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Executive Summary 

The Secretariat of the COFI Sub-Committee on Aquaculture (COFI-SCA) regularly reviews progress 
on the implementation of the Code’s aquaculture-related provisions and presents this to the Sub-
Committee for discussion and decision. This document is the eighth such report prepared by the 
Secretariat of the Sub-Committee. Overall, the results from 2017 are consistent with those from 2013 
and 2015 and indicate that an increasing number of countries are conducting critical self-assessments. 
This did not always result in an increasing trend in scores but rather in more coherent answers to 
different parts and questions. 

The Sub-Committee is invited to: 

1) Review and comment on the document;
2) Comment on the use of this CCRF reporting tool as an opportunity for self-assessment and
global assessment of aquaculture performance including compliance to the aquaculture provisions 
of the Code; and  
3) Recommend actions and activities towards further improving the reporting process and
accuracy of the reports and use of the reporting tool. 
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PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE CCRF PROVISIONS ON AQUACULTURE AND 
CULTURE-BASED FISHERIES 
 
1. FAO has been monitoring the implementation of the 1995 FAO Code of Conduct for 
Responsible Fisheries (hereinafter referred to as the Code or CCRF) with a standard questionnaire 
distributed to Member countries, regional fishery bodies (RBFs) and international non-governmental 
Organizations1 (INGOs). The questionnaire includes sections on aquaculture, in particular Article 9 and 
some elements of Articles 5 and 10 of the CCRF. 

2. Article 4.2 of the Code states, inter alia, that FAO will report to the FAO Committee on Fisheries 
(COFI) on the application and implementation of the Code using a standard questionnaire. In this regard, 
the COFI Secretariat biannually reviews the responses received from FAO Members, regional fishery 
bodies (RFBs), and international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), and reports on the progress 
to COFI. The Secretariat of the COFI Sub-Committee on Aquaculture (COFI-SCA) also regularly 
reviews progress on the implementation of the Code’s aquaculture-related provisions using the same 
methodology and presents this to the Sub-Committee for discussion and decision. This document is the 
eighth such report prepared by the Secretariat of the Sub-Committee. It provides (i) a short summary of 
the results of the general CCRF questionnaire regarding the questions that are relevant to aquaculture, 
(ii) presents the global reporting of the 2017 CCRF aquaculture questionnaire, and (iii) presents the first 
report of the Regional Fishery Bodies (RFBs) and Aquaculture Networks (AQNs). 

 

AQUACULTURE RELATED RESPONSES IN THE GENERAL CODE OF CONDUCT FOR 
RESPONSIBLE FIFHERIES (CCRF) QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
3. For the 2016 report, 115 Members7 (58 percent of FAO Members8) responded to the general 
CCRF questionnaire, of which eighty-two responded to questions relevant to aquaculture. This 
represents an 82 percent increase in the aquaculture responses to the general questionnaire. A limited 
number of elements are summarized below.2 

4. According to the responses to this questionnaire, aquaculture development occurs in most 
countries. However, only half of the Members have comprehensive and enabling policy, legal and 
institutional frameworks. Nevertheless, most Members have adopted codes or instruments to promote 
responsible aquaculture practices; in many cases the private sector has also done so. Procedures to 
undertake environmental assessments, monitor aquaculture operations and minimize the harmful effects 
of alien species introductions are being implemented by several Members, although they are generally 
in need of improvement. Most Members have taken measures to promote responsible aquaculture 
practices to support rural communities, producer organizations and fish farmers. 

  

                                                      
1 Questionnaire for Monitoring the Implementation of the 1995 FAO Code Of Conduct For Responsible Fisheries. The 
International Plans of Action On Capacity, Sharks, Seabirds, and Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing and The Strategy 
for Improving Information on Status and Trends of Capture Fisheries. 
2 COFI 2016 working document on State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture and the Progress in the Implementation of the 
Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and related instruments. 
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THE WEB-BASED QUESTIONNAIRE TO IMPROVE THE REPORTING OF THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF AQUACULTURE AND CULTURE-BASED FISHERIES 
PROVISIONS OF THE CCRF 

Background 

5. In order to better address aquaculture and to improve the reporting rate and implementation of 
the Code, both COFI and COFI-SCA requested FAO to develop a questionnaire to assess the status of 
compliance of States to the aquaculture provisions of the CCRF. In response, FAO started a long and 
participatory process to design a specific questionnaire in 2008. This was globally applied early in 2013 
and the first progress reporting on the implementation of the code in aquaculture and capture based 
fisheries was presented to COFI-SCA/VII in Saint Petersburg in October that same year. The Sub-
Committee welcomed the new questionnaire and recommended uploading this in the new web-based 
system designed for the main CCRF questionnaire and the first reporting on the progress in the 
implementation of the Code for aquaculture using the web-based questionnaire took place in 2016, with 
results presented to COFI-SCA VIII in Brasilia in October 2017. 

6. During the COFI-SCA VIII session, Members recommended expanding the questionnaire to 
RFBs and other relevant bodies and to consider further work and special assistance to include the 
variability of responses within large countries organized in counties, provinces and alike.3 

7. Pursuant to the above recommendations, during the last intersessional period the secretariat 
(i) adapted and uploaded the CCRF aquaculture questionnaire and a response guide to be answered by 
Regional Fishery Bodies and Aquaculture Networks (AQNs) in the main CCRF questionnaire web 
portal (ii); expanded the guiding manual to assist Member responses considering internal variability of 
the aquaculture situation among provinces, federal states, etc.; and (iii) distributed the questionnaire to 
all member countries, RFBs and AQNs by mid-January 2017. 

8. The questionnaire online system is accessible through a dedicated portal on the FAO domain 
using unique user names and passwords, and meets the necessary confidentiality, security and usability 
requirements. 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION, RESPONSES AND DATA ANALYSIS 
 
9. Seventy-eight countries, seven more than in the previous report, submitted the completed 
questionnaire to FAO.4 Together, these countries contribute more than 90 percent of global production. 

10. The questionnaire was distributed to 59 RFBs and AQNs. By the deadline, 14 responses were 
received through the system and six other RFBs and AQNs contacted the CCRF team informing that the 
questionnaire was not applicable to their work and that they will not be submitting any response on it. 

11. The Questionnaire in the web system follows the same format as the previous versions with 
only minor small modifications. Thus, for each question, it offers the possibility to score from 0 to 5, 
0 being the absolute lack of the measure or the mechanism involved in the question or statement, 
4 denoting that the measure or mechanism is being applied, and 5 applies when there is full enforcement 
at the ground level. There was also the possibility to indicate that the question or statement was not 
applicable or not relevant (n.a.). The web system also provides the guidance for the scoring of each 

                                                      
3 Report of the eighth session of the Sub-Committee on Aquaculture. Brasilia, Brazil, 5–9 October 2015. 
FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Report No. 1131. Rome. Italy. www.fao.org/3/a-i5191t.pdf 
4 The questionnaire was circulated to FAO Members, by email through the Code-Aquaculture-questionnaire information system 
on 9 January 2017. Four “registration” reminders and three “submission” reminders were sent between 23 January and 
17 February. Questionnaires were accepted for inclusion in the analysis until 24 March. Fifteen questionnaires were received 
from Africa, 10 from Asia, 18 from Europe, 19 from Latin America and the Caribbean, 5 from the Near East, 2 from Northern 
America and 2 from South West Pacific (Tables 1 and 2 of COFI:AQ/IX/2017/SBD.12). 
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statement or question in a pop-up information message. A link to a specially adapted Excel file was 
provided in order to facilitate a scoring more representative of countries with federal states or similar. 

12. As in the previous exercise the questionnaire includes the possibility to evaluate FAO support 
in complying with the specific measures involved. Web links are also provided for the review of the 
relevant FAO publications or tools.  

13. The analysis of the different sections of the questionnaire and the processing of the information 
followed the methodology used during the first two trials.5 

14. As for previous exercises, the questionnaire provided a wealth of information that is impossible 
to describe in detail in the present document; however an attempt is made to address the most relevant 
provisions of the Code and relevant issues, also connecting to the main questionnaire and past exercises 
when appropriate. Being the third iteration of the new questionnaire, it is possible in some cases to assess 
temporal consistency of the responses. 

 
AQUACULTURE PERFORMANCE AND COMPLIANCE WITH THE CODE: GLOBAL 
ASSESSMENT WITH THE CCRF QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
15. Overall results from the 2017 trial are consistent with those from 2013 and 2015 and indicate 
that an increasing number of countries are conducting critical self-assessments. This may not result in 
an increasing trend in scores but rather in more coherent answers to different parts and questions. 

 

EXISTENCE AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ESSENTIAL MANAGEMENT INSTRUMENTS 
AND MEASURES (EMM) THAT ARE NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT THE CODE 

16. This section underscores the fact that aquaculture development occurs in an orderly manner if 
its development objectives are clear and its governance is in place. Policy and its enabling regulations 
normalise the sector´s development while a national plan guides its implementation. Rating should be 
based on whether these are present and the extent of their implementation. The latter depends on the 
support and enhancing measures and mechanisms and therefore coherence between the scoring allows 
an objective and comprehensive evaluation. 

17. At the global level, the average scores for essential management measures (EMM), supporting 
measures (SM), enhancing mechanisms (ENM) and support capacity (SCP) were 3.6, 3.3, 2.7 and 
3.2 respectively, meaning a slight global increase with respect to the 2015 assessment for all measures. 
However, as in the 2013 and 2015 assessments, results indicate that EMM are better implemented than 
the other three. This indicates some overrating of the former, as aquaculture policies, development plans 
and regulations could hardly be implemented without the supporting and enhancing mechanisms and 
measures being in place. In general, the scores for all questions were skewed towards 4 and 5 in North 
America, Europe, and to some extent also in Asia and the Near East, whilst they were closer to 3 or less 
in the other regions. As noted in the 2015 assessment such differences may reflect the differences in the 
state of development of the sector among regions but it also suggests the use of a more objective scoring, 
as can be inferred from the coherence of responses6 and from the comments inserted in the allocated 
space. 

                                                      
5 Two types of descriptive analyses were carried out for the responses to each question; a percentage distribution of responding 
countries by score at the global level and by region, and global and regional average scores (Paras 18, 19 and 21 
COFI:AQ/VII/2013/3. ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/DOCUMENT/COFI/Cofi_aq/2013/3e.pdf). 
6 e.g. lower scores of SCP, ENM and SM agreeing with lower scores in EMM. 
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18. Forty-nine countries scored 4 or 5, for the EMM7 representing an overall indication of the 
existence and full implementation at ground level of aquaculture development plans through adequate 
regulations and following the national aquaculture policy, therefore no need for improvements. 
However, as in the previous assessment, in several of these countries the scoring of supporting and 
enhancing mechanisms and the scoring of the capacity of the state is lower, indicating that it is unlikely 
that the EMM are implemented fully at ground level. Clearly, such results continue to indicate that 
greater efforts are needed to improve the response process, including better guidance. As in previous 
assessments confidentiality of the responses may still be an issue for few members. 

19. At the other extreme, 14 countries scored 2 or less for EMM, mostly revealing a very initial 
stage in the development of the sector as in most cases they also scored low for all the other measures. 

20. The global average scores for the three components of the EMM, that is policy, plan and 
regulation, were 3.6, 3.5 and 3.5 respectively, very similar to the past two assessments. 

21. Regarding existence and implementation of an aquaculture policy, 62 percent of the responding 
members scored 4 or 5, indicating a well developed and implemented aquaculture policy, a similar 
response as in the 2015 assessment. Likewise, 65 percent of the countries scored 4 or 5 for the existence 
of an aquaculture plan, while 23 percent of countries scored 2 or less, indicating the need for 
improvement, and some requested assistance, a similar situation to that observed previously. 

22. Even though the scoring for policy and planning at global level seems quite consistent during 
the last three reporting periods, there are some important regional differences: for example, Africa and 
Asia show a decreasing score trend from 2013 to 2017 regarding the existence of an aquaculture plan. 
Africa scored 3.7 in 2013 and moved down to 3.2 in 2017. This appears to be explained by increasing 
differences among countries in the region: while some are improving, others are not. 

23. Regarding the implementation of the aquaculture regulation,8 54 percent of countries, largely 
in Europe and North America, scored 4 or more, while 18 percent scored 2 or less. There has been a 
small decrease in the global average scoring with respect to the 2013 assessment, mainly influenced by 
a decrease in Africa and Asia regional average scoring. When analysing compliance with specific 
regulations there are some agreements with the previous assessments regarding global patterns and 
regional differences but most important is that most specific regulations show a decreased scoring 
trend with respect to 2013, influenced mainly by decreasing trends in Asia and Africa. This may not 
necessarily mean a deteriorating situation but rather a more conscious and consistent assessment of the 
existence and implementation of the regulations in those regions in 2017. In Latin America and the 
Caribbean, the regional score for regulation and the scoring for specific regulations are lower than in 
the other regions. However, the consistency of the whole questionnaire for most countries indicates 
that their scoring may reflect the real situation, including a slight improvement with respect to 2013. 
The situation in other regions may have somewhat overstated the reality on the ground.9 

24. Specific regulations regarding farms registration, food safety (CODEX) and access use rights 
continue to have the highest average global scores of 3.7, 3.6 and 3.5, respectively. However such scores 
do not reflect specific regional situations. For example, 45 percent of the countries in Africa scored 2 or 
less for food safety regulations with an average regional score of 2.1 while globally 58 percent of the 
countries scored 4 or 5. Another case is fish health which showed a slight decrease from 2013 to 2017 
at global level although 52 percent of the countries scored 4 or 5 in the current assessment. This is due 

                                                      
7 Each of these scores represents an average of the scores provided by members for policy, plan and regulations, while the 
score for the latter is also an average of the scores for individual regulations (Paras 18, 19 and 21 COFI:AQ/VII/2013/3. 
ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/DOCUMENT/COFI/Cofi_aq/2013/3e.pdf). 
8 Calculated as the mean of the 17 specific regulations indicated in the questionnaire. 
9 This issue was highlighted in previous reports. Countries that score very high in planning policy and regulations (EMM) but 
very low in supporting and enhancing measures, suggests that these countries over-rate EMM. 
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to the fact that 45 and 43 percent of the countries in Africa and Near East, respectively, scored 2 or less, 
indicating the need for greater support in the implementation of these regulations. 

25. Globally, regulations regarding feed, seed and water abstraction show a decreasing trend from 
2013 to the present assessment and the situation is similar in most regions, especially in the case of 
regulations over water abstraction for aquaculture. In all regions (e.g. 63 percent of Africa and 40 of 
Asia) except Europe and Northern America a large proportion of the countries scored 2 or less. Yet it is 
unlikely that the situation is deteriorating but rather that there is a more thorough assessment of 
regulations regarding water use in aquaculture. 

26. Globally, regulations regarding use of alien species scored slightly higher than in the 2015 
reporting and only 15 percent of countries scored 2 or less. However, differences among regions remain: 
for example, the average score was 2.5 for Africa and 3.5 for Asia and in the latter case this value is 
lower than in 2015. 

27. Regarding the implementation of EIA regulations the average score was 3.4, slightly higher than 
in 2015, yet lower than in 2013. Twenty one percent of all reporting countries scored 2 or less. Most of 
these countries are in Africa, Latin America and a few in Asia and the Near East as in the previous 
responses. 

28. In Asia, the largest aquaculture producer, top rated regulations in 2015 such as use of alien 
species, farms registration and movement of live aquatic animals have scored lower in the 2017 
reporting, while we see slight improvements in other regulations such as EIA, zoning and effluents. 

29. The lowest global scores for specific regulations in the 2017 reporting were 2.8, 2.8, 2.8, 2.7, 
and 2.7 for water abstraction, feeds, carrying capacity, zoning and escapes, respectively. However, as 
indicated there are some differences among regions. 

30. As in the previous reports, scores for most regulations were lower in Africa, Latin America and 
the Near East but the distribution of scores within region was not uniform. A few countries in Europe 
and in Asia also scored low, reflecting intraregional differences.10 

Support mechanisms (SM) that facilitate the implementation of essential management measures 

31. Questions in this section are aimed at assessing the extent and the capacity of the country to 
support the policy, the development plan and, specifically, current regulations. As in 2013 and 2015 the 
global average scores for the SM were in general lower than those for EMM and scoring values for 2017 
were similar to those in 2013. Forty-one countries (52 percent of the global responses) scored 4 or 5 
while 20 countries scored 2 or less. 

32. In a similar pattern to the previous reporting of 2013 and 2015, consultation with stakeholders 
for the policy and development plan scored 4, the largest of the SM. The global scores distribution was 
skewed towards the highest scoring, indicating that this measure is well implemented globally, a very 
positive sign for the sector performance and future progress. 

33. Participation of farmer associations in sector development and management and in monitoring 
of aquaculture activities showed average global scores of 3.6 each, very similar to the previous 
reportings. In all cases, however, there are intraregional differences and the percentage of countries in 
Africa, Latin America and Near East scoring 2 or less for monitoring were 36, 25 and 14 respectively, 
maintaining the situation described in the 2015 report. 

34. As in the previous reporting the implementation of good aquaculture practices, BMPs, GAPs 
etc., had a global score of 3 while 27 percent of the countries scored 2 or less, meaning that such practices 
are not widely implemented. Nevertheless, there is an improvement respect to 2015 when 35 percent of 
                                                      
10 More information regarding the status of compliance for each of the specific regulation is provided in the tables of the 
background document COFI:AQ/IX/2017/SBD.12. 
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the countries were scoring 2 or less. Nevertheless, there is still a relevant number of countries in a Africa, 
Latin America, Near East and also in Asia that need improvements regarding implementation of good 
aquaculture practices. In Asia 20 percent of the countries scored 2 or less while in the previous report it 
was only 10 percent of the countries.  

35. Consideration of ecosystem functions in aquaculture planning had a global score of 3.2, a slight 
increase with respect to the 2015 report, and 19 percent of the countries scored 2 or less, a smaller 
percentage than in previous reporting also indicating a global improvement that deserves attention. 

36. Investment in aquaculture infrastructure, research and extension showed an increase with 
respect to 2015 with global average scores of 3, 3 and 2.9, respectively. In 2015 39 percent of the 
countries scored 2 or less for research investment while in 2017 the figure was 28 percent. This is a 
positive indication of more support to the sector that could facilitate implementation of EMM and of the 
Code in general, although there are interregional differences with lowest scores in Africa Latin America 
and South West Pacific. 

37. Aquaculture integration into watershed and coastal planning and management, integration into 
community development, polluter pays and incentives to restoration showed the lowest EM average 
global scores of 2.8, 2.7, 2.8, 2.7 and 1.5 respectively. Clearly, more efforts are needed to integrate 
aquaculture into the landscape and community management. 

38. As in the 2013 and 2015 reporting, the lowest average scores under SM in all regions were those 
for the existence of incentives to restoration of damaged habitats, with a global average of 1.5, indicating 
such incentives are largely not in place. As indicated in the previous report, such incentives are being 
considered under certification programmes and could also be considered under payment for ecosystem 
services and could represent an important incentive for aquaculture development. 

Enhancing mechanisms (ENM) that would improve the effectiveness of essential management 
measures and supporting mechanisms 

39. These “enhancing mechanisms” are measures that are not essential but are “good to have”. 
Having them makes the implementation of the aquaculture policy and plan less costly and more 
effective. These mechanisms are intended to underscore the social role of aquaculture and also the 
relevance of the support to farmers, especially small-scale farmers, to facilitate the implementation of 
regulations and the fulfilment of the aquaculture plan to comply with the Code at large. 

40. Similar to what was observed in the 2013 and 2015 reporting, this part of the questionnaire 
showed, overall, the lowest scores. However, the 2017 report shows a slight improvement with a global 
score of 2.7 and 42 percent of the countries scored 2 or less compared to 47 and 51 percent in 2015 and 
2013, respectively. 

41. The existence of mechanisms to ensure that livelihoods of local communities are benefitted and 
not adversely impacted when developing aquaculture had a global score of 3.1, while 20 percent of the 
countries scored between 2 or less, reflecting an improvement respect previous reports. 

42. The availability of soft credits for farmers has not changed with respect to previous reports and 
had an average global low score of 2.5, and 36 percent of the countries scored 2 or less, thus indicating 
a poor availability and implementation of credit, especially in Asia, Africa, Latin America and South 
west Pacific. This is therefore still a subject of high priority for improvement as an important mechanism 
in the development of aquaculture plans. 

43. The implementation of voluntary certification systems that promote the practice of responsible 
aquaculture had a global score of 2.4 and 36 percent of the countries scored 2 or less, which is a slight 
improvement respect on the situation in 2015. As in 2015, 13 percent of the countries at global level 
indicated that this mechanism is not applicable. Therefore, the implementation of certifications systems 
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for aquaculture at global level continues to be limited in all regions, except in Northern America and 
some Europe countries. 

44. The existence and availability of government assistance schemes in case of disasters scored 2.1, 
as in 2015 and 31 percent of the countries at global level indicated total absence of assistance schemes 
in case of disasters affecting the sector. Seventy three percent of the countries in Africa and 87 percent 
of those in Latin America and the Caribbean scored 2 or less and slightly lower figures were observed 
for other regions. Similarly, the existence of commercial insurance for farmers also had a low average 
score of 2.2 yet this is a relevant improvement respect 2015 and is a positive sign. Nevertheless, all the 
figures above continue to reflect the high vulnerability of the sector to disasters and loss in all regions. 

The level and degree of capacity of the state to address the essential management measures, 
supporting and enhancing mechanisms 

45. In this section the questionnaire attempts to assess the capacity of the State, including 
government, academy, and private sector, to develop knowledge, information, technology and advice 
and promote their adoption to support the development, enforcement, implementation, and monitoring 
and evaluation of the measures reported. Capacity to deal with disasters and climate change are also 
included. 

46. The global average score of the capacity of the state was 3.3 and, while twenty two percent of 
the countries scored 2 or less, 48.9 percent scored 4 or 5, which represents an improvement with respect 
to the 2015 report and a generally good situation at global level despite interregional differences. 
Capacity to deal with food safety, environment aspects, fish health and research scored 3.8, 3.5, 3.5 and 
3.3 respectively. In all cases, values in 2017 are higher than before. The capacity to address extension 
and conflict management scored 3.1 and 2.7, respectively, while capacity on disaster risk management 
and to address climate change attracted the lowest scores – 2.7 and 2.3, respectively, thus confirming 
the vulnerability of the sector to disasters that was diagnosed in the ENM above and representing a very 
similar pattern to that observed in 2015. 

 

EVALUATION OF FAO ASSISTANCE 
 
47. All Members responding to the questionnaire (78) answered this section and as in the previous 
reporting the scoring for FAO assistance in some regions such as Northern America, Europe and Asia 
was lower than the scoring for the provisions of the questionnaire. Similarly, a relevant proportion of 
the answers indicated not applicable (n.a.) in some European and North American countries. 

48. The average global scores for EMM, SP and ENM were 3.1, 1.8, and 1.3. At global level 
members rated the assistance to aquaculture policy to planning and regulation with 2.3, 2.1, and 2.1 
respectively, slightly lower than in 2015. Thirty one percent of the members scored 2 or less for the 
assistance to policy, 31 and 49 percent for assistance to planning and regulations respectively suggesting 
that efforts should increase to assist implementation of the latter. 

49. This section of the questionnaire is especially useful to indicate countries gaps and needs for 
assistance to implement certain regulations and mechanisms. 

50. The highest average scores regarding FAO assistance to the implementation of individual 
regulations or measures corresponded to consultation with stakeholders, food safety, monitoring of 
aquaculture activities, fish health, and use of alien species, with average values of 2.3, 2.2 and 2.1, 2 and 
2 respectively. Such results are quite consistent with those in 2015, although the scores are in general a 
little lower in 2017. 

51. The highest average score for FAO assistance (all specific regulations, measures or mechanisms 
included) was in Asia, 2.5, followed by Latin America and Africa with 2.2 and 2.1 respectively. 
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However, as in previous reportings the average score does not provide adequate information about FAO 
assistance since there is often a bimodal pattern within regions, that is, a large proportion of countries 
scores are 0 or 1 and 3 or 4. 

52. There was some correlation between members’ scoring with regard to regulations and measures 
and their scores for FAO assistance to those same regulations and measures. For example the scores for 
FAO assistance to supporting and enhancing measures were the lowest, especially the latter, but the 
values for the FAO assistance were always lower. It is not clear if the respondents are actually using the 
links provided by the questionnaire to publications and tools to support different regulations mechanisms 
and measures and this possibly needs to be better highlighted in future assessments. 

53. The information provided by individual countries is very helpful for FAO to better target 
assistance to individual countries and regions and streamline this with the efforts under the country 
programming frameworks and regional initiatives. 

 
EVALUATION OF MEMBER COUNTRIES COMPLIANCE BY REGIONAL FISHERY 
BODIES AND AQUACULTURE NETWORKS 
 
54. Fourteen responses from RFBs and a single AQN were received. However, only 10 of those 
acknowledged that aquaculture was relevant to their mission and provided a score for most questions. 
Thus, a global analysis was done. 

55. The average scores for EMM, SM and ENM were 2.8, 2.4 and 2 respectively. The values are 
lower than those provided by member countries, suggesting that RFBs and AQNs have a more critical 
view of the sector than the countries themselves. The scoring was also higher for EMM than for the 
other two, confirming a tendency to overrate the former. 

56. The RFBs/AQN provided lower scores for all regulations compared to member countries, 
although there was some similarity regarding the highest rated specific regulations, for example for 
farms registration, users rights and food safety, which scored 3.1,2.9 and 2.9 respectively. However, 
there were important differences regarding the lowest rated regulations, including biodiversity, escapes 
and water use, with scores of 2.1, 2, and 2, respectively, indicating a more negative perception of 
aquaculture performance in these matters. It is also interesting that BMPs, which have had a rather good 
rating by countries (3.1 at global level), is not rated that well by the RFBs/AQN (2.1) with five of the 
10 organizations scoring 2 or less. 

57. Research investment was also rated much lower by these organizations, with an average score 
of 2 compared with a score of 3 by the countries. This could be explained by the stronger research 
orientation of some of the RFBs, yet it could also be considered as a call for more attention to research 
to improve sustainability of the sector. 

58. RFBs and AQN scoring for the support they provide to their members regarding EMM, SM and 
ENM were 3.2, 2.9 and 2.5, respectively, suggesting that they are making relevant efforts to assist their 
members but their effectiveness could be improved. 

 

SUMMARY OF THE AQUACULTURE AND CULTURE BASED FISHERIES 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE CODE 

 
59. Overall, results of the 2017 reporting of compliance with the Code are broadly consistent with 
the 2015 reporting both at global and regional levels. Scores in general were a little lower than those in 
2013 but similar or somewhat higher than those in 2015, except for some enhancing measures that 
showed increase globally and in most regions, such as aquaculture benefiting local livelihoods, 
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availability of insurance to farmers and certification. Likewise, some increase was observed in a few of 
the supporting measures, such as investment in aquaculture research, infrastructure and extension and 
there was also a slight increase in the capacity of the states on several aspects including fish health, 
research, extension, and conflict resolution. Such improvements could enhance and facilitate better 
implementation of policies plans and regulations in the near future. 

60. Globally and in some regions such as Asia there was a slight decline in the scores for most 
regulations but scoring for the different sets of measures were more coherent, suggesting a general 
improvement in the quality of the responses. 

61. At global level, the implementation of some regulations that are essential to the true adoption 
of the Code still need much attention both from the countries and from the assistance side by FAO and 
others including RFBs and AQNs. These include regulations on feeds, seed, water abstraction, escapes, 
aquaculture zoning and carrying capacity. Supporting and enhancing measures and capacity of the states 
to improve the sector resilience to disasters including climate change seems to be also very relevant. 

62. As in the previous reports differences among and within regions remain, with Africa, Latin 
America and the Caribbean, Asia, Near East and some countries in South West Pacific scoring lower 
than Europe, Northern America and parts of Asia. However, within the latter, as in most regions, there 
are countries that lag behind and need more assistance. Therefore, the analysis of the regional situation 
should always consider the distribution of scores as well as the average regional score and perhaps future 
focus should be on those countries rather than on specific regions. 

63. Few RFBs and only a single AQN responded to the questionnaire. However, most of the 
respondent institutions carried out a thorough analysis and also assessed their own capacities to assist 
their constituency, revealing their relevant role but also their needs to improve assistance to further 
adoption of the Code. 

 

FUTURE STEPS TO FURTHER INCREASE, IMPROVE REPORTING, AND USE OF THE 
REPORTS FOR IMPROVED IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CODE 
 
64. There is a general trend to increase responses to the questionnaire and improve its use and the 
quality of the responses. However, further efforts are needed to disseminate the relevance of the Code 
and its implementation and the value of the CCRF reporting as a self-assessment of aquaculture 
compliance. Such periodic global assessments could have also a very important role in evaluating 
aquaculture improvements towards compliance with SDGs goals and targets. This global self-
assessment of aquaculture is unique among other food producing sectors and could provide a relevant 
leverage to increase political support to fish farming and increase fish consumption while minimizing 
negative environmental and social impacts. 

65. It is essential to focus on reducing differences both among and within regions and to reduce the 
number of countries that score 2 or less for many measures. This could be a relevant global benchmark 
for aquaculture sector performance and compliance with the Code. Assistance and collaboration with 
RFBs and AQN may be essential as they could target these countries and increase regional cooperation 
for improvement. 

66. Greater efforts are needed by Members to better disseminate FAO publications and tools to 
assist the implementation of measures and mechanisms to improve the adoption of the Code. 

67. More efforts are needed to improve the implementation of regulations that have had consistently 
low scores in the 2013, 2015 and 2017 reports, for example on feeds, seed, water abstraction, escapes, 
aquaculture zoning and carrying capacity. There are opportunities to address these through working with 
other global efforts, for example to reduce environmental issues and improve regulations regarding seed 
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and escapes in collaboration with the preparation of the State of the World Report on Aquatic Genetic 
Resources. 

68. As in previous reports the secretariat likes to stress that this is a unique global self-assessment 
of a food sector performance and should be used broadly to demonstrate the willingness of aquaculture 
to become more sustainable by implementing better policies and promoting better practices and good 
governance at all levels. 

69. The secretariat will continue to explore linking this questionnaire to the general CCRF 
questionnaire to avoid overlaps and redundancies and to increase complementarity while emphasizing 
the need that members continue efforts to improve quality and consistency of scoring 

 

GUIDANCE SOUGHT 
 
70. The Sub-Committee is requested to support the proposal to focus on reducing difference among 
and within regions and to reduce the number of countries that score 2 or less for many measures. This 
could be a relevant global benchmark for aquaculture sector performance and compliance with the Code. 

 


