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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
  

The Second Consultative Meeting of the ATSEA Regional Coordination Committee (RCC) was held 
virtually on 21 August 2025. Chaired by Australia through the Department of Climate Change, 
Energy, the Environment and Water (DCCEEW), the meeting convened 34 participants including 
senior representatives from the ATSEA member countries - Australia, Indonesia, and Papua New 
Guinea (PNG) - along with observers from the Partnerships in Environmental Management for the 
Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA), and the ATSEA Interim Regional Secretariat (IRS).   
 
The key recommendations or decisions from the meeting are as follows: 

1. ATSEA member countries that have not yet expressed a formal position on the options for 
institutionalizing the ATSEA Regional Governance Mechanism (RGM) will submit their formal 
positions to the ATSEA IRS within six weeks. Additional clarifications, if any, should be sent 
to the IRS for their consideration and response within this period. 

2. The RCC expressed unanimous support for the development of a Regional Action Plan (RAP) 
for Abandoned, Lost or otherwise Discarded Fishing Gears (ALDFG) and the proposed next 
steps, noting some key recommendations/considerations. 

3. On the GEF Medium-Sized Project (MSP), the countries agreed to work together to meet the 
16 September 2025 submission deadline to GEF. Upon receiving the draft Project 
Identification Form (PIF) around the end of August, Indonesia and PNG will facilitate the 
delivery of endorsement and co-financing letters from their respective GEF Operational Focal 
Points, while Australia will deliver a co-financing letter from DCCEEW, no later than 14 
September. The ATSEA IRS will support the country processes as needed.  

4. The countries unanimously accepted the application of Oil Spill Response Limited (OSRL) to 
be an ATSEA Strategic Development Partner (SDP), and encouraged the IRS to actively seek 
other potential SDPs.  

5. The countries agreed in principle to the schedule proposed by Indonesia for the Second 
Annual RCC Meeting on 2-3 December 2025, subject to further confirmation following 
internal consultations. 

 
  

*** 
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  PROCEEDINGS OF THE SECOND CONSULTATIVE MEETING OF THE ATSEA  
REGIONAL COORDINATION COMMITTEE 

Virtual, 21 August 2025 
 
INTRODUCTION 
  
i. The Second Consultative Meeting of the ATSEA Regional Coordination Committee (RCC) 

was held virtually via Zoom on 21 August 2025. The meeting aimed to discuss the progress 
of key actions and recommendations arising from the First Consultative Meeting of the RCC 
on 25 June 2025, and other matters needing the RCC’s guidance, recommendations or 
approval.  
 

ii. The meeting, chaired by Australia through the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the 
Environment and Water (DCCEEW), convened senior representatives from the ATSEA 
member countries - Australia, Indonesia, and Papua New Guinea - along with observers 
from the Partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA), 
and the ATSEA Interim Regional Secretariat (IRS).   
 

iii. The full list of participants is provided in Annex 1. A total of 34 participants attended the 
meeting (24 women, 10 men). 

  
  

OPENING OF THE FIRST CONSULTATIVE MEETING OF THE ATSEA RCC 
 

i. Dr. Handoko Adi Susanto, Interim Executive Director of the ATSEA Interim Regional Secretariat 
(IRS), delivered the Welcome and Opening Remarks. He underscored the importance of pro-
active dialogue and collaboration, especially concerning key issues that are critical for the 
sustainability of the ATSEA regional governance mechanism (RGM) and the implementation of 
the ATS Strategic Action Programme (SAP) and supporting National Actional Programmes 
(NAPs).  
 

ii. These include the continuing consideration of the following matters from the first consultative 
meeting: 1) the options for institutionalizing the ATSEA RGM; 2) the development of a regional 
action plan for addressing abandoned, lost, and otherwise discarded fishing gears (ALDFG) in 
support of the Component 1 of the ATS SAP; and 3) the development of a proposal for a 
medium-sized project for submission to the Global Environment Facility (GEF) which is 
envisioned to support the other components of the SAP and NAPs addressing marine plastic 
pollution from land-based sources, oil spills, transboundary small-scale IUU fishing, and 
endangered, threatened and protected (ETP) species and critical habitats. Dr. Susanto 
expressed appreciation for the time provided by the RCC to the IRS to address 
recommendations from the previous RCC meeting, and optimism for the discussions to advance 
strategically and collaboratively. 

 

iii. Dr. Susanto also highlighted the Expression of Interest (EOI) from the Oil Spill Response Limited 
(OSRL) to be an ATSEA Strategic Development Partner (SDP), underlining their engagement in 
ATSEA-2 and their potential technical and capacity building support for oil spill preparedness 
and response in the region in line with Component 2 of the ATS SAP. Considering the agreed 
RGM arrangements, Dr. Susanto also requested representatives from Indonesia to share 
information on plans for the Second Annual RCC Meeting which will be hosted by the 
Government of Indonesia in the fourth quarter of the year. Dr. Susanto expressed his 
appreciation for the support of the ATSEA member countries and key partners which have 
enabled ATSEA to operate as a regional mechanism focusing on the sustainable development 
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of the ATS region, and looked forward to guidance from the meeting on how this mechanism 
can be further strengthened. 

 

1.0 ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS 
  
Election of Meeting Chair 
 
1.1 The meeting commenced with organisational matters, beginning with the confirmation of 

the Chair nominated through a pre-consultation process. Considering that Papua New 
Guinea chaired the First Consultative RCC Meeting and that Indonesia will host and chair 
the upcoming Second Annual RCC Meeting, the countries held consultations on the 
nomination of the Chair. Australia, Indonesia and Papua New Guinea expressed their 
support for the appointment of Dr. Andrew Chek, Assistant Director of the Pacific and 
Regional Section of DCCEEW, Australia, as Chair of the Second Consultative RCC Meeting. 

 
1.2 Dr. Chek expressed his gratitude to member countries for their trust and support in his 

appointment as Chair. He highlighted the ambitious agenda of the meeting, underscored 
the importance of efficient and constructive discussion, and invited the heads of country 
delegations to introduce their respective delegations. 

  
Introduction of Delegates 
 
1.3 Mr. Terence Kedamwana, Manager of Coastal Fisheries, National Fisheries Authority (NFA), 

acted as Head of Delegation for Papua New Guinea. He was joined by the Acting Manager 
for Ecosystem Management, Ms. Rachel Rabi, while Mr. Kenneth Yhuanje, Manager of 
Mudcrab Fisheries, participated online. Mr. Kedamwana informed the meeting that Mr. 
Leban Gisawa, Deputy Managing Director of NFA, and Mr. Thomas Usu, Executive Manager 
of NFA, were unable to participate in the meeting due to other commitments. 

 
1.4         Ms. Desri Yanti, Deputy Director for Multilateral Cooperation of the Ministry of Marine 

Affairs and Fisheries (MMAF) Indonesia and designated ATSEA contact point, served as 
Head of Delegation for Indonesia. The Indonesian delegation also included representatives 
from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Directorate General of Capture Fisheries; Directorate 
General of Marine Spatial Planning; Directorate General of Ocean Management; Public 
Relation and Foreign Cooperation Bureau, Legal Bureau, and Planning Bureau of the MMAF 
Secretary General, and Inspectorate General. Additional colleagues joined online, including 
Ms. Tini Martini and Ms. Sitti Hamdiyah of the MMAF. 

 
1.5 Dr. Andrew Chek also served as Head of Delegation for Australia. He was joined online by 

Ms. Kathryn McKenna, Senior Policy Officer, and Ms. Katerina Grypma, Policy and Program 
Officer, both supporting ATSEA’s work, including activities on ALDFG. 

 
1.6 Ms. Mary Ann dela Peña, Finance Specialist from the PEMSEA Resource Facility, 

participated in the meeting as observer. 
  

Review and Adoption of Meeting Agenda 
 
1.7         Dr. Susanto presented the proposed agenda for the Second Consultative RCC Meeting. The 

RCC meeting adopted the agenda as presented. 
  
1.8         The Meeting Agenda is provided in Annex 2. 
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2.0 UPDATED OPTIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE LONG-TERM 
ATSEA RGM ARRANGEMENTS 
 
Presentation Highlights 
  
2.1         Ms. Maria Corazon Ebarvia, ATSEA RGM Consultant, delivered the presentation on the 

updated assessment of options for the institutionalization of the ATSEA Regional 
Governance Mechanism (RGM). 

 
2.2. Ms. Ebarvia highlighted the mandate from the Sydney Ministerial Declaration for ATSEA 

Member Countries to formally institutionalise the ATSEA RGM, and provided background 
on the ongoing consultations on options for institutionalising the RGM. This was in 
response to a recommendation from the Senior Government Officials’ Meeting (SGOM) in 
Brisbane, Australia, in June 2024, which led to the development of an RGM Options paper, 
and subsequent refinements considering the RGM transition and RCC feedback. 

 
2.3 Institutionalising the ATSEA RGM will provide: 1) a permanent institutional framework for 

transboundary pollution, fisheries and marine resource management; 2) a dedicated 
platform for regional governance and policy coordination; 3) a stronger regional voice for 
the ATS countries in international ocean governance discussions; 4) increased access to 
international funding mechanisms and sources; and 5) strengthened engagement with 
various relevant international and regional entities. 

 
2.4 Ms. Ebarvia recalled the eight types of international organizations presented in the 

previous RCC meeting, and the considerations used to narrow down the options for 
institutionalising the ATSEA RGM, which include the following: 1) alignment with ATS 
country commitment and ATS SAP vision and mission; 2) need for a stable and permanent 
structure to support ATS SAP implementation; 3) efficiency in institutionalization without 
delaying ongoing work; 4) recognition of budget constraints; and 5) ensuring ATSEA’s 
value-added role and dedicated support. Ms. Ebarvia also shared additional considerations, 
including the inputs from the RCC considering overlaps with existing mechanisms, area, 
issues, and membership; length of time to secure the legal personality for ATSEA; 
information gathered from CTI-CFF, UNDP-Indonesia, and PEMSEA through meetings and 
questionnaires; and the experience from the current implementation arrangements. 

 
2.5 Based on these considerations, Ms. Ebarvia presented updated institutionalization options 

for the RGM as follows:  
• Option 1: Establish ATSEA as a Regional Intergovernmental Organization (IGO), 

blending the features of an informal IGO and regional and hybrid organizations, based 
on non-binding agreements; 

• Option 2: Integrate ATSEA as a sub-program under an existing regional entity, 
particularly under the CTI-CFF; and 

• Option 3: Administration and fund management by an organization with its own legal 
personality (such as UNDP Indonesia, PEMSEA, CTI-CFF, or other organizations. 

 
2.6 A detailed comparison of the three options was presented considering the following 

factors: 1) institutionalisation process, requirements, and duration; 2) legal personality 
requirements; 3)  Host Country Agreement (HCA) requirements with Indonesia; 4) 
comparative analysis of governance structures and implications on the RGM and Regional 
Secretariat; 5) decision-making and membership; 6) geographical and technical scopes; 7) 
financial sustainability and funding options; 8) administrative support; and 9) advantages 
and challenges for each option. 
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2.7 From the review, Ms. Ebarvia summarized the key characteristics, advantages, and 
challenges associated with the three options as follows: 

 

• Option 1 (Establishment of ATSEA as an Informal Regional IGO): Under this option, 

ATSEA will be established as an informal regional IGO with tis own legal personality 

through a non-binding agreement such as a Ministerial Declaration. Efforts will be 

needed to secure an HCA with Indonesia to support the Regional Secretariat’s 

operations, and governance processes for ATSEA will need to be 

established. The process may take 2-3 years but could be shorter if there is 

strong political support. Under this option, ATSEA will maintain its regional 

autonomy and independence under the RGM, be able to carry out focused 

coordination and implementation of SAP and NAPs, and build its own capacity to 

develop and implement projects, receive and manage funds directly from donors, 

and generate income from services. It will also establish the ATSEA brand, and 

elevate recognition of the Arafura and Timor Seas in global and regional forums. 

However, this model requires a strong legal foundation, long-term financial 

planning, and active member participation and commitment. 

 

• Option 2 (Integration of ATSEA as a Sub-program of an Existing (Regional) Entity, 

e.g., CTI-CFF): Under this option, establishment of ATSEA’s legal personality and 

HCA with Indonesia will not be required, and ATSEA will operate within the CTI-

CFF’s existing regional intergovernmental framework. This integration can take 

different forms (e.g., subprogram, under Seascapes, or time-bound MOU), each 

with its own legal, financial, and governance implications. This option will enable 

ATSEA to leverage on CTI-CFF’s global brand and established legal, institutional, 

administrative and financial mechanisms. Compared to Option 1, the process and 

timeframe to integrate with CTI-CFF’s framework may be shorter, with lesser 

requirements and potential set up costs. However, this will entail restructuring the 

ATSEA RGM to align with the CTI-CFF governance structure. The integration 

arrangements are also subject to approval of the CTI-CFF CSO, while program 

implementation is subject to their oversight.  

 

• Option 3 (Administrative and Fund Management of ATSEA by a Third Party 

Organization with its own Legal Personality): Under this option, ATSEA will work 

with a legally-established organization focusing on administrative and financial 

management without any programmatic participation or benefits. For purposes of 

this assessment, three organizations were considered, namely, UNDP Indonesia, 

PEMSEA, and CTI-CFF. This option may enable ATSEA to focus on the 

implementation of the SAP and NAPs without the need to undergo the process of 

securing HCA and legal personality, allowing it to continue its operations without 

changing the existing RGM structure. This option will entail the least amount of 

effort among the three options. However, this may not be beneficial for building a 

long-term regional mechanism. 

 

2.8 Ms. Ebarvia also highlighted other matters that need to be considered in selecting an 
appropriate institutionalization option for the RGM, including the following:  

• ATSEA and CTI-CFF have different geographic coverage (except for a small part in 
Timor Sea), based on scientific definition;  

• Australia is not a member country of CTI-CFF;  
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• The signatories of the Sydney Declaration - the Minister of DCCEEW Australia and 
the Minister of Fisheries and Marine Resources of PNG - are both not members of 
the CTI-CFF Council of Ministers, which might have implications on high-level 
decision-making of ATSEA which will be subsumed under the CTI-CFF Council of 
Ministers; and  

• The ATSEA Focal Agencies of Australia and PNG are not members of the CTI-CFF 
Council of Senior Officials, which may have implications on the voluntary financial 
support from NFA PNG, visibility of NFA, operations of established mechanisms in 
PNG, and the voice of Australia and PNG in the governance of ATSEA under the CTI-
CFF. 

 
Discussion Highlights 
 
2.9 The Meeting Chair, Dr. Andrew Chek, commended the updated and more detailed report, 

and requested the ATSEA member countries to provide feedback on the report, confirm a 
preferred option, if possible, and provide recommendations on the next steps. 

 
2.10 Ms. Desri Yanti of Indonesia acknowledged that each of the options carries their own 

advantages and disadvantages. Considering the new information provided, and the 
importance of making decisions on the long-term RGM which will entail significant 
consequences and require strong support from various stakeholders, Ms. Yanti advised the 
meeting that Indonesia still requires additional time for in-depth inter-ministerial 
consultations to discuss each option. Indonesia proposed maintaining the current status 
while they complete their internal processes which will also allow consideration of options 
that will reflect ATSEA’s unique characteristics. Indonesia looks forward to reaching an 
agreement on the RGM option in the Second Annual RCC meeting. Ms. Yanti reiterated that 
in principle, the Government of Indonesia is fully committed to strengthening the ATSEA 
regional collaboration that has been established thus far. 

 
2.11 Mr. Terence Kedamwana of PNG acknowledged the position from Indonesia and shared 

that PNG is ready to provide its position on the RGM institutionalization options during the 
meeting. After PNG’s review of the three options and various factors including ease of 
establishment, efficiency of operations, and importantly, how best each option could work 
for PNG, Mr. Kedamwana affirmed that PNG considers Option 1, the establishment of 
ATSEA as an IGO (as originally intended), as the best option for PNG. Explaining further the 
country position, Mr. Kedamwana underscored the following: 

 

• The strengths and advantages of establishing ATSEA as an IGO are stronger than its 
weaknesses, and stronger than the strengths of the other two other options. 

• An important advantage to becoming an IGO is the independence that comes with 
it. Although it might take time to develop an HCA with Indonesia and for the 
countries to sign an agreement to provide ATSEA a legal entity status, its 
independence will make its operation efficient and effective.  

• ATSEA may also be relatively new but it has been around for some time in various 
phases and has built its own reputation and regional and international recognition as 
well. Therefore, once established, it can still manage to secure regional and 
international support, like the established regional and international entities like CTI-
CFF as well as other UN agencies.  

• Establishing ATSEA as a subprogram of an established entity may subject ATSEA to 
its bureaucracy. Many of the CTI member countries are also non-ATSEA countries, 
and may not see matters related to ATSEA as a priority.  

• ATSEA as a project has been very successful, and as an independent entity, will 
maintain its momentum. This momentum may be subdued when it falls under a 
separate entity as a sub-program.  
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• ATSEA as a separate entity, will create another front in the fight against 
transboundary issues facing our oceans and accelerate the implementation of 
leaders' commitments during the UN Oceans Conference.  

• Additionally, the design and establishment of the RGM endorsed by the Sydney 
Declaration is for ATSEA to be an independent entity. Putting ATSEA under an 
existing entity would nullify the RGM, and will require recreating a governance 
mechanism that will be compatible with the entity that it will be part of.  

• ATSEA may also have to modify its objectives and programs to align with those of 
the entity that it will be part of.  

• Furthermore, the NFA is PNG’s focal agency for ATSEA, while the Conservation and 
Environmental Protection Authority (CEPA) is the focal agency for CTI-CFF. If ATSEA 
is made a sub-program of CTI-CFF, national components of the ATSEA RGM will need 
to be restructured including the financing arrangements.  

 
Mr. Kedamwana underlined that it is important for PNG to maintain the independence of 
ATSEA in line with the design of the RGM. As such, PNG prefers for ATSEA to be established 
as a regional IGO. 

 
2.12 Dr. Chek, in his alternate capacity as Head of Delegation of Australia, advised that Australia 

will not take a formal position during the meeting but will commit to a target of six weeks 
to return with a formal position. Dr. Chek made a request for the other ATSEA member 
countries (particularly Indonesia) to meet the same timeline, which is well in advance of 
the Second Annual RCC Meeting, in order to resolve the issue or reach a compromise 
before the coming year. Dr. Chek shared that their team will be meeting with their Minister 
to discuss the proposed options. He also highlighted some issues for further consideration 
by the RCC including the following: 
 

• The possibility of re-engaging Timor-Leste via the CTI-CFF mechanism considering 
that Timor-Leste has not indicated a timeline for its return to ATSEA which leaves 
ATSEA not quite whole and not quite able to represent itself as the region, while CTI-
CFF has managed to resolve the issues that Timor-Leste has flagged.  

• With respect to some terminologies used in the RGM options assessment such as 
subprogram and integration, Australia would prefer the term ‘association’ for that 
option as they believe there is some merit in considering a time-bound relationship 
with CTI and do not necessarily see a permanent integration into CTI as the only 
option. There could be a memorandum of agreement, which may, in part, address 
some of the concerns from the other countries. 

• One of Australia’s concerns is that ATSEA is financially vulnerable in the next two to 
three years. There is a GEF MSP which will be discussed during the meeting but there 
is no guarantee that it will be successful, and funds are needed to run the 
organization. Dr. Chek disagrees with the analysis that under the IGO model, there 
will be no administration fees. There certainly will be administration fees, although 
they are just invisible because they are paid into the same organization. If ATSEA 
were to be part of CTI, then it would be part of that organization, and so those 
administration fees are, in a sense, the same. 

• Dr. Chek is also curious what the next steps would be with testing the CTI option with 
the other CTI countries. He understands the concerns about the dominance that 
other CTI countries might have on decision-making in ATSEA. In line with the full 
report and Australia’s experience, the CTI Senior Officials’ Meeting does not take an 
interest in the subprograms, like the Seascapes programs. Those programs meet in 
the week before the Senior Officials Meeting, and he has never seen in the years that 
he was associated with the CTI a subprogram being denied a decision from the CSO. 
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• With regard to Australia's position should the CTI option be pursued, and the 
relationship with their Minister, this is a matter that needs to be discussed with the 
Minister's office. However, they believe that almost anything can be negotiated. 
While it would require some minor restructuring of the RGM and the minister would 
not be part of the Council of Ministers, as he currently is for ATSEA, Dr. Chek believes 
that there will be some attraction for any minister to be able to attend a ministerial 
meeting that CTI has, and be able to meet with six ministers, rather than three. Dr. 
Chek does not consider that Australia would be disadvantaged by that, but, that does 
not speak to PNG's position where there is a different minister involved. 

 
For the RCC’s consideration, Dr. Chek highlighted the possibility of a time-bound option for 
Option 2, which is not a full integration, but rather an agreement with CTI to associate for 
a trial period of possibly 2-3 years, or maybe even 5 years, with some escape clauses in the 
agreement. Australia also has concerns regarding efficiency in attending both the CTI-CFF 
and ATSEA meetings. An association with CTI would provide some efficiencies and 
potentially some effectiveness for Australia as they also collaborate most closely with all 
the ATSEA member countries under the CTI umbrella. 
  

2.13 Reverting to his role as Meeting Chair, Dr. Chek requested the countries to confirm if six 
weeks is possible to develop a formal position on the RGM institutionalization option. 

 

2.14 Indonesia expressed their agreement to provide a formal position within six weeks. 
 

2.15 Dr. Susanto thanked all the country delegations for sharing their positions and 
considerations on the options for institutionalizing the ATSEA RGM. The Regional 
Secretariat looks forward to receiving the country positions through email or a formal 
letter, targeting a final decision in the upcoming RCC meeting in Jakarta. 

 
Recommendations or Decisions 
 
2.16 The Second Consultative Meeting of the ATSEA RCC agreed to provide formal positions on 

the RGM institutionalization options within six weeks. 
 

2.17 The Regional Secretariat was requested to send a reminder on this to the countries. 
 

3.0 PROPOSED APPROACH AND NEXT STEPS FOR THE ALDFG REGIONAL 
ACTION PLAN (RAP) DEVELOPMENT 
 
Presentation Highlights 
  
3.1         Ms. Casandra Tania, ATSEA Program Specialist, presented the progress and proposed way 

forward for the development of the ALDFG Regional Action Plan (RAP). She informed RCC 
members that approximately AUD 1.4 million has been allocated by the Australian 
government to support this initiative. Building upon the situational analysis conducted by 
Dr. Chris Wilcox, earlier consultations during the Regional Workshop in Cairns produced a 
Theory of Change (TOC) that illustrated the diverse and complex nature of ALDFG, 
involving multiple sectors and actors. Subsequent scoping trips to Merauke, Aru, and 
Jakarta by the ATSEA IRS team further contributed to understanding on-the-ground 
realities of ALDFG issues.  

 
3.2  The RAP is being developed in response to the mandate under the ATSEA Strategic Action 

Programme (SAP), and it is designed to be adaptive, flexible and responsive to the new 
data and emerging realities on the ground. The RAP would offer a guiding framework that 
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supports countries and partners in addressing ALDFG in the region. Rather than prescribing 
mandatory measures, the RAP will serve as a guiding framework to support ALDFG 
initiatives in the regions, including providing opportunities for donor engagement and 
technical support.  

 
3.3  The proposed RAP process will adopt a dynamic and inclusive cycle, which involves the 

following approach:  
● Gathering insights on ALDFG issues through field assessment, workshop and 

stakeholder inputs; 
● Developing an issues and options paper to consolidate current knowledge on 

ALDFG, emerging barriers and opportunities, and successful models and potential 
key areas for future intervention; 

● Inviting on the ground activity initiatives through a Request-For-Proposal (RFP) 
mechanism; 

● Reviewing proposals through a Regional Advisory Body (RAB) to provide feedback 
and guidance; 

● Compiling promising proposals into a List of Proposals, which will serve as a menu 
of potential interventions; 

● Facilitating selected pilot activities and mobilizing resources to test the approach 
and support the proposed activity implementation; and 

● Iterating the cycle annually to ensure information, proposals, and interventions 
remain current and relevant. 
 

3.4  This approach is designed to keep the RAP practical, country-driven and relevant over time. 
It emphasizes local ownership, efficient use of resources and the ability to respond quickly 
to new data and changing conditions.  

 
3.5  Ms. Tania further outlined the next steps which includes:  

● Field assessment and port workshop, starting in Indonesia before expanding to 
other ATS countries 

● Presenting a draft RAP for consideration at the next in-person RCC Meeting  
● Designing monitoring and evaluation system to track the results 
● Facilitating pilot activities as opportunities to test interventions. 

 
3.6  Ms. Tania invited RCC members to share their perspectives and provide guidance to 

ensure the RAP is designed to be participatory and reflects regional priorities.  
 
Discussion Highlights 
  
3.7 Mr. Kedamwana of Papua New Guinea (PNG) welcomed the initiative and expressed 

appreciation for the effort that has been done, noting that countries in the ATS region are 
at different stages of readiness in addressing ghost nets. PNG emphasized the importance 
of ensuring that the RAP will become a solid guidance that can help countries strengthen 
their national efforts in a comprehensive and practical manner.  

 
3.8  Mr. Djoko Arie Prasetyo, from the Secretariat of the Directorate General of Capture 

Fisheries of MMAF Indonesia, also expressed appreciation for the development of the RAP 
and emphasized the importance of aligning the RAP with both national and global efforts 
on ALDFG and broader issues of marine plastic pollution. Indonesia emphasized the need 
for the RAP interventions to cover the following priorities:  

● The RAP should pay attention to the needs of coastal communities and small-scale 
fishers who are among the most affected by ALDFG 

● The RAP should put greater emphasis on behavioural change at the community 
level, including initiatives such as gear recovery, recycling, and circular economy 
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practices. Indonesia’s “laut sebasah” programme and related fishermen village 
initiatives are strong examples of community level behavioural change effort that 
can be reflected in the RAP. 

● The RAP is envisaged not only as a strategic document but also as a practical tool 
for action in the ATS region. It aims to encourage collaboration with the private 
sector to foster innovation, and strengthen local economies, while also supporting 
technology transfer and capacity building initiatives to enhance national and 
community-level responses to ALDFG.  
 

3.9  Ms. McKenna of Australia expressed their support for the RAP development and conveyed 
agreement with the inputs provided by both Indonesia and Papua New Guinea. 

 
3.10 Ms. Tania extended her gratitude to the RCC members for their constructive feedback, 

particularly on community engagement, private sector collaboration, circular economy 
approaches and capacity building. She assured members that these valuable inputs would 
guide the refinement of the RAP and emphasized that the process will continue to 
welcome inputs ahead of the next in-person RCC meeting.  

 
3.11  Dr. Susanto reiterated that the ALDFG programme is currently the only ATSEA activity 

being implemented, with the support of Australia. This program provides an important 
platform for advancing regional collaboration, and the ATSEA IRS welcomes inputs from 
countries to ensure the RAP development remains inclusive and responsive to all ATS 
countries including Timor-leste. ATSEA IRS will provide regular updates and maintain close 
coordination with countries throughout the process. Currently, the ATSEA IRS is in active 
coordination with Indonesia’s Directorate General of Capture Fisheries in preparation for 
the upcoming field assessment and port workshops.  

 
3.12.  The Chair concluded the session by reaffirming that all inputs were well noted including 

Indonesia’s suggestion on aligning the RAP with national and global priorities, PNG’s 
emphasis on the RAP being supportive guidance for country’s implementation and 
Australia’s endorsement for both inputs.  

 
Recommendations or Decisions 
  
3.13     The RCC expressed overall support for the RAP development, recognizing its potential to 

serve as a regionally relevant framework to address ALDFG in the ATS region. The members 
agreed that the RAP should remain adaptive, responsive to new data and aligned with both 
national priorities and global initiatives on marine plastic pollution.  The RCC underscored 
the importance of RAP in promoting circular economy practices, inclusivity for small-scale 
fishers, private sector engagement, and community-level capacity building. The RCC also 
agreed that the field assessment and port workshop would proceed as planned. The draft 
RAP will be refined based on the inputs and presented for consideration at the next in-
person RCC meeting in December 2025.  

 

4.0 GEF MSP AND OTHER FINANCING OPPORTUNITIES FOR ATSEA 
 
Presentation Highlights 

4.1  Dr. Susanto presented the summary of country consultations and outlined the next steps 
for the GEF MSP application. With the adoption of the SAP, the focus over the next 10 
years will be on four priority transboundary issues, supported by three cross-cutting 
objectives. The estimated cost for implementing actions in the first year is approximately 
USD 11.8 million. During the transition phase in 2025-2026, the operationalisation of the 
secretariat is being supported by several funding sources including: USD 853,000 from 
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Australia for supporting ALDFG-related activities; USD 188,000 from Australia for the 
RGM/Regional Secretariat; USD 130,000 from NFA; in-kind contribution from Indonesia to 
host the RS and the in-person RGM meeting and second an administrative staff member; 
and USD 20,000 from PEMSEA including for supporting communications and knowledge 
management. Nonetheless, additional resources still need to be mobilised from other 
funding sources. 

4.2 There is an opportunity to access up to USD 5 million through the GEF MSP over a three-
year period. During the first consultative RCC meeting, countries requested bilateral 
meetings to better understand each country's priorities. Through a series of consultations 
and meetings, the ATSEA IRS received Letters of Interest (LoIs) from all participating 
countries. The LoIs requested that the IRS and UNDP take the necessary steps, including 
referring back to the previous PIF for the ATSEA-3 Project. 

4.3  The first focus area is marine plastic pollution, which was endorsed by all countries. IUU 
fishing was recommended by Indonesia and PNG, with PNG also emphasizing the 
implementation of its Fore-coast Artisanal Fisheries Management Plan (FAFMP). The third 
focus area on endangered, threatened, and protected (ETP) species and critical habitats 
was again supported by both Indonesia and PNG. Indonesia highlighted priorities such as 
species and genetic conservation, support for marine spatial planning (MSP), including 
detailed MSP in NTT Province, the establishment of new MPAs and OECMs, and enhanced 
management of existing MPAs, particularly the Kolepom Island MPA. PNG’s priorities 
include conservation of ETP species and the creation and improved management of MPAs 
and OECMs, especially the Maza Wildlife Management Area and certain marine tenure 
areas. For cash and in-kind contributions, Indonesia has committed USD 20 million and 
PNG USD 8 million. Australia, on the other hand, recommended developing platform/s for 
engaging with ATS neighbours in reducing marine plastic pollution, including ALDFG, and 
in advancing MPA management and species conservation in the ATS, building on the 
results from ATSEA-2 and new targets in the SAP. 

4.4. The timeline is tight, but progress will depend on the countries. UNDP’s consultant will 
complete a draft PIF for IRS and the countries’ review by the end of August. Indonesia and 
PNG are requested to submit their Letters of Endorsement (LoEs), including detailed co-
financing information. Australia is also requested to provide a supporting letter with 
detailed co-financing figures. Countries are expected to submit their LoEs/supporting 
letter by 14 September to enable the UNDP to submit the MSP PIF to GEF by 16 September; 
otherwise, there is a risk of missing the deadline again, which may require exploring 
alternative funding opportunities. 

 
Discussion Highlights 
  
4.5  Mr. Prasetyo expressed appreciation to the ATSEA IRS and UNDP for the progress made in 

developing the MSP proposal. Indonesia reiterated the importance of considering the 
following elements in developing the PIF: 1) marine plastics, including ALDFG, MSP, 
enhancement of MPAs, conservation of ETP species and genetic resources, and IUU fishing; 
2) precaution in budget allocation; and 3) a suggestion to revisit and adjust the existing PIF 
to align with MMAF priorities in order to meet the proposed deadline. Indonesia also 
recommended that the following be included in the PIF: 1) a clear budget breakdown 
among the IRS, Indonesia, and PNG; 2) coordination with the GEF Operational Focal Point 
(OFP) to confirm if the USD 5 million allocation is inclusive of the project management 
costs; and 3) coordination with the GEF OFP to ensure the required co-financing is secured. 
Indonesia remains committed to working collaboratively to meet the deadline. 
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4.6 Mr. Kedamwana acknowledged the remarks by Indonesia and supported Indonesia’s 
recommendations. He confirmed PNG’s financial commitments for the RGM, and 
confirmed the proposed focus for the GEF MSP on marine plastic pollution (including 
ALDFG), small-scale IUU fishing and implementation of the FAFMP, and ETP species and 
MPAs. Regarding the timeline and next steps, PNG remains committed to meeting the 
deadline and requested guidance from the IRS on submitting the LoE and providing 
detailed co-financing information. 

 
4.7  Dr. Chek explained that Australia is not a GEF beneficiary, but will endeavour to meet the 

deadline and provide detailed co-financing after receiving the draft PIF. He further 
explained Australia’s proposed focus areas for the GEF MSP. Considering the ongoing 
collaboration with RPOA-IUU, Australia would like to contribute to addressing IUU fishing 
through the species lens. Considering as well the limited funds, Australia is suggesting a 
focus on marine plastics and ETP species, especially the regional components. Australia is 
requesting the RS to provide updates on how the consultant will be distilling all the 
recommendations and proposals from the countries, underscoring Australia’s interest in 
how the regional component will be covered in the MSP PIF.  

4.8 Dr. Susanto thanked Indonesia, PNG, and Australia for their endorsement of the proposed 
actions and commitment to meeting the deadline. In response to Indonesia’s inquiry, he 
clarified that the project management cost is included within the USD 5 million budget. He 
also mentioned that the funding comes from the International Waters focal area which 
may prioritise regional collaborations for implementing the SAP. Dr. Susanto will discuss 
the countries’ inputs with the Regional Consultant and there will still be time to provide 
feedback on the draft PIF. The UNDP Bangkok Regional Hub stated that they will complete 
the PIF by 31 August and will share the draft directly to enable the countries to review it 
and obtain the LoE from their respective GEF OFPs. 

Recommendations or Decisions 
 
4.9 The meeting endorsed the proposed priorities and next steps for developing and 

submitting the PIF to the GEF, while reaffirming commitment to meeting the proposal 
submission deadline for the LoEs and co-financing letters by 14 September to enable the 
UNDP-BRH to submit the PIF to GEF by 16 September 2025. 

  
4.10 The UNDP and IRS will facilitate the delivery of the draft PIF to the countries by the end of 

August 2025. 
 

5.0 REVIEW OF ATSEA SDP APPLICATIONS 
 
Presentation Highlights 

5.1  Ms. Cristine Ingrid Narcise from ATSEA IRS presented the application from a potential 
second Strategic Development Partner (SDP) for ATSEA. Within the ATSEA RGM structure, 
the SDP is a mechanism to foster multi-stakeholder engagement. The ATSEA SDP supports 
the goals and objectives of the SAP and NAPs. It can also provide technical expertise, 
support project implementation, and offer funding. The SDP may provide oversight and 
guidance or directly implement projects with direction from the Regional Secretariat (RS) 
and National Coordination Committee (NCC), and RCC approval of proposed projects and 
implementing arrangements. Furthermore, the SDP is expected to promote the ATSEA 
program and attend ATSEA-related meetings. 

5.2  SDP applicants should meet the following criteria: 1) they must be duly organized and 
validly existing under relevant laws, international conventions, or agreements; 2) 
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demonstrate commitment, capability, and integrity to support the ATSEA SAP and NAPs; 
3) be committed to working with the RS, NCC, and other partners to achieve the shared 
vision and mission of ATSEA; and 4) be committed to working with ATS countries and other 
partners in the development of ATSEA and supporting projects. 

5.3  The Secretariat received an application from Oil Spill Response Limited (OSRL) to become 
an SDP on 16 June 2025. The Expression of Interest (EoI) was submitted along with 
supporting documents in line with the SDP criteria. The IRS conducted an assessment of 
OSRL’s application based on the four established criteria. 

5.4  For the first criterion, OSRL is the largest industry-funded oil spill response cooperative. 
Established in 1984 in the UK, OSRL now has 13 bases globally, with the closest to the ATS 
region located in Singapore. Under a Service Level Agreement, OSRL provides guidance to 
its members, which include shipping, oil, and energy companies, as well as national 
governments. OSRL also has associate members, which include the UNDP, National 
Maritime Safety Authority (NMSA) of PNG, and Department of Industry, Science, and 
Resources of Australia. 

 5.5  Regarding the second criterion, OSRL's governance is guided by a Board of Directors and 
an Executive Team. The organization provides a range of services related to oil spill 
preparedness and response (OSPR) and has supported ATSEA-2 in building both regional 
and national OSPR capacities. Since 2006, OSRL has also supported the Gulf of Thailand 
(GoT) cooperation between Thailand, Cambodia, and Vietnam in collaboration with 
PEMSEA. Moreover, OSRL has contributed to the Northwest Pacific Action Plan Expert 
Meeting through technical sharing. 

5.6 Regarding the third criterion, OSRL has proposed to support Component 2 of the SAP and 
to contribute to Component 1 as well. Potential areas of support include sharing good 
practices, supporting the implementation of related projects at both national and regional 
levels, enhancing knowledge and capacity building through customized training, and 
conducting local research on oil spills. OSRL also has the potential to apply its experience 
from the GoT to the ATS region. 

5.7  Regarding the last criterion, OSRL has expressed a strong interest in supporting ATSEA and 
contributing to the strengthening of regional collaboration in addressing oil spill incidents. 
It has been a strong and consistent partner of PEMSEA since 2006, which will guide its 
engagement with ATSEA through the provision of technical support, capacity building, and 
knowledge sharing.      

Discussion Highlights 
 
  5.8  Mr. Kedamwana noted that in their engagement with the ATSEA program, discussions 

have primarily focused on other matters, with oil spill response receiving limited attention. 
However, this presents a valuable opportunity to bring oil spill issues more prominently 
into the conversation. In Papua New Guinea, oil spill response falls under the responsibility 
of NMSA which is also part of the ATSEA SAP and NAP implementation. He expressed 
support for the endorsement of OSRL’s application and requested guidance from the 
Secretariat on implementing activities related to OSPR under the SAP and NAP 
frameworks, and in collaboration with OSRL. 

5.9 Ms. Yanti recognised the important role of SDPs in supporting the implementation of the 
SAP and NAP. Indonesia has reviewed the application from OSRL and, considering the 
information provided by the RS, is pleased to endorse OSRL as an ATSEA SDP. She 
encouraged the Secretariat to engage additional partners, including UNDP, FAO, and GIZ. 
She also requested the IRS to reach out to these organizations to explain the SDP 
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mechanism and explore their interest in supporting the ATS region’s priorities. Finally, she 
expressed hope to receive more applications from other organizations in time for the 
upcoming RCC. 

5.10  Dr. Chek, representing Australia, expressed appreciation for the presentation. Considering 
the materials provided and their own research, he conveyed Australia’s endorsement of 
OSRL’s application to become an ATSEA SDP. 

5.11 Ms. Narcise shared that the ATSEA IRS is still waiting for a formal application from CTC. 
Back in December 2024, the IRS also invited UNDP to submit an EoI, based on their earlier 
indication of interest. The IRS will also explore engagement with other potential partners, 
as suggested by Indonesia. 

Recommendation or Decision 

5.12  The meeting endorsed the application of OSRL as the second SDP of the ATSEA Program. 

5.13  The meeting requested the ATSEA IRS to reach out to more organisations in order to 
expand the pool of SDPs.       

 

6.0 OTHER BUSINESS 
  
Discussion Highlights 
 
6.1         Australia and Papua New Guinea indicated that they had no additional business to raise. 
 
6.2 Indonesia, in line with their commitment to convene the 2nd Annual RCC in-person 

meeting, proposed to host the meeting on 2-3 December in Jakarta, and sought advice 
from the RCC members regarding the proposed date and arrangements.  

 
6.3  Australia conveyed sincere gratitude to Indonesia for extending the invitation to attend 

the RCC meeting in Jakarta. Australia expressed their intention to participate in the in-
person meeting. They will provide their confirmation on the proposed date following 
internal consultations. 

 
6.4  Papua New Guinea shared similar sentiments, extending appreciation to Indonesia for the 

proposal and hospitality. PNG also conveyed their interest in participating in the in-person 
meeting, and will provide formal confirmation following their internal consultation. 

 
6.5  The chair acknowledged Indonesia’s kind offer to host the second annual RCC meeting and 

the RCC members’ need to revert to them with a formal response as soon as possible.   
 
Recommendation or Decision 
  
6.6  The RCC members took note of Indonesia’s proposal to host the 2nd RCC in-person 

meeting on 2-3 December 2025 in Jakarta.  
 
6.7  Australia and Papua New Guinea expressed their interest in attending the meeting and will 

provide formal confirmation following internal consultations.  
 
6.8  ATSEA IRS will follow up with formal communication to all countries to confirm the 

proposed date and coordinate closely with the host for the necessary arrangements.  
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7.0 CLOSING OF THE FIRST RCC CONSULTATIVE MEETING 
 
7.1 During the closing segment, representatives from participating countries and partners 

expressed their appreciation and reaffirmed their commitment to continued collaboration 
under the ATSEA framework. 

 
7.2 Indonesia extended appreciation to all member countries, partners, and the Regional 

Secretariat for their constructive contributions and active participation. The delegation 
thanked the Chair for his leadership and reaffirmed their commitment to advancing the 
SAP 2024–2033 through the strengthening of the ATS Regional Governance Mechanism, 
both at national and regional levels. Indonesia also expressed its hope to continue working 
with all partners to ensure a prosperous future for the ATS region. 

 
7.3 Papua New Guinea thanked the Chair for guiding the meeting and expressed gratitude to 

the Regional Secretariat for their continuous leadership and guidance, and for providing a 
new Strategic Development Partner on oil spill preparedness and response. The delegation 
also thanked Indonesia and Australia, highlighting the importance of upholding the spirit 
of collaboration, and looked forward to more opportunities for cooperation and joint work 
in the future. 

 
7.4 Australia expressed appreciation to all delegates for their active participation and to the 

Regional Secretariat for efficiently organising the meeting. The delegation noted the 
strong spirit of collaboration demonstrated by member countries and partners, and 
conveyed their pleasure in working together particularly on shared interests, values, and 
measures that are important to the countries and can deliver more impacts through joint 
actions. Australia looked forward to seeing everyone in Jakarta for the Second Annual RCC 
Meeting and reiterated their commitment to continued cooperation. 

 
7.5 PEMSEA thanked the Chair and all participants for their contributions and support to the 

ATSEA Program. The organisation expressed hope for positive outcomes from the 
discussions held during the meeting and reaffirmed its continued support to the 
collaborative efforts in the ATS region. 

 
7.6 The Chair concluded the meeting by summarising the key points of agreement. On the 

Regional Governance Mechanism (RGM) options, countries that had not yet expressed a 
formal position agreed to provide their inputs within six weeks. With regard to the ALDFG 
Regional Action Plan, countries expressed unanimous support for the Secretariat to 
proceed with its development considering the recommendations from Indonesia. 

 
7.7 On the GEF Medium-Sized Project (MSP), countries agreed to work together to meet the 

submission deadline of 14 September, with support from the UNDP and Regional 
Secretariat in developing the PIF. The meeting also unanimously accepted the Strategic 
Development Partner (SDP) application of OSRL, and encouraged the IRS to seek other 
SDPs, while noting ongoing initiatives. Finally, in principle, countries graciously accepted 
Indonesia’s offer to host the Second Annual RCC Meeting in December, and will revert with 
their formal confirmation or questions, if any. 

 
7.8 The Chair officially adjourned the meeting. 
 
  
  
  

*** 
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ANNEX 2: Meeting Agenda 
 

 

Time (Bali 
GMT+8) 

Agenda 
No. 

Agenda Item 

08:30 – 09:00  Registration of Participants 
 

09:00 – 09:10  Opening of the Second Consultative RCC Meeting 
Welcome and Opening Remarks  
(Dr. Handoko Adi Susanto, Interim Executive Director) 
 

09:10 – 09:30 1.0 Organizational Matters 
1.1 Election of Chair of the meeting 
1.2 Introduction of Delegates 
1.3 Review and Adoption of the RCC Meeting Agenda 
1.4 Group photo 
 

09:30 – 10:30 2.0 Updated options and considerations for the long-term ATSEA RGM 
arrangements 
(Ms. Maricor Ebarvia, RGM Consultant) 
 

10:30-10:55 3.0 Proposed approach and next steps for the ALDFG Regional Action 
Plan (RAP) development 
(Ms. Casandra Tania, ATSEA Program Specialist) 
 

10:55 – 11:20 4.0 GEF MSP and Other Financing Opportunities for ATSEA 
(Dr. Handoko Adi Susanto) 
 

11:20-11:40 5.0 ATSEA Strategic Development Partner Applications 
(Ms. Cristine Ingrid S. Narcise, ATSEA Policy Specialist) 
 

11:40 – 11:55 6.0 Other Business  
The participants will be invited to raise other business, if any. 
 

11:55 – 12:00  Closing of the Second Consultative RCC Meeting 
The Meeting Chair will deliver the closing statement and adjourn the 
meeting. 
 

 
*** 
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