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ABOUT THIS REPORT 

This report presents some of the results of the inaugural International Survey on Customs 

Administration (ISOCA) that was launched in June 2019 and finalized in June 2020 and 

covers fiscal years 2016 and 2017. ISOCA was developed and administered jointly by the 

World Customs Organisation and the International Monetary Fund. It is made possible by 

the participation of 51 Customs administrations1 from around the world that provided data.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

1 WCO Members: Angola, Bangladesh, Belgium, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Chad, 

Congo (Democratic Republic of), Congo (Republic of), Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 

Ecuador, El Salvador, Eswatini, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Georgia, Guatemala, Guinea, Hungary, Iceland, 

Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Mexico, Niger, Nigeria, 

Paraguay, Peru, Rwanda, Slovenia, Spain, South Africa, Togo, Turkey, Uruguay, and Zambia.  

Non-WCO Members:  Cook Islands, Grenada, Kiribati, Northern Mariana Islands, and Tuvalu. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

General overview (Part 1) 

This report presents the results of the inaugural International Survey on Customs 

Administration (ISOCA), encompassing responses from 51 national or federal Customs 

administrations. It contains information related to performance, profile data, and information 

on practices and structural foundations. The Survey was launched in June 2019 and finalized 

in June 2020 and collected data for fiscal years 2016 and 2017. The COVID pandemic has 

been a major factor in the length of time needed to complete the collection, review and 

analysis of the information in the Survey.  

ISOCA is an international survey to collect national-level information and quantitative and 

qualitative data on Customs administrations to support analysis and research, providing an 

improved focus on data collection for evidence-based advice and capacity building 

development. The survey is managed by the World Customs Organization (WCO) and the 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) based on a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).  

The Survey covers all aspects of Customs administration, including governance and 

management arrangements, revenue collection, compliance management and law 

enforcement, supply chain security, societal protection, trade facilitation and economic 

competitiveness and others. A Customs administration’s participation in this survey is 

voluntary.  

Despite a modest participation rate (51 out of potentially 180 or so countries) and a relatively 

high non-response rate to certain questions, the partner organizations believe the Survey has 

served its critical purpose in providing a “proof of concept” for the collection of Customs 

administration data. This experience is not dissimilar to the experience a few years earlier 

with the International Survey on Revenue Administration – (ISORA). The TWG is now 

positioned to review and improve ISOCA for the next round. This review will focus on overall 

survey approach, structure, specific questions, and general simplification and streamlining. 

This report clearly reflects the “pilot” or “prototype” nature of the inaugural Survey.  Therefore, 

it needs to be seen more as a demonstration model for the kind of aggregate analysis that will 

eventually be possible with a fully developed and more mature ISOCA, rather than as a 

comprehensive analysis of the data in the inaugural survey. Furthermore, the database 

established by this first survey will not be as robust and comprehensive as the databases that 

will emerge from future iterations. 

ISOCA partners and participants can access the ISOCA database for use in research and 

analysis. This includes aggregate and country-level data. No country-level data, however, 
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may be published without the approval of the Customs administration that provided the data. 

Any use of the data in this report should take consideration of the limitations resulting from 

the modest participation rate and the high “no response” rates for certain questions. 

 

Analysis (Part 2) 

This report examines the data from the inaugural ISOCA using the following subject matter 

groupings: (1) performance-related data; (2) profile data; and (3) data on practices and 

institutional structure.  

In addition, depending on the issue addressed, Customs administrations are often grouped in 

one of two ways: 1) by standard grouping (Small States - population less than 1.5 million, all 

income levels; Lower Income countries (according to World Bank (WB) categories); and 

Higher Income countries (according to WB)); and (2) by geographic location (island state; 

landlocked country; and other countries). 

Key Points from Performance-Related Data  

• Post clearance audit – 92 percent of participants report having this function in place.  

• Channel selectivity – for import declarations, 56 percent green channel (no inspection); 26 

percent yellow (documents only); and 20 percent red (physical inspection)2. 

Key Points from Profile Data 

• Institutional arrangements - 26 participants were Customs-only administrations, 25 were 

tax-and-Customs. 

• FTE (Full-time equivalents) by Customs function – cargo controls and clearance – 29 

percent; border controls and smuggling – 24 percent; audit – 6 percent; interdiction, 

intelligence, investigations – 6 percent; technical – 4 percent; disputes – 3 percent; and 

all other – 29 percent. 

• Age of staff – more than 12 percent are older than 55 years. 

 

2 As specific channel data was provided by different sets of countries, the average percentages per channel do 

not add to 100 percent.  
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• Customs regulatory framework – most participants possess fundamental legal powers for 

ensuring compliance – close to 80 percent have at least 10 of the 14 powers listed. 

• Import value – 63 percent of total import value comes from import-for-home-use, while a 

further 14 percent comes from entry-into-bonded-warehouses – by transportation mode, 

sea comprises 52 percent, land 26 percent, and air 13 percent.  

• Single window environment – 46 percent of participants report having a single window 

environment, 63 percent for higher income, 44 percent for lower income, and 10 percent 

only for small states. 

• Authorized Economic Operator (AEO) program – 62 percent of participants report having 

an AEO program. 

• Legal basis for Advanced Passenger Information (API) and Passenger Name Records 

(PNR) – almost 100 percent of participants report a legal basis for these data for air mode, 

and about 75 percent for sea mode, and 65 percent for land. 

Key Points from the Analysis of Practices and Structural Foundations for Effective 

Tax Administration  

• Three indices were compiled from ISOCA questions that cover practices (both 

administrative and operational) and structural foundations (laws, regulations, and policies) 

that underpin these practices, namely: Management and Human Resources Autonomy; 

General Management; and Human Resources Management.   

• In all three indices, Higher Income countries tended to score marginally higher than Lower 

Income countries but significantly higher than Small States. There was no appreciable 

difference in scores for Customs-only versus Customs-and-tax administrations.  
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1 PART 1: THE INAUGURAL ISOCA—GENERAL OVERVIEW 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

ISOCA is an international survey to collect national-level information and data on Customs 

administrations to support analysis and research, by enabling comparisons of participating 

countries and of countries with common relevant features (e.g., level of income or gross 

domestic product; landlocked or coastal; region; trade volume; population; size of 

administration and mandate, etc.), to identify trends and opportunities for policy and 

administrative developments, advocate investment and allocation of resources, provide 

advice, and direct technical assistance and capacity building support. The survey is managed 

by the World Customs Organization (WCO) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) based 

on a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed on December 20, 2018 by the two 

organizations. 

The Survey covers all aspects of Customs administration, including governance and 

management arrangements, revenue collection, compliance management and law 

enforcement, supply chain security, societal protection, and others. 

A Customs administration’s participation in this survey is voluntary. ISOCA is hosted on an 

online data collection platform (called the Revenue Administration Fiscal Information Tool, or 

RA-FIT) developed and administered by the IMF. The online platform includes built-in 

completeness and consistency checks to aid survey participants.  

1.2 PURPOSE OF ISOCA 
 
The ISOCA is designed to gather Customs administration data on a regular basis to: 

• Provide an improved focus on data collection and analysis; and  

• Provide a larger set of both quantitative and qualitative Customs administration 

information to provide advice and analysis. 

ISOCA uses common questions and definitions to ensure consistency and comparability. The 

survey collects information in three areas of Customs administration: (1) performance-related 

data; (2) profile data; and (3) data on practices and institutional structure. ISOCA relies on 

voluntary participation and self-reporting by national Customs administrations.  
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1.3 THE INAUGURAL SURVEY – A FIRST STEP IN A LONG VOYAGE 
 

The inaugural ISOCA was envisaged to be a pilot or prototype. Despite intensive development 

and preparation, a survey of this type, i.e., world-wide and covering Customs administrations 

from the smallest to the very largest countries, inevitably needs live, comprehensive testing. 

Issues requiring assessment span a broad spectrum, and include: 

• Appropriateness of questions selected, and the degree of difficulty for participants in 

furnishing the required data through a survey; 

• Definitions and terminology used; 

• Instructions and guides; 

• Procedures for use of an on-line platform; 

• Processes for assisting participants; 

• Processes for technical review of the submitted data by ISOCA partner organizations; and 

• Training and on-going problem resolution. 

A sister survey to ISOCA, the International Survey on Revenue Administration (ISORA), is an 

effort by five international organizations to conduct a regular survey on tax administration.3 

Even though three of these organizations had been producing tax administration statistics and 

data for several years, it still took more than two years to develop the survey and a major 

revision was undertaken after only two iterations of the survey.  

Some of the lessons learned in the development of ISORA were considered in ISOCA’s 

development. However, given Customs administration specificities, there remained many 

issues that needed to be thoroughly tested via the inaugural survey. 

This report clearly reflects the pilot or prototype nature of the survey at this stage. It 

should be seen more as a demonstration model for the kind of aggregate analysis that 

will eventually be possible with a fully developed and more mature ISOCA, rather than 

as a comprehensive analysis of the pilot survey data.  

In keeping with the terms and conditions agreed to by participating administrations, the 

illustrative analysis is undertaken at an aggregate level, comparing statistics for groups of 

Customs administrations.  

 

3 The five organizations are: the Asian Development Bank, the Inter-American Center of Tax Administrations 

(CIAT), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the Intra-European Organisation of Tax Administrations (IOTA), 

and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 
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1.4 SUCCESSES AND CHALLENGES 

As expected, the prototype ISOCA had a mixture of successes and challenges, with both 

qualitative and quantitative shortcomings. The ISOCA has served its purpose in providing a 

“proof of concept” for the survey. ISOCA partners are now positioned to improve ISOCA for 

the next round. 

Foremost among the successes is that the survey was completed despite the COVID-19 

pandemic that impacted all countries concerned. In addition: 

• There was strong initial commitment by Customs administrations, with 102 (93 of which 

are WCO members) indicating they planned to participate in ISOCA. However, for a 

variety of reasons, 30 did not start the process and 21 only partially completed the survey, 

leaving just 51 submissions having been accepted as meeting minimum quality standards 

for both fiscal years. Of the 51, 46 are WCO members and 5 are non-WCO members. All 

are members of the IMF. 

• In most cases, participants made a serious attempt to comply with survey requirements.  

• The on-line platform worked well, with no significant problems encountered.  

Other important challenges included: 

• The entire data collection and review process took more than a year. It was not just the 

pandemic that caused problems – reminders and extensions were often not addressed by 

the participants, prior to the impact of the COVID-19 on Customs administrations. 

• Support to participants involved delays in responses, and thus support was not as effective 

as hoped in terms of ensuring timely responses from participants.  

• Some participants did not follow or understand instructions provided, despite the 

development and provision of innovative on-line guidance material. This may have been 

the result of limited training. No training was envisaged prior to the launch of the Survey 

and circumstances prevented any face-to-face training to catch up with the emerging 

difficulties in data submission.  

• Some concepts were frequently misunderstood. Examples included: providing local 

currency in thousands; providing Customs and Other Import Duties in revenue tables; 

providing data that did not match data already provided elsewhere; and, inserting a zero 

(which is a ”value”) where the value is unknown or the participant chose not to answer the 

question. 

• The no-answer rate for questions requiring numerical responses was extremely high. In 

some instances, this indicated a difficulty in providing the data. 
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• Participants did not use some system features to full advantage, such as the ability of the 

coordinator to delegate forms on-line, resulting in inefficient processes.  

• The relationship between ISOCA and the WCO Annual Survey needs to be clarified to 

streamline the submission burden for the Customs administrations and make sure that 

data requests are not duplicated.  

1.5 IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE NEXT SURVEY AND BEYOND 
 

Based on what has been learned through the implementation of the prototype ISOCA, the 

ISOCA partners will now be able to improve the survey in terms of approach, structure, 

specific questions, and general simplification and streamlining. It should now be possible for 

a revised survey to be developed, tested, and made ready for launch in 2022.  

Many of the recent revisions to ISORA may have application for ISOCA. These include:  

• Eliminating questions that have demonstrated an insufficient response in submissions;  

• Identifying questions that could be asked less frequently especially where changes in the 

answers are infrequent; and 

• Re-structuring and simplifying the forms. 

1.6 RESTRICTIONS ON THE USE OF ISOCA DATA 
 

ISOCA partners and participants can access the ISOCA databases for use in research and 

analysis. This includes aggregate and country-level data. Country-level data is access-

controlled to be available only to registered Customs administration officials from participating 

administrations via the ISOCA portal, https://data.rafit.org/isoca . The low participation rate in 

general and low response rates to many questions limits the generality of any analyses or 

comparisons made, and users of the data should be made aware of the limitations of this 

dataset. As indicated in the survey terms and conditions, ISOCA participants cannot publish 

any country-specific data that it is given access to without the prior authorization of the 

administration concerned, unless the data are anonymized.   

https://data.rafit.org/isoca
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2 PART 2: ANALYSIS OF THE INAUGURAL ISOCA DATA 

2.1 PARTICIPANT METRICS  

As noted, there are 51 participating Customs administrations in the inaugural ISOCA. All these 

administrations completed most of the information requested in the questionnaire for both 

fiscal years covered in the survey.  

The geographic distribution of the 51 participating jurisdictions is shown in Figure 1.  

Figure 1 - Geographic Distribution of ISOCA Participants 

 

It is useful to examine the final number of participants in relation to WCO membership by 

WCO Region. Table A sets out the participation by WCO Region in ISOCA. 

Table A clearly illustrates some of the problems exacerbated by the lack of participation. For 

example, some 18 percent of ISOCA responses come from West and Central Africa. However, 

this region makes up only 13 percent of WCO members. The WCO region called Far East, 

South and South East Asia, Australasia and the Pacific Islands has 18 percent of WCO 

members and only 6 percent of ISOCA participants. There were no final participants from the 

North of Africa, Near and Middle East.  

The fact that there are only nine or more responses in four WCO regions and that at 

least two regions are significantly over-represented and a further two are significantly 

under-represented places severe limits on any aggregate analysis by WCO region 

based on this inaugural survey. 
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Table A. ISOCA Participation by WCO Region 

WCO Region 
WCO 

Members 

WCO 
members 
with the 

initial 
interest to 
participate 

in the 
ISOCA 
survey 

WCO 
Members 
with full 

completion 
(included in 

the final data 
set) 

Percent of 
total 

participants 

South America, North America, Central 
America and the Caribbean 

33  20 12 23.5 

Europe 52  20 13 25.5 

East and Southern Africa 24 13 9 17.6 

North of Africa, Near and Middle East 18  3 0 0 

West and Central Africa 23  20 9 17.6 

Far East, South and South East Asia, 
Australasia and the Pacific Islands 

33  17 3 5.9 

TOTAL 183 93 46 90.2 

Non-WCO members - - 5 9.8 

GRAND TOTAL   51 100 

 

The level of development and scale of the participating jurisdictions ranges widely. The 

distribution of the 51 participants by WB Income Group and Country Population is shown in 

Table B. The WB groups countries by 2017 gross national income (USD) per capita as follows: 

low-income countries—$995 or less; lower-middle-income countries—$996 to $3,895; upper-

middle-income countries—$3,896 to $12,055; and high-income countries—$12,055 or more.   

Table B. ISOCA Participation by WB Income Group and Country Population 

World Bank Income Group 

Country Population (in Millions) TOTAL 

< 1.5 1.5 to 10 10 to 25 >25 

Low Income Countries (LIC) 0 6 2 2 10 

Lower-Middle-Income Countries (LMIC) 2 2 2 3 9 

Upper-Middle-Income Countries (UMIC) 5 3 5 5 18 

High-Income Countries (HIC) 3 1 7 3 14 

TOTAL 10 12 16 13 51 

  

The distribution of ISOCA participants by both income and population size is relatively even, 

unlike the distribution by WCO region. 
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In summary, 102 Customs administrations (93 of which are WCO members) nominated an 

ISOCA coordinator indicating their intention to participate in ISOCA. Approximately three 

quarters of those started the survey, and half finished. The TWG will try to address the 

possible reasons for this situation in its upcoming review.  

2.2 RESPONSE RATES, PARTICIPANT SUPPORT AND AVAILABILITY OF DATA 

ON-LINE 

2.2.1 Survey Response Rates in the inaugural ISOCA  

The previous section outlined the participant metrics for the inaugural ISOCA and identified 

some problems that will limit the utility of the data for analytical purposes. There is an 

additional factor that also impacts the ability to use ISOCA data for analysis – namely, the 

individual response rates for each numerical question in the survey4.  

In the survey itself, when a participant does not have the required data available, or where the 

data are available, but participants choose to not provide them, they are allowed to enter a 

“D” for the question, meaning “data not available”. To the extent that a “D” is used, the sample 

size for a particular question will be reduced and critical mass for analytical purposes will be 

affected. Table C summarizes the use of “D”s by form for the inaugural ISOCA. The ISOCA 

survey uses 8 separate forms. In this table, a “data point” is a particular question or sub-

question requiring a specific numerical response.  

Table C. “D” Responses by Form 

Form Maximum number  
of numerical data points 

Average number of 
“D”s 

Percent “D” 
responses 

1 Revenue collection 19 2.3 12 

2A Framework / Autonomy 2 0 0 

2B. Management Practices, Outsourcing, 
ICT and Innovation  

- - - 

3A Budget and human resources 45 19.5 43 

3B Detailed HR 24 3.1 13 

4 Trade facilitation 38 9.4 25 

5 Compliance / enforcement 63 32.1 51 

6 Horizontal operational functions 23 9.4 41 

Total 214 76.0 36 

 

4 Numerical questions are those requiring a specific number – for example, a currency amount, a percentage, a 

volume, a frequency, etc. 
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The forms with the least complete numerical data are Form 5 which is just 49 percent 

complete, Form 3A at 57 percent complete, and Form 6 at 59 percent complete. 

In ISORA (the tax survey), Higher Income countries normally have significantly higher 

response rates and more complete answers than other participants. For ISOCA, this is not 

the case. This is at least partially due to the lack of participation from the most highly 

developed of the Higher Income jurisdictions.  

The overall response rates, while not particularly good, were not unexpected. Based on the 

ISORA experience, these response rates (and participation rates) can be expected to 

increase with each iteration of the survey. The review of the inaugural ISOCA will include an 

analysis of these response rates by question, which will provide guidance on questions where 

few administrations have data or where they have had difficulty understanding or interpreting 

the question. 

2.2.2 Support to Survey Participants 

Based on the ISOCA MOU, the WCO assists all participants in the Survey who are WCO 

members; the IMF also assists these participants to the extent that the WCO determines such 

assistance is needed and resources are available. The IMF assists all participants in the 

Survey who are IMF members but not WCO members.  

This support includes promoting completion of the Survey, answering queries, providing 

assistance and explanations, addressing issues related to use of the online data collection 

platform, following-up to ensure completion, reviewing the quality of data, and addressing 

issues related to the use of the data. 

In practice, as the IMF administers the online data platform, technical support to participants 

regarding use of the platform was provided by the IMF. The IMF provided survey monitoring 

tools that could be used by both organizations.5 

For the inaugural survey, the WCO and the IMF staff worked collaboratively to address all 

issues and manage the workload generated by the survey. A full review of the support issues 

in order to streamline support arrangements in the future is underway by the TWG. 

 

 

5 A searchable database was refreshed daily with data collected to date through the online collection platform. 

Logs of data entry actions by participants were also made available daily, along with a summary table of completion 

levels by form and by participants.  
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2.3 OVERALL ANALYTICAL APPROACH 

2.3.1 Grouping ISOCA participants for aggregated analyses 

 

Based on analysis of similar surveys (such as ISORA), it can be expected that both country 

population and income level will have a bearing on the analysis of information provided and 

the use of such information to make comparisons. It may therefore be useful for analysis to 

create a simplified standard grouping of participants that takes these issues into account.  

Table D. ISOCA Participants by Standard Grouping Used for Illustrative Analysis 

Small States (10) Lower Income (17) Higher Income (24) 

Belize  

Cook Islands* 

Eswatini 

Fiji 

Grenada* 

Iceland 

Kiribati* 

Mauritius 

Northern Mariana Islands* 

Tuvalu* 

 

 

Angola 

Bangladesh 

Bolivia 

Burundi 

Chad 

Congo, Democratic Republic of 

Congo, Republic of 

El Salvador 

Guinea 

Liberia 

Madagascar 

Malawi 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Rwanda 

Togo 

Zambia 

Belgium 

Brazil 

Bulgaria 

Costa Rica 

Denmark 

Dominican Republic 

Ecuador 

Finland 

Gabon 

Georgia 

Guatemala 

Hungary 

Ireland 

Italy 

Japan 

Latvia 

Mexico 

Paraguay 

Peru 

Slovenia 

South Africa 

Spain 

Turkey 

Uruguay 

Note: Countries with an * are not WCO members. 

It is proposed that this standard grouping be comprised of: Small States, Lower Income 

participants, and Higher Income participants (Small States would be all participants with a 

country population of less than 1.5 million irrespective of income, Lower income would be all 
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participants that are not Small States but classified as LIC or LMIC on the WB scale, Higher 

Income would be all participants that are not Small States but classified as HIC or UMIC). 

Table D shows all 51 ISOCA participating Customs administrations by this standard grouping.  

Table E. ISOCA Participants Grouped by Island, Landlocked, and All Other Countries 

Islands (10) Landlocked (10) All Others (31) 

Cook Islands * 

Fiji  

Grenada * 

Iceland  

Japan 

Kiribati * 

Madagascar 

Mauritius  

Northern Mariana Islands * 

Tuvalu * 

 

Bolivia 

Burundi 

Chad 

Eswatini 

Hungary 

Malawi 

Niger 

Paraguay 

Rwanda 

Zambia 

Angola 

Bangladesh 

Belgium 

Belize 

Brazil 

Bulgaria 

Congo, Democratic Republic of 

Congo, Republic of 

Costa Rica 

Denmark 

Dominican Republic 

Ecuador 

El Salvador 

Finland 

Gabon 

Georgia 

Guatemala 

Guinea 

Ireland 

Italy 

Latvia 

Liberia 

Mexico 

Nigeria 

Peru 

Slovenia 

South Africa 

Spain 

Togo 

Turkey 

Uruguay 

Note: Countries with an * are not WCO members. 
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From time to time, it may also be useful to group participant jurisdictions in a way better suited 

to analyze Customs issues. One method could be to use the groupings in Table E.  

2.3.2 Subject Matter Groupings 

This report will examine the data from the inaugural ISOCA along the following subject matter 

groupings: (1) performance-related data; (2) profile data; and (3) data on practices and 

institutional structure. Table F provides a brief description of each subject matter grouping and 

a list of the specific areas that are covered in this report6. 

With more complete data, these groupings will permit a targeted analysis in terms of the 

general and specific interests of ISOCA participants and the ISOCA partners (WCO and IMF). 

The third grouping, practices, and structural foundations, is set-up based on indices in specific 

areas, as noted in Table F. These indices are calculated based on a participant’s responses 

to a series of questions related to the topic at hand. The higher the number of positive 

responses, the higher the resulting index. There is an inherent assumption that the more 

“positive” answers, the more representative the index is of “good” practice or structure.  

Any published analyses from ISOCA data will need to be at an aggregated level with specific 

participants not able to be identified. 

 

2.4 ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES 
 

There are at many separate subject matter areas that could be analyzed. Those selected for 

illustration in this report (Table F) cover much of the ISOCA questionnaire. 

 

6 These analyses are limited and should be considered ‘illustrative only’ at this point, since previously 

discussed data limitations relating to participation levels and response rates are indications that the 

data set is not yet sufficiently mature or comprehensive. Given the constraints related to the data 

submission in the survey, the following other aspects are not presented in the report, although 

addressed in the survey: Customs revenues by type, by income group;  Details on offenses; Time 

release data; Cost of collection; Performance standards;  Fiscal year and basis of accounting, 

Workforce characteristics (Gender and Education), General management, Integrity, Border cooperation 

arrangements, National consultations - other agencies, Authorized Economic Operator Programme, 

TRS Methodology, Pre-arrival information, Transit – Agreements, Automatic Exchange of Information, 

Guarantees, Technologies for goods in transit, Mobile teams, Duty and Tax Exemptions, International 

flights, vessels, travelers – volumes, Digital signatures, Risk assessment, Public accountability, Trade 

facilitation/service to traders. 

 



22 

 

Table F. Specific Subject Matter Areas 

Subject Matter Group Specific Subject Areas 

Performance-related Data – normally 

measurable with numeric outputs – 

could eventually be part of key 

performance indicators (KPIs) 

Post-clearance audits 

Inspection by channel 

Customs resources (FTE) per citizen or per trader 

 

Profile Data - covers a wide range of 

situations and practices, could be 

quantitative or qualitative – could 

eventually be part of structural and 

leading KPIs 

Institutional structure 

Regulatory framework – powers to act 

FTE and FTE by function 

Workforce characteristics 

• Age 

• Length of service 

Customs regime 

Transportation mode 

Automated clearance status 

Simplified goods clearance procedures 

Single window 

Authorized Economic Operator Programme 

Modern control technologies 

Electronic data from the tax administration  

Advance Passenger Information 

Passenger Name Records 

Use of TIN 

Advance Rulings  

Revenue-related Instruments 

Data on Practices and Structural 

Foundations – presented as a series of 

indices based on responses to specific 

ISOCA questions 

Autonomy and HR autonomy 

HR Management 

General Management 

 

 

Customs administrations have found it useful to compare themselves with peer organizations 

in these areas, and one of the major contributions of a fully mature ISOCA will be to permit 

comparisons between and among similar administrations. ISOCA attempts to ensure a 

harmonization of terminology and definitions in Customs administration so that “like” can be 

compared with “like”. 
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2.4.1 Performance-related Data 

Performance-related Data are normally measurable with numeric outputs and could be part 

of key performance indicators.  

Of the potential areas for analysis (Table F and footnote that follows), the following illustrative 

examples are presented; (1) post-clearance audit; (2) inspection by channel; and (3) FTE in 

relation to citizens and traders.  

2.4.1.1 Post clearance audit  

ISOCA asks for information about post clearance audit activities in Customs administrations. 

In one set of questions, it asks about the existence of a post clearance audit unit within the 

administration, and whether an annual post clearance audit plan exists. Since these are 

general questions, responses are mandatory for survey participants, and the sample size is 

the full 51 ISOCA participants. 

Figure 2 presents data on the existence of a post clearance unit and the existence of a post 

clearance audit plan by standard grouping of participants (i.e. Small States, Lower Income 

and Higher Income). Figure 3 shows the same data, but geographically (i.e. Island States, 

Landlocked States, and All Other States). Positive responses in these areas are considered 

best practice in Customs administration.  

From the data in both Figures 2 and 3, it is evident that almost all participants now have post 

clearance audit units (92 percent overall). This is likely a significantly higher number than it 

would have been 10 to 15 years ago. In terms of having annual plans to support these post 

clearance units, efforts appear to be lagging slightly. As per Figure 2, only Higher Income 

countries have a level of planning equal to the incidence of the post clearance audit units. 

In respect of geographic location, Figure 3 shows fairly comparable situations for all 

participants in terms of a post clearance audit plan lagging the unit, with Landlocked Customs 

administrations having a post clearance unit in 100 percent of cases. 

ISOCA also asks questions dealing with the number of post clearance audits conducted (at a 

trader’s premises or via a desk audit). Since ISOCA also collects data related to the number 

of import declarations, it is possible to compute the ratio of post clearance audits per 1,000 

import declarations. In some measure this could be an indicator of the level of coverage for 

post clearance audits. Tables G and H present information on audits at importer premises and 

desk audits per 1,000 import declarations. 
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Figure 2. Post Clearance Audit Units and Plans by Standard Grouping 

 

 

Figure 3. Post Clearance Audit Units and Plans by Geographic Location 
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Table G. Audits per 1,000 Declarations by Standard Grouping 

  Audits at importer/exporter 
premises per 1,000 declarations 

Desk audits per 1,000 
declarations 

Small States (9/6) 0.4 1.2 

Lower Income (12/11) 0.7 1.6 

Higher Income (16/17) 0.2 1.5 

Total (37/34) 0.4 1.5 

Numbers in brackets refer to number of participants providing the necessary information for the computation. 

 

Table H. Audits per 1,000 Declarations by Geographic Location 

  Audits at importer/exporter 

premises per 1,000 declarations 

Desk audits per 1,000 

declarations 

Island (9/6) 0.4 1.2 

Landlocked (9/8) 0.4 1.7 

All Others (19/20) 0.4 1.5 

Total (37/34) 0.4 1.5 

Numbers in brackets refer to number of participants providing the necessary information for the computation 

 

From Tables G and H it is apparent that post clearance audits per 1,000 declarations is 

extremely low. In the case of these two tables, there is no difference in the populations for 

Small State and Island. As it happens, the identical participants comprise the category.  

Table I. Audits per 1,000 Importers and Exporters by Standard Grouping 

  Audits at importer/exporter 
premises per 1,000 importers and 

exporters 

Desk audits per 1,000 
importers and exporters 

Small States (9/5) 5.8 8.9 

Lower Income (12/10) 4.4 23.2 

Higher Income (16/17) 1.7 11.0 

Total (37/32) 4.0 14.5 

Numbers in brackets refer to number of participants providing the necessary information for the computation. 

 

Tables I and J present information on audits at importer premises and desk audits per 1,000 

importers and exporters by Standard Grouping and by Geographic Location. 
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Table J. Audits per 1,000 Importers and Exporters by Geographic Location 

  Audits at importer/exporter 

premises per 1,000 importers & 

exporters 

Desk audits per 1,000 importers 

& exporters 

Island (9/5) 7.1 8.9 

Landlocked (9/8) 0.1 27.0 

All Others (19/19) 4.9 10.5 

Total (37/32) 4.0 14.5 

Numbers in brackets refer to number of participants providing the necessary information for the computation. 

 

From the data in Tables I and J it can be generally observed that landlocked countries tend 

to perform more desk post clearance audits and less audits at trader premises than others. 

Looking at the Standard Grouping, data also show that lower income countries tend to perform 

more desk audits per importers and exporters while higher income countries tend to perform 

less audits at importer/exporter premises than other groupings. 

However, it should be noted that both audits per 1000 declarations and audits per trader 

(exporters and importers) are imperfect measures of coverage, given that on the one hand 

declarations may vary greatly in complexity and on the other hand not all importers or 

exporters may have engaged in trade in a particular fiscal year.  

Future ISOCAs could try to address some of the above-mentioned constraints and probe in 

more detail the coverage rates for post-clearance audits, perhaps differentiating by topic (e.g., 

HS classification, valuation, origin). Information could also be collected on the audit results. 

2.4.1.2  Inspection by Channel 

The IT selectivity system for Customs inspections is an important aspect for all Customs 

administrations. ISOCA seeks summary information on the use of the selectivity system for 

imports and exports at an aggregate level. This information for import declarations is 

presented in Figure 4 for standard grouping and at Figure 5 for grouping by geographic 

location. 

There are certain inferences that could be drawn from patterns in the data in Figures 4 and 5. 

However, the sample sizes are extremely low for data of this importance to modern Customs 

operations. Further, many participants provided data selectively only for certain channels, and 

hence the average percent by channel does not add to 100 in all cases. Also, data from Non-

intrusive inspection has been dropped from the two figures because of even lower sample 

sizes. 
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Figure 4. Customs Inspection Selectivity Channels for Imports by Standard Grouping 

in Percent – 2017 

 

Note: Not all participants provided data for all channels, and hence percentages do not add up to 100. 

 

Figure 5. Customs Inspection Selectivity Channels for Imports by Geographic 

Location in Percent - 2017 

 

There are certain inferences that could be drawn from patterns in the data in Figures 4 and 5. 

However, the sample sizes are extremely low for data of this importance to modern Customs 

operations. Further, many participants provided data selectively only for certain channels, and 

hence the average percent by channel does not add to 100 in all cases. Also, data from Non-

intrusive inspection has been dropped from the two figures because of even lower sample 

sizes. 
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2.4.1.3 Customs Administration Resources in Relation to Citizens and Traders  

ISOCA permits an analysis of the size of the Customs administration (measured in full time 

equivalents or FTEs) against other ISOCA data, such as the number of traders, and external 

data sets, such as population, i.e. the number of citizens. While far from perfect, these can be 

used as measures of general efficiency. The measures may not lend themselves directly to 

the adoption of particular international benchmarks (owing largely to fundamental differences 

in the geographic situation of particular countries), but they can be an important point of 

comparison with other Customs administrations known to be similar, and internally within the 

same Customs administration at different points in time. 

Figure 6 sets out citizens per FTE (represented by bars) and traders per FTE (represented by 

a line). 

Figure 6. Citizens and Traders per FTE 

 

The data on number of citizens used to calculate the citizen to FTE ratio comes from the WB’s 

DataBank7. 

While these FTE measures may have some utility in assisting Customs administrations to 

compare their relative situations, much will depend on the specific circumstances. The 

 

7 See https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/sp.pop.totl 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/sp.pop.totl
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geographic location8, the nature of a country’s trade regime, international trade agreements 

and other factors will all come into play. Countries may have a large import base, but relatively 

few importers. Other countries may have very few FTE devoted to export controls. A 

comparative analysis of this information may be more valuable to a Customs administration 

in terms of an assessment of their own situation over time, rather than as a comparison to 

others.  

2.4.2 Profile Data 

Profile data includes both qualitative and quantitative data on a variety of aspects of Customs 

administration. Some of these data represent general information that changes rarely or does 

not change much from year-to-year. Other data is volumetric or specific in nature and is 

expected to change from year-to-year. Profile data may be used in structural or lead KPIs, 

particularly in the absence of data and information supporting use of an output or outcome 

indicator. 

Generally, there is a focus in this section on legal framework, structure, inputs and outputs. 

This section also includes profile individual data, related to both qualitative and quantitative 

data on a variety of aspects of Customs administration. Some of these data represent general 

information that changes rarely or does not change much from year-to-year. Other data is 

volumetric or specific in nature and is expected to change from year-to-year. 

2.4.2.1 Institutional Arrangements 

This section deals with governance structures of Customs administrations (or of co-managed 

tax and Customs administrations) and with management boards where they exist.  

There are two common models for Customs administration: (1) organizations composed of 

single or multiple directorates that are part of the ministry of finance; and (2) semi-autonomous 

organizations, with or without a management board. In addition, there are two basic types of 

Customs administration in terms of main responsibility areas: (1) those in which Customs 

administration is a separate organizational entity; and (2) those in which tax and Customs 

administration are co-managed in the same organization.  

 

8 One might expect that a country which has a greater number of points of trade needs more FTEs, 

and number of points of trade are related to the number of border types. However, as only four island 

and four landlocked administrations provided data on the number of importers and exporters, it is not 

possible to examine the impact of geographical location on these measures. 
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ISOCA participants self-assess as to whether they are a semi-autonomous organization. The 

survey does not carry a specific definition of “semi-autonomous”, although the categorization 

has been used in surveys for close to two decades.9 Varying degrees of autonomy are 

possible, and hence “semi-autonomy” reflects a range within the autonomy spectrum. In some 

jurisdictions, there is a more formal governance structure called a Revenue Authority (RA) 

which is normally established by separate enabling legislation that sets out the parameters of 

autonomy (or semi-autonomy) for the organization. As the concept of semi-autonomy must 

always be viewed as a range within a spectrum, this category of governance is also difficult 

to define with precision10.  

Based on participants’ self-assessment of their semi-autonomy status, the governance 

situation for all 51 ISOCA participants is as set out in Table K. The semi-autonomous group 

covers both those that incorporate a management board and those that do not (more on 

management boards below). This breakdown is displayed against those jurisdictions which 

are Customs administration only, and those where tax administration and Customs 

administration are co-managed in the same organization.  

 Table K. Institutional Arrangements Matrix, 2017 

Institutional Arrangement Semi-autonomous Within Ministry All 

Customs only 4 22 26 

Tax and Customs 19 6 25 

All 23 28 51 

 

For the 2017 fiscal year, 23 participants (or 45 percent) self-identified as semi-autonomous 

organizations. Overall, the distribution of Customs versus Customs and tax was about 50/50. 

However, the Customs and tax group represents 83 percent of those self-identifying as semi-

autonomous. In contrast, 37 percent of Customs administrations indicated that they operated 

as a “Ministry Department” in the WCO Annual Report for 2018-2019, and roughly equal 

proportions of Customs agencies (32 percent) and revenue agencies, i.e. joint tax and 

Customs (30 percent). The disparities in the figures could in part be due to differences in 

 

9 OECD’s surveys that underpinned the Comparative Information Series and more lately the Tax Administration 

Series have used this since 2004. 

10 “RA refers to a governance model for revenue administration where traditional ministry of finance departments 

(tax and usually Customs administrations) are established as an organization or agency with a degree of 

autonomy from government and independence from standard public service policies. A more precise definition of 

RA is not really possible since these governance models cover a range on a spectrum.” IMF Working Paper, 

Fiscal Affairs Department. Revenue Authorities: Issues and Problems in Evaluating Their Success. May 2006. 
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interpretation of definitions between the two surveys, but also point to the inadequacy of the 

number of responses to ISOCA.   

When looked at through the lens of the grouping of Small-State, Lower-Income, and Higher-

Income jurisdictions, some additional patterns emerge. This information is presented in Figure 

7. 

Figure 7. Institutional Arrangements for Standard Grouping, 2017 

 

 

The Higher-Income group comprises 50 percent of the semi-autonomous Customs 

administrations, whereas Small States are much more likely to have Customs administrations 

as normal structures in a ministry.  

Institutional arrangements can also be looked at from the perspective of geographic location. 

This information is presented in Figure 8. 

When looked at from the perspective of geographic location, rather than standard grouping, a 

slightly different pattern emerges. While Island countries are unsurprisingly similar to Small 

states, Customs administrations in landlocked countries have mostly conventional within-

ministry arrangements and fewer (30 percent) identifying as semi-autonomous. 
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Figure 8. Institutional Arrangements by Geographic Location, 2017 

 

Related responses are summarized in Figure 9 and Table L. More than half (65 percent) of 

the 23 participants who self-identified as semi-autonomous indicated they had a management 

board, and for more than 80 percent of these (13 of 15) the management board is decision-

making rather than advisory. The average number of board members is 8 with an average of 

2 of those from the private sector.  

Figure 9. Institutional Arrangements Including Nature of Management Board, 2017 
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Table L. Management Board Size by Type, 2017 

Type of Board Average Number of Board 

Members 

Average Number of Private 

Sector Board Members 

Decision-making board (12) 8 2 

Advisory board (2) 6 2 

All (14) 8 2 

 

 

2.4.2.2 Customs Regulatory Framework 

ISOCA seeks information related to the Customs regulatory framework, namely, the powers 

of the Customs administration and the jurisdictions (places) where the powers apply. Having, 

and using, these powers is a critical necessity for ensuring compliance. All ISOCA questions 

in these areas are of the Yes/No variety, and therefore there are responses from 100 percent 

of participants (i.e., all 51 Customs administrations). The percentage of countries reporting 

possession of 14 specific powers is presented in Figure 10. 

Figure 10. Legal Powers Included in the Customs Regulatory Framework, in percent, 

2017 
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From Figure 10, it can be generally observed that most countries possess the fundamental 

legal powers for ensuring compliance. Many respondents (69 percent) also indicated that they 

had “Other” powers. Further, it is observed that 11 of the 14 powers are more frequently cited 

(over 70 percent) while the remaining three - arrest, use of tracking devices, and issuance of 

weapons to officials - are less frequently cited (57 percent). Looking at these less-frequently-

cited powers by standard grouping, some details become more visible. This is presented in 

Figure 11.  

Figure 11. Legal Powers Included in the Customs Regulatory Framework, by Standard 

Grouping, in percent, 2017 

 

 

More administrations in Higher Income countries can issue weapons to officials, but fewer of 

these administrations have the power to arrest. The use of tracking devices is lowest in Small 

States.  

Jurisdictions in which Customs administrations have legal powers to act are shown in Figure 

12. 

Customs powers are most frequently applicable in border zones, at business premises and in 

other places where books and records are kept. “Other” zones were also indicated by 65 

percent of the administrations. Maritime zones and free zones are less frequently cited, and 

this could be because not all countries have maritime zones and free zones. The picture by 

geographical location is illustrated in Figure 13.   
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Figure 12. Jurisdictions in which Customs Administrations have Legal Powers to Act, 

in percent, 2017 

 

Figure 13. Jurisdictions in which Customs Administrations have Legal Powers to Act 

by Geographic Location, in percent, 2017 

 
 

2.4.2.3 Allocation of Customs Administration Staff by Function 

ISOCA collects data on how Customs administrations allocate staff resources (FTEs) by 

function. This is often a useful point of comparison for Customs administrations involved in 

the difficult task of allocating scarce resources across the spectrum of Customs administration 
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activity. ISOCA participants are asked to provide FTEs (an FTE of 1.0 means resources equal 

to one staff member available for one full year) for all Customs administration functions.11 

Figure 14 shows the staff allocation by function for 2017 (average percentage). Only data from 

administrations that provided data for all functional categories have been included in the 

analysis. Figure 15 provides the FTE by function according to standard grouping. Figure 16 

shows FTE by function by geographic location. 

More than half of Customs activities are made up of two functions: cargo controls and 

clearance (29 percent) and border control and smuggling (24 percent). Audit controls, 

investigation and intelligence, technical support and disputes comprise another 20 percent, 

and a category called “all other” makes up the remaining 30 percent or so. Future iterations 

of the survey will have to break this latter number down so that more granular analyses are 

possible. 

Figure 14. Full-time Equivalents by Function, 2017 

(Average Percent) 

 

 

 

 

11 Customs Administration: includes functions both at headquarters and operating offices related to: 

Operational Activities - processing, procedures, Customs controls etc.; Enforcement Functions - prevention, 

intelligence, investigations, risk management, and policy (interpretation, tariff policy, valuation, classification, 

origin etc.); Audit-based Controls -functions as defined by the Revised Kyoto Convention; and Other Functions - 

activities not covered by the prior descriptions. 
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Figure 15. Average Percent of FTE by Function by Standard Grouping, 2017 

 

 

Figure 16. Average Percent of FTE by Function by Geographic Location, 2017 

 

When considering FTE by function for standard groupings, Figure 15, data show Higher 
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than Lower-Income countries. Both these situations may be indicative of higher levels of 

automation in the Higher-income group. 

Figure 16 shows Island States with a massive 46 percent of FTE in “other” functions. This 

may indicate a difficulty in using current definitions at a small scale or the need to have people 

engaged in more than one function. 

2.4.2.4 Staff Characteristics 

ISOCA collects various information about staff in the Customs administration12 including by 

age, length of service, education and gender. This section presents summary information on 

age and length of service.  

2.4.2.4.1 Age 

Figure 17 shows the percentage of staff by age group for all participants that provided data 

on the age of staff.  

Figure 17. Percent of Staff by Age Group 

 

From Figure 17, it can be seen that percentage of Customs administration staff 45 and older 

in 2017 is 43 percent. This is almost exactly the same as for tax administration (44 percent for 

2017 based on ISORA). By comparison, based on International Labour Organisation (ILO) 

statistics, the proportion of the general labor force 45 and older is about 36 percent13. The 

 

12 For these staff demographic elements of ISOCA, most participants representing co-managed tax and Customs 

organizations provided data based on their entire organization.  

13 International Labour Organisation (ILO). Labour force by sex and age, July 2018, www.ilo.org/ilostat  
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over-representation of Customs administration in the older age groups continues and will have 

challenging consequences for management as these staff retire. 

These challenges become even more apparent when the age profiles are broken down by 

standard grouping (see Figure 18).  

Figure 18. Staff Age Distribution by Standard Grouping, 2017 (percent) 

 

Figure 19. Staff Age Distribution by Geographic Location, 2017 (percent) 
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As noted, 43 percent of Customs administration staff are in the 45 and older age bracket. But 

from Figure 18, differences in the age distribution in this bracket are evident among the three 

standard groupings. Customs administrations in Higher-Income jurisdictions have an older 

work force with about 52 percent in the 45 and older bracket. Looking at this issue from the 

geographic location perspective (Figure 19) it is noted that both Island and Landlocked 

Customs administrations have lower ratios of staff over age 45 than the others. 

2.4.2.4.2 Length of Service 

The length of service of staff by percentage for all ISOCA participants is shown in Figure 20, 

and the same information by standard grouping is at Figure 21. 

Figure 20. Service Profile of Customs Administration Staff, 2017 (percent) 

 

In general, as shown in Figure 20, Customs administrations have a relatively flat length-of-

service profile. However, viewed from the standard grouping perspective (Figure 21) it can be 

seen that Higher-income participants have a significantly higher proportion of staff with long 

service. 

The age and length-of-service profiles are both consistent with a picture in which staff growth 

has taken place more recently in Customs administrations in Lower-Income jurisdictions and 

in Small States.  
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Figure 21. Service Profile of Customs Administration Staff by Standard Grouping, 

2017 (in percent) 

 

2.4.2.5 Trade flows by Customs regimes and transportation modes 

In any analysis of trade flows, it can be useful to review import volumes by Customs regime 

and transportation mode. ISOCA-generated information on imports is presented in Figures 22 

and 23 respectively, which shows the average percent volumes by Customs regime and by 

transportation mode. 

Figure 22. Import Volume by Customs Regime, in percent of Total Import Value, 2017 

 

Note: These average percent volumes by regime do not add to 100 percent because not all administrations 

provided data for all regimes.  

From Figure 22 it is clear that import for home use takes up by far the largest part of imports 

(63 percent). Other volumes are small by comparison suggesting that perhaps the ISOCA 

question could be reviewed to take a more granular approach to the import for home use 

category. 
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Figure 23. Import Volume by Transportation Mode, in percent of Total Import Value, 

2017 

 

Figure 23 shows that sea transportation accounts for the largest amount of trade by value, 

followed by land transportation. Air and “Other” make up less than a quarter of total import 

value. The import volumes by transportation mode and geographic location are shown in 

Figure 24. 

 

Figure 24. Import Volume by Transportation Mode and Geographic Location, in 

percent of Total Import Value, 2017 

 

As might be expected, Figure 24 shows that island countries import most goods via the sea, 

while landlocked countries import most goods via land transportation.  
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2.4.2.6 Automated Customs clearance system  

Customs administrations may have an automated Customs clearance system, and this is 

probed in ISOCA. As shown in Figure 25, most of the participating administrations indicate 

that they have an automated Customs clearance system. All Lower Income countries that 

responded indicated the existence of an automated Customs clearance system.  

 

Figure 25. Existence of Automated Customs Clearance System by Standard 

Grouping, in percent, 2017 

 

 

2.4.2.7 Single Window environment  

ISOCA gathers information on whether there is a Single Window (SW) environment that allows 

parties involved in trade and transport to lodge standardized information with a single entry 

point to fulfill all import, export and transit related regulatory requirements. The results from 

this question, arranged by standard grouping, are displayed in Figure 26. While 63 percent of 

Higher Income administrations report a Single Window environment, administrations in Small 

States and Lower Income countries are less likely to use a Single Window environment. The 

evaluation of the results does not illustrate the different levels of maturity of the SW 

environment, especially in consideration of the extent to which Customs and other regulatory 

agencies are utilizing the system. 
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Figure 26. Administrations that have a Single Window Environment for 

Import/Export/Transit, by Standard Grouping, in percent, 2017 

 

2.4.2.8 Authorized Economic Operator Program  

Within resource constraints, Customs applies risk management techniques and strikes a 

balance between securing and facilitating international trade. An Authorized Economic 

Operator (AEO) program is a prominent example of this balance whereby Authorized 

Economic Operators reap benefits to their investment in good security systems and practices, 

including reduced risk-targeting assessments and inspections, and expedited processing of 

their goods. ISOCA provides data about the existence of AEO programs in participating 

jurisdictions, as shown in Figures 27 and 28, which present data in percent, by Standard 

Grouping and geographical location.  

Figure 27. Administrations that have an AEO Program in Place, by Standard 

Grouping, in percent, 2017 

 

As shown in Figure 27, some 62 percent of responding administrations have an AEO program 

in place. When looked at by standard grouping, the Higher Income group is observed to have 

an AEO program in place more frequently (88 percent) than the other groups.  
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Figure 28. Administrations that have an AEO program in Place, by Geographical 

Location, in percent, 2017 

 

When looked at by geographical location (Figure 28), it is observed that island countries are 

significantly less likely to have an AEO (40 percent) than all other groupings.  

 

2.4.2.9 Use of Modern Control Technologies and Techniques 

ISOCA collects data on modern control technologies and techniques to support the Customs 

processes. Figure 29 provides information on the percentage of participants using the different 

types of modern control technologies and techniques, namely non-intrusive inspection, 

surveillance technologies, on-site detection kits, laboratory support, canine units, licence plate 

readers, frequency identification, biometrics and others. 

Figure 29. Percentage of Customs Administrations Using Modern Control 

Technologies and Techniques 
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The frequency of adoption of the control technologies and techniques probed in ISOCA ranges 

from the use of non-intrusive inspection by three quarters of the responding administrations, 

to usage of RFID and biometrics by less than 20 percent of these administrations. Over 40 

percent of the participants also indicated the use of ‘other’ (unspecified) technologies. It is 

clear that the Higher Income participants make much more use of all modern control 

technologies and techniques. Only in “surveillance technologies” is this not the case. Some 

of the results may be surprising, such as Small State usage of on-site detection kits and canine 

units, but this may be due to the small sample size.  

2.4.2.10 Electronic Data from the Tax Administration 

ISOCA captures information about the receipt of electronic data from the tax administration. 

All 51 participating administrations responded to these yes/no questions. The data are 

summarized in Figure 30, while Figure 31 further breaks down the data by standard grouping.  

Figure 30. Electronic Data Received from the Tax Administration, in percent, 2017 

 

Certain fundamental data elements (Taxpayer registry number, address and economic activity 

declared) are reported as being received by most of the responding Customs administrations 

(more than 70 percent).  
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Figure 31. Electronic Data Received from the Tax Administration, by Standard 

Grouping, in percent, 2017 

 

When looked at by standard grouping, it is observed that Customs administrations in the 

Higher Income group generally receive more information than the Customs administrations of 

Small States or the Lower Income group. Taxpayer number and address, which are received 

by more than 80 percent of participants, are the exception. Small States significantly lag other 

groups. The reasons behind this situation could be the subject of further analysis or research. 

2.4.2.11 Legal basis to require Advance Passenger Information and Passenger Name 

Records 

ISOCA collects data on the existence of a legal basis to require Advance Passenger 

Information (API) and Passenger Name Records (PNR). These data are presented in Figure 

32, 33, 34 and 35 by standard grouping and by transportation mode.  
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Figure 32. Existence of Legal Basis to Require API, in percent, 2017 

 

Figure 33. Existence of Legal Basis to Require API by Transportation Mode, in 

percent, 2017 

 

Figure 34. Existence of Legal Basis to Require PNR, in percent, 2017 
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Figure 35. Existence of Legal Basis to Require PNR by Transportation Mode, in 

percent, 2017 

 

When disaggregated by transportation mode (Figures 33 and 35), fewer administrations are 

observed to possess the legal powers for PNR than API across all transportations modes, 

however the difference is not significant. A legal basis to require API and PNR is observed to 

exist more frequently in case of air transportation (almost 100 percent), followed by sea 

transportation and land.  

When disaggregated by standard grouping (Figures 32 and 32), the data show that Higher 

Income countries are observed to have a legal basis to require API and PNR less frequently 

than others. 
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ISOCA provides information on the use of a tax-controlled identification number (TIN) by the 

Customs administration. These data are presented in Figure 36. 
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 Figure 36. Utilization of TIN by Standard Grouping, in percent, 2017 

 

It is observed that 86 percent of responding Customs administrations utilized TINs and that 

utilization of the TIN is high amongst all standard groupings. 

 

2.4.2.13 Monitoring Duty and Tax Exemptions  

ISOCA asks whether administrations monitor duty and tax exemptions. The result is 

summarized in Figure 37 by Standard Grouping, in percent.  

Figure 37. Monitoring Duty and Tax Exemptions, by Standard Grouping, in percent, 

2017 

 

It is observed that most of responding administrations (86 percent) monitor duty and tax 

exemptions, with 100 percent of those categorized as Small States and Lower Income doing 

so. However, only two thirds of the Customs administrations that report monitoring duty and 

tax exemptions reported the amount or revenue forgone from import exemption. Further 

analysis of why this is the case would be valuable. 
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2.4.2.14 Advance Rulings  

Systems for economic operators to request an advance ruling enhance transparency for 

traders. ISOCA collects information on the existence of a system for advance rulings for 

classification, origin and valuation. Data on these systems for all participating Customs 

administrations and by standard grouping are shown in Figures 38, 39, and 40 respectively. 

Figure 38. Administrations that have a System of Advance Ruling in Place, in percent, 

2017 

 

Of the three categories of revenue-related technical fields, a system of advance rulings exists 

most often for classification (61 percent), followed by origin (49 percent), and valuation (29 

percent).  

Figure 39. Administrations that have a System of Advance Ruling in Place, by 

Standard Grouping, in percent, 2017 

 

Note: “SS” refers to Small States, “LI” to the Lower Income group, and “HI” to the Higher Income group.  
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Figure 40. Administrations that have a System of Advance Ruling in Place, by 

Geographic Location, in percent, 2017 

 

When looked at by standard grouping, a greater percentage of Higher Income countries are 

observed to have an advance rulings system in place, especially for classification and origin. 

Customs administrations in Lower Income countries are least likely to have advance rulings 

systems in place for all three fields. By geographic location, the percentage of Islands and all 

other countries’ having advance rulings in place is relatively high for each of the three fields, 

compared with landlocked countries.   

 

2.4.2.15 Implementation of Revenue-related Instruments  

ISOCA collects information from participants regarding the implementation of three revenue-

related instruments: the WCO Harmonised System Convention (HS); the WTO Agreement on 

Rules of Origin; and the WTO Customs Valuation Agreement. Data on the implementation of 

these instruments is provided for all participants in Figure 41, with the breakdown by standard 

grouping provided in Figure 42.  

Figure 41. Implementation of Revenue-Related Instruments, in percent, 2017 

 

60

20

74

50

10

61

40

0

35

0

20

40

60

80

100

Islands
(10)

All Others
(31)

Landlocked
(9)

Islands
(10)

All Others
(31)

Classification (50) Origin (50) Valuation (50)

94 86 92

0

20

40

60

80

100

WCO Harmonized System
Convention  (50)

WTO Agreement on Rules of
Origin (50)

WTO Customs Valuation
Agreement (50)



53 

 

Figure 42. Implementation of Revenue-Related Instruments by Standard Grouping, in 

percent, 2017 

 

Generally, as far as the responding administrations’ responses are observed, the rate of 

adherence to each technical field is high, ranging from 86 to 94 percent. When looked at by 

standard grouping there is a similar level of implementation across all groups for both the 

WTO Agreement on Rules of Origin and the WTO Customs Valuation Agreement. 

Implementation of the HS is high overall, ranging from 80 percent for Small States to 100 

percent for Customs administrations in Higher Income countries.  

2.4.3 Practices and Structural Foundations for Effective Customs Administration  

2.4.3.1 Introduction: Use of Indices 

This section illustrates three indices on different subjects: management and human resources 

autonomy; general management; and human resources management. These indices provide 

a broad perspective on Customs administration activity and are based on ISOCA questions 

that deal with practices as well as the structural foundations (laws, regulations and policies) 

that underpin those practices.  

Each index has 9 to 16 components, and each component is based on one or more specific 

ISOCA questions, so each index is associated with a large amount of data. The use of an 

index is an attempt to distil this large amount of data into a format suitable for monitoring 

changes over time and facilitate self-evaluation by a Customs administration of its practices 

and institutional framework based on comparisons with other jurisdictions.  

The indices are calculated on the basis of a participating jurisdiction’s responses to a series 

of questions related to the topic at hand, where a positive response (often a “yes” to a “yes/no” 

question) is essentially considered a ”good” practice or institutional framework feature. The 

higher the number of ”yes” or equivalent responses, the higher the resulting index. The 

resulting index is thus a reflection of the degree of “good” practice or the extent of “good” 
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structural foundations. The ISOCA data set was not specifically designed to produce indices 

of this nature. However, they are a direct by-product of the ISOCA responses and considered 

to be a useful indicator for administrations to compare their situations with peers. 

All indices use a weighting system based on an assessment of the relative weight that should 

be assigned to each question in the index.14 

All the indices are presented based on the standard groupings for this report, and the results 

for individual jurisdictions are not provided.  

2.4.3.2 Illustrative Analysis using Indices 

The three indices used in this report are described in more detail below: 

• Management and Human Resources Autonomy: this is a measure of the degree of 

autonomy provided by the government to the Customs administration based on relevant 

laws, regulations and policies; 

• General Management: for several important general management topics, indicates the 

extent to which certain institutional features and practices can contribute to ”good” 

management; 

• Human Resources Management: a measure of the extent to which modern human 

resources practices and policies can support an effective Customs administration; 

Annex A (attached) provides background information on each index as follows: 

• The specific ISOCA questions used for the index; 

• The weighting applied for each question. 

Table M sets out the index scores for the three indices by standard grouping and by 

geographic location. Table N compares the index results for Customs-only administrations 

with tax-only administrations for the three indices, which are identical in ISOCA and in ISORA. 

 

 

 

 

14 It is recognized that each yes/no question in each index does not necessarily have the same ”weight” in scoring 

the value of the index. Therefore, depending on a judgment of the relative importance of the question to the index 

at hand, the authors have assigned a weighting of 1, 2 or 3 to each question, based on their collective experience 

in revenue administration. 
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Table M. Index Scores by Standard Grouping and by Geographic Location 

  Management and Human 

Resources Autonomy 

Index 

General 

Management 

Index 

HR 

Management 

Index 

Small States (10) 67 68 63 

Lower Income (17) 84 81 73 

Higher Income (24) 85 83 78 

All (51) 81 79 73 

Island (10) 75 71 70 

Landlocked (10) 94 87 77 

All others (31) 79 80 73 

 

It is somewhat surprising that Higher Income participants do not score appreciably higher than 

their Lower Income counterparts. However, as has been noted, this first round of ISOCA 

suffers from limited participation, especially from many of the larger and more developed 

Higher Income countries. It is likely the inclusion of these countries would have widened the 

small gap between the Higher and Lower Income Customs administrations. 

Table N. Index Scores for Customs-only Administrations vs. Tax-only 

Administrations. 

  Management and 

Human Resources 

Autonomy Index 

General 

Management 

Index 

HR Management 

Index 

Customs administration only (26) 72 73 64 

Tax administration only (100) 71 74 70 

 

In Table N, tax administration data comes from ISORA 2018. The results are very similar. The 

small sample size for Customs limits the comparability of these data sets. 

  



56 

 

3 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Information pertaining to the performance, profile, practices, and structural foundations of 51 

national or federal Customs administrations around the globe was collected through the 

inaugural ISOCA survey. The variation in region, size, country income-level and geographic 

situation (islands, landlocked countries) of the participating Customs administrations 

demonstrates the feasibility of utilizing ISOCA to collect data from an even wider set of 

Customs administrations in future survey rounds.  

In presenting analyses of selected questions, this report has illustrated the potential of a 

survey instrument like ISOCA, to deliver insights on Customs administrations practices 

through aggregate analyses of data that is provided by individual administrations. As might 

be expected in the first survey of its kind, response levels and the completeness of responses, 

particularly to questions demanding numerical inputs, were not as high as might be hoped for 

in future survey rounds. Nevertheless, it was possible to demonstrate, using two different 

types of groupings of participants, the prevalence of certain practices and characteristics, and 

how these vary amongst groupings of Customs administrations with particular features. With 

a greater number of responses, patterns of adoption of various practices by region or size of 

administration could also be probed.  

The analysis included in this report can be used to assist the ISOCA partners in redesign of 

the survey questionnaire, to ensure that the quality of information in the next round of ISOCA 

improves, i.e., the completeness, the accuracy, and the consistency of the data provided by 

participating Customs administrations. It is also hoped that this report will encourage more 

Customs administrations to participate in future ISOCAs: the participation of each 

administration enhances the value of the resulting database, for all participating Customs 

administrations.  
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4 ANNEX A:  COMPOSITION OF INDICES 

4.1 MANAGEMENT AND HUMAN RESOURCES AUTONOMY 

Component Weight 

 

ISOCA 

Questions 

Form Question 

Does the tax administration:  

(a) Exercise discretion over the operating budget?  

(b) Exercise discretion over the capital budget?  

(c) Establish performance standards?  

(d) Determine its own internal structure?  

(e) Determine work requirements? (Yes, for all) 

(f) Make appointments of new staff? (Yes, for all) 

(g) Decide on promotion of existing staff? (Yes, for all) 

(h) Decide skills and qualifications required for appointment or 

promotion? (Yes, for all) 

(i) Place staff within a salary range? (Yes, for all) 

(j) Terminate employment. (Yes, for all) 

(k) Apply disciplinary sanctions? (Yes, for all) 

 

3 

2 

1 

3 

2 

3 

3 

 

2 

1 

3 

2 

 

2A 

2A 

2A 

2A 

3B 

3B 

3B 

 

3B 

3B 

3B 

3B 

 

2.b 

2.c 

3 

2.a 

4.a.i 

4.a.ii 

4.a.iii 

 

4.a.iv 

4.a.vi 

4.a.vii 

4.a.viii 

Weighted maximum score 25  
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4.2 GENERAL MANAGEMENT 

Component Weight ISOCA 

Questions 

Form Question 

(a) Prepare a strategic plan  

(b) Prepare annual business/operations plans  

(c) Prepare an annual report  

(d) Integrity framework includes legislation (law or part of a law) 

(e) Has code of conduct, either one of: 

i. public service wide code of conduct; 

ii. own code of conduct  

(f) Integrity strategy includes internal awareness campaign  

(g) Integrity strategy includes Integrity Action Plan  

(h) Have enterprise-wide risk policy  

(i) Have an internal audit (assurance) function  

(j) Exercise discretion over the operating budget 

(k) Exercise discretion over the capital budget 

(l) Determine its own internal structure 

3 

2 

3 

1 

1 

 

 

1 

1 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2B 

2B 

2B 

2B 

 

2B 

2B 

2B 

2B 

2B 

2B 

2A 

2A 

2A 

1.a 

1.c 

1.h 

1.m 

 

1.n 

1.o 

1.r.iv 

1.r.i 

1.l 

1.k 

2.b 

2.c 

2.a 

Weighted maximum score 25  
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4.3 HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Component Weight ISOCA 

Questions 

Form Question 

(a) Can make appointments of new staff  

(b) Can decide on promotion of existing staff   

(c) Can decide skills and qualifications required for 

appointment or promotion   

(d) Can terminate employment.   

(e) Can apply disciplinary sanctions   

(f) Periodically survey staff - must include all 3 elements:  

i. Assess staff engagement;  

ii. Share results with staff;  

iii. Engage staff in action plans 

(g) Has staff performance management. system that 

includes the following elements:  

i. Individual plans;  

ii. Specific objectives;  

iii. Annual evaluation 

 

(h) Performance can be linked to pay - must include both 

elements: 

i. More pay for good performance;  

ii. At least one of Reduced pay for poor performance or 

denial of increment for poor performance 

i) Have HR strategy   

(j) Have Training strategy in place  

(k) Have job rotation procedures in place  

(l) Have policies for flexible working arrangements  

(m) Have a diversity policy  

3 

3 

2 

 

3 

3 

1 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

3B 

3B 

3B 

 

3B 

3B 

 

3B 

3B 

3B 

 

 

3B 

3B 

3B 

 

 

 

3B 

3B 

 

3B 

3B 

3B 

3B 

   3B 

4.a.ii 

4.a.iii 

4.a.iv 

 

4.a.vi 

4.a.vii 

 

5.a.i 

5.a.ii 

5.a.iii 

 

 

5.b.i 

5.b.ii 

5.b.iii 

 

 

 

5.c.i 

5.c.ii, 

5.c.iii 

 

6.a 

6.b 

6.c.ii 

6.d 

6.g 

Weighted maximum score 25  

 

 


