List of Questions from the Role of the Broker Webinar

Modernizing Broker Permitting Requirements
June 28, 2012

Note: Participant names have been removed to protect privacy. Questions have been modified to remove typos, correct spelling and punctuation, and call out acronyms.
Substantive questions and comments are presented here for the public to view without CBP response. This document may be used to create an FAQ list. 
Questions containing inappropriate content are not reproduced here.

CBP responded to some of these questions during the webinar. Those questions are denoted with a *
See the full webinar recording here: http://cbp.gov/xp/cgov/trade/trade_transformation/broker_role/brokerregs.xml
Webinar technical issues
My volume is up all the way on the computer, but nothing is coming through. 

I can hear but I’m getting a lot of audio feedback. 

Why is the audio garbled?
Make sure that the volume is turned up on your computer and that the mute button is not engaged. If this still does not work, use the call-in number. Make sure you mute your computer when you are on the phone or you will experience a lot of feedback. We have only 125 telephone ports and upwards of 500 participants, so please call in only if your sound is not working on your computer. Regrettably, if the audio is garbled, this is probably an issue with the speakers on your computer or your internet connection, and CBP is unable to fix this problem from our end.

Can the listeners ask verbal questions?

Not during these large webinars. We will have hundreds (potentially thousands) of participants in these webinars and only have 125 telephone ports. We must keep those on the telephone on mute or else the background noise (typing, talking, phone ringing, hold music) overwhelms the webinar. Please ask your questions and make your comments using the question function on the webinar. 

Will the slides be posted to website? 
What part of the website will this be posted to? 
Will this be rebroadcast? 
Where can I find the first webinar?
Will there be a Q&A format on the website on this?
Is it possible to get a copy of the closed caption text at a later date?

You can find all webinar recordings and supporting documents under the Trade Transformation part of our website:

http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/trade/trade_transformation/broker_role/brokerregs.xml 
Can you please give us the email address where to send you the request for the Trade Updates link?

Here is the link to subscribe to Trade Updates: https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/USDHSCBP/subscriber/new?category_id=USDHSCBP_TO 
Please send comments, questions, and requests regarding the webinars and the Role of the Broker Trade Transformation Initiative to RoleoftheBroker@cbp.dhs.gov
Should I be able to see questions as others are sending them in? I can see names of others typing but cannot see their questions.

For this webinar, CBP hid the questions because they are overly distracting for both the viewers and the host and because we would like to protect participant anonymity. Additionally, some content was not appropriate for viewing. We are summarizing the substantive questions in subsequent sections of this document.

Webinar polls

I’m curious to know how many people on the call are brokers working directly for importers, consultants, or brokers working for brokerage companies. Can you do a poll?

This was an excellent suggestion from the June 7th webinar. CBP conducted a poll during this webinar to get a “snapshot” of our participants. Note that there were approximately 425 participants in this webinar.
	Responses
	Description

	54
	Broker that works for a customs brokerage and is neither owner or permit holder

	49
	Broker that is not the owner but holds the permit for a customs brokerage

	20
	Broker that owns a customs broker operation

	18
	Broker that is employed by an importer

	7
	Employee of a broker

	7
	Broker that is none of the above

	5
	Broker that is an independent consultant

	4
	Broker that is employed by a consulting company

	2
	Broker that is employed by a customs broker but is implanted in an importer’s office

	*
	Importer, non-broker freight forwarder, CBP employee, other government employee, other

	Unknown
	Total responses                                                        *indicates polling tally was not captured


Disclaimer: CBP conducted a non-scientific user poll. Results are not statistically valid and cannot be assumed to reflect the views of all webinar participants as a group or the general population.

Full polling results for all questions asked during the webinar can be found on our website at: http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/trade/trade_transformation/broker_role/brokerregs.xml 
Permitting pilot concept

* Would the brokers involved in this pilot only include newly permitted brokers?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:22:11:08):
>> No. We are looking to open this pilot up as wide as we can. We're looking to open it up to all brokers.

* How do you pick the names of who participates?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:24:41:13):
>> What we will do is put out a Federal Register notice that asks, solicits for applications to join this pilot. Did you want to take it from there?
>> So setting up a criteria that we've developed to join the pilot would be that you have to be C-TPAT and the past five years of importing history [later clarified that we meant five years of history filing entries]. You agree to file an automated environment. As part of the evaluation, we're going to go and look at current penalty that you had for the year. The number of penalties within the last, say, two calendar years. Your response to [CBP Forms] 28s/29s, are they timely, are they not timely. Late file. How many late files have you had over the last year? Can you conduct your customs business and we're looking at
that and saying how satisfactory and how compliance you have been to this point in time.
>> And again, we are looking to have different size brokerages participate in this. What is of particular interest to us during this process and the regulatory process is impact to small entities. We are specifically required by law and executive order to look at the economic impact to small entities. And if we are doing anything that would put them either in economic disadvantage or might even go so far as to put them out of business, then that is something that our government reviewers take very, very seriously. Now during this pilot, we're not going to be able to tell that with only nine participants. We probably are not going to be able to see any impact at all in the economy. I'm going to go out on a limb and say that here, but what we can evaluate is whether small brokerages are able to respond in the same way that other types of brokerages are, regardless of their size and regardless of their number of entries. And if they are interested in playing in different parts of the country where they currently don't.
* With not having to have a place of business at the physical port, there should be a way to get docs to the port, when an entry goes docs required without having to mail all the docs overnight. Is this something that will be looked at as well?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:29:27:11):
>> I think if we're talking in a virtual environment and I think that with all of the electronic and the automated processes, I think e-mail would be possible. I think maybe faxing would be possible. Anything that can be done electronically as opposed to just sending because with the processing, CBP may not get it the next day anyway. I think we can explore the possibilities of faxing, the possibilities of finding it by e-mails and just other ways to getting as opposed to sending it overnight because we may not get it overnight.

>> This is where I jump in again. We have certain processes established, requirements and rules established. So the extent we can accommodate once we look at what we can or cannot do within the parameters of the rules and regulations, then we can of course look into this issue.

* Maybe maintain the traditional permit system for the first 5 years of operation (must be in port) and then open up to non-geographically limited system after operating for 5 years?  That way the broker gains experience as a broker first, then has more knowledge to operate in other ports.
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:35:39:06):
>> That's a good concept. I'm not sure how that would work but it's interesting. You sort of establish yourself, establish a relationship with us, a history of compliance and then you're allowed to…

>> I think the question also is very future-looking. This is I believe talking about getting rid of permitting by district altogether and moving towards no limit. So the point of this program right now is probably a first step in what may become this idea in proposing this question. Right now we're only talking about getting rid of a physical location within the district.

>> Only talking about testing.

>> And testing… So this question perceives what, you know, may be sometime down the future may happen. But [for] the purpose of this test program, does not apply yet.
* How long will the pilot run? Will FTZ entries (type 06) be considered?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:32:06:10):
>> Initially we're looking at our initial thought is a one-year pilot. We needed to run long enough that we can see entries being filed throughout the life cycle of an entry process, from original arrival and release all the way through to liquidation. So in order to do that, about one year would get us there. The liquidation life cycle is 314 days now. 

>> The majority of the entries. Of course we have the 03s which could take that much longer.

>> Additionally we'll get a full business cycle in with the year. And also there's just no, it's very difficult to pick out trends, to pick out patterns, if we don't have a long enough period to evaluate. So we would be looking, I would think, a minimum of a year. Now you say how does that fit in with the regulatory process? Well one of the reasons why we are doing a pilot is because we can get that out on the streets if we chose to do this pilot, if we are able to do this pilot. We're able to do it in a faster manner than we are with proposed regulations which could take quite a bit of time as we talked about in our last webinars. It is possible this pilot would be running at the same time say the NPRM [Notice of Proposed Rulemaking] was opened for comments? We're not terribly concerned about that. We'll make it all match up at the end. If it turns out that the pilot is not successful, that would be something that we wouldn't put in the final regulations at all.

* If opening to all brokers, what is the rationale for the requirement for C-TPAT membership?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:30:48:27):
>> One of the reasons that we had added the C-TPAT requirement is that we are to an extent trying to narrow down our universe of applicants. And having gone through the C-TPAT process CBP has a certain amount of understanding of your business practices to begin with. We have a baseline to start with of your security practices, and it brings a certain level of compliance with you when you file an application. We have a baseline to start with on your compliance.
>> So I think another way to think about this baseline for compliance is a very good way. You sort of established yourself as a trusted partner with us because of C-TPAT. 

It is a way for us to have a level of comfort with you. We are providing a lot more flexibility with this and you are telling us that we can trust you. You're going to lay out a plan for us that says how you're going to exercise responsibility and control but we have to some sort of measure of trust. If this were a regulatory change, that would apply to everybody...
* Will each corporation only need one licensed broker that would cover there national permit? Will there be any reason for a corporation to have more than one licensed broker?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:40:35:21):
>> I think depending on the purview and the scope of your business, that you may need more than one licensed broker to ensure effective responsive supervision and control depending how broad you want your processes to be. If you're very small broker then maybe you only need yourself to  manage whatever it is you do but if you're dealing with a medium to a large broker, it would probably behoove you to have more than one.

>> We're talking about district permits and the requirement within the district permit application to have a physical location within the district that you're applying a permit for. So everything with regards to what currently exists for the national permit continues to exist [with] this program [and] will not touch upon those questions or concerns you may have.

* How are entries that need to be submitted in paper form be submitted if not in local port?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:33:48:10):
>> This pilot is very specific. We are solely waiving the requirements to have a physical presence in that port. The paper entry required, part of your business plan in applying, you have to lay out how would you get that may entry there. If you are no longer in that port, how will you continue to get that paper entry to that local port if you're not there?
* Email is how we are sending documentation to the new CEE [Center of Excellence and Expertise] when docs are required.
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:43:25:02):
>> Somebody mentioned the email is being used for sending document to the new CEEs when docs are required. That is how we're handling that now. Again the CEEs are in a pilot phase as well and there are going to be things that need to be tightened up in regulation. I think right now email is the tool that we have. I think that it is potentially maybe not the most efficient use or the efficient way to get things electronically. Certain documents, particularly when it comes to anti-dumping orders, can get megabytes long. Unless it's a secure e mail there could be some issues there with trade secrets and information being disclosed that isn't appropriate.

* Would payment for a local permit be required?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:48:05:02):
>> Yes.

>> That is one thing we are looking to maintain.

>> Wherever you want to file your entries, you would still have to have a permit to file within that district.

>> Which means the district permit which means the district permit fee.

* How soon after the conclusion of pilot would changes be implemented?

From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:48:36:16):
>> First of all this pilot may never happen. I'll put that out there. We're trying to get ideas for the pilot and we're trying to make sure that we are within the legal boundaries that we 

Have to follow. One thing that is always burned into our heads with policy makers is, you can waive regulations, you cannot waive statute. So we have to be very careful which is why we always work with our attorneys to make sure that we aren't skirting the bounds going outside the bounds of this statute. We have to follow that.
>> And also, I think we could go forward with the pilot program find out it doesn't work.
>> The other thing we could find out is, oh it worked except for… And then we would put something that was similar to the pilot except for into the notice of proposed rule making or in perhaps if it was not terribly different, we could put it in the final rule. We have to again be careful about making big changes between the NPRM and the final rule. The purpose is to test the concept because it is an operational concept that we're worried about, not a regulatory concept that we were worried about. We need to make sure this works for the port and worked for the brokers because if it doesn't there's no point.
* Am I to understand that you would base the "numbers" of licensed brokers based on the entry numbers?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:52:35:25):
>> I want to clarify, we were talking earlier about the numbers of entries filed per year. And we were using that to get a baseline of what is a small medium and large brokerage so that when we go forward with the pilot we can ensure that we have enough variety of those participants that we collect, we can make sure that we have small brokerage, we can make sure we have medium or large brokerage. We aren't in any way looking to dictate or to express that you need to maintain a certain number of licenses.

>> Absolutely.

>> I think that each business, you have to decide that for yourself. You know the number of license brokers needed to maintain responsible supervision and control for your company. 

>> Right. A caveat, it's not that you have to decide for yourself but you have to decide within the parameters of what relations do currently exist. So if you are required to have a 

Broker based on certain circumstances that's not going to change. You know best.

* Wouldn't this diminish the value of our federal CHB licenses in every District?
(Similar question: You sound like you are lessening the value for licensed brokers.)

From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:56:51:29):
>> I'm here in my port and I do a good job and now you make me go to a central location, well you don't need me anymore. You maybe only need five brokers rather than ten and all the ones out at the surrounding ports maybe you don't need me anymore. This is important to get feedback on. If you feel strongly on this which I’m sure many of you do, put your thoughts into the e-mail RoleoftheBroker@cbp.dhs.gov and you can talk to us more. We were trying to get at that at the last question about polling small medium and large but your specific situation is going to be interesting to us as well and we'd like to have your feedback.

* But if CBP doesn’t require a license in each District, doesn't that diminish the value of our license?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 16:03:40:15):
>> We are requiring a license. There is no change to the license rule. This is simply saying that if you're going to go into the district and ask for a physical location, the requirement is to have a licensed custom broker to have the responsible supervision and control, those are not being changed or impacts at all. Those requirements remain.

>> We see a lot of comments in front of us saying this is diminishing the value of the license and going to hurt small businesses. We appreciate that and thank you for those comments.

* I think a good criteria would be to require the broker to be involved in the Broker Self Assessment program as that would demonstrate responsible supervision, recordkeeping, compliance, etc.
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:58:01:20):
>> …the Broker Self Assessment program or the pilot did not go forward. So that was, so that's not anything we can deal with right now. But that pilot did allow the participants to really take a good look at the controls they had in place to see if they met the recordkeeping requirements to test their areas of compliance, to test how well they interacted with customs. 

>> I think that's a very good one and it's great. If you were a participant in Broker Self Assessment, dust off your plan and re-evaluate it but that's a level of detail that we would be looking at. That would make a very stellar application.

* Are local permits still issued concurrently with license issuance through port of delivery?  If you received an individual license do you automatically have a local permit in that district?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:59:57:24):
>> Well you know actually, it may not be automatic and the reason it may not be automatic is some people get a license because they already work for a broker. So they don't plan to work individually, independently, they just want the license because it may mean a promotion for them with a broker. So it may not necessarily be automatic so you would still have to request your local permit because at the time you apply, you may still be working for someone. Some people just wanted to have at the time so it just depends on your purpose for it so it does not come automatically with your license.

Additional questions/comments received
So if I am a small broker in only 1 location and want to file entries in 25 ports then I need 25 permits?

I moved from LA where my license was issued and have to file a triennial in LA every three years. Can we now under this program file the triennial with our local permit?
Rather than [have a] permit per port, would CBP consider [a] permit and licensed broker per region? For example, Southwest, Northeast, etc.?
Under the pilot, could a large brokerage with a national permit only have one qualifying broker and meet the new regulatory requirement? 
Will you be opening this up to self filers?
Biggest hump is submitting paper in non-local port.

Would this pilot include companies that have an office in a particular port that are looking to add a permit without the presence of a Licensed Customs Broker to provide Responsible Supervision?  For example, if I have a National Permit and have a small office in San Francisco, would I be able to go ahead and get a permit in San Francisco using my National Permit holder or using a Licensed Customs Broker in another permitted office to provide responsible supervision?
There is no requirement now for any broker set up a 24 hour service. Why would you want it?
Entry transmission can also incorporate images of the commercial documents that pop up when entry is being reviewed.
I am a district broker for one office for our company, but we have offices in multiple districts. So under this pilot would CBP not require a licensed broker in each district where they have an office?

How is CBP accounting for licensed customs brokers that work for a broker, oversee the importer's trade compliance program and where they do not self-file entries with CBP/OGA [other Government agency]?
As a part of the pilot you will not have to have a physical location in the district, will you have to have a licensed broker in the district?
Keep in mind ALL brokers of any size with multiple offices have staff filing in ports where the entry person is necessarily located in the port where entry is filed.
To clarify—the pilot would include issuing a permit in a port, even if the broker does not have a physical presence.  If the broker has a physical presence in the port, then will they still be required to have a Licensed Permit Qualifier?
With new ACE functionality of uploading documents this might help eliminate the need to have an office at specific port.  Brokers/filers would be able to upload all required documents for all entry types eventually.
Will going over to ACE make this program redundant?

Would CBP consider allowing brokers who file out port entry/entry summaries to submit those entries requiring paper submission to their local port office?
Is any part of this transformation related to federal budget funding?
Perhaps regarding a company plan for supervision and control, a broker can submit a plan to CBP for approval via some sort of portal, similar to the C-TPAT portal communication.
Keep in mind that today a broker can have a permit in a district that covers multiple ports regardless of physical presence in each port.
In the pilot program, for an entry that requires a STB [single transaction bond], which will be Entry Docs Required, will the broker be able to execute and sign the STB even though they do not hold a permit in the port?
Many CBP offices already allow record copies to be sent via email.
Are only brokers permitted to participate; what if you are a self filer?

Why doesn't CBP offer EIP (Invoice by Request) to brokers to use to submit entry documents when filing an entry at a port of entry that would require mailing of documents? The function exists but is not used efficiently as far as I’m concerned.

How will these Nine (9) companies (if I understood correctly) be chosen?
Email is best but CBP may balk at printing it out.

Can ACE Document Imaging be expanded to include documentary submissions for entries that are not filed in ACE?
Regarding the 5 year importing history: is that based on the company or the individual?
Will this be limited to those filing through ACE only?

When will pilot participants be chosen?
Can you define "automated environment"? Does that mean entries are filed in ACE and not ACS?

Would an area permit still be required?
So the IOR [importer of record] does not have to have a continuous bond?

Will this include entries flagged for reconciliation?
CBP ports should have uniform requirements. Perhaps this initiative will highlight the differences and allow CBP to streamline the processes.
All ports have different procedures for submitting documents, i.e., use of manila folders, having to submit 2 copies of single entry bonds. Why does CBP not unify this for all ports and not leave it up to the port or port director?
I am a SMALL BROKER even though I file more that 100 entries per [year].

We have all of the entry types and have filed for last 10 years in virtual environment—what do you need to see that?
So would [19 CFR §] 111.19 also eliminate the need for a consultant as well to have a place of business in the port where business is being conducted as opposed to the port where the permit was filed?
Allow entries to be filed in one port for release in any port; have on the entry port of entry [and] port of release.

I have no physical presence but I need a licensed broker to support the permit.  Where is the licensed broker located?  Same license can support multiple permits?
How… do you not have a physical presence in a port if you're still requiring a license holder in the district?
Where would the individual broker tied to the permit reside?
What changes will the customs district office experience?
So, in the pilot, I can apply for a permit in a port without a physical presence.  But I still need to have a Permit Qualifier for that port? Meaning the Permit Qualifier who provides supervision in my current office cannot also qualify the pilot permit?
What about entries with single entry bonds?
Will single entry bonds be accepted?

Comments against permitting pilot concept 

* This would allow the BIG multi-level brokers to take over EVERY market that they may not have already taken over. This puts the small companies at a major disadvantage.
From the webinar transcript (starting at 16:02:36:25):
>> I think that this has been something that we have heard, some of the roundtables that we have attended, and this is a serious concern for CBP. So if you are some of those smaller and medium brokers and these are concerns that you are having, this is what we want to hear. This is the thought and this is why we are having these webinars so that we can give the diversity of the thoughts that are out there so that we can make an informed decision before we go forward with a pilot. So if these are concerns you have, certainly email us so that we know. Our email again is RoleoftheBroker@cbp.dhs.gov. 
Additional questions/comments received

I feel extremely strongly about this. It sounds like Big Box brokerage.

As a broker and lawyer, I would say there is no way of having supervision and control without a physical broker in the office.
If this program is approved, couldn't this potentially cause current brokerage companies to downsize and close offices?
Does this pilot program (testing the need to maintain a physical presence at the port of entry) negate the [RLF] program? That hurts small brokers.

This should only be based on a special need, not a general process.  A permit is needed for when you have a physical presence in a port.  If I want to have an office open in a port, I should have a permit.  If I use the electronic tools and do not have a to be in the port, then a permit is not needed.
Comments for permitting pilot concept 

As a small broker, the elimination of the requirement for a physical presence in a port actually gives me an advantage—I can do business in more places with my small staff.
We would love to be the small broker to go for this; what's the process of application?
The permitting system is outdated and I fully support this pilot.
Nexus with Remote Location Filing (RLF)

* How does this differ from RLF?
* How would this be different than remote location filing? 

From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:22:29:17):
>> Well, RLF is limited in what a broker can do. They can basically file two… types of entries and so those allows them to come into the program. They can file any type of entry except draw back in the pilot and it allows CBP to see how well they can interact as far as having the controls in place to meet the requirements, not just receive people from any other governmental agencies.
>> I believe for RLF they're limited to the locations where they can file. With this program they could essentially file at the port where they're going to get the actual district permit for.
>> They have to have a national permit to allow them to file RLF.  But with this, they are able to file at any port basically eventually.
>> I would agree and reiterate with what both Gail and Anita said. The biggest difference between this and RLF is it removes the restrictions. Right now RLF is very restricted to 01 and 11, and it cuts out a good portion of the other government agency requirements. This would take that away. You would be able to file almost any entry type except for drawback and all the other government agency requirements would be allowed within this pilot.
>> Now you did bring up a good question, audience, about how does this differ from RLF? The entry type is the obvious one. CBP is looking as an agency to bring in the next entry type 03s and 06s are the next largest groups of entries that we have. That's something we're looking to do but nothing happening immediately and it will be happening separately from this reg project.
* Why not focus and prioritize expanding the current RLF program—adding entry types and allowing for single entry bonds or other factors that would require "docs required"?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:46:16:27):
>> And I think that we are looking to expand our RLF, and we are looking to make that program larger. Elena had mentioned we are looking to add type 03 and 06 entries to the RLF program. One of the things that this program allows us is time. We can do it much quicker. A lot of the changes that we would like to add in RLF are going to require programming and technical requirements and CBP is in the process of building ACE and putting ACE out there. We have to prioritize where RLF programming would fall in that. We don't know where that is.
>> That's right. And we aren't looking to make any more modifications to ACS at this time, so this would be an ACE issue. And that does mean like you said prioritization and programming.
* Would this pilot remove the RLF requirement for the importer to hold a continuous bond?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:50:38:22):
>> We aren't looking at waiving any bonding requirements. We aren't looking at waiving any of the requirements for RLF. If you are a national permit holder and you file RLF all of the requirements for that will remain in place.
>> we're not looking to touch the RLF regulations just the part in [19 CFR Part] 111 which are the customs brokers.
>> And the regulation with regards to applying for district permit.
* Your pilot seems very clearly to be redundant to RLF.  The more reasonable approach is to expand RLF to include more (all) entry types.
(Similar: Why not expand RLF to include the other types of entries instead of starting a new pilot?  Complete one program instead of starting another???)
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:50:38:22):
>> …I think we've been answering that over the course of this discussion. That is one way that we could do that but that requires programming changes that may be many years down the line, and certain entry types are prioritized over others. 03s and 06s are next because they are the next largest entry types after 01's and 11's but there are others. The 23s, for example, that are further down the line. If you all can't be as flexible as possible at the beginning, we can't test the concept of whether this is going to work for all entry types.
>> Well, I also think too as you go through the pilot, in we opened up the pilot and some miraculous thing happens and RLF was opened up to more than three or four additional entry types, then we may not even have the need for a program anyway so we've made this…
>> The pilot may be overcome by events.
>> Yes.
* In RLF FDA [Food and Drug Administration] currently only recognizes the port of entry, where a broker may not be located. Will the pilot allow FDA to know the brokerage location that filed the entry, not necessarily at the port of entry?
From the webinar transcript (starting at 15:59:15:03):
>> The issue here really is a programming issue. The information that gets sent to FDA is polled from our own entry and it automatically polls the support of entry information and sends it to FDA. That won't change, unfortunately, without future programming.
Additional questions/comments received

If a broker has a national permit under the RLF program would he/she still be required to apply for each individual district permit under the proposed program?
CBP asked the audience…


How do you get business in other ports? How do you expand your business when you don't know the players in the other ports?
The responses:

* Companies looking to do business in other areas of the country should be looking to their local and national associations for members and associate members who provide the needed services. There are resources outside of associations as well. CBP should not be involved in recommending any private service other than the CES [container examination station] facilities that must be approved by CBP and then all facilities in the area should be given, not just one.

If it is close enough, we would send sales people to that area. There are also tools that are available to search for clients in other ports.
I have traveled to ports and so research and speak to the carriers, CBP, USDA, warehouses and ports.

Hire local professionals at the moment!

Miscellaneous

Can you state where we can find the CBP rule for maintaining virtual documents/records?
The final rule “Customs Broker Recordkeeping Requirements Regarding Location and Method of Retention” was published in the Federal Register on June 8, 2012 (77 FR 33964). The website is https://www.federalregister.gov/ and search using the above citation.
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