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Executive Summary

Overview

The Transportation Security Administration {TSA) is exploring the ase of eahanced behavior
detectinon to dennfy nisk. Through the Assessor Proof of Cloncept (Pof') at Boston Logan
International Airport (BO%) and Detront Metropulitan Wayne County Airport (DTW 3, TSA s
testing the ability of “Assessors™ 1o pecform real-time risk assessments through engagement und
observation at the sceeening checkpoint. This report discusses data collected at the Assessor PoC
between August 18 and December 15, 2011, The dati collected 15 intended to inform decision-
matkers and system designers aboul the niture of the changes resulling from Risk Based Security
(RBS) changes such ax the utibity of enhanced behavior detection. Speeifically thas veport
eeviews the operational impact of the Assessor on checkpoint efficiency, sceurity effectiveness
and initial comparisons t other behavior analysis capabilities such s the Screening of
Passengers by Observation Techniques (SPOT) program, Recommendations for furure
development of the Assessor cupubility are also discussed.

Background

fdentilying potentinl threats and assessing risk is 2 major challenge in the airport environment.
TSA is cxpanding its behavior detection and anadysis capability to adentify potential high-risk
passengers in areal-time capacity. In the Assessor PoC, Assessors apply the enhanced skills
learned during training to evaluate whether passengers pose a potential risk to aviation seenrity.
The cutrent coneept ol operativns (CONOPS) requires thitl Assessors perform document review
aned interviews with all ransiling pusseagers, while observing for suspicious signs and behavioral
anonialics, Based on the results of tis engagement and observation., Assessors diteel passengers
to either standard or secondary screening. In the PoC locations significantly more passengers are
being engaged und observed than ever before, which increases the chunces of detecling polential
high-risk passengers' (HRP) attempting Lo transil the checkpoint.

Scope and Limitations

Thie purpose of an expecimental test such s & Praod of Concept™ is to explore the effect ol a
manipularion on an auteeme. The purpose of the Assessor PoC s to explore the effect of APA
training and Assessor-style engagement on TSA's ability to detect potential HRP. The general
rescarch strategy for evaluating the operational impact of the Assessor involves comparing
checkpoint (system) performiance during the pilot o performance during a buseline period.
Howaver, the designuted baseline period is not a perfect comparison 1o the PoC period hecause a
number of items have chunged between these periods including:

Tl is o term adopted fram e Departiient of Homeland Seedrity sponsored S10T Validution Siudy. We
revognize that this may not be the best term o denote These group of individuals as ey may not pose an actual risk
o aviation seourity. Defining this wrm is described in greater detail in section 3.3, and will be further explored in
adeditonal st
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»  Different passenger population, months, and scasons oceurred:

v There was o heightened awarenzss ol both passengers und employees during the PolC. as
weell ay increased media coverage and signage regacding the PoC

*  The Assessor used adifferent placement of hehavior detection resources than the SPOT
program during the baseline:

v Assessors were provided with additional training and memenng related (o passenger
engagement and document review;

» Passenger engagement was iocreased o 100%: durinyg the PoC:

= Puassenger engagentent style chinged (use of tirgeted yuestions); and

e There was an opportunity to reselve suspicious signs before secondary sereening

vecurmed.

[ii this PoC it is difficult to Tink suceesses or failures 1o any of the individual changes because of
the sheer number and degree of clements that were changed between the baseline and PoC. It the
Assessor PoC s expandedl, additional tests should be conducted 1o 1dentify the factors resulting
in the most sigrficant changes

Results

Traiming

This PoC” required new classroom trmning provided by Inlernational Security Defense Systems,
LLC {ISDS). The Aviation Passenger Asscssor (APA) course diseusscd travel documentation.
travel patterns, behavioral indicators, appearance factors, ond questioning technigues that led ro
successtul identification of potentiad HRP, This traimmg was theonzed to improve an Assessor’s
ability te engage passengers and make real-tme risk assessments, The majority of students were
able o suceesslully pass this training course (98% ), boasting one of the highest achicevement
raes expericnced by 15 DS’

in addition to classroom training, students were required 1o pass a rigorous On-the-Joh Training
module (OJT) to become a certified Assessor. QJT Mentors spent over |,&(K} hours mentoring
potential Assessors, resulting in a total of 113 certified Assessors. This represents 38% of the
potential Assessors originally enrolled in the APA cowrse,

Elligiencies and Effectiveness
The Assessar program could be considered a success if the addition ol (he Assessor operation
inproved the system detection of HRP while maintaining or improving on operational

etliciencies. A number of metrics were collected 10 evaluate any elficiency trade-ofTs, including
thronghput, stafting, wait thoes, and cyele (processy times,
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Table 1 displays the high-level data points describing the state of the checkpoints during, the
Assessor PoU, At BOS and DYTW. Assessors were able W process a large passenger throughpul.
aned only spend additional thime questiomiog asmall proportion ol passengers L 10% ). Tn general,
very few pussengers refused to speak (o the Assessor (N = [43) An even sinaller proportion of
the traveling public wis considered a potentiil risk by the Assessor and sent 1o secondary
sereeming (0.11%),

Vaile PO Deved Drata Poinec for e Ssedssed Prrood ol 4 oneepi

Variable BQOS DTW
Checkpoin Terminal A 3 lanes) Red 1 (5 lanes)
Baseline Period Dates 6/6/1 1277317111 T8 1-9/16/11
Proot of Concept Period Dates &3/ 1-12/15/11 L LT -1 2415711
I7TBDO.A
66 Behavior Transpovtation
Toetal Available Certified Assessors Detection Olticers Security Inspectors
{(BDO) (TSI § Federal Air
Marshals {(FAM)
Total Throughput 360,281 323,383
Total Passengers Spokcn to by an Assessor 313993 (874) IRT808 (894 )
(throughput excluding employees and crew)
A‘ver.ags: Assessor at TDC Cyele Tume (with 4413 seconds 4404 seconds
traansit)
Total F‘a&scngcrs Rpccwmg Additional 4,496 3 461
Quoestioning wl Podium
Total Refusals to Spcak with Asscssor 95 48
Total Complaints 3 8
Total Asscssor Selectees S06 183

The data shows that BOS Assessors selecled almost wive as many passengers [or additions]
guestinning than DTW Assessors, We donol know il this was due to true dilferences i the
passenger populations, o it there were differences between different types of Assessors used it
cach location je.g.. BDO. TSI FAM). Of the passengers who received additional questioning.

secondary screcning.

CThis metrie was collevied through different methods and by dilterent collectors at BOS and DTW. Sec section 4.4
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A number of metrics were also captured o evaluale security etlectiveness of the Assessor, The
primvcy analysis examined the ability ol the checkpoint system (with ur without the Assessor 1o
detect HRP. The teeon, fight-risk passenger. was udopted Trom the 20101 SPOT Validation S[ll[iy'#.
developed by the Depariment of Homeland Security™s Scivnee and Technology Pirectorale
(I3HS 8&T). Given the avatlable dag, three oneome variables were used (o represent HRP: (1)
Law Enforcement Otficer (LEO) arrest: (2} possession of serious prohibited or illegal yems
(SPUY; and (3) artlul concealment. While this delimtion does not diceetly identify individuals
who pose wrisk (o aviation seeurity, it does provide proxies Tor individuals who wre more likely
to conceal or deceive when transiting the checkpoint,

Tahle 2 displays the number of HRP detections ag the system level during the Assessor baseling
and PoC periods. The addition of the Assessor appeared to improve system performance during
the PoC. as more HRP were detected during the PoC (nuany of which were selected by the
Assessor). This chunge was stalistically signiticant st BOS: however, turther testing would be
required 1o prove that the Agsesser was the exact canse of this improvement,

Palav 2, Clunges o BHvatnoensss Do e Aosessar Praod ol € anwegst

Variable BOS Baseline [ BOS PoC | DTW Baseline | DTW PoC
Throughpot 597,550 360281 327,640 323383
Assessor Selectecs n/a 306 nfu 183
Total Detected HRP® I 54 0 Y
Total Detected SPH cases 1 21 0 9
Total Detected Art{ul | 5 0 1
Concealment cases

Total LEO Arrests O 35 0 2
Indicators

APA training introduced 23 new suspicious signs to Assessors that could be used to assess risk,
Analyses were conducted at the indicator level 10 evaluate how these mdicators were beng used
aned their relationship to high-risk cuteores. Assessors noled o total of 1,212 indicutors over 306

refereals at BOS und a tatal of 440 indicators over 183 refereals ot I)'I'W,|(b)(3)3‘“'g USC§ITa0]
D)) Aa U s Cog TTh)

"LLK Department of Homeland Security, Science and Technology Direcierate, (201 11, SPOT Referral Reporr
Virdideetion Stuchy Findd Repore Volwme 1 Teclmical Heport, Wushingten, DC: auathor,

TPhes awe al) ot the systen bevel sdetevted by Assesaor, SPOT, and/or eheskpoinin The oal deteeted SPIL ol
concealtent, and LEO arrest cases do not add up w the total HRIP cases, as one FHRP case could have muluple
Gleaney {ug,‘ a 5P feacding tom arves,
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bNEr4y USCs 114N

ERSJT USG5 TTHY [Assessors were clewly assessing the same

indlicators in the majority of ther cases, which ratses questions as to whether these mdicators

were simply more frequent or whether Assessors were relying only on a hundtul of indicators.

Role of SPQT

Analyses revealed that SPOT experience and background influenced the success of the Assessor
PoCt Assessors appeared 1o rely on APA indicitors that resembled SPOT ineicatoss and used
their SPOT trainang 1o better define what they observed. Most BDOS viewed the two indicator
lists as one and the same, and atemgpted 1o e SPOT indicarors into the Assessor categories so
they could unofticially apply them®, During secondary screening of Assessor selectees,
Assessors fell bk into SPOT protocols and skills to identify HRP and decide whether [LEO
IMECrVention was necessaty.,

The blending of SPOT and Assessor wiss unexpecied, as the Assessor vole was originally
designed as 2 stund-alone funetion that could possibly be performed by o number of TSA
cployee types, However, it quickly became apparent that BDOs performing Assessor could not
“torget” their SPOT training, nor could they casily transition between positions. I this program
is expanded the role of SPOT should be more deeply considered in the developiment of énhanced
hehavior delection.

Conclusion

The Assessor PoC examined the capability of Assessors to perform enhanced behavior detection
with s large population of passengers al two different cheekpoints. Daticcolleted suggests thi
Assessars were able to improve the security posture of the checkpoint;, however, this
improvement came with increased operational costs. Additional research is required to hetter
understand the value of Assessor and better pair it with TSA's current behavior detection and
analysis capabilives. Teremains unclear which fiactors of Assessor e, training, imlicators,
engagement, inercused presence, ur SFOT -~ coatnbuted W ity suceess and to what extent. Fature
studies should strempt w iselae and stwdy cuch Gactor o build e optimad capability in the nos)
efficient manner |)l)h'ﬁ'lh|€?.

* According to the Assessor SOP, Assessors could not apply SPOT indicators during the initial ersagement at the
TOC pudinm, BDOs were allowed w apply SPOT procedures during secondary screening ol Assessun seloctees,
“lor example, i SPOT and engapement are the biggest contribitors to HRE deteetion, futue deployments mas not
require the APA training wnd indicmors wo be successful; whicl would greatly reduce the cost ol the program and
ereast the specd of deployment,
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1.0 Introduction

Each veur over 600 million aicline passengers trave] domestically. the majority of which do not
represent a threat to aviation security. However significant resources are being expended to
sereett low-risk passengers and this may not be the most cost-elTective approuch to security.
Accuradely segmenling passengees based on sk level and transstbonmg 1o a nsk-based approach
s paramount for sustaining an effective avinion seeunty systens, This type of system ix focused
an devoting security cesources ta the individuals who require the most serutiny, while reducing
system risk and improving the passenger experience,

In the current system, only a portion of the traveling public is subjected to hehavior wnalysis
screening. Transportation Security (Hlicers {TSC) provide the primary sereening of persons and
hagguge and upcover potential threats with the aid of sereening technology [e.g., Advaned
Imaging Technology (AIT). X-Ray. and Explosives Trace Detection (ETD)]. This approach
pluces greater tocus on detection of projubited items rather than persons with intention to do
harm. Searching for hostile intent de-links security etfectiveness from prediction of mode of
attack which in tuen sllows total system security performance o be more fexible and elfective as
our adversaries adapt. While TSOs successully detectand conliscate prohibited itenis [rom
passengers every day, the majority of these passengers do et have hostile intentions for wse of
those tems, ard thus do not represent a teue threas to aviation securily. This sugpests thal mor
eflicient screening methods are needed o determine actual threats 10 aviation,

[dentifying potentiul theeats ind assessing risk in the airport environment are considerable
challenges. The Transportation Security Administration {TSAY is expanding its behavior
detection capability to identify risk in passengers — and expecially those for whom we have little
formation, In the Assesser Proof of Concept (Po), eurrently being conducted at Boston Logan
International Airport (BOS) and Detroit Metropolitan Wayie County Aicport {(IT'W ), un
enshanced behavior detection capability is being deployed o perform real-time risk assessments.
This capabsility, known as Assexsor, involves docament review and passenger engageneit
detect anemalies beluviors, The current Assessor concept of operations (CONOPS) utilizes

[ (XM passcnger engagement at, or directly after, the Travel Document Checker (TDC), to detect
potental high-tisk passengers (HRP). Signiticantly more passengers are being observed and
eregaged using this model. which should increase the chances of detecting HRP attempting to
ransil the cheekpoiat,

This report discusses data collected at the Assessor PoC between August 15 and December (5.
2011 The data collected should inlorm decision-makers and system designers aboul the nature
of the changes resulting [rom Risk Based Security (RES) changes such as the ulility of enhanced
hehavior detection. Specifically this report reviews the operations| impagt of the Assessor on
checkpoint efficiency and security offectiveness. Reconmmendations tor future development of
the Assessor czlp:lhilirv are alsa discussed.
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2.0 Background

2.1 TSA Behavior Detection

TSA s carrent bebavior sereening program is known as the Scereeming of Passengers by
Observarion Feclmignes or SPOT program, TSA ofbcially adopted the SPOT program in 2006
after several years ol pilot lesting, The SPOT program wis built off of o growing body of
behavioral analysis programs that had been successfully deployed by law enforcement and
security personnel around the world (e.g.. Behavior Assessmient Screening System: Passenger
Assessiment Sereening System: [sracl security). TSA Behavier Detection Officers (BDOY) are
truined in behavior anulysis and look for observable behaviorl cuey indicating that an individual
fears discovery. While some level of anxiety is expected in an airport environment, BI2Os can
wdentify behaviors that deviate from what is normal.

Since its nception, the SPOT program has been successfol at identitying HRP. such as
individuals transiting with serious prohibited or illega) nems (SPIL), frandudent travel decuments
(FTD). and awstanding wiurants, Inall of these seenarios the passenger should have o fear of
discovery. as ke or she attempts o circumvenl or deleal the sercening process, That is why
behavior observation con add an effective Luyer to any securily progrant: it allows security
practitioners e detect HRP bised on behaviors that are dalficult o falsely inhibit, and 15 the only
Layer that focises more on a person’s intent, rather than items in their possession,

Currently, SPOT is one of the only seientifically validated behavior-hased securily programs in
the world. The Department of Homeland Securiry™s Seience and Technology Directorate (DHS
S&Ty recently completed a rescarch studdy that examined the extent to which SPOT indicators led
to correct screening decisions at the security checkpoint®. The study was completed in April

2017 and revealed that SPOT was significantly more etfective at identilying HRP than random
selection protocols, This study represents the mast thorough analysis of any bebavioeal sereening
program o date: ne ather counter-terrorism ar simdlar seeurity program is known to have been
subjected (o such arigorous, systematic eviduation of i1s seteening accursey,

Extensive acadermc research also mdicates that behavior analysis and interviewiny are elfective
methods for deteeting hostile intertt and potential HRP”, This suggests thal asing oflicers tramed
in behavior-based protocols may prove an elfective use of resources Tor idemifying this small but
pportant segment of the truveling population, Currently, the SPOT program is (he only TSA
screening layer that focuses on detecting intent at the checkpoint,

TLS Depsatmwst of Honwcland Seeunity, Scivnce sod Technology Direciotate. £201 13, SPCT Referral Bepor
Virdickationt St Finetd Repart Volwme 1: Teelnical Repart. Washington, DC: Author.

Y P examiple, see Delaulo, B M., Lindsay, 3 ), Malene, BLE, Mubilenbiuck, L Charlton, K., & Cooper. L
03 Cres 1o deveption, Psychological Bullenn, 1290074112 Ekman, P QOB Felling Lies: Clees terdeceit in
the markeiplace, pofities, and wirriage. SNew York: W W Norton & Co. Lkan, PO Sallivan, Mo, & Trank, M.
OO0 A fewe conr earedi o fiar. Psyehologieal Scwenee, T 2630266,
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2.2 Behavior Detection in Risk-Based Security

RBS is comprised of three primary components: pre-sereening, behavior analysis, and physical
screening. Behuvior analysis is a erugial luyer of RBS becouse it cun delect potential adversaries
and rowe them to additional screening in real-tiioe. Behavior analysix can also detect potential
HRP with clean records or who wore otherwise not identified throngh pre-sercening methods,

The importance of hehavior detection for RBS is very high. Incorporating additional BDO
interactioms conld enhance the ability to segment and screen passeriger populations based upon
potential risk. Determuning passenger risk will allow for o more cificient screening process off
Juw-risk passengers, moere efTective wtilization of limited resources targeted 1o higher risk
passengers, and more elfective application of unpredictuble sereening measures. Uhilizing
enhanced behavior detection methods Tocuses greater resourees onidentilying legitimate theeats
o uviation security by uncovering the intentions of travelers. In order to design and implentent
RBS safely and effectively. we must gain greater insights into this crucial part of the system.

The Assessor PaC will belp determine how the Assessor copubility could augment this vatal role,
Behavior analysis has the potential to cnable RBS and amplity its benetits by routing potential
adversarics in the unknown and Tow-risk lanes to heightened sereening. Fhis routing:

. Provides real-time anal ysis to hedge against possible contumination ot the low-risk
lane;

. Hedges against potential predictability ol rules-based pre-screening:

. Muy provide a more etlicient hedging mechanism than rancdom exclusion;

v In the Jong-terny, may be more measurble than ather forms of pres-sereening: wnd

. The henefits are amplified as the low-risk population increases.

Although this phase of the Axsessor PoC did not include other elements of RBS. it may reveal
methads for real-time routing that can be applicd in Tnture RBS pilots.

2.3 Development of the Assessor

The SPOT Validation Study demansirated that current SPOT protocals could he used to identify
HRP. The current SPOT model deploys BDOs in pairs to conduct behavior ebservation and
analysis. Although BDOs engage both bowerisk and high-risk passengers in the checkpoinit
quene, further sereening and Formal guestioning s Bmited 1o wndividoals exhibiting beluvioeal
meheators weighted above a predetermined theeshold, SPOT fecuses behaviar detection and
analysis resources on only the most high-risk individuals. Tt was unknown whether varied
procedures of behavior detection and analysis = specilically procedures wilizing greater
passenger engagement - could also be used Lo detect potential HRP. 1o 2001 TSA desygned and
nplemented the Assessor Po 1o determine precisely this,

VTS Ty diae it e Sewurily Infoanustion diad v controilad iielen 39 QU bk gt pact o thi docanent
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In the Assessor PoC, TSA sought to evaluate the security effectivencess, operational etficiency,
passenger experience, and cost of deploving a new behuvior detection technique by adding 100%
interaction with passengers near or st the TDC o detect HRPC Assexsors underwent an Aviation
Passenger Assessar {APA} classroonm training caurse deployed by a security contractor, [ollowed
by i On-the-Job traiming (COTY period Lo improve passenger engagement and assessment skills
i the TSA environment. This trmning served as professional development for Assessors by
irproving their behavior ohservation skills, interview and eliciting nformation skills, and
passenger interuction skills. During, the PoC, Assessors nse behavioral analysis based on
comprehensive mterviews, obseevation technigues, and review of travel documentation to assess
the Tevel of risk to aviation security posed by the individual,

The general procedures are as follows: If the Assessor observes ong or more suspicious wigns, hy
or she engages the passenger(s) in addinonal questioning to atempt 1 1esolve that sign. I the
Assessor s able to resolve the suspicious signis) then the passengerts) is reuted to standard
screening. I the Assessar is unable o resolve the suspieious sign. or udditional imdicators are

observed. then the passenger(s) is routed 1o secondary screcning.

The Assessor is the first behavior based screening moedel tested by TSA (hat engages every
passenger ransiting the checkpoint.

2.4 Proof of Concept Experimental Design

In the Agsessor PoC, Assessors are stationed avor near the TDC station and eagage 100% of
passengers transiting that checkpoint, This requires additional resources to perform, even when
Assiessors aperate at the T, Although the Assessor function was primarily performed by
BDOs, two additionul TSA caployee yroups were briefly used during the PoC in DTW. These
tnclude Federal Air Marshals (FAM ) and Transporation Security Tnspectors (TS, Duta from
these groups was also examined 1o evalunte the applicability of this tratning (o other warklorees.

During the PoC? the Assessors conducted assessment interviews according to one of the
following two optives:
1o Aller o passenger was processed by the TDC TSO, the Assesser brigfly mierviewedd the
passenger ind made his/her assessment (Option 1),
2. The Asscssor performed the TDC function and after completing docoment verification.

the Assessor bricfly interviewed the passenger and made his/her assessment {Option 2).

Option | was only ulilived at BOS and Tor a pevied of {four weeks. This period provided
prelimimary data on the efheiency snd effectiveness of this eption, Diterences i securiiy
effectiveness between these options are discussed in section 5.3.2. After four weeks Option |
was discontinued in favor of Option 2, as it provided greater benefits in terms of operational
efficieney and passenger experience.

Rgasianai, o ddbiailio ety o Securily Tnfinntion shad ts controfled eler 38 CTR parls 1 gud LS bS50 10
Iy b e hsrsed B germans wbont need B ke s TeT e i selit e wrillen poriarssiin of B
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Adter the Assessor perforined his/her risk assessment, hedshe directed passengers w either
standard uv secondary sereening. Twe dilterent variations of secondaey screening waere tested a
hoth BOS and DTW:

A. Passengers were handled-ofT (o the checkpoint. at which time the checkpeint cenducted
selectee sereening as per the Checkpoint Standard Operating Procedures (SOP), This
included:

*  Screemng condoeted by a TSO

. AIT (if wvailuble)

. Psll Down

« BT of aecessible propurty

+  Bag Scarch

«  Use of Checkpoint SOP LEO notification guidelines

B. Assessors retained positive control of the passenger(s) and performed SPOT referrad
sereening as per the SPOT SOP. This included:

¢ Sereening by the Assessor with a BDO partier

« AT Of available)
« D8 [Pat-Down (by a TSO)

v LTD of accessible property

¢ Bag Scach

»  Cusval Conversation

+  Use of SPOT SOP LEO notification guidelines'

2.4.1 Variations at Proof of Concept Airports

Although both PoC sites were testing the capubility of the Assessor, there were some small
variations in the designs, protacols, and constraints of cuch PoC checkpoint thid may afTect
inerprettion of the data, This is te general reasan for prasenting data from each airpon
sepurately rather than combining the data sets for analysis. Table 3 outlines the variations in
deployment of the Assessor al BOS and DYT'W,

LTI R . Y 4 el e Cgn - " . ' i
" This distinction is impoctant. as the SPOT SOP reyuires LEO notification Tfor additional fms uncoverad in the
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referral screening with a BDO
partner ¢13)

Fabie F Compapisereol Avaeaor Eapeiimenial By
. Variable BOSTON DETROIT
| Assensors BRDOs BDOx. TSI, and FAMs
o ®J15/11-9/1111 conducted o 10A7A1-1215/11 conducted
Assessor according to Option | Assessor according 1o Option
CONOPS o Q12111271501 condueted 2
Assessor aceording Lo Option 2
For BDOs:
o LOATLL-TLS/T T eheckpoint
s B/LS/ ) -8130/11 checkpoint selectes sereening (A)
Secondary sclevtee sereening (A) o IO/T-12/15/11 SPOT
Screcning o Approx, 9111.12/15/11 SPOT referral sereening with o BDO
g

pactner (B)

For TS1Is und FAMs:

¢ Only checkpoint selectee
sereening (A)

Weekly Schedule

PoC conducted several hours a
day/shift

Po? conducted every day from
O400-1900

Axsessor Shift
Length

Eatre AM or PM Assessor shift
(usually 3-4 hours)

Entire AM or PM Assessor shifl
{7 o1 8 hours)

2.4.2 Scope and Limitations of Experimental Design

The purpose of an experimentil lest such as i Proof of Concepl™ 15 to explore the elfect oy

manipulation on an outcome. The purpose of the Assessor Pol!

way (o explore the elfect of APA

training and Assessor-siyle engagement on TSA s ability 10 detect HRP. The general research
strategy for eviluating the operational imipact of the Asscssor mvolved comparing the system

level'' perfornuance during the pilot to the system kevel performance during a baseline period. As
such, baseline data was collected prior to the PoC training and implomentation,

Heawever, certam Tactors could not be controlled between the baseline and PoC periods and

therefore could aflect 1he data. These factors were:

o Ifferent passengers transiled the cheekpoint:

o Different Mights oceared; and

e The bascline and PoC periods occurred during different months/scasons.

Alibough every atlempl was wade to contrel system factors othier than the enhanced BDOO

raining and Assessor gngagemenl process. o few other variables changed between the bissceline

andd PoC periods, Fhey include:

» A heightened awareness of hoth passengers and employees regarding RBS and enbanced

behavior detection:

" Phis ineludes ol duteetions made ad the checkpoiint duriog the buseline or Pul bours

bbbl
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o Tngreysed signage regurding the new cheekpoint procedures al the PoC ¢checkpoint;
o Inereased media attention during the PoC period: and
o A new quene configoration at the Pot™ checkpoint,

Additionally, the Assessor PoC itsell ineluded several virriatons from the baseline behavior
detection process (SPOT) which niay have affected the HRP detection rates. Specifically. in the
PoC anumber of items were different than SPOT, including:
o BDOs were provided more thorough training and mentoring regarding passenger
engagement;
e More BDOs were prosent ot the checkpoint;
o BDOs stood s podivnss instead of “walking the [ine™ or perlorming behavior observalion
from a distance;
o Other TSA employees were also engaging in behavior detection (e.g., TSI and FAMy),
o Passenger engagement was increased to 1005
»  Passenger engagement style changed slightly (use of targeted quastions): and
o There was an opportunity Lo resolve suspicious signs before secondary serecning

veeurted,

These dilferenves between the baseline and PoC pericds suggest that any changes in
effectiveness or efficiency discovered during the Pol? process must be interpreted with the listed
confounding laciors. 1 is unknown i improvement during the PoC was the result of one of the
Hsted changes. multiple changes, or i combination. For example, it is unknown whether an
intproved detection rite wos the result of increasing the engagement with 1the traveling public,
addinonal traiming and indicators for deteeting risk or inerensed coverage of BDOs a
checkpoints, Changes i effectiveness must be attributed to the new checkpoint system as a
whaole: suceesses or failures cannot be linked 10 any ol the individual components because of the
nunber of elements that were changed m e checkpoint and the behavior detection process with
elements of the previons behavior deteetion progess (SPOTY baing rolled into the new progess

{ Assessor),

Additionally, there were constraints on the data analysis for DTW, due to the configuration of
the MeNamara Terminal checkpoints und the natuee of the baseline data. These inelucled:

o Fourcheckpoints (Red 1. 203, and 6) deposit passengers into the same sterile arca,
Passengers can chuose which checkpoint to traverse amd they have the opportunity
aveid the Assessor progess during the PoC {(which may reduce deteetion rates): and

o There were no cases of HRP detection during the baseline. providing no base rate for
analysis.

Any cmployee perfarming Assessor is likely to use their background sKills and trainmng to infonn
their LlLCl‘-ll)ﬂN when perfarming passenger sereening and behavier deteetion. The data discussed

—
et il s Sensitn e Securily Infoanalion l]l iy Lmnmllui untler 3 CTHE parls Ll siebbusiaepmom A Sy oo

iy b released B purmans \tnhum SRy ™ ceph sl e seerlhen pwumum of
Admimsdnalor of the Trigapopy LD o 1he hrcrct.‘irym Iw'.m\pnn:ihrm ) Sy
N poveree st ey e, poithie s ingiee s goverped By 31780 832

alin

TSA 15-00014 - 007955



R : Puge 19

in this report reveals that BDOs performing Assessor are blending the SPOT role with the
Aswessor rale, and may have been using suspicioos indicators from both sets of training o inlorm
their decisions, [tis elear from the reports that during the Po the BDO/Assessars have been
mcorporiting SPOT into the process; however. it is unknowa exactly when and to what degree.
This also confounds the anid ysis suwd understanding ol the diti,

3.0 Training

3.1 Classroom Training

The APA training is o Hive day classroom course designed 1o teach the ability to identty and
resolve suspicious indicators linked to potential terrorism. This training is provided by a security
contractor, International Security Detense Systerns, LLC (SDS), with experience fraining
aviation assessment worldwide, The instructors from ISDS offer examples of identifying
wrrorists [rom personal cxpericnee, which brings a level ol suthenticity and motivation to the
students that is not eften possible through other Lraming.

The APA course discusses travel documentation, travel patlerns, behavioral indicators,
appearanee (acters, and questoning techniques that lead to successinl identification of potential
HRP, Adeitionully, students are tanghy customer service skills, risk evalugtion, identilying
deviations inidentification documents, and short case stadies on historical terrorist events. The
eriteria used W measuwre daily progress and successful completion of the course includes tests,

aclive participation, id role playing scenorios.

There are seyverdd topics in the APA traming course that are nol covered, or are not covered in as
much depth as. in SPOT taining which are useful 1o further develop the skill for a potential
Assessor, One of these key components is risk evaluation. This course weaches stlents (o
priovitize theeats and understand how they chunge. In priovitzing risk, the Assossor will

designate a passenger ns threatening o7 not, and 1f so, whether they should be entegorized as an
OHCTa8 TS C5 1140

Together, they ofTer behavior observation skills that focus on appearaney and documentation
signs (0 calch someone who knowingly or unkoowingly is a risk o aviation,

A second key component of the APA training is the Inclusion of imterview technigues and
practice. The mstruetors discuss the importance of and how 10 dsk open-ended and direct
guestions when mterviewiog a passenger. The course offers a st of questiens associuied with
cach indicator that should help guide the Assessor to identifying whether the passenger 1s being
deceptive or poses a risk to the aviation envirenment. Practice in front of the class with fecdback
from the instructors helps the students learn from cach other and provides the opportunity s test

Bty e T dalblici o ety o Securily Tnfonnution sthad ts controfled wieler 38 CTR parly LA il L Sebiusierepempport 2!
Iy b reheased o geemans bt nced By RS " y o copl wlbe e seritlen purmssion of the
Admnimsaion of e L n MRt or the Secretary of "Transportabion” L arao Gl vivil penalts

o Lo DES govepmnient gty we, pofthie s imgise i gosverped v 8 178,00 8572

r.T

TSA 15-00014 - 007956



R T e T Puge 20

out different questioning techniques. While SPOT training does introduce some conversational
and mlerview practice. it 1s not 1o the exteal of APA™s interview lechriigues,

While the APA truining provides Assessors with several new perspectives related 1o anti-
terrorisny, the focus of the course is the [ise of suspicions .\ign.\': used 1 determine potential
HRP. APA presents 23 otal indicators that are divided inte two groups: Appearance and
Behavior signs (& = 13y and Docomentation signs (N = [0). While most do not overlap, the APA
Appearance snd Bebavior signs share the same scientific underpinnings as the SPOT bebavior
inclicators' ", This is not surprising, given that APA taining influenved the development of

SPOT. The APA Appearince and Behavior indicators consist of signs caused by anxicty and
SR KL it

physical indicators

have heen tied to past errorisi cases. The Documentation signs ire sirictly foeused on rvel
4(r;)(3)'4ﬁ DSC §1140

dacument |;md are a new aspeet of

passenger issessment that are not correntty utilized in the SPOT program. Additional analysis of

these indicators 1s discussed in seetion 6.0

In addition to the saspicions signs, APA also teaches students about “positive” signs, These are
indicators that are Jound in populations ur groups of people that are Jess likely (o pose a threat to
aviation. The coneept is that iT one ol these signs is identified by the Assessor, (he Assessor
should prioetize thal passenger as a Tower threat and spend less time en the documentation
partion of his or her interview. The Assessor continues 1 evaluade behavior and appearance
mndicators even for lower risk passengers. The following groups are identified by APA as being
fower risk:

¢ Funily menbers traveling together:

o [aplomts:

o Designated Very Important Persons:

o Direct TSA or airling employees;

o US, military personnel

*  Frequent fhers;

o Passengers under the age ol 12; amd

¢ Groups that meel a certain criteria.

This categorization is relevant to RBS and these signs are intended 10 help understand passenger
thronghput in a risk-based manner,

APA training wis held at BOS und DTW Tront July throegh September, 201 1. In order i test the
etffectiveness of differemt TSA job types in the Assessor tole, those thul attended thie course were
BDOs, TS5, and FAMs. From Boston, 73 BDCOx were enralled, in which two withidres and one

Ve . . . _—
P See Appendiy | for complete list of APA indicatars,
17 g - - o [

See Appendix X Jor complewe st ol ST mdicanry
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failed the course, resulting in a 96% success rate. The second round of elasses was held at DTW
and tncluded all three participant groups (BDO, TSL FAM)Y with o [0U% course completion rate.
The total succiss rate of all participats for the APA course wis 98% , with 128 out ol 131
passing the required criteria (Table 4).

Taivie oS viifion 2awenuer basessar Chsarnori Desdodies statisiies

~ Variable Boston Detroit Total

# Originally Enrolled in APA training TIBDO | 44 BDOMTRIO FAM | 131 Students
# Failures or withdrawals from APA 3 ‘ 0 3

Pass Rute 904 | [ ORG

Multiple criteria are required 1o pass APA rdining. Beginning on the second day of the course
Ehere is o test given cach diy on the previous day’s lesson, [Fa student Jails o test they must re-
take o the next day i addivon to that day's 1est, essentially having 1o sake two, I the student
fails the re-tuke test then they failed the course. Another eriterion for passing is daily
participation, sllowing the nstruetons to judge whether someone is capable ol performing the
Assessor role, Lastly, there is a final exam on day five that includes most portions of the entire
week-long curriculum. 1If a stadent fails the final exam they fail the endre course, however. they
are allowed one re-rake.

3.2 On-the-Job Training

After passing the APA course. vach potential Assessor underwent a second phise ol training o
hegome a cortitied Assessor, This portion of the treining conpled & Sobject Matier Kxpert (SME)
or chosen Mentor with a Mentee to accormplish proficiency in twenty five spccifir:” criteriain
the TSA eavironment (OJT). The criteria are broken out inlo three sections: Communication and
Demeanor, Guestioning and Observation Technigues, and Resolution. These eriteriy are graded
om i piss/Tadl vining and students st successfully pass cuch sk o become a certified
Anhessor,

The initial group of Mentors included SMEs from the Behavior [Jetection and Analysis Division
(BDAD) and two BDO munagers who atiended the course prior Lo the APA eaiming being
deployed ut BOS. They were mentored tor several weeks by BDALY s senior SME who has
expericnee with tw APA course atwd Tonetion of the Assesser, Alter the Grst lew weeks of
mentoring, the top Asseasors at BOS and DTW were chosen o assist with the mentoring role.
These were managers and BROs who the SMEs determined understood the Assessor concepts
buest and could transition it well into the operational cavironment.

M e Appendix 3,
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Prior to beginning the OJT process, the Mentors bricted the new group of polential Assessors
and discussed the cheeklist they would be graded wgainsl. There was oo particular method of
pairing up Mentors and Mentges, but the pairkngs were nob necessarily e sanwe every dity. This
allowed the Mentees to learn lrom the different styles of cach Mentor. aad the Mentors o maks: a
umified decision if the Mentee wis ithle to perform Assessor in the operational environment.

This portion of the training focused only on interviewing skills, it did not address the secondary
sereening process. o general Mentors evaluated polernial Assessors ™

o Flexibility in handhnog Jifforent types of situwalions:

a  Ability o matntin proper customer servics skills, such as sbility 1o renain polife:

¢ Ahility to see the suspicieus signs when present and address properly:

»  Abhility to ask the proper amount of questions ta the passenger; and

»  Ability to make the proper determination of sending passengers to the appropriate level

ol sersening.

Detailed notes were documented duily (o rack the progress of cach Memee. An OJT time range
of eight 10 32 howrs was selected Tor this task, Tdeally, OIT wis provided on consecutive days
following the APA course completion, however, this depended on both Mentor and Mentee
availability, It was predicted that each Mentee would require a nuinimvm of gight hours o
practice the classroom skills in the operational setting, and a ceiling of 32 hours was
implemented w bound mdividuals who could not pick up the requined skills, I a BDO. FAM, or
TST could nol pass al) tasks within that alloted time frame then ey were nol approved to
conduct the Assessor function,

OJT statistics ave presented in Table 3. The BOS OIT period began August 2 and ended October
Vo, 2001 whach resulled in 2 Lotal of 66 BDO Assessors, The manimum OFT time was cighl
haurs, with a maximum of 30.75 hours. Compared to DTW, BDOs at BOS completed the OIT
prixcess in ashorter imeframe, averaging 11248 hours per Mentee. DTW performed OJT from
September [2 to November 18, 2011, and certified a total of 49 Assessors: 37 BDO. 6 TS and 6
EAM. In this group, the minimum OJT time was cight hours and the muximum time was 32
hers, FAMs had the shortest maximun tine spent for OJT with 16 howrs, although to TSIs or
FAMes completed OJT in just eight hours,

There were o total of T individuals who fatled or withdrew from OJ7T. A sigmificant amaount of
respurces were spent on thexe individuals. ultimately resulting in lost hours. Mentors spent a total
of 203 hours mentoring individuals who did not become Assessors,
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Tabhe R 15 '}i'i Frintng Siedisdios
Variable - | Boston Detroit
| # Originally Enrolled in OIT | 70 43 BDO/S TSI/ FAM
[ # Failures or withdrawals from QT 3 6 BDOZ TSI .
| # Centified Assessors ‘ 66 37 BDOVG TSI FAM'
‘ Pass Rate HOT0 (94,205 49757 (83.96'%) \
| Manimum OIT Time ¥ hours ¥ hours
‘ Muximum OFT Time 375 hours 32 howrs
‘ Average OIT Time (standard deviation) 1128 hours (4,55) 1777 hours (8,19}
I # Centificd in 16 hours or less (proportion) S8 (R7.88%) 28 (57.14%)
‘ QIT Hours on Withdrawals/Failures 27 hours 176 hours

Table & provides a breakdown of average OJT nmes by job type, This data is for slustrative
purposcs onky: there s nist a large enongh sanople of TS1 and FAM 1o conduct uny formal

analysus,
_ Falebe b On-the Jon Degiviong i by ot Voraeal D EAY
Variable BDO TSI FAM
| # Conmpleted OIT 37 6 fi
| Completion Rate 86,045 | 75000 100 008
| Minirmum Time 8 hours LOUTS hours 10,75 hours
| Maximum Time 32 hours 32 hours 16 hours
Average QJT Time (standard 17.97 hours 21.63 hours 12.71 bours
| deviation) _ (8.47) - (3.51) ‘ {2.40)
# Certified in 16 hours or less
’ (proportion) 2AUAT (54.05%) 216 (33.000) 6/6 [ 1OLO0 )

There were a total of 131 individuals ariginally envolled in the Assessor fraining sequence to
potentially become an Assessor: 73 Boston BDO, 44 DTW BDO, 8 TSI, and 6 FAM. After the
Assessor course ind on-the-job cettification process, there were a tutal of 115 certitied
Asscssors: 60 Boston BDO. 37 DTW BDO, 6 TS and 6 FAM. This resulted in an overall pass
rade of 88% .

" Dt o seheduling cnel other confliets anly Tive TSTand five FAM Assexsors were available during 1hc I’o(
Tl i Sens e Seourily In!mm:lmn l]l iy Lmnmllui bt 49 CTR parls 13 and 1520 N oy
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4.0 Efficiency Metrics

4.1 Overview

Etficieney metrics deseribe the sysiem’s abilicy to provide screening i a quick and resoureetul
manner, Efficiency 15 an important component of wny suecesstul securty system that screens o
large number ol individuals and wtilizes taspayer dollaes. While a sereening prostocol using
multiple layers and unlimited time may be extremely cffective at detecting and detereing
potential theeats, it cannot be considered successful when maost passengers do not represent
threats and the system resulis in very low passengers satisfaction. Bfticiency is also an important
consideration as one goal of RBS 15 10 expedite sereening for pussengers designated as low-risk.

A number ol metrics were collected o evaluate any efficieney trade-ofts, including: (hroughpur.
staffing, wait times. and cyule (process) times, Table 7 deseribes the purpose and collection
procedure for each efficiency metric, The following sections dixeuss the analysis of these
metrics, For ease, different options 1ested during the PoC period have been collapsed und are
dizcussed together, unless they had o direet impact on the efficiency metrie and then are specilivd
atherwise,

"
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- Metric

Purpose

Collection Procedure

1. Throughput

2. Stalfing

" This data allows TSA (0

analyze the high-risk

outcomes per aumber of

Lrdnsiling passengers.

This data allows TSA 1o
make o delermiination
regarding the hwman
FRSOHICE Teguired Wy run the
current xereening model.

The stalTing count is recorded by botl the

Eich howr the Supervisory Transportativn
Sceurily Officer (STSO) or designee collected
throughpul infermation from all Walk-Through
Metal Detectors (WTMD} and AIT.

checkpoint (sereentng resources) and the SPOT
PO (Assessor resourees) o help dewrmine
the number of lanes tey are able 16 statf.

3. Queue Wit

Times

" This data illustrates the

L pact on passenger
expericnce as a result of the
Assessor,

Datar collectors provided wanl-time cards to
passengers and then tracked the time it ook for
the passenger 10 pass from the enrry of the queue
o the TRC Officer, and then from the TDC
Qificer o the AIT/WTMD, Passengers traveling
in the first elass ad stanclard Tanes were
mensured separitely,

4. T Cyele

Times

This data iusgrates the
change in TDC processing
ume hetween the baseline
and PoCC,

PDurimg & ten minute period adata collector
counted the number of individuals who were
processed by the TIC Officer, TDC eyele tine
wars then caleulated by dividing the ten iinute
period {600 seeonds) by the nmber of
individuuls provessed,

5. Assessor

Cyele Times

" The purpose of this melric

is Lo undderstand the averagpe
length of time of the
ARSCEROC TNEEVCW Process,
Thix will inform
deployent aud sculability.

This diti was colleeted according to two
diftferent methuds:

1o ATBOS. data collectors monitared an Assessor
station for e wdes and counted the number
of individuals wha were processed by the
Assessur. Data colleciors starwed their stopwach
when the passengers approached the podium and
stopped their stopwateh when pussengers et the
podium. Assessor cycle time was caleulated by
dividing the ten minute period (600 seconds) by
the monber ol mdividuals processed

2 ALDTW data collectors collected actual siar
and stap times for each party that approached the
TC. This does not include approach tme as in
the moedel above, bul subseyguent collections

obtamed approach nme separately,
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4.2 Throughput and Staffing

The Assessor PoC was conducted at the BOS Terminal A ¢ heckpoint and the DTW MeNamara
Red 1 Cheekpoint' ™. BOS Terminal A services Dela, Continentul, and Alasks airlines. The
Terminal A Checkpoint has awtal of ¢ight sereening Tanes in o two to one setup, with four
WTMD sl four AIT. Duaring the baseline periad (56 days), 601437 individuals passed through
Terminal A checkpoint, O average, 10740 individuals (47 = 1229 transited the checkpoint
cich day, wirh screened by the WTMI zmd screencd by the AIT. 597,550
individuals transited during passenget hours'™ (0400-2300).

ALBOS. the PoC was condugted for signilicantly fewer bours per'™ day than normal checkpoint
operatians (s in the baseline data set). During the PoC period (99 days, average six hours per
dayd, 360 281 inglivieluols teansited the Terommal A checkpaint. On average, 3,639 individuals
(58 = [.658) trunsited the checkpoint cach day of data collection, with approximatel t?’g’c"” 1
sereensd by the WTMD and) s __ 3

Jscreened by the AIT.

ALIYTW, Red 1 primanily services Delmrhines and 15 one of four aceess points 1o the
MeMNamara teeminal sterile wrea. Additional checkpeints are available on the same level (Red 2).
the lower level (Red 33, and in the connected Atrport Westin hotel tRed 6), The Red |
checkpoint has a total of five sereening lanes, with three WTMD and three AIT units. Over 61
bascline diys. 327,640 individuals pussed through the Red 1 checkpoint, On averuge. 5,37)
individuals (51') \]”’} []dllhl[Ld the checkpoing cach divy. witk R stcreened by the
WTMD anclf! wreened by the AT, During the baseline peried Red 1 generally

operatesd duuldm“ to the same sehedule cach day (0400- 19007

At IDTW, the PoC was conducted for approximately the same length of time as the baseline (60
days). During she PoC period (60 days, averuge 13 hours per duy), 323,383 individuals transited
the Red 1 checkpoint, On average, 8390 individuals (88 = BRY) lransited the checkpoint cach
day of data collection, with uppnmimalclyxcrccnerl hy the WTMD uml.\crccncc.l
by the AIT,

Tuble 8 shows the ttal throughput during he baseline and PoC periods as well s the total
numbers of passengers affecied by the Asscessor process. The Assessors did not interview
employees or flight ceow and passengers represented 88%. of the total rhmughpul“'. At BOS and

™ Bee Appendis & for layou,

¥ gee Appendiy 3 for layow

PR g a2 ot checkpuint, however pssengers generally do ot trmsit e cheekpaint between (e howrs of
2300 and O05).

" See Appendic o for the BOS master sehedule,

“ Althongh sometiomes The checkpomt wirs closed early it Thronghput swas low,

A Lmpliyees and Might crew were excluded from the PoC stage beeause there were no “sereening benelis™ w

p.unupuln; and TEA i a0t wan to maonvehiens sy groups as they were lesting the Assessor coneept.
TR dadsgiiill it ins Sensitie ¢ Securnily Infianudion l]l iy Lmnmllui aneles 40 €1 [REEHCN IO W RISV o e I
iy b rebeased o peesans bt need - ; st T serrllen perimssin of Hw
Admimsntor of e Trinspod i ettt On o the hrcrct.‘irym Iw'.m\pm a il glas ceatll v vivil penalis
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DTW, Assessors were able 1o process large numbers of pussengers at relatively quick rates with
only spending additional tme with w small proportien of passengers (116%.), In general, very
lew paxsengers relused (o speak o the Assessor (V= [43) An even smabler proportion ol thy
traveling public was considercd a potential risk by the Adsessor and sent 10 secondary screening
(0. 11%:). During the PoCs, only 689 passengers of 601098 quesiioned were sent 1o secondary
sCTEeTing.

Tabbe m Asaessar Fleonehped Dida

Metrics BOS BOS DTW DTW
Baseline PoC Baseling PoC
Deates 6/6/11- 3/11"\”1:’ TARA- | 11T
I C12A050007 | Y1641 12/15/11
| Total Throughput 597.550° 360,281 | 327.640 | 323,383

i RO ET LG
Proportion screened by AIT (I SERETO)

Total Speken 10 by Assessor (passenger

throughput) nfa 313,293 nfa 287,805
Total Refusing to Speak with Assessor nfi ' PR n/a 4%
[ Refusal Rate nfa 003 nfa 0.02%
[ Farmal Complaints nfa ‘ 3 na | 8
l Total Assessor Resolution Interviews n/n 4.4 n/n 1461
| Tatal Assessor Referrals (Selectees) nfa 506 n/a 183
| Assessor Selectee Rate™ o 006% | o | 0.06%

This datu reveals some differences in passenger throughput and selection between the two PoC
airports. Althwgh the BOS terminal was lurger and PoC period was longer in lengtls, the BOS
Assessors anly processed 25,000 more passengers than DTW Assessors, This was due (o the
limited schedule conducted by BOS; on average the PoC was conducted for six hours a day at
BOS (excluding same weekend and holidays) whereas the PoC was conducted for 15 hours a day
at DTW (every day including holidays), Almisttwice as nany passengers refused o speak with
. : o < s
Assessors at BOS, and this may be mifluenced by the first class line™,

BOS Assessors selected almuost twice as many passengers for additional gquestioning than DYTW
Asnessors, We de not know 11 this wus due 1o true differences in the passenger populations. or if

= The BUS Assessor Pot’ was not conducted on every date during this period. See Appendiy 6 for masrer schedule,
P his i e cotal toughput feam the howrs of Q4004 2300, The bours ol LHI0-D00 were oneluded uy generally no
pussengers ransited the checkpotnt during thit time. Additionatly, the PoC was nor conducted dunng this oime
E2300-0408) at uny point erchore this represents a beter comparison w the Pal period.

“Phe Assessor Seleciee mie is the sumber of passengers sent b bigh-sk sereening by Assessors (Y=0R9) dividud
by the 1otal number of passengers spoken w by Assessors {V=001.008)

_‘l!j()% Terminal A bas i frest chiss Joe: TYIW Red ] does net,
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there were variations between different types of Axsessors {e.g., BDO. TSI, FAM). Of the
passengers who received additional questioning, BOS Assessors selected 1% (306 of 4.496) and
IYTW Assessors selected 7% (183 of 24611 tor secondary sereening ", Given that a greuter
propartion of passengers were subjested oo higher level of sereening at BOS, it would be
expected for BOS 1o deteet a greater number of high-risk outcomes,

The addition of the Assessor should aflect how screening operations staffs the checkpoint. In
Opnion L, the Assessor position was added after the TDC Tor passenger engagement. This
vesulted in e change in the required amount of checkpoint personnel Lo sereen pussengers;
however I reguired asignificant increase in behavior detection resources. In Option 2. the
Assessor replaced the TDC resource, which should deercise the required checkpoint staff, bt
may increase the overall staff at the cheekpotnt as more Assessar stations were requaregd than the
original number of TDC stations” .

Staffing dat was collected at both PoC sites. At BOS, the total mumber af checkpoint statling
hours was collecteed each day. This beiped estimate the stafting exponse of checkpoint
aperations. This data point did not include the number of resources neceded for unpredictable
screcning layers such as 3POT or Playbouk: however, additional stafling data on the number of
Assessors was collected separately during the PoC and is reported separately below, DXTW
reported stalfing bours i different maoner: the IYTW Coordination Center (DTWCC) reported
the numbser of Tull-ime and part-time personnel who were present al the checkpomt each day.
Total staffing requirernems were calculiared by assigning each full-time ¢mplovee @ seore of
and each part-ime employee a score of 0.5 BOS and DTW checkpoint stafting data are not
directly compared ay these mettics wete collected in dilTerent wiys.

Tible 9 shows the average required staffing per throughput during the passenger hours of the
baseling and all hours of the PoC, For BOS, Options | and 2 wre broken out separately, as they
should have a direat effect on the number of Checkpoint resourees. Checkpoin stalfing
ctficiency wits computed by dividing the number of checkpoint statl hours by the throughput for
the hours of the bascline or that duy’s PoC hours™. Analyses revealed signilicant differences in
checkpoint staffing elficieney at both BOS™ wnd DTW ™. ALBOS, the cheekpoim stafting
efficieney signiticantly declined during the Assessor FoC” Option 2, Analyses revealed no
differences between the baseline ond Option | — which was expected — however, a signiticant

*This should be neted as hegh-risk detections are discussed: one reason BUS Assessors identilied more HRE than
W Assessor roay e partiad 1y ciusied by their high selection rie,

7 Becauss the Assessor eyele is longer than the TDC ¢ycle This will either affect stfing imore stafting is required
10 twaintain theatighpatkor theoughpad (sath the same staifing passengars would be provessed mote slowty ),

“We recoanize that checkpoint stalfing can change thraughout the dav: however, (his duata was not collected on an
hourly basis. tather on wdaily PoC busis The data presented 1s an overall fook al statTing during PoC tinkes, which
conld have heen Tor smal] tBOSY or long (YTW) pertods thisughout the doy.

PR = 804, < 001
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difference between the baseline and Option 2 — which was opposite of the predicied direction.
The duta revealed thal il took mere checkpoint staft (o sereen passengers when Assessors were
stationed at the TDC™, However, since BOS ooly conducied the Assessor al random days and
hours, it 15 possible that the checkpoimt continued to st their operivtions as il they conteolled
TOC. smee they miy have had © take-over TRC tunctions mid shitt™?, Additionally. BOS
reported using TSOx as a “queuing”™ officer, whose function was to manage the line and direct
passengers to the open Assessor podiums. This created a new position which results in no
savings i stalfing. At DTW . the checkpoint staffing efficiency significantly imiproved during the
Assessor PoC, The data reveals that stadling levels slightly redueed when the Assessor perlonmed
TDC, which was the antivipited benefit Fewer checkpoint staff were needed to sereen the same
antount of pussengers during the PoC al DTW,

Pabde 3 Vapanor Prood of Coneepi © bocknndu Siatine
r Metrics BOS BOS PoC | BOS PoC DTW DTW Pol;
l ' Baseline Option | | Option2 | Baseline Option 2
Dates 66411 RIS/ 1- A1 - T8/ - 1178 b
| 7214110 U | 120500 oeil | 1S
| Average No. Hours/Dy j9.00 380 6.47 15.00 15.03
| Average Throughput 10,671 2.628 BRG] 5371 5,390
b 226
, 3535 hours/day , ) A4d 42
Average Daily Stalfing hours/duily | hoursfdaily
= 100-2300
| (QA00-2300) P P porsons/day | persons/day
| C nt Stal 12066 per | 129.01 per
Checkpoint Sta “% 19.27 per sl 1809 per | 17.03 per _)_1 pet v bt
Efficiency (Throughput " o staff per statt per
o hour stall hour | sedl hour
per staffing) day day

A previously noted the Assessor process adds another layer of sereenmg us well as increases the
resources required at the checkpoint, Data was also collected on the Assessor-specitic staffing
requirements throughout the PoC*, Tahle 10 reveals that on average at BOS, each day of the
PuC Option | required an average of 32 hours of Assessor stafling w complete the sereening of
upproximately 2,628 individuals, This veveaded that vne Assessor Boae was equivalent 1o
approximalely 88 individuals screened. Fach day of the PoC Option 2 required an averape of 48
hoors of Assessor staffing 1o complele the sereening of approximately 3895 individuals, This

" However iUis anknown if Uhe chieekpomt was overstid Ting the checkpoint, or it de Assossor somehow prodoced
this hurden.

AU, the P was only seheduled o iwo-hour period per shifl, This woudd nol allow Die eheehpoint i
reduce therr resonrees, as they would need the 'TDE resources for the remaining six hours af 1he shitt.

" Luch aieport was responsible Tor submiting teie own safTing data; alihoush die collection requirements were
otthined o euch airpert it s pessible that there were somie differences i meporting. [hng wos eolleeted Tor each day
or shift of the PoC: although miore thorough anadyses could be pertormed it stafling was provided oo an hourly
s, this Ty n Felit was not available
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revealed that one Assessor hour was equivalent to approximately 77 individuals sereened. These
times are consistent with reports ol Assessor interview time ™, in which Assessor screening «f the
TC - which ineluded TRC Dmctiony - took Jonger than Assessor screening performed gfter the
THC.

ALIDTW, each day of the PoC required an average of 86 hours of Assessor staffing (o complete
the screening of approximately 5,390 individuals. This revealed thut one Assessor hour was
equivalent to approxinmtely 64 passengers screened, which is inconsistent with reports of
Assessor interview tme ', This suggests that DTW may have had oo many Assessor resources
for the PoC, however, this may be caused by keeping Assessors Tull-shift vather than staffing to
smaller bBlocks with consistent throughput, ALDTW, Assessors were scheduled for seven or eight
hour shifts and it is unknown whether these statfing levels were adjusted during peak times™. In
acddition. DTW Assessars performad the function for langer hours, which may have resulted in

the necd tor additional breaks to nuamtain focus.

Palebe 1L v Sl by Dvoucinasi

Meirics BOS Option | BOS Option 2 DTW Option 2
Average ANsessor 3160 Assessorhowrs | 4833 Assessor bours | 86,01 Assessor houes /
StatTing £ 3.90 PoC howrs 16,47 PoC hours 15,03 PoC hours
Throughput Per 87.90 por Assessor 7651 por Assexsor 601 por Assessor
Assessor Statf Hour stad1 hour staf T hour stalt hour

4.3 Queue Wait Times

The queue wait time was collected by National Deployment Force (NDF) data collection 1eams
stationed at each airport. Members of the collection team gathered wait time data in the first class
andd standird TDC queves throughaout the baseline and PoC periods for BOS. and the baseline
period only for DTW. Quene imes weee not collected far the W PoC peviod 7, so only duty
from BOS s reported. Baseling DTW queus time datais available in the DTW haschine rc:pnrt"K
Passengers traveling in the first class and standard pre-TDC queves were measured separately.

" mee Assessor evele times (4 %79 passengers per hour resulls in a eyele ume of gpproximately -4 seconds,
TOS1 passemgers per hour resules By a eyele time ol approsimately 37 seqimids,
* See Assessor evele times at 3TW (44,20, 4 cycle time of 44 seconds dincluding transit Gme results in
approximately B2 passcigers provwssed an hour,
“ Though it i likely that they were not adjusted, as ITW used T81 and FAM as Assessers whe did not have other
duliu i the wiepart they could be assipned o daring slow times,

CTRA contraeted TASC 1o colfeet data during the IYTW PoC i lien of operational gueae will time volleetion,
[A‘a( will be mindeling the vitoct of Asstssor on queue Lnkes

F e A J'rm forad Assesyment Lovel BP0t Profinery J)um Keporr, availabie October 13, 201 1
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Average wait times are displayed in Table 11, Analyses were conducted to explore the

dilferences in total wait times between the baseling el PoC Oplions: however data sogaested

Jittle difference in overadl wait limes between these periods,

Pobie PF enee Poead Yo bomes o B

e Baseline PoC Option 17 PoC Option 2
Wait Time
Mean (Stan. Dev.) Mean (Stan. Dev.) Mean (Stan, Dev,)
Minimom 0:01:00 (RO 00}
Maximum 0:471:00 (r:33:00 (133:00
Average 01040 (518 0:10:25 (5:5% 0 10:38 (5:12)

AM Peak (O500-0700)

PM Peak (1530-1730)

Non Peak

0:08:12 (500
001 13 (4:47)
O:10:533 (5.3

0:00: 12 13:39)
0:17:25 (6:33)
0:00:23 (5:26)

;00043 (4:447)
0:13:47 (6:33)
O:10: 18 (ded 1)

First Class Queue

O:08:53 (4:24)

(:08:39 (5:30)

O:00: 11 (4:37)

Standard Queue

01212 (5:32)

O:11:40 (6:080)

0010 (3203

Although there were no major differences between the overall wait daring the baseline and PoC,
cuvh period showed differem patterns during the peak times, While the wiil time was consisient
during the AM peak. i greatly varted during the PM and non-peak times, During the non-peak

time. the Option | wait ime was significantly less than the bascling wait time

R . Py et BN - : . . . .
preak, all times were significantly Gifferent ' The baseline wait time wis the guickest, Tollowed

by Option 2, followed by Option 1.

" During the PM

These results show o few inconsistencies with wait times during Option [ as compared to the

ather two periods. It is Important to note that Option | was the first test of the Assessor
CONOPS. und the airport and progrant oll1se were only beginning to learn how the Assessor
nopacted stafling and wail times, Additionally, Option | wis the anly period in which
passengers submitted 1o screening at an additional podium 1o the TDC prior 1o the checkpoint.

The wait nmics remiained constant for the first class compared to standard Janes, '

e tirst class

L e LAl T . .
guieue wis d significantly shorter wail™. which is likely due 1o the fewer passengars transiting

this queue.

Yery tew data ponts were available for queue time ineoption | (V=

during peah times,
Y1085 =4

TP Lpddlitisiti Sensitive Seeurily Infm

1y b |L|L st preemeans satbout o eed tn R IT SR
mhmnﬁinlm of the Trisnsporianieg Qe

ikl L IS ) RV LTI TN TN

R Lgrctmm TARKPOTE
peihbie tim\u\uu iopoweed by B 10807 837

199, Only 37 dma poins were available

20, p= 016, Tukey™s post-hou reveals ditfereneed between baseline sud Qpion gy = 01020,
W, 287w 12,531, p < 0.

L Inivai; e -\‘J()VA wf ULl Ty e v v peaod. Mo eltee for guelie type, 8 (1188
I :lmn i iy Lmllmﬂui LIII(lLJ A0 TR

w B OO, 1 g (D)

sarls 15 and I‘i“il RIS D

n!i MIESCEICo prisasson ot
bl oy reanll o vivil penalis
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4.4 Cycle Times

4.4.1 BOS Cycle Times

Cyele time data was collected by the NDF data collection team deployed w BOS. During the
baseling period, the dala collection tam collecied TDC cyele tinies, and during the PoC period
the tewm also collected Assessor cyele tmes when the Assessor was both after, and at the TDC,
Dretailed analyses of factors affecting baseline ¢yele times are presenied in the BOS baseling
rr.*pm‘l‘H

The purpose of these metrics is to understund the average length of me of the TRC eyele,
Assessor interview, and combined TDC und Assessor processes. Table 12 provides the average
cycle ime of cach of these processes. The TDC eyele time - defined as the time for the TRC
TS0 to verity travel documents - significantly rnercased from the baseling to the PoC. There are
several possible explanativns for the increase in TDC cyele time during the PoC. During the
PuC, TSOs performing TDC dutics expericnceed greater serutiny from the public, the media, and
their supervisors, Generally, cach day one or more TSMs or sirport Senior Leadership were
onsite 1o observe the operation. This muy have caused the TSOs 10 sJow down and take more
time with each passenger. Additionally, this was the first time the TDC experienced a line
directly behind them. Having pissengers queved up behind the T officers may have also
citusedd them to subconsciously slow down to allow the line to shorlen behind them,

The average Assessor cycle time was eollected during the lrst four weeks of the PoC when the
Assessor apurated diceerly afler the TDC Officer, Daring these fiest four weeks, Assessors speat
approximalely 40 seconds with each passenger. Beginning on week five (September 12,201 1),
Assessors began o Tunction as both the TLDC Officer and the Assessor interviewer. Data
callectors measured the THC plus Assessor eyele tme at 106 different poiets in tme’, This
metric reveals that the combined TDC and Assessor function processes operated ut about 44
seeonds per passenger — only a four seeond increase from the Assessor function alone.

There are several possible explanations for this finding, Fiest, the Assessor cyele time was
collected an e start of the PoC. whereas the TDC plus Assessor eyele linwe was collected near
tha eloxe. Tt is possibile that the Assesqor sKitl becime gquicker and more naural 1o e Assessors
as they gained experience, Additionally, document review is an important part of the Assessor
process. During Option | of the PoC, although not mandated by TSA, Assessors were
performing many of the TDC funetions as well; as their trating directed them (o teview travel
documents tor suspicious sipns, This suggests the addition of the TODC function into the Assessor
process was natural and efcieat,

1o o . . . . e . . . Lo
see Hhe Serecring of Passengers v ODbservedion Techiniques Program's Bebovioval Assessment Leved T Pronf of
Concepr Buseline Report, avatluble August 8, 2011
W g . i .
FASC wsble torcolleet thomsands ol dati points i DTW w consteoet o more detiled amdysis,
WARTR TNt bbdmgdaliliiin Sonisifin e Seourily In!mm:lmn il 1y Lmnmllui unler 8 CTFHE parts 15 and 14200 No o il
iy bl Nd s frurmns bt o ced B R e Ll iwindh i N T ORI
Admimsralor of e Trinsmoda] - o are TEbary (h LTS T - bl may resnll yn vivil penoliy
BORORETIEIE L e e, it |iw.\u\1m is poverped by A 178,07 857 —
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Daia was also collected o eyele times o the Tirse class and standard sereeding queoes, Thix data
16 ilhastrative only, as endy a fow data puints were colleeted I first class, The general tend

reveiled shorter eyele Gimes in the first class quene as compared (o the standard guene )73

R

bl hiL,

(DG4 S G T

()34 IS Cog T4

[Another note is that frequent iravelers have

a shorter space te ransit 1o the TIC and are geverally prepared swith their bourding documents

el [,
Tably LS Crele e
" Metrics Baseline | PoC Option 1 | PoC Option2
18.57 seconds | 22,19 seconds |
TDC Cycle Time (19 1irst elass | 0:20 first class nfa
018 standard ):23 standard
40.48 seconds
Assessor Cyele Time nfu {:35 first class na
043 standard
44,13 seconds
TDC Plus Assessor Cyele Time /i n/a 0040 Trst elass
0:45 stundlard

4.4.2 DTW Cycle Times

Cyele time data was colleeted by the NDF data collection team during the TITW bascline period
and by TASC during the PoC. While every effert was made o standardize these procedures,
there were sorte differences in collection niethods. NDIF collectors viewed TDC podiums Tor 10
minute periods and counted the nomber of passengers processed in thal period. This fed o a
cyele time (ke BOS)Y which included passcoger transit”™. This baseline data is presented in
Table 13, with more derailed analyses included in the DTW Baseline Report,

Fobade 1A 1Dy Bhuscfioe T DO
Metric
TDC Cyelde Time

Cyole Jinge

Buseline

17.04 seconds

Puring the PoC, TASC collectors used handheld devices and collected individual eycle tmes of
each passenger ar purty at the TDC. This data should nof be directly compared 10 BOS cycle
times. since they were collected according to difierent methods, However, this collection method
resulted in more accurate and detailed dar. and can be analyzed on its own o understand

e passenger(shappros whing amd leaving the podium.
Lida ) ok bl C i L Sl o .‘uu.mh Infomation i 1y anm”ui ity 46 TR Ty ls 15 and 1520 N
TR L . THITVE puriiskion of i
i Ll vivil penaliy

ey b rebeased t oo bl GG G R
Ad mimsteator ot e Trsnspor s Secisib -
bl TR ROV CTRENY I i s, pobbie e lostire i govened by BTSSR

e by ot T ranspomn.
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differences in cyele times based on a number of variables such as Assessor type, passenger type,
party size, and travel document type,

Table 14 displays the overall average Assessor eyele times collected during the DTW PoC. The
DTW PoC was deployed according 1o Option 2, so these cycle times represent the “Assessor af
THC eycle™, Times are separnted by whether the system was “fully loaded™ or “non-fully
loaded”, Fully louded denotes that the pussenger quens was full, and is u better representation of
peak times, Non-folly loaded indicates that there were some times when an Assessor was oot
continueusly processing passengers, The transit time represents the time the passenger(s) wok (o
move from the frant of the quene to the Assessor podium and hand over their travel documents,
This metric did not change depending on logd State. During fully Toaded conditions, Asscssors
processed passengers stgnificantly more quickly®’. This is not surprising, as officers may have
felt internal and external pressure te manage throughpat during busy times ™

Fabile i Vesesnor Olvete e Boo 1 oned S
Leud Status A(\:féu:;ilr:;n Avg. Cy{a;l:cl:lrg:} Per Pux lotal(;[;ggi{iir Pax
Fully Loaded 3.04 379l 41 .56
Non-Fully Loaded 4.09 4102 501
Grand Total 4.07 39.97 44.04

ALDTW, thiee dilTerent types of TSA employees were trained and utilized as Assessors

. Cyele

time by different job types can be Tound in Table 15 {leaded ennditions collupsed). Analyses

reveiled that BDO/Assessors performed the Assessor function significantly quicker than

FAM/Assessors or TSI/Assessors’

. One reason may b that TDC was a new task for TSI and

FAMs, whereas the majonty of BDOs were aleeady TR trauned, There was oo signilcant
dilference between TSI and FAM,

Tanhfe b e

R AN { ‘.I';L' i ;llh'.“ 1!\

_?lai" f.\ E]t‘

Job Type Av‘gi Trar*sit Avg. Cycle Timf: Per Pax Avg. T(}tf:l] Timf? Per Pax
(seconds) (seconds) {seconds)

BDO .06 RN 42.31

FAM 4.20 4233 $6.53

TSI 4.0 d1.54 45.53

" The Assessor performed hoh the TDC function and the Assessor [unetion @ one podium.
b suniple rtests assuned uneyuul varionees, g D01
Ths perceplivon wis discussed incfocus groups withe Assessors andd this frend e also evident in TRO eyele baseling

dara.
oy ) . ;

2 mmplu e st sl unegual varabees, p< D01
et il e Ut s Sensity e Securily Inforntion gt v controfled wieler 38 CTR parts A and 15200 N0 pact of (Uit
nay !1\. el ased B preemans il o erye e o ' wiana auN N TTTTRNTE R TS
mh'nlm\ir.llnl ot Trienapor i 30 Sl e e adialonred] eeleave may resmll i civil peaoliy

vmiao T R S U e s, e e lostine i l'll\\ll]ttl by & l 807832
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(02149 Us Cos 11440

Wbt Mo, Asseecar v eie Dhimgs B Poseenei 1y e
RS Ay TS G G 114N

Percentof | Avg, Panly Avg, Avg, Cycle Avg. Total

Populution Size Transit Time Per Pax | time Per Pax
(h A% 1.22 372 3178 35.50
39% 166 428 41.%4 612 |
6.62% 336 4.23 2451 1874
Bo00% 1.27 | 4.05 41.10 4515

Whien possible. duta collectors alse noted the wdeotification (113 type the passenger(s) presenieed
ta the Assessor. This allows TSA to evaluate whether eyele time was dependent on 11 type
which in turn informs deployment of Assessor to ditferent terminals which may be prang to a
particular set or variety of 1Ds. Analyses were conducted to evaluate ditferenced between groups
[or the four ID types with saificient data: 1) US. Driver’s License (M = 7,590, M = 39,15), 2)
LLS. Pussport (N = 989, M = 41.03), 3) Internutional Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ) Non-
LS. Passport (A =793 M = 4975 and &) Other TD (N = 373, M = 33,27 Analyses revealed
significant differences between non-ULS, Passports and wll other groups™. Assessor eycles on
nelividuals submitting non-ULS. passports wok significantly longer fapproximately H) seconds)
than the other [ types, Other 1D was significantly different than all other (D types™. It should

be noted that ane subgroup of the “otbee 117 were militacy personne] providing milisiry 1 [0404Y

DA S C & 1140

(D)G1AY U S 08 TT4) |Thcrc wis also i

4
2 sample tests asstmied iwgual variatces, p < K01

R ‘nmpln: e st sl uneguial varabees, p< D01

i e baadai i D s i e Sl In!mm:lmn l]l s comteolledd mielen 480 CTH parls 15 and 15230 S s idakobymmmm e
iy b |L|L el B e Esans W LOUEUTICCG T T v ¥ TP T Serilen purisssian of
Admimstntor of e Trimspog il bR CF 1he Secretary of TR b biadiicie pias el i vivil penaliy

N poeree st ey e, paithie s ingee s goverped By 31780 832 Wy
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N . ' . a2 . .
significant difference between US. licenses and passports =, revealing that Assessors took longer
o verily passports thun dnver’s Hicenses,

Pabide T tasny U cie Daes Iy Bdvatiiwsdon Py

ID Type N ;’;;Lti:::! 311: Avg,il;;lrly Avg Cycll:'l ’;I'imc Per

| 11.S. Driver's License 7590 T1.87% 1.34 39,18 _
U Passport Y89 10.15% 1,58 41,05 !
ICAQ Non-U.5. Passport 7493 8. 4% .71 4975

Other 1D 373 3834 2.32 33.27

None (Minor) 2 0.02% ] 54..00)

Grand Total 9747 100,00 % . 1.43 39.98 )

There ure several possible reasons for these difereneey, [PHH#9 V=4 5 THT) |

BIGAE U C g 114y)

5.0 Effectiveness Metrics

5.1 Overview

Etfectiveness analyses should deseribe the systens's ability to detect threats o seeurity such as
HRP. Effectiveness s cobeal i seeunitys any seeurity measure should be able to deteet whal it
purports to detect, The Axsessor s o xecurity measure put in pliee to deteet and accurately route
potential threats to additional screening such as HRP.

A pumber of metres were collected 1o evaluate the effect of Assessor on seeurity ellectiveness,
including: Assessor and LEO referral rutex and outeotnes, detection of SPUL wrtfully coneeated
nems, and possenger arresis, These metnes aee examined w bothobe system-widss fevel
fcomparing baseling system to PoC’ system} as well as at the level of the referral. Some
comparisons 1o SPOT referral rates and outcomes were alse conducted. Table 18 lists the

T2 sruple 1 Tt u\\lit‘l‘lLd unequal varimees, p s D08,
VoL TS T, k Lttt 1= s i e Securily In!mm:lmn l]l iy Lmnmllui nieler 4 CTR parts 18 and 1500k e
" ; T INC EILCn punaession of B
= b release may resnll i1 vivil peaaliy

Iy b eeleased B emns @ bout e e e
Admimsdnalor of the Trigspopl s, AR Cor the ecretary o1 T
SOgenermient ey e, pabthe s indine s gosermed by 810 8.0 4

-
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purpase and collection proceduare for cach effectiveness metric. The subsequent sections discuss

the analysis of these metrics. For ease. diflerent options tested during PoC period have been
collapsad wnd are discussed together,unless they had acdivect impaet on the metre and thea are

specilied otherwise.

Fogbvies P8 T i e BT e e Vetries

- Metrie

Purpose

Collection Procedure

1. Assessor
Referrals

2. Law
Enforcement
Officer (LEQ)
Referral

Thos dustar allows TSA Lo exantine the
rate af refernil 1o selectes procedures as
aresult of the PaC, us well as understand
the types of indicators leading to o
reforral and altimately detection vl HRP.

This datas allows TSA 1o examine the
change i rate of redereal during the PoC
as well as the proportion of outcomes
per referrals.

All Assessors complete a
Referral Report for each
person that was relerred Lo
secondary procedutes as
1he vutcome of e
ARSUSSUL PTOCEsS,

AN incident yeport is
completed euch Time a
LECG is called to the
checkpoint, This
information is also noted in
SPOT aud Assessor relerral

Feports,

3. Serious
Prohibited or
Hegal ltems
(SPII)

4. Artdul
Congealment

' 5. LEO Arrest

Artful conceahment may represent intent

ey apy o T

el it 11 R il e Securil

TSA I8 iterested i the detecuon of
SPIL These ems represent a potential
threat to aviation security and warrant 2
LEO notilicaton.

to hide items from checkpoint sceurity,
Although individuals who artfully
conecal iterms may notintend o do harm
with the items, they are attempting to
defeat the screening process, and should
possess & fear of discovery.

The freguency and rate of LEO arrest is
an Taportat lagh-risk outconie because
it ddenates the seriousness of the evant,

—
1y B rcheased e ot TC T R

Admimsdnabor of the Trinsporatiog Sl
h

| & 14

Smee a LEO 18 notilicd
when g SPUis discovered
at the checkpoint, the
checkpoint must complele
an incident report when
these items are found.
The checkpeint requires
LEQ notification for any
sHuation in which artful
canvealment oeeurs.

LEQG arrests dre
docwniented on the SPOT
Referral Reports, Assessor
Referral Repurts and
Checkpoint Incident
Reports.

s Infunaelion it s contolled onger 489 CTR pparts 15 and 15200 N0 pact of o i nt
L) .

 aaa e U N TE TR W TR

L
LMLt 2L p
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5.2 Descriptive Statistics

The following sections provide an overview of the effectiveness metrics. These metrics were
tracked in both (he baseline and PoC tme periods, and wre sometimes broken out by “owner” of
that detection {e.g.. Assessor, SPOT. checkpoim, or total systemy,

5.2.1 Assessor Referrals

During the PoC Assessors engaged over 600L000 passengers. When Assessors observed one or
mewe suspicious signs. they asked additional questions to try and resolve that sign, prior to
submitting wiy passenger to additional sereening, Hewever, when an Assessor wias unable to

resolve the observed sign = ar urther confinmed the sign - then the Assessor referred that
S R LG

passenge to sccondary screening.

During the PoC. Assessors referred G8Y paxsengers t secondiny sereening (Tuble 19), This
vepresented 0, 11% of the traveling population during the PoC and 9.9% of the passengers
receiving additional questioning at the podium (N = 6.5:47},

osbibe 00 Svnbhicr of ey Beforeads

Metric BQS DTW Total
| Total Assessor referrals 506 183 6RO
|” Avg, number of referrals/Day 5.1 305 +.33
| Avg. number of reterrals/Hour (.86 0.20 (146

Reterrals by Job Type are brokeo out in Table 200 Five FAMs und five TSk conducted Assessor
in the DTW PoC. These individaals performed Assessor five days a weok, whereas o
BDO/Assessor at TW generally performed Assessor three days a week, During the DTW PoCC
BDOY Assessors referred 142 pussengers, TSI/Assessors referred 23 passengers, and
FAM/Asscssors referred T8 passengers w secondary sereeting. The only bigh-risk ciases were
detected 1 BROY Assessor relerrals; this may be due w the difterent seeondary sereening
procedures wsed by the different groups™ or dependent on the sheer number of referrals, Al
DYTW . BDO/Assessors only uncovered ane HRP for every 28 4 referrals: this suggests that TSI«
and FAMs potentially may not have referred eoough passengers to detect even ane HRP. TST and
FAM Assessors relerred very few passengers overall.

LY . . . . . -
High-risk stitcomes were only uncovered in BOOSAssessor refevrads when BEOZAssessors eogaged in SPOYT

reterral seeeening with thenr selectees. Nochigh-risk outcomes were uncovered an DTW when BDO Assessors

Bamdadd theie selectees aver w the cheekpoing.

" alln s ity e Seourily Tnfuntion tiad v conofled aneler 3 CFR parts 1] LSSl -

Roray by A | T

Peph WL T seriien purssion of d
MBI " iy

Iy b released B puemans wbont seed By ki
Adminmsrter of e T rig s e ATEon or the Secretary of Transpontation
VR g ey wes, b s lostire s poseed v 510807 832
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f_ﬁ_)i{_f_‘i_'\uml_a_u_ui_ Aneeeor Badvrrads e Job 0 vy i 1rwW

" Metric BDO TSI FAM
[ Taortal Assessor referrals (42 23 1%
| Praportion of Total Asscesor refervals 77.6% [2.0% 9.8%
| Total Assessor LEO Referrals 5 ' iy D

5.2.2 Law Enforcement Referrals

Law Enforcement Officers (LEO) are notified to sssist checkpoint screening when alarms cannot
be resalved. passengers are uncooperadive, the checkpoint discovers certuin prohibited items, or
when other potential threits are discovered™. According to TSA procedures, wn incident report
must be completed when a LEO notification 1s made, even if the LEO does not respond. Tables
2124 and the corresponding sections deseribe LEQO referrals that ocourred at the checkpoints
during the buseline ind PoC periods. This includes Assessor LEQ veferrals as well as SPOT or
Checkpoim Sereening LEC relerrals,

AL BOS Terminal A, there were a total of 200110 retermals during the biseling period and 154
LEO referrals during the PaC peniod. This represented a 13 times increase in proporiion of
passengers referred to LEOs from the baseline period. The majority of these LEO referrals
ariginated from the Assessor (N = 137), but there was also an increase in SPOT LEO referrals
during the PoC as well,

AUDTW Red 1. there were a tolal of four LEO referrals during the baseline period and 21 LEO
reflerrals during the PoC period. This represenied a five tmes increase in propostion of
passengers referred from the baseline periad, Only tfive of these LEO referrals were ltom the
Assessor, reveabing asizable inerease io checkpoint LEO relerrals as well,

M Serering Checkpoing SO,

W L bl Sty e Securily Tnfumnaelion tad s comtiolled ieler 489 CTR party 15 ] LS oty pompremmeneiih
Iy b eeleased B pemans @ Bout G meed By R TN e i PUPL e LT sorilien periarssion of e
Admnimsnton of e T sporn e S et aF the arcretary of Transportation . TTRatlieT e . Mt Dol
Jarkma T o oL g, pohbe disclostre s goverped Ty 510807 852
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Pabbe 71 ) RSN of i I € E\- derrabs wl the Prooi of Coavent © hweekpoi 10

Metric T Eos | TBOS | DTW | TDTW |
_ Baselim PoC Bascline Pol!
| Throughput 307550 | 360281 | 327640 | 323383
| Total LEQ Referrals 20 156 o+ 21
| Praportion of Throughput referred to LEQ L0039 | 0.043% | 00019 | 0.007%
| Total SPOT Referrals 74 23 48 40
| Total SPOT LEO Referrals h! t4 ] 3
‘ Pl‘§poﬂi0n of SPOT referrals that escalate to a LEO 0815 | 1474% | 0000 6,520
referral
| Total Assessor Referraly R/ 306 i 183
| Total Assessor LEQ Referrals nfa 137 (TR 5
‘ EI}:;{’:))(:T]{:E ;)If Assessor referrals thal escalate o o a 7 08¢ o/ 3 730,

Owerall the rate of LEO naotifications imereased during the PoC and this trend can be seen in
Assessor, SPOT and Checkpoint operations, One reason Tor the increase at BOS was the mercase
in BDO teams present an Terminad A™ as well ws the inereased presence of LEOs at the
checkpoint, The Massachusetis Srate Police iMSP) stationed one local LEO at Terminal A for
the entirety of the PoC, which simproved the LEO response, The increase in overall LEO
notifications at DTW 15 unknown, but may be linked to their increased vigilance.

Table 22 displuys the reasons for LEO notification during all time perciods and PoC locations,
The trends differ between locabions and the baseline and PoC periads. AL BOS during the
baseline, the mast common reasons for LEO referral were the discovery of SPIL SPOT Signs of
Deception, and other prohibited items (sich as box cutters). During the Pol” periad, the most

costimon reasons for referral were illegal citizenship status[P48USG TN ] Guypry)
restsony Tor referralRILEE U S8 T4 |

B IS § .
[PIran U 5.5 1140) | which suggests that the Assessor may add a

new detection element 1o the Tayers of seearity ot the checkpoint, TS inleresting 10 note that
while moere thun hulf of LEO referrals that occurred during the baseline were the result of
discovered items (SPIL other prohibited items), during the PoC proportionally more passengers

were referred to LEQ becanse of their hebavior or something said in conversation[®! *3 1AGUSC§
|(b AG USG5 1140 |

At DTW during the baseline period, all four LEO referralsfekal4s U S Cog 114
LIS PDuring the PoC period. the most common reasons for referral [2I65)

Ll

[EXA8 US s T4 | There are no commonadities between LEQ referrals

" There s semeraly always one BLXO wam peclorming SPOT which hodped provide breaks tor Assessor,
YWY e

y ;‘ aliin Aoty e Securily Infuelion tiat o conolled anger 489 CFR p ul-« 15 ad 15 00 N pact of this docd
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that occurred during the bascline and PoC periods at DTW, however, there were very few overall
o evaluate,

Lonile D0 Byespueney o ol
Reason for LEO Referral BOS Baseline BOS Po( DTW Baseline | DTW Po(C
T U T ST

Regmom fep VRO Mot erals

As Assessors e oiven additional document training, |ib (A US.C 8 1T4) ]
DN Aa TS C g 114

ORI X E L] r

[ In general. the diflerences in referral
trends that oceurred between the baseline and PoC periods suggest that the Assessor provided a
new Layer of seeurity Lo the checkpoint, However, it s unkoown how this layer alfected other
sereening measures, [P S5 1140

Data was also collected on the outcomes of the LEC relerrals (Table 23). These outcomes were

directly linked 1y the reasons for referral fPIEH9US G814 |
(A dy Ul GO 1144 |
E)rs) a8 U G 1T J However, during the PoC penad the

LEOs appeared to get more involved by conducting mare National Crime Informartion Center
(NCTC) checks on passengers, somme of which resulted io LEQ acrests

Sapeitis e Seeurily Infinndion l]l iy Lmllmﬂui it 4 CTR parls 15 ool Lol
Iy b e hsrsed B gersans wbont need b ke s ST

Admimsntor of the Trnspordat o] Seciuib
TTamL
b

ppptit lL'nE

I ST TG serilen purisssion of

AR O Ry b m et Maidglill penally
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' . BOS BOS DTW DTW

_ LEO Resolution Bascline PoC Baseling PoC

| LEO confiscated or disposed of prohibited isem | 7 (33%) O (45 0 3249

| LEO questioned and released individual ™ 4 (205 | 100 (644 ) 0 I14%)

| LEO responded but did not question individual 0 §(3%) 0 )
LEQ verified passenger’s identity and passenger 0 0 (5% | 20109
was cleared 1o Fly

imﬁ'uascngcr cheared to {ly 5(25%) 2(1%) 1i258%) | 3 (14%)

| LEO had passenger destroy FTD in his presence |1 (3%) 2(1%) 0 | (5% |

| LEQ arrested individual 0 35 (22%) 0 2010%)

| NCIC checks revealed warramts but LEO did not ' . -

0 1o 0 I (53%)
arrest
{k@%&lg C;gagsung,u 10 leave airport T a 0 0
(1]

| Checkpoint reopened (after breach) 2 (%) 0 0 0

| Other { Lol 0 019%)

| Unavailable { (249 0 )

The majorny (80%) of these LEO referrals during the PoC onigimated as Assessor referrals. The

data revealed that Assessors notificd LEOs)

(RN LS GO T4

LT | |(Table 24y,

skl T

Lable 1, Lap Ko T Ssseor Loy s Gt Keitnals
~ Reason For LEQ Referral BOS DTW
(hya)ds 1S Cos 1140 53 }]
KF) 2
12 2
7 I
6 0
5 0
3 0
14 0
SO s of l|'lmc CHw l'l'lL LEO alsa conduicted NCTC ehecks
VYVRTS Tty alilo, Sorsitine Seeurily In!mm:lmn l]l iy Lmnmllui bt S CTR parts 15 and 1530 Sog

Iy b released B pumans @B Heed By RIS TN ST
Admimstnor of the Trinspordin e Seciil

i

< arcretary of |1.|n~pnn.it|rm St
T R R R CENE L e s, pohbie e lostre s goverped Ty BT 8 0T 852
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5.2.3 Artful Concealment

. R L X |
Artful conccalment occurs whe i dr:vlcc/l'mng:u'rlfnct|‘m(3)'ng -5 T |
R A o E T |

NI4T U565 114D

The checkpomt requires LEO notification [or any situation in which artful
concealment osecurs, While there is no divect measure of “intention W deceive™, artiul
concealment may represent intention I coneeal dems from checkpoint security. Altheugh
inclivicduals who artfully conceal items may nat intend to do harm with the items {e.g., a person
may wartfully conceal a knife in his or her bag because it is an heirloom), they are attempting o

defeat the sereening process, and should possess @ Tear of discovery resulting i observable
behavior changes,

ALBOS there wus one artful conceadment detection during the buseline, The case involved @
SPOT BDO who found itegal pills in o tie tae contuiner during SPOT efereal sereening. The
passcnger also displayed Signs of Deception during the relferral, The passenger was referred (o
LED who guestioned and released the passenger.

At BOS there were two artful concealment detections during the PoC, The fivst case wis a SPOT
referral in which the BDO discovered a picce of aluminum foil containing four white pills ina
passenger’s shoc. The LEO who responded confiscated the pills and relcased the passenger. The
second cuse was gn Assessor referral in which ULS. Curreney was Tound sewn inlo the
passenger’s pants. The pussenger’s behavior escalated when guestioned sboul the artfully
concealed money wind o LEO was notitied. After cemducting an NCTC check. which returned
negative, the T.EO questioned and released the passenger,

ALDTW there were no artful concealment detections during the baseline, During the PoC, there
was one detection that occurred inan Assessor reletral. During the property sedrch i suspected
controlled substunce was discavered in the passenger’s boats, Locil LEOs woere nohiied and
wrrested the pussenger for possesston of narcotics,

Pable 25 Smber of Yool © oneeabment Coses
Metri¢ BOS Baseline | BOS PoC | DTW Baseline | DTW PoC
| Number of Artful Concealments I 2 0 I

Al arttul coneealment deteetions oceurred in SPOT or Assessor referral cases, This provides
support for the use of behaviar detection — aver other sereening methnds ~ for detecting artful
concealment. The concept behind artful concealment is to intentionally target the perceived
weaknesses of sereening weehnology to get an ilem past security. Unless the pereeived weakness
15 inearrect, behavior detection s the best niethed o discover the intent, and thus the item,

WARNTNG T TS I shadiedbiige e uri [y (o il ion thid oy controlled ineles 390 CTFR D L Ll e derennat
ey b rebeased tper oo wthont aomeed we ke detiel . ] 1 bt lv s puerssion of i

Al minratralor of 112 1T o b et INSTEON DN or the Secretary of Transponation, Lnauthonged releasen
it T TS oot e, pubbic s lostire s povened by 510 8,00 882
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5.2.4 Serious Prohibited or lllegal Items
TSA is interested in the detection ot SPIL AL SPI isted belosy are considered “serions™ begause

reguirme LECY notification. per the Sereening Chechpuoint SOP™, This list ineludes|> 5

|m) DEESES ems hat could be psed to fGralitae or exeente sarime or weeorsst el The st
of items has been condensed frosn e list that DHS S&T used in the SPOT Validation Study Lo
provide more mewninglul cutegorization, us well ay sdd additional fields that warmant a LEO

referral due g its relationship to suspected criminal activity.

The categorization of SPLU below was developed from the Checkpoint SOP asterisk item Jist and
addivonal tems of concern trom the SPOT Validation Siutl)l(b){d) UL ST and 1s

availubile in Table 26,

Cadle 2o, mepions Probibiged o Thee o Drem 4 siegeses

‘ SPI Categories
)l RN X A RF I

Both sirport sites inercased theiv number of SPINdetections (by cither @ or [0} the PoC For
BOS, ull but one of tese PFoC detections aovurred e Assessor velerral, Tor DITW, Assessors
detected ong third of the SPIT cases, Both airports detected similr proportions of FTD during the
PoC, however DTW discovered maore cases of ammunition, and BOS discovered more cases of
Jarge sums of currency. Inmost cases 1he passengers were questiongd snd released, however in g
lev cises the ilems wetre cortiscided or the passenger was arrested.

AN ’ L . Ly o~
 Cun e locaed Uwenghout the SOF, but some specitic sections are: 13.5.M and machment 181 in Rev 9 Change
}

YRS T by bddaediticitiv e Sewurily Infumelion it o contolled angler 489 CTFR parly LS bkt T 0 0
iy b released o peesans wabout cneed b ke et mee i ok SO T Ser et e ian o i
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adite 27 NP Becns vred at e Aesessar Peoof of Conegrt Chechpoinis
thlia) s LR 811440

0 [ (5%) ] 4 (444 )
20018%)y | T3 0 3339

2 (1R} { { 0
4 {36%) L (5% 0 1115
I (9% [ (5%) ] IS

DOR%Y | 1A% 0

| TOTAL SPII 11 21 9

5.2.5 Law Enforcement Arrests

As the subtitle suggests. this variable refers 10 a law enlorcement arvest of an individual made
Jfollowing the reterral ol that individaal 1 a LEO. The frequency and rute ol LEO arrest is an
tmportant high-risk oweome beciose it denotes the senovsness of the event. At the cheekpoint,
LEQ arreste may occur when the checkpoint discovers SPIL FTD, the passenger is disprderly, or
the passenger has outstanding warrants. In all cascs this passenger could potentially be high-risk;
aned therefore 1t is eriticsl to undersiand the systent’s ability to identify these passengers.

LEO arrests are documented on the SPOT Refercal Reports, Assessor Referral Reports and
Checkpeint Incident Reports, which were sent to a data collection Tead Tor review. Tuble 28
revedls that no passengers were airested al Terminal A or Red | daring the basehne periods, and
36 pussengers were arrested during the PoC periods. The majority of these arrests oceurred
BOS und invodved immigrations vielitions. An additional reason there miay have been
stambicantly more LEO arrests al BOS was because there were signiticantly more Assessor LEQ
redereals {137 compared 16 fve at DTW) and in general LEOs were very responsive,

fabde 25 freguenoy ced Reosondor s Enlorecment Offteer Sreest $uses

BOS DTW DTW
Reason for Arrest Baseline BOS PoC Baseline PoC
| lmmigrations Violations 0 28 (809 0 0
| Outstanding Warrants 0 O {17%) 0 0
] Multiple rcasons 0 1¢3%) 0 0
! Narcotics Possession 0 0 0 Y (100% )
| TOTAL LEO Arrests 0 33 0 1

" his passenget alao hod wn custoling warraot, B was oot arrested s e |lII1\£|]LIl(rn Tailul w renpnl.
AR TN T e dibiian L guum\ Infomation i 1y anml]ui theher 49 COTE Ly
iy b releasedd o pesans wathout aoneed o know, s deTiee e
Al minratralor of 112 T b

Gucecauy on VTR R Ty PR T T tfw. lesgia i g:rl\'\'lnﬂl by S 1'K.08R2

T aloceinent
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The data reveals that arrests for immigrations violations were quite high in the BOS PoC.
Asnessor s meore direct thuan previcus behavior detection methods, so i mukes sense that

Awsessor questioning woudd cause anillegul immigrint w el siress and nervousness ‘(tl’]é }4% e

546 USC & 1140

While LEG Arrest is o useful and important metric. this metric may actually be underreported
doe to the following Timitations. One of its limitations is that the outeome of the LEYs
mvolvement is not always immediately known. That is, muny cases of LEG invalvement may
not result in immedjate avrest, although the case may still have been quite serious, Far example,
the LEC may collect informution but Jet the traveler proceed althaugh an arrest occurs Luer (and
is therelore not repotied W SPOT) or the LEO may not inform the Assessor of the oulconte of
the case. In addition, the LEO may decide ty [et the traveler proceed o his or her Might even
though the individual was it possession of o SPIL, which was confiscated.

In sene cases, although a LEQ is called, he or she may not show up and therefore the traveler
cinnot bie not arrested by detuult. This tssue began o manifest itself in the Assessor wsting ol
BOS where word was recerved that Custons aid Border Patrol (CBP) would be lowering their
rexponse rate to potential cases of illegal alions. Data shows that 28 of the 35 arrests during the
Assessor PoC at BOS were made due o illegal alen status wnd an additional 35 cuses occurmed
in which the referred passenger stialed to the Assessor or MSP that he or she was i the ULS,
tlegally and no arrest occurred. The lust of the arrests was made on November 20, 201 1. This
change may have been influenced by immigration policy set forth by the Obama administeation
e Abgust, i which new guidelmes were sssued to defer cases of deporting individuals who did
not appear tepose a threat 1o public sar‘ory“‘ While the policy was sot back in August. its
mimptementation and enforcement at BOS may not have gone into effect until late November.
Regardless. referval reports have idicated as of recent that CBP had resorted (o NCIC cheeks

" Acconding o 1he Assessur SCE, Assessors are bl 1o use transhdors during the Asseasor process, This made it
very dilticult for Assessar w resalve suspicious signs, <o these individuals were olten referred to secondary
sereding. wihere Asseasor did wse transtalion.

" Keating. Josh, The Stories Yo Mivsed in 2001 Kamber 3, The TLS, Bmmvigrtion Crickdown,™ Foreiyn
Policy, hup:/Awww Torcignpolicy.comdarticlos/ 200 111 280he_stores_you_missed_nr_ 2001 ?pages0.4, December
20| |

W v ddidiidin Seisinny o Securly Infornalion l]l iy Lmllmﬂui il S CTHR parls 1 il LS ol ikt
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only and not questioning travelers, which is likely 1o trend in lower arrests of illegal aliens
transiting the eheckpoint,

5.3 High-Risk Passenger Detection

The dependent variable of HRP wus adopted from the 2011 SPOT Validation Study, developed
by DHS S&T. The Validation Study detined HRP as “individuals who are knowingly and
inentionally attempting to defeat the airport security process”™. and measured this cutcome
through etectons of mdividuals i possession of SPIT Talse or Praudulent tavel or idenoficabon
documents, wnd these arrested resulting fron discovery during referral sereening. These
individuals are not necessarily terrorists: rather, they wre individuals that are likely attempting to
avoid delection due to the unusaal niture or severity of the item (hey carry o their ehigibility for
heing arrested.

While this delinition does el dircetly identily individuals who pose a risk 1o aviation seeurity. i
does provide provies [or individuals who are more Jikely to have an intent to conceal or deceive,
This approach has been used previousty, and is not disisimilar from TSA's operational elficiency
testing upproach which uses proxy measures such as “divest ime™ 1o measure “passenger
experience”. Given the available daia, three vuicome variables - described in the previons
seetion - were used to represent HRP; (1) LEO Arvest; (2) Possession of SPIL and (3) Artlful
Concealiment,

5.3.1 Comparison to Baseline Periods

The Hirst set of anudyses focused on companing HRP detection between the baseline and PoC
perieds. Each wirport iy presented scparately as cach airpot! wis evaluated against their own
baseline.

BOSTON

Tahle 29 displays the frequency and rate of HRP detection at the system level during BOS™s
haseline and PoC periods. This includes detections made by the checkpoint, SPOT teams. and
Assessor teams. Detection rates are computed by dividing the frequency of detection by the total
throughput, This data wels us the proportion of the traveling public which was identibicd by TSA
with high-risk vutcomes. The high-nsk outcomes are braken out mdivadually v cach row os well
as in presented in wtal. Tt s possible for one HRP o have multiple high-risk oulcomes (e.g., in
possession of a SPIT and 18 arrestedy, which 1s why the individual components may not add up to
the total HRP (in which each passenger is only counted once).

AL BOS. the checkpoint system detected 11 HRP from neardy 600.000 individuals during the
baseling period. In comparison, the pew checkpaint systerm at the PoC detected 54 HRP from
approximalely 360,000 individusls (nearly five times as many HRP with 604%: of 1he baseline
throughputy. When detections were controlled for throughpaut, this revealed that the checkpoint

AN s it i daiprc it o Sewurily I ntion il s Lmllmﬂui ttler B CTH parts 15 and 1820 S akidatlnmp i
iy b eeleased o puesans wbout Gneed B ke sl e LTSRN pummum [ERHT

Admimsdnalor of the Trigspop s AR Cr the ecretary of Transpontation. Cnaudhorizeid o et TURTH1 |19
TR RO ey wes b s lostine s posemed v 510807 832
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system with the Assessor (PoC) detected cight thimes more HRP than the baseline checkpoint
system, When the individual components of HEP were broken out, the pattern stll revealed an
nprovement from the baseline to the PoC, which included three tmss more deeetions of bath
SPIand artful concealments during the PoC peried.

Hisher's Bxact Tests were comcducted (o determine whether stiaustically significant differences
occurred between the baseline and PoC periods™. Anulyses revealed that during the PoC period
the system detected significantly more HRP than duriag the baseline, This finding was consistent
for total detected SPI and total LEQ werests, but notartful conesalments, These tesalts should be
interpreted cautiously as the PoC was not a bighly controlled experimentul design.

Pudede 290 Sarene D ove! Bioh s Dereetion Hates ot BOS Topming! A

Systemi-level Metrics
Threat Type Raseline Poc” Fisher's Exact | Odds Ratio
' Test, P-value® | (95% C.1.)
. RIS/ -
Dates GO/ - 3L LS/
597 550 364,28
Throughput Pussengers Pussengers
Number of High-Risk 1 54 o0 814
Passcngers ({0024 0015 ' (.28 17.27)
. 1 2 i1z
Number of SPII A.002% ) {0,006 o0 (1.46,7.27)
Number of Artful [ 2 0318 3.32
Concealments 10.00024) {0.0006% ) S (017 1957}
Number of LEQ Arrests 0 35 (.00 oo
umber o Trests A000% ) (0.010%) '

FNotes Resabis ary provided o mformmional purposes anty aod sboakd e unerpeeied caaniously, Sabgects are
allocated o experinental and comtred groups through o non-randony, time-based procedure. As aoresull, one caml
be certain thar groap differences are due sulely o the Assessor implementaidon,

Fsher's Yot Tewt, ometailed, Condide ace Lovel=837

Cpper o Lower Fisher Exact @534 Conlidency Linuts are reporid Sor Odds Ration,

Tatble 30 displays the frequency and rate of HRP detecton by different behavior dewection
procedures. This (able compares outcemes al the level of referra) for SPOT referals during the

" Pisher's exact wst van be applied even with a baseline of zero cases. However, one cannot o wn estimage for

1he ochds o Esiee the upper Bord s unlimaed)
g h oy m sasbadtieg Soeurily Tnfogation tha o contoled andber A3 CTFR u b LS iakalibvmt STt nt

iy b reheased b greesans sathont e to ks s JeTiet e " abdiloa UL LDC S EILICEY preripiskiion o i

Ad mmstralor of the | o TSI al0n or the Secretary of Trinsponation. Unauthonyed release
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hascline and Assessor referrals during the PoC. It was not surprising that there were significantly
more (Assessor) referrals during the PoC. Although SPOT was alsu conducted during the PoC
period, iUis not specitically listed bere because it may have operated differently witly the addition
of Assgssors in the checkpoint, The bigh-risk owtcomes are broken out individually in cach row
us well ak in ol

Some ditferences were seen between behavior detection referral outcornes during the buseline
wned the PoC at the level ef the relerral, The Assessor dewoted approximdely two mes more
HRP: however, this was largely due o the inerease in LEQ arvests, as detection of otber high-rsk
autcomes decreased during the PoC period. Fisher's Exact Test revealed that the rate of LEO
arrest was the only high-risk ontcome than significantly increased fram the bascline to Pod
period. Something abont the Assessor process™ increased the odds of TEQ arrest af the
checkpoint.

ebie 3 Beterrab Tevel Sisb Mado Dhcedection Bades s By berminnl &

Referral-level Metrics
Threut Type Baseline PoC (Assessory | Fishers Bxact | Odds Raio
{(SPOT) Test, P-vatoet | (95% C.1.)
Dates 6/6/11 - 8715711 -
e TN | 241871
1 QP TP,
Number of Referrals 74 751 o1 06 Am"'hm
Referrals Referrals
Mumber of High-Risk 4 52 0179 2.00
Passengers (5.41%) {10.28%) o (0.70,7.86)
. 4 20 72
82
Number of P11 (5.41%) (3.95%) 0.820 (023 2.98)
Number of Artful ] [ 0,084 t) 14
Concealments (1.35%) (0.20%:) 7 (.00, 11.5)
Number of LEO Arrosts 0 33 0007 oo
e est (0.00%) (6.929%) e

T Wote: Resolts are provided Tor infonational purposes anly and shootd be interpreted cautiously, Sabjects are
allovated 1o experimental and conteol gronps throngh a non-swidem, time-hased procedure. Ax o resnly, one coannot
b cerian that group ddlersnces are due solely to the Assessor implementidion. In addiion, cemparisons berween

R ITTON - o N e ' N . .
" This could be tlking 1o each passenger. addition of officers ot the checkpoint, the Assessor indicator List, ur

ctlaneed docinmeng review
mm— bt s it ¢ Sewurily Tnfumaelion tiat o contolled anglen 350 CTFR gt Lkl ":‘T?ﬂmﬁm
iy b released B pumans wbout Gmeed B ki s ey ' ®T et ol e s e on ed i
AdThimsrlor of e | Db iTsIralton or the Secretary of Transportatio T ory i1 vivil penaliy
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SPOT and Assessur at the referral-level miay be confounded by the Tact thar Assessors may ask guestions of
passengers belvre deciding o reler whereus SPOT RIS qead 1o refer in order to ank gquestions.

T Rshers Bt Test, one-tolled, Conhdenee Level=954%

Cpper il Lower Fisher Esuct 954 Conlidence Fimits are reponed for Odds Riios.

This dita suggests that the addition of the Assessor has improved the ability of the checkpoint to
deteet HRP. although Assessor eeferrals were onby imore productive than SPOT referrals in
detecting passengers resuliing in arrest. There were no LEO arrests during the baselne period,
while Assessors selected 35 individuals who resulted in arrests during the Po(,

It shonld also be noted that there was also a reduction incheckponn detections of HRIP during
the PoC perivd. During the baseline period, the eheekpoint wis responsible for the detection of
seven HRP, whereas during the PoC the checkpoint had only detected ane HRP (the one
additonal detection was made by o SPOT team). 11 is passible thal the Assessors were deteeting
the same HRP (hag the checkpuoint was cutching during the baseling, bul this 5 not knawn,

DETROTT

Tracking the effectiveness of the Assessor at DTW was difficult due to the Liyyout of the chasen
checkpoint, At BOS, the checkpomint thar was chosen repeesented a single point of entry into the
stertle areic if o passenger was cutbound on a Delta flight they could only be processed through
the Terminal A checkpoint. On the other hand, DTW has several smaller checkpoints that all
dceess the same sterile areas this meins that passengers could chevse which checkpoint they
raversed. T
wilh the apporugity W aveif the Assessor process during 1he PoC. which could artificially
reduce detection rates, preventing an operation from appeanng eftective,

tis design ereated problems Tor evaluation because the lyout provided passengers

Therefore HRP detection wits iracked at the PoC? checkpoint (Red 1) us well as all other Red
Checkpointy, to understand how the Assessor at cheekpoint Red [ was affecting passenger
throughput and high-rixk patterns. This also helped provide preliminary trends regacding whether
the level of malfeasance increased at other access points as o result of the Assessor.

Tuble 31 displays the Trequency and rate of HRP across the entire MeNamaca termimad and the
“owner” ol that detection. The deteetion etes for SPOT, Axsessor, and the screening operations
e Bsted nest o cach checkpoeint, with totals Tisted st the botton of the table, The deteetion vaes
far the screening operations and the ratal checkpoint have heen calcnlated based on the taral
throughput. wherens the behavior based screening detection rates have been calculated at the
lewel of referral®.

"t Assessor and $POT detertion rtes could also potentally be colenlaed by dividiog the detections by their
throughput; although ther throughputs are ditferent than the overall sysiein. Assessars do not Inerview employees
atel Mgt ergw, which wonld reduce the ted theatighput by approxinudely 100 The SPOT throughpuit s wnkoown,
WARRTINC Tt bisiag ettt o Securily Tnfom sl it v controfled uneler 389 CFR parts 15 and 1300 S it
iy b released o puesans wbout Gneed b ke as i e i L T wrillen puripnsetin o i
Admimstnon of e Lrg oo W or e arcretary of Transportation. Cnauthorzed o -
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Thits tuble reveuls sigmficant dilferences i the HRP detection aned base raies experienced during
the buseline wnd PoC periods at both the PoC checkpoint (Red 1) and al) wdjicent checkpoinis,
Dving the haseline period there were na HRP detections across all checkpaints within
MeNamara, but during the PoC period there was an inereased detection sl ¢ff checkpaints and by
afd parties. During the PoC’ the overall detechon rate for MeNumara was 00021 % wiich was
very similur to the BOS buseline detection rate (04018%). While the system detection rate did
unprove during the Pol, the role of the Assessor is less elear then in the case of BOS. Whle
90U (527543 of the PoC deteetions ovcurred in Assessor relertals at BOS, only 33% (3/9) ol the
PoC detections wt Red T and 17% (318) of the overall detections oceurred in Assessor referrals
at DTW, Further, all aras of ull checkpoints appeared 1o catch on average 4.5 more HRPs during
the PoC,

as it not known 1) how oany howrs BDOs were sttioned a these checkpoints, and 29 how many passengers
B0 were able w obaeive whin they were present it the cheek pomi
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g w!a wl iii*‘ \- N _[4. SN TFES i"uw\lmi [ T YicNatara Termned
Bascline Proot quonu_pl
FE-96/1 1WW17-1215/11
: . S Detection S Detection
Checkpoint | Detectar Ihroughput HRP Rate" Throughpus  HRP Rate
| Rexl | Screening™ | 327.040 ] (1.0 REERIK 5 0.0015%
| SPOT 48 reterrals 0 (.04 46" pelerrals ] 217%
3:\: -
Assessor Wa nfa n/a ) ].8” , 3 |.o4%.
referruls
TOTAL 327,640 { G.0% 323,383 Y 0,0028%
l _ |
Red 2 Secreening 06,205 ] 0.0% 289 78(} 3 0010
SPOT A3 reterruls {) ().0% PA referrals 2 15,384
TOTAL 306,294 0 0.0% 284,280 5 0.0017 %
l _
Red 3 Screening 278,480 0 0.0% 221943 4 0.0018%
SPOT 28 referruls { (.00 9 referrals 0 0.0
TOTAL 278.4%0 0 0.0G 221,943 i | 0.0018%
|
| Red 6 Screening 45,120 0 00% | 40324 1) 0.0
TOTAL 45120 ] 0.0% 40,324 0 0.0%
| Total Screening 956,335 0 0.0% §74.930) 12 0.00045%
SPOT ] ,I I‘l ‘ { (LO% 69 referrals 3 4.35¢%
roferrals
L RE . .
Assessor n/a /it n/i S 3 |6
referrals
| TOTAL 957,535 { 0.0% 874930 I8 0,0021%
YOne of these incidents was both a SPOT and Assessor Referegl.
The Assessor HRP detections included 1wo cases of SPI detections, and one case that imvolved

an artfully coneealed SPH anud the passenger was acrested, Statistically, the analyses wre
meonclusive given the very low base rate of high-risk outcomes.

During the bascline period there were no detections ot HRP. However, during the Po(, there was
a significant increase in HRP detection at alt DTW Red checkpoints. This change raises several
questions sucl is;
v Did the werkforee become more energized? DTW s currently operating RBS pilots al
both Red 1 tAssessory and Red 2 (PreChecky — twer of its largest checkpoints, In
preparation tor these pilots the woerkforee received new and recurrent trainings, which

" Sereenniz and ol detection rates are caleulated axproduet of trsuahput SECT and Assessor detection ates
are caleuluded ot the level of the referral. Assessor could alse be eatealited asa produet of the passengers spaken o,
which s approxialely throughpu*894
- I‘r'innrily duterial ty }\ Kay sereening.

¥ Wil Seatsitin e Seeurily In!mm:lmn l]l iy Lmnmllui ttler B CTH puarls 15 gal LS Shhambeprermpen TS L |
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may have increased their skill amlfu: nmu\mlud them to [}ufm n at hwhu standards.
These pilots buve als [
altected productivily,
(IEFTUSC ST | Results shown o DTW
leadership alter the study may have motivited higher standards for sereening.
¢ Ave there seaxonal differences in HRP? The SPOT Validation Study tracked the hase rate
ol HRP across several months of collection. and revealed seasonal peaks in both Lravel
and deteetion. The inereased productivity during the PoC penod niay be due o the
inerease U irgels among the populatien.

DG4 U SC § 11

o Whar ather factors may have cffected detecrion? There were additional infTuences on the
detection rate. some which are known. For example, the SPOT program appeased 1o be
meove productive during the Pol than the baseling. However, two of the three HRP
detection cases occurred with rafervals assisied by BDOs rom another wrpon who were
onsite to assist with Assessor mentoring.

5.3.2 Comparison of Options

Dwring the BOS PoC two different placements were used Tar the Assessor, Option | was
conducted from Avgust 15 to September 11, 2011, and placed Assessors atd tew set of podiums
between the T officer and the divest area where they intervigwed all pussengers, Option 2 wis
conducted from September |2 1o December 15, 20101 and placed the Assessor at the TDC
padiam, who conducted both the TDC function and the Assessor interviow.

Tuble 32 displays the HRF detection rates at the level of the referral for Options | and 2. The
data reveals a three-fold increase in HRP detection rute from Option 1 to Option 2. Fisher's
Exact TesCrevealed that thas was a statistically signifivant difference; however, this cesult should
be interpreted cantiously, as there were some uncontralled differences between Option 1 and
Opion 2.

T meertvsseern dgaedibicdtin ¢ Sewurily Infum el ion that iy Lmllmﬂui bt 4 CTR parts 15 il L3 it
iy b released o geesans waibout lnud tr ke LT TR ST T sertlen purisssun of |11L
Admimsdcalor of the Trinsporang, . ar the arcretary of Transportation. Catthenyz, atd
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Faldv B2 Hefeoeal bovel Comparmon of Hich sk Detection i Bors Options §oad 26

Fowoe Pror of G ancigt

Referral-level Metrics

Threat Type PoC Option PoC Option | Fisher's Exact | Odds Ratio
| 2 Test, P-value* | (95% C.1)
_ AN - Qf2/1 -
Dates 9/11/11 12/15/11
Mumber of Assessor 76 430
Referrals
Nuomber of High-Risk 3 49 i) R
Passengers €3.947%:) (11.395%) o {197, 16,09)
. [ ] 247
v (
Number of SPI] (1.316%) (4419%) 0469 (0.53. 146.0)
Number of Artful {} 1
NS
Concealments (0.000% ) ((,233%,) 0.850 o
2 33 3.08
. T )
Number of LEO Arrests (2.632%) (7674 o7y (0,76, 26.97)

FiWoter Resobls are provided for infonmational purpeses onty amd should be interpreted cantiously, Sulsjects are
whocated o experimental and vonvo! groups through o nen-sidom, time-based provedure, A aresalt one canal
D certain that group difTerences avg die solely o the Assessor implementadion,

# Pisher's LExact Test one-tafed. Conlidence Level=Y37¢

Cpper and Lower Fisber Exaet 95 {ontidence Limits are repoed for Odids Ratios,

The first variable - which we ceuld not control — was Assessor experience. The first Option was
only conducted for the first Tour weeks ol 1he PoC whien Asscssors were least experienced, 10 is
Jogicval tuat experience could have improved the Assessors” ability wdentify polential HRP.
Although there 1s no way o tdentily whether ths was o contribatiog Gaetor o this data set, Table
33 compares only the first fowr weeks of Option 2 10 Option | which may provide a hetter (hut
net perfect) comparison of experience levels, Although Assessors are still more experienced in
this dataset. they arc only four weeks more experienced as compared to several months.,

While the trend holds when Tooking at the shorter time periad - that Option 2 was bettor at
detecting HRP than Option 1 — it is no longer statistically significant. However, it shonld be
noted that the odds ratio remain larger the sume, and there were only & small number of referrals
available Tor this analysis which limits the power of the west

WARNING This i o haibaibgiaSio L 1y [0 fo nielion i v contoadled tieles 389 CFR parts 15 i L3l i T
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Tl A3 Hefeoeal bosel Comparmon of Hich sk Detection i Bors Options §od 26
Fiprnim Vegele
Referval-level Metrices
hreat T . . . . .
Threat Type Pol Option PoC Option | Fisher's Exact | Odds Ratio
| 2 Test, P-value* | (95% C.1)
) w1501 - 92 -
Dates SEUE 107111
Nw_nhcr of Assessor 76 127
Referrals
Number ol High-Risk 3 13 0087 277
Passcngers {3.047%) (10.236% ) S (.72 15603}
. | 6 172
[
Number of SPII (1.316%) (4.724%) v.196 (044, 173.3)
Number of Artful 0 [ 0,626 oo
Concealments {0.000% ) {0.787%) o
Numbet of LEO Arrests 2 7 0,278 e 10
e o (26324 | (5.512%) i (040, 21.76)

i Note! Results ate provided Tor informational purposes only amd should be interpreted vatitiously, Subjects are
allocited wrxperimental and vontrol growps thiraugls asonsrandns, time-Besed procedure, As resull, o cannat
be certan that group differences are due selely to the Assessor implementition,

1 sher's xact Test, one-tiled. Conhide nee Level=Y5t

Cpper and Lower Pisher faaet 950 Conlidence Limits are veporied Tor Odds Ragios.

A second variable that changed between Options | and 2 was the use of ditferent types of
secongary screening described in section 3.3.3 below. Since the secondary screening process
chimged during the middle of the FoC'and mvolved more intensive sereenmg during all of
Option 2 it may not be fuir to compare the success of Option 1 1o Option 2. Potential differences
that may have occurred due Lo secondary sereening are discussed in the following section.

5.3.3 Effect of Secondary Screening

Luring the Axsessor PoC o ditferent referral sereening methods were unlized. At BOS, this
change mreferral methods was a natural process divected by the dirpont, whereas at DTW  the
use of specific referral sereening methods was caretully selected and regulated.

BOSTON
At the start of the Assessor PoC in Boston, relerral sereening was lypical selectee screening as
performed by checkpoint statl according 1o e Checkpoint SO and consisted o af 148 gy
down, bag scarch, and LTI of aceessible property by screening operations (TSOs), This was

s - ddddadgllisitis ¢ Seeurily Infinlion l]l i) Lmnmllui nmlu 40 CTR pul-« 13 and 15200 S pac bl thade
iy b rebeased o geesans wathont oneed b [T CNER AN iy s kL L SRUTTIIGT puuux\lnrl of
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miethod was utilized from Aagast 15-31, 2011, However, shortly after the start of the PoC
Assessors were allowed wo follow their referrals through the secondary screenting process 1o
obtain the outcome/resoludion Tor data cotlection purposes, Arotnd Seprember |, 2011, BOS
leadership reguested preater involvement of the Assessors in the referral sereening process, and
Assessors begin o perforn the bag seirch which then changed into Assessors perfomung SPOT
relerral sereemng with the asastanee of o SPOT BDO available at the checkpaimt. Although s
change wus marked "natural’ by the Assessors and sereening staft, it is possible that these
changes to the relercal sereening process alfected the seeanty effectivencss data points. B is
passible that the inereasedd taining and serutiny that comes with two BDOs perlorming reterral
sereening and further engaging the passenger alse affected the success of the PoC*,

Evaluation of 1he etfect of changing these procedures at BOYS 1 difficuh, because the first
method of referral sereening — use of checkpoint selectec procedores - was only utilized for the
first 12 days. Table 34 compares the 12-day use of selectee procedures to the following 12-day
wse of SPOT reterral procedures. Analysis at the level of referrul reveuled no signiticam
differences hetwoeen effectiveness whaen selectee sereening and SPOT reforval xereening was
uscd. However, very fow data points were available for this analysis (three and two detections
respectively), warranting further evaluation.

Vil 340 € nonpuarins Seconrdion Soreeiae Yheihads o B

Variables Selectee Screening SPOT Referral Screening
Dates BIATST1-8/31711 SN 1-9/15/11
# Days / Hours 12748 12746
Throughput 010 29 841
‘ # Referrals 56 3
i # HRF (total) 3(5.36%) 2(R.13%)
o | SPT (Jarge sum of currency) + LLEO a&‘i:llﬂl(l:)::l)slundlng
HRP Description o 2 LEO arrests ammigralions T
e s | LEO arvest Gmmigrations
violations) A
vinlitions)

Thie analysis team ok a closer look at the Hat of 32 tetal HRP at BOS to identity which of (hese
cases potentiadly could have been detected by the checkpoint it selectee procedures would have
been in place instead of SPOT referral procedures, Afer the team eliminated items found
through conversation or LEQ referrals based on SPOT specific procedures, a total of 11 cases
cemsined involving SPH which potentially would have also been detected by Cheekpoint

LI - - e - . . o
More Assessor wderraly received SPOT vederrd serecning al BOS than ot [YTVW,
i
MLLON were present at the checkpoint and imervencd when the pussenger siated that hishe was in the couney
Wyl ly
DY L e
iy B rebeased e ot meed R T —
Admimsdnalor of the Trigspopl s

. whlilge Sesinve Securily Infosnution it s controfled meler 39 CFR parls 15 and 1500 Saikmdmbmomy e
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selectee procedures alone (215 of the Assessor detections). This is important 1o note as future
pilots may chunge e relenal sereening process which could have o direct effect on security
ellectiveness and pilot Suecess,

DETROIT

The ITW PoC began approximately two months atler the stan of the BOS PoC and 1he
experimental design wus planned based on some lessons learned at BOS. Due to competing
beliets repardimg the value of SPOT refeernl sereening procedores €as compared to cheekpoint
selectee procedures). the PoC was designed 1o specifically test these differences, The original
PoC was designed for 60 days. which was divided by the design team inte two 30-day perieds,
For the fiest 30 days (October 17-Novenber 15) the design required BDO/Assessors™ 10 hand
off their referrals 1o the checkpoint for selectee sereening. For the second 30 days {November 16«
December [5) the design required BLCY Assessors to maintain conteol of their referrals and
perform SPOT referral sereening on these passengers (to replicate the BOS expenmental design).
This is not a perfect design, because one could argue that BDO/Assessors were also more
expericnced doring the SPOT referal period: it the arder of these manipulations was
purposcfully decided, because the design team felt that as soon as 8POT referral methods were
imegrated it the Assessor it would be difficalt for BDO/Assossors o ignare or rermove their
SPOT training.

Tabsle 35 compares the outecomues of selectee sereening w SPOT Reterral sereening for
BIDO/Assessor veterrals at DTW., During the first 3 days there were no HRP detections, and
during the second 30 days there were three HRP detections. These three HRP detections were all
piacde by BDO/Assessors. While there is not encugh data here o show s significant difference.
the trend docs suggest that SPOT Referral sereenimg puised with the Assessor sereening progess

)
resulied in more HRP detections, Ib( ATUSTE TN |
I(bu USRI I

[ - . . . © o epeee - . -
TREand FAM Assexsers are nol ineluded in this anslssis. TSTand FAM Assessors alwiys handed their referrals
overds el kaoinl G sl S,

r:l{b Cardg LS .Cos 1144
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'i";_nf_".i_f___- OO amp .lll Cecsrdar Seveeang § i) !_t_u_}_n_)__n_t:__k_- i_? P
* Variabley Selectee Sueulmg SPOT Referral Screening,
‘ Dates LO/L7-1 115/ LI/1o-12/15/11
| # Hours 450,78 451.00
|' Throughput 161,052 162,331

126 (008% referral rate)

57 (0.056 referral vate)

‘ # Referrals (all)
‘ # BDO/ Assessor referrals

109 (&7 008 of referrals’™) 33 (SR.00% of referrals)

# HRP (total/rate) 0/ Q005 378.26%
e 2 8PI (1 ammunttion, | FTTh
HRP Description i * | artful concealment of
narcatics which resalted ina
LEQ arrest

5.3.4 Comparison of SPOT and Assessor Detection Rates

Alihough Assessar s bemg lested primarily wilth SPOT tramed BIROs. the actual SPOT program
andd Assessor procedures and seleetion methods are ditferent. BDOs operating according 1o
SPOT procacels are positioned near the passenger quene and look for 43 indicators that could
mdhcate that a passenger pessesses a fear of discovery, These indicatars are a combination of
behavier and appearance Tactors that seientific rescarch suggests the pussenger is fecling stress,
fear, or is being deceptive. When BDOs see a clustering of indicators they refer a passenger to
secondary screening (SPOT referral sereening).

TAG NS G814 |

The Assessor directly engages passengers 1o idetttify suspicious signs f2X2
W) 40 U5 8 11441

|When an Assessor observes a suspicions

sign and is unable to resolve it, hefshe refers the pussenger to secondary sereening (either
checkpoint selectee sereening o SPOT referral sereening). This involves a diffecent process
tdirect engagement) than traditional BDO, a different set of indicators, as well as o different
threshold for referral. However, both processes van he considered behavior-based methods for
identifying potential HRP.

Tubles 36 and 37 display the Asscssor and SPOT refeeral rates and outcomes duging the dates of
eich Assessor PoC, SPOT relerrals are broken out by referrils that oceuwrred al the PoC”
checkpoint while the PoC was ongaing, and all other SPOT reforrils. This provides preliminuary
data on the value of SPOT when performaed at the same (ime as the Assessor,

U he TSI and FAMs did not beyio until 10731

Tl relerrals !1[!11!1" this o punml
M T— bl St e Seeurily Infumnalion l]l iy Lmllmﬂui it 0 CTR parls L s
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A noted carlier, at BOS 506 Asscssor referrals resulted i the detection of 32 HRP. This results
m a detection rate of 10.28% Tor Assessor relerrals. The SPOT detection rates were lower when

SPOT wis conductud Both an the Pod! (18383%) and ouwtside the PoC (1.6349),

Eaise Ao Boteoior Hosed Pioh- Rish Bretoctinan B0 dhrine the Prood of Coneept Pides

Variables Assessor S[:I?(La;l;l:r?y:@f SPOT at BOS ouwtside PoC
'I # Referrals 506 95 368
| #LEO Referrals [37 (27.08%) 16 (16.84%) 38 (10.33%)
| # HRP 52 (10.28%) L (1L05%) 6 (1.63%)

At DTW, 183 Assessor refereals resulted in the dereetion of 3 HRP. This resalts ina detection
rate of 1.64% for Assessor referrals, Alternatively, the trend For SPOT detection rates appeared
higher than Assessor when SPOT was both condueted at the PoC (2.17%) and owside of the PoC
(9.09%).

Cobable AT Benos e Baedd Hgle Risho Beternon st THEY dupiog tie Prood ol Eopeept Taden
Variables Assessor SPOT at Red 1 SPOT atRed 2 & 3

| # Referats 183 16 2

‘ # 1RO Referrals 52734y F16.5824 13645,

l # HRP 301.64%) [ (2.07%) 2490.09%)

The varying patierns of SPOT effectiveness provide inconsistent views of SPOT perfornkuiee.
Firste it shoudd be soted that most ol the BOS Assessor referrals occurred with SPOT refesral
sereening tacked vnto the process, Therelore the = Assessor”™ numbers really represent an
integration of SPOT and Assessor, as both processes may have played a vole in detecting the 52
HRP. During secondary screening Assessors used SPOT LEO natification procedures — which
meluded SPOT Signs of Deception — and observation of these SPOT indicators may have
resulted 1o the HRE detection.

Second, the majerity of the Asscssor deteetions ot BOS were LEOQ arrests. and most of these
arrests ocourred for mmigratiions violations, In many of these cases the passenger did not have
docunmentation errors, but ratler stated to the officer at some point in the process that they were
in the country illegally. The Assessor process relies on direct engagement rather thim observation
(3POT) which may merense the odds of detecting a HRP. I is possible that SPOT paired with
mere engagenent could produce ximilar results,

eI docinnent
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Third, BOS used their best BDO resourees to be Assessors; whereas they utilized significant
NDEF BDO tesourees to suppuort their SPOT operstions, This may luve also contribuled Lo a
decrease i ¢fectiveness of SPOT during the PoC, il the higher skilled officers waere perlonming
Asaessor and ofticers withont Assessor skills and untfumiliaer ta the BOS airport environmen
were performimg SPOT.

The increase i SPOT detection in DTW also mugt be taken with a caveat; the two HRP
detections that oceurred at Red 2 and 3 oceurred with the assistance of BOS BDOs who woere
onsite ey help with Assessor mentoring, These BOS BDOs helped with the engagement wnl
abservition of these cases and spoke with LEOs during the referral. IUis possible that the use of
these more experieneed BDOs improved the DTW detection rate during the PoC,

5.4 Referral Overlap
Both airports had BDO teams conducting SPOT al the PoC checkpoint doring mwst of the PoC.
When SPOT was in operition, it wis possible Tor a passenger W be botl o SPOT and an Assessor

. f » . -

veferrul. if the passenger was observed by both parties ™ and met cach independent set of
73 J - .

thresholds™, Althongh there 15 sonw overlap butween the two sels of indicators, Lthis only

aceurred four mes in BOS and one tme at DTW,

Tuble 38 displays the case information for the five SPOT and Assessor referrals, Although two
T by VS .G

Wl P W, i)

of five retermals resulted in LEG notfications, no case involved o high-risk outeome

B340 NS C 8 T14MN

P Iust beeas  BIHO e was present does oot mean that They were able 1o obserce every passenger,
i ' " e o o . " il i

I these cases passengers received SPOT Referrad Screening - no passenger received secondary sereening iwice.
i - -
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Pubsde 35, Refereabs Weetieg Bt PO and yewensor Flireshindds Doty the Proad of

[N TR RN

-Air]mrt Dute ]?E;\ESQQTJ.;'-{“-T‘?HW?&) Assessorlndicatarg ' LEO | Outcome/Resolution
1 $571 ] PLINHCH.gL‘]" completed
BOS 1143 Mo screening and was
o Cleared 1o ly.
- ﬁwscngeﬁ hehavior
warranted 4 LEC)
WV r'cls'rr:ll. BN potificd
BOS 1430 Yes | MSP. NCIC checks
- citme back negative and
the passenger wis
gleared (o {1y,
B4 U S0 11400
13/1/11 .
BOS 010 Yoy
Pussenger completed
12111 RhiY '__L compleled
BOS 1013 No sereening and wis
T cleared to tly,
200 1 Puwcnrgcr vompleled
nTw 1350 No sereening anid wus
o Cleared 1o 1ly.

It is surprising that only five cases overlapped during the PoC period given the detailed SPOT
behavior deseriptions provided by BDO/Assessors i the Assessor referral case noles, Howeser,
there wis not always o SPOT weam present during the PoC and one SPOT team couldd not
passibly obscrve all passengers at all imes whereas Assessor cngaged all passengers during the
time period. If Assessors had been able to make SPOT referrals based on observed indicators, it
is possible there would have been more SPOT and Assessor reterral overtips,
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5.5 Additional HRP Classifications

The current classifications of high-risk outcomes may not be the best way to measure all
incidents in which a passenger imtentionally attempts to defeat the sceurity process. Some of the
curreitt classifications merit addivonal discussion to determine the extent to which cach correctly
assesses the effectiveness of the capability. There are potential additional classifications that
could he added e ensure th }Sﬁ“i-'agh“g“é"§“wf('r}l of elleeliveness, stih as dry runs., ocal airport

" ' ' ind NCIC. Additional
classifications may be discovered trom the Independent Working Group {IHS 8&T tunded) or
furthgr TS A discussions,

SPH not included nationally

During the Assessor PoC there were several potentially arrest worthy offenses and significant
meidents which could beadded as o measurement of HRE. Tnorder for any of these potential
classifications to be added, they woeuld need o have a steong and defendable juxtilication. It is
recommended that any metric used 1o measure HRP should be an intentional actien of deceiving
the: security provess for which there shoudd be the Tear of discovery. Based on tht need, the
anatlysis leam compiled a list of potential incidents bused on plaasible potential debnitions, The
most noteworthy aspect of the 1ist 15 that several of the incidents can be lonsely tied to current
classifications, but with a weak compection as the LEO did not arrest the passenger or confiscate
the item. 10 s soll hikely that the passengers assocrated with these cvents would have a fear of
discovery,

One of the most intrguing events lsted i the Appendix involved an NCIC bit Tor an outstanding
warrant, The NCIC b indicates an areest justiieation. hat it wis not esercised a4t BOS though
CBP at lohn F. Kennady International Airport (JFK) was notified of the transiting passenger,
While it is unknown what action CBP had taken once the passenger arrived at JFK, the NCIC hit
represented a situation in which the passenger would want 1o avoid detection due (o the
ramifications ol haing discovered by securtty. ALtimes. a posiive NCIC Wt may be Tor o warrunt
i unother jurisdiction for which exteadion is not sought for by the applicable aatharities and
thus oot indicated as a successful deteetion. By the definition of potential HRP, the situations of
an NCIC hit sheuld be included as a defection metric.

There are a few options on how to classify HRP hased on information gleaned from the PaC.
These options are not colloctively exhaustive or mutually exclusive, hut are designed to help
foster discnssion on HRP classifications. Any change to the classitications of high-risk ontcomes
will ingrease/decrease the number of recorded incidents that are befitting to potential HRP, A
quick culealation on some ol the different potential classification options resulied in the
breakdown deseribed in Table 39,

U See Appendix 7 Gor somie pelevio examples.,
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Tobste v, Y’nh :li' ti iw ‘i Lm]\ Hmm-l s

BOS (N =506) | DTW (N = 183)

~ Definition of High-Risk Passengers Freq./Proportion | Freq./Proportion
Crervent Assexsor definivion: _ »
Expunded SPIT list, artlul concealment, or LEQ arrest 32 10.28%) 301 64%)
SPOT Validaron Smdy definition: _ ., .
Modified SPU list or LEO arrest 410 Lo
Proposal 1.
Expanded SPIL list, artful concealment, LEQ arrest or 33 (1047%) J1L64%)
Suspicious Packaging

| Propasal 2:
Expanded SPII list, artful concealment, LEQ arrest or 84 (10.679%) 3 (1.64%)
NCIC hit
Proposal 3:
Expanded SPIL list. local SP1I rules, arttul concealment, or 84 010.67%) 301.64%)
LEO arrest
Proposal 4
Expanded SPIL list, local SPIN rules, artful concealment, 57 (11.26%) 3 01.04%)
LEO arrest, NCIC hit, or Suspicious Packaging
Proposal 5: : _ ,
“Smuggling”  expanded SPIL st or artful concealment 21 @ 15%) 3 L64%)

The first two rows show the current {(Assessor) definition of HRP, as well as the SPOT
Validation Stady definition of HRP. As noted carlier, the Validation Study definition did not
imclede the SPL item of “Targe sunis of carreney™ o arttul ¢oncealmient. This data allows soie
comnparisons o Validation Swdy data ~ altheugh the Validation stady data is aggregated o view
SPOT program performanee as n whole,

TR RSO SRE

The second proposal adds NCIC hits to the current deflinition. These cases are dependent on LEQ
rexponse ancd participation, bt they ocear when o LEO conduets an NCIC cheek which contes
back positive, bug the individual is por avrested, Thix has ocearred several tmes when the LECOs
from the jurisdiction of the warrant did not want to respand or pay to extradite the individual.
However, this is an arrest-worthy evert.
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The third proposal adds local LEO notification rules for serious items, not included an TSA™s
astertsk ilem st This occurred ina Tew cuses wt DYTW Tor certain types ol knives, aid wl BOS
for bos cutiers, These local wirports have decided that these items wirrant LECY inservention,
which implics serousness 10 the event. One ditfTiculty with this definition is that it would vary
based on local Taws and procedures: and it may be a sireteh (o asstume that o pissenger fraveling
outside of his ar her home airport would be knowledgeable in local liws,

The fourth proposul imcorporages all of the additions in proposuds ene, two, and three, FEthe HRP
delinition was updated to include all of these items or events, the deteetion rate would have been
significantly higher at both Tocations. However, significant discussion is required before changes
that would potemtially inflie detection rates are made.

Proposal five recommends resavad of items or events from the current definition of HRP.
Proposal five suggests that only events where ftenns are found, lubeled here as “smuggling”,
should be counted us high-risk outcomes. This releuses TSA from the relianee on LEO
mrervention, as this defimition would mclude detection of any SPIN or artful concealment only. If
this definition were adopted. mare cases would be required to procure statistical significance
between baseline und PoC groups. However, this definiion may have greater application il the
checkpoint becames the primary method ol seeondary seeeening, as their protocols Toeus more
heavily on lookiog Tor temss and for ingent,

When considering potentil ¢lassilications of HRP, the outcome should imply the seriousness of
the event. I a LEO chose not to intervene, or returned a travel document to a passenger that was
thought to be fraudulent, this should oot be included s o secious or high-risk event,

6.0 Indicator Analysis

As dexeribed in section 2.0, the Assessor's role is to complete a oxk assessment of o passenger
by conducting a thorough interview utilizing obscrvation teehnigues and purposeful questioning,
This assessment is based on whether the passenger displays any of the 23 suspicious signs
defined by APA truining. Passengers who display w least ong of the indicators will reegive
wkditional questioning from he Assessor 00 an atemnpt o resolve e indicatorts). 15 the Assessor
i unable w resolve the indicator. the indicator is confirmed, o1 an additional indicator is
displayed. then the Assessor efers the pissenger o secondary sereening. As such, the indicators
are the primary grounds on which the Assessor can route passengers based on the perceived risk,

The lollowing sections cxantine the APA indicators utilized (o assess risk i the Assessor PolC,
This is the st test ol APA indicators, and TSA must evaluate the utility and unique value of
eich indicater todeternine whether they should be adopled Gudividoully or as o group) imo the
TSA hehavior detection process.
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6.1 Overlap of SPOT and Assessor

The SPOT and Assessor madels are similar in that cach depends on a set of indicators to
determine which passengers should be routed w secondary sereening, Several of the APA
indicators and SPOT indicators uverlap JOIR) 49U SG 81140

b)E)49 US Co5 114

BHAA U S C s 1T4)

Specifically, five of the thirteen APA Behavior and Appearance signs conespond to SPOT

indicators™ (Table 40). As seen in the table, the APA indicators match SPOT indicatwrs in each
|ib){3):49 USe g 114

of the Stress, Fear, and Deception Factors types.
(h)3 4 U5 Ca 1144

(D349 U5 C g 1140)

Pohile wd Oseplsn of AP 8 Neiecaod 2P0 Enadionior

APA Sign SPOT Indicator (and Type)

[
BT E T ST R TTa

IS T |

6.2 Analysis of
BETRTS TR

(LISSATUSL 5 T |ln arder to get a better understinding of how
the indicator was assessed, BDALY requested that when this indicitor was used Assessors
deseribe why they assessed this indicator, It was expeeted that the BROs would list SPOT related

behaviors to help deting this indicitor, however. it was unknown whether the interpretation of

this indicator would be consistent across BDOs,

(ENGAn LTS g T4
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BT a0 TS G S 11400
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Forlide ) SO felnaioes st I‘;! FEE

SPOT Behavior Frequency Percentage
B0 USG § 114

Thie relerral reports completed by BDO/Assessors during (he DTW PoC did pot provide as many
ST

cases as from BOS for apalysis| o)
PITSTETI

The twll listgan be found in Appendix 9, [#IE149 0S5 110
[PEreUse T

‘I(t‘.n){d) A GG T4

g normal SPOT operafions, ese stans are only o be assessed during the SPOT Reterrul Screening process,

v i P— . . . . - ——
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Tyt [P FY
Earsie -

SEUT B o [PTBOST TR Jar v

'7SP()T Behavior Frequency Percentage
RIS LG

(DIGT4R S5 C 51140

6.3 Utilization

This section describes the frequency of which the APA indicaters were applied to selectecs. The
ubifization ol the APA indicators was ¢aloulated by examining all of the subnitted referral
teports, The caleulations of trequency are hased solely ot those passengers who were Assessot
telerrals. The complere hreakdown of APA indicators ut hoth BOS and DTW can be Tound in
Appendin [,

BOSTON
(R RREIG]

The five most Drequently applicd indicators al BOS e listed in Table 43 aleng with their
L . . . i Gy
pereentage ¢f ulilization of the Wl referrals, R S Y
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iy b rebeased o peesans wabout aoneed b ke s o e ? ST T sertlen porission of H
Admimsdnalor of the Lo idiie i or the Secretary of Transpontation. Chanthonzed R Ermm ) ket

eI Do DES pocermpient oo, piibbe hse lostire s goverped iy 517 8,07 832

TSA 15-00014 - 008004



Puge 68

A LS G5 T4

Yodele B0 Voo bove Boadivnbors Npphed ot B
% of
Indicator Freq. .
o ' Referrals
BN TS E g 11400
280 55.34
204 40,32
188 3715
Yl 17 9%
Bl 16 01

ORI EXR ST

DETROIT

T 48 U S8 11300

The five mast frequently applied indicators at DTW are listed in Table 44 along with their
percent utilization out of the total referrals. The wp indicator was assessed three times more

often thun the next closest indicutor, suggesting primery relianee on only one APA indicator.

A
Adter il snsensuent e e pade

B8 U AT § 1140

AU S 8 1140

sl
The same mean as caleulawsd at BOS.
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Tabbe L8 Top Fove Tndicnsors appbiod af T

 Indicator Freq. % of Referrals
EIEEEIEREET)
[ 35 73.77
43 14,54
31 2240
41 2240
37 20,22

(EN3YA0 LLS.C. & 1144)

Additional analyses were conducted o examine APA usape by B0k 1l|ﬁﬂc-|£b]@f\g use |
A48 5.0 5 1140

Tabde 350 Top v frdnaiors Sppdiod o DWW he B0 Seecanr o
Indicator Freq. % of Referrals

s Au U S S5 TT4HA
104 73,24
33 2324
o
2% ‘ 19,72
w Al

Indicator utilization by TSIs and FAMs was combined due to the low number of referrals made
by each group I USCRTT0 |

|(b){3).49 US.C 81144 |
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) US40

abde A6, Toap bove Tdicaloe Uishized st DEYY B D nd T o

_Indicator Freq. % of Referrals
A U S Cog 1A
RY 75.01
17 41.46
15 30.59
11 26,83
bt 19.51

6.4 Relationship to High-Risk Passengers

While utilizanon conveys the reliunce of the indicators by Assessors. the relationship to HRP
conveys their value, High value indicators shoukl have o strong relationship 1o HRP detection,
while Jow value indicators will have 1 weak or non-existent relationship. Meusuring the
telationship between the indicators and HRP detection provides msight to the decision rules
employed by Assessors and informs the adoption and use of certain indicators going lorward,

The relanonship between indicators und HRP wus measured by examiniog the presence of
melicators in relervals with high-risk autcumes, Two analyses pravide this needed insight. The
first analysis examined the Crequeney of indicators present in HRP and the second anal ysis
Jooked al the positive predictive vulue of ecach indivitor.

SHOEENIR T14()
AL ROS. Assessors detected 57 HRP from the 506 referrals [0+ 1368 1140 |

P ag S Cos T4

T Based on the wastption hat FAMs would e aomore divger guettiioning sty e per Taw endoree e
background.
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(D34S U S G g 1144

Ploowre b Bslicgny € ivsderme Bell Egoe

Indicator Clustering

T Ad G G 1A

] | [ - < [Oomuse
The indicators that were must often ussessed in HRP cases are shown in Table 47 S0 VS
R A0 TS C g 1140]

Taahde A7) Fop ke Debicstors Hesalitne in Hish- 480k i

[ERNAYRESS
3 ) r'yl Oj‘Hl h Rillk
Indicaior Freq. f Oumfmm \
e USE 8 11390 1% 673
k1! 5062

28 53,88
24 A 15
9 17.21
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Positive predictive value describes of the indicator’s strength in predicting a high-risk outcome.

vyt . . . . . . e Mi
Ihe indicutors with the highest positive predictive value are shown in Table 487,
[)I{,kllfvll\fﬁ: value was caleulated by dividing the indicaor's Trequency i HRP by the indicatn’s

' eler s Two ol these insdicatops, JRIEr49 USC 51140

The positive

Fu

Indicator

B s Dhieator- Yorp Thobes! Posdiive Prediviis

LIHRA U SC. 51140

ey aloe al Biys

Fre Predictive
] Value )
4 50.00
24 206,37
5 26.32
31 15.20
3 (3,00
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7.0 Discussion

7.1 Overview

The purpose of the Adsessor Poll was 1o exaniine the capability of officers to make real-time risk
assessments of passengers at or near the TIC. Metrics were collected to evaluate the training,
operation cfficieney, and security value of the program. This progriun was found 1o be
successtul, as checkpoint systems with the Assesson detected more HRP than the baseline
systems, However furthier study is warranted to improve the program’s efficiency. including
changes to the training and progess that better integrate the SPOT behavior analysis capability
with the Assessor,

7.2 Lessons Learned

A PoC is designed to demonstrate the feasibility of an idea and vertfy its potential of being
implemented, The Assessor PoC has provided several lessons learned which should be
constdered when development plans and procedures for future pilot sites. These lessons will help
ereide a smoother implementistion process and help foster better development of (e eohanced
hehavior detection model,

7.2.1 Training Gaps

APA COURSE

APA traming provided a means of expanding the behavioral analysis skill set for Assessers with
new indicators and techniques Tor identifying potential HRPs. However, there were training gups
between the APA course and the Assessor function which could be addressed in future
deployment.

A significant gup between the APA course and the TSA enviranment is the use of u risk engine
to help identiiyv the suspicions signs and determine the risk level of a passenger. 1508 has
developed arisk enging that is used by airlines and security compames i several international
locations., but is currently unavalahle 1o TSAL In the APA course. [SDS tcachos to the risk
engine, and many of the suspicious signs can be identified by the risk engine - without relionee
oft the Assessor, In the TSA enviromment Assessors are the risk-engine: therefore, they must be
eyuipped with proper behavioral training 1o wWentily whether a passenger s being wathlul. This
sugoests thal, 1) Assessers mast have strong behavior observation and analysis skills, and 2)
pehugps the APA indicator list can be redueed, as there ane some indieators (hat o person cannot
idcmiz“y“. IFa risk enginge hbecomes available in the future, 11 would assist the Assessors in
determining the risk level and improve the efficiency of their questioning™

ERETTTTS S T80 |
AN Assessors v imtmoedintely axk questians wwards the jdentilied suspcions signs

el U0 s el e Securily In!mm tlitan l]l iy Lmnmllui bt S CTR parls 1 il LS i) ity T
iy b |L|L el B eEmans BT L TICCG TO T e ; s PRETEITECTOE TG sertllun puriisaton of H
Admnimsnton of e Trmspord i Se il o o rtary ot TrinspoT ~ as el b1 vivil peaaliy
v, PETIER ROR CENE L e s, pohbie e lostre s goverped Ty BT S0T 8S2

TSA 15-00014 - 008010



Nty e ! Puge 74

IR ABUS G S 1140

While APA training does cover briel detinitions of cach suspicious sign, additional andfor
inproved explunations would help the Assessors better understand them i the TSA operational
ervirmmenl, As we have scen with the SPOT behaviors, providing o guide with in-depih
deseriptions and several examples of what the behaviors are and are not 1s i very useful reference
and refresher tool. This guide is something that should be developed as Axsessor progresses, One
example of anPE4TS G §T140
ather behaviors,

l which can corporate severul different

Although the positive signs follow in the same direction as TSA S RBS initiatives, there ae still
some groups listed above that TSA has not of ficially designated Tow-risk, This may cause
conflict with performing Assessor and abiding by TSA policies. Moving forward, additional
direction should be given as to how to handle these specilic groups. [SDS instructs Lo strictly
move 1 the next passenger onee one ol these signs is Toand, Bt the Axsessor S0P states that
every pussenger must be mterviewed. Theee is nospeciie Jength of sume designated for the
interviews, which may cause confusion over expectations.

Deapite gaps in the APA course that are either not currently suited for use by TSA or that need
further developent. the APA training is still a ool that could improve Assessors” behavior
analysis and engagement skills along with increasing their chances of detecting HRP.

ON-THE-J(} TRAINING
SPOT SMEs provided mentorship 10 Assessors during both the QT training phase and the
fength of the operational Pol'. Generally one o two SMEs were deployed 1o the PoC Tor the First
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two nonths o ensure that Assessors were correctly applying their APA training and engaged in
eflective questioning within the TSA context,

Dring the QJT phase SMEs noted spending signilicant time with a portion ol the potential
Assessors on Bisie engagement skills, Although the SPOT basic course discusses “visul
conversalion”, 1his style of questicning is dilferent than Assessor engagement. Further, these
skills are applied 10 casual conversation. which only occurs when a BDO has referred
passenger Lo seeondiry sereening, This type of event may not huppuercevery diy. Tegether this
ceveils i training gap that is necessavy for the Assessor task, Daring the APA ceurse. stwdents
were nolassessed on their engagement skills, Students could pass the course through
memarization techuigues, resulting in somv students who may not have beei prepared (o be
ANSCEIOTH,

During the PoC SMEs continued to observe the operation and provide teedback 1o the Assessor
team. SMES noted that some of the Assessors asked too many questions, irrelevant questions, or
conducted their interviews/ongigements in x maovier that was vot consistent with the Assessor
training ot SOP. There appear to e some ditferences in speaking to passengers in the mentoring
setting rather than in the operational context. With a mentor. there is o debriet of cach passenger,
and mentors dask, “why didn't you ask this or thal question”, therefore, some of the Assessors
becime wsed 1o asking more guestions tan were necessury, This suggests that the O phase
should be extended into the operational phase, with a possible probationary period for Assessors.
Oaven the novelty of this role. additonal oversight may be required doring the early stages of
deployment.

BDAD hay also identitied that continuous oversight and mentoring is necessary during the rell-
ot of any new program, such as the Assessor. Oversight should be present during, all hours of
aperation to ensure that the procedures are being followed corrcetly, answer questions, and assist
wilh referrais, Those who cun perform oversight for Assessot al the pilot site shoutd be identilied
prior to the start of the pilot. These individuals should preferably be Supervisory Transportation
Securily Managers (STSMs) ors il more are needed, the best Assessors as identified by [ocal
management/SMES, The carly wentification should be aceonipnied with the guidelines for bow
1o perform the position carrectly and ensure complianey. Those performing oversight should
engage in the daily in and cut briefings tn which they can recap the day’s events, answer
questions. and address feedback immediately, Thore is a need 1o provide eritical vversight of
Assgssor 1o ensure e program euns properly and conduct quality coutral, which is originally
conducted by the SMEs,

7.2.2 Operational Constraints

Operational constraints have the ability to pose major issues for the implementation of Assexsor,
The biggest operational constraint in of the Assessor PaC was the ability of screening operations
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to udequately staft’ Assessor operations. While there are some insights to the resource trade-offs,
1t will b awhile betore they ure concretely wnderstood. Continued testing of the current and
addditional CONOPS o Assessoris needed ioncorder to understand the resourey teade of F matrix.
As the curcent CONOPS for Assessor involves 100% passenger interaction. the number of
required personnel it the checkpeint increased from baseline operations (o the PeC, In Option 1,
the increase wis steepest as the Assessors performed thetr role after the TIC, requiring both
TDC and Assessor personnel, In Oplion 2, there was sull an increase in required resources,
though 1t was lower than in Option | as the Assessor ulso performed the TDC fusction. The
merease reguiresd personngl placed constraints on the ability of the airport 1o st the Assessor
PoC during all operational howrs as well as provide behavior detection resources across the
airport. Huacl airpoct only deployed Assessor al one of its miany checkpoints across the airport.
leaving other arcus of the atrport more vulnerable, This operational constraint will exist at any
future site the Assessor micdel] is tested with 100% cngagement of the popalation. BDO resources
from the NDF helped alleviate some of the constramt, but resulted in a fack of resources for NDE
to support other uirpm’[f\'.

In regards to the training, the resoarees required to conduct and complete QIT of Asscssors was
unexpeeled. Alibongh mentors placed a ceiling o 32 houors for the QT pracess, it was not
expucted that the Assessor group as a whole would tuke that much tnse, The OJT Mentor group
begary with only live mentors, three of which were BRAL SMEs with other responsibi ities, and
one of which was ulso running SPOT operations al BOS. I the Axsessor follows o similar
training curricalum in the Tutare, additiongd methods for staffing QT or meeting the training
wups should be explored. SMEs stated that a significant portion of their time was spent on basic
nuerview skills with students during QFT: T 1his draining gap can be addressed in the classroutn
parten that may decrease the time needed for OJT,

QIT Memtors were also overwhelmed by the sheer volume of APA course graduates. In prior
conversations with 1SS, tha contructer suggested the APA course pass rate hovered around
30%:. BDAD helieved that the APA course would be a pood determiner of Asscssor ability.
hawever, the vast majosity of APA students passed the course (98%), BRAD waxs unprepured for
the number of poteorial Assessors 1o be mentored,

The Assessor also presents new challenges for operational spacing in the checkpoint. With a
cycle time of approximately 40 seconds, signiticantly more Assessors are required than
truditional TDC podivnes exist, iF Assessors wre guing e operale at TRC, Most checkpoeints ave
designed for a 15-20 second TDC cyele ~ oc one TDC {or every wo Lunes - and there are severe
limitations in the operational spaciug. As TSA tunsitions (o use of the Credential Authentication
Technology/Boarding Pass Scanning System (CAT/BPSS) at TIXC. it remains (o be segn il this
will help or further constrain the spave around the checkpoint. These Factors should be
considered when designing the next pilot or CONOPS.
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7.2.3 Airport Reguirements

The Asscssor Pol lives within cach airport’s operation; therefore the airport must provide
agequate management and oversight to the PoC. In the Assessor PoCC, BOS and DTW handled
the dity 1o day operations bascd on divection provided by OlTice of Sceurity Operations (OS0)
il with SME feedbuck from BRAD. Feedback Trom sach anrport revealed greater insight (o the
clallenges of conducting Assessor, and helpful obscrvations that can improve the deployment

amed execulion of Assessor at néw prlot sites,

First, the aieports identiliad that public outrgach could be improved at the beginmimg of the pilot,
This was emphasized it DTW, where onby one smadl sign was posted at the checkpoint to
mdicate the change in the sceurily process, Assessors spent sigmficant time explaning the new
process [0 passengers, which affected operational efficiency, Additional public outreach may
also improve the passenger denwanor as they approach the podium.

Adrports also identified positive benetits of beginning the PoC” slowly and Tearning along the
way, The Assessor unetion is a labor intepsive task, on which suceess is dependent on quality
mneeractinns with the passenger(sy. In the beginning the Assessors are soll Tearing and require
constant oversight and feedback. Managers arc unable to do this when the operation lasts the
entire day. Reduced times could be accompanied with daily in and out briefs, in which issucs
cendd be addressed and commuynication could be improved within the group, Shorter
deployments could also allow managers to review Referrul Reports Tor potential 1ssues with
indlicator use or guestioning teehniques, Tmplemwentation could start with twer (o four hour time
frames o heip reduce I‘atiguem for the Assessors, as well as the SMEs deing oversight, and belp
Toster the skills development of the Assessors, The shorter tme frames would give a more
concentraled SME oversight during the mitial Assessor start up,

The Assessor PoC was conduocted wath only local BDOs i BOS, but additional TSA cooployees
were deployed to IITW to act as Assessors, TSTs were deploved from vartows airports
nationwide and FAMs were deployed from the Detreit Field Office. This resulted in confusion
regarding the ownership or authority for oversight of these non-BDO aroups. Feedback [rom the
aroups involved revealed that there wis not enough contunication prior to the PoC that focused
on the reporting structure, contact lisk, and the expectations of their involvement. Tt this situation
ocears 1 the future, the cammunieation and coordination for these employees can be improved
with the appointing of a Site Lead for Assessor aperations.

" Faligue wis i issue as the Assessors had w adjust 1o 100% passenger engagenent. employ new indicator sets
anl thresholds, and conduet TDE Tunetions. The Gnigae alo comwes Trom physically compongnis such as Asseasors
standing in the swne spot withow moving for long pu'ind\; of thine. Behavior observition and anabysis 15 & mentally
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7.3 Relationship of SPOT and Assessor

7.3.1 Unanticipated Effects

Referral report unibyses suggest that SPOT played o leud role in tha suceess of the Assessor PuC,
Asnessors ended to use indicaters that resembled SPOT indicators, and used their SPOT training,
Lo betler deline what they observed, During secondury sereening ol Assessor selectees. AsSsessors
fell back into SPOT protocols and <kills wo identify high-risk outconies and decide whether LEO
imtervention was necessary. The data in sections 5.3.3 and 5.5 ulso support that SPOT referral
sereening was 2 moere thovough methodd of sereemng than selectee methods, further emphasizing
the vilue of SPOT,

The blending of SPOT and Assessor was unexpected, as this PoC was originally designed as o
stand-alone funcuon that could be pessibly performed by a number of TSA employee types.
However, it became quickly apparent that BDOs performing Assessor could not “forget”™ their
SPOT training, not could they casily transition between positions. In December 2011, intervicws
with 45 BDOx provided eritical information regarding how these two capabilities are inllacncing
cach other™

In addition to Assessors using SPOT protocals tor secondary screening of Assessor referrals and
notification of LEGs, SPOT also altected which indicitors Assessors used and how they defined
them. Most BDOs viewed the two imdicator Tists as one and the siome, and atempied 1o G107
SPOT indicitors into the Asseasor calegoricos so they could apply them, Assessors believed thut
you needed o behuvior detection backgronnd to perform teir role, because i1 was their
background training and expericnce that delined what they observed. Generally. the only new
skills or mdicators the Assessors reported learning were documentation signs, and how (o more
directly question passengers,

The corrent experimental designs limits our ability to clearly dictare the extent to which PoC
improvements were cansed hy “SPOT™ and hy “Assessor”, however. the data through
observidion and interview suggests that SPOT played a significanty role in the Assessor suecess.
Futare studies should attempt 1o better understand hew these two capabilities can work, together,
but studying how Assessor works both with and without SPOT.

7.3.2 Program Overlaps

In the Assessor PoC. the SPOT and Asgessor programs were nest distinet; BDOS performing
Assessor noted that 11 was very difficalt to separate SPOT and Assussor skills and procedures,
This should not be surprising given thin these officers were asked to conduet Assessor and SPOT
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during the same shift™, and sometimes even on the same passenger within that shift (during
Asaessor relerral seteening?.

1 was sueprising that so few releerals met hoth the SPOT and Assessor releeral thresholds at the
PoC (live tou). however. (his number miy be underestimated since many Assessors also noted
observation of SPOT behaviors in their reporls™, Sevemieen percent (17.13% ) of reports
mentioned SPOT indicators specifically. Due to this unofticial overlap, the BDAD revised the
Assessor relerrul report stueting on Lamwary 1, 20102 to bave Assessors speeifically list any
observed SPOT behaviors while performing Assessor. Addittonal analyses can be conducted to
understand where SPOT may play a role in the Assessor process,

Interviews with BI2Os have revealed that these two capabilities are combining at the PoC
airports. Mare specitically:
THa 49 U S G § 1140

o BDOs stated that it was very difficult to transition into SPOT after conducting Assessor.
Assessors are using SPOT refereal sereening us part of their process so they have to
continuously switeh roles Between BDO and Assessot. This can be conlusing and sone
BDOs are begining to see the two programs as one.

This suggests that these two programs are narurally merging: however, since this was naexpected
not every B/ Assessor is integrating his or her skills in the same way. Future analysis should
be conducted to cvaluate and address these factors, It the Asscssor PoC continues with $POT
BDOx, the Assessor will reguire greaer guidance on how these twe capabilities 1it tegether.

7.3.3 Program Discrepancies

Although SPOT and Assessar appear 1o be naturally merging, fundamental elements of each
program contlict with each other. ‘This is cuusing some confusion for the BIXO/Assessors in both
their apphicawon of SPOT and Assexsoe, and may also be one o the reasons the Assessor training
15 being applicd in dilferent ways.

Y BDOs were generally scheduled o periorm Assessor for 34 houes a shift and $POT Tor the remainder at BOS.

" hey fus) clact not eount this porson as 2 SPOT relereal beeise they were ot conducting &I‘()I at the tinw.
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Secomd. when conducting SPOT. BDOs only refer passengers o seeondary sereening when they
observe o cluster of suspicions behaviers, and these weighted behaviors reach a predetermined
threshold. Whoen conducting. Assessor, these oflieers can refer passengers Lo seeondary based on
[PXEFAVTS L5 11440 | Given that the majority of HRP deteeted by
AssessordBIONH U5 G 8 1140 | 1his may be an important component to add to the

program. This becomes especially confusing when a BRO/Assessar sees an indicator that could
be applicd in hoth the APA and SPOT contexts. B/ Assessors hive w keep two similar lises of
mdicators with different applications straight, and provide grest customer service.

This is confusing Lor the BDOs, because there are conflicts between the twa processes us W how
to define indicutors, when indicators can be applicd, and what the rules for relereal are. fuis
passible that the simidaritivs between the APA and SPOT indicitor Tists were not [ully
understood or considered belore this PoC uax this traming was meant (o enhance BDO skills, it
wis not intended o confuse the two processes, Going forward, TSA will likely have o adapt one
ar both programs, because there are fundarmental differences between these two hehavior
detection programs. and we are asking the same people (o operate under two difterent rule-sets,
The SPOT progriun will have to muke some decisions as 1o the benetit of these changes we their

progran wid whether they want o sec these changes |(b WSS G5 T
S

7.3.4 Indicator Lists
DO EG)

If BDOw specifically are going to continue as Assessors, the APA and SPOT indicator hists
should be revisited and redefined to work with each other, APA indicators are labeled in gencral
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terms which allows for apen interpretation and inconsistency in their application. The APA

workbook does nol provide descriptions orexamples of the indicators and it is snknown 10 what
|[b){3):49 IS s 1140 |

exteal they were diseUssed o raining
mew Va4 51140 | The interviews revealed that BDOs are attempting 1o i SPOT
melicators inle Assessor cite gories to undersiand them, Sinee BDO see many SPOT indivitors

Diling within the Assessor list, this has tesulied in Assessors referring passengers for secondary
Scmeningl(b){d] AT S L TTALr
WA U S G 1140

T T )
OIHAIDS 6.5 1w Now with Assessor,

some of these indicators — such as withholding information — can be applied ai the podium. Axs
soen in this example, this is problematic because it has sesalted in inconsistent application of

indicators.

7.4 Testing Behavior Detection

In the deception and hostile intent detection rescarch literature, an observer’s suceess is casily
eviluated because the scieniist knows the *
observer may not know whether a target is lying, and may have to make judgments based on

mterview or the Largel’s behavior, the scientist does know the truthfulness of the Larget and

around tuth™ of the person in question. While the

etiectiveness can be ruted on pass/tal seale,

Testing judgments ip operational contexts presents a greater challenge for behavior detection,
BDOs ure traimed 1o assess a person’s misk through ohservation of behavior, analysis of
conversation, and evaluating the wtality o the sityation. Essentially, BDOs ace looking to
evalale a peeson’s intent, and ensure he or she does not pose o cisk W the securnity of aviadon.
While intent can be measured in ltboratory studies —~ by the deceiver providing his or her true
mtent o the scigntist ~ 1t cannat be directly measured in the real world - as a person with true
mtent to conceal or avoid detection will not directly state this to an officer.

While scienee vontinues o research this paradigm and uneover better measares of suceess, the
curreni systems cannot go untested, However, to date, only the SPOT program hus been
rigorously evaluaed. Tn the 2011 DHS S&T SPOT Validation Study, BDO ceferral methods
wore compared o random referral methods to provide a comparison lor suceess. This study —
which examined the outeomes of 71000 random reterraly against a comparizon of 23,000
behavior-hased referrals - revealed that behavior observation and analysis was exponentially
mawe elfective than random sereening protocols an deatfying HRP. The metaes and outcomes
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defined in this study have also been reviewed by & panel of seientists independent to DHS S&T.
This study represents Lhe most therougl wnadyses of behavioral sereening programs (o date: no
other counter-tarrorisiny or simalar security progran is known Lo have bees subjected (o sueh o
n‘,s;u.wm.\'u”’. systematic evitluation of its screcning sceuracy.

The onty other available hehavior detection program validabion data comes from the United
Kingdom. The British Passenger Assessment Screening System (PASS) program provided TSA
with its validation report in 2001, The stady wiis condoeted at one airport over three menths and
examuned the outeomes of 221 reforrals, This study did not evaluate detection of anly high risk
autcomes — but rather Tower level criminal activity {e.g.. exceeding cizarette allowances). This is
approprizte given the purpose of e PASS program is o reduce the dsk of wererist altack al
British airports and to disrupt and deter eviminal activacy within the anrports. This siudy used
freguency of seeondary refervaly as their success metric and found that PASS was significantly
more elfective in abtaining this outcome. However, little data is provided on the
ontcomes/quality of these referrals. as the PASS BDOs hand these reterrals oft to another entity
for sereening.

What 1y clear is that how “success™ or ellectiveness is defined when westing bebavior detection is
still up for debate. While the previons studies provide good Tounditions, it 15 possible thal
additional mietries ure yet o be ideatified. The data presented i seetion 3.5 suggests that
additional classifications for HRIP exist, and each definition could kave a significant
effect/change the resalts on the oulcome of the study. TSA should continue 1o engage with DHS
S&T. the scientific community, and government partners to establish outcome metries that
clearly ideniify the strengths and wenknesses of behavior detection, us well as metrics suppaoried
by research and the public.

7.5 Future Research Directions

This Pol” provided interesting preliminary data regarding the ability ol Assessors o detect
potential HRP. Additienal studies should be conducted to better undemstand the value of
Assessors und other behavior detectivn and analysis capabilities. [t remains unclear which tactors
of Assessor - ¢ g, training. indicators. engagement, aereased presence, or SPOT ~ contrnbuted
o its sueeess and (o what exient, Future studies should atempt o isolate and stiidy each Tactor w
build an optimal cupubility in the most efficient munner pmsihlcu"ﬁ

In the shost term, e program could evaluate the value of stationing more BDOs at the
checkpoint, andfor increasing engagement ¢l BDOs. This could be done with Bitde training, as
BLOs would use their current skill sel to assess passenger visk al the airport, Same methods in

The US SPOT Walidation Study examioed Labbd times more data prints than e UK PASS Validation Study.
oy exampde, 1ERPOT and engopement are the biggest contrshuiors lo HRP detection, Tuloe deploviments may not
require the APA truining amd indicators w be sueeesstul; which would greatly reduce the cost ol the prograos and
e rvist the specd of deployment,
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which increased engagement could be tested by 1) stationing more BDOs at the checkpoint, 2)
positivniig BDOs al TDC, 3) changing SPOT provedures o engage X% ol passengers through
gither cancdotn o behavivr based decision ales, or -4 lowering the threshold Tor refeecal,

The current PoC dlso messures the ellectiveness of Assessors who speak to 100% of passengers,
It s possible thal Assessors conld meannlain the same effectiveness yet improve their elficiency
by selecting fewer passengers for interview, This selection could be done randomly (hy
employig both Assessors and TSOs at TDO), based on behavior (such as SPOT or Assessor
mdicators}, or based on risk group (such as “posigve signs” as taught in Assessar training or
focus on "Unknowns™) These are all potentia) aptions which could be developed Tor the current
PolC airports.

This data suggests an overlap between SPOT and Assessor daties and reveals potential arcas for
collaboration of the two progeams. In the short term BRAD should also focus on understanding
the overlap between the SPOT and Assessor programs and create potential strategies for merging
the programs. BROs at both BOS and DTW are ranned in both SPOT and Assessor, and
additional pilots at these sites can be created to improve the compatibility of the two progranis,
This may include merging of the two behavior detection provesses. indicator lsts, and screening
Provesses.

To scientilically “validate™ the Assessor eoncept, future studies should expluore the use of
different 1ypes of control groups - such as TSOR at TRC ~ or collect control data simultaneously
{e.g.. one day on ome day ofT}, This will mitigate the current design problems with officer
nwtivalion and awareness, und different types of passenger Hows aml months/seasons thint ocenr
in the buseline and PoC.

Long-term rescarch strategies or guestions should inclade examining the effect of different cyele
Limes o engagemaent proportions on effectiveness, revision ol indicator lists, possible
reweighting of behaviors and cansideration of different thresholds for engagement and refeeral,
Tatigue of officers and effect ol rotations and duty eyeles, bow the Assessor concepit could be

ex panded (o other dareas of the aarport, wineh elements of Assessor are valuable to other types of
officors. reliability of the program, and integration with a risk-engine or sereening rules. This Tist
is not exhaustive and should be pricritized within the agency.

8.0 Conclusion

The use of technology to screen (ur the neants (o do harm should be coupled with the human
interaction element Lo sereen Jor intent, These complementing luyers of sceurity are imperative
Tar suceess in seeuring our nation and saleguarding the workl against wrvensm. The added
ability 1o elicit more information and gather relevimt Guwcts while imerviewing travelers increases
the ability to further combut werrorism and to wark with other agencics, thereby ereasing
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ntelligence gathering efforts.

The Assessor PoC exantined the capabilay of Assessors o perform active behivvior detection

with # large population of passengers at Llwoe dilTerent checkpoints. Data collected suggests thia
Assessors were able 10 improve the security posture of the checkpoint, however. this ciime with
operational costs. Additional research is required to better understand the vidue of Assessor and

ter betler pair it with TSA's current bebavior detection capabilities,
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AIT ~ Advanced Imaging Technology
ANOVA Analysis of Variance
| APA ~Aviation Passenger Assessor
| BDAD Behavior Detection and Analysis Division
| BDO ~Buhavior Dueetion Oflicer
BOS Boston Logan Interoational Airport
CONOPS ~Concept of Operations
CBP Customy and Border Patrol
[ DCL Data Collection Lead
DHS S&T Depavtment ¢l Homeland Sceurity Scicnce und Technology
DTwW " Detroit Metropalitan Wayne County Airpor
ETD Explosives Trace Detection -
FAM Federal Air Marshal
FID Praudulent Travel Document
| HRP ~High-Risk Paxsengers
| ICAQ International Civil Aviation Organization
| [[B] Identification
ISDS " Intermational Security Defense Systems
JFK ohn I Kennedy International Airport
| LEO ~Law Enforcement Officer
NCIC National Crimie Information Center
NDF Nutional Deployment Foree
| QIr ~On-the-Job Training
| 0SO “Office of Security Operations
|” PASS i Passenger Assessment Screening System
PMIS Performyance Measurement Information System
PoC Prool of Concept
RBS Risk Based Sccurity
SME Subjeet Matter Expart
| SOP “Standard Operasing Procedures
SPOT “Sereening of Passengers by Observation Technigues
| SPII " Serions Prohibited or lllcgal Ttems
5TS0 Supervisory Transportation Security Officer
STSM Supervisory Transpartation Sceurity Manager
TIXC Travel Document Checker
T il i e
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| TSA ~Trapsportation Securily Administration

| TS Transportation Secunly [nspector

| TSM Transportation Security Manager

| TSO Transportation Security Officer

| WTMD Walk Through Metal Detector
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APPENIMN L Lot of VP Tudicators
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STRESS FACTORS
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DECEPTION FACTORS
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APPENDIN L Ysvessor QT Chieckiisg

Behavior Assessment Level 2 Evaluation/Checklist

Upor the complenon of the proficiency checklist the BA2 will sign the apphcatte line indicatirg that he
af she wag obsenved and provided the result; of the evaluanon.

Process

A Dunng and immegiately following the observation, the evalyator witl a5s5ess and tocument the B 'y
perfarmance py mitialing the correcponding columng on the A Proficiercy Checklst, The BaAl wil be
green a raung in each BALD task. Written commeants e réquiret 16 support gach secticn of the cnecilist

B. ITthe BAZ recenes araung of meets ctanodargs or better or att checkhst items, addimional evaluations
are notreguired ang the BAL s cerufed to perform EAL

€M the BAZ does not meel standdrds On any item on the theckast during the ohservation, the BAZ wall
not he shie to perfarm BA2 duties Tre rating offical will prowide evaiyatee dats (regarthing BA2
performancel pased on the results of the evatuation. Writen comments are requited 10 Suppert each
secticn of the checkiist
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Behavior Assessment Level 2 Evaluation/Checklist

BA2 Nawme: AirporiOffice
Observation Date Ewafuator
Larcatign:

Ferformance Otyective  Dermonstrate the BAD process a1 3 pub 2 anssanat e~ Sas Ty » soooraa oe with e Assesss
Tra=p

[aections. Jemments ars red. rec 10 suppo™ Ml 73t = sectams

BA2 Tosks RATIHG
COMMUNCATION/DEMEAMOR PASS FAIL

BAC commumicates ¢ a clear
COLMEOUs and profesmnnal manner

Communicates with Bal team
meners ang others in 3 clear and
resnactiu’ Mannes to de veldp an
ope-atoral slrategy for BAL actvbes

Bas gansg passenger cocnerauen by
budding a rappos

o A2 allows e passengar o provide
answers o questions oosed.

E  Conducts BAT ntervew 1n a
professonal non.
confrePtatien ALUNMIMIGANNG MANer.

F Bal istens effectively and follows ua
with approprate questens based an
answers

G

B mairtaing contrgl ang poise

H  iddresses pubig politely and
SoLMeOusly.

s tacthul and demonstrates atelity ic
handie cortentuous passengsrs
appropnately

Reviewer Comments:
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Behaviar Assessment Level 2 Evaluation’Checklist

BAZ Tasks RATIHNG
QUESTIONING AND OBSERVATION
TECHNHKIIES PASS FALL

B gens[EIOTAO U S T g1 ]
)2 49 TS C§1130)

I-

]

TETRrITE appropniate evel of
sereening

B Bazefectvely ehcts pannent
information from passenger

BA2 does not agh questions that are
urirelated to the auahon or are
unproductive
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(N (R O RG]
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Behavior Assessment Level 2 Evaluation'C hecklist

BAZ Tasks RATIHG
RESOLUTION PASS FANL

Corectly identifies

anomalousy suspipaious ndicators that
may reguire additioral questoring
andior sereeming

B Effecively communicates izentifies
SUSPIEIOLS O angmaleus indicators 1
AsgesenriBL

C Determines and directs individual 1o
appropriate leyel of
SEIEANING GUREIONING.

b Chzcreetty notfies the Checkpoint
personnel thal passenger requires
sefectes sereening

E Cormectly [dentfies stuanons requinng
avtematic LED response

F

Effactively communicates petinent
information to respanding LEQ
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APPESNDIN 60 Bowdon Terninal & Prool of Concept Sschedule
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s Potentind Additions to the Theh-Kisk Caxe Tist

i

This list of casesas illustrative and by no means exhavstive. There are other potential evenits that

cauld be considered potential high-risk based
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SPOT Behaviors iulmj{fﬂ:‘“a US Ly 1T ||t DTW by BDOs
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Overall Indicators by Employee Type in DTW Referrals
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APPENTMS T HEP fadicators

Indicators in High-risk Qutcomes in BOS Referrals
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APPENDY T2 Positinve Preshictzve Y adoe of Tndientors

Indicators’ Positive Predictive Value at BOS
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