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Executive Summary 

Overview 
The Transportation Security Admini~tration (TSA) is exploring the use of enhanced hchavJOr 
dctcctmn to identify ri,k. Through the A~sc~Nlr Proof nf Conrcpt (PnC) at Bo~tnn Logan 
International Airport (BOSJ and Dctroitl\1ctropP1itan W<ty1w Cllllllty Airport tDTWJ, TSA i~ 

testing the ability of"A~se~sor~" to 1wrform rc<.tl-timc risk asses~ment~ through engagement :mJ 
observation ;lithe :-.crccning checkpoint. Thb report discusses ditl<l collected at the Assc~sor PoC 

between Augu.~t 15 ami D..:ct:mber I 5. 20 ll. The data collected 1~ i ntt:ndcd to inform Jccisi\lll
makt:rs anJ sy~tcm de~igner~ abuul the nature of the changes resuiLing fro til Risk Bu-..eJ Sc~:urity 
( RBS l change' ~uch a' th\': utility 1 lf enh<Hll:i.-'d behavior detection. Spel'ifically this report 
n~Vil'\VS till' operutiunal impact of llw A~sl:s~or on rlw..:kpoint dlkkncy, security l.'lle..:tiwn~·ss 
and initi:1l compari~on:. to other behavior analysis capabilitic..; 'uch as the Screening ot 
Passengers by Observation Techniques tSPOT) program. Recommendations for future 
dcn:lopment of the A~scssor capability un.:: also discussed. 

Background 
ldcntifying: pntl'ntialthre~\1~ ;md a-.:.s-.'~~ing ri~k is a major '.'h;dkngl." in th~o.' ~1irpnn environment. 

TSA is cxpnnding 1ts heha\'101' detection and analysi~ capability to identify potential high-risk 
pas"cngers in a rcal~timc O:UJXl..:iry. fn the Assessor PoC, A~sessors apply the enhanced skills 
learned during !mining: to CV.l]uatc whether pa~scngcn; pose a potcntiJI risk to a\·iation sc~:urity. 
The cunt:nl concept lJJ' vpcratiuns (CONOPSl re4uires th<-tl Asscs.,ors pt:rfurm J~Kument n:vicv.' 
and imcn·icv.~~ with all transiting passengers. whik uhscrvnlg: for .~u~piciuus sign.-. and bdlaV1oral 
anomalit:~. BasL'd un the n:sults of thb L'ngagcnlt'lll and ub~L·rvatilln, i\ssc"~or~ dirL'I..'t pas~cngr:r" 
to either standard or ~econdary SLTt't:ning. In the PoC lnc;ttiom ,jgni!kantly more p<t,seng:ers an: 
being eng:~1ged ttnd nh~ened th;m ever hefnre. whic,'h inntase,; the c;h;tnces of detecting pntenti;l] 

htgh-n~k passengers 1 (HRP) ;.ltkmpting to tran~it the checkpoint. 

Scope and Limitations 
Tht: purpll'-L' of <Hl t:xpt:ril1lentallt:-"l ~w.:h a~ a "Pmof of Concept'' j.; to explore the dlcL't of a 
manipulation on an (l\I(COrllL'. The purpose nf the Assc~~or PnC is 1<1 explore the effect of APA 
training and Asses~or-style engagement on TSA ·~ability to detect potential HRP. The general 
research strategy for evaluating the open.ttiotwl impact of the Assessor imolvcs comparing 
cht.:L'kpoint (sy~ll·m) pl'rfonnanL'l' Juring the pill.l\lu pcrfnrnJaiKt: Juring a bast:! inc pl'l'itKL 
Howcn:r. the designah:d basdine pcriod is not a po.:rli:d L0111pariMmlo the P11C period he ... ·ause a 
tlllllliwr or items have changl'd between tlu.·~e periods in ... ·luding· 

I Thi~ h a ll'lll\ .ttlopkJ 11\1\l\ lllc· Ul'p.trlll\c'lll ,,[ llomdanJ s~l'UIIl) ~~l\)Il~tlll'J Sl'O"l V.tliJalion StLJJy_ w~· 
rt·~·u~nill'lhat tlli' lllil) nol he' tlw hr~lll'l"llliP d~·nPil' llll''L' ~rnup or mdividuah a~ they lllil\ 1\PI JlP'l' an ad till I m~ 
lo ,tViJlim\ sccUI'ilJ. Dc:Cinh\~ thi, tc:rll\ l\ Je\d!lll:J in g.r~ct!Cl' Jctail ill ~l'ditu\ 5.5. :mJ \,\itt be runllL'r exptm·eJ irl 

itddilitlll.tl 'lildil'~ 
\ ''"" ~coL<il\1~ ~cctH"ll) lnlotiiL.tloon oh.tl "tolllhtlhl uud~o -l'J CFR p.Llh 1_1 ·" ·,,, d\U!L"rtl 

11tayhcitk.I'C"di<'('CIMIIO'"liloout.111tc"<' II • ''IIIIH:''IIilmp~:11"'"""'"1ti1c 

-\.lmlllhlralnt ol tlw I r.o~'l'"li,nH>ll e. ec·r~t;u; "''"'"I "'k"'~ n"l.' r~<ull Hl ""II p~n<~ll\ 
, c·nutirl" ·•v•·•tc" ·l'tlhlw d"' ln'u"· "f"'"'"'nnl h1 ~I ~.c ~-;;~ 
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Different passenger population. momhs, and seasons occurred: 

There wa-.. a bd!!hll:nt:d awar~:nc'l'~ of both pa~scngcrs and employees during Lhc PuC Js 
well tt~ incn.:a-.;t:d n11..:dia co\crage and signuge rcgurding the PoC: 
The Assc~Stll' used a difh:t'l'nt pl<~l'Cll1C1llllf hehavi111' detl'l'l itlll t\'Milll'n~s than tlw SPOT 
program during th~ h;lselin~: 
As>,c~~nr·s wen:· pruvided with ~tdditionaltrnining- <il)(l mt'nl(ning rel<Hed to pi'!'isrrtger 
engagement and duL·ument revie~; 

Passenger engugemcllt wu~ increased to lOW;(. during the PoC: 

Pas~cngcr engagement style ch;mged (usc of targeted ljllestiom); ;md 

TIH.:n.: was an opportunity to resolve suspicious sisns before sccondary scrcening 
Ol'(lllTL'd. 

In this PoC it is difficult to link sm.:ecsscs or failures to any or the individual changes because of 
th~.· sheer numher and degree nf clements th;ll were changed he tween tlw haseline and PoC. If the 

Asscs.~or PoC is expanded, additional te~ts shnuld he conducted W tdcntify the factors resultmg 

in the mo~t "igmficant change~ 

Results 
Training 
This PoC l'cquin~d new cla~'iromn trai1iing provJlkd hy lntcrnation;d Scrurity Ddt•nsc Systems. 
LLC ( ISDS ). The A \'!at ion P<lssl'ngcr Assessnr ( /\P /\) comsc discussed tr:tvcl documcntatinn. 

twvcl p:Hkrns, heh:l\'inral indicators. appearance factor~. 4lnd que,tioning techniques that led tn 
sun:cssful identification of potential HRP. This training was theorized to improve an A~scssor' s 

ability Ill ~:nga~c passengers anJ make rcal~time risk assl.)ssments. The majority uf ~tud~:nts wen: 
ahlc to ~ueces~rully pas ... this training course (l)X'/i ). boast in!! one of the highest achievement 
rates cxpcrictH:cd hy JSDS:. 

In addition to classroom training, students were required to pa"s a rigorous On~the~Joh Training 
module (QJT) to hecome a certifie{l A~se<>sor. OJT Mentors ~rent over I ,XOO hours mentoring 

potenttal Assessors. resulting in a total or 115 certified Asscssors. This represents ljg 1,1 of the 

potentiul A~\C~M.lr~ originul1y enn.l!kJ in the APA course. 

E!Ticiendt:.~ and Ef!(.~ctivetw:o-s 

Tht: Assessor program ~.:ould he: con~idt:rc:d a succt:ss if the: addition of tht: Assc:ssor operation 

unproved the system deteclion of HRP while maintaining or improving on operat!On<.ll 
et'i'ieiell!:ie.~. /\ numher of m~trii..'s were collected to L'Valuak any efficiency tmde~oth, including 
throu);hput. staffing. wait tllll('~. and L')'t:IL' (prot'o.:ss) times. 

· "' noll•d in Ulll\'l'l''allon. 
lllll~lll coui.Lir" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'Ii) lnlo1 ,,,Ilion oh.1i ""'""''lied mod~• _JI) CFR '·' n I lJ·, < <ldiii!L'rli 

~ 1 \,q>l "'I ill I[H: ''llil<'llpl:illLI>O""' <•I 111t 

-\.lmlllhlr;o(nl nlllw lr.o~'"'i'll Dn '"T e. ec , 
t!ntc·nuilrl" •'V•·•\tlL ·l'llhlw d"' I<>>IIH' "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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Table I dispJ..Jy:-. the high~ level data points describing the shllt: of the checkpoints during the 
A:.;~cssor PvC At BOS and DTW. A~s~:ssurs were able to proc~:ss a lalf:!C pa~scng:et Lhrougtq.ml. 
and only 'pend additional tinw quc .... tioning a small proportiun ofpa ... sengers (I 16(.(·).111 general. 

very k'w passvngcrs 1\'fliM~d 111 ~1wak ltl the AsM:,sor {/\/;;;;;; 14 'L An l'\'l'll Sln<rlkr pmpmtinn 11f 

th..: tr;tveling puhlh: was <.·nn:-.iderecl a potential risk hy the Assessnr and ..;ent 1\1 set.:nndary 
sn.:ening (0.11 1·/c). 

'' ' ' ' 
,, I )I" I·, I{) I' t't' " 

' ~ .,, ,, Pi' l 'r ' 'I I I · 11 P' '' " 
,, 

" 
Vmiuble BOS DTW 

Checkpoint Terminal A (X June-;) Red 1 (5 lanes) 

Baseline Period Dates o/o/1 I-WIII 1 7/IS/11-9110/11 

Proof of Concept Period Dates S/15/11-12/15/11 10117/11-1211511 I 

37 BDO. 5 
66 Behavior Tran..;portution 

Total Available Certified Assessors Dcl\x:Lillll Ollic~.:r~ Security· lnspcctm'i 
(BDOi (TSI), ~ Federal Air 

M:tr'>hal.~ tFAMJ 

Total Throughput 1611,2K I 121JK1 

Total Passengers Spoken to by an Assessor 313.293 {H7(/r J 2H7 ,H05 (/4Y 1/r) 
(throughput excluding employees and crew) 

Averag~ Assessol' at TDC Cycle Time (with .f.j._J) SCl't.llldS .f..J..().l. SCl'(llldS 
transit)' 

Total Passenger:-. Receiving Additionul 
+A9t. 2A61 

Questioning at Podium 

Total Refusals to Speak with Assessor 95 -~~ 

Total Complaints 1 K 

Total Assessor Selectees olin IK3 

The duta ~bows that BOS As..,~ssors sd~l·ted <.~I most twke as mJny pa~s~ng~rs fllr addilional 

quest inning than DTW A~sessop,, W~· do nnt know if this was due to true difft'rt."lll'Cs in the 

pass~·ng .... ·r poptilill itlllS, \ j]' if th~·]\' \.\\'1\' d i ffl~l'("lll'l''- hvt ween d i rrl'l\~ 11\ I YJ1l''> of :\s~cs~OI s ll ~ .... ·d ut 
each I1Killinn (l'.g .. HDO. TSI. FAM J. Of the pus..,engers who received additional qm:~tioning. 
BOS Asses~ors selected I I(/( !5011 nf 4.4911) and DTW Asse~snrs selc(ted 7(/r. (I H3 nf 2.411 I) for 
secondary screening. 

'Thi~ llwtl'ic V.J~ c:oll(!dt:J throu!!h tltllet'<'lH tnethotl~ anti by Jilkn::11L c:oll.::llor-. at !lOS aHtl DTW. S.::~: ~eCLiml ..fA 

cOII(.Lir" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'll) lnl•u llt.tiJoJl oh.tl "to11lt.>lhl mod~J I ,, p.otl nJ thJ·, d,\LliiiiL'fll 

111ay he ~ek.l'c·d I" I'"""'' "lthou\ ,111!« ' .111< ~II n.cTI "'1\li tin: ''1111!'11 !''"'""""' .. t the 
-\.llntllhlra(nt nt th' I fllllll'\,_l(tDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. Ill t.on'l 1' r~<u]( Hl <'1\ll p~n<ill\ 

c ·" '"'' I"' I IS t!"''·nutlrt" ·•v•·•tc..-,,l'!lhlw d"' ln'u"· "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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A number l)f mt'lw.::-. were abo l'uptun:J to evuluult' ~e..:urlty cfft:c.:tivenc~~ of lite A~se~~llL The 
primary analy.~b examin-:d tlw ability nl'tlw clwckpoint '>Y-'tcm (With ur without the A'>~t·s:-.or) to 
detvct HRP Tlw term, /Jigh-ri1·A /'11.\',\0ign. wa:-. udoptcd from the 2011 SPOT Validuti(lll Stwly 1

, 

(k\'t'lopt'd hy the Dtpartmt·nt of Homdand Se~.:urity's S~.:kn~o:t: and Tt'l'hnology Direl'tnrate 
tDHS S&T). Given the <t\'nilahle data, thrte outcome v<triahks were med to reprt'sent HRP: ( 1) 

Law J:::nforcement Officer tLEOJ arrest: (2) possession of seriow, prohihited or illegal item~ 

(SPII), and (J) artful concealment. While this definition doe~ not directly idcntif) indiv1duah 
\dlO pos~.: a risk to a\'iatinn s..:l'urity. it dn..:s prmid~.: pwxic~ fllr individuals \~lm ar~.: mon: likdy 
to con~.:cul or dc~.:civc 1vhcn transiting th..: checkpoint. 

Tnhlt' 2 di~play~ the numher of HRP detection~ at the ~ystcm lc\'1~1 during the A~~C!\M1r ha'>cline 
and PnC periods. The addition of the As:-.essor appeared to improve sy~tem pcrfonnan..::c during 
th~.· PnC. as llHHT HRP were dcteclcd during the PoC (m;my of which were sclcc!cd hy the 
Asscs.~or). This change wa~ statistically significant at BOS: however, further te~ting would he 
required to prmc that the As,cssnr was tht' exact cause nfthis impmvcmcnt. 

I I .t •It: ... ( lr.:rr :1·, Ill L:lt.<(I 1·Uit·-~ "' lrll' .\ ~'.\"''·": I' j'~O: IJ ')[ ( I ojj•."q_•{ 

Variable BOS Baseline BOS PoC DTW Baseline DTW PoC 

Throughput 597,550 ]60.2~1 327,640 32J.JHJ 

Assessor Sdcctccs n/:t 506 n/a IR3 

Total Detected HRP·' II 54 0 9 

Total Dctt~ctcd SPll cat-iCs II 21 0 9 

Total Detected Artful 
I ) 

0 I 
Concealment ca~cs 

Total LEO Arrests II l5 II 2 

Indicator:-. 
APA tmining inlrmlw.:~o:d 2J new suspicioliS si~ns to Asst:s~or~ thlll ~o:ould bt: used to asse~s risk. 
Analy~es were conducted i:lt the indici:lt11r levd to evaluate how the~e indicator~ were being u~ed 

and lht'ir rt'latinnship to high~1i~k uutcomes. 1\ss.:>ssor~ noted a total ••f J ,212 inJirat••rs nvt'r )06 
r~ krrab at BOS ami a total (lr 440 indicator~ mw l SJ r~fct'r:tls at DTW. (b)\31 49 usc § 

114
trl 

(b)(3).49 USC § 114(r) 

1\·.s_ Department nl Hnml'land Secumv, Sctenc·e and Tec·hnolngy Dirc•ctorate. (WI\). SPIFF Rf/erml H<'/)llrf 

Valulal!o/1 Swdy 1-'rll<lf Rq'<'ll Vofwll<' /_ l'cr!mittl! Rq'''rl. Wu>lllngtl'lL DC. Author. 
'Thl''l' ;rtl' all at tile ~Y'k'llt k·1d Hktl·crr:d h) A~'l"'~~~r. SPOT. antl/(lr dwrkrointl. Tlw I Pial dl'k'tll'd SPII. an rut 
cualu:almc'Ill. antl U:O arTe~l L:a'>l'~ do r\01 adJ up l<l th~: lotal HRP ca~e-.. d' one HRI' l'll'il' niultl ha\l: mulllplc 
J\lllr<~Tllc'> tc'.):! .. .r SPlJ il•,\(lingln .rn dl'l'l:,ll. 

"" ~coL<illl~ ~cctH'li) llllonllt.tlron oh.tl "tolllloolhl uud~r -l'J CFR J.Lll .,., , o>c<um·rol 

~ 1 •<'1'1 ><"II[IIIH:''IIill'llp1:111H>O""'''IIi1t 

-\ohnlllhlr;rtnr nt tlw lr.o "' 
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L(b~I~P~I _4"_' c_o_ c~~-l4~(c~J ____________ JA~:-~-;snrs wen: ckarly as~e..;sing the ..;;~me 

Jll(IH.'[Itnr~ ]I) the rlia_1onty ol then· cases, v. hH.:h rrn-:t>s questmJh a'. tn wht>lher lht'se nldK<'ltnrs 

were simply more frequt>nt or whether Assess()f~ >vere relying only on a handful of indicators. 

Rok tlf SPOT 

/\naly~\.'s n:n:ah.:d that SPOT cxp..::ricncc and background innw:m.:~.:d the ~ucccss of the As:-.c:ssm 
r~~c. Assessors appearl'd to n.:-ly on APA indicator.~ that re.~cmhhxl SPOT indirators and ust:d 

their SPOT trainmg to hctter Jcfine what they ohscncd. Mo"'t BDO-; \'iew.:J the two indicator 

list-; as one and the same, and attcmptcU to ·'fit"' SPOT indicatnrs into the Assessor categories so 
they could unofficially apply them h. During ~ecnndary screening nf Assessor scll'clccs, 

Asscs.~ors fell hac~ inln SPOT prntncols and skills to identify HRP and decide whl'lhcr LEO 

inrcrvcntinn W:l\ necessary 

Th0 bh:nding of SPOT and Assl'S~(ll' was uncxpcdcJ, as the As::.css~ll' rule was originally 
designed a:-. a .stand-<!lone fu11ctit>n th<H could pos ... ibly be pcrftlfllJcJ by a numb~.;r ofTSA 

l'lllploycc lYP'-"'•· However, it wnddy bcnunc apparent that BDOs performing A-.:-.cs.'ior could not 
"forg.:t" !heir SPOT training. twr could they ~.·m.ily tran:-.it iilll ho._'\I.Ncen pP.,itions. If thi~ pn,gr<Hll 

b expanded the rnle of SPOT should be rnnre deeply cnnsidered in the develnpment of enh.mt·ed 

behavior detection. 

Conclusion 
The As:-.cssor PnC examined the capability of Asses:-.~,rs to perform enhanced bch<lVinr detect inn 

v.ith 'll<!rgc populatinn nf pa-.~cngcr'> attwn difkr ... ·nt chc•.:kpoint:-.. Datu colhxted ~ugg"':-.t-. thm 
Assessors were able to imprrl\'e the security posture ofthc chcckp(lint: however. this 

improvement came with increased npemtional costs. Additional re::.earch is. required to hetter 

understand the \',Jiuc of t\~:-.c~~or .tnd better pa1r it w1th TSA ·s current behavwr detection .md 
anuly..,i-; Gtpabili(il'~. It n:main~ unclear vd11ch factors l_lr Assc~'>t.ll e.g .. training. indit:atqcs. 

cng:.t[!l!lllcnt. incrc~1M:d pi'l::-.l'lll'{\ ur SPOT Wlllrihutl'd tn its ~ucn:~.~-~ ;md In what ext1:11L. fullu\: 

studic·~ should ulkmpt 10 i ... o\aH: und study c•uch ractor to build an oplim;~l capability in the most 

dlkitnt rnannt:r possihk' 

'' .-\rcordinp In !Ill' .-'b~L''i'nr SOP, A .. ~cs~or~ could no! appl~ SPOT indira!or-: dmin~ the 1nitwlcng-ag~mcnt at the 
!'DC put.lium. BD(h 1-\l'I'c ullollvl'Lill' up(~ly SPOT pruc~JuJr~ Jul'in~ ~~c•mJary >U'l'L'Iling t•l .-h~L·~wr ~dcdel',, 
h1r ~\alllpk. d- SPOT and ,·ngn)!.L'I!ll'll! url' th,· hl)!gl'q ,.,llllrihutor~ tn llRP lkll'•'Wlll. fntllrl' •kplPYI!ll'l\l~ 1\lil\' no1 

J\'qllirc 1hc AI' A u·aimll)l ;mJ lnt.h~awr~ I() be: -,uct:c:.,.,ful: which 1\uLiltl ~really rcJucc: the: co'l of the pl"tl!J.r.llll cutJ 
1 l'l'iiSl' tht· ~pc~'d ol depl11}'lnt'l1! 
\\-'_\ ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnlolll<.li<on lh.<l "to11lh<lhl tuld~• -l'J CFR >.Ill ,., '''"""''"( 

Ill<!)' ht otk.I'C'd llljiCIMIII' \lllllo\1),1 lite'< Ill I • ~ t '''1'1 "'I( ti(H: ''ll(it'll p1:11111>0"HI Pi lilt 

-\.lmlllhlralnt oltlw lr.1~'"' , 1nn '"The .)ec·r~l;u; o 1.1 'k"'~ m''-' r~<uliHl '"II p~n<~ll\ 
t!"'t"fiHIIrlll •'f<"•ltl\ ·l'llhlw \1"' ln;(l"' "f"\'rlllnl Itt ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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1.0 Introduction 
Each yo:;rr owr 600 milliiln airlino: pa:-~l'll!!l.:l"s tra\'d domo:~tkally. tilt' majority (lr \Vhicb d(l not 

represent a threat to a\'iation security. However significant resoun:t's are bemg expended to 

~lTI!en low~risk pa:-. ... eng:er..; and this may not he the mo~t cost·el"fecti\e approach to security. 

At:curately :-.egmentlng pas~engerc. based on risk level and transttionmg: to a mk-hased approach 
j.., paramount 1\Jr sustaining an effi.!(,:th"L' aviation se(urity sy..,tem. This type of ..,y..,t.:m is fo• .. :u ... ~.xJ 

on denlting ~ceurity resnun:cs to the individuab who require the most scrutiny, whih: reducing 
~y ... tem risk and improving the pa~st:nger expt:rienL'i.', 

In the ...:urtTtH ~ystcrn. only a portion of th.: tm\ding. publk i~ subjected to behavior analy~b 
s<:n:cning. TransJwrlation S\'curity Of1kcrs ITSO) provide thl' prim.try s<:recning uf persons and 

haggage and uncover pntenti;llthn:ats with the aid of ~~.:n.·.:ning lt.:chnolngy I e.g .. Advan•.:ed 
Imaging Technology (A IT). X-Ray. and Explosive~ Trace Dctcctiml (ETDJI. This approach 
plnce\ greater focm on detection of prohihited items rather than persons with intention to do 

h<.1flll, Searching for ho•:tilc intent dc~linb security c!Tcctiwncss from prediction of mode of 

<.ttturk which in turn allows t1JWI ~y~tem "ecurity pcrflnmam:e to be more lkxible <.md cJlcr:tive a.., 
ollJ' advcr~aric~ adapt While TSOs ~uu.·c~srully dctcd anJ confisL"ulc pl'ohtbiti.."U ilcllb l"l\llll 

pa~seng ... Ts ~:vny day, the majority uf ihL·~e pa~~l'll);!L'r~ d11 not han: hmtilc intl'tililin~ forUM.~ uf 

tho~e items, and thus do not repre~ent a true threat to avi<ttinn security. Thi~ 'uggesh that more 
dfici~nt .~neening method~ an: needed to det~rmine w.:lllal threat~ to uviation. 

ldt•ntifymg polL'nlial threat~ anJ as.~c-.~ing ri~k 111 the uirport l.'twironmcnt arc con~it!l.'t·ahlc 

challenges. The Transportation Se\..:urity 1\dmini,tration (TSAl is expanding it:-. hchavior 

detection cupahility tn idcntif) ri">k in pas-;cngcrs and cspcci:tlly tho-~c for whom we have little 
information. In th0 AssL'\~or Proof of C(mccpt (P1JC), currently being conducted at Boqon Logan 

International Airport (BOSJ anJ Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTWJ, an 

enh<tnu.:d behavior dl:lectiun capability;.., being deployed to perform n:al-time n~k as:..e~smcnts. 

Thi\ l':lp:tbility. known as ;\.\,;"t's.wr. involvc_, do..:ument rL~VICW and pu:-,..,en)!<:r engag,em~nl to 
de-ted ;momal ies h!.'hav iors_ The current A~se\sor concept of operation.., (CON< >PS) uti I iz..::s 
I ooqr passenger engagement at. or directly after, the Tmvcl Document Chcckcr (TDC), to detect 

potential high-nsk pnssengcrs (HRP). Significantly more passengers are being observed anct 
...:ngaged u:-,ing thi-: motkl. which should incrc;1sc the dl<lllCL'~ of dc!t'Cting IIRP attempting to 

trall~il the dteckpoint. 

Thi:-. n:porl di ... .:u\sl.:.., data ~:olh:ctcd at the Assc~sor PoC hctwc<.:n August 15 and Dc<:cmbcr 15. 
2011. The data culhxted should inform deci..,imHnakers and system Jesigner.., about the nature 

or the change:-. resulting fwm Risk Bas~d Security ( RBS) change:-. su~.:h a:-. the utility or enhanc~d 

h~.•havior dctl'd ion. S ptXI ficall y 1 h h rl'port rev i~.·w\ thl' opL'I'<ll ional llllpact of t hi.' A ~se:-.Mll' on 

dk•ckpoint cffieio:ncy and ~l'nlrity L'llct'tiwne~'- Rccomml'mlations for future devrlopnwnt nf 
the Asscs~or capahility :m~ al-:o discussed. 

''"" ~CIL<illl~ ~c.ufli) lnlo1 IIL.Iilon oh.tl "lo1111<1lhl mod~o .J'J CFR I'·" h 1.1 .tlld I<; 'll 

"'" y he ~ek.l'c·d '"I'"""'' "ollooul .1 """' tc .: '' 1111m !''"'""""' "I tile 
-\.lmtllhlralnt ot tlw lr.o~''" ' , r e. ec·r~l;u;. <>I J,on'l"'', <ull 111 '''II p<n<OIII 

t!"''·nutlrt" ·•v•·•tcw·.J'IIhlw d"' ln'u"· "f"'"'"'llnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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2.0 Background 

2.1 TSA Behavior Detection 
TSA ·:-\current heha\ tor screening program b known as the Screening of' Pas.w:ngerx hv 

Oh.1en·t11ion /(•c/l!litfiW\ or ,)POT program, TSA officmlly adopted the SPOT progmm in 2006 

afler :-.evo..•ral )'l'ar~ ill" pilot ll'sting.. The SPOT prngram wa:-. huilt oil nf a growing hody of 

hehavinral analy:-.i:-. programs that had hccn :-.ucccs:-.fully deployed hy law enforcement and 

se-curity per~onncl around thC' world (e.g .. Behavior A~se~smcnt Screening System: Pas~cngcr 

As\C:-o\mcnt Screening System: hnwl sccuntyl. TSA Bcha\·inr Detection Officer~ (BDO) :..trc 

trained in bchaviur analy.~i\ and hl(lk f~lr obscrvabh.: bd1avioral cue~ indicating that an individual 
fe~tr'> di~covery. While ~ume level of anxiety i-'> expeLLed in un uirpmt cnvimnmcnt. ADO" can 

idclllify hdwviors that deviate from wllal i~ twnn;ll. 

Since ih inception, rhe SPOT program hr~s heen Slk'Ce~~ful at identifying HRP. such a~ 

indi\'iduub tmnsiting with seriom prohibited or illegal items (SPII), fraudulent tmvd documenh 

(FfD). and outstanUing w;nT<Hlls. In all of th!.'s~..: s!.:en<lrios the passenger should h;tvc a fear of 
discov..:ry. :1~ l1l· {ll" :-.he altcmpts to circumvent or defeat the ~crccning pro~..:c~~. That is why 

behavior ohst•rvation em adt.l an dledivc layer to any SL'l:LLrity program: it allllW~ st·curity 

practitioners to deled HRP b,t~ed on behavior~ that are dilTindt to fabely inhibit. and i~ the only 
layer that fo~:uscs lllOJT on a po:rson's intent. ratho:r than it~m~ in thl'ir possession. 

Currently, SPOT is one of the unly sl'ientifil·ally validated beh:1vior-hased ~l..'cUnty progr:um in 
the world_ The Dcpartnll~nt nf Homeland Sccurit} ·,Science and Tcchnnlngy Directorate (f)l-lS 
S&T) recently completed a research study rhar examined the extent to which SPOT indicators Jed 

to correct 'icrcening decisions at the ~ccurity chcckpointh. The study was completed in Apnl 

201 I and n:vcakd that SPOI wa~ :-.ignifkantly lllt)re effective <!I identifying HRP than random 

~l'k<.:tion prutot . ."O!!-.. Tbi ..... ~tully n.:pn:~l.'nt.s the nw:-.t lhorough :uw!y!-.L~ of ;Jll)' bchuviural ~l"t'el.'ning 

pnlg_rum tu date: no tllhcr cnwlter~h:rrnrhm nr similar sel'llrity program i~ knn\V!l 111 h.t\'1.' hcen 

suhj~ct~d to such ;t rignrou~. sy!-.tt:malil· evalu;ttion of its scn:cning <K'-'ltnll"Y· 

Extensive academic re~eardl al:-.o mdicates that hehavinr analysi:-. and tnterviewing are el"fective 
methods for dcll.:~:ting lw.~tilt.: intent and ptllcntwl HRP'1• Thi:-. sug~csts that using ollicl'fs tramcd 

in bl•h;t\"iPr·b:!SL'd protocul:-; m.1y pnlvc ,m cffc~.·tivl' use nf rcvnu't:es for idcutifying this :-.m;dl but 

impunaut segment ufth~~ trav~:ling popul:ttion. Currently. tb~· SPOT prugram is th~: only TSA 
scrct·ning la)'l.'l' that fo~;.;u:-.c.'> (ll1 ddl'rting intL'llt at thL· ~;.;htTkpoint. 

' L; S. Dep;n·tnwtll ol" I !omd.illd s~·.:unl y, Surll(l' ~~nd '1\:,·lmolu~y Oun·tut'ulL' 1.~0 I I l .. 1l/'U t Rtj<'tl'id J.kfll/11 
Vafufulloll Srwf\' Final Rl'Jltlrl Voll/1111' f. Tee/mini/ Rq)(ll'l \V;l~hlllglon. ])('-Author 

'' Ft>I' L"\ampk·, '"L" Od'auiP, IJ. !\1., Linr.i\,1). J. J., i\lalllllL', 8. E .. ~1uhll'nhrud .. L. Challh'lL K., & Cr1opa. II. 
t]lO>i. C"il<',\' In dn·,·t'liml. p,yvhnlnf!iL'ai BulklllL 1!9. 7-1-· I \2 Eknwn, P. (/00( J "/'dli11.~ /.in. Oun to ,/1-('('i/ ill 
the rlhttl..t!pl<tn. pol iii< .1. wulr1t.trria;;e. ~l'\~ Yurk: \V. W. Nurton & Cu. U..illdll, ]' .. (J'Sullh,LI\, \1 .. & 1-'l·ank. M. 
(L I I111) 1)L ,\ /(·rr, 1111 ooroh tll1<1r P~ychn(,lj.:kal Sl'IL'llL'L', 10, 26."1 .. /(/J. 

' oul.olf" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnlo'"''ollon oh.ol "to.,lo.>lhl mod~• .j<) CFR l.llh 1.1. '' O!L'Oll 
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2.2 Behavior Detection in Risk-Based Security 
RBS i'i eompriscd of three primary components: prc-serccnin~. behavior analysis, and physical 
~-.:recning. Behavior analysis is a nu-.:iallaycr uf RBS because it -.:un Jetet.:t potential adver~Hri.::s 
anJ routl! them to adJitionul screening in n;<.tl~umc. 13ehadur analysi'i l'an uho ddect potential 
HRP with .:lean records or wl111 wen: otho:rwisc not iJ~.:mifio:d through prc-~cro:cnin)! llli.:tlwd~. 

The impmtunce of hehavinr detection for RliS is very high. lncorpnmtinp: additional 1-3 DO 
mtemctions could enhance the nhd ity to _._eg:ment and ~creen par:.senger populations hased upon 
potential rbk. Determining pa~sengcr risk will alk1w for a more efficient ~crcening procc:-.s of 
Juw-risk pas~i.'ngo:rs, mon: d'l'i.'etivc utili;.ation 1Jf lilllit\.':J n~SI)UJTes targeted to high~.:r risk 
p<v-.sengo:rs, and llltlrc clfe~,-·tive application uf unpro:dictubk ~ero:ening rneu~urcs. Utili;_ing 
cnhann:d hcba\·ior dcteuiml llll'thmls focu~cs grealcr n:snul'LTS on idL:litifyin~ lq:itinwtc thr\·ats 
tn aviation sc~..:urity by UllL'ovcring the intenuuns of trtJvcll"r:-:. In order Ill (_h:!-.ign and Implement 
RBS safdy and t'!Ttx·tively. we mu:-.1 gdin gre-ater insights into this erul'ial part or the syste-m. 

The Assc~snr P(1(' willlwlp ddl'nl1Jill' how lhl· 1\s.~l'SMJr L<~pahility could augllll'lil this vrtal rok. 
Behavior :malysis hus the potential to ctwbk RBS and amplify its hcncfits by routin!:! pntl·ntial 
adversaries in the unknown and low~risk lanes to heightened screening. This routing: 

Provides n:al-timc analysis to hedge against po~:-.iblc contaminution of the low-ri~h:. 
lanl.); 

I k::dges a,!!ain!-.1 potential predictability of rules--based pre-sen.:cntng; 
May pnl\'ide <l mnrc eflkknt hedtnng med1ani:-.m than random exL·lu:-.inn: 
In the long-tl'nn. may hl' lllOJ\' mca'>urahle than other fmm~ of prc-s(.Tl'enin!_!: <tnd 
The benefit!' are nmplified af. the lov.·~Ji~k population incr~?:~ses. 

Although thi~ phusc of the As~cs.~or PoC did not indudc other clements of RBS. it nHlY n.·v.:nl 
tllcthods for real-time routing that <.:an be applicd in future RBS pilnh 

2.3 Development of the Assessor 
The SPOT Validation Study demonstrated that current SPOT protocols could he used to identify 
HRP. The current SPOT mndcl deploys liDOs in pairs to conduct bch:l\-ior oh~crvation and 
analysis. Although BDOs l'ngagl' both low-risk and high-ri-:k par.;scngl.)rs in the d1Cl'kpnint 
lJUeuc. hrr\h(.'l' :-~'rccni11g und fonntd lJUl'Stioning i'i limited to 1mhvidual:- exhibiting hcha\·ioral 
iwJicaton-. Wl'igh\o..:d ahnv~· a pn:dctcrmillL'd threshold. SPOT fllCUs~:s bd1avior dL'Iccti,Jll ami 
analysis resources on only the 1110'>1 high-risk individuals_ It wa:-. unknown whether varied 
prLleedurc~ or behavior detection and analy:.,is- spcdfh:ally proeedurcs utili.~ing greatcJ 
passenger eng;.rg:cn~t:nl ···could alsu be Usl.'d lo detect potl.'ntial HRP. In 20 I I TSA dcsigneJ and 
impiL•r1wnted the As\\'S~nr P(J(' to d~t~rminc pre~.·iscly that 

Ill~ ~cctll'll) lnlollli.illon oh.1\ "l<>lllhllhlmod~i _JI) , I'·" n 1 ll· d,>c<um·nt 

111a y he tck.l'c·d 1111'"""'' "othout .1 llcc·d Ill """- ,,,, •<-till tin: '' ttilm !''""'"""' "I the 
-\dmtllhlralnt n I 1 flTIIll'lr"ltnn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. 111 'lt.on'l"'nattnn I lnaut "''""' "' 

,- '" '"'' I no II S t!"''·nutirtH •'\!'''lew,, [>tihlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rll\<'11 h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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In thi.' As~CSSL)!' PoC. TSA sought to i.'Valuiltc thi.' security effectiveness, operation<.!] efficiency. 

pa'i-.engcr t:.xpetit'nce. urtJ cu~t of Jc:ployin~ u uc:w bdt:.tviur ddedton tedllll4Ut: by adUing I OWl• 
interaction v.ith pa\s~nger.-. near or ut the TDC to Lh.:te~.·t HRP. As.~t.:ssor' UIH.Ierwcnt an Aviation 
Passenger Assc~-;or (APA) dtssrmnntr;tining cnuro.;c (kploycd hy .a ~erurity rontructor.l\1llowed 

hy an On-thc-Joh training (OJTl pcrind to improvl;;' pa~scng:cr cng;tgcmcnt and asscs~mcnt skills 
111 the TSA environment This \r:tining. served a-. ptoft..,si(Jnal development for As~essnr~ by 

impmving their behavior nh:-.ervation skills. in ten iew and eliciting: informatiun skills. and 
passenger interaction skills. Dmillg the PuC. Assessor_~ use behavioral analysis based 011 

I:(Hll)ll\:hcmiv.: intcrvkw:-.. obscr\'ation tcdmiqw.:s, aml rL·vi~.:w of travd Jot.:urn~.:ntati\lll to <t.~~~.:~s 

the Jcyc] of ri~k to aYiation security poo,;cJ hy the individu,rl. 

The general pmcl'Unre:-. urea:-. follow:-.: If the A\SL'Ssor obscn'l'S one or more suspieJOus sign,, he 
or she engages the passcngcr{s) in additional questioning to attempt to resolve that sign. If the 
.L\'\~C'I.~or lS ;rblc to resolve the su:-.piciou..; ..;ign(sl then the passengerts) i~ routed to "tandard 

scrcening. If the Asscs'ior is unahlc to rc:-.olvc the :-.u:-.ptcinus stgn. or additionaltndicutors arc 
oh:-.cr\'Cd. then thl' pa:-.scngcrh) is muted to secondary -;crcl'ning. 

The As::-cssor is the first behavior ba\rJ scrcenin~ model tested by TSA that eng;,tgcs el't'n' 

pa~tscngcr transiting the chct.·~pl>int. 

Z.4 Proof of Concept Experimental Design 
In the 1\s~cssor Po(', A.;sct-<>ors arc stationed at nr ncar the TDC station and engage !OW!r of 

pas-:cngcrs transiting that checkpoint. This requires <tdditional re..;ources to perform. cY...:n when 
As~cs~on, operatt' at the TDC. Although the AS'-l'-":-.or fwll'tion w;to.;. primarily pt~rfonncd by 

[3()():-;, two aJJitiunal TSA ~11Ip1oyi.'e group., \vere brieJly useJ Juring thc PoC in DTW. Thesl..' 
indudv f-ederal Air Marshal!-, (f'AMJ ami Tnut~ponatinn Security lmpecllirs (TSI). Data fmm 

these groups W<ts alsn e:\ami r1t.:d to evaluah.' the itppliL'<thil ity (If thi:-. traininp to other wmkforces 

During the PnC the A:-.sessnr:-. conducted a~sessment interviev..'s according to nne nf the 
following two options· 

1. Arter a p:l~~enger V.".l~ processed by th..: TDC' TSO, the Ass<:s-:(it' bridly llliL'!'\'iewcd the 

passengt•r nnd made hi-,/hcr ns~cssnwnt \Option I). 
The As:-.c,sur perfurmed the TDC function and uflcr cumplcting document verification. 

the A:-.~cs:-.or bridly intcr\i~.:w.:d the pa~:-.Cltgl'f and maJe hi~/h~.:r aw:ssllll'Jlt tOption 2). 

Option I wa'> only utili ted at HOS and for a period of fm1r \Vl't:ks. Thi;., period pwvidcd 

prd i mi nary d;tla Pn the l'fliL' icrh..'Y and dl~o.'cl i VL'ncss nf this opt i1111. Di ftl·r~.·ncc" i 11 sccurit y 
t~ftccrivcncss between these (lptiom arc discussed in section 5.3.2. After four weeks Option 
WZIS discontinued in bvor of Option 2. as it prm·idcd greater benefits in terms of operational 

cffidcney and pas:-.engcr experience. 

"'IL<ilil~ ~cctll'll) lnltullt.tiJoJl oh.tl "tollllollhlttiLd~J _jl) CFR l.Llh l_'; ' diii!L'fll 

111ay he iek.I'C'of I« j'ctMlll' \lllhout ,111cc'of Ill """· •I·' 11 1 u "'I( 11111: '' llile'll p1:11nt>OIIHI PI lilt 

-\.lmtllhlralnt nt tlw lr.1~''" 1n '" 1 e .)ec·r~l;u;, 111 'lt.on'l"'nattnn I lnautll<'rlt<l "' ea 

t!"''·nutirtH •'\!•·,tell , l'!lhlw d"' 1<>>\IH. "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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Aft~r the AsM:~sur !Jt:rfornwU hi~/hcr :isk a~t-.i.''-~IHt:nt. ht:lsl:c tlir.:tted pa-.,engcrs to either 
~tund:.trd or ~ccond:.try screening. ·1·wo Ji ffcri.'lll variatinm of ~cwn Jar y S(..T\.'1!11 i ng Wl'n: tested at 
hoth BOS and DTW 

A. Pas~enger~ were handed-oil tn the clw.:kroint. at \vhii.'h time the chel·kroint ~,.·otHht,,:ted 
selcr·f('l' screening <b per the Cht>ckpoirH Sun:dnrd Operating Pmcedure-. (SOPJ. Thi'. 

included: 

Screening conducted by a TSO 
AIT (if availahkJ 

1::14} 4~ 1 1 lrat-Down 
ETD 11f a.:n:s\ihle property 

Bag Si.'arch 
Usc of Checkpoint SOP LEO notification guideline~ 

B. As:-.c~sors retained positive cnntrol of the pas~engcr(s) and performed SPOT n~f('!Ta/ 

.\'('fl'CIIIIIi! as per the SPOT SOP Thi:-. inl·lm!ed· 
Scre(·ning by the A~~cssnr with n ROO partner 
ATT if:wailablc) 
(b)(3l 49 Pat~Dnwn (by a TSOl 

LTD of i-ll'C'"''ibh: J)l\lp~.;rty 
Bag S~.;an.:h 
Casual C'onvcr~atiun 

Use of SPOT SOP LEO notiri\:ation guidelines 111 

2.4.1 Variations at Proof of Concept Airports 

Although both PoC ~ite~ were te~ting the capability oftlw A~~l's~or, tlwrc were snnll' -;nwll 

variation~ in the lk'>ign~. protocols. and UJll:-:traint.~ uf t:acb PuC rbe"-'l-.]Willtlhat may afl'o..•ct 
illlerprewtinn of the data. Thi:-. i~ the gcneral rea:-@ for ]Jl'l'\l'llting Jata fwm c,tch <~irport 

separatdy ratht"r than ~.:ombinmg: the data sds for analysis. Tabk 3 outlines tht: variations in 
deployment of the Asse~sor at ~(J,S and DTW. 

10 Thb Jbtincliun 1\ impunanl. a~ lh<! Si'OT SOl' n:L[Ull'C.'> LLO lllJilficJiion I'm aJJitlon;d ilCIIL' Ullcml!n:J in tlw 
b;1 • .,,·art.·h ,t, 1\o.!ll ,,, lk·ha1·itw ··,,l!n' tlfdt.'l't'[\li,m". 

"'H<ihl~ ~cctH'li) lnlo'"''liJon oh,,l "to11lh>lhl llllLl~J -l'J CFR ,,,h L'i ·, < <ldlLI!L'nl 

111'<)' ht itk,l't'd I<' J'CIMIII' \lllh<>lll ,111tt'd Ill """· ,,,, t ,, I "'IIIIIH: ''II !It'll p1:111H>O""' PI the 
o\.lmlllhlralnt ol tlw l r.o ''" Dn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.on'l"'na 1nn «tl 11 "'' 11 p<n<~l!\ 

t!"''·nulirlll •'V•·,\c" , l'llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"''<'lll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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; , .. ' ---------- ---------------- ---- ----- ---

Variable BOSTON DETROIT 
Assc:.sors BllOs BDO~. TSb. ;md i"AMs. 

• k/15111-9111111 conducted • 10/17/11-12/15/11 ,,;onducted 

CONOPS 
Assessor JCCNding to Option I A~scssor according ln Option 

• f.)/ 12/ll-12/1 5/11 ('ondw:ll'd 2 
As.scs~or ;u,;cordiiH.! ln Option 2 

For RDOs: 

• lll/17111 ··11115/11 Ghcckpoint 

• H/15/ll-H/30/11L·heckpqint ~~·kct~·(; ~nl'~~ning (A) 

Secondary 
selectee: screening (AJ • 11/16/11-1211)111 SPOT 

Screening • Approx. 9/1111-12/15111 SPOT referral ~ct\~t~ning v.i1b a BDO 
rcft:tTJI screening with a BOO partner (BJ 
partner (B) Fm' TS!s and F/\Ms· 

• Only checkpoint sck:ctcc 
snceninl! (Al 

Weekly Schedule 
Po( conducted ~ev~.?ral hours a P11C ~:ondw.::tcd every day fwm 
dav/shift 114110-191111 

Assessor Shift Entire AM or PM As.scs~or shift 1 Entin: AM or PM :\s.~!.'ssor ~hifl 

Length (usually 3-4 hours) (7 orR hours) 

2.4,2 Scope and Limitations of Experimental Design 

The purpPse of an cxpcrimentallt\"1\ such as a ''Proof of Concept" i~ to explore the effect of a 
manipulation on an outcome. The purpo"e of the A'\1->t'~~nr PnC was tn explore the effect of APA 

traintng <lnd A~se~~~~r-stylt:> engagement (\J1 TSA ·~ ahtlity h1 dt'lel'l HRP. The general re~eardl 
:-:tra\L'gy f(lf ~.·valuating the llpcralional impact of thc As~cs~ur tnvolwd ~..·omparing thc sy:--tL'tll 

lcw1 11 perl'mm:uJce during thr pilot ttl the ~ystem k'\'i..'l pcrformartL'C durin~; a hu1-1clinc pcrind. A:-. 
~uch, baseline data was colh:dcd prior to the PoC \ruining and implementation. 

How.::vcr. certain factors coulJ not be ~.:ontrolh::J lwtwe<.::n the baseline anJ PoC periods. and 
thl'rt'f'mc could affect the dat<L Thl'Sl' factors \"ere~ 

• DtllLTL'lll pa'i:-.engers trarL~ill'd the che~._·kpoint: 

• Difkrmt flights Ol'l'Urrcd. :md 
• The baseline ;md PoC period~ occurred dming different month~/scasons. 

Although every allempi was made tu control sy~tem factor~ other than the enhanced BOO 
trainmg: and A~~!.',~OI' ct1gag:l'tllcnl proces:., a f~w other variablt:\ dl<lllg_ed between the ba,l.'line 

and PnC pnimb. They inclttlk': 

• A het,ghtened awareness of holh pas"engers and employees reg;mling R HS and enhanced 
beha\·inr detection~ 

11 Th1' in~:htdt'' ;ill <klc•..:tiPil'. (llitdr .tl the• ..:lwd;pPilll dLmny tlw h;1wlin..: ot' p,,( · ho11r' 
·ll coui.Lir" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'II) lnloollo.lloon oh.ol "to11lh>lhl mod~• -l'J CFR '· n I lJ·, < <ILliii!L'nl 

-\.lmlllhlral<>l nt llw lr.o~'"' , oDn •>rlhe.)ec·r~t;u;. <>I l·'n'l"''. <ul 11 <'II II p<n<~lll 
t!"'<'r'IHIIriH •'f<'•lc..-,.]>iihlw d"' i<>>IIH' "f"\'<'111<'!1 h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 



TSA 15-00014 - 007955

fiJRfHJI"FIYR f1NEil!RITY HfFOR7 1\TJOtl 

• ltt~:r~•t-~~d signag~ r~~<tnJin,g th~ n~w t:hei.'kpoint pnli.'edure~ at the PoC dlei:'kpoint: 

• ltt~.'rt:<t~ed media attentinn durin!! the PoC period: and 

• A new qw:uc cnnbguratmn at the Po(' checkpoint. 

.1\dditi(Jilally, the Asse~S()I" P-.:1C itself iTK"lll(kd several variati(Hl~ from the baseline hehavinr 
detection prm:e,~s (SPOT) which rnay have affected the IIRPdctcction rate~. Spccitkally. in the 

PnC u number nt' item~ were different than SPOT, including: 

• 1300s wen: prnYidcd more thuwugh training. and mcntoring n.•garding passl'ng..:r 
engagement: 

• More HDCh were prcscnl at the chl'ckpoint: 

• BDOs stood <II podiums instc;td of ··w;1lking Lbl.' lint:" or performing bdl<t'·ior ub~l.'rvation 
from <I distwKc: 

• Oth-:r TSA empluyees wert: abo engaging in behavior ddc.:tion (e.g .. TSis and FAM~J; 

• Pas~enger engagement was. increased to Jooc;;,: 

• Pusscnger engagement style ch;mgcd slightly (usc of targeted questiom): and 

• There wa~ ;.111 opportunity to resolve ~u-.pi~:ious signs bcfon: "c~;ombry Sl:l\~cning 
lH.Tli!Tet..L 

The~e diiTerence~ ht•tween the baseline and PnC period.~ suggest \hit! any change" in 
effectivene~~ or dliciency di~cowred during the PoC proce~~ musl he interpreted with !he li~ted 
cunfounding fadlll"~. It is !Hlknown if improvement during the Po(' was the rt:\!lll llf one of the 
list~:d chang~:s. multiple t:hangl'~. or a eomhination. For example. it is unknown wh~:thcr an 
impmvcd ddcction ra\(.' \\(lS the result nf increasing the ~ngagemcnt v.ith IlK' tmvcling public, 

additional training and indicuhw~ ror detecting risk or incrcn~cd coverage or BDO~ at 
~..:h~.Cckpoinh. Change~ in cffcctiVL·ncss must be attributed to tlw !W\"<' checkpoint ,..;ystem as a 
whuh::: .~ucccs,.,cs Dr failure" <.:an not be linked to any of the individual compuncnb. b~.:cau ... c uf the 
number of clement~ that were changed in the d1c.:kpnlllt and the bc-IMvior (kle\.'tion process with 
~.·k·nwnt'i of the previous lwhaviorddcl'lion proce:-s tSPOT) hc111g rolkd intn tlw rww procc:-~ 
(Assessor). 

Additionally, there were con~traints on the data analysis for DTW, due to the eonfigur;)tion of 
the l\1i.'N<ll11llra Tt:nnirwl checkpoints and llK' natur-e of the h:.~scliJK' data. Th~'~l' !tll.'ludcd: 

• Fourdw~:kpoinb (Red I. 2, J, and 6) t.lcposil passt:ng~.:rs into the sam: sto:rik ar~.:a. 
Pas~l.:llt!l.'l'~ can dlllll~L' which d1eckpoint tP u·,lversc and the-y h.tVL' the 11pportunity Ill 

<tmid thl.' As\C~"nr pro!;c~s during the PoC twhk·h lll<IY n:~h.h,;c dctc!;tion rate~); <md 

• There were no cases of HRP detection during the hasclinc. providing no hase rate for 
analysi~. 

/\ny employl'C pcrl"urming A~~c:-.,or i~ likl•ly to 11'1.' their hack).li"OUnd .~kills and training to inform 
their decisions when perfnnning po.tss~.:ng:cr screening and behavior detection. The datu di~CllSSI.'d 

., ( ''"""''"! 
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in this ri.'port rc,·cals that BOOs performing Assc~-:or ari.' blending thi.' SPOT rok with thi.' 

As~i.'~~or role, anJ. may huv~ been u~in~ su~pkious inJil:alllr~ frum both s~:h of training: lu iufonn 

tht1ir Lli.'ci~inlL~. It is ckur frnm the n.:port.~ that Juring the Pn(' tht: BDO/A-.scssors have bi.'Cll 
im.-urpurating SPOT intutlll' pn)n:~s: lwwcVL'L it i.~ unknown exactly whL•n and to what tkgrvc. 

This ;Jlso (,'on round..; the anal y..;i~ and under-:tanding or the data. 

3.0 Training 

3.1 Classroom Training 
Tlw APA training i~ a five day das"·oom cour~c designed to teach tlw ahilily to identJt'y and 
resolve suspicious indicator~ Iinke(\ to potential terrorism. This training is provided hy :1.<.:vcurity 

contractor. International Security Defense Systems. LLC (lSDS). with experience training 
aviation assessment worldwide. The in:;tructors from ISDS offer examples of identifying 

terrorist:; fmm pcrt>unal cxpi.'ricncc:. whid1 brings u h:vd of authcntH:ily and motivation to the 
stuJcnL~ th>tl i~ not oftc1t po...-.. ibk through t_J\hcr \ruining 

The APA \..'(llll'SI:: dis~.:u:-.st:s travel dilL'Ulnt'Jl!<lliiHl, travt:l piltkrns. ht:havioral i11dicators. 

appearance factors. and qucs.tionin g tt'l'hniqm:~ that lead 1 o successful idt'nti ficatiun of potent iul 
HRP. Additiomdly. students are taught cu-.:turner sen· ice skill". risk evulu:ttion, ide11tifying 

dL'Yiati(lm, in identificatinn dorlll11l'nts, and short case ~ludJc~ on histori~.:al terrorist event~. The 
crJil:ria LL~cd to measure Jaily progrc..;s and succcssfulL·ompktion of tlu: course includL"S ksts, 

active participali(lJl, and rule playing ~..:cnurins. 

There arc several topic" in tht: APA training cour~c that arc not covcn::d. or an: not Co\·crcd in a~ 

much depth as. in SPOT training which arc useful tn further develop the skill for a potential 
A-:~c-.;MJI". One of thc~c ki.'y components b rbk \.'Valuation. This cour~e li.'aches Sllltli.'nt" to 

prinriti;c rhrc<th and under~! and hm.\ tlwy change. In prinriti1mg risk, the A>~l'~~or w1ll 

desi.r:narc a passenger n' thrc::ncninn or not. nnd if so. whcthi.'r they should he catl'gnri7cd as r~n 
(b)(3) 49 U S.C.§ 114(r) 

'(\lgl'\h<:J, th.:y offet heh.LVHl! obsc1 \\liJUn .~1-..tlb that lo~.:u:- on ,tpiW<lt dtl~vo.: und doLUttto.:nl.tlton 

sigm ln catch someone who knowingly ill' unknowingly is ;t rhk to aviatiun. 

A second key component of the APA traimng is the inclu-;ion of mten·iev.· techniques and 

practice. The m"'tructors di:-.cusco the imporLancL' of and hn'A' w a~k. opl'n-t•nded and direct 

ljliL'~tiuns wiK•n Interviewing a pas~cngL'L The L'DLtrsc nllL•rc. a list nf qul'stions usso~..:ialL'd with 
ead1 indkator th<lt shm1ld hL"lp guide thi.' 1\sscssnr to identifying \Vh<:thcr the p;tsscngi.'r is h.:ing 
dcccptiYl' or pose~ a risk to the aviationcn\'ironrncnt. Pwctirc in front of tlw class with fL-cdhack 

from the instructor.~ hdps Lhc stutk:nts karn from t:acb other and proviUe:.. the opportunity to Lest 

''""''"I 

-\.lmtllhlralnt nt th' l1 "' tDn '"The .~ec·r~t;u;. 111 'lt.<n'l"'na tnn n .,,,1 <n<~ll\ 

·" '"'' "'II S t!"''·nutirl" •'f'·'t'" .]>t)h]w d"' ]n;u"· "f"\'rll)q] h1 ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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out Jiffi.'ri.'nt qui.'stioning li.'i.'hniqucs. While SPOT truining: docs intruduci.' some con\"crsational 

and lllll'n it'\V ]Jructt<.:c. it is nut to the extent uf APA ·sinter vie\\ techniques. 

Whi!i.' tlw APA training pruvidi.'s As~l~S'or~ with ~l~vcral•ww JWrspcctivcs relat1:d tu <lllli

li.'rrtlri"m. \he f\lCliS nf" \he CO\II"Se i:-; the list nf ~U'-'picio\ls sign." I~ llS('d ((l dt'tCrtlllnl! pot~·ntia[ 
HRP. AP:\ pre-.enh D total indicator.'- that <Ire divided into two grnnp.,: Appearance ;md 

Behavior signs tN ~ I~ l and l)pcumenlation signs (N ~ I OJ. While most do not overlap. the APA 

Appcarann.: and Behavior signs share th.:: same ~cientific underpinnings as th~.:: SPOT behuvim 

inUil:utllrs1 '.This is not surprising, g.ivl..":n that API\ training inllui..":Jl!.:ed the dt:vdopmcnt of 
SPOT. The APA A 11carancc and BchaYiur indicatnrs con~ist uf signs caused bv anxictv and 
ph)sical indkators ll~ ·4 r) that 

ha\"1.~ hccn tied to a~t ti.'rrorism ca~c~. The Documentation si•YJl~ an~ ~trictly focu~cd on rmvcl 
document. (h)(JJ 4SJIJ s c § 114(r) and arc a new a'-'pect of 

passenger as~c'lsmcnt that arc nnt ClllTi.'ntly utilit.cd in the SPOT progr;nn Additional analysis of 

thc"c imllL·atnrs L~ di~cu~scd in .~cctinn 6.0. 

In addition to th(: 'iUspiciom: ~igm, APA also teaches students about ·'positive"' signs. These arc 

indicawrs that arl..": hmnd in population:. or ::rou~1s of ~1copli.' that arc kss likely Ill pot-c a thri.'at lo 

;wiation. The concept is t!wt i I" one nr tht.'~c sign.~ b iJcnti fit:d by the Ass~,;ssor. thc As~~.:~-.or 
,]wuld prinritit.l' th~1l passt.:ngcr as <t lower threut ami spend kss time on the docuntcnlatioll 

portion nf his or lwr intt'rVJL'W. The AsscsStl!" continues to~.:valuatc lwhavior ,md appcnrantc 

in(]i<:ators even for lower risk pas~t'nger" The follow in& groups are identified by APA as being 
lower risk: 

• Family members trav~.:ling togi.'tht.:r: 

• D1plumals: 

• Dcsig1wtcd Very lmportanL Persons: 

• Dirl'l"l TSA or uirlinc cmpl(l)'('C~; 

• US. mihtary personnel: 

• Fr~qu~.~nt fliers: 

• Passt:ngers UIH.It:r th~:: age or J 2; and 

• Group~ that meet a certain-criteria. 

This catcgilnt,tliiln is rd..:vilnt tn RJ3S and lhl'~l' signs :tl"l' irtti.'ndl'd to hdp utukrstand fMSSl'ttgl'r 
throughput ln a rlsk-hn"cd m;mncr, 

APA training wa:-. hdJ at BOS and DTW from July throu,l;!h SL·ptcmbcr. 2.01l.ln onk:r 10 test the 
dfi.'l..'tivcnt'~~ of Jt!Ti.'rent TSA job type~ in thl' A~~l'ssor mle. tlw~c that ,ttti.'lllJ!!J thi.' \.'our~i.' \Vl'n.:: 
BDOs. TSJ..;, and F/\:vts. From Bo;o.ton. 7J BDO~ Wl'l't' \.'nrolkd, In whid1 twll WJtbdr\.'W uml one 

1' S~l" Appclltil\ I for cumplt.'lc hst of APA inJic:.1Lun, 
1' Sl'l' Ap[k"IHll\ 2 ti•r r<,mpklt' ]1\1 nl SI'OT indiroH!H"' 

"cu<illl~ ~cctll"ll) lnlollll.liJon oh.1l "tolllh>lhl mui~J .J'J CFR l.Llh 1.1 
' """'""' 

-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.< ' , <nn '"the .)ec·r~t;u;, <>I "lt.on'l"'nattnn r .,,,1 <n<~ll\ 

no t!"'<"r"IUII<"IIL •'f<"•\tl\ .j>tlhiw \1"' ln;\IH" I' f"\"\"lll<"!l h\ ~) S.C ~-;;~ 
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failed the course, re:-;ulling in a 960· succc~s rate. The sc\.'ond round of das-;cs was held at DTW 

and tlli.:ludcd alllltr~;c pm 111:ipanl g_rl.lup:. { 13DO. TSL FAM) with a I OWti' I.'OUI -;r,: wnlplctillll rutc. 
Th~ total "un:t\~:-. rat~ of all purti1.·ipa1Hs for tlw APA LI)Lln,c was 9Wii, with 12H uut ur I J I 
pa~sing the required nitcria lT<1hk 4) 

" "' '" ,, 
' 

Variable Boston Detroit Total 

# Origiuully Enrolkd in APA training 73 BOO 44 BD0/8 TSI/(1 FAM 131 Studt:nb 

I #failures or withdrawals from APA 3 II 3 

l Pass Rate t)61!( 
! 

1 oor,,;, 9XI/r 

Multiple cntcria arc required tn pa~s APA training. Tkginn1n11 on the :-.ccond day nf the cour~c 

thcrt: i~ a 11.':-.t given I.'Ul'h day on the prl.'\ iow .. Ju{:-. 11.':-.son. If a student fails u t.:st th~.·y mu:-.t rt:

rake it tl11~ lll;xt day in adi.Jition to that dtty's test. C"'Sl'lltially having to l<lh' tW1l. If the ~tut.!cnt 
fails the rHakc te•a then they failed the C\Hirse, Annthcr criterion for pa~sing is d.tily 

part i!.·ipat inn. allnwi ng the i nstnu.·tor-; tn j udgl.· \VIK·t her somt:nnt: is l.'apahk or performing t ht: 
As~CsMJf rok. l.a~ll)·. there· i~ a fin:1l exam ml !.by fi,·c that include:-; niost portinn" oft he crHirc 
wcek·long ClllTiculum. If t1 student fails the final exam they f::~il the entire Cotlr'\C, hnwe\·er. they 

arc allowed one re·take 

3.2 On-the-job Tmining 

After pa..;sing the APA courst.\ each potential A~sc~"'nr undcrwt:nt a sccnnd phase (ir training tn 
hccnme ~~certified A:-.scs....:nr. Th1s pnriHm of the training coupled a Suh_jcct Matter Expert cSME) 
or cho~en Mentor with a Mcntcc to nccomplish proficiency in nvcnty the specific !.I criteria in 

the TSA environment ro.rn. The criteria arc broken out into three sections: Communication and 

D~mcanor. Qucstil)ning and Ob~crvallon Tcdmiquc<:., and Rcsolutit>n. Thc~c criteria arc graded 
on u pa~s/fail nui11g a11J :-.tw.knts nmst su~.·n.:~--.fully pas:-. cat.:h tusl.. lo bc~.·otlW a rcrtif1cd 
As~l:\S(If. 

The initi<:d ~roup or Mentor" included SMEs from the fkhavior Detection and Am1ly"is Division 
(HDAD) and two 8DO managers whu allended the ml1fse pnol" to the APA lr'aining: heing: 
th.:ploycd at BOS, They Wl.'l'l..: lllL'lltorcd for SL'\Cl"al Wl'eks by 13DAl)'s senior srvtE who ha\ 

l'Xpl.'rh:nl\.' with the APA l'lllli"SC <tlld funrtinn of the t\SSl'SStll". Aft~r the l"ir•:t k·w W~o.'Cb or 
mcntoring, the top Ass...:ssor~ :11 BOS ;md DTW wen: rJtos~.·n to assist with th~.: mcntoring rok. 
The\c were managers and BOO\ \Vho the St\·1Es dl'tcrmincd undcr~tood the Assessor l"(lllCCpts 

best and rnuld transition it wdl inlo the operational cnvit"lllllllent. 

·'"" ~CIL<illl~ ~c.tH'II) bolo, IIL.IIIon oh.tl "tolllh>llcd mod~• .jl) CFR I'·" h 1.1 .tnd I<; 'I 

"'" y he itk.l't'd '"I'"""'' "olhoul .1 11tt'< Ill n: '' 11ilm !''"'""""' "I lilt 
-\dmlllhlr;olnl nlllw I r.o Dn '" 1 e. ec·r~l;u;. 111 'li.on'l"'na 1 <Ill 11 "'' 11 p<n<~llt 

• < "'' no II S t!n\t"fiHIIrlll •'fl"•ltw,.j111hlw d"' ln;UH' "f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~<;; 
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Prior to beginning the OJT proi.'c~s. the Mentors briefed the new group of potential Assessors 
and dh~.:u~st.:d tltt.: ~.:bccklbllhcy W(lUld bt: grar.lcd ugaiml. 'lh;n.· wa" nt.l parti..-ulal mdhod uf 

pairing up Mentors and Mo..•ntccs, butlhe pairings were not ncce~~mily the ~amc t:Vi.'ry Jay. Thi:-. 
alluwed the Mi.'lltl't:s to learn from the different styks of l'iH.:h Mcntur. and llw Mentor~ tu mah.c a 

unifkd dt~.:ision if tht Mtntt't wa-.: abk to perform 1\-.:sessor in the npt:-r<llion;ll environment. 

This portion of the training foo..·used only on interviewing skilk it did nm address the senmdary 
screening pron.:ss. In gL:ncral Mentors evaluated potcmial Assessors': 

• Fkxibility in kmdling dif!\:n.:nt types of situations: 

• Ah1lity to JH<Illllain propn t:\l'i(nmcr si.'rvil·c ski lb .. ~uch as nhility to n~main pulik: 

• Ability to sec thL· ~uspiL·ious si,g:ns when pn:st·nt and addre..,s propl'fly; 

• Ahility to ;1~k th~ pmrcr ammmt of questions to the passenger: and 

• Ahilit} tn mak..: the proper dctcnninatiun of sending pas~Cll£!L'I'S to the upprnprinto.:: level 
vf scn:l.!ning. 

DL'tilikd notes were dncurncntcd daily (n track the pro~re"is nf each Mcntcc. An OJT time ran~e 
(lr ei~ht to :12 lwurs \Vas selt'L'It:d for thh ta~~. Ideally, O.IT wus provided on con"t'L'll!ivt' day..; 
f(lllnwmg the APA course completion. hnwever. th1s depended (lJ1 hoth Mentor and Mentee 
availability. It v.as pn:di~'ted rhat cw:h Mente~ would require a minimum of eight hours to 

practice the classroom skill~ in the operational setting, and a ceiling of 32 hour-.: was 
imph:mentcd to bLlUnd indiviJuab who \.'ould nut pick up the r.:quirl'd s~ills. If a BDO. FAM, Llt' 

TSI o..'oldd not pass all task~ within that :11loltcd tim!.! framr.: tbrnlho..•y W!.'ro..• not apprml'd tn 
\.:()1\dm:l Lho..• Ass~·~-.:or function. 

OJ!' slatistH.:~ arc pres!.!nti.'d in Table 5. The BOS orr period began August 2 and i.'mbJ Odobi.'r 
16.2011: whH.·h rcwlted in a lot:d ol'66 HI)() A-.:sc~~or·s, The m1nirnum ()JT time wa~ eight 

hours, with a maximum nf .'HJ.7~ h(Hirs. Compared to DTW, Hl)(h. at HOS C()rnpll'tl'd th(• OJT 

prnccss in a shorter timefrarnc. avcn1ging II ,2i'l hour" per Mentce, DTW performed OJ"T from 
Scptcmher 12 to Nm·cmhcr 1 H. 20 I 1. ~nd certitlcd a total of 49 Assessors: 37 BDO. 0 TSI. und h 

PAM. In this group, the minimum OJT time \.VU~ eight hours and tbl': maximum time was 32 
hour~. FAMs lmd the .~hurtcst lllaxinnln\ tlllll.' ~pcnl fur OJT with l() huurs, although no TS!s or 

PAM.~ uHllpktcd OJT in jLhl eight huurs. 

There were a toral of II individuals wh0 failed or wirhdrev,: frnrn OJT. A ..;ignificant amnunr M 
resources were spent (lllthese individuals. ultimately resulting in lost hours. Mentors spent a total 

or 203 hours mentoring individuab who did nnt become A~sessurs. 

''"" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctll"ll) lnlo111L.Ii1on oh.tl "'""'"'lhl mod~• .J1JCFR p.Llh l.'i.tnd <;' nl 

111'<)" ht itk.l't"d l<'j1CIM111' \lllh<>UI.111tt"< II Ill H: ''llile"ll p1:111H>O""' Plli1t 

-\.ilnlllhlr;o(OI O(liW lr.l , IDn •lr The .)ec·r~l;u;. Ill ],ln'p 11" \ r~<llillll <'II II p~n<!lil 
"' · S t!"''·nultriH •'f!.'\tw,.j>llhlw d"' ln>\IH" "f"\"rlll<"!l h1 ~I S.C ~<;; 
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T 
-- ---- ----

Variable Boston Detroit 

I #Originally Enrolled in orr 711 43 B DO IN TS 116 FA M 

I #Failure~ or withdrawals from OJT 
. 

1 6 UD0/2 TSI 

i #Certified A~sessors ()() 17 BD0/6 TSI/o FAM" 

I Pass Rate 66/70 (94.291;~ ) 49157 (H5.961kl 

I Minimum OJT Time X hour:-. X hours 

I Maximum OJT Time J0.75 hour~ 32 h~lltl':-. 

I Average OJT Time lstundmd dcviution) 1 t.2X hour~ (4.551 17.77 hmn~O'U9l 

I # Ccrtit1cJ in 16 hours or less (proportion) SH (H7.HH~"A) 2X (57.1-V{·l 

I O.IT Hours on WHhdmwals/f:tilur~s 17 hnurs 17h Jwurs 

Tahlc h prnvide'i a hreakdnwn of average OJT time~ hy job type. Thi'i data is for illustrative 
purpn.~cs only: there is nnt a htrgc enough S<llnplc ufTSI and FA lVI to vonJlll:t any formal 
amtly:-.c~. 

I ,dd,· I•. < !~1 !I, •. II•'• IL\i•,ir~e· I '~'11 ~,, ,J,,!! I.'- ~w .rl 0! \\ 

_V_an_· a_hl_e ________ j
1 

___ B

1

_o
7

o ___ 
1 

___ T_rS,_I_---lj ___ FA_

1

,M __ I 

1 #Completed OJT , J I 
l __ ~ornplction Rate X6.0·tc/r 7~.omr 

1

1 IOO.O()IJ. -~~ 
I Minimum Time R hnur-; 10.75 houn. 10.75 hours 

1--cM_a_x_i_m_u_n~>~T~i~m~',c'--c---c---c----j :n hom\ 32 hour~ 16 hours 

I 

AvcragcOJTTimc(standurd I 17.97hours 21.6~hour:- 12.71 hour..; 
_de:viation) r8.47J (l').5ll (2.40) 

I 
# Certifi_ed in I 6 hours or less 
(propilt'IIO!l) 2/6 (:jl001.Yt J 6/h ( J()()_()()'/,·j 

There were <I tnt<~ I nf I~ I individ1mls originally enrolled in the A "scs~or twining sequence to 
potcnti;d]y hcn1mc an Assessor: 73 Boston BOO. 44 DTW BOO, H TSL and 0 FAM. After the 
As~~:S.~llr cour_~c ami on-thc-jnb certification process, there v,.-crc a tlltal of 115 certified 
A-.,CSMJrs: 66 Bn:-.toll BOO. 37 DTW BOO, 6 TSI and 6 FAM. This resulted in an uvcrall pas:-. 

mtc of HW!f. 

1' DUL' lo \dll'dulin,\l- ;md uthl'I'CPillh:t' Pnly fl\<.:: TSI ;\lld li\·,· J-'A~I ,\,~~·,Sill'~ werr .1\;,il.ihlo.: dunn!-\ thL• l'tlC 
• coui.Lif" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'II) lnloiiiL.tllon oh.tl "'""lLL•Ihl tmd~l -l'JCFR p.Lih l_'i.tnd [';'() '\,, 1 

111<1)' he otk.l't'd '"I'"""'' ~<tlhout.ll1tt< 1 m I''"'""""' oltilc 
-\.lmlllhlralnt ol tlw lr.1 ''" e. ec·r~t;u;" I· 'I'"'~ 111'1.1 r~<ult 111 '"II p~n<~ll\ 

"' t!nlc·nullrl" ••v•·•\t" ·l'llhlw d"' \n;(IH. "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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4.0 Efficiency Metrics 

4.1 Overview 

Effkicn\.'y metrics de:-\crihe the system's ahility w provide ~crecning in a quick and resourceful 
mwmi.'r. Elficii.'IK'Y 1~ an 1111pmtant L'nmpnn\.'nt of uny 'llLT\.'~\ful ~i.'curity -;y~ti.'l11 that :-\Cn:en.~ H 

larg>: numhcr of individual\ and utiliti.'S taxpayer Lh1llars. While a ~crl.'ening protoclll using 
multiple layers and unlimited time may he extremely effective at detecting and deterring 
potential threats, it cannot he comidercd successful when nwst passenger~ do not represent 
thn:<J.ts and the system results in \'Cry low passengers sutisfw.:tion. EffkietKy is abo an important 

c~lllsid~.:ration as vnc gual uf Rl3S j_~, to 1.1xpcJito: s~.:rt.:ening for pa\\Ctlgers designated as low-risk. 

A monbi.'r 111" mi.'trks wcri.' ~;olkdi.'d hl i.'Valuati.' any dlkknl'y U'<ldi.'-nlls. induding: throughplH. 

staffing. "'aittimcs. and cyck tpmces~) time-:. Tuhle 7 de-.crihc~ the purpose and collection 
procedme for each eftkirncy metric. The folh1wing ~ectinm, iii;-;cu~s the an:~ lysis of these 
metric:-.. For ease. different options test~:d during the PoC period have been collapsed and are 
discussed ll1g:ethcr, unless they had a direct imp<u.:t on the cfn!.·icn!...'y metric anJ then Jn.· :-pe!...'ificd 
otherwise. 

( ''"""''"! 

-\.lmtllhlralnt nt tlw lr.o '' "tnn '"the .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'lt.on'l"'nattnn lMIL 1 1ll1 
no t!"'<'r'IUI!rlll •'f<'•tc..-,, t>tlhlw \1"' 1<>>\IH' "f"\'rlll<'!t h1 ~I ;\,C ~-;;~ 
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.. ' .-.. 

I 
------ ---------- ---------------- --------

Metric Purpo.se Collection Procedure 
I. Throughput This Jut a allm~ ~ TSA to Each hour till' Supcrvivny Tian:--ponatinn 

analytc thL' hi,\.!h-risk Security Off!ccr ( STSO) llr dc:-.igncc C\lllcctcd 

mltcolll!.:s per 11unlbcr of throughpttl illfon11atio11 frulll all Walk-Through 
transtllng pa.w:nger-;. Metal Detector" (WTMO) aml AlT. 

2. Staffing: This Juta allov. ~ TSA tu Tlw slallill& count i~ rcmrJnJ by holh Lhe 
make a dcll'nninution ~._·hcckpoint (~cn.·~._·ning n:sourrc~l and the SPOT 
t--.·g.trding tlK·lwm•m prngr;nn (A~sc-;~l'l' 1\'suurct:-.;J to hdp dctermitw 
re:-.oun.·e rcqui rt'J to run the the numher or lanes thl'y Ul'l' ahll' to stall 

current screening nmtkL 
3. Queue W;,lit Thi-.; data illw>lral<:.•s tiK' IJ<ilill'nll~tctur~ provided wait-time ~o:ards to 

Till1t.'S tmpact on pa~SL'Ilgcr pa~sengL·r~ and then lr~K'kL'd the time 1t [(l()k fur 

cxpcril'tKl' a~ a rc~ult of the tlk' pa~;.;cnt;:cr to pa~.~ from the cnrry ,lf the qucul' 
As~e-;snr. to th~ TDC Officer, and then from the TDC 

Offkcr tn the AIT/\VTMD. Pa~-;cngcr-. tr<~veling 
inlh~· firs\ d;t~s and ~t;mdanll;mc~ Wl'JT 

mea~Ut'l"d separ<1t<:ly. 

4. TDC Cycle Thi" dntn illus!rate" tht: During a ten minute period a data collector 
Times change in TDC pn)ce~sing C\)utlted the number of indi,-iduals who were 

time bt:twcc.:n th~.: ba..,cJin!.' procc.~'t.:d by the TDC Ollil·.:r. TDC !.:yck time 
and PoC. Wd\ tlk'n .:akulated hy diddmg the ten minute 

period (()00 ~ccntld~) hy the number of 
indi\ iduuls pwccs~ed. 

------ ----

5. A~scs-;or The purpo-.;c of this metric Thi~ d~li;J. W>Ls colkctcd ~H.:curding to two 

Cydc lime~ is to uthJerstand the avera);!C different tnelhlld.~: 

kngth of tim..: or the I ,\t BOS. data l·nlkchlL\ mnnitnred an 1\-;~e~.;nt· 

A ... \l'SVll' inll'l'\ iew rrore.~~. \lation for ten 111imtk''-' <Uld countl..':d the numht.'r 
This will inform l)f individuals who wcn .. ' pwccsscd by the 

Jcpluyilll:Jll and ~culubility. Asscs~ur. Dutu cDlkuors stuncd their stopwatch 

when tht· pct~\L'ngets ,tpptwtdwd thl.' p<;tdiwn and 

~tnpped tlwi1 ~~~~pwatch wlwn pU~\Cil).:l'r~ ldtt!w 
podium. A~sL's\or cycle time wa~ calculated by 
dividing. the ten minute periuJ (600 ~econds) by 

tlll' 11Uillber or lntli\·idua], proces~ed 

2. At DTW. dat<~l'ullectnr~ l'lllk•l'il'd <K'tual -.tart 

and ~top tim~o:s for each pmty th<t1 <tpprua~.:hed tht: 
TDC. Thi~ doe~ nnt include apprnach time a~ in 

the nwdd abow, but subsequent uJI!c.:ti\l!l" 
obtained approach time \Cparatl'ly. 

"'IL<illl~ ~c<tH'll) lnloJIIJ.!IJon oh.Jt "tolllh>lhl mod~J _JI) CFR l.Llh 1_1 
., ( ''"""''"( 

-\.lmlllhlral<>l nt tlw lr.o~''" n '" 1 e .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.ln,pnnatlnn lMIL 1 1ll\ 

t!ntt·nutirl" •'V•·•tt« .j>tthlw d"' 1<>>\IH' "f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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4.Z Throughput and Staffing 
Th~.: Assc~sor PoC \Va~ conducted ~LIthe BOS Terminal A 1'' Checkpoint and the DTW Mci\'~mHLra 
Red 1 Chcckpoint 11

• BOS Tcnninal A scrvkcs Delta, Cuntincntal, and Alaska airline:-.. The 
Terminal A Checkpoint has u totaluf dght s~..:rccning h1nc.~ in a two to \li\C setup, with four 
WTMD and fpur AlT. During the baseline period (:i6 days). 60 I AJ7 individual-. pas-.;cd through 

T cr11lina1 A check ·mint. On average, I 0.7+0 individuals (S/);;; L229 I transitt·d the chcdpoirlt 

each day, with (bl ~<.:rccned hy the WTMD and~;:~J~crccncd hy tlw AlT. W7j)O 

mdi\'iduals tr::msited during pas.~enger hour'i IK (0400-2300). 

AI BOS. thl' P(JC was C~liH.lu<:tcd for significantly fcwl'r hour~ pcr 1
'
1 day than 1mrmal dw~:kpoint 

opl.'rations (as in the hasclinl.' d<.ttu -'-1..'1). During tht: PoC pl'riod (9lJ cluys, ;_tvera.\!l.' six hour-. p~.,.·r 

day). ~00.2S 1 individunb tran~itd !he Tenntnal A chtl-kpuinL. On aVl:ragc. \619 individuab 

(S/J = l.658ltramited the d11;:ck mint t:al'h day llf d11ta colledilln. with approximate! ~~ 1~3b 4 ~ 1 
srn:ened by the WTMD am (b)(3~ 4~ screened by the AlT. 

At DTW, Red I pnll1arily service" Della airlitk's and~~ mw of four tK"\..Tss poinh 1o lhl' 

McNam;mt tcrmmal sterile area. Additional checkpoints arc antilahlc on the same level (Red 2). 

the lower level (Red.~). and in the connected Airport Westin bntcl (Red 6). The Red I 
checkpoint has a total of fi\"e screening lanes. with thrc~..:: WTrvtD and tim:~: AIT units. Over 61 
basdinl.! days. 327,640 individuals pu~scd thrvugh tlw R.:d I dll·~.:k tlint. On avcrugl!, 5,37 J 

individuals (S/J = S 12) transiteJ the checkpoint each Jay. Will b)(..,) u sl:recncJ by the 
WTMD ant~~~l\~!)4 l' u.s c § ~-=r~ened by the AlT. Durin!_! the ha~dine periml Red 1 generally 

"" operated <K·ron.lll)g to !hi: same -;cheduk t'<Kh d:t) 10400-190())~ . 

At DTW. the PoC was conducted for approximately the -.a me length of time as the haseline (60 
d<.i)'SJ. During the PoC period t60 d<.tJ'~. <.1\"i.'ragc 15 hour-; per d<ty). J:!JJ!:SJ individuals tr<.ttbitcd 
the Red I checkpoint. On avcragl'. 5Jt)O individuals (S/) = XS9J lransit~d the (,;hcckpmtH l'nrh 
day (•f dtll't ...-nllel'tion, \Vith appmx inwtcly ~b)(3L49 scrccn('d hy the WTMD umlml~3),4~ l~crcencd 
by the /\IT. 

Table X ~ho'ks the total throughput Juring the baseline ;md PoC periods as wdl a~ the total 
numbers ol" pu~sengl'r~ affl!r.:ltxl hy thl' As~essor pwccs". The Asc.c!>.sors did not inlcrviL'W 

cmplnyces or flight crew and pa\~cngcrs rcprc~cntcd XWli of thl' tntnl thrnughput 21
. At HOS and 

I~ s~r Apprtldh -1. fm lu\\JUl. 
1,. S('e Appendtx S f(w layom 
1' Till\ 1>: u 2-1 huur ,·(wd.puinl, hu\W\l'l" pa~_wngu' !)l'lll'r,lll;. do nulll,lll~tt \lw di..:t•kpoillllll'l'-'l't'llllw lioUI"' ol 
2~{11) and ()..f(Hl. 

''' s~~: AppcnJh l• lin· th~ BOS ma,tcl '1lllc'Julr. 
:<I Although '1\lllWlinws tlw dwrkpoml V.il' rhh~d l',u·ly 1f t(mlllghpllt wa~ low 
'I l:mplu)ce~ and l1iglu u'l:V. IH'l"c< c.v.duJcd frm111he l'oC ~~u~c hl"eauw there were 11u "\u'ecllillf! benct'i1~·· w 
(liiflll."lp.illllj.: :rnd TS·\ did lhll W.11llto in.:unVl'llll'IW~· the'".: _f(roitp:, ,\, tlwy Wt'l"t' k''tin~ Jill· A.,,e,:,ur o..:uiKl')'l 

oi.Lir" ~cu<illl~ ~cctll"ll) liolo'"'·lllon oh.1l "to,ll<>lhlmod~l .J'J CFR I'·"" 1.1 ' ' , """'""I 
111'<)" ht itk.l't"d l<'j1CIM111' \lllh<>UI,I11tt"t II ot >VII IIIII: ''llilt"ll p1:111H>O"HI Pili1t 

-\.lmlllhlralnl olllw lr.o~''" 1n '"T e.)ec·r~l;u;. <>i"li.ln'l"'f a <ul 111 '''II p<n<~llt 

t!"'''r"IHIIrl" •'\!1''\t<\ ·l'llhlw d"' ln>\IH" "f"\"rlll<"ll h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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DTW, Assessors were able to proce~'>s large numbers or passengers at rchHive\y quick rates with 

only spetlt.llng: :.tdUitwnul tirm: with u small ptoporltonuf pus~cngen ( 1.\({/r.). In general. very 

l'cw pas~enger'i rcl'u.seJ tu speal tn the Assessor UV 143). An even \lllallt:r proponltHl nl' llw 
tr<Ln'l ing puhlic wuo.; con1-1idl~l'l'd a p\liClHial ris~ hy the Asses,~nr and ~ent tn secondary scn'l'lling 

W.ll 1/r.). Durin:; the' Poe~. nnly 6X9 p:~s-:enger.; nf 60 1.09H quc'~tioned wen: ~ent 111 Sl;;'(.'nndary 
sn.:ening. 

.. .... 

Metrics 
BOS 

I 

BOS DTW DTW 

Baseline PoC Buseline PoC 

Dates 
6/6111 8/15/11 7m/IJ .. 10117111· 
7/}1/\1 12/\S/11 02 9/16/11 121\S/11 _ .. 

Total Throughput 597.550-,; J60,2H l J27.6...!.0 ..12..1,1~..1 

Proportion screened by AIT 
(b)(3)48USC §114(r) 

Total Spoken to by Assessor (passenger 
n/a .1 Ll.29..1 n/a 2X7,KIIS 

thwughput) 

T01al Refusing to Speak with Assessor n/u 95 n/a .JK 

Rcfu!ial Rate n/;1 o.rnsi n/a 0.02(11 

Formal Complaint:-. nht ) n/a X 

Total Asse,sor Resolution Interviews n/n 4.496 n/n 2.461 

Total As:-.essor Refcmlis (Selectee!'\) n/a 506 
I 

nht I ~.1 

Assessor Selectee Rate~-~ 
.. 

I n/a O.Jnr;;- n/a 0.06(/~ 

This data reveals sunu: differences in passenger throughput and selection bctv. ... ecn the two PoC 
airport:-.. Altl1\lugh the BOS ll'rminal wa'> [urger and PoC period wa'\ hlllger in length, the BOS 

A'i~l·ssors only pm\-'l'~"l'd 25.000 more JX1'\~enger" than DTW A~sc~~ors. Thi'i \\as due (q the 
limited sdll'duk l..'onduc:ted hy BOS: on avl·rage the Po(' was l'Onduc:tcd for ~ix hours a day at 
BOS (excluding some weekend and holidays) whereas the PoC was cnnductcd for 15 lwurs a day 
at DTW (every day including holiday~). Almn~t twice as many passenger~ refused tn ... peak with 

A"i~l'S\Ors at BOS. and thi" may he influcnu:d hy till' first c[a>;s linc2·'. 

BOS A:-sessms selected almmt twice a:- many passengers for additional qucstinning thnn IYIW 

As~~s.~ors. W~ dl) not knl)w if this wa.~ Ju~ to true Jiff~n.~n~~s in tb~ pass~ng~r popul;.ttions. or if 

--The BOS A~:.e~s\lt' Pot' wa' not tt)Othll.:ted \10 every dMe dunn? thts renod. Sl'e Arrendtx fl 1\w llMSt<'r ~chedule. 
'I Tilt\ t>: the tot,tllllt'tH1{!hput I runt lhe htJtlt':. oJ (J.HJO-L100Tlw hour~ ul 2J()lq)4()() ~-~,,·rc ~xduJed a~ g.~n.:t.tll) no 
pas,engL'I'' tran~it<'d th,· rlwckpomt durin~ that lim<' Additionally, till' Po(' \\:t~ not rontlu,·tcd dunng thi~ ltme 
12_'l00-0.t1Jt)J .tlany pt~inL thad'ur,·thi" rcpre,etm .t helll'r u•mpal'i~on wthc ]',,(_' pcriml. 
:-t Tlw ,\~"''\'()!' s,·k·L'IL'L' miL' j, thl' numlwr or p~t~'L'Il!!l'l'' ,,•nt tn hty.h-tt>k \L'rc·c ttt n); hy -\~~c'\'ior:. 1 .\'=(lt-:'1 J di\'itkd 
by thL' tot.tluulllbet or pa~'.::ngcr~ ~pokL'll lo by A~,c~-m'.>, t.V=61l !,()<)X) 
., !lOS lt.'t'tlltn.tl i\ lu' ot ftr~t l'l;t'" 111w: IHW f{,•d I tlt~L'' thl!. 

'" ~CIL<illl~ ~ccUI'Ii) bolo1 ,,,Ilion oh.1l "L<>11lt.>lhl mod~• -l'J CFR I'·" h ]_'; ,,,c] I<;' 

111'<)' he ILk,I'L'd 1<'(1CIM111' \lllh<>UI,I 11LL'L II' .: ''llile'll p1:111H>O"HI Pili1c 

-\.lmtllhlr;olnt nt tlw lr.o~''"li'lltn e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 t.on'l '"" m;11 r~<ult 111 '''II p<n<~lll 
t!"'''(IHIInH •'fi''ILW•. r>tlhlw d"' ln;(IH' "f"\'rll)<'(] hi ~I s.c ~<;; 

I 
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there were variutions between ditlcrem types of A:-;sessor~ (e.g .. BDO. TSI. FAt\.'1). Of the 

pa'i-.engcrs \\ lw n:t:ct\eU aUUitiunal (.jUt:stiontng.. BOS As:-.e.,sor~ ~ch.:dt:U II !/t (506 of 4AY6l ami 
DTW Ass~s~or~ scb:tl!d 7r;, (I iO of 2,4611 for secundary s..:reening:-'1'. Ciiven that a greater 

proportion uf pas~~ngt•rs were suhjcrh~d to <1 higher lcwl uf ~Cl'l'L'ning <It BOS, it would he 
expeeted ror ROS tn dt'tt'l'l a greater numher of high-risk •~tlleome.s. 

The addition of the A~"essor should affect how 1,t:reening operatitll1S stuff., the checkpoint. In 

Optmn [. th~..:: A \SeSMlr po.,ltion wu~ added q/ta the TDC for pa~senger engagement. Thi;.; 

n:sulted in no ehangc in the requin:d amount tlf ehel.'kpoint personnd t\l screen passengers; 
however it rcqum:d a ;.;i~nifieant inerea:-.c in hehaviur dclcctinn rc .. uurcc;.;. In Option 2. the 
As~cs_~or replact'c/ the TDC n:suun:e, whkh should tken:a~e the required dk'l..'kpoint :-.tafl', hut 

may inerca:-.c the O\crall staff at th!! ch~ckpomt <h nHm! A.s~C.,\01' stations were rcquin~d than the 
originalnumbo:r ofTDC sratiom" 7 

Staffing data was colkctcd at hoth PoC :-.itcs. At BOS, thc total numhcr of chcL·kpnint staffing 

hour~ wn~ cnllccted ench dll)'- Thi-; helped e~timntc the ~ti'lffing cxpcn~c of checkpoint 
operations. Thi.~ data point did not include the number of resource.~ needed for llnprcdictablc 

'><..:rccning layers such a!:> SPOT IH Playbook: however, additional ':itaffing data on the number of 

As~<.;s\or:-. wus (l)llc<..:teJ ~eparatcly Juring the p,)c Wld is rc]M'tcd -~cpw·~ltely below. DTW 
1\'Pol'll:d \luffing holll'\ in a diiTlTClll mu111Wf: lhe DTW CoordinHlitlll C\·ntcr (DTWCC) J\•porll~d 

the numhcr ilf full~tinw and parHimc pt'r~onncl who wen: prc~~:nt .ll tht dh.•ckpnmt cm:h day 

Tnt<1l stalling requiremt'nts we-re L'.aleulate-d by as~igning ea\:h full~ time employee a sL·nre Pr I 
;md each p<trt-time- employe~;: a \Core nf ()_:')_ HOS and DTW checkpoint ~taffing: ~htta <1re not 
directly compared as these mctrks were collected in dil"krcnt way~. 

Tabk 9 :-.hnws the average n:quirt'd starfing per throughput during the passenger hours (lf the 

ha-;dinc und all hours of the PoC. For BOS, Option~ I and 2 arc hrokcn out .,cpariltdy. a:-. they 
should have a dircrt dlc<..:t on the numhcr (lf Chc~·kp,linl n:~ourL·c~. ChL·ckp,>int staffing 

cfficicncy wa~ computed by JivHling the numbcr nf checkpoint stall hour:-. by thc thrnughput fur 
the hours of the hasdirw 1lr thai day\ Po(' hours~~. Analys!.':s rt.:n:alrd signil'ieant diffcn:nccs in 

dK•ckpoint -;tatTing L'llicienJ.:y at hnth HOSe') und DTW 1n. AI BOS. the rh•,:ckpomt ~lalfing_ 
L~fficicn..:y significantly declined during_ the Asscs~or PoC Option 2. Analyses revealed no 
differences between the hasc-linc and Option 1 ~which was expected~ however, a significant 

:(•·nm ~lmuld be noted a\ l11gh-ri_,).; drtrc:tit'll~ are Ji\cu,~rJ: nne rra~on HUS A>~c.,~ol-~ iJrnt1r1eJ nwr<' HRI' than 

DTW A~..,~,..,~or may be p;irtiallv c'illl'rd h: llwir high o,ck,·tl(lll raJt·. 
·;Because 1he Ass~~\ilr eycl.: I\ lon)!er th;Jn the TDC cycle Tlw; wtll en her aftect ~Taltlll!). imor.: >tatting i~ required 
10 Hlllllll.llll thruughplll) (II' thi'Pll)!ltput ( wnh the ~;tllil' ~l.d rinv P·I''Ul)!J:I' ll"\lUld he (ll'llU'"l'd 1111110: ,]owly) 
;' \\'e n•cof!nlt.l' tha!c"hl'\:kp01nt -,tailing can change throughout the daY: hnwc'\'Cr, thi., della wa~ not L"nill'ctcd nn an 

lh,urly ba'.i~. l.lthl'r on a J.~ily 1'1'C ba,L'.. The datu pr''-'''lllL'd L'1 an ovclalllmtl.. at ~talllllg during l'oL' tinll''.. \Vhidt 
l'Ultld hnw \w~:n lor ~dliHliiJH)SI 1'1" long IIHWI jll'l"i<lth lhl"l'lljlihlllllhc·day 

'
1 I· t:!. l·PI"' S.0---1!. /-' < .001. 

"1Fil, 11~1 4.ll1Jl.Jl 04.~ 
>UI.Lir" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH"II) lnlo1 IIL.illoll oh.tl "to11Uo>lhl mod~J -1 1) CFR I'·" h L'i .tnd t <;' 

11!'<)" he itk.,.,c·d !<'I'"""'' \l!lhoul.111tc"< 11 1 n: ''!lile"ll !''"'""""'<>I !l1c 
-\dml!lhlraln! olllw t r.o~'l'"!i,IIH> e. ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.on'l"'fi'l 1nn r .,, tl <n<~tl\ 

V'''·nullrl" ·•v•·•lcw·.]'llhlw d"' ln;u"· "f"\"rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~<;; 
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difference between the ba..;eline and Option 2- \Vhich was oppo..;itc of the predicted direction. 

The Jala n:vt.>uh.xl thal it took /1/ore checkpoint staff lll SI.Tt't'tl pa!-<~cngcrs Vvbt:n As.s~.:~sun; wen: 

'ltutioncd at the TDC 11
. However, !-.inet: BOS only cumlw.:ted the Ac.M:~sm at r<tlld()fll duy~ and 

hour~. it is pus~ihk thut the dwckpnint l:ontinued to stall their uperatinn-; <t'i if tlwy l:ontrolled 

TDC. sill!.:e they may h:tve had to take-over TDC' run~.:tions mid -;]lift'~. 1\dditinnally. BOS 
repnrtC"d u:-.ing TS(h a-; ll "queuing .. nffi~·er, '.'.hose fLmction wac. to manage lht' line and direct 

passengers to the open Ac.:-.es:mr podiums. This created a new po:-.ition which re:-.ults in no 

savwgs in staffing. At DTW. the eh~.::ckpoint ~:otaffing ~:fflci~.::tKy signifi~.:antly improv~.::d during tlw 
A,.,~.:ssur PoC. Tht· data rcn:als that ~tailing kvds slightly rcdw:~..:d wh<:n the A~Sl'!-.Sor performed 

TDC. which wa~ the ~mticipatL'd hcnellt. Fewer ehcL·kpoint staff wt:Te needed tu screen the same 

amuunt of )Xl~\t'ngcr~ during the PoC al DTW. 

I 'I ,J,f (• '.'. , "•'-('O'd\l" , (I f(l, ' ' ' . ' r;IO<'•• l; ilc 1 , l);q ld ' :i I • ; i 112 

Metrics 
BOS BOS PoC BOS PoC DTW DTWPoC 

Baseline Option I Option 2 Baseline Option 2 
6/0/11- H/15/11- 9/12111- 7/IK/11-

I 

10117111-
Dutes 

71.11/11 9/11111 12/1 5/1 I 9/16/11 12/ I 5/ II 
' Av~~ragc No. Hour~ID<ty 19.00 3.1.JO 6.17 15.00 
I 

15 01 .. 
1 Average Throughput 1o.1m 2.62H 3.H95 5,.171 5J90 

:1:'i5 hour-:/day 
144 226 

44 42 
Average Daily Staffing hours/daily hours/daily 

(114110-2111111 
PoC PnC' 

pcr:-.ons/da) pcr.~nns/day 

------- ---

Checkpoint Staffing 
19.27 per ~Lal"f l ~Ult) per 17.05 per 

121.06 per 129.01 pet 

Efficiency (Throughput 
hnur stal'l" hllllr ~Ia lT hout 

';taff per ~tall per 

per staffing) day day 

As prcvinuc.ly noted tht: A'lc.es~nr proeesc. U(hl\ another l:tycr of SlTl'l'mng as well :ts incre:hC\ thl' 
resources required at the checkpoint. D::ua was also collected nn the A~scssnr-'~pecific ~tafting 
requirements throughout the Poe-~·'. Tahle 10 reveals that on ~weragc at BUS, each day of the 

PuC Optiun 1 required un uvt:rage of 32 bour~ uf Asst:..,~or staff'ing to (.;Oillpktc th~ scn:ening uf 
apprtJ,\imah:ly 2.62!5 individuuh. This r~:\\.'ulL"d that on!.' A~'i!.'c.sm llour was equivulcnt lll 

appwximatcly 1\~ individuals \Cl"CL"lll'd. Each dily of tlh' PoC' Opt inn 2 required an averag:l' of 4K 
hnur~ nf Assl.!.~sor sudTin); to l"nmpktl' t!w SLTt:!.'ning of apprnximatdy JJ\95 individual\. Thi'> 

11 
ll<ll\'l'\'l'l it h unknov.n it ((w vlwd.pu!nl v.n..,nwr,l;ill"lng tlwdwd.puinl, m if((w ,\-,~,-~,PI" ~omc•ho\\ pwdun·d 

tht~ hunlen 
I' At lillh:~, the PPC wa~ only ,,·hcdukd rur ;\ lWO"lhlUI" ]ll'I"\Od JK'\" ~tuft. lhi .... \\Ol\ld 1110( allow lhl' dwd.poinllu 

reduc<' lh<'lr re,ourcr~. a~ lhev would need the TDC l"c"lillllrl"l'> lor I he t·c•nwinin!! 'I'< hour..; nl lhl' ~hilt. 

"tiJth airp<JI"l Wtt' l"l'~P\'ll~ib.k fl)t 'oUhlllhtlllg thl'il u\\'n 'll!IT!Ilg d.tla; ahh\'llgl; lhe tPIIn:llolll"l'l]llll"l'llll'llh 1.\l'Il' 
(l\lllnwd to I.'Brh airpun. Ill', (lll'>illk IIIli! thn~ Wl'n.' 'llllll' ditlcrc'lll"l'" Ill fl'jlllrllllf!. Data \\"II', l'PikVll'ti ror l'nch dit\ 

ol" -,hil"tuf tht: l'oC. a!Lhuut:h mow LhDl"Oll;!h .mct!y:,c~ emt!tl b~ perfurmctl if ~L.1flini1 I~·<L., providt:J on all hourly 
biiSi:,, !111:. typ~.: of d:11:1 W:l~ 11P1 ;ll'ililiibll• 

'" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH"ll) lnloL IIL.Iil!>ll 1h.tl "tollli<>lhl tmd~L .jl) CFR I'·" h l.'i .Llld I<;' 

Ill'<)" ht itk.I'C"d I<' J'CIMLII' \1 llholll .1 lite"< (\> H: '' llile"ll p1:11"1"""' PI lilt 
-\.lmlllhlralnl ntllw lr.1 ' n '" 1 e. ec·r~l;u;. 111 "li.ln'l"'' a <uli 111 '''II p<n<~llt 

"' · S t!"''·nullrl" •'V•·•\tll"'•l'llhlw \1~:., ln>\IH" "f"'"<"lll<"ll h1 ~I S.C ~<;; 
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revealed that one Asse..;sor hour was equivalent to approximately 77 indi\'iduals screened. Thc'\C 

time~ Jtc consistent wtlh repurb ul A~st:-'i-.or intcrvtew time q. in which A~scs~or S!,:n:cmng £11 the 

TDC ~ whid1 indw .. h:J TDC functiu!L~ w took longl!r than A~~essur <.,cret.:ning perfunneJ (l/ier the 

TDC 

At DTW. e:1ch d~1y of the PnC required <Ill <1\t'rag_e nf )\fl hour-. nf A.,ser.;~or stMfing: to complete 
the ~creening of approximately 5J90 individuals. Thi~ revealed that ont' A\sessur hour wa~ 

equivuknt to approximately 64 pa1-.~engcrs ~creem::d, v.hit:h i~ inconsi~tent with reports of 
A,..,~essur interview time''. This suggests that DTW may have had too many Assessor rcsoun;es 
for lh\.' PoC, huw~:ver, thi~ may he caused hy keeping Asscs;.,urs l'ull-shift rath~:r than staffing tu 

smaller hl(lt:ks with consi~tulllhroughput. At DTW, As:-.csstlrs were scheduled for st:\Cn or eight 
hour shifts and it i;.. unknown whether thc\e ~tailing lcveb were adju;..ted during peak times 1r'. In 

addition. lJTW' Assessor\ performed the function hu longer hours. which may have resulted in 
th~.· need tor additional break~ \(l mamtam fncus 

[ Metrics 

I

, Average Assessor 

, Staffing 

I 

Throughput Per 

Assessor Staff Hour 

BOS Option _1 --l-cc-~_B_c-oc-s_o_p_t_io_n,_z_l __ DTW Option 2 
J 1.60 Assessor hours 4gJJ Asse.~snr hour~ I g(i_() I A~ses\or hour.~ I 

I :t90 PoC 1HlUL~ J 6.47 PoC hours 15.01 PoC hours 

t\7.90 per Assessor 76.51 per A~se~sor I 04-.01 per A:-sessor 
staff hour stall hour ~tall hour 

4.3 Queue Wait Times 

Tll~ queut' wait time was eollt'C!t'd by Natiorwl Deployment F~._m·e (NDFl data l·ollt'o.:tiun lt'ams 
stationed at e<Jch airport. Members ol' the collection team gathered wait time data in the fir;.. I da-.s 

and .... tandard TDC queue\ throughout the haM:"lint' and Po(' periods lor HOS. and tile hast'] me 

]k'riod only for DTW. Qw..cuc times were not colkctL'd for lhL' DTW PoC period:?. ;.,o only data 
from BOS is reported. Baseline DTW queue time data i~ avnilahlc in the DTW haselin..: n:porr'x. 

Passengers traveling in the first cla'is and st;uHbrd prc~TDC queues were measured separately 

'~ Scr A~'~'''m· cyclr tun<'~ (..\.41 ~7_Y pa,\t'tlgers per lmur ro>~ulh in a cyck t11nc of upproxima!o>ly 41 _,ccomb. 

7(1j) pii\\l'!l)!CI"\ )ll'l hull!' Tl.>;tl)('. In ,ll'.\l'k ti!llt' ui'appro\1(11.\ll'ly 47 'l'(Oil<h. 

"See A~'"'~nt' cycle lime' ;Jt DT\V 14A.2J. A cyde ttn1e ot 44 ~cn1mh 1rncludrn!! tr;tn~tt wnel re·;uh~ 111 
upwoxitll.lll'ly lC p.~,.-.·ngd.' pt\'''"·"t:d ,m h1lllr. 
'''Though it i-: likely thcll thev \WIT not 'tdju,lc'd. :1' DTW' u'ed TSl and FAJ\1 as As'e'~op.; wlw dtd not h:l\l' o!lwr 
Julie' m !h~ all')lPI'l they ~o'Pt!IJ he .t,\lgut'J to dunng ~IP\\ l!llll'_,, 

'-' TSA l'l>ll!rar!l'd li\S{' to wlkct da!H dunng !Ill' J)']'\V PoC: 111 lil'l! of P)ll'nl!llll!al qurtw w:nllim~ t\1\kv!ion, 

TASC will be ll!udclin!! thr d'kn ol A\\C,~or uttqlll'Uc lillie',. 
"Sl'l' th~o· /kltoll'irlrti/;11'1('\,\'111!'111 /.nd 1/l'n(' /'rl'lll!iillilfl' 1>11111 Hqum. ;rvailahk {klolwr 11,2011 

~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'Ii) liolo'"''lioon olo,,t "tollll<>lhl mod~o _JI) CFR l.Lih !1 ' ·,,, '"""'"( 
111<1)' ht otk.I'C'd I<' (1CIMHI' \<llh<>lll ,I lltc'd Ill lid\\,,,,, t t ,,, ll <VI(II[H: '' llilt'II('I:IIIH>OIIHI <'I lilt 

o\.lmlllhlral<>l ol th • !o '"' oDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I'!J.on'l"'natlnn IMIL oil\ 

'" '"'' no! IS t!ntc·nulirlll •'f<'<\t« , [>tlhlll' (!"' !n;\1"' "f<'\'<'111<'1! ht ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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Average wait time~ me displayed in Table 11. Analyses were conducted tL) explore the 

Jiffcn:n<..:c~ in total v.att timt:s bdwccnthc b;.~--.ellnc uml PuC Opliuns: huwcvet datu ~uggc~ti.'J 

lit tiL' Uitlcrence in ovetall wail time~ betv.een thc~e perioJs. 

I :.hi: i ! i)'i<'ill I • oi .li \\ :1 it ~ i.::1·~ .11 r:t h 

Baseline 
-------------------------------------------:w·----

PoC Option 2 
Wait Time 

PoC Option 1· 

Mean (Stan. Dev.) Mean (Stan. Dev.l Mean (Stnn. Dev.) 

Minimum 11:111 :1111 I 11:111 :1111 0:00:1111 

Maximum 11:41 :1111 II: 33:110 1!:33:011 
----

Average 11;1 0:40 15: I Xi II: 111:25 15:59) II: I 11:.1K 15: I") 

AM Peilk IOSIKI-07001 O:OlJ: 12 ( 5 ;00 l ():()lJ;l2!3:J9) 0;09:4.~ IN7) 

PM Peak 11530-17)0) 0: II 44 (4:47) I 0:17:25 (6:3)) 

I 
(); 1):47 (6:5)1 

Non Peak 0:10:5.1 (5:3.11 I 0:09:24 (5:26) 0: I 0: I K ( 4:511 

First Class Queue OOS:5.1 14:24) I O:OS 5915:)11) O:ll9: II 14:)7) I l Standard Queue n. 12.12 (5:.'2l 
I 

0: II :40 16:09) I 11:11:41 15:211 

Although there were no tlHtjor diffcn:nce:-. between the ov..::rall wail durin)! the ba:-.dine :tml PoC. 
t:u>.:h pcrioU showed difr(.:l'Cl11 p;.tttun~ Juring th(.: peak tinH.:-.. Whik the w;.tit time wa~ ~omi:-.tcnt 
dunng the AM peak. it greatly \'aricd durin,?. the PM and non-peak times. LJuring the non-peak 

time. the Option ! wait time was significantly less than the ha~clinc wait timc'1n. During the PM 

peak. ;11! time~ were significantly tliffercnt-1 1
. The ha~clinc w,Jit tilllL' was the qukkcst. follnWL'd 

hy Opthm 2. fnllowcd hy Option I 

These result~ .~how a few inconsisteneie-; with wait times during Option I as compared to the 

other two period~. It i:-, imponant tlJ note that Option I was the first test of the As~es~ur 

CONOPS. and the airport <md progn.mt (ll'i't~.:c wcte only bc)!inning to karn how the A~:-.essoJ 
illlpact~..:d :-.ta!Ting und wait time~. Additionally. Opthm f was tho.: only period in whil'h 

ras-;engcr-: suhmiHed lo snt'ening at an addition<ll podium to the TDC prior to the t.:ht'dpoint. 

Tht: wait !Jll1C\ remained constant for the first clas" compared to \tandard lanes. The fir:-.t cia~:-. 

qtWUL: wa~ a ~tgnifieantly :-.horter wail'l2. which is likL:Iy due tn the f•.'\Wr pas~·.•ngcrs tran~iling 
thi~ queue. 

'" VL·ry kw d•lla JWllll> \\l'rl' a\·ailahle fnrqul'uc tlml' m opt1nn l IN= 1941 Only _';7 da1a po1nl\ Wl'l-c' avail•1hll' 
during pcak lllllc:.. 
1° F ( 2. I OSS) "' --t. 1211, 11 "' J) I 6. Tukn'' ]lP'>I·Ihll' t'~\·c·ah lliftl'rL'Iln'd lwl Wc'c'll ha:.c•litll' and Opt inn I 1/l "' .ll 12 L 
11 ,. 1:?.. 2'171"' 12.s:n. 11 <.no!. 
I' limval'l:lk' A:o.IOV ,\ 11f 'JUl'lk' I)'JW \-~ llllW JWriml. \bin vlf.>ct fl•l' tj\k'llc' type. f.' (I. ISS I) ~--t (1'1(),,, <Jill I. 

I.LIO" ~C11<il11~ ~cctH'Ii) liolo1 IIL.oilon oh.tl "tolllh•lhl mod~ I -l'J CFR I'·" h [_'; .tnd I<; 'll ' 

"'" y he itk.I'C'd I<' I'"""'' "othout .1 ""'' 11 .: ''II tim !''""'"'"" "I I he 
-\.linlllhlral<ll nttlw tr.o~''"'i'n n e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 ,,,n,pn . ,. r <uli Hl '''II p<n<~lll 

t!"\l'r'IHIIrlll •'\!1''\LW•.[-'IIhiw ""' ln;UH' I' f<'\'rll)q[ h1 ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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4.4 Cycle Times 

4.4.1 BOS Cycle Times 

Cydl.': tim~.': U .. Ha wa..; colketcd by ihl.': NDF data eolkction team dl.':pluycd to BOS. During the 

ba~<..·lin.: p~.:riod, llh' d<.ltu ~.:oll.:dion team ;,:ulkdl'd TDC ~yde tim~~!'. und during th~ PoC p.:riod 
the tcalll aho .:olledcd A~st::-.MH lyck limes when thl' i\~sesMlr was both aflt:L and a\ the TDC. 
Detallt:J analy~c:-. of factors affecling baseline cycle time:-. an:' presented in the BOS hascline 

report'1 1
. 

ThL' purpose nf these mdrics is [(l umk·rstand the average lent;th of time of the TDC cyck, 

Assessor interview. and cnmhincd TDC and As~cssnr processes. Tahlc 12 provides the :t\'Crage 
cycle time nf e:tch of these pn•cesses. The TDC cycle time- dcfin\.'d as the time fnr the TDC 

TSO to verify travel d(Klltncnts- significantly increased from the baseline to the PnC. There arc 

Sl.!vcral pm.sibk cxplan:.ttion:-. fpr the increase in TDC cydc time during lhc P(lC. During th~ 
PuC, TSO:-. perfDnning TDC Jutie~ cxpericnceJ greater scrutiny frotn the public the mct.lia, anti 
their supervisors. Generally, each day nne or more TSMs or atrporl Senhll' Le<ttlcrship were 

orbitc tn observe the operation. Thts may havl.' ulll'>l'd 111!.: TSOs to slow dm>.·n and take mor(' 

time with each pas..;engcr Addition::~!ly, thi~ wa' the first time the TDC experienced a line 
directly hehind them. HaYing pns..,cngers queued up behind the TDC nfficers mny have nlso 

l·aus(.':d them tu subconsciously slow down tu :.~I low the line to shorten behind them. 

Till' a \'I: rage 1\s~cssor o:yo:le time 1va~ L'ollt:L'led durin);! the lir"t four wecb of the P11C' when the 
As~L'o.~or opcratcJ Jin:t:tly after the TDC OffiLcr. During these first four week\, AsscSS(lf'o spent 

approximatdy 40 S~;;"t:omb with ~;;"a-.:h passt:ngt'r. Beginning on W~;;"t:k fivt' (St:ptt:mbt:r 12, 2011 ), 
As~essors began to fun<.:tion as both the TDC Officer and the Asse~sor interviewer. Data 
wlkctors mea\urcd the TDC plu~ A~scs~or o:yrle time at lOh diffcn.·nt pmnts in time 1'1, Thi'> 

!ll('tnl' reveals that till' romhinl'd TDC and As~es.~or functhm proccssc' operated ut ahnut 4cl 
«c<:nnd« per pas'ienger -- only a four second incrca:le from the Assessor function alone. 

There arc several po:-.:-.ihlc explanations for this t'inJing. FiN. the Assessor cycle tinte W:..l\ 

Lullectcd altho.: Slill't uf the PoC. \VIiereas thl.' TDC plu~ As,CsMll' c)cll.' time was culltcdt:J llcal' 

tht: dose. It is possible that the A~:-.e.~.~or 'kill hcL·amc quidcr and more natural to tho.: :\s~O.:SMll'S 

as they gainL'd L'XperietKC. Additir~nally. douunl'nt review is an imptlrtant part nf !Ill' A,,se,'ltlr 

pnKes-:. During Option I of the PoC. although not m~llldatt;>d hy TSA. As\t;>'isor~ wt;>re 
pel'fnrming many of the TDC functions Hs well; as their tnlin1ng directed them tn reviev,· trnvel 

dm:umcnts for stl,picious signs. Thts suggests the addition of the TDC fum:tion inw the As-:..:ssnr 
prqccss v.<ts natural and l'llitil'llL 

II s~l' f//(' ,o.;,., ('('/I ill~ (1/ /'o\,\r'!l ~<'/"\ In ( lh\i'r\ ulillll r('dlliiiJII<'.I /)!'(!!; rll/11 '.1 /idill\'i(/fl//;1 I 11'\,\1111'111 {,/'l'd {/ Pr<~o/ II/ 

Conu·pl Hu1cl111t Rqnm. a\·Jdablc Au!!ll~ll( 2011 
1'1'IAS(' w;1~ :tbk lo n'lkn11wu-:;nhh PI d.1l.r poinh in DT\V (o Ullhll'llrl <I nwrc dr1;ukd an;dy'i'. 

"~cu<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnloJIIJ.!IJon oh.Ji "'""lo.>lhlmod~J -l'JCFR p.llh 1_1 ,,nd [';'() '\,, 

•nay he itk.l'C'd '"I'"""'' \lllhoul.111tc'< Ill ' ' 11m!''"'""""' olri1c 
-\.lmtllhlra\nr ottlw lr.o~''"i'n e. ec·r~t;u;. <>I r.on'l" m; 1 r~<ul\ 111 '''II p<n<~llt 

t!"'<"~'lHllrt" ·•v•·•Jc..-,,l'llhlw d"' ln'u"· "f"''<·•nnl ht ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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Data wu" abo collt:d!.:d 011 cy~.·k time~> in the llr~t l'l;.~-.s unJ stumlurJ s(reening 4U!.:Ul's. This Uula 

i,~ illu~lratin: only, :rs nnly a fcv. d~tla puint~ Wl.)n.: colkrted in fir~t cJa..,s. Tlw gl'lll.)l'al tr,rc~·r;;rc~ll'O_-, 

't:k• tillll'~ in the first rhts'\ llll'lll~ tt~ nun 1ared tn tlw :-.tandard t lll'lll' (bl5J~ 48 

'--:----~-·-'-4_1'---:---:--::::::-::---:----7,;\nnther 1inle is thm fn'tluent lf<l\eler\ h<lVt: 
a shorter space to transittn the TDC and are generally prepared with their hoarding Jncumenh 

and IDs. 

Mctrks Baseline PoC Option 1 PoC Option 2 
-··· 

IS.57 seconds 22.19 seconds 

TDC Cycle Time O:IY first clm.s 0:20 first clas~ n/a 
0: I X standanl 0:2:\ ~tandard 

......................................... ............................................ , ... 
40.4S seconds 

Assessor Cycle Time n/a 0::45 first clas~ n/a 
0:4J ~tandard 

44.13 seconds 

TDC Plus Assessor Cycle Time n/a n/a 0:-J.O first da~s 
0:4) standurd 

4.4.2 DTW Cycle Times 

Cycle time data was collected by the NDF data collection team during the DTW b::~sclinc period 
and by TASC during the PuC. While every effort was made LD ~tandardit:c these pnx:edures, 

th...:re w~r~ :-ome ditTcrcnres in colkction method~. NDF t:olk<:tor:-i viewed TDC podium~ ftJr 10 
minull' pl'riod~ :tnd rounll'd tlk' nu1nhel'tlf p:l~'>~·nger~ pnll'l'~'>ed in !lUll pl~riod. Thi~ kd to a 
cyclt: tinw I like HOSl whk'h includt:d pa~sengcr ll'illl'>i{

1
. This baseline daw i~ pre:-.,•nted in 

Tnhle 1.1. with more detailed analyses included in the DTW Baseline Report. 

Metric Baseline 

TDC Cycle Time I 7 .()4 ~econds 

Dllring tlw PoC. TASC colkl'lors ll'>l'd handheld de\ icc~ :.md colkcted individual cyck til1ll''> nf 

each passenger or pmty at thl' TDC. This data o.;hould nnl he directly compared In HOS cycle 

times. since they were collected <K\:ording to different method..;. 1-llowewr. this collection mcth1)d 
resulted in more accurate and detailed data. and can be ;malyzcd on its own to understand 

1' The• P"~'l'llJ;l'l'h) iiJlJli'll,tc·hinv ;md kil\'itl~ 1lw poditmt 
•·• cOUI.LIL" ~"'"il11~ ~c:cul'li) lnl<"'"·'l"'"'h.tl "Lollll••lkd tmd~, ~'lf'FR P·•lh 1_1 .tnd 15'0 '\ 

11\.t)' he IC'k,"c'd 1<'11CIMIII' \IIIIWUI.111CC'I I 1' ' ' 11 C'IO {'\:II,I'OI(HI <>1111< 
\dllll11hlr.oi-ll ollih<' lr.lll'l""i"IIP c. en~l;•r; nl ,,,n,pn . <~11i111 c'l\11 r~n"ll;. 

f''' l'l'lllli<"lll .q!n\c w•. jllol>lw d"' l<"illt' I• !!''\'rlllnl h1 <; I' S.( '\;;; 

I 
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differences in cycle times ba~ed on unumbcr or vMiablc:-: :-:uch as A:-:..;c:-.~or t~'lX':. passenger type. 
party -~izt:. ;.md travd Um·utn~.:nl type. 

'Ltbk 1-l- display~ llw on~rall uvl'ragl~ A~st'~"ur cych' tinws colkctl~d dming tlw DTW PoC The 

DTW PnC w;1s d~o:rlny-:d <K·cnnling to Option 2. so lh~o:s~o: <.'y!.:k til11t'S rt:rr~o:~t'nt lht: ··Asst:~-:or 111 
TDC'' cycle 4

('. Timt>.~ :tre ~t'pnrnted hy whethe1 tht" "Y~tem was "fully loaded'' or "non-fully 
loaded''. Fully loaded denotes that the passenger queue was full, and is a heller reprc .. entation of 

peak times. Non-fully loadeU inJicatcs that there were some times when an Assessor was not 
cmltimwusly pw!.:c~sing passcng.cr~. The tratt.~it time n:prcs\.'nls the time the passeng.l·r(.-.) took to 
move fmm the front of !he queue 1111he Asse..,~or pudium ami hand over !heir travel donuncnts. 

This ml'lric did not change tkpl'tkling on load 'itatu"t. During fully loaded o;;onJiti(ll1s, A~:-.cs'ior~ 
rrocc>~~ed passenger~ :-.ignificantly mnrr LJUickly1

'. Thi:-. i~ nPl ~urpri,ing, a:-. officer~ may ha\c 
felt imcmal and external pre~~ me to manage throughput durin)! husy times J.~. 

. . . . ~-,,' ' ' " . . . . .. .. 
Load Status 

A vg. Transit A vg. Cycle Time Per Pax Total Time Per Pax 
(seconds) (seconds) (seconds) 

Fully Loaded I 4.114 37.~2 ·~ l ,1)6 

Non-Fully Loaded 4.00 .:1-1.02 45.11 

Grand Total 4.07 39.97 44.04 

At DTW. three dirktcnt types ur TSA cn1ploycc:-. Wt:l'l' !rained and Lltililt:d as /\~~t:s\or~. Cych.' 

time by different j()h types l'Hil be found in Table 15 (loaded ennditi(ltl'. n)llap~cd ). Anuly\e~ 

revealed that BDO/Assessor!-1 perflll'llled the ;\s~c-;sor function !-tig.nitlcantly quicker th:m 

FAMIA'>sc'isnrs or TSI/A"·'~~s'>or~1'J. One n:u~onnwy h~~ th<lt TDC wus a new ta~k fnr TSh und 
FAtvls. whcn:as Lhl: nw_jority of BDO:-. wcrl' alrL~;td) TL>C lrainL·d. There was no :-.igniril:al\t 

dirfcn:ncc between TSb and FAJ\h, 

. 
Job Type 

Avg. Transit Avg. Cycle Time Per Pax Avg. Total Time Per Pax 
(set:onds) (seconds) (se-conds) 

BDO -l-.06 3~.45 -l-2.51 

PAM -l-.20 ,~2.:-n 46.53 

TSI 4./l I 41.54 45.53 

''' ThL' A~,e~'nr p<"rformed ht>lh thL' TDC functum and the A>~L''\m lunctum a1 nne podium. 
II 2 'tlllllflk Hl''th ll't>Utli~J llliL'4LILtJ I'Ul'illlll'l'~, f1 < .IJ{)J 
1 ~ Tht~ pcr\'<-'jlli<>n\\':1', dhnl''tl'd Ill I (lUI'> ;!.rnup' with /\'t'l''H'I'', illll! tht' tn:nd •~ abo evid,·nt in TDC t')'rk ha'tl'litw 
JaL.t. 

I•J 2 >.1ntpiL• l•IL''IO .i>:'>ltlllL'd Ulk'IJll,d \'iJJ'l,tlll'L''·f' < .IHJ J 
·-· ~Ill coul.ll<l' ~Cl«illl~ ~cctH'll) lnlotlll.tiJoJl oh.tl "'""lt.>lhl mod~J -l'JCFR I'·"" L'i.LJld I';'()'\,, l.HI nJ 

<nayhc<ck.l'c'di<'J'"""''"'lhou." •)(II{ >ali' I' "' """"""'"lthc 
-\.lmlllhlr;otnt nl tlw tr.o~'l'"liiiiH> cr~ ;u; ' d '<'k"'~""l.' r~<ull Hl '"II p~n<~ll\ 

t!n\t'<'!HiiriH •'fi''IL'I .j>tlhlw d"' ln;UH' "f"\'r<llnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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l(b)(J)49 usc § 114(c) 

( ,dli\ 1{,, \ "''' . , .. , ·r \ ., ,·:; 1 i:!l; . if, 1'.1'· ,,·!l:_'yi' ! \I"' 
(bllCI" C > C & 14(U 

Percent of Avg. Party Avg. Avg. Cycle Avg. Total 

I 
Population Size Transit Time Per Pax time Per Pax 

0j9111 1.22 .1.71 .11.7B 15.50 I 
.~.79('/r 1.66 I 4.2S 4\.X4 4~.12 I 
6.62 1/t ~.56 

I 

4.n 24.51 2X.74 

I gy,()()ij( 1.27 I 4.05 41.111 45.15 

WhL'li pu;...,ihk. datu i.:ulk·~.-·tm-, al-,o nuted the iden!lfiL'almn (JI)) typ~.-· the pa!l:-.t:ngerh) pr~.-·-.entcd 
ro the Assessor. This allmvs TSA to evaluate whether cycle time was dependent 011 1D type 
which in turn informs clcploymcnt of Asse~sor to different terminals which may he prone to a 
partkuJ..u· set or varicly of IDs. Analyses were conducted to cva\u~\tc differenced bcnvccn groups 
l'or llw four JD type;. with sufficil'lll data: IJ U.S. Drivel's Lin·w~c tN = 7,590. M = )9.15). 2) 
U.S. Pa~sport tN"' 9~9. M"' ·~1.05), JJ lnt• .. ·matiunal Ci\·il Aviati1H1 Organi1atiun (!CAOJ Non· 
U.S. Pa~'Pill'l !N;;;;; 79J, !vi;;;;; 49.751 and 4l Otbl'r TD (N:;;;; 37:1, M;;;; :U.27L ;\nalys~.:s r~.:n.::akd 
~ignifit:mll differt:m.:~:~ bctwel;;'n non-l.J.S. P<t:o.~pon:-- and all otht:r ~ .. ':roups·

10
. Asst:~-~or L')'L:ies on 

Jn(hviduals suhm11ting non-L'.S. passports took significantly longer fapproximately 10 seconds) 

than tht: nther ID typt:.~. Other Jl) was signifkantly differem than all other ID typ<'~ ' 1
• It should 

he:• noted that nne suh rrou of the "othL'r ID" were milirm )l'rsotmcl mlVidin, milit:1r · ID.rrrbiiili;O;ci 4"'9,., 
(b)( ) IJ s c 11 (r) 

L(b-1(_3_1<_o_u_s_c_§_l
1
_
4
_''-i ---------------------...lThcrc was also a 

"' 2 ,,m1pl~ H~"'t' .~~:..um~J lnt~qll.tl Val'l.!Uc:~'· p < .001 
'I 2 \.itnpiL• 1·1~''1:.. ,~..:,tttlk'd lllk'(jll,ti \'ill'l,IIK'l''·/' < .IHII 

' oui.L"" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnlo1 IIL.tlJoJl oh.tl ""'""''lied mod~J -l'J CFR p.LI h 1_1 .tnd I<;' 
011'<)' ht otk.l't'd l<'j1COM101' \lllh<>UI.I 01tt't I I 1.: ''IOile'll pi:IIOI>OOOLIO Pili1t 

-\.lmlllhlr;olnl nlllw lr.o ''" '"T e. ec·r~l;u;, 111 ,,,n,p ,- r~<uli 111 '''II p~n<tllt 
<11 t!n\t'(IHiiriH •'fl''lt" ·1'11111,.- \1"' ln;toH' "f"\'\'OI)ql h1 ~) S.f' ~-;;~ 
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I' -:ignificant difference between U.S.Ii!..'cnsc~ and pa~:-.port:.; ·,revealing that Asse<>sor~ took longer 
lu vcriry pus~purt~ lhun dnver s l11..:~n~c~. 

' .. ' ' ' ' 

lD Type N 
Pcrl·cnt of Avg Purty Avg Cydc Time Per 
Population Size Pux 

U.S. Driver's UC'ense 7)9() 77.H7°lr U4 :19.1) 

U.S. Passport 9:0Sl) I 0.15'/i 1.5S 41.05 

ICAO Nun·U.S. Passpmi 79.1 H.l-l-1k 1.71 49.75 

Other 10 .l7J 3.X3~·( 2.32 33.27 

None (Minor) 2 0.02(.{, I 54.011 

Grand ToUII 9747 100.00% 1.43 39.9~ 

I 
(b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

5.0 Effectiveness Metrics 

5.1 Overview 
Effectivcncs~ analyses :-~hould dc.~cribc the ~ystem\ ability to detel.'t thrcats Ill -:ecurity such as 

I IRP. E!Tcrtivenc~\ 1:-. cntical in SC'L'Unty: any 'l'L'Urity mca~ure \hould he ahk· to dctcrt what it 

purporh to detect. The A~sc .... sor is a ~ccurity measure put in place to detect and accurately route 
potential threats to addilional ~crccning such as HRP. 

A number of metril:-. were wlledt:d lo t:valu:..lt: the r:ffed or A'~t::-.~or on ~eltHlty el'fectivent:~~. 
i111..'luding: A~,,r::-.~ur and LEO l"l'i"crral rate~ and ouli.."\lllli.'S. t.ktcction of SPII, artfully Clltll"l~.iled 

itt:m,. und JW.;sl·nger urn.::~ts. Thc~e nwtric~ Ht'l' exumincd at bnth the -;y.~tt'llH\'ide lt:\'i...d 
((.:nmparing ba~eline -.;ystem to PnC ~y-.;teml as well as at the levd of the referral. Snme 

C(lmpari~nn'. to SPOT refen·[!l rate~ and mltcomes were also conducted. Table I X li~ts the 

,. 2 ,,~mpiL·l·t~''t:. ,~-:,tttlk"d lllk'ttll,ti \'iJJ'l,ill(l''·/' .IHJ:" 
oi.Lir" ~CH<ilil~ ~cctH'Ol) lnloo IIL.tlJoJl olt.tl "tolllhtlhl tmd~J -l'J CFR I'·" h 1.1 .tnd I<;' 

""' )' he itk.l't'd I<' I'"""'' "olltoul .1 11tt't ' 1 n: '' 11ilm !''"'""""' ol lilt 
-\.lmlllhlr;rlnl nlllw lr.o ''" '" 1 e. ec·r~(;u;" J, 'I'"'~ 11"1.' r~<ull 111 '"II p~n<~ll\ 

no t!n\t"r"IHIIrlll •'fl"'ltw,.j>llhlw d"' ln;UH" "f"\'rll)q) h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 

' 

. 
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purpose and collection procedure l'L)f each effectiveness metric. The sub-:cquent section~ di..;cuss 
tht..: unaly~i~ t.lf lhc~t: llldril·~. For C<t'-C. different options tested duri 11,\! PoC period have been 
cullap~cd und arl.! Ji.~<..:LL"sed togeth~r. unk:-.~ they had a Uin:ct impad on thr.: nwtril.· anJ the11 un; 
spl~Ciricd tlllwrwi~c. 

Metric 

1. Assessor 

Rcfcrmls 

2, L<iW 

Enforcement 
Oftlccr (LEO) 

Referral 

l Serim1~ 

Prohibited or 
lllegul Items 
tSPII) 

4, Artful 
Concealment 

Purpose 
Thi.~ data allows TSA to examine the 
r;lte of n:ferr<ll to sd:cte..: pn1cl·durc"' as 
a result of the PoC. as well as understand 
the types of indicators leading to a 
r..::ferral and ultimately detection uf HRP. 

This d<lHI allows TSA to c\<tminl.' tht: 
chang(' in l'at(·nf referral during the Po(' 

a..; well :1s the proportion of outcomes 
per referrals. 

TSA i~ intcre~ted in thc detection ol 
SPII. These item~ reprt?st'nt a pntent1;tl 
threat to uviation securi1y and warrant a 
LEO not il"kati1.111. 

Collection Procedure 
/\11 As\t:~soc\ compldc a 
Referral Rt:port for l.';ldl 

JWr\on that wa~ rdened to 
:-.ccondary pnxcduro:~ a\ 
the uuteomc or the 

A~~t:~:-.m pn..l~.:c:-.~. 

An inddl'lll rt:port is 
(.'()itiplctl..'d l..'ach Iirlh' a 

LEO is called to the 
checkpoint. This 
information i~ ul-.o nott:d in 
SPOT and As\t.:~>;llr J\~fcrral 

report\. 
SiJK't' ;1 LEO is notifh:d 
whrn a SPII is di~CO\eretl 
at the checkpoint. the 
checkpoim must (.'!.'tnpktc 

an incident report when 
tbc\c item~ an: fi)UtHJ. 

ArtfulC\I!lCt:almo..•nL may rcpn.:~cnt int~..:nt The dwckpnint n.:quire\ 
to hide items from checkpoint security. LEO notification for an} 
Although individuals wlw anfully situation in which artful 

l'nnccal items may not intend to do harm COIH:calmcnt occurs. 

with tht: ill'lll~. thr.·y <ll"o..' uucmpting to 
dl~feat the <;crccninp: proce<;s, :md shoulci 
possc<;s n fear of discovery. 

c-.~~-~ 
5. LEO Arrest The frequency and rate of LEO J!Test i~ LEO arn:sh arc 

J.ot:Uillclllcd on the SPOT 
Referral Reports. A\-"l'SMH 

Referral Reports and 
Checkpoint Incident 
Reports. 

an important high-rL~k outo..'oln~: bet:au~c 
it denote::-. tht: serioU~\ll'S~ of lhc ~\'t:llt 

>UI.Lir" ~CJL<illl~ ~cctll'll) lnloJIIJ.!IJon oh.JI "'""lo.>lhl mod~J .J'JCFR p.Llh l.'i.tnd I';'()'\,, l.HI nJ L'JJI 

111'<)'htitk,l't'dl<'jiCIMJIJ'\IIIhoUI.I11tt'\ \ l'Jii' '< <.> t """""lt1Pili1t 

-\.lmlllhlr;olnl nl tlw lr.o~''"'i'll n . ec·r~ ;u; '' 1.1n '""~""'' r~<ull 111 .:rttl p~n<~llt 
t!n\t"r"IHII<"IH •'\!1"•\tw•.l'llhlw d"' ln;tiH' "f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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5.Z Descriptive Statistics 
Th~.: following -;cciions provid~.: an o\·cn·iew of the effectiveness mctrics. Th~.:sc mctrics were 

tracked in both the ba.~clinc and PnC lime pcrinds, and arc soml.'limc~ broken out by "owner" of 

th<1t Jctcctiun {e.g., As'icssor, SPOT. checkpoint, or total sys\l:m). 

S.Z.l Assessor Referrals 
Dming the PnC Assessors engaged over 000.000 passengers. When Assessnrs observed one or 
more su-;picious signs, they asked additional questions to try and resolve that sign, prior to 

submitting any pas~cnger to additional ~crccning. However, when an Assessor wa-; unable to 

~l!f'i'i\f'i'o~o"i/'m'it"-'1~-u~rtub~·~r~c~·uunufuir~n'"iwd the .~ign -- then the A~scssor rel"crrcJ that 
to sccundary snecning. 

'-----------' 

Durin~ the PuC'. Assessors rdeJTCd 6k9 passengers tn sCl'OJulary screening (Table l9l. This 

represented 0. II '4' of the trawling population during the PoC and 9.Y 1Y. of the pa~!lcngers 
receiving additii>nal queo.:tioning at thl' pndi11m (N = 6.'H7) 

"' ' ' 
Metric BOS I DTW Total 

Total Assessor referrals 506 I 1~3 689 

Avg, number of referrals/Day 5.11 i 3.05 4.33 

Avg, number of referrals/Hour I O.XIl I IL21J 046 

Referrals hy Job Typl' are broken out in Tuhle :20. Five FA Mo.: and five TSis conducted Asse~sor 
in the DTW PoC. Thl'se individuah performed A~;...c~sor five day;.. :1 week, whereas a 
BOO/Assessor at DTW .\JCncrally performed Assessor three day.; a week. During_ the DTW P11C 

BDO/A.,scssors referred 142 passengers, TSI/A~~c~sors rcfcrrcJ 23 pas~cngcr~. and 
PAl\.·1/ A~\l'SMlrs fl'krrcd I X (MS~cngi~f~ to sccnndary Si:rccning. Tlw only lligh-rio.:k c,tM~\ were 

detected in BDO/A:»~l'"~ilf n:l'l'tTals: thh may he dUL' Lil till' differeD\ secondary ~crccnin~ 
rnKcdurl'\ u:-.cd by the different gmup:-." (Jr dl'pcndl'nl nn till' !!hl'er number \)f referral~. t\1 

DTW, BOO/Assessors only uncovered one HRP t0r every 2S.-l referrals: this ~uggc<>h that TSI~ 
<tnd FAMs potcntiully m;.ly not have referred enough pas~cngcrs to detect even one HRP. TSI and 

Fi\M A!!~i:~!lor~ rdLCITlXl very few pu~s~:ng~:r~ 01 ~.Crall. 

' 1 H1~IHI\k mllrPilll'\ Wl'rl! only unroHn·d lllllD0/1\~''",~Ilr rdc•rm)-; v.lwn BD()fl\~'l'''!ll'' c·ng;t~t·d 111 SPOT 
rdi.·l"l'al >,U\:~uing II ith !hL·ir ,dt!~!cc-,. No higiHi-,1-.. otl!cull\~.' 1\ ere llllCO\'t'rctl al DT\V WhCII lJ()Of r\,_,c~'.OI".' 

h<llltkd lht·ir >L'kcln'' t1\"~'r to 1lw LlwL·kptlllll 
'" ~CtL<illl~ ~cctH'II) liolo111L.<Iton oh.tl "tolllh>lhl mod~• _JI) CFR I'·"" 1.1 ·'" 

111'< )' ht itk,l't'd I« j'CIMIII' \1 tlh<>U\ ,I 11tt't Ill 11• ,, ''II I I)H: ''II !It'll p1:111H>O""' PI lilt 

-\.lmlllhlr;olnt ot tlw lr.o ' , tDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. 111 'IJ.on'l"'natlnn lMI 1111 
nt • S t!"'t'r"IHIIrlll ••f<'•lt<l .J>Iihlw \!"' 1<>>\IH" "f"\'rlll<"!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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·-----· ---------- ---- ------------- -- ---- --------- -· ---- ---- ·----

Metric BDO TSI FAM 

I Total Assessor referrals 142 23 IX 

I Proportion of Total Assessor referrals 77 Nti 11-h'Yi l).W)i 

1" Total Assessor LEO Referrals 5 0 0 

5.2.2 Law Enforcement Referrals 

Lmv Enfnn:cnwnt Officer-: (LEOJ an: notified to as..,Lst checkpoint ~rr!.':cning when <tlarms cannot 
he rt''iolved. pas'ieng:ers are uncoo[Wnttive, the dwd.:point di'icover~ certain prohihitcd items, or 

when \)\her potential thrc<lt~ arc- disco\'crcd-q. According toTS/\ proccdurl'~. an itK'idcnt t'L'PIH't 
must he completed \\hen a LEO notification is made. even if the !.EO docs nnt respond. Tables 
21 -2·l and the cnrrcsponding section~ de.-:crihc LEO referrals that ot.:cutTed at the checkpoint~ 
during the baseline and PoC peno,k Tbi1> indude1> Assessor LEO n:fcrrab a~ well a.-. SPOT or 
Chcl'kpoint SrrL·cning LEO n.::ft:rral.~. 

At BOS Terminal A, there were a IOta I tlf 20 l.EO rt'ferr:tl"' during the ha~eline period and 154 
LEO referral'\ during rhe PnC' perind_ This repre"'ented a I) !nne'\ increai-oe in proportion tlf 

pa~sengers refcm:d to LEO-. from tht..' bast..'! in~ period. The majority of th~'se LEO rderral-. 
originated from the i\sst:ssor {N"" 137), but there was also an increase in SPOT LEO rckrrals 
during. thl' 1\>C <t~ wdl. 

At DTW R~d I. thcrt: w~:n: a total (Jf four LEO rdcrrab during tht: ba~t:lint: pt:riod and 21 LEO 

referral;; durin~'- the PoC peri mi. This repre-~ented a five time~ int:rease in proportion of 
passengers rdcrn:d from th~: baseline period. Only five nf these LI::.O rderrab wcrl' from the 
A'iw~sor, r~..:n;aling <.t sitahk• incn:~t'<l' in dk'l'lqmi11! LEO n:l'~.·rral'> as Wl."ll. 

'·' s,·l• s~-u·,·nio ~ C 'lwd.l"'illl S< 1/'. 
, ~Cll<illl~ ~cctH'li) !.oloiiiL.IiJon oh.tl "tolllllllhlmod~J _JI) CFR p.Llh t_<; ·" , c<UI!L'Ill 

111'< )' ht itk.l't'd '" I'CIMlll' \1 llh<>lll ,I 11tt'l Ill ""' , ,, t • 'II I llH: '' llile'll p1:111H>O""' PI li1c 

-\.lmlllhlralnl nl tlw t r.o~' '" i'n '" 1 e. ec·r~l;u;. <>I 't J,on'l"'f!'lllnn lMIL H 

t!n\c•(lllllrlll •'fl.'ltll ·l'llhlw Jl"' ln;(IH' "f"''<'lll<'ll h1 ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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-------- - -------- ------- ------ ---- - -------- ------ -- ---- - - -- - -- - ~- ----- - ---------

Metric 
BOS BOS DTW DTW 

Baseline Poe Baseline Poe 
Throughput 597.5511 360.2X! 3'27 .6-J.O J2JJHJ 

Total LEO Rt'/('rrals 20 /5o -1 21 

Proportion of Throughput referred to LEO o.ooy;; 0.()-l.Y!t 0.00 l?r 0.007(;; 

Tow! SPOT Referrals 7-1 95 -18 4!5 

Total SPOT LEO Referrals K 14 () .1 

Proportion of SPOT referrals that escalate to a LEO ! O.R! r;-; 14.7-1 1/r O.OQiif ().)21/r 
referral 
TtJta/ A.~.w'.1·sor R(/f:rrols n/n 506 11/11 /83 

Total Assessor LEO Referrals n/<t 1.17 n/a 5 

Proportion of Assessor rcfcrrab that escalate to a 
n/;1 27.0):1(;; n/a 1 7)r.;_ 

LEO referral 

Overall the rate of LEO notifications incrl·ased during the PoC aml this trend can bl" :-.ccn in 
Asscs.~nr. SPOT and Cht~dpoint operations. One reason rnr the increa~c at HOS was the mneasc 

in 11DO teams pn:-sent at Terminal A·"-' as well as the increased pre!-.l'1Kl' of LEOs atth~ 

checkpoint. The Ma'\sachusctH Stmc Police (MSP) stntioncd one local LEO at Terminal A for 

the entirety of the PoC. whkh improved the LEO respon't:. The increase in overall LEO 
notification) at DTW is unknown, but may be linked to their incl~'-l''cd \'igilancc. 

Titbk: 22 di~plays the 1\::ason~ for LEO notificution during all tinh.: p~:riod~ anJ PuC lm·ution:-. 

The trends differ between !ocutinrL~ <llld the h•t.~c!inl.' <HHI PoC periods. At BOS during tlw 
baseline, the most comnwn reasons for LEO referral v.,ere the dis(overy or SPII. SPOT Signs of 

Deception, :md nther pmhihited items (such as hox cutters). During the PnC period. the mnst 

common reason~ for referral were Jllegal ritll:eJishlp slatus J(.• 48 1 r) . Several 

1\~;tson~ for referral (b l 1 4(r 
(1!)(3) 49 ll S.G. § 1 14(r) whkh suggcsh that tilL' ;\s-;L•ssor muy mid a 

nt:\V dch.:ction ckmt:nt to tlw l;tycrs of wcurit} at the chc~.-·kpoint. hi~ intcrc:-ting to note liHLI 

\Vhik more than half d. LEO rdcrrab that Ol:(.:Urrcd during. tlw ba:-.dinc W\.Tl' the rcsnh of 
Jiscovcn.::J items (SPIL other prohibitcJ items!, Juring the PnC proportionally more )asse1H!Cr:
w~re referred to LEO bec,ltl:-<e of their hebavJOr ur :-.omcthing ~ilid in \.'onver:-ation (bl(3149 usc § 
(b)(3)"49 USC § 114(r) 

" Thc•r,· 11 .1~ J;Cilerally ;tl Wit):, otk' 11[)0 t l'illll lll'l"lonuing SPOT whiL"ll hdpl•d prn\'ttk ht"t·ak' fpr "'''l''~or:, 
'" ~CJL<illl~ ~cctH"ll) lioloJIIJ.!IJon oh.ot "tollllo>1h1 mod~J -l'J CFR p.JJh 1_1 .ond 1';11 '\,, p.HI nJ thJ· doJd 

11Jayhe~ck.l't"dl"l'"'""'"'lhout.II1Ct"< Ill 11· '-'11 " "' 11e 
-\.lmtllhlr;otnt ot tlw 1r.o~'l'"li'lllnn \ '11 , . '' l·'n'l"'nattnn lMIL 1111 

, cnutlrt" ·•v•·•tcw··t't•hlll" d"' ln'u"· "f"Wrnnl h1 ~I s.c ~-;;~ 
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tlwt occurred during tile baseline and PoC periods at DTW, however. there were very few overall 
to evaluatt:, 

Reason for LEO Referral I BOS Baseline I BOS PoC I DTW Baseline I DTW PoC I 

As AS\CS:-.or~ arc ~ivcn additional (]ocument muning,jlbJ\~'l <+::> w ;;,.v. ~ 14 \r I 
l(b)(J)49USC §114(c) I 
(bJI-·l 4::> u J ~ ~ 14

(r) lin generaL the differences in referral 

tn~mJs that occurred beL ween the lwseltnC" am[ PoC penods su~;gcst thai the As_~essor provtded a 

new layer ot' security to the dt~.:ckpoint. llowcvcr. it is unknown huw this layer allccted other 
'L'n:ening measures, (b)\31 49 usc § 114(r) 

L-------------------------~ 

Data was alsn collected on the outcomes of the LEO referrals (Table 23). These outcomes were 
dm::ctly linked It) 1hc rcasnn:-; for n.::fcrral, (W3J'49 Usc § 114(r) 
(b_J 4 ~ 14(r 

(b)(3) 49 usc § 114(r) Hnwcvcr, during the PoC period thl' 

LEOs <lppe<Jred to get more involved hy conducting tnnre National Crime Information Center 
lNCICJ check~ on pu~~cngers, some of which rc-;ulted in LEO arrests. 

''' l;;lrl d;ll;~ c'tlll,:,·ti<'ll <ltd 11<'1 ;tlhl\1 l<ll'ltlliL••It•ll\ ,,1-lht'-< llll'lt'tl' 
il11~ ~cctH'li) lnlollll.liJoJl oh,,t "'""lo.>lhltmd~J -l'JCFR p.llh L'i ,,,c[ <;' !L'fl 

111'<)' ht itk.I'C'd I<' j'CIMlll' \lllh<>lll ,111tc'd Ill 11.0\\, ,,,, l t t II H: '' llile'll p1:111H>O""' PI lilt 

-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw l r.o~'l'"li'IIH>l e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 'li.ln'l"'f!'lllnn lMitl "' 1ll\ 
V''''(IHIIrlll •'fl'•ltw-.j>llhlw \1"' ln>\IH' "f"\'<'111<'!1 h1 ~I S.C ~<;; 
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--- -------------- -------- --- --- - ---- -~~~---~~~~:~c 
-------

LEO Resolution 
BOS DTW 

Baseline Poe 
I LEO ~.:onfiscated or Jispos~d of pwhibitcJ item 7 C1Y-'t. 1 0 c -VA l () 5 C:!-J.'k l 
'·································································································'17··· 

4 (2()1;(.) 100 tM 1Yr) () ) ( 14(/r) 
1 l.EO questioned and released i1idividual 

I LEO responded but did not que.~tion individu~1l () ~ (Y,i,) II II 

I 

LEO verified passenger's identity and pas:'.enger 
was dcarcd to Fly 

II II .1 (75c:1·) 2 (I 0(/f l 

I Passenger dcmL'd to fly 5 (251/( ) 2 (I 1/f l I t2Yii:) ) ( 141)() 

I LEO bml passenger destroy FTD in his pn.:scncc I tYir l 2(JI/() II I ()1,;, l 

I LEO (trrc:-.tcd individu;1l 0 15 (22 1/r) () 2 (I 0'/<J 

I_ NCIC checks revealed warrants hut LEO did not 2 ( l f/r ) () I ()If) II 
arrc:;;t 
--------- - ---

I LEO told oasscngcr to leave airpo11 
lli~'i;;, 49 u s c § I I C1~'k) 

I 

0 (I (I 

! Checkpoint rcopcnctl (after breach) 2 ( 1(}1/i.) 0 0 () 

1 Other 0 I! Jl_i, l 0 4 ( JlJ!,'i) 

l Unavailable II I 
)(2{/r) II II 

Thc maj\lrlly (!-i(JI1() of thcs~.: LEO rcfcrrals during thc PoC originatl'd a~ As~cssor rcf~.:rrals. Thc 
data n:vcalcU Lhal A~se:-;sors notifid LEChl(t,)(3)-49 USC § l14(r) 

lf~l~J?4% 
1 

I(Tahlc ~-l}. '---------------------' 

" " " . _,. ' ,, ' .. ' 
Reasun For LEO Referral BOS DTW 

llb)(C') "'us" ' ) ) 41J) 53 () 

37 2 

12 2 

7 I 

I 6 () 

5 () 

.1 () 

I i 14 () 

'i In 11l\1Sl or lhc''l' (iiW', till' LI·:O al,,l colldtll'll'd ~( '!(' dwd..~ 
~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'II) lnlo1 ,,,IIJon oh.11 "tolllh>lhl mod~J -l'J CFR I'·" h 1_1 •• nd I<;' 

"'" y he ~ek.t'C'd I<' I'CI"'"' "t!houl .1 11cc·d Ill ""' n: '' 1111m !''"'""""' ol lilc 
-\.lmlllhlralnl oltlw I r.o~'l'"li'll!O e. ec·r~l;u;. <>I 'lt.on'l"'natJnn 1 .,, tl <n<~ll\ 

v••c·nutirl" ·•v•·•tcw·.l'llhlw d"' 1<>>\IH' "f"""'nnl 1!1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 

I 
I 

I 
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5.2.3 Artful Concealment 

Artful conccJlmcnt occurs when a device/hao-/Jrtifact (b 
14(r 

IT!w dll'Ckpuint l'L'quirc:,. LEO 11otilkation !'or uny ~ituatilm in whkh urtful 
L,~.,-"~"~.,~·a'l~n~lC~n~t-,,~e-c~n~r,-.•w~· bile then.: i:-. no din:.:! 1w.:n~urc of "intention [() dc(civc", urtful 

!.:tHJL't..'<llllll'!lllllttY rt..'prt..':-.l'Jll inknti\111 hl t:\liii:Cal ilt:ms from ,,:hct:kpoint stxurity. Altho11gh 

in<li\'idu<ll:-. who arlfully conl·e:ll items may not inte1id to do harm with !he items te.~ .. a rcrson 
may altfully conceal a knife in his or her hag because it ban heirlomn), they are attempting to 

defeat the :-.cre~ning pnwess. and :-.hould pos~ess a fe:tr of disCtJ\'ery resulting in observable 

b~.·havior dwngl'S. 

/\1 BOS then.~ was one urlful COIH'l'alment detection during the ha~rline. Th<.' l':tsc involved a 

SPOT BOO who found illegal pill-; in a tic tac container during SPOT rderral screening. The 

passenger abo dbplayt.:J Signs of Dt.:(.;t.:ptiun during tht.: n.:f..:rral. Tho.: pass..:ngt:r wa~ rcf~.:rn:J to a 

LI:<:O who questioned and released the p<L~scn!!.er. 

At HOS thcrl' WNC twn <lrtful cnn~~ctdnwnt dct~·ction" during the PnC. Th\! fir!>.T "'asc \\'<1:-. a SPOT 

rcfcnal in which the RDO discovered a piece of aluminum foil containing four white pill~ in a 
pa:-;'>cngcr's shoe, The LEO who responded confiscated the pills and rclca-.:cd the p<hc.;cngcr. The 
Sl.'>.:ond c;.lSI.' W~l" <.~n A:-.scs~nr n;:krr:..~l in whidl U.S. Curn.:ncy Wi.l\ found 'i~,?\VIl into the 

pa~:-.t.:ngcr'~ pants. Tht.: p:..~s~l.!nger' ~ bd1avior t.:~culatcd v. ht.:r\ l]Ut:slionl.'d uboul the <.lrtl\dly 
~:tmr.:calrd llllln~:y and a LEO wa.'i 11ntificd. After t:onduding an NCIC check, which returned 

llL'gative. the LEO qw.:stinncJ and n:k·ascd the pa~scnger. 

At DTW !here were m1 artful cmKealment detection)> during the ha'ieline. During the PoC. there 

w;ts one dt'll'l'lllmthat (lccurred in an Assessor reft.:tTal. During the prnpcrty search a sUSlk'L'il'd 
cnntrolkd ... uh:->tance was di:-.co\wcd in the pa:-.sengcr"s hooh. Local LEOs \VWL' notitkd :md 

arrested th"· pu~:-.enger fnr possc-.~ion of narcotics. 

All mtful concealment detection:-. occurred H1 SPOT or A:-."-L'\:-.or rL·h:naiL·ase~. Thi~ provide~ 

support fnr the usc of hchavinr detect inn~ nvcr other scrl~cning methods- for detecting arthll 

concealment. The concept hchind mtful concealment is to intentionally target the perceived 
wcaknc:->sc~ of screening technolop:y to get an ttcm past security. U nlc~s the perceived weakncs:-. 

1~ im.:orrccl. bdm\ ior Jelccti(.lJl 1~ the bc':>t method ttl JisnJ\l'l" thl.' intent. and thus the item. 

w "· ul'll\ lnl<"'"·''""' th.tl '' LL>ILIL••Ikd mod~o ~ 11 ('f'R 1. • " I '" < •ldiii!L'ni 

\dilllllhlr.o(olt oll th<' lr.• '' , '" tnn nr the Sen~t;1r; nt 'lt.ln,pn!1.Lilnn. l.ln;wthnrtt« r~ ,.,,,, 11. 

H ' \ j!oo\ ("I"IHII<"LH •lj!<"i\C 1\"•, )liLI>Iw d"' )o"illC' I' !!<•\'rl[[q) h1 <; ) ' \.( '\;;; 
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5.2.4 Serious Prohibited or Illegal Items 

TSA is intcreqed in the detection of SPII. All SPill istect he low arc considered ··serious" hec~tuse 
of their c.:tatu-. U-~ <Hl ;1~tl~ri~k prohibited item nr "possible evidence of criminal :1ctivitv:' all 

n: uirin" LEO notifkutiun. per tlw s~:n.:vning Cbvvkpoint SOP-'~. Tllis list induUv~ll~ 1~3b a; 114rrl 
1 

::1) 
1 1 item~ thut could be \l).CU to facilitat~: nr i.''I:Ct;Ut\.: il ~rim~: or tcrrori~tat:t. Th~: list 

of ilt:lll~ ha~ ht:cn Cll!ldt:n~cd fmm tht: li~t that DHS S&.T used in the SPOT Validation Study to 
rrovide more metuiing:l'ulcuteguri;::l!ion, u~ well <l~ mid additional flelds that warrant u LEO 
ret'emd due to its relationship tn suspected criminal activity. 

Thv categorization of SPII bdow \\'as dcn.:lopcd fwm th~· Chl'l.'k 10int SOP astcri~k item li~t and 
additional items or C\lll<:t:rn rwm the SPOT Vtllidation Stud (b {::1) I"' ~ 14(r ami i:-. 

availahk in Table 26. 

I SP!I Categories I 

Buth airport site-; in\.'reased their number of SPII det~ctions {by either 9 or I 0) at the PuC For 
BOS. all but one uf dw~e flq(' dt:t~rtiPns ocrurr..:d in an As).t."'~or r~ft:IT:d. for DTW, A '>se ... ~or~ 
tk:ted..:d one third of the SPIT ..:as..:!>.. Both airpuns do.:t..:ctcd similar pruportinn~ of f<TD durint:: tht.: 
PoC. however DTW disco\'e:red more cases of ammunition, and BOS discovered more cases of 

large sum'> of rurn:nry. In most case~ the passengers wen: questioned and released. howewr in a 
i't'W ~·a~t's the itt'm:-. wert' l.'ont'i~(Uh:d or tht' pa~:-.enger "'a" mn·-.ted. 

'~Can b~· located thrull~htn.!l!hc SOP. but _'iOiltC .,pccific ~cction.-, ar~: t :tS.\1 ~11Hl allaLhtlll'Hl I X· t lll R~\· ':1 Ch:tH)!l' 
l 

-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.1~''" Dn '"The .)ec·r~J;u;. 111 'lt.•n'l"'nattnn llnaut "''""' "' 
t!"''·nutlrt" ·•v•·•tcw·.l'lthlll' d"' ln>UH' "f"\'r<llnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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-----------

Type of SPII 
BOS 

Baseline 
BOS PoC 

() I 
2 ( IWA) I 7 (;1J'!t) 0 J (3J'A) 

2(1Hiif.) I ll () II 

-J.(::\()1/r) 
I 

I tlJl/i·) .1 ...... ~ .... 15 ,',;,.' ... l······l·········lc·'·· ...... I 
2(1W!I·) Ill (52f}) 0 

I ( l JlH) 

I TOTAL SPII ii r 21 o : I 

I 

5.2.5 Law Enforcement Arrests 
A~ the subtitle suggests. this variable re!'i.'rs loa law enl'orcement arre:-.1 uf an indivtdual made 

follnwing the rckrr:ll of thnt individual to a LEO. Tlw frequl.'tll'Y and ra\1..' or LEO <UTL''>I i~ <Hl 
tmportant high-risk otncotnL' ht'l'lltl\l' it dt'nntt~s the serinusnL'"s nf thL' l'\·cnt. At the dll'l'kpoint, 

LEO arrests may occur when the ch('l'kpoint di;;;co\'crs SPII. FTD, the pa~;scngcr is disorderly, nr 

th~ passenger has nutstanding watTants. In all cases this passenger could potentially be high-risk; 
;mJ thcn.'l~m:- it is ~;ritic:..tl to unJcr~t1111J the system\ 11bility to identify these p<.l:-.seng~.":rs. 

LEO arn.:~ts .trc dm:Ull1L'llted on the SPOT Referral Reports. Asc.c~:-,or R.:f.:rral Rcporh and 

Checkpoint lnddent Rcpnrl~. which were ~ent to a d,tta ~.:nile~..:\ inn lead fur review. Tabk 2R 

r~vt'uh thm no pussenger~ wen;' tUTt:1>\td <tl Tennin;.d Am Rt;>d I during: tht;": h'~:.t;'line paiod~. und 
30 pac.seng:ers were arrested during the PoC periods. The majilrit_y of these arre:-.tc. occurred at 

HOS and involved imrmgratiom vinlations. An additional rea:.nn there Ill:!) h~1ve been 
sigmricantly more LEO arrest!. at 80S was because there were signit'icaJHly lllill'L' A\s~ssur LEO 
rcfermb (I 37 eomp<trL'd to five at DTWJ and in general LEOs \\C'!'L' very rcsponsiw. 

,. ' ' '· .. ' ' " ' ' .. ' 

Reason for Arrest 
BOS 

BOS PoC 
DTW DTW 

Baseline Baseline PoC 
lmmigratiom Violutions 0 2X 1fmr;; l I) II 

Outstanding Warrants 0 0 { J7q-,) I) I) 

Multiple reasons () 1 (3t;1,) II () 

Nun.:otic~ Posse::;sion (J 0 I) ]·w(]{)()r,'r) 

TOTAL LEO Arrests 0 J5 II I 

"' Th1' '>1S,L'11t:L'I' <Jho lwd ;m JIUI>:l;mtlln~ \\,JI'l';Ul1. hut 1\'<h 11111 ;J!Tl'qvd .h tlw jmiMin:lloll f;nkd 11, l'c'~rond. 
\~ ~c:ctJI'\1\ Jni<"ILL.oii!'IJ lh.tl '' LOIIIJcl[kd tJUd~J ~l) ('f'f( l.lti' l> < clclJJJ!L·nl 

JJt.t)' he IC"k."c·d '" l'""'''' \ltllwul ·' JJcc·d Ill'"''"·,,,,',. "u ',, "'lltlln: '' 1111m !''''"'"""'<>I tl1< 
\dilllllhlr.tl->1 •llih<' lr.< ' , "tnn nr the Sen~l;u·; nt 'lt.ln,pn!1.lltnn. i_ln;wl """~ 

'" · \ )!••< ,.,.tHm·ou .q!n\c "''· t>tol>lw d"' j,,.,,,. '' !!<•Willnl h1 ' I' S.t '':! 
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Thi.' data ri.'veals that urrc~ts for inunif!rations violations were quite high in thi.' BOS Pl)C. 

A"'~~.:.,sor is mure ditt:t:t than ptt:Vtousllcha\'iur dt:ti.'t:Liun ntt:tbvds. suit makes M:!l'it llii;m~ticcrn---, 

As~es.,or que-.;tioni ng \Vuuld i.'UUSt: an i lli.'gul i lllmigrant to fee 1 stri.':..~ and nervt lUsnes' 1;~J~J~ 4~ rl 
(b)(::1):4e~ Ll::. '- ~: 14(r) 

While LEO Arrest is a useful :md important metric. thi-; metric may actu;~lty he underrcpnrted 

due to the following: limitations. One of its limitations i!-. that the outcome of the LEO's 

involvement J\ not alway~ immediately kno\vn. That i~. many cases of LEO involvement may 
not result in immediate arrest, although tho: case may still have been quite serious. For example. 
the LEO may ~:oll~.:cl infurmalion hut ld th~.: tran:h::r proceed alth•)ug.h an <~rrcsl occurs Jat~.:r (anU 
it-. th~.:rel"on: llllt rqwrtcU to SPOTJ: or tlw LEO nwy thll infllrlll the Assessur llf tlw tllllt.:t)llli.' of 
thl' c:1se ill additillll. thl' LEO may dl'l·idc to kt !hi..' tr'avckr pt"IK"I..'l'd hl hi~ or ht•f llight cn·n 
though the individual \Va~ in pn~~ .. ~~iun of a SPII. which w,b i.'onfiscatcd. 

In ~nme C<N~s. nlthm1gh a LEO is c;.tlled. he or she muy not '>how up and therefore the traveler 
l'annot bl~ not arrested by ddault. Thi~ issm~ bq;an to r'll<Hlifcst itsdf in the Asscs~or testing at 
BOS where word wa~ rcceJvcd that Custom~ and Border Patrol rCBP) Vdluld be lowering thc1r 

n:~pon:-;c rat~.: to pPtcntialcasc~ ilf illegal aliens. Data ~htl\VS that 28 of tht: l'i arrests during the 
As~~..-·~\or PoC at BOS wen: maUc Ju~.: to ill~.:gal :.then status and an aUditional ~5 cases m·nlrri.'d 

in whid1 the n._'ferro.:U JXts~ ... mger stated to the A:-.~<.:s~or (lr MSP thatiK· or she wa~ in the U.S. 
illegally and no arre~L occurred. The last of the arrests v.as made on Novcmh~.:r 20,2011. This 
chang~.: may havc h-:cn influcni . ."Cd by i1nmigmtion polky set fnrth by the Ohama adtnintstration 
m Augu~t. 1n whid1 new gllllk•lmc' wen: Js ... u~..·d tn <kkr cu.,es nf deponing indi\ iduab wtw did 
not appear to pose a threat to puhlir ,afctl'1• \Vhile the pnlicy lA as set hark in August. its 

implementation and enforcement at BOS may not have gone into effect until bte l\'ovemher. 

Rcg<.~rdlcss. referral reports have indk\ttcd a~ of rci.'cnt th.:tt CBP h<.td resorted to NCIC checks 

'·" J\,_o.:or'llin{' Ill tlw ;\,~o.:~.,ut' SOP, 1\o;,~·,Mtt"., are un,tbk to tl~l· lt.llhlalllt"\ dmin~ llll' 1\v.o:\.;\lt" pw,l"~'- Tlu., 111adt ll 

wn dilflrull for A''-c'''or to t"L'\\ll\'1' ~li'PlL"lOU~ \li!IK 'n thl",l' mdivrdual-: \.\l'rc ollen retern•d 111 'rrond:rry 
~~ l'l'L"Illll!;!. whrh' A,~l",\l!J' JtJ u'r ttauo(lallon. 

'" KL"alm~. Jn~hu;~. "The Stol'll'~ Y<lll t\.-Jj.;,L•d in ?(Ill i\ttmhn S. The 1!5. lmllli!!Wiinn Crnd..dPwn:· hlfl"l)!ll 

l'trltLJ. http:/11~·1\'1~· .fun:i!!ll)lulicy.l:Ullliartick.,/20 11/11 /2Kithc_\l!JI"il"_\_)Ull_ltlis~.::J_itl_:'O II .'pa!!<.:"'ll..-1. lkl"L'lllhl"l 
21111 

~C>L<illl~ ~cctll'll) lnlot ttt.!IJon oh.tl "tottlo.>lhl tmd~J -l'J CFR I'·" h [_'; .tnd <;' 

11\'<)' he itk.I'C'd '"I'"""'' \l\llooul.111tc'd 111 ''" 11 n: ''llile'll !''"'""""'PI \he 

-\.lml\lhlraln\ nt tlw lr.1~'"' '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.ln'l"''. '" r~<uli 111 '''II p<n<~lll 
t!"''"f\Hilrl" •'f'"'lt<~ ·l'llhlw II"' ln>IIH' "f"\'rlll<'!i h1 ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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only und not que:-;tioning travelers, whJCh is likely to trend in IL)\vcr urre..;ts of illegal alien..; 

trunsitint! lhc !;[JC!;h.poinl. 

5.3 High-Risk Passenger Detection 
Tlw d..: pendent \·ariahlc 1)f IIRP was adopted from the 20 II SPOT Validatil)ll Study, dcvch1pCd 

hy DHS S&T. The Validation Study defined IIRP as '"imlividuals who arc knowint!lY and 
intentionally attcmptint! tn defeat the airpnrt se...-urity pmcess", and measured this outo.:nme 

thmugh Uch:dions of md1vitluuls i11 pOS\i.'ssi~Hl of SPIL fahi.' or frauJuli.'nt tra\\.:1 or iJ.cmiflo...:ation 

tloo .. ·um~.:nts. amlthosc arrcswd n:sulting: l'rnm Ji~cnvcry during rckrral st:n:cning:. Tlws~ 
intli\'iduals arc not necessarily tcrrorish: ratllL'r, they arc individuals that are likely attempting to 

avoid ddection dut: to tht: unu..;ual nal\!re or scvl.'rity nf the item they \.':HTY nr their l."!i.;.t:ihility for 
heing arrested. 

Whik this definition docs not Jirct:tly identify individuab who po~c a risk to aviation sl'curity. it 

d~Jes pwvide fl/'11.\'{('s for individuals whu :1n: mon: likely tu bavl..' an iutcut to t..'Ollt:i.'al or <.b:l..'in:. 
This approach has h~,:cn used pn:vi{)usly. and i~ not di:-.similar from TS/\ 's opcrutional ..:fficit..·ncy 

tc'iting approadl whid1 u~o.:s proxy mo.:asun:s ..;uch as ''diwsl tim~.-:· to mcasun: ''pas~en,~,:cr 

cxperiL"ncc'". Given the availablt:: data. three mllcomc variables desnibcJ in the previ@s 

se<.:tion- were u~l..'d tn rl..'pri..'SI..'tll HRP: (I) LEO AtTI..'St: (21 Pos-.:es~ion ofSPII; and (.1) Artful 
( 'oncealnll'nt. 

5.3.1 Comparison to Baseline Periods 
The fil"il ~i,:l of analy~i,:S focused nn t:omparing HRP detection bct\vccn the baseline and PoC 

pcri(1J.~. Ead1 airport i~ prcsl:ntcJ separately a~ ca\.:h aiqJ(>r\ was evaluated a!!ainst their (l\VIl 

ha~dine. 

BOSTON 

Table 29 displays the frequency and rate of HRP dctcl"tion at the ~ystcm level during BOS's 
baseline and PoC period<;. This includes detections made hy the checkpoint. SPOT teams. and 

J\.;scssor teams. Detection rates arc Cl)tllputcd by d1viding the frequency nf detection by the total 

thn.lughput. Thi~ Jat:.~tdb lL..,thc propt.lrtilln t.lfthc lra\eling pub! it: v.hich was iJ~.·ntificJ by TSA 

with higiHi'k o1utcnnh!:-. The higlHisJ... nuh:omcs arc broken out individually in 1:a~.:h rnw a:- v.dl 
a:- in prt•scrHt:d in totaL lt b po:--~ihk for one T-TRP to ha\'1.:: multipk higiHisk outcome:-. (c.~•,., in 

po~o.scs..,ion of a SPIJ and is arreqedl. which is why the individual cornpunl..'nts lll<.lY not add up to 
the total HRP tin v.·lm:h each pa;.;scnger is only counted om:e). 

/\t HOS, the dwckpmrH sy~t~.·m d~.·tcct~:d II HRP fmm nc.u·ly 600.000 mdi\'iduab during the 

hasdine period. In l·nmpuri,nn. tbt..' lll'W ch~·ckpnint systl..'m m th~· Po(' dt:tectl..'d 54 HRP from 
approximatdy 360,000 individuals (m~arly five times as many HRP with (i()lfr of tht· basdine 

throughput). When detections v.cr~.-· commllcd for thruughput, thi~ reveak•d that the chcckpuint 

11~ ~cctH'Il\ lnloo ,,,,liJon oh.ol '' to11ll•>llcd mod~J _JI) CFR I'·"[, 1_1 .ond I<; 'I 

"'" y he itk.l't'd '"I'"""'' "olhoul .1 11tt'd Ill'"'"'· ,,,,' ,. 11 u n: '' Tlile'll I''"'""""' "I Tile 
-\.lmillhlr;otnT nt ilw lr.o '" '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 '[T.on'l"'nalTnn llnaul "''"'" 

no t!"'<'(IHIIriH •'f1'•\tW•.j111hlw \1"' ln;\IH' I' f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~) S.t' ~';;~ 
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..;ystcm with the Assessor (PoC) detected eight times more HRP than the baseline checkpoint 
-,yqcm. When th!.' inJtviUual compont:Jtls of HRP WI.'Jc bJt.lkcn out. the paltcrn still n:wakd an 
impmvl.'nH:nt fmm th~.: bobelinc to I hi.' PoC. whkh indu~kU three time~ nmre Uetcction:.. of both 
SPII and artful COIHT<~lnH:nts duriug the Po(' period. 

Fishe(s Exact Test\ \\.ere t:oJiduCtt'd (o dett:rlilim' Vvht:'thtJ' st:ttistically significant differem'e" 
tlt:l'urred between the haseline and PnC periods1

'
2

. Analyse~ revealed that during the PoC period 
the syskm ddc~..:h:d signifl~..:tmtly more HRP than during lht: ba;.;eline. Thi\ finding wa\ wn;.;istent 
for total ddc~·tcd SPII and IPtal LEO arn.:sh. hut IWl artful con~.:calmcnts. Thc.~e result~ should be 
intcrpn:tcd cautiou;.;ly a~ the PuC was nul a highly controlled experimental design . 

- ''·. ... " ' 
.,, 

' 

Systcm~levcl Metrics 

Threat Type Fisher's Exact Odds Ratio Basellne PoC T!!st. P-value* (95% C.LJ 

Dates 616/11 - 7/J I ill 
XII 5111 
12115/11 

Throughput 
'5~7 .550 .l60,2X I 

P:.r~s~,:ngt:r:. P:t~sl.":ngers 

Number of High-Risk II 54 

I 

11.1 )( }( / 

I 

8./4 
Passengers (iUl029i-} f()()l)l/(·) (.J 21. 17.27) 

Number of SPII 
II 21 

II_ I)( J/ 
I 

3.17 
(()Jl02'/t) (OJ)0611r·} (/_46, 7.271 

Number or Artful I ' 
I 

3.32 " 0.3/8 
Concealments (0.00021,-{,.) ~0.00061/t} (0./7.1Y5.7) 

Number of LEO Arrests 
II 35 

I 

I U/00 

I 
rU.OOO'X J (0 II I 0'1< I 

00 

.. .. :- Nuk. R~'Uih<~tc ptP\tdni hottnlrllll\,\IHIII,il pwpo'~'ol\l) .tnd 'htlUid hl \111llpt~kd lo\\111\\lhl~. Suhtnl' .til 

all-~.wuh:d lo npl:rimcnial and umln•l )!nlllP' lhrnll)!h a non·random. tim<.>h<t~ctl pwccdurl: ,.\,it rc~uiL otw ctnnol 

be certain lh;n t>,ruup difkrcth.:co; an~ due ..;ukly w the i\o;:-e\'i!ll' tmpl.:mclllatiun. 
' h~IJL•t'~ I'.Xdl'l r,.,~, Olll.' lailt•d. ( \lnltdr•nn· l.c•whclJ')<; 

l:p]wr ;tttd Lt\\\<.'1' h 'lwr !-, \;trl t))(_.f (\1111 ukm:c Ltmlt' arc n:p11rlnl t, 1r (hid' R<ni~~~-

T<tblc 30 Ui:.play\ the frequ~m:y and rate of HRP detection hy Uifr~rent behavior dctcctwn 
pro'-"Cdll!\'s. This t;1hk '-'ompwl~~ Pll!\.'om~:s ill the kvcl of refcrml fm SPOT reknals during lht: 

"-' h~hl'r·~ cxaclll':,l c:.tll he applll'U l'\·cn with <t ha~clmc of /l'ro c:a:-c~. HuiVl'Wl'. olil' nnlt1tJ! huutld ;.u1 c:-.lilllatl' J'or 

I he tl\Jd, r;nitl l'il\l'l' I he• uppl'l' htll111d I\ unlimtll·dJ 
" · Sc•.UI'II\ lnl<•lll<«li<•Jl th.tl "ll<lllo.>lhl uu<i~1 -l'J CTR '·" ''' '"'""c·rtl 

U\,1\ he iek,".:d I" 1'""111' \\\lltnul ,I twc·d II''"""' ,,,, t c· IIIC <VI Iiiii: ''IIIIC'II j'<'IIIH'Ointtl'l the 
Adlllli1T,Ir,\hll oll tlw ,, ' 1.1 ton"' tlw Sen~t;u; nl 'lr.tll'P"f1"1Tnn l1n:JlllhPrtY<"t "" ~" , 

'" ''i r••,,.,.,.,,ln" ·'f'''lc'" '·l't•l•lw d"' 1<»1,,.,. ,, f"""''tnl h1 ~I s.r· ''·' 
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ba:-.dini.' and Asses~or ri.'fi.'JTals durin~ the PoC. It wus not surprising thut there were signifieuntly 
n:on: tAsst'ssur) :cfcJiub Uu1ing the PuC. Although SPOT Vvas also wudul:l~.:d during. the PuC 
period, it;.., not ~pecifkally listed lwr..:: b(!t.:au~c it:nay hav~: up~ratcd differently v.ith tltc addition 
of A~sc~~~Jro.; in the checl\puint. Tlw high-ri~l\ outcumeo.; ar..:: bmkl~n out individually in l;ach row 
as wdl a~ in tot;: I. 

s,)me differences were sr.'en between hehaviur detection referral outo..·ome~ during the baseline 

alid the PoC at the lcvd of the referral. The A\scssor dl'tcctcd approximately two tim~..::s mor~..:: 

IIRP; bowcv~.:r, thi~ was largely Ju~.: to thc increase in LEO arn.:~ts. as d~..:t~.:l"Linn of oth~o:r high-risl\ 
ouh:mnes dccn::ased during. thl' Po(' period. Fi~her's Exact Tt.:sl revealed that the rate of LEO 

arn;st wa~ the only high-risk outnHnc that c.ignificantly i:H.:n.'asl'd f]"(llll the hasdin~._.· tu PoC 

rerioJ. Something ahour the A~sc:N)f proccs~hJ inacu~cd the odds of LEO arre~t at the 

checkpoint. 

Threat Type 

Dates 

Number of Refcn·als 

Number of High-Risk 
Passengers 

Number of SPIJ 

Number of Artful 
Concealments 

Number of LEO Arrests 

Baseline 
(SPOT) 

6/6/ I I -
7/.1111 I 

74 SPOT 
RcktTals 

-1 
15.4l(fi) 

-1 
t5.41 r;v,) 

I 
I I .3Y/f) 

II 
(0.()(Jl}{-) 

Referral~level Metrics 

PoC (Assessor) 
Fisher\ Exact Odds Ratio 
Test, Pwvalue* (95% C.!.) 

X/15/ll-
12/15/ I I 

506 Ac.scssor 
Referrals 

52 

I 

()_ l :?9 
I 

2.UU 
(l0,2Wll (11.71!.7.86) 

20 

I 

0.820 I ()_ 72 
(105'/r-) (U::.?3. 2.48) 

I 
0. i.J84 

(!./ -1 
m2orx.) (IU!O. !/.5) 

Jj 

(0.92r.ft··) 
(UJ()7 "" 

f :-.JoltL". Rc~uh~ .lrL' pnl\ Jdcd ror lllfiJII\l,](](lll.il pui P'''~~ Dill) .md ~!Hlllld he llllL"rpt~tl'd L ,!lJtlllll,f} Suh] L'cl'i ,]1 L' 

ati<~4HI~·d to ~'\jlL.'rimcnt:d Hnd r:ontrnl g1 "''fl' thl "ngh :1 nnn·l ;mdom, ti nJc-ha,~·\! p~to,·cd\!l"r. :\~ a r,•stdl, •liW ,_: dlll11ll 

lw ., l'l"l<llli liM I ).!l"o•up , lil"l~'l"l~ll<. L'' ;m: dilL' ..;okl;, h' tlw c\v,._,~,ul" 1mpknwntation In :1d•hll\lll. (ump;o"iMlll~ hc•t \WI'Il 

"' Thb umltl he !all..ill~ to ca~h pa,sc:~gcr. atltiluon of onlu:r,; .1lth~ .:hCLI-..pulnl. the As,CS'iO!' indicator li't. ul" 
cnh.oiWl'd dllo.:LIIHc'lll rc1 il'l\ 
\ "• <ill\~ ~cctll"ll) lnlo>ll>.liJon oh.1l "'"""''lied mod~J .J'J CFR ' lJ·, < '""""""' 

11l<l)" ht otk.I'>C"d I<' ['CIMIII' \llill<>lll .1 11tc"d Ill """'- •I·• t t ~ n,t• l( "'I ill I[H: '' llilt"ll pl:llCH>O""' PI the 

-\.lmlllhlr;olnt ot lh • llll'lr"l'"n '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. <>1 "IJ.on't"'f!'lllnn ' .,,,1 <n<~llt 

c ·" '"'' no \IS t!"'t"c"IHII<"IIl •'f<"•lt<~"•·l'llhlw \1"' ln>\IH" "f<'\"rlll<"!l Itt ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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SPOT and ,\;,,(·~~llr' <~I the rekrral-k•vcl nra~ he cnnfuun,k•J by tlw fa~.:\ that ,\~'l'S>llr> may •r,k <JUC>tiuns uf 

pas-.~·ng<·r~ hdi'l"' d~·,·rdin,t! tn rd~·r ~~IWTl'"' SP<ll BD(), nrcd hr rl'l.lT in onkr to d'l.. qul'.;tron~ 

I r·r~lwt'~ 1·.\;WI ll'~L 01\l"·\,llkd. Cnnlrd,·nn.' LnT[:;;9)'j 

L:ppcr aud Lo\\cr H.~llcr E-:ad 95'·;. Conl'ilkncl.' Limn~ ar~· rl.'puncd j',,r Odd' R:lli<l~ 

Thi~ data sugg-:~ts that thl' additllln of lhl' i\:-.scssnr ha~ impnl\'l,:d thr: ability of thr: r:hr.•\:kpolnt to 

dl':(ect HRP, although A'i~r.·ssor rererruls were nnly rnon; pmduc1ivc than SPOT rerL'rral~ in 

detcl'ting, passengers rcsultmg inanest. Tlwrc were no LEO arrests during the baseline penod. 
\Vhile As~essnrs selected li in<hvidlJals v.ho resulted in arrests during the PoC. 

It 'ihould al~o be tHJtl'd that then: \vas uho a reduction in dlr:1.:kpoint ddedions of HRP during. 

the PnC pt:ril)d. During the ha~clinc- p<:riod. th~ dt<:ckp(lint was rc.~ponsihk forth~ d~tedion nt' 
seven IIRP. whereas during the P1lC the checkpoint h~td only detected one IIRP (the 1H1C 

additional dl't~·ction Wit~ tnildl' hy u SPOT tl'i\111). It h ros ... i\lk thal tlll' A~'iC\ ... ors \\rl"l'C dt•tr:dill,t! 

the MHllC HRP that the checkpoilll \V<t~ catching, Uurin~ the ba~clinc. but this i'i not known. 

VI!TROIT 
Tra<..'king the cfl'l'ctivcrwss of the A\~essnr at DTW was diffkult dul' to the !aynut nf the- cho~en 
checkpoint. At BOS, the checkpoint thm was chosen repre:-ented n single pnint of entry into the 

sterile nrc::~: if a passenger was outbound on n Delta tlight they could only be processed through 

the Terminal A checkpoint. On the oth~.::r hand, DTW has sen::ral smaller checkpoints that all 
<lt:<..'CSs th<..' ~~un<: st<:rik ;tr<..';t; thb 111\.'an:-; that pas~cng,cr:-> .:ould dtu(I,IC whkh .:h<:ckpl)int they 
lnl\l'P.,cd. Thi:-.. dr.·-.ign cn:atcd prohlr:m~ fnr cvaluution hccaus~.: the !ayrllll pro\'idcd pa~.~cngr.•rs 
with tl1l' \lp]1tlrHtnity to mouf tlw As.~es~or prm:t'ss during 1be PoC. whit·h could artiricially 

nxluce detection rates, pre\'cntini~ <Ill operation from appearing effectin•. 

Therefore HRP detection wa~ \racked ut the Po(' checkpoint (Red 1) a~ well a~ all other Red 

nwckp(1ints. t\\ umh:rstand how the Asse~~or at dlL't·kpnint Ro:d I wa~ affl'Limg pa~~cngcr 

throughput and hig!Hi..:k patterns. This also helped provide preliminary trends regarding whether 

the level of m:llfea~m1cc incrca-:cd :1t other <H.'ccs-: point~ as :1 rc-~ltlt nfth~' Assc,snr. 

Table 31 dtsplays thr frequency and rate of IIRP w.::rt1~s the entire McNamara terminal and the 

'"t)WfH:r·· ol' that dcto:ction. T!tc dcl!X'lion rates fur SPOT. As.~~.·~ sm. and t!te .~crccning npl'ratiml\ 
arl·listed next Ill each cht:t·kpoinL with totub listt:d at thl.' Oottom nf the tnhk. The ddct·tion rates 
for the .HTf'('llillg opaatiom· ;:md the tor a! ch('ckpoint have heen calculated hased on the total 

throughput. whereas the hehm·ior hased screening detection rates have heen calculated at the 
level of rcferral'd. 

'''1 Tlw ,\~o,l'NH' and SPOT <kll'l'tmn r;\ln; l'IHrld ;r[-;p pnr-·ntwll;. lw l'itkulitt.•d h;, dtl·rdinjl ltw d~t~l·tiPII' hy thl'tt 
!ltr\Jtl,t.:hpm: .t!thou,t.:h thcu· thr'ml.\dl[ltlb an.: th!!\•rl'l\1 lh<~ll tlw 0\l'ralt ~ )'Sl~!ll. A,:.c-,,m~ Jo llol intl:r'l !l'\11. t'ntpto;.~·l:~ 

;tnll rl1 >tl1l.'t'~'W. whrrh W1111td redtll.'l' tlk•totalthrn!l).:hpul h;. app1\•Xil1\<~kl) 10'/i llk' SI'OT lhl\•llj.:hput j, nnkrhl\.\1\ 
" ~ ~cctH'lll lnlo••••·liJon th,,r '''"''!!•>lied l!Ud~J -l'JCFR I'·" I' /_'i,tud /';' ' 

L11<L)' ht Ltk.I'C'd I<' ('CIMIII' \lllh<>lll ,111tc'd Ill'"""·,,,, t t' 11 u II H: '' llile'll p1:111H>O""' PI li1c 
o\.lmlllhlratnr ot tlw lr.r ' >n '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. <>I '(r.rn't"'natrnn llnaurwr<t,,. " 

"' · S t!ntc·nuttnH •'V•·•ttw•. t>trlrlll' li<>• ln>UH· "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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This table rr.:veals ~ignifKunt Uiffcrr.:ncc-; 111 the HRP J.t:tcdiun unU ba:-.r.: rule ... expcnt:lll:ed Juring 
tht: baseline anU PuC pi.!rim.l-., at huth tlw PoC checf..pllillt (Red I) and all adjacent cht:ckpoillt'i 
During the hitM:Iilw period there WL'rv rw HRP dt~tet:tit)ns unm~ ull dwdpninh within 
Mt·Namma. hut durin);! the PoC' period there was an incre;tsed ddet.:lion at (1// (.:11~:-.·kpoinh and by 
(II/ pMtie~. During tht' PoC the overall derecllnn r:tle fnr McNamura \Vil:-. fUl02 J 1/r which wa.~ 
very similar w the BOS bac.eline dete ... ·tion rate {0.00JHt.fr.·L While the c.ystem detection rate did 

unprove tlunng. thv PoC. the rok~ of the Assvc.wr is less dear then in the case of BOS. While 
96~'i (52/54J uf thL' PnC Jct..:t:tions Ot:! .. :urrcd in As.~t:ssor n:krrab at l30S .. only JJ~:f (3/9) of tho: 
PnC detections at Red 1 and 1 )I'{ (VI kJ ol' the overall detections nt:curn:d in Asscs-;nr referrals 

at DTW. Furth\.'r. all an:as of all !:hcckpoints apjwarcd to l..'ah.:h t•n averagl..' .fj mon; HRPs durin!! 
the PoC'. 

a~ it j, not knui\H 1 J hov. many holll''i I:ID(h WL't'l: .,t;niun~U atthe'i~ chn:kpuim'i, .uttl 2) hul\ mo.~ny pa . .,~cn!!~L·~ 

HJ)():, II1.'!'U ahk tn oh~l'fh' 1vhen Liley WL'fL' p1'L':>l'n1 iitlhv dwd.ponll 
"'" ~cu<ihl~ ~cctH'li) lnloLIIL.IiJon oh.tl "tolllh>lhltmd~J _JI) CFR '·" lJ·,, ''"""''"( 

111'<)' ht itk,I'C'd I<' j'CIMLII' \lllh<>lll ,111tc't Ill ~ t \,t' >I "'I IIi I ilL:'' llilt'llpi:IIIH>O""' <'I lilt 

o\.lmtllhlralnt ot tlw lr.o '" oDn '"the .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'lt.on't"'nattnn .,, I <n<~l!t 
no • S t!n\t'r'IHIIrlll •'fl'•ltll • (>t)hill' \!"' ln;UH' I' f<'\'\'lll<'ll h1 ~) S.C ~-;;~ 
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!it f.! fHTF: F. RNCTRITY If! I*'? PI r 1 • Tl''l" 

Baseline Proof of Concept 
7/IX~9/161!1 10/17~12/15/1 I 

Ch!!ckpoint Dcte~tnr Throughput HRP 
Detection 

Throughput HRP Detection 
Rater15 Rate 

Red I Screening " 327.(140 () O.W!f 323.3H.~ ' ()_(l()])t_,;-, 

SPOT 4R n:ferrals 0 0.01/( 46'1

' rdl:rral~ I 2.17 1/! 

Assessor nh.1 n/a n/a 
JF\J'I' 

J 1.6411 
r~r~rruls 

TOTAL 327,640 0 0.0% 323,383 9 0.0028% 

Red 2 Screening J06.2l)5 () ()_()lfr 2X9,2XO J OJ){l I ()f,f-. 

SPOT J5 rdcrrals II 0.0()( 1.1 r~fcrral~ ' 15.JWX 4 

TOTAL 306,295 0 0.0% 2X9,280 5 0.0017% 

Red 3 Scn.:t:niug 2n.4XO 0 o.o1;f 221.943 4 0.0018 1X 
SPOT 28 rdl:rmls () 0.()1(( 9 rdl:rrals () O.Wil 
TOTAL 278,480 0 0.0% 221,943 4 0.0018% 

Red n Sneeni-ng 45,120 () 0.01.}( 411..124 () 0.01/1 
TOTAL 45.120 0 0.0% 40,324 0 0.0% 

Total S<.:n.:ening 956.535 () O.Vi( X74.930 12 0.00 I~~~; 

SPOT 
Ill 

() 0.0% OY referrals 3 .J..J)C( 
referrals 

Assessor nht n/a n/a 
I XJ* 

3 1.641.lro 
rdl:rrals 

TOTAL 957.535 0 0.0% 874,9.10 18 0.0021% 
' . "~ 0111' of till'.\ I' /II( 1(/en f.\ 11 u 1 both tl Sf 07 om/ A.I.H'.\.10/ Rl)l' 1 Hil. 

Thc A~s~ssur HRP detections im:ludcd two ca~c~ of SPII ch:k·ctiil!l\, and on~.: case that in,·ohTd 

an artfully L'PllL'I..'al• .. ·d SPII amlthl' p;ls~l..'ng• .. ·r v. as arw-.;II..'<L Stati:-.t1cal!y, the analy.1.cs arl.' 
1nc:onclu:-.i\·l' gi\'e1l the \'try lnw hasc rate of high~risk outrorncs. 

During the ha.\cline period there were no dekctiom of HRP. However, during the PnC, there \Vas 
a signifio..:ant increase in IIRP Jclcction at all DTW R~d chcckpointc.. 'fbi:-. chang~ rai~c:-. \C\Wal 

questions :-.uch a~: 

• [)it/ tit!' H'Or~(ora htcll/11(' mon' ('1/('l"gi::cd? DTW is curn:ntly opcrating RBS pilots at 
hoth Red l IA~sc~sor) and Red 2 tPrrChl'L"kl ~ twn of its largc~tchcckpnints. In 
prcparation for these pilots the workforce received new and recurrent training~. \Vhich 

''' Sdc'enlllg and totul ddl'Uion !'Ute•_, arc· c.tk·ulall'J u~ .t pt mllld qf till oug.hput_ SI'OT and A_,~l'.'>~l'l tkkcliOI\ rate~ 
arc• l'Hil'lllillc'd at tlw k1·l'l pf 1lw rdtrral A~:,c",SPI" vould aiMl lw vnk·ulai~d n' il product ,11" lhl' pn~'l'llf'c'r:-. ~puken 1!>. 

whkh ~~ approXJIJlalcl) th1·ou)!hpu1 'I'X':I';;. 
'·'"l'ril\lal'ily dc'kl"lc·d h~ X·lt1) ~c'l'c't'llill)l. 

"cu<illl~ ~cctH"ll) !.>lo'"''!IJon oh •• t """'lo.>lht tu>d~J _JI) CFR '·"" 1_1 , clOU!L·nl 

>01<>)" ht >tk.I'C"d l<'j1ClMHl' \lllh<>UI.I Htc"d Ill H•>\ ,, "'>IIIIH: ''l>llt"ll pi:OIIH>O""' ol!lot 

-\.lml!lhlralnt nlllw I r.> ''" Dn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.>n'l"'na 11 "'II 101 "'' 11 p<n<~llt 
• l t!n\t"(IHII<"IH •'f'"'\t<\ .j>llhlw d"' [n;U"" "f"\"r>llnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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may have increJscd their ~kill and/or motivated them to perform at higher standard~. 
These pi lob have ab · c• • . · · 1 · • ·~; 

uffo..•ctcd noductivitv.(b)(3149 usc §
114(r) 

Ll ,-11-
3

1_,'-"..,..s,_c-· .,',_''-'.,'',..) --:-:---;-----..,..,,.,..,-,----.,.-':· Rc~tllts "hown tu DT\V 
lt'alkrship artt'r the ..;fudy m<ly havt' motivatt'd hight'r ~tand;u\b f11r '!l.Tt'ening. 

• Arc there .1·cawmal dUf'crenccs in HRP? The SPOT Validation Study tracked the hnse mte 
of HRP ar.:ross several month;, of collection. and 1\.'\'ealcd ~~:n~onnl pcab in both travel 
and Jctcr.:tiun. The ino..TO:aM::d produr.:tivity during tlw PuC period may be due tu the 
int:teasc in turg~...·t:-; untong thi.! population. 

• ~VIua other j(l('tors lila\· hare rli/e('tcd rlf'lntion'? Tlwn: wnc additional inllucm:~~s on th1.' 

detection r;l!c, some which arc known. For nample, thc SPOT program ;tppcarcd to he 

more producti\·e during the PnC than the haseline. However. twn of the three HRP 
detection cases occurred with referrals a\st~ted hy BOO\ from another mrpon who were 
(lllsik Ill a~~ist with A~sCSS(lf mcntoring. 

5.3.2 Comparison of Options 
During the BOS PoC two different plm:ement~ were used ror the :\-;~essnr. Option I wus 

condw..:ted from August l 5 to St'pl~mber II. 2() II, and placed As.~es~or~ ut a new sc:t of podiums 
between the TDC officer <JnJ the divest area where they interviewed all pas~eng:ers. Option 2 was 
wnducted from September 12 to Decem her I .'i, 20 II and placed tlw As~c;...,tlr at the TIJC 
podium, whn conducted both the TDC function and the 1\s~cs~or inll'I'Vicw. 

Table 31 displays the HRP dt'lcction rates at the lc\·cl of the referral for Optitmc. l and 2. The 

data rL·vcals a thrcc-fokl incrca~c in HRP detection ratL' from Option I to Option 2. Fis.hcr's 

Exact Tc~lt\'VCah.:d that this was a slJ.ti~ticall)' signifil"anl di!Tcri.!ll\:c: h11\V'L'VCL tilL~ n.:~ult slh1Uid 

he tntcrprl.'tcd cautiously, a~ there \Vt.'re sumc um:untmlkd dillcrcnccs h~.'\IH'Ctl Optitlll 1 and 
Option 2. 

Ill~ ~cctll'll) lnlollll.lilon oh.1i "tolllh>lhltmd~l _JI) CFR p.Hh 1_1 ,,,, "'" 

111'< )' ht itk,I'C'd I<' J'CIMIII' \1 lill<>lll .1 11tc'd Ill'"""'- ,,,, t t 11 u '' I I I H: '' llile'll p1:111H>OIIHI ol lilt 

-\.lmtllhlralnt nltlw lr.o~''" 'II '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 'li.ln'l"'f!'lllnn I lMitl "''" 

t!"'t"r"IHIIrlll ••f<"•ltw-.j>llhlw \1"' ln>IIH. "f"\'rlll<"ll ht ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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f.;l:h ii~ l\t kt-:'.l! I t'H': I "lllp;i• l•-.c;11 ul' Hi~~h !(i~L fk!\'\'\io11 i;l g( )'-, Op11"1l' I .~1:d ~ i'••! 
!'ll!;l<' 1'1'•·•-' nl < 'ilht'•JI '. 

Refen·al~lcvel Metrics 

Threat Type PoC Option PoC Option Fisher's Exa1.:t Odd:; Ratio 
I 2 Test. P-value* (95% C.l.l 

Dates 
X/I j/11 9/12/11 
9/11/11 12/ I 51 II 

Number of A:..se%or 
76 4.10 

Referrals 

Number of High-Risk .1 49 
()_(!_\(} 

3.13 
Passeng:en. (}Y47l/r 1 I II .395rN) ({).Y7. f{)J)(}J 

Number of SPJJ 
I 19 

0./6Y 
3 . ../7 

II .31611() (.J..4JYt,f.) w.53. Nn.o; 

Number of Artful 0 I (})\50 
Conceulments {(),()()l)lfr.) (()23YkJ 

CXJ 

Number of LBO Arrest~ 
2 . .13 

0.079 
3JJS 

(2.h_nr;, J (7.67..J.r,;.) (0. 76, 2f>.Y7) 

. .. . .!. Nclk _ R~~ult~ <II l p1 ll\ 1ckd lilt 1 nl llllll.lllllll<~l pu1 pt•~~\ IIIli)- ,IJld ~h, •uld hl I Ilk 1 j11Lktl L .tliiHlll'.l~ SubJLll~ .u ~ 

:ilhH.'<ilnl l!H.'\IlL'rinwntalund ,on!lol )!f<ll1J1'- thl'<lll!!h :1110IH,IIHIPill, tinw-hil~nl Jll'lll'L"dur~· ,,, a r~''lilt. o1w l':llmnt 

he n.!l'l<Jinthal ;.~ruup Jifl'et'l:~lh.~-' ar~ Jue .;ole I\' to tht::' A~:,e~:,ur 1mplem.;ntatiun. 
' l'i-.hcJ \ l:.\;lt.'l T c>l. 1111<:-tailn!. Conl'idc nrc Lcvci:::Y.'i' i 
l" PP•'l' ;1nd I .O\\L'I' 1-'i 'lwr I ·:x.tL'l •JS• i ( 'nni-Hll'nee l.llllit-: Hrl' l'l'jlOI'll'd I 1 II' Odd' R:ltT<I~ 

The first variable- which we could not control- wa~ As~cs;.or e_xperience. The first Option \Vas 

011ly conducted Cor I he ftrsl four wceb of !he PoC when A~sessurs wet\' leJsl experkneeJ. 11 i~ 

logil-al thalcxpcrk·nrc \:l_luld have impl'u\'l.:d the A:-.sc~sors' ubi lily Ill identify p~llcntial HRP. 
Although there is nn way to identify wh..::thcr this v,a~ a contributing factor in thi" data .~1.!1. Tablt: 
ll compares only the- first four weeks of Option 2 to Option I. whkh may provide a hctter (hut 

nnt perfc~..·n <:omparison of experience kveJ:.;. Although As~essurs an: stillmorl' l'Xpent:rn:ed in 
thi~ dataset. they :u·c only four wceb mnrc expcncnccd as ~..·ompan:d to sevcr;d month..;. 

While the /r('nd holds v.:henlookmg at thC' shorter time pC'riod that Option 2 was better at 

detecting HRP th11n Option 1 -it is nn longer st;ltistic!11ly signitlc<:ll\1. Hmvevcr. it should he 
noted that the odds ratro remain larger the sarnc. and there were only a :-mall number of referrah 

availabk· ror this analy~b which limib the p~~w ... ·r of the ~~~L 

\V_\RI\11\(; "', """"" Jl\ lnloiiiL.tiJoJl oh.tl '' lOIIll•>llcd mod~J _JIJ CFR I'·" I' 1_1 ·'"' 

-\.lmlllhlralnl nt tlw lr.o ,, onn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.ln'l"'f!'lllnn I lM!IIl<>rl <~II\ 

. ' '11 "' 1 S t!"''·nullrl" ••v•·•lc..-,.]>iihlll' <I"' ln;(IH. "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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f.; I: it- _n. l\t kt-:'.l! It·~,~·: 1 "tllp;l' 1•-.c;tt ul' Hid1 !ti~L fk!v\'tiott i;l g( )'-, Opl,,.ll, I .~t:d ~ I'•·! 
i I )'•,i (\ \ '• l d ' 

RefeJTal~level Metrics 

Threut Type 
PoC Option PoC Option Fisher's Exa;;t Odds Ratio 

I 2 Test, P-v<~lue* (95o/c C. I.) 

Dntes 
X/15111 • Wl2/ll · 
Willi I 11117/11 

Number of As.~e~sor 
76 

I 
127 

Rt.:ferrals 

Number or High-Risk 3 13 
I 

0.087 
2.77 

Passenger~ il.94YA) ( 10.2.16q) (0.72, 15.03) 

Number of SPII 
I 6 

U.JYU 
3, 72 

I I J10~0) (cl.724t,-(.) (0.4~. 173.3) 

Numher of Artful II I 
O.fJ26 

Concealments {(),0()()1/() \0.7S71,/o) 
00 

Number of LEO Arret-.ts 2 7 
0.278 

2.16 
(2.6321fi) (5.5121:(.-) (0..10, 21.761 

I· ~Oil'_ R.-~ulh atL' ptu\tdl'd lot tnt,Jtll\alltltlal putptN'~ only .111d 'htlltld b.- tllletpt<'ll'tl<:;tlltiOlhh, SUhjL'l'h at<' 

.ill'ltt::llL'ti tonpL'I'inH:m.il :tntlrotllrol )!.l'llliP' lhntllgil iiillltHai\dom. time-b:hL'ti pmccdurc /\-,a r.;,ult.l\llL' cannot 

be ccrtilin that group difTl'II.'JW•'' urr dttL' q,Jdy to till' A\\1.'\'m impkm.:ntat!Oll. 

~ I ·'t,hd~ 1·.\:1<:1 'I t'l. OllL'-Wil<'ll. ( 'onlld._:nn· l,VVt:I=IJ)'; 

L:ppL'I' and LtlV.et Fi !-Iter E \art 1!S' ;. Ct 1111 ideth.'t.' l.i lllll~ ;lrt.• r..:pclllt.'d lot Odd' Rallo~. 

A second variahlc that changed hctwccn Options I and 2 wa~ the usc of different types of 

secondary screening de~crihcd in section 5.3.3 helow. Since the secondary \crecning prncc~s 

changed during the middk nf the PoC. and 111\'oln·d more inten\ivc screc.•nmg during all nl 
Option 2 it muy not he fair tn Cllnlparc the succcv.; of Option I to Option 2. Pntl'ntial diffl'rl'nce~ 

that may h:tVL' occurred due to sc~·ondary scrcming ar~· dis.cuss<:d in the following \O:Ction. 

5.3.3 Effect of Secondary Screening 

During tht.~ As~e"~Pr PuC two difh~!'l'lll referral :-.cm.:ning nwthmh were utili;ed AI BOS. this 
~,;h;mgt: in rl'fL'tTal tlK'thod., u.as a ll<ltmal pro!.'cs~ dirt:eh:d hy !he :tirpnrt, whcrt:a'\ ;H DTW. thl' 
USl' of spe..::ific rl'fL'JTal sc-reening method.~ was c-arefully scl('l'ted and rcgulatl'd 

BOSTON 
At tht: ~tart of the As~I.':-.Slll' PoC in l3ostun, n::fcrral ~l:rt:t:ning was typical ~dt:l.'li.'C scrl.'cning a~ 
pcrfonnL'd by checkpoint staff according tv th.: Che~.·kpoint SOP and cnn~i.qi.'J ol' al}~lJ3b 4~ 

1 
hnn 

down, h<~g St:<-U'd1. <-Uld ETD or <ll'~·cssihk propcny hy ~(1\'t:lling op~·mtions (TSO\). This w;t\ 

"' <ill I~ ~cctH'li) lnlo>H<.IiJonlh.<l "'""lo.>lhlt\\\d~J -l1JCFR p.<lh l_'i,,nd ]';'() '\, 

11\'<)' he itk.\'C'd '"I'"""'' \1\tlooul ,111tc'd IJ\ "'"'- ·I·•' t 111m 1''"'""""1 "I lilt 
-\.lmll1hlralnl nt tlw lr.1 '"' e. ec·r~t;u;. t>l'lJ,\n'l"'natlnn n; '1\ I <n<Jllt 

"' t!"'''()HIIri\l •'fJ'<Itw•.]>tlhlw tl"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rlllnl 1\1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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I 

I 

I 

I 

method was utilized from August 15-3 I. :!011. However, shortly after the :-:.tart of the PoC 

A~~es:-:.or:-:. were allowed to follow lhclf n.:ferruls lluuugh the :.cconUary :-:.ctccnutg pto.:es:-. to 

obtai It the outullllelr~sllllltion for Uatu .:ollcction purp;L,c:-.. ArounJ September I, 2011, BOS 
h:mkr~hip n;quc•;ted grt'llllT invulvcnwnt of tlw /h~l~s,or~ in the referral snL'l'ning proct:'"· ond 
;\-.:~e-:s11rs t'1Citi111 tP perform thc h<l!! -~t"arch whil:h thcn cll<.mged intn ;\s~t·ssnrs pt"rforming SPOT 
rt'l'enal s(TCt:t'lirlg with the a_,,islmil't> nf ll SPOT BDO av;1ibhlt <)I lh<:' ('heckpoinL Although !his 

change wa:-. marked "natural" by the Asses~or:-. and screening staff, it is )W%ible that these 

change:-. to the referral :-.erecning pmecs:-, aff~..::ctcd the security effectiveness data pmnh. It is 

pnssiblc that the increased training and scntliny th<tl eonu_:~ with t\VO BOOs performing rdi:rral 

scn:cning and further cn~aging the pa:-.senger al:-.o afketcd the :-.uec...:.~s of the PoC1
'
7

• 

Evaluation of the effect of changing thc~e pmc~?durcs at BOS ts di1fi;_:uh, hc:l"au:-.c the fir\ I 

m~.::thod of referral screening --usc of c:h~?ckpoint ~elcc!Cc procedures-- \Vas only utilized for the 

first 12 d:Jys. Tahk 34 compares the 12-day llM~ or selectee prncedurc~ tn I he following 12~day 

me of SPOT referral procedure~. Analy~i~ at the h:-vcl of referral revealed no significunt 
difference:-. hctwccn cffcctivcne~s when selectee screening and SPOT rcfcrr[ll screening wus 

used. llowcvc:r, very few data points were available for this an:lly~is (three ::~nd two detections 

respectiv~.":lyl, w.trranting further ev,tluation. 

_, '" . . .. , .. " , 
Variable~ Selectee Screening SPOT Referral Screening 

Dates Rll5111·~131/ll 'llllll·'l/15111 

# Days I Hours I" I 4K 12 I 46 

Throughput 1-1.11 I II 29,XXI 

#Referral:-. )(l .W 

# HRP (lola]) 3 {5._161,(·) 2(5.1.11./r) 

SPJI (]urge sum of \.'urn.:n\.'yl • I LEO arn:;~t {outstanding • I 
warrallb) 

HRP Description • 2 LEO am:sls {iiHIIligralions 
\'iobtil_)ns)1

'\ • I LEO am:st (immigrations 
Yiolatmns) 

Tho: ttnalysis tcam wok ,l ~:lnscr l\lok at the list of 52 h1Lal IIRP HI BOS tu identify which of Lhesc 

ca:-.c~ ]WteJHially could h;,tve bcl.':n detected by the chcckpnint if ~clcctce procedures wmtiU have 
been in plat.:\." in~lt:<IJ of SPOT rd~rral pruccdure~. After the te<llll ~.:linlill<lled items round 
through corl\{.;rsation or LEO rcft:rral.-> ba~t:d un SPOT sp{.;cifk procedures, ;_t total of llca~cs 

n::maincd invoh·ing SPII which potentially would ha\'1.: abo lwen ddt'Cli.::d hy Chcckpmnt 

'"' Mwc A~'''Nl!' t·,·f,·nilh tl'cTtl'l'd SPOT r,·knill Sl'l\'l'lllllt' ;\1 BOS tlwn al DTW 
"~ LL(h IH~L'l" jll'l'~l'm atlhl" Llt<!d .. poilll alttl illll"l'\'l'Jil"d Whl'll the pa<;~l'llt!l'l" <;\Jtl'tllhat [tl'f.,hl' w.L\ in lhl' UJUI\11') 

ilk.:;tllj 
~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'Ii) lnlo1 ,,,Ilion oh.1l "tolllh•lhl tmd~J _JI) CFR I'·" h 1_1 ,,nd I<;' 

111'<)' ht itk,l't'd I<' I'CIMHI' \lllh<>lll ,111tt'd II' 11.0 I H: ''llile'll p1:111H>Ointl PI li1c 

-\.lmillhlralnl nlllw lr.1 ''" '"'e. ec·r~t;u;. <>i'li.ln'l"'na 1nn 11 '''II <n<~lll 

"' t!"'<"(IHIIrlll •'fl"'ltli"'•l'llhlw \1"' ln;\IH" I' f"\'rlll<"!l h1 ~ l S.C ~<;; 
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:-;eicdee procedures alone (21 s;_, of the Assessor Jeteelion~). Thi~ J:..; important to note as future 
pilots may change tlw rckllal scn:cnmg ptUu:-.s whkb cuukl huvc J Uucc.:t effcl·t on sc~.:udty 
d"i"c(.:tivcnes~ anJ pilut su..:ccs.\, 

Vr:TR0/1' 
The DTW PoC hegan appl"nxilt\~l(ely twn mnn(hs lifter the ~~~1r1 of the HOS Po(' nnd the 
experimental Jesign was planned hased on some les~<.ons lt>arned at HOS. Due to competing 
beliefs regarding thl' valu~..:: of SPOT referral screening prm.:cdun::s {as eompured to ch~:ckpoint 
sdectct pro~.:cdurcs). the PoC was designed to spcdfi1.:ally test these differem;cs. The urigin;tl 
PnC \\'liS designed for 60 days. \Vhich \Vas divided by the design team inhl\Wo ]0-day pcrimls. 
f<\•r the first )(I days (October 17-:-.lilVI.'Illht.:"r I 5) thl..' design n:quiri..'J BOO/ Assl'~Sllrs 1''1 lil hand 
otTthcir referrals to the chctkpoint for ~clcctcc ~cn::cning. For the second .10 days ( Novemher l 0-

Deccmhcr 1 5) the design required BOO/ A"scs-.;nrs to maintain control of their referrals and 
perform SPOT referral ~cm:nmg on these pa~scngcrs !l\l replicate the ROS l'Xpcrimental design). 

This is not a perfect design. hccau!-.c nne could argue that HDO/Assc~son .. were alsornnrc 
experienced during the SPOT rcfcrml period: but the ordcr of these manipulations Wll\ 

purposefully decided, because the design team felt th::~t as soon as SPOT referral methods were 
inlcgralcd into the Assessor lt would be Ui!Tit:ult for BDO/Assc~sors to ignore ur remove thrir 
SPOT tmining. 

TahlL• 15 L'ompMes the nlH..:onws (\f 'l'lc..:tec st:I'L'Ciling tu SPOT Rcfl·rral ~i..Tl'i..'tting for 
BDO/t\~..;esSt)l" n:fenal..; at DTW. During the first 30 day~ there were nn HRP detection~. aud 
during the second ~0 duys there were three HRP dete(·tions. These thret: HRP detections wer<: all 
m;~d~~ hy BOO/Assessors. While ther~· is not e\hlllgh duta hc-t\' to ~how a signifk<tnt difh:retKe. 
tht.: trend docs suggc~t that SPOT Rcfl'rral stTccnml', 1aired with th~..:: As~es~or SLTCI..'ninl! mJccss 
re~ultc-d in more HRP dete-ction:.. J ,J lJ 

1 
":J 

1 r) 
( )(::1) 49 § 1 4(r) 

tl'•'~" tq r!J,, ,.ll!'f"bpqinr fqr "'''TIP!''' n· ·njn" 
ol(b)(3) 49 USC § 114(r) 

ul.u<" ~cu<iltl~ ~cctll'll) lnloi !!t.tiJon oh.tl "to!!lO.olhl mod~J .ji) CFR I'·" h 1.1 .t!ld <;' 

<<I'<)' ht <tk.t'C'd I"J'CIMHI' \Ill holt\ .1 Utc'O Ill ill H: ''l<ile'II !'l:"ll!>OULl< Pili<c 
-\.lmlllhlr;rlnr nl tlw lr.r '" n '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. <>i'li.tniJ"'natlnn n; Ill1 

no t!n\t"<"!UIIr!H ••;!<"•ItO\ ·l'llhlw d"' ln;UH' "f"\'r<llnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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'"' .. ' ' ----- " - ------- -- ------ -- --- ----- --- ---------

Variables Sdectce Screening SPOT Referral Screening I 

! .. Dates 111117-11/15111 11/16·12/15/11 

1 #Hours 4511.75 451.1111 

I 
Throughput 161,051 162JJ [ 

I 

#Referrals (all) 12fi (tUIWY referral rate) 57 (tUl5CJr referral rate_) 

I 
# BDO/ Assessor referrals 109 (1{7 ()()•;( of referral~ I ~J (5X.ooq- of referrals) 

..................................................................................... , 

I 

# HRP ltotal/ratel 0 I O.OtV?i- .115,26~-i-

• 2 SPill I <lrlilllllllil i(lll, I FTfll 

HRP Description n/a • I artful concealment of 
n;H\.:otil'\ whidll\'\UitcJ in a 

LEO arrest 

5.3.4 Comparison of SPOT and Assessor Detection Rates 

Although Asscs~or i~ hc111g ~~~sled pnmarily with SPOT tr<uncd HDOs. th~.: <J!.:Iual SPOT pro~1_r;un 
und As\t:ssor pruccdun:s and \Ckl'tinllllldhnds ;1rc di(fcrcnt. BDO~ opl'ruting Hl'l"OI'ding to 
SPOT protocols arc positioned ncar the p('lsscnger queue and look fnr --U indicators that could 
llKlicatc thrlt a p:1s.;;cnger possesses a fear of discovery. These indicator!' nrc a combinntwn of 
bch:1vior :.:.nd :.:.ppcamn~'C factor:- that s~.cicntific rc~C<.Irch Sllgg.:sb the passenger is kcling ~trcs~. 
fear, or is being dcu:ptivc. When BDO~ sec a duslL~ring of mdieators they refer a pa~s~ngcr tu 
~c-conJary .~rrecning (SPOT n:fcrrul :-t:n.'L'Illng:). 

Thl.':' Asse~sor din.-:l:\1 c-nuuv~:s Jasst:nners to ilkntif su~pkinus ~ignsllbl(3 1 49 usc § 11 4(rl 

L(~bi_(3_1_49~U~.S~C-§_1 7
14

7'_"~--;--;-;--;~~:--;----' When an Assessor oh~erves a su~picious 
signandi~ unahle to resolve it, he/she refer~ the passenger to secondary screening (either 
checkpoi1ll selectee screening or SPOT referral screening). This in\·oh·e:-. a different proeess 

tdin:ct engagemen\J than tr,tditinnnl BDO, a differ~·1H set of indicah,rs. as well a:-. ;1 different 
thre-shold fnr n.-fc-rral. Howc\\~r. hnth procc-~~cs can be- ronsidl.":rcd bc-havior-hascd methods fnr 
identifying potential HRP. 

Tables~() and 37 display the Assessnr and SPOT referral ratc:-. Jnd outconll.::-. during the datl'S ot 

each Assl.'s..,or PoC. SPOT n:rl·rrab. an: hrllk~.:n nlll hy rch.:rr:1ls th;ll O\:curr~.:d :lllhl' PoC 
('hc(kpnint while th'.' Poe w;ts ongoing, nnd :dl nth('r SPOT rct(-JT:ll'-. Thi" pmvid"'" pn'liminary 
dma on the value of SPOT when performed at the same timC' a~ the As.;essor. 

1 Th~ lS[, mtJ FAM~ thJ 1l<lt bqdn until I 0/J 1. 1vhich h 11hy 1h~ lJDO/A~~~e~;,llt'' had a much hi~hc:r proponionol" 
Ill>:: fl'kiT.th dmill)! I hi' li11K' [ll'l'i<ld. 

, ~cu<ihl~ ~cctH'li) lnlo'"'·lilon oh.1l "tolllh>lhltmd~l _JI) CFR 1.11h 11 ·,,, c<um·nl 

111'<)' ht itk.I'C'd I<' J'CIMIII' "llh<>lll .111tc't Ill 11• ~ t '''PI "'IIIIIH: '' llilt'll p1:111H>O""' PI 111t 

-\.lmtllhlral<>l oltlw lr.o '" oDn '"the .)ec·r~t;u;. til ')J.on'l"'na tn <11l 11 ' '''I p<n<tll\ 
,, <I no IS t!n\t"(IHII<"IH,,fi"'lt'l ·l'llhlw\l"'ln;UH'I'f<'\'rlll<'tlhl ~~ S.C ~-;;~ 
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As noted earlier. at BOS 506 Asse~'\L)f referrals resulted in the dete-ction of 52 HRP. This resulb 
111 a det!.'~.:tion rate of 10.2~ 1-i fm Assc~'illl r!.'ferr~ds. The SPOT Uett.x:tion rates W!.'IC lowr:r \Vhl'll 

SPOT\\ as (OiltlucteJ h111h at the PoC ( I.OYX· J and nutslde the PnC ( 1.6YA ). 

Variables Assessor 
SPOT at Terminal A 

SPOT at BOS outside PoC 
{PoC hours onlyl 

# Rcferrab 506 95 .1(18 

#LEO Rcfcrrab 137 (27.08'kl 16 ( 16.84 1:~) 38! IO.JY/t.J 

#HRP I 
5:! (to 2s~;o I ( 1.05\f·l 6 ( l.6Yit 1 

At DTW, I K1 Assc-;sor referral\ resulted in the detection of J HRP. Thi~ rc•-:ults in a dctcctmn 

rate of l.Mr.:; f()r As\cswr referral~. Alternatively, the trend t~1r SPOT detect inn ratc'i appl\ln.:d 
higher than A~scssor when SPOT was h01h condul'tcd at the Po(' ( :2.17r{.) and out'>iJc of the PnC 

(9.0901·). 

Variables Assessor I SPOT at Red I SPOT at Red 2 & 3 

#Referrals 183 
I 

46 22 

# LEO Referrals 5 (2.7Y>() 
I 

J (6 .. i:2 1il) J ( 13Jl-l.'i;•) 

I #HRP 3(1.64"/r) 
I 

I (2.1Ykl 2(9,0lJ~Ir) 

Th~ varying. pattern:-. of SPOT cfft:t;tivcness provide ill(L\Ilsbtent vkws of SPOT pcrform<.tnt:c. 
PiN. il :.hou!J be 1\Ult:d that llll_)_'l( ur ihl' BOS Assl.'~~ur n:fcrrals (_)\,.'I,.'Ut'n:d with SPOT 1\:ft:!'ral 

srn:cning tm:h.ed nnto tho.: pn1L·esc.. Thcn:fon: the "A~se:-.c.or'' mlnlhcr..., really n:prl·scnt an 
integration of SPOT and As~e~sor. as both prm:esse-; may have played a role in dete~.:ting the 52 
HRP. D11ring: secondary screening Assessors ust'd SPOT LEO notification pro~.:edure<.:- which 
mduded SPOT S1gm of Deception- and oh~ervation of these SPOT indicators liluy have 

n:suhl'd m the HRP do.!tectJon. 

s~~~·ond, the m:tjnrity of tiK Assessor do..·l!:ctions <II BOS wen: LEO arrests. <UHJ most of th~·s~· 
arn:sts ocrurn:d f1)r immigrations violations. In many of th~.:se case~ the pass~..:ngcr did not hav~..: 
Jllcumentation errors. but rather statl'J tu the officer at S(IJllC point in the prnces~ that thL'Y were 

tn tlw country illq.t<.tll}. The Asse~Mll' proces~ rclie\ on Jilwt engagement rather than observation 
(SPOT) whkh may incn:a~e tb~o: odds of dt'ICL'ling a HRP. It is pnssihk th<rt SPOT pairnl with 

nwn.' ('ngagemcnt could prodUC(' similar result-:. 

~cu<ihl~ ~cctll'll) lnlollli.!IJoJl oh,,! "tollllo>lhlttud~J _JI) CFR l.llh ( ''"""''"! 
111ay he ~ek.t'C'd I« I'CIMlll' \lllhoul ,111cc'd Ill """· ,,,,'' ,,. >I "'II IIIII: '' tlil<'llpi:II<H>OIIHI .. t the 
-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.'~''"'i'll 1 '" 1 e .)ec·r~t;u;. 111 'lt.•n'l"'nattnn lMILilPrt 

t!"'''r'lHIIrtH •'f<''lcw·.l'llhlw d"' ln>UH' "f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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Third, BOS usi.'d thdr best BOO rc~ourcc-: to be Assc~sors: whi.'rcus they utilized signi lki.Hll 

NDF BDO n.:'iOUH.:c~ to support th<:ir SPOT upemtlurts. This muy huve alsu t:ulttnbuti.'d loa 

Llci:n.:a'ie in ~:ffcctivi.'ncss of SPOT Juring thv PoC. if the higher skilled ufficers Wl.)fi.' pl.!rfonning 
A'>~cs.-.ur and ullin~r~ without As~essnr ~kills ami unfamiliar tuthv BOS airport ell\·ironnwnt 

Wt'n: performing SPOT. 

The increa:-.e in SPOT detedion in OTW also must be taken with a caveat; the two HRP 

ddvdion\ that oc~.:urn.:tl at Retl2 antl3 occurn:d with th.:: U\~i;.;tancc of BOS BOOs v.ho \Vt:rc 

onsiti.' to hi.'lp with As~~..:ssor llli.'ntoring. Thi.'si.' BOS BOOs hdpi.'d \Vith tlli.' ~..:ngagi.'mcnt and 
ob:-.cl"\'~ltion of these case"' and spokt: with LEO~ during the referral. IL i~ possible that the u"'e of 
thcsl.' mun: o...'.\PI..'ricnc~.xl BOO:-. improved the DTW Ucti.'l"lion rail' during the PuC. 

5.4 Referral Overlap 
Buth airports h<.~d BOO Kams wnducting SPOT attbi.' PoC dKl"kpoint Juring must of the PuC. 

When SPOT was in ~lpen.Hiun, it wa:-. possiblt: fl.ll· a p<.~ss~:ngLT to be both a SPOT and un 1\:-.sesSllr 
t"eft:rl"ul. jf the rassl.'llgl.'l" Was ohst:rVl.'d hy both put"ti~;~ J!. ulld Illl'\l.'ach indepi.'lldent ~d of 

thri.'sholds71
. AlthOU);!h lhvre is SOnll.' OVl.'rlar hl't\H:i.'nlho...· two sdc. or indil.:utors, this only 

occurnxl four times in l30S and one time at DT\"l. 

T<thk ~X di~plays lhe ea-.;e iliforlilation fnf the five SPOT and As~L·ssor rcft:rrab. i\llhou •h IWP 

{\f fivl' referrals resultl.'d in IJ£0 notification~. no case inV1Jlved a hi•Yh-risk outnm~c71 .l~bJ(3l 49 Us G 
(bj(3) 49 usc § 114(1) 

Jn~r becau,,· ;r BDO l''illll wa~ pr'''L'nl d.w~ lllll mean 1ha11lwy Wl'l"l' ;rhk 10 11h''"I"I"L' CIL'I"Y pa~,,·ngn. 
1 
Ill thc-,c L.hl':, pa>~l"llgcJ"\ r<.'cclvcJ SI'OT kci",..:tnll SL:rcL·nill_>!- llo pa'i~~ngcr r·ec .. ·i\·cJ '>l!~or\Jar) ~CI"l"L"llin:;: !WiLT 

'A drk·rtion 1\"!JLIId 1\lll h~ cxpc~:kd in '11L"11 a 'nwll d;n;hd 
\V.\ " il11~ ~cctlfll) lnloo«<.tlJoJl oh.<l "to«lh<lhl mod~J .j<) CFR ,,.,r, l.'i 'diii!L"fli 

onay he ock.l'c·d I<' I'"""'' \llilooul .o 11cc·d I<> """'- .,.,'' 1 "''~ 11ln: ''II lim!''"'""""' PI li1c 
-\.lmillhlra\nr otllw lr.o "onn '" lhe .)ec·r~l;u;. 111 "IJ.on'l"'na 1nn <ul Hl '''~I p<n<~ll\ 

"' • S t!n\c"(IHiiriH •'\!<"•lei\ .j>tlhlw \1"' in>UH" "f"\"rlll<"!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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Airport Dute <Dr.T . I '""~:t. , LEO I ~Jtcome/Re~oltltion 
~--- )(.<J4CC>v' l«c) 

xn"i/11 
Pa~Sl'nger <.:J)llljlktl'd 

BOS 
II .. l~ N" ~..:n:~ning und w;t~ 

~-kill\'d (0 lly 

~· ~ -
Pa~~enge( ~ hehavinr 

w:trranted :1 LEO 

':1/!J/11 
n:l'erral. BIKh 1\(ltifi~,~~~ 

BOS Ye~ tv1SP. ~ClC dll'tl-.~ 
1-1-: _\(} 

uune b<1t:k negatiw nnd 

tlw p.\;.~l'llgcr v.~1' 
'),· · llo ll 

lb)(3)49USC §114(r) 

BOS 
121 II I l 
1):10 

Yc~ 

J 2/ lilt 
1\t~~l'll¢!-l'l' l'lllllplt:!l'd 

BOS 
)0: 12 

No ~trl'l'ning and wa-; 
cle:tred tn fly. 

11/20111 
P:I~S~'Jlg_l'r nmtpl~·tn! 

DTW 
13.511 N" s~Tt"..:nin~ nnd wu~ 

ckan;d I<) fly. 

It is ~urprbing that only five <.:a.~e~ O\erlupped Juring the PuC period given the detailed SPOT 
behavior dcsl'ription~ provided hy BDO/A~sc~sor., inlht• J\:-.sc.,~tlf rcfcrmlra'>c noll:.~. Howcvt'L 

lhl-'l'l' \V!ls nnt always u SPOT team prt'Sl'tll during thL' PnC and nne- SPOT tt:atncuuld nnt 

ro~sihly nh~crve all passcn_\!crs at all times whct"l~a~ Assessor engaged :111 passengers durinp: the 

time period. If Asscs~ors had hccn ahk to make SPOT referrals hased nn nhscrYcd indicators, it 

is po%ibl(' there would have bt:cn more SPOT and /\ssc~sor referral overlap~. 

\V_\RI\ {, "', • ~cctH'Jl\ lnloollt.tlJoll oh.tl '' t<>llllo•llcd tmd~J _JI) CFR l.Lll ll·, ( ''"""''"[ 

-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.o~''" , onn '"the .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'tJ.on'l"'f!'lllnn lMII .,, I <n<~llt 

t!"'n·outirl" ·•v•·•tcw·.J'IIhlw d"' 1<>>\IH' "f"W•nnl ht ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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5.5 Additional HRP Classifications 
Th~.: current da~:-.ifications of high-risk outcomes may not he the hcst way to mca~urc all 

inddents in whkh a pas~enger int~ntionally al\empts tu defeat the ;-.cl'urity prol'e:-.s. Some of the 

l'UlTt:lll das\ifit:atioth nwrit additional di~l'Us~ion to dctl'rn11nl' the extent to which cat.:h cmTl'ctly 
assC\Sl's thl' dlcctivl'nc~s of !be capability. Thl'l'!.? an: po!o:ntial additional d<L\~ifkations that 

cmdd he added tnerNtrc Ih~· s~~l! bllj'U>(;llg'tlln! 11f rffl'!'l jv!'lll'b" bll!'h a::. dry runs. I! leal ;Jil'pllrl 

Spll . I I I . II 1 113 4 
o 1! In I I ''('I(' ld'. I not me U( ct natJOlla • pm 1" . At 1t1nna 

clnssifications m:ty he discovered from the Independent Working Group (DHS S&T funded) or 
further TSA discu%i~1m:. 

During the Assessor Po(' there were scn;-ral potenti:.dly atTl'.~t \Vorthy ufknscs <-UH.I signifil:<-\111 

ltKid~·nts which could h~· added as u nl~'<Lwn:nwnt of HRP In order for any uf thc-;c potetHia! 

d;as~ifir.:ation~ {\1 hl' added. they would need tn have a \trong and defr.:mJahk jLt.~lifi~.:ation. It i~ 

recommended that Jtl)' metric u~ed to tneaMtrt' HRP should be an intentional (/('fion of deceiving 

the :-.ecurity pro~.:es.~ for whic,_·h ther..: :-.hould h~;: the l't:<lr of di:-.covery_ H<t~er.l on that need. the 
analy:-.i:-. l!.'anl rnmpikd a lis1 of potential inci<knts ~,based ort plausihk poknti<JI <kflniti111ls. The 

most noteworthy aspcl't of the list is that scvcml of the incident~ can he loosely tied to current 
classific:ltions. hut with a "cak connection as the LEO did not arn:•st the pas~cngcr or confi-.:catc 

the item. It i:. still likely that the passengers associated with these cvcnts would have a fear of 
di~covery. 

One nf the 1110s\ intri!_!uing C\'l'llh listed in thl..' Appcndix involved an NCJC hit r!lr an llllhtanding 

v.mTanL The NCIC hll indic<tlt:~ an anvst .JU~ttftl':ttion. hut 11 wus not exercised at ROS, though 
CBP nt John F. Kennedy IIHL"mational Airport (.IFK) wn:-; notified nf the tmno.;iting pas\engec 
While it i~ unknown what action CBP hnd taken once the passenger arrived at JFK. the :-..!CIC hit 

represented<.\ ~itu;.uion in wh.kh the pass,·nger would \vant to ;.tvoid detection due lo the: 
ramifkution~ of hdng_ disi.'OVI.'rwl by stxurity. At times. u pmni~;t: NCIC hl\ nwy ht: for a wurrunt 

in anotlwrjltri~dktiun for which extradition is not ~ought for hy th~ app!kahk authoritk~ und 
thu~ nut indicated as a ~uo.:ccs,ful dctcl'tion. By the definition of potential HRP. the situations of 

an NCJC hit should bt: indu,kd as a dd(:dion mt:tri<.:. 

l'ho.!J\' uri..' a few optmn~ on how to l'l:J~sJfy HRP ha .... cd on information gleanl.'d from the P(1C. 

The~c options arc not o.:olb:tirdy cxhau\tiw or mutu:tlly cxclu).ivc-, hut arl.' de-signed tn he-lp 
foster dis<.:ussinn on HRP c:lao.;siflcminns. Any <.'hangc- to the cl:tssific:Jtinno.; nf high-risk nut comes 
\Viii incrcasc/dccrcasc the number of rcc()rded incidents that arc he fitting to potcntial HRP. A 
quick o.:ak:ulation un \Ollll' (lr thc different potl..'ntial dassifi.:atmn oplions rcsultcd in the 

hr~akdo\\-11 dC\tTihcd in Table Jl) 

's,'l' Aplk'tHit\ 7 li•r 'onk' l'~'kv.ollexdtllpk' 
" • L<il11~ ~cctH'll) lnlo1 ,,,1l1on oh,,t "tollllo>lhl tmd~l _JI) CFR I'·" h t_<; ,,nd I<; 'I 

111'<)' he itk.I'C'd I<' ('CIMIII' \lllh<>lll ,111tc'd Ill "'"'· ,,,, t t .: '' llile'll I''"'""""' ol lilt 
o\ohnlllhlralnl nt tlw tr.o~''" '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 'tJ.on'l"'f!'lllnn lMit 1 1111 

• 1 t!"'t'fiHIIrl" ••v•·•tc..-,.jlllhill' d"' ln>\IH. "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~<;; 
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------------- -- ------- -- -------------- - - - - --------- ------------------

BOS IN= 506) DTW (N= 183) 
Definition of High-Risk Passengers Frcq ./Proportion Frcq./Proportion 
Ctrrren! As.l'e.\'.\()f (hji'11irion: 

51 ( l0.2Ktfc) J ( 1.64%) 
Expanded SPII Jist. artful ~on~e<.tlment, or LEO mTest 
SPOt llalidamm S'mdy dtfinition: 

41 (X ]()1_:;. l .1 (I 641/i·) 
Modined SPit list or LEO arrest 

Proposal 1: 
Expanded SPillist. artful conce:tlmcnt, LEO urn:st or SJ (10.47',:f) J ( 1.64{+) 

Suspicious Packaging ......................................................... 
Propmal 2: 

Expanded SPII list, artful concealment, LEO arre~t or o4 I 10.67'/ci J r I.Mv/r) 

NI:IC hit 

Proposal 3: 

Exp;:1mkd SPII list. local SPII rult.!s. artful concc~dmcnt, or :i--1- ( 10.671/{) J (J.Mr;;.) 

LEO arrest 

Propmal 4: 

Expanded SPII Jisl.local SPII rules, artfld com:ealmcnt. 57 ( 11.26'/r) J ( 1.64r,:;-) 

LEO arrest. NCIC hit, or Suspicious Packaging 

Proposal 5: 
21 (4.15(/r) 3ti.M!-Jr) 

''Smuggling": exp:mded SPIIIist or m1ful roncealmem 

The fir:-;t two rows show the t:urrcnt tAr.;scssorl definition of HRP, as \Veil as the SPOT 

Validation Study Lkfinition of HRP. As noted earlier, the Validation Study definition Jid not 

lltl..'lur .. k th~ SPII it~m uf "Jarg~ sums uf \.'UlTt:tJ(..:y" ur ,utful cunccahncnt. Thh data al!\IW,-; MJll)t: 

cnmparisllll:-. to Validatiun Swdy data although thL' Validation study data b aggregated to \'il'w 

SPOT progr;tm JWrfonnatK\' a~ a whole. 

The second pruposal aJJ.~ NCIC hits to the current definition. The:..e ca:-.e-~ are dependent un LEO 
n:spon'>t: ami pm·ticqnuion. hut they occur when u u-..:o conduct~ an NCIC check whirh romes 
hao.:k posili\'C. hut tho.: individttal io; 11ot urr\.'o;ted. This h:1~ uo,.'o,;urrcd SL'\'1-.Taltim...-s wh\.'n the LEOs 
from the Jllrisdictton of the warrant did not want tn respnnd nr p;1y to extradite the tndivtdual. 

However, this is an arrest-worthy event. 

-\dmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.1 '' ,1 tnn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. 111 1.1n'l ' ""~""II r~<ult Hl '''II p<n<~lll 
no t!"''·nulirlll •'f'.'''""'·i'llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rtllnl h1 ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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The third propo~ul adOs locul LEO notification rule..; for serious item~. not included on TSA ·~ 
a~lcn~k itctn It 'it. TIH'i u~:cunt:Ll in a fcVv !.:uses at DTW fur ~.:crluln types uf knive~. uud at BOS 
for bo\ cutter~. Thcs~ lond airport~ have dcckll·J that these items warrant LEO illlervention, 
which implil~S -;eriousness ln the ewnL One difficulty with thi~ dcrinitiun j, thut it WllUld vary 

has~d on io~;;l[ Jaws :md proce-dur~s: ;HHI it may he a 'i\rt'td1 to a"sume that >l pass~ng:er traveling 
outside nf his m her home airport v.·oLdd he knnwledge~1hle ir1 lncallaw~. 

The fourth proposal im:orporate~ all of tht: addition~ in proposals one, twu, and thre~:. If the HRP 
dcl'initi1lll \Vas updated to i!l(.;]udc all pf these item:-; or .:,·enb, th~.: dt:tediPn rate wmlld h<IVl: been 
significantly higher at both loeatiuns. llnwcn:r. significant discus'iion i~ required before ~.:h;mg('s 
that would pott:ntially inf1alL' (.ktcction rates an~ mad~. 

Prnpn~al five recommend-. r't'IIIOt'al of item~ nr events from the current definition of HHP. 
Propmal five suggests th;1t nnly events where ilel!/.1 arc found, labeled here tl~ "smuggling", 

should he counted as high-risk outcnmc~. Thi:-. releases TSA from the reliance nn LEO 
mtervcntinn, as this definition would include detection nl any SPII or artful cnncenlmcnt only. If 
thio.; definition \\ere adopted. more ..:ascs would be required to proo:urc statistio:al !iignifieancc 
b~tween basdinc ami PoC gnmps. However, thi-:; ddlnitit)ll may have greater a~1plication if the 
(,:h~,;(kpuint bc~.;otn~,;s the primury !l1t:\hoJ t_jf se(.:t>ndury ~LTC!.'ning, ~~s their protoL·ols ro~,.·o:-. lllon: 

heavily nlllookin~ ror items and lnr int~·n(. 

When COIISidering potent tal <.'l;ls-.iJ'k:atiun-.: nr HRP. the outcome ..;hould imply the St'rinusnes-. of 
the event. If :t LEO cho~e not to intervene, or rewrned ~1 tntvd document to a p;1s~en~er tlmt was 
th•..lugbtto be fraudulent. thi:-. should not be included as <l seriou~ or high-ri~k ewn1. 

6.0 Indicator Analysis 
As de~crihcd in section 2.0. the ;\~sc~~or'-. wlc i-. to L'nmplctc a risk a~se~-.nll'nt of a pas.-.~..·ngcr 
hy conducting a thorough interview utilizing nh~ervminn techniques and purposeful questioning. 
This a'iscssment io,; based on whether the passenger displays any of the 2:-1 o.;uspiciou" o.;igm 

Jcl'incJ by APA training. Pas:-.cngcr:-. who J.i.~play at least ont:: llfthe indicator~ will rccdvc 

aJdiuonal 4ue~tlonmg from the Asscs~or in an atlempt to t\.:~ulvc the indicator(~). If the A~~cs~or 
i~ unahk to rc~olve tlw indicator. the imJkator i~ l'nnfinn~..·d, m .m additional indi~..·ator ];., 

di;.;pl;Jycd. then the A""l'"~or n:fer..; ll1l' p:1~scngcr to \Cl'tHlliary screening. As _..;uch. the indicator~ 
are the primary grounds on which the A..,se'\sor can route p<t~-.;engers ha~ed nn the perceived risk. 

The following seetiom, examine the APA indicators utilized to asscs~ risk in the A\scssor PoC. 

This i\ the first test or APA indk<~lors, and TSA must evaluate the utility and unique value of 

each iudi~·:ttnr to d~·1l'rlllin~· wh~th~.:r they ~holild k udnpl~d tindividu<tlly or :1\ <l group) iutn tlw 
TSA hehavi(lf Lklt:\.:ti(lt1 prm:ess. 

\V.\RI\[1\{, "' ''' • "cctH'lll fnloollt.tlJoJl oh.tl "'""lo.•lhlttud~J .J'JCFR p.Llh l.'i.Llld I';' 

111'<)' ht itk,I'C'o\ I<' j'ctMlll' \lllholll .111tc'o\ Ill'"""'-,,,, t t' IIIU I H: ''llile'll p1:111H>O""' PI lilt 
-\.lmlllhlralnl nlllw I r.o~' '"'i'IIH> e. ec·r~(;u;. til 'IJ.on'l"'f!'lllnn lMILI H n<~ll\ 

t!n\t'(IH(irlll •'\!1''\tll···l'llhill' \1"' in;jiH• I' f"\'rll)ql h1 ~) S,(" ~-;;~ 
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6 .. 1 Overlap of SPOT and Assessor 

Th~.: SPOT and A~scssor nmdels arc similar in that each depends on a ~ct of indicators to 

determine \vhkh JXls~rn~~.:r~ should be routed to secondary ~crcening. Sc\wal of the APA 
l11tii(aton. and SPOT llldlcatm~ uvcrlapJ0l(JJ 4tJ u:;, ~ 1i 14(rJ 

(b)(3) 49 U S.C.§ 114(r) 

(1:•)(3)49USC §114(1) I 

Specifically, five of the thirteen APA Bclwvior and Appearance signs corrc~pond to SPOT 
indi "llllrs71

' (Tabl' ~0) A· • ·n in tb ·tab[· th • 1\PA imli ·atm.; mat ·h SPOT inti "tt )rs in ·a ·b ,, c 'I -;~.:c ' ,, ' ' ' ' . l 1:< ( ' ' or the Stn:~ .... Fear. and Deception F:ti.'IOrs typcs.l\b)(._,) 4lj u:;, '~ 'S 
14(r) 

llbiiJI 4l' us co ! 1141c) 

(b)(3)49USC§I14(r) I 
I, i>l•· Ju t I"'' l.<u ul \I'\ \it•lh ;uu! 'l'll I I nd ,, 'II'.:' 

I APA Sion I SPOT Indicator (and Type) 
lbi(COI "'us" ' 1141JI 

I• 
' 

141 
62 A I 

. ,ff)(3)49JSC §1 () 
. na ys1s o1 

I l(oi48USC §l141c) 

c'b-11_3_1 '_19_u_s_c_§_11_4_!'-' ------------J l!ln ord~.·r l\l gl't a hr.'tt~.·r undcrc.tandmg of how 
the 1ndro.:ator wm, itsses-. ... ·d, 13DAD ro..•quest...·d that wh~.:n lht:-. tndu:alllr wa~ used As~l.'ssm:-. 

dcscrihc why they <lssesscd this indicator. It w:t~ expc<.:tcd that the BOOs would llst SPOT related 
hcbaviors to help define this indimtor, hm.,:cvcr. it wa~ unkno\vn \vhcthcr the interpretation of 
thi~ mJicaLor would be consistent tlcrosc. BDO~. 

~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'Ii) lnlollll.lilon 1h,,t "tolllh>lhllllod~l -l'J CFR '· , <kliiiiL'fll 

'"" y he ock.t'C'd 1" I'"""'' "tlhoul .1 lltc'd Ill """- ,,,, t not' >I ><-lilt lin: '' tlilt'll !''"'""""' "I tile 
-\.lmlllhlralnt ol tlw lr.1 "' tDn '"the .)ec·r~t;u;, <>I 'IJ.on'l"'nattnn lMIL 1111 

"' · S t!"'<'fiHIIrl" •'f<'•ltw·.)'llhlw d"' 1<>>111<' "f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 

I 
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(b)(3)49 USC§ 114(r) 

I SPOT Behavior I Frequency I Percentage I 

(b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

The- n:'i'erral report~ cnmpltted hy HD0/1\s-.es..,nrs durinJ.tlhe DTW PoC did not provide as man 
case~ as from 80S for analy-:i~l(bJ(::IJ 4 e~ usc \'1 · 14(rJ 

Tho.: full lis! Gill b.: round Ill App~.:mlix 9. (b)(3) 49 usc § 114(r) 

l(b)(3) 49 USC § 114(r) 

"'IL<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnloLIIL.tlJoJl oh.tl "tolllhLihltmd~J -l'J CFR p.Llh 1_1 ·'"' , , ILI!L'fll 

111'<)' ht iek.I'C'd I<' jLctMlll' \lllhout ,111cc'd Ill "'"'· ,,,, t t II IL: '' llile'll p1:11LH>O""' PI lilt 

-\.lmtllhlralnt ot tlw I r.o~'l'"li'lllnn e. ec·r~t;u;. tLI 'IJ.on'l"'f!'lllnn lMIL 1 Lit\ 

< t'r'!HiiriH •'fi'L\t<\ .jlllhiw \!"' ln;\IH' I' f!>\'rll)ql h1 ~) S.C ~-;;~ 
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L11ll'l \\ 

I Perce1~t~~~-l 

(b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

6.3 Utilization 
This sect inn dcs!.:ribcs the rn:qw:ncy of which the APA indic:Hor.~ were applh:d to sdechX''· The 
utilir.ation nf the APA indi~·a!llr<> wa~ !.:alrullltt:d by txarnining <ill of tht' <>uhmitted rt{t'rrul 
reporh. The cakulations of rrequ\"nt:y are has\"d ~olely on tho~e pa~~enger~ who were As~es~nr 
rl'ferrab. The compll'tl' hrL•akdown of APA indicators at hoth HOS and DTW can hl' found in 

Appendix I 0. 

Rfl\"1'()!\i 

The flve most frequently <lpp\icd indicator~ at BOS ;Ire listed in T;,1bh:: 4J along with their 
percentag:e of utili1:ation of !he toial referral<>rJ(3i 49 USc § 114

(rl 

\'v • ~cctH'Jl\ lnloJJJJ.!IJoJl oh.Ji '''"''Uo>llcd liiO<I~J -l1JCFR I'·" I' l_'i,,nd ]<;' 

111'<)' ht itk.I'C'd I<' J'CIMlll' \lllh<>lll ,111tc'd II''"""·,,,, t t' IIIU I H: '' llile'll p1:111H>O""' PI lilt 

-\.lmtllhlralnt otth • lr.o , tDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. 111 'li.ln'l"'f!'lllnn llnalll "''"'" 

. ' "'' no! 1 S t!"''·nulirlll •'\!'.'''"''· t'llh!w d"' ln;tiH' "f"\'rlll<'ll h1 ~ l S.C ~-;;~ 
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1(&3\4 ~ 114(r\ 

.. ' ' 
lndit:ator Fi~q. 

%of 

Referrals 
(bllo)'8US•" ,114(C) 

1XO 55.34 

204 4fU2 

IRK 37.15 

01 17_0~ 

XI lh.lll 

(t')(J) '1-CJ u _, J 'i! · 14(r) 

lJ/iTI/0/T 

The five most frequently <!pplicd indi<::..)tnr" ;1t DTW arc listed in T<-thlc 44 ;1lnng with their 

percent utilization out of the LOtal referrals. The LOp indicator was assessed three times mm\~ 

uJ"tcn than thc llt:Xl du:-.c:.:t indil'att~r. :-.uggc~ting primary rcliam.:~.: on only on~.: APA indiL'ator. 

,, -~, , (b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

(b)( )4 ~: 14(r) 

··II Tlw 'anw mean a~ caleulatL'tl at ROS. 

Scu<illl~ ~cctH'li) Into, ,,,Ilion oh.11 "tollll••lhl tmd~l _JI) CFR I'·" h 1_1 ,,nd <;' 

111'<)' ht itk.I'C'd I<' J'CIMIII' \lllh<>lll ,111tc'd Ill """'· ,,,, t II IL: '' llile'll p1:111H>O""' ol lilt 

-\dmlllhlralnt ottlw I,-,,~,'" i'll '" e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 'li.ln'l"'nattnn 1 .,, tl <n<~lll 

t!n\t'(IHIIrlll •'fl'•lt'l .j111hlll' \1"' ln;UH' I' f"l'<'lll<'ll h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 

I 
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" ------ -- -------------- ---------- ---- - --- -

Indicator Freq_ l~f:-. of Referrals 
(b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

I 

1,5 71.77 

45 24.59 

41 22.-lO 

41 22.40 

.17 L 20.22 

(1:•)(3) 49 ll S.G. § 114(r) 

Additional analys~s were conducted to examine APA u.;agc hy BDO~ alnnc¥b)?l 4~ usc 

(b)(3)491JSC §114(r) 

Indicator Freq. I %of Referrals 
I'.C)(OJ"" U o c, 0 I '"'CJ 

104 73.24 

1.1 2~.24 
' 

.HI 21. u 
cK jl),72 

26 IRJI 

Indicator lHilill.tLinn hv TSb and FAMs wa:-. combined due to tlw low nulllbcr nf n.:ferrals llladc 
by each gwup (b)(:.<J 49 usc § 114(r) 

(b)(3)49LISC §114(r) 

'c!lC\JIIL~Ill cOU .Lil" Cl"l II~ c:CUI'I) ll <"lllol l!'lll ),L '' LOIIIIcl CL liiO<~J 

"'·•JhcLck."c'dl<'l'""'"'"' w • c 

\d llllllhlr.ot.ll •ll th<' I r.lll'l'"'i"IIPil \ ·- c. en~t;1r; nt 'll.ln,pnn.• "" 

'' ,.,.'"'''"'" .q!nlcw•, l'l•l•lw d",l'"'"'' '' !!''\'rlllnl h1 'I' S.t '':! 

P·'' ' ·"'' '' IIIL'Ill 

1 I n: ''!111m !''''"'"""' <>I Ill< 

~ " I\ 

I 

J 

' 
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lndic· ,.,. Frcq. ck, of Referrals 
(bj(J) 4N U ::> "-' ';1 14(rJ 

.11 75.61 

17 41.40 

15 36.59 

II 20.f(i 

X 19.51 

6.4 Relationship to High·Risk Passengers 

Whi!t: lllilll'ation conveys lht: rl'llance of the indicators hy Asse~sors. \he relalion~hip \o HRP 
conveys their value. High value indicators should have a :-.trong: relationship to HRP detection. 

while lov..: value indicators will have a weak or non-existent relatio11Ship. rvteasuring the 
relationship between the mdicators and HRP detection pt'll\'ides insight to the deciston rules 

~mpJilyo,.'d hy /\SSC~SOI'S :111d inform-: tJW adoptiOil ;ltld m1..' Of (.'o,.'r\:1ill indiC;1[0l'S going f(~I'WHJ'd. 

The n:latiott.~hip b~:twe~.~n indicators and HRP wa:o. nwasun:d by L'xamining the pn:st:nce of 

lll<lie<Jiors in n.~ft:rrub WJth high-risk outcumt:s. Two atwlyst~\ provide thi~ ne1:lkd tnsight. The 

first analysis cxamim:J the Crcqucnc~· of indicators pre~cnt 1n 1-lRP and the :-~-.:ond :maly~i:
looked al the po~ilive predicli\l' '<due 11f each indintlllf 

At BOS. Assessors dcte(tcd 52 HRP from the 500 rcferrals1101 (~J 4::o u.:::."' s 11 
irJ 

(bJ(. J 4::o ,.J .::..'~ 14(rJ 

'I B.t~L·t! Dll th<' "''nmption th.tt FAJ\J, ~ltiUld W•<' a mme dm:c·t quo.:~liontng ~l]k .1~ pr1 Jaw l.'nl'urc·o:nwnl 
h<K'I..~nmnd 

I 

-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.1 ''" "' tnn •>rThe.)ec·r~t;u;. t>l l·'n'l" <ult Hl '''II p<n<~ll\ 
t!"''·nutirlll •'f'''lcw·.j'llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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(b)(3)49USC §114-(r) 

Indicator Clustering 
)(CJ"C>G' 14(') 

n · r 1 r 1· HRP h · r 11 4T''.I~' 1 13149 usc 1 )1.! llllH:ator~ t 1al wo.:rv mn:-.t o ll'll us.,l'Sc.Cl 111 ca~es ares own 111 u l c ~. l.irr· 
(b)(3)49USC §114-(r) 

' ' 
% of High Ri~k ' 

Indicator Freq. 
Outcomes 

(b)(3)4-9USC §114-(r) .15 67JI 

.11 

lX 
24 
l) 

'S,.,. 1\plll'lldi\ II fPI' tlh.' frl'qll,'ll<.:} ihl ,f,dl AI' A ilhlic-;\l<li'' prl·,~·nt inlll<l' ,·a,~·, ill BOS 
" IL<Iille Sc•.unl) lnl<•llltuli<•nlh.tl "llHilo.>lhl mo<i~1 ·l'J CTR '·' 

5().02 

53.~5 

46.15 

17.J I 

• I lJ' l o>clllllC'rll 

Adlllllll,lr,ohll •II tlw .11' 1.1 1on "' tlw Sen~t;u; nt 'lr.on,pnnallllll ,. 11] '""'111 

'i r,,,,.,.,,,lr," ·•v•·•w" '·l'l•l•lw ""' ],,,,,.,. ,, f"""''1nl h1 ~I s.r· ''·' 
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Po~ith·e predictive value dc:--cribes of the indicator's strength in predicting a high-risk outcome. 

The indirutur~ with the highL'~L pu~iltvt" pn:dH.:Live value are ),hown in Tabk -1-gsl. Tht" po~itin: 
pr.:di\.:t)Ve \Hille Wa"' cakulatcd by dividing the indil,:ator's i'rcqllt:llC) 

"" .,·,..,, ·• T•• 'oh• ,· 00 1(· ·, (b)(J)49 

ltndicator 
(b)(JJ 49 U S.C.§ 114(r) 

'
1 s~r Appl'IHll\ 121or lnllll'll 

'~All a,~,,~,l'll hy ROO ,\,-,e,-,nr~-

in HRP by the i11dkator\; 
~: 14(r) 

Freq. 
Predictive 
Y<1luc (%) 

4 511.1111 
~4 26.37 

; 26.32 

31 15.20 

3 15.00 

oui.Lif" ~CJL<illl~ ~cctH'll) lioloJ IIL.IIJoJl oh.tl "tolllh>lhl mod~J _JI) CFR I'·" h 1_1 .tnd I<; 'I 
111'<)' htitk.l't'd I<'J'CI"'"' \\Jihoul.l 11tt'< ' n: ''llile'IJ !''"'""""' olli1c 
-\.lmlllhlr;olnl ol tlw lr.o ''" •>rl e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 l·'n'p ,. r~<lllilll '''II p~n<~llt 

no t!ntc·nulirlll ••;!<"•Itt\ .j>tihlw \1"' ln>\IH' "f"''<'lllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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7.0 Discussion 

7.1 Overview 
The purpose of the As~es~or PoC was to examine the capahility of officers \0 make real~time risk 

a~~e~smenh of pas~engcr~ :tt or nc~tr the TDC. Ml'lrk~ wen: collected to cvalmllc thl' training, 
opl.'r;~tion efficiency, and security \'alue (lr the program. Thi:-. program was fl,und to he 
succe~sful, as checkpoint sy!-.tcm~ with the As~cssnr detected mnre IIRP than the ha~cline 

systems. However further study is warranted to improve the prn~ram's efficiency, including 

r.:hanges to the training ;md proccs!-. th;.~t better integrate the SPOT behavior analy~is capability 

with tlw A~sc~~or. 

7.2 Lessons Learned 
A PoC i:-. designed to dcmortstratc the fca:-.ihility of an idea and verify its pt1tcntial of hcing 

implemented. The A~se,sor PoC has provided several lessons lc<trncd whkb should hC' 

C(msidcrcd v.hen den.:lopment plans and pnx.:edurcc. for future pilot \ites. These lesc.ons will bdp 
create a smvothL'r illlpknlcnlation (11\K~es~ anJ help fo~ll.:r bcth:r d.::vchlpllll'llt llf Lbc cnhallcl)t\ 

behavior dt:ii::L'Iit>n nHllkl 

7.2.1 Training Gaps 

APA COURSE 

APA training provided a means of expanding the behavioral anal~~~~~ :-.kill set fnr Assc'>snr,'- wrth 
new inJicaturs ;mJ techniLJUCs for identifying putenti<d IIRPc.. llowcvcr. then:: were training gaps 
between the APA Ct)lli'\C anU tlw Ac.M:"Wil' function which could he addrc:-.:-.cd in future 

dcplnymcnt. 

A ~ignificant g<JP hetween the APA course and the TSA environment is the uc.e of a risk engine 

to help identify the su~p1cinus s1g1b and determine the risk level of a pa"enger. ISDS has 

tlcvclop~.·d :1 risk cngi11c th<tl is lJ'ed by airlim:s and sl'l'Hrity L'ornJXllllc~ in ..,c,eJ'otl intL'rrlatiorJ:JI 

lOi.':ttions. hut is rurrently lltl:t\'~tilahk to TSA. In the APA l'Ollr~t'. ISDS tcao..:hcs to the risk 
t~ngine. and many oftlw su~picinuf. signs can he identified hy the risk engine without reliance 

on thi,.': Asl>essor. In the TSA envirm111Knt Assesl!of~ arc the ril>k-engine: therefore. thl!y must bi,.': 
~quipped with prop~r b~hadural training tu identify whether a pas~~nger il> being truthful. This 

suggc1>b that. I) A1>se:-.\urs must have strong behavior olN.'natinn.and analy~l~ ~t..ilb, and~) 
p~.·rhap:-. the APA indicator li~tl'<lll ht: redueo..:d. :t'i there urc vlllll' itHiicalnr-. that <1 per-;on nmnot 
rd~.·nuf/-~. lf a risk engine hc.:ome~ available in tlw future. tt would a~~ist the A..;sc:-.sor"\ in 
determining the risk level and improve the efficiency of their questioning~1'. 

,,, ;\' 1\'~''''nt':, .;an imnwdi;1k•ly a'k ((lll'~lh>l\:, 1ow:1nh ttw idl·nttlh.'d ,u:,p1<.:1oll~ o1gn~ 
>UI.Lif" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnloo llt.tlJon oh.tl "tolllh>lhl mod~J _JI) CFR p.LI h 1_1 .tnd I<;' 

onay he otk.l't'd '"I'"""'' \lllhoul.111tt'< 1 1 n: ''llile'll !''"'""""' olli1c 
-\.lmlllhlr;olnl ol tlw I r.o~'l'"li'""' e. ec·r~t;u;. 111 ,,,n,pnr . <Ill! Hl "'' 11 p<n<~llt 

V''t'r'IHllrl" ••V<'•\t<\ ·l'llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rlll<'ll h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 



TSA 15-00014 - 008011

.SLttHTI e r. .lf:!fUfUT t ITWfl~1:L\THJfl PU);!i.' 74 

(b)(3)49U.SC §114(r) 

Wbll~.: APA training. do.:-:; ~:over brief tlcfinithm!) ~~reach ~uspiciuu~ sign, additional atl!J/or 

impnweJ explanuti~~n~ woulJ help th~.: A~..,c~sors bettr:r untkr~l<Hld tht:lll in the TSA operution<d 
l'll\·ironlnt:nl. :\~we h<tH' ~ccn with the SPOT behavior~. providm~ a guide with ili-dcplh 

de~criptiom and ~o._'\'o.'ntl cxampk:~ nr whattlw hl'iwvior~ are and ar.._• twt j.., a \'o:ry u~crul rek·n.:th.'l' 

and refre~her tnnl. Tbh guide j..; something that -.:hould he developed <lS As~e,sor pro~res.~e'. One 

ex<Jmple of anl(b)(31 49 USC ~ 1 14(rl ~ which can incorporule -~ever>d different 

other beha\'i(1rs. 

Although tht.: po'litivi.' ~ign~ follow in the sam~,; diri.'dion as TS/\'~ RBS initiatives, there ari.' still 

sotm: gmup~ listi.'d abo\'i: thut TSA hlP• not officially (,.ksignut~o:d low-risk. Thi~ mny i,:liUSt: 

l:unllicl with p..:rf(lnning As~e~sor ~md abiding by TSA polil:il's. M(1ving fonvard, addilit>nal 
Jircetion ~houlJ he given a~ to how to hanJk thc~e ~pccific groups. lSLJS instruds tn ~trictly 
move to the next pas~cngcr unci.': one nlth~~e ~1gns i~ found, htllthi.' As~cs~or SOP slate~ that 

l'WI'Y pas-.cng_cr mu-;t h"' intcrYlCWCd. ThCI'C ;., no :-.p~o:clfil' kllglh of tillll' dc:-.1g11ak•d for thi.' 
interviews, which mny cau«c C'\1nfusinn over cxpcct~ltion:... 

o~~pitc g<tp~ in the APA cuur~c th.at arc either nut currently suited for u~c by TSA ur thi.lt need 

funh.:r dcvclupmcnl. the APA training i\ ~till a toulthut l'tmld impt\lVI.: r'\:-.~C-~~or~' bdmviot 
antd)-!-.i~ ami cngag.enll~nt ski lh ulllllg with incn:a~in,t: their chttlll:t:S uf dl'l1:cting I IRP. 

ON-THH-JIIH THAIN lNG 
SPOT SMb prm·idt:-d mt:-ntorship to A~st:-ssors during both !ht:- orr training pha~e and the 

length of the OJ1t'rational J>oC. (ienerally one to two SMEs wen.' deployed to the PoC for the fir~\ 

" 'IL<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnloJ ,,,liJoJl oh.J! "tolllh>lhl tmd~J _JI) CFR I'·" h 1_1 .JJld I<;' 

111'<)' he iek.I'C'd I<' I'CIMlll' \llill<>lll ,111cc'd Ill 11.0\\, ,,,, 1 c II H: ''llile'll pl:ll!l!>O""' PI 111c 

-\.lmlllhlralnl ot tlw lr.1~''" '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. t>l 'li.ln'l"'f!'lllnn lMil 1111 

t!"''·nutirl" •'f'.'''~~"'·l'llhlw d"' ln>IIH. "f"W•nnl h1 ~I ~.c ~<;; 
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two month~ to i.'n~uri.' that A:->si.'ssor-: Wi.'!'i.' cotTi.'Ctly applyin~ thdr APA trJining and i.'n~a~cd in 
effective 4Ucstit.l1llllg withm the TSA t:ontc.xt. 

During the orr phasl' SME:-. noted spending signi!kant time with n Pl'rtiun or llw putentia! 
A-.:~csson; on basil.' -:n&agcmcnt '>~iih. /\!though the SPOT h<l~il.: (,:oun:c dis~.:u:-.scs ··~.:asu;ll 
('nnvcl':-.~Jtimf', this :-.tylt' nf que.~timiing i:-. different th:ln A:-."e""or engugenitli! Fun her, thest' 

skilb are applied in casual conversation. which only occurs when a 13DO ha.~ referred a 
passenger to sct:omlary M.:recning. Thi~ type of event ma} not happenen:ry day. Together this 
rcveah a training gap that is lli.'CC~~ary for thl· /\s~i.'ssur tasL During the 1\PA i.'\lUrsc. ~tudcnts 
wen: not a~seso.;cd on their cnp.agcmi.'nt skills. Student:-. could pas:-. the course through 
mcmori1.ation tcchniqUL'S, rc~ulting in ~omc studo.:nts whn may nt•l haw hecn preparL'd to hc 

A"'c~~on •. 

During the PnC SME:-. nmtinued t'l oho.;crve the !lperatwn and provide feedback to tlw As-;es-;or 
trmn. SMEs nuted rhut :-.onll' of the A:-.sessor<; asked too many questions, irrelevant que~tinn.'-. nr 
Cl-,nducted their intccview:-./engugcmc:nts in u manner that Wlb not consi~tcnt with the As:-.cssnr 
training or SOP. There appcnr to be some difference~ in ~peaking to passengers in the mcntoring 
'>Cltin~ rather than in the operatiom.d conlcxL With a mentor. there JS a debrief of eat.:h pa~senger, 
anJ !llCI\LtJr'\ ask. ··why JiJn' L you <.\sk thi~ tJr tlwl qu!..':-.tit)ll .. , then.:kll'C, stllllC tlf the Assessor." 

hcct!llll! u~nlto ash.in!,' 11\or~· quc~tintls than Wl'n: lll'CC\:-.ary. Thi:-. -;ugge:-.t~ thai the orr phase 
slwuld he l'Xkndcd into the opL•ratinnal phaso.:. with a pos:-.ihlc pwbatiunary JWrind for A:-.~c:-.sur~. 
Gin'n the nnveily or thi' wle. additional over..;Jght lllilY he required durin,\! the e;Jrly 'td)!:t:'> of 
deployment. 

BDAD has abo iJentifJetlthat continuou~ o\·ersight and mentoring. i~ neL·i.'~sary during thc roll
out of any new program, ~urb a~ th~ Asses~or. Oversight shDuld he pn:Sl'lll during ail hours of 

opcratlon to cn~lU(' that the pron.:dun:~ arc bcing follow!..!tl corn:ctly. unsv.-~:r quc-;tions. and as_,i:-.t 

V.'ilh n:fcrrals. Tbos~..:: who can perfmm (JVI.;rsight for As~l:SM>r atth~..:: pilot ~ito: :-.Jwuld h~..:: iJ~..::nlifil·d 

prior to the start of the pi lot. Th~..:::-.c inJiviJuab should preferably he Supcr\'i~ory Tran:-.portation 
Sc-curity Managers tSTSMs) or. if mun.:- arc nct.:dcd. tlw best A:-.~c~;;;or~ a~ idcntifkd hy ln~.-al 

m:.ll1<1l,!l'tnCnl/SMb. Tlw early 1dcn!1firatJon "hould h(' ;K·~ompullli."d with thl' guidl'lin~s l'or how 
to perform the pn-:itinn cnrrC'ctly and emurc compliancy. Those performing oversight should 
engage in the daily in and out briefings in \vhich they can recap the day's events. answer 
quc~tions. and addt\':~S fcedb<td: immcdhtti.'ly. There i:-. a ni.'ed to providi.' critic..tl O\'Cf;<;!gbt of 
As~t.:~St.lr to rn~un: the program run" properly and romluct quality ..:ontrtll. which i'> originally 
t:llllJm:to,;d by tih: SMEs. 

7.2.2 Operational Constraints 

Opemtionnl constraints ha\·e the ahility to pose mnjor is:-.ues for the implemenhuion of Assessor. 

The btggcst operational constraint in of the Assessor PoC was the ability of ~crecning opcratiom 

oh.tl ''l"''u,,Jicd tmd~J -l'JCFR I'·"'' l_'i.tnd ]<;' 

-\.lmlllhlra!nl nt tlw lr.o ' 'n '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. nt 'IJ,,n,pnnatlnn llnautll<'rlt~d '<'k"'~ 11"1.' r~<ul! Hl '"II p~n<~ll\ 
no · S t!"''·nutirl" •'f'''lcw·.['llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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to adequately staff As~cs.~or operations. While there arc some insi~hts to the resource tradc·offs. 
1t will b~; u\vhik bd'Ol~; they are ~,:otKretcly undet ~lOOll. Cottlinut:d t~.:~Llng ol tht: curn.'lll auJ 

aJOitiunal CONOPS of A~M~\'or is net:\.h.~J in ordt:r tn undcr~tanJ the re~oun,·c trade off nwtrix 
A.., the t:tll'l't'lll C'ONOPS fur A'\~C'\:-.ur involws 100(;.; passenger inll•ral·tinn. tht: number uf 
requin:d per~unnel <Jt the "'ht'ckpoint iiKTt'a~ed from haseline operatitlns to the PoC. ln Option 1. 
the irl(Tt'l)St: w;)>;, s!t:tpes\ as the- A~st\\01"\ performe-d their ]()]t' ann the TDC, l"t'(]uir·ing holh 

TOC ami Asses~or personnel. In Option 2, there was still an increase in required re~mtn·es, 

though 11 was lower than in Option I as the Assessor also performed the TDC function. The 
itKn:u~<.: in n:quircd pt:Nllllll'l pluccd constraint~ 1111 tht: ability tlf the •tirport hl ~laff till.' A ... ses~tlr 
PnC during all opcratiunal hours as well as provide hchavim th.:t..:etion n:sources acmss the 

airport. Each airport only tlcploytxl As~cssor at un..: of ih many d1cckpoints anoss till' airport, 

lcavmg other arcus nf the airport mnrc vulnerahk. This operational con~trainr will exi't at any 
fuurn: site the Assessor model i~ tc•;tcd with I OWk engagement nf the population. 1300 JTMltuCe" 
frnm the NDJ-= helped alleviate some of the constr;nnt, hut resulted in a lack of resources for NDJ-= 

to suppnt1nther airports. 

In regard~ to the training. the resources required to conduct and complete OJT of As~c.;;sor~ was 
unexpected. Althi)Ugh mentors placed a ceiling uf J2 huurs for the OJT pnli:CI-.S, it wa,, not 
c'-peetcd thut the As_~(.'ssor group U'- ~~ whok would tu~c tlultmu~;h titllt:. The OJT Mentor gn)up 

hcg:ul with oll!y fin· mentut's. three of which were BDAD SMEs wllh other r<.:sponsihilitt<.~~. und 
otw df which Wa\ <lbn running SPOT liJWratiotb at 130S. If tht' AssL'~sor fdlh1w~ a similar 
tntining <.:llrriculum in the future, :ldditiiHialmethods for \tailing OJT nr meeting tht' training 
gaps should he explored. SMb stilted lh<-tt :1 signific<tnt portion of their time wa~ ~pt:nt on h;tsic 
lllh:rvicw skills with stud~nb during orr: if this training gap can b~ addrc~scd in the cl<tssroum 

portion that may Jccn.:a~c th..: tim.: needed for OJT 

OJT Menton .. wcr.: also overwhelmed hy the sht:cr volume of APA course graduutt:s. In prim 
l:unvcr~-.ali(lllS with ISDS, th~..:: Ullltrachlf sugg..:st.:d the APA cour~l' pa\s rall~ hov~..:red around 
5W·L BDAD hclieYcJ that tbc APA cuur,sc \.\-oulJ be a good determiner of As~-.cssor ability. 

ho\vcvcr, the \'<lSI 111<\i\lnty nf APA students passed the course (':lK1f(,J, BDAD w.ts unpn.:parcd f1il" 

the 1H1111her pf poto..·mial Assessors tn he 1111..'11\tH'ed. 

The Assessor also presents nc\v challenge" for operational ~pacing in the checkpoint. With a 

cycle time of approximately 40 seconds. significantly more Assc~sors arc required than 
trudititma! TDC plldiums e.x.ist, if A-.-;csst.lrs arc guing to opcralc at TDC. Mo\ll.'hcd ... poinl~ arc 

designeJ l'or a 15"20 s~~cond TDC cyck llf Pile TDC for 1!Wf)' two lu1w:-. "and th~rc arc S(~\'~:rc 

limitation~ in thl' opl'rational spw.:ing. A~ TSA trun~itions to u~l' of the ('n,:d~.,.·lHial Auth.:nti.:<tlion 

Tccbnnlog.y/Hnanling Pa~s Scanning System (CATIHPSS) at TDC. it rrmains to ht: ~ct>n irthis 
will hdp or fmthcr <.:on\train the space around the checkpoint. These factors should he 

wnsidered VI hen designing the next pilot or CONOPS. 

-\.lmlllhlralnt r >l 'lt.on'l"'nattnn 
~ I S.C ~-;;~ 

Ul!·rt 
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7.2.3 Airport Requirements 

The Assessor PoC Jives within c:~ch airport"s operation: therefore the aiq)ort must provide 
adequate management :md uvcr~ight to the PoC. In the A~sc'\sor PoC, BOS <Hld DTW h;mdlcd 

the i.lay to Jay opcratiuns ba~cd on dinx:tion provii.l.:d by OITict.: of Security Opt.:ration~ (0SOJ 
and with SME kcJback from BDAD. fci.'dhac"' from cw.:h uirpun n:wakd grC<IIi:r itL~igllt tq tht: 
chalkngi.'s llf ~.·ondw.:ting Asscs~or. ami hdprul ohsi.'rvations th;tt -.:;.tn impnlVl; the lkpiDyrm~nt 
and t::\tullimi of A~~t:~sm' at new pilot ~ites. 

hrst. the airports identified that public outrcat:h could he improved at the heginnmg of the p1lot. 
This wa~ cmphasilcd at DTW. where only one ~mall sign was po~ti.'d ;lithe chi.Jl'kpoint tu 

liH.IicalL' the change in the ~Cl'UI'ity procl.'ss. Asscs~or~ ~pent significanttinK' explaining the lll'\V 

process tn passl.'ngers. whiL'h affl'o:ti.'J opl.'rational cffldency. Additional puhlk outrl'aLh ma} 
also improve the passenger tkmcanor a:-. thl'y approach the podium. 

Airport~ al~o idl'nltficd positi\'l' bt:"nl'fits of hq;inning the Po(' slowly anU learning along the 
V.'<-ty, The 1\S~\.'~~or l\111(.'\ion is a labor intl..'n~iVt.' task. 011 wbkh \lKt:\.'sS (..; \kpl..'ndl.'ll\ on quality 
mtN:I(~inm \Vith tht.• p:t~Sl'ngcr(s), ln the hcginning thl' A~sl'ssnrs tlrl' \till lc;wning and t\'(jllit't.' 

conswnt mwsight and fccdOack. MarH1gers arc unahlr to do this when the operation bsts the 

entire day, Reduced times could he accompanied with daily in and out briefs. in which i-:sucs 
t.:mrlJ be <1ddn:s~ed <-UlJ communic~rtion cou[J be impmn:d \\ ithin the group. Shorter 
Lkplo)nH:nt~ nJUld abu allow lll:..ulagcl's tn review Rl.'fernd Rl.'port.-, for poll.'nlial ~~~uc~ with 
indicator u~c or quc~tioning tcchniqw:~. llllpkm~-:ntation could ~tart with two In fnur hour time 

fr;,uncs to hdp reduce fatigut./' for thl' Asscso;or~. a-.; wdl 1.1' the SMEs dnin:J llVl'r-;ight, and help 
fostt;:r the skill-.; dt:\¢]opmt;>nt of tht' A\sessors. The shortt;:r timt;: frumes would give a nwre 

conct'JitrateJ SME oversight durin:; the initial A~~es~m· '>lmt up. 

The As~essor PoC wa~ conductL·d with only loc;tl BOO-; at BOS. hut additional TSA employees 
v.cn: <kployl.'d to DT\V to act;~~ A~sesMJrS. TSJs were deployt.·d from varinu~ airport" 
nationwide and FAMs were deployed fwm the Dctwit Field Office. This resulted in confu~i\lll 

regarding the owi'H.:r~hip or authority for oversight of these non-BDO groups. Feedback rmm the 
group~ invulvcd rcvcakd that thcrc wa:-. not enough cumnmnkation prior to thc PoC that focu~ci.l 
on thr.: n:port i ng strud un:. cnnt:Kt I ist. und the ex pe~.·tat illn~ of thci r in\ ol \ L'menL If this ~ituation 
oco..·ur.~ in the futurc. the L'\lllHlllHlication and cnnrdination ((Jr tlwsc ~Jrnployee~ can he improved 
with the appointinf! of a Site Lead for Assessor operations. 

"FJllguc \.\.L'> un t~\lll' a> the A~-~l'.,.'OI~ h.tJ to aJju>l hJ ]I)O'·i pu~~cngl'l' ~·ngagclllc'l!l.cnlpt,J) new inJic:utor ~l'L' 
an~t thr~_·-,twld~. and nJtlduu TDC IUIKiinn~ Till' lati)!Ul' ;i\~ll nlllll'' rwm phy~lcally c'tllllpnntlll' 'lll'll ;1~ A,~,,~,m~ 
'.l.tnJiug illlhl' S:lllll' ~pot \1 llhout 1110\'il~(.!. fur hHl!! ptl'ioJ\ or lillll'. Lkhaviul' ob'<l'I'Vation aiJJ ;maly~i~ i~ a llll'lltall~ 
dr:1inin[.! 1:1,J... ho1wv~·1·. 11 ;., t~pn'h:d 1h:11 Ilk' :I~'IOCiilt,•d Llllgllc' d~·U\.'il'll''- with lllll'' o~nd c'\)lc'rknlL' 

" 11~ ~cctH'IIl lnlo'''''liJon oh,,\ ,, ,,,,u,,llcd mod~J _JI) CFR ,,,I, 1_1. ' ' , , "''" 
111'<)' ht itk.l't'd I<' ['CIMIII' \lllh<>UI ,111tt'd Ill'"""-,,,, t t' IIIU I · ''llile'll '1:11111>0""' PI lilt 
-\.ilnlllhlr;olnl nltlw lr.o "tDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. nt 'IJ.on't"'f!'lllnn llnaut(H'rot« "' ea'~ "''1.' 

. ' "'' no II S j!ntc·nulirlll •'f•·•lt<~"•·l'llhlw \!"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rll)ql ht ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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7.3 Relationship of SPOT and Assessor 

7.3.1 Unanticipated Effects 

R~,;fcrr,tl n:port anuly~\.':~ suggc~t that SPOT played a lcuJ. rok in the ~uccc~s pftbc 1\'i:-.~o:ssor PvC 
As~~.·~snn, tended to US\.' indi~.:~Hor~ that rc~cmbkd SPOT indi..:atnrs. <tllllll~i..:d thl'ir SPOT tr<tining 
to hcllcf lkfiJK' whatlhcy oh·.">crvcd. During ,\l'nmdary S\.Tl't:nin~ of Assc:-.sor sckdccs. As.\c:o>sors 

fell back intti SPOT protocob anU :-kills to identify high~rbk tltl!c(lnJCs ami dt:clllc whether LEO 
mh:rvention wa~ necessary. The data in sections 5.3.3 and 5.5 also .;urport th<Jt SPOT referral 
SL'n.:ening was a more thnn1l1gh m~.:thod of scn:cnlllg than sdcdcc m.::thods. further cmph:1si;ing 
the valw.: of SPOT. 

The blending of SPOT and J\sscs~'1r was unexpected. as this Pol was originally dcs1gncd as a 
~tand-nlnnc fum:tion th;Jt ..::ould he possibly pt:rformed by a number ofTSA employee type\. 

llowt:\'t:r, it bo,;..:amc qui..::kly appan:nL that BOO~ pcrhnming As~c~ .... or ..:oulJ not "forget'' thci1 

SPOT training. nur could th~y e<t.~ily tran~ition bct\vccn pmition\. In December 2011. intcrvie\VS 

V.'ilh 45 BDOs pm\'idcd critical inf'onnatinn n.~~.trdin~ how these two capabilities urc inllucncin~ 
cuch nthcr~H. 

In addition to A~se .. sors ll-:ing SPOT protocol:-. for secondary :-.creening nf As:\e~\or referrab and 
notitkation of LEOs, SPOT ;.\\so ;tft'cdcd whk·h indk;.ttor~; 1\-:s(,'ssors Uf'\.'d and how they defined 
tlu:111. Must BDO:o. viewed the two indic~ttor li:o.h u:-. nne amlthe ~allll'. aud Hll\.'111Pll'd to ''fit" 
SPOT indi"-'a\\lrs into llw J\ssl.'_~sor calq!llric:-. :-.o th\.'y could apply them. Asse-ssor:-. believed that 
you needed a bcha\ iur detection bu..::kg:rouml to perform their rule. becJu:-.c it wa~ their 

back~round training and e.xperience that defined what they ub~ervl;;'d. Generally. the only new 
~kills ol' indicators the Asse-;stll'.'> reported learning were docmllt:JHatJon sigm, and how to more 
dir\'ctly question pas~c-ngers. 

The current experimental dc'iign~ limit~: our ability to clearly dictate the extent to which PoC 
improvement~; were caused hy "SPOT' and by "Assessor'', however. the data through 
ob:-.crvation aml interview suggest~ lhat SPOT played a ~ignifieamly role in the A..,scs:-.ur wcccss. 
Future .~Ludie.~ .-;hould attempt to bcttcf unJcrstanJ how thcs\.' two capabilitle~ ..::an wnrk together. 

hut sn1dying lww A:-.~CS\01' worb hnth with and withnut SPOT. 

7.3.2 Program Overlaps 

In the As~c-:sor PnC. the SPOT and Assessor progr<Hll'-' wen.' not distinct; BDOs performing 
Assc ... sor noted Lhat it \vas VL't')' difficult to ~;cparatc SPOT and Ass!.'ssor :-.kilb and procedures. 
Thi\ \hould not he ~urprising given thatthc\c officers were askt.•J to conUw.·t A\scs~or and SPOT 

,, s,'l' lflh'g/(/liog Sf'( )'f' 11/ld t\' II'\ \Of /\,'/)Ill [ O/fd kt'!'(>ll/ll/('!/lllltillll. ,J\.ill:ihk hllll;li'Y \ 1!. ~()I~ 
\ • "'<lH'Jl\ lnlolllt.dJoJl oh.tl '' l<>LLll••llcd tmd~J -1 1) •-' p.Hl nJ 1h1· d,kiiii!L'Ili 

111<1)' ht itk.I'C'd I<' I'CIMlll' \llill<>lll .111tc'd II-''"""·,,,, I · ''lllie'll li:IIIH>O""' PI li1c 

-\.lmlllhlralnl nllh • 'lllllll'lr"ltDn '" lhe .)ec·r~l;u;. <>1'\i.ln'l"-'f!allnn llnallll~<'rlt<l "' ea<~ 11. 
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during thi.' sami.' shift~4 • and somctimi.'~ even on thi.' same passenger within that shift (during 

As~~.:ssor t\'f~o:rrul ~(.:tt:t:lllttg). 

It was o.;urpri~ing that so few rch:tT<th tlid hoth the SPOT and A'\M~"Mlr rdcrntlthrcshold." at tlw 

PnC' (lh~.: total). howt:"v~.:r. this numhcr may he underc~timatt'd sin<.·e many 1\s:-e~~~~rs ;tlso noted 
oh:-en<llinn nf SP<rr ht>h:wims in their l't>pmts'JII. Sev<:-ntet"n pel'i.'t'n! ( 17. I~';!,-) of reports 

mentioned SPOT indicators specifically. Due to thi\ unofficial overlap, the BDAD revised the 
/\ssec..1,or n::l"cnul report c.tartmg: on January l, 2012 to have 1\sscsc.mc. specifically list any 

ohs.:rvcd SPOT bd1~1vior.~ while p~rfonning: As.wsc.\lr. Additional analy~cs can bi.' comlu.:tnl to 

understand where SPOT may play a role in the Assi.'~snr process. 

Interview!'> with 13DO!-> have revealed that thcc.c twn capahilitie\ arc comhming at the PoC 
airports More ~pecifkallv· 
(b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

• BOOs st,ltcd th;,H 1t \.'.<IS vet) dtfficulr to ttanstUon Into SPOT ,\ftcr conductmg t\ssc'>SO!. 
As\t;'\SI)r~ arc U\ing SPOT n:l\::rral c.crecning U.\ p1.1rt of lht:ir pro~;~;s:-. ~o they have to 

.:ontinuou~ly sWJt.:h l'oks tn::tWL'Cll BDO and Ac.c.c.~c.or. Thi:-. ~:an be ...:onrLL~ing and :-.umc 
BDO.., arc beginning to .~cc the twn program:-. as Olll'. 

This sugge~h th<H the-.e two progrmn-; me nmurally mel'ging: hov.ever, c.inc·e thi-; was unexpected 
not every BOO/Assessor is integrating h1~ or her ~kills in the same way. Futurt" analyc.is should 
be conducted to evaluate and addrc...s these factors. If the As~o~or PoC continue:-. with SPOT 

13DOs, the A:.;.~i.'ssnr will ri.'quirc greater guidance on huw thl'Si.' two capabilillcs t!t tugdhcr. 

7.3.3 Program Discrepancies 

Although SPOT and As-;es~or appear to he tia\urally nierg:ing. fumlaniental elemetils of t'<K"h 
program conflict with each other. This is causing some cnnfusinn fur the BIJO/A\se~sors in both 
their appllcation nf SPOT and As.;cvmr, und may also he one of th~.: n:ason" the A:-.\L'S:-.or training 

is being applio:d in dilT~·ro:nt ways. 

"'BOO\ Wen· !!<-'rll'l'ally schedukJ to ]l<-'l"l'DI"lll A-,~'-'''01" for_<--!- hum.-, a ~hif1 Jlld Si'OT for the l"~lllailltlt'l" Jl 80S. 
'"'Thc•y iu~l did nu1CPU111lhi' )ll'l':-.oll as,\ Sl'Oll'l'k'l'l'ill h~·raU,l" the'\-' \WI'(." not UilldU(."Iin(! SI'OT .1\ lhl'llllll' 

'IL<illl~ ~cctH'li) lnlo'"''J!Jon oh.JI "to,lo.>lhl mul~1 -l'J CFR '· , ''"""''"! 
t' >I "'I IIi lin: '' llilt'll !'''''""""' <•I lilt 

-\.lmlllhlral<>l nl tlw lr.o '' "' oDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. 111 'li.ln'l"'natlnn lMIII H'Cit 

no t!"'<'r'IHIIrJH •'\!<'•It« .j>iihlw d"' ln>IIH" "f"\'rlll<"!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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(b)(J) 49 USC§ 114(r) 

S.:t.·omJ. wht.:n ~.:ondllt.:ling SPOT. DDO:- unly n:kr pa~st.:ngcrs hl stxonLbry ~t.:n:<:nin~ V.'h<:n th~,;y 
ob:-.ern: a cluster nf :-.uspkiou:-. behavior:-:, amlthe-.;e weig.htcd behaviors reach a predetl.'rmincd 

thrl':-.hold. When condurtine A:-.~cs:-.or, tlw:-.c orllo;;l'rs t.:an r.:fer pct~sl..'nger:-. to secondary ha'il'd on 
(bl(3l 49U s C § 114(r) Cii\'Cil rhur the majority nf HRP tktcCll'd by 

thi~ may he an importalll componcllt to add to the 
pmgrarn. Th1s become-.; c~pccially confusing when a liDO/A-.;~cSMlr "ccs an indica\or !hat cnuld 
hl." applied in both the APA and SPOT rontexts. BD0/1\sscs~or:-. have to keep two ~imtlar lists of 
mdicatnn. with diffcrl'nt applic.Jtinn~ stnug:ht, and provide g:r0ut custOtt)('r .~crvicl' 

This b. confusing for the BOOs, because there arc cnn!lkts bct\vccn the two processes as to huv. 

to th:fine inJicuton.,, wbl.'ll inJicattw' l.'un be upplied. <.trHJ what the rules ft>r refen·<.tl un:. It is 
possihk lhul the sinlilarilics helwl'en the APA and SPOT indicatol·li'i\'i \\CI"C not l'ully 
underst(llld or Ctlllsidcrcd lwfmc this PoC. a~ this traming was metnt ttl !.'llharll'l: BDO skills. it 

was not intended tn mnfu..;e the [\VIi pnK·es..;es. Guing.l'nrw;ml. TSA \\ill likely have tu adapt one 

or hoth progr~llll". hei.'ause there ;.tre fundumenwl differeni.'t'" hetween the~e two helu1vim 
d~Lcdion pl\lgrams. and wc nn~ a.~king the- ~amc p~!oplc to operare under two dillt!rcnt rulc-sc-h. 

The- SPOT program will have to make somc- decisions as to the hcndit of these changes to their 
Jrngram and whether they want tn .;ec thc--:e changc-._l(bJ\31 40 U::, G § 1 I 4(r) I 

(b)( )4 
USCS114r 

7.3.4 Indicator Lists 
(b)(3)49 USC§ 114(r) 

If BDOs ~peeifically are going to continue a~ As~e~sors. the APA and SPOT indicator lists 
should he rcYJSI!cd and redefined t·O work with each t)ther, APA indicators arc labeled in general 

( ''"""''"! 

-\.lmtllhlralnt nt tlw lr.1~''"'i'll n '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.ln'l"'f!'lllnn 11:11 1ll\ 
t!"'<"fiHiiriH •'f'"'''" .J>IIhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rlll<'!l h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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term~ \Vhich allow~ for opl'n interpretation and inconsisti.'ncy in their application. The APA 

wurkbt.lok Uoes nul proviJt: tle-.criptJUns or cxampks of the inJiJ.:alur" anJ It i~ unknown to what 
extent the wo..·re di\CU:-.~i.'d in training.lr5JIJi49 US'-" § 114(n I 
lbll3l 

49 usc § 
1141rl The illll'rvi-~.~w:-. J"l'WHil~d that HDO" an~ olll:mpting to "fit" SPOT 

llH.Iicators into 1\s-;es-.:or <."illcgorie-.: to understand them. Since ADOs see many SPOT indicator-: 
fitting v.ithin the> A>;st'~snr lis\, this h[l~ rt'sulted iti A~sC'ssnr>; refen·in~ pa~~eli}!E"P-. fm \etnndmy 
so..Teenind10J\::I "" w . .:o '-' ~ 1 tr 

(b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

(bit'!""" c. ll 14(\1 1, · · · · ·· ·· ·· ·· · · · 1 Now with Asscs~or. 
L-~~~----~~~~~~--~~ 

some olthcsc JndJCtltor' sw;h as wtthholdnlg Jntormatwn can he appltcd at the pndmnL A-:-. 

"o:cn in this example. this is problematic hecausc it has rcsulto:d in incon'\i'\tcnt upplicatinn of 
IJH.lJcal(lrs. 

7.4 Testing Behavior Detection 

In the dcc..:ption and hmtilc intent do..•tcction ll~scan.:h litcn.l\ure. an observer's MH .. "Ccss is easily 
.:valuated because the scientist knnws the "ground truth"' nf the person in question. While the 

ob\crvcr may not know wh\."thcr a target is lying, and may have to make judgment~ ba~ed on 
Jntnvil'\V or the l<u'gcl · s hehavmr. the scient i'll doe~ know the t 1'uth ful lll'S~ of 1 he ta1'gt:t and 

eff('l'tivcne~~ cun hl' rated on pas.~/fail s~·ale. 

Testing judgments in open:nional context~ presents a greater chulknge for hchaYior detection. 
BOOs arr trairwd to assess a person's ri~k through llhSl~rvation of behavior. analysis of 

..:t)!lVCrsation. anJ ..:valuating the (\)Lality or the situatiun. Essi,'Jlliall y, BIJOs are lookln~ to 
~~vahwtc a per\oll"\ intent. and e1blll"c ht~ or slll' dol'S nut pose a risk to the .~ccurity ofavwuon. 

Whik inh:nt can he rncasur..:i.l in laboratory swdico.; hy the deceiver prPviding hi\ nr her true 

intent wthe ~ckntist ~it cannot he directly measured in the real world- a" <l person with true 
intent to conceal or avoid detection will not directly state thi~ to an officer. 

Whik -:-cieno.: L'ontmuo::-: to rc~o:arch this parm.ligm and Utll..'{i\'Cl" hctwr mo:a~urcs of slu.:r.:css, the 
current ~ystcm'> c:umot g.\l untested, Ho\vev~.:r, to date, only the SPOT program ha-; bo:l'n 
rigorou ... Jy naluatl'd. In I he 2011 DHS S&T SPOT Validation Study, BDO rl"ferral method'\ 

W(;!"t: compared w randoi))J\::fcrral rndhods to provide a cornpurison for stKCt:~s. Thi~ q\H.Iy

'"hich o:xammcd the uutcotn(;s of 7 I .000 random rckrrals against a compar1.~un (lf 23.000 
bchavior-hascd referraL"·· n:vl'aled that hl'havior ob~cnation and analy~i.; wa~ cxpunentially 
morL' cl"kcti\'l' than rundom scrt:l'ning pnllocnls at identifying HRP. TlK' mctrics and outnmK's 

'JI (b)(3)49 usc§ 114(r) 

(b)(3)49U.SC §114(r) 

(IJ)(3)49LISC §114(r) 

~ ~cctJfll\ lnloiiiL.Iiloll oh.tl '' l<>llll•>llcd tmd~l .jl) CFR >.Lil 
( ''"""'""[ 

111'<)" he iek,I'C"d I<' j'CIMIII' \lllh<>lll .111cc·d Ill'"""'· •I·• < c· 11 '> "'llli IIH: '' llile"ll p1:111H>O"HI PI the 
-\.lmillhl ralnt <>I I h ' onl'lr"l tDn , " the .)ec·r~l;u;. 1 >I 'l1.1n 'l"'rialtnn llnaul "''"'" 
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defined in thi~ study ha\'e alsL) been reviewed b~r a panel of sdentbts indepcndenltL) DHS S&T. 

This ~tuJy n::pn::selll~ Lh~ lllOSt thoaougil uuuly~\.!:0. or behavioral ~nCelllllt:! pnJg_l Ulll.'l tu dah.". !10 
oth~r ~OUII!I.)r-tt:rmri.~lll or similar '>txurity p1ugra111 i:-.knDwn In ha\'C been "llbje~teJ tn such a 
rigomll,\.'

1
:. sy~tvnwtic l~V;duution nf ih "Cl'Cl'lling acr11nu:y. 

The only n1h~r available hehnvinr detec1ion pn>gr[un v:1lidllti()n d:H<ll'nmes from the l_ltlited 

Kingdom. The British Passenger Assessment Screening System (PASS) program provided TSA 

v. itb its validation report in 20 II. The study wa" umdtH.:led at om: airport over three months and 
e.\amincd the outt..:omcs of 221 referrals. Thi~ ~tudy Jid not evaluate detet.:tion of only high risk 
outwme:-.- hut rather lower lcvd criminal activity (e.g .. cxcccdin)! cigarette allowant..:es).Thi-.; is 

ar .. propriato;: !!iVCil the rmrpose of the PASS program is to nxlm:l' the rbk (lr terrorist all~h.:k at 

Brithh airpon~ and to di:-.rupt and dc1cr t:riminal activity within the atrport:-.. This :-rudy used 

)i't'tfllt'f/('Y oFsenmdw:'' n)('rrals a:; tho:ir success metric and found that PASS was significantly 
more clfceliYe in nht:nning thi~ outcome. Hmvevcr, lillie data is proYided on the 

OLJ!l'nmes/quality of thc~c rckrrals. as the PASS BDOs hand these rcferrab off to another entity 

for screening. 

Whal is dear is that how ··succe~s·· ur dT\:ctiveness h defined when testing behaYior d~.;tcction is 

~ti llup for do:bute. Whik the previews -.;twJics provide go~ld fr)ltndu.tions. it is pl)ssibk thill 

<~ddition:d 11ictric~ arc yet to he idl'nlifil.'d. Thl.' tbta pl'l'~enll'd in -.c,:tion 5.5 ~uggl'~t:-. !hal 

allditi(lllal r.'ld~sifir..·atidns f(lJ" HRP t>xist. and L'ach definition cnuld bah' a significant 

dle<.:t/change the results on the outcome of the ';tlld}. TSA should t'llntinue to engag:e with DHS 

S&T. tht:" M:ientifi(,.' c;mnmunity, and government pm1ners to est;1hli~h outcome metrics thm 
l.'lt!<u·Jy idl'l11ify the strengths and weakm~:-se:-. of behavior dt~teeti~lll. ;(:-,well as mctrks supported 

hy rcscard1 ami the publit..:. 

7. 5 Future Reseurch Directions 
This PoC prllviJed intcrl.'sting pro;;oliminary data regarding the ability nf A..,so;;ossors to detect 
potential HRP. Additional studies should he conducted to better understand the value of 

A~~cssor:-. and uther behavior detectiun and analysi~ capabilitie:-.. It remain:-. unck:ar which factors 

or AssL'ssor ...:.g, training. indic:ttors. engagement. IIKTl'<~scd prL'"l'IH:c. or SPOT t·untnbutcd 
to it\ SUI.'I.'l'SS and to what CXll'llL J7uturc studil'S should attcmpt to i',PiatC and study each ral't(lr \1) 

build an optimal capability in !he most dfieit~nt manner pmsible'Jl. 

In thl.' short t.:rm, the program cuuhJ .:valuate the value of statitming more BOOs at the 

ch...:ekpoint. and/or inm.:asing engagement ol' BDO-.. Thi.., could he dnnc with little training. a~ 

HDO:-. would U\C their currL'Jil ~~ill :-.L'Ito a~:..C\:-. passenger rhk at the airport. Sonll.' ml'lhod» in 

''' Th,· tiS Sl'OT V .. dJJ .. tll\•n StuJy ~xunlill~J 1,44.t tint~~ t11PlL' d .. tta poi Ill~ th.mth~ UK !'ASS V.tliJmion StttJ). 
'' 1 FPr l'\atnrk. 11 SPOT and l!tl).!il/:!l'IIWIIl itt·~ till' h1gg~·,t rPnlrihutPr-; lo HKP dctcl'lion, lllllll''' do:phlylltl'lll' nwy llPl 
l'djl.lirl! th~ AI' A u·aimng and inth~aWJ'\ J() be: l,liL'LC:'>\ful; which 1\uuld ~really rcJuc~ the: l'U.'>l of the jll'ugr.llll cutJ 

Jlll'l'l'itSl' I Ill· ~(ll'~'d ol dcp\(lyJnL'Ill 
\ oi.Lir" ~CH<illl~ ~c .. tH'II) liololiiL.Iilon oh.tl "tolllhllhlmod~l _jl) CFR l.Llh , ''"""''"] 

11('<)' ht itk,I'C'd (<' ['ClMlll' \<(iii<>UI ,( 11tc'< Ill 1 ol' >I ><'IIIIIH: '' (lill'llpi:IIIH>O""' ol (i1t 

-\dmlnhlraln( ot tlw lr.o "' oDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'lt.on'l"'nattnn nm• 
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which increased enga~c:mcnt could be tested by I l stationing more BOOs Jl the: checkpoint. 2l 
po~ition111g BDOs at TDC. 3) chang1ng SPOT pwceduu;l' lo engage xrA of p:.ts~cnger~ through 

eilher rundom or bdla\'im ba'ieJ d!.!ci~ion rule~. or~) luwcring the thre'ihoiJ fur rcrerraL 

Th~ <,;Urrt:nl PoC :lh(l mt:asurt'S I hi;!" t:llt:<.."tiwne'>s or As-:eS'i!lr..; who '>peak to ]()()f;Y,- of p;.t..;senger:-.. 
his pn ... sihlt' th[t\ Asst~'>or\ could maintuin dte s<tll)t" rtlectivtlie:-.s yet improve their ellicirncy 

by selecting fewer pa:-.~en~ers for interview. This seleL·tion cuuhJ be done randomly tby 

employing both A:-.~c~sors and TSOs at TDCJ. hrN.:d on bchavmr (such as SPOT or A'sc~MJr 

inUil:utur~). or ba~~d ()ll risk group tsw.:h as ''p()~itin: ~igns" as t•tUght in A~sCSS(lJ' training or 
fo-cus un "Unknnwn:-."). The:-.~.: ar~..: all potential option:-. which could he developed ror the current 

r~~r airports. 

This data suggc-.t-; an overlap hctwccn SPOT and A:-;scssor dutic:-; and reveals potential an:a' for 

cnllahnr;llion of the twn pwgrams. In the shorl term HDA D should abn fnru" on um\cr:.tamhng 
the overlap hctwccn the SPOT and As~essor program:-. and create potential :-.trale!!ics for merging 
the program.\. BOOs at hnth BOS .:md DTW me trmned in hnth SPOT and .. \s~c~sor, nnd 

additional pilots at thcs..: site~ can be created to impnwc the compatibility of the two programs. 

This may inrludt:: merging llf tlw two bcha\'ior dctrction pl\ll:es~cs. iwJit:ator li':lts. ami scn:cning 
pr(lCCS'\1.;:-.. 

Tn sck'ntifically '\'<llidatc" the A~,...,c:-.snr concl'pt, rulllrc :.tudics sllllUid cxplmc tht usc (lf 

di1lert'nt !}pes or cnntrol group~ such a-; TSOs at TDC or collt:i.'l control d:Ha "itnult.meously 

(e.g .. one ~by on one duy ofl\ This will mitigate th\! cwTent de:-.ign prohlem\ with offiL'er 
mutivatiun and <lWarcnes~, <lnd differl.!nt type:-. or passenger !lows ilmlnmnths/se;~sons that occm 

in the ba:-.clinc ami PoC. 

Long·tcrm rc'\curch ~lrall'_\!i~:s or qw.:~tiom ~hould indmlc cxaminin1! the cl'fl'!.·t of diffcn:nt cyck 
Lime~ or cngag..:m~nt pwp<.1rtions on dTcctivcncss, rcvi:-.i(ltl of indiultor !ish, possihk 

ITwci!!hting of hehaYior~ anJ consideration of different thrc:-.hold~ fur cnga.?.ement and referral, 

fatigue o! officers and ..::ffc~.·t uf mtatiom and duty <..'ycks. how the A~".:s:-.or concept <..:1lllld he 
~o.'X panded 1t1 other area'> of th\.' 11irpon. \\ hil'h cknwnt:-. of A:-.S!.'ssor an: v;tlllahk• to nthcr type:-. qt 

nffic~~rs. reliability nf the prrogram, and intcgratinn with a ri-.;k·l~nginc or screening rules. Thi" list 

is not exhaustive and should he prioriti?ed within the agency 

8.0 Conclusion 
The use of tel'hnology to ~crccn for the means to do harm should be wuplcd with the human 
int~:r;Ktinn cl~.:nwtll to '\Crcen fur intent. T!wsc l'Utnph.:mcming lay~.:rs of security an: itnp<..·rutivc 
for succ~.~~" in s~.·curing uur nation w1d s;.tfC!l\l:.tn.!iug tbl~ world ag:.tin'>l \l:rruri:,rn. Tlw <tlkkd 
ahility l\1 clidt 1110n.: infonHalion and ~;ath~..:r J'elcvanl facts while int~..:rvicv.ing traYders inn~..:a:-...:~ 

the ability to rurther o:.:ombat terrorism and to w•1rk with other agcnl:ic~. thereby mnea:-.inl! 

\V_\R ~ ~cctH'li) lnloL IIL.IiH>Il oh.tl "tolllh>lhl tmd~L _JI) CFR I'·" h l_'; ,,, , , III!L'rL( 

111'< )' ht itk.I'C'd Ill J'CIMLII' \1 llholll .1 11tc'd Ill'"""'· ,,,, t t 11 u ''I\ I I]H: '' llile'll ]'I:IIIH>O""' PI lilt 

-\.lmrnhlratno nltlw l r.o~' '" i'll '" 1 e. ec·r~t;u;. ILl 't '·'n'l"'f!'lllnn lMit .,, I <n<~llt 
t!n\t'fiHIIrl!l •'\!1'•\tll'•.j>llhlw d"' ln;\IH' "f"''<'ll\<'11 h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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imclli,~i.'nci.' gathi.'ring efforts. 

Th~ A'IS\)1,.~01" Po(' i.'\amin~u th~ i,:apability or A\Sl'SMlfS to pi.'rfonn activ~ bdHt\ior dct~ctiun 
with Hlargl' pupulutinn of pas~l~ll/!l'f\ <II two dilli.'rt'lll cbcdpnints. Data colkd1:d .-.uggests that 

1\"~c-:son; wen: ;lhk to imprnvc the sc~.:urity poswn: of the ,,:he-.:kpninl. hov,:t'ver. this camt' with 
op<:'l'Miml(d ('(lsh. Additinnnl rest"arch i~ n:•quin:~d tn hettcT understand the value of Asse~~nr and 

to better pair it with TSA's current behavior detection capabilities. 

• ~cctH'll\ lnlo1 ,,,,!IJoJl oh.11 '' t<>llll>>llcd tmd~J .jl) CFR 
( ''"""''"' 

-\.lmlllhlr v 1 fll!lll'tr"ltDn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. <>I 'li.ln'l"'f!'lllnn llnaut "''""' " 
"' • 11 ,,.,. ·" ""'' I"' (I S !!"' t'o'IHII<'I" •'\!<"•It ..- •• j>llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rlll<'ll h1 ~ I S.C ~-;;~ 
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9.0 Acronyms and Abbreviations 

I AIT Advanced lnwging Technology 

I ANOVA Analysis of Variance 

I APA Aviation Pa~sl.'ngcr A~scssor 

I BDAD Hehavinr Detection and Analysis Divhinn 
----------------------------------------------.---

isoo Behavior Oetr.:dion O!Ti\:cr 

BOS Bt1~ton L(lgan lnt~..:rnatitliJal Airport 

CONOPS Ctmn:pt nfOperatinm 

CBP Customs and Border Patrol 

I DCL Data Collection Lead 

[fJf!SS&;T 
-------------------· 

Do:partmcnt of Homeland S~.::curity Sr.:icnt:t:: and 1\:r.:hJHllogy 

I DTW Detroit Mdropolitan Wayne County Airport 

I ETD Explnsives Tra<.:c Dctc~o:linn 

I FAM h:dcral Air Mar'lhal 

FTD Prauduknt Tra\'l~l Documl.'nl 

HRP lligh~Risk Pa!'isl'llgcrs 

ICAO International Civil Aviation Organi7ation 

I 
----------------------------------------------· 

ID Identification 

I ISDS · Intcrnutlonal Sct.:urity Ddcn!>c Systems 

I JFK John F. Kennedy lntt:nlatiunal Airpun 

I LEO · Law Enforcement Officer 

I NCIC National Crime lnfnrmation Center 

NDF National Dl.'ployment Fili'I.:O:: 

OJT On·the-Joh Trainin:J 

oso Office of St:tllrity OptT<ltinm 

PASS Pa:;~eng:er A~~e~~ment Screening System 

PMIS Performance Mcasurcmentlnfonnation Systcm 

Poe Prunf of Concept 

I RBS Ri:-k Hased Sc\.'unty 

I SME Subjt•rt M<ttt-.·r Expl.'rl 

I SOP St;md;trd Open.tting Pro\.'l.'dun:s 

I SPOT Scr..:cning (lr Pas:-.cngcn, hy Oh:-crvation Tl'dllliqurs 

I SPII Serious Prnhihitcd or Illegal hems 

ISTSO Supervisory Transportation Security Officer 

ISTSM Sup~.:rvbory Transportatiun Se-.:urity Manager 

IT[)Cm Travel Doculllent Checker 

'" ~CIL<illl~ ~cctH'II) bolo, lll.lilon oh.11 "tolllh>lhl mod~• _JI) CFR I'·" h ]_'; •• nd l <;' 

111'<)' he itk.l't'd '"I'"""'' \lllhoul.l 11tt't Ill 11· .: ''llile'll !''"'""""' olli1t 
-\.lmlllhlr;olnl nl tlw l r.o~'l'"li'lllnn . ec·r~t;u;. 111 'li.on'l"'f!'lllnn lMIL oll\ 

" t'fiHIIrl" •'f<"•ltw·.j'llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rlll<'ll h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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TSA Tran~portati(lll Se~.;urity Administration 

I. :!~T:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~··:rrun~r{lrtut i11n Security ln~rectllr 
I TSM Tran'iportation Sc('urity M;magcr 

cf ~T~S~Oc.-:~----- Tr~Ul'ip(lrtation Sc(.:urity Offio.:l.'r 
WTMD Walk Thmugh M~..:tal Dl't~..:doJ 

-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.o ' "tnn '"The .)ec·r~t;u' 111 'lt.on'l"'nattnn .,, I <n<~ll\ 

"' t!"''·nutlrt" ·•v•·•tc" '·l'lthlw d"' 1<>>\IH' "f"\'rlllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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APPEARANCE & BEHAVIOR SIGNS 
(bj(J)'W I.J.::>i.;;:; 1 (r) 

DOCUMENTATION SIGNS 
(b)(3)49 ll SC § 114(r) 

\1/_\RI\f]\(; lL', !lcl •" tll'll\ JnloiiiL.tiH>Jl oh.tl '' tOIIll<tlicd llltd~J _jl) ,, p.HI nJ lhJ·, d<lciiii!L'fli 

111ay he tck.l'c·d I<' I'"""'' \lllhout .111cc'd Ill'"'"'-,,,, de· 1 · ,,. >I "'lilt I Ill:'' It lim!''"'""""' "I the 

-\.lmlllhlralnt nt tlw lr.o '' l'lr"ltnn '"The .)ec·r~t;u;. 111 'lt.on'l"'nattnn IMILI H <n<~ll\ 

'' t!"''·nutlrt" ·•v•·•tc..-,,l'llhlw d"' ln>\IH' "f"\'rtllnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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\I'IT'\lll\ 

STRESS FACTORS 

FEAR !·ACTORS 

-\.lmlllhlralnl nl tlw lr.1~''" a n '" 1 e .)ec·r~l;u;. 111 'II.In'l"'natJnn I lMILI "''"~ 

t!"''·nutirl" ·•v•·•tc" '·l'llhlw d"' ln;tLH' "f"\'rLilnl h1 ~I S.C ~-;;~ 
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DF.CFPTJON FA<TORS 

\V_\ H'Jl\ lnlo1 ,,,,liJoJl oh.Ji '' l<>llll•>llcd lll 

-\.lmlllhlr; n 11 v dnlllll'lr"ltnn '"The .)ec·r~l;u' <>l'li.ln'l"'f!'lilnn llnaulh<'rlt,,. "' ea'~ 11. 
,,.,. ·" 11"1' I"' 11 S !!"' ,·nullrl" •'\!''''' ,-,, l'llhlw d"' ln>IIH' "f"W•nnl h1 ~ I S.C ~-;;~ 
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Behovior Assessment Level 2 Evoluotion/Checklist 

Upor.the complenon of the pro!ruerc~ checklr$:. the BA~ wrll s1gn <he applicable line lfldrcatrrg that he 

cr :;t'e '.Vi!l~ ctHen;ed and provrded the re~ult~ of tt'e e1·alu<:~rron 

Proce5~ 

A Dunng a"ld rM medli'ltl?l\' foliO\'• n:g the ob~er\·lHion. t'1e e~'a luator wrll a :;~e~$ a r1d ooc umeM the BA2'~ 

perforrra'1ce I;Jy mrt1almg the corre$p0'1dmg colwmn~ or, ~he e.A;: Prcfrcrerco· Chec~h~~. The BA2 wrl oe 
gr·.,en a ra~rng 111 each BA2 t1t~k •..vnr:en comrr-,;,,.n:~ are requr~ed ~c ~uppcrt earh <:eetrcn Oftn.:- t'leC~hn 

B If tr'le BA2 recel\,e~ a ra~rng of meet~ ~tandard~ cr better or att checklr~t Item:;, addltlo'1al e·.aiL;atrons 

are not reQuired ana the BA~ r$ cen:1f1ed to perform BA~ 

C If !he BA2 doe~ nor '1~eet $!ilt'ldard> 0'1 an~; rtem en the ther.H$1 dunng the ob~er,·cnror. tt'e BA2 wrll 

nor be ;;~b'•e to perform BA2 dutre:; Tne rairng offrml wrll p•ovrde evahJatl'oe datd 1regarct1f'l'" PA~ 

perfcr'l'<t'1Cel ba::ed on tl",e re;ulto of the evaluat1or Wntte'1 comme'1t~ are requr•ed to suppcrt each 

~ect1cn of t'1e chec~lr5t 

\V_\RI\11\(; T]l,, '"'""'~ c In too ILL.tii!OJI th.LI '' cOIIll<lllcd uudco ~·) cr . p.HI "- tlu· d.>cUIIIL'nl 

'"•'\' he tck.O'c·d '"I'"""'' \lltlwul .111cc'd 111 '"""· '" dc'lllic'l 111 ""lilt lin: ''II lim!''"'""''"' ol 111e 
Admlllhlralnrot th~ lro~'l'"li.ntn ' nn '"the Sen~t;u;, nt 'lr,,n,portaltnn lln;wtu>rrr« ' 11' 

r•••n·turwtH ·•fnlct,-,, l't•l•l"·'h" l•"t"'<. ,, r••\">·•rrnl h1 ~ \ s.r· ~-;; 
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Behavior Assessment Level 2 Evaluation/Checklist 

BA2N~~-------------------------------

Pl'rf<:>rnunct< ObJit't'"" :•.,.moMI'l!f '""E- !!A.: prvcHs l~ l put : !"l"~~rut t" '.v. ~~ " ~coroJ•·:Il'.., !h =-~ A~~~~~:·• 
TrJ • • g 

BAl T.lsks RATIIlG 

COMMUNCATIOWOEMEANOR PASS FAIL 

~ 
BA.:: ccmn~un1cates ,., J clear 
coL,neous J!'"lj prote-s!'.lOI"lJI maMer 

B 
Commun1cate-s w1th BA.2 tear1 
rnenwer!'. and o~er<.:l 1n a clear anj 
re::.;x:ct1V n'.<mne- to de ,-elop an 
ope·l)tJOPal wategy tore:...: -"CtJ·.,tJt!'$ 

c 6..:._.2 g.:llns p.Jssenger coooerJtJon b'i 
bu·ld•r;; a rappel"! 

0 BA: allows me pe~ssenger :o prov1de 
answers to questJons :>O&ed 

E Conducts BA: rtef'\··ew lri 3 
proleS:iiOr1al n011· 
co rtrc rtot1cn J.J.'i.Jnl nt1nl1d..1~ n 9 n1Jf'lner 

F 6H~ liStens effectr.ely i3'1d follows u:> 
'A'IIh olpproor3te quest 011to uased on 
:;mswers 

G 6:...2 m"irt::~1ns control and ;::o•se 

H Addre<"---ses pub•1c pol1tely and 
ccuneous1y 

I 
.!; !Jctful and demonstrate~ Jllll•t:r :c 
handle cortentuous pas.se'lg.;ors 
appropnately 

Kevtewer ... ommen s: 

" • 1<1111~ ~cctll'll) lnloo '"·'''"" th.tl "toll\o.ollcd till< I~• .jl) (T'R p.LI h 1_1 .tlld I';' 

lllol)' ht l<:k.l'>t'd I<' 1'""'"' \\IIIW\11 .t11et•d Ill "''"· ,,,, t t , I H: ''II lim pt:11111>eiPI1 nl tile 

-\dmlllhlr,tlnrollh~ lro~''" '" t e. ec·r~lm;. nl 'ltoln'l"'rtaltnn llna111 "'flU< r ' 

t!''''"~''"'''''" ·•v•·•tct•·'·l'lthl~t· d•" l•»ur,· '' p•vr•nnl h1 ~I' s.r· ~'2 
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Behav:or Assessment Level 2 Evaluation:Chect.:list 

BA2: Taslls RATitiG 

QUESTIONING AND OBSERVATION PASS FAIL 
TECHNIQUES 

A BA': lt'., )( ' " (b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

I" ... e.~rm,Pe approp'1J e e·.e o 
str~n:r:g 

B 6A2 e~ect:·.el'i el:crts ~rtJrent 
:n!OP'Ililt:on frorn pas~nger 

c Bt.:: Cloes not,;~~.~- q~,:e:;.t:ors :~ill ;:~re 

unreJate-c to the M\.JJ\10'1 or .:ne 
un;Jroduc!Joe 

[I Bt..2 3Silsll_b)(3J 49 usc § 114(1 
llb)(COJ'j U ., C ! 4(1 

49 ( c I 

E Accu~a:e:y :den~f:es:'ld:·,·duals 

e.h:b,t:ng Jt'IOtnJious :~h:J·•~or:s: 

F 
l(bJ(o) cd' JC, ' J ("'I) 

(' , 
Accu~ate:~· :den~;f:et. Sd~.p:c:ous 

docurr:ent s:gns 

H a:.: a~s qveston tbl(3J 49 
llb)(J)4>:t:.c;c ~ 14(r) 

I ,, 
" " (b)(3)49USC §114(r) 

(b)(J) 48 u ·' c 'JJ 4(1) 

I 
J BA: pe-rfom•s (b)(3)'49 USC § 114(r) 

(b)(J) 48 u co c 'J 14(1) 

Rev:ewer Comments: 

Ill'<)' he I <:k."c·d I<' J'C'Mlll' \1 llhnul ,I 11CC'< II' • ,, ll "'II I I H: '' 11111'11 p1:1 ""'"'"' .,j I lie 
-\dlnlllhlr,llnr ot lh~ Ira~''" nn '"the Sen~tao;. nl 'I r,,n,pn a < ol: 111 .:i' :I p~n.,ll\ 

f"'''(IHIWIH ·'V''I\CI\''·I'IIIiil\· :h" )n;tJ"· I< f<'\'riiW:I hi ~I' S.C ~-;; 
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BehiWIOr Assessment level 2 Evatuation.'Checldi'lit 

BA2 Tasks RATltiG 

RESOLUTION PASS FAIL 

A C onectly 1de~tlties 
anorn.Jiou::,-·~~PIPCIOI.'~ :nd1cators tllJt 
ma·1 re::;utre addttlerat qu<:!Stlormg 
and1or ~creentllg 

B Effect1~·el)' corr.rJU'liCJt.e~ ICenttfies 
$U$p1CI0l.$ 0' .JI"''Oil'..JIOU$1n-dtCJIOrS tO 
Asses.sor.•Bt...2 

c Detem11nes .Jnd j,•ects lf1dl~ld 1J.JI to 
i.ippropriJte te .. et of 
scre-en1"' ;;.·'cue(l.tJOntn g 

D Otscreetly not1fies tile Chec~po1nt 
person ret t"l.:lt passenger tequ res 
$Ciectee- screerung 

E Correctly lden:.:'les srtu.Jtlons reqUinl'1g 
liutomatiC LEO respont.e 

F 
Effectl>'ely con:rnU'11Cates pertment 
Wlforrnahon to respo"ld1ng LEO 

Rev1ewer Comments: 

"'ll<llll~ ~,octH'II) lnloLIILaiJonlh.tl "colllo.>lhllllod~J ~') '' pwt nflhJ·, d,lclLLLLc·<tl 

111,1)' he ock.t'>c·d '"I'""'"' \\lllwut .1 11ec·<1 111 """· ,,,, 1 ,. · '' 11ilm ''""'"''"'"I tlw 
-\.lmlllhlr,tlnt oll th~ lr: lllll'l"lll'>n '"the Sen~t;u; nl 'lr.tn,pn11allnn llnautht>rl7~d re ~a'e m:1.1 re 

<H IS j!••\t'r'IHIIrlll •lfnlcl\-,, j>tol>ll\' dt" l<hllf'' I< j:''\'o'lllnl h\ ~I' S.(' ~-;; 
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