to mid-2012 there were two government bodies undertaking climate change and disaster risk reduction work: the 
National Advisory Committee on Climate Change (NACCC) and the National Task Force on Disaster Risk Reduction (NTF). 
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Figure 15. Framework for Action on Energy Security in the Pacific Towards an energy secure Pacific.  
 

Although relatively new, the NAB already has a staffed Project Management Unit (NAB-
PMU) that provides NAB Secretariat functions14 and coordinates and manages the current 
DRR/CCA project initiatives funded by the World Bank (EU/GEF/GFDRR), SPC/GIZ (CCCPIR) 
and the EU (GCCA). It is envisaged that such coordination would improve the allocation and 
use of resources toward a more comprehensive, consistent approach to addressing 
Vanuatu’s key development priorities, within a disaster and climate resilient context. This is 
reflected in the revised PAA which expresses “the need to mainstream DRR, disaster 
management and CCA into national planning and budgetary processes” to ensure that 
climate change and disasters do not (continue to) affect Vanuatu’s social and economic 
development. However, though crucial, the Ministry of Finance and Economic Management 
currently lack a profile. 

There have been other important reforms in the Government of Vanuatu that seek to 
streamline coordination and enhance implementation of DRM and climate change related 
activities. At line agency level this includes amalgamation of meteorology, climate and 
geohazards into a single government department, named the Vanuatu Meteorology and 
Geo-Hazards Department (VMGD) , as well as the co-location of VMGD and NDMO. This 
occurred in 2011, and has since encouraged and increased inter-Departmental and inter-
Ministerial coordination such as establishment of the NAB and led to noticeable 

                                                            
14

 The main functions and duties of NAB include: 1. Act as Vanuatu’s supreme policy making and advisory body for all disaster 
risk reduction and climate change programs, projects, initiatives and activities; 2. Develop DRR and CC policies, guidelines and 
positions; 3. Advise on international, regional and national DRR and CC obligations; 4. Advise, facilitate and endorse the 
development of new DRR & CC programs, projects, initiatives and activities – including mainstreaming CC and DRR; 5. Act as a 
focal point for information-sharing and coordination on CC/DRR; and, 6. Advise, guide and coordinate the development of 
national CC & DRR financing processes. 
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improvements in capacity and capability to provide critical time-sensitive public services 
such as advisories and warnings and, evacuation orders. 

In formulating the new Strategy it may also be prudent to remain mindful of the following 
practical steps proposed under the Policy and Practice Note (World Bank, 2012) to achieve 
resilient development, including: 

 Dividing labour among regional institutions so they assume suitable roles; for instance, 
coordination responsibility could be anchored in the PIFS, which oversees regional 
development, cooperation, and integration; and DRR and CCA services could be handled 
by SPC and SPREP, which have the mandate, capacity, and comparative advantage to 
deliver them. 

 Aligning funding sources for CCA, DRR, and development to encourage stronger 
coordination and cooperation within donor organizations as well as between donors.   

 Using strong and transparent consultation and coordination mechanisms to facilitate 
sharing of data, good practices, and lessons learned. 

 Encouraging an atmosphere of trust, respect, and flexibility among actors to promote 
coordinated and effective CCA and DRR efforts and to ensure appropriate levels of 
resourcing, access to information and local knowledge, and capacity support. 

 Promoting joint planning, programming, and implementation of DRR and CCA 
interventions by PICTS and their development partners in ways that make optimum use 
of the comparative advantages of each. 

 Providing flexible financing arrangements that address both current and anticipated risks 
and deliver both shorter- and longer-term benefits. 

B. Implementation Arrangements 

Both the PIFACC and RFA describe the relevant implementation arrangements. The PIFACC 
highlights that the scale of implementation is at national and regional levels; that the PIFACC 
and various development instruments at international level (such as the Mauritius Strategy, 
Agenda 21 and the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, MDGs), regional level (such as the 
Pacific Plan) and at national level (such as sector policies and plans and, community and 
private sector initiatives) are mutually reinforcing; that PICTs will drive their own national 
priorities given their primary responsibility for their own development; and that the PIFACC 
will require support from regional organisations and the international community.  

It mentions that some activities will need to be delivered through regional mechanisms to 
account for economies of scale and that these would need to be delivered by regional or 
international organisations, based on their comparative technical advantage.  

The PIFACC also addresses the matter of implementation under Theme 6 (Partnerships and 
Cooperation) stating, as expected, Outcome 6.2 CROP agency partnerships coordinated, 
harmonised and strengthened to promote joint programming, implementation and delivery 
of country focused outcomes, and also as expected, a regional Output 6.2.1.1 Documentation 
outlining the joint programming of regional coordinating agencies, including CROPs, with 
explicit reference to the activities undertaken to enhance coordination of technical 
assistance. 

Establishment of the CES-CCC and related WACC mechanisms by CROP Executives in 2011, 
and the monitoring and evaluation functions of the PCCR for the PIFACC, address this 
outcome and output of the PIFACC. They provide an implementation framework for climate 
change activities at regional and national levels. 
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Under the CROP’s collaborative response to climate change, both SPREP and PIFS make 
reference to implementation. In the case of SPREP, its reference is within the context of its 
2011-2015 Strategic Plan, including how the Secretariat intends to support PICTs’ climate 
change priorities for action through strengthening their capacity to respond to climate 
change through policy improvement, implementation of practical adaptation measures 
informed by assessments, enhancing ecosystem resilience to the impacts of climate change 
and implementing initiatives aimed at achieving low carbon development. PIFS’s 
consideration of implementation are focused on its role and responsibilities as the 
Coordinator of the Resources Working Group of PCCR, which requires it to facilitate and 
monitor the implementation of the decisions of the PCCR with respect to climate change 
resourcing. 

The RFA provides general considerations for successful implementation, including being 
dependent on ownership, partnership, and collaboration, as well as integrated multi-sector 
and multi-disciplinary approaches at regional, national and community levels. The RFA also 
calls on the UNISDR and other international partners to support implementation of the RFA. 
It addresses issues of resource mobilisation, such as developing public private partnerships, 
and examining insurance options and other risk financing instruments. 

The RFA also provides specific instructions for SPC, given it has the mandate for the 
coordination of DRM at regional level. This includes: 

 Actively promote the Framework and seek the collaboration of key CROP agencies and 
other regional partners in its implementation; 

 Ensure work plan priorities are aligned to the RFA, and develop an implementation plan 
including a process for monitoring and evaluation; 

 Support member countries to develop and implement their strategic national action 
plans; 

 Coordinate the reporting on regional progress in implementing the RFA; 

 Advocate for resources to support the successful implementation of the RFA; and 

 Coordinate a process of review and reporting on the implementation of the RFA.  

The Caribbean. The Climate Change and the Caribbean: a Regional Framework for Achieving 
Development Resilient to Climate Change (2009-2015) includes a strategy for 
implementation where it outlines the roles of governments, the private sector, citizens, 
regional organisations, the CCCCC and the international development community. It also has 
a detailed section on financing implementation of the framework wherein it highlights the 
need for regional organisations CCCCC, CARICOM and the CDB to work in close collaboration 
with the private sector and regional governments to access financial and other resources to 
implement the framework.  Examination of any reports and reviews that reflect on progress 
to implement the framework could yield important lessons. 

The companion Caribbean Regional Resilience Development Implementation Plan 2011 – 
2015 (IP), which accompanies its Regional Framework for Achieving Development Resilient 
to Climate Change 2009 – 2015 (RF) should also be examined given it’s three-ones approach 
to coordination and implementation and the similarity of regional institutional 
arrangements that exist in the two regions (see above). 

Regional energy policy. The Pacific Islands Regional Energy Strategy (PIRES 2011-2016) 
under Coordination and Partnerships elaborates two regional medium term objectives for 
2011-2016, which seek to: 

 Improve coordination of energy sector initiatives among CROP agencies, development 
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partners and others. The PIRES notes that “this will be achieved through consultations 
with the Pacific Islands Private Sector Organisation (PIPSO) regarding approaches and 
mechanisms to more effectively involve the private sector. Mechanisms will be 
developed to coordinate CROP agency initiatives with those of the Pacific Region 
Infrastructure Facility (PRIF), the Pacific Infrastructure Advisory Centre (PIAC), and the 
Energy Development Partners Working Group (EDPWG). There will also be consultations 
with others with active energy initiatives within PICTs, such as (but not limited to) the 
United States Department of Interior (USDOI) and the United States Department of 
Energy (USDOE), with the aim of coordination with their energy assistance efforts.”  The 
medium term objectives would need to be visited to gauge progress and the 
effectiveness of the coordination mechanism that has been developed to coordinate the 
“many partners – one team approach” that is being promoted to ensure an energy 
secure Pacific. Given that a similar approach of many partners – one team is being tried 
for the CES-CCC mechanism to support implementation of the PIFACC comparing 
practice between the two policies would be beneficial. 

 Develop and implement joint work programmes, budgets and implementation 
arrangements using the the concept of many partners working within one programme. 
The PIRES suggests that “to the extent practical, the development of joint energy sector 
work programmes, budgeting and implementation arrangements would be driven by 
regional and country needs.” (SPC, 2010). Given that the “many partners – one team – 
working within one programme” approach is already being practiced the new Strategy 
could usefully draw on experiences of FAESP implementation. 

As noted above, it is proposed that the new Strategy provide high-level strategic guidance 
for the prioritization and implementation of DRM, CCA and emissions reduction at national 
and regional levels, but with most of the implementation occurring at sector, community, 
national and regional levels.  

Thus it is further proposed that any implementation activities related specifically to the new 
Strategy itself be limited to monitoring and evaluation of the results related to the 
effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of the high-level strategic guidance provided in the 
Strategy. This is discussed further in the following section. 

C. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 

The RFA Online Monitoring Tool was designed and developed in 2009 by SOPAC to meet the 
voluntary commitments made by the Region and PICTs to report progress against the HFA 
while accommodating the differences that exist between the HFA and the RFA (Table 5). 
Since its development there has been a steady increase in the number of PICTs submitting 
national HFA progress report to the UNISDR from two PICTs in 2007/2009 (RMI and 
Vanuatu) to six PICTs in 2009/2011 (Cook Islands, Fiji, RMI, Samoa, Solomon Islands and 
Vanuatu) to ten PICTs for the most recent reporting period 2011/2013. 

The RFA Monitor seeks to capture information on progress from a wide range of 
stakeholders such as from IGOs, whole-of- national and local governments (such as sector 
ministries and local authorities), academia, NGOs, CSOs and PSOs. It asks a range of ‘key’ 
questions and includes means of verification against each priority action (referred to as 
themes in the RFA) and core indicators, and includes both quantifiable and disaggregated 
indicators. The monitor enables countries to self-assess the progress that they are making 
against the RFA/HFA, to identify their strengths and where there are gaps that need their 
attention and, or improvement. 

Table 5. Comparison of the Hyogo and Regional Frameworks for Action. Source: SPC, 2013. 
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Hyogo Framework for Action  Regional Framework for Action 

Priority for Action 1: 

Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a 
national priority with a strong institutional 
basis for implementation 

Theme 1:  

Governance – Organisational, Institutional, 
Policy and Decision Making Frameworks 

Priority for Action 2:  

Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks 
and enhance early warning systems 

Theme 3:  

Analysis and Evaluation of Hazards, 
Vulnerabilities and Elements at Risk 

Theme 5:  

Effective, Integrated and People-Focused early 
Warning Systems 

Priority for Action 3:  

Use knowledge, innovation and education 
to build a culture of safety and resilience 
at all levels 

Theme 2:  

Knowledge, Information, Public Awareness and 
Education 

Priority for Action 4:  

Reduce the underlying risk factors 

Theme 6:  

Reduction of Underlying Risk Factors 

Priority for Action 5:  

Strengthen disaster preparedness for 
response 

Theme 4:  

Planning for effective Preparedness, Response 
and Recovery 

 

The 2009/2011 reporting period, revealed the following lessons: multi-stakeholders 
consultations also raise awareness of DRM, contributing to DRM improvements; NAPs and 
JNAPs are forming the basis for the progress reviews in countries that have NAPs/JNAPs; 
countries need to lead and own the process; review process needs to be combined with the 
ongoing national processes that address capacity constraints. PICTs are beginning to use 
their national HFA progress review reports as a baseline to measure progress, as well as to 
use in planning of future DRM activities. 

In moving forward the recent 4th Global Platform for Disaster Reduction discussed the post-
2015, post-HFA process. The Chair’s summary noted the Platform’s call for the development 
of targets and indicators to monitor the reduction of risk and implementation of the 
successor HFA (currently being referred to as the HFA2). It mentions that periodic reporting 
(such as the current HFA arrangements) should be continued as part of monitoring overall 
performance of countries and regions. Further, it proposed that voluntary peer reviews 
could be considered as a possible new instrument to monitor and review progress of 
countries. There are also discussions underway that consider the options for including 
disaster resilient targets and indicators within the post-2015 development goals (Mitchell, 
2012) as well as the more specific discussions on the HFA2 itself.  

Internationally, there has been considerable recent progress in understanding monitoring 
and evaluation (M&E) approaches for climate change and DRM initiatives. For example, 
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Villanueva (2010) places the M&E discussion at the interface of climate change adaptation, 
disaster risk management and development, and describes the key practical challenges for 
M&E in the context of climate change, including the limitations of current disaster risk 
reduction M&E efforts within this context. The report also assesses the extent to which 
current approaches can assist in gaining a deeper understanding of the determinants that 
may enable or constrain adaptation and in building an evidence base of progress made. The 
study also provides a set of ADAPT principles (Adaptive, Dynamic, Active, Participatory and 
Thorough) to facilitate the development of M&E frameworks for interventions that aim to 
contribute to integrated adaptation processes.  

The M&E approach by which adaptation and disaster risk management are to be evaluated 
involves challenging existing M&E practice towards new M&E that enable flexibility, account 
for uncertainty and complexity and encourage an understanding of the linkages between 
capacity, action and the driving forces of individuals and communities towards change. The 
unique nature of the challenge calls for experience-based learning M&E processes for 
discovering the key insights into adaptive capacity and its links to adaptation processes, and 
to risk and vulnerability reduction at large.  

With respect to CCA specifically, Spearman and McGray (2011) provide a practical 
framework for developing M&E systems that can track the success and failure of adaptation 
initiatives in the development context. They expect adaptation M&E practice to evolve 
substantially in the years ahead. The report addresses the planning, design, and early 
implementation stages of adaptation interventions. The core principles presented centre 
around the importance of M&E as a tool to shape successful adaptation efforts, recognising 
also that M&E can serve other useful purposes such as helping to identify positive synergies 
between efforts towards adaptation and other objectives, such as economic growth or 
climate change mitigation. They also recognise that analysis of adaptation strategies and 
efforts beyond the intervention level may require very different methodologies to assess, for 
example, large-scale, countrywide adaptation strategies, or sector-wide adaptation efforts.  

Brooks et al. (2011) note that climate- and disaster-risk management initiatives can be 
placed into three broad categories: addressing the existing ‘adaptation deficit’; managing 
incremental changes in climate-related risks; and proactively addressing the more profound 
longer term manifestations and impacts of climate change by transforming or replacing 
existing systems and practices. Most climate change response evaluation frameworks 
essentially assume that adaptation can and will ‘neutralise’ the impacts of climate change, 
enabling development to meet targets that were originally set without any reference to the 
potential impacts of climate change. Current adaptation policy and practice are often short-
sighted. They largely focus on improving the ability to cope with current climate variability, 
and on ‘climate proofing’ development investments to address incremental changes in 
existing climate-related risks, in the near term. The need for transformational change is 
demonstrated in the scientific literature but is only referred to rhetorically in climate change 
programmes that struggle to shift from business as usual strategies. 

Current development interventions that fail to address climate change, and current climate 
change interventions that fail to appreciate where business as usual cannot be secured 
through incremental adaptation, are likely to result in unintended consequences including 
‘maladaptation’.  Brooks et al. propose an approach to the evaluation of adaptation ‘success’ 
that combines assessment of how well climate risks to development are managed by 
institutions (‘upstream’ indicators), with assessment of how successful adaptation 
interventions are in reducing vulnerability and keeping development ‘on track’ in the face of 
changing climate risks (‘downstream’ indicators).  
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They to provide a framework that defines indicators’ categories or ‘domains’ that can be 
tailored to specific contexts, rather than a ‘toolkit’ for M&E that prescribes particular 
indicators. The approach combines capacity-related indicators with indicators of 
vulnerability and the assessment of development outcomes under climate change. By 
looking at how climate risk is managed by authorities and linking this with the vulnerability 
of and development outcomes experienced by the climate vulnerable poor, the framework 
shows whether and how the adaptation needs of marginalised groups are addressed, and 
what safeguards are in place to prevent maladaptation.  

Suggestions for measures of the developmental impacts include: 

 Numbers of beneficiaries of climate change adaptation interventions (either absolute or 
in terms of proportion of national or other population); 

 Coverage of climate change adaptation interventions; 

 Numbers of people experiencing reductions in vulnerability, represented by movement 
from more vulnerable to less vulnerable category/score in key indicators that are 
defined in particular contexts;  

 Value of assets and economic activities protected or made less vulnerable as a result of 
adaptation interventions; and 

 Benefit/cost ratios of adaptation options identified/implemented. 

Sanahuja (2011) discusses the application of sound monitoring and evaluation 
methodologies and processes to initiatives of adaptation to climate change. A functional 
structure for a framework is provided, following a general review of present thinking in 
terms of conceptual discussions in order to identify common visions and overall 
methodologies related to M&E. Key challenges and opportunities for M&E adaptation to 
climate change are also discussed. The report also provides information on the development 
of sound indicators, presents several methodological case studies, and considers the 
commonalities from nine national adaptation M&E frameworks. 

These and many other studies, along with M&E experience related to the RFA, PIFACC and 
national strategies and plans, will provide the basis for a M&E framework for the new 
Strategy that includes SMART indicators to measure progress during the implementation 
period and in particular at the mid-term. 

D. Communications Strategy 

To ensure the broadest possible outreach of the new Strategy at all levels within countries 
(from central government to community level), as well as regionally and internationally, a 
costed communications strategy will be developed. 

The overarching goal of the Communications Plan will be to position the new Strategy as the 
leading source of high-level strategic guidance related to climate and disaster resilient 
development in the Pacific. The message should herald the new Strategy for its role in 
helping to improve the resilience of development outcomes, including the livelihoods of 
PICTs and their local communities.  

The principles that will underpin the Communications Plan for the new Strategy are 
fundamental to successful communication: consistency, transparency, responsiveness, 
timeliness, accessibility, and relevance to the needs of target groups.  They align with the 
Pacific Aid Effectiveness Principles adopted by Pacific Islands Forum leaders in response to 
the Paris Declaration. The Communications Plan will be designed to give PICTs, their 
development partners and other key players confidence in, and ownership of, the processes.  
The objective is to re-focus the regional discussion about climate change and disasters, 
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moving it from a process-dominated discussion about DRM and climate change responses, 
to resilient development-focused actions that deliver tangible benefits to PICTs and their 
people.  

The activities and tools used to implement the Communications Plan will vary according to 
target groups, and will take into account differences in access to telecommunications and 
mass media, remoteness, and cost of transportation.   

E. Funding Requirements 

Pacific leaders have often stressed the critical and urgent need for finance to enable their 
countries to respond to adaptation and disaster risk reduction needs, and in particular to 
assist those people who already suffering, are displaced or are being otherwise affected as a 
result of the detrimental consequences of disasters and climate change. The bottom line is 
to ensure that Pacific island countries have equitable access to predictable, adequate and 
sustainable financing to implement national CCA and DRR strategies that are aligned with 
existing development plans.  

Globally, at COP 15 countries agreed that as much as US$30 billion for 2010-2012 and USD 
100 billion by 2020 would be mobilized to assist developing countries to cover the costs of 
managing climate risks through mitigation and adaptation. But the funds committed are 
much lower than the estimated amount required, with estimates varying from around 
US$140-175 billion and USD70-100 billion per year for the period of 2010-2050. There is 
considerable uncertainty as to how such funding will be raised, managed and disbursed 

In spite of a diverse array of funding mechanisms, many Pacific leaders have also stressed 
they are not fully benefitting from funding that was agreed at COP 15, due to complexities, 
delays and effectiveness of accessing climate funding and the failure of donors to fully 
deliver on pledges. Other concerns include the overall adequacy of funding, the balance 
between allocations for mitigation and adaptation, whether funds are truly ‘new and 
additional’ to official development assistance, whether funds are available as loans or 
grants, and the need for funding mechanisms to take account of the particular needs of 
small island countries. 

Since 1950, natural disasters have cost PICTs around US$3.2 billion, in nominal terms, in 
associated damage. The cost of restoring infrastructure, maintaining access to basic social 
services, providing social safety nets to the affected population, and investing in disaster risk 
reduction, is expected to be around US$120 million, which equates to 22 per cent of GDP 
over the next three to four years (PCRAFI, 2013b). In addition, a recent SPREP/APAN study 
places an estimate of US$1 billion as the potential economic impact of climate change on 
the Pacific countries (SPREP/APAN, 2013). 

The overall indicative resources costs to implement the JNAP over the period 2010–2015 are 
estimated to be TOP$22 million. Of this, it is estimated that in-kind staff contributions from 
the government and partner agencies would constitute two per cent of resource costs 
(Government of Tonga, 2010). For PNG’s water resources alone, a projected 2 to 4ºC rise in 
temperature has been estimated to cause economic losses of US$1 billion per year (New 
Agriculturist, 2013). Comprehensive interventions addressing Samoa’s urgent and 
immediate needs are estimated to cost US$2 billion (Government of Samoa, 2011). 

Based on these estimates and the current level of international climate finance, it is unlikely 
that the amounts raised over the next few years will be enough to meet all identified needs. 
This raises the question of how to prioritise the spending of limited financial resources. The 
same issue arises at the national level, where budgetary resources are never sufficient to 
meet all public spending needs, making it important to consider the strength of the systems 
that manage climate related expenditure. However, measuring the effectiveness of public 
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spending on climate change actions is fraught with difficulties, given the definitional 
ambiguity of such actions, the complexity of public funding flows, and a lack of clarity on 
what effectiveness actually means (Bird et al., 2013). 

In this context, the recently developed Pacific Climate Change Finance Assessment 
Framework (PCCFAF) is a good example of a regional public good. PCCFAF can be used to 
guide an assessment of a PIC’s ability to access and manage climate change resources across 
six interrelated dimensions (funding sources; policies and plans; institutions; public financial 
management and expenditure; human capacity; and development effectiveness), and to 
utilise various modalities to assist in these efforts.  The assessment informs preparation of a 
CCF Action Plan that would outline a series of actions to guide efforts by national 
governments and development partners to improve approaches to climate change financing 
(PIFS, 2013). 

A key framework that has informed development of the PCCFAF is the Climate Public 
Expenditure and Institutional Review (CPEIR), considered to be a global public good (Bird et 
al., 2011; Miller, 2013). CPEIRs assess country policies, institutions and the management of 
public finances as they relate to climate change. While the CPEIR methodology covers 
several aspects of climate change financing in significant detail, as a global methodology it 
was not able to account for the unique challenges and priorities of PICTs.  For example, the 
CPEIR was not designed to comprehensively assess the sources of financing available, or the 
necessary in-country capacity to effectively access and manage these resources.  As detailed 
analysis of these two issues is critical in the Pacific context, where limited capacity, 
particularly human capacity, requires countries and their development partners to focus 
their efforts and explore innovative ways of accessing and dealing with funding 
arrangements. Another area not specifically addressed in the CPEIR, but extremely 
important in the Pacific context, are the links between climate change and development 
effectiveness. 

Efforts to improve development effectiveness consider issues such as leadership, ownership, 
alignment, harmonisation, achieving results and accountability, which are critical to effective 
responses to climate change.  Pacific Leaders have highlighted the importance of integrating 
climate change into broader development efforts, and there are established international 
and Pacific-focussed mechanisms that guide efforts in this area and facilitate dialogue 
between development partners.  The PCCFAF seeks to draw from and build on these efforts 
(PIFS, 2013). 

Looking ahead in terms of emerging needs related to climate finance, one of the key findings 
of the expenditure analyses undertaken to date is that expenditures relevant to climate 
change are being shaped primarily not by climate change policy, but by expenditure 
priorities more generally. This is because large portions of ‘climate relevant’ expenditures 
are predominantly embedded in sector expenditures with other primary objectives. Thus the 
size and distribution of climate-relevant expenditures is not seemingly being affected first 
and foremost by considerations of climate change policy, but rather more generally by the 
overall composition of the budget. But while these policy documents are typically 
comprehensive, they are not prioritized, costed or sequenced. This makes it difficult to 
assess whether sufficient resources are being allocated to meet the stated objectives. Thus 
establishing appropriate incentives, and strengthening capacities to appraise projects and 
programmes in relation to climate change in priority sectors, is a key next step in 
institutionalising a climate change response. 

Another common message that emerges from the analyses is that governments do not need 
to build new, bespoke budgetary systems to address climate change issues. Since existing 
systems of performance budgeting are already creating strains on government systems, the 
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analyses have given priority to identifying opportunities for adapting these systems, rather 
than creating new analytical and reporting requirements, wherever possible. These findings 
are beginning to bring into focus questions of the appropriate breadth of coverage of 
climate expenditure, including, in particular, the treatment of infrastructure, livelihoods and 
welfare payments. 

The analyses have identified processes of decentralisation and deconcentration as key to 
ensuring that climate change expenditures respond to location specific contexts and reach 
the poor and vulnerable. But coordination challenges are amplified by the fragmentation of 
donor financing flows and also a lack of coordination of efforts amongst donors (Bird, 2011). 

16. Summary, Conclusions and Draft Recommendations 

In 2005 Pacific Leaders approved two regional frameworks designed to help address the 
challenges posed to sustainable national development by the range of natural hazards, and 
by climate change. The Pacific Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management Framework 
for Action (2005 – 2015) covers disaster reduction and disaster management of multiple 
hazards, while the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on Climate Change 2006 – 2015 
covers both climate change adaptation and reducing emissions of greenhouse gases into the 
atmosphere.  

In 2010 mid-term reviews of the two regional frameworks recommended greater policy 
coherence at the regional level, in order to provide for a more conducive enabling 
environment for managing disaster- and climate-related risks at national and sub-national 
levels. An integrated approach that reduces the risks to sustainable development from 
multiple hazards or phenomena, whether climate-related or geophysical, and whether of 
sudden or slow onset, is more effective and efficient. This is especially relevant if it takes 
into account the existing national and regional capacities to address these concerns. 

Subsequent relevant regional meetings endorsed preparation of a Pacific Integrated 
Regional Strategy for Disaster Risk Management and Climate Change, commonly referred to 
as the Integrated Regional Strategy. The process of developing the Strategy, including its 
related implementation arrangements and monitoring and evaluation framework, is 
commonly referred to as the ‘Roadmap’. The new Strategy is to be approved by Pacific 
Leaders in 2015 and come into effect in 2016. 

This Background Information and Guidance Paper has been prepared to help guide decisions 
by PICTs regarding some critical aspects of the new Strategy, including the level of guidance 
to be provided such as high-level strategic guidance versus a more detailed action plan. 
Following consultations with, and decisions by PICTs, the options presented in this Paper will 
be narrowed down, and provide the basis of the draft Integrated Regional Strategy to be 
considered and approved by Pacific Leaders in 2015. 

PICTs are among the most vulnerable in the world. Climate change is exacerbating the 
current vulnerabilities, with adaptation and disaster risk reduction fast-becoming the key 
risk management response options. After Sub-Saharan Africa, the Pacific region is the most 
off-track for achieving all of the Millennium Development Goals by 2015. Significantly, 
progress is poorest for Goal 1 (to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger), the Goal judged to 
be the most adversely affected by climate change and disasters. Disasters affect large parts 
of the population, especially the poor and other marginalized groups. Between 1950 and 
2011 extreme events in the Pacific islands region affected approximately 4 million people 
and, caused 8,693 reported deaths and damage costs of around US$3.2 billion. Tropical 
cyclones, the major cause of these losses and damage, are expected to increase in intensity, 
though not frequency, over the coming decades.  
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Disasters have until quite recently been viewed as unpredictable and unmanageable events. 
As a result, resources have tended to be focused on post-disaster recovery and 
reconstruction rather than the more cost effective approach of risk reduction. Practical 
experience and scientific advancement have increased the ability to predict as well as 
reduce the impacts of most natural hazard events.  The result has been a paradigm shift 
from disaster management to disaster risk reduction, coupled with climate considerations 
that encourage efforts to reduce anticipated as well as current risks.  

Any modest development gains already achieved will continue to be at risk from natural 
hazards such as cyclones and drought, with these risks being exacerbated by climate change. 
Pacific island countries and territories, and their development partners, have already made 
substantial investments in the health, education, infrastructure and related sectors of Pacific 
island countries. Future investments should include more initiatives to increase the 
resilience of the intended development outcomes. This can be achieved by ensuring the 
development activities include investments in disaster risk reduction, disaster preparedness 
and climate change adaptation. As a rule, these activities should be implemented 
holistically, and as an integral part of the development activities. This includes improving the 
resilience of water supplies, food production systems and infrastructure, especially in the 
health and education sectors. Appropriate levels of investment should also be made to 
strengthen the enabling environment for disaster risk reduction and climate change 
adaptation, to ensure the timely, efficient and effective delivery of resilient development 
outcomes. 

The Roadmap highlights the intention to achieve increased integration of disaster risk 
management and responses to climate change, with the latter including both adaptation and 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. In the past there has been a tendency for some 
commentators to focus on the differences between DRR and CCA, and many have been 
identified.  But increasing attention is now being given to the common focus of climate 
change adaptation and disaster risk reduction is to reduce vulnerability and enhance 
resilience to weather and climate-related hazards. But even more careful consideration 
shows that synergies are not just limited to those between disaster risk reduction and 
adaptation. Adaptation is becoming an increasingly important aspect of the recovery 
dimension of disaster management, especially when recovery and reconstruction involve 
“building back better”, such as by taking the changing climate into consideration. 

it is proposed that the Strategy be based around the framework of climate and disaster 
resilient development. There are many practical opportunities to link management of 
climate and disaster risks in the context of delivering resilient development outcomes. It is 
also proposed that, instead of laying out a more detailed action plan, the Integrated 
Regional Strategy will provide high-level strategic guidance for the prioritization and 
implementation of disaster risk management, climate change adaptation and emissions 
reduction at national and regional levels, in the context of resilient sustainable 
development.  

The Roadmap proposes a “strategy”, while earlier drafts referred to an “integrated 
framework for action” and an “integrated regional policy framework’. It is important that 
there be a conscious decision on whether the new regional instrument for climate and 
disaster resilient development be a framework, policy, strategy, or plan, or perhaps even 
something else. The intentions described in the Roadmap are clearly consistent with those 
of a strategy as opposed to any other form for the planned regional instrument.  

It is therefore recommended that the title of the new Strategy be Strategy for Disaster and 
Climate Resilient Development in the Pacific (SRDP).  
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The 22 PICTs have many contrasting characteristics, both between and within them. The 
difference may be sufficiently significant to warrant differentiated approaches to be 
reflected within the Strategy. The Strategy should also be clear about the goods and services 
it would support for delivery through national initiatives, and those that would be delivered 
regionally.  

Internationally there has been considerable recent progress in understanding monitoring 
and evaluation approaches for climate change and disaster risk management initiatives.  
These and many other studies, along with monitoring and evaluation experience related to 
monitoring and evaluating the regional frameworks and national strategies and plans, will 
provide the basis for a monitoring and evaluation framework for the new Strategy that 
includes SMART indicators to measure progress during the implementation period and in 
particular at the mid-term. 

To ensure the broadest possible outreach of the Strategy at all levels within PICTs (from 
central government to community level), as well as regionally and internationally, a costed 
communications strategy will be developed. The overarching goal of the Communications 
Plan will be to position the Strategy as the leading source of high-level strategic guidance 
related to climate and disaster resilient development in the Pacific. The objective is to re-
focus the regional discussion about climate change and disasters, moving it from a process-
dominated discussion about disaster risk management and climate change responses, to 
resilient development-focused actions that deliver tangible benefits to Pacific island 
countries and their people.  

Pacific Leaders have often stressed the critical and urgent need for finance to enable their 
countries to respond to adaptation and disaster risk reduction needs, and in particular to 
assist those people who already suffering, are displaced or are being otherwise affected as a 
result of the detrimental consequences of disasters and climate change. The bottom line is 
to ensure that Pacific island countries have equitable access to predictable, adequate and 
sustainable financing to implement national climate change and disaster risk management 
strategies that are aligned with existing development plans.  Since 1950, natural disasters 
have cost Pacific island countries around US$3.2 billion, in nominal terms, in associated 
damage. The cost of restoring infrastructure, maintaining access to basic social services, 
providing social safety nets to the affected population, and investing in disaster risk 
reduction, is expected to be around US$120 million, which equates to 22 per cent of GDP 
over the next three to four years.  

Based on these estimates and the current level of international climate finance, it is unlikely 
that the amounts raised over the next few years will be enough to meet all identified needs. 
This raises the question of how to prioritise the spending of limited financial resources. In 
this context, the recently developed Pacific Climate Change Finance Assessment Framework 
can be used to guide an assessment of a Pacific island country’s ability to access and manage 
climate change resources and to utilise various modalities to assist in these efforts.  

Looking ahead in terms of emerging needs related to climate finance, analyses have 
identified processes of decentralisation and deconcentration as key to ensuring that climate 
change expenditures respond to location specific contexts and reach the poor and 
vulnerable. But current coordination challenges are amplified by the fragmentation of donor 
financing flows and also a lack of coordination of efforts amongst donors. 
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Recommendations.  

1. It is recommended that title of the new strategy be Strategy for Disaster and Climate 
Resilient Development in the Pacific (SRDP); 

2. Given that the 22 Pacific island countries and territories have many contrasting 
characteristics, both between and within them, including the existence of most 
vulnerable groups, the new Strategy should take into account special needs and 
contributions of stakeholders and key players; differentiated approaches are needed to 
ensure the Strategy addresses the specific challenges, problems and opportunities of the 
region, or for a particular situation; 

3. It is recommended that, instead of laying out a more detailed action plan, the new 
Strategy provide only high-level strategic guidance for the prioritization and 
implementation of disaster risk management, climate change adaptation and emissions 
reductions at national and sub-national levels, in the context of resilient sustainable 
development; and 

4. The Strategy should be clear about the goods and services it would support for delivery 
through national initiatives, and those that would be delivered regionally and sub-
regionally.  
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Annex 1 

Draft Annotated Table of Contents 

 

Foreword – Forum Chair 

Executive Summary 

1. Preamble 

Brief introduction to the document, describing its origins (mandate), content and rationale; 
three principles for preparing and implementing the Strategy. 

2. Rationale for the Strategy 

Though disaster- and climate-related risks do not always relate to the same natural hazards, 
they share the aim of reducing the vulnerability of societies and economies to the full range 
of natural hazards by improving the ability to better anticipate, resist, prepare for, respond 
to and recover from their impacts. As a result, it often makes sense to consider and 
implement the management of these risks in a systematic and integrated manner. Even 
where risk management initiatives are distinct, such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions, 
there are often synergies with adaptation and disaster risk management. An integrated 
approach is often more effective and efficient, given that it can reduce the risks to 
sustainable development from multiple hazards or phenomena, whether climate-related or 
geophysical, and whether of sudden or slow onset. This is especially relevant if the approach 
takes into account the currently limited national and regional capacities to address these 
concerns. 

3. Situation Assessment 

Reviews current and anticipated levels of risk and vulnerability, and efforts made to manage 
these through disaster risk management, climate change adaptation and reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. These findings highlight the importance of increasing the 
resilience of development at national and sub-national levels, the synergies between disaster 
risk management, climate change adaptation and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, 
the social, economic and environmental costs of inaction, and the importance of the policy 
and institutional landscape at national, regional and international levels. 

4. The Future We Want 

A future where disasters and climate change are a manageable threat to sustainable 
development, due to there being adequate capacity to consider and address disaster and 
climate risks in development planning, investment and implementation. Disaster and climate 
risk reduction policies translate into effective local action, made possible by the existence of 
the necessary tools, information and expertise to address disaster and climate risks. PICTs 
also have the capacity to respond immediately after a disaster, and to recover and build back 
better in a timely manner, with the assistance of development partners where necessary and 
appropriate. The potential of partnerships with the private sector, civil society and donors in 
building resilient societies is fully harnessed.  

5. Achieving the Paradigm Shifts 

Arresting the current trends of rising disaster and climate risk—which are outpacing gains in 
resilience—will require a major shift in development planning and practice, including 
adequate access to the high quality and targetted evidence needed underpin such changes. 
By taking well-informed, firm and timely action to reduce vulnerability and strengthen 
resilience, PICTs can protect lives, and built and natural assets, from known and anticipated 
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risks. PICTs can also control the creation of new risks if they implement well-informed policies 
and plans, including reducing greenhouse gas emissions. While this will include large-scale 
investments in hard measures, like resilient infrastructure and the physical protection of 
high-value assets, it will also require increased investment in soft measures such as early 
warning, land use planning, institution building and the application of new technologies and 
innovative solutions. 

6. Vision, Goal and Objectives 

This section will lay out the vision, goal and objectives for the SDRP. The objectives will 
provide the substantive structure for Section 7, drawing on Sections 4 and 5. 

7. Pillars of Disaster and Climate Resilient Development 

i. Strengthened Risk Management 

Facilitates and provides guidance on the inclusion and integration of both climate change 
adaptation and disaster risk management in development initiatives at sub-national, 
national and regional levels, including the reduction of underlying risk factors related to 
social, economic, and environmental conditions and to land use, often through resilient 
development planning at sector and community levels and disaster risk reduction in post-
disaster responses. Highlights the roles of key players in building resilience, including civil 
society, as well as the private sector - by investing in climate and disaster resilient 
infrastructure. 

ii. Low Carbon Growth 

Stresses the economic, political, social and environmental importance of investing in energy 
self sufficiency and security, through energy efficiency and energy conservation initiatives 
and the development of renewable energy; synergies between low carbon and resilient 
development will be highlighted, such as incorporating climate change adaptation and 
disaster risk management in the design of new energy infrastructure; measures to reduce the 
build up of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere through conservation, sustainable 
management of forests and the enhancement of forest carbon stocks, including the need to 
provide positive incentives for such actions by enabling the mobilization of financial 
resources from developed countries. 

iii. Strengthened Preparedness, Response, Relief and Recovery 

This pillar recognises that disaster management (preparedness, emergency response, relief, 
recovery and reconstruction) will always be required, regardless of the effort put into 
disaster risk reduction, particularly with respect to managing high magnitude - low frequency 
events; even though the frequency of disasters may well decrease as a result of increased 
investment in disaster risk reduction, investments in disaster preparedness, response and 
relief will need to continue, including through early warning systems and other mechanisms; 
the need for increased emphasis on disaster risk reduction in recovery and reconstruction will 
be emphasised, including “building back better”. 

iv. Adaptive Management of Emerging Issues 

This pillar covers humanitarian issues such as forced relocation, ocean acidification, and 
increasingly important issues in international climate change negotiations such as loss and 
damage, and unreported greenhouse gas emissions from international transport. 
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8. Operating Principles and Time Frame 

The principles will be based on those presented in the Background Information and 
Guidance Paper; the timeframe for the SDRP will be determined once there is a decision on 
the timeframes for the post 2015 Pacific Plan, the Sustainable Development Goals and for 
HFA2. 

9. Logical Framework 

Provides a structured summary of the goals, objectives, targets (mid and end of term), 
indicators and means of verification. 

10. Effective and Efficient Implementation 

The following sections cover such topics as informed decision-making, strengthening 
institutional arrangements, clarifying roles and responsibilities of national, regional and 
international stakeholders, implementation arrangements, partnerships and coordination 
structures, communications and advocacy. 

i. Effective Decision-making 

ii. Strengthened Institutional Arrangements 

iii. Partnerships and Coordination 

iv. Communications, Information Management and Advocacy 

v. Adequate and Effective Resource Mobilization 

This section will cover such topics as information, knowledge, human resources, financial 
resources (including additionality to official development assistance, but will advocate joint 
use of funding), standards, good practices, and lessons. 

vi. Life-cycle Approach to Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation 

This section will describe a system that will support a regular assessment of the 
implementation of the Strategy, including performance indicators and medium- and longer-
term targets. In an effort to achieve consistency and reduce the evaluation burden, where 
possible and appropriate the indicators will be consistent with those used in evaluating 
performance of the Pacific Plan and other relevant regional policies, the new Sustainable 
Development Goals, the HFA2 and the Durban Outcomes. 

11. References 

12. Abbreviations 

13. Glossary 

 


