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1. Opening of the Meeting (No document)
1. The meeting was opened by the hostess, Stephany Dianne Stefanowitz, the Miss Philippines-Earth 2012
and Miss Earth Air 2012. She reminded the meeting that the Dugong was at high risk of extinction, and after
the First Meeting of the Signatories in Abu Dhabi in 2010, the present gathering was another milestone in
international efforts to protect the species.
2. After leading the meeting in a rendition of the Philippines’ national anthem, Ms Stefanowitz introduced
Ms Theresa Mundita Lim of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources of the Philippines
(DENR).
3. Ms Lim introduced the other people on the podium, namely Ernesto D. Adobo Junior, the Deputy
Minister followed by Nelson P. Devanadera, the Assistant Director and Ms Donna Kwan of the CMS
Secretariat. She welcomed all the delegates to Manila and expressed her delight and honour at hosting the
meeting.
4. Ms Lim related the story of Joanna, the injured Dugong calf. Unfortunately all the efforts to try to save
the animal were in vain, because, as was later discovered, its digestive tract had been infested with parasites.
However, lessons were learned from the experience. A great many species needed concerted conservation
efforts, which should address the requirements of the animals, their habitats and the human communities
with which they interacted. The Dugong MOU under CMS was a source of knowledge and inspiration,
bringing conservation actions to a higher level.
5. Ms Kwan (CMS) expressed her thanks to the Host Government of the meeting for its tireless support.
She also thanked the Environment Agency - Abu Dhabi, which hosted the Secretariat and supported many of
its activities. The presence of 17 of the 21 Signatories, several non-signatory Range States, 10 other
organizations and 10 of the Technical Advisers was an encouraging sign of the international commitment to
achieve the goals of the MOU. Four Range States had indicated their willingness to sign the Dugong MOU
and a ceremony would take place in the course of the meeting, at which Vanuatu would also sign the CMS
Sharks MOU. The Meeting of Signatories would be followed by a two-day international workshop on the
GEF Dugong and Seagrass Conservation project for all the partner and supporting countries to the GEF
Project.
6. Ms Kwan lamented the death in September 2012 of Lui Bell of the SPREP office in Apia, Samoa. He
had been a driving force for conservation in the Pacific Islands region and would be sorely missed.
7. The participants at the meeting were made up of some old hands and some new faces. Renowned experts
such as Prof. Helene Marsh and Mr John Reynolds would be making presentations and leading the
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discussion on conservation needs, while Mr Nick Pilcher would present a synthesis of data gathered from
this first major international survey conducted in 18 countries. Some interactive sessions had also been
planned to help improve communication and to encourage the participants’ involvement in the proceedings.
8. Assistant Director, Nelson P. Devanadera, introduced the keynote speaker, Ernesto D. Adobo Junior,
outlining the latter’s career which had begun as a clerk in the Philippines’ House of Representatives, then a
special investigator 1992-99 in the National Bureau of Investigation, from where he was seconded to the
DENR dealing with illegal logging. He then served as a special assistant to the mayor of Quezon City,
before returning to the DENR as regional director and later assistant secretary for field operations until his
appointment by the President as Undersecretary for DENR.
9. Mr Adobo explained the role of Dugongs in Filipino legends and science. It was evident that this species
was facing a serious decline across the 48 Range States. Fossilized remains indicated that the species had
been present in the Philippines for over 20 million years and just 200km from the conference venue there
were 2,500 year-old human graves containing artefacts made of Dugong parts. More recently, the 1916 Act
on game and fisheries afforded protection to wildlife including Dugongs. Dugong habitat was further
protected in 1976 and a sanctuary was established in 1984. Aerial surveys were conducted in 1985, and the
year 1986 saw the start of a captive breeding programme which was still going on 27 years later. An
Executive Order had launched the Philippines’ Dugong programme with aerial surveys complemented by
shore-based work, information campaigns and community activities. Field officers had by now presented
hundreds of reports in part of a wide-ranging inter-agency effort.
10. More aerial surveys were carried out in 1998 and the first national Dugong workshop was held. In the
twenty-first century, the DENR was continuing to implement its mandate to conserve the environment and in
2001 further Executive Orders provided for fines of up to one million pesos and imprisonment for harming
Dugongs.
11. The Philippines was a Party to CMS, CBD and CITES and a signatory of the MOU on Dugongs. The
Conservation and Management Plan accompanying the MOU was ambitious and comprehensive and
included 9 objectives and 26 actions. To be properly implemented, it needed technical support and
knowledge. The generous funding from the United Arab Emirates (UAE) channelled through the CMS Abu
Dhabi Project Office had allowed national and local agencies and NGOs to carry out work on five of the
Philippines’ largest islands. Many of the Range States were doing similar work and would have compatible
data that could be linked up providing a better worldwide view. Digital tools enabled basic questions to be
answered – such as where the Dugongs and the seagrass beds were, where hunting was taking place and
what the causes of death in Dugongs were. The main challenge was to put a stop to the Dugongs’ decline
while not endangering the livelihoods of local fishermen and communities.
2. Signing ceremony (No document)
12. The Hostess, Ms Stefanowitz introduced this item, calling upon the representatives of Bangladesh,
Egypt, Somalia and Sudan in turn to come to the podium to sign the Dugong MOU. The representative of
Vanuatu was then asked to come forward to sign the MOU on the Conservation of Migratory Sharks.
13. Mr Khaled Kassem of the Arab Academy for Science and Technology and Maritime Transport, a
member organization of the League of Arab States, then presented the DENR with a gift as a gesture of
goodwill to the Philippines.
3. Adoption of the Rules of Procedure (CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.3 and CMS/Dugong/SS2/Inf.3 )
14. Simon Woodley, the Facilitator, called the meeting to order and explained his role in the proceedings as
an aide to the Chair and Secretariat. After some housekeeping announcements, he moved to the Rules of
Procedure, which had been circulated the week before. He asked whether any delegations had any
comments, pointing out that the Rules were based on those used by other CMS instruments, such as the
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Raptors MOU. The Secretariat’s advice was to adopt the Rules as presented, including a proposed three-year
cycle for the Meetings of Signatories.
15. Australia voiced support for the adoption of the Rules and particularly welcomed the proposal for
holding meetings every three years. On a show of hands, the meeting adopted the Rules with no votes
against.
4. Election of Officers (No document)
16. The Facilitator called for nominations for candidates to chair the meeting. The United Arab Emirates
seconded by Australia proposed the Philippines. There being no other nominations, the Philippines was
declared elected and Ms Lim assumed the Chair.
17. There were no nominations for Vice-Chair, and the Facilitator proposed that the meeting proceed and in
the event of the Chair being indisposed a suitable solution be found.
18. Ms Kwan (CMS) also announced that all the credentials received had been found to be in order. Two
Signatories, by arrangement with Secretariat, had undertaken to submit credentials after the meeting.
5. Adoption of the agenda and meeting schedule
19. The Chair thanked the meeting for the vote of confidence and welcomed the four new Signatory States.
Given the very full and exciting agenda for the next two days, she proposed to make a start straight away and
asked whether there were any comments on the Agenda and Schedule, both of which had been circulated in
advance.
5.1. Provisional agenda and list of documents (CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.5.1)
20. The Chair proposed the adoption of the agenda. There being no dissenting voices, the Chair declared the
agenda adopted.
5.2. Provisional annotated agenda and schedule (CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.5.2)
21. The Chair proposed the adoption of the annotated agenda and schedule. There being no dissenting
voices, the Chair declared both to be adopted.
6. Admission of Observers (No document)
22. The Chair referred to Information Document 3, the provisional list of participants, which included a
number of observers. The Chair sought confirmation that the list was complete and in the absence of any
objections, declared that the observers listed would be admitted to the meeting.
7. Statements from Signatories and Observers (No document)
23. The Chair invited the delegations present to make brief statements to complement any reports submitted.
24. Australia expressed its appreciation to the Host Government and, in particular, the DENR and the
Secretariat for having organized the meeting.
25. Indonesia echoed Australia’s sentiments towards those that had organized the meeting and welcomed the
opportunity to attend in the capacity of observers. Indonesia was giving serious consideration to signing the
MOU.
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26. Bangladesh was pleased to have become a Signatory to the MOU. The Bangladeshi delegate then
explained some of the details of the new wildlife law adopted in that country, which included severe
penalties for transgressions.
8. Future challenges for Dugong conservation (No document)
27. Ms Kwan (CMS) then introduced the two experts who were to give the main presentation under this
agenda item - Helene Marsh and John Reynolds.
Presentation by Professor Helene Marsh and Mr John Reynolds
28. Prof. Marsh thanked the Philippines Government, the Secretariat and the delegates, many of whom had
travelled considerable distances to attend the meeting. She explained that she would set out the challenges
faced by conservationists dealing with Dugongs, while Mr Reynolds would concentrate on how those
challenges could be addressed.
29. Prof. Marsh’s presentation was entitled “Challenge of Conserving Dugongs”. Dugongs were powerful
political animals and had been the subject of law suits brought against two US Secretaries of Defence Rumsfeld and Gates – in relation to proposed construction of an offshore marine airbase on the island of
Okinawa affecting Dugong habitat. The law suits were successful on both occasions. There was a further
lawsuit brought against a multi-million dollar subsidy of fossil fuel projects in the Great Barrier Reef
Region, the outcome of which was yet to be determined. As long-lived creatures that were slow to reach
sexual maturity, Dugongs could not sustain high levels of human-induced mortality – with smaller
populations (those counting fewer than 100 individuals) unable to sustain any at all. Threats included direct
take for meat or ivory, agricultural run-offs affecting seagrass beds and bycatch. It was also extremely hard
to detect population declines in smaller populations unless the drop was catastrophic and it was similarly
difficult to detect signs of recovery, within normal human time spans. The range of the species was vast and
most of the Range States were developing tropical countries ranked in the lower half of the Human
Development Index (HDI) table, where people were hungry and Dugongs worth more dead than alive. A
Dugong caught as fisheries bycatch in Mozambique (172nd of the 182 countries assessed for the HDI), for
example, could be sold for its meat and ivory and raise the equivalent of several months’ wages of an
artisanal fisherman. The IUCN Red List conservation status of the Dugong was uneven across the species’
range – with the population categorized as Critically Endangered in eastern Queensland, Endangered in East
Africa, Sri Lanka-Southern India and from Myanmar to Vietnam, Vulnerable in Indonesia, the Philippines
and Northern Queensland, Least Concern in Western Australia and Data Deficient in the Red Sea and the
Gulf, Northern Australia, the Solomon Islands, Vanuatu and New Caledonia.
30. The slides making up Prof. Marsh’s presentation are available on the CMS Website at the following
address: http://www.cms.int/species/dugong/meeting_of_sigs_2/presentation_01_item8_helene_marsh.pdf
31. Mr John Reynolds of the MOTE Marine Laboratory gave a presentation entitled “Overcoming the
challenge of conserving Dugongs” stressing that the struggle to conserve the Dugong was a fight worth
fighting. The problems facing Dugongs were daunting but this should serve to inspire conservationists to do
more rather than intimidate them. He said that a set of emerging tools and a reassessment of what
conservation entailed provided some hope.
32. The Pew Oceans Commission (2003) gave some context. This report stated that the oceans were in
crisis – both the seas themselves and the living organisms depending on them – and rather than criticize
negatively called for greater efforts and improved actions. Despite their charismatic nature, 2.5 per cent of
marine mammals had become extinct in the last 60 years – most recently the Baiji. There had been some
spectacular recoveries (such as the Elephant Seal and the Gray Whale) but others were on the brink (the
Vaquita, the Mediterranean Monk Seal and some Orca populations). In general, the balance was negative.
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33. The lack of sound scientific data was not the reason for slow progress in conservation. Scientists were
well placed to assist decision-makers; what was missing was a clear strategy. There were many examples
of conservation work being carried out without a comprehensive scientific basis, as well as examples of no
action being done despite a pressing scientific case. Mr Reynolds’ message was that people should act
before it was too late.
34. Mr Reynolds pointed out that definitions of key terms such as “conservation” and “science” differed.
One definition of “conservation” provided by Meffe in 1999 said that it entailed safeguarding biota and
allowing human benefit for present and future generations, which might include both consumptive and nonconsumptive purposes. Policy should strike a balance of how society should use finite and limited resources.
Solutions had to be found and further studies undertaken while there was still time.
35. Traditional solutions tended to be based on the following principles: maintaining healthy populations;
understanding population structures and dynamics, and regulating the exploitation of Dugongs accordingly;
recognizing the effects of human activities on ecosystems; assessing economic, social and ecological effects
of exploitation, and regulating or restricting such exploitation accordingly; and communication and
education. In poorer nations (those at the lower levels of the HDI league table) other factors came into play
affecting those countries’ priorities. Here, Dugongs were worth more dead than alive and conservation
policies had to take account of human poverty and securing livelihoods.
36. Citing the example of the Bazaruto Archipelago in Mozambique which was home to the largest Dugong
population in East Africa, Mr Reynolds explained that some advisers were sceptical about the usefulness of
conducting aerial surveys when shark netting was going on causing bycatch. They claimed that this was
tantamount to standing on the sidelines watching rather than doing anything practical.
37. The blueprint for Dugong conservation needed to have clear goals, be value-based, have a geocentric
conservation ethic, recognize the role of values in policy formulation, establish appropriate principles for
modern conservation policy and seek solutions to identified problems. Conservationists should seek to
frame the debate, but most important try to be proactive rather than just react to events. They should also be
creative, as it was seldom the case that a failed policy would work simply by repeating it. Working in
isolation was also not effective, and multidisciplinary teams should be built including lawyers, economists,
anthropologists as well as biologists.
38. The regulatory tools available for conservation included: protection through legislation, enforcement of
such legislation (but this was often not enough) and the designation of aquatic protected areas. To work,
such tools needed political will and adequate financial resources. Enabling tools included: education,
community partnerships, cross species initiatives, flagship projects and cultural protocols. Mr Reynolds
cited the example of a community project in Phuket, Thailand, where the rescue of one Dugong led to a
better understanding on the part of fishers for the habitat and the stopping of damage to the seagrass beds.
39. Numerous research projects had been carried out (eg Moore 2010) involving interviews to assess the
extent of the bycatch problem in artisanal fisheries, but there was never enough funding to allow really
comprehensive surveys.
40. Mr Reynolds advised against presenting legislators with weighty volumes containing detailed reports.
Politicians were more likely to respond to maps. One map could show the occurrence of Dugongs and
another where the fishing effort was greatest. The overlap was likely to have the highest rate of bycatch, so
was the area where most effort should be focused. Alarmingly, according to research undertaken by Pew in
the USA, the environment was rated 21st out of 25 thematic areas of concern to the public. He suggested that
the optimal policy was to choose one’s battles carefully. What was important ultimately was to win the war,
not to fight every battle. Acting promptly often prevented a problem turning into a crisis and it was essential
to take the human angle into consideration, especially in poorer countries where economic incentives were
important.
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41. Mr Reynolds concluded his presentation by citing the case of one determined individual who had taken a
stand and made a difference. The individual concerned was Marjorie Stoneman Douglas (1890-1998) whose
book on the Everglades - River of Grass (1947) had done much to help preserve that area.
42. The slides making up Mr Reynolds’ presentation are available on the CMS Website at this address:
http://www.cms.int/species/dugong/meeting_of_sigs_2/presentation_02_item8_john_reynolds.pdf
Questions and Comments
43. Bangladesh was planning to designate protected areas but required technical assistance. Prof. Marsh
said that Bangladesh was one of the countries where information was lacking. She suggested that the best
starting point would be to talk to fishermen, whose knowledge of the waters would be important. It was also
important to secure their cooperation. Mr Pilcher added that 68 interviews had been conducted in
Bangladesh in 2011, which had revealed few recent sightings and some historic ones.
44. The representative of UNEP asked whether there were any concrete examples of where conservation
action had halted the decline of the species. Prof. Marsh cited the cases of the Marine Protected Areas in
Australia along urbanized stretches of the coast where losses had been halted. Banning gillnets in hotspots
was also effective, but admittedly this was more easily done in richer countries.
45. The UAE said that many projects in Arabia had science and conservation elements and asked whether
there was an ideal balance. Mr Reynolds said that there was no simple answer as it would depend on the
level of threat. Taking the example of the Baiji, the situation had been so critical that action should have
been taken immediately and the delays contributed to the species’ extinction.
46. The United Republic of Tanzania reported on the effectiveness of incentives. When such a scheme had
been started in a marine protected area (MPA), over fifty sightings were declared to the authorities and
trapped specimens had been released back into the sea. The population in the MPA was increasing.
47. Sudan said that local communities along the coast neither caught nor ate Dugongs. Different nets were
used in known Dugong habitats. Efforts were being made to try to determine more key sites for Dugongs
and help was needed to do this and to assess the status of the population.
48. Kenya pointed out that some of the photographs used in the presentation had been taken in Northern
Kenya, where, with the help of WWF, progress was being made with local fishermen through an incentive
scheme through which captured Dugongs were being released. Concerns were being raised about the
sustainability of the schemes with uncertainty over their future when the current funding expired. It would be
necessary to ensure that there was economic benefit to communities in maintaining the presence of Dugongs
in those waters.
49. Mr Reynolds said that the way forward was to adopt multiple use approaches and to develop schemes
based on the presence of a healthy Dugong population. Ms Kwan said that incentive schemes did not
necessarily have to be based on direct financial inducements, and the Secretariat was working with the
Technical Advisers on alternatives.
50. Prof. Marsh commented that most countries had banned the taking of Dugongs but implementation was
uneven across the range and enforcement often unsatisfactory. The top-down regulatory approach was not
effective.
51. Mozambique reported that in addition to marine protected areas, two marine reserves had been
developed as well as Marine Parks. Myanmar had conducted studies in 2010 working together with
fishermen to survey coastal areas. In 2011 incentives had been offered to fishermen to provide information.
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52. Summarizing, the Chair commented that it was encouraging that new incentive schemes were operating
to complement traditional conservation measures.
9. Report of the Secretariat: Operations CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.9
53. As delegates had had ample opportunity to read the report before the meeting, the Chair asked Ms Kwan
(CMS) to highlight the key points from Document 9.
9.1. Finances CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.9/Annex 1
54. Ms Kwan (CMS) explained that the Secretariat was generously supported by the government of the
United Arab Emirates through the Environment Agency - Abu Dhabi (EAD), which also funded the CMS
MOU on raptors. The Secretariat was made up of a small core staff contingent with some short-term
contractors and an intern programme. The Executive Coordinator, Mr Lahcen el Kabiri had retired in
December 2011, and since that time Ms Kwan had served as Officer-in-Charge. The new Executive
Coordinator, Mr Lyle Glowka, was due to enter on duty on 3 March 2013.
55. While the post of Project Officer for raptors had been vacant, the Dugongs MOU had benefitted from
the undivided attention of shared staff at the Secretariat. Since the arrival of Nick Williams as the
Programme Officer, however, the Raptors MOU had claimed its due proportion of support staff time. The
funds freed by having two professional level posts vacant had been redeployed to engage temporary staff.
56. Document 9 contained details of a number of meetings attended and missions undertaken by Ms Kwan.
Many activities focussed on the sub-regional level.
57. While the funding from the UAE fully covered the staff contingent and some programme activities,
voluntary contributions were sought from Signatories to allow further work to be undertaken. The
Seychelles had provided US$10,000 for a sub-regional meeting held in October 2012. Following a visit to
Palau by H.S.H. Prince Albert in February 2012, Monaco had made two grants. The Seagrass Communities
Project was another opportunity for the Secretariat to seek additional funding. Signatories were also
welcome to provide in kind contributions, as the Philippines was doing in supporting the current meeting.
58. Australia sought clarification that the budget contained in Annex I of Document 9 referred to the CMS
Abu Dhabi Project Office in general and not to the Dugong MOU in particular and whether the Signatories
were being asked to endorse a budget. The Secretariat confirmed that the indicative budget presented indeed
related to all operations of the Abu Dhabi Project Office and in the absence of a fully costed Work
Programme, the Signatories’ endorsement was not being requested.
9.2. Additional sources of funding CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.9
59. Ms Kwan (CMS) said that additional funding sources were being sought to complement the generous
contributions made by the UAE. Other Signatories were invited to provide resources either in cash or in
kind, but at this stage the Secretariat was seeking approval of the general approach rather than firm
commitments to provide money.
60. Australia was generally in favour of the idea of indicative voluntary contributions and asked that a table
be provided so that Signatories could obtain a clearer idea of how much they might be expected to pay. It
would also be preferable if the Secretariat produced a list of the extra activities that would be funded through
such contributions. Ms Kwan added that a similar approach had been adopted by the Raptors MOU.
61. France pointed out that its plan for the Overseas Département of Mayotte for 2012-16 included an
element of international cooperation. The funding available for the plan’s implementation might be used to
help participation in the MOU. France however opposed the use of the UN scale to provide indicative levels
of voluntary contributions, emphasizing that this scale was used for calculating assessed, compulsory
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contributions. The financial position of the Ministry varied from year to year, so it was difficult to commit
to specific amounts.
62. It was pointed out that after long debate, another of the CMS MOUs, the one covering marine turtles in
the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia, had adopted a funding mechanism whereby Signatories were asked to
make voluntary payments equivalent to assessed contributions calculated under the UN scale.
63. Ms Kwan stressed that any contributions would be voluntary and the UN scale used only to provide
Signatories with purely indicative amounts. She pointed out that other possible funding mechanisms were
set out in the Secretariat’s Document (paragraphs 7b and 7c).
64. Noting the position of France in opposing the use of the UN Scale as a basis for suggested voluntary
contributions and France’s expression of doubts about in kind support, the Chair summarized by saying that
the Meeting otherwise supported the various approaches set out in the Secretariat’s Document, which did not
imply any commitment on the part of the Signatories to provide funding.
65. No decision was taken regarding regular contributions from the Signatories in the light of the differences
of opinion expressed at the meeting, with Australia supporting use of the UN scale as an indicative measure,
and France opposing.
9.3. Work Programme for 2013-2015 CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.9
66. Ms Kwan (CMS) outlined the Work Programme for 2013-2015, highlighting the main components as
outlined in the supporting paper.
67. Ms Kwan described a project relating to net fisheries in the Gulf as an example of a project that could
attract additional funding from signatories. The project had been under development all the previous year
and the participating Range States were now being consulted on how to raise the requisite funds.
68. Regarding the GEF project on Dugongs and Seagrass, donors and strategic partners were being sought to
raise the matching funds required by GEF.
69. Some countries and regions had benefitted from particular attention, notably Sri Lanka and East Africa.
It was intended to shift the focus to other regions, such as the North-West of the range around the Gulf,
where some of the Signatories had financial resources of their own, but where the Secretariat could still
provide technical assistance.
70. The United Arab Emirates reported on the bycatch survey being conducted in the UAE, Qatar, Bahrain
and Saudi Arabia. Data collection was proceeding well.
10. Report of the Secretariat: MOU implementation CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.10
71. The Facilitator called upon Ms Kwan (CMS) to present the Secretariat’s report on progress made
towards implementing the MOU.
10.1. Status of signatures CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.10 Benefits, entitlements and obligations of signing
the MOU Annex I
72. Ms Kwan (CMS) welcomed the signatures of Bangladesh, Egypt, Somalia and Sudan and the positive
statement from Indonesia about possibly signing in the future. She assured the meeting that the Secretariat
made every effort to encourage more Range States to sign the MOU.
10.2. Dugong MOU Focal Points CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.10
73. The List of Designated Focal Points of the Dugong MOU could be found as Annex II to the Document.
Signatories and Range States were urged to check that details of contact points held by the Secretariat were
accurate.
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74. The Dugong MOU Focal Point Designation Form could be found as Annex III. It could be adapted for
use by non-Signatory Range States.
75. The Terms of Reference for Focal Points of the Dugong MOU could be found as Annex IV. These had
been drafted to be as consistent as possible with those of other similar instruments under CMS.
76. The representative of Bangladesh confirmed that he would be the Focal Point of his country and the
Terms of Reference were indeed similar to those used by other CMS instruments.
10.3. Communications CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.10
77. See Section 15.
10.4. Meetings and other activities CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.10
78. Ms Kwan (CMS) drew specific attention to sub-paragraph 13a of the Secretariat Document on
implementation of the MOU. This sub-paragraph dealt with the Pacific Year of the Dugong and the
contribution to the campaign’s success made by the late Lui Bell was mentioned. Many countries in the
region had organized events.
79. Ms Kwan acknowledged the valuable contributions by many signatories in assisting the Secretariat over
the past two years. India had organized and participated in a sub-regional Workshop on Dugong in Tuticorin,
India in June 2011. The Government of Mozambique and the Natural Museum had helped with the Bazaruto
Archipelago Pilot project, while the Secretariat stood ready to engage with Range States in the Gulf
concerning a project to address net fisheries in that sub-region.
80. Malaysia pointed out that the section of the report concerning the South-East Asia Sub-Regional
Meeting on Dugongs and the Workshop on Developing Standardized Analysis Protocols for Dugong
Questionnaire Survey Project Data for South-East Asia held in July 2011 contained a mistake. The reference
to “Lawas, Sarawak, Indonesia” should have read “Lawas, Sarawak, Malaysia”. The Secretariat apologized
for this error.
81. In summing up, the Facilitator said that the Secretariat report had been duly noted, Signatories and
Range States had been asked to provide contact details of their National Focal Point and their endorsement
had been given to the draft Terms of Reference.
11. Progressing Dugong conservation: Dugong, Seagrass and Coastal CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.11
82. Ms Kwan (CMS) made a brief introductory intervention, which was followed by three presentations on
the Standardized Dugong Catch/Incidental Catch Survey Tool, the GEF Dugong and Seagrass Conservation
Project and the Global Dugongs Genetics Project.
These projects had been conceived in 2012 in Abu
Dhabi to address the concern that the actions being undertaken were not proving to be as successful as had
been hoped by developing further tools to complement financial and other incentives. Working in
collaboration with the IUCN Sirenian Specialist Group, more data were being gathered, capacity building
initiatives undertaken and conservation hotspots were being identified. Two pilot projects had begun, one in
Papua New Guinea (and with the expected arrival of the delegate from that country the following day, it was
hoped that more information would become available) and one in Bazaruto, Mozambique. The latter had
been absorbed within the proposed GEF project.
11.1. Standardized Dugong Catch/Incidental Catch Survey Tool: No document
Presentation by Mr Nicolas J. Pilcher
83. For the benefit of those delegates that had not attended the First meeting of Signatories, Mr Pilcher
explained the background to the bycatch questionnaire.
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84. The tool being used enabled rapid results to be produced based on spatial elements which generate maps.
The questionnaire was a low-cost method of securing a wide-scale picture of actual events on the ground,
with typical expenditure of US$5,000 in each country. Using student volunteers helped reduce the
overheads. The first draft of the questionnaire contained 100 questions, which proved to be too long and
prevented rapid analysis. In the end, a better balance had been reached, although the final survey was still
longer than some wanted. The survey went beyond Dugong bycatch and generated other biological, cultural
and socio-economic information, including the identification of “hotspots” of interactions between fishers
and Dugong that could be further investigated. It also asked about the respondents’ perceptions. Seventy per
cent of respondents agreed to spend a further ten minutes answering the sections on other species such as
marine turtles and other marine mammals.
85. The questionnaire had been designed with a quality control feature to help filter out unreliable
responses. For example, while one individual had admitted to catching hundreds of marine turtles each
month, others claimed never to have any bycatch. The interviewer had to assess the interviewee’s honesty as
well as their competence in identifying the species being asked about, as confusion sometimes existed
between Dugongs and dolphins. The questionnaire began with an ethical statement and disclaimer, the
questions were designed to be answered using a tick box system, with maps for sightings to be located.
86. In total 4,553 questionnaires had been completed and returned from 17 countries, with some forms still
coming in from India and Sri Lanka. Processing the data was proving to be a massive task, but had been
made simpler by using Excel spread sheets which were widely known and used. Some boxes had limited
range of answers with the gender question requiring either “M” or “F” and the age box requiring a numeric
entry. The draft questionnaire had been tested to ensure that the questions had been phrased correctly to
acquire the optimum response. The survey included perceptions recorded through questions such as “Is it
legal to capture Dugong on purpose?”
Updates
87. The tool had been adapted and was being used in Peru for surveys of river dolphins and in the Caribbean
for manatees. Hidden formulae in the Excel spreadsheet facilitated the creation of charts and graphs for data
such as whether the interviewee’s parents were also fishermen, the number of years’ fishing experience, the
type of motor on the boat, target species, types of net usage (night and day/attended or unattended). The
charts automatically updated when new data were added.
88. A new chapter used Google Earth maps so that pins (sightings) and areas (fishing) could be plotted. By
overlaying maps of sightings with areas of high fishing effort, danger hotspots could be identified. Maps
could be generated a relatively short time after new data were received. Graphics were constantly improving
and the standard was now very good.
89. The survey could be used in countries with poor underlying data and the technique was relatively
inexpensive, with costs confined to travel expenses if student volunteers were used to do the interviews.
Questions and Comments
90. Prof. Marsh warned that the findings should lead to further questions. Possibly low rates of bycatch
could mean that the local population had been extirpated, while a high level of sightings might indicate an
individual animal that was habituated to humans. Mr Pilcher agreed and supported the use of follow-up
surveys while constantly reviewing the questionnaire to iron out any faults. Attention had to be given to the
phrasing of questions – “how many Dugongs have you caught?” might be too direct and accusatorial - but
interestingly the level of refusals was very low. Although some respondents might give false answers, these
were likely to be a minority and would not distort the overall findings.
91. Australia asked how much the survey had cost and where the funding had been found. Mr Pilcher said
that essentially the survey was a labour of love with some of the work integrated into other projects.
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92. Bahrain asked whether the survey could be used in its current form in any country or whether it would
need to be adapted for local circumstances. Mr Pilcher’s main advice was that using students as interviewers
tended to result in more honest answers, because students were less intimidating than ministry officials, with
whom some respondents might feel ill at ease.
11.2. GEF Project – Dugong and Seagrass Conservation: No document
Presentation by Ms. Donna Kwan
93. Ms Kwan (CMS) gave a presentation incorporating an overview of the GEF project in which seven of
the Range States were participating. A report on progress would no doubt be of interest to all countries
present regardless of whether they were participating or not.
94. Ms Kwan suggested that if anyone wanted to know more about GEF, they should refer to the GEF
website which contained comprehensive background information.
95. A consultant had written up a trans-regional project to which Signatories had assigned their STAR
funding (System for Transparent Allocation of Resources). Some of the countries that had been approached
had already allocated their funds, but seven were participating and the door was still open for others to join.
GEF National Focal Points would be able to provide advice on how this could be done.
96. The principal project partners were: Indonesia, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mozambique, Sri Lanka, Timor
Leste and Vanuatu. Four further countries were supporting partners: Australia, Papua New Guinea,
Philippines and the Solomon Islands. The sums pledged ranged from US$200,000 to US$1,000,000. Under
the terms of GEF, the grant to matching funding ratio was 1:4. Supporting countries could contribute
through in kind assistance.
97. The goals of the project included improving the conservation status of the Dugong in the Pacific and
Indian Ocean basins through the adoption of a community-based stewardship approach at selected key sites.
It would seek to ensure that fisheries were conducted in a responsible fashion, address identified barriers to
information exchange and ensure that conservation priorities were accepted in other relevant policy areas,
especially those not within control of local communities.
Timeline
June 2012:

Project Identification Form (PIF) and Project Preparation Grant (PPG)

September 2012-April 2013:

Develop and agree activities

April 2013:

Submission of Project Document (ProDoc) and CEO endorsement request

15 May 2013

Feedback from GEF

16-31 May 2013:

Corrections and resubmission

1 June 2013:

Submission of ProDoc and CEO ER

Achievements so far
98. Five national meetings had been held in the course of October and November 2012. The remaining two
– Timor Leste and Vanuatu – were being scheduled.
Next Steps
99. The seven Project Partners would hold an international workshop after the current meeting with the aim
of aligning national activities with the wider regional initiative and reviewing the project document.
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Conclusion – Benefits for the MOU
100. The proposed budget of US$4.7 million constituted a considerable some of money and the project’s
scope would be very wide-ranging – and challenging – encompassing direct catch, bycatch, ship strikes and
habitat degradation, issues affecting all Range States and not just those participating in the project. The
seven Project Partners would be trialling an approach promoting the advantages for communities of direct
involvement in conservation. A web-based portal would be established so that information could be shared,
increasing interest in the MOU and heightening its profile, so possibly facilitating future fund-raising efforts.
Questions and Comments
101. Saudi Arabia, noting that GEF would only provide $1 for every $4 of matching funding asked whether
it was worth applying at all. The representative of UNEP stressed that GEF’s interpretation of “cofinancing” included existing national resources and in kind support. This would include the many
collaborative efforts and existing projects already being undertaken in countries such as the Philippines.
Confirming the 1:4 ratio, the UNEP representative said that this was evidence of GEF’s success but the ratio
might be reviewed for GEF6.
102. Timor Leste asked, since GEF 5 STAR funding was aimed at three main areas (climate change,
biodiversity and land degradation), which one was applicable to Dugongs. The representative of UNEP said
that biodiversity was the appropriate area. The project had been developed with national endorsement so the
funding was now secure, enabling the final project proposal to be drafted. Even at this stage, further
countries could join if they so wished.
103. Ms Kwan (CMS) said that co-funding did not have to come from the countries involved, nor from the
national STAR funding allocation, as was indeed the case with the Philippines matching funding. At the PIF
stage, Australia’s endorsement letter had pledged Aus$758,000 for work on the Torres Strait, which counted
towards the total of US$17 million.
104. In response to a question from Bangladesh, Ms Kwan confirmed that all the partner countries had
cleared their ideas at the national level and that the Workshop being held immediately after the Meeting of
Signatories was bringing the seven countries’ representatives together for the first time for consultations on
the development of the GEF Project.
11.3. Global Dugong Genetics Project: No document
Presentation by Mr David Blair
105. Mr Blair gave an abridged version of his presentation, explaining that the value of genetic research was
that DNA held many secrets of history and had the advantage of being non-invasive. It could shed light on
historic population size, genetic health, mating and migration behaviour, and answer questions such as
whether if one population disappeared, another would re-colonize. Genetics would also reveal whether the
population of a species was made up of discrete stocks.
106. The Secretariat had suggested setting up a network of genetics experts with a view to better
coordinating the work being undertaken in the MOU Area. Collaborative work was already being
undertaken, with Thailand liaising with colleagues in the USA. Legal constraints prevented countries such
as India and Malaysia from exporting samples.
107. The research used DNA samples from two different parts of the cell and the analysis shed light on
120,000 years of the species’ history, as illustrated by a diagram of a phylogenetic tree of two DNA
sequences in Australia and two in Thailand. When seas were shallower and there was no direct east-west
link, the different populations developed separately. In the past few thousand years sea levels had risen but
the separate “signatures” of the populations were still apparent.
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108. Mr Blair warned that the information obtained from the data was historic and therefore its immediate
applicability to modern-day conservation was limited. He also said that some crime series on TV gave the
impression that forensic research could provide minute levels of detail; the reality was rather different and
people should have a more realistic expectation of what this science could achieve.
109. Sri Lanka asked whether there was any indication of inter-breeding between different populations. It
appeared that some was occurring between the Gulf of Papua and the Torres Strait but there was insufficient
evidence at the moment regarding other populations. The conclusions of the research were that there seemed
to be quite distinct stocks off Northern and Central Queensland, which might lead to policy adjustments in
how to manage the different stocks.
110. The UAE noted that the research was based on using skin samples and asked whether it would be
helpful to send bone specimens. Mr Blair was not using bone samples but other researchers were (e.g. Mike
Bunce in Western Australia and others in the USA).
111. The slides making up Mr Blair’s presentation are available on the CMS Website at the following
address: http://www.cms.int/species/dugong/meeting_of_sigs_2/presentation_05_item11_3_blair.pdf
11.4. Options for technical support and advisory services CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.11.4
112. Ms Kwan (CMS) explained that since the establishment of the Secretariat in 2009, a team of advisers
had been assembled to provide counsel on a number of activities. The expertise of the individuals concerned
(listed in Annex I of Doc 11.4) cover various disciplines. Some were consulted on quite narrow and specific
topics, while others were called upon more generally. Mr Reynolds’ presentation on the challenges ahead
had illustrated the need for a multi-disciplinary approach taking account of conservation and socioeconomic
considerations.
113. Ms Kwan stressed that most of the advice had been provided free of charge, and other than out of
pocket expenses, the Advisers received little or no payment, although they did benefit in terms of
professional development and standing. The burdens on their time had grown considerably since the MOU
had become operative, notably with regard to the preparations of the GEF project. The First Meeting of the
Signatories had asked that the arrangements governing the Advisers’ engagement in the MOU should be
reviewed. The Secretariat advocated the creation of a Dugong Technical Group (DTG), as the most costeffective option falling short of a formal Technical Committee, of which there was no mention in the MOU
text.
114. At the suggestion of Prof. Marsh and agreed by the Chair, the Technical Advisers were absent from the
plenary hall when the meeting discussed.
115. The meeting was being asked to consider two points. The first was the adoption of Terms of Reference
for the Technical Advisers, based largely on those adopted by the CMS MOU on marine turtles in the Indian
Ocean and South-East Asia. The second was to agree to the creation of the DTG based on the existing list of
Technical Advisers.
116. India sought clarification of the procedure to review the composition of the DTG, asking whether it
would be based on a review of the individuals’ performance and what the areas of expertise and interests
were, adding that the services provided so far had been entirely satisfactory. In response, Ms Kwan
explained the history of the role of Technical Adviser stressing that the experts had been instrumental in
working up the Dugong, Seagrass and Coastal Communities Initiative and the GEF project. She thought that
the main issue to be resolved was whether the MOU needed a wider range of experts and what the selection
criteria should be. The draft Terms of Reference proposed by the Secretariat included a provision to set
terms of three years, but it was for the Meeting to decide on the details.
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117. Australia asked how the presence of the Advisers at the meeting had been financed. The number of
Advisers appointed would clearly have financial implications if air fares and accommodation had to be met
from the MOU budget, and Australia requested that estimates of the costs be presented. The question was
also posed whether some experts would be engaged and paid under the GEF project, as could be inferred
from the Secretariat’s paper (paragraph 6). Finally, Australia commented that there had been no discussion
of the option of simply having a list of experts to call upon when needed rather than a formal group.
118 Ms Kwan said that the budget allocation for the advisers was reasonable and justified, with most of it
spent on attending meetings on behalf of the MOU. The GEF project would draw primarily on national
experts. The Secretariat had considered compiling a list of experts but felt that this arrangement was too
vague and recommended a more formal structure that would be easier to manage and would be similar to the
current arrangements that had served the MOU well. The MOU was certainly not paying the Advisors the
commercial rates that their professional expertise commanded, and those working for government
institutions were not paid at all so their services were being provided free of charge.
119. Bangladesh stressed that some developing countries lacked the required expertise in-house and would
have to be supported and advised on how best to implement the MOU nationally. Palau, as a small island
developing state, also lacked resources and greatly appreciated all the support given. Ms Kwan recognized
this but said that such support would have to be carefully targeted given the costs involved. Grants in the
region of US$3,000-5,000 per country had been made to some Range States to facilitate Mr Pilcher’s
surveys.
120. Australia was not convinced that the current arrangements which had worked well needed to be
changed at all. The Advisers’ expenses were covered by payment of daily subsistence allowances and they
received other intangible benefits through their association with the MOU (e.g. professional networking). It
would also be preferable if the Secretariat’s assurances that the expenditure was moderate and justified could
be backed with figures. The MOU was being largely funded through the generous grant from the UAE, but it
was incumbent on all Signatories to ensure that the money was being well spent. However, given that no
other Signatories seemed to be overly concerned, Australia was prepared to let the issue rest.
121. Bahrain supported both Australia’s call for more detailed reporting of expenditure and the many
comments from other countries praising the excellent level of service provided by the Technical Advisers.
The UAE added that in many cases this advice had been given at no cost to the MOU or the individual
Signatory concerned.
122. Ms Kwan undertook to provide more detailed reports on expenditure at future Meetings of the
Signatory States, to show that the resources were being well managed and used.
123. The Technical Advisers were invited to return to the plenary hall and the Chair announced that the
meeting had accepted the Secretariat’s proposals. The Chair, in summary, said that the TOR set out in
Annex II of the Meeting Document were accepted and the Meeting had agreed with Australia and Bahrain
that the Secretariat should report on expenditure in greater detail in future.
124. Australia said that a general discussion was needed as the Signatories were being asked to endorse a
number of initiatives of relevance to the MOU which might be seen as elements of an overarching strategy.
It was suggested that future meetings should be provided with a detailed budget breakdown of all the
components.
125. Ms Kwan replied that it would be possible to provide the information requested along with the
implications, if any, of expenditure on the core budget of activities.
126. There being no further requests for the floor, the Chair declared that the meeting endorsed the
establishment of technical support and advisory services (“Dugong Technical Group”) including the draft
Terms of Reference.
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12. Alliances, synergies and complementary activities CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.12
127. Ms Kwan (CMS) said that the Document served to remind Signatories of the advantages from which
the MOU would benefit if it were to be integrated into other strategies led by other MEAs and the CMS
Family. Documents 11 and 14 were also relevant. With regard to other UN Conventions, it should be noted
that CMS was recognized by the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) as its lead partner on the
conservation and sustainable use of migratory species. The Dugong MOU was also a vehicle for
implementing policies aimed at achieving the Aichi Targets under CBD. Ms Kwan had attended a meeting
in Oman on the realigning of National Biodiversity Strategic Action Plans (NBSAPs) and liaised frequently
with the CMS Bonn Office with regard to the Joint Work Programmes that CMS had with CITES and the
Ramsar Convention. Ms Kwan also worked closely with CMS colleagues dealing with the Pacific Island
Cetacean MOU (Penina Solomona based at the SPREP office in Apia, Samoa), the West African Aquatic
Mammal MOU (Heidrun Frisch, the Marine Mammals Officer in Bonn), the Sharks MOU (Melanie Virtue,
the Acting Agreements Officer in Bonn) and the Indian Ocean and South-East Asian Marine Turtle MOU
(Douglas Hykle, Bangkok). Work had been done with SPREP concerning the Pacific Year of the Dugong,
notably in Papua New Guinea and Vanuatu. Similarly fruitful cooperation had taken place with the UNEP
regional offices in Africa and West Asia and with the League of Arab States.
128. The Annexes to Document 12 had been provided by the Bonn Office and these concerned Resolutions
adopted at COP10 that were relevant to the MOU and the development of the Strategic Plan. The
Resolutions of interest were: Resolution 10.3 on the Role of Ecological Networks in the Conservation of
Migratory Species; Resolution 10.4 on Marine Debris: Resolution 10.14 on Bycatch of CMS-listed Species
in Gillnet Fisheries; Resolution 10.5 CMS Strategic Plan 2015–2023; Resolution 10.6 Capacity Building
Strategy (2012-2014); Resolution 10.7 Outreach and Communication Issues; and Resolution 10.19 on
Migratory Species Conservation in the Light of Climate Change.
12.1. Potential work plan with IUCN Sirenian Specialist Group: Presentation by Professor Helene
Marsh and Mr Himansu S. Das - No document
129. Mr Das gave a presentation on the composition, role and work of the IUCN Sirenian Specialist Group
(SSG). Having described the Group’s structure and membership and the role of the regional sub-groups, Mr
Das explained the strategy for the Regional Group for the Indian Ocean. This region contained a relatively
large number of Range States but a relatively small percentage of the number of Dugongs globally. The
Group’s membership was only 11, and so recruitment of further experts was a priority regardless of where
they were based or came from.
130. The slides making up Mr Das’s presentation are available on the CMS Website at the following
address: http://www.cms.int/species/dugong/meeting_of_sigs_2/presentation_06_item12_1_iucn.pdf
131. Bangladesh noted that most Signatories to the MOU were already Parties to CMS. This would
facilitate synergies and strengthen cooperation for the benefit of the MOU.
132. Australia asked whether it would be possible under the GEF project, which was aiming at Dugong
conservation, to link to data being collected for other marine species, such as turtles. Ms Kwan (CMS) said
that it had always been the practice to collaborate as far as possible, and opportunities arose with Dugongs
and green turtles sharing the same seagrass habitats. She saw no reason not to record turtle data provided
that the main activity funded under the project related to Dugongs.
133. The Philippines mentioned that there were other regional activities with similar conservation aims. Ms
Kwan confirmed that she had tried to contact the Secretariat of the Coral Triangle to explore possible
collaboration but had so far been unsuccessful. She asked Signatories to try to open channels of
communication, which the Philippines undertook to do. Indonesia added that it chaired a forum through
which some regional efforts to conserve migratory species were being coordinated and the details of the
contact in the Forestry Department would be forwarded to the Secretariat. Kenya mentioned the Nairobi
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Convention under UNEP which operated in the Western Indian Ocean and had coral reefs and turtles within
its remit. Its most recent Conference of the Parties had been held in Maputo, Mozambique in December
2012. The CMS Sharks MOU was seeking to link to the Nairobi Convention because of common interests.
Ms Kwan undertook to liaise with colleagues in the Agreements Unit in Bonn.
134. Prof. Marsh advised that it would be preferable to ensure that the various work programmes were
aligned as closely as possible and urged members of the IUCN SSG to communicate with experts under the
CMS MOU and vice versa. Signatories to the MOU should encourage as many synergies as possible and
promote membership of the IUCN SSG. This would help collect data, especially in areas where information
was scarce at present, particularly East Africa.
135. The Chair concluded by reiterating that the Secretariat should be asked to report on alliances at future
meetings of the Signatory States. The meeting also took note of the CMS COP Resolutions of relevance to
the MOU.
13. National implementation activities by Signatories CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.13
136. The Secretariat had prepared and circulated a summary report based on information collated from the
submissions made by the Parties. The MOU included a provision under which the Signatories were
requested to provide a national report, and 6 of the 21 Signatories had complied. The Signatories had been
consulted about the draft template. The CMS Family was working on an online reporting system and this
should be available in time for the Third Meeting of Signatories.
137. Australia asked whether the Secretariat had gleaned any information from the reports submitted that
were likely to lead to changes in the Work Plan. Australia also commented that the template seemed rather
repetitive and long and suggested that the draft be revised to address these points, which might lead to a
greater response rate. The possible move to the online reporting system under development in the CMS
Family was welcomed.
138. Thailand said that it had found the report form easy to use and the level of detail seemed appropriate. It
had taken approximately half an hour to complete the form. Having access to the composite analysis would
be helpful. Bangladesh concurred, adding that completing the report had been encouraging as it revealed
that considerable work was being undertaken. Palau had not been able to submit the report because elections
had intervened and the report needed to be cleared by the new minister.
139. Ms Kwan (CMS) said that the report template had already been reduced compared with that used for
the IOSEA Marine Turtle MOU. The move to an online system would however present an opportunity for
further reviewing and reducing the questions where possible.
140. Australia noted that there were important projects in progress – the GEF Dugong and Seagrass
Conservation Project, the Dugong, Communities and Seagrass Initiative, and work on genetics. It was
important to evaluate how these would have a bearing on the MOU and its Work Programme. The results of
these projects should be fed back into the implementation of the MOU.
141. The meeting noted the Secretariat summary and the six reports submitted (by Australia, France
(Mayotte and New Caledonia), Mozambique, Sri Lanka and the United Republic of Tanzania. The template
and those reports received before the meeting had been posted on the CMS website. The compilation would
be posted in due course. The comments from Signatories that a simplified template might attract more
responses were noted, as was their general support for a move to an online reporting system.
14. Future directions for the Dugong MOU CMS/Dugong/SS2/Doc.14
142. Ms Kwan (CMS) introduced Document 14 in which the Secretariat set out the context of new areas of
work that could complement the Dugong, Seagrass and Coastal Communities Initiative (Dugong Initiative).
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In order to succeed, the project would need the support of government at all levels – national, regional and
local – and communities. One key message was that current conservation and management techniques alone
were not enough, and it was hoped that the GEF Project would catalyze and enhance community-level
action, by channelling resources to communities. Also important was influencing higher level policy making
143. The Secretariat had a mandate to seek further resources, in addition to the US$5 million target set for
the Dugong Initiative. Some sub-regions would need more assistance than others in raising additional
funds; some of the new Signatories had already indicated that they would require technical assistance and
advice on enhancing regional synergies.
144. One newly available piece of informative material was a 90-second video related to the Dugong
Initiative, produced in collaboration with Reef Watch Marine Conservation India. The video was played and
received a warm reception from the participants.
145. The meeting noted the Secretariat document and endorsed the actions proposed. Australia, however,
asked that all projects be “mapped” to ensure that their relevance to all Signatories and the implementation
of the MOU as a whole was taken into consideration.
14.1. Determining priorities and pathways for conservation management: interactive session by Mr
Nicolas J. Pilcher - No document
146. Mr Pilcher led an hour-long interactive session which involved dividing the participants into subregional groups to take part in a prioritization exercise. The five sub-groups were: the Pacific Islands, SouthEast Asia, South Asia, South-West Indian Ocean and North-West Indian Ocean. Each group was asked to
identify the three main priority issues and the three main knowledge gaps in its sub-region. Two further
questions addressed were to identify barriers to solving these problems and discuss how these barriers could
be overcome.
147. The table below shows the findings from each group:
Region
Pacific Islands

Problems
Bycatch, hunting
and poaching;
Agricultural and
industrial run-offs;
Natural disasters;
Conflict of values

South-East Asia

Fishing pressure
including bycatch;
Habitat loss and
lack of habitat
protection;
Ship strikes

South Asia

Poverty;
Conflicts with
economic
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Knowledge Gaps
Knowledge on
what was
happening
regionally;
Location of
sustainable
Dugong
populations;
Sustainable level
of take
Awareness of
socio-economic
importance of
Dugongs and
seagrasses;
Interaction
between habitat
and Dugong;
Spatial distribution
Lack of knowledge
of
Dugong/seagrass

Barriers
Lack of awareness
of what Dugongs
are;
Conflicts in values

Solutions
Regional
coordination;
Synergies with
turtle conservation
efforts and other
relevant
programmes;
Assistance from
the Secretariat

Lack of financial
resources;
Lack of capacity;
Lack of political
will

Transboundary
cooperation;
More money;
Education and
awareness raising;
Technical
assistance from the
Secretariat for
capacity building
More media
support;
Work with fishers;

Low political
profile of marine
conservation;

Region

Problems
development and
increasing demand
for resources;
Habitat loss;
Lack of Capacity

Knowledge Gaps
distribution; status
of Dugong
population;
Economics of netbased fisheries

Barriers
Conservation a
low priority in
general

North-West
Indian Ocean

Bycatch and illegal
hunting;
Coastal land use;
Oil and gas
exploration and
extraction

Data on fisheries;
Social and
economic
considerations;
Conservation
status of species
and habitat

Low political
priority;
Poor enforcement
of laws;
Lack of awareness

South-West
Indian Ocean

Lack of awareness
and capacity to
enforce and
implement
policies; Noise
from shipping and
oil and gas
extraction;
Unsustainable
fishing practices;
Habitat loss;
Bycatch; Port
developments

Knowledge of
critical habitats
and populations;
Knowledge of
biology and
migration of
Dugongs;
Insufficient fishing
effort data;
Integrate coastal
zone management

Low political
priority;
Local communities
not sharing
benefits

Solutions
Engage industry;
Technical
assistance from
Secretariat for
capacity building
and fund raising
Socio-economic
surveys;
Bycatch survey;
Better enforcement
and stricter
penalties;
More protected
areas;
Implement CMS
technical advice
from Secretariat on
capacity building
and assistance with
regional
coordination
Accord higher
priority to
Dugongs;
More resources;
Equitable sharing
of benefits

148. Thanking the rapporteurs for the summaries of the groups’ findings, Mr Pilcher noted that many issues
were repeated by all groups and only a few – such as marine noise – were mentioned by just one region.
15. Communications for conservation: interactive session (No document)
149. Mr Al Harris and Mr Hoyt Peckham started the session with a presentation, after which the meeting
divided into six small groups. Mr Peckham, a coral reef ecologist, found that it was often difficult to gain
political attention for conservation, but there were tools available; far more than was the case five or ten
years ago. The proposed GEF project presented a huge opportunity to explore new tools for communication
for the whole of the Dugong’s range, not just the seven participating countries.
150. Mr Harris’ presentation slides are available on the CMS website at the following address:
http://www.cms.int/species/dugong/meeting_of_sigs_2/presentation_07_item15_communications.pdf
151. The principal problem outlined was the Dugong’s critical conservation status, and the news was more
often bad than good. There was insufficient interest among key players to try to improve the situation and
not enough support was being mobilized (it had been pointed out earlier that the environment was rated 21 st

Page 18 of 36

on a list of 25 main concerns in the USA). In low income countries there was a lack of incentive to engage in
conservation, and monitoring and enforcement were poor. It was clear that building a good scientific
knowledge alone was not the answer; other disciplines needed to be involved and communication improved.
152. Communication was often less expensive than enforcement, there was the advantage that the Dugong
was a charismatic species which could be used for leverage. Coastal habitats were very valuable and their
role underestimated; for example, seagrasses were considered more efficient than forests in carbon
sequestration.
153. The plenary then split into three smaller, randomly constituted groups to consider three questions: with
whom did conservationists need to communicate? How had the participants communicated in the past? What
other techniques and media could be used in future?
Question

Answers

With whom did we need to
communicate?

policy makers at national, regional and local level; schools and youth;
communities and community leaders; coastal development sector and
tourism industry; tourists; managers of protected areas; donors;
scientific community; government agencies; press and media; other
countries’ governments; celebrities; tourists

How had we been
communicating up until
now?

social media; jingles; printed material - posters, brochures; public talks;
TV; radio; websites; reports; focus group discussion; puppets, community
theatre; press releases; direct approach to politicians; competitions; NGOs;
poetry; notice boards

What other techniques and
media could we use?

mascots; festivals and exhibitions; social media; websites; info-graphics;
children as messengers; printed material; school curriculum; handicraftlivelihood; sustained presence; charity events; “adopt-a-Dugong”
schemes; local champions; music; games; art

154. Mr Harris then presented some examples of how conservation aims could be achieved through better
and creative communication. Lessons could be learnt from the experiences gained in turtle conservation,
where a “bottom up “approach was adopted. Fishermen operating in bycatch hotspots were approached.
While some denied that there was a problem and others believed that there was nothing they could do, some
were prepared to adopt mitigation measures. Rather than have an outsider present abstract facts, initial
involvement of fishermen in the research helped them realize the extent of the problem.
155. Social marketing could be used for marine conservation, bringing commercial skills to benefit
Dugongs. It was necessary to understand the target audience in order to persuade them to change their
behaviour. For example, Rare Conservation www.rareconservation.org ran intensive campaigns: 92
campaigns in 2012 up from just 22 in 2010.
156. Youth and schools could be targeted. On Rodrigues Island, Mauritius, the local octopus fisheries
collapsed. All the schoolchildren received a comic describing the problem in terms they could understand
and they went home bombarding their parents with questions. The parents then put pressure on the
authorities, leading to a three-month closure of the fishery which recovered as a result.
157. New media meant that there was no longer the need to produce mountains of paper. A few
photographs could illustrate a point on a website and relatively inexpensive cameras could produce video
footage of sufficient quality to post on blog sites. The Zoological Society of London effectively used blogs
to underpin its campaigning. One particularly good blog site was used to exert pressure on the UK
Government to support reform of the EU Common Fisheries Policy. Such media was inexpensive and
YouTube and Vimeo were free to use.
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158. While the publication of a single report could resonate with audiences, such documents tended to enjoy
short-term publicity before fading away to oblivion. Some, however, have a lasting impact. The press
release related to a report criticizing the inequitable terms of EU fisheries treaties with Indian Ocean islands
was picked up by Le Monde and led to calls for France to renegotiate the agreements entered into with
Madagascar.
159. The GEF project would need a web-based “clearing house mechanism” (CHM) for sharing
information. Parts of the CHM could be open for public access for discussion groups and interactive maps,
while certain areas could have limited access where confidential or sensitive material would be kept.
160. In conclusion, Mr Harris said that while conservationists might not be experts at communication, they
did wield the power to persuade and exert leverage, especially when being creative and tailoring their
message. One key point that Mr Harris made was that when a problem arose, such as a dead Dugong on a
beach, immediate action was critical to capitalize on the event as publicity. Old news was dead news and
unlikely to generate a response. Good news should be trumpeted, while bad news could often be turned to
their advantage.
Mr Pilcher – Case study on the use of the media: Malaysia
161. In 1998 virtually no one in Malaysia was aware of the existence of Dugongs. One was caught and kept
in a pen and then the regional media in Johor heard about it. The Ministry became involved as it was illegal
to keep Dugongs in captivity. The Ministry then started to fund research, all because of a single press
release that generated huge national interest.
Presentation - Loggerhead turtles in Japan – Hoyt Peckham
162. The Facilitator called upon Mr Peckham to make a presentation of a case study concerning the success
of a participatory approach to research which overcame government indifference. The research was
regarding the losses of loggerhead turtles in the pound nets set around the coasts of Japan. Loggerhead turtles
nested in Japan and migrated between Japan and Baja California, Mexico, where they were killed in pound
nets as well as in Japan; thousands were dying each year.
163. Initially neither government nor industry representatives were even willing to admit that there was a
problem, and the launch of a report at the Kagoshima Colloquium with diplomatic level participation made
no difference. It was therefore decided to hire an aquarium, invite government and industry representatives
and set up a working model of a pound net with a live turtle trapped inside. Actually witnessing a live
animal struggling for survival instantaneously changed attitudes; even the net designer was totally converted
to the cause and tried to devise better means of escape for turtles caught in these nets. The Japanese
Fisheries Agency allocated US$2 million to related research. Media coverage of the event went viral,
starting in local newspapers and television on the first day, going national on the second and global on the
third.
16. Date and venue for SS3 (No document)
164. Ms Kwan (CMS) said that no offer had yet been submitted to the Secretariat by any Signatory or Range
State. If no offer was forthcoming at the meeting, the Secretariat would seek expressions of interest eighteen
months in advance of the next meeting, which was due to be held in 2016.
165. The Chair confirmed that hosting such a meeting was extremely rewarding and satisfying and she
encouraged other countries to consider volunteering.
17. Any other business (No document)
166. There were no items raised under “Any other business”.
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18. Summary and closure of the Meeting (No document)
167. First, the Facilitator summarized the main topics discussed and decisions reached over the past two
days. The Facilitator’s summaries of day 1 and day 2 can be found below as Annex I and Annex II
respectively.
168. A list of participants attending the meeting is provided in Annex III to the present report.
169. Ms Kwan (CMS) then expressed her thanks to the Chair, the DENR for hosting and supporting the
meeting, the Facilitator, the Technical Advisers for their support, her colleagues in the Secretariat and the
delegates for their active participation in what had proved to be a very fruitful event. The Chair added her
thanks and declared the meeting closed at 17:25.
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Annex I – Summary of the 1st day

SS2 Day 2 20 February 2013
• Recap Day 1 – S Woodley
• Complete action on Doc 11
– Progressing Dugong Conservation: Dugong, Seagrass
and Coastal Communities Initiative

SS2 Dugong MOU

• Consider Item 11.4 from Day 1
– Options for technical support and advisory services

Summary of Day 1

• Continue with Agenda as planned to conclusion
at 1730
• Note Item 15 “Communications for
Conservation”
• Session on Genetics – 1.00 pm meeting room

Session 2

Session 1
• Welcome by Philippines Government
– Pre-historic contact between people and dugongs c.
2500 years
– Conservation efforts of Philippines Government since
1916
– SS2 opportunity to discuss problems, progress and
solutions
– “how can we conserve dugongs without affecting the
lives of fisher-folk”
– Scientists, policy makers, managers and communities
to pool knowledge and actively participate

Future Conservation Challenges
• Helene Marsh
– Dugong is political animal
– Long-lived – difficult to
measure recovery
– Multiple threats
– Lives with humans
– Most small populations in
developing countries
– Value > dead than alive
– By-catch is greatest threat
often linked to lucrative
fisheries e.g. shark fin
– Top down regulation not
relevant to impoverished
people
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• John Reynolds
– Problems overwhelming or
energising?
– Human values drive
behaviour – need to address
values
– Science important to
underpin decisions but need
action to deal with crises
now, not more information
– Guiding principles for action
and success
– Regulatory vs enabling tools

New MOU Signatories
• Dugong MOU
–
–
–
–

Bangladesh
Egypt
Somalia
Sudan

• Expressions of Intention
– Indonesia
--------------------------------

Rules of Procedure
adopted

• Shark MOU
– Vanuatu

• 25/40 in 4 years

Some take home messages
• Science important but not
where threats to dugong
populations are critical – need
action
• Address human conditions in
developing countries –
economic incentives are
critical tools to change
behaviour
• Targeted approach to
problems - focus on “hot
spots”
• Banning hunting or top-down
legal protection not relevant
to impoverished communities

• Community partnerships
important
• Research across different
disciplines, incl. social sciences
• Interdisciplinary approach
• Not enough to define the
problem - be active in finding
solutions
Many delegates gave
examples of successes with
incentive tools and some of
their limitations. We also
heard of the different context
in each country

Session 3: Secretariat
Operations
• Support for Secretariat
activities
• Potential funding sources
endorsed:

MOU Implementation
• Terms of Reference for
MOU Focal Points
endorsed

– ad-hoc voluntary
contributions
– Concerted fund-raising
programme
– In-kind contributions

• Sliding scale of voluntary
contributions not
endorsed

Dugong, Seagrass and Coastal
Communities Initiative
Overview
• Excellent progress over 4
years
• 25 Signatory States
• Acknowledged late Lui Bell
for his efforts in mobilising
Pacific Range States
• Seeking discussion with Gulf
States re proposed project
on Net Fishery By-catch in
Gulf
• actions yet to be completed
(Doc 11)

GEF Project
• PIF approved
• Seven Project Partners with pledges from GEF5 STAR Allocations
– Indonesia, Malaysia, Sri Lanka, Timor Leste,
Vanuatu, Madagascar, Mozambique

• 4:1 ratio of matching contributions (in-kind
value of complementary activities clarified)
• PPG being prepared for Oct 2013
• GEF Workshop 21-22 February 2013
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Catch Surveys
• Survey tool provides broad
data on fishers, fishing and
dugong > 4500 respondents
• Extensive accessible data
set for scientists and policy
makers
• Basis for more intensive
follow up in ‘hot spots”
• Invaluable resource for
communications,
regulation, community
engagement, incentives etc

Dugong Genetics Project
Benefits
• insights into evolutionary
history and biogeography
• estimates of population
sizes through evolutionary
time
• estimates of “gene flow”
between populations
• indications of inbreeding
and “genetic health”
• information about
“mating systems”
• Hindcast populations

Program
• Coordination of analysis of
genetic material primarily
skin tissue samples
• Technical support for incountry analysis
-> Tool to assist policy and
management decisions
(separate stocks?)

Annex II – Summary of the 2nd day

Item 11 - Secretariat
• MOU Implementation

SS2 Dugong MOU
Day 2 Summary

– DSCCI Initiative endorsed
– Request for future presentation of costs against
specific projects

• Options for technical support and advisory
services
– Establishment of the Dugong Technical Group was
agreed, with conditions

• Credentials – all received have been approved

12. Alliances Synergies and
Complementary Activities
• Multiple collaborations and opportunities
• Additional suggestions
– Coral Triangle Initiative
– Sulu-Sulawesi Marine Ecosystem
– Nairobi Convention UNEP task forces

• Alignment of work plans between SSC Sirenia
Species Specialist WG and CMS Dugong
agreed

13. National Implementation activities
• 6 template responses; 7 PP presentations
• Reports and Secretariat summary to be available
online
• Template supported as aid to Focal Points
• Secretariat to review template for repetitions and
streamlining
• Proposed move to Online Reporting System supported
• Regular reporting by Secretariat on outcomes of
projects, new learnings and relevance to MOU
implementation was agreed

14. Future Directions

Interactive workshops

• Endorsed subject to Secretariat providing
feedback and mapping of project outcomes to
MOU implementation

Purpose: engagement of delegates in informal
interaction and to provide them
opportunities to share knowledge and learn
new techniques
Thanks to Nic, Al and Hoyt for organising
sessions and sharing their wealth of
experiences in working with communities for
improved conservation and economic
development
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14.1 Priorities and Pathways for
Dugong Conservation
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

three most pressing issues at regional level
three most important information gaps
why is this still a problem?
what are solutions?
How can Secretariat help?

Issues
1. Bycatch – related to poverty
2. Habitat loss e.g. economic development
(coastal and oil/gas/port development)
3. Underwater noise
4. (Awareness and enforcement)

Information Gaps
• Dugongs and seagrasses – status, distribution,
migratory pathways
• Fishing – distribution, impacts, pressures
• Socio-economic status of fishers and
communities

Barriers
• Lack of regional contact/coordination
• Lack of funds
• Poverty – communities not beneficiaries of
conservation
• Low status of dugong and seagrass in
government
• Lack of enforcement
• Inadequate public awareness

Solutions
• Better regional coordination – synergies and
efficiencies
• Program linkages e.g. dugong/turtles
• Engage industry
• More surveys (esp. socio-economic, fisheries,
dugong and seagrasses)
• More resources
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How can Secretariat help?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Facilitate regional discussions and coordination
Funding
Technical assistance and advice
Capacity building
Assist in funding applications
Scientifically appropriate awareness materials
Advise Ministries on ways to tackle problems
High level approaches to e.g. Nairobi Convention Sec/
WIOMSA for support in science and community
• Target communities for conservation projects

Thank you

15. Communications for Conservation
Thanks to Hoyt and Al for sharing their experiences
• Who, what, why
– whiteboard feedback from groups

• Blue Ventures case studies for communications with
communities
• Social Marketing concept
• Palau “Do you love Mesekiu” as example of successful
campaign
• New media e.g. www.edgeofexistence.org;
www.fishfight.net; vimeo etc etc
• Take home messages- empower, create, innovate, target
audiences, network, collaborate, react

Issues
• Pacific Islands
1. Bycatch, hunting, poaching
2. Runoff (natural and
human)
3. ?

• SE Asia
Fishing pressure by catch
Habitat loss – coastal dev
Poverty
Lack of protection of habitat

• Sth Asia
– Poverty by-catch
– Economic development
and impacts?
– Loss of habitat
– Lack of capacity

• NWIO
– By-catch/illegal catch
unreported
– Coastal development
– Oil/gas development

Issues
• SWIO
– Awareness and
enforcement capacity
– Underwater noise boats and oil/gas
– Sustainable fishing and
bycatch
– Port development

Information Gaps
• Pacific
– Regional activities
– Dugong poplns
– Level of sustainable take

• SE Asia
– Socio-econ importance
– Distribution dugongs
– Anthrop impacts
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• Sth Asia
– Distribn dugong and
seagrasses
– Dugong popln status
– Lack of knowledge of
economics and ??

• NWIO
– Fishing data
– Socio-econ fishers
– Dugong habitats

Information Gaps
• SWIO
– Lack of information on
critical habitats and
poplns in region
– Lack of knowledge of
lifestyle e.g. migratory
routes
– Fishing effort and
pressure

Barriers
• Pacific

Barriers

• Sth Asia

– Lack of contact between
regions
– Conflict of values

• SE Asia

– Low status of marine
wildlife
– Low priority in govt

• NWIO

– Lack of funds, poverty
–?

– Low political priority
– Low enforcement
– Inadequate public
awareness

• SWIO
– Low priority to dugong
conservn – govt
– Communities not getting
share of conservation
success?

Solutions
• Pacific
– Regional coordn
– Link with turtles and
other programs

• SE Asia
– ??

• Sth Asia
– Incr media support?
– Work with fishers to
prevent
– Engage big industry

• NWIO
–
–
–
–
–

• SWIO
– Socio-econ ??
– Resources for
conservation

Socio – suveys
Bycatch surveys
Review/revise penalties
MPAs
Status surveys

Communications for Conservation
• Conservation specialists predominantly
scientists rather than communicators
• GEF Project huge potential to change
– Needs good communications strategy and
execution
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Solutions

Who are we communicating our work
to?

How have you communicated your
work
How else could you communicate the
importance of your work
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Annex III - List of Participants

Signatories (39 Representatives from 21 Signatory States)

AUSTRALIA
Ms. Fiona Bartlett
Director, Marine Mammal Conservation Sector
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water,
Population and Community
2601, Canberra, ACT
BANGLADESH*
Dr. Tapan Kumar Dey
Conservator of Forests, Wildlife and Nature
Conservation Circle
Bangladesh Forest Department
1207 Dhaka
Tel: +88 028181142
Fax: +88 028181142
Email: deytkcfwild@gmail.com
BAHRAIN
Mr. Abdulqader Khamis
Head of Marine Projects Assessment Unit
Supreme Council for Environment
P.O. Box 18233
Manama
Email: qaderk@pmew.gov.bh
Tel: +973 17386571
Fax: +973 17386556
EGYPT*
Dr. Luay Zonkle
Manager of Wildlife Programme
Ministry of State for Environmental Affairs
30 Misr Helwan El-Zyrae Rd., Maadi – Cairo
P.O.Box 11728
Cairo
Tel: +202 25245412
Fax: +202 25245412
Email: luay09@yahoo.com
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FRANCE
Ms. Camille Dulor
Attaché for Higher Education and Academic Exchange
Embassy of France to the Philippines
Makati City
Tel: +63857 6934
Fax: +63 857 6956
Email: camille.dulor@diplomatie.gouv.fr
INDIA
Mr. Prabhat Tyagi
Joint Director (Wildlife)
Ministry of Environment and Forests
Government of India
Paryavaran Bhawan, CGO Complex, Lodhi
110003 New Delhi
Tel: +91 9868206540
Fax: +91 1124366842
Email: ptyagiifs@yahoo.co.in
Dr. Sivakumar Kuppusamy
Scientist
Wildlife Institute of India
P.O. Box 18
Chandrbani
248001 Dehradun
Tel: +91 1352640112
Fax: +91 1352640117
Email: ksivakumar@wii.gov.in
KENYA
Dr. Mohamed O. S. Mohamed
Senior Scientist, Coast Conservation Area
Kenya Wildlife Service
Tel: +254 722 764691
Fax: +254 412222612
Email: msaid@kws.go.ke

MADAGASCAR
Ms. Jane Alice Laurette Razanamiharisoa
National Focal Point, Ministry of Environment and
Forest
101, Antananarivo
Tel: +261 340562152
Email: jrazanamiharisoa@ymail.com

PAPUA NEW GUINEA
Mr. Vagi Leke Rei
Manager
Department of Environment and Conservation
Port Moresby
Tel: +675 717 11138
Email: rei.vagi@gmail.com

Ms. Yvette Marie Baptistine Razafindrakoto
Independent Consultant
Ministry of Environment
Cité Ampefiloha logt 31
Antananarivoo
Tel: +261 20349920343
Email: razafyve@yahoo.com

PHILIPPINES
Atty. Ernesto D. Adobo Jr.
Undersecretary for Staff Bureaus
Department of Environment and Natural Resources
(DENR)
DENR Bldg., Visayas Avenue, Diliman,
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 920 2213; +632 929 6626 local 2232, 2247,
2248
Email: usecfo@denr.gov.ph

MOZAMBIQUE
Dr. Almeida Guissamulo
Researcher, Universidade Eduardo Mondlane
Maputo
Tel: +258 824965700
Email: almeida.guissamulo@hotmail.com
Ms. Sonia Ricardo Muando
Focal Point, Ministry for the Coordination
Environment Affairs
Maputo
Tel: + 258 21 465622 / + 258 82 5877883
Email: soniamuando@yahoo.com
MYANMAR
Mr. Mya Than Tun
Deputy Director, Focal Point
Department of Fisheries
Nay Pyi Taw
Tel: +95 67 408059
Fax: +95 1 67 408048
Email: myathantundof@gmail.com
PALAU
Mrs. Amanda Etpison
Co-ordinator, Palau Dugong Awareness Campaign
Etpison Musuem
PW 96940, Koror
Tel: +680 488 6730
Fax: +680 488 4718
Email: etpison@palaunet.com
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Dr. Theresa Mundita S. Lim
Director
DENR-Protected Areas and Wildlife Bureau (PAWB)
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 920 4417
Fax: +632 924 0109
Email: munditalim@yahoo.com;
director@pawb.gov.ph
Mr. Jacob Meimban Jr.
Director
Coastal and Marine Management Office (CMMO)
DENR-PAWB
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman,
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 local 207
Fax: +632 925 8948
Email: jakemeimban@yahoo.com
Mr. Carlo Custodio
Regional Technical Director
Department of Environment and Natural Resources
5000, Iloilo City
Tel: +6333 337 8900: +6333 333 1365
Email: custodiocarlo@yahoo.com

Ms. Josefina L. De Leon
OIC-Chief, Wildlife Resources Division
PAWB-DENR
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 local 207
Fax: +632 925 8953
Email: deleon.josefina@gmail.com

Mr. Manuel D. Rojas
OIC-Chief, Administrative and Finance Division
PAWB-DENR
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 local 207
Fax: +632 925 8953
Email: mannyrojas@yahoo.com

Ms. Norma M. Molinyawe
OIC-Chief, Biodiversity Management Division
PAWB-DENR
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 local 207
Fax: +632 925 8953
Email: normsmolinyawe@yahoo.com

Mr. Renato D. Cruz
Supervising Ems
Pawb-Cmmo
Ninoy Aquino Parks And Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 Local 207
Fax: +632 925 8953
Email: Renatodalmciocruz@Yahoo.Com.Ph

Ms. Marlynn M. Mendoza
Chief, Protected Area Community Management
Division
PAWB-DENR
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 local 207
Fax: +632 925 8953
Email: marlynmmendoza@yahoo.com

Ms. Angelita P. Meniado
Supervising Ems
Pawb-Cmmo
Ninoy Aquino Parks And Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 Local 207
Fax: +632 925 8953

Ms. Meriden E. Maranan
OIC-Chief, Nature Recreation and Extension Division
PAWB-DENR
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 924 6031 local 207
Fax: +632 925 8953
Email: meridenmaranan@yahoo.com
Mr. Nelson G. Castillo
Park Superintendent (PASu)
Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
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Mr. Nilo B. Ramoso Jr.
Project Leader
Pawb-Pawikan Conservation Project
Ninoy Aquino Parks And Wildlife Center
Quezon Avenue, Diliman
1101 Quezon City
Tel: +632 925 8946; +632 924 6031 Local 223
Fax: +632 925 8953
Email: Nilobramoso@yahoo.com
UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
Mr. Ibrahim Bugla
Unit Head, Marine Assessment and Monitoring
Environment Agency Abu Dhabi
45553, Abu Dhabi
Tel: +971 508112208
Fax: +971 24998272
Email: ibugla@ead.ae

Mr. Himansu Das
Scientist, Endangered Species and Habitats-Marine
Environment Agency Abu Dhabi
45553, Abu Dhabi
Tel: 971504465125
Fax: 97124997282
Email: hsdas@ead.ae
Ms. Maitha Al Hameli
Coordinator – Marine Threatened Species and Habitat
Environment Agency Abu Dhabi
45553, Abu Dhabi
Tel: +971 2445 4777
Fax: +971 24463339
Email: maitha.alhameli@ead.ae
SOLOMON ISLANDS
Ms. Agnetha Vave-Karamui
Chief Conservation Officer
Ministry of Environment, Climate Chance, Disaster
Management and Meteorology
21, Honiara
Tel: +677 23031/2
Email: agnetha.vavekaramui@gmail.com
SOMALIA*
Mr. Ahmed Mohamoud Osman
Director of Somali Wildlife
Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife
Mogdishu
Tel: +252615337509
Email: axmedbusuri70@hotmail.com
SRI LANKA
Mr. Uthuma Lebbe Thaufeek
Assistant Director
Department of Wildlife Conservation
Head Office, Jayanthipura Road
P.O. Box 811/A
Battaramulla
Tel: +94 11 2888585
Fax: +94 112883355
Email: dwlcthaufeek@gmail.com
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SUDAN*
Mr. Anwar Jawed
Wildlife Officer, Wildlife Conservation General
Administration
Khartoum
Tel: +24 9912 681674
Fax: +24 9183 522109
Email: hamadanwar@yahoo.com;
wildlife_sudan33@yahoo.com
THAILAND
Dr. Kongkiat Kittiwattanawong
Chief of Marine Endangered Species Unit
Department of Marine and Coastal Resources
51 Sakdides Rd
83000 Phuket
Tel: +66 84 629 8803
Fax: +66 76 391 127
Email: kkongkiat@gmail.com
UNITED REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA
Mr. George Damian Msumi
Manager Marine Parks and Reserves Unit
Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries Development
P.O. Box 7565
Dar Es Salaam
Tel: +255222150621
Email: gdmsumi@yahoo.com
VANUATU
Mr. Pedro George
Project Manager, Environment Programme
Wan Smolbag Theatre
P.O. Box 1024
Port Vila
Tel : +678 27119
Fax : +678 25592
Email: gpetroster@gmail.com
Mr. Jayven Ham
Fisheries Biologist
Vanuatu Department of Fisheries
678, Port Vila
Tel +678 7772453 / +6785333340
Email: jayven04@gmail.com

NON-SIGNATORY RANGE STATES
(11 Representatives from 5 Non-Signatory Range States)

INDONESIA
Ms. Ahsanal Kasasiah
Deputy Director
Directorate of Marine and Aquatic Conservation,
Directorate General of Marine, Coasts and Small
Islands
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
10110, Jakarta Pusat
Tel: +62 213522045; +82 812 814 4848
Fax: +62 213522045
Email: akasasiah@yahoo.com; sasiera9@gmail.com
Mr. Wawan Kiswara
Drs Research Centre for Oceanography
Indonesian Institute of Sciences
14430, Jakarta
Tel : +62 2164713850
Email : wawan.kiswara@nioz.nl
Mr. Malikusworo Hutomo
Chairman, Yayasan Lamina
14350, Jakarta
Tel: +62 2164716938
Fax: +62 2164711948
Email: malikusworo.hutomo@gmail.com
Mr. Didi Sadili
Deputy Director of Aquatic Species Conservation
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
JL Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
10110 Jakarta
Tel: +62816 1319043
Fax: +6221 -3522045
Email: didisadili@yahoo.com
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MALAYSIA
Mr. Syed Abdullah Syed Abdul Kadir
Head of Turtle and Marine Ecosysytem
Department of Fisheries Malaysia
Rantau Abang, Terengganu
23050 Dungun
Tel: +609 8458169
Fax: +609 8458017
Email: syedjohor@gmail.com
Mr. Kamarruddin Ibrahim Ibrahim
Deputy Director General
Dept. Marine Parks Malaysia
Aras 11, Wisma Sumber Asli, Presint 4
62574 Putrajaya
Tel: +603 8886 1753
Fax: +603 8888 0489
Email: kamarruddin@nre.gov.my
Dr. Louisa Shobhini Ponnampalam
Research Fellow
Institute of Ocean & Earth Sciences, University of
Malaya, C308, IGS Building
50603 Kuala Lumpur
Tel: +6012 701 2499
Fax: +603 7967 6994
Email: louisa.ponnampalam@gmail.com
Mr. James Bali
Biologist (Species Management)
Sarawak Forestry Corporation
P.O. Box Lot 218, KCLD
Jalan Tapang, Kota Sentosa
93250 Kuching
Tel: +6082 629539 / +6082 610088
Fax: +6082 629450 / +6082 610099
Email: jamesbali@sarawakforestry.com

QATAR
Mr. Mohamed Almarri
Senior biologic Specialist
Ministry of Environment
P.O. Box 9524
Doha
Tel: + 974 44207010
Email: mmmarri@moe.gov.qa

SAUDI ARABIA
Mr. Omar Khushaim
General Director
Saudi Wildlife Authority
P.O.Box 36032
Albekeryh 3800
11516 Riyadh
Tel: +966504665550
Fax: +96614422164
Email: khushaim2006@hotmail.com
TIMOR LESTE
Mr. Mario Correia Ximenes
Senior Environmental Officer
State Secretary for Environment
Tel: +670 77245163
Email: ximenesmario@yahoo.com

INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS, NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS
AND OTHER PARTIES
(6 Representatives from 6 Parties)

ARAB ACADEMY FOR SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY AND MARITIME TRANSPORT
(LEAGUE OF ARAB STATES)
Dr. Khaled Moustafa Kassem Ramadam
Prof. of Economics and Dean of Academic Staff
Affairs
P.O. Box 1029, AAST, Alexandria
Egypt
E-mail: dr.khaledkassem@gmail.com
COMMUNITY CENTERED CONSERVATION
(C3)
Mr. Leo Rex Cayaban
Programme Coordinator
1103, Quezon City
The Philippines
Tel: +632 3711626 / +630 9185534702
Email: leo@c-3.org.uk
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INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL OF
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW
Ambassador Amado, Jr Tolentino
Executive governor for Developing Countries
1780, Muntinlupa
Tel: +632 7388581
Email: amatol2@hotmail.com
INTEGRATED COASTAL
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROJECT
Ms. Ma Shea Bitalac
Marine Biologist
Davao City
The Philippines
Tel: +632 9164476635
Email: shea.bitalac@gmail.com

SAVE THE DUGONG CAMPAIGN CENTER
(SDCC)
Ms. Shoami Takato
Staff Member
534-0025, Osaka
Japan
Tel: +81 663530514
Email: takakoshoami@hotmail.com; info@sdcc.jp

SEAGRASS-WATCH
Mr. Leonard McKenzie
Principal Research/ Seagrass-Watch Program Leader
Cairns
Queensland, Australia
Tel: +61 7 4232-2012
Email: hq@seagrasswatch.org ;
Len.McKenzie@jcu.edu.au

INTERNATIONAL AND NATIONAL TECHNICAL ADVISORS
(10 Representatives)

Dr. David Blair
Associate Professor
James Cook University
4811, Townsville
Australia
Tel: +61 4 3939 7317
Email: david.blair@jcu.edu.au

Dr. Sherwood Hoyt Peckham
Director of Fisheries Science
Grupo Tortuguero de las Californias
23060, La Paz
Mexico
Tel: +1 831 5660510
Email: peckham@stanford.edu

Dr. Alasdair Harris
Executive Director
Blue Ventures Conservation
London
United Kingdom
Tel: +447813877781
Email: al@blueventures.org

Dr. Nicolas Pilcher
Executive Director
Marine Research Foundation
136 Lorong Pokok Seraya 2, Taman Khidmat
88450 Sabah, Kota Kinabalu
Malaysia
Tel/Fax: +60 88244089
Email: npilcher@mrf-asia.org

Dr. Simon Harding
Marine Consultant
Blue Ventures Conservation
London
United Kingdom
Tel: +44 20 7697 8598
Email: simonharding@yahoo.com
Dr. Helene Marsh
Distinguished Professor of Environmental Science
James Cook University
C/- Graduate Research Schoo
4810 Townsville
Australia
Tel: +61747815575
Email: Helene.Marsh@jcu.edu.au
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Dr. John Reynolds
Senior Scientist
Mote Marine Laboratory
1600 Ken Thompson Parkway
34236 Sarasota
United States
Tel: +9413884441
Fax: +941388525
Email: reynolds@mote.org
Mr. Tristan Tyrrell
Consultant
Tentera
Montreal
Canada
Tel: +1 514 553 3308
Email: tristan@tentera.org

Mr. Tint Tun
Chairman
Marine Science Association, Myanmar (MSAM)
Yangon
Myanmar
Tel: +951513165
Email: tinttun@gmail.com

Mr. Simon Woodley
Director
S & J Woodley Pty Ltd
6070 Perth
Australia
Tel: +61 8 92521220
Email: simon@magwood.com.au

OTHER PARTICIPANTS
(7 Representatives)
UNEP
Mr. Edoardo Zandri
GEF Task Manager
UN Avenue, Gigiri
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