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 Executive Summary 
This paper summarizes the main analytical results of the biennium self-assessment on the 
implementation of the 1995 FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (CCRF) in aquaculture 
by FAO Members. The previous assessment was reported to the 9th Session of the COFI Sub-
Committee on Aquaculture in 2017. This report includes the assessment of Regional Fishery Bodies 
and Aquaculture Networks (RFB/ANs) on the compliance with the Code by countries in their area of 
mandate.  

The analysis includes the assessment of the degrees of implementation performance at global and 
regional levels, extent of usage of FAO assistance by Members, and levels of support of RFB/ANs to 
countries, by CCRF measures. The implementation performance of groups of main aquaculture 
producers and low-income food-deficit countries was analysed and is also presented here. 

Suggested action by the Sub-Committee 

 Review and comment on the document.

 Comment on the continuing relevance and usefulness of this tool for Members’
self-assessment and regional and global assessments on the implementation performance on
compliance with the Code.

 Recommend actions to improve the reporting tool and process and the use of assessment
results.
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INTRODUCTION 

1. This is a biennium report on the progress made in the implementation of aquaculture-related 
provisions of the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (CCRF or the Code). It highlights the main 
results and findings based on the responses of FAO Members and Regional Fishery Bodies and 
Aquaculture Networks (RFB/ANs) to the 2019 web-based survey. More details on the numerical results 
are presented in the Session Background Document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1).  

2. There have been significant modifications to the questionnaire and the reporting system in 
previous surveys. FAO in 2008 started a participatory process to design a specific questionnaire. The 
new questionnaire has been used since 2013 by Members to report on their implementation performance. 
In the 2015 survey, the web-based survey platform designed for the main CCRF questionnaire was 
introduced to the CCRF-Aquaculture questionnaire. In 2017, the RFB/ANs were involved for the first 
time in the survey. A modified Members’ questionnaire was provided to the RFB/ANs that was designed 
to (1) capture the perception and/or assessment of RFB/ANs on the compliance with the Code in 
aquaculture by the countries in their area of mandate, and (2) assess the effort of RFB/ANs to support 
the countries’ compliance. The same questionnaires and reporting system used in 2017 applied to this 
2019 survey.  

3. The following section describes the methodology used to obtain the raw data. The characteristics 
of data and basis for analysis are summarized. The results are presented in aggregate form by group of 
Members or submissions in three sub-sections. The first part is the result of the assessment of Members 
of their performance on the compliance with the Code. The second presents the results of the degree of 
usage by Members of the FAO guidelines, tools and assistance in implementing the Code. The third 
describes the overall results of the RFB/ANs’ assessment of countries’ compliance with the Code and 
their assistance to the countries within their area of mandate. 

SURVEY METHOD AND QUESTIONNAIRES 

4. The survey was conducted during December 2018-February 2019. The two questionnaires, one 
for FAO Members and the other for RFB/ANs, were posted online. The authorized focal point had 
access to the questionnaire through a dedicated portal on the FAO domain, using a unique user name 
and password. The survey meets the necessary requirements for confidentiality, security and usability. 

Member questionnaire 

5. The questionnaire for Members contains 45 questions (that refer to instruments or measures or 
mechanisms) organized into four parts, each part consisting of related groups of measures. Part 1 
consists of the Essential Measures, i.e. aquaculture policy (1 question), aquaculture development plan 
(1 question) and regulatory measures (17 questions). Part 2 contains the Support Mechanisms 
(13 questions) to facilitate the measures in Part 1. Part 3 comprises the Enhancing Mechanisms 
(5 questions) which are meant to improve the implementation of the measures listed in Parts 1 and 2. 
Part 4 is to assess the capacity (8 questions) of the Member to support the implementation of Parts 1, 2 
and 3.  

6. Members were requested to respond to all questions in numerical rating scales, ranging from 0 
to 5, or to select ‘n.a.’ for ‘not applicable’ or for a question they deem not relevant. If the measure is 
present, they are asked to rate the effectiveness and extent of its enforcement or implementation, with 1 
for very low effectiveness and extent of implementation or enforcement, 2 for low, 3 for moderate, 4 for 
high, and 5 for very high. A ‘0’ response means the measure was not present or it was not implemented.  
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7. The same questions (on measures in Parts 1, 2, 3 and 4) were asked to assess the degree of usage 
of FAO guidelines, tools and assistance in developing and implementing the measures. The score rating 
scales are: 0 for not used at all, 1 for very minimally, 2 for minimally moderately, 3 for moderately, 
4 for highly used, and 5 for very highly or extensively used/supported by FAO guidelines, tools or 
assistance (hereinafter called FAO assistance).  

8. On top of the numerical rating, the respondent may write comments on each question in the 
online questionnaire. The web-based system also provides a guide for answering the questionnaire and 
a set of instructions for the responding team.  

RFB/AN questionnaire 

9. The RFB/AN questionnaire has three parts, containing the same questions as those in Parts 1, 2 
and 3 of the Member questionnaire. Part 3 however contains an additional question on climate change 
adaptation measures. This questionnaire also asks the responding organization to specify its mandates. 

10. The RFB/AN is requested to rate its assessment of the countries’ performance, as an estimated 
average score for the group of countries in its area of mandate. The same scale (from 0 to 5) used in the 
Member questionnaire applies to this questionnaire.  

11. The RFB/AN is also requested to rate its own performance in supporting countries’ compliance 
with the specific requirement or measure listed in Parts 1, 2 and 3. A low score (0, 1 or 2) indicates that 
the organization provides no or very limited assistance on the specific measure. This could be seen as 
an indication of the RFB/AN’s need for support to improve its own assistance to countries towards 
improving their compliance to a specific measure. This information can help FAO and partners to better 
focus their support to and collaboration with RFB/ANs to improve Members’ implementation of the 
Code. A score of 3 means the RFB/AN is providing support to some countries but with a minor degree 
of effectiveness. A score of 4 means that the RFB/AN is making relevant efforts to support the measure 
in the countries, and does so with a wide coverage. A score of 5 means the RFB/AN is providing full 
and effective support to countries within its area of mandate to implement the measure. In some cases, 
the specific measure could be effectively implemented by countries so that there might be no need for 
support from the RFB/AN. In this case the answer could be ‘not applicable’ (n.a.). 

DATA AND ANALYSIS 

12. The raw data of responses were exported from the web-based system in Excel files, which were 
then used for analyses. The total number of submissions (total sample size) was 113 or 57 percent of the 
total number of FAO Members.1 It was 71 or 36 percent in 2015 and 78 or 40 percent in 2017. Total 
aquaculture production from all responding Members was 95 percent of total world aquaculture output, 
with China, and 89 percent without China.2 The rate of Member submissions from each region is more 
than 50 percent. The proportion of number of submissions (sample size) corresponds to that of the 
number of Members (population size) in a region. Twenty-two RFB/ANs responded to the questionnaire 
compared to 14 in the 2017 survey.  

13. Members answered all the questions that assess their implementation performance. On average, 
of the 45 questions, 95 percent (107 of 113 Members) answered with a score (either 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5); 
the rest (5 percent) indicated ‘n.a.’. The ‘n.a.’ answers were mostly on a few questions in Part 2 and 
                                                      
1 There are 197 FAO Members (194 Member Nations, 2 Associate Member Nations and 1 Member 
Organization). See the list of responding Members and submission rates by region in Table 1 and Table 2 of the 
Session Background Document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
2 The calculation was based on the 2017 data from FishStatJ. Source: FAO. 2019. Fishery and Aquaculture 
Statistics. Global aquaculture production 1950-2017 (FishstatJ). In: FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Department 
[online]. Rome. Updated 2019. www.fao.org/fishery/statistics/software/fishstatj/en 

http://www.fao.org/fishery/statistics/software/fishstatj/en
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Part 3 of the questionnaire.3 As to the assessment on usage of FAO assistance, 79 percent provided a 
score, 17 percent indicated an ‘n.a’ response, and 4 percent gave no answer.  

14. The raw data of individual submissions were aggregated in the calculation of global and regional 
scores. For comparative analyses among regional scores, the average scores using equal weight were 
also calculated by group of measures (Parts 1, 2, 3 and 4) and for the overall results of all parts. The 
overall results of implementation scores were then correlated with those of the degrees of usage of FAO 
assistance. The results of low scores (0–2.00) are highlighted.  

15. The analysis makes a comparison of the 2017 and 2019 implementation scores: the submissions 
from the same Members who responded both in the 2017 and 2019 surveys (a total of 63 submissions) 
were used. The average scores were compared among regions.4 

16. Also carried out was a comparison of the global (all 113 responding Members) and the group 
of main aquaculture producers' implementation scores. The main producers are ‘the top 20 responding 
Members that had the biggest production in 2017 (more than 200 000 tonnes)’ according to FishStatJ 
database (FAO, 2019).5  

17. The performance of low-income food-deficit countries (LIFDCs) was evaluated and compared 
to the global scores. The analysis was based on the submissions of 24 aquaculture producers in LIFDCs 
reported in FishStatJ (FAO, 2019).6 

RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Members’ self-assessment of implementation performance 

18. The overall results indicate that the levels of implementation performance on compliance with 
the Code varied by region and by group of measures (Parts 1, 2, 3 and 4).  

19. Using the global average score of 2.97 as a benchmark, this is how the regions performed 
relative to the global average: Northern America (4.01), Europe (3.63), Asia (3.23), Near East (2.99), 
Africa (2.58), Latin America and the Caribbean (2.51) and Southwest Pacific (2.26).  

20. The average scores of implementation performance on compliance with Part 1 (Essential 
Measures, i.e. policy, plan, regulatory measures) at the global and regional levels were the highest 
among the four parts. This was followed by Part 2 (Support Mechanisms) and Part 4 (Level of Capacity). 
Part 3 (Enhancing Mechanisms) had the lowest score. Of 113 responding Members, 18 (16 percent) had 
low average scores (0–2.00) in Part 1, 28 (25 percent) in Part 2, 45 (40 percent) in Part 3, and 24 
(21 percent) in Part 4. This could indicate that Members generally gave a high priority to developing 
and implementing the core measures – those in Part 1 and Part 2 – for which they have already sufficient 
capacity to support. If so, more effort is needed to improve the implementation of the measures in both 

                                                      
3 On average, the rate of ‘n.a.’ answers per question was low (6 of 113 Members or 5 percent). For the questions 
with relatively high ‘n.a.’ answers, the rate was from 10 to 14 percent, except for one question in Part 2, i.e. 
Question 27 (There is an incentive system for farmers to restore or rehabilitate resources degraded by their 
aquaculture activities), which had a significantly high number of ‘n.a.’ answers (25 of 113 Members or 
22 percent).   
4 The number of submissions from the 2015 survey was not sufficient for regional comparison.  
5 The list of main producing countries is indicated in Table 1 of the Session Background Document 
(COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
6 See the list of responding LIFDCs in Table 1 of the Session Background Document 
(COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). The total number of food-fish aquaculture producers in this group is 49 countries. 
Total production was 9.5 million tonnes in 2017, excluding aquatic plants, increasing almost double in the past 
10 years. Top 10 producers in this group were India, Bangladesh, Nigeria, Pakistan, Uganda, Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea, Ghana, Nepal, Uzbekistan and Nicaragua.  
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parts that have low scores, which is the case in Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean and Southwest 
Pacific regions. Southwest Pacific had the most number of measures with low scores (16 of 45, or 
36 percent of the total number of measures with low average scores). Northern America and Europe had 
quite balanced scores across the four parts, which are reflected in their relatively high overall 
performance levels.7 

21. The global scores of the 2017 and 2019 surveys were not significantly different. At the regional 
level, the results indicate improvements on implementation performance in Near East and Asia in all 
groups of measures, which therefore increased the overall scores of both regions. Africa’s score in Part 1 
increased but decreased in Part 2. The increases of scores in Part 1 generally owed to the improved 
performance on aquaculture policy (Question 1) and development plan (Question 2) in the region. On 
the other hand, almost all of the regulatory measures (also in Part 1) had decreasing scores. The Latin 
America and the Caribbean and Southwest Pacific regions had decreasing scores in both core parts. 
Northern America and Europe had relatively high performance scores in all parts (more than 3.00). 
Between 2017 and 2019, however, there is a decreasing trend in the scores.8  

22. As to the group of main aquaculture producers (top 20 producers on the list of Member 
submissions, half of which are from Asia), the group’s overall performance scores corresponded to the 
global scores and indicated higher performance levels in almost all measures, except in one. The group’s 
measure on impact on biodiversity (Question 14)9 had a moderately lower score than the global score.10 
Using the global score as a benchmark (2.97), six Members in this group had overall scores lower than 
the global average (2.22–2.86).  

23. In contrast, the average scores of the LIFDC group (based on 24 submissions – 14 from Africa 
and 3 main producers with more than 200 000 tonnes of food-fish output) were lower than the global 
scores in all measures. There were 14 measures with low scores (0–2.00); ten of these are the core 
measures in Part 1 and Part 2.11 Of 24 responding Members, 19 (79 percent) had overall scores lower 
than the global average (less than 2.97) and this includes nine Members with low and very low scores 
(0.65–2.00). 

Use of FAO guidelines, tools and assistance 

24. On the usage of FAO guidelines, tools and assistance (hereinafter referred to as FAO assistance) 
in implementing the Code, the regions whose overall scores are relatively high and above the global 
average of 2.06 were Asia (2.71), Near East (2.57) and Africa (2.11).  

25. FAO assistance was mostly used for the development and implementation of the Essential 
Measures listed in Part 1 (2.41) and improving the levels of capacities listed in Part 4 (2.15). Among all 
45 measures, the top five with relatively high scores of usage of FAO assistance are, in descending 
order, the following: (1) capacity on food safety, (2) regulation on fish health management along the 
lines of FAO or OIE, (3) support mechanism on consultation with stakeholders in formulating the 
aquaculture policy and/or aquaculture development plan, (4) aquaculture policy, and (5) regulation on 
food safety along the lines of CODEX Alimentarius.  

26. The regional average scores of usage of FAO assistance positively correlated with those of 
implementation performance. It would be fair to conclude that the higher degree of usage contributed to 

                                                      
7 See Table 3 of the Session Background Document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
8 See Table 4 of the Session Background Document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
9 The policy and the plan contain provisions to minimize, monitor and mitigate aquaculture activities that would 
have adverse impacts on biodiversity, such as the use of alien species, destruction of habitats like mangroves, use 
of antibiotics and discharge of farm effluent into public waters, and others. 
10 See Table 5 of the Session Background Document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
11 See Table 6 of the Session Background Document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
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a better performance, and vice versa. This however did not apply to Europe and North America, i.e. 
there was no correlation between performance and usage of FAO assistance.  

27. The low global scores (0–2.00) of usage of FAO assistance showed in several measures. Most 
of the measures with low implementation performance scores also had low usage of FAO assistance 
scores.12 This is the case with Southwest Pacific (15 measures in Parts 1, 2, 3 and 4), Latin America and 
the Caribbean (6 measures in Parts 2, 3 and 4), Africa (6 measures in Parts 2 and 3), Near East 
(3 measures in Parts 2, 3 and 4), Asia (1 measure in Part 3) and North America (1 measure in Part 3). 
An interpretation of this result is that not only was the degree of usage of FAO assistance low but 
provision of support with regard to some specific measures may be inadequate. Increasing the overall 
implementation of the measures would require more types and higher levels of support for these 
measures, as appropriate for the stage of aquaculture development in the region or of a country. 

RFB/ANs’ assessment  

28. The results of RFB/ANs’ assessments on the implementation performance of countries in their 
area of mandate as well as their support to countries came from 22 responding organizations.13 Their 
member countries are diverse, many of them cover countries in several regions, and some have a world-
wide coverage. The overall assessment scores are consistent with the FAO Members’ self-assessment 
scores: a relatively high implementation performance in Part 1 and Part 2 and with the lowest scores in 
Part 3. These overall levels of implementation performance also correspond to the levels of their support 
to the countries.  

29. The measures with relatively low scores of implementation performance as assessed by both 
RFB/ANs and Members’ self-assessment in some regions were the following measures: (1) incentive 
system for farmers to restore or rehabilitate resources degraded by their aquaculture activities (Part 2, 
Question 27)#, (2) government assistance scheme in case of disasters (Part 3, Question 35), and (3) 
access to commercial insurance (Part 3, Question 37)#. The overall scores of RFB/ANs’ performance 
in supporting implementation of countries were also low in two of the measures above indicated with 
the symbol (#), signifying a lack of support or very limited assistance on these measures from RFB/ANs. 
These two measures also had the lowest overall scores (1.46 and 1.32, respectively) on the levels of 
usage of FAO assistance, as assessed by Members.14 

CONCLUSION 

30. This self-assessment by Members of their performance on compliance to the Code offers two 
immediate benefits: (1) it points out to individual Members key measures to which they can better 
allocate their efforts and resources; (2) provides a basis for FAO, RFB/ANs and partners to assess and 
prioritize the areas to which external assistance can be extended. Prioritization of the measures to be 
improved or strengthened could be guided by the result of the self-assessment (internal) and by using 
the regional or global results as a benchmark.  

31. Half of the responding Members had a relatively high performance, i.e. above the global 
average. Of the other half, which had a lower performance, some had low and very low scores and these 
include some of the aquaculture producers classified as low-income food-deficit countries. The results 
add to the body of evidence from many other assessments that have variously shown and described gaps 
and imbalances in aquaculture growth and development. 

32. The results indicate that the aquaculture policies and development plans are relatively well 
developed, likely the result of Members’ putting more effort and resources on these measures that 

                                                      
12 The measures are highlighted in Table 7 of the Session Background Document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
13 See Table 8 of the background document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
14 See Table 9 of the background document (COFI:AQ/X/2019/SBD.1). 
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advance sector governance. On the other hand, further and a broader improvement in implementation 
also depends on the other mechanisms. This strongly suggests the need for greater efforts at improving 
the regulatory measures and support mechanisms with low performance scores. The same suggestion 
applies to the enhancing mechanisms. They may not be ‘essential’ but they can better stimulate and 
more effectively enable the advancement and application of the essential (or core) measures. Special 
attention may be given to improve risk management measures and capacities in the face of climate 
change and economic and social risks. The indication from the usage of FAO assistance and RFB/AN 
support to countries can be a reliable guide to assessing the measures on which the nature and extent of 
assistance can be focused.  

33. Sustained improvement of performance would depend on a Member’s capacity in all aspects, 
which clearly requires adequate resources. The history of FAO’s and RFB/ANs’ mode of technical 
assistance is characterized by the promotion of technical cooperation among countries. This should be 
sustained as well as enhanced so that Members’ efforts and resources are pooled and shared within a 
sub-region, or region or across regions. Perceived and clearly felt benefits from active participation and 
equitable sharing of responsibilities and resources in adhering to or complying with the Code while 
developing the sector are keys to the collective achievement of sustainable and responsible aquaculture 
development.   
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