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Executive Summary

Since independence in the Pacific, the performahoeersight agencies has been mixed.
This paper examines the performance of these aldrsigencies, focusing on their
strengths and impediments. It examines possibies wWaat oversight can be strengthened
in the Pacific.

One major finding of this research is that oversighencies can not be examined in
isolation. They must be conceptualised relatignaithin the law and justice sector as a
total package of regulatory institutions. Oversigbencies, with the possible exemption
of parliamentary committees (which have a polit@alonomy), share important linkages
with each other and the judiciary, Attorneys Gehaffices, departments of public
prosecution, the police and affiliated statutorydies such as leadership, electoral and
human rights commissions.

While this paper is concerned with the oversiglgacaties of the entire law and justice
sector it will focus on:

=  Ombudsmen.

» Auditors General.

» The Parliamentary committee system.

» Financial Intelligence Units (FIUs). These relativ new institutions oversee a
different but complementary suite of risks, nam@lgney laundering and terrorist
financing. They oversee private as well as pubéctor activities. In providing
tools to monitor flows of funds, FIUs can assistersight agencies in their
supervision of public expenditure and the contfaiarruption.

This paper is concerned with all member stateshef Racific Islands Forum, except
Australia and New Zealand. There is a distinctiogtween countries that have
constitutional provisions for extensive oversigimdtions — namely Papua New Guinea,
Solomon Islands, Vanuatu and Fiji — and other mensketes where specific oversight
agencies either do not exist or have developedaasqgb the regulatory machinery of
administrative practice (this is most applicabl®©mbudsmen offices).

In summary thisresearch hasfound that:
1) Oversight performance is undermined by politicéiference.

2) The linkages within and between oversight institosi and other agencies within
the law and justice sector and the rest of the adtnation is weak.

3) There is debate about the reasons for the weals Ibdtween oversight and
enforcement branches within the law and justicéosec

4) Political will is crucial for the effective performmce of oversight agencies.

5) Oversight agencies do not exercise their powers @ajhcities to their full
potential.

6) Oversight institutions require budgetary indepemédeio perform effectively.
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7) The designated responsibilities, roles and funstiohoversight institutions are
often unclear, ill-defined or broad.

8) The capacities of oversight agencies are impedexhbguated legislation.

9) Leadership codes or codes of conduct for leaders baen developed as a way of
addressing shortfalls in legislation.

10)Regional support bodies are being encouraged t@aneehand institutionally
strengthen the capacities of national oversighheigs.

11)Leadership and the presence of champions for gowdrgance within oversight
agencies is crucial to their performance.

12)Education and outreach is an important part of quardnce for oversight
institutions.

13)Oversight institutions perform most effectively whthere is public demand for
good governance and state accountability.

This paper argues that oversight institutions cdodd institutionally strengthened by

developing and applying models of responsive rdgulaand reinforcing these models
with concrete policy innovations.
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I ntroduction

Oversight agencies are meta regulatory authoriti€shey monitor and regulate the
behaviour of wider regulatory bodies comprising thachinery of government and
administration. The legitimacy and capacity of gmments, parliaments, executives and
public services is dependent on their ability tectiarge their duties in a responsible and
accountable fashion that assumes a fair degreelfefegulation. Oversight institutions
such as Ombudsman, Auditors General, and Parlimnertommittees have been
established over time to monitor and evaluate tle#-regulation exercised by
governments and public bodies.

Oversight agencies are particularly concerned adttountable, equitable and transparent
public financing and expenditure. The scope ogaisnstitutions exercise also includes
scrutiny of conflicts of interest among leaders aanblic officials, electoral supervision,
state sector performance, the delivery of publiodgoand services (such as health,
education and infrastructure) and human rights. er€lght institutions are vital in
maintaining accountability, responsibility, probityransparency and equitability in
government and administration. This assumes thatsaht agencies are themselves
accountable, responsible, transparent and equitabdéscharging their meta-regulatory
duties. It also assumes that they function effitjeand effectively, are well resourced,
are free from political interference and have budgeautonomy. If oversight agencies
themselves are unable to perform effectively, duenternal or external factors (or a
mixture of both) then their capacity to regulate thider functions of government and
administration can be severely curtailed.

This paper examines the regulatory performancecapdcities of Ombudsmen, Auditors
General, Parliamentary committee systems and FhUmember states of the Pacific
Islands Forum. With independence, countries in Rlaeific inherited or established
oversight systems of governance. These are ph@ggsigned to oversee public sector
expenditure and the use of public resources. Thkis have been progressively widened
over the past 20 years to include oversight ofcathbehaviour of public officials, the
conduct of leaders, electoral administration, pulséctor service delivery and human
rights. This paper is primarily concerned with ght of public financing and
expenditure and considers other regulatory areayenthey affect the management of
state funds (for example corruption and conflictsimderest involving leaders and
officials).

The success that these agencies have had in ongrsbe responsibilities and duties
discharged by national governments and administrathas varied. In some cases the
oversight agency performs well internally, but hesm of financial, political or
administrative arrangements is unable to effegtivelake or enforce findings and
recommendations. In other cases, the oversighicggeself faces internal administrative
and organisational problems that limit its capadity effectively oversee broader
government activities, even where there is supgrodtcooperation from the institutions it

! Meta regulation refers to the “risk management of risk manag&Bratthwaite, 2003: 1). It involves
establishing regulatory networks whereby oversight agenaigsnonitor and enforce self-regulation by
the institutions that they oversee.
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iIs mandated with regulating. Both internal andeexal factors frame oversight
performance. These include linkages and relatipsshithin the law and justice sector
(and across the machinery of government and adiratian), resources, management,
leadership, skills and experience, funding andnfoea statutory autonomy, political
interference, interference from the private seatat antiquated legislation.

Consequently oversight agencies in the Pacifiagperted not to operate to their fullest
potential. They do not exercise the full ranggoivers available to their office holders.
This may not necessary be a problem per se. Rssgonregulation (which can be
defined here as a mixture of command and contral s@lf regulation/cooperative
regulation, combining ‘hard law’ and ‘soft law’) ggests that regulators should focus
their efforts on education, persuasion and coojerawvith the institutions that they
oversee. What is important is that they do haeeftil range of capacities to escalate
sanctions and enforcement in cases of non-comg@ianthis paper will examine the
enabling and constraining factors to responsivallegipn as exercised by oversight
institutions in the Pacific. It suggests that mactive strategies of responsive regulation
combining structural and behavioural factors witlpedfic organisational and
administrative changes, championing leadership, ciBpe legal reforms and
regionalisation could institutionally strengthen Bumdsmen, Auditors General,
Parliamentary committees and FIUs in the Pacific.

Oversight institutionsin the Pacific: areview

Oversight institutions are a vital component totio@al integrity systems’ providing
important checks and balances over the powers wérgments, administrations and
executives (Larmour & Barcham, 2004: °5).While their oversight contributes to
maintaining the integrity of the organisations tmegulate, they also need to ensure their
own integrity. In the Pacific, efficacy in overssg external government and
administrative bodies as well as maintaining th@im internal accountability varies
throughout the region. All Pacific Island Statemvén Auditors General. Of the 16
members of the Pacific Islands Forum, 10 have omimeth (Larmour & Barcham, 2004:
24). There is even more variation in Parliamentgnmittees throughout the region.
The PNG parliament for example has 38 committeasdtrutinise legislation, Fiji has a
total of 12 committees and Vanuatu has three stgndbmmittees (Morgan, 2005: 18).
Public accounts committees charged with oversifl@xpenditure are an important part
of the Parliamentary committee system. Yet theg aot always parliamentary
committees. In Samoa for example, this is a pubbevice, not a Parliamentary,
committee.

There are variations in the constitutional and adstiative arrangements for oversight
institutions that influence their capacities. leaample, in Papua New Guinea, Vanuatu
and the Solomon Islands the Ombudsman’s officaxdéerporated into the constitution

2 National Integrity systems is a term devised by Transpsrienernational to refer to “the sum total of the
laws, institutions and practices within a given couttigt address maintaining honesty and integrity of
government and private sector institutions” (http://apsegeduau/nispac/default.php). It consists of 11
inter-dependent pillars (the legislative, executive, judysiauditor-general, ombudsman, watchdog
agencies, public service, media, civil society, private sector amuhaiional actors) (for further details see
Pope, 2000: 35).
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and is mandated with regulating leadership codaslegn. In countries where

ombudsmen have been established by legislationeraiman provided for by the

constitution and there is no designated leadershiersight (over and above the
Ombudsman’s function of receiving and reporting @mplaints about government
conduct) their roles are considered relatively feettial. In the Cook Islands for

example, the Ombudsman is appointed by the QueepreBentative on recommendation
of the Prime Minister under the terms of the Omiouais Act of 1984. Appointments to

the Ombudsman’s office do not need to be made ont,ntieere is no anonymity for

complaints and it is not perceived to be an imphtiody. A public opinion survey of

people’s views of the Ombudsman in the Cook Islartisased in 1998 found that 92 per
cent were dissatisfied with the office (Ingram &réh 2004: 20).

Not all oversight institutions are required to makeir reports public. In Samoa and the
Cook Islands there is no requirement to make regarblic. In Tonga annual reports are
submitted to parliament and made public by thigegoun the Solomon Islands, reports
are made available only to the parties concerneldwdrile an annual report is tabled in
parliament it receives little consideration. InpBa New Guinea and Vanuatu
ombudsman reports are published and made pubkelyable. Both ombudsman offices
have considered this an important part of their catlue responsibilities to the

community, though the number of reports releasedanuatu has declined significantly
in the past five years.

Auditors General are crucial in providing managenaatd information on the way public
funds are uplifted, expended and acquitted. In Baeific, Auditors General are
appointed by or report to the executive, the lagjige or both (Larmour & Barcham,
2004). Only Niue does not have an Auditor Genendth the Audit Office of New
Zealand providing auditing services to the govemmim@alagi, 2004: 13). In some
countries, while there is a statutory office of Aody General there has been a trend to
sub-contract auditing services to the private seclo the Marshall Islands, state owned
enterprises have had their accounts audited by ghérm Deloitte and Touche (Pollock,
2004: 49).

While Auditors General have a crucial role in moritg and supervising government
accounts, funds are susceptible to mismanagemesrevthey are not readily recorded in
financial management systems. Financial Intellogerunits (FIUs) can assist in
supervising financial transactions through monitgriassessing and analysing suspicious
flows of funds. This is done at both a nationadl amternational level. Most Pacific
countries have introduced or are in the processtodducing Financial Transaction
Reporting (FTR) legislation which is enforced thybuhe establishment of FIUs. These
require the private sector to report suspicioush daansactions based on proscribed
thresholds of funds or in any event where suspidg®raroused. They also allow
transnational financial movements to be effectivetpnitored. This is particularly
relevant in countries that maintain active offshdreance centres, such as Vanuatu,
Samoa and the Cook Islands.

In 1998 the OECD calculated that the amount of mdimving from G7 countries into
Caribbean and Pacific Island states increasedféiebetween 1985 and 1995 to more
than US$200 billion per annum, far exceeding taatward bound Foreign Direct
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Investment (FDI) in these two regions (OECD, 1998). The OECD contended that
these funds are not used for conventional invedtimerposes, but rather being diverted
to Caribbean and Pacific Offshore Finance Centiid® recent move to establish FIUs in
the Pacific allows such financial movements to baremeffectively scrutinised. They

could conceivably provide an important new sourtefmrmation on the disbursement

of funds by governments and administrations, paldity in cases of misuse, fraud and
corruption. They thus provide an important dontgsts well as international, oversight
tool.

Understanding the similarities and variations ia Way oversight institutions operate in
the Pacific provides important insights into theapacities and efficacy. For example, if
an Auditor General is appointed by the Prime Maiisind is not required to report to
parliament then accountability in both offices @mprised. However, if an Auditor
General is mandated in the constitution and is eyed by an independent and
transparent committee, has budgetary independdrateis not beholden to any one
political faction and is required to report to thegislature who makes the office’s
findings public, then the accountability of all agees involved in the auditing process is
enhanced. A similar case could be made for Ombadsoffices and arrangements for
appointing Parliamentary committees. Appointmeaicpsses, budgetary independence,
reporting requirements and constitutional and legahdates vary tremendously in the
Pacific. Variations in oversight institutions affd@nter-agency cooperation, resourcing,
enforcement, political interference, leadershipnagement and performance, exposing
their differences even further. However, they asggest practical ways that oversight
agencies could be institutionally strengthened.

Internal and external levers of oversight accountability

Internal (the oversight agency) and external (in8tins that are overseen) levers of
oversight accountability are both structural antaweoural. The right structural and
behavioural mix is required in and between bothulating and regulated institutions in
order to achieve optimal performance. In the RadHis structural and behavioural
balance is unevenly distributed. In some casessmig agencies perform well with
limited resources, but their performance is undeetii by external pressures and
constraints. It is external individuals and ageaciwho work against the oversight
institutions. Alternatively, the oversight institrts themselves may be ineffectual due to
resourcing deficiencies, lack of effective leadgrsimanagement constraints, unclear
roles and responsibilities and low staff moralextehal and internal pressures can
operate in tandem so that even if an oversighttinistin started out performing well, it
ends up as an internally moribund organisation.

After 15 years of independence the Vanuatu govenhigave effect to articles 61-65 of
the constitution and passed tenbudsman Act of 199&ill, 2001). Marie-Noelle
Ferrieux Patterson was appointed first Ombudsnidre Ombudsman commenced work
immediately and between 1996 and 2000 publisheat!®0 reports (Hill, 2001: 13).
These were controversial reports, implicating Vaayaoliticians, officials and alleged
foreign ‘investors’ in the misuse of power, coriopt fraud, nepotism and repeated
violations of the leadership code (Crossland, 200@)one case involving the “cyclone
Betsy relief fund”, the Ombudsman’s Office demoatdd that the then Prime Minister
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Maxime Carlot Korman had transferred US$1.1 millget aside for cyclone relief into

his own personal bank accounts, including those bishore in Singapore and Malaysia
(Republic of Vanuatu Ombudsman’s Office, 1996).e mbudsman made a number of
recommendations, including that the case shouldebered to the police and or the
public prosecutor and funds be forfeited to thdestaNone of these recommendations
were followed through.

The Vanuatu Ombudsman'’s office faced sustainedmattg@ressure from parties named
in complaints to frustrate investigations. Forrapée parties under investigation made
attempts in the Supreme Court to block publicatiémeports (Crossland, 2000: 9-10).
These were unsuccessful but did delay releaseyarcase by six months, by which time
public controversy had subsided. There were thraadl intimidations against the office,
but with independent funding from the Commonwea8lecretariat, the Vanuatu

government (whose members and the affiliated aditnative machinery of state were
the main subjects of investigations, reports awbmmendations) was limited in the
amount of financial pressure it could exert onaffece. However, in 1998 the Vanuatu

state exercised the ultimate form of pressure aydive Ombudsman. It repealed the
Ombudsman’s Act (1995).

Ombudsman Patterson however, continued to operatethe grounds that the
Constitution provided for that capacity. This wslsort-lived. In 1998 the Vanuatu
government passed a new act. This introduced abeuwf changes to the 1995 act.
Staff employment was regulated by the Public Servatiminating their independence
that the 1995 legislation had enshrined (Hill, 200). Allegations of criminal
misconduct could not be made without assertingatfiience and providing supporting
evidence. The new act removed the minimal enfoergnpowers the Ombudsman
originally had. A new Ombudsman was appointed989l Since 2000 the number of
reports has declined substantially. The Ombudssneeports must also be given to the
public prosecutor and when uncovering allegatidnsrioninal misconduct, must also be
lodged with the Commissioner of Police (Newton C&irdowitt, 2004: 23). To date
there have been no prosecutions as a result ofi¢fwvsact.

In the case of the Vanuatu Ombudsman, the offiggest out with an active program of
hearing complaints, investigating them and relapgieports and recommendations.
Political leaders and public officials were routineexposed for malpractice.
Consequently these same political leaders quicldgah to exert pressure on the
Ombudsman’s office, beginning with threats andmidiation and moving to court action
challenging the ability of the office to releasedings. Then the Ombudsman’s act itself
was repealed. When the Ombudsman refused to videagost, a new law was passed
finally removing the office holder who had so publi rebuked and exposed the
malpractices of the leadership. The law itself va#tered in an exercise of external
pressure on the Ombudsman’s independence.

A similar chain of events was evident in the remi@fahe Controller and Chief Auditor
(Auditor General) of Samoa, Su’a Rimoni Ah Chond.895. In 1994 the Chief Auditor
issued a report to parliament exposing financiaégularities and short comings
involving government departments and statutory é@®d{So’o, Sinclair, Va'a and
Lameta, 2004). A report commissioned by Transparémeynational stated that:
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Su’a cited numerous examples of corruption withiveynment departments
and among public servants and politicians. Abusiésd include fraud,

collusion, conflicts of interest and use of goveeminland, equipment and
staff for private enterprise. At least seven cabiministers, or half of the
total cabinet, were involved in corrupt practicesading to the CCA (So’o,

Sinclair, Va'a and Emeta, 2004: 18).

The Chief Auditor’s report was subsequently diseksby those implicated and Su’a was
sacked. There was no follow-up of criminal misaactdby either the Public Prosecutor
or the Police. Instead the government amendedahstitution in 1997 stripping the
office of Controller and Chief Auditor of its indepdence.

The cases of the Controller and Chief Auditor im8a and the Ombudsman in Vanuatu
are emblematic of many of the problems of politiceéerference that confront oversight
institutions in the Pacific. There is a clear pasgion: an agency works effectively
through efficiently managing its human and physresources, it investigates, uncovers
and releases evidence of malpractice by leaderofiicthls. These leaders and officials
respond by exerting political pressure on and fatarg with the oversight agency, this
pressure is escalated, and budgetary support igetaah with. Ultimately the heads of
oversight agencies are themselves dismissed argldad constitutions are changed to
justify the actions of those undermining the agencVhe oversight agency rapidly
declines as a source of accountability, losesnteependence and is rendered largely
ineffective. Thus the following trends in oversigierformance emerge:

1) Oversight performance is undermined by politioé¢rference

This is primarily exerted by members of the examutand legislative branches of
government and partisan appointees in senior lesetbe public service. Pressure is
also exerted, either directly or indirectly, fromvate sector interests who are implicated
in public wrong doing. This political interference can take the form tbfeats,
intimidation and dismissals. Funding can be reduoeeven terminated. Legislative
changes can be enacted that strip oversight ageatimany of their powers, functions
and capacities. The Ombudsman in Vanuatu and therd@ler and Chief Auditor in
Samoa, for example, faced all these forms of palitinterference, cumulating in
legislative changes reducing the powers of boticexst

2) The linkages within and between oversight iastihs and other agencies
within the law and justice sector and the resthef &administration are weak

® There is a relationship between public corruption andéheavior of the private sector. Both operate in
tandem. It was reported in discussions with interlosufimr this research that “government officials
become corrupgbecause they have access to the private se@nterlocutor communication with author).
Analyses of corruption, wrong doing and misuse in thefle have focused on public sector corruption.
However, practices (such as offering or granting brikiekbacks and facilitating conflicts of interest) of
the private sector in what is in effect a symbiotic relatignaléo need further investigation, research and
oversight scrutiny.
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Where oversight agencies undertake investigati@isase their findings (either publicly
or through official channels) and make recommemwodati the latter are not followed
through by governments and/or administrationscdses of alleged criminal misconduct
by political leaders and public officials uncoverég offices of Auditors General,
Ombudsmen and Parliamentary committees this isalvedys taken any further by the
enforcement branches of the law and justice sen@mely police and Departments of
Public Prosecution (DPP). This is seen in the<a$¢he Vanuatu Ombudsman and the
Chief Auditor in Samoa. In Vanuatu, Ombudsmanijsorés were sent to the police and
the DDP but there was no further follow-up actidfor example in the Cyclone Betsy
account case the Ombudsman’s first recommendatésntinat

[T]he public prosecutor and or the police shouldestigate the payments
made by Mr Korman presented to the bank in theogearound the November
1995 elections with the view to charging him wittiblery and possibly other
offences under the penal code [cap 135] (Repubbli¢amuatu, Ombudsman’s
Office, 1996).

This was never done. In another report entiflElays in Police Investigationghe
Vanuatu Ombudsman found that there was widesprelckpnaction in cases involving
misappropriation of funds and government resourd@epublic of Vanuatu,
Ombudsman’s Office, 1998). While evidence was gméd to police, the latter took no
further action, or delayed taking action by upleee years.

Similar reports suggesting a weak link in the chaincommand and action between
oversight and enforcement are widespread througtihmuPacific. For example in the
Solomon Islands, the Auditor General's office hamunfd evidence of “massive
corruption”. The police must now investigate, they “are yet to follow” (interlocutor

communication with author). Whereas the Auditorn&al believes that there is
sufficient evidence with which to launch a prosemut the police feel that it is

inadequate. Consequently, the public are seeiaqg tine people involved in the
corruption are not being investigated. “Reportsneoout and nothing is done”
(interlocutor communication with author).

There are a number of structural and behaviouesams cited for these sub-optimal links
between oversight and enforcement branches witienlaw and justice sector. These
intersect and expand on the two trends discussageahhey include:

3) There is debate about the reasons for the wedds Ibetween the oversight and
enforcement branches within the law and justiceasec

A first view suggests that agencies lack suffitieesources, skills and expertise to
follow through on recommendations made by oversag#éncies. In cases of alleged
criminal misconduct, the police may lack adequatemén resources (skills, training and
capacity) to prosecute financial crime (for examplevestigators with financial or
accountancy skills). One of the reasons citedttierlack of enforcement follow up of
oversight recommendations was the lack of investigaskills, capacity and experience
in financial and fraud areas. Many police fora@klbasic equipment such as computers,
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toner for photocopiers, files and stationary. slinot always the case that resources are
not available, but rather that they are not sugtdbi the environments that they are used
in. For example, photocopiers periodically breakwd given the humid vagaries of
Pacific climates and there is no support to fixfonationing equipment. It is difficult to
pursue a case when basic equipment necessaryrfioeifunvestigation is unavailable. In
Kiribati for example, there are no commercial plgoaphic processing labs, so police
photographs have to be sent to Fiji for processmgsing delays in case management.
This view emphasises that oversight agencies lagikc®ent levels of resources to
perform their tasks effectively. Oversight perfamse could be improved through
increased levels of funding and resources.

A second position suggests that oversight agenb@éege had more than adequate
resources made available to them by both natiooeémments and foreign donors. In
fact foreign resources have poured aid into ovhtsigencies in the last thirty years. Itis
not so much the level of resources, but better gemant of existing resources that
would improve performance. It is accurate for egharto observe that Parliamentary
Public Accounts Committees in the region tend toubeerstaffed and underfunded.
However, a lot of MPs do not use the resources tiee available to them. It was
reported that only one MP in Vanuatu actually usedParliamentary library on a regular
basis, “used the internet” for research and cdsefstudied legislation before it was

passed. Most MPs do not concern themselves wéthetyislative details, even where the
infrastructure is available. Many committees avamied but do not actually operate,
while their members continue to draw sitting allowes (Morgan, 2005).

The mismanagement of resources is often due tevélyemanagerial operating systems
are configured. The loss, damage or disappearaineguipment can sometimes be due
to a combination of external climatic factors, lawkawareness or negligence. It is not
always a case of criminal intent. Resources neeet sustainable and feasible. It is
important to get the right mix of environment, teology, training and resources.

4) Political will is crucial for the effective perforamce of oversight agencies

With some exceptions then, the poor linkages betwbe oversight and enforcement
branches of the law and justice sector are explaimeeither inadequate resourcing
(funding, equipment, skills, training and experienor the resources available to them
are inefficiently managedr both There is another position which minimises both th
resource allocation and management question. phasisegpolitical will as crucial for
the effective performance of oversight agenciegamdess of the level of resourcing or
how those resources are managed. This returnsetdhéme of the involvement of
external parties in oversight agencies (for examible effects of political pressure). If
there is external political support for their wdhen this can facilitate performance even
if resources are modest or minimal.

For example, FIUs have recently been establishedeirCook Islands and Fiji. Both are
modestly resourced with two to three full time &dich. The Cook Islands had been
blacklisted as a Non Cooperative Country and TayitfNCCT) by the Paris based
Financial Action Task Force (FATF) in 2000. Theipoal leadership in the Cook Islands
was determined to be removed from this list by l@#shing an effective financial

10
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transaction oversight institution. The governmestiablished an FIU and implemented
sound Anti Money Laundering (AML) and Control of rfarist Financing (CTF)
measures. In February 2005 the Cook Islands waswed from the FATF's list of
NCCTs. In Fiji, key officials in the Department Biblic Prosecutions (DPP) and the
police started to meet to discuss money laundenigigs and the need for a financial
intelligence unit in 1997. They became championshid anti-money laundering drive
within government, recruiting other key actors witkthe public sector. These informal
contacts lead to the passage of an FTR Act ancsteblishment of an FIU in 2003.
Despite minimal resources and the lack of a sepdradget lin& Fiji does have a fully
functioning FIU that reports suspicious transacticend collects and disseminates
financial intelligence to other government ages@rd neighbouring countries.

These cases in the Cook Islands and Fiji illustthtg a lot can be done even with
minimal resources if the political will is therelhe Vanuatu Ombudsman also operated
with relatively few resources during the heighitefinvestigations in the mid 1990s, but
political will and support was absent (and in fitre was active political opposition to
the Ombudsman) and the office in that format wan&ally legislated out of existence.
The Vanuatu Ombudsman’s performance in the miat® 1990s is possibly an example
of performance being “too good”. The office fulcted to the fullest extent of its
powers, only to find that was more extensive thawisable, bringing about their
curtailment. This leads to oversight agencies gimggin forms of “self-censorship”. In
the absence of political will and support they @b exercise powers to their full potential
in order to maintain their viability.

5) Oversight agencies do not exercise powers to th#ipotential

Some oversight institutions theoretically have egiee powers in the Pacific. For
example, the PNG Ombudsman Commission supervigeke#ldership code. If there is
evidence of breaches of the leadership code, tie®mbudsman’s Commission passes
this on to the Public Prosecutor. The Public Rtos® then requests that the Chief
Justice appoints a Leadership Tribunal compose@imbr judges and magistrates to hear
allegations of misconduct. The tribunal can impsaactions such as dismissal from
parliament and levy fines. The key link in thisagh of command is the Public
Prosecutor’s office. If the Prosecutor does nataaca report from the Ombudsman’s
office howeverthen the Ombudsman can prosecute leaders dir@dflam and Aloi,
2003: 32). Yet such powers, where oversight agsndo exercise them in the Pacific,
are only exerted infrequently. PNG is probably thest successful example of an
Ombudsman’s office in the Pacific, but even herevas reported that the Commission
does not operate to the full extent of its capacithere is the possibility that if oversight
institutions are “too successful” as in Vanuatu &aganoa in the early to mid 1990s then
they would be vulnerable to even more politicalsgrge, placing their long-term survival
as effective upholders of accountability in doulbhis is not necessarily as damaging as
it may appear. In fact the careful exercise ofgbe/ers that oversight agencies do have
available to them has important implications ford®els of responsive regulation which
will be discussed in the concluding parts of thapéer.

* The FIU is funded as part of the Reserve Bank of Fiji.
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6) Oversight institutions require budgetary indepermeto perform effectively

The provision of designated budget lines allocatgdindependent authorities assists
oversight institutions in performing effectivelyWhen the Vanuatu Ombudsman was
actively initiating investigations in the mid 199 office had budgetary independence
and was funded directly by external donors (as wféen pointed out by the office’s
critics). The absence of budgetary independendesnaversight institutions susceptible
to external financial pressure. If they are makingings that are critical of leadership,
government and public administration, then theipagents in those areas can disable
them by reducing budgetary support. For many ydaiss occurred in the Solomon
Islands. In a 2004 study of national integrity teyss in the Solomon Islands
Transparency International reported that:

Although the Auditor General's office is protectemnstitutionally and
positioned so as to provide valuable checks anadrtieyy to the public finance
process, the office has been effectively preverften fulfilling those
functions. Under-resourcing has been systematicdaken the form of denial
of necessary trained personnel for the effectivecation of the office’s role,
and of necessary equipment and facilities. TheitAu@General at the time of
the study had telephone access only through a quidy-phone, and a
professional staff of one. This is in contrasatprofessional staff in 1979, of
23 auditors and accountants. The extent of urekmurcing is such that
annual reporting and the financial audits cannbiea® meaningful coverage
in either breadth or depth (Roughan, 2004: 19).

This situation has only been reversed with thegased support provided as part of the
Regional Assistance Mission to the Solomon Isla(RIBMSI). The situation in the
Solomon Islands up until the arrival of RAMSI iltustes the importance of budgetary
independence (and the enforcement of that indepeedehere it is specified either in
law or in the constitution).

This raises important questions of how oversigladseare appointed and who appoints
them. Different degrees of independence are coadeon oversight agencies if their
heads are appointed by the executive, the legislatir autonomous committees
mandated constitutionally. The independence obegment complements an agency’s
fiscal independence. In PNG the Ombudsman is tweleby an Ombudsman
Appointment Committee comprising the Prime Minisees Chair, the leader of the
Opposition, the Chief Justice, the Chairman of Fublic Service Committee and the
Chairman of the relevant permanent parliamentamgroitee (Mellam & Aloi, 2003: 30-
31). Although funding is allocated from the natbbudget, and resourcing has reported
to have been inadequate, there is a general sérfsencial autonomy for the office.
What is important here is the number of people Ive in appointing the Ombudsman.
The more people there are involved in making apgpwents and allocating budgets the
greater the accountability. Accountability is endad through widening the number and
backgrounds of people and parties involved in supeig the mechanisms of
accountability. Accountability is reduced if ordye or two people in government or the
public service are responsible for making appoimisi@nd allocating budgets.
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7) The designated responsibilities, roles and fun&iofioversight institutions are often
unclear, ill-defined or broad

Oversight capacity can be limited where respont#sl roles and functions are broad
and unclear. This applies particularly to Ombudsmélternatively, they can be so
specific that they exclude entire categories ofalvedur and misconduct. This is the case
with FIUs, which are mandated with the surveillan€especified categories of financial
transactions. Ombudsmen on the other hand havach tiroader mandate in inviting
complaints from members of the public about therafpen of state agencies and
statutory bodies. This can result in complaintsualany aspect of the conduct of a state
agency (unless it is explicitly excluded), incluglimdustrial disputes in the public sector.
Consequently oversight agencies are inundatedaaitiplaints that they do not have the
capacity to respond to even if complainants taghnically within their rights to bring
forward a case. For example, the Solomon Islandb@sman has been inundated with
large numbers of complaints related to individuablg sector employment matters,
leading to a backlog of cases. While complainares within their rights to lodge
complaints with the Ombudsman, if they are largalplic service matters they would
more appropriately be processed within the pubdicvise. Despite this, with recent
institutional strengthening in the Solomon Isla@isbudsman’s office there have been
“massive amounts of complaints that have been aetit (interlocutor communication
with author).

8) The capacities of oversight agencies are impedeghbiyuated legislation

Countries inherited legislation from colonial powethat did not adequately address
conflict of interests, corruption, misappropriatiand misuse of public funds. All have
laws that address certain categories of corruption,example bribery (Larmour and
Barcham, 2004: 18). However, these have not allags updated or amended to reflect
changing national and international standards dft h@actice of government and
administration. For example, in the Solomon Istanthny of the definitions of corrupt
behaviour date back to British colonial rule andéhaot changed since 1978 and even
before then. These dated definitions of corruptiane been cited as a reason for the
lack of follow-up by the police and Public ProsesutBecause of these dated categories
of law, they are inadequate to launch prosecutlmsed on the findings of Auditors
General and Ombudsmen. Fiji does not have a cauenry theft act. In Fiji,
“embezzlement of office”, is part of the same suwitdegislation dealing with “larceny of
fish”, “larceny of fruit” and “larceny by stealing fence”. Contemporaneously, rules and
regulations covering the conduct of MPs, partidylaonflicts of interest, can be vague.
For example, there are no laws regulating an MIetjgiag law in a private capacity at
the same time as sitting in Parliament. Similarlyas reported by interlocutors that
regulations governing public procurement do notqadéely address nepotism or
favouritism. There are some controls, but they temreflect past practices rather than
best international standards of present practitee presence of antiquated legislation
can limit the scope of oversight capacity and dbuate to poor interagency linkages
within the law and justice sector.

9) Leadership codes or codes of conduct for leadekse Heeen developed as a way of
addressing shortfalls in legislation
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In four states — PNG, Solomon Islands, VanuatuFajd- leadership code provisions are
incorporated into national constitutions. PNG, ddobn Islands and Vanuatu have
enacted legislation giving effect to these constihal provisions. This is useful because
it provides for a complementary suite of legislatgpecifically designed to deal with the
conduct of leaders and public officials. The tiomsuming and resource intensive task
of systematically reviewing, amending, repealind/anreplacing dated legislation is not
necessarily required if this can be covered byraprehensive leadership code. The role
of the Ombudsman in leadership codes varies. kample in PNG, Solomon Islands
and Vanuatu the Ombudsman oversees leadership.ctd€gi, where there has been no
enabling legislation passed to give effect to tbastitutional provision for a code of
conduct for leaders, there is no such role for @mbudsman who is prohibited from
investigating the conduct of specified categoriedeaders (namely ministers). Other
countries in the Pacific are currently considerinfyoducing leadership codes that are
likely to be overseen by Ombudsman offices.

10) Regional support bodies are being encouraged toaecd and institutionally
strengthen the capacities of national oversightrages

In April 2004 the leaders of the member stateshef Pacific Islands Forum issued a
declaration at their annual meeting in Aucklandniprove the “quality of governance”

by exploring the potential of regionalism (Pacifstands Forum Secretariat, 2005: 3).
Regional support bodies could enhance and institatly strengthen the capacities of
national oversight agencies. There are currenthves, as part of the Pacific Plan
developed by the Pacific Islands Forum Secretanatvestigate the regionalisation of a
number of oversight agencies such as Ombudsmen Aunditors General and

encouraging harmonising FTR/FIU procedures andtices

This would not replace national oversight agendes would rather offer regional
ombudsmen, auditing and financial intelligence ®m&w that would enhance and
complement national institutions. Individual caugd would retain ownership over these
institutions but could draw on regional supporaiid when required. This would be of
particular value to smaller member states where@oies of scale limit the capacities of
their own oversight institutions. Kiribati and Talu for example, do not have an
Ombudsman. The availability of a regional bodyedfig ombudsmen services would
assist such countries in managing national ovetsighhe establishment of regional
oversight organisations/services does not imply Emytation on national sovereignty
(Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat, 2005: 3).

Countries could also explore regionalising serviaesg bilateral instruments. They
could share institutions that would oversee thegpective machineries of government.
For example, Nauru and Kiribati have recently adr@eshare the office of Chief Justice.
While the Chief Justice exercises separate jutisticn both countries, the office is held
by one person. Larger countries, which have tBeures to effectively fund their own
national oversight institutions, would be free tplere other strategies. For example,
while maintaining their own Auditors General and lrdsmen they could draw on a
regional pool of talent and expertise in thesesanespecific cases.
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11) Leadership and the presence of champions for gamergance within oversight
agencies is crucial to their performance

Champions in leadership positions have influenegitimacy and skills in advocating on
behalf of clients, colleagues and institutions. ylwan mediate the functions of their
offices on the one hand with the constraints angodpnities they find in the
organisations they regulate on the other. (Rosé&iebervo, 1990: 54, cited by Hobson,
2001: 1). The ability of leaders within organisasoto exercise effective management
skills and act as champions for transparency is oin¢he key behavioural factors
affecting oversight performance. Their presencerigcial in achieving an optimal
structural and behavioural balance. Without champi of transparency and
accountability, external assistance to oversighdtitutions will not make much
difference at all. This relates back to the eartlescussion about the importance of
political will. At lot can be achieved if there political will inside and outside of an
organisation, even if human and physical resouatesminimal. If those resources are
managed by an effective leader then an oversigdtitution’s capacities are greatly
enhanced.

12) Education and outreach is an important part of pemfance for oversight institutions

Auditors General, Ombudsmen, Parliamentary comasttand FIUs make important
contributions in educating peoples, private corpong and public bodies about their
rights and responsibilities, raising awarenessadaegiment and administration and in
hearing public submissions. Even if there are iinpents to other areas of an oversight
institution’s work, the educative role is fundanmant In the Pacific the capacity of
oversight institutions to engage in public educatiaries. Interlocutors have reported
that there is a general lack of awareness of aylersvork outside of the main urban
areas and even within Pacific towns and cities. bGismen were reported to have
particularly low profiles in rural areas and peoplere unaware of their rights to levy
complaints with Ombudsmen. One interlocutor regmbrthat “I'm not really sure
whether most people in Fiji actually know of the @msman’s existence or not”
(interlocutor communication with author). This @aates with published reports. In
Tonga for example, the Ombudsman is referred tahas*Commissioner for Public
Relations”. Transparency International’s reviewNaftional Integrity Systems in Tonga
found that:

Few people use the office. There were only 16asthe year 2001-02. Not
enough people know about the office or have suffictrust in going forward
with complaints to use it (James & Tufui, 2004:.43)

This contrasts with countries where ombudsmen rarelved in active public education

initiatives. The success of the Vanuatu Ombudsimaime mid 1990s was largely due to
the widespread publicity that the office’s repogsed in the country. Even if they were
not acted upon, it had the effect of increasinglipuknowledge about accountability,

transparency and appropriate leadership condugen Ehough the new Ombudsman’s
act in Vanuatu has reduced its powers, the offm#&iogues to maintain an active public
education and awareness raising program. In then®m Islands the Ombudsman has
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recently conducted a number of workshops in rurehs that have raised its profile.
FIUs in the region have been working with the prvaector (most notably banks) to
increase awareness among businesses, cash dealemseabers of the public of the
importance of monitoring and reporting suspiciotaticial transactions. Even where
oversight agencies may “lack teeth” to have theatommendations followed through, or
if their work is constrained by an unfavourableificdl climate, they can make efforts at
informing the public of their role, responsibilgi@nd capacities.

13) Oversight institutions perform most effectively wiigere is public demand for good
governance and state accountability

All interlocutors for this study reported that osight institutions can only perform
effectively when there is public demand for good/gyrmance. Without a culture that
demands good governance and accountability fromlelsa officials, governments and
administrations, the performance of oversight agsnés limited. The building of
demand for good governance requires “testing” arailirating” the levers that society
has available to it. It is a long-term goal, reong generational shifts in attitudes, values
and norms that are complementary with customaryeggcnot adversarial to it. The
exact ways of achieving these goals are compléxnvblves strengthening the media
and the machinery of civil society. Civil societiie media and play an important part in
building demand for good governance and maintair@rgectations of accountability.
Most Pacific states are active and vibrant demaesa@nd where there are constraints to
full democracy, there are active and flourishingnderatic movements within civil
society). This provides an important environmenivhich demand for good governance
and accountability can be fostered. This in turouM strengthen the institutional
capacities of oversight institutions from the grdwrmpwards, rather than depending on
solutions devised from above.

Building responsive regulation in the Pacific

The findings from this research suggest specifiysvthat oversight agencies in the
Pacific could be institutionally strengthened tdamce capacity building. This needs to
begin by building demand for good governance inRheific. One way that demand for
good governance could be encouraged could be thradgpting principles of responsive
regulation. Responsive regulation emphasises tatyurcompliance through persuasion,
education and cooperation, rather than sanctiodssaforcement (Ayres & Braithwaite
1992:4-5). It takes into account the motivatiopspblems and conditions of the
regulated. Assistance and capacity building acnpted. Threats are de-emphasised.
However, sanctions are available and imposableglastg in ever increasing intensity
with recalcitrant non-compliance (Job & Honaker 2993). Responsive regulation is
flexible, dynamic and culturally accountable. Thehaviour of institutions (such as
government and administration) can be regulatedutfir oversight agencies having a
cooperative, persuasive and educative role thaikies best practice international and
national standards, norms and values. Regulatangtitns are delegated to different
actors within the model of a ‘regulatory pyramidlyfes and Braithwaite, 1992) (see Fig.
1 and Fig. 2).
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Command Regulation with
A/nondiscretionary punishment

Command
regulation with
discretionary
punishment

Enfor ced Self-
Regulation

Self-Regulation

Fig. 1. Example of a pyramid of enfor cement strategies
(source: Ayres & Braithwaite, 1992: 39).

Regulation should be focused at the broadest bafieeaegulatory pyramid invoking
self-regulation, moral suasion and education. He@we regulators should have
enforcement capacities available that allow theradcalate sanctions up the regulatory
pyramid to its apex where their recommendationsbeanpheld and enforced.

In the Pacific there are already oversight ingbing in which principles of responsive
regulation are evident. The practices of the PN@bQdsman’s Commission invoke
widespread appeals to moral persuasion and coaperatith the agencies and
individuals that it regulates, especially under thadership code. Rather than not
operating to the full extent of its capacities @aavers, the Commission could instead be
viewed as functioning at the broadest based of régulatory pyramid. The
Ombudsman’s Commission does have powers to escdatgions up the enforcement
pyramid in cases of wilful non-compliance and clbezaches of the leadership code. It
even has prosecutorial powers (to dismiss MPsx3amgle) in the last instance, that is if
the Public Prosecutor fails to act on its recomnaéinds. It escalates its enforcement
functions through the Leadership Tribunal and tetwsvork closely with the Public
Prosecutor. Transparency International’s reviewNafional Integrity Systems in PNG
reported that:

Between 1975 and 1997, there were thirty-five midihs and public officials
that were hauled before the leadership tribun@lsenty-one of these leaders
were found guilty. Out of this twenty-one, thineeere dismissed from their
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office while eight were fined.The effectiveness of the code is to a large
extent determined by the capacity of the enforomgnization (the PNGOC)
the vigilance of the public and the ability for cpllance on the part of the
leaders themselves (Mellam & Aloi, 2003: 32, emhadded).

The success of the PNG’'s Ombudsman’s Commissioonaéss with principles of
responsive regulation. The use of the enforcermpax peak of the regulatory pyramid is
relatively rare, averaging less than one guiltgiing per annum between 1975 and 1997.
Most of the Commission’s work would be concentrgton managing self-regulation.
However, the Commission does have the capacitywtoree self-regulation and punish
non-compliant breaches of the leadership code.only needs to use these powers
occasionally to reinforce the point that it careefively oversee misconduct and enforce
its oversight. In the Pacific oversight agenciesld be institutionally strengthened over
time by exploring the applicability of the follongrmodel, Fig. 2 (next page):
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Criminal Penalty

<+ Dismissal and/or organisational
restructuring

\
Civil/Administrat
ive Penalties

Recommendations

I nvestigations

Fig.2. Enforcement

pyramid for oversight
Per suasion institutions (Based on Ayres
& Braithwaite, 1992: 35).

Education and Cooperation
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Conclusion and recommendations

Oversight institutions — Auditors General, Ombudsmiarliamentary committees and

FIUs — have a vital role in ensuring accountahilityansparency and probity in the

overall machinery of government and administration.the Pacific the performance of

oversight institutions is characterised by variatet the administrative, constitutional,

political and legal levels. This in turn explaic®@mmon trends and themes that
distinguish oversight agencies on the basis ofrthelative performance. Where

oversight institutions have support and politicdl,vare free from external interference,

have independent controls over their own budgets,adequately resourced and have
effective relationships with enforcement branchésiw the law and justice sector, they

perform well. In the Pacific some oversight ingittns have these high levels of

performance, while others find it wanting, bothhirit and between countries.

Oversight agencies lend themselves well to ingbimal strengthening and capacity
building. Adopting principle-based measures thabke responsive regulation offer one
of the most compelling ways of institutionally stgthening oversight agencies. This
approach favours the application of broad prinapigther than hard and fast rules and
regulations. This model of flexibility, cooperatiaand education may offer the best
opportunities for improving both the capacity anghlify of oversight institutions and
building the demand for good governance and acedility that is so vital for their long
term success.

The development of anodel of responsible regulation as indicated in .Eigould
provide general guidelines on how national govemeand donors can allocate
resources, focus priorities and calibrate enforcgmapacities over time. The emphasis
on education and cooperation suggests that ovéraggncies should concentrate their
energies at the broadest base of the regulatorgnpgras a means of helping build
demand for good governance at a community levehe ©verall effectiveness of
responsive regulatory principles could be enharedonors, national governments and
regional organisations considering the followindigosteps:

= OQversight institutions require financial indepencerio limit the extent of external
interference. Efforts should be made to estabtidependent budget lines. Budgets
could be set by independent bipartisan parliamgrm@ammittees.

= The placement of expatriate in-line staff at seémels within oversight institutions
should only be done cautiously. Where in-line adis are placed within oversight
institutions their tasks should include mentoritrgjning and education as well as
discharging designated duties.

= High calibre leadership within oversight institutgis crucial. Champions of good
governance should be fostered and promoted withigrsight institutions. Good
leadership contributes to high levels of staff neraefficaciousness, efficiency,
productivity and performance.

= The roles and duties of oversight institutions neefle clarified. This may require
administrative reorganisation. In some countrisshsas PNG and Vanuatu, the
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ombudsman oversees leadership codes giving theeo#iclear and well defined
focus. This needs to be encouraged.

The relationship between oversight and enforcenmntld be strengthened by
increased strategic funding and resourcing. Famgte, financial investigative
powers of police could be enhanced by recruitingjtamhal police officers with audit
and accounting experience and skills. Some casmtmay wish to establish
specialised serious fraud squads with prosecutpoalers. Countries are already
able to call upon expertise from Australian and N£ealand law enforcement
agencies in specific cases where there is a skiisiirces shortage. This should be
encouraged.

Common law systems and administrative practiced termake clear demarcations
between investigative functions of oversight ages@nd the prosecutorial powers of
the enforcement branches within the law and justexdor. This distinction is not a
universal practice however. In some countriesti@darly civil law jurisdictions,
oversight institutions such as ombudsmen and eVids Rave prosecutorial powers.
This could be an option to consider for Pacifiahsl States where the relationship
between oversight and enforcement is weak.

Through regulating official behaviour, oversightagies can perform a vital role in
preventing and reducing corruption within governisegnd administrations. There
are international standards of best practice thavige important benchmarks for
countries to work towards. This includes the Whit¢ations Convention Against
Corruption (UNODC). Of the 16 Pacific Island Forumember states, Australia,
New Zealand and Papua New Guinea have signed dhigeation. The position of
oversight agencies maybe strengthened if other raesthtes sign this convention.

Regionalisation of oversight services offers ecoiesnof scale in delivery. This can

be achieved without comprising national sovereign§ountries could supplement
their own oversight agencies by referring to aaegl authority when it is required.

Alternatively they could delegate oversight capesitdirectly to regional bodies.

This would be particularly useful for small micr@ates which do not necessarily have
the resources available to maintain offices of Odsimen and Auditors General.
Regionalisation, as formulated in the Pacific pktmuld be encouraged.

Building demand for good governance with the puldia long term goal. National
governments and donors can foster this by supmpréncouraging and facilitating
dialogue with representatives of civil society, thedia and NGOs. A free and open
media and an active NGO sector is crucial for bagddemand for good governance
at a local level and these efforts should be eragmed both nationally and
internationally.

Financial management is important for effective reight agency performance and
needs to be strengthened. Assistance is currgmibyided through regional
organisations such as the Pacific Financial Teatmssistance Centre (PFTAC).
These support mechanisms and institutions shoultinue to receive priority.
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Annex One: List of Interlocutors

Date Per son/Position Organisation

13 January 2006 Michael Morgan, Centre for Democratic
CDI Acting Director Institutions, The ANU,

Canberra

17 January 2006 Tony Liston, AusAID, Canberra
PNG Branch
Marianne Jago, AusAID, Canberra
PNG Branch

18 January 2006 Amanda Roberts, First | AusAlID, Canberra
Secretary Designate, Apia
Anthony Gill, First AusAID, Apia,
Secretary, Apia teleconference Canberra
Andrew Pope, Director, | AusAlD, Canberra
Pacific Regional
Governance Section

19 January 2006 Blair Excell, Director, | AusAlD, Canberra

Solomon Islands Section

Jill Bell, Solomon Islands
Section

AusAID, Canberra

Jeff Prime, Country
Program Manager, Fiji,
Vanuatu and Nauru
Section

AusAID, Canberra

3 February 2006

Sue Ingram, Program
Director, Machinery of
Government Program,
RAMSI, Solomon Islands

AusAID, Canberra

6 February 2006

losefa Maiava, Deputy
Secretary General

Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat, Suva

Shennia Spillane, Legal
Adviser

Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat, Suva

Shaun Evans, Law
Enforcement Officer

Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat, Suva

Laura Chappell, ODI
Economics

Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat, Suva

Samantha Hung, Gender
Issues Adviser

Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat, Suva

Andie Fong Toy, Manage
Political and Security
Programme

r Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat, Suva

Lawrie Cremin, Political

Pacific Islands Forum

Issues Adviser

Secretariat, Suva
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7 February 2006 Garry Wiseman, UNDP, Pacific Sub
Coordinator Regional Centre, Suva
Henrik Lindroth, UNDP, Pacific Sub
Governance Consultant | Regional Centre, Suva

8 February 2006 Graham Hassall, ProfessbiSP, Suva
of Governance
David J.E. Smith, UNESCAP Pacific
Regional Advisor on Operations Centre, Suva
Development Policy
Apenisa Naigulevu, Transparency
Executive Officer International, Fiji Chapter,

Suva

Shaun Evans, Law Pacific Islands Forum
Enforcement Officer Secretariat, Suva

10 February 2006 Josaia Naigulevu, Directd@dffice of the Director of
of Public Prosecutions Public Prosecutions, Suva
(DPP)
Raymond L Gibson, Office of the Director of
Assistant DDP Public Prosecutions, Suva
Imrana Jalal, Human UNDP, Regional Rights
Rights Adviser Resource Team, Suva

Angie Heffernan, Director| Pacific Centre for Pabli
Integrity (PCPI), Suva

15 February 2006 Peter Ritchie, Anti-Money Laundering
Adviser Assistance Team
(AMALT)

Attorney-General's
Department, Canberra

Andreana Manifold, Anti-Money Laundering
Coordinator Assistance Team
(AMALT)

Attorney-General's
Department, Canberra
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