MACN - A Decade of Reporting

MACN’s Incident Data

Although MACN’s incident reporting system was launched in 2013, reports of incidents involving bribes or other
corrupt demands date back to 2011. This chapter presents MACN's incident data by region, with a particular

focus on trends over time.

Incident Data over Time

Since 2011, reported incidents have fluctuated peaking in 2017, where they accounted for more than a quarter
of all reported incidents gathered (Chart 1). Since 2017, incidents have declined steadily and continued to decline
with the onset of the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic in Q1 2020 (Chart 2). According to the MACN COVID-19
Survey 2020 (379 responses), the continued decrease in incidents during COVID-19 may be attributable to a
reduction in officials visiting vessels during port calls as well as an increase in the use of electronic systems to

submit relevant documentation for port calls.

11



MACN - A Decade of Reporting

What explains the peak in incident data in 2017?

2017 is the year that most incidents were reported through MACN'’s incident reporting system.
While it may be intuitive to conclude that corruption was especially rampant across the world’s
ports that year, this conclusion simplifies the complex situation on the ground. One possible
explanation of the peak in incidents that yearis that the MACN Secretariat conducted increased
communication and awareness raising efforts, e.g. through member webinars, to encourage
familiarity with and reporting through the incident system. In addition, the reporting form was
simplified in 2017 to facilitate incident reporting for users of the system. Although MACN'’s
incident reporting system gives a useful indication of where corrupt demands are common, it

is important to contextualize this data to make accurate assumptions.

Chart 1: Incidents over Time (2011-2020)
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Chart 2: Incidents during COVID-19 Pandemic
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Incident Data by Region

The following section presents MACN incident data across seven different regions across the world,

highlighting key trends. Regions are aligned with the World Bank regional and country classification®.

Table 1: Percentage of Incidents by Region

# Region % Incidents # Countries in Region
1 East Asia and Pacific 40,8% 32

2 Middle East and North Africa 20,1% 18

3 Europe and Central Asia 12,5% 32

4 Sub-Saharan Africa 9.7% 29

5 Latin America and the Caribbean 9.2% 32

6 South Asia 6,4% 4

7 North America 1,3% 2

T https:/datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups


https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups

MACN - A Decade of Reporting

East Asia & Pacific

With 40.8% of all incidents, East Asia & Pacific is the region with the most reported incidents, according to
MACN's database.

Between 2011-2016, incidents in East Asia & Pacific steadily increased and peaked in 2017, whereafter a decline
in incidents was registered (Chart 3). This movement in reported incidents mirrors the tendencies of the incident

data worldwide.

Types of demands: Incidents in the region most frequently involve demands for cigarettes (62.5%), followed by
demands for soda drinks (11.4%), and alcohol (8.8%). Demands for small (< USD 150) and large (> USD 150) cash

payments represent an insignificant percentage of demands (2.5%).

Types of consequences: Delay of vessel was indicated as the stated or implied consequence in two-thirds of all
cases reported in East Asia & Pacific. Threats to safety of the vessel or crew represent less than 3% of all incidents

in this region.

Chart 3: East Asia & Pacific Incidents over time
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Middle East & North Africa

Between 2011 and 2020, one-fifth (20.1%) of all incidents reported through MACN’s incident reporting system
have occurred in Middle East & North Africa. This makes the region the second-largest region in terms of reported

incidents, after East Asia & Pacific.

Incidents in Middle East & North Africa have steadily increased between 2011 to 2017, with a peak of reports in
2017 (Chart 4). The significant increase in incidents in this region in 2017 can be attributed to MACN’s Say No
Campaign in the region, among other factors. After 2017, incidents have declined steadily but continue to remain

above 2015 levels.

Types of demands: Cigarettes represent the largest demand across ports in Middle East & North Africa at 73.2%,
followed by small cash demands (< USD 150; 8.1%) and soda drinks (4.8%). Cash demands including large (> USD
150) and small (< USD 150) represent 9.5% of all incidents in this region.

Types of consequences: According to MACN’s incident data, delay of vessel is the most reported consequence
of rejecting corrupt demands at 84.4%. Threats to safety of the vessel account for 6.4% of all incidents in this
region. However, incidents involving threats to the safety of the vessel have decreased since 2017 across ports

in the region as a whole.

Chart 4: Middle East & North Africa
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Europe & Central Asia

Collectively, countries in Europe & Central Asia represent the third largest region in terms of reported incidents,

with a total of 12.5% of all incidents reported through MACN’s incident reporting system.

The number of incident reports in Europe & Central Asia was relatively low between 2011-2015 and increased

in 2016 peaking in 2018. Since then, reports of corrupt demands in this region have steadily declined (Chart 5).

Chart 5: Europe & Central Asia
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Types of demands: Demands for cigarettes account for 75% of all incidents reported in Europe & Central Asia.
Large cash payments (> USD 150) represent the second most common demand with 7.6% of all reports in this

region

Types of consequences: Delay of vessel was the most commonly reported type of stated of implied consequence,
reported in 81.7% of all cases. While threats to safety of the vessel and crew and threats of imprisonment

represent a minor percentage of all reported consequences of not fulfilling the demand (1.3%).
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Sub-Saharan Africa

Collectively, countries in Sub-Saharan Africa account for 9.7% of all incidents reported through MACN'’s incident
reporting system. Incidents in Sub-Saharan Africa have steadily increased between 2011 to 2019, with a peak of
reports in 2019 (Chart 6). However, in 2020, the number of incidents has significantly declined, likely given the

impact of COVID-19 and an associated reduction if interactions with multiple actors in ports.

Chart 6: Sub-Saharan Africa
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Types of demands: Cigarettes represent the most common type of demand reported across ports in Sub-Saharan
Africa, accounting for 42.2% of incidents in the region. Demands for soda drinks (13.7%) and large cash payments
(> USD 150; 13.4%) represent other common demands. Cash demands, including both large (> USD 150) and
small (< USD 150) cash payments account for 15.4% of all incidents in the region. While demands for large cash

payments were at an all-time high in 2019, they have decreased in 2020.

Types of consequences: In 77.4% of reported incidents, the stated or implied consequence of rejecting the
demand is delay of vessel, followed by threats of fines for alleged non-compliance (12.5%). There are also some

reported cases that are associated with a threat of physical violence for rejecting corrupt demands (3%).
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Latin America & Caribbean

Some 9.2% of all incidents reported through MACN'’s incident reporting system occur in Latin America &
Caribbean, which represents a relatively small proportion of incidents given the large number of countries in

this region.

Incidents increased steadily between 2011-2015, and more rapidly thereafter, resulting in a peak in 2017
(Chart 7). While incidents across most regions have decline in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic, the

numbers for 2019 and 2020 remain relatively stable.

Chart 7: Latin America & Caribbean
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Types of demands: Demands for cigarettes (51.4%) account for around half of all incidents reported in Latin
America & Caribbean, followed by demands for sundries (12.6%) and soda drinks (10.2%). Cash demands account
for a relatively small percentage of demands (7.8%), whereby large cash payments (> USD 150) are more common
than small cash payments (< USD 150).

For example, since the establishment of the Chart 8: Argentina: Large Cash payments

incident reporting system 69% of all large Payments (> USD 150) 2016-2020
cash payments reported in Latin America &

Caribbean region occurred in Argentina. With

60 47
the introduction of the new inspection regime
in Argentina since 2017 demands for large cash 40 14 1
payments have drastically fallen and thereby 20 4

currently represent a minor percentage of 0
demands in the region. In 2020, MACN recorded 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
only one incident involving large cash payments in

Argentina (Chart 8).

Types of consequences: Delay of vessels was reported as the consequence of not agreeing to corrupt demands
in around 62.5% of all reported incidents in Latin America & Caribbean. Threats to safety of the vessel and crew

represent less than 1% across the region.
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South Asia

Incidents in South Asia account for a total of 6.3% of all incidents reported through MACN'’s incident reporting

system.

Between 2011-2015, the number of incidents reported in South Asia were relatively low but increased in 2016,
before peaking in 2017. Since then, the number of incidents has fluctuated (Chart 9). It is critical to note that
South Asia is the only region that has registered an increase in the number of incidents in 2020. Incidents across

all other regions have decreased in light of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Chart 9: South Asia
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Types of demands: Demands for cigarettes account for 65% of all incidents reported in the region, followed by
sundries (10.8%), and soda drinks (6.2%). Cash demands, including both large (> USD 150) and small (< USD
150) cash demands account for 4.3% of all incidents reported in South Asia. However, the proportion of large
cash payments has increased in 2020, three-fold compared to 2018 levels, which indicates an upward trend in

large cash demands.

Types of consequences: Delay of vessel has been reported to be the most common stated orimplied consequence
of rejecting corrupt demands across ports in South Asia, representing around 77.7% of all incidents in the region.

Safety of the vessel and crew are relatively uncommon, accounting for around 1.5% of all incidents.
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North America

North America is the smallest region in terms of reported incidents, accounting for 1.3% of all incidents reported

since the establishment of the MACN incident reporting system.

In contrast to other regions, incidents in North America were first reported in 2014. Incidents peaked in 2017 and

have decreased since then (Chart 10).

Chart 10: North America
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Types of demands: Demands for soda drinks are the most commonly reported demand (28.8%), followed by
cigarettes (25.8%), and sundries (24.9%). Large cash payments (> USD 150) in North America account for less
than 1% of all demands in the region.

Types of consequences: \While the stated or implied consequences of rejecting corrupt demands are unknown in

two-thirds of cases, delay of the vessel was reported in 27.8% of all cases in North America. Threats to the safety

of the vessel or crew were negligible and represented less than 1% of all incidents in the region.
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Corruption Risk Hot Spots: Top 20 Ports

Table 2 shows an overview of the corruption risk hot spots by number of incidents reported through MACN’s
incident reporting system for the period 2011 to 2020. Collectively, incidents across these top 20 ports represent
28.6% of all incidents reported. The largest percentage of top 20 ports are located in East Asia & Pacific (41.4%),
followed by Middle East & North Africa (37.1%), Sub-Saharan Africa (8.8%), South Asia (7.1%), and Europe &
Central Asia (5.5%). None of the top 20 ports are in Latin America & Caribbean or North America.

It is important to note that while some of the busiest ports in the world are listed below, less busy ports also
feature indicating that there are many other factors influencing levels of port corruption aside from port size,

trade and traffic volume.

Table 2: Top 20 Ports

Total # of Top Demand Top Types of Trendline

Incidents at Actors (2018-2020)
Port

1 Suez Canal Egypt 1795 Cigarettes Pilot (565) ﬁ
(1626)
2 Tanjung Priok,  Indonesia 1462 Cigarettes Pilot (236)
Jakarta (1070) @
3 Alexandria (El Egypt 1001 Cigarettes Pilot (204)
Iskandariya) (755) @
4 Panjang Indonesia 747 Cigarettes Pilot (112) ﬁ
(469)
5 Apapa Port, Nigeria 700 Cigarettes Port Authorities @
Lagos (217) (151)
6 Augusta [taly 664 Cigarettes Customs (197)
(581) @
7 Port Klang Malaysia 633 Cigarettes Port agent (252)
(539) @
8 Haiphong Vietnam 611 Cigarettes Pilot (188) @
(523)
9 Port Said Egypt 577 Small cash Port Authorities
payment (454)  (485) @
10  Chittagong Bangladesh 516 Cigarettes Port Authorities
(362) (118) @
11 Shanghai China 439 Cigarettes Port Authorities
(328) (137) @
12 Qingdao China 395 Cigarettes Port agent (106)
(311) @
13  Rades Tunisia 376 Cigarettes Customs (116)
(292) @
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Types of demands: Cigarettes (71.1%) are the most common type of demand made across most of the hot
spot ports reported through MACN's incident reporting system (Annex 1, Chart 1). Alcohol is the second most

common type of demand, accounting for 8.1% of all incidents across these 20 ports. Large cash payments (> USD
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150) are relatively uncommon, accounting for 1.4% of all incidents.

Types of actors: Overall, a total of 22 different types of actors have been involved in corrupt demands, with
the most commonly reported actors to demand bribes being port authorities (20.9%), pilots (16.5%), customs
(12.7%), and port agents (8.2%) (Annex 1, chart 2).

It is critical to note that the nature of MACN'’s incident data does not reflect the issue of collusion, i.e. it does not
tell us who initiated the demand or whether multiple actors were involved in a single demand. MACN members

have anecdotally reported collusion between different actors, but this type of demand cannot be substantiated

by the data.
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Number of Incidents

Recent Trends: 2020 Data and Insights

With the exception of South Asia, the number of incidents across all regions has declined by around 30% in
2020 compared to 2019 (chart 11). In 2020, types of demands and actors have largely remained consistent with
2019 figures, while threats of fines for alleged non-compliance and threats of safety of the vessel have increased

between 2-4 percentage points.

Chart 11: Number of incidents, 2019-2020
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However, can 2020 data alone give an accurate indication of what lies ahead? Has the ongoing COVID-19
pandemic had a mitigating impact on corruption during port calls? The answer to this question may be more
complex. Addressing the challenges of maritime corruption becomes even more important in these times of
COVID-19 pandemic lockdowns, whilst seafarers/companies are operating vessels and providing much needed
global logistics support. Therefore, MACN asked maritime stakeholders what corruption risks seafarers/operators
in the frontline face during the COVID-19 outbreak, through an industry-wide survey (MACN COVID-19 Survey
2020). MACN collected both quantitative data through survey results (373 completed responses) and qualitative

data by speaking to some of its members.

November
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Some 62% indicated they did not face challenges of corrupt
demands, while 30% continue to do so. Demands were
made by top three actors namely customs, immigration and
port health - all crucial government authorities engaged in

vessel clearance procedures.

More than 50% of survey respondents reported witnessing
new methods being used during vessel clearance.
Vessel clearance and inspections were being carried out
electronically without authorities visiting vessels. This
clearly shows an uptick in the use of technology-based
measures by various government authorities to ensure
safe and smooth operations, thereby potentially reducing
corruption risks by removing opportunities for corrupt
demands. Survey data also showed an active role played
by port agents by assisting master and crew during such

clearance and inspection procedures.

With increased ship/shore interface once the situation with
COVID-19 returns to normal, there is a risk of an increase

in bribes or other corrupt demands.

Chart 12: Challenges during vessel
clearance and/or Port State Control
inspections
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Seven Lessons Learned from Establishing
a Global Reporting System

Throughout the journey to develop, refine, and launch the anonymous incident reporting platform, MACN has
learned the following key lessons which have helped MACN to evolve both the platform and, more broadly,

the organization:

1. Involve industry stakeholders and partners: Engaging relevant stakeholders when developing a reporting
system is critical to building a credible, robust, and trustworthy mechanism. Lack of accurate and reliable
data on corrupt demands across ports was an issue raised by several actors across the maritime industry.
Consequently, this challenge had to be resolved through engagement with a variety of stakeholders. Initially,
MACN worked with individuals holding relevant roles within member companies including seafarers,
lawyers, and operational teams, to understand how and what data was already being reported at the
company-level and which inputs were critical for MACN's reporting system to be a success. Once launched,
MACN engaged with external stakeholders to sensitize them about the system and share selected outputs.
Our advice: a cross-sector approach to stakeholder engagement helps identify critical inputs and is a key

factor in establishing trust with different actors.

2. Create and align stakeholder interests: A reporting system is only useful if it aligns the interests of
disparate stakeholders. While MACN members use the system to report corrupt demands that ultimately
drive improvements in the port and compliance environment, benefits to local stakeholders such as port
authorities or local government may be less obvious at first. However, maritime corruption results in
significant risks not only to businesses and society at large, but also to the attractiveness of ports as
corruption negatively impacts a country’s ease of doing business. MACN’s data can be a useful tool in
pointing to corruption challenges and, as a result, helping local actors to learn about and address systemic
corruption in an effort to improve trade facilitation. As such, successful reporting mechanisms create a win-
win solution for a wide set of stakeholders, benefitting both individual players but also the broader industry

and operating environment.

3. Define and communicate objectives: \When developing a reporting system, it is crucial to define and
communicate the intended use and outcomes of the data reported. Being upfront about the limitations of
the data is also important. Understanding what type of data is collected and how it will be used increases
stakeholder trust. For MACN, this success factor was critically important given that the data collected may

be sensitive to users of the system. For example, MACN decided not to collect personal information and
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make reporting anonymous while ensuring that necessary information is collected to drive improvements
in the operating environment. Keeping MACN'’s mission in mind when building and communicating about

the incident system helped with positioning and uptake.

Consider anonymity of reporting: MACN’s reporting system does not capture who reported an incident.
Rather, the focus is on the context surrounding the incident itself. Similar to whistleblowing hotlines,

anonymous reporting can be limited in its usefulness and ability to drive action. Furthermore, it is more

“ MACN'’s reporting mechanism is genuinely anonymous, and it is comforting for companies to
know that they do not incriminate themselves when using the reporting system. At the same
time, MACN'’s system delivers hard facts and statistics that can be used to make the business

case for collective action.”

Gemma Aiolfi, Head of Compliance and Collective Action, Basel Institute for Governance

difficult to verify the data as the identity of the reporter is unknown. However, anonymity encourages
broad uptake of the system, and collectively, incident reports point to common and systemic challenges
by different reporters. While there are benefits to, and downsides of both anonymous and open reporting

systems, it is critical to understand the implications of both options when building a reporting system.

Simplify reporting: In order to encourage use of a reporting system, reporting must be simple and questions
meaningful. It is crucial to distinguish between data that needs to be reported to drive relevant action and
data that is nice to have to provide additional context. Over time, MACN has continuously worked to
refine its reporting questionnaires to strike the right balance between ease of reporting and usefulness
of the data. We have found that allowing users to report through a simple electronic reporting form is
useful. However, companies with more mature internal reporting systems may prefer to collect and report
data by submitting Excel spreadsheets to report multiple incidents at once. Understanding the needs and
capabilities of reporters helps inform the types of questions and tools needed in a successful reporting

system.

Ensure good governance: Another critical factor in building a successful reporting system is to ensure
good governance of the reporting system and its data. The MACN Secretariat is responsible for collecting,
reviewing, hosting, and analyzing the data, and has an important role in ensuring that the data used is in
the best interest of its members and the overall MACN objectives. MACN ensures that the data is collected
anonymously and that it is stored in a secure location. This includes continuous vetting of data collection
tools and data storage providers in dialogue with the membership and external legal and information
security advisors. MACN also provides clear guidelines to business on what should and should not be
reported and screens the data to ensure that the guidelines are followed. Good governance ensures
credibility and trust in the system and also gives stakeholders a helpful point of contact when faced with

challenges or questions about the reporting system.

Drive action and impact: Finally, a successful reporting system should yield outputs that are used to
drive action and impact. In the case of MACN, the incident reports inform and drive MACN’s collective
action efforts, help members improve their compliance programs, encourage improvements in the overall
trade environment, and enable peer learning and dialogue with external stakeholders. While MACN shares
statistics and reports based on reported incidents with its membership and select stakeholders, it is critical

to tailor and contextualize this data to different audiences to ensure it is not misused or misinterpreted.
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Looking Ahead

Since 2011, MACN'’s global membership has grown to become the largest collective action initiative in the

maritime industry, now counting over 150 member companies, which collectively represent over 50% of the
world’s tonnage. This growth in membership has brought with it an increased adoption of MACN’s anonymous
incident reporting. However, our work does not stop here. MACN’s vision is to further leverage extent of our
industry access and the strength of our network to stamp out corruption across the world’s ports. We are
constantly seeking ways to make our data more useful, accurate, and actionable. The following chapter outlines

our vision for the future of the incident reporting system.

Strengthening Our Reporting System

MACN'’s anonymous incident reporting system is widely used by operators in the maritime sector, and there
are several ways in which we are looking to develop reporting. In 2020, MACN engaged its members through a
survey and interviews to identify opportunities to improve the reporting system. The survey’s feedback? indicated
that while the majority of respondents (92.5%) are aware of the reporting system, only around one-third use the
system on a regular basis. In particular, members would like to see further improvements to enable ease of access
to the reporting system, for example, by allowing frontline staff and Captains to report in real time using their
mobile phones. One-third of survey participants would also like to see additional response options integrated in

the survey.

To address member requests, MACN is working to roll out an optimized reporting system integrated into the
MACN website. The objective of this improved system is to allow ease of reporting and data access capabilities.
To further empower seafarers, it is critical to expand the functionalities of the reporting system to allow for real-
time reporting using a mobile application. Ideally, seafarers would also have direct access to reported data to
better support port call preparation. In addition, with the launch of MACN’s new website, the reporting system
is now available on mobile phones and can easily be accessed with lower bandwidth, to encourage real-time

reporting. MACN has improved the reporting experience through the integration of additional data such as

2 MACN member survey conducted in Q3-Q4 of 2020, total of 41 responses received.
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the UN LOCODE system to streamline the list of ports. Given that employees across functions such as legal/
compliance, operations, and health & safety most commonly use MACN'’s system to report incidents, MACN

must look to further engage with its members in these functions for further input.

Improving The Use Of Our Data

While collecting incident reports is critical to understand corruption risks during port calls, sharing the results
While collecting incident reports is critical to understand corruption risks during port calls, sharing the results
of MACN’s incident reporting system with members to inform decision-making and preparation for port calls is
equally important. More than half of all survey respondents access the monthly, quarterly, or annual incident
reports that MACN creates based on reported incident data. MACN’s reports are used by members to understand
and mitigate risks in certain ports, better prepare for port calls, strengthen zero-tolerance approaches, and to
share internally with relevant colleagues to raise risk awareness. However, members also called for improving the

accessibility of port-specific reports.

Making data available to MACN members is paramount to combat corruption across ports globally. To help
members be better informed about corruption risks in ports, MACN has launched a new type of report available
to all members. In November 2020 MACN started the “Top 5 ports” report outlining corruption risks across the
five most reported ports during the previous month. Published monthly, the report outlines trends in these ports
and notes which types of actors are most commonly involved in demands, what types of demands have been

made, and what consequences were threatened for rejecting corrupt demands.

MACN is looking to make the incident data available to its members through country and port profiles, to help

members understand corruption risks across the world and better prepare for port calls.

Developing The Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP)

With external support from the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, MACN is taking incident data collection
and reporting to the next level by developing the first ever Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP) - a platform
measuring integrity in ports worldwide. Currently, no international standard or systematic method of measuring
integrity in ports exists. MACN has therefore engaged a broad group of stakeholders from the shipping industry,
ports and terminals, industry associations, international organizations, civil society, and academia to develop
indicators and criteria to capture integrity in ports. This work is currently underway and will be finalized in

collaboration with key stakeholder groups.

The aim of GPIP is to clearly present key comparative information on ports’ corruption and bribery risks and
integrity potential and performance. It should serve MACN’s purpose of encouraging collective action against
corruption in the maritime sector and should open evidence-based conversations with both ports, authorities,
and governments as well as other MACN stakeholders on reducing corruption risks and promoting integrity in
ports. The platform will allow users to compare ports, identify areas of weakness and strengths, and sources of

best practice for ports to improve their policies and practices.

By systematically measuring integrity over time, and across ports regionally and globally, the platform will -
ideally - encourage more competition between ports. GPIP will also be a useful advocacy and investment tool for
international donors, the private sector, investors, and any stakeholder with an interest in port sector and logistics
reform and development, as it can help to highlight ports or governance reform areas that requires attention and
investment. Finally, GPIP should be useful for the maritime industry as a tool that makes it easier for a Captain to
assess risk and reject corrupt demands during port calls. It will put access to reporting and visualizing data directly
into the hands of seafarers, operations teams, and other frontline maritime stakeholders making it easier to assess
risks and reject corrupt demands during port calls—further empowering them to say no to corruption. The GPIP

is currently being developed by MACN.
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Appendix

How To Report

Companies, both MACN members and non-members looking to report incidents involving corrupt demands can

do so via MACN'’s website, using one of two options:
e Single incidents: For single incidents, companies can use a short online survey to report the incident.

e  Multiple incidents: For multiple incidents occurring during several port calls, MACN has designed an Excel
template, which can be downloaded, populated by relevant stakeholders within the company, and then

uploaded on MACN'’s website via Box.com.

The following information is requested when reporting corrupt demands that occur during port calls:

Information to report Information NOT to report
Date of incident X Names of individual people or companies
Country and port X Any incriminating information
Nature of demand (i.e. whether a demand has been paid)

Stakeholder/actor making the demand
Stated or implied consequences
Recommended actions

Type of vessel

Size of company
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Annex 1: Maps and Figures

Map 1: Incidents across the World

Total port-level incidents reported from 2011 to 2020 MACN
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Source: The Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) - 2020

Chart 1: Types of Demands, Top 20 Ports 2011 - 2020
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Chart 2: Types of actors, top 20 ports, 2011-2020

Ports: Top 20 by Incident Count and Actor
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