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Summary

In this paper the authors use the trigger presented by the World Trade Organ ization’s (WTO’s) 
Trade Facilitation Agreement (TFA) to undertake a comprehensive review of vari ous publicly avail-
able studies for India relating to per for mance mea sure ment of the ecosystem that  handles the cross- 
border movement of goods, focusing on the period since 2015.

The paper summarizes the results of six key composite per for mance indicators— namely, (1) the 
Organisation for Economic Co- operation and Development’s (OECD’s) trade facilitation indicators 
(TFIs); (2) the World Bank’s Ease of  Doing Business (EODB) Index; (3) the World Bank’s Logistics 
Per for mance Index (LPI); (4) the World Economic Forum’s (WEF’s) Global Competitiveness Index 
(GCI); (5) the World Bank’s World Governance Indicators (WGIs); and (6) the United Nations’ 
Global Survey on Trade Facilitation and Paperless Trade Implementation (GSTF- PTI). This paper, 
by examining  these composite survey- based indicators and the intertemporal trends they exhibit for 
India, reveals that they have not been moving in agreement with each other and that some of the 
trends are evidently counterintuitive. A comparison between delineated subindicators of select 
composite indicators sometimes indicates surprising trends.

Import cargo release times (a per for mance mea sure ment prescribed by the TFA) for the largest 
containerized port in the country, the Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (JNPT), have been extracted 
from vari ous studies that have relied on the data from the customs automation system; the container 
tracking system, which employs radio- frequency identification (RFID); and survey- based studies, 
including the Trading Across Borders (TAB) component of the World Bank’s EODB Index.  These 
import cargo release time studies pre sent a consistent trend of improvement since 2017.

The paper, therefore, highlights the greater robustness of cargo release time trends, based particularly 
on technology- enabled data- driven studies as a more meaningful metric for mea sure ment of per for-
mance of border management agencies and practices vis- à- vis survey or perception- based indicators 
representing “enablers” of trade facilitation.

Introduction

The World Trade Organ ization (WTO) Trade Facilitation Agreement (TFA) has placed trade facili-
tation initiatives high on the agenda of the governments of the member economies, including India, 
for meeting the commitments made thereunder. It has also provided a high degree of coherence to 
vari ous components of trade facilitation, as a package through a whole- government approach, 
 encouraging a plethora of efforts at per for mance mea sure ment by diff er ent agencies.
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The TFA entered into force on February 22, 2017. This new Multilateral Agreement on Trade 
 Facilitation was first raised during the Ninth WTO Ministerial Conference, held in Bali in 
 December 2013; subsequently, an amendment protocol to bring the TFA into the WTO’s  legal 
framework was  adopted in November 2014 and members  were invited by WTO to complete their 
national pro cess for ratification. India ratified the TFA in April 2016. The efforts  toward simplifying 
procedures and pro cesses associated with cross- border movement of goods and improving ease of 
 doing business (EODB) have thus been underway for a longer period, both in India and the world 
over. Therefore, the coming into force of the TFA is viewed as a major landmark, one that has 
provided added impetus and enhanced focus to the facilitation mea sures, requiring compliance with 
specific provisions of the TFA in a time- bound manner.

The government of India has constituted the National Committee on Trade Facilitation (NCTF), 
chaired by the cabinet secretary, the senior- most civil servant, to ensure domestic coordination and to 
drive forward and monitor India’s compliance with the provisions of the TFA. The NCTF has put 
together the National Trade Facilitation Action Plan 2017–2020 (NTFAP), which identifies the lead 
agency responsible for each of the provisions of the TFA and prescribes timelines  under three broad 
categories: short- term (zero to six months), medium- term (six to eigh teen months), and long- term 
(eigh teen to thirty- six months).1

The NTFAP, “in order to identify the key per for mance indicators and to achieve the objectives of 
TFA,” referred to four “global key per for mance indicators or benchmarks that  will provide aspira-
tional value” to the government mea sures.2  These four indicators are (1) the Organisation for Eco-
nomic Co- operation and Development (OECD) trade facilitation indicator’s (TFIs); (2) World Bank 
Trading Across Borders (TAB), which is a component of the World Bank’s EODB Index; (3) the 
World Bank’s Logistics Per for mance Index (LPI); and (4) the World Economic Forum’s (WEF) 
Global Competitive Index (GCI).3 The specific per for mance indicator included in the TFA to mea-
sure trade facilitation relates to mea sur ing and publishing the average release time of goods, includ-
ing through the conduct of a release time study, which “encourages members to mea sure and publish 
their average release time of goods periodically and in a consistent manner, using tools such as, inter 
alia, the Time Release Study of the World Customs Organ ization.”4

It has been more than three years since the TFA came into force. The WTO has been monitoring the 
“state of play of the TFA” on a daily basis, providing the implementation status for the vari ous 
member countries.5 In addition, details of vari ous per for mance indicators that are being deployed by 
diff er ent agencies and organ izations and cargo release times for specific customs formations reported 
by vari ous agencies are available to the public.
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In this paper we have undertaken a comprehensive review of the publicly available data on trade 
facilitation and key per for mance indicators pertaining to India since 2010, or from the time they are 
available— whichever is  later.  Toward this objective, we have gone beyond the four key per for mance 
indicators identified in the NTFAP, since  those indicators are also found to provide similar assess-
ment of the economy in re spect to select par ameters.

As regards the release time data, we note that besides the World Customs Organ ization’s (WCO’s) 
Time Release Study (TRS),  there are certain other indicators that also seek to capture data, broadly 
corresponding to release time, often in addition to certain other per for mance indicators. For exam-
ple, the World Bank’s EODB Index includes the TAB subindicator, which captures respondents’ 
perception about release time and cost for import and export cargo, at specified customs formations. 
In the case of India, the two formations that are captured by TAB are the Jawaharlal Nehru  
Custom House (JNCH), catering to the Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (JNPT)— the largest  
containerized port in the country, located in the Raigad District, near Mumbai, and the inland 
container depot (ICD) at Tughlakabad in Delhi— a major customs dry port. The studies relating to 
cargo release time are often found to be location specific and seem to have higher utility when so 
presented. In view of the above, and taking into account the happy coincidence of the JNCH pro-
ducing high- quality annual TRSs since 2017, with which the authors  were closely associated, this 
paper seeks to analyze the import cargo release time data, with specific reference to the JNCH  
and JNPT.

The World Trade Organ ization’s Trade Facilitation Agreement

The TFA is divided into three sections comprising twenty- four articles. The first twelve articles, 
included in section 1, cover specific commitments relating to publication and availability of informa-
tion (article 1); opportunity to comment, information before entry into force, and consultations 
(article 2); advance rulings (article 3); procedures for appeal or review (article 4); other mea sures to 
enhance impartiality, nondiscrimination, and transparency (article 5); disciplines on fees and charges 
imposed on or in connection with importation and exportation and penalties (article 6); release and 
clearance of goods (article 7); border agency cooperation (article 8); movement of goods intended for 
import  under customs control (article 9); formalities connected with importation, exportation and 
transit (article 10); freedom of transit (article 11); and customs cooperation (article 12). Section 2 
contains articles 13–22 and covers the special and differential treatment provisions for developing 
country members and least- developed- country members. Section 3 covers articles 23–24, which 
relate to institutional arrangements and final provisions.
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Article 14 of the TFA provides that  there are three categories of provisions: category A contains 
provisions that a developing country member or a least- developed- country member designates for 
implementation upon entry into force of the agreement, or in the case of a least- developed- country 
member within one year  after entry into force, as provided in article 15; category B contains provisions 
that a developing country member or least- developed- country member designates for implementation 
on a date  after a transitional period of time following the entry into force of the TFA, as provided in 
article 16; and category C contains provisions that a developing country member or least- developed- 
country member designates for implementation on a date  after a transitional period of time following 
the entry into force of the TFA and requiring the acquisition of implementation capacity through the 
provision of assistance and support for capacity building, as provided in article 16.

According to a communication dated March 18, 2016, India, provided a detailed list of provisions 
within a category A commitment, stating that all other commitments in section 1  were designated as 
category B commitments.  These category B commitments need to be implemented by February 2022.

According to the data available as of February 22, 2020, India has completed its designation of 
categories A, B, and C; its implementation status reflects that 72.3  percent of provisions have been 
placed  under category A, which have been fulfilled. The remaining 27.7  percent of provisions are 
placed  under category B, for which no separate notification  will be filed by India  until April 30, 
2020.6

India’s NCTF published the revised NTFAP in August 2019.7 As initially formulated and subse-
quently revised, the plan includes sixteen specific provisions, which  were to be completed within the 
short and medium terms and have been fulfilled. It included nine category B commitments, which 
 were to be fulfilled in the medium term of six to eigh teen months. None of the provisions  were 
placed in Category C.

The NTFAP also included a much longer list of fifty action points, categorized as TFA Plus Activi-
ties, which  were to be completed mostly in the medium term.  These action points relate mainly to 
infrastructure developments, including  those related to major ports (thirteen points);  those related to 
civil aviation (ten points); and  those related to land customs stations (three points). The NTFAP was 
subsequently updated to include additional activities pertaining to category B commitments and to 
integrate eleven additional TFA Plus Activities, cumulatively taking the number of activities to 
ninety- six.

The list of activities identified by the NCTF, including  those covered by the TFA commitments, are 
expected to improve EODB, facilitate trade, and bring about other perceptible improvements in the 
economic environment of India, acting as “enablers” of trade facilitation.
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India’s Per for mance as Mea sured by Global Indicators

In this section we review India’s per for mance as mea sured by six global indicators, which are con-
ducted by diff er ent agencies with varying periodicity. The six indicators selected are the four key 
indicators referred to in the NTFAP, the World Bank’s Governance Indicators (WGI), and the 
United Nation’s Global Survey on Trade Facilitation and Paperless Trade Implementation  
(GSTF- PTI). The additional two indicators have been included since governance and paperless trade 
are both enablers of trade facilitation.

All six indicators covered in this section are composite indicators, since they include a varying 
number of subindicators.  These indicators invariably provide economy- wide statistical scores, often 
including economic ranks. In some cases, subindicator scores and ranks are also available.

In  table 1 we summarize the salient features of  these composite indicators. Thereafter we briefly 
discuss each of them, presenting their time series rank and score, if available for India.8

 TABLE 1
The Composite Indicators

Section Indicators Agency
Frequency/

Coverage Data Period
Rank, Score, 

or Both Scope

1 OECD TFIs OECD Biennial—163 
countries

2015, 2017, 
2019

Score Covers eleven subindicators, with 
governance and impartiality being 
an additional indicator outside the 
TFA remit.

2 EODB Index World Bank Annual—190 
economies

2006–2019 Rank and 
score

Covers twelve business regulatory 
areas, ten of which are used to 
estimate EODB scores.

3 LPI World Bank Biennial—160 
countries

2010–2018 Rank and 
score

Mea sures six dimensions relating to 
trade.

4 GCI WEF Annual—141 
economies

2014–2019 Rank and 
score

Covers twelve main pillars that 
determine productivity, aggregating 
103 individual indicators.

5 WGIs World Bank Annual—200 
countries and 
territories

2010–2018 Score Based on more than thirty under
lying data sources, covering six 
dimensions of governance.

6 GSTF PTI United 
Nations

Biennial—120 
(99)* economies

2015, 2017, 
2019

Score Covers four main areas via a survey 
comprising forty seven questions.

NOTE: *The latest study covers 120 economies, of which 99  were covered in the previous two studies as well.
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The Organisation for Economic Co- operation and Development’s  
Trade Facilitation Indicators

The OECD TFIs, as composite per for mance indicators, perhaps most closely approximate the 
provisions of the TFA. The OECD itself claims that

to help governments improve their border procedures, reduce trade costs, boost trade 
flows and reap greater benefits from international trade, we have developed a set of trade 
facilitation indicators (TFIs) that identify areas for action and enable the potential impact 
of reforms to be assessed. The OECD TFIs cover the full spectrum of border proce-
dures for more than 160 economies across diff er ent income levels, geo graph i cal regions, 
and levels of development.9

The OECD TFIs comprise eleven subindicators, each covering several related variables. Ten of  these 
subindicators represent ten specific provisions of the TFA, with “governance and impartiality” being 
outside its remit.

The indicator assigns values ranging from 0 to 2 for each of the eleven subindicators, where 0 repre-
sents the worst per for mance that can be achieved and 2 represents the best. The scores aim to reflect 
the regulatory framework, along with the implementation status of vari ous trade facilitation mea-
sures in the country concerned. The indicator also pre sents the overall combined average trade 
facilitation per for mance score for each country based on the eleven subindicator scores, assigning 
equal weight to each of the subindicators.

Our primary research of OECD TFIs was based on publicly available data for 2015, 2017, and 2019 on 
the OECD’s website. Subsequent to the completion of our primary research, however, we noted that at 
the OECD website  there  were certain changes in the reported scores for India beyond the deletion of 
data relating to 2015. In order to understand the reasons  behind the modifications in the data, we 
wrote to the OECD team. The team has responded, explaining that the OECD revised certain scores 
“in re spect of the sub- indicators, for the years 2017 and 2019, based on a fine- tuned methodology with 
the aim to deepen the analy sis of vari ous components by inserting additional variables that  were 
previously challenging to cover across the diff er ent indicators as well as introducing some adjustments 
in the scoring across several components.”10 This revision is in some sense reflective of the challenges in 
per for mance mea sure ment of trade facilitation mea sures, both across time and economies.

In figure 1 we pre sent India’s scores in re spect to each of the eleven subindicators, for the three 
biennial data points covering 2015–2019, relying on the revised scores for 2017–2019 and using the 
 earlier available score for 2015.



CARNEGIE INDIA  |  7

For the OECD TFIs as a  whole, we find that India’s average cumulative trade facilitation score in 
2019 is 1.524, which is well above the global average of 1.15. At the subindicator level, we find that in 
2015 and 2019, India’s scores improved in re spect to seven subindicators, remained the same for three 
(formalities— automation, formalities— procedure, and advance rulings) and marginally declined for 
one (involvement of the trade community).

Further, since the revision of the data by OECD has had a significant impact on India’s trade facilita-
tion scores, we consider it useful to pre sent a comparative position of the prerevised and revised 
scores for eleven subindicators for 2017 and 2019, as can be seen in figure 2.

The comparative position shows that, according to the prerevised data, India’s scores  were reported  
to have surprisingly declined in re spect to all the eleven subindicators, and to have fallen even below 
the 2015 score in re spect to nine of the eleven subindicators. Yet, taking into account the revision 
undertaken by the OECD, India has, during the same period, improved its scores in re spect to  
eight subindicators, remained unchanged for one, and declined marginally for the other two.  
We consider the revised scores to be better aligned with anecdotal evidence regarding improvement 
in trade facilitation mea sures in India, as well as other per for mance indicators covered in the  
pre sent paper.

Governance and
impartiality

2

1.5

0.5

1

0

Information availability

Involvement of the trade
community

Advance rulings

Appeal procedures

Fees and charges

Formalities—documentsFormalities—automation

2015 2017 2019

Formalities—procedures

Internal border agency
cooperation

External border agency
cooperation

FIGURE 1
India’s Aggregate Score in Re spect to TFIs

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations, based on OECD TFIs for 2015, 2017, and 2019 (Paris: OECD), 
which can be found at “Compare your country: trade facilitation” OECD, Trade Facilitation, 
accessed March 15, 2021, https:// www . oecd . org / trade / topics / trade  facilitation / .
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The results noted herein have been arrived at through a methodology that is summarized by the 
OECD: “TFIs are based on a detailed questionnaire, with the aim of ensuring factual information 
that is geo graph i cally comparable and consistent over time. Data is collected from three types of 
sources: (a) publicly available information included in the websites of Customs and other relevant 
border agencies, official publications such as Customs Codes, annual reports, or public databases;  
(b) direct submissions from countries; and (c) factual information from the private sector—in par tic-
u lar express industry associations and companies operating worldwide. Discrepancies are verified by 
the OECD, and completed country datasheets are sent to capitals for validation.” Further, “Country 
datasheets are sent for validation with the assistance of WTO Permanent Del e ga tions in Geneva, the 
World Customs Organ ization (WCO) and the ASEAN Secretariat for economies outside the OECD 
membership.”11

The substantive revision in the country score for India by the OECD, much  after the publication of 
 earlier scores, suggests, however, that the methodology  adopted by the OECD is still in the pro cess 
of evolution and yet to stabilize. On the basis of information available to the public and responses 
from the OECD team, it is not clear  whether the revisions can be attributed to the pro cess of coun-
try data sheet validation included in the OECD’s methodology. Be that as it may, we are of the view 
that the fine- tuning undertaken by the OECD has resulted in eve ning out vari ous glaring inconsis-
tencies in the scores reported for India, with the revised data being more aligned with the assessment 
of other major per for mance indicators.

FIGURE 2
TFIs: India’s Revised and Prerevised Scores

TFI: Revised Score

2017 2019

TFI: Prerevised Score
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SOURCE: Authors’ calculations, based on OECD TFIs for 2017 and 2019 (Paris: OECD), which can be found at “Compare your 
country: trade facilitation” OECD, Trade Facilitation, accessed March 15, 2021, https:// www . oecd . org / trade / topics / trade 
 facilitation/ and based on data received from OECD via email.
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The World Bank’s Ease of  Doing Business Index

The EODB Index is perhaps the most widely known and tracked per for mance indicator for which 
longer time series data regarding wider geographic coverage are available.

The EODB Index covers ten “ Doing Business” topics comprising forty- one indicators. It pre sents 
both rank and score, separately for each of the ten topics, as well as at the aggregated level, each 
assigned equal weight. In figure 3 the coverage of EODB is presented, though it should be empha-
sized that mea sure ments relating to “employing workers” and “contracting with the government” are 
presently not included in the composite EODB Index.

The score combines mea sures with diff er ent units, such as time to start a com pany or procedures to 
transfer a property or costs involved in the same. (This is explained in greater detail  later in this 
paper, with reference to “Trading Across Borders” [see figure 15]). The score for any subindicator for 
an economy represents the gap between an economy’s current per for mance and a mea sure of the best 
regulatory practice for that subindicator. Prior to the 2019  Doing Business Report, this score was 
referred to as the “distance to frontier score”; it has since been changed to the “ease of  doing business 
score.” The score, therefore, seeks to reflect an economy’s position with re spect to the best regulatory 
practice. Thus, with re spect to a par tic u lar regulatory practice, the best economy gets a score of 100. 
For other economies, the higher the score, the better EODB they provide. Lower scores show poorer 
EODB, with the worst per for mance being set at 0. The percentage point scores of an economy on the 
ten diff er ent topics are averaged together to obtain the aggregate EODB score. The countries are then 
ranked according to the score for each subindicator and at the aggregate level.

Opening
a business

Starting a
business

Employing
workers

Dealing with
construction

permits

Getting
electricity

Registering
property

Getting
credit

Protecting
minority
investors

Paying
taxes

Trading
across

borders

Contracting
with the

government
(coming soon)

Enforcing
contracts

Resolving
insolvency

Getting a
location

Accessing
finance

Dealing with
day-to-day
operations

Operating in a
secure business

environment

FIGURE 3
What Is Mea sured in  Doing Business?

SOURCE: World Bank,  Doing Business 2020 (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2020), fig. 0.1, https:// www 
. doingbusiness . org / en / reports / global  reports / doing  business  2020.

NOTE: The employing workers and contracting with the government indicator sets are not included in the ease of 
 doingbusiness ranking.
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Taking into account the scope of the subindicators, we expected that the TAB subindicator of EODB 
would be most closely aligned with OECD TFIs. However, we find that the prerevised version of 
OECD TFIs was significantly misaligned; and the subsequent fine- tuning by OECD has resulted in 
directional alignment with EODB and its TAB subindicator. This is discussed in greater detail  later 
in this paper, in the section “Release Time Data.”

In figure 4, India’s composite EODB rank and score since 2014 are presented, when a substantive 
modification in the methodology was carried out.12 It is worth noting that India’s country score has 
been improving consistently during the entire data period, albeit at a significantly faster pace since 
2018. During the early period of sluggish growth in score, India’s country rank had slipped or 
stagnated, which is attributable to the differing relative per for mance of other countries with similar 
 doing-business scores. But since 2018, India’s rank has improved significantly, making it one of the 
fastest- improving economies in terms of EODB rank.

The World Bank’s Logistics Per for mance Index

In terms of scope, the World Bank’s LPI is seen to be more closely related to issues of trade and trade 
facilitation, mea sur ing rank and score for economies on six dimensions of trade— namely, (1) the 
efficiency of customs and border management clearance; (2) the quality of trade and transport 
infrastructure quality; (3) the ease of arranging international, competitively priced shipments; (4) the 
competence and quality of logistics ser vices (trucking, forwarding, and customs brokerage); (5) the 

2014
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

134

51.9 52.9 54.5 55.9
60.9

67.5

71.0
80.0

70.0

60.0

50.0

40.0

30.0

20.0

10.0

0.0

142
130 130

100

77
63

2015 2016 2017

Rank Score

2018 2019 2020

FIGURE 4
India’s EODB Rank and Score

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations, based on World Bank,  Doing Business Reports for 
2014–2020 (Washington, DC: World Bank), which can be found at “Reports,” World 
Bank,  Doing Business: Mea sur ing Business Regulations, accessed March 5, 2021, 
https:// www . doingbusiness . org / en / reports / global  reports / doing  business  2020.
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ability to track and trace consignments; and (6) the frequency with which shipments reach consignees 
within scheduled or expected delivery times.

The LPI seeks to pre sent the worldwide view on trade logistics per for mance across more than 
160 countries, as seen by the logistics professionals. Using a five- point scale for assessment (from 1, 
“very low” to 5, “very high”) in re spect to each of the six aforementioned subindicators, it seeks the 
opinion of logistics professionals worldwide about trading with the country, to find how easy or 
difficult it is in  these countries to transport general merchandise— typically, manufactured products 
in unitized form. The data used in the rank and score come from a survey of logistics professionals, 
who are asked questions about the foreign countries in which they operate.

In figure 5 we summarize the average LPI rank and score for India for 2010–2018.

The 2018 World Bank Report Connecting to Compete: Trade Logistics in the Global Economy helpfully 
includes its “Appendix 1: Aggregated International LPI Results Across Four Editions: 2012, 2014, 2016, 
and 2018,” wherein India, with a mean LPI score of 3.22, has the mean LPI rank of forty- second 
among 160 countries. Therefore, notwithstanding the slippage, in 2018, India was ranked second  after 
Vietnam (whose rank was thirty- ninth) among the top- performing lower- middle- income economies.13

In order to understand and identify the reasons for slippage in rank and score between 2016 and 
2018, we pre sent in figure 6 the time series score in re spect to each of the six subindicators.
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FIGURE 5
India’s LPI Rank and Score

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations, based on the World Bank’s LPI data sets for 
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016, and 2018, at World Bank, “Aggregated LPI 2012–2018,” 
web database, https:// lpi . worldbank . org / .
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It is impor tant to note that India’s score is found to have improved in re spect to all six subindicators 
between 2014 and 2016;  after that, it declined in re spect to all the six subindicators. The high degree 
of positive correlation between the six LPI subindicators is at variance with the  earlier two studies, 
wherein we found the subindicators to follow divergent trends.

The World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Index

The GCI is an annual exercise conducted  under the auspices of the WEF’s Shaping the  Future of the 
New Economy and Society platform.14 The GCI aims to assess the pro gress of countries against a set 
of  factors that determine productivity, which are or ga nized into twelve “pillars”: institutions; infra-
structure; adoption of information and communications technology; macroeconomic stability; 
health; skills; the product market; the  labor market; the financial system; market size; business 
dynamism; and innovation capability. Some of  these pillars are seen to have strong linkage with trade 
facilitation. Infrastructure that deals with aspects such as road connectivity, road infrastructure, 
efficiency of air transport ser vice, and efficiency of seaport ser vice is expected to have a bearing on 
trade costs. Trade openness is one pa ram e ter  under the product market; and import of goods and 
ser vices is covered  under Market size.

In this section we look at India’s GCI rank and score for 2014–2019, even as we note that the latest 
version of the index, called the GCI 4.0, was introduced in 2018 and covers 141 economies, account-
ing for about 99  percent of the world’s gross domestic product. The GCI draws inspiration from the 
growth accounting economic lit er a ture. It aims to mea sure the  drivers of total  factor productivity, the 
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part of economic growth that is not explained by the growth in the  factors of production but instead 
how smartly they are combined. Total  factor productivity is considered to be the main determinant 
of long- term economic growth. The GCI 4.0 is the product of an aggregation of 103 individual 
indicators, derived from a combination of data from international organ izations, as well as from the 
WEF’s Executive Opinion Survey.15

An economy’s per for mance on the overall GCI results, as well as each of its components, is rated as a 
pro gress score on a 0–100 scale, where 100 represents the “frontier,” an ideal state at which an issue 
ceases to be a constraint to productivity growth.

 Under the  earlier methodology, we find that for 2014–2017 (as shown in figure 7), India’s score 
increased consistently, albeit gradually, from 4.21 to 4.59.  Under the revised methodology, even as 
India has the best rank of South Asian nations for 2019, at sixty- eighth, it has lost in terms of both 
rank and score over 2018. With a 2019 GCI score of 84.8 out of 100, Singapore is the country closest 
to the frontier of competitiveness.

India, in the sixty- eighth position in 2019, has lost ground in the ranks of South Asian nations 
despite a relatively stable score, mostly due to faster improvements in several countries previously 
ranked lower. It is followed by Sri Lanka (the most improved country in the region, at eighty- fourth), 
Bangladesh (105th), Nepal (108th), and Pakistan (110th).
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SOURCE: Authors’ calculations, based on World Economic Forum, Global 
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NOTE: Methodology revision resulted in the scoring change from 2017 to 2018.
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The World Bank’s World Governance Indicators

The World Bank’s WGIs are composite governance indicators based on over thirty data sources, 
covering six dimensions of governance: (1) voice and accountability; (2) po liti cal stability and absence 
of violence/terrorism; (3) government effectiveness; (4) regulatory quality; (5) rule of law; and 
(6) control of corruption.  These aggregate indicators combine the views of a large number of 
enterprises, from both citizen and expert survey respondents, in industrial and developing countries. 
The data sources used for preparation of WGIs are produced by a variety of survey institutes, think 
tanks, nongovernmental organ izations, international organ izations, and private- sector firms. The 
four diff er ent types of source data are (1) surveys of  house holds and firms; (2) commercial business 
information providers; (3) nongovernmental organ izations; and (4) public- sector organ izations.

Though annual data for over 200 countries and territories are available for 1996–2018, in figure 8 we 
pre sent the data for India for 2010–2018 only. We have noted that during this period the data 
sources and methodologies have under gone certain changes. Yet since our intention in this paper is 
to highlight the broad trends suggested by WGIs, we have ignored  these changes in the methodolo-
gies. In  doing so, we also concur with the view expressed at the World Bank’s WGI web page that 
“changes in governance over short year- to- year periods are difficult to mea sure with any kind of data, 
and are typically quite small.”16 We highlight that government effectiveness, control of corruption, 
and regulatory quality, which would have significant correlation with trade facilitation or EODB, 
have shown perceptible improvement since 2015 even as the other dimensions do not show such clear 
improvement, with voice and accountability showing the most negligible results.
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The United Nations Regional Commissions’ Global Survey on  
Trade Facilitation and Paperless Trade Implementation

The last survey report that we consider in this section is the GSTF- PTI, jointly carried out by the 
five United Nations Regional Commissions. The GSTF- PTI covers 120 economies from eight 
regions, and we take into account the three data points for 2015–2019 that are available for ninety- 
nine countries. India is included in the South Asia region, along with Af ghan i stan, Bangladesh, 
Bhutan, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka.

This indicator focuses on mea sures related to the WTO’s TFA, as well as to paperless trade and the 
United Nations Framework Agreement on Facilitation of Cross- border Paperless Trade in Asia and 
the Pacific,17 through a survey questionnaire covering forty- seven questions  under four main areas: 
(1) general trade facilitation mea sures, with subindicators of transparency, formalities, and institu-
tional arrangement and cooperation; (2) paperless trade, through a set of ten questions seeking to 
assess the implementation of innovative, technology- driven mea sures aimed at enabling trade using 
electronic rather than paper- based data and documentation; (3) transit facilitation; and (4) inclusive-
ness in trade facilitation, with subindicators focused on specific trade facilitation mea sures targeted at 
small-  and medium- size enterprises (SMEs), the agricultural sector, and  women.

Each of the trade facilitation mea sures included in the survey was scored as “fully implemented” (3), 
“partially implemented” (2), “on a pi lot basis” (1), or “not implemented” (0) to calculate implementa-
tion across countries, regions, or categories. The survey follows a three- step data collection and 
validation pro cess. The first step involves data submission by experts, collected through a question-
naire sent to trade facilitation experts and publicly available online. The second step involves data 
verification by the United Nations Regional Commissions Secretariats. The third step involves data 
validation by national governments. It has also been stated that the feedback from national govern-
ments was incorporated to finalize the data set.

In figure 9 we pre sent the time series subindicator score for India, noting the general trend of im-
provement over time. We note that the government initiatives  toward simplification of customs 
procedures, a significant push  toward digitization, and a reduction in paper- based pro cesses are 
reflected in improved scores in re spect to cross- border paperless trade, formalities, and transparency.

We conclude that for India the review of the time series rank and score, where available, pre sents a 
mixed picture for 2015–2019. The country has shown relatively consistent improvement according to 
some indicators, but in the case of other indicators the trend has been uneven. This unevenness 
becomes more pronounced when we look at the scores at the level of subindicators, even as we 
recognize that the scores may depend on the methodology  adopted as much as the  actual 
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per for mance of the country on each subindicator. Therefore, if the null hypothesis is to be posited as 
India’s per for mance showing consistent improvement in scores reported by the diff er ent composite 
indicators, this is not proven. The country rank, where reported, is found to be further impacted by 
the relative per for mance of economies belonging to the same cohort, even as EODB has reported 
consistent improvement in rank since 2016.

Comparisons Between Select Indicators and Subindicators

In the previous section, “India’s Per for mance as Mea sured by Global Indicators,” we presented the 
scope, methodology and coverage of the six composite per for mance indicators, highlighting the 
significant differences therein. In view of  these differences, it was expected that the intertemporal 
per for mance mea sure ment reported might not be similar, particularly with reference to the pace of 
reforms, as captured by the changes in scores.
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Having observed that it was not just the pace of reform but also its direction that was found to vary 
between the six composite indicators, in this section we pre sent the results of certain comparisons 
between select indicators and subindicators.

In view of the aforementioned differences in scope, methodology, and coverage, including the differ-
ence in scoring patterns (which  were also modified during the study period in a few cases), we 
recognize that  these comparisons should not be viewed with statistical precision but only as broad 
subjective indicators of trends.

Recognizing that the theme of this paper is per for mance mea sure ment, with TFA at its core,  
we take OECD TFIs as the primary per for mance mea sure ment indicators. Therefore, the first 
comparison that we make is between OECD TFIs and the EODB since 2015–2016, thus  
approximating the period  after which the TFA gained momentum. During this period India  
improved its average EODB score from 54.5 in 2016 to 71.0 in 2020, an improvement of 
30.3  percent. In line with the EODB scores, India’s scores in OECD TFIs,  after the revision  
of the methodology, is found to have increased from 1.253 in 2017 to 1.524 in 2019, an  
improvement of 21.6  percent.

It can be noted that the GSTF- PTI bears close similarity with the OECD TFIs in terms of scope, 
frequency, and data points. According to the OECD TFIs, India’s composite score improved from 
1.253 in 2015 to 1.534 in 2019; according to the GSTF- PTI, India’s score has shown an improve-
ment from 64.52  percent in 2015 to 79.57  percent in 2019.

In addition, we find that it is pos si ble to identify and group together per for mance indicators as 
regards to four subindicators: (1) transparency; (2) formalities; (3) automation; and (4) institutional 
cooperation and arrangement. The “transparency” indicator of the GSTF- PTI mea sures aspects of 
publications, stakeholder consultations, notification of new regulations, advance rulings, and appeal 
mechanisms, and this corresponds to the indicators of “information availability,” “involvement of the 
trading community,” “advance rulings,” and “appeal procedures” of the OECD TFIs; hence, both 
can be grouped  under “transparency.” The “formalities” indicator of the GSTF- PTI is compared 
with the indicators of “formalities (documents),” “formalities (procedure),” and “fees and charges” in 
the OECD TFIs, and they can all be grouped  under “formalities.” The GSTF- PTI indicators of 
“paperless trade” and “cross- border paperless trade” are correlated with the OECD TFI indicator 
“formalities (automation),” and can be grouped  under “automation.” And “institutional cooperation 
and arrangement” in the GSTF- PTI is comparable with the OECD TFIs’ “internal border agency 
cooperation” and “external border agency cooperation” and can be grouped  under “institutional 
cooperation and arrangement.”
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In figure 10 we pre sent the comparative per for mance reported in re spect to  these combined subindi-
cators of the OECD TFIs and the GSTF- PTI.

The third comparison we pre sent is between the two indicators prepared by the World Bank: the 
broader and more widely tracked EODB and the more narrowly focused LPI. In addition, we note 
that the TAB subindicator of EODB and the customs subindicator of LPI relate more directly to 
cross- border movement of goods.

Therefore, in figure 11, we compare the two sets of indicators for 2014, 2016, and 2018; the compos-
ite EODB score shows consistent improvement, whereas the average LPI score initially improves but 
thereafter declines between 2016 and 2018; and the TAB subindicator shows initial decline and then 
improvement, whereas the customs subindicator of the LPI shows initial improvement and then 
decline.

We conclude this section by summarizing the results of the six composite indicators, combining the 
annual rank and score on a line in figure 12, with four indicators showing improvements to the right 
and three showing decline to the left. The indicator on the extreme right shows maximum improve-
ment and the one closest to “No Change” shows minimum improvement. Analogously, the 
indicator on the extreme left shows maximum decline. The distance between the indicators does 
not have any quantitative implication. In this figure, we include two versions of the OECD 
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TFIs— revised and prerevised—to highlight the substantive shift in the reported per for mance of 
India, subsequent to the revision by the OECD. Overall we find that the composite indicators 
pre sent an improvement in India’s per for mance in EODB, paperless trade, trade facilitation, and 
governance, whereas it shows declining per for mance in logistics per for mance and competitiveness.

Release Time Data

Article 7 of the TFA contains specific provisions for facilitating release and clearance of goods, 
including subarticle 7.6.1 for the establishment and publication of average release time, which reads 
as follows: “Members encouraged to mea sure and publish their average release time of goods periodi-
cally and in a consistent manner, using tools such as, inter alia, the Time Release Study of the World 
Customs Organ ization.”18 India has made subarticle 7.6.1 a category A commitment.
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The NTFAP has, accordingly, prescribed the conduct of the TRSs for both import and export cargo 
at all seaports, air cargo complexes, ICDs, integrated check posts, and land customs stations.

The TRS has long been advocated by the WCO as “an internationally accepted strategic tool to 
mea sure the  actual time taken for the release and/or clearance of goods— from the time of arrival 
 until the physical release of cargo—as well as the effectiveness and efficiency of border procedures 
relating to imports, exports and transit movements of goods. It helps in identifying associated bottle-
necks objectively, and in addressing them in an efficient and effective manner.”19

In this section we review the lit er a ture available on the average release time data, with reference to sea 
cargo imports through the JNPT and cleared through its associated custom  house, the JNCH.

We first pre sent the intertemporal average import release time, using a bill of entry (a statutory 
import document) as the unit, computed from the time stamps obtained from the customs automa-
tion system. We then pre sent average import release time, using a cargo container as the unit, com-
puted by using RFID technology. Fi nally, we pre sent the average release time culled from two 
survey- based studies— namely, the TAB subindicator of the EODB Index and Total Transport and 
Logistics Cost (TTLC), published by the Global Alliance for Trade Facilitation (GATF).20

Release Time Based on Time Stamps from the Customs Automation System

Since July 2015 the Central Board of Indirect Taxes and Customs (CBIC) has published monthly 
dwell time data in re spect to import cargo through two major seaports (Chennai and the JNCH), 
three air cargo complexes, and one ICD on its website.21  Here, however, we look at the time series 
data since January 2017, taking note of the methodology revision to  factor in the impact of prearrival 
pro cessing, one of the major initiatives to promote EODB and facilitate trade. We further note that 
pursuant to the revision of the methodology, the terms dwell time and release time could be used 
interchangeably, seeking to mea sure, in the case of imports, the time taken between the arrival of the 
cargo at the seaport to the completion of the customs clearance pro cess, enabling the importer or its 
representative to take delivery of the cargo.

CBIC dwell time data have been presented for two categories of imports: green channel cargo and 
red channel cargo. Green channel cargo refers to the majority of the consignments that are allowed 
clearance on the basis of scrutiny of the details provided  under the self- declaration pro cess by the 
information- technology- driven risk management system, without  human intervention for verification 
of the details or documents (submitted online) or  actual physical examination of the goods. All other 
consignments that are subjected to examination are put together as red channel cargo.  Here we 
examine aggregate monthly import dwell time for the JNCH, assigning a constant 60  percent weight 
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to green channel cargo. This percentage of weight is arrived at from the average share of fully facili-
tated cargo reported by the JNCH TRSs, recognizing that green channel and fully facilitated cargo 
have broadly the same connotation in customs parlance.  These dwell time data are a simplistic post 
facto per for mance indicator, based on the time stamps drawn from the customs information technol-
ogy (IT) system, given that almost 100  percent of all cargo clearance pro cesses through  these cus-
toms formations take place through an electronic medium.

Since the signing of the TFA, the JNCH has led the way among Indian customs formations in 
conducting in- house annual TRS using the WCO guidelines for the purpose.  Here we examine the 
results of the four JNCH TRSs, providing the average import release time for all imports made 
during the first week of January of each calendar year from 2017 to 2020.  These annual TRSs have 
been conducted as a live preannounced study- cum- outreach initiative, urging the stakeholders to put 
their “best foot forward.”22 Therefore, some concerns have been expressed that this method of 
 approaching TRSs may impact the release time for the weekly consignments covered by the annual 
JNCH TRSs.  Here we attempt to ascertain  whether  these concerns are borne out by the release time 
data obtained from other sources.

CBIC dwell time data provide the monthly average import release time data, based on all documents 
filed during the month, excluding specific categories for clearly stated reasons (for example,  those 
interdicted for infringement and delayed on account of consequent statutory procedure). The average 
release time reported  under the JNCH TRSs is based on all documents filed during the first week of 
January of  every calendar year since 2017.23 We note that the JNCH TRSs are more detailed studies 
that also include export TRSs. For the purposes of this paper, however, we note that the data source 
for the CBIC dwell time and the JNCH TRSs is the same; thus, the methodology  adopted for 
computation of average release time is entirely consistent.

For fuller compliance with the NTFAP, the CBIC has coordinated the first ever national TRS 
covering fifteen major customs formations, including the JNCH, during the months of August and 
September 2019. The data source and the methodology  adopted by the national TRSs are also 
entirely consistent with the JNCH TRSs insofar as they relate to sea cargo import release time. 
Therefore, the average release time data provided in the national TRSs for the JNCH for the first 
week of August 2019 has provided an additional data point, albeit one adversely impacted by severe 
weather conditions: a monsoon deluge during the study period.

The data source for  these three studies is the customs automation system, which  handles 100  percent 
of the cargo clearance through the JNCH. Further, the digital mode of working enables tracking of 
each consignment, represented by a bill of entry, and  every step in the cargo clearance pro cess has a 
precise time stamp. Based on the time stamp reflecting the arrival of the cargo at the seaport and out 
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of charge reflecting the completion of the cargo clearance pro cess, the precise release time is calcu-
lated.24 In figure 13 we pre sent the monthly average import release time data for the JNCH as 
obtained from the CBIC dwell time report and superimpose the average release time reported by the 
JNCH on national TRSs.

Our analy sis suggests (1) a trend of improving monthly release time; (2) consistent improvement in the 
release time reported by annual TRSs; (3) a pronounced increase in the release time of both green and 
red channel cargo during July– September 2017 coinciding with the introduction of Goods and Ser vices 
Tax; and (4) better release time during the TRS months, attributable perhaps to outreach efforts.

Dwell Time Based on Radio- Frequency Identification Tracking

The Logistics Data Bank (LDB) analytics reports are products of NICDC Logistics Data Ser vices 
(DLDS), which is a joint venture between the government of India’s National Industrial Corridor 
Development and Implementation Trust and a major Japa nese IT concern, NEC Corporation. Using 
RFID technology, which involves placing a tag or a label on containers, LDB seeks to capture, store, 
and analyze the dwell time of containers through ports, container freight stations (CFSs) and ICDs 
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across the country to help improve operational efficiency, compliance across systems, and better 
coordination among diff er ent stakeholders.

We extracted the monthly data since April 2017 pertaining to the JNPT as a port, and the CFSs 
pertaining to the same, as a proxy for the cargo that is customs cleared through the JNCH. The LDB 
pre sents segregated data, for export and import, for the overall JNPT region, port to CFS delivery 
time, and overall CFS dwell time. Adding the time taken  under  these three categories, it is pos si ble 
to arrive at the overall import dwell time / release time of the cargo for the JNCH calculated on the 
basis of RFID- based physical tracking of the consignment from the time of its arrival at the port to 
its departure from the JNPT CFS zone.

In figure 14 we superimpose the LDB time series data on the graph showing the average release time 
from the customs automation system, wherein a broad consistency in the monthly data from the 
customs automation system and RFID- based tracking is observed.

Average Release Time Based on Survey Studies

In the  earlier section, “India’s Per for mance as Mea sured by Global Indicators,” it was mentioned that 
one of the subindicators covered  under the EODB Index is TAB, which takes into account the time 
taken and costs incurred in import and export clearance, which can be broken down further into 
border compliance, documentary compliance, and domestic transport. For imports, it mea sures the 
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= 11&pgidtrail = 71.
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release time for a standardized shipment of 15 metric tons of containerized auto parts from India’s 
import partner, South  Korea. Since 2015, TAB had covered the JNPT, representing Mumbai and 
ICDs; and Tughlakabad, representing Delhi. The TAB Index follows the same EODB methodology 
and pre sents both country rank and score. In figure 15 the time series country rank and score for 
TAB is presented. The trend reflects a gradual improvement in India’s rank and score since 2016  
and a drastic improvement since 2019, coinciding with the period since the TFA efforts gained 
momentum.

In figure 16 we have extracted the time taken  under border compliance and documentary compli-
ance at the JNCH since the 2015 EODB report (reporting data for 2014). Since it is pos si ble and 
increasingly quite likely for the pro cess of documentary compliance and border compliance to 
proceed si mul ta neously, it would not be appropriate to add the time taken for the two sets of pro-
cesses. Therefore, we pre sent the time series data for 2015–2020, reflecting a sudden improvement in 
the time taken in TAB (particularly since 2018), which is more drastic when compared with the 
release time data presented by the dwell time / release time studies.

It is worth noting that the improvements in release time reported by the  actual data- based studies, 
which started in 2017, are more gradual than the survey- based EODB TAB; the latter initially failed 
to report the improvements in 2018, but then saw a marked improvement in 2019. Based on our 
ground- level understanding of the situation, we consider it plausible that the survey respondents in 
2019 “corrected” their responses, being made aware of the  actual release time through the data- based 
studies.
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India’s TAB Rank and Score

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations, based on World Bank,  Doing Business Reports for 
2014–2020 (Washington, DC: World Bank), which can be found at “Data,” World Bank, 
 Doing Business accessed March 15, 2021, https:// www . doingbusiness . org / en / custom 
 query.
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The GATF works to support governments in developing and least- developed countries implementing 
the TFA. From July to December 2018, the Alliance conducted the TTLC study in India to mea sure 
the cost of import and export pro cesses to help target trade facilitation reforms. TTLC mea sures the 
total cost of transport and logistics in cross- border trade, broken down into two components: direct 
costs are  those incurred by an importer or exporter to complete an import or export pro cess through a 
given point of entry or exit, excluding duties and taxes; indirect costs are defined as costs related to 
time, which include the average lead time, delays, and time variance in completing an import or 
export pro cess.

The TTLC diagnostic in India considers imports of full 40- foot containers by sea and truck transport 
through the three terminals in Nhava Sheva Port near Mumbai and includes four import products: 
chemicals, electronics, general goods, and auto parts. All products are selected based on their trade 
volume and their dependence on trade facilitation. The study sample includes importers located 
within 700 kilo meters of Mumbai. Final results are based on interviews with twelve importers, 
fourteen clearing and forwarding agents, and one terminal operator.

For this paper we have extracted only the average transit time of imports for border clearance, which 
is 113.6 hours. The report pre sents average transit times for three diff er ent modes of cargo clearance: 
CFS, direct port delivery (DPD), and a combination of the two (DPD- CFS), showing the lowest 
time for DPD clearances, at 80.9 hours, and the highest for DPD- CFS, at 119.4 hours, which 
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includes time that the cargo may dwell at the CFS, even  after “out of charge” has been granted by 
customs, at the discretion of the importer or the broker.

Our analy sis of the JNCH data for the period since 2017 shows that an improvement in release time 
is evident from all three sets of studies:  those based on  actual clearance data taken from the customs 
automation system, the RFID tracking of the physical movement of the containers, and the survey 
methodology  adopted by the EODB Index. Further, the one- off survey data presented by the GATF 
are also found to be consistent with other data sets.

We find, however, that the improvement in release time according to TRSs and the LDB are more 
gradual than the survey- based TAB, which shows a distinct break in the trend in 2019— a break that 
is not noticed in the studies based on data sourced through technology. This leads us to won der 
 whether the launch of live conduct of TRSs at the JNCH, and their findings, resulted in significant 
and sudden improvement in the stakeholder perception about the real ity of a more impressive  
release time.

Conclusion

During the course of our research, we found an impressive amount of data on trade facilitation 
per for mance indicators— for India at the country level and the JNCH at the local level— that is 
available to the public. As is mentioned in the NTFAP,  there is a commitment to mea sure the release 
time of import and export cargo and a need to carefully monitor key composite indicators and 
benchmark India’s goals.

In this paper we have first reviewed India’s per for mance over a longer period of time and stacked  
up the intertemporal per for mances reported by the key composite country- level indicators. The  
six key composite indicators covered in the section titled “India’s Per for mance as Mea sured by  
Global Indicators” aim to pre sent statistical mea sure ment of multiple variables, some of which  
are not readily amenable to such mea sure ment. Given the scope and global coverage, the survey 
methodologies  adopted for the purpose would be expected to have their limitations. Yet even  after 
factoring in differences in scope and methodology, we are surprised by the diversity of the results 
regarding India’s per for mance during the period since the enactment of the TFA. Our studies show 
that  these indicators have not necessarily been moving in agreement with each other, and some of  
the trends are clearly counterintuitive. Determining the reasons for  these varying trends or providing 
probable explanations by delving deeper into their respective methodologies, sample size, and sample 
se lection, has not been attempted in this paper, recognizing  these as topics for a separate research 
proj ect.
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Further, much caution should be exercised in interpreting  these results, since limiting availability of 
time series data to three to five annual or biennial data points would suggest that one must wait for a 
longer period to reassess the trends reported by  these indicators.

We have, however, found significantly more consistent results while looking at the per for mance 
mea sure ment (the release time of import cargo) that has been specifically recommended in the TFA. 
 These findings, covered in the section titled “Release Time Data,” show a clear and consistent result 
for a more precise indicator: import cargo release time for a  limited geographic location such as the 
JNCH. In case of this specific indicator, for which monthly data are available from the customs 
automation system and RFID- based container tracking, we have found a high degree of consistency 
and improved per for mance. We have also noted that the survey- based per for mance mea sure ment 
results are also aligned with IT- based release time, albeit with a lag.

The findings regarding consistent improvement in the release time trends is  limited to one seaport, 
the JNCH, and only for import cargo. The  simple reason for limiting the scope of our study is that 
similar data are not available for other major customs formations; and even for the JNCH, export 
release time data of equal robustness are still not available for a significant period of time. The 
conducting of national TRSs initiated by the CBIC is a step in the right direction, as it would 
provide import and export cargo release time data for vari ous customs formations in the country, 
enabling a more comprehensive study of trade facilitation per for mance mea sure ment, as required 
 under the TFA.

We conclude by noting that it is generally recognized that the release time analy sis of import and 
export cargo is, by far, the most meaningful metric that encapsulates the per for mance of border 
management agencies and pro cesses, assuming that the quality of compliance ensured by the border 
agencies is not compromised due to focus on expeditious release. Further, we think that deeper 
adoption of automated pro cesses for customs clearance of goods makes it pos si ble to quantify this 
metric objectively, both over a period of time and across jurisdictions. In other words, such release 
time mea sure ment need not be influenced by any plausible biases and prejudices that the respondents 
in a survey- based mea sure ment may have. This paper has established that all three release time 
mea sures relying on technology- based time stamps— the CBIC dwell time study, the LDB dwell 
time report, and TRSs— produce similar results, at least in terms of trends over a period of time, if 
not the  actual time taken (in hours) at a par tic u lar point in time. We also find that the improvements 
reported by  these three mea sures find correlation in the survey- based EODB TAB (albeit with a lag) 
and, thereafter, a sharp correction that is aligned with all three mea sures.

The story is, however, diff er ent in the case of indicators that seek to mea sure the availability and 
implementation of enablers that are meant to assure this improvement in cargo release time. The 
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enablers that have been covered in this paper could be the specific trade facilitation mea sures speci-
fied in the TFA, the level of automation, the quality of physical infrastructure at the ports and 
airports, the efficiency of the logistics supply chain dealing with international cargo, or the overall 
quality of governance. The mea sure ment of the degree to which  these have  either been implemented 
(if they are trade facilitation mea sures) or the extent to which they obtain in the economy (if they 
relate to infrastructure or governance) is inherently subjective and based on the individual assessment 
or perception of the respondents. Further, the challenges relating to the specific methodology of the 
survey- based studies are evident from the belated “fine- tuning” of the results by the OECD, as 
discussed in this paper, and the recent decision of the World Bank to conduct “a systematic review 
and assessment of data changes that occurred subsequent to the institutional data review pro cess for 
the last five  Doing Business reports” following certain irregularities in the reports for 2018 and 2020.25

In summary, we have found some dissonance both in the movement exhibited by the composite 
indicators inter se, as well as between the composite indicators and the release time indicators. We 
have found that composite indicators, with their ambitious objective of mea sur ing the per for mance 
of enablers of trade facilitation and EODB, among other aspects, are still grappling with vari ous 
methodological and data challenges. The indicators based on technology-driven release time data 
have more modest objectives but pre sent more credible and consistent results. Further, it is likely that 
 there is an intertemporal relationship between availability and implementation of such enablers as the 
creation of infrastructure and a reduction in formalities and their effect on release time. More sophis-
ticated statistical research would need to be undertaken, with data for a longer period, to ascertain 
and quantify such a linkage.

Moving forward, we are of the view that similar studies for other economies or groups of economies 
 will give policymakers and administrators associated with trade facilitation and EODB greater 
insights into the per for mance of their economies, even as we acknowledge the pre sent limitations 
of such studies. Such studies would also indicate  whether the mixed results obtained in the case of 
India are par tic u lar to the nation or similar results can be found for other economies. In the event  
of the latter, it would become imperative to revisit the methodology of the study and strengthen the 
coordination with the concerned nations’ representatives. As noted  earlier in this paper, both the 
OECD TFIs and World Bank EODB are being subject to review. We expect  these issues to be 
resolved over time with more robust methodologies and greater recourse of technology- based data 
sourcing in preference to survey- based analyses.
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