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Message from the Coordinator  

Ni sa bula vinaka and warm greetings to all our partners from 

across  Oceania. For this September/ October edition we take a 

critical Pacific perspective of the Pacific Forum Leaders Meeting 

and its Secretariat as the Forum marks its 40th anniversary.  We 

also pay close attention to the EPA negotiations as the European 

Commission puts renewed pressure its negotiations.     

 

Islands concerns drowned out at Pacific Islands Forum   

Leaders Meeting 

Hosted by the Government of NZ, 15 (excluding Fiji) leaders from across the Pacific 

attended this meeting along with a number of multilateral  agencies with observer 

status, including the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the Commonwealth, the 

United Nations and, from this year, the African Caribbean and Pacific group of states 

Secretariat.   

 

A number of high profile dignitaries were also present including the European         

Commission President Jose Manuel Barroso as well as French Minister of State for 

Foreign and European  Affairs Alain Juppe while the Americans came with a strong 50 

member delegation. China was also present led by Vice Foreign Minister Cui Tankai all       

competing for attention with island  issues at the recent Forum Leaders meeting.   

 

As pointed out by veteran journalist Nic Maclellan who covered the meet, ―The islands 

concerns were all but drowned out as international players descended on Auckland.  

The presence of major powers highlighted the potential for support on global issues — 

but also the imbalance of power and the need for island states to stand up for their own  

interests.‖ 

   

This year was the 40th anniversary of the Forum, which rose out of the South Pacific 

Commission (SPC), an institution created in 1947 by the colonial powers to promote 

economic and social development in their Pacific colonies. 

  

In 1971, island leaders such as the late Ratu Sir Kamisese Mara of Fiji, Albert Henry of 

the Cook Islands and Hammer de Roburt of Nauru created the Pacific Islands Forum as 

a separate body, because the colonial powers refused to allow "political" issues like 

nuclear testing and political independence to be freely discussed at SPC meetings. 

 

Call for Pacific Island only space  

As the membership of this regional body grows there is an increasing feeling amongst 

Pacific  islanders that Australia and New Zealand who are both members of the Forum 

as well as aid  donors are dominating the issues of concerns for island countries. In a 

radical move similar to what happened some 40 years ago, Pacific ACP leaders in 

Auckland called for an independent regional body, other than the Pacific Islands Forum 
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Secretariat (PIFS) to address the future management of all PACP issues. They also endorsed the        

convening of an Eminent Persons Group to discuss the issue of future management of Pacific ACP issues. 

The PIFS will remain in charge of EPA negotiations in the interim until the deliberations of the Eminent        

Persons. 

Europe puts its foot down on EPAs 

The European Commission announced on 30 September that countries that concluded an Economic   

Partnership Agreement (EPA) with the EU without having taken the steps to ratify and implement it will be 

withdrawn from the Market Access Regulation as of 1 January 2014 onward. Should these developing 

countries not ratify an EPA by this new deadline, they could potentially lose their duty-free, quota-free  

access to the EU market.  In this edition we look at the implication of the recent announcement for PACPs.   

In our community section we feature a critique of the current Development model in the region.  

As usual if you have any additional comments and feedback, please do not hesitate to send comments to 

research@pang.org.fj or coordinator@pang.org.fj 

Maureen Penjueli 
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Gloves are off as Europe puts foot down on EPAs 

African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries are set to 

lose preferential access in to the European Union, which 

wants ACP countries to sign controversial free trade 

agreements within two years or face potential loss of 

duty-free, quota-free market access into the European 

Union.  

 

The proposal which was announced by the European 

Commission on 30th September sets an ultimatum after 

a decade of negotiations of EPAs between the ACP 

countries and the EU. This proposal follows on an earlier 

radical proposal to reform the Generalised System of 

Preferences (GSP) scheme which would see at least 20 

ACP countries no longer be eligible for the GSP. Since 

the launch of negotiations in 2002– the remaining 18 out 

of the 36 countries that have not yet concluded or      

implemented an EPA, now have till January 1st, 2014 to 

do so. Both proposals are expected to add new         

momentum to EPA negotiations.  

 

Announcement of proposals met with fierce          

opposition 

 

The proposals have been met with fierce opposition from 

both European and ACP Parliamentary members. At a 

recent meeting of EU-ACP Joint Parliamentary          

Assembly, Partice Tirolien (French Socialist) said ―The 

proposed GSP reform looked more like an attempt to 

drive countries to negotiate FTAs with the Commission.‖ 

He went on to add that removing a large number of 

countries from the list of beneficiaries would not         

necessarily benefit poor countries as the Commission 

claims. His views were supported by representatives 

from Jamaica who said that the reform would be to the 

developing countries detriment and to the EU’s benefit 

and pressure countries into FTA negotiations. Southern 

African Development Community (SADC) put out a 

strong statement stating ―The review of the GSP Scheme 

and Regulation 1528/2007 is a way of coercing regions 

to conclude an agreement which is not credible.‖        

Representatives from Mauritius and Rwanda said that 

the proposals reminded them of the bullying tactics of the 

previous Trade Commission Peter Mandelson in 2006, 

stressing that the EPAs have not delivered on their 

promises.  

 

Despite their development goals, over the past 10 years 

negotiation have been a source of tension between the 

EU and ACP. EPAs have been unpopular for a host of 

reasons, the inclusion of an MFN clause, infant industry 

clause, export taxes, Non-execution clause, fisheries 

RoO/Access and development cooperation. PACPs  

argue that the contentious issues have unacceptable 

economic and political consequences for their            

development. So far the ACP countries that have not 

concluded an interim EPA have not experienced any 

trade disruptions, as they have been able to fall back on 

the ―Everything But Arms‖ (EBA) and the standard EU    

Generalised System of Preferences.  

 

Implications for affected PACP countries 

According to the EC, of the 36 ACP countries that benefit 
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from the Market Access Regulations, 18 countries– 

Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles, Papua New Guinea, 

and 14    Caribbean countries– have according to the EC 

taken the necessary steps toward ratification of Interim 

or Comprehensive EPAs. These countries will continue 

to enjoy a duty free market access to the EU, as they 

have in the past.  

 

However, the situation is more critical for the other 18 

ACP countries that have not initialed or are still not    

taking steps towards ratification including Fiji. These 

countries would need to take the ―necessary‖ steps   

towards ratification of existing EPAs or conclude new 

regional agreements with the EU. If Fiji decides not to 

ratify the IEPA or conclude comprehensive EPAs, the 

alternative trading system that is available is the GSP+ 

arrangement for lower middle income countries.  

 

Alternatively those PACP countries that still decide to opt 

out of EPAs will be faced with consequences varying 

from  reverting to the EU’s GSP to losing all duty free 

quota free lucrative EU market with exports entering the 

EU market at the higher MFN tariff rates. 

 

The issue of foremost importance for PACPs currently 

trading under the GSP, is that whilst the generous    

product coverage and preference margins will remain 

unchanged, a number of PACPs, will no longer be     

eligible to benefit, in particular, those PACPs that have 

achieved an upper middle or high income level Gross 

National Income (GNI) per capita, according to the World 

Bank Classification. 1   

 

The proposal by the EU to use World Bank classification 

is controversial as it is not the best means of              

categorizing a country as developing or otherwise. 

 

Based on World Bank Statistics, Palau would be worse 

off as it will be ineligible to trade under the new GSP 

arrangement when it is implemented due to its          

classification as an upper middle income country. In  

addition, Cook Islands, Nauru and Niue, who are not 

World Bank members may be classified as upper middle 

income countries using comparative GDP data. For 

these PACP countries the EU has removed the option of 

falling back onto the GSP scheme should these       

countries decide not to conclude an EPA.  

 

 

Risks of Rushing EPA negotiations 

 

In a commentary released, Isabelle Ramdoo and San 

Bilal of the European Centre for Development Policy 

Management note ―Like in 2007, expect a bumpy ride in 

the coming months: some countries might be pressured 

to sign, ratify and implement the EPA that might no fulfil 

their ambitions and interests in terms of content, timing 

and geographical configuration by fear of market       

disruption, in particular if they risk preferential access to 

the EUò. Others might simply walk out.ò Observers    fear 

rushed decisions to conclude EPA negotiates could    

seriously undermine regional integration as well as    

trigger negative development effects.  

 

But one thing is really clear now the gloves have come 

off as the EC puts foot down on EPA negotiations. It is 

now up to how the PACPs respond to the recent        

proposals but it is clear that all options including EBA, 

the GSP + system as well as the option to opt out must 

now be put back on the negotiation table of the PACPs.  

 

(See Attachment 1 pg 9 on Island Economy summary) 

Notes 

1. World Bank thresholds for the different levels of GNI per capita are (in 

USD): 1.005 or less as low income: between 1.006 and 3.975 as lower 

middle income: between 3.976 and 12.275 as upper middle income and 

greater than 12.275 as high income. 
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WTO Update 

Vanuatu 

  The WTO General Council approved 
  Vanuatu's   accession package on  
  October 26, putting it a step closer to 
  WTO membership. This approval now 
  means that Vanuatu has until April 26 
to ratify the accession package to become a member. 

 

Speaking after the approval by the General Council the 
Deputy Prime Minister and Trade Minister, Ham Lini 
thanked the WTO for their support. ―Today is a happy 
moment of historic significance for the Government and 
People of the Republic of Vanuatu....please accept the 
appreciation of the Government and People of Vanuatu 
on your positive consideration and approval of the WTO 
Terms of Membership of Vanuatu‖ Mr Lini said.  

 

The Deputy Prime Minister also added that the process 
has been long and Vanuatu has enacted much of the 
accession package already. ―We have taken these    
decisions and reforms because Vanuatu believes that it 
is good for Vanuatu and good for the WTO. It is a        
win-win situation. As a government and people, Vanuatu 
knows that it has made a rational choice. We prefer to 
live in an environment of rules governing us rather than 
un-transparent and chaotic regime.‖ 

 

The Say NO to the WTO committee and the Vanuatu 
Christian Council have deplored the actions of the     
Deputy Prime Minister and claimed that his actions have  

been done without Council of Minister or Parliamentary 
approval. This comes after the planned protest by the 
Say NO to the WTO committee had a permit rejected by 
the police. 

 

 

 

 

Source: flagspot.net 

WTO Protections for government policy not 

working  

 

Source: ABFLAG.com 

 Samoa Accession     

   On October 28, the Working  
                 Party on Samoa's accession  
   approved the package that spells out            
    the terms on which it could accede 
     by. This approval means that it is  

now up to the Government of Samoa to ratify the      
package to  before it can  become a member of the 
WTO.  

 

Consultations are scheduled for Samoa but it is unclear 
yet as to whether or not Samoa will copy Vanuatu in  
releasing the text of the package publicly. 

  

 

The following is an excerpt from an article published by 
Public Citizen in the US. It explains how the use of the 
World Trade Organization’s ―General Exception‖, the 
exception to protect human, animal or plant life are often 
overturned when challenged. 

 

The recent WTO attacks on U.S consumer and           
environmental policies have revived discussion about 
whether current trade agreements leave enough space 
for countries to regulate in the public interest. 

 

Those who think not can cite to the fact that the WTO 
rules against challenged policies 90 percent of the time. 
Those who think yes often cite the WTO agreements’   
so-called ―exceptions‖ clauses. For instance, the WTO’s 
General Agreement on Tariff and Trade (GATT) Article 

XX reads in part: 

 

― A r t i c l e  X X :  G e n e r a l  E x c e p t i o n s   
Subject to the requirement that such measures are not 
applied in a manner which would constitute a means of 
arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination between countries 
where the same conditions prevail, or a disguised      
restriction on international trade, nothing in this      
Agreement shall be construed to prevent the adoption or             
enforcement by any contracting party of measures: 
 (a) necessary to protect public morals;  
 (b) necessary to protect human, animal or  life 
or health;… 

  (d) necessary to secure compliance with laws or 
regulations which are not inconsistent with the provisions 
of this Agreement, including those relating to customs 
enforcement, the enforcement of monopolies operated 
under paragraph 4 of Article II and Article XVII, the     
protection of patents, trade marks and copyrights, and 
the prevention of deceptive practices;… 

 (g) relating to the conservation of exhaustible 
natural resources if such measures are made effective in      
conjunction with restrictions on domestic production or 
consumption;…‖ 

Sounds pretty sweet, doesn't it? Similar provisions are 
contained in the WTO’s General Agreement on Trade in 
Services (GATS) Article XIV. 

 

While the WTO’s proponents argue that these exceptions 
help preserve sovereign policy space, these defenses 
are unsuccessful over 96 percent of the time. Put      
differently, countries that actually go out of their way to 
invoke the so-called "defenses" are even less successful 
than those that simply lay down and take the beating. 
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PIFS turning 40 

Whoôs celebrating? 

 

 

This year's Pacific Islands Forum Leaders Meeting 
comes at a time of fracture for the Forum. Forty years on 
and now facing a similar crisis that spawned its          
inception, confidence in the Forum has been at an all 
time low. 

 

Nowhere is this seen more that in terms of the Pacific 
ACP matters. As has been documented before, last 
months PACP Trade Ministers Meeting saw Ministers 
continue on with their interest in relocating all PACP  
matters from the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat 
(PIFS) to another, yet to be established body. This 
comes on the back of comments about PIFS lack of  
capacity, conflicts of interests, and lack of genuine    
support for Pacific  negotiating positions. 

 

It is an irony not lost on many that this year's fortieth  
anniversary of the Forum would see the Pacific again    
discussing their need to have a forum where they could 
be supported to determine their own interests. As the 
saying goes, the more things change, the more they stay 
the same.  

 

At the meeting of Pacific Leaders they agreed to        
examine their options. Specifically, the outcomes from 
the meeting included: 

Leaders considered the issues raised by Pacific 
ACP Trade Ministers, and directed the Forum 
Secretariat to draft Terms of Reference and a 
proposal for the consideration of Leaders to 
convene an Eminent Persons Group to further 
consider and make recommendations on the 
future arrangements for the management of 
Pacific ACP issues; 

Leaders agreed that the Forum Secretariat would 
continue to coordinate the negotiation of the 
Economic Partnership Agreement pending the 
agreement of any outcomes of the deliberations 
of the Eminent Persons Group. 

 

The decision to convene the Eminent Persons Group 
(EPG) is a step forward to seeing which way future 
PACP matters go. The decision to direct the PIFS to 
draft the Terms of Reference may come back and bite 
the Pacific; there aren't too many organisations that 
would be given the courtesy of drafting up the terms for 
what is effectively their own review. Perhaps though, this 
is a very 'Pacific' gesture, a courtesy shown to not turn 

an already soured relationship poisonous. 

 

The decisions though need to be considered seriously 
for the scope of what they are proposing. The            
management of PACP not only relates to trade          
negotiations and support, it includes the Pacific Trade 
Development Facility as well as the administration of 
significant amounts of European Development Fund 
monies. Such activities have been in the hands of the 
Forum for a long time and their removal would take a 
non-insignificant chunk of the Forum's activities and  
influence. 

 

The other contentious issue that was set up for the  
Leaders Meeting was that of the Office of the Chief 
Trade Advisor (OCTA). The OCTA was established by 
the Pacific as a pre-requisite for entering into             
negotiations with Australia and New Zealand for a     
regional trade agreement known as PACER-Plus.     
Following the inability of Australian, New Zealand and 
Pacific Trade Ministers to come to an agreement on 
whether or not the OCTA can work on non-PACER-Plus, 
a decision was deferred to the Leaders.  

 

In the weeks prior to the Leaders meeting the OCTA 
issue featured very prominently. At the heart of the issue 
was whether or not the Pacific could decide for        
themselves where to receive their trade advice and why 
Australia, unlike New Zealand, was not able to provide a 
funding agreement that did not restrict the mandate of 
the OCTA. The Australian Green Senator, Lee       
Rhiannon, in a speech to Parliament commented that ―it 

is a sad irony that I stand in the building that asserts 
Australia's sovereignty asking for it to allow other 
countries to do the same.‖ The daily newspaper, The 
Age in Melbourne also reported on the draft funding 
agreement between Australia and the OCTA, likening it 
to coercion.   

       

When the Pacific Leaders met, they were unequivocal in 
their position on the OCTA. They agreed that, ―Forum 
Island Countries have the sovereign right to determine 
from where they receive advice on trade matters, and 
that any decision on the scope of the activities of the 
OCTA is a matter solely for the determination of Forum 
Island Countries.‖ A showdown appeared to be looming 
between the Pacific and its bigger Forum counterparts;    

 

 See the full article and explanation of the WTO disputes mechanism at:  

http://citizen.typepad.com/eyesontrade/2011/09/wto-is-the-big-kid-on-the-seesaw.html  

http://citizen.typepad.com/eyesontrade/2011/09/wto-is-the-big-kid-on-the-seesaw.html
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Kommunity Pasifika 

Development in whose name? 

however it appeared to not have happened. The final 
communiqué from the Forum Leaders meeting has only 
one mention of the OCTA and that is in rejecting its    
application for observer status, a status that seems to be 
growing faster than the years. At best the Forum leaders 
noted the outcomes of the Pacific leaders. 

 

Given that Trade Ministers had deferred to their leaders 
for direction on this matter, it has now become clearer. 
For the Pacific, their position is clear, for Australia and 
New Zealand, the lack of any language otherwise means 
that they should go along with the direction the Pacific 
has shown, after all, Australia has gone to great lengths 
to proclaim that this is all in the Pacific's interest.  

 

The challenge for the OCTA now is to get a new funding 
agreement from Australia that respects its independence 
and integrity. The Leaders have spoken and AusAID 
must now accept the good governance and recipient 
ownership over the aid project and offer something 

workable. 

 

Despite some positive outcomes for the Pacific, the   
Pacific Islands Forum is still viewed with suspicious 
eyes. The deep seeded lack of faith in the Forum will 
takes years to overcome, it now appears to be a race 
against time for the Forum. Momentum for a new body 
that the Pacific controls and pursues their interests is 
continuing, whether trust in the Pacific Islands Forum 
comes back before that supersedes it will have to be 
seen. 

 

The discourse of development in recent decades has 

increasingly been confronted with a dilemma, what    

exactly should we as citizens of the region perceive as 

development and for whom! This dilemma holds         

especially for developing countries such Papua New 

Guinea, that are trying to gain a competitive edge in the 

global economy, and where the path towards             

development in recent years has been marred by      

injustice and inequality. 

The recent spate of news regarding eviction of villagers 

in PNG from land earmarked for development such as 

the Pacific Marine Industrial Zone (PMIZ), warrants our 

attention to the actions being taken by our very own  

governments in the name of development.  Our current 

development model has much to do with our own      

propensity for development as island nations, as well as 

the influence of global economic and political forces. 

In the name of foreign investment!  

 

Despite opening up our doors for foreign goods, services 

and investment under decades of enforced structural 

adjustment programmes by the International Monetary 

Fund( IMF) and the World Bank (WB), PNG along with 

many Pacific island nations continues to show mixed 

results in terms of growth (human development growth), 

ability to attract foreign investment and diversify its  

economy. 

In fact, a recent report by the World Bank on ―doing   

business‖, has seen PNG ranking drop 101 out of 183 

economies in the world.  Poor infrastructure, 

―inadequate government regulations ‖, and law and 

order are among issues that are identified as             

impediments to doing business in PNG, the World Bank 

owned International Finance Corporation (IFC) has   

reported. 

 

The resident representative of the IFC, Carolyn        

Blacklock, said the private sector is the driver of         

economic growth in PNG and Government regulation 

has an important impact on business.  

―Excessive and inadequate government regulations   

discourages business activity, this covers high costs of 

obtaining approvals, long waiting times and poorly 

thought out and administered rules,‖ Ms Blacklock said.  

Framed this way you can see the types of solutions   

being enforced by financial institutions such as the World 

Bank, IMF, ADB and implemented by the PNG          

government to improve ―doing business environment.‖ 
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Foreign Policies are killing us fast 

October 9th 2011  

By Elizabeth Tongne   

Lots of things are happening around the country in 

Papua New Guinea at the moment and it seems different 

names are being use for the same thing. 

Foreign policies promoted by global corporations and 

aided by the World Bank and overseas governments are 

killing us fast and we need to hold hands together so that 

we are not pulled apart. 

There is a lot of focus at this time on remote              

communities where people are easily driven away from 

their land in the name of 'development'. Our people are 

understanding and hearing their inner voices which are 

calling for solidarity but they need to be informed on            

globalization and its impacts on their lives. All they hear 

of is this mythical 'development'. 

A women I spoke with recently from a remote village was 

looking for help. She said through her tears, 

"We do not want our land to be taken away for Oil Palm 

development, we know our children will not have a future 

without their land. We have struggled alone for far too 

long and see no one hearing us, where do we go to get 

support.‖ 

This woman is in her 40s and does not have children of 

her own but is concerned about the future of all her   

people and especially all the innocent children from her 

village and other neighbouring villages. 

 We must work together to support our people and    

protect our land whether from oil palm, logging, mining 

and mining waste or any other foreign invasion.  

http://www.actnowpng.org/content/foreign-policies-are-

killing-us-fast 

 

One of which is the development of the Special         

Economic Zone (SEZ) in PNG in which the IFC was 

given the job of drafting legislation for the PNG          

government!  The Special Economic Zone Policy is    

intended to make SEZs an engine for economic growth 

supported by quality infrastructure, complemented by an 

attractive fiscal package with the minimum possible   

regulations.  Since its proposition, the Special Economic 

Zone Policy has been a topic of much controversy in 

PNG, particularly around the acquisition of land for these 

zones, and the fact that this will be state sponsored 

sweat shop style factories. 

 

Real cost to the environment and social structures  

Large projects such as the PMIZ which will eventually 

become part of the SEZ, with profit-making as the central 

goal and short-sighted planning ignoring the long-term 

effects of such activities on the livelihoods of people who 

bear the brunt of such development.  Displacement has 

often remained an inevitable consequence of             

development, such as the PMIZ where at least 100    

families have already been evicted, while huge land 

grabs has seen over 5 million hectares swallowed up in 

99 year leases all in the name of agricultural and forestry 

development.  In addition, PNG passed controversial 

amendments (which thankfully is going to be repealed) to 

the Environment Act that undermine the rights of       

traditional landowners to challenge large resource     

projects and prevent them seeking damages for        

environmental damages caused by foreign corporations.   

 

This is what the WB, IMF, ADB means when they talk 

about ―improving the conditions for doing business‖ – it is 

not governments regulating in the interest of people or 

the environment (which are seen as impediments to  

doing business) but rather for foreign investment. 

 

The clear erosion of our own government’s ability to 

regulate in the interest of the public and environmental 

good indicates the powerful collusion between           

international financial institutions, transnational          

corporations and their elite lobbyist in our countries   

working to ensure that our governments serve the      

interest of foreign investors.  As citizens from around the 

globe protest against corporate greed, there is our   

warning for our governments that they do so at their own 

peril. 

 

          

http://www.actnowpng.org/content/foreign-policies-are-killing-us-fast
http://www.actnowpng.org/content/foreign-policies-are-killing-us-fast


Australian housing proceeds of corruption in PNG 

October 10th 2011  

By Dylan Welch*  

Australia may be sheltering hundreds of millions of black 

dollars funnelled out of South Pacific countries by corrupt 

politicians and public officials, with the money laundering 

being tolerated by a disinterested federal government. 

Papua New Guinea, in particular, is believed to suffer 

from the avarice of some of its officials and politicians, 

with a senior police officer recently claiming the country 

loses as much as 50 per cent of its budget - about $1.9 

billion - through fraud and corruption every year. 

The claims have been made at a Queensland            

conference by a governance expert, Jason Sharman. 

Professor Sharman called on the Australian government 

to drop its ''nonchalant attitude'' towards the problem, 

which he said hamstrings regional aid, governance and 

security policies. 

''Recent research on grand corruption has emphasised 

the importance of following the money trail to determine 

where corrupt senior officials hide their stolen assets". 

''The answer is often that wealth looted from poor    

countries is held in rich countries with large, stable    

financial centres and which share historical ties with the 

victim country.'' 

But he said the government had displayed a lack of   

interest in pursuing foreign corruption here. 

An example of this, he said, was the bribery scandal 

enveloping the Reserve Bank in relation to foreign bribes 

allegedly paid by employees of its part-owned            

subsidiaries, Note Printing Australia and Securency. 

ñThe government has ignored that case and has three 

times blocked a move in the Senate to launch a         

parliamentary inquiry.‖ 

''The government doesn't care about Australia playing 

host to the proceeds of foreign corruption". 

He said he first became concerned about the role of  

Australia in embezzlement and corruption in the South 

Pacific while undertaking research for the World Bank 

about the problem in Africa. 

''If you're a corrupt leader and you're stealing millions é 

through embezzlement or taking bribes, then you don't 

want to keep it at home, you want to put it somewhere 

international.'' 

He said his research showed that money tended to flow 

to the former coloniser, or the nearest thing. Given that 

many South Pacific politicians and officials study in   

Australia and have family and friends here, Australia 

would be the closest thing to a coloniser. 

Evidence gathered by several international organisations 

had also made particular claims about politicians from 

Papua New Guinea - which has undergone a minerals 

boom in recent years - buying property in Queensland 

with their corrupt profits. 

 

 First published in Fairfax newspapers  

http://www.actnowpng.org/content/australia-housing-

proceeds-corruption-papua-new-guinea 
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http://www.actnowpng.org/content/australia-housing-proceeds-corruption-papua-new-guinea
http://www.actnowpng.org/content/australia-housing-proceeds-corruption-papua-new-guinea


Upcoming Events 

Moana Nui Conference :  9-11th November, Hawaii 

4th High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness: 29th Nov– 01st December 2011, Busan, Korea 

 

For feedback and comments please send them to coordinator@pang.org.fj or research@pang.org.fj 

Vinaka 

PANG Team 
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Economy World Bank Classification Implications 

Cook Islands Not a member of the World Bank Does not have the GSP option to fall back on 

based on comparative GDP data ranking it as a 

upper middle income country. 

Fiji Lower middle income  If Fiji decides not to ratify IEPA or Comprehen-

sive EPA it can fall back o on the GSP scheme. 

However it is likely that Fiji could be reclassified 

as an upper middle income country in the future.  

Kiribati Lower middle income Fall back on the GSP scheme if FSM decides 

not to ratify IEPA/Comprehensive EPA. 

Marshall Islands Lower middle income Fall back on the GSP scheme if Marshall    

Islands decides not to ratify IEPA/               

Comprehensive EPA. The Marshall Islands 

could be reclassified as an upper middle income 

country and     therefore will not qualify for the 

GSP scheme.  

Federated States of Micronesia Lower middle income Revert to the GSP Scheme if FSM decides not 

to ratify IEPA/ Comprehensive EPA. 

Nauru Not a member of the World Bank Fall back on the GSP scheme if Nauru decides 

not to ratify IEPA/Comprehensive EPA. 

Niue Not a member of the World Bank May not have the GSP option to fall back on 

based on comparative GDP data ranking it as a 

upper middle income country. 

Palau Upper Middle Income Ineligible to trade under GSP scheme, exports 

from Palau entering the EU market at higher 

MFN tariff unless Palau decides to ratify EPAs.  

Papua New Guinea Lower middle income Ratified IEPA– will not be affected by the    

proposal. 

Samoa Lower middle income Fall back on the GSP scheme if Samoa decides 

not to ratify IEPA/ Comprehensive EPA. 

Solomon Islands Lower middle income Fall back on the GSP scheme if the SI decides 

not to ratify IEPA/Comprehensive EPA. 

Tonga Lower middle income Fall back on the GSP scheme if Tonga not to 

ratify IEPA/Comprehensive EPA. However in 

the future Tonga, could be reclassified as un 

upper middle income country and therefore 

could be reclassified as an upper middle income 

country and therefore will not qualify for the 

GSP scheme. 

Pacific Island Economy 

Tuvalu Lower middle income Fall back on the GSP scheme should Tuvalu 

decide not to ratify IEPA/ Comprehensive EPA. 

Vanuatu Lower middle income Fall back on the GSP scheme Vanuatu decide 

not ratify IEPA/Comprehensive EPA. 
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