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FOREWORD BY MACN

Copenhagen, April 15" 2026.

Corruption in ports remains one of the most persistent and least visible disruptions to global maritime
trade. It functions as a hidden cost, creating delays, uncertainty, operational inefficiencies, and safety risks
forvessels and crews. These effects are concrete and systemic. They influence routing decisions, increase
transaction costs, distort competition, and undermine trust between public authorities and private
operators.

For more than a decade, the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) has worked to
address martime corruption through collective action across the maritime sector. Experience has shown
that corruption in ports rarely stems from a single source. Itemerges from fragmented institutional
responsibilities, opaque procedures, and discretionary decision-making across multiple authorities. At
the same time, private sector incentives can reinforce these dynamics, particularly where commercial
pressure or the risk of disruption normalizes informal payments as a way to avoid delay. Without shared
visibility and common reference points, these risks are difficult to tackle in practice.

The Global Port Integrity Platform was developed to help address this gap. Building on MACN’s Anonymous
Incident Reporting System and extensive engagement with shipping companies, ports, public authorities,
and civil society, the GPIP was launched in 2022 as the first global platform to systematically assess and
benchmark port integrity commitments. Its development has been supported by a long-standing academic
partnership with the University of Piraeus in Greece and Universidad de los Andes in Colombia, ensuring
methodological rigor and independent analysis. The platform translates internationally recognized legal
and policy frameworks, including the IMO Facilitation Convention and maritime single window
requirements, into observable and comparable indicators atthe port level. It is designed to enable
dialogue and improvement rather than to name and shame, providing a factual basis for collective action.

This white paper represents the second published assessment of the Global Port Integrity Platform and
reflects its significant expansion since launch. With coverage now extending across more than 300 ports
worldwide, the analysis presented here highlights where progress is being made, where gaps persist, and
how integrity commitments are being implemented in practice across authorities and regions. We hope
this paper serves as a practical resource for ports, shipping companies, authorities, and
policymakers seeking to address corruption as a concrete operational challenge affecting the efficiency,

safety, and long-term performance of global maritime supply chains.

Cecilia Muller Torbrand
Chief Executive Officer, MACN




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The presence of anti-corruption mechanisms is becoming a strategic priority across global maritime trade.
Industry stakeholders, including shipping companies, shippers, freight forwarders, ports, and regulators,
are increasingly prioritising transparent and accountable operating environments to support secure and
efficient trade.

Port integrity is a key element that ensures transparency, efficiency, and competitiveness within maritime
supply chains. It relies on implementing standardised practices, robust governance frameworks, and clear
anti-corruption policies to reduce exposure to bribery and fraud.

Embracing integrity commitments streamlines vessel clearance, enhances trade confidence, strengthens
nationalrevenue systems, and improves maritime safety. Digitalisation initiatives - such as maritime single
windows and port community systems have demonstrated measurable improvements in transparency,
reductions in administrative costs and lowering of greenhouse gas emissions, reinforcing the link between
integrity and sustainability. Anticorruption policies and integrity frameworks enhance our ability to address
the challenges in the maritime transport sector.

Despite these benefits, corruption remains a persistent challenge in port operations, inflating trade costs
and undermining transparency and fair competition. Corrupt payments can increase shipping costs by up
to 14%, prompting rerouting and inefficient shipping services. Corruption enables illicit activities,
including smuggling, tax evasion, and human trafficking, while exposing seafarers to safety risks.

Digital tools offer promising solutions, yet their effectiveness depends on integration with legal,
institutional, and managerial practices to ensure enforcement and accountability. Coordinated actions
among industry stakeholders, governments, and civil society are essential for institutionalising
transparency and integrity in interactions across global ports.

In response to the absence of internationally standardised or systematic measurement of port integrity,
the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) engaged a broad group of stakeholders - ranging from the
shipping industry, ports and terminals, industry associations, international organisations, civil society,
and academia - to develop indicators and criteria to capture integrity in ports around the world.

The collaborative efforts resulted in the first-ever global platform measuring integrity efforts and
commitments in ports worldwide, the Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP) - a proactive mechanism to
transform the maritime industry by reducing corruption-related risks and fostering more efficient supply
chains via effective data sharing.

Since its launch in 2022, the GPIP has provided the shipping world with critical information on the integrity
commitments of an expanding number of ports and related authorities. By enabling benchmarking,
dialogue, and targeted interventions, the platform offers a unique comparative perspective on port-level
integrity performance.

This White Paper outlines the evolution of the GPIP, the endorsed methodology for reporting current port
integrity commitments worldwide, and the opportunities it creates for corruption prevention drawing on
five years of experience since the completion of the first phase. It also summarises the major trends in
ports' integrity commitments, providing actionable intelligence to industry stakeholders, governments,
and civil society to close integrity gaps and accelerate progress toward a transparent, corruption-free

maritime sector. Finally, it highlights key developments since the first White Paper (2022).




Key points and recommendations for stakeholders

e Portintegrity remains a cornerstone for global trade efficiency and competitiveness.

e The MACN Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP) presents, in a comparative manner, key
information on ports’ corruption and bribery risks, as well as existing reporting mechanisms,
to assess a port’s potential for integrity and performance.

e Despite progress since the launch of the Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP) in 2022,
corruption risks persist, particularly in regions with weak governance or fragmented
institutional frameworks, or where procedures for vessel inspections and clearance are not
available online.

e Across all 303 ports in the GPIP and the four authorities assessed at each port, full
implementation of integrity commitments is observed in only 16% of the commitments
examined. Partial implementation accounts for nearly twice this share, and implementation
in progress stands at approximately 10% of the total assessed results.

e Approximately 33% of ports in the database have assessed commitments with no signs of
implementation or relevant provisions. In some cases, integrity commitments could not be
identified or were not publicly accessible, highlighting persistent gaps in transparency and
information availability.

e The presence of systems for the electronic exchange of information between ships and
ports stands as the most widely implemented commitment. This is not surprising given that
almost all ports in the database are in countries that have long been signatories to the IMO
Convention on Facilitation of International Maritime Traffic (FAL). However, while progress has
been made, implementation of maritime single window systems has advanced unevenly
across member states, indicating that broader uptake is still needed over the medium term’.

e In contrast, the online accessibility of the authority's anti-corruption policy is the least-
implemented commitment; in over 60% of cases, authorities do not make such policies
publicly available to users. Whistleblowing mechanisms remain under-implemented globally.

e Port Authorities are the most committed among the examined authorities, with full
implementationin 1in 4 cases (23%). However, 38% of the total commitments for which data
were collected show no sign of implementation whatsoever.

e Customs Authorities: The full implementation level is approximately 20%. Among all
commitments, online availability of port procedures for vessel clearance and inspections is
the most implemented. Around 40% of the assessed commitments are categorised as not
implemented.

e Regional disparities remain stark: Latin America & Caribbean leads in integrity commitments
(avg. score = 5.7), while South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa lag (avg. score < 2.5). The pattern
of the most- and least-implemented commitments is the same for all authorities and across
all regions.

¢ Recommendations for stakeholders: Stakeholders should take coordinated, evidence-
based action to address the structural drivers of corruption in port operations. This includes
strengthening the implementation of core integrity commitments, improving transparency and
accessibility of procedures, and enhancing reporting and use of data platforms such as the
GPIP to support collective, system-level reform.

' The IMO Facilitation Committee (FAL) has approved a global strategy for maritime digitalisation and new
cybersecurity measures for maritime Single windows during the 50th session, held at the end of March of 2026.



1 PORTINTEGRITY TO ELIMINATE CORRUPTION IN MARITIME
LOGISTICS

Shipping companies, shippers, freight forwarders, agents, and all stakeholders involved in maritime trade
are increasingly interested in securing conditions that enable all economic transactions to be conducted
with integrity.

Port integrity refers to the consistent application of transparency in terms of verifiability, visibility, and
accountability in all port-related operations and interactions. It encompasses the existence and
enforcement of governance frameworks, codes of conduct, and compliance mechanisms to prevent
undue influence, bribery, and favouritism in port processes, including vessel clearance, cargo handling,
and inspections.

Integrity in ports extends beyond the absence of corruption. It also encompasses proactive measures to
ensure fairness, predictability, and trust among stakeholders in the maritime supply chain. Specifically,
portintegrity commitments are the policies and practices that port authorities, operators, and other public
and private agencies in the port ecosystem implement to reduce opportunities for corruption in port
operations.

Port integrity is a multidimensional concept, linked to good governance, stakeholder engagement,
and institutional resilience, and serves as a foundation for competitiveness and sustainable trade. By
upholding integrity, ports align with the standards of shipping and other stakeholders within the port
governance framework, minimise corruption risks, enhance efficiency, and reduce costs resulting
from operational delays, thereby creating value for the broader supply chain.

Corruption occurs when entrusted power is abused for private gain in maritime and port operations,
often through bribery, facilitation payments, under-invoicing, and collusion between public officials or
representatives of public services and private actors. The complexity of port processes—
characterised by multiple stakeholders, overlapping jurisdictions, and discretionary authority—
creates opportunities for coercive practices. These practices impose social, financial, and
environmental burdens, including increased trade costs, delays, and risks to crew safety, destabilising
critical port operations and eroding trust and governance standards.

Integrity acts as a powerful trade facilitator, enabling ports to align with ethical standards, minimise
corruption risks, enhance overall transport efficiency, and significantly reduce indirect and induced
costs resulting from delays or congestion. This reduction in costs and increase in efficiency create a
competitive advantage for ports, simultaneously improving profitability and generating value for the
broader supply chain, thereby increasing public and private revenues through higher trade volumes.
Furthermore, committing to reducing corruption helps ensure better compliance with international
regulatory requirements, including crucial safety and security considerations for port employees,
vessel crews, and port service providers.

On the other hand, corruption in the maritime industry is a systemic issue that undermines trade

efficiency, safety, and sustainable development. Globally, corruption adds an estimated 5% to trade




costs? and accounts for over USD 2.6 trillion annually®, with customs-related corruption alone costing
USD 2 billion peryear*. In high-risk regions, bribes can inflate shipping costs by up to 14% per container
5, prompting carriers to reroute cargo to less corrupt ports—thereby raising fuel consumption and
emissions. Beyond economic impacts, corruption compromises safety and security, undermines
investor confidence, and facilitates tax evasion and illicit trade.

Tackling maritime corruption requires collective action, robust compliance frameworks, and
leadership commitment at the highest levels of corporate and government. Industry initiatives such as
the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network demonstrate that systemic change is achievable when
stakeholders align on standards, share data, and collaborate to eliminate corruption across global
supply chains.

About the benefits of integrity & transparency for ports and shipping stakeholders.

In 2021, MACN introduced the Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP), and in 2022, highlighted the
benefits of integrity and transparency for ports and shipping stakeholders in the White Paper
Developing a Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP): A contribution to better maritime supply

chains.®

Integrity commitments improve efficiency, reduce delays, and enhance competitiveness by aligning
port operations with international standards and customer expectations. Transparency builds trust,
accountability, and better compliance with regulatory frameworks, while also serving as a trade
facilitator that lowers costs and increases reliability.

Integrity is not just a compliance requirement but a strategic advantage that increases
competitiveness. Ports that demonstrate strong governance and ethical practices attract more
business, strengthen their reputations, and contribute to smoother, more efficient supply chains.

2 MACN ANONYMOUS INCIDENT REPORTING SYSTEM
HIGHLIGHTS THE IMPORTANCE OF PORT INTEGRITY

Since its establishment in 2011, MACN has grown into a collaborative platform of over 225 member
companies, including vessel owners, cargo interests, and service providers, representing a significant
share of global ocean transport. MACN’s approach combines data-driven insights, industry best practices,
and multi-stakeholder engagement.

2 OECD (2017). Global Trade Without Corruption. Fighting the hidden tariff. OECD Publishing, Paris

3Hartmann T. J. and Ferreyra C. (2022). What are the costs of corruption? World Bank Blogs, 22.12.2022.
4op.cit. 1.

5MACN (2020). The Business Case: Why Tackle Corruption in Ports? Copenhagen: MACN.

5 Pallis T., Kladaki E. and Wilmsmeier G. (2022). Developing a Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP): A
contribution to better maritime supply chains. MACN White Paper, October, Copenhagen: MACN.


https://macn.dk/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/GPIP_Whitepaper_2022.pdf
https://macn.dk/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/GPIP_Whitepaper_2022.pdf

Through initiatives such as the Anonymous Incident Reporting System, which has captured more than
70,000 reports of corrupt demands across more than 1.300 ports in 155 countries, providing evidence to
advocate for reform and empower companies to act.

The most frequently recorded incidents occur during the approach and mooring of ships in ports,
especially during clearance and inspection procedures. These incidents might involve facilitation of
payments to officials during vessel clearance processes, bribes to gain contacts or under-invoicing to
avoid customs duties and taxes.

Reported corruption incidents in maritime trade

Over the past four years, the number of anonymously reported incidents has increased from 45.000 to
65.000. The number of ports where these incidents were reported increased from 1.195 in 2021 to
1.276 in 2025. The number of countries where reported incidents occurred also increased from 149 to
155. The distribution of the most common demands remains statistically balanced: cigarettes, drinks,
and sundries. The mostrelevant party in these incidents is the Port Authority, the port's governing body.

Figure 1. MACN Anonymous Incident Reporting System in 2025

NUMBER OF PORTS REPORTED Number of Countries reported
Cigarettes 62.9%

1,276 155 Sodadrinks  10.5%

Sundries 6.2%

Most common demands

Number of Incidents reported Most common Actor reported Most common implied consequence

+ 65,000 Port Authorities 20% Delay of Vessel 62%

Source MACN

The geographic distribution of the MACN Anonymous Incident Reporting System shows that incidents are
concentrated in regions with major trunk shipping lanes and near the main ports, but it also shows an
increased number of reports in some specific regions such as South Asia, West Coast of Africa, the Suez
Canal and North Africa.

The MACN anonymous reporting system supports the need to continuously investigate existing gaps in the
commitments of actors involved in the clearance of vessels entering world ports, and to identify practices
that reduce the risk of corrupt demands (e.g., by facilitating electronic documentation exchanges). It also
highlights the importance of establishing a platform that provides the shipping industry with useful
information on the availability of mechanisms (e.g., complaint registers, whistleblowing channels) to
support preventive measures when corruption is suspected.




Figure 2. MACN Anonymous Incident Reporting System: Geographical spread of reported incidents
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3 THE MACN GLOBAL PORT INTEGRITY PLATFORM (GPIP)

Since its launch in 2021, the Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP) has served as a proactive and effective
data-sharing mechanism, helping stakeholders understand and mitigate corruption-related risks and
fostering more efficient, resilient supply chains.

This initiative is grounded in the recognition that tackling maritime corruption requires collective action,
robust compliance frameworks, and sustained leadership commitment at both corporate and
governmental levels. By aligning standards, improving data visibility, and creating conditions for
stakeholder collaboration, the GPIP lays the groundwork to prevent corruption and enable stakeholders to
work together to eliminate corrupt practices.

The GPIP systematically monitors and benchmarks integrity commitments globally. It compares the
evolution of regions, countries, and multiple authorities over time and leverages transparency as an
advocacy tool to drive public-private cooperation.

The evolution of the MACN Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP)

The Global Port Integrity Platform has been operational since 2013. The collection of corruption
incident data began in 2013. This was followed, in 2020, by the definition of the port integrity
commitment indicators; an initial pilot phase for six ports was conducted.

The pilot phase led to Phase 1 of the port integrity commitments data collection in 2021, covering 106

ports. The official launch of the GPIP and its introduction to MACN member companies took place in




spring 2022. Later that year, the second phase of data collection expanded coverage to 216 ports. The
third phase (2023) expanded the initiative, bringing the total number of covered ports to 255.

The fourth and latest phase was implemented in 2025, bringing the platform’s database to 303 ports.

Through the continuous expansion of the initiative's ports and regular updates to existing
assessments, the GPIP provides timely and accurate information on the evolution of integrity
commitments among ports and their stakeholders.

Figure 3. GPIP: The timeline
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The primary impact of the GPIP on supply chains is reducing operational delays, which are the implied
consequence in 62% of all corruption incidents reported to the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN).
By keeping the maritime world, both at sea and ashore, informed and aware of the expected integrity
commitments of the various actors during port calls, it created conditions for preparedness. The platform
enhances transport efficiency but also lowers the indirect and induced costs associated with congestion.
Corruption acts as a significant trade barrier, often involving demands for items such as cigarettes (63% of
demands) and drinks (10%). Establishing predictable anti-corruption conditions through the GPIP lowers
the overall cost of concluding maritime trade and creates value for the broader supply chain.

Measuring integrity over time, the platform functions incentivise a "best in class" competition among
ports globally. The platform allows ports to:

¢ Increase profitability and attract higher trade volumes, thereby boosting public and private
revenues.

e Create a competitive advantage by aligning with the ethical standards and values of shipping lines
and cargo owners.

¢ Improve trust and reliability, allowing shippers to select ports based on verified integrity levels
rather than risk profiles.

By encouraging ports to align with ethical standards and minimise corruption risks, the initiative promotes
integrity as a powerful trade facilitator, enhancing overall transport efficiency and significantly reducing
indirect and induced costs resulting from delays or congestion. This increase in efficiency and reduction
in costs creates a competitive advantage for ports, simultaneously increasing their profitability and



generating value for the broader supply chain, while also helping to ensure better compliance with
international regulatory requirements, including crucial safety and security considerations for port
employees, vessel crews, and service providers.

GPIP is also a dialogue platform. It enables shipping companies, port authorities, and governments to
benchmarkintegrity performance, identify weaknesses, and share best practices. GPIP fosters continuous
improvement and supports collective action against corruption. For the maritime industry, the key
takeaway is clear: integrity and transparency are not abstract ideals but operational necessities that
directly impact trade efficiency, profitability, and long-term sustainability. GPIP provides a structured
approach to monitoring, comparing, and improving economic interactions, ultimately contributing to
safer, more reliable global supply chains.

3.1 The GPIP Components

The Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP) focuses on the ship-port interface, drawing on multiple data
sources structured around a three (3)-component framework, with two components being port-related
and one being country-related.

Each component is defined by its own set of distinct indicators, commitments and units of analysis.
Together, the components create a comprehensive platform that delivers an extensive assessment of port
integrity and corruption risks.

Component A: Port Bribery Risk

The first component draws on MACN’s database of reported corrupt demands faced by its members and
the maritime industry. It indicates the scale and trends of such demands relative to the total number of
reports received and port calls. This component is analysed exclusively at the port level and is assessed
using the following indicators:

e A1-Number of reported Incidents: The absolute number of reported incidents through MACN’s
Anonymous Incident Reporting System, in the past 24 months.

e A2 - Percentage of cash demand: The percentage of cash demands (small and large cash
demands) from total corrupt demands, reported through MACN’s Anonymous Incident Reporting
System in the past 24 months.

e A3-Percentage of severe incidents: The percentage of incidents related to harassment of crew
and/or vessel navigation and safety (threat of imprisonment, safety of the vessel, safety of the
crew, and physical violence) reported through MACN’s Anonymous Incident Reporting System in
the past 24 months.

e Top-5 actors involved: Actors that are more frequently involved in the reported incidents
(percentage of incidents in which each type of actor is involved).

Component B: Port Integrity Commitments

The GPIP platform functions as an advocacy tool rather than a "name and shame" tool, facilitating
constructive dialogue between governments and the private sector. By establishing a global benchmark,
the GPIP incentivises a "best in class" competition among ports, ultimately driving greater efficiency,
transparency, and security across the global maritime supply chain.
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Stakeholders

The unit of analysis is uniform across all ports to enable meaningful comparisons. At any port, multiple

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 a core yet specific part of the maritime transport system, the priority was to

identify the stakeholders' commitments most critical to 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. Because the procedures of some listed

stakeholders could not be traced at the port level, an additional analytical layer was applied, enabling

stakeholder-specific analysis for each indicator (Figure X).

The GPIP focuses on the following four (4) key stakeholders involved in port operations:

1.

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 regulation, is
empowered to carry out the administration, development, management and, perhaps, operation
of the port land and infrastructure, and the coordination and control of port operation activities.
When no public or private Port Authority exists, the data refer to the practices of the port operator
that maintains this management role.

The Customs Authority: The Customs Authority is a government agency that regulates and
controls the flow of goods into and out of a country and is therefore responsible for issuing
clearance for importation and exportation. The authority can be at the national or local port levels.
The Immigration Authority: The government authority responsible for managing immigration,
operating at the national or local port level.

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

Figure 4. Stakeholders (authorities) whose Integrity commitments are detailed in the GPIP

Port Authority Customs authority Health Authority Immigration Authority Operator*
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GPIP evaluates the commitments of four stakeholders involved in transactions during the ship-port

interface:
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Dimensions

The assessment of port integrity focuses on five (5) dimensions identified through a feasibility study that
considered several corruption indices:

e The use of electronic information exchange systems,
e Online accessibility of vessel clearance procedures,
e Presence of anti-corruption policies,

e  Whistleblowing mechanisms,

e Complaints/appeals processes.

Each commitment is assessed across the specific stakeholders and units of analysis, revealing integrity
standards at both the port and the relevant government authority levels, as well as their implementation
(Figure 4). Data are collected through desktop research and surveys completed by each covered authority,
providing an entry point for action and improvement at both the port and state levels.

B1. Implementation of systems for Electronic Exchange of Information: The GPIP assesses whether
the ports under review use one or more systems that enable electronic exchange of information between
ships and the port, as prescribed by the IMO FAL Convention. This information was reviewed for the
Authority managing the port (i.e., the Port Authority or the port operator where applicable). Full
implementation is in countries that have ratified the IMO FAL Convention since 2019 and, consequently,
have operationalised systems for the electronic exchange of information between ships and ports. Partial
implementation is limited to the extent that the member has ratified the FAL Convention, yet
implementation remains incomplete, including situations where relevant information is available in
restricted-access areas. All relevant information should be offered in additional languages whenever the
national language is not English.

B2. Online accessibility of Port Procedures for Vessel Clearance and Inspections: The indicator
assesses whether these procedures are publicly available online. The commitment is examined for (a) the
authority managing the port. i.e., the Port Authority or the port operator where applicable, (b) the Customs
Authority, (c) the Immigration Authority, and (d) the Port Health Authority. Full implementation requires
that each relevant authority provide comprehensive online procedures covering all aspects of vessel
verification and clearance and oversee the related inspection. Procedures must cover all areas to be
awarded full compliance. All relevant information should be offered in additional languages whenever the
national language is not English.

B3. Online accessibility of the Authority's Anti-Corruption Policy: This commitment assesses whether
the relevant authorities have adopted and publicly disclosed an anti-corruption policy (available on the
authority's website). This integrity commitment is examined for (a) the authority managing the port. i.e., the
Port Authority or the port operator where applicable, (b) the Customs Authority, (c) the Immigration
Authority and (d) the Port Health Authority. A comprehensive anti-corruption policy should, at a minimum,
include zero tolerance for bribery and facilitation payments, conflict-of-interest management, due
diligence, and the oversight of third-party relationships. Such provisions may stand alone, while in other
ports they are part of a broader code of conduct or ethics. The full implementation requires the relevant
authority to publish a code of conduct that includes anti-corruption or integrity provisions, or a dedicated
anti-corruption policy. No intermediate scoring applies to this indicator. To support accessibility, all
relevant information should be made available in additional languages when the national language is not
English.

B4. Accessibility and reliability of the whistleblowing mechanism: This indicator assesses whether
relevant authorities have established a comprehensive whistleblowing mechanism. The assessment
applies to (a) the authority managing the port. i.e., the Port Authority or the port operator where applicable,
(b) the Customs Authority, (c) the Immigration Authority and (d) the Port Health Authority. A whistleblowing
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- or internal reporting — mechanism is a structured set of policies and procedures that establish effective
reporting channels and provide adequate protection and support for individuals or entities reporting
misconduct. Full implementation requires the relevant authority to provide a public, two-way reporting
channel accessible to all employees, ensuring confidentiality and/or anonymity, and enabling the
whistleblower Partial
implementation retains the whistleblowing mechanism but does not fully guarantee anonymity. All

to conduct appropriate follow-up communication after the disclosure.
relevant information should be offered in additional languages whenever the national language is not
English.

B5. Accessibility and reliability of the complaints and appeals mechanism: The fifth port integrity
commitment under examination is the requirement for a comprehensive complaints and appeals
mechanism. An easily accessible complaints or grievance reporting mechanism and/or a designated
contact point should be publicly available and publicised online. The assessment applies to: (a) the
authority managing the port. i.e., the Port Authority or the port operator where applicable, e (b) the
Customs Authority, (c) the Immigration Authority, and (d) the Port Health Authority. Full implementation
requires a mechanism that allows anonymous complaint submission with no limitations on complaint
type. It should also include clear procedures for follow-up and appeals. Partial implementation applies
where mechanisms exist, but anonymity is not fully ensured. All relevant information should be offered in
additional languages whenever the national language is not English.

Figure 5. Port Integrity Commitments, Levels of Implementation

1. Systems for Electronic 2. Port procedures for vessel : q - 4. Whistleblowing 5. Complaints and appeals
clearance and inspections AT RS mechanism mechanism

« Not Implemented (0)

« In Progress (1)*

« Partially Implemented (2)**
« Fully Implemented (3)

« Not Implemented (0)

« In Progress (1)*

« Partially Implemented (2)**
« Fully Implemented (3)

Not Implemented (0)

« Fully Implemented (3)
« Information Only in

national language (7)

Not Implemented (0)

« In Progress (1)
« Partially Implemented (2)
« Fully Implemented (3)

« Not Implemented (0)

« In Progress (1)

« Partially Implemented (2)
« Fully Implemented (3)

* Not found (8) « Information Only in
national language (7)

* Not found (8)

* Information Only in
national language (7)
+Not found (8)

« Info Requested via « Information Only in
email/Partially implemented national language (7)
(4) « Not found (8)

« Info Requested via
email/Fully implemented (5)

« Info Requested via email/No
response (6)

« Information Only in national
language (7)

« Not found (8)

Notes: Scoring level of implementation of integrity commitments: 0 — no implementation/not found; 25 -in
progress/ information only in national language; 50 = Partially implemented; 100 = full implementation.

Component C: Country-level Bribery and Corruption Risk

The third component captures business bribery risk at the national level, conceptualising the port integrity
commitments within the country's overall perception and performance, and its specific risk score. This
component provides a country-level perspective by assessing overall perceptions, performance, and
exposure to bribery-related risks that may influence port operations. It is assessed exclusively at the
country level through the indicator “Aggregate score from TRACE Matrix for bribery risk at country level”. It
relies on internationally recognised risk benchmarks to ensure comparability and methodological
consistency.
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3.2 DataVisualisation

The collected data integrates diverse information, offering valuable insights for analysing the dimensions
of port integrity, which are then converted into risk categories in the Port Integrity Scorecard. For each
question, the level of implementation is represented by assigning a numerical score between 0 and 100 to
each identified level. The resulting Port Integrity Risk Scorecard combines all indicators measured in GPIP
via a simple mathematical calculation (average). The Port Integrity Risk results are presented in a “Traffic
light system” to simplify the presentation of information captured by the answers to the questions, as
accurately as possible, at the levels of implementation of integrity commitments across the five
dimensions. The objective is to identify where port integrity commitments vary and to facilitate discussions
on the reasons for these variations and how to improve (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Integrity Risk Scorecard, Chromatic Scale

Source GPIP

Below are visual examples of the Port Integrity Scorecard: the overall score (Figure 7) and the detailed
scores (Figure 8) for all three (3) components.

Figure 7. Sample Port Integrity Scorecard summary Visualisation on the GPIP Platform.

PORT INTEGRITY SCORECARD

Select country and port to filter the dashboard.

Port Name
SELECTED PORT: Port X

OVERALL PORT RISK

TOP ACTORS INVOLVED

(Blank spots are due to the lack of reported incident in previous 24 months)

n| Port state control (PSC)

J
Il [ Customs ]
H authority |
n| Fire inspector |
Bl [ Farbor captain ]

© 2026 Mapbox © OpenStreetMap

Source: MACN

In the scorecard, the integrity risk of all corresponding stakeholders is detailed and presented as sub-
indicators within their respective areas (Figure 8). The representation of stakeholders' commitment levels
reveals meaningful gaps across the multifaceted port activities and highlights areas where improvement
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actions and corrective policies can be targeted. Further added value is generated by the availability of
comparisons within the GPIP platform. The Integrity Scorecard can provide users with meaningful
comparisons between two or more ports. The visitor might use a regional or cross-regional basis, allowing
monitoring of the integrity performance of ports across different geographical regions or between ports
within the same country or region.

Figure 8. Sample detailed Port Integrity Scorecard Visualisation on the GPIP Platform.
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Source: MACN
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4 DRIVERS AND CAUSES OF CORRUPTION IN PORTS

Corruption in ports arises from a mix of institutional vulnerabilities, operational pressures, and weak
governance, creating opportunities for both coercive (extortion) and collusive (mutual benefit) practices.
We categorise four drivers for corruption in ports’.

e Structural and institutional fragmentation

e Complex multi-agency processes and a lack of transparency
e Weak governance, limited accountability, and regulatory gaps
e Private-sector demand-side behaviour and incentives

4.1 Structural and institutional fragmentation

Structural corruption within the maritime interface is often a direct consequence of the monopoly power
and discretionary authority held by port officials. Ports are structurally vulnerable to corruption because
of their hybrid institutional character, operating as both commercial enterprises and public infrastructure.
The level of corruption depends on three main causal factors: monopoly power, discretionary authority,
and accountability. Risk levels escalate when officials have the (discretionary) power to influence
outcomes of significant commercial value to a private stakeholder, such as vessel berthing, cargo
clearance, or inspection processes. In such contexts, the creation or maintenance of artificial constraints
(e.g., amonopoly) may create opportunities for undue advantage—for example, a customs official denying
a user the right to offload goods despite available capacity unless an informal payment is made. These
institutional vulnerabilities function as a "tax" on trade, introducing unpredictable costs or delays that
disrupt business operations and prevent firms from fully benefiting from port services. This discretion,
combined with asymmetric information between public authorities and private operators, increases the
risk of rent-seeking and informal arrangements, especially in ports with structural vulnerabilities.

Where institutional resources (such as audit capacity, digital systems, and enforcement autonomy) are
weak or unevenly allocated, discretionary decision-making by customs officers, port state control
inspectors, and terminal authorities becomes a central driver of corruption. These vulnerabilities are
amplified in governance systems that have undergone devolution and corporatisation without a parallel
strengthening of accountability mechanisms. Empirical evidence from port reform processes shows that
decentralisation can weaken state oversight if regulatory capacity does not keep pace with increased
autonomy. Multilateral institutions have repeatedly observed that infrastructure sectors with high capital
intensity, long asset lifetimes, and limited competition—characteristics typical of ports and shipping
sectors—are particularly susceptible to capture.

Furthermore, institutional fragmentation is a primary structural driver undermining the integrity of the ship-
portinterface. In many jurisdictions, the absence of a unified port authority results in multiple institutions
managing overlapping tasks, creating a structural-strategic mismatch and a lack of clear leadership. This
fragmentation creates a state in which actors can deliberately reinterpret formal rules to align with their
objectives. When governance resources are siloed across multiple agencies with competing goals, it
becomes significantly more difficult to implement cohesive anti-corruption frameworks.

4.2 Complex multi-agency processes and a lack of transparency

Incident data collected by the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) indicate that most corrupt
demands occur during ship approach and mooring, specifically during vessel inspections. Maritime supply

7In this discussion, we explicitly exclude corruption linked to illicit trade and drug trafficking.
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chains are particularly vulnerable to corruption due to the complexity of multi-agency clearance processes
involving port authorities, customs, immigration, and health officials. These interactions are often plagued
by information asymmetries, in which port users lack verifiable online information about the "rules of the
game" and must rely on the word of local officials. Usually, each agency operates under separate
mandates, information systems, and lines of accountability, resulting in fragmented decision-making
processes that are difficult for external actors to observe or challenge. Research shows that face-to-face
interactions significantly increase the frequency of corrupt demands, whereas the transition to online
clearance procedures can dramatically reduce the occurrence of coercive corruption.

A critical barrier to integrity is the lack of active visibility regarding port procedures and anti-corruption
policies on public-facing platforms. While transparency is often cited as a core value, many ports practice
only "passive transparency," where information is technically public but remains unfindable for the
average user without a specific legal request. Data suggest that while customs authorities are often more
consistent in disclosing vessel clearance procedures, immigration and health authorities lag in their
transparency commitments and are often the least committed to integrity. This uneven visibility prevents
stakeholders from holding organisations accountable, as they cannot compare stated institutional goals
against actual performance or the practices of competing ports. In these contexts, corruption emerges not
from a single point of failure but from cumulative opacity across interconnected procedures, where no
single agency bears full responsibility for outcomes. Thus, lack of transparency in multi-agency port
governance should be understood as a system-level risk that requires coordinated institutional redesign
rather than isolated integrity interventions. Without transparent platforms for information sharing and
public scrutiny, stakeholders—including shipping lines and investors—face uncertainty regarding rules,
costs, and compliance requirements.

4.3 Weak governance, limited accountability, and regulatory gaps

Weak governance in the maritime sector is often reflected in poorly defined accountability mechanisms
and a failure of checks and balances within the bureaucratic hierarchy. This is often framed as a principal-
agent problem, where managers (principals) are unable to effectively monitor the actions of their staff
(agents) who interact directly with port users. When oversight is weak, civil servants may prioritise personal
loyalties over institutional rule. In such environments, even honest managers may condone corruption to
maintain staff productivity or ensure loyalty.

In addition, weak governance is often characterised by a mismatch between formal regulatory frameworks
and the enforcement capacity. Many countries have adopted international conventions (OMI, UNCAC,
OECD Anti-Bribery norms) and detailed port regulations, yet enforcement remains selective. Researchers
demonstrate that such environments correspond to what they describe as “emergent” stages of
corruption, in which resources exist but are misaligned with accountability-building logics.

Many developing countries have robust inspection rules on paper, yet enforcement remains weak due to
entrenched networks and political interference. This gap allows "collusive corruption" to flourish, in which
public officials and private agents coordinate to circumvent regulations while maintaining a superficial
appearance of compliance. In such cases, corruption is not mainly driven by low wages or individual ethics
but by predictable incentives embedded in governance arrangements that separate decision rights from
consequences. Addressing corruption, therefore, requires strengthening cross-institutional
accountability mechanisms rather than merely tightening rules or penalties.

4.4 Private-sector demand-side behaviour and incentives

In the shipping and port industry, private-sector demand for avoidance controls is often driven by
competitive pressure, thin margins, and high penalty costs for delays or non-compliance. On the demand
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side, corruption is often driven by a rational cost-benefit calculation in which the benefits of paying a bribe
outweigh the perceived costs of delay or non-compliance. Extensive evidence shows that firms may
rationally engage in corrupt transactions when institutional inefficiencies raise transaction costs beyond
what market competition can absorb. Vessel masters and owners, shipping lines, freight forwarders, and
cargo owners may perceive informal payments as a risk-management strategy rather than an ethical
choice—especially where corruption is institutionalised, and refusal implies systematic disadvantage.
Furthermore, the use of agents and intermediaries can exacerbate these incentives, as these
intermediaries may profit from information asymmetry by encouraging firms to pay bribes. Over time, such
behaviours reinforce collusive equilibria between public officials and private actors, reducing incentives
for collective action against corruption.

This dynamic creates a significant collective action problem within the private sector, as individual firms
that choose to remain honest may find themselves at a competitive disadvantage. If a competitor is willing
to pay bribes to secure faster clearance or lower duties, other market players may feel compelled to follow
suit to level the playing field. Ultimately, unless systemic change is achieved through collective action that
aligns industry standards, private actors will continue to respond to incentives created by a corrupt
interface, protecting their bottom lines. Effective anticorruption strategies in ports must therefore directly
address private-sector incentives, including through competition policy and the credible enforcement of
sanctions against firms.

5 CURRENT STATE OF PORT INTEGRITY COMMITMENTS

In 2025, the Global Port Integrity Platform has expanded to include 303 ports across 99 countries
worldwide (Figure 9), representing approximately three times the coverage of the first phase of the exercise
in 2021 (106 ports located in 51 countries). This expansion has been accompanied by greater variation in
results across integrity commitments. The variation of commitments observed across geographical
regions has also increased.

Figure 9. Ports included in GPIP, 2025
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Q4 2025).

5.1 Detected levels of Integrity Commitments by Authorities in over 300 Ports

Across all 303 ports in the GPIP and all four authorities assessed at each port, full implementation of
integrity commitments is observed in only 16% of the commitments examined. Partial implementation
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accounts for nearly 26%, and implementation in progress within assessed commitments stands at
approximately 10% of the total results (Figure 10). Approximately 49% of the ports in the database have
assessed commitments with no signs of implementation or relevant provisions. In some cases, integrity
commitments could not be identified or were not publicly accessible, highlighting persistent gaps in
transparency and information availability.

The pattern of the most- and least-implemented commitments is the same across all authorities and
regions. The presence of systems for the electronic exchange of information between ships and ports
stands as the most widely implemented commitment. This is not surprising given that almost all ports in
the database are in countries that have long been signatories to the IMO Convention on Facilitation of
International Maritime Traffic (FAL). In fact, it might be argued that an even more widespread
implementation should have been in place. In contrast, the online accessibility of the authority's anti-
corruption policy is the least-implemented commitment; in over 60% of cases, authorities do not make
such policies publicly available to their users.

The per-stakeholder analysis provides an opportunity to identify the most- and least-committed
authorities for each integrity commitment. Implementation levels are assessed across five commitments
and regions.

e Port Authorities are the most committed among the examined authorities, with full
implementation in one in four cases (23%). However, 38% of the total commitments for which
data were collected show no publicly available evidence of implementation.

e Customs Authorities: The full implementation level is approximately 20%. Among all
commitments, the online availability of port procedures for vessel clearance and inspections is
the most widely implemented. Around 40% of the assessed commitments are categorised as not
implemented or not publicly visible.

e Immigration Authorities: Full implementation of relevant procedures was detected for just 11%
of all assessed commitments. In contrast, 57% of the cases, there is no public evidence of such
implementation.

e Port Health Authorities: This appears to be the least committed authority globally, with “no
implementation” or publicly unavailable information accounting for 64% of all cases. Full
implementation cases account for 9% of the total assessed commitments.

5.2 Implementation of Systems for Electronic Exchange of Information

The implementation of systems for the electronic exchange of information between ships and ports, in line
with the IMO FAL Convention, is the first component of the GPIP. This commitment refers to the port
managing body. Commonly, this body is the Port Authority. In the few cases in which a port operates
without a Port Authority, the GPIP indicates whether the responsible terminal operator has implemented
the relevant provisions.

One in four (24%) Port Authorities fully implement digitalisation and electronic exchange systems, such as
Port Community Systems (Figure 10). 21% of the assessed cases currently implement electronic
exchanges between ports and vessels only partially. Another 38% have such implementations in progress.
This means that across all assessed integrity-related practices, this commitment is the most widely
implemented. The decisions in the special IMO Committee regarding the development of standardised
documentation for implementing the IMO FAL Convention (known as FAL Forms) and the push towards
digitalisation of maritime trade, which occurred at the beginning of the decade amid the pandemic, have
been the accelerators. Since April 2019, the FAL Convention has made it mandatory for ships and ports to
exchange electronically the declarations identified by the Convention. As of January 2024, the single-
window approach is mandatory at all ports.
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Figure 10. Implementation Rates of Electronic Exchange Systems by Port Authorities

Partially implemented
Notimplemented

Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025)
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These efforts vary substantially around the world (Figure 11). At one end, North American ports have
reached fullimplementation (100%). In East Asia and the Pacific, the fullimplementation of FAL provisions
is also notably higher than the global average (39% of ports), while in Europe and Central Asia, this
percentage is very close to the global average (24,5%). At the other end, in Latin America and the Caribbean
(LAC), the share drops to just 5%. Similar low levels are observed in Sub-Saharan Africa (6%). A different
patternis visible in the Middle East and North Africa (22%), and South Asia (13%).

The overallimplementation at all stages has increased from 73% in 2021 to 84% by the end of 2025. Among
the 106 ports included in the GPIP since 2021, the share that have reached the full implementation stage
increased from 10% to 24%. North American and South Asian ports have demonstrated the greatest
progress, moving closer to the most efficient practices.

Still, there is a long way to go before reaching satisfactory levels, as fewer than half of the ports worldwide
have reached the partial/full implementation stage. This is even though only six out of the 303 ports are in
countries that are not signatories to the IMO FAL Convention. More countries need to adopt technologically
available solutions in line with recommended standards, practices, and rules to simplify formalities,
information requirements, and procedures for ships' arrival, stay, and departure.

Figure 11. Implementation Rates of Electronic Exchange Systems: Port Authorities (by region, 2025)

Sub-Saharan Africa 13% 11% 45%
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North America
Middle East & North Africa 22% 33% 28%
Latin America & Caribbean 5% 34% 32%
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).
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5.3 Online Accessibility of Port Procedures for Vessel Clearance and Inspections

While digital access to operational information is increasingly common, most ports worldwide still do not
provide comprehensive online information on vessel clearance and inspection procedures directly
through port authority platforms.

At the global level (Figure 12), 24% of Port Authorities in GPIP provide full online access to port procedures
for vessel clearance and inspections. This is more than double the percentage of full implementation
(11%) that was recorded in 2021. An additional 22% have only some of these procedures available online,
while 15% have such implementation in progress. The findings imply an increasing realisation of the
importance of measures that increase such transparency.

Customs administrations demonstrate the highest degree of implementation: in 38% of cases, such
procedures can be concluded online (compared to 31% of all cases in 2021). In another 29% of the cases
examined, such procedures are only partially implemented. In a smaller share, such implantation remains
in progress. In contrast, Port Health and Safety Authorities and Immigration Authorities show lower
availability, with fullaccess to such procedures available in 14% and 18% of all GPIP, respectively (notably,
the respective shares in the first phase (2021) were significantly lower, i.e., 4% and 3%, respectively). A
relatively smaller share of these authorities has such online procedures under development. Conversely,
there is no sign of implementation in at least 60% of the ports. The uneven progress in the digitalisation of
port clearance and inspection procedures across port and related authorities would be reversed by further
integration and harmonisation of digital systems—such as Maritime Single Window platforms—to
streamline administrative processes.

Figure 12. Online Accessibility of Port Procedures for Vessel Clearance and Inspections, by Stakeholder

Port Health Authority 14% 13% 8%

Immigration Authority 18% 16% 5%

Customs Authority 38% 29% 8%

Port Authority 24% 22% 15%
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

Port Authorities

In aggregate, at almost half of the world's ports, Port Authorities have transformed port procedures for
vessel clearance and inspection (Figure 13). The Americas (South and North) and East Asia and the Pacific
are the only regions where this average is exceeded. Full online accessibility is observed in North America,
where full implementation has been achieved in all ports, and in East Asia and the Pacific (56%). 18% of
port authorities in Sub-Saharan Africa and 13% in Europe and Central Asia provide such online procedures.
In all other regions, the respective percentages are single-digit and substantially lower than the global
average, with infrastructure constraints and institutional fragmentation contributing to lower levels of
online transparency regarding port procedures for vessel clearance and inspections.

The picture is quite different when attention turns to ‘partial implementation’, which refers to information
being available only within a protected area or in the national language (e.g., Spanish). The 70% of LAC
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ports belong to this group. Several ports have progressed in the same direction in the Middle East & North
Africa (20%), Europe and Central Asia (19%), South Asia (18%), and East Asia & Pacific (14%). Across all
implementation stages, the total number of ports operating in this direction is 60%, with ports on the
African and South Asian continents (on average) lagging.

Customs Authorities

In East Asia and the Pacific and in North America, the full digitalisation of customs-related port procedures
for vessel clearance is more frequently present than in any other region (88% and 78% of all cases,
respectively) (Figure 14). In Latin America and the Caribbean, full implementation is rare, but such
practices are widely available (89%) in the local language alone. Similar is the case in the Middle East and
North Africa. In Sub-Saharan Africa, 32% of customs administrations offer the procedures under review
online, and an additional 18% is progressing towards the same direction. Ports in Europe and Central Asia
show moderate implementation levels, with a mix of fully and partially available online procedures, while
55% of customs show no such availability. Only customs authorities in South Asia show lower levels of
implementation, with full availability in just 6% of cases and no implementation in more than 60% of
surveyed cases. The GPIP reveals significant regional disparities in the online availability of customs
clearance procedures for vessels, emphasising the need for continued digital transformation and for all
port users to be aware of the conditions expected upon arrival at each port and destination.

Immigration Authorities

Immigration authorities in most regions offer limited online access for vessel clearance and inspection
procedures. North America is the only region in which full online implementation has been achieved
across all surveyed ports. Port-related immigration authorities in East Asia and the Pacific are advancing
rapidly in this direction. Immigration authorities at half of the ports in the region have reached full
implementation, while at a further 13% of ports, procedures are available only in the local language. Ports
in Latin America and the Caribbean show a lower rate of full multilingual implementation, but 73% provide
access to online procedures in the national language. In Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, and the Middle
Eastand North Africa, no ports offer fully available online procedures for vessel clearance and inspections,
and partial implementation is observed only in a marginal share of ports. In Europe and Central Asia,
immigration authorities are in complete absence of such online procedures. The findings highlight the
need for further investigation into how vessel clearance and inspection procedures are currently
conducted, including whether responsibilities are fragmented across different authorities, and whether
existing institutional or operational conditions impede the establishment of a systematic online process
for seagoing vessel clearance and inspection.

Health and Safety Authorities

The commitment by Health and Safety Authorities to making vessel clearance and inspection procedures
available online remains generally low worldwide, with only a few regions demonstrating meaningful
progress. East Asia and the Pacific is the region where more than half of the ports have digitised procedures
that are also broadly accessible to port users. Furthermore, a small share of authorities in this region limit
accessto local-language versions or are in the process of digitalising these procedures. Latin America and
the Caribbean also record comparatively high levels of availability, but with limitations: around half of the
ports provide online access to vessel clearance and inspection procedures, but this availability is
predominantly restricted to the national language. The lack of multilingual accessibility reduces the
practical usability of these systems for international shipping stakeholders and limits their effectiveness
in facilitating maritime operations.
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Other regions lag significantly behind. In Europe and Central Asia (4%), the Middle East and North Africa
(4%), South Asia (12%), and Sub-Saharan Africa, the online availability of such procedures is rather rare.
Even where digital access exists, it is typically confined to local-language formats, further constraining
accessibility for international users.

Figure 13. Online Accessibility of Port Procedures for Vessel Clearance and Inspections: Port Authorities,

(by region, 2025)
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

Figure 14. Online Accessibility of Port Procedures for Vessel Clearance and Inspections: Customs
Authorities, (by region, 2025)
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

5.4 Online accessibility of the Anti-Corruption Policy

In the digital era, online access to anti-corruption policies is a primary channel through which authorities
communicate their integrity frameworks to the public. A comprehensive anti-corruption policy typically
includes zero tolerance for bribery and facilitation payments, conflict-of-interest management, due
diligence procedures, and the management of third-party relationships. It is important to note that there
is no intermediate score for this indicator; therefore, cases in which such policies are available only in local
languages are classified as partial implementation.

Globally, anti-corruption policies are fully accessible in only 14% of all the cases included in the GPIP
(Figure 15); this percentage, however, is higher than the 10% reported in 2021. 24% of Port Authorities
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provide online access to their anti-corruption policies, either through dedicated websites or other
institutional documents/arrangements. A further 24% have made their policies available exclusively in the
local language. Customs authorities record the second-highest full implementation rate, though at 20%,
it remains relatively low. However, 33% of their anti-corruption policies are available only in local
languages. Port health and safety authorities and immigration authorities exhibit even lower levels of
implementation, with online published anti-corruption policies accounting for only 5% and 8%,
respectively. 20% of Port Health Authorities and 21% of Immigration authorities have made such policies
available only in local languages.

Figure 15. Online Accessibility of Anti-Corruption Policy, by Stakeholder
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

Port Authorities

The highest levels of full online accessibility (i.e., available beyond their language in English) to anti-
corruption policies are observed in South Asia (67%) and North America (56%) (Figure 16). In South Asia,
this reflects comparatively recent port modernisation and digitalisation initiatives, whereas in North
America, Port Authorities have traditionally maintained comprehensive online information systems. In
East Asia and the Pacific, the availability of the anti-corruption policy is close to the global average. The
same applies in Europe and Central Asia. Lower levels of multilingual online accessibility are found in the
Middle East and North Africa (20%). Particularly limited is the availability of an anti-corruption policy in
multiple languages for ports in Sub-Saharan Africa (5%) and in Latin America and the Caribbean (2%).
‘Partial implementation’, which includes presence only in the national language alone (e.g., Spanish), is
more prevalent in Latin American and Caribbean ports (64%). Considerable shares are also observed in
ports in East Asia & Pacific (28%), Europe and Central Asia (25%), and the Middle East & North Africa (13%).

Customs Authorities

Overall, 20% of the examined customs authorities have published their anti-corruption policies online in
multilingual versions (Figure 17). An additional 33% provides them solely in local languages. The highest
level of full implementation is observed in North America, where all authorities have fully implemented
multilingual online access. Comparatively high levels of full implementation are also present in Europe
and Central Asia (30%), East Asia and the Pacific (29%), and Sub-Saharan Africa (24%), with a notable
additional share of customs authorities in these regions providing their anti-corruption policies online only
in national languages. In the Middle East and North Africa, the percentage of cases that publish anti-
corruption policies online in multilingual versions remains in the single digits, with almost half of these
authorities (46%) making these policies available only in the local language. In Latin America and the
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Caribbean, stakeholders can reach customs authorities’ anti-corruption policies only in the national
language (77%). South Asia records low levels of implementation, with only 3% of authorities reporting
either full or partial implementation.

Immigration Authorities

The availability of online accessible anti-corruption policies among immigration authorities remains
relatively limited. In only 29% of all cases, immigration authorities have such policies available on their
dedicated websites. North America is the only region with a notably high level of fullimplementation (78%).
East Asia and the Pacific and the Middle East and North Africa follow, with 11% and 9% of authorities,
respectively. The fullimplementation rate in the Middle East and North Africa is close to the global average,
whereas immigration authorities in Europe and Central Asia (6%) and Sub-Saharan Africa (3%) report rates
below this benchmark. As in other integrity commitments, in Latin America and the Caribbean, 68% of
immigration authorities make their anti-corruption policies publicly available only in the national language.
Similarly, immigration authorities in East Asia and the Pacific (26%) and in European and Central Asia
(21%) exhibit notable shares of partial implementation. No implementation signs have been observed in
South Asia.

Health and Safety Authorities

With only a 25% implementation rate, health authorities are the lowest-performing authority regarding the
specific integrity commitment. Regional results confirm this observation. Latin America and the Caribbean
record the highest level of implementation at 55%; however, in most cases, anti-corruption policies are
not available in any widely used international languages, such as English. This pattern is also evident in
East Asia and the Pacific and in Europe and Central Asia, where 26% and 21% of authorities, respectively,
provide anti-corruption policies exclusively in national languages. Multilingual accessibility remains
limited, observed in only a small share of authorities in East Asia and the Pacific (10%), Europe and Central
Asia (8%), and the Middle East and North Africa (4%). In contrast, no implementation—either in national or
multiple languages—is observed in South Asia and North America, highlighting significant gaps in
transparency and accessibility across these regions.

Figure 16. Online accessibility of Anti-Corruption Policy: Port Authorities (by region, 2025)
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).
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Figure 17. Online Accessibility of Anti-Corruption Policy: Customs Authorities, (by region, 2025)
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

5.5 Accessibility and reliability of the whistleblowing mechanism

Effective whistleblowing mechanisms are a key element of organisational integrity, enabling individuals to
safely report any form of misconduct. By ensuring full confidentiality and anonymity, such mechanisms
promote transparency and accountability. Despite their importance as core components of integrity and
transparency, findings suggest that the examined authorities have not yet implemented them to an
adequate extent. Specifically, full implementation accounts for nearly 11%. Yet this percentage of full
implementation is double the one that was recorded in the first phase of GPIP four years earlier. An
additional 26% of authorities have whistleblowing mechanisms in place, but only in local languages or
without full anonymity, while 10% of the cases are currently subject to further limitations.

Twenty-one per cent of the Port Authorities examined provide a fully developed and reliable online
whistleblowing mechanism (Figure 18). An additional 13% have such mechanisms partially implemented,
and a further 16% are working towards implementation. Customs authorities exhibit the highest overall
level of implementation, with mechanisms in place in approximately 65% of cases. However, only 9%
ensure full anonymity, while a substantial share (44%) implement only partially, raising concerns about
the effective preservation of anonymity within these mechanisms. In a further 16% of the surveyed cases,
the availability of whistleblowing mechanisms is in progress. Health and safety authorities and
immigration authorities report comparatively lower levels of full implementation, at 8% and 5%
respectively, although higher levels of partial implementation are observed (17% and 30%). In smaller
proportions, implementation by such authorities remains in progress.

Figure 18. Accessibility and Reliability of the Whistleblowing mechanism, by Stakeholder
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).
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Port Authorities

Online whistleblowing mechanisms that provide a fully anonymous process are frequently offered by Port
Authorities in North America (78%). In an additional 11% of the ports in the region, the existing
whistleblowing mechanisms do not ensure full anonymity. Similar findings are observed in East Asia and
the Pacific, where almost half of the Port Authorities (46%) provide a fully reliable whistleblowing
mechanism, a relatively low 6% of available mechanisms raise anonymity concerns, and 23% of the
authorities are currently working to implement this integrity commitment. Europe and Central Asia (28%)
are the third region whose full implementation rate remains above the global average; an additional 11%
of the region’s authorities report partial implementation, and just 6% has such commitments in progress.
Among the Latin American and Caribbean Port Authorities examined, full implementation is limited to a
single digit percentage (7%). When partial implementation is included (36%), the region shows a broader
availability of whistleblowing mechanisms, though Port Authorities do not ensure full anonymity. Notable
shares of in-progress implementation are observed in South Asia (45%) and in the Middle East and North
Africa (20%). Sub-Saharan African authorities record the lowest levels in all three implementation
indicators.

Customs Authorities

With an overall implementation rate of 65%, customs rank as the most effective among the assessed
authorities with respect to this specific integrity commitment (Figure 20). However, the high share of partial
implementation raises legitimate concerns regarding the effective protection of anonymity. North America
leads in fullimplementation: 22% of customs authorities have fully accessible and reliable whistleblowing
mechanisms, while the remaining ports have partially implemented this practice. Customs authorities in
the Middle East and North Africa exhibit a similar pattern: 11% have achieved full implementation, 70%
partial implementation, and 17% have such procedures in progress. In Latin America and the Caribbean,
partialimplementation is the preferred practice by 84% of port authorities. In East Asia and the Pacific, full
implementation is close to the global average. In Europe and Central Asia, a moderate frequency of full
implementation (17%) is accompanied by partial implementation in half of the assessed cases (51%). Port
in both South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa exhibit very low levels of implementation.

Immigration Authorities

Globally, whistleblowing mechanisms are in place in almost half of the tested immigration authorities. Full
implementation is limited, with partial implementation being the primary means of adoption. Specifically,
in the same context as the customs authority's analysis, North America stands out as the only region with
full overall implementation coverage (22% full and 78% partial). No Latin American and Caribbean
immigration authority provides areliable whistleblowing mechanism that ensures full anonymity, although
73% of the mechanisms in place operate under limitations. The same applies to East Asia and the Pacific,
with 36% partially implemented and 20% in progress. Ongoing developments are observed in the region’s
immigration authorities. Notable shares of partial implementation are also evident in Europe and Central
Asia (28%) and Sub-Saharan Africa (26%). Full anonymity is provided in a relatively lower percentage of
cases. Whistleblowing mechanisms provided by immigration authorities in the Middle East and North
Africa, as well as in South Asia, were found to be rarely available.

Health and Safety Authorities

The preservation of anonymity in whistleblowing mechanisms provided by health and safety authorities
worldwide appears to be particularly limited. Full implementation is limited to just 8% of all health and
safety authorities assessed. Reliable mechanisms are most found among authorities in East Asia and the
Pacific, where one-third have fully implemented them, and another third are at the stage of partial
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implementation. Health authorities in Latin America and the Caribbean report 68% partial
implementation, reflecting widespread yet incomplete whistleblowing mechanisms. Only one in four
European and Central Asian health and safety authorities has such mechanisms in place, and those that
do either make them available only in the national language or do not ensure full anonymity. Ports in South
Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East and North Africa report very low implementation rates. Notably,
no whistleblowing mechanisms were found among the North American health authorities examined.

Figure 19. Accessibility and Reliability of the Whistleblowing Mechanism: Port Authorities

(by region, 2025)
Grand Total
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

Figure 20. Accessibility and Reliability of the Whistleblowing Mechanism: Customs Authorities

(by region, 2025)
GrandTotal
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

5.6 Accessibility and reliability of the complaints and appeals mechanism

Nearly 60% of the examined ports and stakeholders have established complaint and appeal mechanisms
(Figure 21). Only 12%, however, have an accessible online complaint reporting mechanism that allows
anonymous submission and includes a follow-up and appeal process. Another 33% have such
mechanisms in place without ensuring fullanonymity, or provide them only in local languages, and another
14% have such mechanisms in place with further limitations. North America, Latin America, and the
Caribbean are the regions where such availability is more widespread. The European, Asian, and African
ports examined are those where the application of the respective mechanisms was lower.

Customs authorities are the most efficient regarding this specific integrity commitment. Fifteen per cent
of them provide access to a fully reliable complaints and appeals mechanism. In another 42%, this
mechanism is only partially in place, and an additional 12% currently has such procedures in progress.
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Immigration authorities have also moved toward such implementation. These mechanisms are in place in
63% of the cases included in the GPIP, though only a small portion (11%) provides full anonymity; in the
other ports, there are potential gaps in safeguarding confidential reporting. Fourteen per cent of the 303
Port Authorities offer fully reliable complaints and appeals mechanisms. Another 26% operate
mechanisms that do not guarantee complete anonymity, while 14% face additional operational limitations
in their systems. Health and safety authorities report lower implementation rates, with access to a fully
reliable mechanism in only 8% of cases.

Figure 21. Accessibility & Reliability of the Complaints and Appeals mechanism by Stakeholder

Port Authority 14% 26% 14%

g
l

Immigration Authority 1% 39% 13

Customs 15% 42% 12%
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

Port Authorities

Accessible and reliable complaints and appeals mechanisms are in place by half of the 303 port
authorities assessed (Figure 22). In North America, Port Authorities provide fully reliable online and
accessible mechanisms more frequently than in other regions (89%) of ports. The remaining 11% provide
mechanisms that are either available only in the national language or do not guarantee anonymity. In Latin
America and the Caribbean, the high share of partial implementation (64%) highlights ongoing challenges
in protecting anonymity. In the Middle East and North Africa and in South Asia, 35% and 24% of port
management bodies, respectively, are still in the implementation phase, underscoring further limitations
in existing systems. In East Asia and the Pacific, half of the examined port authorities have relevant
mechanisms in place: 19% are fully accessible and reliable, 21% are partially implemented, and 11% are
in progress. European and Central Asian port authorities show a broadly similar pattern. Ports in Sub-
Saharan Africa have the lowest levels of access to reliable complaint and appeals mechanisms.

Customs Authorities

The patterns of regional disparities in the application of complaints and appeals mechanisms by customs
authorities are broadly similar to those observed for port authorities (Figure 23). North America is the
region with the most frequent observation of full implementation. Full implementation rates in East Asia
and the Pacific and in Europe and Central Asia are slightly above the global average, although significant
issues with anonymity and other limitations were identified. The Middle East and North Africa (80%) and
Latin America and the Caribbean (89%) are characterised by a predominance of partially implemented
procedures. South Asia accounts for the largest share of procedures in progress (52%). Implementation
rates in Sub-Saharan Africa account for nearly half of all customs authorities (45%).

Immigration Authorities

Reliable complaints and appeals mechanisms are available online in more than 60% of the immigration
authorities assessed. Partial implementations represent the predominant level of development across
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most regions, including Latin America and the Caribbean (84%), the Middle East and North Africa (50%),
Sub-Saharan Africa (39%), and Europe and Central Asia (34%). In many cases, these mechanisms are
available only in national languages or do not ensure full anonymity. North America again stands out as
the region with the highest overall implementation coverage (78% fully implemented and 22% partially
implemented). In East Asia and the Pacific, such mechanisms are frequently in place but subject to certain
limitations (43%). South Asia demonstrates the lowest overall levels of commitment to making reliable
complaints and appeals mechanisms available.

Health and Safety Authorities

In the case of health and safety authorities, a fully reliable complaints and appeals mechanism is limited
to only 8% of the 303 ports included in the GPIP, with fully operational mechanisms identified primarily
among health and safety authorities in East Asia and the Pacific (31%). In the same region, an additional
10% of authorities report partial implementation, while 20% indicate that their reporting channels are in
progress, pointing to remaining gaps in the effectiveness of existing systems. Mechanisms that do not
ensure anonymity or are available only in national languages are found exclusively among health and
safety authorities in Latin America and the Caribbean (86%), Europe and Central Asia (19%), and Sub-
Saharan Africa (5%). South Asia and the Middle East and North Africa report notable overall
implementation levels, at 63% and 50% respectively, although these are characterised by certain
limitations in operational effectiveness.

Figure 22. Accessibility & Reliability of the Complaints and Appeals Mechanism: Port Authorities

(by region, 2025)
Grand Total

Sub-Saharan Africa 5% 8% 16%
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).
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Figure 23. Accessibility and Reliability of the Complaints and Appeals Mechanism: Customs Authorities
(by region, 2025)

Totl
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Source: GPIP (n=303 ports in 99 countries; data collected: Autumn 2025).

6 STRATEGIES AND MECHANISMS TO FURTHER ENHANCE
PORT INTEGRITY

The strategies outlined below are designed to directly address the structural drivers of port corruption
identified by GPIP analysis, namely institutional fragmentation, opacity and complex multi-agency
procedures, weak governance, and misaligned private-sector incentives. Each mechanism should
therefore be understood not as a stand-alone intervention but as part of an integrated strategy.

6.1 Public-Private Partnerships and Collective Action

Systemic change is achievable when stakeholders align standards, share data, and collaborate to
eliminate corrupt practices across supply chains. The Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) serves
as an example of an industry-led collective action initiative, using its membership to raise awareness and
co-develop best practices with governments and the shipping and ports industry. Collective action aligns
incentives among firms and authorities to solve the “prisoner’s dilemma” that sustains systemic
corruption in high-interaction environments such as ports. Collaboration with academia further enhances
these efforts by providing conceptually and methodologically robust data collection and reporting, which
ensures that anti-corruption initiatives are evidence-based and unbiased.

UNODC and the Basel Institute on Governance document how multi-stakeholder initiatives and sector
pacts help shift regulation when stand-alone corporate compliance is insufficient, providing a governance
“bridge” until public systems mature. In maritime trade, MACN’s model operationalises this approach by
pairing supply-side commitments (shipping companies) with demand-side reforms (customs, port
authority, maritime authority, health and immigration), reducing discretion during clearance and
inspection and thereby cutting bribery opportunities.
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6.2 Transparency Tools: Complaint Registers and Whistleblowing

Transparency in ports is a construct comprising visibility, inferability, verifiability, and performativity®. To
be effective, integrity mechanisms such as complaint registers and grievance systems must be actively
visible on public websites, rather than relying on "passive transparency," in which information is provided
only upon request. A critical barrier to the success of these tools is the frequent lack of guaranteed
anonymity; whistleblowing and appeals mechanisms are only reliable when they provide clear protections
that allow customers, employees, and affected third parties to report violations without risk of reprisal.
While monetary rewards for whistleblowers can incentivise reporting, they must be balanced carefully to
avoid "crowding out" intrinsic moral duties or undermining internal corporate compliance systems.

Effective port-integrity systems depend on accessible channels for reporting and appeal—both internally
and to independent bodies. OECD guidance stresses that robust whistleblower protection (confidential
channels, protection from retaliation, and remedies) increases detection of wrongdoing and fosters
accountability in public procurement and operational agencies interacting at ports.

Transparency International’s good-practice guide on complaint mechanisms complements this by setting
process standards (clear intake, tracking, feedback, and published registers) that port authorities and
other agencies can apply to clearance and inspection. In the maritime landscape, sector actors
increasingly call for dedicated, industry-wide whistleblowing systems to capture coercive demands,
safety violations, or illicit trade risks that occur at the ship—port interface.

6.3 Capacity Building, Training, and Ethical Leadership

Integrity is an attribute of the overall system of checks and balances, and its enforcement depends on
ethical leadership from boards and senior management. The presence of an independent board of
directors in maritime, customs, immigration, health, and port authorities is a proven mechanism to
promote the implementation of ethics codes. Capacity building should include targeted ethical training to
increase "cognitive moral awareness," helping employees identify and navigate ethical dilemmas.

Peer-reviewed public administration research links codes of ethics, disciplinary frameworks, and targeted
ethics training to lower propensities among civil servants, especially when paired with credible leadership
signals and enforcement. Syntheses of prevention strategies also highlight that skills development must
be context-specific, integrated into routine supervision, and anchored in the UN Convention against
Corruption.

6.4 Real-Time Incident Reporting and HelpDesks

The use of anonymous incident reporting systems allows the maritime industry to move beyond a reactive
stance by identifying systemic vulnerabilities and "bribery hotspots". Real-time data from platforms such
as the Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP) empowers vessel masters and crews to assess risks and reject
corrupt demands during port calls by providing immediate information on prevailing conditions.
Digitalisation tools, such as Maritime Single Windows and port community systems, are vital corruption-
prevention mechanisms as they reduce human discretion and limit the face-to-face interactions that
frequently facilitate coercive demands. Additionally, public dashboards providing real-time operational
data—such as ports' integrity scorecard—serve as effective community engagement tools that increase
both transparency and transport efficiency.

8Brooks, M.R., Knatz, G., Pallis, A.A. and Wilmsmeier G. (2021). Visibility and verifiability in port governance
transparency: exploring stakeholder expectations. WMU Journal of Maritime Affairs 20, 435-455.
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Real-time reporting changes incentives by reducing the time horizon of coercion. When a captain or agent
can immediately escalate a demand to a HelpDesk connected to empowered public authorities, the
expected payoff from petty extortion collapses. At the system level, these tools feed anonymised incident
data into collective-action platforms and port-integrity dashboards, helping authorities spot hotspots
(e.g., specific terminals, agencies, shifts) and verify whether procedural reforms reduce the frequency or
severity of incidents.

6.5 Importance of political leadership and institutional reforms

Political leadership is critical to driving institutional reforms, as leaders must possess the political will to
prioritise public welfare over personal gain and political patronage, thereby preventing corruption from
becoming entrenched. Strengthening managing entities with the capacity to lead and synchronise efforts
across the sector is vital for navigating complex contemporary challenges, such as corruption. Without
robust leadership, the public sector's ability to adapt is stifled, potentially reinforcing the status quo and
leading to a "bad equilibrium" in which collective action against corruption becomes too costly for any
single actor to initiate. Furthermore, the lack of timely institutional evolution contrasts sharply with the
rapid changes required for good governance, infringing competitiveness and sustainable development and
also posing a significant risk to the attractiveness of future port and logistics infrastructure investments.
Effective inter-agency coordination is essential to prevent institutional fragmentation, which occurs when
multiple institutions manage overlapping tasks without clear leadership, leading to "institutional
plasticity," in which actors can reinterpret formal rules to align with self-serving objectives.

Good governance in the port sector is defined as the adoption and enforcement of rules that exercise
authority and institutional resources to develop and manage port activities for the benefit of society and
the economy. An adequate institutional framework is a primary determinant of port performance, requiring
a "match” between the institutional structure, strategy, and operating environment. When these
components fail to align properly, the potential for achieving optimal performance in accordance with a
port's objectives is significantly compromised. Furthermore, adequate governance is the antithesis of
corruption, utilising principles such as accountability, transparency, participation, and the rule of law to
create an enabling environment for fair and equitable progress.

6.6 Interagency collaboration

Collaboration is essential to tackling corruption in ports because corrupt practices often exploit gaps
between mandates, procedures, and accountability lines of different authorities operating at the port.
When customs, port authorities, immigration, health, and law enforcement agencies work in silos,
inconsistent rules and discretionary decision-making create opportunities for illicit demands. Where
corruption persists, it often exploits the absence of coordination rather than regulatory voids. Coordinated
action helps align procedures, share information, and clarify responsibilities, reducing ambiguity for port
users and limiting space for abuse. By working together, agencies can strengthen oversight, ensure
consistent enforcement, and build a shared culture of integrity that makes corruption harder to sustain
and easier to detect across the entire port system.

7 FINAL REMARKS

The Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN) supports the implementation of good governance
principles across maritime supply chains by defining port integrity as a system of policies and practices
that port authorities, operators, and other agencies implement to reduce opportunities for corruption
during operations. Through its Global Port Integrity Platform (GPIP), MACN develops global standards
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and utilises the Integrity Risk Scorecard to monitor and benchmark port commitments, thereby facilitating
evidence-based dialogue among the port and maritime industries and government agencies.

GPIP and the Port Integrity Risk Scorecard create a new layer of decision-making potentialin the shipping
sector and offer new risk management opportunities when integrated in digital Port Community Systems
and Vessel Information Systems, as they improve transparency for port users on potential corruption risks
and ways to mitigate incidents.
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APPENDIX |: GLOBAL PORT INTEGRITY PLATFORM (GPIP): LEGAL AND
INSTITUTIONAL SOURCES

Note: European Union (EU) Regulations are binding in their entirety and apply to all EU Member States once they enter
into force. EU Directives are not directly applicable; they bind Member States as to the result to be achieved but leave
the choice of form and means of implementation to the competence of the national authorities, which must transpose
them into national legislation in whatever manner they prefer. EU Resolutions are not binding; they are
recommendations.

ELECTRONIC EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION

1. IMO Safety of Life at Seas (SOLAS) Regulation XI-2/9-2.2 (2002).
Underlying regulation, not directly relating to electronic sharing, but important when discussing the disclosure of
information:

- Article: 2.1: Every ship to which this chapter applies, intending to enter the port of another Contracting
Government, shall provide the information described in SOLAS paragraph 2.1 on the request of the officers duly
authorised by that Government. The master may decline to provide such information on the understanding that
failure to do so may result in denial of entry into port.

2. Regulation 2019/1239/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 June 2019, establishing a

European Maritime Single Window environment and repealing Directive 2010/65/EU.

- Article 1: This Regulation establishes a framework for a technologically neutral and interoperable European
Maritime Single Window environment (‘EMSWe’) with harmonised interfaces, in order to facilitate the electronic
transmission of information in relation to reporting obligations for ships arriving at, staying in and departing from
a European Union port.

Linked to Directive 2010/65/EU on reporting formalities for ships arriving in and/or departing from ports of the Member
States:
- Requires Member States to accept reporting in electronic format and ensure transmission via a Single Window
- Reporting obligations imposed by national & international legal acts/legislation/law to be harmonised and
simplified, and technology-neutral
- User-friendly communication and information flows
- Laydown harmonised rules regarding information required for port calls
- Ensure the same sets of data can be reported to each National Single Window

3. Directive 2010/65/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 October 2010 on reporting
formalities for ships arriving in and/or departing from ports of the Member States and repealing Directive
2002/6/EC.

Extends the FAL convention with some EU and national requirements :

- Article 1: Simplify and harmonise the administrative procedures applied to maritime transport by making the
electronic transmission of information standard and by rationalising reporting formalities

- Article 5: Electronic transmission of data

- Article 6: Exchange of data

- Article 7: Information in FAL forms

- Article 8: Confidentiality

4. Regulation 2022/2399/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 November 2022 establishing
the European Union Single Window Environment for Customs and amending Regulation (EU) No 952/2013
Rules for national EU Single Window Environment for Customs and for digital administrative cooperation and

information sharing through interoperable data sets - Interoperable with Regulation 2019/1239:

- Article 1: Establishes a European Union Single Window Environment for Customs (‘EU Single Window
Environment for Customs’) that provides an integrated set of interoperable electronic services, at Union and
national level through the European Union Customs Single Window Certificates Exchange System, to support
interaction and enhance information exchange between the national single window environments for customs
and the Union non-customs systems referred to in the Annex.



5. Directive 2009/16/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 April 2009 on Port State Control.
Focuses on safety, health, and environment, not really corruption, but includes provisions on electronic and
harmonised procedures:

- Article 1(b): The purpose of this Directive is to help to drastically reduce substandard shipping in the waters
under the jurisdiction of Member States by establishing common criteria for control of ships by the port State
and harmonising procedures on inspection and detention, building upon the expertise and experience under
the Paris MOU.

- Article 9(3): Electronic means shall be used whenever possible for any communication provided for in this
Article. (Notification of arrival of the ship).

- Article 23(3): Member States shall require pilots and port authorities or bodies to report at least the following
information, in electronic format whenever possible: ship information (name, IMO identification number, call
sign and flag) — sailing information (last port of call, port of destination) — description of apparent anomalies
found on board.

- Article 23(5): The Commission may, in accordance with the regulatory procedure referred to in Article 31(2),
adopt measures for the implementation of this Article, including a harmonised electronic format and
procedures for the reporting of apparent anomalies by pilots and port authorities or bodies and of follow-up
action taken by Member States.

6. World Trade Organisation, Trade Facilitation Agreement (adopted 7 December 2013, entered into force 22
February 2017) WT/L/931
- Article 10(4): Single Window (4.1): Members shall endeavour to establish or maintain a single window, enabling
traders to submit documentation and/or data requirements for importation, exportation, or transit of goods
through a single entry point to the participating authorities or agencies. After the examination by the
participating authorities or agencies of the documentation and/or data, the results shall be notified to the
applicants through the single window in a timely manner.

ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY

1. UK Government (2010) Bribery Act 2010. London: The Stationery Office.
- Section 7(2): But it is a defence for C to prove that C had in place adequate procedures designed to prevent
persons associated with C from undertaking such conduct.

2. U.S. Foreign Corrupt Practices Act

According to the Department of Justice (DOJ) and Securities and Exchange Committee (SEC) Guidelines on what to

consider when evaluating a sufficient compliance program (2" edition):

- Corporate compliance program: No ‘one-size fits all’ compliance program (size, needs, risks, challenges)

- Hallmarks of Effective Compliance Programs: efficient & effective; designed carefully, implemented earnestly,
enforced fairly

- Commitment from Senior Management and a Clearly Articulated Policy Against Corruption: Culture of compliance;
Good faith.

- Code of Conduct and Compliance Policy and Procedure: Clear, concise and easily accessible to all employees &
those conducting business on the company’s behalf; Local language; Companies must ensure the code remains
current and effective; Include responsibilities for compliance within the company, proper internal controls, auditing
practices, documentation policies, and set forth disciplinary procedures keeping in mind size and nature of the
business and relevant risks.

- Oversight, Autonomy, and Resources: The company assigns responsibility for the oversight and implementation of
the compliance program to one or more senior executives; Authority, Autonomy, Sufficient resources.

- Risk Assessment: Balance between time allocate to review low-risk markets, and small entertainment and gift-
giving vs large government bids, questionable payments, or excessive discounts; Effectiveness of the program;
Identical due diligence on all third-party agents, irrespective of risk factors, is often counterproductive and a waste
of resources; credit to a company that implements in good faith a comprehensive, risk-based compliance program,
even if that does not prevent infraction in a low risk area; Prioritization in allocating resources; Appropriate due
diligence is fact-specific (industry, country, size, nature of transaction, method and amount of third-party
compensation).
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- Training and Continuing Advice: Effective communication throughout company; Training on company policies and
procedures, applicable law, practical advice to address real-life scenarios, and case studies; Information
appropriate for the target audience (no one-size-fits-all); Local language.

- Incentives and Disciplinary Measures: Compliance program should apply from the board to the supply room
(cover everyone).

- Discipline: publicise disciplinary actions internally (consider local law).

- Incentives: personnel evaluations and promotions, rewards; Fair and consistent application throughout the
company - No employee should be deemed too valuable to be disciplined.

- Third-Party Due Diligence and Payments: companies should understand the qualifications and associations of its
third-party partners, including business reputation, and relationship with foreign officials; Degree of scrutiny should
increase as red flags surface; Companies should understand the business rationale for including a third-party, and
theirrole and the need for the third-party, and ensure the contract describes the services the third-party will perform
(i.e., payment terms, compared to other payment terms in the industry; history of third-party; document that the
third-party is actually performing the work).

- Ongoing monitoring of third-party relationships: Update due diligence periodically; conduct audits; provide periodic
training; request annual compliance certificates; provide information to third parties about the company’s
compliance program; obtain reassurance from third parties that they will comply.

- Confidential Reporting and Internal Investigation: Anonymous hotlines or ombudsmen; Efficient, reliable and
properly funded process for investigation; Documentation of response; “Lessons learned”.

- Continuous Improvement: Periodic Testing and Review: The program should evolve with business changes,
customer needs, laws, and industry standards; critically review and test (employee surveys; targeted audits;
proactive evaluations before a problem arises can lower the applicable penalty range).

- Mergers and Acquisitions: Pre-Acquisition Due Diligence and Post-Acquisition Integration: Due diligence; if pre-
acquisition due diligence is not possible, procedures that reward companies for conducting thorough post-
acquisition due diligence; the company should include the acquired company in its internal controls (compliance
program).

- Investigation, Analysis, and Remediation of Misconduct: the compliance program responds to misconduct;
response mechanism and lessons learned; analyse root cause.

3. The Bribery Prevention Network (Australia)
The Bribery Prevention Network (Australia) offers scenario guidelines for implementing an effective ABC compliance
framework. Just an example of how it can be implemented (recommendation), with no legal weight.

Read more at: Implementing-an-anti-bribery-and-corruption-policy.pdf (briberyprevention.com)

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES

1. Directive (EU) 2022/993 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 2022 on the minimum level of
training of seafarers
The governing EU directive on training and the prevention of fraudulent seafarers certificates:

- Recital 10: Member States should take and enforce specific measures to prevent and penalise fraudulent
practices associated with certificates of competency and certificates of proficiency as well as pursue their
efforts within the IMO to achieve strict and enforceable agreements on the worldwide fight against such
practices.

- Article 1: This Directive applies to the seafarers referred to in this Directive serving on board seagoing ships
flying the flag of a Member State (with exceptions)

- Article 9: Prevention of fraud and other unlawful practices

e Member States shall take and enforce appropriate measures to prevent fraud and other unlawful
practices involving certificates and endorsements issued, and shall provide for penalties that are
effective, proportionate and dissuasive.

e Member States shall designate the national authorities competent to detect and combat fraud and
other unlawful practices and exchange information with the competent authorities of other Member
States and of third countries concerning the certification of seafarers.

- Article 10: Penalties or disciplinary measures

e Member States shall establish processes and procedures for the impartial investigation of any reported
incompetence, act, omission or compromising of security that may pose a direct threat to the safety of
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life or property at sea or to the marine environment on the part of the holders of certificates of
competency and certificates of proficiency or endorsements issued by that Member State in
connection with their performance of duties relating to their certificates of competency and
certificates of proficiency, and for the withdrawal, suspension and cancellation of such certificates of
competency and certificates of proficiency for such cause and for the prevention of fraud

e Member States shall take and enforce appropriate measures to prevent fraud and other unlawful
practices involving certificates of competency, certificates of proficiency, and endorsements issued.

2. IMO Resolution A. 1155(32) Procedures for Port State Control, Adopted on 15 December 2021
This Code provides guidelines on the standards of integrity, professionalism, and transparency that regional port State
control (PSC) regimes expect of all port State control officers (PSCOs) involved in or associated with PSC inspections.
- Appendix 1: Code of good practice for Port State Control officers conducting inspections within the framework
of the regional memoranda of understanding and agreement on Port State Control.

WHISTLEBLOWING MECHANISM

1. UN Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC), Adopted 2004.

- Article 33. Protection of reporting persons: Each State Party shall consider incorporating into its domestic
legal system appropriate measures to provide protection against any unjustified treatment for any person who
reports in good faith and on reasonable grounds to the competent authorities any facts concerning offences
established in accordance with this Convention.

2. UN Ethics Office. Protection against retaliation for reporting misconduct and for cooperating with duly
authorised audits or investigations.
- Section 1.1: It is the duty of staff members to report any breach of the Organisation’s regulations and rules to
the officials whose responsibility it is to take appropriate action. An individual who makes such a report in good
faith has the right to be protected against retaliation.

3. OECD (2016), Committing to Effective Whistleblower Protection, OECD Publishing, Paris.

This report is an in-depth analysis of the evolution of standards in whistleblower protection. It provides a detailed
analysis of whistleblower protection frameworks in OECD and Working Group on Bribery countries and identifies areas
forreform. It also proposes steps to strengthen effective and comprehensive whistleblower protection laws, and ensure
protection in both the public and private sectors.

4. US Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989 (WPA)

The Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989 (WPA) is a United States federal law designed to safeguard federal employees
who disclose evidence of wrongdoing within the government. It establishes formal mechanisms for investigating
retaliation against whistleblowers, e.g., prohibits a federal supervisor from taking or failing to take, or threatening to take
or fail to take, a personnel action because of a protected disclosure

5. US Anti-Money Laundering Act of 2020 (AMLA)

The law, enacted on January 1, 2021, represents a comprehensive update to U.S. anti-money laundering (AML) laws. It
strengthens oversight of financial crimes and enhances the federal government’s tools to detect, prevent, and punish
money laundering and unlawful financing.

- U.S. Code (Title 31): A prohibition against retaliation, i.e, no employer may, directly or indirectly, discharge,
demote, suspend, threaten, blacklist, harass, or in any other manner discriminate against a whistleblower in
the terms and conditions of employment or post-employment because of any lawful act done by the
whistleblower (A) in providing information ... or (B) in initiating, testifying in, or assisting in any investigation or
judicial or administrative action ...or (C) in providing information regarding any conduct that the whistleblower
reasonably believes constitutes a violation of any law, rule, or regulation”.

6. Office of the Whistleblower Ombuds, US House of Representatives. Private Sector Whistleblower
Protections-Strategic Plans.
This document largely focuses on the laws administered through the Whistleblower Protection Program.
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7. Whistleblower Protection Act Japan

A Japanese law enacted in 2004 to safeguard individuals who report violations of laws and regulations within
organisations. It aims to promote transparency, compliance, and public interest by protecting whistleblowers from
retaliatory actions such as dismissal or demotion.

- Article 1: The Purpose of this Act is to protect whistleblowers to provide for nullity, etc. of dismissal of
whistleblower on the grounds of whistleblowing and the measures that the business operator and
Administrative body shall take concerning whistleblowing, and to promote compliance with the laws and
regulations concerning the protection of life, body, property, and other interests of citizen, and thereby to
contribute to the stabilization of the general welfare of the life of the citizens and to the sound development of
socioeconomy.

8. Organisation of American States (OAS). Inter-American Convention Against Corruption (B-58). Adopted: 1996.
- Article 3(8): For the purposes set forth in Article Il of this Convention, the States Parties agree to consider the
applicability of measures within their own institutional systems to create, maintain and strengthen: (8)
Systems for protecting public servants and private citizens who, in good faith, report acts of corruption,
including protection of their identities, in accordance with their Constitutions and the basic principles of their
domestic legal systems

9. Directive (EU) 2019/1937 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2019 on the protection
of persons who report breaches of Union law.

- Article 1: The purpose of this Directive is to enhance the enforcement of Union law and policies in specific areas
by laying down common minimum standards providing for a high level of protection of persons reporting breaches
of Union law.

- Article 2: The directive sets out minimum standard

- Chapter ll: Internal reporting and follow-up: Information on breaches may be reported through the internal
reporting channels and procedures; Member States shall encourage reporting through internal reporting channels
before reporting through external reporting channels; First internal reporting to avoid fear of retaliation and
effectively addressed internally first; Obligation to establish internal reporting

- Chater V: Provisions applicable to internal and external reporting (confidentiality, personal data, record keeping)

- Chapter VI: Protection measures (against retaliation, penalties)

10. National Whistleblower Center (NWC). National whistleblower protection laws. New York: NCW.
Information on national whistleblower protection laws and international laws.

11. International Labour Organisation (ILO) (2022). The protection of whistle-blowers in the public service sector.
Technical meeting on the protection of whistle-blowers in the public service sector, Geneva, 26-30 September
2022.

Information on national whistleblower protection laws and international laws.

GRIEVANCE MECHANISM

1. European Parliament resolution of 10 March 2021 with recommendations to the Commission on corporate

due diligence and corporate accountability

- Recital (47): In order to be effective, a due diligence framework should include grievance mechanisms at the
level of the undertaking or at sectoral level, and, in order to ensure that such mechanisms are effective,
undertakings should take decisions informed by the position of stakeholders, when developing grievance
mechanisms. Those mechanisms should allow stakeholders to raise reasonable concerns and should function
as an early-warning risk-awareness and mediation system. They should be legitimate, accessible, predictable,
equitable, transparent, rights-compatible, a source of continuous learning and should be based on
engagement and dialogue. Grievance mechanisms should be entitled to make suggestions as to how potential
or actual adverse impacts could be addressed by the undertaking involved. They should also be able to propose
an appropriate remedy when it is brought to their attention through mediation that an undertaking has caused
or contributed to an adverse impact.

- Article 9: Grievance mechanism:

- (1)Undertakings shall provide a grievance mechanism, both as an early-warning mechanism for risk-awareness
and as a mediation system, allowing any stakeholder to voice reasonable concerns regarding the existence of
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a potential or actual adverse impact on human rights, the environment or good governance. Member States
shall ensure that undertakings are enabled to provide such a mechanism through collaborative arrangements
with other undertakings or organisations, by participating in multi-stakeholder grievance mechanisms orjoining
a Global Framework Agreement.

- (2) Grievance mechanisms shall be legitimate, accessible, predictable, safe, equitable, transparent, rights-
compatible and adaptable as set out in the effectiveness criteria for non-judicial grievance mechanisms in
Principle 31 of the United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights and the United Nations
Committee on the Rights of the Child General Comment No 16. Such mechanisms shall provide for the
possibility to raise concerns either anonymously or confidentially, as appropriate in accordance with national
law.

- (3)Thegrievance mechanism shall provide for timely and effective responses to stakeholders, both in instances
of warnings and of expressions of concern.

- (4) Undertakings shall report on reasonable concerns raised via their grievance mechanisms and regularly
report on progress made in those instances. All information shall be published in a manner that does not
endanger the stakeholders’ safety, including by not disclosing their identity.

- (5) Grievance mechanisms shall be entitled to make proposals to the undertaking on how potential or actual
adverse impacts may be addressed.

- (6) Undertakings shall take decisions informed by the position of stakeholders, when developing grievance
mechanisms.

- (7) Recourse to a grievance mechanism shall not preclude the claimants from having access to judicial
mechanisms

2. U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Human Resources Management. Administrative Grievance
Procedure (AGP) (DoC Directive, 2011)

Prescribes the system under which an employee, or a group of employees acting as individuals, may request personal

relief in a matter of concern or dissatisfaction regarding their employment. The personal relief sought by the employee

must be within the authority and control of management officials of the Department of Commerce. Deatails a

Negotiated Grievance Procedure (NGP).
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APPENDIX Il: GUIDELINES & REGULATIONS LINKED TO THE
INDICATORS OF THE MACN GLOBAL PORT INTEGRITY PLATFORM
(GPIP)

GPIP Definition, Description and Reference

Indicator

Electronic System for Electronic Exchange of Information between Ships and Port (as defined in April 2019 FAL Convention)
exchange of allows parties involved in maritime business to lodge standardized information and documents with a single-
information entry point to fulfil all import, export, and transit-related regulatory requirements. The data that falls under the

requirement for electronic data exchange is listed in the FAL Convention. For all IMO member states, public
authorities will need to establish, maintain, and use single window systems for the electronic exchange of
information required on arrival, stay and departure of ships in ports.

e By 1st January 2024, the single window for data exchange is to become mandatory in ports for all IMO
member states, marking a significant step in the acceleration of digitalization in shipping (see IMO FAL
Convention on the Maritime Single Window)

e Best practices include the "increased use of electronic systems, establish non-cash methods and
electronic systems with tracking and recording features for the submission and receipt of payments and
documentation" (see p.5: IMO FAL 5 Guidance to Implement Procedures Against Maritime Corruption

(2022))

* |n 2021, the IMO issued Guidelines for setting up a Maritime Single Window

e "Automation or computerization of Customs functions can improve efficiency and effectiveness and
remove many opportunities for corruption” (see Revised Arusha Declaration)

Anti- A fully comprehensive anti-corruption policy should include: zero tolerance policy towards bribery and
Corruption facilitation payments; managing conflicts of interest, due diligence and management of third party
Policy relationships. An anti-corruption policy is sometimes part of a broader code of conduct/code of ethics.

e "Each State Party shall, in accordance with the fundamental principles of its legal system, develop and
implement or maintain effective, coordinated anti-corruption policies that promote the participation of
society and reflect the principles of the rule of law, proper management of public affairs and public
property, integrity, transparency and accountability” (see Article 5 UNCAC)

¢ Public authorities should create and maintain an anti-corruption compliance policy or a code of conduct
with anti-corruption/integrity provisions.

e The anti-corruption policies and strategies should be inclusive, comprehensive, integrated, evidence
based, non-partisan, transparent and impact oriented (see UN Guide for Anti-Corruption Policies).

* AC policies and procedures should be regularly reviewed for effectiveness (see IMO FAL 5 Guidance to
Implement Procedures Against Maritime Corruption (2022))

* One principle for managing ethics in the public service is that ethical standard should be clear, for
example in the form of a code of conduct (see OECD).

e The Council of Europe recommends that the governments of member states promote, subject to
national law and the principles of public administration, the adoption of national codes of conduct for
public officials based on the model code of conduct for public officials (see recommendation)

¢ The World Customs Organization states that a "key element of any effective integrity programme is the
development, issue and acceptance of acomprehensive code of conduct which sets outin very practical
and unambiguous terms the behaviour expected of all Customs personnel (see the Revised Arusha
Declaration)
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e |SO 37001 is designed to help public and private sector organisations implement anti-bribery
management system or enhance controls already in place. It requires implementing a series of
measures including the adoption of and ABC policy (see ISO 37001)

Standard Port procedures should be accessible online and cover inspection, verification and clearance of vessels at port
Operating
Procedures e "Encourage the adoption, regular monitoring and review of standard operating procedures (SoPs) that

provide comprehensive guidance concerning all operations to prevent opportunities for discretion" (see
IMO FAL 5 Guidance to Implement Procedures Against Maritime Corruption (2022))

e Public servant should know their rights and obligations, "these should include clear rules and
procedures for officials to follow" (see OECD).

e "Customs laws, regulations, procedures and administrative guidelines should be made public, be easily
accessible and applied in a uniform and consistent manner" (see Revised Arusha Declaration)

Whistleblowing  Awhistleblowing or internal reporting mechanism is a set of policies or procedures within an organisation which
Mechanism establish not just effective channels but comprehensive protection and support for reporting persons

* "In a potential whistleblower protection situation, there is the need to protect not only the staff member
alleging retaliation but also the rights of the accused official, ensuring the fairness and transparency of
the whole procedure" (see ILO)

* The EU Whistleblower Directive on the protection of whistleblowers entered into force in December 2019
lays down minimum standards for the protection of persons reporting unlawful practices. "Member
States shall ensure that legal entities in the private and public sector establish channels and procedures
for internal reporting and for follow-up, following consultation and in agreement with the social partners
where provided for by national law" (see Article 8 EU Directive 2019)

e “Safeguard whistle-blower protection and reporting channels by establishing measures and systems to
facilitate the reporting of suspected corruption and to protect the reporting persons. Provide public
information about the reporting channels available and the steps of the investigation process.
Periodically and during the process, inform the reporting person about the investigation” (see IMO FAL 5
Guidance to Implement Procedures Against Maritime Corruption (2022))

e “Whistleblowers play a crucial role in protecting the public interest by ensuring that threats to financial
integrity, the environment, public health and safety, human rights and the rule of law do not go
unchecked. As well as helping to serve the public interest, whistleblowing channels are in the best
interests of organisations” (see Tl whistleblowing mechanisms guide)

Grievance Effective complaint mechanisms are a key tool to identify and prevent corruption and other malpractice. They
Mechanism are a mechanism through which citizens are enabled to address complaints related to a particular institution
or organisation and through which it is ensured these complaints are properly reviewed and responded to.

e “Ensure that a comprehensive standard internal investigation procedure with timeframes is effectively
implemented to address misbehaviour. Corruption offences should further be reported to the criminal
justice” (see IMO FAL 5 Guidance to Implement Procedures Against Maritime Corruption (2022))

* “|tis necessary to have reliable procedures and resources for monitoring, reporting and investigating
breaches of public service rules, as well as commensurate administrative or disciplinary sanctions to
discourage misconduct (see OECD

* “An effective complaint mechanism has the potential to strengthen the organisation’s credibility and
reputation” (see Tl Reference Guide for Good Practice).

e “Appeal and administrative review mechanisms should be established to provide a mechanism for
clients to challenge or seek review of Customs decisions” (see Revised Arusha Declaration)
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APPENDIX I1l: SCORING GUIDANCE FOR MACN'S GLOBAL PORT
INTEGRITY PLATFORM (GPIP) - PORT INTEGRITY SCORECARD

Not

Implemented (0)

In Progress (1)

Partially

Implemented (2)

Fully

Implemented (3)

Not
Accessible /
Not Found (5)

Info Only in
National

Language (4)

Q1 Does the port use systems for Electronic Exchange of Information between Ships and Port? (as defined in April 2019 FAL

Convention)

No system for
Electronic
Exchange of
Information
between Ships and
Portin place (as
defined in April
2019 FAL
Convention)

The member state has
ratified the FAL
Convention

The member has
ratified the FAL
Convention &
further info
included into a
restricted area.
The information
has been
requested by
email, the
response states
partial
implementation.

System for
Electronic
Exchange of
Information
between Ships and
Portin place (as
defined in April
2019 FAL
Convention). The
information has
been requested by
email, the
response states
full
implementation.

Q2 Are Port Procedures for vessel clearance and inspections available online?

No Port
Procedures for
vessel clearance
and inspections
available online /
Published Port
Procedures don't
cover inspection,
verification and
clearance of
Vessels

The member state has
ratified the FAL
Convention

The member has
ratified the FAL
Convention &
further info
included into a
restricted area

Port Procedures
accessible online
and covering the
Inspection,
Verification and
Clearance of
Vessels at Port

Not in English or
another known
language

Not in English or
another known
language

Q3 Is the authority's anti-corruption policy (sometimes part of broader code of conduct) available on the authority's

website?

The authority has
no Code of
Conduct with anti-
corruption/integrit
y provisions / anti-
corruption policy
published online

n/a for this Assessment
Question

n/a for this
Assessment
Question

The authority has a
Code of Conduct
with anti-
corruption/integrit
y provisions / anti-
corruption policy
published online

Not in English or
another known
language
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Q4 Does the authority or other relevant government body have a comprehensive whistleblowing mechanism in place?

The port authority
has no
whistleblowing
channelin place

The whistleblowing
channelis in place but

suffers from limitations:

1. The existing
channel does not
allow reporting on
anti-corruption
issues, and is for
example limited to
improper financial
management.

2. Thereisonlya
reporting channel
for a select group,
for managers for
example.

3. There is no public
declaration that
there is no risk of
reprisal.

4. Two-way
communication
with the
whistleblower is
not assured.

Thereis a
whistleblowing
mechanismin
place, but does not
ensure full
anonymity.

The port authority
has a public
provision of a two-
way reporting
channel available
to ALL EMPLOYEES
that assures full
confidentiality
and/or anonymity
and two-way
communication
with the
whistleblower for
any needed follow-
up on the
disclosure. For a
full score the
authority should
publicly declare
that employees
can raise concerns
and/or report
violations without
risk of reprisal.

Not in English or
another known
language

Q5 Does the authority or other relevant government body have a comprehensive complaints and appeals mechanism in

place?

No comprehensive
complaints and
appeals
mechanism

The grievance
mechanism is in place
but has more than one
of the following
limitations:

1. Type of complaint
limited

2. Lacks a follow-up
mechanism

3. Lacks an appeal
mechanism

Thereisa
complaints and
appeals
mechanism in
place but does not
ensure full
anonymity.

*hkkkkkk

An easily
accessible
complaints/grieva
nce reporting
mechanism or
contact pointis
provided and
publicized online.
It allows for
anonymous
submission of
complaints and
there are no
limitations
regarding the type
of complaint. It
includes a follow-
up and appeal
process

Not in English or
another known
language
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