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Executive summary 

This document presents the approach and results of a preliminary science-policy interface 
assessment aimed at better understanding the prospects for sustainable, integrated, coordinated 
regional governance of the Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (BOBLME). 

A total of 17 interviews were conducted with mid- and senior-level policy advisors from each of the 
eight countries in the Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (BOBLME) Project, three 
inter-governmental organizations and four national-level non-governmental organizations. 

The results of the analysis suggest: 

 Marine science was used mainly as input into decision-making with 42% of respondents 
identifying this use; 

 Respondents identified FAO/APFIC and IOTC as the top two credible regional marine science 
source organizations followed by SEAFDEC, IUCN and BOBP-IGO; 

 Credibility was due to features such as maintaining standards of quality assurance, having 
global connections as well as frequency of interaction with others; 

 Respondents provided a long list of constraints for bridging the science-policy gap, citing 
difficulty to access available information and a low science capacity as two of the most 
frequent barriers encountered in the region; 

 Reasons were offered for the limited sharing of marine science information with the highest, 
in terms of per cent responses, being the lack of a departmental culture for sharing; 

 Overall, half of all respondents felt that there was a difference in the demand and use of 
marine science information at regional versus international meetings, with international 
meetings having a greater degree of formality but needing scientific information of a more 
general type than regional meetings; 

 Many respondents noted that the marine science in use depended on variables such as the 
economic sector, topic and its context, purpose of the meeting, interests of the countries 
and organizations attending, preparation required, host organization, levels and 
backgrounds of the delegates present at the time. However, respondents noted that the 
greatest use of scientific information at regional meetings focused on climate change, 
fisheries and ecosystem health. Few meetings included scientific information related to 
tourism, organizational mandate and contribution to GDP; 

 The top ten marine science information demands for future policy in declining order of 
importance were identified as fisheries, ecosystem health, socio-economic information, 
fishing community empowerment, biodiversity and habitat, web-based data sharing, 
disaster risk reduction, law enforcement, marine pollution and climate change. 

Given the small number of interviews conducted among primarily fisheries and biodiversity 
interested respondents, it would be inappropriate to draw any firm conclusions except to indicate 
that the findings from this analysis should be subject to future validation in more in-depth studies of 
particular topics or target audiences. 
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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 the best available science on transboundary marine issues of 
concern in the Bay of Bengal currently inform the decision-making process at regional levels. 

The focus on gaining an increased understanding of the networks of ties between science and policy 
constitute ‘science-policy’ interfaces (McConney et al., 2012). In order to develop a regional 
science-policy interface for ocean governance, it is important to understand what currently exists 
within the national and regional level organizations in the Bay of Bengal. 

According to an international panel of scientists assembled in the UNEP Foresight Process on 
Emerging Environmental Issues for the 21st century, the cross-cutting issue “Broken Bridges: 
Reconnecting Science and Policy” is the fourth most pressing one confronting the world today in 
efforts to achieve sustainable development (UNEP, 2012). As noted by McConney et al. (2012), 
possible reasons for this include the lack of effective communication of critical scientific knowledge 
to audiences ranging from decision-makers to the general public, the lack of confidence and distrust 
of scientific outputs among the public and the increasing resistance among policy decision-makers 
against easily accepting scientific advice. Failed communication, however, is said to be more often at 
the root of the problem than real issues with the quality of the science (Holmes and Clark 2008). Few 
scientists are trained to communicate science in a way that policy makers and advisors can readily 
receive in order to translate information into action. When policy makers and advisors seek out 
scientific information, it is often inaccessible to them. This is an alarming global perspective, but 
what is the situation in the Bay of Bengal with marine science and policy? 

In order to answer this, and to understand the situation well enough for it to be adequately 
addressed, several factors need to be considered. For example, what is it that policy makers demand 
of marine science in order to make use of it? If scientific information was supplied as they wished, 
how would it be used? It has been suggested that very little science (natural or social) is demanded 
by policy makers, and when it is received, it may be used primarily to legitimize decisions already 
taken based on non-scientific criteria (evidence-backed) rather than to truly inform decision-making 
(evidence-based) (UNEP 2012). Based on a global survey, Jones et al. (2008) concluded that research 
on science–policy interfaces in developing countries was scarce, with few analyses offering practical 
strategies and recommendations for strengthening the interfaces. Despite this, it has been shown 
that we can use research from other places to suggest methods and to compare their results with 
our findings. 

This report follows this approach by drawing on a methodology and approach used in the Caribbean 
Large Marine Ecosystem to understand the science /policy interface within this region. It describes 
the process and product of a preliminary interview investigation of the science-policy interfaces that 
currently exist among countries and regional organizations in the Bay of Bengal. 

1.1. Background 

The Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (BOBLME) Project (www.boblme.org) aims to improve 
the management of shared living marine resources (LMR) within the Bay of Bengal. The major 
threats identified in its Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) were overexploitation of fisheries, 
pollution and habitat destruction/degradation. The BOBLME TDA and causal chain analysis have 
identified weak governance as a root cause of the problems facing these social ecological systems. 
To assist with this, the BOBLME Project held a workshop on “Assessing governance in the Bay of 
Bengal” on October 28-30, 2014 in Bangkok, Thailand. One of the components addressed at the 
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workshop was a discussion on the processes used by countries to facilitate the communication of 
marine science data and information, through the stages of the policy cycle, ultimately for use in 
marine policy decision-making, not just at national levels but at the level of the region. 

1.2. Conceptual basis 

In the context of ocean governance for living marine resources, the Large Marine Ecosystem (LME) 
governance framework provided the conceptual framework for participants attending the workshop 
on assessing governance in the Bay of Bengal (Fanning et al. 2007, 2009). As explained in session 2 of 
the workshop, the framework is policy cycle-based (Figure 1) and multilevel (local to global) (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 how information feeds into regional level policy 
cycles, i.e. how well are the different stages of the cycle linked so as to make informed decisions 
based on the best available scientific and traditional knowledge. 

 

 
Figure 1 The complete policy cycle with linkages between each stage to ensure an effective decision-making process 

(Adapted from Fanning et al. 2007) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

Using an interview guide aimed at understanding the current processes in place for informing 
decision-making taking place at the level of the Bay of Bengal (Appendix 1), participants from each 
country present and three regional level intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) at the workshop 
were interviewed by fellow participants who were not being interviewed themselves1. 

The interview guide includes text read out to the respondent to firmly anchor the interview context 
in a scenario of participating in regional marine policy meetings. This was necessary to reduce the 
very high probability of responses being made in the contexts of either national or global meetings. 
The respondent was asked to confirm that the scenario was clear before the interview proceeded, 
and the first question asked for an example of such a scenario drawn from the experience of the 
respondent. The latter point was reinforced to ensure responses were based to the extent possible 
on the first-hand knowledge of the respondent rather than norms and assumptions. 

The data collected were entered from the survey sheets into an Excel worksheet which was coded to 
form the final data set used in the analysis. The entire data set was small enough to be analysed in 
Excel. The results in all cases are indicative, not statistically representative. 

A total of 12 interviews were conducted during the workshop. However, in order to supplement the 
sample size, participants agreed to explore the possibility of conducting additional interviews with 
representatives from government departments, non-governmental and intergovernmental 
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 5 interviews were obtained. Nonetheless, it must 
be stressed that due to the limited number of interviews conducted, the resulting assessment 
discussed in this report should only be viewed as a preliminary assessment of the science-policy 
interface that exists in each of the countries surveyed. Additionally, due to the small number of 
interviews conducted, the names of workshop participants are not included in this report. 

3. Results 

This section of the report contains the results from the combined 17 interviews conducted at the 
workshop and the follow-up interviews. 

Eight countries (Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Maldives, Malaysia, Myanmar, Sri Lanka, Thailand), 
three regional IGOs (Bay of Bengal Programme – Intergovernmental Organization (BOBP-IGO), South 
Asia Co-operative Environment Programme (SACEP), Southeast Asia Fisheries Development Centre 
(SEAFDEC)) and four national non-governmental organizations (NGOs) (Malaysia Institute of Marine 
Affairs (MIMA), Centre for Natural Resources Studies (CNRS), World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and Reef 
Check) were surveyed. 

Most of the respondents had mandates specific to fisheries while approximately one-third were 
concerned with biodiversity issues. The remaining respondents claimed to share a dual mandate of 
both fisheries and biodiversity (12%) or with pollution (6%) (Figure 3). Approximately one-third of 
the respondents were senior level advisors while the remainder was mid-level advisors to decision 
makers (Figure 4). 

 

                                                           
1
 Since the focus of the data collection was on understanding national level science-policy processes, the 

principal respondents targeted were the country representatives. As such, NGO or IGO participants served as 
the interviewers during the workshop. It should however be noted that of the 17 interviews conducted for this 
preliminary assessment, in addition to focusing on country representatives, 3 interviews were conducted with 
regional IGO representatives and 4 with national level NGOs. 
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3.1. Meetings of the science-policy interface 

The first question asked: “As in the scenario, can you describe a situation when marine science 
information was very useful in a regional policy meeting? What was it that made the science 
information so useful in that case?” 

Although respondents said that they understood the scenario, some had difficulty keeping to a 
regional focus and could not easily identify meetings that met the criteria while a few failed to 
identify any specific regional meetings. Most were able to name a meeting by the acronym of its 
host organization such as BOBLME, BOBP-IGO, CBD, CITES, CMS, CTI, IOTC, SEAFDEC and the 
Sulu-Sulawesi Marine Ecoregion Programme (see list of acronyms for full titles). 

In responding to the second part of the question focusing on the usefulness of the information, 
respondents were unanimous in it leading to a better quality decision and cited the credibility of the 
information in influencing regional policy development relating to climate change, fisheries and 
conservation (e.g. marine protected areas). Science was also noted as being useful and in demand by 
the decision-makers in situations where there were strong, oftentimes highly visible negative 
impacts to marine resources and ecosystems, such as coral bleaching, plankton bloom, jelly fish 
bloom, storm surge, typhoon, and significant losses in marine resources. One respondent noted that 
in the absence of the science, the only option available is to invoke the precautionary principle. It 
was also noted that the scientific information was seen as useful in decision making when it aligned 
with anecdotal information as it then was seen as giving credibility to these perceptions and 
observations. 

Figure 3 Respondent's sector 

Figure 4 Respondent's position 
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3.2. Main purpose and context of science 

“What are the main purposes for which you or delegations most often use regional marine science 
information in regional marine policy meetings? In what types of contexts do people demand it?” 
was the second question. 

Marine science was used mainly as input into decision-making with 42% of respondents identifying 
this use (Figure 5). Awareness and background information were each mentioned by approximately 
20% each among respondents. Less often mentioned were negotiation, funding and for promotion 
of trade. 

 
Figure 5 Main uses of marine science at policy meetings 

Decision-making included choices among management measures or resource allocation in the case 
of managed fisheries. Science-informed decisions also included trade-offs between conservation and 
livelihoods or economic uses of areas. Awareness raising included sharing information on type and 
distribution of species, where they are and when they are there as well as the kind of threats they 
are facing and how policy can drive management changes to address the threats. Background 
science information included explaining the nature of an issue or its context or the possible 
solutions. Negotiation was linked to the decision-making but also included working out marine 
programmes with other countries or international agencies and conflict management. Funding was 
related to the observation that proposals containing good science tended to be more readily 
accepted for funding and that this was sometimes in competition with other entities in the region. 
Most of the examples offered illustrated science being used to gain national advantage over 
competing countries rather than to formulate regional policy or solve regional problems. 

3.3. Source organizations and credibility 

Third, we asked: “In terms of providing regional marine science information for policy, which 
regional organizations stand out as the most credible sources of information that is useful for 
decision-making? Why? 

Respondents identified FAO/APFIC and IOTC as the top two credible regional marine science source 
organizations followed by SEAFDEC, IUCN and BOBP-IGO (Figure 6). However, it was noted that 
BOBP-IGO only has four of the eight countries of the BOBLME as members and that some countries, 
(e.g. Bangladesh) are not members of SEAFDEC. This suggests a level of unevenness in the ability of 
some countries in the LME to access credible sources of regional level information. 

Credibility was due to features such as maintaining standards of quality assurance, having global 
connections as well as frequency of interaction with others. Having a formal organizational mandate 
and a well-respected “brand” name from long length of good service to the region were also 
mentioned as a component affecting credibility (Figure 7). In two cases, no reason was given. 
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3.4. Constraints on information uses 

Next we queried “What, if anything, constrains the use of regional marine science information by 
you or delegations?” 

Respondents provided a long list of constraints, demonstrating considerable variation in the 
responses, including some respondents indicating there were no constraints (Figure 8). Nonetheless, 
topping the list of constraints was difficulty to access available information, followed by a low 
science capacity. An unwillingness to share data, i.e. a culture of secrecy as well as perceived sense 
of the poor quality of the data (as distinct from incomplete data or out-dated data) was the next 

Figure 6 Credible organisations of marine science 

Figure 7 Organisational credibility 
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highest reasons given for constraints. Even when data is accessible, some respondents noted the 
long time it takes to get the data and the out-dated nature of the data. Additional constraints 
mentioned included politics, low demand for science from policy makers, cost to access data as well 
as regional scientific information not easily retrievable (even when accessible) and the uncertainty 
surrounding how the data was collected. 

 
Figure 8 Constraints on using regional marine science data 

3.5. Regional information sharing 

This question asked “Some say national authorities (environment, tourism, fisheries etc.) do not or 
cannot readily share data and information to collaboratively develop regional marine science 
information. Comment? 

Reasons were offered for the limited sharing of marine science information with the highest in terms 
of per cent responses being the lack of a departmental culture for sharing (Figure 9). The explanation 
for this was the sensitivity of the information in terms of revealing poor quality data and analysis, 
incomplete data, and the embarrassing release of “sensitive data”. Real or alleged concern over 
intellectual property (IP) matters was a recent additional constraint. Civil servants typically did not 
share technical and scientific data and information unless directed to do so or there were clear 
precedents for doing so on the specific topic and with the specific data recipient. In the public 
service, there were few incentives to share information and often much “red tape” to discourage it. 
Sharing mainly occurred where it was legally or administratively mandated and institutionalized such 
as the monthly to annual provision of statistics of all sorts to national, regional or international 
bodies. Very little of this sharing was directly between countries. 

Some of the above reflect the poor development of sharing mechanisms which is largely a technical 
matter of designated contact persons, data protocols, administrative procedures, quality checks, 
joint analyses and reporting, training and the like. These must be distinguished from the culture of 
not sharing which meant that even if all of the above were in place on paper they would not 
routinely be used in practice. Respondents spoke of the need to have clearly identified mutual 
benefits from sharing. In contrast to the majority, one respondent did insist that free sharing of 
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information was the norm. This is positive as it suggests that constraints to overcome barriers to 
sharing can be overcome. 

 
Figure 9 Perspectives on regional information sharing 

3.6. Regional versus international level 

Next we stepped up a level to ask: “What, if anything, are the differences between regional and 
international policy meetings in terms of demand for and use of regional marine science 
information? If there are differences, why is this?” 

Overall, half of all respondents felt that there was a difference in the demand and use of marine 
science information at regional versus international meetings. The respondents who suggested there 
were differences pointed primarily to the specificity of the type of data needed for regional meetings 
as compared to this loss of specificity at the global meetings and the collapsing of the data, mainly 
due to the larger scale. Respondents also noted the reason for a more formal demand for use of 
science information at the global level was the legality associated with meetings focusing on global 
conventions. Interestingly, 36% of all respondents identified no difference in the use of marine 
science at regional and global meetings. 

 
Figure 10 Difference in use of marine science information at regional and global meetings 

3.7. Demand for science at regional meetings 

There were two parts to the seventh question: “What is the nature of marine science information 
that you have used to participate effectively? For different types of information we are interested in 
frequency.” 

Many respondents noted that the marine science in use depended on variables such as the 
economic sector, topic and its context, purpose of the meeting, interests of the countries and 
organizations attending, preparation required, host organization, levels and backgrounds of the 
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delegates present at the time, and so on. Bearing this in mind and the limited closed response 
options, the results show that few meetings included information related to tourism, organizational 
mandate and contribution to GDP (Table 1). This low level of attention to these forms of scientific 
information is likely a reflection of the small number of respondents who were primarily from 
fisheries or biodiversity organizations. Some meetings included employment and disaster risk 
reduction while most meetings included marine science related to climate change, ecosystem health 
and fisheries. Again, this was not surprising given the backgrounds of the respondents focusing on 
fisheries and biodiversity issues. 

Table 1 The frequency of use of different types of marine science information in regional policy meetings attended by 
respondents 

The most frequent response is shaded. 

Frequency 
of use 
category 

The percentage of responses indicating the frequency of use category for each type 
of information 

Contribu
tion to 
GDP 

Employ
ment 

Organiz
ational 
mandat
e 

Climate 
change 

Fisherie
s 

Ecosyst
em 
health 

Touris
m 

Disaste
r risk 
reducti
on 

At all 
meetings 

19% 6% 6% 12% 19% 29% 0% 25% 

Most 
meetings 

6% 12% 19% 44% 50% 42% 0% 0% 

Some 
meetings 

19% 44% 31% 25% 19% 29% 33% 56% 

Few 
meetings 

44% 19% 44% 12% 12% 0 67% 19% 

None of 
the 
meetings 

12% 19% 0% 6% 0% 0 0% 0% 

3.8. Top information demands 

This question concerned naming and ranking to ascertain the future demands for different types of 
scientific information. We asked: “Looking ahead to the next five years, of the various types of 
regional marine science information that we have discussed, and any others that come to mind, 
what would be your top three in terms of future overall value for decision-making at the regional 
level?” 

In answering the first (listing) part of the question, some respondents used the labels from question 
8 and others chose to make up new combinations. Some were more specific or general than others 
in naming the types of information. For example, status of fish stocks was often stressed in 
preference to more general information on fisheries management. Several interpreted climate 
change as including disaster risk reduction and management while others separated them. The 
situation was similar for marine biodiversity and ecosystem health. Consequently, these results 
should be interpreted generally. 

Based on listing alone, the top ten marine science information demands for future policy are shown 
in Figure 11. The top three ranked demands are shown in Figure 12. To derive these the first ranked 
demands were weighted 3, second ranked were 2, and third ranked were not weighted. The 
information labels were also further collapsed so that, for example, the specific “habitat 
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degradation” is integrated into the more general “ecosystem health” as it should ideally be part of 
an information suite. 

 
Figure 11 Top ten data needs 

 

3.9. Any other views on science-policy interface 

We solicited any other information with the last two questions: “Is any other aspect of getting 
marine science information into regional policy important to take into account in designing useful 
BOBLME marine science-policy interfaces?” and “Is there anything that you would like to ask or 
recommend concerning the regional governance framework and the role of marine science 
information in governance in the BOBLME?” 

Some respondents offered the additional observations listed below, reported in no particular order. 
What was most striking is that the perception that the science-policy interfaces needed fixing was 
high. None said that there was little to add because there was nothing that required attention. 
Those who did not offer additional comments typically said that the most pertinent information had 
already been captured earlier in the interview. Responses did not suggest that major burning issues 
had been omitted in the scoping survey given the brevity of the instrument. 

 Improve access to information 

 Strengthen regional capacity building training specifically people involve in the marine 
science discipline 

Figure 12 Top three information types needed for future policy-making 
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 Stakeholder analysis and attention to other governance related issues 

 Strengthen capacity and productivity of regional organizations that already have mandate 

 Facilitate better south and southeast connectivity 

 Need for leadership and better networking 

 Need for consistent data collection, models, etc., (especially need to include biodiversity, 
socio-economics and gender), drawing on global and NGO data sources as well as 
governments and academia nationally and regionally 

 Need for data sharing and transparency in the data 

 Greater emphasis on the tourism sector 

 More involvement of research organization dealing with marine science information in 
meetings and facilitating other discussion platforms 

 Regular updating of information by country focal points and more integration across 
sectors/ministries 

 Ecological and human connectivity across and among countries in the region need to be 
given greater attention 

 Need to ensure attention is paid to representativeness of biological diversity throughout the 
region 

Specifically relating to advancing regional governance within the BOBLME, respondents offered the 
following comments, in no particular order of importance: 

 A growing need to recognize and accept the benefits of regional governance, including 
increasing linkages with the Coordinating Body on the Seas of East Asia (COBSEA) and the 
South Asia Co-operative Environment Programme (SACEP) 

 A need for more regular review and evaluation of factors affecting regional governance 

 A need for an established forum to discuss and address regional governance issues in a more 
comprehensive and sustainable manner 

 Regional Organization should lead to improve appropriate curriculum for 
universities/institutions in the Bay of Bengal countries on marine science discipline 

 Development of Bay of Bengal country specific knowledge hub on marine science 
information and involve both public and private institutions 

 A need for a regional organization to be responsible for institutionalizing data-collection, 
storage, analysis and dissemination, including training and funding for national level data 
portals 

 Where relevant, increase bilateral relationships 

 A need for more regional level science meetings that could identify areas/themes (e.g. Hilsa 
fishery, climate change impacts, coral reef connectivity) for countries to work together 

 A need to increase the level of interaction between decision makers and managers with 
scientific advisors so as to ensure decisions have the best available information available 

4. Discussion 

This was a very light scoping survey compared to many others in the literature as noted earlier. 
Given the small number of interviews conducted among primarily fisheries and biodiversity 
interested respondents, it would be inappropriate to draw any firm conclusions except to indicate 
that the findings from this analysis should be subject to future validation in more in-depth studies of 
particular topics or target audiences. The latter term is used intentionally since the issues concern 
communication more than simply the generation and dissemination of scientific information. For 
these reasons caution should be exercised in interpreting the findings, and especially in making 
generalizations across the region. 
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4.1. External influences 

Even with the small amount of data collected, the results clearly indicate that there are many 
external influences. Chief among them is agenda-setting. Two of the three major topics for which 
there is forecast greatest policy demand to be made on science, namely fisheries and ecosystem 
health, reflect global issues and agreements. The familiarity that respondents had with international 
and regional marine policy meetings suggests that implicitly or explicitly there will be external 
influences of all sorts. The reported perception, perhaps surprising to some scientists, that there 
may be no or few credible regional sources of marine scientific information adds an element of deep 
concern. 

Few of the above are negative. Indeed most have advantages if addressed strategically. It is highly 
advantageous for the region’s policy making and advising delegates to have access to international 
actors and be exposed to international factors that shape the science-policy interface at global level. 
It is also a call to the science generators and providers in the region to put some of their attention on 
ensuring that their information is accessible and in a form that is ready for uptake. This will involve 
increasing interactions with data users. 

4.2. Political context 

None of the respondents interviewed were policy makers. As such, to have a greater understanding 
of how these decision makers view the policy-science interface and to appreciate what they would 
like to see change, future assessments must include these actors from across the region. According 
to most advisers, not many policy makers have a high demand for science. Factors mentioned 
include the separation between decision making processes and scientific advice, the relatively poor 
or inappropriate quality of data on which to offer advice and the perceived lack of relevance of 
science to the decision making process. If true, it is not surprising that there is little demand and one 
should not expect this to change until the contexts for evidence-based, evidence-informed or 
evidence-aware policy decision-making change and provide adequate incentives for improving the 
science-policy interface. 

4.3. Science and evidence 

Respondents noted the paucity of reliable, accessible regional databases that would assist in 
advancing evidence-based decision-making and the varied quality of national-level information to 
contribute to regional information gathering. Even when data may be available, significant 
constraining factors were highlighted. These include limited analytical capacity, poor data sharing 
processes, costs and sensitivity by data holders to release them for fear of negative repercussions. 
Nonetheless, there are a number of major regional level intergovernmental and non-governmental 
organizations in the region that have been identified by respondents as taking a greater leadership 
role in ensuring data needs are addressed, particularly given the increasingly challenging 
socio-economic issues associated with climate change impacts, loss of biodiversity and habitat and 
over-exploitation of fisheries resources. 

4.4. Links and networks 

The science-policy interface is all about communication networks and effecting change through 
shared evidence that leads to collective action at the regional level. Respondents identified the need 
for greater coordination and collaboration across the range of actors and organizations within and 
beyond the Bay of Bengal. In addition, social network analysis can be instructive especially in the 
light of respondents reporting the importance of transboundary personal networks, epistemic 
communities and communities of practice for gathering and sharing information regionally. If formal 
networks and processes are to replace or institutionalise these, the designers and change agents 
need to know what networks currently exist, their structures, dynamics and the purposes that they 
serve. 
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5. Conclusion 

This preliminary survey of the science-policy interface in the Bay of Bengal is an initial step in 
understanding a key factor affecting effective ocean governance in the region. While it is limited in 
the data collected, the results highlight both the challenges and opportunities that need to be 
addressed and implemented by stakeholders at many levels within the region. The main point is that 
change is necessary according to the respondents. Taking no action to improve the science-policy 
interface is not a viable option if the goals and targets for sustainable development that the region 
and its nation-states have subscribed to are to be achieved. This point is echoed at the international 
level. 
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Appendix I Policy-science interface interview guide - BOBLME 

 

Fisheries, pollution, tourism, biodiversity, tourism, other____________________________ 

(Please circle one) 

Decision-maker, senior advisor, mid-level advisor, junior advisor, NGO, IGO, other ________ 

(Please circle one) 

Introduction 

The Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (BOBLME) Project is assisting eight countries in the Bay of 
Bengal to improve the management of their shared living marine resources through an ecosystem 
approach. To do this there needs to be regional level (not just national) science-policy interfacing for 
ocean governance. Hence there is the need for information to track the status and long-term trends 
in BOBLME fisheries, habitat degradation, pollution, etc. This would provide policy advisers and 
decision-makers with the science information needed to make the best informed marine resource 
governance decisions. To better understand how information is generated and used we will ask you 
to share your experience of using marine science information in regional policy-making meetings. 
You will not be identified with any particular data or statement in the report without your 
permission. Is there anything else that you would like to know for background? 

Scenario 

We would like you to share your knowledge based on the experiences of your country’s delegates 
who attend marine-oriented regional forums. Think of how they make use of marine science (natural 
and social) information on the Bay of Bengal (especially living marine resources and human use of 
resources) to form opinions, offer advice and make decisions at a regional level. This could be at 
regional meetings on fisheries, biodiversity and conservation, sustainable development, climate 
change, environment or tourism. Our focus is only on regional Bay of Bengal meetings aimed at 
reaching collective decisions on Bay of Bengal marine matters. These meetings may later contribute 
to global negotiations and policy decision-making, e.g. in the UN system. For example, think of your 
country delegation at a BOBP-IGO meeting, a SACEP meeting or meetings to prepare regional 
perspectives for upcoming SIDS or CBD sessions. Organizations that are involved in the region are 
IOTC, APFIC, COBSEA, SEAFDEC, PEMSEA, etc. 

Questions 

1. As in the scenario, can you describe a situation when marine science information was very useful 
in a regional policy meeting? What was it that made the science information so useful in that 
case? 
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2. What are the main purposes for which you or delegations most often use regional marine 
science information in regional marine policy meetings? In what types of contexts do people 
demand it? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. In terms of providing regional marine science information for policy, which regional 
organizations stand out as the most credible sources of information that is useful for 
decision-making? Why? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. What, if anything, constrains the use of regional marine science information by you or 
delegations? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Some say national authorities (environment, tourism, fisheries etc.) do not or cannot readily 
share data and information to collaboratively develop regional marine science information. 
Comment? 
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6. What, if anything, are the differences between regional and global policy meetings in terms of 
demand for and use of regional marine science information? If there are differences, why is this? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. What is the nature of marine science information that you have used to participate effectively? 
For different types of information we are interested in frequency, format and importance in 
practice. 

Marine natural and social science info for regional policy 

meetings.  

 [if information used is not listed, insert it in blank spaces 

below] 

Frequency of use 

1. no meetings 

2. few meetings 

3. some 

meetings 

4. most 

meetings 

5. all meetings 

Preferred format 

1. text/bullets 

2. table/ 

matrix 

3. chart/graph 

4. mapped/GIS 

5. graphics/ 

photos 

a. Marine industry contribution to GDP 

regionally/economic value 

  

b. Marine industry employment/regional labour 

statistics 

  

c. Marine organisation mandates/areas of agreed 

jurisdiction 

  

d. Climate change impacts (e.g. ecological, economic 

social) 

  

e. Fisheries statistics (e.g. landings, gear and fleets , 

seafood trade ) 

  

f. Ecosystem health (e.g. status of habitats, biodiversity, 

pollution) 

  

g. Tourism (e.g. costs, earnings, visitors, environmental 

impacts) 

  

h. Disaster risk reduction (e.g. impact costs, risk types, 

probability)  

  

i.    

j.    
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k.    

 

8. Looking ahead to the next five years, of the various types of regional 

marine science information that we have discussed, and any others that 

come to mind, what would be your top three (3) in terms of future 

overall value for decision-making at regional level? 

Rank (1-3) 

  

  

  

 

9. Is any other aspect of getting marine science information into regional policy important to take 
into account in designing useful Bay of Bengal marine science - policy interfaces? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Is there anything that you would like to recommend concerning the regional governance 
framework and the role of marine science information in governance in the Bay of Bengal? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time and information 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 


