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THE ATT MONITOR PROJECT
The ATT Monitor, an independent project of Control Arms, 
was launched in January 2015 with the initial support of the 
governments of Austria, Australia, Ireland, Netherlands,  
Norway and Trinidad and Tobago. 

The project is now the de facto international monitoring 
mechanism for the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) and serves 
as a source of information on the implementation of, and 
compliance with, the ATT. Its authoritative and quantitative 
research and analysis serves to strengthen Treaty 
implementation efforts and improve transparency in the 
conventional arms trade. 

The ATT Monitor produces research for its key audiences: 
government policymakers and export officials, civil society  
and international organizations, as well as the media and  
the general public.

ABOUT THIS PAPER
Produced with generous support from the German 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, this briefing paper explores ATT 
reporting practices and trends, and seeks to understand 
where States Parties have fallen short of their obligations 
under the Treaty. It then examines gaps in reported arms 
transfers in the context of two humanitarian crises and 
suggests potential reasons for these gaps. Finally, it offers 
broad recommendations for action for States Parties and 
the ATT Conference of States Parties (CSP).

DELEGATES AT THE UNITED 
NATIONS APPLAUD THE  
PASSAGE OF THE ATT.
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1 Article 1 of the ATT specifies the Treaty’s purpose includes ‘Promoting cooperation, transparency and responsible action by States Parties’.  
Arms Trade Treaty. Article 1 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014) _UNTS_(ATT) Art 1.  
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

2 Arms Trade Treaty. Article 13.1 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014) _UNTS_(ATT) Art 13.1.  
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

3 Arms Trade Treaty. Article 13.3 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014) _UNTS_(ATT) Art 13.3.  
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

4 Arms Trade Treaty. Article 12.3 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014)_UNTS_(ATT) Art 12.3.  
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

INTRODUCTION
When the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) entered into force in 
December 2014, there was a widespread expectation among 
most negotiators and civil society that the veil of secrecy in arms 
transfers would be lifted. Supporting these expectations are the 
clear record-keeping, reporting and transparency obligations 
agreed on and set out in the ATT.1 In particular, transparency 
in arms transfers is a core component of the Treaty, and it 
is fundamental to achieving its goals and objectives. Often, 
transparency is directly linked to a government’s willingness  
to commit to monitoring, oversight and accountability. 

Annual reports on arms exports and imports submitted by ATT 
States Parties are intended to be a critical tool for increasing 
transparency and providing greater understanding of the global 
arms trade. Transparency builds confidence in responsible and 
accountable government actions when making arms-transfer 
decisions. To meet these objectives, ATT annual reports must 
be publicly available, accurate and comprehensive, as well as 
meaningfully transparent. 

To explore ways to strengthen the ATT process, this paper builds 
on ATT Monitor analysis featured in the 2021 ATT Monitor Report. 
Based on data provided in ATT annual reports from 2015-2019, 
the first five years of annual reporting show that States Parties 
have not lived up to the promise and requirements of the ATT.  
To provide more answers to questions regarding challenges 
to ATT implementation, this paper examines arms-transfer 
data reported in ATT annual reports and in UN Register on 
Conventional Arms (UNROCA) reports – the two global reporting 
mechanisms on conventional weapons – to determine whether 
we know more about the global arms trade and international 
arms transfers now than we did five years ago. 

The first section explores ATT reporting practices and trends, 
and seeks to understand where States Parties have fallen 
short of their obligations under the Treaty. The second section 
examines gaps in reported arms transfers in the context of two 
humanitarian crises - Myanmar and Yemen - and suggests 
potential rationales for these gaps. The third section offers 
broad recommendations for action that States Parties and the 
ATT Conference of States Parties (CSP) can take to strengthen 
reporting and enhance the transparency dividend that the ATT  
is intended to deliver. 

TRANSPARENCY TRENDS IN ARMS 
TRANSFER REPORTING

REPORTING OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE ATT

According to Article 13.1, each State Party must submit an initial 
report within one year of formally becoming a member of the 
Treaty. This report should outline all ‘national laws, national 
control lists and other regulations and administrative measures’ 
undertaken to facilitate joining the Treaty and meet all its 
relevant legal and procedural obligations.2

In addition, Article 13.3 obligates each State Party to submit 
an annual report of imports and exports of all categories of 
weapons included in the scope of the ATT (as defined by Article 
2.1) on or before the deadline of 31 May every year for the 
preceding year.3 The Treaty provides some clarity on what types 
of information need to be collated by States Parties. For example, 
Article 12.3 states: ‘Each State Party is encouraged to include 
in those records: the quantity, value, model/type, authorized 
international transfers of conventional arms covered under 
Article 2 (1), conventional arms actually transferred, details of 
exporting State(s), importing State(s), transit and trans-shipment 
State(s), and end users, as appropriate’.4 Article 13.3 also identifies 
‘authorized or actual exports and imports’ to be included in 
annual reports. 

Article 13.3 further notes that ‘Reports may exclude commercially 
sensitive or national security information’ – without providing any 
parameters for what that information may or may not include. 
Thus, States Parties can interpret ‘commercially sensitive’ 
and ‘national security information’ in their own way, which has 
implications for what they choose not to report on. 

There is no obligation for States Parties to make ATT reports 
public. Instead, every State Party can choose to keep its entire 
report private with viewing privileges afforded only to fellow 
States Parties. There is also no obligation for a State Party 
to submit a report using the template format suggested by 
the ATT Secretariat. This template was developed following 
extensive consultations in the Working Group on Transparency 
and Reporting. Because the template is ‘recommended’ and not 
‘mandatory,’ States Parties use several different templates to 
submit their annual reports, including national ones.
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5 Control Arms Secretariat (2021). ‘ATT Monitor 2021 Annual Report’. New York. 30 August 2021.Chapter 2.1.  
https://attmonitor.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/EN_ATT_Monitor-Report-2021_Online.pdf

6 Arms Trade Treaty Secretariat (2021). ‘Arms Trade Treaty: Status of Reporting’. 1 September 2021. https://bit.ly/3DiVQuJ.

REPORTING TRENDS UNDER THE ATT

As more states became party to the ATT over the 2015-
2019 period, the number of reports submitted to the ATT 
Secretariat has increased, with submission rates averaging 
71 per cent. However, the percentage of due reports 
submitted declined from 82 per cent of 2015 reports to 64 
per cent of 2019 reports (See Figure 1).5 The decline in the 
percentage of reports submitted each year is worrisome as 
ATT stakeholders now have less information on global arms 
transfers from States Parties than they did a few years ago.

FIGURE 1 – NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ANNUAL REPORTS PER REPORTING YEAR6

Number of reports due Number of reports submitted Percentage of due reports submitted
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THE DECLINE IN THE PERCENTAGE OF 
REPORTS SUBMITTED EACH YEAR IS 
WORRISOME AS ATT STAKEHOLDERS NOW 
HAVE LESS INFORMATION ON GLOBAL ARMS 
TRANSFERS FROM STATES PARTIES THAN 
THEY DID A FEW YEARS AGO.
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7 Control Arms Secretariat (2021). Ibid.

8 Arms Trade Treaty Secretariat (2021). Ibid.

An additional concern is the increase in the submission of 
private reports (see Figure 2), which limits the lens through 
which ATT reporting can be reviewed and analysed. As noted 
by the ATT Monitor, decreasing reporting rates overall and the 
increasing rate of private reporting have the most significant 
impact on transparent reporting.7

FIGURE 2 – NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PRIVATE ANNUAL REPORTS PER REPORTING YEAR8

Number of reports due Number of private reports submitted Percentage of private reports submitted
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AN ADDITIONAL CONCERN IS THAT 
THERE HAS BEEN AN INCREASE IN THE 
SUBMISSION OF PRIVATE REPORTS,  
WHICH LIMITS THE LENS THROUGH  
WHICH ATT REPORTING CAN BE REVIEWED 
AND ANALYSED
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9 Stohl, R. (2019). ‘Lessons learned from ATT Reporting’.ATT BAP Project, Stimson Center. January 2019.  
http://www.armstrade.info/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/ATT-BAP_LESSONS-LEARNED-FROM-REPORTING_ATT.pdf; and Control Arms Secretariat (2021), ibid.

CHALLENGES TO REPORTING TO THE ATT

Recent analysis by the ATT Monitor and the Stimson Center 
explores the potential causes for the decline in reporting rates 
since 2015 and identifies a combination of factors that likely have 
contributed to the decline.9

• ●Lack of institutional capacity and political will. Most 
countries failing to report are in the global south, and they 
have consistently flagged concerns around capacity and 
expertise during debates on implementation challenges. 
The fact that most ATT Voluntary Trust Fund projects have 
been aimed at strengthening institutional capacity speaks 
to these persistent challenges. Meanwhile, political will 
is greatly affected by governments’ perceptions that the 
ATT poses a threat to the supply of defence materials. 
Outreach by the Presidencies of the ATT Conference of 
States Parties over the years has addressed some of these 
perceptions, but more needs to be done. 

• ●The rapidly evolving technological platforms for dual-use 
items. As dual-use items continue to reach ever-greater 
degrees of sophistication, the challenges grow for customs 
officials (and for whole-of-government coordination 
mechanisms) to correctly identify components and apply the 
relevant legal framework to control the transfer, and to do so 
in short timeframes. These technology advancements pose 
several challenges to record-keeping as data is fragmented 
and different information is recorded by different authorities 
for different purposes. This makes collating information for 
reporting increasingly complex.

• The ATT states that ‘Reports may exclude commercially 
sensitive or national security information’. Since there 
is no commonly accepted definition of what constitutes 
‘commercial sensitivity’ or ‘national security’, States Parties 
are in effect free to expand their interpretation of the 
definitions, further excluding transfers from their reports. 
As the two case studies below show, political or strategic 
considerations in some instances may influence a strict 
interpretation and application of the ATT’s provisions, and 
indeed, information on transfers has been withheld on the 
grounds of national security or commercial sensitivity.

AN UH-60 BLACK HAWK  
IN KOSOVO.
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10 Control Arms Secretariat (2019). ‘ATT Monitor 2019 Annual Report’. New York. 26 August 2019.  
https://attmonitor.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/EN_ATT_Monitor-Report-2019_Online.pdf, p. 101.

11 Ibid.

12 Arms Trade Treaty Secretariat (2017). ‘United Kingdom Annual Report’. ATT Annual Report database.  
https://thearmstradetreaty.org/download/d8fd7c73-bb12-3394-b246-2de388ed6baf. 

ASSESSING ATT ANNUAL REPORTING PRACTICES

As with other arms trade reporting requirements, most ATT 
States Parties report only the minimum information required. 
Based on the ATT Monitor’s database of all transfers listed in 
every publicly available annual report submitted to the ATT 
Secretariat for 2015–2019, out of a total of 9,904 reported 
exports, 7,824 (79 per cent) included the numbers of arms 
transferred, but only 3,268 (33 per cent) included details of the 
value of the transfer. Perhaps most concerning of all, only 2,971 
(30 per cent) provide descriptions of the items being transferred. 
Without these descriptions, triangulation of data across multiple 
sources to verify the information provided is limited. Indeed, less 
than 10 per cent of all exports reported by ATT States Parties in 
their annual reports between 2015 and 2017 have been mirrored 
to a high degree of confidence10 – that is, an export reported 
by one State Party was matched exactly with a corresponding 
import reported by another. The ATT Monitor reports have also 
noted a slight decline in successful mirroring rates since 2015.11  

Moreover, it appears that States, in some cases, do in fact 
have the capability to report a great deal of transfer details. For 
example, States Parties have provided comments on end-use 
or end-users such as collectors, museums, displays and the 
movie industry. The United Kingdom, for instance, reported 
the transfer of one CVRT Spartan armoured combat vehicle to 
Belgium with the comment ‘collector’ in its 2017 annual report.12 
In another example, Hungary reported the transfer of a ‘MiG-
21 BIS (deactivated, without armament)’ to Germany with the 
comment ‘exhibitions purposes’ in its 2015 annual report. In fact, 
between 2015 and 2019, more than 300 transfers had this type 
of description. While this level of detail is certainly welcome 
on these and all other types of transfers, to achieve the ATT’s 
transparency requirements, even with national security and 
commercial interest assessments in place, more detail for arms 
transfers to crisis or conflict zones should be included. 

TO ACHIEVE THE ATT’S TRANSPARENCY 
REQUIREMENTS, EVEN WITH NATIONAL 
SECURITY AND COMMERCIAL INTEREST 
ASSESSMENTS IN PLACE, MORE DETAIL FOR 
ARMS TRANSFERS TO CRISIS OR CONFLICT 
ZONES SHOULD BE INCLUDED.

MAINTENANCE BEING 
CONDUCTED ON A CH-47  
IN BULGARIA.
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13 UN General Assembly Resolution 46/36L, 6 Dec. 1991.

14 UN Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) (2021). ‘Participation’. https://www.unroca.org/participation.  

15 Stohl, R. (2020). ‘Reporting During a Pandemic: Reflections on the Arms Trade Treaty 2019 Annual Reports’. October 2020.  
http://www.armstrade.info/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/2019-ATT-Annual-Reports_Web-Version.pdf, p. 23.

16 Ibid.

TRENDS IN REPORTING TO THE UNITED NATIONS 
REGISTER OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS (UNROCA)

In December 1991, the UN General Assembly created the 
UN Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) as a means  
to ‘enhance confidence, promote stability, help States to 
exercise restraint, ease tensions and strengthen regional 
and international peace and security’ and ‘to prevent the 
excessive and destabilizing accumulation of arms . . . in order 
to promote stability and strengthen regional or international 
peace and security’.13 The UNROCA identifies seven categories 
of conventional arms and an eighth category of small arms and 
light weapons (SALW). The UNROCA is a voluntary mechanism, 
and it calls on States Parties to submit annual reports on all 
their transfers of these categories of arms by 31 May each year. 
The definitions of these categories are also frequently updated 
through the Group of Governmental Expert meetings to reflect 
technological advancements. The eight categories have also 
provided the source of the definitions contained in the ATT’s 
scope (Article 2.1). 

Despite being a voluntary mechanism, in the first ten years 
of report submissions to the UNROCA, the mean average 
was 99 submissions – with a high of 124 submissions in 2001. 
Since then, there has been a steady decline and the number 
of reports submitted significantly dropped between 2015 and 
2019 (see Figure 3).  

Figure 3. Number of Reports Submitted to the UN Register 
of Conventional Arms (2015–2019)14

Annual report on transfers 
during calendar year 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Number of reports 
submitted

42 39 47 44 38

The Arms Trade Treaty-Baseline Assessment Project (ATT-
BAP) at the Stimson Center has examined the relationship 
between the ATT and UNROCA annual reports for 2015–2019. 
It concluded that ‘States have treated the relationship between 
the UNROCA and the ATT in different ways. Some ATT States 
Parties have resumed their UNROCA reporting since they 
began reporting to the ATT, while other States Parties are now 
reporting to UNROCA less often’.15 There are also examples of 
States Parties submitting their annual reports to the UNROCA 
but not to the ATT Secretariat, even though both have ‘the 
same deadline and despite the ATT permitting States Parties 
to submit their UNROCA reports as their annual reports.’ On a 
positive note, in 2015 (the first year when ATT States Parties 
were obligated to report on their annual arms exports and 
imports), 23 States Parties due to submit an annual report to 
the ATT also reported to the UNROCA and in 2019, that number 
increased to 28.16

Can we identify arms transfers recorded in open-source 
information, but not reported by States Parties across 
reporting mechanisms? 

A search of open-access media resources and public 
databases providing information on arms transfers (such as 
the database of the Stockholm International Peace Research 
Institute) reveals several articles that provide detail about 
transfers of military goods that are not listed in the relevant 
exporters’ ATT annual reports. The examples listed in the 
section below illustrate the ongoing challenges and political 
issues that impact arms transfer decisions and underline the 
growing transparency deficit of the ATT.  

DESPITE BEING A VOLUNTARY MECHANISM, IN THE FIRST TEN YEARS OF REPORT SUBMISSIONS 
TO THE UNROCA, THE MEAN AVERAGE WAS 99 SUBMISSIONS – WITH A HIGH OF 124 
SUBMISSIONS IN 2001. SINCE THEN, THERE HAS BEEN A STEADY DECLINE AND THE NUMBER OF 
REPORTS SUBMITTED SIGNIFICANTLY DROPPED BETWEEN 2015 AND 2019.
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IMPLEMENTING THE ATT IN THE 
CONTEXT OF ARMS TRANSFERS  
OF CONCERN
The general decline in the percentage of annual reports on 
arms exports and imports to the ATT Secretariat as well as the 
increase in the use of private reporting observed in the 2015-
2019 period has been accompanied by another worrying trend, 
namely an information deficit on arms transfers to contexts of 
humanitarian crises. This section examines gaps in reported arms 
transfers in the specific contexts of Myanmar and Yemen where 
decisions on whether and how to report arms transfers appear 
to vary based on: (1) different interpretations of the scope of 
weapons covered by the ATT; (2) the exclusion of arms transfers 
information based on national security or commercial sensitivity 
reasons; (3) the omission of arms transfers descriptions; and (4) 
the wholesale exclusion of certain arms transfers in publicly 
available ATT annual reports.  

THE GENERAL DECLINE IN THE PERCENTAGE 
OF ANNUAL REPORTS ON ARMS EXPORTS 
AND IMPORTS TO THE ATT SECRETARIAT 
AS WELL AS THE INCREASE IN THE USE 
OF PRIVATE REPORTING OBSERVED 
IN THE 2015-2019 PERIOD HAS BEEN 
ACCOMPANIED BY ANOTHER WORRYING 
TREND, NAMELY AN INFORMATION DEFICIT 
ON ARMS TRANSFERS TO CONTEXTS OF 
HUMANITARIAN CRISES. 

MORE THAN 13,000 SURPLUS 
WEAPONS BEING DESTROYED 
IN ARGENTINA.

CREDIT: © ARGENTINE MINISTRY 
OF NATIONAL SECURITY
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17 UN Human Rights Council (2018). ‘Human rights situations that require the Council’s attention’. Report of the detailed findings of the Independent 
International Fact-Finding Mission on Myanmar. 28 September 2018. https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/1643079/files/A_HRC_39_CRP-2-EN.pdf, p. 366.

18 There is a long history of particular modalities of regional engagement amongst ASEAN countries. See for example: Chong, V. and Thongyoojaroen, 
T. (2021). ‘Beyond the Coup in Myanmar: The ASEAN Way Must Change’. Just Security.14 May 2021. https://www.justsecurity.org/76126/beyond-the-
coup-in-myanmar-the-asean-way-must-change/; and Mathieson, D.S. (2021). ‘ASEAN’s Myanmar fiasco is the West’s moral failure’. Asia Times. 20 
October 2021. https://asiatimes.com/2021/10/aseans-myanmar-fiasco-is-the-wests-moral-failure/. 

19 Myint-U, T. (2019). ‘The Hidden History of Burma – Race, Capitalism, and the Crisis of Democracy in the 21st Century’. Atlantic Books, London, 2019.

20 Sharma, K. and Nitta, Y. (2020). ‘With an eye on China, India gifts submarine to Myanmar’. NIKKEI Asia, 22 October 2020.  
https://asia.nikkei.com/Politics/International-relations/With-an-eye-on-China-India-gifts-submarine-to-Myanmar. 

21 Bhalla, A. (2019). ‘Operation Sunrise: India-Myanmar target insurgent groups camp in North East’. India Today. 17 June 2019.  
https://www.indiatoday.in/india/story/operation-sunrise-india-myanmar-target-insurgent-groups-camp-in-north-east-1550835-2019-06-17.   

22 Suzuki, S. (2019). ‘Why is ASEAN not intrusive? Non-interference meets state strength’. Journal of Contemporary East Asia Studies. 8:2, pp. 157-176. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/24761028.2019.1681652 

23 UN General Assembly (2021). ‘The situation in Myanmar’. https://undocs.org/en/A/75/L.85/Rev.1

24 See Hayat, M. (2021), ‘Give ASEAN Diplomacy a Chance in Myanmar’. The Diplomat. 19 July 2021.  
https://thediplomat.com/2021/07/give-asean-diplomacy-a-chance-in-myanmar/ 

Guatemala

ARMS TRANSFERS TO MYANMAR

Given its volatile political history, arms transfers to Myanmar 
have long been a contentious topic, often polarizing opinion. The 
country’s armed forces – known as the Tatmadaw – overthrew 
the democratically elected government in 1962 and held power 
until 2011, when they transferred control to a civilian government. 
Despite this transfer, the Tatmadaw continued to hold 
extraordinary political and economic power alongside the civilian 
government and has consistently engaged in violent crackdowns 
on ethnic communities throughout the country. A recent example 
is the Tatmadaw involvement in the Rohingya crisis, where in 
2018, the extreme level and nature of the violence prompted 
the Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on Myanmar 
(IIMM) to note the presence of ‘factors allowing the inference of 
genocidal intent’.17 On 01 February 2021, the Tatmadaw staged 
a military coup and overthrew the civilian government and has 
since held onto power through a brutal and violent crackdown  
on dissent.

Despite Myanmar’s long history of violence and brutality, 
neighbouring countries have frequently opted to cooperate with 
the Tatmadaw, including through arms sales, military training, 
and joint operations.18 This is in part due to the porous nature of 
the region’s borders that challenges the creation and efficacy 
of physical barriers. The relationships between the Burman-
dominated central government and the ethnic minorities in 
the periphery in Myanmar (and in its neighbours) have been 
characterized by simmering conflict and hostility over decades.19  
Armed groups within Myanmar and in neighbouring countries 
have used the borders to their advantage, often retreating 
across these to avoid capture. To protect against cross-border 
insurgencies, neighbours such as India have developed 
‘strategic’ ties with the Tatmadaw that included the gifting of 
INS Sindhuvir (a Soviet-era Kilo-class diesel-electric submarine) 
to its navy in December 202020 and engagement in joint anti-
insurgency operations in India’s north-eastern states bordering 
Myanmar.21

In addition to porous borders, another element that has 
facilitated arms sales to the Tatmadaw has been the adherence 
among the countries of South and Southeast Asia to the principle 
of non-interference in internal matters. Since its inception in 1967, 
the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) member 
states have shared “an understanding that domestic issues 
should be managed domestically, since the members have 
sufficient capability to do so.”22 This principle of non-interference 
has resulted in neighbouring countries staying silent on arms 
transfers to Myanmar, both historically, and more recently. With 
no direct sales of arms to Myanmar by members of ASEAN, 
the regional organization has not taken a meaningful stance on 
how arms transfers relate to the political and humanitarian crisis 
resulting from the February 2021 military coup. The vote on the 
General Assembly Resolution of 18 June 2021,23 condemning 
the junta and calling for an arms embargo, reflected this gap. 
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Vietnam 
voted in favour while Brunei (at the time the ASEAN chair), 
Cambodia, Laos, and Thailand abstained.24 
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25 See, for example, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (2021). ‘EU arms embargo on Myanmar (Burma)’. 17 June 2021.  
https://www.sipri.org/databases/embargoes/eu_arms_embargoes/myanmar.  

26 United Nations Human Rights Council (2019). ‘The economic interests of the Myanmar military’. Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on 
Myanmar. 5 August 2019. https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/FFM-Myanmar/EconomicInterestsMyanmarMilitary/A_HRC_42_
CRP_3.pdf, p. 110; and United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (SIPRI) (2021). ‘Arms Transfers Database’.  
https://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php.

27 Myanmar Now (2019). ‘UN Expert Calls for EU Investigation into Austrian Firm That Sold Drones to Myanmar’. 10 August 2019.  
https://www.myanmar-now.org/en/news/un-expert-calls-for-eu-investigation-into-austrian-firm-that-sold-drones-to-myanmar.

28 United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) (2021). ‘Categories of major conventional arms’. https://www.unroca.org/categories.

29 United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) (2021). Ibid. 

30 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (2021). ‘Arms Transfers Database’. https://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php.   

31 Kean, T. (2019). ‘Despite EU embargo, Tatmadaw buys European aircraft’. Frontier Myanmar. 9 January 2019.  
https://www.frontiermyanmar.net/en/despite-eu-embargo-tatmadaw-buys-european-aircraft/. 

32 Deutscher Bundestag (2018). ‘Schriftliche Fragen mit den in der Woche vom 22. Oktober 2018 eingegangenen Antworten der Bundesregierung’.  
26 October 2018. https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/19/052/1905282.pdf, p. 43.

33 Davis, A (2019). ‘Update: Myanmar Navy commissions its first LPD amphibious assault ship’. Janes. 27 December 2019.  
https://www.janes.com/defence-news/news-detail/update-myanmar-navy-commissions-its-first-lpd-amphibious-assault-ship.

There have also been failed attempts to pass binding decisions 
on arms embargoes against the Tatmadaw at the UN Security 
Council. While Russia and China (two of the three largest sellers 
of arms to Myanmar) have consistently opposed Security 
Council arms embargoes, the European Union has maintained 
some form of an arms embargo on Myanmar since 1991.25  
However, as the following section will show, such restrictions 
have not stopped all EU-related arms transfers to Myanmar, 
although few of these have been included by States Parties in 
their annual reports. 

ARMS TRANSFERS BY ATT STATES PARTIES

Varying Interpretations of Scope

One instance of an arms transfer to Myanmar illustrates potential 
differences in interpretation of what is included within the scope 
of the ATT.  In documents obtained by the UN Fact-Finding 
Mission to Myanmar in 2019, several conventional arms transfers 
to Myanmar were highlighted as concerning, including the sale 
of five Camcopter S-100 drones in 2018 (for use by the Myanmar 
navy) by the Austrian company Schiebel.26 The proposed cost of 
the deal was US$60 million, and Schiebel said that ‘it sold the 
drones to Myanmar before the European Union tightened its 
arms embargo against the country in April 2018’.27 Even though 
the drones were not modified to include armaments, they fell 
within the UNROCA definition of attack helicopters, which also 
falls within the scope of the ATT, because it includes ‘versions 
of these aircraft which perform specialized reconnaissance or 
electronic warfare missions’.28 With no indication of whether 
Austria withheld any information for national security or 
commercially sensitive reasons, the transfer does not appear in 
Austria’s ATT annual report for 2019 or 2020.  

Another case where scope can prove to be a challenging issue 
is the export of trainer aircraft. Unmodified, trainer aircraft fall 
outside of the scope of ATT reporting. If modified at the time of 
sale to serve the function of combat aircraft or in reconnaissance 
missions, the transfer of trainer aircraft would fall within the 
ATT reporting requirements.29 One example that demonstrates 
the potential confusion surrounding the sale of dual-use or 
modifiable equipment is the export of 20 G120TP Grob Trainer 
Aircraft sold by Germany to the Tatmadaw in 2015.30 Without 
modification, these trainer aircraft need not appear in ATT annual 
reports. And indeed, Germany did not include this transfer in its 
ATT annual reports.31 However, subsequent to the transfer and 
in the context of the attacks on the Rohingya minorities in 2015, 
questions were raised about the potential use of these aircraft 
for other purposes besides education and training.32 While there 
is no evidence to suggest these trainer aircraft were modified 
before their sale to Myanmar, this case serves as an important 
example that equipment sold for one use that falls outside the 
scope of the ATT can then be used for another, more dangerous 
use that would in fact require reporting and regulation. Making 
small adjustments in the scope of ATT reporting to include some 
key dual-use items would improve transparency and strengthen 
the ATT in its purpose: to reduce human suffering.  

National Security and Commercial Sensitivity

Another avenue open to States Parties that limits transparency 
in reporting is the ability to omit transfers that are “commercially 
sensitive” or related to “national security.” For example, media 
reports showed the transfer of a landing platform dock 
amphibious assault ship to Myanmar by the Republic of Korea in 
2019,33 but the transfer was not listed in the Republic of Korea’s 
ATT annual reports for 2018, 2019 or 2020, nor was it reported to 
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34 Smith, J. and Cha, S (2021). ‘South Korea to suspend defence exchanges with Myanmar, reconsider aid’. Reuters. 12 March 2021.  
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-myanmar-idUSKBN2B40M8

35 See Arms Trade Treaty. Article 13 (adopted 2 April 2013, entered into force 24 December 2014). UNTS_(ATT) Art 13.  
https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/English7.pdf

36 For example, see daily reporting by The Irrawaddy (https://www.irrawaddy.com/), The Frontier Myanmar (https://www.frontiermyanmar.net/en/)  
and Myanmar Now (https://www.myanmar-now.org/en). 

37 Davis, A. (2019). ‘United Wa State Army military parade showcases ongoing modernisation’. Janes Defence Weekly. 23 April 2019.  
https://www.janes.com/defence-news/news-detail/united-wa-state-army-military-parade-showcases-ongoing-modernisation

38 UN Human Rights Council (2019). Ibid, pp. 106-110.

39 See United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) (2021). https://www.unroca.org/; and Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI) (2021). ‘Arms Transfers Database’. https://armstrade.sipri.org/armstrade/page/trade_register.php. 

the UNROCA. Since becoming an ATT State Party, the Republic 
of Korea has indeed indicated that some commercially sensitive 
and/or national security-related data has been withheld in 
accordance with Article 13.3 of the Treaty. It should be further 
noted that the Republic of Korea indicated that in 2021, it 
suspended defence exchanges with Myanmar and placed a  
ban on arms transfers to the country.34

The only country to have reported on its transfers openly 
to Myanmar through its ATT annual reports is Serbia, which 
indicated in its 2017 and 2019 reports that heavy machine guns, 
large-calibre artillery systems, rifles and carbines had been 
transferred to Myanmar. On the one hand, Serbia has lived up 
to its ATT commitments under Article 13 to submit transparent 
and accurate annual reports.35 On the other hand, this example 
raises questions about whether Serbia considered publicly 
available information to determine whether these arms could 
be used to violate human rights or international humanitarian 
law. At the time, countless reports in the media pointed to these 
weapons systems being used systematically to attack civilians 
in ethnic-majority areas between 2015 and 2020.36 In this case, 
the transparent report submitted by Serbia illustrates the 
considerable work still to be done by the annual Conference  
of States Parties to find incentives for States Parties to abide  
by the spirit and intent of the ATT.

China’s Evolving Role and the Use of Private Reporting

China has long played a central role in the politics, economy, 
and security of Myanmar, including providing both material and 
political support to the Tatmadaw. China has also supported 
non-State groups such as the United Wa State Army (UWSA), 
with credible reports of advanced Chinese armaments in 
the possession of UWSA troops.37 The majority of these 
transfers occurred before China acceded to the ATT in 2020. 
Given the country’s historic role in supporting the Tatmadaw, 
as identified by the UN Fact Finding Mission to Myanmar,38 
Chinese authorities will need to reconsider its future arms 
transfer policies in a number of areas – including China’s 
arms transfer decisions to Myanmar. As China was not a State 
Party to the ATT until 2020, it did not submit reports of these 
transfers to the ATT. China has not submitted any information 
to the UNROCA about transfers to Myanmar that other sources 
such as the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI) have identified for 2015, 2017 and 2018.39 In October, 
China submitted its ATT initial report and chose to mark it 
private, which prevents assessment of its arms control policies 
in comparison with other ATT States Parties. And, as a State 
Party to the ATT, China will also submit its first annual report on 
2021 arms transfers in 2022 and in submitting that report, it is 
obligated to consider how arms transfers are conducted in the 
true spirit of what the ATT was intended to achieve.   

IN OCTOBER, CHINA SUBMITTED ITS ATT INITIAL REPORT AND CHOSE TO MARK IT PRIVATE, 
WHICH PREVENTS ASSESSMENT OF ITS ARMS CONTROL POLICIES IN COMPARISON WITH 
OTHER ATT STATES PARTIES. AND, AS A STATE PARTY TO THE ATT, CHINA WILL ALSO SUBMIT 
ITS FIRST ANNUAL REPORT ON 2021 ARMS TRANSFERS IN 2022 AND IN SUBMITTING THAT 
REPORT, IT IS OBLIGATED TO CONSIDER HOW ARMS TRANSFERS ARE CONDUCTED IN THE TRUE 
SPIRIT OF WHAT THE ATT WAS INTENDED TO ACHIEVE.
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41 United Nations Security Council (2017). ‘Final report of the Panel of Experts on Yemen - S/2017/81’. 31 January 2017.  
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42 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (2021). ‘International arms transfers’.  
https://www.sipri.org/research/armament-and-disarmament/arms-and-military-expenditure/international-arms-transfers. 

43 Arms Trade Treaty Secretariat (2016). ‘Exportations d’armes classiques de la France en 2016 (livraisons)’. ATT Annual Reports database.  
https://thearmstradetreaty.org/download/85339b33-476c-3dd1-b27a-b18dd2376510. 

44 United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) (2016). ‘UNROCA Original Report - France 2016’.   
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46 £5.3 billion converted to US Dollar for December 2020 rates of exchange. See Exchange rate (InforEuro), https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/
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Guatemala

ARMS TRANSFERS TO SAUDI ARABIA

Since 2015, Saudi Arabia has led a coalition of countries to 
support Yemen’s President Abdrabbuh Mansur Hadi to counter 
the advance of Houthi rebels within Yemen.40 The coalition 
has largely relied on aerial bombardment, which in turn has 
created one of the worst humanitarian crises in the world. In 
addition, an apparent pattern of targeting civilian infrastructure 
has led to excessive civilian casualties inflicted by both the 
coalition and the opposition forces. The UN Group of Eminent 
Experts on Yemen concluded that serious violations of 
international humanitarian law and human rights law have been 
committed by all parties since the conflict began in 2015.41 

DETAILS MATTER

Over the course of the Yemen conflict, Saudi Arabia has 
become the largest importer of arms in the world, accounting 
for 11 per cent of all arms imports worldwide between 2016 

and 2020.42 In this context, tracking arms transfers presents 
a different forensic challenge when addressing issues of 
transparency and reporting. With such a high volume of 
transfers to assess, the importance of detail in submitted ATT 
annual reports cannot be overstated. If arms transfer data is 
submitted to the ATT without clear descriptions, quantities 
or values, or with ambiguities in the information provided (for 
example, relating to whether or not the transfers are actual 
or authorized), it is impossible to determine whether States 
Parties are truly transparent.      

Two clear examples where lack of detail in reported arms 
transfers has significant transparency implications are France 
and the United Kingdom (UK). In its 2016 ATT annual report, 
France listed a transfer to Saudi Arabia of 270 armoured 
combat vehicles without any specific description other than 
‘tactical vehicle’.43 In its annual report covering the same time 
period to the UNROCA, France listed a transfer of 30 Aravis 
armoured vehicles.44 Sources such as SIPRI have identified up 
to four models of armoured personnel carriers (Bastion, Aravis, 
Arive and Sherpa) in France’s records of transfers to Saudi 
Arabia over the same period.45 This discrepancy in reporting 
creates ambiguity as to what was transferred to Saudi Arabia 
by France in 2016. In the case of the UK, except for one line 
in its 2017 annual report (six Typhoon combat aircraft), there 
are no descriptions of any of the items transferred to Saudi 
Arabia between 2015 and 2019. Given that the value of arms 
transfers to Saudi Arabia since 2015 has amounted to more 
than £5.3 billion (US$7.3 billion),46 merely reporting numbers 
and categories without clarity and additional information on 
the transfer does not reflect the UK’s adherence to its legal 
obligations under the ATT.

In contrast, Slovakia’s 2016 ATT annual report and its UNROCA 
report provide the same information – 190 120 mm mortars 
and 16 ‘122 mm Grad launcher BM-21, enabling a degree of 
confidence in its submitted reports.47  
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50 Massariolo, A. (2019). ‘Arms exports: Italy continues to supply bombs to Saudi Arabia’. University of Padua. 15 May 2019. https://ilbolive.unipd.it/
it/esportazione-armi-italia-2018; Bryen, S (2021). ‘A twist in the bid to stop arms sales to Yemen’. Asia Times. 26 February 2021. https://asiatimes.
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51 Control Arms Secretariat (2021). Ibid, p. 17.

MISSING DATA

A second type of challenge to transparency relates to arms 
transfer information missing from ATT annual reports. In 2016, 
Saudi Arabia signed a deal for the procurement of 100 Alakran 
120 mm mortar systems from Spain.48 This transfer does not 
appear to have been reported in any of Spain’s ATT annual 
reports between 2015 and 2019. This is in part because Spain’s 
reports have not provided any descriptions on any of its transfers, 
and in part because the information that has been provided 
(categories and numbers) does not match the particulars of this 
transfer. In June 2018, Saudi Arabian troops near the border with 
Yemen were seen using the Raybolt medium-range anti-tank 
guided missiles produced in the Republic of Korea.49 This transfer 
has not been listed in the Republic of Korea’s ATT annual reports 
for 2018, 2019 or 2020. Similarly, according to media reports, 
Italy approved the sale of 1,756 MK82 bombs to Saudi Arabia in 
2018 for a value of €42 million (US$49 million).50 Yet, Italy did not 
report transfers of MK82 bombs to Saudi Arabia in its 2018 and 
2019 ATT annual reports. 

In some of these cases, it is possible that the exporting 
governments chose to report at a different point in the transfer 
chain. For example, reporting can take place early in the 
agreement at the time the exporting government provides 

authorization, or after authorization, at the point of actual 
transfer, which is typically when the transfer is reported by 
open sources. In some cases, such as the Republic of Korea’s 
and Italy’s annual reports, States Parties will indicate that some 
transfers have been held back for commercial sensitivity 
or national security reasons. Despite these types of gaps, 
data shows that most ATT States Parties have reported their 
transfers to Saudi Arabia in the 2015-2019 period.  Setting 
questions of compliance with the export risk assessment 
requirements in Articles 6 and 7 aside, consistent reporting 
of these transfers reinforces the transparency principles 
enshrined in the Treaty.51

The examples of arms transfers to Myanmar and Saudi Arabia 
clearly illustrate that – for a variety of strategic, political, 
national and regional security, and economic reasons – ATT 
States Parties have yet to live up to its object and purpose 
of reducing human suffering and promoting transparency. 
There is clear evidence that several transfers of arms to 
Myanmar and Saudi Arabia have taken place and have not 
been reported by exporters through the various reporting 
mechanisms. Given the growing number of independent 
media and citizen journalist investigative reports, it has 
become increasingly difficult to hide such transfers.

THE EXAMPLES OF ARMS TRANSFERS TO MYANMAR AND SAUDI ARABIA CLEARLY ILLUSTRATE 
THAT – FOR A VARIETY OF STRATEGIC, POLITICAL, NATIONAL AND REGIONAL SECURITY, 
AND ECONOMIC REASONS – THE ATT HAS YET TO LIVE UP TO ITS OBJECT AND PURPOSE OF 
REDUCING HUMAN SUFFERING AND PROMOTING TRANSPARENCY. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
The trends toward greater secrecy, incomplete or aggregate 
reporting, and low rates of mirroring identified in the first five 
years of ATT annual reports are now better understood by 
analysts and supported by a growing evidence base. Some 
70 per cent of all exports reported by ATT States Parties did 
not include any descriptions of items, making it impossible to 
determine from ATT annual reports alone exactly what has 
been transferred between countries. Moreover, aggregating 
transfers by categories (and thereby not providing critical 
disaggregated information such as importers, descriptions 
of weapons and values) undermines the overall utility of 
reporting. Without this detail, few meaningful conclusions 
about the nature of the relationship between exporter and 
importer can be derived. This kind of basic reporting suggests 
that in many instances information has likely been withheld  
or otherwise obfuscated, which can produce a negative image 
of the States Parties involved.

The exercise of reviewing ATT reports to ensure that publicly 
available information on arms transfers is reflected in official 
reports is also an important tool for holding States Parties 
accountable to their legal obligations under the Treaty. 
With the availability of information provided by independent 
media and accessibility through developments in information 
communication technology, it becomes increasingly important 
for States Parties to be as transparent as possible in their 
annual reports.  Based on the findings of this paper, there are 
some specific recommendations that can be made to improve 
transparency and strengthen reporting. They can be grouped 
into two categories: individual state responsibility and steps that 
the ATT Conference of States Parties can take to strengthen the 
architecture for encouraging effective reporting.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STATES PARTIES

Prioritize transparency and accuracy – public sources of 
information are easily accessible

It is important for States Parties to prioritize transparency 
in reporting as doing so helps prevent the spread of 
misinformation about arms transfers and the use of arms. 

Moreover, given the plethora of information in the public 
domain about arms transfers, there is very little to be gained 
by government opacity in ATT annual reports. At one level, 
the accessibility of these outside public data sources exposes 
governments to legal challenges, if there is a perception that 
information is being deliberately withheld. At another level, 
knowledge that this public data exists and is not corroborated 
by or reflected in official reports negatively impacts confidence 
in public authorities. And, finally, transparency in arms transfer 
data significantly reduces the chances of escalating arms 
races, as threat perceptions can be countered quickly with 
facts and evidence.

Submit public reports on arms transfers

States Parties should strive to make their ATT annual reports 
public. Despite a steadily rising trend toward secrecy, more 
than 70 per cent of ATT annual reports are publicly accessible. 
States Parties submitting private reports to the ATT Secretariat 
are identified as having done so and are likely to draw 
additional negative attention. Given the widespread availability 
of public data, as noted above, there remains little strategic 
benefit in maintaining secrecy.

Provide descriptions of arms transfers in ATT annual 
reports

States Parties should actively provide information on each 
transfer that includes at a minimum, the following: both 
authorized or actual exports and imports; specific weapon 
type; number or value, or both for each item; and the final 
exporting and/or importing country.52 Not including this 
information has implications for the overall utility of the 
report. Reports without this information can at best be used 
as anecdotal evidence, and at worst suggest institutional 
inefficiency or wilful obfuscation.

●Disaggregate arms transfers data

It is imperative that States Parties provide disaggregated data 
on their arms transfers within the categories of the reporting 
template. Without the information outlined above, aggregated 
data serves little to no purpose in the context of arms transfers. 
It does not support any assessment of whether a State Party 
is compliant with the Treaty and it gives no insight into what 
types of arms are being transferred.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE ATT CONFERENCE  
OF STATES PARTIES (CSP)

●It is time to review the ATT scope

As seen in the case of Myanmar, arms transfers that facilitate 
human rights violations could fall outside the strict and narrow 
interpretation of the current scope of the ATT. The definitions 
of the Treaty’s categories are tethered to the UNROCA 
definitions at the time of its entry into force in December 2014. 
As the definitions of certain categories of the UNROCA have 
been updated since,53 the ATT’s scope also needs updating, 
as is permitted pursuant to Article 17.4. In Myanmar’s case, 
transfers of surveillance technology such as hacking software, 
unarmed military-specification reconnaissance drones, and 
military-specification transport aircraft have served as force 
multipliers for the Tatmadaw, enabling it to sustain its hold on 
power since the February 2021 coup. States Parties must use 
the ATT CSP to continually interrogate whether the Treaty is 
living up to its object and purpose and take the bold steps 
necessary to ensure its ongoing relevance.

Explore options to mandate the use of the ATT reporting 
template

Individual ATT annual reports cannot and should not be viewed 
in isolation. The added value of reporting obligations under the 
ATT is that it makes it possible to mirror data and to compare 
and verify publicly available information. One of the ongoing 
barriers to this process is the variety of ways in which States 
Parties have collated their annual reports, including the use 
of different templates (for example, the ATT annual report 
template, the UNROCA template, and national templates).  
The existence of so many ways of capturing data and 
compiling reports makes it nearly impossible to compare  
and contrast the information provided. To counter this, one 
option for States Parties is to consider all available options  
to mandate the use of a standardized reporting template.54

●Capitalize on synergies

The CSP process should take advantage of every opportunity 
to create synergies and further develop closer collaboration 
between different stakeholders engaged in monitoring arms 
transfers – including NGOs, research institutes, civil society 
organizations and investigative journalists – to build more 
effective networks to share and evaluate arms-transfer data. 
Capitalizing on these synergies will also enable governments 
to make substantive progress on achieving their Sustainable 
Develop Goals targets, namely 16.4 on reducing illicit arms 
flows and 16.6 on developing effective, accountable, and 
transparent institutions at all levels.55

THE ADDED VALUE OF REPORTING OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE ATT IS THAT IT MAKES IT 
POSSIBLE TO MIRROR DATA AND TO COMPARE AND VERIFY PUBLICLY AVAILABLE INFORMATION.
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