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Disclaimer 
The opinions expressed in this review are those of the author and do not reflect those of OCHA or any other 
organization. Responsibility for any omissions or errors of fact or interpretation rests with the author.     
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Executive summary 
The Pacific Humanitarian Team (PHT) is a partnership of all agencies and organizations that have a mandate to 
respond to natural disasters in the Pacific Island region, and that agree to coordinate international humanitarian 
action according to a cluster or sector approach. It was established in July 2008 by humanitarian stakeholders at 
the Regional Inter-Agency Contingency Planning Workshop for Humanitarian Assistance in the Pacific to deliver 
timely, effective and coordinated international response to natural disasters in 14 Pacific Island Countries (PICs). 

This review examines PHT performance over a five-year period, from 2008 to 2012. The objectives are to 
document a background of the PHT, to assess if the PHT is meeting its objectives (accountability, leadership, 
coordination and partnerships), to identify recommendations to strengthen the PHT and to contribute to stakeholder 
knowledge of the humanitarian coordination mechanisms in place in the Pacific. 

PHT performance is assessed based on PHT stakeholder feedback gathered in interviews and an online survey. 
The review also considers relevant stakeholder reports and documents, as well as researcher observations at 
regional and national workshops and meetings. Key areas assessed include accountability and leadership, cross-
cutting issues, effectiveness and timeliness of emergency response, information management, inter-cluster 
coordination, monitoring and evaluation, national engagement, partnerships and training needs. Respondents 
included individuals from Pacific Island Governments, UN agencies, NGOs, International Federation of the Red 
Cross (IFRC) and national societies, donors, and international and regional organizations.  

The review finds that the PHT is playing a positive role in improving partnerships and coordination of international 
humanitarian response in the region. PHT stakeholders have a better understanding of the coordination 
mechanism and how it supports member countries, as well as their role in the coordination mechanism. There is 
less clarity on other potential areas of support the PHT can offer PICs during and after disaster events. This can be 
addressed through further role definition and engagement at the national level to ensure PICs gain maximum 
benefit from the PHT. 

The review findings are grouped under the three evaluation areas: appropriateness and relevance, effectiveness 
and connectedness. Based on the findings, the review identifies four key recommendations and proposes an 
implementation approach for follow-up of the recommendations.  
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Summary of findings and recommendations 

 

Findings 

Appropriateness/
Relevance 

• The PHT is relevant and appropriate for the Pacific. 

• Increased relevance to be demonstrated at the national levels. 

Effectiveness 
• Objectives are being met, although more visible progress to be demonstrated. 

• Timeliness and effectiveness of response were difficult to evaluate without a common 
understanding of what a PHT response is and defined measures of success. 

• More visible leadership and strategic direction for preparedness activities required. 

• Cluster coordinators have minimal capacity and resources for preparedness activities. 

• Continue to advocate increased accountability to affected people. 

• Gender is the most strongly promoted of the cross-cutting issues. 

• Information management has improved across the region. 

• Coordinated needs assessment is a priority but remains a challenge. 

• Training should be nationally led and supported by national and international partners. 

• Inter-agency lessons-learned workshops are valuable and held consistently following 
disaster responses, but they vary in quality. 

Connectedness/ 

Partnerships 
• Partnerships are widely acknowledged to have improved. 

• Increasing stakeholder understanding of the role and capacity of the PHT. 

• Minimal engagement in countries with limited humanitarian partner presence. 

• Cluster coordination mechanisms should be nationally led where possible. 

• Further define the role of the PHT within existing regional coordination mechanisms. 

• Global humanitarian reform will continue to influence how the PHT develops in the region. 

 

Recommendations 

1 Define a strategy (or approach) to guide the PHT over the next three to five years. The strategy should confirm 
PHT objectives, roles and responsibilities, its role in preparedness, and how to best support Pacific Island 
Governments with few international and national partners. The strategy should be realistic, guided by 
recognition of what members can commit in terms of resources, and flexible to be continually improved to meet 
PIC priorities.   

2 Strengthen national coordination structures and understanding of how the PHT can best support these 
structures. 

• Continue to support national disaster response coordination in Fiji, Samoa, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu. 

• Improve support to Pacific Island Governments with limited PHT-member presence. Define what 
humanitarian support is available to these countries and what may be requested of the PHT during small-, 
medium- and large-scale responses as well as disaster preparedness. 

3 Align disaster preparedness and response activity with other regional and national initiatives. 

• Work with relevant partners to ensure that preparedness activities support national priorities and are 
aligned with ongoing Climate Change Adaptation (CCA), Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) and Disaster 
Management (DM) activities to reduce unnecessary overlap and inconsistencies in approaches. 

• Define “preparedness” in terms of the PHT. Define the role, mandate and capacity of OCHA Pacific to 
coordinate disaster preparedness activity, particularly in the context of SPC and ISDR facilitating the Pacific 
Partnership for DRM. 

• Clarify how the PHT will operate in relation to UNDAC, FRANZ, the Compact of Free Association (COFA) 
and other regional disaster-response mechanisms. 

4 Review and revise key information management products to ensure that information on the PHT coordination 
mechanisms is easily accessible and understood by all relevant stakeholders. 
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Introduction 
 

Purpose 

The PHT is a partnership of agencies and organizations in the Pacific Island region that have a mandate to 
respond to natural disasters and that agree to coordinate humanitarian action according to a cluster or sector 
approach. It was established by humanitarian stakeholders at the Regional Inter-Agency Contingency Planning 
Workshop for Humanitarian Assistance in the Pacific in July 2008. The goal was to deliver timely, effective and 
coordinated international response to natural disasters to help 14 PICs prepare for and respond to natural 
disasters. 

The purpose of this review is to assess PHT performance over a five-year period, from 2008 to 2012, in supporting 
improved international response to natural disasters in the Pacific. The review examines the perspectives of a 
range of individuals, including representatives from Pacific Island Governments, UN agencies, NGOs, IFRC and 
national societies, donors, and international and regional organizations. The review aims to consolidate these 
perspectives, identify common findings and develop key recommendations to guide the functioning of the PHT.  

 

Value 

A performance review of the PHT is timely, as many organizations have invested time and resources into 
establishing the PHT. Five years since it was created, it is anticipated that any initial uncertainty and resistance to 
adopting a cluster approach for coordinating humanitarian response in the Pacific has largely been resolved. 
Important experience will also have been gained, and lessons learned by PHT stakeholders in coordinating and 
responding to annual natural disasters, with a large body of information available in reports and other documents of 
PHT member organizations. PHT-related information in these documents has been consolidated and incorporated 
into the review to identify the benefits and challenges of coordinating international humanitarian response through 
the PHT.  

This is the first attempt to review PHT performance, as both a humanitarian coordination mechanism and as a 
partnership of organizations cooperating in disaster preparedness and response in the Pacific. The timing of the 
review is appropriate from a regional perspective, with the UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) for 
the Pacific Region 2013-2017 recently agreed, and a roadmap for an integrated disaster risk management and 
climate change regional strategy being considered post-2015 (as the Pacific Regional Disaster Risk Reduction and 
Disaster Management Framework for Action 2005-2015 and the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on Climate 
Change 2006-2015 draws to a close). A performance review at this time is expected to initiate discussion on the 
direction of the PHT, perhaps helping to clarify these inter-relationships and promoting further integration with these 
regional frameworks.  

Although modelled on the global cluster approach and the principles of humanitarian reform, the cluster approach 
of the PHT differs from cluster arrangements elsewhere. Typically, clusters are established at the national level and 
only in major emergencies where humanitarian needs are of sufficient scale and complexity to justify a multi-sector 
response with international assistance. In contrast, a regional cluster approach has been adopted in the Pacific 
with open-ended clusters, which remain active during non-response periods. This approach was pursued on the 
assumption that open-ended clusters would increase partnerships between PHT stakeholders for a more effective, 
coordinated and inclusive humanitarian response that can better support PICs to prepare for annual natural 
disasters. The regional open-ended cluster approach adopted in the Pacific is the only regional humanitarian 
coordination network formally recognized by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC). This review presents an 
opportunity to assess the value of the regional arrangement as well as contribute important information to the 
global cluster knowledge base. 
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Scope 

Time: The review covers the performance of the PHT over a five-year period, from 2008 to 2012. 

Audience: This review is prepared for all PHT stakeholders and other individuals with an interest in humanitarian 
coordination in the Pacific. 

Geography: The review covers PHT engagement with 14 PICs, including Cook Islands, Federated States of 
Micronesia (FSM), Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Republic of the Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon Islands, 
Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu and the New Zealand territory of Tokelau.

1
 Papua New Guinea is not represented by the 

PHT and has its own national inter-agency planning processes. It has therefore not been considered as part of this 
review. Territories under direct administration of the UK, US and France are also not considered.  

Clusters and organizations: The review provides a high-level and system-wide overview of PHT performance. The 
review does not assess the performance of the Chair, Secretary, Cluster Lead Agencies (CLAs), cluster members 
or any other entity associated with the PHT.  

Funding mechanisms: The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP), 
Flash Appeals and other pooled-funding mechanisms have not been considered as part of this review.  

 

Evaluation criteria 

The review assesses the PHT’s performance according to the evaluation criteria of relevance and appropriateness, 
effectiveness and connectedness. The evaluation criteria selected for this review are based on the Active Learning 
Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) criteria for evaluating humanitarian 
action. An additional sub-criterion of “partnership” is included under connectedness to recognize and report on 
partnerships, which is a core objective of the PHT. Other ALNAP measures of coherence, coverage, efficiency and 
impactare not included as part of this review. These measures were viewed as less relevant, or else it was felt that 
the key areas to be assessed were sufficiently covered by the selected evaluation measures.

2
 

Evaluation criteria: 

• Relevance/appropriateness: the extent to which the PHT is suited to the policies and priorities of PHT 
stakeholders. 

• Effectiveness: the extent to which the PHT achieves its objectives and whether this can be expected on the 
basis of the output. 

• Connectedness: the need to ensure that PHT activities are carried out in a context that takes longer-term and 
interconnected problems into account. 

• Partnership: the nature of engagement between PHT stakeholders. 

Assessment areas: 

• Accountability and leadership 

• Cross-cutting issues 

• Effectiveness and timeliness of emergency response 

• Information management 

• Inter-cluster coordination 

• Monitoring and evaluation 

• National engagement 

• Partnerships  

• Training needs 
 
These key areas have been selected based on the PHT objectives (accountability, coordination, leadership and 
partnerships) and the core responsibilities of the PHT clusters.

3
 

 

 

                                                      
 
1
The PHT is chaired by the UN Resident Coordinators (UN RCs) in Fiji and Samoa. The UN RC in Fiji has responsibility for UN activity in 10 

PICs, and the UN RC in Samoa is responsible for UN activity in four PICs. 
2
The OCHA Evaluation and Guidance Section (EGS) recommended review against no more than four evaluation criteria for this performance 

review. 
3
Based on the PHT Cluster TOR. 
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Limitations 

PHT structure and membership: During this review, it became evident that the PHT, PHT membership and what 
constitutes a PHT response are perceived and defined in numerous ways by different stakeholders and observers. 
The definitions used for this review will be yet another lens for observation and may not necessarily reflect how 
individual stakeholders and observers view the PHT. For the purposes of this review, the PHT is defined as “a 
coordination mechanism based on a cluster or sector approach, open to all organizations that undertake 
humanitarian action in the Pacific, and that commit to participating in coordination arrangements to help PICs 
prepare for and respond to natural disaster events”.

4
 The PHT is not an organization.  

Coverage: The researcher was based in Suva, Fiji, for the performance review. Country studies were carried out in 
Solomon Islands and Vanuatu. Due to budget and time constraints, country studies were not carried out in the 
other 11 countries represented in the PHT. Fiji, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu have had a high level of 
engagement with the PHT. It is assumed that knowledge, reach and impact of the PHT will be highest in these 
countries, and that the data collected in these countries may not reflect the views and perspectives of stakeholders 
in the other 11 countries. To help address this constraint and gain a broader regional understanding of stakeholder 
perspectives, interviews were also held with respondents in Cook Islands, FSM, Marshall Islands, Samoa and 
Tonga. 

Staff turnover: A high level of staff turnover across all organizations represented in the PHT is a recognized 
constraint of the performance review. This includes a high turnover of cluster coordinators. Not all interviewees or 
survey respondents were engaged in the region prior to the establishment of the PHT, and many were therefore 
unable to comment on the full impact the PHT has had on humanitarian coordination in the region.  

Qualitative data: The review’s findings and recommendations are largely driven by qualitative information provided 
by individual stakeholders. The quality of the data is therefore reliant on stakeholders providing accurate, honest 
and non-biased information. Every effort has been made to deliver a fair representation of the information provided, 
but it is acknowledged that a qualitative interpretation of the information is subject to the researcher’s opinion and 
judgment, which may influence the reporting of the findings.  

 

  

                                                      
 
4
This definition is an extension of the EPREP reference to the PHT as “a coordination mechanism open to all humanitarian organizations that 

undertake humanitarian action in the region and that commit to participate in coordination arrangements”, p50 v7.1 
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Background 
 

Global humanitarian reform 

The foundations of the current international humanitarian coordination system were established by UN General 
Assembly resolution 46/182 in December 1991. In 2005, the UN Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC), in 
coordination with the IASC, conducted the Humanitarian Response Review, which was a comprehensive review of 
the international humanitarian system. This was prompted by an acknowledgement of inherent weaknesses in the 
system, including the slowness and unpredictability of international responses to humanitarian emergencies. The 
review identified familiar challenges to humanitarian coordination.They included a system comprising multiple 
autonomous agents with different mandates; a lack of accountability; low levels of preparedness; and gaps in 
certain response areas, including camp management, food aid, livelihoods support, nutrition, protection, shelter, 
and water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH). The review initiated a major reform of international humanitarian 
coordination aimed to improve the predictability, timeliness and effectiveness of international responses to 
humanitarian emergencies. One aspect of the reform was the creation of the cluster approach for humanitarian 
coordination.  

 

The cluster approach 

The cluster approach is used in over 30 countries to deliver humanitarian assistance. It has been the global 
humanitarian coordination standard for major humanitarian crises and sudden-onset emergencies since 2006. The 
IASC adopted the cluster approach to strengthen the effectiveness of international response to humanitarian 
emergencies by addressing capacity gaps, strengthening partnerships, and clarifying roles and responsibilities of 
humanitarian organizations within different sectors. It established “clusters”, or groups of UN and non-UN 
humanitarian organizations, at the global and country level to coordinate humanitarian response within a particular 
sector.  

At the global level, clusters have been established in 11 sectors: camp coordination and management, food 
security, early recovery, education, emergency shelter, emergency telecommunications, health, logistics, nutrition, 
protection and WASH. Each cluster has a designated global CLA or Convener

5
 responsible for ensuring system-

wide preparedness and inter-agency capacity to respond within that sector of activity.  

 

Diagram 1: Global cluster structure and global cluster leads 

 

 

                                                      
 
5
IFRC has committed to being a convener of the Emergency Shelter Cluster rather than a Global Cluster Lead. IFRC accountability obligations 

are defined at the global level in a MoU between OCHA and IFRC.  
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At the country level, clusters are typically established in humanitarian crises or sudden-onset emergencies where 
humanitarian needs are of sufficient scale and complexity to justify a multi-sector response from a wide range of 
international humanitarian organizations. As at the global level, country-level clusters have designated CLAs or 
conveners to ensure that humanitarian activities are coordinated within that sector of activity. It is important to note 
that the cluster approach at the country level is applied with some flexibility, and there are wide interpretations of 
what works best in different contexts. Clusters are established according to a situation’s needs; they may or may 
not correspond to the 11 global clusters (some may be combined, others not required) and CLAs do not 
necessarily reflect those designated at the global level. For example, UNHCR is the Global Protection Cluster 
Lead. However, at the country level in disaster situations or complex emergencies without significant displacement 
issues, UNHCR, UNICEF and OHCHR consult closely and, under the UN RC’s leadership, they agree which 
agency will assume the role of Cluster Lead for Protection. Although guided by IASC criteria, it is also at the UN 
RC’s discretion to recommend to the ERC when country clusters will be activated or deactivated. 

 

Recent reform and the Transformative Agenda 

The IASC has been committed to continuous improvement of the global cluster approach and has commissioned 
two independent evaluations: the “Cluster Approach Evaluation Phase I Report” (2007) and the “Cluster Approach 
Evaluation Phase II Synthesis Report” (2010). These evaluations found that the cluster approach has strengthened 
partnerships, led to more predictable leadership, better identified gaps in humanitarian response and improved 
coverage of humanitarian needs in some sectors. Continued challenges include cases of ineffective cluster 
coordination, poor cluster management, and weakened national and local ownership and capacities. 

The IASC is now driving the most recent reform: the Transformative Agenda. It has been undertaken as part of 
continued humanitarian reform based on experiences, particularly from the international responses to the Haiti and 
Pakistan emergencies in 2010. During 2011 and 2012, the Transformative Agenda focused on further 
implementing reform of the humanitarian response model by establishing action points for implementation in the 
three key areas of leadership, coordination and accountability, with accountability to affected people at the centre 
of the reform. 

 

Building capacity for preparedness 

When developing the Transformative Agenda, the IASC Working Group also identified two other key areas for 
action for consideration by the IASC principals: a) building global capacity for preparedness, and b) advocacy and 
communications. Neither area was included in the Transformative Agenda action points for implementation in 2011 
and 2012, as the IASC Working Group concluded that further guidance was required from the IASC principals.

6
 

Advocacy and communications were viewed as being concerned with identifying common messages and not an 
area of action in their own right. However, the inclusion of “building global capacity for preparedness” as a pillar of 
the Transformative Agenda became a priority area of IASC discussion in mid-2012. An IASC background paper 
prepared in June 2012 by the IASC Sub-Working Group on the Cluster Approach proposed that the IASC Working 
Group include information on the role of clusters in preparedness in the “IASC Reference Module for Cluster 
Coordination at the Country Level” (2012).

7
 

The reference module is a guide for cluster coordination at the country level. First circulated in November 2012, it 
includes one of the six core cluster functions as “contingency planning/preparedness and capacity-building in 
situations where there is a high risk of recurring or significant new disaster and where sufficient capacity exists 
within the cluster”.

8
 Although no IASC guidance exists regarding regional cluster arrangements, the inclusion of 

preparedness as a cluster role at the country level, in principle, supports how the cluster arrangement has 
developed in the Pacific.   

 

  

                                                      
 
6
IASC Working Group, Operationalizing the IASC Principals Transformative Agenda, 25 November 2011 

7
Draft IASC Background Paper, Cluster Deactivation and Preparedness, June 2012 

8
 p9 
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The Pacific Humanitarian Team 

The Pacific is particularly vulnerable to natural disasters, with increased incidences of water shortages, floods, 
tsunamis, cyclones, drought and earthquakes. Due to the frequency and intensity of natural disasters in the region, 
national capacity in the region’s small island countries can be quickly stretched when responding to natural 
disasters. The Solomon Islands earthquake and tsunami of 2007 was one such event that triggered initial 
discussion on whether a regional cluster approach might provide a more effective and coordinated regional disaster 
response to better help PICs prepare for and respond to natural disasters.

9
 

Although the cluster approach is intended to operate at the global and country levels, an adaptation of the 
approach was being considered for the Pacific that would operate very differently from other country 
implementations. The regional approach recognized the high degree of disaster risk in the region and the unique 
challenges of humanitarian response in a vast oceanic region with small and scattered island populations. These 
challenges include logistic constraints, assessment and communication difficulties and high operating costs. It also 
recognized that most humanitarian partners operate from regional capacities and generally have little presence in 
each of the 14 PICs, but that PICs could draw upon regional resources during a disaster response.  

In 2008, stakeholders at the Regional Inter-Agency Contingency Planning Workshop committed to providing 
humanitarian assistance in the region through a coordinating structure known as the PHT.

10
 The PHT is a 

partnership of all agencies and organizations that have a mandate to respond to disasters in the Pacific that agree 
to coordinate disaster preparedness and response activities through a cluster approach.  

 

Objectives 

The overall objective of the PHT, as defined in the regional Emergency Preparedness and Response Plan 
(EPREP), is “to support the Governments of the Pacific to prepare for and mount a timely, consistent and 
coordinated response to minimize the humanitarian consequences of disasters on populations across the region”.

11
 

A review of other key PHT documents, including Terms of Reference (TOR) and PHT annual workshop reports, 
also refer to PHT objectives. For example, the “Pacific Humanitarian Team Regional Workshop Report” (2009) 
states that the PHT’s primary role is “to ensure timely, effective and coordinated response by international actors at 
the regional and national level to support PICs affected by emergency”. The PHT TORs also state that the PHT is 
established “to foster regional partnerships and thereby improve regional humanitarian response capacity”. 
Modelled on the global cluster approach, the PHT’s objectives could also be read to include the objectives of 
“adequate capacity and predictable leadership in all sectors, strong partnerships between UN and non-UN 
organizations, and effective leadership and coordination in humanitarian emergencies”. 

A review of these documents finds that the PHT’s objectives include the following:   

• Support PICs to prepare for and respond to emergencies. 

• Minimize the humanitarian consequences of disasters on people across the Pacific. 

• Ensure timely, effective, consistent, inclusive and coordinated response by international actors at the 
international and national level. 

• Foster regional partnerships, including between UN and non-UN organizations. 

• Ensure adequate capacity, accountability and predictable leadership in all sectors. 

 

Structure 

The PHT has seven clusters and an early recovery network. They include Emergency Education, Emergency 
Shelter, Food Security, Health and Nutrition, Logistics, Protection, WASH and the Early Recovery Network. Sub-
clusters have also been created in Nutrition, Gender-based Violence and Child Protection. They are based on 
identified needs in these areas. Each of these clusters and sub-clusters and the early recovery network are 
coordinated by a designated CLA or convener.   

 

 

 

                                                      
 
9
On 2 July 2007, an 8.1-magnitude earthquake struck 345km north-west of the Solomon Islands capital of Honiara. The tsunami that followed 

killed 52 people and left 9,000 people homeless.   
10

The 2008 Regional Inter-Agency Contingency Planning Workshop was attended by 69 participants representing regional organizations, NGOs, 
donors, Pacific Island Governments and UN agencies. 
11

 EPREP v7.1 p7 
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Diagram 2: PHT structure and cluster lead agencies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Three of the seven clusters operate under a co-lead arrangement: UNHCR and OHCHR co-lead the Protection 
Cluster; WHO and UNICEF co-lead the Health and Nutrition Cluster; and UNICEF and Save the Children co-lead 
the Emergency Education Cluster. The Emergency Education Cluster is an example of a co-lead arrangement that 
includes an NGO lead.

12
 

 

Roles and responsibilities 

PHT membership includes representatives from Pacific Island Governments, UN agencies, NGOs, IFRC and 
national societies, donors, and international and regional organizations. The guiding principles for membership are 
operational relevance and commitment to participate in coordination arrangements. Only minimum obligations are 
implied through membership to the PHT, but certain stakeholders have defined roles, responsibilities and 
accountabilities within the PHT. They include the UN RCs in Fiji and Samoa as PHT Chair; OCHA Pacific as the 
Secretary; the Heads of Organizations Group (HoO); and the Inter-Cluster Coordination Group (ICCG). Each 
group’s roles, responsibilities and accountabilities are defined in TORs.

13
 The TORs were shared with participants 

at the PHT Regional Workshop in 2010 and were agreed by the HoO and ICCG in 2011. 

 

Resourcing 

When the PHT was established, humanitarian organizations’ commitment to a coordinated approach to response 
and preparedness through the PHT was on a voluntary basis. Partners have made several investments to deliver 
on these commitments, particularly CLAs, which have defined roles, responsibilities and accountabilities within the 
PHT coordination arrangement. These investments have been provided mainly in terms of human resources, either 
by recruiting additional staff or dedicating existing staff time for coordination. For example, OHCHR and UNHCR 
have recruited dedicated cluster coordinators for the Protection Cluster through ProCap, RedR and IFRC and Save 
the Children have recruited three Education in Emergency staff in Fiji, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu. 

As PHT Secretary, OCHA Pacific supports the PHT coordination mechanism from within its own annual programme 
budget. The largest annual cost to OCHA Pacific, dedicated to supporting the PHT, is the funding of the PHT 
regional workshop. OCHA Pacific hosts the workshop and contributes funds to support Pacific Island Government 
participation. All other participants attend the workshop at their own expense.  
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SPC performed the co-lead role in the WASH Cluster during the Tuvalu drought in 2011 and the Fiji floods in 2012. Oxfam performed the co-
lead role in the WASH Cluster during the Samoa earthquake and tsunami response in 2009.  
13

TORs are available on the PHT website: www.phtpacific.org 
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Table 1: Approximate PHT regional annual workshop costs (2008-2012) 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Total participants 69 71 95 104 112 

Funded participants 5 6 19 (including 10 

gender focal points) 

23 (including 7 

gender focal points) 

32 (including 10 

gender focal points) 

Venue cost ($US) 7,900 6,700 13,300 20,100 54,000 

Participant cost ($US) 4,100 7,300 53,200 77,500 47,000 

Total cost ($US) 12,000 14,000 66,500 97,600 101,000 

 

Other contributors: 

2009 - UN ResCOR contributed funds towards the venue costs. 
2010 - AusAID funded the participation of 10 gender representatives from Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Vanuatu and Papua New Guinea. 
2011- AusAID funded 7 gender representatives from Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga and Vanuatu and 1 ACFID participant. IFRC contributed 
funds towards the venue costs. 

 

Member presence 

The PHT supports 14 PICs including Cook Islands, Fiji, FSM, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu and the New Zealand territory of Tokelau. PHT activity in each 
PIC is generally defined by which PHT members have a presence in the country. For example, Save the Children 
has a presence in Fiji, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu and should, in principle, be able to contribute more to disaster 
preparedness and response in those countries. However, many PICs have few national and international partners. 
PICs with limited PHT-member presence include Cook Islands, FSM, Nauru, Niue, Marshall Islands, Palau, 
Tokelau, Tonga and Tuvalu (see annex E). 

 

Preparedness 

Two objectives of establishing an open-ended cluster approach were to strengthen regional disaster preparedness 
on an ongoing basis, and to deliver adequate emergency planning at the relevant national and regional levels. 
These disaster preparedness activities are intended to take place within each of the clusters facilitated by 
strengthened ongoing partnerships between PHT stakeholders. 

A planning exercise was undertaken at the first Regional Inter-Agency Contingency Planning Workshop in 2008 to 
loosely define an approach for disaster preparedness activities at a regional level. It ranked PICs based on 
workshop participants’ analysis of disaster risk/impact and capacity. While no commitments were made based on 
this exercise, it shows that there were some considerations to national prioritization for disaster preparedness, and 
that not all PICs would be targeted for preparedness activities in the initial stages of PHT implementation.

14
 

 
Table 2: Clustering of countries for preparedness prioritization (2008) 

 Capacity 

Low Medium High 

Disaster risk / 
Impact 

High Vanuatu Tonga, Solomon Islands, 
Samoa, Fiji 

 

Medium Tuvalu, Tokelau, Kiribati FSM, Marshall Islands, Niue, 
Cook Islands 

 

Low Nauru Palau  
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Stakeholders agreed that more research needed to be completed and experience from other organizations (SPC, IFRC and Oxfam) used to 
determine a list of priority countries for preparedness planning in partnership with NDMOs. OCHA’s Global Focus Model (GFM), developed in 
2012, analyses the vulnerabilities, hazards and capacities of every country in the world, producing a humanitarian risk index that is updated 
annually. This tool may have relevance for future considerations of prioritization of disaster preparedness in the region.  
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Emergency responses 

The PHT has three levels of emergency response, which are described below. 

Level 1 response (small- to medium-scale emergency): the response is managed with in-country capacity and 
humanitarian organizations coordinate with each other in partnership with national authorities. An example is the 
Guadalcanal floods in Solomon Islands in February 2009. Flash flooding occurred in Guadalcanal following days of 
heavy rain. Ten people died and houses, crops and infrastructure were destroyed. Limited assistance was 
requested of international partners, with organizations largely based in Solomon Islands providing support in health 
and WASH. Limited direct assistance is provided during a Level 1 response, but a certain level of coordination 
between PHT stakeholders is generally required to monitor possible developments and to prepare for potential 
requests for additional humanitarian support.   

Level 2 response (medium-scale emergency): the response is largely managed with in-country capacity, but 
involves a coordinated response with support from PHT stakeholders and the regional clusters on the affected 
Government’s request. An example is Tropical Cyclone Evan in Fiji in December 2012. This category 4 tropical 
cyclone caused widespread damage to large parts of the country, although no deaths were reported. The 
Government declared a State of Natural Disaster in the Northern and Western Divisions of the country for 15 days, 
which was extended by seven days in the Western Division. The Government requested international assistance to 
support the national response in education, food security, health and nutrition, logistics, safety and protection, 
shelter and WASH.  

Level 3 response (large-scale emergency): the scale of the emergency necessitates activation of the global IASC 
clusters for full support from the international humanitarian system.

15
 An example is the earthquake and tsunami in 

Samoa in 2009. The 8.1-magnitude earthquake triggered a tsunami that struck the south coast of Samoa’s main 
island, Upolo, resulting in 143 deaths and major damage. The Government declared a State of National Disaster 
and requested international assistance. A UN Disaster Assessment and Coordination (UNDAC) team was 
mobilized and the IASC global clusters were officially activated in Education, Health and Nutrition, Logistics, 
Protection, WASH and Early Recovery.  

Between 2008 and 2012, PHT members have supported PICs in various capacities to respond to about 20 natural 
disasters. The majority of emergency responses during this period were either Level 1 or Level 2 responses. The 
earthquake and tsunami in Samoa in 2009 was the only Level 3 response that involved activation of the global 
clusters.

16
 

 

Table 3: Chronology of PHT responses 

Event Month Country Level 

2008    

High sea swells December FSM, Marshall Islands and Solomon Islands 1 

2009    

Floods January Fiji 2 

Guadalcanal floods February Solomon Islands 1 

Ambrym volcano and flood April Vanuatu 2 

Earthquake and tsunami September Samoa and Tonga 3 

Gaua volcano December Vanuatu 1 

Tropical Cyclone Mick December Fiji 1 - 2 

2010    

Tropical Cyclone Pat February Cook Islands 2 

Tropical Cyclone Rene February Tonga 1 

Tropical Cyclone Tomas March Fiji 1 

Tropical Cyclone Ului March Solomon Islands 1 
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Since the development of the IASC Transformative Agenda, a Level 3 emergency is defined globally as “a major emergency that requires a 
system-wide response”. 
16

Information sourced from various OCHA reports. Levels defined by OCHA Pacific. 
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2011    

Tropical Cyclone Vania January Vanuatu 2 

Tropical Cyclone Wilma February Tonga 1 

Tropical Cyclone Atu February Vanuatu 1 

Drought September Tuvalu 2 

2012    

Floods January and March Fiji 2 

Tropical Cyclone Jasmine February Vanuatu 1 

Flash floods and landslides June Solomon Islands 1 

Typhoon Bopha December Palau 1-2 

Tropical Cyclone Evan December Samoa and Fiji 1-2 

Tropical Cyclone Freda December Solomon Islands 1 

 

National context 

National Governments have the primary responsibility for disaster preparedness and response in their country. The 
PHT is intended to provide additional international support to PICs from relevant humanitarian partners in the 
region. PHT support is directed through the National Disaster Management Offices (NDMOs) in each PIC, and 
through cluster support to relevant national ministries, agencies, offices and departments. 

The PHT is intended to build on and complement existing national capacities, coordination mechanisms and long-
term development projects. A challenge for the PHT is that while it operates as a regional coordination mechanism, 
it supports 14 PICs with different national contexts, priorities, capacities and existing coordination mechanisms. 
The UNDAF country findings, for example, highlight different national priorities in environmental management, 
climate change and DM. Similarly, the Joint National Action Plans (JNAPs) for Disaster Risk Management (DRM) 
and CCA, which various PICs have developed with support from SPC and other regional partners, highlight 
country-specific priorities in DM and DRR. Therefore, the PHT must work with each of these PICs to determine how 
best to support disaster preparedness and response in each of these contexts. 

 

Regional context 

At the regional level, there are different frameworks, agreements and programmes that are connected to PHT 
activities. Some of these are highlighted below: 

FRANZ and other donors: The FRANZ Agreement was signed by representatives of France, Australia and New 
Zealand in 1992. It commits the signatories to exchange information to ensure the best use of assets and other 
resources for relief operations after cyclones and other natural disasters in the Pacific. The PHT coordination 
mechanism includes FRANZ in coordination measures during disasters, as well as Japan and the United States. It 
is less clear how the PHT engages and coordinates with non-traditional donors with a presence in the region.   

Compact of Free Association (COFA) and the Western Pacific: COFA defines the relationship that FSM, Marshall 
Islands and Palau have as associated states with the United States. In FSM and Marshall Islands, a 2008 
amendment to COFA transferred responsibility for disaster response, reconstruction and mitigation from the US 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to the US Agency for International Development (USAID). The 
modified agreements also established a Disaster Assistance Emergency Fund and defined the criteria and 
thresholds for requests for financial assistance from the US Government ending in 2023. PHT engagement in FSM 
and Marshall Islands requires an understanding of COFA as well as the co-operative agreement between USAID 
and the International Organization for Migration (IOM), which is its primary relief and reconstruction partner in both 
countries. In Palau, a renewal of COFA covering proposed US financial assistance until 2024 is still being 
considered by the Government of Palau.  

Pacific Platform for DRM: SPC and ISDR co-convene the Pacific Platform for DRM. It was established to 
harmonize existing regional mechanisms, and to develop and implement regional policies and frameworks for DRM 
in the Pacific. OCHA Pacific is a member of the Pacific Platform and through the PHT coordination mechanism 
supports activities under Theme 4 (Planning for Effective Preparedness, Response and Recovery) of the Pacific 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management Framework for Action 2005-2015. 

UNDAF: UNDAF is a five-year strategic programme framework covering 2013 to 2017 for UN engagement in the 
Pacific. Outcome Area 1, Environmental Management, Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management, outlines 
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how the UN will support an integrated approach to environmental sustainability and efforts by PICs and 
communities to adapt to climate change, and to reduce and manage disaster risk. Under this outcome area, the 
UNDAF states that the UN will use the cluster approach as the standard coordination mechanism to support and 
complement disaster preparedness and response in the region. 

 

International context 

In February 2012, the IASC formally recognized the PHT and the regional humanitarian architecture in the Pacific. 
There are other regional humanitarian networks operating globally, but the PHT is the only regional cluster 
arrangement formally recognized by the IASC.

17
 The formalization means that the PHT is now not simply modelled 

on the principles of the global cluster approach, but has now become an integral part of it, as the mechanism for 
coordinating humanitarian action in the Pacific. As the IASC now recognizes the PHT, the ERC has recommended 
that the coordination mechanism be subject to an IASC review to determine whether the present arrangements are 
fulfilling their intended purpose, and to allow for any adjustments in approach.  
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REDLAC based in Panama; the Regional IASC based in Senegal; RIACSO based in South Africa; the MENA network based in Cairo; the 
IASC Humanitarian Network based in Bangkok; and the Regional Humanitarian Partnership Team. 
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Findings 
 

This review’s findings have been determined by researcher observations at regional and national workshops, a 
document review, interviews with key stakeholders and survey findings. They are presented under three areas of 
observation: relevance and appropriateness, effectiveness and connectedness.    

 

Relevance and appropriateness 

This section examines the relevance and appropriateness of the PHT. “Relevance” is concerned with whether the 
PHT is in line with regional needs and priorities; “appropriateness” is concerned with how the cluster approach is 
tailored to meet the regional need in the Pacific. 

 

Finding 1: The PHT is relevant and appropriate for the Pacific, although increased relevance needs to be 
demonstrated at the national level 

The majority of interviewees confirmed that the PHT is relevant and appropriate in the Pacific. For most 
interviewees, the relevance and appropriateness of the PHT was tied closely with improving coordination and 
information sharing between humanitarian stakeholders in the region. In terms of support to PICs, interviews in 
Solomon Islands and Vanuatu revealed that PHT support of national disaster preparedness efforts during non-
response periods was considered the most highly valued contribution of the PHT. Access to people with specialist 
technical skills and experience at minimal or no cost to PICs was also noted as a key benefit of the PHT.  

Particularly in the first five years of the PHT, the open-ended cluster approach has been useful in establishing 
norms of working together as well as strengthening partnerships and an awareness of how collaboration might 
work in the newly established PHT. Most partners were supportive of the open-ended cluster approach, but some 
commented on the strain of expectations and the additional workload, particularly that of cluster coordinators, by 
adopting this approach. Most importantly, it was widely felt that to remain relevant in the region, the PHT 
coordination approach needs to remain flexible and capable of adapting to changing regional needs (e.g. slow-
onset emergencies in Tuvalu and Kiribati, or a non-communicable disease emergency in Palau), as well as 
responsive to national priorities. 

Although the PHT was found to be relevant at the regional level, the majority of interviewees commented that to 
remain relevant regionally, the PHT needed to extend its reach at the national level. This involves PHT 
stakeholders having a clear understanding of how the regional PHT arrangement links with national structures in 
each of the represented countries, taking into account different national contexts, the presence of different non-
government stakeholders as well as existing coordination mechanisms.

18
 

Many interviewees felt that reach at the national levels across most PICs has been minimal, as the PHT as a 
regional coordination mechanism has yet to fully mature. In PICs where the PHT has a more established presence, 
interviewees commented that the effectiveness of emergency responses could be improved through extending the 
reach of the PHT to the district and provincial levels.  

“Increase physical presence in the represented countries, especially the cluster members, through regular 
interfacing including workshops, consultations, simulations to increase the level of national preparedness.” – 
Recommendation from PIC survey respondent 
 
Interviews in Fiji, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu revealed an increasing level of PHT engagement at the national 
level in recent years, with the benefits of this support now beginning to show. The following case studies illustrate 
two different approaches to how PHT members are supporting national disaster preparedness and response in 
Solomon Islands and Vanuatu.  
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OCHA (2009). Pacific Humanitarian Team Regional Workshop Report, p19 
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Case Study 1 – Solomon Islands 

In 2010, Solomon Islands introduced a new national mechanism for inter-agency coordination, which is reflected in 
the 2010 National Disaster Risk Management Plan. The plan introduced five clusters, or groupings of agencies, to 
coordinate areas of activity including response and recovery from disasters.

19
 It is important to note that the 

clusters adopted by the Solomon Islands are not based on IASC principles, nor are they designed to align with the 
PHT cluster approach. Interviews in Solomon Islands confirmed that PHT support, such as support to national inter-
agency workshops for disaster response coordination, is helping to strengthen national coordination by promoting a 
common understanding of roles and responsibilities of different Government agencies. This knowledge of the 
national coordination structure is also helping to build relationships between the NDMO and the PHT and creating a 
better understanding of how the PHT can link to and support national coordination.    

 

Case Study 2 – Vanuatu Humanitarian Team 

In Vanuatu, the NDMO and other key Government ministries are being supported by the Vanuatu Humanitarian 
Team (VHT). The VHT was established in late 2011 and is a collaborative project set up by humanitarian 
stakeholders in Vanuatu and OCHA Pacific.

20
 Loosely modelled on the PHT’s cluster approach, it was established 

based on the recognition that humanitarian stakeholders with a presence in the country could strengthen the 
preparedness and response capacity in certain sectors or clusters, as well as the NDMO’s capacity through 
providing consistent on-ground support and access to personnel and other resources. Here, Government ministries 
lead clusters in agriculture and food security, emergency education, health, logistics and WASH. Members of the 
VHT support the Government ministries as cluster co-leads.  

Since its establishment, the VHT has assisted with the response to Tropical Cyclone Jasmine. It is included as an 
integral component in the NDMO’s tsunami-and-cyclone response preparedness plans, as well as Standard 
Operating Procedures (SOPs). The VHT is also extending disaster preparedness support at the provincial level 
within Vanuatu as well as assisting the NDMO to develop SOPs to strengthen coordination between Port Vila and 
the provinces.  

 

Effectiveness  

“Effectiveness” measures the extent to which an activity achieves its purpose and whether this can be expected to 
happen on the basis of the outputs. Effectiveness is measured by how well the PHT has met its objectives; how 
quickly the system was able to respond to emergencies; how well it monitored and evaluated its work; the quality of 
leadership; and the competence of coordination efforts.  

 

Finding 2: Objectives are being met, although more visible progress to be demonstrated 

Global humanitarian reform and the cluster approach were introduced to increase the effectiveness of humanitarian 
action by ensuring greater predictability, accountability and partnership. As a regional adaptation of the cluster 
approach, these are also the PHT’s main objectives. Questions eight and nine of the online survey were used to 
measure stakeholder sentiment on whether the PHT was meeting these three objectives.  

Predictability of humanitarian response (Q8): Sixty-one per cent of survey respondents felt that the PHT was 
meeting its objective of increasing the predictability of humanitarian response, compared with 4 per cent of 
respondents who felt the PHT was not meeting its objective in this area. Another 35 per cent of respondents were 
not able to comment on this question, or they neither agreed nor disagreed.  

Predictability of leadership (Q8): Just over half of survey respondents (52 per cent) felt the PHT was meeting its 
objective of increasing the predictability of leadership in key sectors (education, health, shelter, protection and 
WASH) through the appointment of CLAs as first points of contact. Two per cent disagreed. A high percentage of 
respondents (46 per cent) responded neutrally or were unable to comment.  

Accountability (Q9): Forty-four per cent of survey respondents felt that the PHT’s overall contribution to increased 
peer accountability within the clusters (e.g. agreed responsibilities are acted upon, followed up and monitored by 
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The five clusters are Initial Response and Assessment, Welfare/IDPs, Public Services, Livelihoods and Infrastructure. 
20

The VHT began as an 18-month pilot project funded by the Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection department of the European Commission 
(ECHO), AusAID and Oxfam. 
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cluster peers) was either “very good” or “good”. Another 33 per cent described the PHT’s contribution to increased 
peer accountability as “fair”; 9 per cent described it as “poor”. All other respondents were unable to comment.  

Partnership (Q8): Seventy-eight per cent of respondents felt that the PHT was achieving its objective to improve 
links between relevant humanitarian stakeholders in the region. Only 2 per cent of survey respondents disagreed. 
Another 20 per cent were unable to comment, or they neither agreed nor disagreed. 

Overall, the findings on whether the PHT is meeting its objectives were positive, particularly in the area of improved 
partnerships. Further analysis of the survey results reveal that NGO respondents were less positive about the 
PHT’s achievements in these areas, particularly when compared with UN agency, PIC and donor respondents. The 
survey results also show a high number of “neutral” and “do not know” responses. This could be a question of 
survey design, in which the questions posed were too broad and the wording not clear enough for respondents to 
give a “yes” or “no” response. 

Another possible reason for this outcome may be related to the visibility of PHT actions and achievements, 
particularly by stakeholders in the broader PHT network. This is supported by workshop observations and 
interviews with key stakeholders, which revealed strong sentiment for progress to be demonstrated through 
established targets, set timelines and greater visibility of action. Most interviewees were positive about the pace at 
which the PHT was maturing, but they also acknowledged that the PHT needs to be able to consolidate on gains 
already made and demonstrate tangible progress on core issues.  

“Focus, track and report on implementation of key recommendations from the PHT workshops.” - Survey 
respondent recommendation 
 
 

Finding 3: The timeliness and effectiveness of response was difficult to evaluate without a common 
understanding of what is a PHT response and the measures of success 

OCHA defines a PHT response according to one of three levels (Level 1 – 3) based on experiences of international 
responses in the Pacific over the past 10 years. The allocation of level depends on the scale of a disaster, the 
anticipated needs of the affected people, the combined capacities of national and international partners, and the 
affected Government’s request for assistance.

21
 According to these three levels, the PHT, in often differing 

configurations depending on the type and location of the event, supported about 20 different emergencies between 
2008 and 2012. 

This contrasts with interview findings in which some stakeholders state that they did not know of any instances, or 
knew of very few, in which the PHT had been used to support emergency responses in the region. The OCHA 
definition includes any PHT member activity to support small-scale disaster events (Level 1), but other stakeholders 
felt that a PHT response required formal activation of the PHT cluster approach by a national Government (Level 
2). 

A review of emergency responses in the past five years shows that while many responses have required 
coordination typical of a Level 2 response, there have been few instances in which a formal request has been 
received from Governments to activate the regional clusters. Due to the evolving nature of many of these 
emergencies, some emergencies have naturally escalated from a Level 1 response to requiring the coordination 
characteristic of a Level 2 response, without the formal request from Governments to activate the PHT clusters.  

Many interviewees were unable to comment on the effectiveness or timeliness of PHT responses based on the 
above observation. It was also observed that many interviewees still sought a clear description of what the PHT is, 
what it does and its members’ roles and responsibilities. This review also did not include any performance 
indicators for measuring the effectiveness or timeliness of PHT responses. However, it is felt that the development 
of agreed measures of success would be useful for future evaluations of PHT performance in this area.  

 

ACCOUNTABILITY AND LEADERSHIP 

Finding 4: The PHT would benefit from more visible leadership and strategic direction, particularly 
concerning preparedness activities 

The HoO Group is chaired by the UN RCs in Fiji and Samoa. It comprises senior representatives of key agencies 
and organizations that provide international humanitarian assistance in the region, including CLA heads of office. 
The TOR states that the group “is responsible for setting the overall strategic direction of the PHT and for oversight 
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OCHA (2012). Pacific Humanitarian Architecture, p. 14 
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of international humanitarian response in the region”. This includes “setting strategic common objectives and 
priorities in the preparedness and response phase”.

22
 HoO convenes with the ICCG during emergency responses, 

but it rarely meets outside of these times to provide strategic direction to the PHT and to the ICCG, which is the 
body responsible for ensuring that the strategies determined by the HoO are implemented across the PHT clusters.  

Preparedness is one area where the PHT could benefit from further strategic direction from the HoO. The EPREP 
states that “when a country is not experiencing an active emergency situation, PHT members will address 
vulnerability reduction, disaster preparedness and mitigation issues”.

23
 Recent IASC guidance documents have 

highlighted the increasingly important role of clusters in building capacity with Governments and coordinating 
preparedness, but this has not been commonly agreed among PHT partners. One issue to clarify would be the role, 
mandate and capacity of OCHA Pacific to facilitate coordination for preparedness, particularly in the context of SPC 
and ISDR facilitating the wider Pacific Partnership for DRM. This would also extend to how preparedness activities 
are to be prioritized across all 14 PICs. 

 

COORDINATION 

Finding 5: Cluster coordinators reported feeling overworked and had minimal resources to commit to 
cluster coordination outside of response periods 

The ICCG is the group within the PHT responsible for ensuring that the HoO’s strategies are implemented across 
the clusters. It is also responsible for ensuring coherence when addressing inter-cluster and cross-cutting issues, 
as well as information and communication in emergency preparedness and compliance with international 
standards. While all CLAs have provided resources to support the ICCG, most cluster coordinators are not 
appointed fulltime to this position and are required to balance the expectations of this role with other responsibilities 
from within their own organization. Many cluster coordinators reported feeling overworked and did not have 
dedicated time for cluster coordination as expected by the TOR, particularly regarding preparedness activities 
during non-response periods. Cluster coordinators’ capacity in information management was also noted in the 
interviews as a constraint that inhibited some cluster coordinators from being able to adequately perform this role. 
Given this understanding, agreeing joint minimum standards for preparedness (preferably with annual measurable 
targets) could help clarify the expected minimum output and commitment of cluster coordinators across all clusters.   

 

ACCOUNTABILITY TO AFFECTED PEOPLE 

Finding 6: Continue to advocate increased accountability to affected people 

Accountability in humanitarian response is about ensuring that humanitarian stakeholders take into account the 
needs of affected people and account for their decisions and actions to those they seek to assist. In 2011, the IASC 
principals acknowledged the fundamental importance of accountability to affected people and the role of inter-
agency mechanisms, such as the PHT, to improve participation, information provision, feedback and complaints 
handling.  

The PHT clusters, through their cluster coordinators and conveners, advocate greater accountability to affected 
people through promoting application of relevant standards and use of participatory approaches. When asked what 
contribution the PHT had made to increasing accountability to affected people, the survey results were mixed. 
Approximately 35 per cent of respondents rated PHT contribution in this area as “very high” or “high”, 28 per cent 
as “fair” and 15 per cent as “poor” or “very poor”. Just under a quarter of respondents (22 per cent) responded “do 
not know”. These results can be read as they are, or they may be indicative of a lack of visibility of cluster activity in 
this area, a lack of understanding of the PHT’s role in contributing to increased accountability to affected people, or 
a lack of clear understanding of what it really means in the context of the PHT.  

Given the increased focus of the IASC and the wider humanitarian community on delivering better accountability to 
affected people, it would be worth including this as a clear responsibility of the PHT clusters in the TORs, rather 
than being implied within other cluster responsibilities. This is also one area that could benefit from HoO/ICCG 
guidance on what collective inter-agency steps/actions can be taken to support increased accountability to affected 
people in the region. More global guidance from the IASC and other humanitarian bodies can be expected. In the 
meantime, advocacy for increased accountability to affected people should continue to be promoted within the 
clusters.    
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Heads of Organization TOR v0.6 
23

 EPREP v.7, p7 
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“The best way to strengthen accountability is to ensure organisations interacting directly with affected populations 
know how best to strengthen their accountability through awareness of international standards, how to achieve 
these standards and what tools and resources exist to support accountability.”– NGO survey respondent 
 

CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES 

Finding 7: Gender has been promoted strongly, whereas other issues have been less visibly promoted 

Survey questions 9 and 12 were used to determine respondent views on how well cross-cutting issues were being 
addressed during humanitarian responses in the Pacific. In question 9, respondents were asked to describe the 
PHT’s overall contribution to promoting regional awareness of cross-cutting issues. The majority of respondents (59 
per cent) felt that its contribution was either “very good” or “good”, 28 per cent felt that it was “fair” and 4 per cent 
felt that it was “poor”.  

Question 12 asked respondents to comment on how well specific cross-cutting issues of gender, environment, 
HIV/AIDs, disability, mental health and psychosocial support, information management and coordination were 
being addressed during humanitarian responses.

24
 An analysis of the results revealed that of the seven cross-

cutting issues identified, coordination, information management and gender were viewed as being best addressed 
during humanitarian responses. According to the respondents, the least progress is being achieved in HIV/AIDs, 
disability, mental health and psychosocial support. These results are consistent with findings from interviews, 
observations and document reviews. 

A review of key documents provided good evidence of initiatives to promote gender awareness in humanitarian 
response in the Pacific.

25
 Since 2010, three IASC GenCap advisers have been working with PHT partners to 

mainstream gender-equality programming, including prevention and response to gender-based violence in all 
sectors of humanitarian response. This work has included undertaking post-disaster gender analyses, such as the 
“Gender Insights in Agriculture and Food in Vanuatu’s response to Tropical Cyclones Atu and Vania” report (2011) 
and, more recently, the “Gender Sensitivity in Disaster Management Fiji Floods” report (2012). Post-disaster 
gender analyses were also carried out following the Samoan earthquake and tsunami and the Tuvalu drought. The 
PHT has also supported the participation of gender focal points to participate in several PHT regional annual 
workshops to increase the participation of women and to contribute to cluster planning discussions. 

Three secondments of IASC GenCap advisers provided gender mainstreaming support and capacity-building to the 
PHT, and the mandate of UN Women was expanded to support gender mainstreaming in humanitarian 
preparedness and response.

26
 Both presented an opportunity to progress gender mainstreaming within the PHT. 

As such, the United Nations Gender Group (UNGG), chaired by UNFPA and UN Women, amended its TOR to 
include humanitarian action. The UNGG consists of gender specialists or focal points from UN agencies. The 
UNGG also manages a Gender Surge Roster, in which gender specialists can assist PHT clusters in their work and 
deploy for assessment-and-support missions during an emergency. The roster was first used during the Fiji floods 
in 2012. NGOs and non-UN partners participate in the roster though Communities of Practice established in Fiji 
and Vanuatu.  

The survey results reveal that there is still much to be achieved in addressing cross-cutting issues and activities in 
disaster response in the Pacific. However, these issues are being jointly considered by PHT stakeholders. Disability 
is one of the cross-cutting issues that are now being discussed at the regional level. While on the regional agenda, 
interviews revealed that practical measures need to be considered at the national level to ensure that the needs of 
persons with disabilities are addressed in future emergency responses. It was also felt that disability had yet to be 
adequately mainstreamed across all clusters. A discussion paper on “Disability in the UN cluster system” (2010) 
found that while the Protection Cluster generally has responsibility for addressing the situation of the most 
vulnerable people, disability is best mainstreamed across all clusters. It also found that for disability to be better 
addressed within the cluster system, more consideration needs to be made for inclusion of local NGOs as key 
disability actors at the local level. 

ICCG coordination meeting observations during a response revealed that mental health and psychosocial support 
issues were acknowledged and jointly addressed by the PHT Protection and Health and Nutrition clusters. 
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Gender, environment, HIV/AIDs, disability, mental health and psychosocial support are the five cross-cutting issues defined by the IASC. 
Information management and coordination were also viewed as relevant cross-cutting issues in the PHT context and were included in this 
review on the advice of the PHT Performance Review Advisory Group.  
25

The “Guidance Note on Disaster Preparedness – Entry Points for GenCap Advisers” (2012) by Linda Pennells provides a comprehensive 
overview of gender initiatives, findings and recommendations relating to the PHT. 
26

 UN Women has recruited a Gender Protection Officer, Disasters through the Australian Red Cross to work with UN Women partners to 
address protection and the roles of women in disasters across the Pacific. 
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However, it is not immediately clear to all PHT stakeholders who, beyond the ICCG arrangement, is responsible for 
promoting and integrating each cross-cutting issue at the regional and national levels. 

 

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

Finding 8: Information management has improved across the region 

A basic goal of the cluster approach is to improve information management, which comprises information 
collection, sharing and storing. The findings reveal that information management has improved over the past five 
years with the introduction of the PHT. The majority of interviewees confirmed that there is now a greater 
awareness of the activities being undertaken by the different organizations and agencies active in the region, both 
in response and non-response periods. Donors acknowledged and appreciated improved information management, 
as facilitated through coordination during response.  

While information management at the regional level has improved, some interviewees commented that at the 
national level there is a need for more information and mapping of national capacities, activities and resources. For 
example, the VHT has recently undertaken a mapping of agencies, activities and locations in each province in 
Vanuatu. Some interviewees felt that the PHT could have a greater role in providing a platform for PICs to share 
their experiences and exchange information on nationally led initiatives. One example is the FrontLINE Emergency 
Response NETWORK (FERN) disaster management system used in the Cook Islands.  

Several interviewees commented that partners lacked a common space where they can share information on their 
projects and other activities. OCHA’s 3W database is a global coordination tool that organizations use to know 
what activities are being undertaken in which locations. The PHT has a 3W database that provides information on 
the country presence of member organizations, but these comments suggest that the tool does not provide the 
level of detail (i.e. activity and timeframe) that is useful to PHT stakeholders.

27
 A global review also found that 

although the 3W database provided a useful overview and highlighted major gaps and duplications, it is not always 
user-friendly and in most cases not detailed enough to influence concrete planning at the local level. A more 
detailed 3W database for the PHT would provide increased information at the national level, which also relates 
closely to the earlier reference for improved mapping of national resources, activities and capacity. Additionally, 
opportunities may exist for collaboration on the 3W databases held by OCHA and SPC. 

As an extension of the same issue, other interviewees commented on the need for simple information management 
solutions to allow partners to better share information. The PHT website was originally designed for this level of 
functionality. However, stakeholder feedback and a review of the website reveal that it has limited use for this 
purpose. When the PHT was established, it was agreed that Pacific Disaster Net, managed by SPC, would be fully 
utilized as one of the key information management tools of PHT partners. Pacific Disaster Net is being redesigned 
and is intended to be the most comprehensive information resource in relation to DRM for the PICs. With the 
creation of the PHT website in 2011, guidance may be required to illustrate how the two resources link and support 
each other, i.e. what documents should be shared on each site. 

“Build on the effort and energy invested in the PHT website to make it a more interactive portal for data and 
information sharing, real-time event monitoring and building a repository of sector-specific and general online 
resources.”– Survey respondent recommendation 
 

Finding 9: Coordinated needs assessment remains a challenge despite being widely considered a priority 
area of focus 

Coordinated needs assessment (CNA) is widely recognized as a priority area for delivering improved inter-agency 
response in emergency events. The need for a standardized needs-assessment tool was identified as a 
recommendation of the 2009 PHT Regional Annual Workshop.

28
 The same workshop identified that joint 

assessment would minimize duplication, avoid assessment fatigue and make better use of available information. 
Despite the recognized importance and focus on needs assessments, coordination in this area has proved difficult 
as it involves coordination with stakeholders at the local, national and international levels. Challenges included 
different assessment tools being promoted by different stakeholders, and staff being trained in different types of 
assessments. CNA is being driven at the national levels following experience gained from the Disaster Information 
Management Systems (DIMS) pilot project in Fiji in 2009. It involved multiple stakeholders including the Fiji 
Government, Fiji Red Cross, IFRC, ISDR, SOPAC, OCHA Pacific, The Asia Foundation/OFDA USAID, UNDP, 
UNFPA and UNICEF. CNA activity is ongoing in Solomon Islands and Vanuatu with relevant partners.   
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The 3W database is accessed through the PHT website www.phtpacific.org. OCHA also provides a focused 3W service during emergency response. 
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OCHA (2009). PHT Annual Regional Workshop Report, p.10 
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TRAINING NEEDS 

Finding 10: Training should be nationally led and supported by national and international partners  

OCHA Pacific recently conducted and commissioned the “Analysis of Disaster Response Training in the Pacific 
Island Region” (2012). This training needs-assessment document identified 15 recommendations to improve 
disaster response training in the Pacific. The report’s recommendations were intended for PICs, donors and 
development partners to inform strategy, planning, programmes and funding decisions. The report’s key 
recommendations included training to be aligned to professionalization of disaster management, including an 
identifiable career path with sequential learning stages with a clear focus on leadership, management and 
coordination training; developing national disaster management training strategies; and proactive inter-agency and 
inter-sector coordination of training led by NDMOs and supported by national and international development 
partners. 

Another study “Working Better Together: An NGO Perspective on Improving Australia’s Coordination in Disaster 
Response” (2010) found that disaster response trainings had been undertaken in the past, but these trainings and 
simulations were not streamlined or consistent and were largely adhoc, informal or reactive. 

In support of the two previous reviews mentioned above, some interviewees expressed interest in focusing on the 
professional development of NDMO staff, or they commented on the lack of consistency of the training approach 
and methodology of different stakeholders. Additionally, PIC interview and survey respondents commented that 
training in logistics and communications to better reach isolated people during emergencies would be useful, as 
would training in information management and needs assessment. Experience from Cyclone Pat in Cook Islands in 
2010 also revealed the importance of psychological training and training in first aid and logistics. 

 

MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

Finding 11: Inter-agency lessons-learned workshops are valuable and held consistently following disaster 
responses, but they vary in quality. An opportunity exists to define indicators to measure the quality of 
PHT responses. 

The PHT has held inter-agency lessons-learned workshops following most emergency responses. These 
workshops were viewed as valuable by the majority of survey respondents, but many reported that the quality of 
the reports was variable. The most recent inter-agency lessons-learned report was developed following the Fiji 
floods of January and March 2012, with lessons learned identified by cluster. The inter-agency lessons-learned 
workshops contribute to joint reflection and understanding of what worked well and what areas need attention, with 
the objective of improving future responses. The consistent monitoring and evaluation of inter-agency response 
presents an opportunity to consider developing base performance indicators across all clusters to measure the 
quality of inter-agency responses over time, for example in accountability to affected people, needs assessments, 
and cross-cutting issues.  

 

Connectedness 

According to ALNAP, the definition of “connectedness” refers to the need to ensure that activities of a short-term 
emergency nature are carried out in a context that takes longer-term and interconnected problems into account. In 
the context of this performance review, “connectedness” will consider links with existing national, regional and 
international structures, including the extent to which national capacity is supported and developed. While an 
assessment of partnerships forms a critical component of any evaluation of connectedness, this review places 
additional emphasis on reviewing the strength and quality of partnerships, recognizing greater partnerships as a 
core objective of the PHT. This section will first assess partnerships before moving on to considerations of 
connectedness issues at the national, regional and international levels. 
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PARTNERSHIPS 

Finding 12: The PHT’s contribution to improved partnerships is widely acknowledged 

Interviews with PHT stakeholders revealed that the PHT has strengthened partnerships across the region. Many 
interviewees felt the annual PHT regional workshop was a valuable and important initiative that is helping to build 
better partnerships across organizations in the region. The majority of interviewees also reported that their 
organization’s engagement with the PHT coordination mechanism had overall been positive. Additionally, 78 per 
cent of survey respondents also found that the PHT had improved links with relevant humanitarian stakeholders in 
the region. 

In Fiji, interviewees commented that while their organizations continued to rely on their existing partnerships, the 
PHT had strengthened these partnerships or provided opportunities to broadened access to a wider network of 
humanitarian partners. An example of how these partnerships had affected the quality of emergency response was 
provided in regards to the pre-positioning of dignity kits prior to the cyclone season in Fiji. Increased dialogue and 
information sharing between the Fiji Red Cross, UN Women and UNFPA was noted to have led to early release of 
the dignity kits to the Fiji Red Cross and their timely distribution to the affected people. Early and ongoing dialogue 
also led to the revision of the kit contents to make these more appropriate and gender-sensitive. 

These results also reflect the global findings reported in the “IASC Cluster Approach Evaluation” (2010), which 
reported that the approach had enhanced partnerships between UN agencies and INGOs, as well as relationships 
among INGOs.

29
 Another study, “Working Better Together: An NGO Perspective on Improving Australia’s 

Coordination in Disaster Response” (2010), also found the cluster approach to be a positive means of linking UN 
agencies, NGOs and international organizations such as the Red Cross in disaster preparedness, disaster 
response, raising stakeholder awareness of regional resources and capacities, and developing an understanding of 
the key thematic issues in the region.

30
 

“There are increasing signs of better collaboration between organizations in the region in providing emergency 
support to member countries. This is very helpful for Pacific Island countries.”– PIC survey respondent 

 

Finding 13: PHT stakeholders have a better understanding of the role and capacity of the PHT   

In the first few years since the PHT was established, there has been a limited understanding of its role and capacity 
to support PICs. An IASC/PHT lessons-learned workshop, coordinated by the UN RC in Samoa and the Samoan 
Ministry of Finance, was held two months after the Samoan earthquake and tsunami in September 2009. It found a 
lack of knowledge and awareness of IASC/PHT processes by the Government and NGOs in Samoa and also some 
UN staff. A Red Cross review of emergency response to Tropical Cyclone Pat in 2010 also reported a lack of 
understanding of the UN cluster system in the Cook Islands.

31
 

The findings reveal that it has taken some time for PICs to understand the PHT’s role, and for other stakeholders to 
understand how they fit within the PHT/Pacific cluster approach framework. For example, the Vanuatu Red Cross 
first participated in the cluster approach during Tropical Cyclones Vania and Atu in 2011. The Red Cross post-
emergency review of the response to these tropical cyclones reported that the Vanuatu Red Cross was now more 
aware of how the cluster system operates.

32
 

Interviews with key stakeholders revealed that after five years and continued dialogue, PICs have a better 
understanding of what the PHT is and the resources it offers. Although not all PICs may be fully engaged with the 
PHT, they are now in a better position to decide how these resources may be used to best support national 
disaster preparedness and response efforts. 

One area that could benefit from further elaboration is the expected relationship between NDMOs, OCHA, the PHT 
clusters and the UN Disaster Assessment and Coordination (UNDAC) team. UNDAC is part of the international 
emergency response system in which a skilled team can be deployed at short notice (12 to 48 hours) to help 
coordinate international relief for sudden-onset emergencies. Clear identification of the roles and responsibilities of 
each of these groups may provide PICs with a better understanding of the support they can expect during an 
emergency response. There is also strong support for establishing a Pacific UNDAC team that would draw on 
regional resources and be activated upon the request of PICs through OCHA Pacific. Again, further clarification on 
how UNDAC complements the PHT cluster system would be useful.  
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Red Cross (2010). Cook Islands Tropical Cyclones DREF Review (Draft), p9 
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Red Cross (2011). Tropical Cyclone Vania DREF Evaluation and Lessons Learned Workshop, p16 
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NATIONAL ENGAGEMENT 

Finding 14: Minimal engagement in countries that have a limited PHT member presence 

Outside of Fiji, Samoa, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu, there is little understanding of what the PHT is and what it 
can offer. Interviews similarly acknowledged that there has been minimal engagement in countries that have a 
limited PHT-member presence. In PICs with limited PHT-member presence, PHT engagement has, in general, 
been through OCHA Pacific and through attendance at the PHT annual regional workshop. Most interviewees 
expressed interest in defining a strategy to better engage with these countries and what this engagement might 
look like, taking into consideration the limited in-country presence of PHT members in many PICs. More clarity was 
also sought on what specific services the PHT offers PICs during non-emergency periods as well as during an 
emergency response. These services should be framed on the level of support the PHT can realistically provide in 
terms of capabilities, member commitment and resources. 

In general, PHT engagement has developed based on PHT member presence or through providing follow-up 
support after a specific disaster response rather than on a pre-defined PHT strategy of engagement in the region.

33
 

Some interviewees advocated increased engagement with PICs that have not been highly engaged with the PHT. 
To do so may require a redistribution of or additional financial resources. Others advocated increased investment in 
Solomon Islands, Fiji and Vanuatu where the PHT is beginning to show value and where the approach can be 
further refined. The argument for increased engagement in these countries is that while the PHT has been building 
good relationships and engagement with the NDMOs, there is a lack of clarity among national ministries, 
departments and agencies, which have an important role in disaster response, about the cluster approach and how 
it can support existing national coordination structures.  
 

“The PHT should liaise with member countries to determine their main priorities and provide assistance to 
implement them.”– PIC survey respondent 
 

Finding 15: Cluster initiatives should be nationally led  

Interviews with key stakeholders revealed a strong desire for cluster initiatives to be nationally led, with 
Government ministries and agencies identified as CLAs, where possible. Many felt that the PHT needed to be seen 
as a Government tool to enhance the quality of national responses to emergencies. 

Fiji’s recent response to Tropical Cyclone Evan shows how a national cluster approach has been used to 
coordinate relief efforts. It also illustrates a national Government taking a lead role in disaster response, and the 
need for international humanitarian partners to be adaptive to specific Government requests for assistance. In 
December 2012, Tropical Cyclone Evan passed over Fiji as a Category 4 tropical cyclone, causing widespread 
damage to large parts of the country. This led the Government to declare a State of Natural Disaster over the 
Northern and Western Divisions of the country for 15 days, which was extended by seven days in the Western 
Division.  

For the response, the Government adopted a cluster approach, with eight clusters including shelter, WASH, 
health/nutrition, education, and food security, led by Government ministries with the support of key partners. The 
adoption of the cluster approach had its origin in earlier responses in 2009, 2010 and 2012, and a follow-up 
national Inter-Agency Workshop for Disaster Response held in November 2012, during which it was agreed to 
establish a national cluster system. The response to this disaster is the first time that a wide-scale activation of the 
cluster approach has been led by Government ministries and supported by PHT members.  

As part of the response, the Government of Fiji adopted a Humanitarian Action Plan (HAP) to capture overall 
needs, ongoing response and available resources for the immediate three months following the disaster. The HAP 
is also intended to build a basis for longer-term recovery-and-rehabilitation efforts beyond this period and inform 
donors of possible funding gaps.

34
 The HAP was introduced in Fiji for the first time during the Fiji floods in January 

and March 2012 as a tool for coordination and strategic planning of international assistance to national efforts.  

Cluster initiatives in Vanuatu and Solomon Islands are also nationally led. In the other PICs, the relationship 
between the PHT and national coordination mechanisms are less defined. In some of these smaller island 
countries with small Governments and few national and international partners, a cluster coordination system may 
not be appropriate given the small amount of actors. In those cases, traditional coordination between all relevant 
parties (Government and non-government) would be the modus operandi. This was the case in Cook Islands 
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 Strategies may exist at the cluster level. However, cluster level strategies and plans are not assessed as part of this review. 
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The development of a HAP was endorsed by Cabinet decision on 28 December 2012. 
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following the response to Tropical Cyclone Pat in 2010. To increase the predictability of international humanitarian 
support, the PHT should describe such a modality and consult with these PICs on what resources and expertise 
they can access to enhance national capacity to respond to disasters. 

“It is important that national governments take the lead with the support of the PHT and that clear roles and 
responsibilities are set before a disaster event.” – PIC survey respondent 
 

REGIONAL ENGAGEMENT 

Finding 16: Define the position of the PHT in the region with existing regional arrangements 

Regionally, various organizations are carrying out important work in areas including DRR, DRM, DM and CCA. The 
Pacific Regional DRR and DM Framework for Action (RFA) 2005-2015

35
 and its associated Pacific Disaster Risk 

Management Partnership Network (PDRMPN), coordinated by SPC and ISDR, have strong links and relevance to 
the PHT. The RFA is a regional adaptation of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 and has six themes.  
Theme 4, Planning for Effective Preparedness, Response and Recovery, specifically focuses on activities relevant 
to the PHT. 

A midterm review of the Pacific Regional Framework for Action (2009) found that respondents surveyed “expressed 
a desire to strengthen the continuum between DRR and disaster response by involving the UN-led PHT more 
consistently into discussions on the RFA”.

36
  One interviewee commented that this is occurring with good links and 

crossover between the PDRMPN and the PHT, with many organizations being represented in both networks. 
Participation in the PDRMPN is important, as it provides PHT stakeholders with a broad picture of ongoing DRR, 
DRM and CCA activities within the context of the RFA, so that PHT activities can build on, and not displace, these 
efforts.  

Despite the PHT being considered an integral part of the PDRMPN, and with many organizations having 
representation in both networks, the PHT performance review survey revealed that many PHT stakeholders have a 
mixed understanding of the links between the PDRMPN and the PHT. While 41 per cent of survey respondents 
indicated that they had a “very good” or “good” understanding, 24 per cent responded “OK” and the other 35 per 
cent indicated that they had “limited” or “no understanding” of the links between the PDRMPH and the PHT. The 
results also revealed that PIC respondents were the stakeholder group with the best understanding of the links 
between the PHT and the PDRMPN.  

Several interviewees who discussed the PHT’s role in the region found the PDRMPN and the PHT to have an 
important and complementary role in the region. The same interviewees also commented that the relationship and 
links between the PDRMPN and the PHT needed to be better clarified and considerations made on what the 
regional arrangement will be when the RFA ends in 2015.  

 

INTERNATIONAL ENGAGEMENT 

Finding 17: The PHT has developed organically with limited IASC guidance. However, global reform will 
continue to influence how the PHT develops in the region. 

As the cluster approach was designed to only operate at the global and national levels, there is currently no 
available IASC guidance on regional-level arrangements. Therefore, the PHT has had to develop organically and in 
response to the region’s context-specific needs, while being guided by the IASC’s existing global- and national-
level reference documents. The IASC’s recent inclusion of preparedness activities as a core activity of national 
clusters, and the use of the cluster system for humanitarian coordination in smaller-scale emergencies (non-level 3) 
suggest that the PHT has been operating in advance of IASC guidelines, and it has rather focused on the region’s 
context-specific needs. 
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The Regional Framework was agreed by officials attending the 12th Pacific Regional Disaster Managers’ Meeting, 6-8 June 2005 in Madang, Papua New Guinea, 
and endorsed by the Leaders at the 36th Pacific Islands Forum in Madang, Papua New Guinea, 25-27 October 2005. 
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 SOPAC and ISDR (2010), Pacific Regional DRM Framework for Action Mid-term Review, p11 
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Recommendations 
The following recommendations are aimed at strengthening the PHT’s capacity in predictability of response, 
predictability of leadership, accountability and partnerships. The recommendations are primarily drawn from the 
findings and the direct recommendations of PHT stakeholders provided during interview or from extended feedback 
in the survey. The recommendations also consider the views of the PHT Performance Review Advisory Group.  

 
Recommendation 1 

Define a strategy (or approach) to guide the PHT over the next three to five years  

Key considerations:  

• The strategy should be realistic and flexible, guided by recognition of what agencies and organizations are 
willing to commit in terms of resources and how it can be continually improved to meet the needs of PICs. 

• Clearly define the PHT’s objectives, roles and responsibilities, the PHT’s role in preparedness and how the 
coordination mechanism will support PICs with limited PHT-member presence. 

• Define performance indicators to measure PHT performance.  

• Ensure that the strategy is widely known and understood by PHT stakeholders to support increased 
transparency, and to promote awareness of the PHT’s objectives and its intended approach for delivering on 
these objectives.  

• An inclusive approach including all PHT stakeholders should be adopted to define the strategy, with visible 
leadership and endorsement from the UN RCs and the HoO. The strategy will also need to consider how to 
promote strong engagement with NGOs to ensure PHT effectiveness is maximized. 

• The strategy should be approved by the National Disaster Committees in each represented country to ensure 
that it is flexible and responsive to national-level priorities. Consideration could be given to an opt-in or opt-out 
approach.  

Recommendations relate to findings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 11 

 

Recommendation 2 

Strengthen national coordination structures and understanding of how the PHT can best support these 
structures  

Key considerations: 

• PHT to continue to strengthen and support national disaster response coordination mechanisms in countries 
including Fiji, Samoa, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu. This includes strengthening PHT member capacity to 
provide required levels of support. 

• Continue to invest in and support in-country coordination initiatives such as the VHT. Strengthen and clarify the 
relationship between the NDMO, VHT and PHT.  

• Work more closely with countries with a limited PHT presence to define what level of humanitarian support is 
available and may possibly be requested of the PHT.   

• Work with national Governments to determine priority training needs and clarify where the PHT can assist in this 
area.  

• Where relevant, PHT to formalize relationships with PICs in respect of the PHT’s role during small-, medium- 
and large-scale responses as well as non-response periods. 

Recommendations relate to findings 1, 10, 14 and 15 

 

Recommendation 3 

Align disaster preparedness and response activities with other regional and national initiatives  

Key considerations: 

• Define what preparedness activities will be covered by the PHT. This should include defining the role, mandate 
and capacity of OCHA Pacific to facilitate coordination for preparedness, particularly in the context of SPC and 
ISDR facilitating the Pacific Partnership for DRM.   
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• Promote greater understanding of, and links to, CCA, DRR and DM activities in the region, so that the PHT is 
seen as an extension of, and in support of, these efforts. This includes promoting an understanding of the work 
undertaken as part of the Pacific Platform for DRM and vice versa.  

• PHT to support PICs and work with partners to ensure that disaster preparedness and response activities align 
with national CCA, DRR and DM activity to ensure no unnecessary overlap or inconsistency in approaches.  

• Define the relationship of PHT with other mechanisms for emergency response including UNDAC, FRANZ and 
COFA.  

Recommendations relate to finding 16 

 

Recommendation 4 

Review and revise the key information and reporting products and frameworks to ensure that essential 
information on the PHT is easily accessible and understood by all relevant stakeholders. 

Key considerations: 

• Prioritize the annual update of the EPREP, share it widely with PHT stakeholders and promote its use as a key 
guidance document on the PHT.  

• Include details on how cross-cutting issues will be mainstreamed in the PHT. 

• Update all TORs for clusters, ICCG and HoO to clarify expected roles and responsibilities of all organizations 
within the PHT. 

• Include strengthening accountability to affected people as a responsibility of the PHT clusters. 

• Provide guidance to PHT members on how best to use the resources on Pacific Disaster Net and the PHT 
website; support collaboration where possible. 

• Make the PHT website more user-friendly (including improved accessibility of key documents), real-time data 
and an interactive portal for clusters to share information.  

Recommendations relate to findings 3, 6, 7 and 8 

 

Additional recommendations 

The following recommendations were provided by PHT stakeholders. These recommendations did not fit under any 
particular category, but it would be remiss not to include them in this review.  

• Hold the next PHT regional annual workshop outside of Fiji to encourage wider regional participation. 

• Increased visibility of cluster leads, particularly at the PHT regional annual workshop. 

• ICCG to hold annual preparedness meeting prior to the cyclone season to ensure that coordination mechanisms 
and expectations are well understood.  

• Engage another GenCap Adviser to continue to promote gender advocacy and awareness in humanitarian 
response. 

• ICCG meetings in non-response periods to be action- or goal-driven meetings, guided by agreed minimum 
preparedness standards. 

• National level first responder training in how to be inclusive and how to evacuate and assist people with 
disability. 
 

Recommendations relate to findings 7 and 14 
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Implementation of recommendations 

To ensure follow-up on the recommendations proposed by the review, two processes are defined for addressing 
the strategic and operational recommendations of the review. The two processes are to be supported by OCHA 
Pacific as the PHT Secretary. Core considerations of the proposed steps include: 

• Achievable, transparent and timely targets  

• Clearly defined roles and responsibilities 

• Leadership and accountability 

• Inclusiveness and partnership 
 

Strategic focus Responsibility Timeliness 

Performance review made available to PHT members. OCHA  February 2013 

Communication release to PHT stakeholders on the 
proposed follow-up on the review recommendations. 

OCHA, RCs March 

OCHA to liaise with the UN RCs and HoO to establish a 
Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) to define a proposed PHT 
strategy/approach. 

OCHA, RCs, HoO March/April  

SAG to draft strategy/approach in consultation with PICs and 
other key stakeholders. 

SAG, PICs, OCHA, 
ICCG 

May/June  

Draft strategy/approach endorsed by RCs for release to PHT 
members for consultation purposes. 

RCs, OCHA, PHT July  

Strategy/approach presented by SAG at the Annual Regional 
Workshop. 

SAG and PHT October  

Strategy/approach endorsed by UN RCs and NDMOs. RCs, NDMOs October– 
December   

Appointment of new SAG (optional) to consider new or 
outstanding strategic priorities. 

RCs, HoO, OCHA Q1 2014 

 

Operational focus  Responsibility Timeliness 

Performance review made available to PHT members. OCHA February 2013 

ICCG to consider operational recommendations from the 
review and draw up a basic workplan to address priority 
operational tasks for 2013. 

OCHA, ICCG March/April  

Workplan to be made available to PHT members for 
consultation. 

ICCG, OCHA, PHT April  

Report on targets in the workplan at the sixth PHT Annual 
Regional Workshop. Targets to be agreed with PHT 
members for 2014. 

OCHA, ICCG, PHT October  

ICCG to develop workplan for 2014 based on strategy and 
inputs from the sixth PHT Annual Regional Workshop. 

OCHA, ICCG Q4 2013- 

Q1 2014 

2014 ICCG workplan to be endorsed by the HoO and UN 
RCs and made available to PHT members. 

OCHA, HoO, RCs Q1 2014  
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Implementation challenges 

While the review identifies several key recommendations, it is acknowledged that there are challenges to effective 
follow-up of these recommendations. Some challenges are highlighted below: 

Funding and resources: The PHT is a coordination mechanism, intended to make use of existing agency and 
organizational resources. While there have been additional investments made by various agencies and 
organizations to strengthen coordination, the PHT has largely been operating based on voluntary commitments and 
existing agency and organizational resources.  

One of the recommendations of the review is to define a common approach for increased support of national 
coordination structures, including improved support to lesser represented countries. Another recommendation is to 
define how cross-cutting issues, such as gender, disability and mental health, can be practically implemented at the 
national level during emergency responses. While progress against some recommendations can be achieved with 
existing resources, some recommendations may require additional funding or a re-allocation of resources, beyond 
what has already been committed by individual agencies and organizations.  

Organizational commitment: The PHT is a voluntary partnership and requires ownership and commitment from all 
member agencies and organizations if it is to work effectively. The implementation steps suggested for follow-up of 
the recommendations also require PHT member commitment to collectively define an approach to guide the 
development of the regional humanitarian coordination mechanism. Being able to collectively define an approach, 
involving many different partners with different mandates, programme activities and interests is also a challenge for 
follow-up of the review recommendations.  
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Conclusion 
The PHT is a partnership of many different organizations including PICs, UN agencies, NGOs, IFRC and national 
societies, donors, and international and regional organizations. This performance review has sought to gather the 
views of people who engage with or have relationships with the PHT in respect of its contribution to disaster 
preparedness and response in the region.  

The performance review attempts to provide a fair representation of the views gathered in interviews, survey 
responses, discussions and observations to deliver findings and recommendations to guide the functioning of the 
PHT. It considers the different mandates and commitments of member organizations, and it acknowledges the 
complex bilateral and multilateral inter-relationships at the regional level between PHT partners, particularly in 
CCA, DRR and DM.  

Overall, the review finds that the PHT is playing a positive role in improving partnerships and coordination of 
international humanitarian response in the region. PHT stakeholders have a better understanding of the 
coordination mechanism and how it supports member countries, as well as their role in the coordination 
mechanism. There is less clarity on other potential areas of support the PHT can offer PICs during and after 
disaster events. This can be addressed through further role definition and engagement at the national level to 
ensure PICs gain maximum benefit from the PHT. A regional humanitarian coordination mechanism has been 
created. As it matures, the PHT may also provide a forum for addressing gaps in humanitarian action in the region.   

This review has benefited from the valued contributions of many important stakeholders with significant experience 
in disaster preparedness and response in the region. However, it presents only one perspective of the PHT 
gathered by one researcher during a six-month period. It aims to provide a broad review of the PHT and only 
touches lightly on several key issues. People more versed in the PHT may identify some gaps in the review, and 
some issues may not be discussed in sufficient depth to the satisfaction of others.  

The review has also sought not to include discussion on cluster performance or PHT members’ organizational 
performance, but rather to present a system-wide perspective of the PHT coordination approach. However, it is 
recognized that a cluster performance review is an essential component of a performance review of the PHT and 
that a subsequent review of activity in this area be considered. Similarly, the review has not included discussion on 
pooled-funding mechanisms, which are also considered as being significantly complex and important to justify a 
review.  

This review identifies four key recommendations based on the findings provided by PHT stakeholders. Some 
recommendations can be addressed in the short-term, and for these recommendations a basic implementation 
approach is proposed. These recommendations are not to be interpreted as final or to form the basis of policy 
decision. Instead, they will hopefully be used as a discussion piece to guide decision-making and the development 
of a future strategy for the PHT to build on the work that has gone into establishing the PHT to make it a more 
effective body to better support PICs’ response to annual natural disasters in the region.  

It is also hoped that this review will be a useful reference document for PHT stakeholders—a document that can be 
shared with those new to the PHT to provide a background to its establishment, and the achievements and 
challenges encountered in developing a humanitarian coordination mechanism in the Pacific.  
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Annex A - Methodology 

 

The methodology consists of a document review, interviews with key informants, an online survey and observations 
during regional and national workshops. 

 

Document review 

The performance review includes a review of relevant documents and reports. Documents reviewed included key 
IASC commissioned reports such as the “Cluster Approach Evaluation Phase I Report” (2007) and the “Cluster 
Approach Evaluation Phase II Synthesis Report” (2010) as well as IASC background papers. 

PHT annual regional workshop reports (2008-2012) were also reviewed together with UN, IFRC and national 
societies, Pacific Island Government and NGO assessments and lessons learned reviews from Pacific 
emergencies in recent years. Other documents relevant to this review include the “United Nations Development 
Assistance Framework for the Pacific Region” (2013–2017) and the SPC and ISDR “Pacific Regional Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Disaster Management Framework for Action” (2005-2015). 

The objective of the document review was to provide supporting evidence to the findings of the interviews, survey 
results and other observations, as well as identify information that may be relevant to this review.    

 

Interviews 

The researcher interviewed 48 interviewees, of whom 35 per cent were female and 65 per cent male. Interviewees 
were selected to be broadly representative of the groups represented in the PHT including people from Pacific 
Island Governments, UN agencies, NGOs, IFRC and national societies, donors, and regional and international 
organizations, while being responsive to requests for interview.  

Interviews were conducted with people from Australia, Cook Islands, Fiji, FSM, Marshall Islands, New Zealand, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga and Vanuatu to reflect the geographical spread of countries represented by the 
PHT. Informal discussions with informants from Cook Islands, Kiribati, Niue and Tuvalu were also considered.  

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a pre-determined set of open questions to guide and prompt 
discussion. A semi-structured interview format was chosen to facilitate focused, conversational, two-way 
communication between the researcher and the interviewee. This style of interview helped the researcher to 
explore particular themes or responses. It also gave interviewees an opportunity to discuss issues that the 
researcher may not have already considered.  

 

Online survey 

An online survey was distributed to PHT stakeholders via the OCHA Pacific e-mail distribution list. The survey 
consisted of 20 questions, including 17 closed and three open-ended questions (see annex I). The survey 
questions were designed to model the evaluation criteria and key areas to be assessed as part of the review. 

The online survey elicited 46 responses, of which about 30 per cent were from females and 70 per cent from 
males. Survey responses were recorded from countries including Australia, Cook Islands, Fiji, Japan, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Samoa, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu. In distributing and promoting the survey, the researcher sent 
additional e-mails to individual PHT stakeholders to encourage a roughly proportional representation of responses 
from the different entities represented in the PHT, as well as a greater representation of female respondents.  

The survey was used to solicit the views of PHT stakeholders who were not interviewed or did not have an 
opportunity to contribute to the performance review. The survey is intended to complement the interviews by 
providing a consistent and measurable method for evaluation.  

Where reference is made to the survey results, the findings are based on the full sample of respondents (46 
responses). In some instances, the survey results are disaggregated by organizational affiliation of the respondent. 
The disaggregation of survey results leads to interpretation based on a small sample size of respondents. It is 
acknowledged that the answers from survey respondents may differ from non-respondents and may not 
necessarily reflect the views of the wider group; therefore the results should be read within this context.  

 

 



PHT Performance Review 2008-2012 |36 
 
 
 
Observation 

Observation was used to validate the findings from the document review, interviews and survey. The researcher 
observed interactions during several meetings and workshops, including a PHT annual regional workshop, two 
ICCG meetings, two PHT HoO/ICCG meetings, a UNGG meeting, a Vanuatu National Simulation Exercise, as well 
as inter-agency workshops for disaster response coordination in Fiji and Solomon Islands. 

 

Quality management 

The performance review was carried out by an individual researcher from 3 September 2012 to 15 February 2013. 
The review was overseen by an advisory group that served in its individual capacity to provide guidance and advice 
on strategic, practical and technical issues (see annex C). The researcher was also supported by OCHA Pacific, 
PHT ICCG and OCHA EGS.  
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Annex B - PHT performance review terms of reference 

 
Objective  

The objectives of the PHT performance review are to: 

• Provide a background of the PHT including past responses, achievements and challenges. 

• Assess if the PHT has met its objectives of accountability, coordination, leadership and partnerships. 

• Identify recommendations to strengthen the PHT in the context of the 2012 formalization. 

• Contribute to stakeholder knowledge of the humanitarian coordination mechanisms in place in the Pacific.   

 

Background/context  

The Pacific is one of the world’s most vulnerable regions to annual natural disasters. It is affected by climate 
change and increased vulnerability to water shortages, floods, tsunamis, cyclones, drought and earthquakes. 
These frequent and intense disasters often have a high economic, social and environmental cost for the Pacific’s 
small, scattered and remote populations. Due to the frequency and intensity of disasters in the Pacific, these small 
island countries can be quickly stretched when responding to natural disasters.  

This knowledge underpinned the need for a more effective and coordinated regional response to support these 
small island nations during disasters. Various regional response mechanisms were promoted by regional actors in 
the Pacific, but it was the Solomon Islands earthquake and tsunami of 2007 that triggered initial discussion for 
more coordinated disaster preparedness and response in the Pacific region, in line with global humanitarian reform.  

A cluster approach for humanitarian coordination was adopted in the Pacific region in July 2008 with the 
establishment of the PHT. The approach was introduced with the expectation that improved coordination would 
improve the effectiveness, predictability and timeliness of international assistance in the region, strengthen 
humanitarian response through building stronger partnerships, and make regional humanitarian agencies and 
organizations more structured, professional and accountable and a better partner for Governments, local 
authorities and local civil society.  

Although modelled on the principles of humanitarian reform and the global cluster approach, the PHT was an 
anomaly from the conventional cluster arrangements elsewhere, as it established regional, open-ended clusters 
that are mobilized in consultation with regional partners in the event of an emergency. Since its establishment, the 
PHT has mobilized these clusters to help national authorities respond to various emergencies. These include the 
Samoa earthquake and tsunami in 2009, Tropical Cyclones Mick and Tomas in Fiji in 2009/2010, Tropical 
Cyclones Vania and Atu in Vanuatu in 2011 and the Fiji floods in early 2012.   

In February 2012, the IASC principals formally endorsed the PHT and its associated regional coordination 
arrangements to facilitate a more accountable and better-resourced humanitarian coordination mechanism. As part 
of this formalization, the Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs, Valerie Amos, recommended a review 
of the coordination arrangements in place in the Pacific. In response to this request, OCHA Pacific, in its function 
as PHT Secretary, initiated a performance review of the PHT.  

 

Scope 

The performance review will cover the establishment and implementation of the PHT over a five-year period, from 
2008 to 2012. The report will provide an assessment of PHT performance in key areas including:  

• Cross-cutting issues 

• Effectiveness and timeliness of response 

• Information management 

• Inter-cluster coordination 

• National engagement 

• Partnerships 

• Training needs 

The review is not intended to inform policy decisions, but rather to be used by humanitarian professionals in the 
Pacific to provide a background of the PHT’s achievements and challenges. It also identifies opportunities for 
improvements based on the feedback of PHT stakeholders and the broader humanitarian partners in the region. 

The review will be conducted in consultation with Pacific Island Governments, UN agencies, IFRC and national 
societies, donors, international and regional organizations and other relevant partners in the Pacific.   
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The report is commissioned by OCHA Pacific and is guided by United Nations Evaluation Group norms and 
standards.  

 

Performance review criteria 

The ALNAP standard for evaluation of humanitarian assistance will form the basic evaluation criteria for this 
performance review. The review will assess the performance of the PHT against three measures of 
relevance/appropriateness, effectiveness and connectedness. Other measures of coherence, coverage, efficiency 
and impact are viewed as less relevant than measures selected and will therefore not be considered as part of this 
review.   

For the purpose of this review, these measures are defined as below: 

• Relevance/appropriateness: the extent to which the PHT is suited to the policies and priorities of PHT 
stakeholders. 

• Effectiveness: the extent to which the PHT achieves its purpose and whether this can be expected on the basis 
of the output. 

• Connectedness: the need to ensure that activities are carried out in a context that takes longer-term and 
interconnected problems into account. 

 

Methodology 

The performance review will consist of a desk review of relevant documents, as well as a field study based in Fiji 
with travel to other PICs.  

Desk review 

The researcher will carry out a desk review of relevant documents on the Pacific cluster approach and 
humanitarian reform more broadly. The desk review will centre on a global review of the key IASC-commissioned 
reports including the “Cluster Approach Evaluation Phase I Report” (2007) and the “Cluster Approach Evaluation 
Phase II Synthesis Report” (2010), as well as IASC background papers on the Transformative Agenda. Other 
documents to be consulted include UN, NGO and donor reports, and relevant lessons learned and response 
reviews from Pacific emergencies in recent years. 

Field study 

The field study will be built on qualitative data from participant observation in coordination meetings and 
workshops, an online survey and interviews. Interviewees will be selected based on their knowledge and 
experience of the PHT. Interviewees will include stakeholders from the UN system, IFRC and Red Cross societies, 
NGOs, donors, and international and regional organizations.  

 

Limitations 

As the researcher will be based in Suva during the performance review, it is expected that many respondents will 
also be based in Fiji. This has the potential to skew data-collection results towards a centralized perspective of the 
PHT’s reach, performance and operation. As such, the workshop and interviews conducted with regional 
participants during the fifth annual PHT Regional Workshop will be valuable to adding a more regional perspective 
to the report. Telephone interviews and country case studies in Vanuatu, Solomon Islands and other PICs will also 
be considered. 

The findings of the performance review will largely be driven by qualitative information provided by PHT 
stakeholders. The quality of the data will be reliant on stakeholders providing accurate, honest and non-biased 
information. The researcher will therefore ensure that respondents are informed that they will remain anonymous 
throughout the process and that all information will remain confidential. Special attention will be taken to ensure 
that privacy, confidentiality and ethical considerations are respected. 
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Workplan 

 

Month One 
September 2012 

 

• Desk review of existing documents and material: strategy documents, 
plans, proposals, previous evaluations and assessments 

• Draft PHT Performance Review TOR 

• Draft Advisory Group TOR 

• Draft survey design, interview questions and list of proposed 
interviewees in consultation with OCHA and ICCG 

Month Two 
October 2012 

 

• Membership nominations invited for Advisory Group (12.10.12) 

• Facilitate group feedback exercise at the fifth PHT Regional Workshop 

• Interviews with key regional stakeholders 

Month Three 
November 2012 

 

• Advisory Group membership confirmed (2.11.12) 

• Distribute online survey to PHT stakeholders 

• Interviews with key stakeholders in Vanuatu and Solomon Islands 

• Observations at Vanuatu National Simulation Exercise 

• Observations at Solomon Islands National Coordination Workshop 

Month Four 
December 2012 

 

• Review of data from survey, interviews and workshop 

• Interviews with key stakeholders in Fiji 

• Submit preliminary findings and recommendations to the Advisory 
Group (7.12.12) 

• Write-up of draft report 

Month Five 
January 2013 

 

• Submit 1st draft report to the Advisory Group and ICCG for review 
(7.01.13) 

• Incorporate review comments of Advisory Group  

• Interviews with key stakeholders in Fiji 

Month Six 
February 2013 

• Submit second draft report to the Advisory Group, ICCG and EGS for 
final review (4.02.13) 

• Sign-off of final report by Advisory Group Chair 

• Release of final report to PHT stakeholders and key contributors 

 
Budget 

OCHA Pacific will confirm the budget. 

 

Products and reporting 

The key deliverables to be produced and reporting requirements include: 

• Terms of reference (September 2012) 

• Monthly progress updates (ongoing) 

• Draft performance review report (January 2012) 

• Final performance review report (February 2013) 

The performance review findings, recommendations and lessons learned will be made widely available to all 
relevant stakeholders, on the advice of the Chair of the PHT Performance Review Advisory Group. Any errors and 
omissions are the author’s responsibility.  
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Advisory Group 

An Advisory Group will be formed to provide expert guidance and support to the researcher during the review. The 
group will be responsible for review of key deliverables including the TOR (e.g. scope, methodology) and the draft 
report. The Advisory Group may also be requested to assist develop future action plans based on the review 
findings.  

Membership will broadly represent the humanitarian community, taking into consideration the mix and range of 
skills and expertise represented in the PHT. Specifically, the Advisory Group will consist of no more than 10 senior 
representatives or technical area specialists engaged with the PHT, including Pacific Island Governments, UN 
agencies, NGOs, IFRC, donors and regional organizations. Advisory Group members will serve in their individual 
capacity to provide guidance and expert advice to the researcher on the performance review. 

 

Additional support 

The researcher will be supported during the review by OCHA Pacific, PHT ICCG and OCHA EGS. 
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Annex C - PHT performance review advisory group terms of reference  

 
Purpose 

A PHT performance review will be conducted by an individual researcher engaged by OCHA Pacific over a six-
month period, from September 2012 to February 2013. As the PHT is a collaboration of all humanitarian actors that 
provide assistance in the Pacific, a PHT Performance Review Advisory Group will be formed to confirm that the 
findings and recommendations of the review best reflect the perspectives of the different actors represented in the 
PHT.  

On the basis of the above, a PHT Performance Review Advisory Group will be established to provide expert 
guidance, advice and support to the researcher. The following TOR outlines the purpose, membership and 
functions of the PHT Performance Review Advisory Group. 

 

Functions 

The main function of the Advisory Group will be to provide periodic guidance and advice to the researcher during 
the review period, particularly on the draft report, to consider the findings of the report and to assist develop future 
action plans based on these findings.  

Responsibilities: 

• To provide advice to the researcher to help prioritize issues to ensure that review broadly reflect the views of 
PHT stakeholders. 

• To provide background data, documents, reports and other information relevant to their agency and sector. 

• To review key deliverables including the TOR (e.g. scope, methodology) and the draft report. 

• To participate in Advisory Group meetings with the researcher at key points during the review. 

• To participate in a debriefing meeting with the researcher to consider findings and to develop future action 
plans.  

 

Composition and selection 

The Advisory Group will comprise no more than 10 senior experts who will serve in their individual capacity to 
provide guidance and expert advice to the researcher. Group membership will broadly represent the humanitarian 
community, taking into consideration the mix and range of skills and expertise represented in the PHT. Specifically, 
the Advisory Group will consist of senior representatives or technical area specialists engaged with the PHT from 
Pacific Island Governments, UN agencies, IFRC, NGOs, donors and regional organizations.  

Members will be selected based on:  

• Knowledge and experience of humanitarian response in the region. 

• Ability to provide objective advice beyond own involvement, experience and representation. 

• Ability to contribute to strategy development and workplans based on review findings. 

• Availability to contribute to the whole process. 

• Knowledge and experience in monitoring or evaluation (desirable). 

Members must be able to dedicate sufficient time to make a meaningful contribution to the Advisory Group for the 
duration of the review.  

 

Meetings and communication 

The researcher will primarily use e-mail to facilitate information sharing with the Advisory Group.  

The Chair may convene the Advisory Group on an adhoc basis to consider specific issues relating to the 
performance review. Should a meeting be called, the Chair will issue meeting minutes to the Advisory Group in a 
timely manner following the meeting.  

A maximum of three meetings of the Advisory Group is anticipated during the review period.  
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Terms of appointment 

Advisory Group members are appointed on a voluntary basis and will not receive remuneration for their service.  

 

Member responsibilities 

Members are responsible for providing guidance and support to the researcher for the duration of the performance 
review period. Should members be unavailable to comment on a key deliverable, or they are no longer able to 
perform the responsibilities outlined in the TOR, they are requested to report to the Chair so that a suitable 
replacement may be identified.   

 

Chair/Secretariat  

OCHA Pacific  

 

Membership 

Peter Muller OCHA Pacific/PHT Secretariat 

Richard Dirks New Zealand High Commission Fiji 

Tukatara Tangi Australian High Commission Fiji 

Shadrack Welegtabit Vanuatu National Disaster Management Office 

Akiko Fujii UNDP 

Litea Biukoto SPC 

Jennifer Worthington Oxfam/Vanuatu Humanitarian Team (VHT) 

Nastaran Jafari Education in Emergencies Consultant 

Dr. Lachlan McIver WHO/PHT Health Cluster Lead 

David O’Meara/Ysabeau Rycx IFRC/PHT Shelter Cluster Lead 
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Annex D – Terminology 
 

Activation The establishment of clusters as part of an emergency response based on an analysis 
of humanitarian need and coordination capacity.  

Cluster Groups of humanitarian organizations (UN and non-UN) working in the main sectors of 
humanitarian action, for example, shelter and health. 

Cluster Co-lead An agency or organization which shared leadership responsibility of a cluster with 
another agency or organization. 

Cluster Coordinator A person responsible for the day-to-day coordination and facilitation of the work of a 
cluster. This person is designated by the Cluster Lead Agency from within its own 
organization or agency. 

Cluster Lead Agency An agency or organization that is designated as the focal point for a particular sector. 

Cluster member An agency or organization that cooperates with other agencies and organizations in one 
or more clusters or sectors of activity. 

Deactivation  

 

The decision to stand-down one or several clusters because either the cluster has 
transferred responsibility for delivery and possibly capacities, tools, systems and 
resources to national and/or development partners, or because humanitarian needs in a 
particular sector have sharply decreased or ceased. 

Heads of Organization 
Group  

 

Heads of cluster lead agencies and senior representatives of the key organizations that 
undertake humanitarian action in the region. The group is responsible for setting the 
PHT’s overall strategic direction and for oversight of humanitarian response in the 
region. 

Humanitarian action Beyond emergency relief, humanitarian action covers the spectrum of activities that 
starts with disaster preparedness and humanitarian response and extends to early 
recovery. 

Inter-Agency Standing 
Committee 

The peak global forum for inter-agency coordination, policy development and decision-
making for humanitarian actors. 

 

Inter-Cluster 
Coordination Group 

A regional body composed of cluster coordinators and conveners of each cluster. It is 
established to ensure coherence when addressing inter-cluster and cross-cutting issues 
and a coordinated response across all clusters.  

Pacific cluster approach The open-ended regional cluster approach for humanitarian coordination in the Pacific 
region, as facilitated by the PHT. 

Pacific Humanitarian 
Team 

A partnership of UN and non-UN organizations that have a mandate to respond to 
natural disasters in the Pacific and who coordinate humanitarian action through a cluster 
approach. 

Open-ended cluster A cluster that remains active during non-response periods and is not deactivated 
following a disaster. 

UN Resident 
Coordinator 

The highest UN official and the chief of the UN diplomatic mission in a country. 

 

 

 

  



Annex E – PHT stakeholder presence as at October 2012 

 

Solomon Islands
- ADRA 
- AusAID
- Caritas 
- Christian Care 
- EU 
- JICA 
- Live & Learn 
- NDMO 
- NCCA 
- NZ Aid Prog
- Oxfam 
- RAMSI 
- RRRT 

- Red Cross 
- Save the Children 
- UN Women 
- UN DSS 
- UNDP
- UNFPA 
- UNICEF 
- UNV 
- WHO 
- World Bank 
- World Vision

Vanuatu
- ACTIV 
- ADRA 
- AusAID
- CARE 
- Caritas 
- Pacific 

Disability 
Forum 

- EU 
- FSPV 
- ILO 
- JICA
- Live & Learn 

- NDMO 
- NCCA 
- NZ Aid Prog 
- Oxfam 
- PCIDRR 
- Peace Corps 
- Red Cross
- Save the 

Children
- UN Women 

- UNDP 
- UNFPA 
- UNICEF 
- VANGO 
- VSO 
- VWC 
- WHO 
- World Vision Fiji

- ADRA 
- ADB 
- AusAID
- EU 
- Fiji School of 

Medicine 
- FSPI 
- HfH-FJI 
- ICRC
- IFAD 
- IFRC 
- ILO
- IMF
- JICA
- NDMO

- NZ Aid Prog 
- OCHA
- OHCHR 
- Pacific 

Disability 
Forum 

- Peace Corps 
- PIFS 
- RRRT 
- Red Cross
- Save the 

Children
- SPC
- UN DSS 
- UN ESCAP
- UN Habitat 

- UN ISDR
- UN RCO 
- UN Women 
- UNAIDS
- UNCTAD
- UNDP GEF
- UNDP MCO 
- UNDP PC 
- UNFPA 
- UNICEF 
- UNODC
- UNV
- USP 
- WHO
- World Bank 

Samoa
- ADRA 
- Caritas 
- EU 
- FAO
- IFRC 
- JICA 
- NDMO 
- Oxfam 
- Peace Corps 
- RRRT 

- Red Cross
- SPREP 
- SUNGO 
- UN DSS 
- UNDP MCO
- UN RCO 
- UNESCO 
- USP 
- WHO 

Nauru
- NDMO 
- UN Joint 

Presence 

Tonga
- WHO 
- ADRA 
- AusAID
- JICA 
- NDMO 
- NCCA 
- NCWC 
- NZ Aid Prog 
- Red Cross 
- TWCCC 
- UN Joint 

Presence

Niue
- NDMO 

Marshall Islands
- IOM 
- NDMO 
- Red Cross 
- UNFPA
- USAID 

Palau
- Red Cross
- UN Joint 

Presence

FSM
- IMF
- IOM 
- Red Cross
- UNDP
- UNFPA
- UNICEF
- WHO

Cook Islands
- ADRA 
- NDMO 
- Red Cross 
- UNDP 
- USP 

Tuvalu
- JICA 
- NDMO 
- Red Cross
- UN Joint 

Presence
- USP 

Kiribati
- AusAID 
- ILO 
- NZ Aid Prog 
- UN Women 
- UNDP 
- UNICEF
- WHO 

Tokelau
- NDMO 
- NZ Aid Prog 

Australia
- ACFID 
- Act for Peace 
- ActionAid
- ADF 
- ADRA 
- AusAID 
- Bureau of Met 
- CARE 
- Caritas 
- Geoscience

Australia
- IOM 

- MSF 
- NCCA 
- Oxfam
- Plan 
- RedR 
- Red Cross 
- Save the 

Children
- UNHCR 
- World Bank 
- World Vision New Zealand

- ADRA 
- Caritas 
- CWS 
- GNS Science 
- HfH-NZL 
- MCDEM 
- NIWA 
- NZ-CID 
- NZL-DF 
- Oxfam 

- RedR 
- Rotary 
- Red Cross 
- Save the 

Children 
- ShelterBox 
- SIDT 
- Tear Fund 
- UNICEF 
- World Vision 

Hawaii (USA)
- APCS 
- PDC 
- Uni Hawaii 
- US Center for 

Excellence in DM
- US PACOM 
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Annex F – Annual workshop participation trends (2008-2012) 

Between 2008 and 2012, OCHA Pacific hosted five PHT regional workshops. They are attended by 
about 100 participants from all agencies and organizations that have a mandate to respond to natural 
disasters in the Pacific. The graphs below show participation trends over the past five years by male and 
female participation, organizational type and country-base. 

 

 

Note: NGO (includes IFRC and national societies) 
Other (includes SPC, academic institutions and private consultants etc.) 

 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Male 46% 62% 56% 49% 61%

Female 54% 38% 44% 51% 39%
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2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Donor 21% 7% 8% 5% 10%

UN 34% 48% 37% 31% 35%

NGO 24% 30% 31% 35% 27%

Pacific Island 

Government
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Other 4% 8% 6% 13% 8%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

P
e
rc
e
n
ta
g
e

Organisational type



PHT Performance Review 2008-2012 |46 
 
 
 

 

Note: Pacific Islands – other (excludes Fiji) 
Regional – other (Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, US etc.) 

 

  

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Fiji 43% 38% 52% 54% 45%

Pacific Islands - other 24% 24% 26% 22% 30%

Regional - other 33% 38% 23% 24% 25%
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Country-base of participants



PHT Performance Review 2008-2012 |47 
 
 
 

Annex G – List of interviewees 

 

Name Organization Country-base 

Alex Mathieson Oxfam Vanuatu 

Andrew Yatilman Office of Environment and Emergency 
Management 

Federated States of Micronesia 

Anika Kingmele UNICEF Solomon Islands 

Annie Rogers Fiji Red Cross Society Fiji 

Anthony Blake Act for Peace Fiji 

Anu Pillay OCHA (GenCap) Fiji 

Augustine Garae Vanuatu Red Cross Society Vanuatu 

Bart Deemer USAID/OFDA Republic of Marshall Islands 

Bernard Jaspers-Faijer ECHO Thailand 

Catherine Gordon UNHCR Australia 

Charles Carlson National Disaster Management Office Cook Islands 

David O’Meara IFRC Fiji 

Deborah Collins Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade New Zealand 

Dijana Duric UNICEF Fiji 

Dirk Schulz FAO Samoa 

Dorothy Bryce-Fauonuku National Council of Churches in Australia Tonga 

Dr. Isiye Ndombi UNICEF Fiji 

Dr. Lachlan McIver WHO Fiji 

Florence Le Paulmier CARE Vanuatu 

Frances Revo Ministry of Education and Human 
Resources Development 

Solomon Islands 

Gabriel Rozario UNICEF Fiji 

Geoff Robinson Save the Children Vanuatu 

George Baragamu National Disaster Management Office Solomon Islands 

Jennifer Worthington Oxfam Vanuatu 

John Titmus Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency 
Management 

New Zealand 

Jonathan Tafiariki National Disaster Management Office Solomon Islands 
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Name Organization Country-base 

Jotham Napat Ministry of Infrastructure and Public 
Utilities 

Vanuatu 

Karen Bernard UNDP Fiji 

Leveni Aho Ministry of Works Tonga 

Liasani Petersen UNICEF Fiji 

Litea Biukoto SPC Fiji 

Loti Yates National Disaster Management Office Solomon Islands 

Lyndon Tamblyn ShelterBox New Zealand 

Mika Kanervavuori OHCHR Fiji 

Mio Kato UNDP Fiji 

Mosese Sikivou SPC Fiji 

Naomi Navoce Pacific Disability Forum Fiji 

Nastaran Jafari Education in Emergencies Consultant Australia 

Philip Meto National Disaster Management Office  Vanuatu 

Rashmi Rita OCHA Fiji 

Richard Towle UNHCR Australia 

Shadrack Welegtabit National Disaster Management Office Vanuatu 

Shane Antonio Pacific Disability Forum Fiji 

Siddhartha Chakrabarti AusAID  Solomon Islands 

Simon Jan Molendijk UNICEF Fiji 

Simon Uesikoke Ministry of Rural Development Solomon Islands 

Sipuru Rove National Disaster Management Office Solomon Islands 

Vimal Deo Ministry of Health Fiji 
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Annex H – Sample interview questions 

 
What is your personal experience and level of engagement with the PHT? How would you describe your 
organization’s level of engagement with the PHT? Has this been positive? (partnership) 

 

Have you worked in humanitarian action in the Pacific prior to the establishment of the PHT? Are things run any 
differently, better than before the system was in place? Can you provide examples? (impact) 

 

Based on your experience, what impact has the PHT had on the coordination of disaster preparedness and 
response in the Pacific? (impact) 

 

Is the cluster approach as facilitated by the PHT appropriate and relevant in the Pacific? (appropriate/relevant) 

 

Have you been involved in any disaster responses that have required international assistance? Which ones? What 
role did you play in the response? Did the existence of the PHT contribute to a more effective and timely response? 
Has the PHT brought any improvements to disaster response in the Pacific? (effectiveness) 

 

How would you describe the engagement of the PHT with donors? How can the PHT improve engagement and 
partnership with donor countries? (partnership) 

 

How would you describe the relationship between NGOs and UN agencies in the PHT? Has the cluster approach 
helped to strengthen partnerships to address gaps in humanitarian response? (partnership) 

 

How would you describe the level of engagement of the PHT with a) INGOS, b) local NGOs including faith-based 
and other community organizations c) affected people? How can the PHT improve its engagement and partnership 
with these groups? (partnership) 

 

To what extent has the PHT supported regional, national and local authorities to strengthen their disaster 
preparedness and response capabilities? Has the PHT built on existing coordination mechanisms and capacity? 
(partnership) 

 

What do you think are the main challenges of the PHT and working through a Pacific cluster approach? 
(challenges) 

 

If you were to recommend changes to the PHT what would these look like? Where would you like the PHT to go to 
from here? What should the focus of the PHT be going forward? (recommendations) 

 

Given the above questions, is there anything else I should have asked you that would be important to consider as 
part of this performance review? (other) 
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Annex I – Survey results 

 
The survey results are available on the PHT website: www.phtpacific.org 
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