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Background and aim of the meeting  
 
The European Union is currently reviewing its external fisheries policy as part of the 
reform of its Common Fisheries Policy. The European Commission (EC) is planning 
to publish a communication on the external fisheries policy in Spring 2011. In order to 
contribute to this review process, the Coalition for Fair Fisheries Arrangements and 
TransparentSea organized a half-day seminar in Brussels devoted to the issue of 
transparency and access to information.  
 
The meeting was motivated by a concern that there is a lack of transparency in the 
management of EU fisheries operations conducted in the waters of African, 
Caribbean and Pacific states. This is exacerbated by low levels of accountability that 
exist in the management of commercial fisheries in many countries and island states 
of the developing world. Lack of transparency undermines the quality of decision-
making processes, it stifles political voice among marginalized stakeholders and it 
contributes to the problem of corruption and illegal fishing. However, the task of 
improving accountability and public access to information in fisheries has not 
received the attention it deserves by policy makers and regional and international 
organisations.  
 
The aim of this seminar was to bring together a wide range of experts and 
stakeholders to discuss the problems caused by a lack of transparency in fisheries 
and to consider possible policy ideas. There was no attempt to reach a consensus on 
policy recommendations and this seminar was merely used as an occasion for an 
open and frank exchange of views. It is hoped this meeting has highlighted the 
importance and complexity of this subject, and has gone some way to make sure that 
this issue will continue to receive attention.   
 
The following document provides a brief summary of the seminar, held under the 
Chatham House rules.   
 
 
About the conference organisers  
 
The Coalition for Fair Fisheries Arrangements is a NGO based in Brussels that works 
to stimulate policy debate and advance the interests of small-scale fishers and 
coastal people. TransparentSea is a new initiative, established in partnership with 
CFFA, which is based in Nairobi, Kenya. TransparentSea is aimed at monitoring 
access to information in fisheries and promoting improved accountability in fisheries 
management.  
 
The seminar was made available through funding provided by the Swedish Society 
for Nature Conservation. The seminar organisers would also like to thank Isabella 
Lovin, and Ulrika Ekfeldt for their support and assistance in organizing this event.	  
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Meeting notes 
 
1. Identifying the problem  

 
1.1. Presentations and subsequent discussions at his meeting confirmed that 

substantial information on the management and governance of fisheries is 
obscured from the public. 

 
1.2. A key issue raised at the meeting was the lack of transparency surrounding all 

fisheries access agreements. The EU’s Fisheries Partnership Agreements 
(FPAs) were acknowledged as being far more transparent than others. The 
European Union publishes the contracts of FPAs and in some cases also the 
notes of the joint committee meetings that oversee their implementation. 
However, several participants raised concern that ex-ante and post-ante 
evaluations of FPAs, commissioned by the EC for every agreement, are not 
released to the public, or indeed made available to members of the European 
Parliament’s Committee on Fish, and the Committee on Development. Other bi-
lateral fisheries access agreements, such as those signed between Asian 
countries of fisheries associations and western pacific Island countries and 
territories remain entirely confidential. Negotiations of these agreements are 
held behind ‘closed doors’, normally in the home country of the distant water 
fishing fleets.  

 
1.3. In addition to access agreements, in many countries authorities do not publish 

details of private licenses or joint ventures. There is a corresponding lack of 
information on which fishing vessels operate where, how much companies are 
paying for fishing authorization and what are the terms of their licenses, 
including restrictions on catch limits, restrictions on where boats are allowed to 
fish and what gear they are permitted to use. Information on the owners of 
fishing vessels is also not readily available to the public, as is details of local 
partners in joint ventures.  

 
1.4. Fishing authorities and port state authorities have an inconsistent approach to 

collating and sharing data on the activities of fishing boats and the outcomes of 
inspections or patrols. Information on ports state visits are not always published, 
and there is also limited information on the outcomes of arrests for illegal fishing, 
in terms of what penalties are paid or what sanctions were imposed through 
criminal trials, or in fact whether the incident reached the point of court trial at all.  

 
1.5. Concern over transparency in fisheries extends to the income and expenditure 

of governments and fisheries management bodies. The lack of accountability 
surrounding EU’s FPAs is illustrative, with few countries, or the EU, 
documenting how millions of Euros intended to be used for sectoral 
development have been spent. But the problem was described as wider than 
this, in many countries budgets and audited accounts of the ministry or 
department responsible for fisheries are not actively made public, and in some 
cases large donor projects aimed at developing fisheries do not have strong 
oversight or thorough financial reporting.  

 
1.6. Finally, it was noted that worldwide publically available information on subsidies 

has been inadequate, meaning it can be difficult to know what amounts have 
been paid to which companies, and for what purpose. Here the European Union 
has made improvements, assisted by the work of the NGO fishsubsidy.org (see 
below).  
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2. Understanding the consequences of limited transparency and access to 
information  

 
2.1. In considering the benefits of improved transparency, one of the main points of 

debate concerned the positive outcomes that could arise if the EC was more 
open about the performance and implementation of FPAs. It was agreed that so 
far the legacy of EU funding through FAPs has been poor, and it has not 
benefited local coastal communities and small-scale fisheries as much as it 
should. In some countries, such as Guinea-Bissau it was reported that the EU 
provides a third of the state’s budget for fisheries development, yet coastal 
communities and small-scale fishers remain marginalised and inadequately 
supported. This also creates challenges for European fishing interests, who 
report that poor governance in countries where the EU has FPAs not only 
undermines sustainable fishing, but also contributes to corruption in fisheries 
management; European boats are regularly forced to pay bribes to inspectors 
who falsify evidence of illegal fishing.  
 

2.2. All stakeholders at this meeting therefore argued that FPAs should be making a 
greater contribution to local fisheries management, including research, and 
improving the livelihoods of coastal people and artisanal fisheries. Providing the 
public in these countries with the evaluations commissioned by the EC, it was 
argued, would enable greater scrutiny of how the money reserved for sectoral 
development has been spent, thereby increasing the local demand for good 
governance, accountability and responsible fisheries management. Moreover, 
the existing stance taken by the EC in keeping these documents secret only 
raises suspicion and heightens international and local criticisms against the EU 
fishing fleet.  

 
2.3. Greater transparency in the negotiation of all fisheries access agreements may 

help host countries gain improved contracts. For the time being, confidentiality 
supports the competitive advantage of the distant water fishing fleets. One 
problem is that host countries are unaware of what other countries are receiving 
through access agreements, and therefore may settle for less than they should 
do. Increasing transparency could support regional collaboration, which would in 
turn bolster the bargaining position of host countries. Lack of transparency also 
makes the host negotiators of access agreements vulnerable to corruption and 
bribe payments, which was noted as a  problem  in the Pacific. Opacity in the 
negotiation of access agreements may also allow foreign countries to unofficially 
link these agreements to the availability of broader development assistance, 
which is objectionable as it may undermine responsible fisheries management, 
including the development of regulations supporting sustainable fisheries and an 
ecosystem approach to fisheries management.    

 
2.4. Improving the flow of information on licenses, inspections and port visits will 

strengthen international efforts at reducing the scale of illegal fishing and it may 
highlight persistent offending. It was described at this meeting that international 
and regional attempts at combating illegal fishing, such as the EU regulation on 
IUU and the FAO Port States Measures, have largely failed to date because 
some states are not contributing to this international information flow. It was also 
argued that a failure to report on what penalties or sanctions fishing boats 
receive for engaging in illegal fishing raises concern that fishing boats are either 
being given lenient punishments and penalties, or that bribe payments may be 
interfering with investigations and prosecutions. The outcome is that the public 
has limited grounds to know whether illegal fishing is being dealt with adequately 
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and whether fishing vessels engaged in illegalities are able to continue fishing, 
even after being arrested.  

 
2.5. Lack of transparency creates the opportunity for forms of corruption and 

embezzlement, or wasteful spending, thereby limiting the contribution fisheries 
makes to national wealth creation. This is critical in developing countries that 
continue to be dependant on foreign donors and financial assistance for 
developing fisheries capacity.  Without access to audited reports and credible 
evaluations, civil society in these countries is unable to provide an oversight role 
in how this money is spent.  

 
2.6. Improving access to information on fisheries supports independent research and 

analysis, which in turn can lead to gains in the quality of decision-making. It was 
reported at the meeting that those countries who have increased transparency, 
such as Madagascar, have helped stimulate research and analysis that has 
directly improved policy and management, leading to increased revenues and 
more responsible fisheries. Furthermore, adopting measures to ensure 
information is disseminated effectively to local stakeholders can stimulate 
greater demand for effective management. Improving the political voice of 
marginalized communities, including women, is important as it is these 
stakeholders who are often marginalised in policy fora.  

 
2.7. It was also noted that lack of transparency is a concern for private fishing 

companies. In some countries companies have no idea whether the money 
being paid for licenses is being used by legitimate intuitions, or whether it is 
being channeled off-shore. Furthermore, companies are concerned about 
buying licenses in countries that lack transparency, as they have little 
information on who else is exploiting the resource and what is the existing 
intensity of fishing activities.  

 
2.8. Overall, it was argued that transparency represents a critical component to 

effective and just fisheries governance. Although improving transparency and 
access to information holds out the prospect of economic or environmental 
benefits, it was also noted that citizens have a basic right to know how their 
marine resources are being exploited. Access to information therefore should 
not be justified for a particular end.  

 
3. Selected responses to transparency  
 
3.1. Having considered some of the key benefits of increasing transparency in 

fisheries, the meeting considered different policy responses, including 
international initiatives already underway. There were four examples discussed 
at this meeting; the work of the World Bank in mainstreaming transparency 
through its projects in Africa; The FAO’s Global Record on Fishing vessels; the 
Aarhus Convention and the NGO initiative on improving transparency on EU 
fishing subsidies, known as ‘fishsubsidy.org’.  

 
The World Bank and the Fisheries Transparency Initiative  
 
3.2. It was explained to the meeting that during the last decade the issue of 

transparency has been given more importance in World Bank projects relating to 
marine fisheries, including those in Africa. The World Bank has an aim of 
systematizing transparency in all of its work on fisheries, due to the realization 
that transparency and accountability is an intrinsic component of achieving 
economic growth and good governance. For the World Bank the issue of 
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transparency is linked to concerns over corruption, but it was stressed that 
transparency is considered to have much wider benefits than simply reducing 
the opportunities for embezzlement, frauds and bribe payments—it can be the 
cornerstone of a ‘virtuous cycle’ of governance reforms. The World Bank has 
therefore developed the idea of a Fisheries Transparency Initiative.  

 
3.3. The meeting provided an opportunity to hear about specific case studies of 

World Bank assistance in fisheries that has encouraged greater transparency. In 
the late 1990s and early 2000s, work by the World Bank, in collaboration with 
other donors, helped encourage the government of Madagascar to publish all 
details of private fishing licenses in local newspapers. In addition, the initiative 
contributed to the introduction of secure rights for the ship owners in to the 
fisheries in return for payment of license fees,  and the establishment of the 
Economic Observatory in Madagascar, which has increased the public flow of 
information on fisheries, and helped highlight which companies add value to the 
local economy, and which ones are performing poorly. These initiatives meant 
the total contribution of the fishing companies to Madagascar economy 
improved and the revenues received by the Malagasy authorities increased by 
€4.5 million by 2003. The World Bank has also been providing budget 
assistance to the Gabonese government. In the frame of this support, the 
Gabonese Authority and the World Bank agreed on the regular publication of the 
details of fishing licenses and fees in local newspapers. This occurred in 2010 
and the list is also available on the Internet. Correspondingly, in Senegal the 
World Bank has worked with the Senegalese authorities to increase 
transparency in both fishing licenses and access agreements, and there is a 
similar commitment from the government of the Seychelles in connection to 
loans made by the IMF.  

 
3.4. In providing an overview of the work of the World Bank in improving 

transparency, it was stressed that opening dialogue on this issue represents a 
first step in broader governance reforms. The success of these dialogues is 
often based on highlighting how improving transparency is in the best interests 
of local fishing authorities, such as increasing revenues and improving the 
quality of decision-making. Moreover, it is the experience of the World Bank that 
lack of transparency can often lead to false accusations of corruption, therefore 
governments who proactively improve information flows tend to gain more trust 
from the industry and the public. It was reported that the World Bank hopes to 
work with more stakeholders in its efforts to improve access to information and 
accountability.  

 
Access to information laws: The example of the Aarhus Convention 
 
3.5. It was noted in this meeting that there are numerous international agreements 

and pieces of legislation that oblige governments to provide access to 
information, and these could be applied more rigorously within the fisheries 
sector. Access to information is a key principle of human rights instruments and 
it is promoted through the FAO’s Code of Conduct for Responsible fisheries. In 
the European context of fisheries governance, including the external dimension 
of European fisheries, the Convention on access to information, public 
participation in decision-making and access to justice in environmental matters, 
appears to be relevant. This convention, commonly referred to as the Aarhus 
Convention, was adopted in 1998, and entered into force 2001. The Convention 
has currently 44 Parties, including the EU, as the only regional economic 
integration organization. It is a regional convention under the United Nations 
Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) but open for accession by non-ECE 
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States. The EU was one of the original signatories in 1998 and approved the 
Convention in 2005.   

 
3.6. The Aarhus Convention represents the most ambitious attempt worldwide at 

implementing principle 10 of the 1992 Rio Declaration. This states, 
“environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned 
citizens, at the relevant level. At the national level, each individual shall have 
appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by 
public authorities…and the opportunity to participate in decision-making 
processes. States shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and 
participation by making information widely available. Effective access to judicial 
and administrative proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be 
provided.” In terms of the right to access to information—which is most relevant 
to the issue of transparency—the Aarhus Convention distinguishes between two 
aspects: the “passive” and the “pro-active” aspects. According to the former, the 
public has the right to request environmental information and the public 
authorities are required to respond to such requests within one month, although 
under exceptional circumstances responses can be delayed by a further month. 
Importantly the Convention states that requests submitted to authorities can be 
made by any citizen, and citizens making requests do not need to state the 
purpose of the request. The second or “pro-active” aspect on access to 
information calls for Parties to the Convention to take steps to collate and 
disseminate environmental information, using appropriate means of 
communication, including electronic media.  

 
3.7. There were two features of the Convention that appeared relevant to the 

meeting. Firstly, the Aarhus Convention places an obligation on Parties to 
promote the application of the principles of the Convention in international 
decision-making processes in matters relating to the environment. In this 
respect, transparency and access to environmental information are enshrined in 
the Convention. The Aarhus Convention may therefore have relevance to the 
contents of EU FPAs, and it further reinforces the view that the EU, and EU 
member states, should take a leading role in promoting improved access to 
information and transparency in global fisheries.  Secondly, the Aarhus 
Convention acknowledges that certain information can be kept confidential by 
Parties where such information could adversely affect commercial or industrial 
interests. However, according to the Convention, these exceptions are to be in a 
restrictive way, taking into account the public interest served by disclosure.  
Thus, Parties to the Convention must provide access to information where the 
public and environmental benefits of this information outweigh private interests. 
So far the Compliance Committee of the Aarhus Convention, which considers 
issues on the interpretation and implementation of the Convention, is reported to 
take a strict view on this matter.  

 
The FAO’s Global Record of fishing vessels  
  
3.8. The concept of a Global Record on fishing vessels has been discussed since 

the late 1990s, and recently its development has been approved by the FAO’s 
Committee on Fisheries (COFI). The main objective of the Global Record is to 
provide a comprehensive database on fishing vessels that can assist with efforts 
to combat IUU fishing and improve transparency and product traceability. In 
order to do so, a primary goal of the Global Record is to provide all fishing 
vessels a unique vessel identification number (UVI). The first vessels to be given 
a UVI and entered into the database will be those over 100 gross tonnes (GT) or 
24 meters in length. A second phase of creating the record will be extended to 
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those over 50 GT or 18 metres in length, and then a final phase will be extended 
to those fishing vessels over 10 GT or 12 meters in length. In total UVIs may be 
given to 780,000 boats, although globally there may be an additional 3.6 million 
boats that will not be recorded due to their smaller size. These large numbers of 
boats that will fall outside the Global Record represent small-scale fishing boats 
that do not tend to travel across international borders, and are therefore more 
suited to national fishing authority control.  

 
3.9. The database proposed by the FAO will be constructed over an 8-year period. A 

modular database structure will be adopted so that over time, additional 
categories of data can be added to the record. The first module will contain 
information on vessel characteristics, ownership and details of the flag state. 
Future data uploaded to the record may include information on where the vessel 
is authorized to fish, information on port state visits made by the vessel and 
outcomes of any inspections and history of offending. The Global Record may 
also consolidate existing lists of IUU fishing boats generated by regional 
fisheries management organisations. Thus, the vision for the Global Record is a 
database that contains large amounts of information on each fishing vessel that 
can be accessed by inspectors, fisheries managers and other users using 
simple search functions.  

 
3.10. The FAO acknowledges that the success of the Global Record is dependent 

first and foremost on the co-operation of flag States. The support of port and 
coastal States will also be important. Many countries already have much of the 
data that the FAO is requesting. However, there are still large numbers of 
countries that do not collate such information or are unwilling to share it. Part of 
the problem is lack of capacity among national fishing authorities and port state 
authorities, therefore the FAO is proposing to offer technical assistance and 
funding for capacity building as resources permit. There is also a concern that 
some information requested for the Global Record will be considered 
confidential by authorities and the fishing industry. This is an issue that requires 
further clarification and, as noted above, the experience of the Aarhus 
Convention, as well as other access to information laws, may provide guidance 
or legal remedies.   

 
3.11. In discussing the strengths of the FAO Global Record, one question raised 

was whether it will contain information on the beneficial owners of fishing 
vessels. It was suggested that in some cases beneficial owners will have several 
fishing boats, and these can be used strategically to hide illegalities and launder 
fish. Understanding the political economy of illegal fishing is therefore not always 
clear from focusing on the activities of individual vessels. In response, it was 
reported at this meeting that the FAO sees information on the owners of fishing 
vessels as critical in the fight against IUU fishing, and this issue has been 
flagged for further discussion. It was noted that the recently agreed Agreement 
on Port State Measures, requires information on the beneficial owner of a vessel 
to be reported when the vessel undergoes an inspection. Traditionally, however, 
it has been difficult to get this information from all countries, and therefore it is 
possible that this information will be incomplete. However, it was also stressed 
that the database has been conceptualized in such a way that further 
information can be added overtime; it will evolve so that it can be used for 
different purposes. 
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‘fishsubsidy.org’  
 
3.12. It was described at the meeting that NGOs play an important role, not only 

applying pressure for greater transparency, but also in collating and 
disseminating data. In this respect the example presented was fishsubsidy.org, 
an initiative that compiles information on the subsidies directed to the fishing 
sector in the EU.  

 
3.13. Fishsubsidy, which was inspired by the similar project on farm subsidies, was 

developed principally to raise awareness and stimulate policy debates on how 
subsidies relate to overfishing. By filing access to information requests at the 
EC, fishsubsidy has managed to create a comprehensive dataset on fisheries 
subsidies given by the EU to fishing vessels from 1994 to 2006. This data is now 
available on-line, and users can search the database or download it in its 
entirety. Fishsubsidy also contains a map of spending, and it has increased it 
outreach by using various forms of social media, such as twitter and face book.  

 
3.14. It was described that fishsubsidy had to ‘clean’ the data it received from the 

EU in order to make it consistent and useable for others. There were numerous 
mistakes and anomalies, showing that the EC’s system of collating data on 
subsidies it has disbursed were imperfect. Thus, a point made in the meeting 
was that capacity to collate information is not only lacking in developing 
countries, it is a problem in the EU as well. Moreover, this illustrates that simply 
publishing datasets made available from government or inter-governmental 
institutions may not automatically allow all stakeholders to use the information—
there is an important role that intermediary organisations can play in re-
organising data on fisheries to ensure it can be used effectively and reliably by 
others.  

 
3.15. Fishsubsidy has undertaken its own analysis of the data made available by 

the EU. For example, it has commissioned reports that highlight subsidies given 
to vessels that are targeting overfished stocks, such as blue fin tuna. It has also 
conducted analysis on the proportion of EU subsidies that are used to promote 
industrial fishing, as opposed to small-scale fishing, and it has used the data to 
describe how some fishing boats that have infringed on the Common Fisheries 
Policy regulations have continued to receive subsidies. Yet it was made clear 
that the primary aim of fishsubsidy is to provide data that can be used by a 
range of other organisations and interest groups to raise policy debates. In this 
regards information made available by fishsubsidy has been used by other 
organisations, such as Greenpeace and UNEP. Moreover, anecdotal evidence 
suggests the European fishing industry has been one of the main users of the 
resource, using the database to gain a better understanding of what other 
fishing boats have received from the EU, for example.  

 
3.16. It was pointed out that the data contained on fishsubsidy.org was dated, and 

that analysis using this data has not taken into consideration recent changes in 
policy. However, it was stressed that the strength of fishsubsidy, and other 
similar initiatives, lies with making raw data available to anyone who chooses to 
use it. Although fishsubsidy has the aim of challenging the use of subsidies that 
contribute to overfishing, the data it makes available is not restricted for 
predetermined purposes. Moreover, although data may be selectively used, this 
should not be an argument that justifies limiting transparency and access to 
information. Indeed, it points to the importance of authorities making sure 
information is up-to-date, released promptly, and is accessible to all members of 
the public, rather than being made available to selected users only.   
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4. Learning from other resource sectors: The case of EITI 
 
4.1. One of the aims of the seminar was to reflect on transparency work from other 

natural resource sectors. In this respect the seminar considered the experiences 
and lessons learned from the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI), 
which focuses on the mining of oil, gas, minerals and metals. It is arguably the 
most ambitious and most successful independent, multi-stakeholder governance 
initiative. EITI is now being implemented in 33 countries, it is supported by 
almost all of the leading mining companies and it is strongly encouraged by 
international investors, including pension funds.  

 
4.2. Although it was accepted that fisheries and the extractive industries differ on 

some fundamental aspects, it was also described that they share some 
similarities. In many countries mining has failed to benefit the majority of people 
and the extractive industries have been a source of considerable social and 
economic harm, referred to as a resource curse. Lack of transparency in the 
management of mining has been identified as a major contributing factor.   

 
4.3. The origin of EITI can be traced to the work of international NGOs and civil 

society campaigns, particularly the Publish What You Pay campaign that put 
pressure on international mining companies to publish details of their financial 
transfers to developing countries. EITI, which was initially advanced by the 
British government, attempts to bring greater accountability to these financial 
transfers; making sure what the companies report as their payments match what 
governments declare to their citizens. In doing so, EITI has developed detailed 
global standards of transparency, and in each country that has signed up to EITI 
there are multi-stakeholder groups that oversee its implementation and assist 
with dissemination of key documents. The final country ‘EITI report’, which 
contains details on revenues from the extractive industries, are subject to an 
independent audit typically carried out by international auditing companies.  

 
4.4. It was accepted that EITI has not solved many of the problems of the resource 

curse, and it has not ended corruption in the mining, oil and gas sectors. 
However, it has made a meaningful contribution that can be seen as a first step 
in the right direction. EITI’s focus on improving accountability in the payments 
received by governments from mining companies could have a multiplier effect. 
It allows civil society to question how the money is spent, whether the money 
received is sufficient and what are the terms of mining contracts.  

 
4.5. There were several lessons from EITI that were relevant to fisheries, particularly 

if a similar initiative could be developed for this sector:  
 
 First, it was stressed that the success of EITI has been its limited focus. There 

have been several attempts to expand the information that is covered by widen 
EITI and there have been calls to extend EITI to other resource sectors. It 
explained that EITI’s ability to deliver results has been due to resisting such 
expansion; it has remained concentrated on a specific issue. It was also noted 
that for this reason EITI would not be extended to fisheries.  

 Second, is the importance of multi-stakeholder engagement. EITI has managed 
to find common ground between civil society, governments and the mining 
companies. There is a natural tension in maintaining this multi-stakeholder 
engagement, with some companies being wary of the risks involved and some 
NGOs feeling more comfortable maintaining their distance and critical position. 
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However multi-stakeholder engagement has been vital for progress to be made 
and those working with EITI have learned to accept this.  

 Third, EITI has worked in many countries because it has achieved local 
ownership. It is not an initiative that is imposed on countries, rather it provides a 
framework for local stakeholders to implement it and sometimes adapt it to local 
needs. In Nigeria, for instance, EITI is referred to as the Nigerian EITI, or NEITI. 
Local ownership ensures EITI is sustainable overtime.  

 Fourth, the legitimacy of EITI has been strengthened by its implementation in 
developed countries, such as Norway. This means that EITI is no longer seen as 
an initiative for developing countries only. Furthermore, it suggests that if a call 
for greater transparency comes from developed countries, they must be prepared 
to lead by example.  

 Fifth, EITI has relied on strong leadership. It was only when implementing 
countries started championing EITI that it took off and was seen as an important 
initiative among other developing countries.  

 Finally, EITI has a strong quality assurance mechanism. Information that is 
published is checked and audited by multi-stakeholder groups and auditing firms. 
Without this quality assurance, the support of many NGOs would not have been 
forthcoming.  

 
4.6. In discussing EITI, a question raised was the extent to which there was, or still 

is, reluctance from some governments to implement it, particularly those where 
corruption is an embedded feature of politics and state formation. In response to 
this question it was explained that the decision to implement or not implement 
EITI is influenced by a complex list of factors. However, it was explained that 
many governments see the benefits that EITI brings, in terms of improving 
legitimacy in their countries, attracting the right type of foreign investments and 
companies, and using EITI to manage resources more responsibly.  

 
4.7. A further, and related question was whether the increasing importance of China 

in the extractive industries had a bearing on EITI’s success. This is relevant to 
fisheries given the assumption that Asian countries are less concerned with 
imposing governance reforms, and therefore their influence may weaken the 
political leverage of others. In responding to this question it was explained that 
Chinese companies have in fact supported EITI and are members of several 
country level EITI multi-stakeholder committees. Overall it appears that Chinese 
companies take a pragmatic view and are willing to participate in local 
governance initiatives if requested by host governments.  

 
5. Key discussion points and policy considerations 
 
5.1. Participants at the meeting raised a number of issues and suggestions related to 

improving transparency. It was acknowledged that due to the short duration of 
the meeting many of these issues were left unresolved, and there were other 
ideas that may have been lost to time.    

 
Is the EU leading by example?  
 
5.2. A key topic of debate at the meeting concerned the extent to which the EC was 

transparent in its management of fisheries in developing countries. It was 
acknowledged the EU’s FPAs are far more transparent than those signed 
between developing countries and other fishing associations and home 
countries of distant water fishing fleets, particularly those in Asia. Indeed, it was 
agued that the EU has experienced greater criticism by NGOs precisely 
because more is known about its access agreements, compared to those 
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originating from non-European countries. However, it was argued that the 
accountability of FPAs remains limited, and that the EC has a disappointing 
approach to publishing details of the social, economic and environmental 
impacts of these agreements. In particular it was argued that ex-ante and post-
ante evaluations of FPAs, commissioned by the EC must be made publically 
available. Until such measures are taken, the EU, it was argued, is not leading 
by example.  

 
5.3. There was no argument put forward at this meeting to support the current policy 

of keeping evaluations of FPAs confidential. However, it was noted that the EC 
has limited influence on how money transferred to developing countries is spent. 
Moreover, the view was expressed that EC funding through FPAs is not 
significant in all countries, and therefore cannot be expected to solve existing 
problems of fisheries management. An alternative view expressed was that the 
money is often substantial and the EC is obligated to ensure this money is used 
to further local development and food security.  

 
5.4. In the Pacific region, it was explained that the EU is a small player in fisheries, 

with only four boats operating under access agreements. This means that the 
EC has limited influence for governance reforms. However, it was noted that the 
EU is an important source of development funds, including through specific 
projects aimed at increasing fisheries management. The EU could therefore help 
raise the issue of transparency and access to information through such project 
and spending, as opposed to through FPAs.  

 
The need for capacity building 
 
5.5. Most participants agreed that improving access to information and transparency 

in fisheries is important. However, it was noted that there are several reasons 
that could explain why authorities lack of transparency, and these need to be 
taken into account. In some cases lack of transparency may be caused by 
authorities deliberately withholding information, perhaps due to protecting vested 
interests or limiting exposure of corruption. Yet it is also the case that authorities 
may lack the capacity and expertise to collate data and make this available to 
others. Indeed, it was noted that such capacity constraints are not simply 
relevant to developing countries, but also appear to be lacking in the EU as well. 
It would seem that in many countries improving transparency requires allocating 
sufficient resources, which was acknowledged by the FAO in terms of achieving 
success in creating the Global Record.  

 
5.6. Building capacity in terms of information gathering and dissemination was 

highlighted as particularly important for the small-scale fisheries sector. Support 
is needed in many developing countries, not only to governments but also to 
research organisations and local universities, to improve the ‘supply side’ of data 
collation. It was argued that a widespread problem is that small-scale sector 
remains obscured from official statistics and therefore undervalued. This can 
result in fishing authorities diverting a greater proportion of scarce resources to 
managing the industrial fishing sector, to the detriment of artisanal and 
subsistent fishers.   

 
Appreciating the limits to data 
 
5.7. It was noted that there is a need to be realistic about the extent simply improving 

access to information will bring about management and governance gains. One 
point made at the meeting was that information provided by authorities may not 
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be complete or accurate, meaning it is necessary for independent organisations 
to verify facts. Moreover, civil society organisations, particularly in developing 
countries, may lack skills and capacity in being able to use data and make 
sense of it. Thus, in order to raise accountability in fisheries, support to local 
NGOs and civil society may have to be provided. Furthermore, authorities need 
to consider how to make information accessible to local stakeholders, which 
includes the use of the internet, local newspapers and perhaps radio and 
telecommunications.  

 
How can transparency be encouraged among authorities?  
 
5.8. In advancing the idea of transparency in fisheries, several participants 

questioned what incentives could be used to encourage governments to 
embrace transparency. It was suggested that a problem lies in linking 
transparency too closely with the aim of combating corruption. This is a negative 
approach to increasing transparency, and it is important to give emphasis to the 
more positive elements, such as increasing revenues and the value added from 
the fisheries sector, improving the quality of decision-making, or stimulating 
greater political voice among marginalised communities.  

 
5.9. There was also a question relating to the potential role of regional fisheries 

bodies in advancing greater transparency, such as the Fisheries Forum Agency 
in the Pacific. While it was accepted that there could be a greater role for such 
organisations, it was also pointed out that adopting greater transparency, 
particularly in access agreements, remains a sovereign national issue. 
Nevertheless, it was agreed that international and regional stakeholders could 
do more to raise awareness on access to information and accountability. It was 
also noted that the issue of transparency could be given more prominence in 
international fora, as well as raised as a policy recommendation at this year’s 
meeting of the Heads of States of Commonwealth countries, where fisheries and 
food security will be an item on the agenda.  

 
Should fisheries develop a multi-stakeholder transparency initiative?  
 
5.10. The discussion on EITI gave some support to the idea of exploring a similar 

multi-stakeholder transparency initiative for fisheries that may also build on the 
existing work by the World Bank in Africa. In particular it was noted that the 
European fishing industry would welcome greater collaboration with NGOs, 
based on identifying common ground. Again, it was stressed that the industry 
suffers from lack of transparency and forms of corruption, which may be 
overlooked in policy debates. Unfortunately the discussion on how a multi-
stakeholder initiative could be developed, or whether it is needed at all, was not 
given sufficient time, and it remains a subject of debate that could be given 
further consideration.  
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