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I. POVERTY ANALYSIS AND STRATEGY 
A. Link to the National Poverty Reduction Strategy and Country Partnership Strategy  

The Pacific Plan, which leaders of the Pacific island countries (PICs) endorsed in 2005, represents regional development 
strategies—economic growth, sustainable development, governance, and security—and long-term aspirations of the 
PICs to (i) raise living standards, (ii) increase access to opportunities, and (iii) stimulate pro-poor growth in the PICs. An 
educated population is regarded as a prerequisite for achieving these regional development goals. Key priorities for the 
education sector are to improve access to opportunities for all levels of education, and to enhance the quality and 
relevance of education to meet the needs of the Pacific in the 21st century. With strong emphasis on regionalism, the 
Pacific Plan recognizes the importance of the regional provision of public goods and services, such as higher education, 
which is costly and inefficient for small island countries to provide at the national level.  
 
The regional strategy of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), ADB’s Pacific Approach 2010–2015, outlines regional 
cooperation and integration as key for the region, along with inclusive and sustainable growth and good governance. 
Education is identified as a priority operation.1 By supporting The University of the South Pacific (USP) to provide higher 
education at the regional level, ADB promotes regional integration activities while helping governments at the national 
level free up limited resources for investments in lower levels of education.  
 
The proposed investment program will help USP increase opportunities for quality higher education at the two USP 
regional campuses—Kiribati and Solomon Islands—by expanding school facilities and enhancing information and 
communication technology (ICT)-based learning programs. Extending local campus capacities in Kiribati and Solomon 
Islands will provide more affordable and equitable opportunities for a large number of students to obtain higher 
education, especially those from remote areas or lower economic backgrounds. Increased opportunities for higher 
education in the PICs, combined with improved ICT-based distance learning programs, will contribute to building quality 
human resources and a skilled workforce. This in turn will not only improve earning opportunities and living standards of 
individuals, but also facilitate the development of diversified and sustainable economies in the region.    
 
B. Poverty Analysis Targeting Classification: General intervention (GI) 

1.  Key Issues 
The nature of poverty in the PICs, including Kiribati and Solomon Islands, relates more to lack of access to quality social 
services (e.g., education and health care) and to productive resources or income-earning opportunities, rather than 
extreme hunger or destitution.  
 
In Kiribati, 50% of the population was living below the national poverty line in 2006, which had not changed since 1996. 
The draft new Kiribati Development Plan 2012–2015 notes that many families live in a state of “affluent subsistence” with 
plenty of food and natural resources and little need for cash.2 Yet, lack of cash income in Kiribati limits educational and 
economic opportunities for many in the country. The Kiribati Development Plan 2007–2011 called for poverty reduction 
through overall economic growth, and its key strategies emphasized investing in people, infrastructure, and systems that 
would bring long-term benefits.3 Kiribati has achieved universal primary education and secondary enrollment rates are 
improving. Primary enrollment, however, has been declining (from 95% in 2006 to 87% in 2009), and low quality and high 
dropout rates in secondary education remain as challenges. Thus, the draft new development plan places a priority on 
increasing access to and delivery of quality, inclusive, and equitable opportunities for education and skills development. 
The priority for developing human resources and people’s capacity is seen as key to the country’s economic growth, as 
well as poverty reduction.  
 
Similarly in Solomon Islands, while not many live in extreme poverty with hunger or destitution, many are regarded as 
“income poor.” Almost 23% of the population lives below the national poverty line, which accounts for both basic food 
and essential nonfood needs. Many more live just above the poverty line, being vulnerable to rising prices and declining 
incomes. The new National Development Strategy of Solomon Islands 2011–2020 aims to improve livelihood and income 
generating opportunities as a strategy for reducing poverty, especially in rural and remote areas.4 In this context, 
improving access to quality education, especially by women, is regarded as a priority in building the capacity for Solomon 
Islanders to reduce poverty and promote socioeconomic opportunities.   
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2.  Design Features 
By expanding the capacity of USP regional campuses in Kiribati and Solomon Islands, increased opportunities for higher 
education will be provided, especially for those from lower economic backgrounds who cannot afford to go overseas for 
higher education. Improved capacity and quality of USP ICT-based distance learning programs will make a variety of 
undergraduate programs available for students studying in Kiribati and Solomon Islands. A dormitory facility in Solomon 
islands will play an important role in providing higher education opportunities for young people from rural and remote 
areas. Increased access to quality higher education will improve employment opportunities and earnings potential for 
young people. This, in turn, will not only improve their living standards, but also contribute to the development process by 
increasing the pool of qualified and competent work force needed in the government and the public and private sectors.   

II. SOCIAL ANALYSIS AND STRATEGY 
A.  Findings of Social Analysis 

Key Issues 

While much progress has been observed in primary and secondary enrollment among the PICs, progress in higher 
education opportunities remains limited. The gross enrollment ratio in higher education ranges from 10% in Fiji to an 
average of 2%–5% in most other PICs. Higher education options for young people in most PICs are either to go 
overseas, e.g., to Australia or New Zealand, or to attend the regional university, USP, which has limited capacity to 
accommodate the increasing demand.  
 

Two major constraints prevent potential students from advancing to higher education in the Pacific. First, the financial 
costs of higher education, particularly for children from lower-income households, are high. Attendance at a regional 
institution like USP is constrained by its limited capacity; the alternative is to go overseas. Only the top 5% of high school 
students have access to scholarship opportunities to study abroad, while the majority of aspiring youths do not have 
ready access to higher education in the region. Second, many Pacific Islanders feel that potential employers do not 
perceive higher education to be relevant or useful. The overall quality of learning and teaching in higher education 
institutions is not deemed to produce graduates with relevant skills and competencies required in the labor market.  
 

With the expansion of the physical capacity of USP campuses in Kiribati and Solomon Islands, the primary beneficiaries 
of the investment programs will be young people in Kiribati and Solomon Islands, including those from rural and remote 
areas, who aspire to obtain higher education. With the improvement of USP distance learning programs, especially its 
relevance to regional and national development goals, as well as with enhanced ICT connectivity, students at USP 
member countries will also benefit from improved quality of higher education.  
 
B.      Consultation and Participation 

1. Provide a summary of the consultation and participation process during the project preparation. 

Focus group discussions were held in three countries with USP regional campus students and secondary students to 
assess perceived constraints in higher education. Discussions were also held with USP staff at the main and regional 
campuses, USP council members, development partners, and other stakeholders.   

2. What level of C&P is envisaged during project implementation and monitoring?    

 Information sharing  Consultation  Collaborative decision making  Empowerment 

3. Was a C&P plan prepared?  Yes  No  

USP has an agreed upon consultation and participation approach to support the USP strategic plans for 2010–2012 and 
2013–2018.   

C.   Gender and Development 

1. Key Issues 

Females made great progress in narrowing the gap in primary and seconday enrollments in most Pacific countries, and 
female enrollment now exceeds male’s in many countries. A similar pattern also applies to higher education, although the 
overall enrollment in higher education is still low in most countries, except in Fiji. In USP, women currently make up 52% 
of the total enrollment. Yet, among USP member countries, female enrollment still falls short of male enrollment for those 
from Solomon Islands, Tokelau, and Vanuatu. Moreover, despite women’s higher enrollment at USP, gender segregation 
is noticeable in the field of studies: disproportionate numbers of women are still found in traditional ‘female’ subjects such 
as education and health care, while their numbers are still low in the areas of science and technology courses. Although 
precise data are not available, this segregation in the field of studies also leads to different employment opportunities 
after higher education, resulting in women’s lower representation in decision-making positions of both public and private 
sector jobs.   
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2.    Key Actions. Measures included in the design to promote gender equality and women’s empowerment—access to 
and use of relevant services, resources, assets, or opportunities and participation in decision-making process: 

  Gender plan  Other actions or measures  No action or measure    

The investment program includes a gender action plan for each tranche project. Its primary gender features include the 
encouragement of higher education enrollment by women through outreach activities; provision of pre-enrollment 
counseling services for students regarding the choice of study programs; establishment of career counseling services to 
provide gender-specific advice on career orientation and employment opportunities; development of learning materials 
without gender stereotyping; enhancement of data collection, collation, and reporting of USP student and faculty 
information, disaggregated by sex to inform USP management and operation; and the increase of women’s 
representation in USP management committees.    

 

III. SOCIAL SAFEGUARD ISSUES AND OTHER SOCIAL RISKS 

Issue 
Significant, Limited, 

No Impact 
Strategy to Address 

Issue 
Plan or Other Measures 

Included in Design 
Involuntary resettlement No impact  Resettlement plan  

Resettlement framework  
None 

Indigenous peoples 

 

No impact  Indigenous peoples plan  
Indigenous peoples 
planning framework 
Environmental and social 
impact matrix  
None 

Labor 
 Employment 

opportunities  

 Labor retrenchment 
 Core labor standards  

The project will create job 
opportunities for civil works 
contractors and workers, 
including women, who will be 
engaged in construction.   

  Plan 
 Other action 
 No action 

Affordability More youths who are 
currently unable to access 
higher education will be able 
to enroll as an outcome of 
the project.   

  Action 
 No action 

Other Risks and/or 
Vulnerabilities 

HIV/AIDS 
Human trafficking 
Others (conflict, 

political instability, etc.)  

Not applicable   
 Plan 
 Other action 
 No action 

IV. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
Are social indicators included in the design and monitoring framework to facilitate monitoring of social development 
activities and/or social impacts during project implementation?   Yes  No 

1   ADB. 2009. ADB’s Pacific Approach 2010–2014. Manila. 
2 Government of Kiribati. 2012. Kiribati Development Plan 2012–2015 (Draft). Ministry of Finance and Economic  

Development. Tarawa. 
3   Government of Kiribati. 2007. Kiribati Development Plan 2007–2011. Ministry of Finance and Economic Development. 

Tarawa. 
4  Government of Solomon Islands. 2012. National Development Strategy 2011–2020. Vision: A United and Vibrant   
 Solomon Islands. Ministry of Development Planning and Aid Coordination. Honiara. 




