Supplementary file 1: Inspection differences among the MoU
Even though all MoU agreements are based on the original text written for the Paris MoU and are therefore almost identical, differences exist regarding inspection procedures, targeting criteria and institutional agreements. H-S Bang and D-J Jang [1] published a comprehensive overview of all nine MoU and their different legal structure.  
The procedures for inspection, ratification and detention as stated in the Paris MoU are the same for all other MoU. However, with the exception of the Tokyo MoU, most other authorities lack the infrastructure, financial capacities and effective policies to conduct equally effective inspections. Organizationally all MoU follow the example of the Acuerdo Latino with a simpler structure than that of the Paris MoU. The Paris MoU and the Tokyo MoU are the most active ones with an inspection target rate of 90% (100% of high-risk ships) for the Paris MoU and 80% for the Tokyo MoU. Other MoU have lower targets with 20% for the Acuerdo Latino, 15% for the Caribbean MoU, the Abuja MoU and the Black Sea MoU and 10% for the others. Targeting criteria differ and only the Tokyo MoU has defined requirements as sophisticated as those of the Paris MoU. Often, not all member states have ratified the same international conventions which further hampers harmonization of PSC procedures. All in all, industry experts agree on the fact that the differences among MoU inspections are still too large and must be further harmonized [1-3].
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