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Executive summary
This document presents the approach and results of a preliminary evaluation of the mechanisms by
which national governments (and their domestic stakeholders, including private sector and civil
society actors) in the Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (BOBLME) interact with regional
organizations and projects with a mandate for ocean governance.
A total of seven interviews were conducted with mid- and senior-level fisheries and environmental
policy advisors from seven countries (Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Maldives, Myanmar
and Sri Lanka) in the BOBLME Project and five interviews with national level environmental
non-governmental organizations from Bangladesh, Indonesia and Malaysia.
The results of the analysis suggest:
















All of the countries interviewed indicated that there was a mechanism in place for
communicating either before or after meetings of intergovernmental agencies and/or
regional projects related to marine matters.
Interest in regional meetings was due to consistency with their organizational mandate in
fisheries and the environment but noted as well the potential for decisions taken at these
meetings to have trade implications for their countries.
Prior knowledge of regional level meeting was generally limited to government
representatives, and of these, half of the meeting were ad hoc with little opportunity to plan
and budget for them, if necessary.
Respondents noted that by and large, invitations to attend regional meetings were generally
sent to the Heads of relevant departments and in one case, to the appropriate national focal
point. NGOs rarely were informed of these by government.
Consistency with departmental mandate and having the opportunity to contribute to the
decision-making process were noted as the main reasons for attending regional meetings. If
the NGOs had the opportunity to participate in these meetings, their major reasons for
doing so centred around improving the process, networking and providing technical
expertise.
All seven countries noted the decision to select national representatives to attend regional
meeting rested with the Director General or some similar high-level bureaucrat or
committee. Criteria for selection included the position and competence of the participants
to represent the country.
All seven countries noted that there was a process in place for ensuring representatives to
regional level meetings was adequately prepared to participate. However, only five
countries indicated that they had any formal or informal guidelines available for meeting
pre-preparation.
Both the country representatives and the NGO respondents indicated that their level of
contribution was good to significant at regional meetings. They also used the opportunity to
collect available documentation and to network with participants.
All countries noted the requirement for reporting after attending region-level meetings.
Recipients of reports included the Minister, Director General, Director and other members in
the Ministry.
Only one of the NGOs considered the communication mechanisms to engage stakeholders in
national-regional issues a success. However, the NGOs did state that they try to follow-up
independently to determine what, if anything, the countries have done as a result of
decisions made at the regional meetings.
Three key areas for improving mechanisms for nation-regional communications by country
representatives were the development of guidelines, broader dissemination of
documentation and increased transparency. NGO respondents added having all of the
countries in the region participate fully in regional-level meetings and for there to be a
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greater willingness to more fully engage other stakeholders and to increase the willingness
to share data.
Given the small number of interviews conducted among primarily fisheries and environment
interested respondents, it would not be inappropriate to draw any firm conclusions except to
indicate that the findings from this analysis are preliminary and should be subject to future
validation.
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1. Introduction
This document presents the approach and results of a preliminary assessment aimed at exploring
the prospects for sustainable, integrated, coordinated regional governance of the Bay of Bengal
Large Marine Ecosystem (BOBLME). The purpose of this research was to conduct a preliminary
evaluation of the mechanisms by which national governments (and their domestic stakeholders,
including private sector and civil society actors) in the BOBLME interact with regional organizations
and projects with a mandate for ocean governance.
The focus on gaining an increased understanding of the national-regional mechanisms that are
currently in place aims to support the member countries of the BOBLME Project in their efforts to
marshal expertise and to formulate and implement recommendations on regional cooperation and
management of the Bay of Bengal. It supports their need to conform with international law and to
recognize the interests of the range of private and public sector constituencies in the region.

1.1.

Background

All countries, including those within the Bay of Bengal LME, have a variety of linkages with regional
and international organizations and processes. These arise from the need to:




Service commitments under Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEA);
Derive technical and financial benefits from funding agencies; and
Participate in regional/international activities of mutual benefit.

These interactions have real and transaction costs associated with consultation at the national level,
gathering and processing of data and information, reporting and participating in meetings, and
providing feedback to stakeholders. When multiplied by the number of MEAs and intergovernmental
processes that each state must engage in to be a full partner in regional development, these costs
can be extremely burdensome, especially for small states and/or because of limited resources
(Mahon et al. 2010). Consequently, the engagement with these processes may not be as effective as
needed for countries to obtain the full benefits of the relationships. Conversely, weak engagement
may result in regional processes not getting the quality of involvement that is needed for effective
action at the regional level. Both of these consequences can significantly impact the quality of
regional level ocean governance within the BOBLME.

1.2.

Conceptual basis

In the context of ocean governance for living marine resources, the Large Marine Ecosystem (LME)
Governance Framework (Fanning et al. 2007, 2009) provided the conceptual framework for
participants attending the workshop on assessing governance in the Bay of Bengal (BOBLME 2015).
As explained in session 2 of the workshop1, the framework is policy cycle-based (Figure 1) and
multilevel (local to international) (Figure 2). It places emphasis on the completeness and
functionality of policy cycles at all levels and on the linkages among them. This research focuses on
the part of the framework where national governments link to sub-national and sub-regional actors,
institutions and processes below them and regional levels above them and on the national level
policy cycles that underlie these linkages. It aims to determine whether there are national level
mechanisms in place to guide the linkages and what the characteristics of those mechanisms are.

1

Assessing governance in the Bay of Bengal LME’ held on October 28-30, 2014 in Bangkok, Thailand, BOBLME
Project.
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Figure 1 The complete policy cycle with linkages between each stage to ensure an effective decision-making process

(Adapted from Fanning et al. 2007)

Global

Regional

National

Local

Figure 2 The multi-scale component of the proposed LME governance framework with vertical and horizontal linkages
among the different policy cycles

The multi-level linkages do not necessarily imply a controlling function. (Adapted from Fanning et al. 2007)

2. Methodology
Using an interview guide aimed at understanding the level and nature of communication between
country and regional level organizations in the Bay of Bengal (Appendix I), government participants
from each country present at the workshop were interviewed as a group by one or two fellow
participants representing intergovernmental/non-governmental organizations. The study targeted
questions to representatives in government departments dealing with fisheries, environment and
other relevant departments about arrangements for communicating before and after meetings of
intergovernmental agencies and/or regional projects dealing with marine matters. The country
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participants at the workshop ranged from one to three members and represented seven of the eight
countries bordering the BOBLME while regional participants represented some nine organizations
(Table 1).
A total of 7 interviews were conducted during the workshop with the country representatives in
attendance. However, in order to supplement the sample size, participants agreed to conduct
additional interviews with representatives from government departments and non-governmental
organizations that were not present at the workshop within a couple of months of returning home.
As a result of this activity, data from an additional five interviews were obtained from
non-governmental organizations from Indonesia, Malaysia and Bangladesh. Nonetheless, it must be
stressed that due to the limited number of interviews conducted overall, the resulting assessment
presented in this report should only be viewed as a preliminary assessment of the national-regional
interface that exists in each of the countries surveyed.
Table 1 The organizational composition of the participants at the governance assessment workshop

IGO/NGO
UNEP
IUCN
SEAFDEC
ICSF
SACEP
MIMA
World Fish
CNRS
BOB-IGO

2.1.

Workshop participants
Countries - number of
Country departments represented
persons
(number of persons)
Myanmar - 3
Environment (1); Fisheries (2)
India - 12
Fisheries (1)
Sri Lanka -3
Fisheries (3)
Maldives - 3
Environment (2); Fisheries (1)
Indonesia - 2
Fisheries (2)
Malaysia - 1
Environment
Bangladesh - 2
Fisheries (2)

Part one of the survey questionnaire

The first part of the survey comprised three questions to solicit information on the arrangement for
communication before and after meetings of intergovernmental agencies and/or regional projects
dealing with marine matters. Information on the timing, level, pathway, frequency and
documentation of the communication were also solicited. Attribute data was collected on the type
of agencies represented in the sample.

2.2.

Part two of the survey questionnaire

Part two described and evaluated the effectiveness of the arrangements in the seven countries
represented at the workshop, expanding upon the information acquired in part one.
The part two assessment was hinged on the most recent meetings of the BOBLME Project. If any of
these were not attended, then respondents were invited to name any other relevant marine related
meetings which they had attended in the last two years. The results, based on feedback from
country representatives, provide a preliminary assessment of current mechanisms, linkages, best
practices, and challenges regarding communication and coordination when preparing for, attending
and reporting on these meetings at the respective national and sub-national levels.

2

The participant from India was a representative for the regional (state) Government of Tamil Nadu.
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3. Results of survey of national-regional mechanisms
This section of the report contains the results from the combined 12 interviews conducted at the
workshop and the follow-up interviews.

3.1.

Country profiles and insights

This section of the report presents a brief profile of respondents, distribution of agencies that
completed the survey.

3.1.1.

Respondents’ profile

Among the 12 respondents, 58% were from government departments with the remainder for
non-governmental organizations (Figure 3). The sector profile of the respondents is illustrated in
Figure 4 with the split being almost even between fisheries and environment (Figure 4).

Figure 3 Respondent's affiliation

Figure 4 Respondent's sector

3.2.

Analysis of part one survey results

All of the countries interviewed indicated that there was a mechanism in place for communicating
either before or after meetings of intergovernmental agencies and/or regional projects related to
marine matters. However, one of the countries indicated that in some situations, this process was
not used while in others, the mechanism was either formal or informal, depending on the agency
and regional level meeting (Figure 5). It is worth noting that some 75% of the respondents indicated
that there were plans being discussed to develop better national-regional communications in the
future, while the other respondents offered no opinion on the question.
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Figure 5 Form of communication

In terms of the NGO respondents from Malaysia, Indonesia and Bangladesh, the aggregated analysis
with respect to their perception of the timing of communication (Figure 6), quality of documentation
of the communication process with national governments and regional inter-governmental
organizations (Figure 7), means of communication (Figure 8) and frequency of communication
(Figure 9), are provided below.

Figure 6 Timing of communication

Figure 7 Quality of documentation on process

Figure 8 Means of communication

Figure 9 Frequency of communication

As can be seen from the small sample of NGOs for just three of the BOBLME member countries, the
perception of the communication mechanisms appears to be satisfactory although opportunities
clearly exist to improve the frequency of communication with these stakeholders.

3.3.

Analysis of part two results

In this section, the aggregated data from the national level case studies are presented for the seven
countries providing data to analyse the communication mechanisms in place to facilitate
national-regional coordination processes (Figure 10). Due to the limitation in the diversity of sectors
represented and the small number of interviews per country, it is not possible to present
country-specific results. However, this preliminary assessment provides information that is useful to
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the BOBLME Project and its member countries in terms of highlighting future areas for a more
in-depth assessment aimed at better understanding factors affecting ocean governance in the
region.
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Figure 10 Processes of country level communication and coordination

Based on the data collected, the results of the assessment of the processes in place to facilitate
national level participation in regional meetings relating to the marine environment are presented
under the following headings:









3.3.1.

Prior knowledge of regional level meeting
Receipt of invitation
Decision to attend
Selection of representation
Preparation
Attendance
Reporting and follow-up
Perception of good governance

Prior knowledge

In terms of setting the context for focusing on regional meetings, respondents identified BOBLME
Project meetings, Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC), South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC), Indian Ocean South-East Asia Marine Turtle Memorandum of Understanding
(IOSEA) and meetings focused on regional fisheries management and oil pollution in the Malacca
Strait as those of particular interest. They further specified the interest was due to their
organizational mandate in fisheries and the environment but noted as well the potential for
decisions taken at these meetings to have trade implications for their countries, hence their interest.
In terms of being able to plan in advance for the meetings, only half of the meetings were said to be
pre-planned with the other half being ad hoc. Not surprising, this resulted in only half of the
meetings was being budgeted for in advance, leaving open the possibility of countries being unable
to participate in these important regional level decision-making processes.
NGO respondents added meetings with the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the
Asia-Pacific Coral Reef Symposium (APCRS) to the list of regional meetings attended. However, they
did note the desirability for the government to increase communication with them regarding
upcoming meetings so that they could potentially contribute information, particularly in the areas of
technical expertise and stakeholder concerns. In terms of the rationale behind attending these
meetings, these NGOs cited the opportunity to add technical expertise to the regional discussions
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and in the case of the coral reef symposium, the ability to contribute to global science policy gaps in
knowledge.

3.3.2.

Receipt of invitation

Respondents noted that invitations to attend regional meetings were generally sent to the Heads of
relevant departments and in one case, to the appropriate national focal point. Six of the seven
country representatives indicated that their agency was the lead agency for the meetings they
attended and the recipient of invitations is generally the Director General, Secretary, Director or
focal point.
Five of the countries noted that their department generally informed others of the invitation. Four
countries mentioned sharing the information with other relevant departments, three with NGOs,
two with similar departments in neighbouring countries and one each with regional and
international IGOs, academia and local governments. While some effort is clearly being made to
include other stakeholders in information sharing about upcoming regional level meetings, it still
appears that for the most part, the information is being kept within government agencies.
The NGO respondents agreed with the views of the country representatives regarding the receipt of
invitations and sharing of information sometime with them. However, they indicated that it was also
possible to receive invitations directly from some regional bodies (such as the BOBLME Project) but
that this was dependent on the nature of the meeting.

3.3.3.

Decision to attend

Relevance to the departmental mandate and having the opportunity to contribute to the
decision-making process were noted as the main reasons for attending regional meetings. One
country also mentioned knowledge sharing and providing technical expertise as reasons influencing
the decision to attend meetings. Once the priority to attend the meeting has been determined, key
factors determining attendance include capacity (5 countries), perceived benefits to country (4
countries) and budget (3 countries).
The NGO respondents shared similar views with the country representatives regarding their decision
to attend regional meetings. Additionally, if the NGOs had the opportunity to participate in these
meetings, their major reasons for doing so centred around improving the process, networking and
providing technical expertise.
The main expectations cited by countries attending regional meetings were knowledge sharing and
capacity building, followed by decision-making and improved ocean governance. Only three of the
countries noted that the same participant had attended two previous meetings held by the same
regional organization. This suggests the lack of institutional memory and capacity building by
participants could potentially be hampering the effectiveness of the country participation in these
meetings. Additionally, given that capacity building and knowledge sharing were cited as key
expectations by country representatives from regional level meetings, having different participants
attend the same type of meeting could be undermining the achievement of these expectations.

3.3.4.

Selection of representation

In discussing how participants to attend meeting are selected, all seven countries noted the decision
rested with the Director General or some similar high-level bureaucrat or committee. Criteria for
selection included the position and competence of the participants to represent the country. In
general, a country delegation to regional meetings ranged from 1-5 participants, depending on the
nature of the meeting. The authority of the participants to make decisions, as opposed to seeking
approval for decision-making appears varied. However, it appears that if a meeting is of the type
that requires decision-makers to attend, then they will likely do so. Similarly, if the meeting is
technical and advisory in nature, then decision-makers will be less likely to attend.
For NGOs, they noted that they generally had no influence over the governmental selection process.
However they did suggest that the national governments and the regional bodies should consider
inviting more NGOs, technical think-tank members and possibly regional funders of projects to
7
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relevant regional meetings. Should they be invited themselves to attend regional meetings directly
by the regional organizer, their selection process was understandably less bureaucratic and seemed
to be based on an ad hoc decision-making process with the recipient of the invitation generally being
the representative selected to attend the meeting, subject to funding.

3.3.5.

Preparation

All seven countries noted that there was a process in place for ensuring representatives to regional
level meetings was adequately prepared to participate. However, only five countries indicated that
they had any formal or informal guidelines available for meeting pre-preparation. These included
standard operating procedures, annual meetings and submission of curriculum vitae of
representatives. Actual pre-meeting guidelines were identified by only two of the seven countries
suggesting considerable room for improving the preparation of delegates to regional level meetings.
In general, preparation was limited to those internal to government but one country each did
mention pre-preparation that included a multi-stakeholder committee and NGOs and this was also
confirmed by the NGO from that country. Two countries noted the involvement of IGOs in preparing
for the meetings. Country representatives noted the reality that preparation timing was determined
by how much advance warning the department had following receipt of invitation and how soon
delegates were identified and approved for travel. In most cases this resulted in preparation being
restricted to 1-2 weeks. Fortunately, preparation could be linked to previous meeting outputs and
the need to follow-up on action items arising from these previous meetings. However, this does not
account for new issues that might have appeared on the agenda for the upcoming meeting nor does
it benefit from the first-hand knowledge acquired from having attended the previous meeting, if the
same representative is not attending the upcoming meeting (see section 3.3.3.). Finally, in terms of
preparation, only three countries indicated that representatives were given any special instructions
regarding their participation at the meeting. While this could be interpreted as having the
confidence of their delegates to fully represent the views and interests of their country in these
regional venues, it may also suggest an opportunity to better prepare delegations so that they have
a level of certainty regarding their contributions to the meeting. It may also be a reflection of the
capacity building and knowledge sharing nature of most regional level meetings attended by the
respondents.

3.3.6.

Attendance

Respondents were asked about their level of contribution at previous meetings to determine the
usefulness and effectiveness of the meetings and their participation. Three countries indicated an
adequate level of contribution while three noted a high level of involvement in the meeting.
Meetings discussed were both advisory and decision-making in nature with three countries
indicating that the participants had the authority to make decisions while four countries noted the
participants were advisory and had to seek approval prior to making any decisions. Five countries
commented on the networking opportunities provided by attending regional level meetings while all
seven noted the benefit of obtaining regional and national level documentation relating to their
mandate and areas of interest and supplemented these with notes taken at the meeting.
As with the country representatives, the NGO respondents indicated that their level of contribution
was significant, particularly in terms of adding technical knowledge to the discussions. They also
used the opportunity to collect available documentation and to network with participants.

3.3.7.

Reporting and follow-up

All countries noted the requirement for reporting after attending region-level meetings. Recipients
of reports included the Minister, Director General, Director and other members in the Ministry. In
one case, reports were submitted to the IGO and to stakeholders as well. Six countries noted that
the content of the post meeting reports was generally a summary of the meeting and the key
actions, recommendations and decisions taken. Only in one case did a respondent mention the
requirement for an analysis of the implications of the meeting’s recommendations as a requirement
in the post-meeting report. This suggests that many countries could potentially be missing the
8
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opportunity to more fully engage in regional level discussions and to fully understand the benefits
that can be realized from more meaningful participation at this level.
Four countries noted the need to submit their post-meeting report within one week of attendance
while two indicated a three-month time frame was adequate. Reports were generally aided by
meeting notes and documents obtained at the meetings and five of the seven countries indicated
these documents were available should others wish to have copies. Similarly, only two countries
noted that the meeting reports were not available for distribution.
In terms of follow-up, three countries noted that it was the responsibility of the government to
decide if any follow-up would take place as a result of the reporting. However, six countries
mentioned the value of the report in preparing for subsequent meetings and three indicated its
availability for broader dissemination beyond the department. Finally, five of the seven countries felt
that the communication pathways were adequate for reaching the intended audience.
As with the pre-meeting guidance, five of the seven countries commented that post-meeting
guidelines were available and that in general, follow-up was often guided by the post-meeting
reports. However, monitoring and evaluation was considered to be a formal process in only three
countries and preparation for the next meeting generally delayed until selection of the delegates.
The NGO respondents noted that follow-up by country representatives after returning from regional
meetings was not consistent across the three NGO countries and only one of the countries did so
regularly. In this example, meeting reports, meeting documents, slides and meeting
recommendations are oftentimes available for sharing by the government representatives. As a
result of this, only one of the NGOs considered the communication mechanisms to engage
stakeholders in national-regional issues a success. However, the NGOs did state that they try to
follow-up independently to determine what, if anything, the countries have done as a result of
decisions made at the regional meetings.

3.3.8.

Perceptions of good governance

Respondents from each of the seven countries were asked to comment on whether or not they felt
that the process for participating in regional level meetings was appropriate. Respondents from six
countries suggested it was adequate. However, three key areas for improvement were the
development of guidelines, broader dissemination of documentation and increased transparency.
Upon reflection of their participation in specific regional level meetings, representatives from one
country noted that their participation had minimal impact. However, most respondents noted the
impact of national participation in these meetings included better decision-making, better country
representation and specifically, a reduction in pollution.
The NGO respondents noted the usefulness of having national-regional communication mechanisms
that would draw on the expertise and concerns of all relevant stakeholders and saw opportunities
for improvements in all BOBLME member countries. They specifically noted the benefits to be
derived by having all of the countries in the region participate fully in regional-level meetings and for
there to be a greater willingness to share data.

4. Key findings
Despite the small number of interviews, it is clear that countries, as represented by government and
NGOs, view regional meetings as important and are of the view that regular national participation in
regional and international meetings allows for networking and information sharing opportunities
which helps in increasing and improving institutional and project linkages across countries and
regions. The key points from part two are summarized below.
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4.1.

Meeting preparation and feed-back processes












4.2.






Knowledge of meetings that countries would be attending was largely limited to government
personnel, and even then only to those directly involved in the activities of the specific
organization or project. Non-governmental stakeholders are seldom made aware of such
meetings and when they do know it is by virtue of their own linkages and seeking of
information on the web.
Invitations to attend meetings often go to a particular ministry. At times this results in the
responsible focal point receiving late notification. Conversely, when the invitation goes
directly to the focal point, wider distribution within government may not take place. One
suggestion for addressing this issue from respondents in the Caribbean was for national
governments to request that invitations be sent to a central agency with responsibility for
coordinating international relations in ocean affairs and also copied to the individual focal
point.
In all cases the decision to attend a meeting is based upon the perceived relevance of the
meeting (organization or project) to the country’s needs. In most cases, capacity and the
provision of travel funding by the organization holding the meeting are also major factors in
attendance and delegation size.
Few countries have a structured process for selecting representatives to attend meetings. In
most cases this is left to the head of the responsible agency. Inappropriate representations
can lead to low returns from participation or even errors that affect the country. Selection of
appropriate representatives is considered essential for ensuring effective representation of
national policies and interests at regional and international fora. This is especially the case
when much of the pre-meeting process is left to the initiative of these individuals. Continuity
of representation was flagged as a problem.
While all seven countries surveyed indicated a pre-meeting preparatory process in place,
only two had any guidelines in place to aid in preparation, leaving preparation mainly at the
representatives’ personal discretion or preference.
Time for preparation was flagged as an issue since preparation generally only occurs after
the representatives have been selected, oftentimes leaving less than a week or two to
prepare.
In all countries the preparation of a report is required upon return from a meeting. In most
cases these are not widely shared even within government. Post-meeting feed-back and
communication to NGOs and private sector is virtually non-existent.

Cross-sectoral integration
The sectoral and fragmented approach to ocean and environmental management that
prevails among many of the countries of the Bay of Bengal, as evidenced from the almost
exclusive focus in fisheries and environment by the participants, potentially reduces the
overall effectiveness of communication and coordination regarding regional and
international organizations and projects.
Committees and other mechanisms established with the express purpose of promoting
cross-sectoral participation for coordinating input and linkages to regional
meetings /projects appear to be somewhat successful in achieving improved communication
and information sharing. Examples from the region include Indonesia and Malaysia.
Even where mechanisms are not in place, there is wide recognition that multi-stakeholder
arrangements or mechanisms are needed and have the potential to add value to national
level interactions in preparation for and following regional meetings for MEAs and projects.
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4.3.

Civil society and private sector engagement





Although there has been some progress and several attempts at multi-stakeholder
consultations and communications in these countries, civil society and private sector
participation does not appear to have been adequately advanced.
Improved access to information through the internet is enabling civil society and private
sector stakeholders to become more aware, better informed and interested in actions and
commitment to marine resources governance at the regional and international levels. Thus
they are less dependent on information coming from government and also more conscious
of the activities in which they should be included.
Given the level of capacity and leadership that seem to characterize most NGOs in most of
the countries and the region, government should seize the opportunity to use these
capabilities to their advantage by maintaining contact and ensuring regular communication.

5. Conclusion
While extremely limited in number of interviews to reach any definitive conclusions, the study
revealed a wide diversity in the development of national level mechanisms for engagement with
regional organizations and projects in ocean and coastal governance. In some countries, the
feedback mechanisms were formal but the preparation for engagement was informal. In at least one
country, there appeared to be fully-fledged mechanisms for engagement. The study suggests that
countries view regional meetings as important, but do not necessarily prepare for them properly. In
order for countries to fully benefit from the regional activities in general and the meetings in
particular; better preparation and better follow-up communication is needed.
In all but a few countries the mechanism was not well geared towards engaging civil society and
private sector stakeholders. The need for attention to this aspect of governance is prominent in
most regional and international multilateral agreements. Current thinking is that effective
governance requires stakeholders to be knowledgeable and actively engaged, especially if adaptive
capacity is to be developed or sustained. The self-organization that is key to adaptive capacity is not
enabled by policy that largely excludes civil society from communication and coordination
mechanisms.
There may be other advantages to increased interaction among government agencies. For example,
since international meetings often cover many topics, increased interaction would allow meeting
delegates to better understand/represent varied and nuanced interests and likely project a less
fragmented national approach.
It is clear from this preliminary study of seven countries in the Bay of Bengal that promotion of good
regional ocean governance will require greater attention to national level arrangements for
engagement in regional matters.
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Appendix I

Bay of Bengal country survey on regional-national interfaces

Introductory script (read out loud to respondent)
Good morning/afternoon. As a preliminary exercise to understand the level and nature of
communication between national and regional level organizations in the Bay of Bengal, the Bay of
Bengal LME Project would appreciate your response to the following short questionnaire. The study
asks questions about arrangements for communicating before and after meetings of
intergovernmental agencies and/or regional projects dealing with marine matters. The interview
may take about 30 minutes. Interview data will be kept confidential, and results will not be identified
with specific individuals. You will be provided with all of the research findings. Benefits of the study
to you may be the opportunity to (1) enhance decision-making processes in which you are involved
and (2) to improve marine governance in the Bay of Bengal LME.
Respondent identity
Country of respondent:
Circle type of organization: Govt/Civil Society/NGO/ Other (specify):
Part one: Preliminary communications data
1) In which category is your agency or organization?
a)
b)
c)
d)

Foreign affairs
Environment
Fisheries/coastal
Other _______________________________________________________

2) How do you communicate within your organization about external meetings such as this one?
a) Formal
b) Informal
c) None used
i.
If there is no process used at all now,
1. Why not?
_________________________________________________________________
2. Do you see the need for one?
[ ] Yes
[ ] No
ii.
Was there one in the past,
1. Past – was in place when? ____________________________________________
or, is there one planned
2. Planned – starting when? ____________________________________________
3) Can you provide more information on the past/planned process?
1. If Yes – please continue to Part 2 of the Interview questionnaire.
2. No – Thank you for you participation. Can you suggest contacts for who might be
able to provide more information?
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Part two - Interview guide (Government/para-statal)
A.
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Prior knowledge of meeting
Is the [named meeting] of interest to your organization and/or state?
Can you identify another regional marine related meeting that may be of Interest?
Why are they of interest? How is it decided when or what meeting to attend/is of interest?
Are these meetings planned for and/or on calendar for attendance?
Are these meetings budgeted for?

B. Receipt of invitation
6) To who usually are the invitations for these meetings addressed?
7) Is your organization responsible/point of contact/focal point for these meetings?
a) Who is the person responsible?
b) If you are do you share the invitation or inform other organizations about the meeting?
c) If so , with whom?
C. Decision to attend
8) Is the meeting a priority? Why?
9) What criteria are used to determine a decision to attend? (budget, capacity, funding,
networking, benefits, etc.)
10) What’s the main purpose for attending?
11) Have you attended at least the last two meetings in the past?
D.
12)
13)
14)
15)

Selection of rep
How are representatives selected?
What level of expertise, knowledge or what other factor determines selection of representation?
What is usual size and composition of delegation to these meetings?
What level of decision making does the rep or delegation has?

E. Preparation
16) Are you or any other agency responsible for ensuring representatives were adequately prepared
for these meetings?
17) Was there any established formal or informal guideline(s) to follow in pre-meeting preparation?
a) No/why?
b) Yes/describe
18) Who/what other agencies/stakeholders if any participated in the preparation process?
19) When, where and how did this happen?
20) How is this process linked to any previous meetings?
21) Were any special instructions given? Who? What? Why?
F.
22)
23)
24)

Attendance
What was the level of contributions at last meeting attended?
Were you allowed authority for executing instructions/making decisions etc.?
Did you at any time need to refer back to anyone not at the meeting for further
consultation/instructions during the meeting?
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25) Was there opportunity for networking? How were you engaged and with whom?
26) Did you collect relevant meeting documents/reports?
27) Do you take personal notes and/or dependent upon host for proceedings etc.?
G.
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)
34)
35)
36)
37)
38)

Reporting
Are you expected to prepare and present a report? To whom?
What type of report is requested?
Urgency of the report?
Were documents or self-generated notes useful in preparing report?
Where are these documents? Can you provide copies?
What were the basic content of the report?
Can you provide a copy?
What actions are taken after reporting?
Is there any use for this report in the future? Please explain.
Is the report disseminated? If yes in what way, to whom, where and why?
Is communication pathways relevant to respective audience considered?

H.
39)
40)
41)
42)
43)

Follow-up
Any guideline for follow-up process?
Is it linked to reporting?
Who is responsible?
What monitoring and evaluation methodology is used to measure the follow-up process?
When and how do preparations for the next meeting take place?

I.
44)
45)
46)

General questions on good governance
Are you satisfied with the process discussed above? - Transparency, effectiveness, efficiency etc.
Any suggestions for improvements?
What is the impact or outcome to the state or Goal? (refer back to their purpose and interest in
the meeting).

Part two - Interview guide (Civil society/private sector)
A. Prior knowledge of meetings
1) Are you aware of any of the following regional marine related meetings? [named meeting]?
2) Were you aware of any existing national communication process that takes place prior to these
meetings?
3) Who are responsible/leads the national level communication process?
4) Are these meetings of interest to you/organization?
a) Why?
b) In what way?
B. Receipt of invitation
5) Was any information regarding these meetings communicated/shared with you by the
responsible organization?
6) Were you invited to participate in a pre-meeting preparation process?
7) From whom? What process/meeting? When?
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8) What was the purpose of the meeting?
C. Decision to attend
9) Was the meeting a priority for you/organization and how important to your work or the state in
your opinion?
10) What criteria guided/determined your participation? (issue, mandate, other)
11) Did you attend any previous such process/meetings? Which meeting and when did you
participate?
D.
12)
13)
14)
15)

Selection of rep
Who represented your organization at these meetings?
Do you have a selection process? Do you consult with your membership? Who?
What level of influence does your organization have within the process? Explain
Who else do you consider important or should be part of the process? Why?

E. Preparation
16) How did you participate?
17) What was the extent of your participation/your contributions?
a) Why?
b) In what way?
18) Do you collect documentation from these meetings?
19) What documentation? (This helps ground truth whether government disseminates reports docs
etc. to stakeholders)
F.
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)

Follow-up
Was there any follow-up with you after the delegates or rep returned from the meeting?
Were you informed of the outcome(s) of the meeting?
Who? What did they inform you about? How was this done? When?
Were reports or other documentation provided to you and by whom? What docs?
Can you provide any of these? If you didn’t receive, did you seek information? From Whom?
When? How?
25) Were you successful?
26) Did you monitor and evaluate the implementation of recommendations etc.?
G.
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)

General good governance questions
What’s your opinion of the process we discussed?
Benefit/importance of having such a process?
Is it a useful/effective process?
Do you consider the process transparent?
How can it be improved?
Who should be responsible? Why?
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