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Abstract

This article considers the important role played by customs administrations in the
context of a practical example that entails the awarding of a multinational project
spanning various countries. It demonstrates that it is not only a country’s public and
private business enterprises that would be adversely affected by inadequacies in the
administration of customs matters but also a region as a whole. In this case, it was
found that, although the way in which customs matters are managed in South Africa
could prima facie have contributed to the country (and region) not being awarded the
project in its entirety, the actual findings indicated that the customs administration
itself was not responsible for the low score attracted under the Customs and Excise
assessment heading of the practical example. Instead, many of the findings merely
related to logistical issues within a wider operational framework where a customs
administration is but one role player amongst many. Subsequently, the focus turned to a
current customs topic, namely coordinated border management and its critical success
factors, in particular political will, in order to determine if more could have been done
by the South African government towards full implementation. This revealed what the
government has achieved in this regard over the past two decades. Furthermore, it was
again reiterated that the South African customs administration is only one part of the
government’s administration. Effective customs administration is entirely dependent
on political will and a whole-of-government approach, that is, a truly coordinated
approach to border management.

1. Introduction

According to the World Customs Organization (WCO) the responsibilities of a customs administration
are revenue collection; national security; community protection; trade facilitation; and collection of trade
statistics (WCO 2007, p. 6). This results in a vast and challenging environment within which customs
officers must perform their duties, and where a responsibility is placed on a customs administration as
an important enabler of economic growth, social development, and national security (Colesky 2014, pp.
2, 44). Uncertainty in relation to customs procedures could result in an increase in costs which is passed
on to the consumer, or could act as a disincentive to potential investors (International Trade Centre
2013, p. 1).

This article analyses a practical example, namely the awarding of the Square Kilometre Array (SKA)
Project, to determine the importance and role of a customs administration in relation to coordinated
border management (CBM).
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2. The Square Kilometre Array (SKA) Project

The SKA is an international project that aims to build a radio telescope tens of times more sensitive
and hundreds of times faster at mapping the sky than today’s best radio astronomy facilities. In simple
terms, the SKA Project will construct the world’s largest radio telescope with a square kilometre of
collecting area, and will deliver new and unparalleled insight into the universe (SKA n.d., Frequently
Asked Questions). The Project is by any measure impressive and carries immense prestige in scientific
circles across the globe. According to the SKA (SKA 2015), the telescope ‘will allow scientists to look
far back into the history of the universe and will give much more detail than before on how the universe
has evolved over 14 thousand million years. More information will be obtained on how stars, galaxies
and clusters of galaxies formed and how they have changed since the Universe was young’.

The Project has a truly international footprint and whilst organisations from eleven member countries
(Australia, Canada, China, Germany, India, Italy, New Zealand, South Africa, Sweden, the Netherlands
and the United Kingdom) form the core of the SKA Project, around 100 organisations from some twenty-
one countries (that is, the eleven member countries plus Brazil, France, Japan, Malta, South Korea,
Poland, Portugal, Russia, Spain, and the United States of America) were involved in its design and are
continuing to play a role in relation to the Project (SKA n.d., Participating Countries).

Both South Africa and Australia competed to become the site location for the SKA telescope. From a
South African perspective, Deputy President Ramaphosa (McDonald 2015) said that the SKA forms part
of efforts to transform the economy through human capital development, innovation, value addition,
industrialisation and entreprencurship. He also made reference to job creation, not only during the next
decade of construction but also over the next fifty years of operation.

The SKA Project is cited as a case study in this article when evaluating South Africa’s CBM status and
efforts against the SKA Site Advisory Committee’s (SSAC) findings.

2.1 Selection criteria

According to Taylor (2012) the SKA Project Development Office evaluated various submissions and
expert reports in order to determine the location (or locations, as it turned out) for the Eurol.5-billion
SKA Project. Both South Africa and Australia had submitted final reports where technical factors, for
example, levels of radio frequency interference and the long-term sustainability of a radio quiet zone,
accounted for 75 per cent of the overall score, and non-technical factors, for example, security aspects
and customs considerations, accounted for 25 per cent of the overall score.

Table 1 illustrates the seventeen factors (although four carried no weight) used to evaluate the bids.
As can be seen, the evaluation of customs and excise accounted for 6 per cent of the overall score.
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Table 1: Selection criteria: factors and weights

Factor # Factor Name Weight
(%)
1 Tonospheric turbulence 21
2 RFI measurements
3 Radio Quiet Zone protection 27
< |4 Long-term RFI environment
5 Array science performance 17
6 Physical characteristics of the sites 5
7 Tropospheric turbulence 5
8 Political, socioeconomic, and financial 2
9 Customs and excise 6
10 |Legal 3
m
11 Security 3
12 | Employment 6
13 | Working and support environment 5
14 | Provision and cost of infrastructure components based on the Model of the SKA N/A
Provision and cost of internal and external data transport based on the Model of the
15 N/A
O SKA
16 | Provision and cost of electrical power based on the Model of the SKA N/A
17 | Consolidated costs of capital and operations expenditures N/A

Source: Moran et al. 2012, p. 8.

The Report and Recommendation of the SKA Site Advisory Committee (the Report) states that:

The SSAC vote for the Category A and B Factors favored RSA [South Africa] with scores of 9.60
+ 0.09 for ANZ [Australia and New Zealand] and 10.40 + 0.09 for RSA, on a scale where 10-10
represented no significant difference and 20—0 represented very serious differences (Moran et al.
2012, p. 4).

South Africa was favoured in five of the seven Technical and Scientific Factors, but Australia and New
Zealand were favoured in all six of the ‘Other Selection Factors’ (that is, non-technical). According to
the Report (Moran et al. 2012, p. 4), in so far as South Africa’s bid is concerned, ‘much of the concern in
these Factors derived from the difficulties of coordinating the laws and procedures among the six partner
countries in southern Africa, as well as the security and political challenges in the region’.

In the Report (Moran et al. 2012, p. 108), under the Customs and Excise Factor assessment, the Australia/
New Zealand proposal was awarded a score of 13.3, and for South Africa 6.7. The SSAC was of the
opinion that ‘the ANZ proposal presented a better customs, excise, tax, and regulatory structure for the
construction and operation of the SKA and that siting the SKA in ANZ would be simpler and less costly’
(Moran et al. 2012, p. 108).
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2.2 Specific findings in relation to Customs and Excise

Due to volume limitations, only the Report’s findings, as well as subsequent references therein to a
KPMG Expert Report, are cited for purposes of this article. In the Report it is stated, as an introduction
to the Customs and Excise Assessment, that:

The SSAC reviewed the various customs systems and duty rates, the excise tax regimes and tax rates,
and related issues such as import and export processes that will impact the SKA over its lifetime.
A wide range of issues was considered since the SKA involves a large multinational investment of
funds, materials, and services, including the provision of scientific and technical equipment, and
personnel in various remote locations (Moran et al. 2012, p. 108).

It is further held that high level requirements for Customs are to ensure the ‘prompt, efficient free
movement of goods, products, and personnel in and out of any sites and countries hosting the SKA...’
and to ‘minimize the impact of any type of taxes, customs duties, administrative and shipping costs, GST
[General Sales Tax], VAT [Value Added Tax], and other taxes’ (Moran et al. 2012, pp. 108-9).

Based on the Report’s Customs and Excise assessment (Moran etal. 2012, pp. 108-110), the considerations
and findings were categorised, by the authors, under three headings, namely:

(a)  Diverse geographic locations and different jurisdictional requirements, supported by
trade agreements

(b)  Tax and duty structures, and certainty

(c) The ease of doing business.

(a)  Diverse geographic locations and different jurisdictional requirements, supported by
trade agreements

The SSAC makes reference to and draws a clear distinction between the ‘six diverse RSA member
countries; cross-border coordination and logistical issues presented by the RSA proposal; and the diverse
customs, excise, and regulatory structures in the two candidate sites’ (Moran et al. 2012, p. 108). The
Report assessed that the various (or many) members’ involvement in the South African consortium
could lead to increased complexity with regard to ‘transit, export, import, customs, logistical procedures;
valuation issues; and related issues’ (Moran et al. 2012, p. 109). As an example, the Report cited the
shipment of goods from South Africa via Zimbabwe (a non-SKA member) to Zambia, claiming that the
cross-border movement could be complicated as a result of Zimbabwe being an intermediary.

In contrast, the Australian consortium has only two members and the Report favourably considers this
as it will drastically reduce the complexity and costs of moving people and goods. This is, in part,
based on the previously mentioned KPMG Expert Report’s findings in which it is held that ‘the multiple
jurisdictions create the problem that “the complexity of the indirect tax considerations has increased with
each [additional] jurisdiction.” The Report also noted that “the considerations and potential impact of
this appear to be limited to the movement of goods directly between South Africa and relevant satellite
countries rather than third countries, and [the RSA proposal] does not consider the other complexities
that this raises”” (Moran et al. 2012, p. 109).

The Report also alludes to the Southern African Customs Union (SACU), but states that it has ‘limited
scope’ (Moran et al. 2012, p. 109). The Report is, however, much more positive about the longstanding
Australia—New Zealand Closer Economic Relationship Trade Agreement (ANZCERTA) which ‘allows
for the free flow of goods, services, and people between Australia and New Zealand, and if the SKA
is sited only in Australia, the project will be governed by only one country’s laws and regulations’
(Moran et al. 2012, p. 109). The Report again cites the KPMG Expert Report which stated: ‘It is unclear
at this time if prompt customs clearance is available across the geographical reach of the [RSA] candidate
jurisdictions’ (Moran et al. 2012, p. 110).

88 Volume 9, Number 2



World Customs Journal

(b) Tax and duty structures, and certainty

The KPMG Expert Report, cited in the Report (Moran et al. 2012, p. 108), refers to a wide range of
customs and non-customs tax considerations, in both the South African and Australian proposals, and to
a review undertaken of the respective VAT, GST, import duties and processes, customs duties and tariff
rates, excise duties and taxes, and import and export restrictions.

It is noted that at time of the SSAC making its recommendations, no written confirmation was received
from the South African consortium that no VAT or GST will be charged on the SKA in South Africa or its
partner countries, despite the South African delegation stating that it had approached the tax authorities
in South Africa regarding a possible VAT exemption. In contrast, the Report states that the Australian
government submitted written confirmation that there will be no GST payable by the SKA Project in
Australia. The Australian Tax Office also confirmed its willingness to ‘provide guidance and assistance in
establishing the optimal no-tax or low-tax financial structure for SKA operations if Australia is selected’
(Moran et al. 2012, p. 110). Insofar as import (customs) duties are concerned, it is stated that the rates
‘have fallen steadily in Australia [over time] with most imported goods attracting a rate of between zero
percent and five percent’, whereas duty rates in South Africa ‘range from 0% and 20%’ (Moran et al.
2012, pp. 109-10) on the majority of products.

(c) The ease of doing business

The Report referenced the World Bank’s authoritative compendium ‘Doing Business 2012: Doing
Business in a More Transparent World’, which produces an analysis with regard to the complexity in
doing business with countries worldwide. At the time of evaluating the bids, the World Bank ranked
‘Australia as number 10, New Zealand as 15, and South Africa as 35 for providing a business, legal,
and commercial environment in which operations may be conducted’ (Moran et al. 2012, p. 110). Again
quoting from the KPMG Expert Report, the Report noted that “Australia’s trade policy framework
continues to be characterized by an unusually high degree of transparency” and mentioned the World
Trade Organization’s (WTO) April 2011 Trade Policy Review which identified that Australia is “one of
the most open economies in the world” (Moran et al. 2012, p. 109).

It is interesting to note that in the World Bank’s ‘Doing Business 2015: Going Beyond Efficiency’,
Australia (World Bank 2015, p. 169) is still ranked at number 10 (out of 189) in terms of its ease in
doing business with. New Zealand (p. 207) has improved its ranking and is now placed at number 2
overall, but South Africa’s position (p. 218) has worsened to number 43. More significantly, in the
same compendium (on the evenly numbered pages) various factors are weighed under the sub-heading
‘Trading Across Borders’ (that is, a sub-set of the weights that add to the overall score of a country).
Aspects such as the number of documents to export/import; days to export/import; and the costs in
United States dollars to export/import a container are considered. Australia is ranked at number 49, New
Zealand at number 27, and South Africa at number 100.

Comments: SKA

Having reflected on the Report’s Customs and Excise findings, it is opined that most of the findings fall
well outside the mandate of a customs administration. Under a ‘Customs and Excise’ heading, one would
have expected findings relevant only to specific customs functions, and not general logistics and/or other
government functions. It is the authors’ opinion that the South African customs administration may have
attracted unfavourable scores as a result of this. However, since the same non-specific considerations
were applied to Australia, this is nullified.

The number of role players in the South African consortium, when compared to the Australian consortium
(six versus two), adds to the view that the complexity of moving a consignment increases every time
it crosses a new jurisdiction/border, especially where there are no established trade agreements. This
may well be the case, but it bears mentioning that a customs administration is generally not mandated
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to negotiate trade agreements on behalf of the government, where this usually falls within the scope of
a department specifically mandated to deal with foreign affairs/international relations and/or economic
development.

It is also not disputed that higher duties lead to increased costs, but again tax and duty rates are usually
set by a national treasury, or a department for trade/economic development, and not by a customs
administration. However, in order to ensure tax certainty, written confirmation from a government on
matters such as tax and duty rates, and subsequent rebates, renders an advantage over a ‘competitor’
where government is silent, or still in the process of finalising its position.

The ‘Ease of Doing Business’ finding in the Report speaks less to customs efficiency, and more to a
country’s overall ranking in terms of its overall ease of doing business where a wide range of factors is
considered. To a large degree, lesser relevance was placed on customs operational competence and more
on non-customs-related aspects.

In an attempt to establish what the South African government, and in particular the customs administration,
could have done to attract a higher score under the SKA Customs and Excise assessment, the roles and
responsibilities of a customs administration have to be considered. For the purpose of this article the focus
falls on trade facilitation in South Africa, in particular how it contributed (or could have contributed) to
the SKA Project evaluation.

3. Trade facilitation

Within a customs context trade facilitation is considered as a way to improve a country’s competitiveness
by reducing bureaucracy in customs transactions. The WCO (www.wcoomd.org) defines trade facilitation
as ‘the avoidance of unnecessary trade restrictiveness’, while the WTO (www.wto.org) defines it as
the ‘simplification and harmonization of international trade procedures’. Grainger (2008, p. 17) adds
‘standardisation and modernisation’ to this definition.

The WCO contributes towards trade facilitation through its instruments, specifically the International
Convention on the Simplification and Harmonization of Customs Procedures or Revised Kyoto
Convention (RKC) (WCO 1999). Accordingly, customs administrations are supported in achieving a
balance between statutory functions, regulatory control, and trade facilitation. South Africa is a member
of the WCO and has acceded to the RKC — thus accepting and implementing the minimum standards.

The WTO also contributes to the formalisation of trade facilitation by way of a formal agreement, namely
the Trade Facilitation Agreement (TFA) which is yet to come into force. It has, however, been found
that the RKC and the TFA have many overlapping provisions, and that the existing WCO instruments
make more than adequate provision for all the provisions covered in the TFA. In fact, ‘an updated RKC
would even be more modern and comprehensive than the TFA’ (Wolffgang & Kafeero 2014, p. 36).
Regardless, the WCO instruments are considered to be compatible with, and complementary to, WTO
agreements. The difference is that the WTO agreements ‘set out the high principles for trade facilitation
such as simplification, harmonization, transparency, partnership, cooperation and risk management’,
while the “WCO instruments provide an administrative basis and practical guidance to ensure their
effective implementation’ (WCO 2011, p. 13).

In practice trade facilitation is enhanced by tools and concepts, including the Time Release Study tool;
a Risk Management concept; Customs and Trade Partnerships including the Authorised Economic
Operator (AEO) concept; Customs-to-Customs cooperation including the Globally Networked Customs
concept; CBM; and the Single Window concept (WCO 2011, pp. 13-15).

The focus of this article now turns to CBM in South Africa, and in particular how it contributed (or could
have contributed) to the awarding of the SKA Project.
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4, Coordinated border management

4.1 Background

The WCO states that the Customs community recognised CBM ‘as a potential solution for the challenges
that the 2 1st century presents especially with respect to efficient and effective border management” (WCO
n.d., Coordinated Border Management). It follows that the WCQO’s theme for 2015 is ‘Coordinated Border
Management — An inclusive approach for connecting stakeholders’ (Mikuriya 2015, p. 10). According
to Aniszewski (2009, p. 2), CBM ‘refers to a coordinated approach by border control agencies, both
domestic and international, in the context of seeking greater efficiencies over managing trade and travel
flows, while maintaining a balance with compliance requirements’.

In seeking greater efficiencies in trade and travel, two key factors are the coordinated flow of
information, and the coordinated physical movement of people and goods. The key principles for the
flow of information are Regulatory Transparency, Streamlined Submissions, Information Sharing, and
Information Protection; while the key principles for the movement of people and goods are Streamlined
Checks and Clearance, Congestions Management, Manpower Availability, and Equipment Availability
(WCO 2013, pp. 7-9). In practice, the key factors are achieved through trade agreements, memoranda
of understanding, one-stop border posts, etc. CBM is also not restricted to coordination by domestic
stakeholders since coordination with international stakeholders is necessary.

The critical success factors for the implementation of CBM include Political will; the Establishment of
a Project Team; a Strategic Plan; a Legal Framework; Information and Communication Technology;
Infrastructure; Training; and Communication (WCO 2013, p. 9). These critical success factors are
considered below from a South African point of view.

4.2 CBM in South Africa

The main stakeholders at South African borders are the Department of Home Affairs (DHA), the South
African Police Service (SAPS), and the customs administration — residing under the South African
Revenue Service (SARS). Secondary stakeholders include the Departments of Transport (DOT), Public
Works (DPW), Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF), Health (DOH), Environmental Affairs
(DEA), Trade and Industry (DTI), and the State Security Agency (SSA) (see www.borders.sars.gov.za).

Political will for a CBM concept was expressed as early as 1996. Subsequently, in 1997, a project team
was established in the form of the National Interdepartmental Structure on Border Control (NIDS) and
tasked to present a unified governance structure for border control, with the SAPS as lead agency. With
an intended lifespan of five years, NIDS failed to deliver such a governance structure and was dissolved
in 2001 as it was considered that it could go no further without a ‘single command driving a single border
strategy’ (Steinberg 2005, pp. 3-5).

Subsequently, in 2002, the Border Control Operational Coordinating Committee (BCOCC) was
established with a mandate to, amongst others, develop and implement a National Integrated Border
Management Strategy and to create a workable balance between security, trade, tourism and economic
development in South Africa and the Southern African Development Community (SADC) region.
Initially the BCOCC was chaired by the SAPS, until it was replaced by the DHA in 2005. The DHA
was also appointed as the lead agency at non-commercial ports, while SARS became the lead agency at
commercial ports. Later, in 2007, SARS replaced the DHA as lead agency at ports of entry and as chair
of the BCOCC (BCOCC 2008, pp. 1-22).
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In June 2009, President Jacob Zuma announced the establishment of a Border Management Agency
(BMA) (Baker 2009). In March 2010, the then Minister for Justice and Constitutional Development, Jeff
Radebe, announced that a BMA would be established later that year (defenceWeb 5 March 2010). This
announcement turned out to be over-ambitious, as a BMA was not established as intended.

More than a year later, in June 2011, the then Minister of State Security, Siyabonga Cwele, stated that
his department was studying global ‘best cases’ on border management and that ‘[t]he migration to the
new model will be completed by 2014’ (defenceWeb 8 June 2011). In December 2012, the then Minister
of the DHA, Naledi Pandor, announced that a South African border agency was at an advanced stage
and that a white paper was in development (Mungadze 2012) — it is anticipated that the BMA will reside
under the DHA (Pandor 2013a). On 8 November 2013, Minister Pandor announced the appointment
of a project manager for the BMA’s project office, responsible for developing proposals for policy and
structure. The key objectives were listed as research and development of an appropriate BMA model,
and drafting the enabling legislation (Pandor 2013b). In December 2014, Radebe, now in his capacity as
Minister in the Presidency for Performance, Monitoring and Evaluation, stated that Cabinet approved a
vision, the establishment of a pilot site, and a proper legal framework for a BMA (Radebe 2014).

The current Minister of the DHA, Malusi Gigaba, stated on 15 July 2014 that he hoped that a BMA
would be established by the end 0f 2016 (Gigaba 2014). On 1 February 2015, ninety-three staff members
from SARS were seconded to the BMA Project Management Office, and the minister announced on 6
February 2015 that a BMA Bill was due for submission to Cabinet by mid-2015 (Gigaba 2015). On
6 May 2015, the minister changed his previous statement, instead saying that he hoped that the BMA
will be operational in 2017 (Paton 2015). On 21 June 2015, Ministers Gigaba and Nosivwe Mapisa-
Ngakula (Defence) raised a number of serious concerns regarding one entity mandated to manage the
diverse requirements of border control. One such concern was the constitutional conflict that may exist
in relation to functions of a BMA and that of the South African National Defence Force (SANDF)
(Dodds 2015). On 5 August 2015, the DHA published a Draft Border Management Bill (Gazette No.
39056), followed by a Correction Notice the following day (Gazette No. 39058). According to the Bill
the constitutional concern has been addressed whereby the border protection functions performed by the
SANDF are excluded.

Comments: CBM

Seemingly, since the initial announcement in 2009, the responsibility to establish a BMA has resided with
at least three departments. Furthermore, the announcements by the different ministers are contradictory
in that a BMA has been established neither in 2010, nor in 2014. The 2016 goalpost of a BMA was also
moved to 2017. As a result the coordination at the ports remains the responsibility of the BCOCC, while
footwork to establish the BMA is still in progress.

Beyond the statements above referring to case studies, a new model, implementation dates, white papers,
a project team, enabling legislation, a legal framework, and that the BMA concept was at an advanced
stage, no further information was found in the public domain. As a result, the status of all the respective
success factors could not be considered. Although political will was expressed often, some doubt is
cast on the earnestness of implementing a BMA when considering the lapse in time since the initial
BMA announcement, the continuous moving of the goalpost, and the inability to establish a BMA to
date. A positive aspect though is that a project manager and team have been appointed and that the
remaining success factors, namely a Strategic Plan, Legal Framework, Information and Communication
Technology, Infrastructure, Training, and Communication would receive attention in due course. The
secondment of staff to the project team is a further positive development, as is the publication of the
Draft Border Management Bill.
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During the eighteen years that have passed since the establishment of NIDS, all three of the main
stakeholders at the border have had the opportunity to lead the CBM concept. However, despite the time
that has passed and rotations of the lead agency, CBM materialised only partially. Border operations are
still coordinated and managed by the BCOCC, despite the six years that have passed since the initial
announcement of a BMA by President Zuma. Considering the time it takes for the legislative cycle to run
from drafting to promulgation, even the date of 2017 seems ambitious.

5. Conclusions

This article set out to consider the role and importance of Customs in relation to CBM with particular
reference to a practical example, namely the SKA Project. The SKA Project highlighted the extent to
which a country and region can benefit from an international project — it also underscored that aspects of
Customs are key considerations for any multinational project.

It is, however, concluded that many of the aspects considered under ‘Customs’, in the awarding of the
SKA Project, were not actual customs functions. Instead, many of the considerations were ‘logistical’
by nature. This is supported by the importance afforded to the consideration of two countries as opposed
to six. It is commonly accepted that the more participating member countries there are in a consortium,
the bigger the potential for increased complexity in relation to logistical transactions. The authors are of
the opinion that, under similar circumstances, any other consortium consisting of six countries would
equally have experienced difficulties in attracting a higher score. Similarly, it was found that concluding
agreements and setting rates of duty do not reside with the South African customs administration.

Furthermore, whether South Africa, and in particular its customs administration, could have done more
to streamline the flow of people and goods for SKA purposes through its borders, is questionable. It was
found that the importance of CBM was recognised as early as 1996 and could have contributed to a more
favourable score, but despite the political will being declared, the optimal implementation of CBM has
proven to be more challenging than initially anticipated.

It is undisputed that a customs administration is one of the key role players at the border. However,
the customs administration is dependent on other role players and therefore cannot make unilateral
decisions. A customs administration is ultimately dependent on political will and throughput — it remains
but a small cog in a large wheel that should not be held responsible for CBM if the prerequisites have
not been addressed.

A successful CBM program requires far more than a customs administration addressing customs
operational matters. It requires a committed whole-of-government strategy and approach and without
this, introducing CBM will not succeed. It is essential to steer away from the perception, wherever this
may exist, that only a customs administration is responsible for a successful CBM implementation.
Any CBM strategy should cater for Customs-to-Customs matters (that is, the ‘external leg’), as well as
for the customs administration to the rest of government (that is, the ‘internal leg’). It is held that if a
BMA, in support of CBM, has been fully implemented in South Africa, its customs administration would
in all likelihood have attracted a higher score under the Customs and Excise assessment of the SKA
Report. A full implementation of aspects such as trade agreements, tax and duty certainty, and the ease
of doing business (through memoranda of understanding, one-stop border posts, information sharing,
coordination of operations, etc.) would have positively supplemented the South African SKA bid. For
example, a practical agreement regarding the seamless movement of people and goods in support of
a specific multinational project across the SADC region was found wanting and should be addressed.
This will bring the region ‘on par’ with for example, Australia/New Zealand. In fact, SADC member
states should not wait for the next multinational project to address multilateral strategic and operational
shortfalls as were evident with the SKA Project, but should act proactively in assessing how the seamless
flow of goods and people can pragmatically support similar future projects.
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