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Executive summary 

This assessment of transboundary governance arrangements in the Bay of Bengal Large Marine 
Ecosystem (BOBLME) builds on a previous assessment carried out by the GEF Transboundary Waters 
Assessment Programme (TWAP). It focuses on the characteristics of the governance arrangements in 
place for key transboundary issues: fisheries, overexploitation, pollution, habitat destruction and 
biodiversity, as identified by the BOBLME Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA). Twelve 
intergovernmental agreements and a number of NGOs, programmes and projects relevant to the 
area were found. These indicate considerable activity in setting up mechanisms to address 
transboundary issues. 

Eleven arrangements with specific responsibility for the above issues were found. They had an 
average of 54% completeness (the indicator ranges from 0-100%). This was measured by the extent 
to which the stages of the policy cycles of the arrangements reflected ‘good governance’ according 
to a set of normative criteria. Scores for individual policy cycle stages varied considerable among 
arrangements but were generally lowest for the decision-making and implementation stages of the 
process. 

The extent of integration among these arrangements was estimated and found to be very low. There 
is no body or mechanism in place for the integration across issues that is required for effective 
ecosystem based management. Whereas engagement of countries in the arrangements was 
relatively high, as evidenced by the extent to which they had ‘signed on’ to the respective 
agreements, there was a significant incidence of cases where countries of the region were not 
eligible to join agreements that pertained to the Bay of Bengal or significant parts of it. 

Finally, there was a considerable incidence of mismatch between the area covered by the various 
agreements and the BOBLME. In some cases the agreement covered only part of the Bay of Bengal. 
In others it included the BOBLME but also included a much larger area. This mismatch is likely to be a 
significant impediment to effective governance. 

In closing, it must be emphasised that the assessment is of the governance architecture of 
transboundary arrangements, not of their performance. It points to areas where architecture can be 
strengthened. There is however the need to go further and assess governance effectiveness within a 
framework that looks at the performance of processes in terms of meeting ‘good governance’ 
standards, as well as their impacts of ecosystem pressures, ecosystem status and ultimately 
well-being of marine resource users and coastal inhabitants. This ultimate assessment of governance 
effectiveness would be the next stage of a process of evaluating transboundary governance in the 
BOBLME. 
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1. Introduction 

The assessment of governance effectiveness as described in the expanded GEF Governance 
Assessment Framework requires a suite of indicators in seven categories (Mahon et al. 2015, and see 
presentation in BOBLME 2015a). The first category, ‘governance architecture’, is focused on whether 
the arrangements in place for transboundary governance cover the issues and are structured 
according to accepted ‘good governance’ principles and norms. These principles and norms were 
reviewed in session 3 of the Workshop on assessing governance in the BOBLME (BOBLME 2015a). 

The GEF Transboundary Waters Assessment Programme (TWAP) (Jeftic et al. 2011) conducted a 
global assessment of governance arrangements in all transboundary LMEs (Fanning et al. 2015). This 
was based on three indicators: completeness of arrangements, integration of arrangements and 
engagement of countries with arrangements. In addition the spatial fit of arrangements to each LME 
was evaluated. The assessment was primarily based on documents relating to the various 
agreements relevant to each LME as well as on LME project documents such as GEF project 
documents (ProDocs), Transboundary Diagnostic Analyses (TDAs) and Strategic Action Programmes 
(SAPs). That assessment process produced the first version of this document which was published in 
an annex to the TWAP LME assessment (Fanning et al., 2015). At that time, it was recognised that 
the assessment would be significantly improved by obtaining inputs from the organisations in each 
LME that were being assessed and that were engaged in transboundary governance. 

The purpose of this document is to provide the first revision of that assessment. This will include 
inputs from participants at the BOBLME governance workshop (BOBLME 2015a) and from 
organisations in the region that were invited to contribute subsequent to the workshop. Specifically, 
the aims are: (1) to ensure that all partner organisations in the processes described were identified 
and their roles documented, and (2) have the regional organisations that are responsible for the 
processes comment on and update the scores given to the various stages of the policy cycles. 

It is important to remember that this report focuses on governance architecture, not performance. 
The assessment of performance is beyond the scope of the current study. Over time it is expected 
that this assessment document will be further revised and expanded. Ideally, it should expand from 
being primarily about the first indicator category, ‘architecture’, to include assessments of 
‘governance processes’ and ‘stakeholder engagement’ that contribute to ‘good governance’, as well 
as of outcomes and impacts such as reduction of ecosystem pressures, improvements in ecosystem 
health, improved social justice and enhanced human well-being that are the ultimate tests of 
governance effectiveness. 

2. Approach 

The approach used here follows the methodology outlined for the TWAP by Mahon et al. (2013). The 
steps are: 

 Identify the system to be governed 

 Identify the issues to be governed 

 Identify the arrangements in place for each issue and assess their completeness 

 Identify the degree of integration among arrangements 

The conceptual basis for this approach is described in Fanning et al. (2015) and is based on methods 
developed for assessment in the Caribbean LME (Mahon et al. 2013). One difference is that the 
criteria used to assess the policy cycle stages were refined as shown in Appendix I. The remainder of 
this document is organised to follow the above steps and then to address the engagement and fit of 
indicators mentioned above. 
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3. The assessment 

3.1. The system to be governed 

The system is defined as the Bay of Bengal LME. This includes the marine waters under the 
jurisdiction of Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar, Sri Lanka and Thailand. While the 
Maldives is considered to be a part of this LME from the perspective of the GEF Bay of Bengal LME 
Project, its waters do not overlap the LME as originally defined (Table 1)1. Therefore, if the LME is an 
ecological unit and the aim is to manage it as such, the Maldives does not actually have a stake in 
the ecosystem. There may nonetheless good reasons to include it from a functional cooperation 
perspective. 

An overview of the LME from the perspective of the five LME modules is provided by Sherman and 
Hempel (2009; Chapter VII-10) so no review is provided here. This assessment is also informed by 
the BOBLME TDA (2012a, 2012b), the GEF institutional review (GEF 2011) and a review of legal and 
enforcement mechanisms for fisheries (Edeson 2004). 

Table 1 Percentage of LME area taken up by the EEZ of each country and the High Seas for the original LME (3 647 858 
km

2
) and for the extended BOBLME Project area (6 253 373 km

2
) 

The figures shown in this table are based on the equidistant EEZ boundaries from marine regions.org and are 
for discussion purposes only. They do not reflect any position on maritime boundary delimitation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2. Issues to be governed 

The following areas of concern were identified in the TDA (2012): 

 Overexploitation of marine living resources 

 Degradation of mangroves, coral reefs and seagrass 

 Pollution and water quality 

In terms of issues requiring separate governance arrangements the above areas of concern have 
been broken out into the following issues: 

 Fisheries 
o small pelagic resources 
o demersal finfish fisheries (including reefs?) 
o tuna resources 

                                                           
1
 A similar issue arises in the East: why is only part of the Sumatra East coast included, while the Indonesian 

Fisheries Management Area 571 includes the entire coast line?  
 

 Per cent of area 

Country Original 
LME 

BOBLME 
Project 

Bangladesh 2.1 1.3 

India 34.1 21.1 

Indonesia 7.9 11.6 

Malaysia 1.9 1.1 

Maldives 0.0 14.6 

Myanmar 14.1 8.2 

Sri Lanka 10.8 8.5 

Thailand 3.2 1.9 

High Seas 25.9 31.6 
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 Habitat degradation and modification 
o mangroves, coral reefs and seagrass 
o degradation and modification of seabed habitat and seamounts 

 Pollution 
o LBS 

From a transboundary governance perspective it is desirable to combine the above issues under as 
few governance arrangements as possible. However, the extent to which this can be done (from a 
governance process perspective) will depend on the degree to which the issues share a responsible 
agency. For example, while the decline and vulnerability of sharks or sea turtles may be primarily a 
biodiversity issue, they may be caused largely by fishing and can therefore be addressed within the 
fisheries arrangement. Similarly, the issue of lost and discarded fishing gear was noted under 
pollution, but is probably best dealt with as a fishery issue. 

There is also the question of whether there are significant issues that were not captured by the TDA. 
The IUCN review indicated a concern that there was no explicit attention to the need for 
transboundary Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) as a means of achieving an Ecosystem Approach to 
Fisheries Management (EAFM) in the BOB. This raises the question as to whether transboundary 
MPAs could be developed under any of the arrangements that will be identified below, or whether 
new arrangements would be required. Marine Based Sources (MBS) of pollution were also flagged as 
apparently missing as an issue. As will be apparent below, it is part of the mandate of the two 
Regional Seas Programmes in the BOB, and has been treated as an issue because the decision was 
taken by the TWAP assessment that MBS would be treated as an issue in all LMEs whether identified 
by the TDA or not. 

3.3. Identify arrangements for each issue 

The key transboundary bodies and instruments that have been identified and that may be expected 
to comprise the arrangements are listed below. Their overlap with the BOBLME is shown in Table 2. 
Only regional agreements are listed below, however, it should be noted that there is the possibility 
for governance action to be taken under global agreements such as the Ramsar Convention and the 
World Heritage Convention, by establishing transboundary sites under these conventions. It is also 
possible for projects and programmes that have a finite life-span to play significant governance 
related roles, for example the coordinating role of the BOBLME Project, Partnerships in 
Environmental Management of the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA), and Mangroves for the Future 
(MFF)/International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN). However, while these roles are 
acknowledged they are not considered to be a part of the governance architecture. 

 Agreement on the Institutionalisation of the Bay of Bengal Programme as an 
Inter-Governmental Organisation (BOBP-IGO)2 

 Agreement for the establishment of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) 

 Asia-Pacific Fishery Commission (APFIC)  

 South East Asian Fisheries Development Centre (SEAFDEC) 

 Bay of Bengal Initiative for Multi-Sectoral Technical and Economic Cooperation (BIMSTEC), 
Working Committee on Fisheries3 

 Network of Aquaculture Centres in Asia-Pacific (NACA) 

                                                           
2
 The Agreement on the Institutionalisation of the Bay of Bengal Programme as an Inter-Governmental 

Organisation was signed in April 2003 in Chennai, India (with the Maldives signing in May 2003). The 
Agreement evolved from the FAO Bay of Bengal Programme (1979 to 2000). http://www.bobpigo.org. Its 
objective is to support the development and management of sustainable coastal fisheries. 
3
 Nag, B. and D. De. 2007. Asian Integration Process and BIMSTEC. Centre for Studies in International Relations 

and Development Discussion Paper #35. 
 

http://www.bobpigo.org/
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 South Asia Cooperative Environment Programme (SACEP)4, South Asian Seas Action Plan 
(SASAP) 

 South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), Convention on Co-operation on 
Environment (2010)5 

 ASEAN, ASWG Fisheries and Coastal and Marine Environment, ASEAN Mangrove Network; 

 Coordinating Body on the Seas of East Asia (COBSEA)6 

 Indian Ocean - South East Asian (IOSEA) Marine Turtle Memorandum of Understanding 

 Memorandum of Understanding on the conservation and management of Dugongs and their 
habitats throughout their range (Dugong MOU) 

3.4. Assessment of issues 

The arrangements for the issues identified above are summarised in Table 2-8. An overall summary 
is presented in Table 9. The scores are derived from a database of agreements (Fanning et al. 2015). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
4
 SACEP is a cooperation agreement. There is no Regional Seas convention yet. 

5
 Convention not yet in force. 

6
 UNEP Regional Seas Programme 
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Table 2 Bay of Bengal LME
i
  – Transboundary arrangement for fisheries - small pelagic resources, demersal finfish and invertebrates (BOBP-IGO) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Responsible organisation or body Other key 
organisations 

Observations 

Names Scale 
level(s) 

Score 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

BOBP-IGO Technical Advisory 
Committee 

 

Sub-LME 3 IUCN, INFOFISH, APFIC, 
SEAFDEC, WF, FAO 
BOBLME Project 

BIMSTEC?? 

 Only four of the eight countries are 
members. 

 Holds sessions annually (plus special 
sessions and approves the work 
program and budget of the 
organisation. 

 It appears that most decisions are 
programmatic rather than 
management. 

 BOBP-IGO calls for National Plans of 
Action developed with assistance from 
the BOBP-IGO. Regional Plan of Action 
for transboundary species? 

 Habitat modification - degradation and 
modification of seabed habitat and 
seamounts is primarily a fisheries issue 
that can be dealt with under this 
arrangement. 

 Lobster is covered by this 
arrangement. 

Policy 
decision-making  

BOBP-IGO Governing Council Sub-LME 1  

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

Technical Advisory 
Committee 

 

Sub-LME 3 IUCN, INFOFISH, APFIC, 
SEAFDEC, WF, FAO 

Planning 
decision-making 

BOBP-IGO Governing Council Sub-LME 1  

Implementation 

 

Countries 

Assistance from APFIC 

National 0 SEAFDEC, WWF, 
Countries 

Review and 
evaluation 

BOBP-IGO Technical Advisory 
Committee 

 

Sub-LME 1 INFOFISH, WF, 
SEAFDEC, FAO, APFIC 

Data and 
information 

National/BOBP-IGO  

APFIC  

Sub-LME 2 WWF, IUCN, FAO, 
INFOFISH, APFIC, 
SEAFDEC 

Overall total and % completeness >> 11/21 = 52%  
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Table 3 Bay of Bengal LME – Transboundary arrangement for fisheries - small pelagic resources, demersal finfish and invertebrates (APFIC) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Responsible organisation or body Other key 
organisations 

Observations 

Names Scale 
level(s) 

Score 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

APFIC Secretariat Supra- 

LME 

2 BOBP-IGO, SEAFDEC, 
NACA, INFOFISH, WF, 
FAO BOBLME Project, 
RPOA, IUCN, various 
environmental NGO 
and CSOs; ICSF on 
matters pertaining to 
small scale fisheries 

 Seven of the eight countries are 
members. 

 As a supra-LME body closely linked to 
FAO, APFIC acts as a regional 
consultative mechanism to, and 
routinely engages with, all relevant 
regional organisations in fisheries and 
aquaculture. 

 Through cooperation linkages with 
FAO, implementation is executed by 
various relevant regional partners 
strengthening the on the ground 
impact and improving the regional 
relevance and buy in. 

 The RPOA is partly relevant in this area 
and APFIC is able to bridge into non 
RPOA countries. 

Policy 
decision-making  

APFIC Commission Supra- 

LME 

1  

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

APFIC Secretariat Supra- 

LME 

1 BOBP-IGO, SEAFDEC, 
NACA, INFOFISH WF, 
FAO BOBLME Project, 
RPOA, IUCN, various 
environmental NGO 
and CSOs; ICSF on 
matters pertaining to 
small scale fisheries 

Planning 
decision-making 

Commission Supra- 

LME 

1  
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Implementation 

 

CPs, FAO National 0 BOBP-IGO, SEAFDEC, 
NACA, INFOFISH WF, 
FAO BOBLME Project, 
RPOA, IUCN, various 
environmental NGO 
and CSOs; ICSF on 
matters pertaining to 
small scale fisheries. 

 

Review and 
evaluation 

Secretariat; CPs Supra- 

LME 

2 BOBP-IGO, SEAFDEC, 
NACA 

Data and 
information 

CPs, Secretariat  Supra- 

LME 

2 BOBP-IGO, SEAFDEC, 
NACA, INFOFISH, WF, 
FAO BOBLME Project, 
RPOA, IUCN, various 
environmental NGO 
and CSOs; ICSF on 
matters pertaining to 
small scale fisheries 

Overall total and % completeness >> 9/21 = 43%  
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Table 4 Bay of Bengal LME – Transboundary arrangement for fisheries – Tuna (IOTC) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Responsible organisation or body Other key 
organisations 

Observations 

Names Scale 
level(s) 

Score 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

IOTC Scientific Committee, 
sub-commissions, and 
working parties 

Supra- 

LME 

3 BOBP-IGO is a partner 
in the World Bank FAO 
ABNJ project 

 Bangladesh and Myanmar are not 
members of IOTC. 

 IOTC also considers neritic tunas in the 
region. 

 There are probably trophic interactions 
between the oceanic tunas (large scale 
distribution) and small pelagics in the 
LME that require linkages in 
management. 

Policy 
decision-making  

IOTC Commission Supra- 

LME 

1  

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

IOTC Scientific Committee, 
sub-commissions, and 
working parties 

Supra- 

LME 

3  

Planning 
decision-making 

IOTC Commission Supra- 

LME 

2  

Implementation 

 

Countries National 1 BOBLME collaborates 
with IOTC primarily on 
capacity development 
/awareness/communi
cation 

Review and 
evaluation 

IOTC Scientific Committee Supra- 

LME 

2  

Data and 
information 

IOTC Secretariat Supra- 

LME 

2  

Overall total and % completeness >> 14/21 = 67%  
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Table 5 Bay of Bengal LME – Transboundary arrangement for (a) pollution – LBS and MBS and (b) biodiversity - habitat degradation (reefs, mangroves and seagrasses) (SACEP) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Responsible organisation or body Other key 
organisations 

Observations 

Names Scale 
level(s) 

Score 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

SACEP Consultative 
Committee supported by 6 
subject area centres of 
excellence 

Sub-LME 3 GESAMP, GPA, SACEP, 
COBSEA, IMO, UNEP  

PEMSEA? 

 SACEP is a formally constituted regional 
body. While, a Regional Seas 
Convention for the area has not yet 
been adopted, the South Asian Seas 
Action Plan (SASAP) was adopted in 
March 1995. SACEP is the SASAP 
secretariat. SASAP only covers countries 
on the western side of the BOB. 

 Three countries on the eastern side of 
the BOB are covered by the COBSEA 
Regional Seas initiative, but COBSEA is 
more focussed in the South China Sea 
LME area. 

Policy 
decision-making  

SACEP Governing Council Sub-LME 1 SACEP, COBSEA 

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

Consultative Committee 
supported by 6 subject area 
centres of excellence 

Sub-LME 3 GESAMP, GPA, SACEP, 
COBSEA, IMO, UNEP 

Planning 
decision-making 

CPs Sub-LME 
National 

1 SACEP, COBSEA 

Implementation 

 

CPs, Secretariat Sub-LME 2 SACEP, COBSEA 

Review and 
evaluation 

Governing Council Sub-LME 0 SACEP, UNEP, IMO, 
COBSEA, GEF, 
GESAMP, GPA 

Data and 
information 

CPs, Secretariat Sub-LME 2 IMO, UNEP, SACEP, 
GPA, GESAMP, 
COBSEA 

Overall total and % completeness >> 12/21 = 57%  
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Table 6 Bay of Bengal LME – Transboundary arrangement for (a) pollution – LBS and MBS and (b) biodiversity - habitat degradation (reefs, mangroves and seagrasses) (COBSEA) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Responsible organisation or body Other key 
organisations 

Observations 

Names Scale 
level(s) 

Score 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

COBSEA Secretariat Supra- 
LME 

3 GESAMP, GPA, 
NOWPAP, SACEP, IMO, 
UNEP, MFF/IUCN, 
PEMSEA 

 COBSEA is a formally constituted 
regional body. While a Regional Seas 
Convention for the area has not yet 
been adopted, the East Asian Seas 
Region Action Plan was adopted in 
1981 and revised in 1994. COBSEA only 
covers three countries on the eastern 
side of the BOB. Its main focus is in the 
East Asia Region where it has another 
seven members. Despite the lack of an 
agreement the Action Plan has well 
specified procedures for most stages of 
the policy cycle. However, decisions are 
not binding upon member countries. 

Policy 
decision-making  

COBSEA Supra- 

LME 

2 UNEP, MFF/IUCN 

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

COBSEA Secretariat, CPs Supra- 

LME 

3 GESAMP, GPA, 
NOWPAP, SACEP, 
UNEP, PEMSEA, 
MFF/IUCN 

Planning 
decision-making 

COBSEA Supra- 

LME 

2 UNEP, MFF/IUCN 

Implementation 

 

COBSEA countries Supra- 
LME 
National 

1 Regional and National 
institutions 

Review and 
evaluation 

COBSEA Secretariat Supra- 

LME 

0 UNEP, Regional and 
National Institutions 

Data and 
information 

COBSEA Secretariat Supra- 

LME 

2 UNEP, SACEP, 
NOWPAP, GPA, 
GESAMP, PEMSEA 

Overall total and % completeness >> 11/21 = 52%  
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Table 7 Bay of Bengal LME – Transboundary arrangement for biodiversity - specific (marine turtles) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Responsible organisation or body Other key 
organisations 

Observations 

Names Scale 
level(s) 

Score 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

IOSEA – marine turtle MOU 
CPs 

Secretariat Advisory 
Committee 

Supra- 

LME 

3 CBD - EBSA, IUCN, 
BOBP-IGO, SACEP 
project basis, 
SEAFDEC, IOC, IOTC 

 

 This is an MOU under CMS. 

Policy 
decision-making  

IOSEA – marine turtle MOU 
Meeting of Signatory States 

Supra- 

LME 

1 

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

IOSEA – marine turtle MOU 
CPs 

Secretariat Advisory 
Committee 

Supra- 

LME 

2 

Planning 
decision-making 

IOSEA – marine turtle MOU 
Meeting of Signatory States 

Supra- 

LME 

2 

Implementation 

 

IOSEA – marine turtle MOU 
Signatory States 

National 0 Signatory States, 
SEAFDEC, WCS 

Review and 
evaluation 

IOSEA – marine turtle MOU 
Secretariat 

Supra- 

LME 

2   Numerous information databases 
maintained by IOSEA. 

Data and 
information 

IOSEA – marine turtle MOU 
Signatory States 

Supra- 

LME 

National 

1 WWF, IUCN, IOTC, 
SEAFDEC 

Overall total and % completeness >> 11/21 = 52%  
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Table 8 Bay of Bengal LME – Transboundary arrangement for biodiversity - specific (dugong) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Responsible organisation or body Other key organisations Observations 

Names Scale 
level(s) 

Score 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

Dugong MOU Signatory 
States 

Supra- 

LME 

2 Convention on Migratory 
Species Office Abu Dhabi 
(CMS), CBD-EBSA, IUCN, 
BOBP-IGO, SACEP project 
basis, SEAFDEC, IOC 

 This is an MOU under CMS. 

Policy 
decision-making  

Dugong MOU Signatory 
States 

Supra- 

LME 

2 Convention on Migratory 
Species Office Abu Dhabi 
(CMS) 

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

Dugong MOU Signatory 
States 

Supra- 

LME 

2 CBD-EBSA, IUCN, 
BOBP-IGO, SACEP project 
basis, SEAFDEC, IOC 

Planning 
decision-making 

Dugong MOU Signatory 
States 

Supra- 

LME 

2  

Implementation 

 

Dugong MOU Signatory 
States 

Supra- 

LME 
National 

0 Countries, SEAFDEC, WCS 

Review and 
evaluation 

Dugong MOU Secretariat Supra- 

LME 

2  

Data and 
information 

Dugong MOU Signatory 
States 

National 1 Convention on Migratory 
Species office Abu Dhabi 
(CMS), WWF, IUCN, IOSEA, 
IOTC, SEAFDEC 

Overall total and % completeness >> 11/21 = 52%  
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Table 9 Bay of Bengal LME governance architecture - system summary
ii
 

IW category: 
LME 

Countries: Bangladesh, 
India, Indonesia, 
Malaysia, Maldives, 
Myanmar, Sri Lanka, 
Thailand  

System name: Bay of Bengal 
LME 

Region: South Asia, 
Southeast Asia, Indian 
Ocean 

Complete these columns then assess 
issues using the arrangements tables 
(Table 9) 

After completing the arrangements tables, complete these 
columns 

Trans-bound
ary issue2 

Number 
of 
countries 
involved3 

Collective 
importance 
for 
countries 
involved 

Completeness 
of 
governance 
arrangement 

% (category) 

Priority for 
intervention 
to improve 
governance 

Observations 

Fisheries –  

small pelagic 
resources, 
demersal 
finfish and 
invertebrate
s 

7  52  BOBP-IGO. The fisheries 
arrangements are clearly 
defined but are largely 
oriented to cooperation not 
management. Relationships 
between BOBP-IGO, APFIC 
and SEAFDEC, the major 
bodies, are not clear. Only 
APFIC has strong 
membership. 

Fisheries –  

small pelagic 
resources, 
demersal 
finfish and 
invertebrate
s 

7  43  APFIC 

Fisheries –  

tuna 

7  67  Well defined arrangement 
but not binding. Most 
BOBLME countries are 
members. 

Pollution – 
LBS  

7  57  These arrangements for 
environmental governance 
lack a convention and are 
largely oriented towards 
cooperation. Membership 
in the strongest 
arrangement is only half the 
countries (western 
BOBLME). 

The applicable 
arrangements are SACEP, 

Pollution – 
MBS  

7  57  

Pollution – 
LBS 

7  52  

Pollution – 
MBS  

7  52  

Biodiversity 
– habitat 
degradation  

7  57  
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Biodiversity 
– habitat 
degradation  

7  52  COBSEA 

Biodiversity 
– specific 
(sea turtles) 

7  52  CMS IOSEA turtle MOU 

Biodiversity 
– specific 
(dugong) 

7  52  CMS MOU 

 System architecture 
completeness index >> 

54%  << System priority for 
intervention 

 

The coastal fisheries arrangement (Table 2) is clearly defined but is largely oriented to cooperation, 

not management. BOBP-IGO which appears to be the lead organisation for fisheries only has 

membership of four countries. Only APFIC has strong membership. It appears that all BOBLME 

countries could be members in these organisations and SEAFDEC. Therefore it appears that the 

potential is there to develop transboundary arrangements for fisheries that cover the issues and the 

BOBLME area well. Relationships between BOBP-IGO, APFIC and SEAFDEC, the major bodies in this 

arrangement, are not clear from their documentation. 

The IOTC represents a well-defined policy process for highly migratory fish species (Table 3). It 

overlaps the BOBLME entirely and all but two countries are members. The low scores in 

decision-making are because policy decisions are recommendations only, while management 

decisions, although binding, can be opted out of by member countries within a specified period after 

adoption. The score for implementation is low because it is purely at the national level. 

The arrangements for environmental governance (habitats, LBS, MBS) are weak from a governance 

perspective as they are largely oriented towards cooperation (Tables 4, 5). Coverage of the Bay of 

Bengal by the relevant organisations is to be split into eastern and western groupings. Membership 

in the western grouping is only half the countries. The Eastern grouping (COBSEA) is more focused in 

the South East Asia area. Myanmar is not a member of either grouping, but is in the COBSEA area. 

Roles and relationships among various organisations involved in these issues are not clear. This is 

likely to make it difficult for the many non-governmental organisations with an interest in these 

issues to engage in governance processes. 

Scores for individual policy cycle stages varied considerable among arrangements but were generally 

lowest for the policy decision-making and implementation stages of the process (Figure 1). The 

relative weakness of implementation occurs because it is largely up to countries to implement 

agreed measures. The criteria upon which these scores are based can be seen in Appendix I. 
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Figure 1 The full (whiskers) ranges (gray boxes) and medians (black bars) for scores for each policy cycle stage from all 
the governance arrangements shown in Tables 2-8. 

It is also clear from the diversity of organisations listed in the ‘other key organisations’ columns in 
Tables 2-8, that there is considerable interaction among organisations that are active in the region. 
However, nature of these interactions in terms of (a) the extent to which they are formal and (b) 
their nature (e.g. information, advice generation, and implementation) cannot be easily discerned 
from the documents reviewed in this assessment. In the absence of an overall coordinating body for 
a region, interactions can play a key role in facilitating integration (Scott 2011). Determining the 
extent and nature of interactions among organisations could provide valuable information of how to 
facilitate and improve them (BOBLME 2015a). 

3.5. Assess transboundary integration of arrangements within systems 

The assessment of transboundary integration is based on the extent to which issue specific 
arrangements in the LME share a responsible body at various policy cycle stages. This was 
determined directly by extracting the information from the arrangement summaries (Tables 2-8) and 
summarising it in Appendix II to facilitate comparison. The integration scores for each pair of issues 
at each policy cycle stage are then determined and entered into Appendix III, from which average 
scores per issue pair or per policy cycle stage can be calculated. Appendix III provides insight into 
the stages at which integration is highest, as well as the arrangements which might be clustered. In 
this system, integration across the arrangements for the seven issues is 0.1 out of a possible 1  

3.6. Engagement and fit 

The extent to which the geographical area of coverage of the arrangements identified as being 
relevant to the BOB overlaps the BOBLME is shown in Table 10. Three arrangements which do 
overlap the area do so to such a small extent that they can be ignored for the purposes of this 
assessment. These are the Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA), Western Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission (WCPFC) and the South Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIOFA). A fourth, Southwest 
Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission (SWIOFC), overlaps to a minimal extent in the area of the 
Maldives and the extent to which it should be included requires consideration by the BOBLME 
countries. Each of the remaining agreements is placed in one of four categories of overlap: A = exact 
match between agreement and LME; B = LME larger than and includes arrangement; C = 
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arrangement larger than and includes LME; D = arrangement and LME offset. Most of arrangements 
(5) are in category D; three are in category C and one in category B. None is an exact match. This 
extent of mismatch between the system and the governing arrangements, especially in categories D 
and C, can be expected to present significant challenges for EBM of the LME. 

The extent of country membership in the agreements instruments for the BOBLME is shown in Table 
11. The per cent engagement in the bottom row is based on the percentage of eligible countries that 
are members. With the exception of the BOBP-IGO and the Dugong MOU engagement is high. 
However, the percentages of BOB countries that are ineligible to join agreements that pertain to the 
BOB are high in many cases. In only three of 12 agreements are all countries eligible to join. This 
situation can be expected to present serious challenges to transboundary EBM for the BOBLME. 

Table 10 Spatial overlap of transboundary agreements with the Bay of Bengal LME 

Agreement Original LME Expanded LME 

Per cent of 
agreement 
in LME 

Per ent of 
LME in 
agreement 

Fit of 
agreement 
to LME 

Per cent of 
agreement 
in LME 

Per cent of 
LME in 
agreement 

Fit of 
agreement 
to LME 

IOTC 6 99 C 10 100 C 

Dugong 
MOU 

? 100 
C ? 

100 
C 

IOSEA ? 100 C ? 100 C 

SEAFDEC 13 71 D 20 65 D 

SACEP ? ? D 70 55 D 

APFIC 23 84 D 23 49 D 

BOBP-IGO 100 61 B 100 36 B 

COBSEA 5 18 D 8 16 D 

SWIOFC 0 0 D 4 3 D 

FFA <1 1 D <1 <1 D 

WCPFC <1 1 D <1 <1 D 

SIOFA 0 0 D 2 <1 D 

 

Table 11 Country membership in arrangements relevant to the Bay of Bengal LME 

Countries 

Arrangement 

B
O

B
P

-I
G

O
 

IO
TC

 

A
P

FI
C

 

SA
C

EP
7  

C
O

B
SE

A
 

SA
A

R
C

 

SE
A

FD
EC

 

A
SE

A
N

 

P
EM

SE
A

 

IO
SE

A
 

D
u

go
n

g 

M
O

U
 

B
IM

ST
EC

 

Bangladesh B N B C N C N N N C C C 

India B B B C N C N N N C C C 

Indonesia  B B N C N C C C C  N 

Malaysia N B B N C N C C N C  N 

Maldives B B  C N C N C N C  N 

Myanmar N N B N N N N C N C C C 

Sri Lanka B B B C N C N N N C C C 

Thailand  B B N C N C C C C C C 

% 
engagement 

50 86 88 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 63 100 

                                                           
7
 Includes Afghanistan, Iran, Bhutan, Nepal. 
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% ineligible 25 25 0 50 63 50 63 37 75 0 0 37 

B = a commitment to the agreement by ratification, accession, acceptance or adoption 

C = agreement to cooperate by signing 

N = country not eligible to join this agreement 

Some agreements can be ratified and have potential to be all Bs, others can only be signed. 

Blank indicates that the country is eligible to be a member but has not joined. 

4. Discussion and conclusions 

As indicated in the introduction, this assessment is intended to provide a start in assessing the 
governance arrangements in place for the BOBLME. It is based primarily on the TWAP governance 
architecture assessment approach which focuses on scoring for the following three governance 
indicators. 

I. The average level of completeness of all formal arrangements in place for addressing key 
transboundary issues. Completeness indicator ranges from 0-100%. 

II. The level of integration across different arrangements addressing the key transboundary 
issues. Integration indicator ranges from 0-1. 

III. The average level of engagement by countries in the LME for each of the agreements in 
place for addressing key transboundary issues. Engagement indicator ranges from 0-100%. 

In the TWAP LME assessments the assessed scores for the three indicators were linked to a 
perceived level of risk using the five-point score classification shown below: 

Risk rank Completeness range Integration range Engagement range 

Very low 80-100% 0.8-1.0 80-100% 

Low 60-80% 0.6-0.8 60-80% 

Medium 40-60% 0.4-0.6 40-60% 

High 20-40% 0.2-0.4 20-40% 

Very high 0-20% 0.0-0.2 0-20% 

 

For the BOBLME, the overall scores for the assessment of governance architecture and 
corresponding ranking of risk were: 

Bay of Bengal 
LME 

Completeness Integration Engagement 

50% 0.1 87% 

 

In this revised assessment the degree of misfit between area of agreements and the LME has been 
flagged together with the associated high degree of ineligibility of countries to participate in 
agreements relevant to the BOBLME. 

As regards integration, there does not appear to be any agency that is formally mandated to provide 
transboundary integration for the issues dealt with above. The BOBLME Project is filling this role in 

an unofficial capacity. It also supports integration by facilitating and catalysing cooperative activities 
and capacity development, but has a limited lifespan. The need for an integration mechanism was 
identified in the SAP and referred to as the consortium for the conservation and restoration of the 
BOBLME (BOBLME 2015b). The mode of operation of the consortium remains to be specified in the 
next phase of the project. It is hoped that this analysis can provide some basis for distinguishing 
among the options for the consortium. 

Using the framework provided by Pahl-Wostl and Knieper (2014), one would conclude from the 
assessment presented in this report that governance in the BOBLME is fragmented. The question 
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regarding the mode of operation for the consortium then becomes whether the aim is to move 
towards a centralised-coordinated system, where authority and responsibility reside primarily within 
a single organisation or commission (e.g. The Benguela Current Commission), or towards a 
polycentric-decentralised system where authority and responsibility are distributed among several, 
nested organisations as has been agreed for the Caribbean LME based on a Regional Ocean 
Governance Framework (Mahon et al. 2014). This discussion might be best based on a further 
evaluation of what the consortium is seeking to achieve and the characteristics that it would need to 
exhibit in order to achieve its aims (Huntjens et al. 2012). 

In closing, it must be reemphasised that the assessment is of the governance architecture of 
transboundary arrangements, not of their performance. It points to areas where architecture can be 
strengthened. There is, however, the need to go further and assess governance effectiveness within 
a framework that looks at the performance of processes in terms of meeting ‘good governance’ 
standards, as well as their impacts of ecosystem pressures, ecosystem status and ultimately 
well-being of marine resource users and coastal inhabitants. This ultimate assessment of governance 
effectiveness would be the next stage of a process of evaluating transboundary governance in the 
BOBLME. 
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Appendix I Scoring criteria for agreements 

 

Advisory mechanism (policy and management)  

0 = No transboundary science policy mechanism, e.g. COP self advisesiii 

1 = Science-policy interface mechanism unclear - irregular, unsupported by formal documentation 

2 = Science-policy interface not specified in the agreement, but identifiable as a regular process 

3 = Science-policy interface clearly specified in the agreementiv 

Decision-making (policy and management): 

0 = No decision-making mechanismv 

1 = Decisions are recommendations to countries 

2 = Decisions are binding with the possibility for countries to opt out of complying 

3 = Decisions are binding 

Implementation: 

0 = Countries alone 

1 = Countries supported by secretariat 

2 = Countries and regional/global level supportvi 

3 = Implemented through a coordinated regional/global mechanismvii 

 

Review: 

0 = No review mechanism 

1 = Countries review and self-report 

2 = Agreed review of implementation at regime level 

3 = Agreed compliance mechanism with repercussions 

 

Data and information: 

0 = No DI mechanism 

1 = Countries provide DI which is used as is  

2 = DI centrally coordinated, reviewed and sharedviii 

3 = DI centrally managed and sharedix 
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Appendix II Summary of the responsible agencies for each arrangement at each policy cycle stag 

(From Table 11) 

Policy cycle 
stage 

Fisheries - smal
l pelagic 
resources, 
demersal 
finfish and 
invertebrates 

Fisheries - smal
l pelagic 
resources, 
demersal 
finfish and 
invertebrates 

Fisheries - tuna Pollution – LBS and 
MBS 

Biodiversity - habita
t degradation 

Pollution – LBS and 
MBS 

Biodiversity - habita
t degradation 

Biodiversity - specifi
c (marine turtles) 

Biodiversity - specifi
c (dugongs) 

Policy analysis 
and advice 

BOBP-IGO 
Technical 
Advisory 
Committee 

 

APFIC 
Secretariat 

IOTC Scientific 
Committee, 
sub-commission
s, and working 
parties 

SACEP Consultative 
Committee 
supported by 6 
subject area centres 
of excellence 

COBSEA Secretariat IOSEA – marine 
turtle MOU CPs 
Secretariat 
Advisory Committee 

Dugong MOU 
Signatory States 

Policy 
decision-makin
g  

BOBP-IGO 
Governing 
Council 

APFIC 
Commission 

IOTC 
Commission 

SACEP Governing 
Council 

COBSEA IOSEA – marine 
turtle MOU Meeting 
of Signatory States 

Dugong MOU 
Signatory States 

Planning 
analysis and 
advice 

Technical 
Advisory 
Committee 

 

APFIC 
Secretariat 

IOTC Scientific 
Committee, 
sub-commission
s, and working 
parties 

Consultative 
Committee 
supported by 6 
subject area centres 
of excellence 

COBSEA Secretariat, 
CPs 

IOSEA – marine 
turtle MOU CPs 
Secretariat Advisory 
Committee 

Dugong MOU 
Signatory States 

Planning 
decision-makin
g 

BOBP-IGO 
Governing 
Council 

Commission IOTC 
Commission 

CPs COBSEA IOSEA – marine 
turtle MOU Meeting 
of Signatory States 

Dugong MOU 
Signatory States 

Implementatio
n 

Countries 

Assistance 
from APFIC 

CPs, FAO Countries CPs, Secretariat COBSEA countries IOSEA – marine 
turtle MOU 
Signatory States 

Dugong MOU 
Signatory States 

Review and 
evaluation 

BOBP-IGO 
Technical 

Secretariat; CPs IOTC Scientific 
Committee 

Governing Council COBSEA Secretariat IOSEA – marine 
turtle MOU 

Dugong MOU 
Secretariat 
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Advisory 
Committee 

Secretariat 

Data and 
information 

National / 
BOBP-IGO  

APFIC  

CPs, Secretariat  IOTC Secretariat CPs, Secretariat COBSEA Secretariat IOSEA – marine 
turtle MOU 
Signatory States 

Dugong MOU 
Signatory States 
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Appendix III Assessment of integration among arrangements 

Each policy cycle stage is given a score of 0 or 1 for each combination of arrangements depending on 
whether there is a common agency or not. 

Common 
agency 
between 
arrange-me
nts 

Policy 
analysis 
and 
advice 

Policy 
decision-
making 

Planning 
analysis 
and 
advice 

Planning 
decision-
making 

Impleme
ntation 

Review 
and 
evaluatio
n 

Data 
and 
informat
ion 

Overall 
average 

1 and 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.1 

1 and 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 6  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 7  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

1 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

2 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

4 and 5 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.9 

4 and 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

4 and 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

4 and 8 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.9 

4 and 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

4 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

4 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

4 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

5 and 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

5 and 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

5 and 8 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.9 
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5 and 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 

5 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

5 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

5 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

6 and 7 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.9 

6 and 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

6 and 9 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.9 

6 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

6 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

6 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

7 and 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

7 and 9 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.9 

7 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

7 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

7 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

 8 and 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

 8 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

 8 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

8 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

9 and 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

9 and 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

9 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

10 and 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 

10 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

11 and 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

Average 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.12 0.14 0.1 

 

The individual integration scores to be entered in the table above can range from zero where each of 
the two arrangements has a totally separate set of responsible bodies to one where both 
arrangements share the same responsible bodies at that stage. It is generally expected that 
responsibility at any stage will lie with one primary agency; however there may be situations where 
there is more than one agency. In such cases, it must be decided whether to give a score between 0 
and 1 based on the number of agencies that are shared or simply to give a 1 if any agency is shared. 
For transboundary systems, when responsibility for the policy cycle stage is at the national level, the 
score will be 0. Even where the responsible agency is the counterpart in each country (e.g. the 
Ministry of Environment) this cannot be considered to be a common agency. 

 



End notes 

                                                           
i
 Table notes Table 2: 

Policy cycle stage: This column lists the governance functions that are considered to be necessary at two levels 
(a) the policy setting level and (2) the policy implementation level. 

Responsible organisation or body: Organisation or organisations responsible for the function should be listed 
here 

Scale level or levels: These are the institutional scale level or levels at which the function is performed. These 
include local, national, sub regional (Sub-LME), regional (LME), extra-regional (Supra-LME). 

Completeness: Rate on a scale of 0 – 3 based on the criteria in Appendix 1. 

Observations: This provides the opportunity for brief comments that may help the user interpret the 
information provided, but is not intended to be a substitute for annotation. 

Overall total and % completeness: Assume each step is equally important and receives equal weighting. Total 
possible score is 21. 

 

ii
 Table notes Table 3: 

This table provides an overview of all the arrangements in the system and their status.  

Issues: There is the question of how far down in detail these should go. This can be a matter of choice, and 
part of the flexibility of the system, but it should ideally be to the level where the transboundary issue requires 
a separate arrangement for management.  To use a fishery example, individual species or groups of species 
may each require their own assessment and measures, but may all be handled in one institutional 
arrangement. However, for geopolitical reasons, some species or groups of species may require separate 
processes and should be treated as separate issues needing separate arrangements.  Ideally, these issues 
should be identified and quantified in a TDA. If not, experts knowledgeable about the system may have to 
identify them. 

Number of countries involved: Indicates how many of the total number of countries are involved in the 
particular issue. 

Collective importance for countries involved: This should be based on the TDA but may have to be based on 
expert judgement, or other sources of regional information. It is to be scored from 0-3. 

Completeness of governance arrangement% (category): The percentage given in this column is derived from 
the completeness scores allocated in the arrangement specific Table. This score will then be reallocated into a 
category where none = 3, low = 2, medium = 1 and high = 0) for input into the Priority for intervention column. 
The reason for reversing the score is that the higher the completeness, the less the need for intervention. 

Priority for intervention to improve governance: This priority would be calculated as the product of the 
'collective priority for countries involved for the issue and completeness category. It can range from 0-9.  

Observations: This provides the opportunity for brief comments that may help the user interpret the 
information provided on the summary page, but is not intended to be a substitute for annotation. 

System architecture completeness: Average for issues. 

 

iii
 Nothing in documentation indicates a mechanism by which scientific or policy advice is formulated at the 

transboundary level prior to consideration by decision-making body. 

 

iv
 This can be internal or external 



 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
v
 This refers to decisions on matters that will have a direct impact on ecosystem pressures or state. It does not 

refer to mechanisms for making decisions on the organization itself, such as process or organizational 
structure.  

 

vi
 This means support from regional programmes or partner organizations arranged via secretariat 

 

vii
 For example a coordinated enforcement system with vessels following a common protocol and flying a 

common flag identifying them as part of the mechanism, for example the FFA surveillance flag 

 

viii
 In both 2 and 3 data are checked for quality and consistency. The difference is that in 3 there is a place 

where all the data can be found, whether as actual data or metadata. 

 

ix
 Here the regime could also be the actual collector and compiler of the data, e.g. as in IPHC 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 


