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The Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) is a global 
business network that provides a unique forum for businesses 
to contribute to the elimination of corrupt practices in the 
maritime industry. MACN is composed of vessel-owning com-
panies and others in the maritime industry, including cargo 
owners and service providers. 
MACN’s mission is to work towards the elimination of mari-
time corruption by raising awareness of the challenges faced; 
implementing the MACN Anti-Corruption Principles, co-de-
veloping and sharing best practices; collaborating with gov-
ernments, non-governmental organisations, and civil society 
to identify and mitigate the root causes of corruption; and 
creating a culture of integrity within the maritime community. 
MACN was established in 2011 as an industry-led collective 
action initiative to stamp out corruption in the maritime indus-
try and promote inclusive trade. With over 170 companies 
across the maritime industry, MACN has a strong industry 
voice, playing a pivotal role in ocean transport. MACN has 
become one of the preeminent examples of an industry-led 
collective action network taking tangible steps to elimi-
nate corruption across the wider supply chain. By working 
in partnership with industry, governments, and civil society 
MACN has successfully addressed corruption risks through 
country-specific actions in locations as diverse as Nigeria, 
Indonesia, Egypt, India, Ukraine, Argentina and Bangladesh. 
MACN’s initiatives have been welcomed by stakeholders and 
resulted in tangible outcomes such as removing trade barri-
ers, strengthening governance frameworks, and substantially 
reducing corruption risks in maritime trade. 

FOREWORD BY MACN
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1. IntroductionTransparency and integrity in the gov-
ernance of economic activities have 
emerged as common expectations 
in response to an increased focus of 
businesses, regulators and legislators 
on ethics and the proper functioning 
of institutions and the economy. The 
two concepts are gradually and rightly 
seen as moral and political imperatives 
related to goals such as accountability, 
inclusivity, legitimacy, justification, good 
governance, and socially responsible 
outcomes. Both are also linked with the 
improved performance of an industry, 
sector, or firm. Additionally, they reflect 
client and consumer preferences; the 
wider public ascribes increasing impor-
tance to environmental, social, and 
governance (ESG) factors when making 
transactions or investment decisions. 
Private entities and public organisations’ 
growing recognition that good behaviour 
is good for business is another contrib-
utor to business integrity prioritisation.
Shipping and port services are no excep-
tion to greater transparency and integrity 
expectations. Shipping companies, ship-
pers, freight forwarders, agents, and all 
other stakeholders involved in maritime 
trade are increasingly interested in secur-
ing the conditions that would enable eco-
nomic transactions governed by integrity. 
On the one hand, the frequency and 
seriousness (i.e., severe incidents) of 
corruption increase the costs of looking 
for reliable partners, limit or even prevent 
transactions, and obstruct market com-
petition in ways that restrict international 

(maritime) trade. On the other hand, the 
predictability of such conduct, i.e., the 
more foreseeable the (anti-)corruption 
conditions in place, the lower the costs 
of concluding maritime trade. Limiting 
corruption that stands as a significant 
obstacle to economic and social develop-
ment, these principles facilitate fair trade 
and smooth transactions in developing 
and developed countries. 
Since 2011 the Maritime Anti-Corrup-
tion Network (ΜΑCN) Anonymous Inci-
dent Reporting System has enabled 
maritime players to submit reports on 
corrupt demands they face during port 
calls. This reporting system has captured 
over 50,000 reports of corrupt demands 
in almost 1.200 ports across 149 coun-
tries (Figure 1). The types of incidents 
recorded more frequently occur during 
the approach and mooring of ships in 
ports, especially during the procedures 
of clearance and inspection of ves-
sels. These incidents usually involve (a) 
Under-invoicing to avoid customs duties 
and taxes, (b) Bribes to gain contacts, and 
(c) facilitation of payments to marine offi-
cials during vessel clearance processes. 
The evidence of this reporting system cre-
ated the need to investigate existing gaps 
in the commitments of actors involved in 
the clearance of vessels reaching world 
ports in practices that lower the potential 
of corrupt demands (i.e., facilitation of 
electronic documentation exchanges). It 
also highlighted the importance of estab-
lishing a platform that makes available to 
the shipping world useful information on 

Figure 1. Maritime Anti-Corruption Network 
(ΜΑCN) Anonymous Incident Reporting 
System: Geographical Spread of port level 
incidents reported
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2. Monitoring port integrity around the globe 

the presence of mechanisms (i.e., com-
plaints register, whistleblowing mecha-
nisms) that would contribute to preven-
tive reactions when and if a corruption 
demand occurs.
This White Paper details the progress of 
the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network 
(MACN) Global Port Integrity Platform 
(GPIP) and how it contributes to lower cor-
ruption-related risks in maritime transport 
and, thus, better maritime supply chains. 
The following sections elaborate on the 
endorsed approach in measuring the 
current port integrity commitments as 
a concerted effort to create a dialogue 
between stakeholders, governments, 
and other institutions on progressing a 
related agenda and corrective actions 
that would enhance the integrity of the 
entire system. The importance of two 
interrelated concepts, namely transpar-

ency and integrity in transactions asso-
ciated with the realisation of maritime 
trade, sets the scene dedicated section.
Thus, the document details how the 
MACN GPIP was developed, how it 
monitors the integrity commitments 
of ports, and how the findings on port 
commitments and the reporting of cor-
ruption incidents are visualised and dis-
seminated to the members of MACN. 
This section also discusses the experi-
ences, the challenges realised, and the 
potential identified during the data col-
lection for building the GPIP port com-
mitment database. 
The White Paper concludes with a discus-
sion of the next steps for the MACN GPIP 
initiative and how its expansion would fur-
ther contribute to a global approach and 
a better understanding of port integrity, 
thus, better maritime transport and trade.

2.1. What is GPIP, and how does it support efforts to combat maritime cor-
ruption

MACN’s mission is to work towards the 
elimination of maritime corruption. To 
fulfil this mission, MACN launched an 
anonymous incident reporting system in 
2013. The system showcases corrup-
tion incidents involving corrupt demands 
faced and reported by the maritime 

industry dating back to 2011. This 
reporting mechanism provides a detailed 
picture of the status quo. While helpful 
in advocating, and not least developing, 
corrective actions in partnership with pri-
vate and public institutions, it represents 
a reactive mechanism that will be com-

Figure 2. Incident 
reporting data 
at a glance

Source: MACN, 2022
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plete when complemented by a thor-
ough picture of the integrity measures 
in ports around the globe. 
In the absence of an international stan-
dard or systematic measurement of 
integrity in port activities, MACN engaged 
a broad group of stakeholders - ranging 
from the shipping industry, ports and 
terminals, industry associations, inter-
national organisations, civil society, and 
academia - to develop indicators and cri-
teria to capture integrity in ports around 
the world. This exercise has resulted in 
the development of the first-ever platform 
measuring integrity efforts and commit-
ments in ports worldwide, the Global Port 
Integrity Platform (GPIP). 
The GPIP focuses on the port–shipping 
interface and consists of three (3) com-
ponents. The first component builds 
on MACN’s database of reported cor-
rupt demands faced by the members 
of MACN and the maritime industry. 
The second component describes and 
reviews the integrity standards at the 
port level and their related implemen-
tation levels. This second component, 
in particular, the ways that it has been 
established and the work developed to 
enhance the potential of its reporting in 
the facilitation of compacting corruption 
in maritime affairs, are the themes of the 
present analysis. While the two first com-
ponents are dedicated to the port-ship-
ping interface, an additional third compo-
nent contextualises the port situation with 
the general perception and performance 

of the country and its specific risk score.  
Thus, GPIP relates to the level of corrup-
tion and malpractices and contrasts them 
with the commitment level and measures 
of the individual port to address and elim-
inate these. These two dimensions will 
allow the industry to plan accordingly 
before seagoing vessels call at specific 
ports and develop initiatives address-
ing corruption-related requests. Further, 
through the development of GPIP, MACN 
is establishing a platform to build dia-
logue between the shipping industry and 
the port and terminal sector on integrity, 
being, at the moment, the first platform of 
this kind. The platform is open to MACN 
members only. However, port authorities 
and other industry stakeholders are wel-
come to contact MACN for access.
The GPIP aims to present in a compar-
ative way key information on ports’ cor-
ruption, bribery risks, and the existing 
reporting mechanisms to assess a port’s 
integrity potential and performance. It is 
built from several secondary data sources, 
vetted by external experts, researchers, 
and port-level stakeholders. The GPIP 
serves MACN’s purpose of encouraging 
collective action to improve due diligence 
standards, corruption awareness, and the 
efforts to fight corruption among stake-
holders in the maritime supply chain. In 
this vein, the GPIP creates open and evi-
dence-based conversations between the 
maritime industry with ports, authorities, 
governments, and other MACN stake-
holders on improving reporting mech-

Figure 3.  Components of the GPIP 

Source: MACN, 2022
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anisms, reducing corruption risks and 
promoting integrity in ports and maritime 
supply chains. 
The platform allows users to compare and 
contrast ports, identify areas of weakness 
and strengths, and find sources of best 
policies and practices. In addition, by sys-
tematically measuring integrity over time 
across ports regionally and globally, the 
platform will encourage competition for 
being the “best in class” between ports.
The GPIP will also be valuable advocacy 
and investment tool for international bene-
factors of the industry, the private sector, 
investors, and any stakeholder interested 

in port sector reform and development, as 
it can help highlight ports or governance 
reform areas that require attention, capac-
ity development and investments. Further, 
the GPIP is a powerful engagement tool 
that facilitates constructive dialogue with 
governments and serves MACN’s pur-
pose of encouraging public-private col-
lective action against corruption. Finally, 
the GPIP should be helpful in the maritime 
industry and be a tool that empowers ves-
sel captains, crew, and individual com-
panies to assess risks and reject corrupt 
demands during port calls.

 
2.2. Benefits of partnering  with academia

The GPIP was developed via the col-
laboration of MACN with a team of 
researchers affiliated with academic 
institutions in Europe and South Amer-
ica. While members of MACN can report 
corruption-related events as happening 
on location (i.e., during ship calls at 
ports around the world), the research 
team collected information on the state 
of integrity commitments of an expand-
ing sample of ports. Benefiting from the 
experience of its members in develop-
ing maritime and port-related projects 
for businesses, business associations, 
national and local administrations, and 
international organisations, the research 
team also facilitated the search for the 

appropriate ways to categorise, report, 
and visualise the collected information.
The inclusiveness of MACN member-
ship provides a capacity to accurately 
report and monitor corruption-related 
incidents in a standard and transpar-
ent way, as well as to the necessary 
extent for reflecting the scale of such 
situations. The academic partners con-
ceptually and methodologically expand 
the potential of accurate and unbiased 
data collection and reporting while con-
tributing ideas on potential next steps 
towards enhancing the sustainability of 
the initiative.

Figure 4. Benefits of mapping port integrity 
Commitments

Source: MACN, 2022
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3.1. Maritime transport and the corruption problem 

Maritime transport is the dominant way 
to facilitate world trade, while the inter-
national shipping industry carries about 
90% of world trade in volume. Without 
it, the import/export of affordable food, 
essential commodities, energy and all 
other types of goods would not be possi-
ble. Yet, this is an extraordinarily complex 
global activity which, given the volume 
and the nature of processes and trans-
actions involved, is immensely exposed 
to integrity and transparency risks. 
The shipping industry is particularly 
vulnerable to corruption, bribery, and 
fraud, including under-invoicing to avoid 
customs duties and taxes, bribes paid 
to gain contacts, bribes/facilitation pay-
ments to marine surveyors during vessel 
clearance processes, and bribes/facil-
itation payments to customs officials.1 

Ports, customs, chartering and procure-
ment, financing and ship-to-ship smug-
gling represent specific corruption risks 
in the shipping sector.2  According to the 
Risk Advisory Group’s 2019 Corruption 
Challenges Index, infrastructure (encom-
passing airports, ports, and storage) 
ranks among the three most challenging 
industry sectors from a corruption point 
of view globally.3,4  

Thus, as seaborne trade expands glo- 

bally, corruption has become a material 
challenge for the shipping industry and 
stakeholders involved in the multifaced 
maritime transport process. However, 
irrespective of their significance, corrup-
tion incidents produce shorter or longer 
delays and raise operational costs.
International and national anti-corruption 
legislation has either been endorsed or 
is being discussed by countries across 
the globe. Even if much of the interna-
tional focus has been on extraterritorial 
regulations such as the US Foreign 
Corrupt Practices Act and the UK Brib-
ery Act, enforcement and regulation in 
developing and emerging economies are 
also ramping up. However, it remains 
the case that any legislative framework 
is linked with improved corporate and 
operating practices. Committing to 
integrity and transparency by the pri-
vate and public entities, institutions and 
individuals whose job is to implement 
such commitments in their practices is 
essential for a maritime industry free of 
corruption that enables fair trade to ben-
efit societies. This is a typical collective 
action problem: all individuals would 
be better off cooperating but would fall 
short without joint action.

3.2. Ways to benefit from integrity and transparency 

The integrity and transparency of busi-
nesses and institutions involved in the 
activities of an economic sector are 
closely interconnected and constitute the 
integral and overlapping elements of any 
comprehensive anti-corruption frame-
work. In this vein, the two concepts also 
relate to practices that promote good port 
governance and compliance. 
Integrity commitments help ports, particu-
larly their management, achieve corporate 
strategies and compliance with expected 

ethical business standards.  As ports are 
an integral part of supply chains, integrity 
allows a port to align with the standards, 
expectations, and values of shipping 
and other users, as well as other direct 
and indirect supply chain partners. Ports 
benefit from understanding the integrity 
concept better and aligning their stated 
corporate values and operational prac-
tices. This is particularly important as 
ports are multifaced parts of functionally 
and geographically broader value chains 

3. The importance of integrity 
in the shipping-ports interface

1  Deloitte (2015) Fighting Corruption in the 
Maritime Industry: what you need to do 
to navigate transparent waters, Report by 
Deloitte India. 
2  Pyman M. and de la Blache E.V. (2021) 
Curbing Corruption in Shipping. www.
CurbingCorruption.com.
3  Risk Advisory (2019). Access Corrup-
tion Challenges Index 2019. https://www.
riskadvisory.com/news/corruption-challeng-
es-index-2019-press-release.
4  For details: Mulcahy S. (2020). ‘Port 
Integrity Index’ Feasibility Study. Copenha-
gen: MACN.
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where society requires greater sustainabil-
ity, resilience, and security, i.e., requests 
which are now at the forefront of the 
ever-changing environment.

What do we mean by ‘integrity’? 

Integrity… 
…involves the behaviours and actions 
consistent with a set of moral or ethical 
principles and standards embraced by 
individuals and institutions that create 
a barrier to corruption. 
… is an attribute of the overall perfor-
mance of the system of checks and 
balances to control corruption.  
… enforcement is about the existence 
of rules that aim to prevent corruption 
(e.g. codes of conduct, ethical codes, 
and integrity pacts) in relationships 
between the actors involved in service 
delivery. 
… is about being transparent about 
shortcomings, staying accountable 
and owning up to any mistakes. 
… means closing any gaps between 
your intentions and actions, ensuring 
your interactions with customers, 
employees, suppliers, investors and 
regulators are aligned with your stated 
aims and purpose.

Ports’ commitment to integrity is relevant 
in several ways and drives the competi-
tiveness and efficiency of maritime trans-
port and the broader supply chain.

Value Creation. Port operations create 
value for the economy and the societies 
they serve. When committed to integrity, 
ports minimise corruption risks and create 
value in multiple ways. For example, they 
increase transport efficiency and lower 
indirect and induced costs that would be 
produced by costly operational delays 
(congestion). Thus, they increase the effi-
ciency of maritime transport towards and 
from specific destinations (and countries), 
especially those where the costs of doing 
business are high because of corruption 
challenges. Integrity acts as a trade facil-
itator, which simultaneously increases 
the port´s profitability and contributes to 
the competitive advantage for the port 
and any operators involved, limiting the 
potential of trade diversion. In addition, 

it increases public and private revenues 
due to increased trade volumes.
Quality. A dedication to high-quality 
standards shows that the port is com-
mitted to delivering the value it prom-
ises. Compliance with international 
standards contributes to the quality of 
port services.
Corporate responsibility. The port users 
are gradually interested in a port’s 
impact on society, and expectations for 
good corporate governance are increas-
ing. The customers and employees who 
are progressively looking to work for 
ports contribute positively to society and 
will lead to Corporate Social Responsi-
bility (CSR) for the port´s business and 
its users. This expands further to the 
broader concept of integrity of economic 
and social interactions.
Follow-through. Ports meet their obliga-
tions and commitments. Follow-through 
also means being transparent about 
potential problems that might affect the 
service. Follow-through can be expected 
to eliminate port delays and improve turn-
around times.
Willingness to Change. Ports evolve 
if there is a willingness for continuous 
improvement based on a joint and inte-
grative strategy. This leads to greater com-
petitiveness of the port and its services. 
Trust. Shipping lines, shippers, and other 
supply chain actors seek to use ports 
that are trustworthy, i.e., when they 
know they can rely on the character, 
ability, and value provided in every inter-
action, thus establishing trust between 
maritime traders and local partners. 
Respect. Regardless of title, age, gender, 
race, position, or any other differences, 
everyone should be treated with respect. 
This goes for employees as well as the 
public at large. 
Secure a better compliance culture related 
to (inter)national regulatory requirements 
and standards of serving maritime trade, 
including significant safety/security con-
siderations for port employees, vessel 
crews, and port service providers.

In short, integrity is a vehicle for the 
port to achieve greater competitiveness 
through the quality of services provided 
and compliance with standards.
The commitment of ports to integrity 
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5  Brooks, M.R., Knatz, G., Pallis, A.A. and 
Wilmsmeier, G. (2022). Transparency in port 
governance: setting a research agenda. 
Journal of Shipping and Trade. 7, 1. https://
doi.org/10.1186/s41072-021-00103-4.

needs to be associated with trans-
parency. Figure 5 illustrates the links 
between transparency, integrity, 
accountability, responsibility, and focus 
on improvement. Effective transparency 
includes an organisation’s willingness to 
consistently communicate and make 
transparent information available to 
internal or external stakeholders. Integ-
rity is the cross-cutting underlying prin-
ciple underpinning transparency and is 
a vital organisational value. 

What do we mean by ‘transparency’? 

Transparency refers to ‘seeing 
through’ or making it visible. This 
principle enables stakeholders to gain 
information about the operations and 
structures of a given entity, which is 
often considered synonymous with 
openness, disclosure and facilitat-
ing trust. Transparency builds on 
the notion that information matters 
and that information can empower. 
It enables stakeholders to hold an 
organisation accountable by compar-
ing its stated goals to its actual perfor-
mance and the performance of others. 
Further, transparency can support the 
performance of an organisation as 
access to information allows stake-
holder groups and other companies to 
compare results in the same market.

Achieving integrity and transparency 
in business transactions includes four 
dimensions that entities involved some-
how in serving maritime trade (i.e., port 
authorities and operators, immigration 
authorities, health authorities, customs, 
etc.) need to realise in disclosing infor-
mation (Figure 6):5

Visibility: the need to make information 
visible that is complete and can be found 
with relative ease. Information can be ren-
dered visible voluntarily or obligatorily or 
can be made visible through a specific 
consultation process.
Inferability: the quality of the disclosed 
information and/or data, and the extent 
of the information, in its form and con-
tent, need to allow to be used to draw 
accurate conclusions. The information 
provided by an entity is not just visible but 

also valid and truthful. Accurate interpre-
tation increases with the disaggregation, 
verification and simplification of disclosed 
data/information. Generalising information 
might result in less transparency as it lim-
its accuracy. 
Verifiability: the quality and quantity of the 
disclosed information should permit one 
to fully observe organisational action and 
provide a means of solving organisational 
and societal problems by improving the 
effectiveness and quality of transparency 
efforts. Not all information that is visible is 
verifiable or even intelligible. 
Performativity: transparency enactment 
(i.e., acts of making things visible) should 
stand as a dynamic process that induces 
(social) action, such as agreements, con-
flicts, tensions, and negotiations, and 
leads to the improvement of management 
in organisational settings. Performativity 
relates to and allows to analyse the use-
fulness of the information.
Over the last years, more and more coun-
tries have endorsed rules that require a 
minimum amount of transparency in gov-
erning ports. As mentioned above, levels 
of transparency might also be imposed 
or voluntary. The former refers to rules 
and requirements on disclosure. The 
latter refers to voluntary initiatives, prac-

Figure 5. Links between transparency, 
integrity, accountability, responsibility, and 
performance
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tices, and strategies. Overall, a number of 
countries are adopting open government 
reforms. Yet, there remains a wide varia-
tion in openness across countries, with 

political, administrative, historical, and 
civic factors explaining this variation as 
well the disparity in implementation.

3.3. Institutional efforts for global frameworks to reduce corruption via integrity 
and transparency

The search for greater commitment to 
port integrity and transparency is consis-
tent with society´s evolution and expec-
tations. It is also part of a global industry 
process aiming to reduce corruption and 
malpractices. 
Indicative is the extensive work by OECD, 
resulting in a comprehensive framework 
of tools and guidance in enhancing integ-
rity and preventing corruption in public 
governance. Indicative examples include 
the Principles to Address Transparency 
and Integrity in Lobbying and the Con-
vention on Combating Bribery of Foreign 
Public Officials in International Business 
Transactions.7 Another relevant effort 
is the United Nations (UN) Convention 
against Corruption, setting forward a set 
of guidelines across five areas – namely, 
preventive measures, criminalisation and 
law enforcement, international coopera-
tion, asset recovery, technical assistance 
and information exchange, respectively 
- covering several different forms of cor-
ruption, such as bribery, trading in influ-
ence, abuse of functions and more.8 

On the maritime side, the International 
Maritime Organisation’s Facilitation Com-
mittee (FAL 45), in June 2021, put forward 
the issues of integrity and corruption by 
engaging in the development of a set of 
guidelines for (i) authentication, (ii) integ-
rity and (iii) confidentiality of content for 
exchange via the single maritime win-
dow, whilst indicated that guidelines to 
address further corruption incidents in 
ships’ calls in ports and are now included 

into the updated text of the Convention. 
The Committee also intends to include 
a new Global Integrated Shipping Infor-
mation System (GISIS) module to report 
cases of alleged maritime corruption.9 

Recently, in the latest meeting by the 
Facilitation Committee (FAL 46) held at 
the end of May 2022, a new GISIS mod-
ule for information sharing on the imple-
mentation of Maritime Single Windows by 
the Member States was launched, and 
the Committee introduced a new require-
ment for public authorities, that of the 
launch of appropriate actions to monitor 
corruption during ships’ calls in ports10. 
Among the suggested activities, a set 
of guiding principles and best practices 
creates a comprehensive (non-binding) 
framework for preventing and handling 
corruption incidents, endorsing the Mari-
time Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) as 
a recommended reporting consideration.
This commitment to integrity can involve 
a variety of actions focusing on elimi-
nating corruption, such as the imple-
mentation of the IMO Convention on 
the Facilitation of International Maritime 
Traffic (FAL) and can be approached 
from a regulatory, voluntary, or corpo-
rate governance perspective. In short, 
port integrity reaches beyond traditional 
performance measures and is emerging 
as a critical element for value creation in 
ports. However, until recently, no meth-
odology/approach was available to mea-
sure, monitor, and benchmark the way 
ports commit to integrity. 

Transparency

Performability

Verifiability

Visibility Inferability

Figure 6. Dimensions of transparency

Source: Brooks et al. 20226

6  Brooks, M.R., Knatz, G., Pallis, A.A. and 
Wilmsmeier, G. (2021). Visibility and veri-
fiability in port governance transparency: 
exploring stakeholder expectations. WMU 
Journal of Maritime Affairs 20, 435-455.
7  For more, see: OECD, ‘Legal Instruments 
for corruption prevention in public gover-
nance’, Available at: https://www.oecd.
org/gov/ethics/legal-instruments-for-cor-
ruption-prevention-in-public-governance.
htm and OECD, ’Anti-Corruption & Integrity 
Hub’, Available at: https://www.oecd.org/
corruption-integrity/
8  For more, see: UN, ‘United Nations 
Convention against Corruption’, Available 
at: https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/cor-
ruption/uncac.html
9  For more, see: IMO, ‘Facilitation Commit-
tee (FAL 45), 1 to 4 June 2021’, Available at: 
https://www.imo.org/en/MediaCentre/Meet-
ingSummaries/Pages/FAL45thSession.aspx 

https://www.oecd.org/gov/ethics/legal-instruments-for-corruption-prevention-in-public-governance.htm
https://www.oecd.org/gov/ethics/legal-instruments-for-corruption-prevention-in-public-governance.htm
https://www.oecd.org/gov/ethics/legal-instruments-for-corruption-prevention-in-public-governance.htm
https://www.oecd.org/gov/ethics/legal-instruments-for-corruption-prevention-in-public-governance.htm
https://www.oecd.org/corruption-integrity/
https://www.oecd.org/corruption-integrity/
https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/corruption/uncac.html
https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/corruption/uncac.html
https://www.imo.org/en/MediaCentre/MeetingSummaries/Pages/FAL45thSession.aspx
https://www.imo.org/en/MediaCentre/MeetingSummaries/Pages/FAL45thSession.aspx
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4.1. Design and Implementation

The Global Port Integrity Platform 
(GPIP) compiles data from different 
sources and constructs from three sep-
arate components, as follows:
Port–related components
•	 Component A: Port bribery risk: 

MACN’s Incident Data and Marine 
Traffic vessel call data 

•	 Component B: Port Integrity Com-
mitment Data

Country–related component 
•	 Component C: Trace Country Risk 

Score
Using these data sets, the GPIP assesses 
port bribery risks and port integrity com-
mitments, with country-level bribery 
and corruption risks being an additional 
component that contextualises the port 
situation with the broader performance 
of each country and the specifics of 
its related risk score.  In aggregate, the 
three sources produce a GPIP providing 
a robust measurement of corruption risks 
and port integrity. 
This document focuses on component B 
– the port integrity commitments11. The 
work for developing a database to record 
-via desktop research- the integrity com-
mitments of ports commenced in 2020, 
i.e., seven years later than the MACN 
anonymous incident reporting system12. 
The selection of ports for the database 
is based on the following criteria:
•	 Ports for which MACN has data in its 

anonymous incident reporting system 

•	 Ports that emerged as part of MACN 
priority countries 

•	 TRACE matrix score
•	 Trade volume and port size
•	 World coverage
The MACN priority countries, as 
detailed in its 2021 Strategy, included:
•	 West Africa and Central Africa: Cote 

d’Ivoire, Guinea, Senegal, Ghana, 
Liberia, Cameroon, Gabon, and the 
Republic of The Congo. 

•	 South East Asia: Vietnam, Malaysia 
and Thailand,

•	 The Americas: Brazil, Colombia and 
Mexico

•	 Europe and Mediterranean Africa: 
Algeria, Tunisia, Greece, Turkey and 
Russia

After completing the first phase (end 
of 2021), the GPIP houses information 
on specific port integrity commitments 
of 106 ports located in 51 countries 
(Figure 7). Seventy-nine of these ports 
receive a high number of ship calls per 
year. Low-traffic ports are ports with 
less than 1.000 port calls in 12 months, 
medium-traffic ports are ports with 1.000 
to 4.000 port calls in 12 months, and 
high-traffic ports are ports with more than 
4.000 port calls in a period of 12 months. 
This global sample provides details on 
the situation across all continents and 
sub-regions. By the second half of 2022, 
the number of ports included in the GPIP 
will reach 210.

4. Developing the MACN GPIP 

Figure 7. GPIP: Ports included 
in the first phase

Note: Total of 106 ports, data collected 
during 3rd and 4th trimester 2021.

10  For more, see: IMO, Facilitation 
Committee (FAL 46), 9 to 13 May 2022’, 
Available at: https://www.imo.org/en/Medi-
aCentre/MeetingSummaries/Pages/FAL-
46th-Session.aspx
11  More detailed information on the 
components A and C are available at: 
https://macn.dk/macn-incident-data-faq/ 
and at: https://www.traceinternational.org/
trace-matrix respectively.
12  See: https://macn.dk/incident-data-re-
ports/

https://www.imo.org/en/MediaCentre/MeetingSummaries/Pages/FAL-46th-Session.aspx
https://www.imo.org/en/MediaCentre/MeetingSummaries/Pages/FAL-46th-Session.aspx
https://www.imo.org/en/MediaCentre/MeetingSummaries/Pages/FAL-46th-Session.aspx
https://macn.dk/macn-incident-data-faq/
https://www.traceinternational.org/trace-matrix
https://www.traceinternational.org/trace-matrix
https://macn.dk/incident-data-reports/
https://macn.dk/incident-data-reports/
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4.2. Defining port integrity commitments

The first step was the definition of the port 
integrity commitments and what would be 
monitored. MACN has engaged a broad 
group of stakeholders from the shipping 
industry, ports and terminals, industry 
associations, international organisations, 
civil society, and academia to develop 
indicators and criteria to capture integ-
rity in ports. The involvement of key 
stakeholder groups has been essen-
tial to ensuring that GPIP focuses on 
actionable and practical measures that 
improve integrity in ports. As indicated 
before, integrity commitments for ports 
involve various actions; it can be defined 
as a system of policies and practices 
that port authorities, operators and other 
public and private agencies in the port 
put in place to reduce the opportunities 
for corruption during port operations. 
They are statements of the willingness to 

change and contribute to due diligence 
ambitions and, thus a better standard 
and more competitive port industry and 
related maritime supply chains.
Two principles governed this definition. 
The first is to provide meaningful, practical 
information to those involved in maritime 
trade transporting goods to/from world 
ports. The second one is to give an overall 
picture of the actual commitment of each 
port to integrity. With ports standing as 
multifaceted entities where several stake-
holders are involved, it was evident since 
the beginning that data collection should 
not be limited to the initiatives and prac-
tices of port managing entities (i.e., port 
authorities or else) but should expand to 
include other actors, such as customs, 
immigration, and health authorities. 

4.3. Pilot period and collection of data 

Following an initial short-lasting pilot 
period that scrutinised applied practices 
in six ports, the collection of specific port 
integrity commitments for the first 100 
ports took place in 2021. The conclusion 
of the first phase has been highlighted by 
the launching of the GPIP in Spring 2022 
to MACN’s member companies. Follow-
ing the launch of GPIP, data collection 
for an additional 100 ports was initiated. 
The complete database (210 ports) is 

expected to be ready in autumn 2022 
and remain available to all MACN mem-
bers (Figure 8). Given the dynamic nature 
of the industry and the potential of port 
managing entities and/or other involved 
stakeholders to revisit their strategies, 
regular updates of the existing informa-
tion will enable the GPIP to provide accu-
rate information on the evolution of the 
integrity commitments in question.

4.4. Dimensions of port integrity commitments: Stakeholders

The unit of the analysis has to be uni-
form for all ports to result in meaningful 
comparisons. In any given port, several 
authorities and entities are often involved 
in port processes and transactions.  
Each of them may have different rules 
and policies in place. Thus, prioritising 
which process to examine first was vital. 
With the initiative focusing on the core 
yet specific part of the entire maritime 

transport system, the priority was on 
identifying the commitments of those 
stakeholders that are most important 
for efficient port clearance of seagoing 
vessels. In this vein, the most significant 
ones were deemed to be the following: 
(1) Port Authority; (2) Customs Service, 
(3) Immigration Authority; and (4) Port 
Health Authority. Figure 8. GPIP: Timeline 

of the development
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Accordingly, the GPIP focuses on 
the following four key stakeholders 
involved in port operations.
•	 The Port Authority (or the relevant 

port management entity): A Port 
Authority is a public or a private entity 
that operates at the port or national 
level and, under national law or regu-
lation, is empowered to carry out the 
administration, development, man-
agement and, perhaps, operation of 
the port land and infrastructure, and 
the coordination and control of port 
operation activities.

•	 Whenever such public or private Port 
Authority does not exist, data refer to 
the practices of the port operator that 
maintains this managing role.

•	 The Customs Authority: The Cus-
toms Authority is a government 

agency that regulates and controls 
the flow of goods into and out of a 
country and is, therefore in charge of 
issuing clearance for importation and 
exportation. The authority can be at 
the national or local port levels.

•	 The Immigration Authority: This is 
the government authority responsible 
for controlling immigration and can be 
in place at the national or local port 
levels.

•	 The Port Health Authority:  The 
Health Authority is responsible for 
protecting the health of people, the 
environment and animals by carrying 
out a range of health controls. The 
authority can either be in place at the 
national or local port levels.

4.4.1. Reflections on the process

The working hypothesis is that every 
port has one identifiable management 
entity has been one of the main chal-
lenges during the data collection process. 
There were ports with no particular and/
or published organisational structure 
and obscure ownership/management 
records. In some cases, private oper-
ators that were active in (one or more) 
ports’ terminals disclosed information on 
the relevant port integrity commitments. 
However, the level of information that 
the research team has been looking for 
was that of the management of the entire 
port. These configurations vary region-
ally, as port management and ownership 
patterns differ across the international 
port setting. Port reform initiatives are 
also in process across several locations. 
Therefore, management patterns in some 
regions are under a process of finalisa-
tion, hence not yet published and/or 
updated and might change in the future.
In some regions, port management 
and ownership are activities solely and 
attributed to the State; in some others, 
there are omissions as to who is respon-
sible for the management of the port 
(see reforms in Latin America), whilst 
there are also more complex cases of 
ports belonging to a further network of 
waterways, such as, in the example of 
canals, where one encounters a more 

fragmented management model, with 
different entities involved with different 
areas of jurisdiction. Therefore, the intro-
duction of levels of implementation (more 
information is provided below) of the port 
integrity commitments has been consid-
ered an essential addition to capturing 
port integrity commitments comprehen-
sively and pragmatically. Finally, the avail-
ability of a web page was not always the 
case for all ports explored for the data-
set. Therefore, alternatives needed to be 
deployed or even refer to the omission 
of such cases for some of the measured 
indicators of the exercise.
Another challenge during the data col-
lection process was that information on 
the relevant Health Authority was scarce 
when retrieving information at the port 
level. The collective experience for most 
of the ports of the dataset is that there is 
no actual reference to any health author-
ity and its mission and tasks in most of 
the cases explored. In some cases, the 
only available trace of its presence at the 
port has been the contact of a delegate 
professional, with no further information 
available. Therefore, the addition and 
identification of several levels of imple-
mentation of the integrity commitments 
under investigation have been consid-
ered necessary. This observation could 
be helpful in further consultation stages 
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as a suggestion to relevant stakeholders 
to further enhance the transparency of 
their port activities by providing informa-
tion on the different activities undertaken 
under the port management umbrella.
Lastly, it is noted that there are still groups 
of stakeholders that do not publish infor-
mation in other than their national lan-
guage (either entirely or partially). In prac-

tical terms, this means that disseminating 
information regarding the integrity-related 
commitments that a port (or relevant 
stakeholder) applies is more compli-
cated. Anyone interested in receiving 
the information needs a backup process 
for information rather than seeking direct 
information on the spot. 

4.5.  Dimensions of port integrity commitments: What happens & how it is 
disclosed

The dimensions of port integrity that 
have been assessed relate to five (5) 
key areas, following a feasibility study13 

where several corruption indexes were 
considered14. However, none of the 
applied frameworks could reflect the 
anticipated measurement of port integ-
rity commitments. Hence, the key areas 
have been developed from scratch and 
are presented herewith:
1.	 Implementation of systems for Elec-

tronic Exchange of Information:  The 
GPIP looks at whether each of the 
examined ports uses one or more 
systems enabling the electronic 
exchange of information between 
ships and the port - as defined by 
the IMO FAL Convention, in April 
201915. This information was exam-
ined for the Port Authority managing 
the port, or the port operator where 
applicable.
The full implementation is based on 
the countries having ratified the IMO 
FAL Convention since 2019 and con-
sequently implemented a system for 
the electronic exchanges of informa-
tion between ships and ports. All rel-
evant information should be offered 
in more languages than the national, 
in all cases where the national lan-
guage is other than English.

2.	 Online accessibility of Port Pro-
cedures for vessel clearance and 
inspections: The question of whether 
port procedures for vessel clearance 
and inspections are available online 
is examined for (a) the Port Authority 
managing the port or the port opera-
tor where applicable, (b) the Customs 
Authority, (c) the Immigration Author-
ity and (d) the Port Health Authority. 
Full implementation requires the 

respective authority to offer proce-
dures accessible online and cover 
the inspection, verification and clear-
ance of vessels at ports. All relevant 
information should be offered in more 
languages than the national, in all 
cases where the national language 
is other than English.

3.	 Online accessibility of the authority’s 
anti-corruption policy: The scope of 
this question is whether the relevant 
authorities have implemented an 
anti-corruption policy (sometimes 
part of a broader code of conduct 
or code of ethics) that is available on 
the authority’s website.
A fully comprehensive anti-corrup-
tion policy should include a zero-tol-
erance policy towards bribery and 
facilitation payments, managing 
conflicts of interest; due diligence; 
and management of third-party rela-
tionships. Such anti-corruption policy 
is sometimes standing alone, while 
in other ports it is part of a broader 
code of conduct. All relevant infor-
mation should be offered in more lan-
guages than the national, in all cases 
where national language is other than 
English.
This integrity commitment is exam-
ined for (a) the Port Authority man-
aging the port, or the port operator 
where applicable, (b) the Customs 
Authority, (c) the Immigration Author-
ity and (d) the Port Health Authority.

4.	 Accessibility and reliability of the 
whistleblowing mechanism: The 
scope of this question is to know 
whether the relevant government 
bodies have a comprehensive whis-
tleblowing mechanism in place.  A 
whistleblowing – or internal report-

13  Mulcahy S. (2020). MACN Port Integrity 
Dashboard Database Review and Recom-
mendations. Copenhagen: MACN
14  (i.e. the Transparency International 
Corruption Perception Index, the Index of 
Public Integrity – IPI, Worldwide Gover-
nance Indicators – WGI, the Executive 
Opinion Survey Data, and the various 
Global Integrity Indicators and Reports by 
‘Global Integrity.’)
15  For details on the FAL Convention: 
https://www.imo.org/en/OurWork/Facilita-
tion/Pages/FALConvention-Default.aspx 

https://www.imo.org/en/OurWork/Facilitation/Pages/FALConvention-Default.aspx
https://www.imo.org/en/OurWork/Facilitation/Pages/FALConvention-Default.aspx
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ing – mechanism is a set of policies 
or procedures within an organisation 
which establish effective channels 
and comprehensive protection and 
support for reporting persons or 
entities. All employees, and users of 
services, should be able to raise con-
cerns and/or report violations without 
risk of reprisal. All relevant informa-
tion should be offered in more lan-
guages than the national, in all cases 
where the national language is other 
than English.
The presence of a whistleblowing 
mechanism is examined for (a) the 
Port Authority managing the port or 
the port operator where applicable, 
(b) the Customs Authority, (c) the 
Immigration Authority and (d) the Port 
Health Authority.

5.	 Accessibility and reliability of the 
complaints and appeals mechanism
The fifth port integrity commitment 
under examination is the question of 
having a comprehensive complaints 

and appeals mechanism in place. An 
easily accessible complaints/griev-
ance reporting mechanism and/or 
a specific contact point should be 
provided and publicised online. This 
mechanism should allow for anon-
ymous submission of complaints, 
and there are no limitations regard-
ing the type of complaint. It should 
also include follow-up and appeal 
processes. All relevant information 
should be offered in more languages 
than the national, in all cases where 
national language is other than 
English.

The presence of an easily accessible 
complaints/grievance reporting mech-
anism and/or a specific contact point 
is examined for (a) the Port Authority 
managing the port, or the port opera-
tor where applicable, (b) the Customs 
Authority, (c) the Immigration Authority 
and (d) the Port Health Authority.

4.5.1. Reflections on the process

The data collection to respond to the 
assessment indicators mentioned above 
has been a smooth process with most 
actors’ information reached during the 
desktop research process. However, 
further refinement as to the levels of 
implementation has been decided.
Most of the analysed ports belong to 
countries that have ratified the FAL Con-
vention. However, the actual application 
and implementation of systems for the 
electronic exchange of information 
between ports and ships was an ele-
ment that needed to be further clarified 
so as to provide a pragmatic response. 
In particular, there have been port cases 
where the implementation of such a sys-
tem was identified by searching other 

sources at the state level, such as the 
competent ministry. However, no indi-
cation of such practice was always clear 
when exploring a specific port’s pub-
lished material. In other cases, assess-
ing this indicator was only possible via 
access to a restricted website area; 
therefore, assessing its implementation 
became difficult in such cases. Finally, 
some relevant information is only offered 
in the native language in certain ports. 
To overcome such difficulties in retriev-
ing information, the research team 
launched a short survey to incorporate 
any missing elements on this indicator, 
few ports reported on FAL implementa-
tion via this mechanism.

4.6. Organising the findings

Previous to engaging in the data collec-
tion, a pilot desktop research process 
and group feedback led to developing 
the following implementation levels for 
each indicator to depict the reality of port 
integrity commitments.
The information collected was not lim-

ited to yes/no situations; reality proved 
to be more complex. For instance, even 
when an integrity commitment is envis-
aged, the levels of implementation are not 
uniform. This has been especially visible 
when exploring the presence of systems 
of electronic exchanges (B1). The ratifica-
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tion of an international Convention, such 
as the FAL Convention, does not trans-
late to a single type of implementation 
or even to the full implementation. As a 
result, a rather extensive list of categories 
was constructed, containing nine differ-
ent options. These options are detailed 
in Figure 9. In the case of the other four 
groups of commitments, port managing 
entities, or any other authorities involved, 
were also found to have implementations 
either in progress or partially present, 
while the cases where information of 
practices is limited to the national lan-

guage alone or restricted to the users of 
the port only.
Notably, while this detailed categorisa-
tion was helpful to realise what ‘exactly’ is 
happening per port, it limited the potential 
for a meaningful presentation of the find-
ings, i.e., one that would allow the reader 
to reach valuable conclusions. Thus, as 
detailed in the forthcoming section, a 
simplified ‘traffic lights’ approach was 
endorsed in order to report the findings 
in the context of the GPIP.
The observations listed when assessing 
the stakeholders’ integrity implemen-

Figure 9. Port Integrity Commitments, Lev-
els of Implementation

Notes: *The member has ratified the FAL 
Convention ; **The member has ratified the 
FAL Convention  & further info included into 
a restricted area.

Figure 10. Stakeholders, 
Levels of Analysis
Note: *Where applicable
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tation levels led to a further delineation 
of the levels of analysis to express the 
reality when assessing port manage-
ment-related considerations. Besides, 
additional stakeholders are somehow 
involved, such as the health and immi-
gration authorities, but in most cases, 

their procedures could not be traced at 
port level. Therefore, an additional layer 
of analysis has been incorporated into 
the data collection process indicating 
per stakeholder assessment for every 
indicator (Figure 10). 

4.7. A meaningful visualisation of the collected data

Data collected for the initial sample of 
106 ports compiles a plurality of infor-
mation sets, valuable for the interpreta-
tion of all integrity dimensions. Although 
the responses to the questions on a 
stakeholder level are comprehensive, 
a methodological framework for the 
meaningful visualisation of the collected 
data has been developed – the data col-

lected is worthy if it can be easily used 
and understood by the broader sample 
of readers possible. 
As previously explained, the answers to 
the questions upon the five (5) distinct 
key areas reflecting the categories of 
integrity commitments have been struc-
tured in a way that represents as accu-
rately as possible the levels of implemen-
tation of integrity commitments, in order 
to achieve a meaningful assessment of 
the integrity performance for each port. 
Therefore, for each of the questions, the 
level of implementation is represented 
by assigning a numerical score scale to 
each of the levels identified. A score of 
0 indicates no implementation at all, and 
100 indicates full implementation of the 
respective commitment (Table 1):
The assignment of a Port Integrity Risk 
Scorecard for each port combines all 

Table 1 – Levels of integrity commitments
Note: Partial implementation includes cases 
where information is available only in the 
national language. 

Table 2 –Sample Integrity Risk Scorecard 
visualisation: Port Integrity Commitments per 
port, GPIP Platform

Notes: *Risk assessment (Low to High) is 
based on the logical assumption that the 
lower the integrity commitment, the higher 
the risk and vice versa. Hence, whenever a 
“High Risk” is indicated, this translates to 
low performance on integrity commitments.

Figure 11. Integrity Risk Scorecard, 
Chromatic Scale
Source: MACN GPIP

Score 
(max 100) 0 25 50 100

Level of 
implementation

No 
implementation

Implementation
is in progress

Partial 
implementation

Full 
implementation

B. Port Integrity Commitments (Very High Risks)

1.Implementation of systems  
for Electronic Exchange of Information

2.Online accessibility of Port Procedures  
for vessel clearance and inspections

3.Online accessibility 
of the authority’s anti-corruption policy

4.Accessibility and reliability  
of the whistleblowing mechanism

5.Accessibility and reliability  
of the complaints and appeals mechanism

Integrity Risk

Very High

High

Moderate

Low

Very Low
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indicators measured in GPIP via a simple 
mathematical calculation (average). This 
overall Port Integrity Risk is represented 
using a chromatic scale, stating the risk 
identified in each port (Figure 11).
Below, a visual example of the Port Integ-
rity Commitments as a component of the 
Integrity Risk Scorecard via the GPIP 
platform is provided for a hypothetical 
port (Table 2). The same philosophy in 
presentation and visualisation is followed 
for the rest of the components, namely 
the Port Bribery Risk and the TRACE 
Country Risk Score.
Additionally, for every area indicator, 
the integrity commitments of all corre-
sponding stakeholders were detailed and 
included as sub-indicators in the respec-
tive area (Table 3). A drop-down menu 
delivers the respective information to the 
user of the platform, as seen below:
The representation of the commitment 
levels on a stakeholder basis is signifi-
cant. It reveals meaningful gaps in the 
multifaced port activities and highlights 
the areas where improvement actions 
and corrective policies can target.
Further added value is generated by the 
availability of comparisons within the 
GPIP platform. The Integrity Scorecard 
can provide the users with meaning-
ful comparisons between two or more 
ports. The visitor might use a regional or 
a cross-regional basis, allowing for mon-
itoring the integrity performance of ports 
across different geographical regions or 
between ports across the same coun-
try or region. This part of the exercise is 
facilitated by the absence of any pub-
licly related information that would enable 
benchmarking of ports by third parties, 
since information is solely disclosed to 

MACN members, thus avoiding the cre-
ation of any negative approaches by the 
lower performing parts of the industry, or 
even redirecting the initiative to a ‘name 
and shame’ approach.
•	 Component A: Port bribery risk

Reporting is anonymous and non-at-
tributable, so it is not possible for 
anyone to identify who has submit-
ted a report of an incident through 
MACN’s reporting system and the 
report does not include details that 
would identify ships or individuals. 
The data capture where and when 
the incident took place but also which 
actors were allegedly involved in the 
demand, what types of items were 
demanded, and what consequences 
were threatened for not adhering to 
the demand. Corruption incidents 
captured through the system reflect 
challenges that occur when a pub-
lic official or an agent on behalf of a 
public official makes a demand for 
items which are not intended to be 
consumed on board the vessel, issues 
an unjustified fine, or behaves in an 
unethical manner. 
Several indicators that capture the 
scale, magnitude and trend of bribery 
at specific ports have been included. 
A trend indicator of reported corrup-
tion incidents in the port over the 
past 24 months is the percentage of 
cash demands with severe incidents 
reported. Similarly, to port integrity 
commitment indicators, the indicators 
based on incident data are assigned a 
level of integrity risk from “Very High” 
to “Very Low” and use the same chro-
matic scale.16 
To contextualise this data, MACN has 

Table 3 -Sample Integrity Risk Scorecard 
visualisation: Port Integrity Commitments per 
port and stakeholder, GPIP Platform
Source: MACN GPIP
 
Notes: *Risk assessment (Low to High) is 
based on the logical assumption that the 
lower the integrity commitment, the higher 
the risk and vice versa. Hence, whenever a 
“High Risk” is indicated, this translates to 
low performance on integrity commitments.

16  More information about the indicators 
and how they are scored can be found 
here: https://macn.dk/the-global-port-integ-
rity-platform/#toggle-id-4-closed
17  For details on the TRACE Bribery Risk 
Matrix, see: https://www.traceinternational.
org/trace-matrix

B2. Online accessibility of Port Procedures 
for vessel clearance and inspections

(Very High Risks)

B2a. Port Authority

B2b. Customs Authority

B2c. Immigration Authority

B2d. Port Health Authority
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included vessel call data from Marine 
Traffic. This provides context on port 
activity and the relative performance 
of the port in the country and is also 
useful for comparison purposes 
between different ports. Port traffic 
indication is based on the total num-
ber of port calls from commercial ves-
sels in one year. Low traffic ports are 
ports with less than 1.000 port calls in 
12 months, medium traffic ports are 
ports with 1000 to 4,000 port calls in 
12 months, and high traffic ports are 
ports with more than 4000 port calls 
in 12 months.

•	 Component C: Country Level Brib-
ery and Corruption Risks 
Data on bribery and corruption at the 
general/national level will help to put 
the bribery incidence data in context. 
Country-level bribery and corruption 
risks are measured using the TRACE 
Bribery Risk Matrix17, which measures 
business bribery risks and gives an 
overall country risk score. This over-
all country risk score is a combined 
and weighted score of four domains: 
Business Interactions with Govern-
ment; Anti-Bribery Deterrence and 
Enforcement; Government and Civil 
Service Transparency; and Capacity 
for Civil Society Oversight.

5. Levels of port integrity commitments

Figure 12. Availability of anti-corruption 
policy per region

Note: Based on a total of 106 ports in 51 
countries, data collected during Q3 and Q4 
of 2021.

A significant finding of the first part of 
the exercises, which includes 106 port 
cases, is the need for the port industry 
worldwide and all institutions involved to 
take action and upgrade their integrity 
commitments and respective perfor-
mance across this area of transparency. 
Full implementation of integrity commit-
ments has been almost on the lowest 
side expected. In only a few cases a 
full implementation of one or more of 
the examined commitments was found 
to be entirely implemented. Partial or 
incomplete implementation has been 
more frequent, with implementation in 
progress found evident in others. Yet, 
for too many ports, some of the integ-
rity commitments researched were not 
found to be part of their current agendas 

and practices; a few of the sample ports 
remain distant from any of the commit-
ments examined. 
These findings are valid irrespective of 
the continent or world region examined. 
They are also valid regardless of the port 
organisation and governance model. 
Nonetheless, the levels of implemen-
tation found in each of these commit-
ments have been subject to remarkable 
regional variations. 
Anti-corruption policies are not in 
place for over 50% of the global sam-
ple of ports. Higher implementation is 
monitored for ports across Europe and 
Northern America. Across Eastern and 
Southern Europe, more than 70% of sur-
veyed ports in each region reach a level 
of implementation as to the existence of 
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anti-corruption policies (either ‘in progress’ 
or ‘partial implementation’). At the same 
time, Africa, Asia, Latin America and the 
Caribbean (LAC) score low, with some 
sub-regions making a difference, such 
as South East Asia, Central America and 
North Africa, where more than 50 % of 
ports for each sub-region reach a certain 
level of implementation.
LAC and South Asia are the regions 
where online procedures for vessel clear-
ance & inspections are less frequent. 
The same applies to almost half of the 

African and East Asia & Pacific regions 
and Easter European ports surveyed. On 
the other hand, such procedures were 
found to be present (partial implemen-
tation or implementation in progress) in 
all North American and most European 
& East & South East Asian ports, as well 
as in ports in North & South Africa. Ports 
in the rest of the world’s regions fully 
implement online procedures for vessel 
clearance & inspections.
Systems for the electronic exchange of 
information are in place (either ‘in prog-

Figure 13.  Availability of online procedures 
for vessel clearance and inspections per 
region

Note: Based on a total of 106 ports in 51 
countries, data collected during Q3 and Q4 
of 2021.

Figure 14. Use of systems for electronic 
exchange of information between ships and 
port, per region

Note: Based on a total of 106 ports in 51 
countries, data collected during Q3 and Q4 
of 2021.

Figure 15. Availability of a whistleblowing 
mechanism, per region

Note: Based on a total of 106 ports in 51 
countries, data collected during Q3 and Q4 
of 2021.
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ress’ or ‘partial implementation’) for most 
of the ports of the global sample, apart 
from South African, and North Ameri-
can ports and some ports in the Pacific. 
Ports in all other regions have put in place 
Systems for Electronic Exchange of Infor-
mation as requested by the FAL conven-
tion, with the progress of implementation 
being either fully, partially implemented or 
in progress. Overall, implementation is in 
progress for a considerable part of the 
global sample of ports (53%).
The implementation of a whistleblowing 
mechanism is missing from the largest 
part of the sample of ports surveyed 
(63%). The lowest implementation of the 
mechanism is observed for ports in the 
Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean, 
as well as in Western Europe, East and 
South Asia, and West and Central Africa. 
This mechanism is more frequently in 
place in other regions, either partially or 
in progress.
The existence of comprehensive com-
plaints and appeals mechanism is pres-

ent for more than 50% of the global 
sample of ports surveyed. Implemen-
tation - i.e., either in progress or partial 
implementation – was observed mainly in 
the case of ports in South and South East 
Asia, in East and South Africa, and most 
of the Southern European ports. Northern 
African ports and ports in East and West 
Asia and Latin America and Caribbean 
are the ones where the frequency of the 
complaints and appeals mechanism 
remains less frequent.
The full implementation assessed across 
all five (5) key areas per stakeholder is 
detailed in Table 4, providing an insight-
ful overview of the areas that require fur-
ther action. For example, the assessment 
regarding the availability of information on 
port procedures for vessel clearance and 
inspections is more often encountered as 
being fully implemented when assessing 
the Customs Authorities, which appear 
more consistent in the disclosure of 
information and implementation of mech-
anisms regarding complaints. Overall, it 

Figure 16. Availability of complaints and 
appeals mechanism, per region

Note: Based on a total of 106 ports in 51 
countries, data collected during Q3 and Q4 
of 2021. 

Table 4 – Full implementation 
in surveyed ports per actor

Notes: Based on a total of 106 ports 
in 51 countries, data collected during 
Q3 and Q4 of 2021. 
* This key area is assessed only for 
the Port Authority

Port 
Authority

Customs 
Authority

Immigration 
Authority

Health 
Authority

Systems 
for Electronic Exchange 
of Information *

10
- - -

Port Procedures 
for vessel clearance 
and inspections 

12 33 4 3

Anti-corruption policy 11 24 8 0

Whistleblowing 
mechanism 4 4 5 1

Complaints 
and appeals mechanism

12 12 7 7
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is also evident that all actors frequently 
overlook the inclusion of a whistleblow-
ing mechanism. Overall, a gap seems 
to exist between Port Authorities and 
Customs Authorities in comparison to 
Immigration and Health Authorities, the 
latter two significantly lagging in terms of 
commitments across four of the five areas 
(Whistleblowing being the exception, as 
stated before). 
The Health Authorities are the actor that 
appears to be the least committed to 

integrity. It should be mentioned that, in 
general the relationship of the port with 
the Immigration and Health Authorities 
might also be limited as the overall rel-
evance of activity in the overall portfolio 
of their responsibilities might be marginal. 
Thus, a question arises if the low level of 
commitment from Immigration and Health 
Authorities is general across all sectors 
they work with or specific for the work 
and relationship with the port.

Table 5 – GPIP Key Stakeholders

6. Towards a better understanding
and monitoring of port integrity commitments

Stakeholder Category Stakeholder Group

Shipping

•	 Ship owners/operators
•	 Cargo owners
•	 Seafarers (Master and crew)
•	 Company compliance teams
•	 Company operations teams
•	 Class societies
•	  Protection and Indemnity (P&I) clubs

Ports & Terminals

•	 Ports & Terminals owners/operators
•	 Port & Terminal agents
•	 Stevedoring companies
•	 Freight Forwarders

Ports & Terminals

•	 Government port agencies (Port Health, Immigration, Customs,  
Quarantine, Drug & Law enforcement, Port state control, etc.) 

•	 Intergovernmental organizations,  
regulatory bodies and donors

•	 Development banks
•	  Investors – port development (private & public)
•	 Civil Society Organizations & Academia

6.1. Towards a better undsanding of port integrity commitments

The GPIP is a potentially valuable instru-
ment for several stakeholders’ maritime 
supply chains (Table 5). The existing 
information relates to ports that facilitate 
a considerable number of vessels calls 
and extensive maritime trade-related eco-
nomic transactions in 51 countries around 
the globe. 
Yet, expanding the port database stands 
as a sine qua non for building a global 

approach and reliable information on the 
state of integrity commitments of port 
managing entities and any institution 
involved in maritime trade. To create a 
thorough perspective and secure the 
effective elimination of corruption world-
wide, it would be essential to expand any 
such initiative up to the reaching of a refer-
ence to all ports serving international trade 
flows in all countries around the globe. 



24

To reach this goal, the next step of the 
MACN initiative is to increase the num-
ber of ports included in the database to 
more than 200 before the end of 2022 
(Figure 17). This next step serves the aim 
of incorporating as many ports as possi-
ble servicing international trade flows. In 
parallel, the industry dynamics, includ-
ing the accelerated endorsement of new 
practices and rules and, not least, the 
emphasis on port digitalisation suggest 
a need for regular updates of the existing 
data. Ports that have yet to commit to 
certain integrity-related practices might 
shortly reassess their stance and pro-
ceed toward such implementation.  
Beyond expanding the geographical 
coverage, a regular review of the ports in 
GPIP will be part of future development 
as it is essential to monitor progress and 
uptake of integrity commitments. This is 
important as the GPIP aims to motivate 
actors to improve the integrity of the 
supply chain, and such progress shall 
then be reflected within the GPIP. 
The other essential element in the evolu-
tion of the GPIP is the expansion of the 
integrity commitments reported. Current 
variables provide a comprehensive indi-
cator of the state of integrity per port. 
Implementing the relevant procedures is 
also vital for securing an upgrade of port 
integrity. Yet business partners need to 
identify which other port commitments 
might be helpful to eliminate the poten-
tial occurrence of any corruption inci-

dents, whether severe or not.
Indicative suggestions for further integ-
rity indicators include, among others, 
the availability of clear and transparent 
information (i.e., on port websites) of:
•	 Staff contact: Availability of E-mail/

phone of executive staff on web site.
•	 Corporate Social Responsibility 

(CSR) and Environmental & Sustain-
ability Governance (ESG) Reports.

•	 Multilanguage material.
•	 Port Tariff schedules that show maxi-

mum tariffs and differentiation.
•	 Applicable fines (amounts to be 

issued, when/why fines should be 
issued, defining what would be an 
unethical demand).

•	 Availability and accessibility of rele-
vant legislation and guidelines.

The GPIP provides valuable information 
on the extent that several ports have 
subscribed to the idea of advancing 
practices advancing the integrity and 
transparency of port operations when 
calling at a port. The platform pro-
vides valuable information for all those 
engaged in maritime supply chains. 
Captains and crew onboard are now 
more informed on conditions that might 
prevail when calling at a port. Shipping 
lines, agents, and other stakeholders 
might prepare better to avoid bribery 
requests. Shippers might adjust the 
selection of ports according to integrity 
levels.

Figure 17. Number of ports to be reported 
in the GPIP by the end of 2022: 216 ports
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6.2. Revealing concrete steps towards better implementation of integrity commitments

The research and GPIP results bring actions 
for the four areas: Port Authority, Customs 
Authority, Immigration Authority, and Port 
Health Authority the fore. First, actors shall 
reflect on the visibility of the information 
on their public websites. While this refers, 
on the one hand, to the completeness and 
actuality of the available information, on the 
other hand, an important step is to reflect if 
the current websites provide a good user 
experience and have the elements to make 
the required information easily accessible. 
The second point promotes steps to create a 
visible integration for the user. Such a “one-
stop-shop” could be based on a stakeholder 
map and the publication of process maps. 
In many cases, such exercises are beneficial 
for the organisation itself as well as for the 
user as they can bring clarity to responsibili-
ties within the organisation and its interaction 
and dependency with others. 
The third point should be low-hanging fruit 

for all actors. As the organisations under 
study, in most cases work within an inter-
national context, the provision of essential 
information, processes and forms for inter-
action should be provided in English as the 
global business language. Providing such 
information in languages other than the 
national one, i.e., the language of main trad-
ing partners, would offer additional benefits 
and show the commitment to integrity and 
transparency. 
The previously mentioned actions apply 
to all areas addressed as relevant for port 
integrity commitment. 
Finally, regarding whistleblowing and com-
plaints and appeals mechanisms, the GPIP 
reveals only partial, or implementation in 
progress in most ports since these mech-
anisms are implemented via platforms or 
forms, clear statements and processes that 
assure anonymity and, thus protection for 
the user.

Table 5 – Steps toward better 
implementation

Focal Area Action Comments

All key areas Visibility of information
In most of the key areas where implementation of integrity commitments is 
low; a key issue observed has been that the availability of information has been 
impartial and/or fragmented. Further improvement actions would largely bene-
fit stakeholders and enhance the integrity performance of ports.

All key areas Integration of Information
The uneven availability of information across different stakeholders is another 
critical observation. The suggestion refers to further attempts to facilitate the 
users via integrating relevant information in one focal area. At least for national 
authorities, the creation of a “one-stop-shop” can be easily implemented.

All key areas Knowledge sharing 
and collaboration

Further to the integration of information, the collaboration between actors 
implementing initiatives to enhance integrity commitments and tackle corrup-
tion would be highly benefited by a system of cooperation where knowledge 
and know-how would be shared.

All key areas
Information 
in more languages 
than the national 
(i.e., English)

A frequent issue across the exercise has been the lack of information in a 
language such as English. If the disclosed information had also been delivered 
in a widely known language, more ports could have been assessed with higher 
integrity commitment levels. Moreover, this would ameliorate relationships with 
their international stakeholders and further enhance the performance across 
their communication channels.

Areas: B4, B5 
(Whistleblowing 
mechanism, Com-
plaints and appeals 
mechanism)

Anonymity

Within the respective vital areas, where most of the ports of the sample 
scored somewhere between partial implementation or in progress, the key 
issue observed, was that although such mechanisms had, indeed, been 
implemented, the factor of anonymity has been neglected. If anonymity was 
ensured, then the integration performance of the global sample of ports would 
have been assessed on higher levels, especially for the key area B5, which 
considers the availability of a comprehensive complaints and appeals channel.
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GPIP is available for MACN members (since 
April 27, 2022) and will be available to MACN 
collective action partners and other key col-
laborating partners. The platform:
Provides dynamic and real-time data that will 
help prioritise countries that are relevant to 
the industry;
•	 stands as an engagement tool that will 

drive actions, facilitate and encourage a 
constructive dialogue in meetings with 
governments and other stakeholders 
supporting evidence-based conversa-
tions;

•	 incentivises integrity performance and 
encourages more competition between 
ports by systematically measuring integ-
rity over time across ports regionally and 
globally;

•	 offers an advocacy and investment tool 
highlighting ports or governance reform 
areas that require attention and invest-
ments. 

GPIP is the foundation and baseline when 
reaching out to international organisations, 
port associations, port authorities and gov-
ernments. The data-based approach to 
making bribery-related incidents and integ-
rity commitments of ports visible is key for 
constructive collaboration. The collaboration 
between stakeholders contributes to the 
inferability of the disclosed information and 
helps to draw accurate conclusions on the 
state of affairs in specific ports. The endorse-
ment of GPIP by these actors is considered 
a valuable objective. 
GPIP offers the possibility for port authorities 
to collaborate and exchange experiences and 
best practices in the areas of port integrity 
commitments. Such an approach will open 
up pathways towards standardisation of port 
integrity commitment and implementation of 
solutions. 
GPIP enables a dialogue of all relevant mar-
itime supply chain stakeholders, particularly 
port users, i.e. shipping companies (both at 
sea and ashore), port agents, shippers, for-
warders, etc., and identifies the gaps between 
compliance, levels of corruption and integrity 
commitments. Thus, it allows for defining joint 

strategies and collaborative action between 
private and public stakeholders to close 
existing gaps and identify the most effective 
strategies for eradicating corruption.
Thus, the GPIP offers information which 
allows for a more accurate interpretation. 
The broader collaboration will enable greater 
verifiability, and expanding the port commit-
ment observations will permit stakeholders to 
fully observe organisational action and provide 
the means to address identified integrity chal-
lenges. Thus, improving the effectiveness and 
quality of transparency efforts. 
Integrity and transparency in maritime supply 
chains requires a 360° perspective to fully 
grasp and understand challenges, oppor-
tunities and best practices. This calls for 
extending the engagement of stakeholders 
in terms of reporting incidents as well as 
understanding their commitment towards 
integrity and transparency. In this endeavour 
the GPIP stakeholders (Table 5), particular 
terminal operators, port service providers and 
environmental agencies, are invited to add 
their perspective to reach a 360° view. 
By engaging in constructive collaboration, 
capacity building, and collective action, all 
private and public actors involved in maritime 
transportation and trade, as well as those 
structuring the framework for such trade, 
will be able to:
•	 advocate and develop regulatory changes, 
•	 interact in international forums to raise 

awareness of maritime corruption and 
contribute to better ethical standards,

•	 drive a significantly improved compliance 
environment in the countries where such 
compliance is found wanted, improving 
global trade through collective action,

•	 drive towards greater accountability in 
social and governance (ESG) elements 
within the maritime supply, responding to 
the increasing expectations of customers 
and other supply chain actors.

Overall, knowledge of actual conditions and 
further dialogue shall result in an empowered 
maritime industry tackling corruption chal-
lenges and ultimately improve the integrity 
of port and maritime supply chains.

7. New dimensions for dialogue 
and conclusions
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8. Epilogue
This White Paper has detailed the need for advancing initiatives that further increase 
the integrity and transparency of maritime trade and related transactions worldwide. 
In this vein, it described the MACN-developed GPIP: the structures, the contents, 
and the challenges that emerged in the process of its establishment, the next steps, 
as well as the ways that GPIP can be a significant contributor to the transformation 
of the port sector towards a future competitive and forward-looking element of the 
maritime supply chain. 
The latter will only be possible through a combination of collaborative and sec-
tor-driven action. The various areas of port integrity commitments will be further 
elaborated, and MACN will put forward ideas to develop joint efforts between the 
maritime supply chain actors. The scope, the mission, the inclusive membership, the 
existing initiatives, and the respect of international organisations and governments that 
MACN enjoys make this independent business organisation a suitable mechanism 
for developing initiatives that contribute to a maritime industry free of corruption that 
enables fair trade for the benefit of society at large. 
These efforts can only benefit from an industry-academia dialogue that contributes 
conceptually and informs future actions, enhancing in practice the quality of industry 
initiatives aiming to combat corruption and advance transparent interactions in the 
maritime world.
We thus invite the maritime community and all related public and private stake
holders and port supply chain actors worldwide to endorse GPIP and the aligned 
collaborative efforts and proactively contribute to better maritime supply chains.
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is acknowledged. 
The Maritime Anti-Corruption Network reserves the right 
to revoke that permission at any time. Permission is not 
given for any commercial use or sale of the material. 
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MACN’s anonymous incident reporting system captures only 
corrupt demands and does not collect or store any form of 
payments or solicitation. The information provided in this 
report is a product of the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network 
(MACN). It is designed to provide information to MACN mem-
bers, the maritime industry and stakeholders in the port and 
terminal sector. 
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