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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) implemented tbe Screening of Passengers by 
Observation Techniques (SPOT) program to identify high-risk pa sengers and augment airport 
security. The employees responsible for conducting the SPOT program are specially trained 
TSA ai rport scrceners called Behavior Detection Officers (BOOs). Their objective is to identi fy 
passengers during the screening process who exhibit behaviors thai indicate they may be a threat 
to aviation and/or transportation security. Once identified, these passengers may be required to 
undergo additional screening. 

The SPOT program currently has over 3,000 BOOs operating in more than 160 airports 
nationwide. Given the expansion of the program in recent years, the BOO job itself has changed 
and expanded to include a variety of new tasks such as "walking the line," observing individuals 
outside of the security checkpoint, working in pairs wi th other BOOs, and using applied behavior 
detection methods. Therefore, a job/task analysis update was conducted to collect job/task 
analytic data to ensure that Human Resource Management (HRM) applications (e.g., selection, 
training) are driven by a cun·ent and accurate understanding of the work performed and the 
competencies/knowledge, skill s, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) needed by BOOs 
for successful job performance. 

The approach to gathering job/task data to inform potential changes to existing selection and 
training initiatives requ ired consideration of important issues. First, the approach relied heavily 
on access to various subject matter experts (SMEs) and stakeholders. For this effort, SMEs 
included incumbents such as BDOs, SPOT Transpor1ation Security Managers (STSMs), and 
BDO trainers (e.g., Screening Trai ning Instructors, National Standardization Team members), as 
well as personnel representing TSA's Office of Human Capital (OHC) and Office of Securi ty 
Operations (OSO). Second, given the anticipated use of the job/task analysis update to revise 
and/or develop selection and trai ning programs for BDOs, the approach fol lowed legal 
guidelines and professional standards (see Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 
2003; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Civil Service Commission, Department of 
Labor, & Depar1mcnt of Justice, 1978). 

The job/task analysis update was conducted in several steps that each provided important 
information about the BOO job, as follows: 

-

• Conducted background material review to develop initial B DO task, KSAO, and 
tools/equipment lists; 

• Conducted site visits to provide input for the development of the job/task analysis survey; 

• Developed and implemented a job/task analysis survey to finalize the BOO task list and 
to identify the most critical BOO tasks and KSAOs for the l inkage exercise workshops; 
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• Conducted a task and KSAO linkage rating exercise to establish the job relatedness of 
KSAOs; and 

• Developed a KSAO- competency crosswalk to link KSAOs to TSA's Core and 
Technical Competencies. 

Key Findings 

Through the vari ous data coUection methods outlined above (e.g .. open-response and closed­
re~ponse survey items, focus groups, interviews, workshops), a number of important findings 
about the BDO job resulted. Key findings arc highlighted below. 

Task and KSAO Results 

BOO survey respondems indicated that despite the variability in frequency of particular tasks, 
most could be categorized as very high in importance. These ratings did not differ meaningfull y 
across airports, indicating that the BDO job is relatively consistent regardless of airport size or 
location. Tasks performed by BDOs were al o commonly rated as not being difficu lt to learn, 
although differences in this rating were observed. These differences in task difficulty may have 
driven the desire · · the survey for 
training in topics (b)(3):49 u.s .c . § 114(r) Likewise, BDOs 
highlighted a need for further training (b)(3J:49 u.s.c . § 114(r) Commenls provided by 
KSAO-task linkage workshop pa1ticipants also supported the notion of additional training related 
to particular topics (e.g., interactions with law enforcement officers (LEOs), initial baseli ne 
behavior resolution). 

Along with task ratings, critical information was also provided by SMEs concerning the requisite 
KSAOs for the BDO job. First, a large portion of the KSAOs were rated by BDOs as important. 
Likewise, these KSAOs were differentiated as being either relevant for selection or training. 
This !:mer finding is parricularly informative for furure ini tiatives related to BDO selection 
process and tools. A final consideration regarding the KSAOs identified during the job/task 
analysis update is their relationship to TSA's existing competency model. Based on the results 
of the KSAO - competency workshop, a majority of the KSAOs were found to have some link 
(ranging from ''weak" to "strong") to the existing competencies. These results suggest a 
significant overlap between two different analyses of the BDO job. 

Work Context Results 

Qualitative data resulting from the site visit. and quantitative data resulting from the job/task 
analysis survey (i.e., the open-response section and work context items) indicated that BOOs 
believe their job features a signiricant <unount of both physical and cognitive fatigue. Physical 
fatigue may primarily be att ributed to extended durations or standing and walking. During site 
visits, SMEs noted the importance of good shoes, as well as shared stories about physical issues 
(e.g., knee problems requiring physical thernpy), due to the walking and standing required on the 
job. Cognitive fat igue, on the other hand, is likely associated wi th the need to perfonn repetitive 
mental activities while mainlaining a high level of accuracy. Finally, BDOs indicated that 
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teamwork is a major component of successful performance for their job. This point was also 
highlighted in the open-response section of the job/task analysis survey, in which BDOs 
recommended the inclusion of the KSAOs related to the abi lity to work in a team nnd social 
skills in future selection processes. 

Programmatic Challenges 

In addition to the numerical ratings, comments provided by BDO personnel in the job/task 
analysis survey and during the linkage workshops may inform future decisions regarding the 
BDO job. For example, one trend that emerged from this job/task analysis concerned career 
progression opportunities for BDOs. Some indjviduals expressed concern regardjng Lhe lack of 
career advancement opportunities. Other respondents indicated a desire to have lhe opportunity 
to return ro the Transportation Security Officer (TSO) track if they found themselves lacking 
interest or were not well-suited for the BDO job. Additional responses illuslrated a need to 
formally differentiate the pay-scale and duties of the F- and G-Band BDOs. Finally, BDOs 
offered suggestions for improving lhe hidng process (e.g., including ndrutionalmeasures, hiJing 
from a general labor pool, revising. the current interview process). 

Areas for Further Consideration 

Throughout the BDO job/task analysis process, data were gathered and analyzed to ultimately 
support decisions regarding selection and/or training initiatives. Within these data, areas for 
possible follow-up or further consideration with regards to selection, training, or the BDO job in 
general emerged. These included topics such as effects of fatigue on BDO job perfonnance; 
potential differences between F- and 0 -Band BDOs; the effect of participation in other security 
operations (e.g., Playbook) on the l3DO workforce; and considerations related to the conduct of 
the casual conversation. A case study discussing data related to the conduct of the casual 
conversation was developed to highlight just one example of how job/task analysis data may be 
applied to inform potential next steps for selection and/or training. 

Next Steps 

The job/task analytic datu gathered for the BDO job establishes the foundation for selection and 
training initiatives. For the currenl effort, the next pha~e of research will involve the 
examination of ways to improve lhe current selection system. This process begins wilh the 
idcntilication of test specilications. This process includes the following steps, as described 
below. 

• Select KSAOsfor inclusion in tlte selection system. This step is pa11ially completed, ns it 
involves the identification of KSAOs that are required for important job tasks and 
required upon entry into the BDO job. 

• Conduc:t a literature review. This step involves a review or academic literature about 
existing selection mea~;ures that could be used 10 assess these important KSAOs. 

• Evafumefeasibility of measures. This step involves a review of identified selection 
measures to determine feasibi lity in terms of the appropriateness of test for given 
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purpose, the ease of implementation, the psychometric charactelistics of existing 
measures, susccptibil ity to faking, and practical considerations (e.g., development costs). 

• Construct .fintd test specijicmions. This final step in volves the preparation or a formal 
test specification document to include, among other information, the selected 
measurement mcthod(s), proposed item development procedures, proposed scoring 
procedures, and test administration method(s). 

Conclusion 

The job/task analysis update described in this report provided up-to-date information about the 
BOO job. Specificall y, data were collected and analyzed about the work (i.e., tasks) and worker 
requirements (i.e., KSAOs) required for the BDO job, including known changes and expansion 
to the job in recent years (e.g., walking the line, working in pairs). Ln addition, the job/task 
analysis provided information about differences across airports, programmatic challenges, and 
the component of the job related to the conduct of the casual conversation. The documentation 
of accurate and up-to-date information about the job ensures that HRM activities (e.g., selection, 
training) are infom1ed by a current and accurate understanding of tl1e job and what is required for 
successful performance on the job. 
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OVERVIEW AND ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 

This report documents the project conducted by the American lnstitutes for Research (AIR) to 
complete a job/task analysis update for the job of Behavior Detection Officers (BOOs). The 
report includes two volumes: Volume 1: Technical Report; and Volume U: Appendices. 

Volume I documents detai ls of the job/task analys is update. This information is presented in 
sections, which are summarized below. 

Introduction: This section provides background information about the BOO job and the 
purpose and goal of the job/task analysis update. In addition, a project overview is provided. 

Jobrrask Analysis: This section describes the process involved in a job/task analysis. The 
steps conducted for the BOO job/task analysis update are outlined, along with an overview of the 
results of each step. 

Identification of' Tasks and KSAOs: This section describes the co.llection of job analytic data 
to inform the development of lists of duty/task and knowledge, ski ll , ability, and other 
characteristics (KSAOs) for the BDO job. Activities described in this section include the review 
of background materials; conduct of pre-site visit telephone interviews; and conduct of site visits. 

Jobffask Analysis Survey: This section describes the development, admi nistration, data 
analysis, and synthesis of results of the BOO job/task analysis survey. Results are presented for 
both quantitative and qualitative data gathered from the survey. 

KSAO- Task Linkage Exercise: This section describes the process used to conduct task and 
KSAO linkages with subject matter experts (SMEs) during two workshops. Data analysis 
methods and results of this exercise arc also presented. 

KSAO- Competency Crosswalk: This section describes the approach for and results of 
documenting a crosswalk of KSAOs to the Transportation Security Administration's (TSA) 
existing competency catalogs. 

Summary and Next Steps: This fi nal section of the report provides a summary of the BOO 
job/task analysis update, notes important products resulting from this work, and revisits some 
key findings of this research. In addition, potential next steps relat.ed to the development of 
selection test specilications are summarized. 

Volume Il includes a variety of appendices that support the information included in Volume I, 
such as data collection protocols, the job/task analysis survey, and detailed data resulting from 
the job/task analysis. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) implemented the Screening of Passengers by 
Observation Techniques (SPOT) program to identify high-risk passengers and augment airport 
security. The employees responsible for conducting the SPOT program are specially trained 
TSA airport screeners called Behavior Detection Officers (BOOs). Their objective is to identify 
passengers during the screening process who exhibit behaviors that indicate they may be a threat 
to aviation and/or transportation security. Once identified, these passengers may be required to 
undergo additional screening. 

The SPOT program currently has over 3,000 BOOs operating in more than 160 airports 
nationwide. Since its implementation in 2007,1 the program has demonstrated success in 
behavioral observation screening methods, as demonstrated by the number of passengers stopped 
who were, in fact, of concern to law enforcement. As a result, the [program has been rapidly 
expanding. This success is noteworthy given the difficulty of identifying individuals who intend 
harm but who have not yet committed any known or observable offense. Furthermore, ever­
present concerns regarding terrorism and the nation's desire to protect itself while 
simultaneously respecting individual rights make the SPOT program politically relevant and 
highly visible. 

The work petformed by BOOs is inherently dangerous. There exists the potential for both 
physical and psychological harm to the BDO, the target, and the public. In addition to the 
inherent danger involved, the consequence of en·or is very high- failure of a BDO to identify 
someone who intend harm could result in catastrophic los of life or property. Therefore, the 
performance of individual BDOs is a significant contributor to the success of the program and 
ultimately the safety of the traveling public. 

In recent years, the BDO job has changed and expanded to include a variety of new tasks 
including "walking the line," observing individuals outside of the security checkpoint, working 
in pairs with other BOOs, and using applied behavior detection methods. These changes to the 
job tasks can result in changes Lo Lhe knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics 
(KSAOs) (or competencies) needed to perform the job. 

Having accurate and up-to-date information about the characteristics of a job is pettinent to the 
success of all Human Resource Munagement (HRM) nctivities. Because the job of a B DO has 
changed, it is necessary to gather updated information to ensure that BOO-related HRM 
programs are aligned with the curr,ent requirements of the job. More specilically, the goal of the 
job/task analysis update is to ensure that HRM applications (e.g., selection, training) are driven 

1 The SPOT program was piloted in 2006, and fully implemented in 2007. 
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by a current and accurate understanding of the work performed and the competencies needed by 
BOOs for successfu l job performance. 

To build upon the SPOT program's early success and to ensure that the expanding workforce of 
BOOs wil l continue to be ready and able to accomplish thei r mission. a comprehensive personnel 
system is necessary. This system includes a valid selection system that ensures the sys tematic 
hjring of the individuals who are best quali fied for the job, as well as train ing programs that 
rctlect the KSAOs that are required for BDO job performance ajier hire. Ln addition to ensuring 
successful job performance, implementing a valid selection system and post-hire training 
programs may reduce the likelihood of turnover by strengthening the recruitment and selection 
of qualified individuals who are likely to succeed on the job a11d by providing training Lhat 
presents a realistic job preview prior to entry into the BDO workforce. For the BDO workforce, 
turnover presents particular challenges, given the extensive pre-hire training that BOOs receive 
and the possible security implications to the SPOT program that result from having individuals 
who me knowledgeable about SPOT external to the program and/or to TSA. 

Project Overview 

In suppoti of the potential revision and/or development of selection and training programs for 
BOOs, the American Lnstitutes for Research (AiR) conducted a job/task analysis update of the 
BOO job. The approach to gathering job/task data to inform potclllial changes to existing 
selection and training initiatives requires consideration of important issues. First. the approach 
used to update selection and training programs relies heavily on access to various subject matter 
experts (SMEs) and stakeholders. SMEs are individuals who have relevant knowledge and 
expertise about a particular job and can include incumbents, supervisors, and trainers (Guion, 
1998). For this effort, SMEs included incumbents such as BOOs, SPOT Transportation Security 
Managers (STSMs), <llld BDO trainers (e.g., Screening Training Instructors, National 
Standardization Team members), as well as personnel re1:>resenting TSA's Office of Human 
Capital (OHC) and Office of Security Operations (OSO). Thus, the process requires constant 
evaluation of who to involve and how to involve them io a way that minimizes disruptions to 
normo.~ l operations, yet ensures that the critical input is obtained. 

Second, it is critical that the approach to updating and/or developing selection and training 
programs follows legal guidelines and professional standards (Harvey, 1991 ; Thompson & 
Thompson, 1982). Beginning the process with a comprehensive job/task analysis represents best 
practices (Society for Lndustr ial and Organizational Psychology LSIOPJ, 2003) and meets legal 
requirements according to the Uniform G11idelines 0 11 £111ployee Selec1ion (Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission rEEOCI, Civil Service Commission, Department of Labor, & 
Department of Justice, I 978). Therefore, the collecrion of information about the BOO job was 
gathered through an extensive job/task analytic process. Throughout this project, these processes 
and their results have been documented and arc described in more detail in the next sections of 
this report. This information may be used to support further TSA HRM activities, as appropriate. 
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JOB/TASK ANALYSIS 

Job/task analysis, which builds the foundation for all HRM applications. is the process of 
defining a job in tenns of rhe work acti vities that workers perform (the job requirements), 
identifying the characteristics of workers required to perform those activities (the worker 
requirements: Brannick & Levine, 2002), and identifying the tools and equipment required to 
perform the work duties and tasks. A job/task analysis update ensures the accuracy of 
information about the work und the worker characteristics necessary for the development and 
evaluation of effecti ve HRM systems, including recruitment and selection, training, career 
development, perfonnance management, workforce planning, job design, compensation systems, 
and health and safety requirements. Tn addition, the rigor inherent in job/task analysis studies 
provides the legal foundation for cred ible employee selection efforts (Harvey, 1991; Thompson 
& Thompson, 1982). The accuracy of the information required for these systems also promotes 
perceptions of fairness by the job candidates. 

Job requirements are most often defined in terms of the tasks and duties required for the job in 
question. Work tasks are distinct activities or behaviors completed for a specific purpose with a 
defined beginning and end. These work activities are typically captured in the form of task 
stwements, which are statement · that succinctly and specifically describe a behavior or activity. 
These task statements nrc grouped into broader, high level ureas of responsi bi lily known as 
duties, which are defined as a broad segment of the work performed by an incumbent (Cascio & 
Aguinis, 2005). 

A job/task analysis also includes a detailed description of the worker requirements needed for the 
job. These worker requirements are comprised of the KSAOs needed by job incumbents to 
perform the tasks and duties required by the job (See Exhibit l). In brief, knowledge is what the 
worker needs to know, skills nrc what the worker needs to know how to do, abilities arc 
characteristics the worker has that cannot be easily learned or trained, and other characteristics 
are comprised of any other personal characteristic relevant to job performance that is not 
included in the other categories (e.g .. inrerests, values, motivation). For example: 

• Knowledge of stress cues and appearance factors; 
• Skill in identif.}ling behal'iors and assigning the proper point value to them; and, 
• Ability to stand for long periods of time. 

Examples of other clwracleristics that may be required or BDOs are honestylintegrity. j7exibility, 
and stress tolerance. 

Worker requirements, defined in job anaJysis terms as KSAOs, may also be deli ned in terms of 
competencies. Competencies are sets of worker attributes that are broader versions of KSAOs 
and are most often not linked to specific job tasks as is done in a traditional job analysis 
approach. Though definitions of competencies vary widely (Schippmann ct al., 2000), there is 
agreement that the focus of a competency modeling approach is to identify broader 
characterislics of individuals needed to perform a job than are typicall y identified in a traditional 
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job analysis approach (Cascio & Aguinis, 2005). These broader characteris6cs could include 
motivational orientations, beliefs, values (Fleishman, Wetrogan, Uhlman, & Marshai-Mies, 
1995), traits, self-concepts, attitudes. content knowledge, and cognitive or behavioral skills 
(Spencer, McClelland, & Spencer, 1994). 

For the BOO job/task analysis, information about both KSAOs und competencies as they relute 
to tJ1e BOO job was collected. This information was used to develop a crosswalk that linked 
KSAOs to TSA competencies, as is described in more detail in the KSAO - Competency 
Crosswalk section of this report. 

Exhibit 1. Components of Job/Task Analysis 

Job/task analysis data can be collected using a variety of methods. Most often these methods arc 
used in conjunction wi th one another, depending on the characteristics of the job and the 
organization, the purpose of the job/task analysis, or resources (e.g., time, financial resources). 
The primary methods used to collect data include SME interviews, SME focus groups, job 
observation, and reviews of existing information and literature about the job. Table I provides 
an overview of the steps conducted to complete the BOO job/task analysis update, along with 
their key outcomes. Each of these steps is described in the sections thai follow. 
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Table 1. BOO Job/Task Analysis Steps 

Job!Task Analysis Step Work Completed Results 
Reviewed documents Including Developed initial BDO task, KSAO, 

Background Materials the SPOT Standard Operating tools/equipment lists 

Review Procedures (SOP), training 
materials, and position 
descriptions. 

Visited11 airport locations: Provided input for development of the 

• Observed BDO performance job/task analysis survey 

in work environment 

• C·onducted semi-structured 

Site Visits interviews with supervisors 
and incumbents 

• Held focus groups with 
SMEs to collect information 
on tasks, KSAOs, tools, 
and TSA competencies 

Administered electronic survey • Finalized task list 

Job Analysis Survey 
to 578 BOOs to gather ratings • Identified the most critical BDO 
on BOO tasks and KSAOs tasks and KSAOs for linkage 

exercise workshops 

SMEs completed task and Established the job relatedness of 
KSAO - Task Linkage KSAO linkages by rating the KSAOs (i.e., that each KSAO is a 

Rating Exercise extent to which each KSAO requirement for performing job tasks} 
linked to each job task 

Job analysts linked KSAOs to • Ensured job/task analytic data can 
TSA Competencies and be maximally useful in supporting 
finalized these in a working TSA's human capital initiatives by 

KSAO - Competency group meeting with TSA. linking KSAOs to TSA Core and 
Crosswalk Technical Competencies 

• Revised 6 existing competencies 
and developed 5 additional 
competencies for the BDO job 
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IDENTIFICATION OF TASKS AND KSAOS 

This section outlines the steps used to conduct the updated job analytic information for the BDO 
job through June 20 10. Table 2 provides an overview of the activities conducted to complete the 
job/task analysis update. along with completion dates. Detailed information about each of these 
activi.ties is described below. 

Table 2. Timeline of Job/Task Analysis Activities 

Activity Completion Dates 

Review Background Material June 2009 

Conduct Pre-Site Visit Telephone Interviews September 2009 

Conduct Site Visits (1 1 locations) November 2009 

Conduct Jobffask Analysis Survey April2010 

Analyze Quantitative Jobffask Analysis Survey Findings May 2010 

Analyze Qualitative Jobffask Analysis Survey Findings May 2010 

Conduct KSAO - Task Linkage Workshops May 2010 

Complete KSAO - Competency Crosswalk June 2010 

Write Jobffask Analysis Report July 2010 

Review Background Materials 

To leverage existi_ng knowledge about the requirements of the BDO job, AlR began the job/task 
analysis by gathering and reviewing an extensive collection of existing documents and 
background materials. These documents and materials are listed below: 

• SPOT Standard Operating Procedures (SOP; implementation change: 26 Febmary, 
2009); 

• Validation Report for Behavior Detection Officer (BDO), BDO - Screening Training 
Instructor (BDO - STI), and Transportation Security Manager - BDO (TSM - BDO) 
Selection (2007); 

• TSA Job Analy~>is Tools for Master Transportation Security Officer (MTSO; F Band), 
Expert Transportation Security O.f'l.icer (ETSO; G Band), TSM (H Band), and TSM (I 
Band); 

• SPOT Interview Guide for BDO (F and G Bands); 

• SPOT Interview Guide fo r TSM - BDOs (H Band); 

• Administration Guide for Behavior Detection Officer (BDO) and Transportation Security 
Manager - BDO (TSM - BDO) Selection; 

• TSA Competency Caw log; 
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• Job vacancy descriptions2 for the fo llowing job titles: 
• Transportation Security Of(icer (TSO) 
• ETSO • BDO 
• MTSO · BDO 

• SPOT training cun·iculum materials (v2. l);1 and 

• Task analyses (i.e., flowcharts depicting BOO tasks).4 

In addition. AIR conducted a review of infom1ation and literature relevant to the BOO job. Job 
infonnation contained in the Department of Labor's Occupational [nformation Network 
(O*NET) (http://onl ine.onetccnter.org/) was also identified and reviewed. 

Infom1ation obtained from these background matelials was used to develop preliminary lists of 
BDO job duties and tasks, KSAOs, tools/equipment, and competencies. In add ition, this 
information was also used to develop a semi -stn1ctured interview protocol (as described below). 

Conduct Pre .. Site Visit Telephone Interviews 

Following the review of background m\lterials, AfR conducted semi-structured telephone 
interviews with SMEs in order to gather information to provide additional insight into the BOO 
job, as well as to inform any needed revisions to the interview protocol, prior to the site visits. 

Interview Participants 

SMEs invited to participate in the interviews included SPOT STSMs and National 
Standard ization Team members that were identified by one of the founders of the SPOT 
program. TSA provided SMEs with information that included a br ief overview and purpose of 
the project, the format of the interview, the types of questions that would be asked, and how the 
data would be used. A copy of the information provided by TSA to these SMEs is included in 
Appendix A. 

Interviews were conducted with four SMEs. As hown in Table 3, three STSMs and one SPOT 
National Training Team member were interviewed in September 2009. Each interview was 
scl1cduled for one hour and was conducted one-on-one wi th a job analyst. 

1 Job vacancy lnfom1a1ion found at USAjobs.gov und hll.p:l/fcder<~ lgovernmen0obs.us/. 
1 Mlllcriul~ rccci vcd from curriculum developers con1rac1ing to DHS. 
4 Materials received from curriculum developer~ contracl ing to DHS. 
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Table 3: Pre-Site Visit SME Telephone Interviews 

SME Job Title SME Alr!)O_rt or Affiliation Date of Interviews 

STSM General Edward Lawrence Logan 28 September 2009 International Airport (BOS) 

STSM Salt Lake City International Airport (SLC) 22 September 2009 

STSM Orlando International Airport (MCO) 29 September 2009 

National Standardization TSA Headquarters 29 September 2009 Team Member 

Semi-Structured Telephone Interview Protocol 

The semi-stJuctured interview protocol consisted of an overview of the project, questions 
regarding each SME's background and experience with SPOT, and job-related questions 
organized in the fo llowing categories: 

• Tasks (e.g., "What are some of the important tasks or responsibilities of BOOs'!'' "How 
is a typical day !\tructured for a BDO?'') 

• Requirements .for succes.sjitl pe1.'{ornwnce (e.g., ''What KSAOs, or competencies, must a 
BDO possess to effectively perform the job?" "What KSAOs/compereneies are 
specifically required for the casual conversation?") 

• BDO selection, training, and performance management (e.g., "What par1s of the selection 
system do you think are most effecti ve? Why?" "How is BDO performance currently 
assessed?") 

• Closing comments (e.g .. "Are there things you think that are important that we have not 
talked about?") 

The complete interview protocol is included in Appendix B. Specific questions included in each 
interview were determined by the j ob analyst, based on the individual SME's background and 
time available. 

Results 

The results of these interviews were helpful in multiple ways. Fi rst, these interviews provided a 
preview of the type of information to be expected from the site visit interviews. That is, 
collectively, SMEs provided a sense of the issues and areas in which lhe job and task analysis 
should further investigate. Second, these interviews served as a pilot test of the interview 
protocol intended for site visit interviews. No changes to the protocol were made as a result of 
these prelimi11ary interviews. 

Sensitive Security lnl'ormation (SSI ) 
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Conduct Site Visits 

Next, job analysts collected job analytic datu at aiTports across the U.S., as detailed below. 

Site Identification and Participation 

Sites were selected based on geographic di versity, airport size, and TSA recommendations. 
Selected sites were invited to participate via email by TSA. The emailed invitations were sent to 
site points-of-contact (POCs) and included a summary of and background infonnation about the 
work being conducted, as well as requirements for panicipation [e.g .. availability of BOOs to 
panicipate in site visit ac tivities, private meeting spacc(s)]. A copy of the pre-site visit 
information is included in Appendix C. 

Site visits were conducted at II locations. For each site, a POC was identified by TSA. POCs 
were typically STSMs at the respective site; however other personnel, such as Assistant Facility 
Security Directors (AFSDs) and G-Band level BDOs also served as POCs for coordinating these 
visits. The Task Leader for the job/task analysis initiated contact with each POC to determine 
site visit dates, discuss the information requirements, and solicit interest in participation. To 
e11sure all necessary information was obtained from and/or discussed with each POC, the Task 
Leader used a pre-site visit coordination protocol. This protocol included questions to discuss 
the selection of site visit dates, logistics sunounding focus groups and job observations, and 
travel logistics. A copy of this protocol is included in Appendix D. 

When possible, a small or medium airport near a selected large airport was also identified for 
inclusion in the job/task analysis to ensure an analysis of the BOO job in various sizes of 
airports, where the performance and/or frequency of tasks may have differed. 

Once the interest and avai labili ty of a site was conllrmed, job analysts made the appropriate 
travel arrangements and coordinated with TSA rcprescntalives, so that their participation was 
possible, when scheduling permitted such. Two job analysts participated in each site visit. All 
site visits were conducted during October and November 2009. Table 4 provides an overview of 
the site visits conducted. 
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Table 4: Site Visit Information 

Airport Airport #Of AIR Job # ofTSA Date(s) of 
Code Airport Name Slze5 Analysts Representatives VIsit 

BWI Baltimore/Washington 
Large 3 1 13-1 4 October International Airport 

General Edward 
BOS Lawrence Logan Large 2 1 13-1 5 October 

International Airport 

PVD Theodore Francis Green Medium 2 0 16 October Memorial State Airport 

MCO Orlando International Large 2 1 19-21 October Airport 

SFB Orlando Sanford Small 2 0 22 October International Airport 

HNL Honolulu International Large 2 2 2-4 November Airport 

KOA Kona International Small 2 2 5-6 November Airport 

SAN San Diego International Large 2 0 10-12 November Airport 

PSP Palm Springs Small 2 0 13 November International Airport 

OTW Detroit Metropolitan Large 2 0 16-18 November Wayne County Airport 

FNT Bishop International 
Small 2 0 19 November Airport 

While on site, AIR conducted structured interviews and focus groups with SMEs to gather 
detailed information regarding the job. Of particular impottance was gathering information from 
BDOs to improve the accuracy and clarity of U1e task, KSAO, competency, and tool/equipment 
lists. 

During each site visit, AIR's job analysts recorded information about the conducted data 
collection efforts on a summary form. This provided an organized way to track and summarize 
information about the job observations, interviews, and focus groups conducted for each site and 
for compiling this information across sites. The site visit summary form is included in Appendix 
E. 

Job Observations 

Observation of BOO job performance provided a rich source of information about how the job is 
Clmently petformed, the work environment, the BOOs who perform it, and differences in the job 

s Airport size (i.e .. hub size) is de lined by the Federal AviUiion Administration in terms of I. he 101111 annual passenger 
hoardings. Large airports have I% or more of the Iota I annual passenger hoardi ngs. Medium airports have at leas I 
.25% but less than I % of the total annual passenger boardings. Small airports have al least .05% but less tlmn .25% 
of the total annual passenger hoardings. 
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ac ross sites. Job observations were conducted with an observation protocol. The protocol was 
developed by considering the goals of the overall job/task analysis (e.g., identify the current 
tasks performed by BOOs) and the need to gather data that may be most salient through 
observing the job (e.g., the work environment, BDO positioning, teamwork performed). As 
such, the protocol included sections for recording observations regarding the following topics: 

• Background information. The job analyst recorded information such as the observation 
start and end times and the number of BDOs observed. 

• BOO job. The job analyst recorded information regarding BDO duties, tasks, and work 
conditions observed. 

• BOO job requirements. The job analyst recorded information regarding the use of 
.KSAOs, teamwork, and tools/equipment. 

• Ca.wal conversation. When possible to observe, job analysts recorded information about 
the conduct of casual conversations. 

• Manager tasks. lf a manager or designee was present during the observation. the job 
analyst recorded information about the tasks associated with this role. 

• Cross-airporT knowled[<e. lf a given job analyst observed BDOs at more than one airp01t, 
the job analyst used this section to record observed differences and similarities across 
sites. 

• Other observmio11s. The job analyst recorded any other information that may have been 
learned or observed during the job observation. 

This protocol was intended to serv,e as a guide, such that the topic areas would serve as a 
reminder to job analysts about the types of data to collect. In fact, during job observation. 
analysts often did not complete the observation protocol in real-time. Rather. in order to help 
reduce the likelihood of changes in the environmental baseline as a result of conducting overt 
observations, analysts made every effort to record discrete notes during the observations and 
complete the protocol during breaks or following the observations. The job observation protocol 
is included in Appendix F. 

The logistics of each job observation varied by site. A goat of th is effon was to observe BDOs 
during a v<u·iety of shifts, such thar samples of the BDO job during both busy and slow times 
could be observed. Most job observations were conducted ttl security checkpoints, where BDOs 
spend the majority of their time. However, some job observations also took place as SPOT was 
conducted near ticket counters, at gates, in rental car areas, and outside of the airpmt. These 
locations repre!lent a sample of those at which BDOs may conduct SPOT as part of Playbook 
activities. Job observations also V<tried in length of time, ranging from I to 4 hours; however, at 
most sites, a number of observations were conducted. Therefore, the average number of hours of 
job observations conducted across sites was over 4.6 how·s. with a range of 1.0 hour to 9.5 hours. 
Table 5 summarizes the total number of hours of job observations conducted by site. 
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Table 5. Length of Job Observations by Site 

Airport # of AIR Date(s) of Job Total# of Hours 
Code Airport Name Observers Observations of Job Observations 

BWI Baltimore/Washington 2 13 - 14 October 4.50 International Airport 

BOS General Edward Lawrence 2 13-15 October 4.25 Logan International Airport 

PVD Theodore Francis Green 2 16 October 1.00 Memorial State Airport 

MCO Orlando International Airport 2 19 - 21 October 9.50 

SFB Orlando Sanford International 2 22 October 2.50 Airport 

HNL Honolulu International Airport 2 3- 4 November 5.50 

KOA Kona International Airport 2 5-6 November 7.50 

SAN San Diego International Airport 2 11 - 12 November 6.00 

PSP Palm Springs International 2 13 November 3.75 Airport 

DTW Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
2 18 November 3.50 County Airport 

FNT Bishop International Airport 2 19 November 3.00 

Average Length (Hours) Job Observations Across Sites 4.64 

Job observations also varied in terms of the level of involvement of the STSM(s) or designee(s) 
at each site. For example, during some site visits, job analysts were permitted to observe BDOs 
independently, while during other site visits, the STSM or designee for the given shift stood with 
tl1e job analysts and explained some of what was being observed. Similarly, there were 
differences in how casual conversations were observed. At some sites, job analysts were 
responsible for monitoring the likel ihood of a casual conversation and positioning themselves 
accordingly. At other sites, the STSM, designee, or another member of the BDO team escorted 
the job analyst to a position in which the casual conversation could be observed and/or 
overheard. 

The job observation data provided several types of information. Fixst, the job observations 
provided job analysts with insight into the context in which the BDO job was conducted. For 
example, observing the size of the area and number of passengers for which BDOs were 
responsible for monitoring provided context for the complexity of the job during periods of high 
passenger volume. Second, the job observations provided information that may not be possible 
to gather through an interview or that may be difficult for SMEs to articulate. Examples of !his 
type of information include communication strategies (e.g., Were radios used? Did BOO use 
hand signals to alert one another of observed behaviors?), positioning (e.g., For how long did a 
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BOO remain in one position? Were there specific triggers for repositioning?), and teamwork 
skills. 

Finally, the job observations provided insight into two particular aspects of the BOO job that 
were of particular interest to the job analysts. One aspect of interest was if and how the BOO job 
overlapped with or involved coordination with the TSO job. The job observations revealed that 
this varied by site. In some airports, BDOs performed TSO job tasks as a means of blending in 
with the TSOs while conducting SPOT. ln other airports, BDOs were occasionally asked to 
perform TSO tasks, such as the ticket and document checker (TDC) task. SMEs across several 
airports reported concern with this use of BOOs, as their primary nnission was intended to be 
extending the line of security by observing passengers. At one airport, BOOs were only tasked 
with the TDC role at times when passenger now became so heavy that this was the only solution 
for quickly processing passengers. The second aspect of the BOO job that was of interest was 
physical and/or mental fatigue associated with the job. Job observations provided analysts with a 
better sense of these factors such as the length of time BOOs are on their feet, the amount of 
walking required for the job, the requirement to remain focused on passengers' behaviors over 
long periods of time, and the performance of mental calculations whi le assigning and 
remembering point assignments. 

Semi-Structured Interviews 

Interviews were also conducted during the site visits. This data collection effort- as well as the 
focus groups - were used to collect information about the tasks and duties performed by BOOs, 
the KSAOs and competencies required to successfully perform these tasks and duties, and 
information/feedback concerning current selection and training processes. 

SMEs who participated in these interviews included STSMs, BDO trainers (those fonnally and 
informally serving in this role), and BOO incumbents selected by a STSM or designee at each 
site. Some interviews were also conducted with personnel such as Facility Security Directors 
(FSDs), AFSDs, and HR representatives. The interviews were scheduled for one hour each and 
conducted in private meeting spaces. At some sites, the site POC established an interview 
schedule in advance. At other airports, the site POC selected individuals for participation .in the 
interviews as availability of SMEs and interviewers permitted such. Table 6 provides a summary 
of the sire visit interviews. 
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Table 6: Semi-Structured Interviews Conducted During Site Visits 

Airport Date(s) of # of Interviews by Total #of 
Code Airport Name Interviews Job Title' Interviews 

BaltimoreNVashington 
3-BDO 

BWI 13 - 14 October 1 - BDO Trainer 7 International Airport 3 - STSM 
1 - BDO Trainer 

General Edward Lawrence 6 - STSM 
BOS Logan International Airport 1 3, 15 October 2 - STSM/Nat'l Trainer 12 

2 - AFSD or DFSD 
1 - HR Rep 

Theodore Francis Green 2 - BDO 
PVD Memorial State Airport 16 October 1 - STSM 4 

1 - AFSD 

MCO Orlando International Airport 19 - 21 October 4 - 800 77 
3-STSM 

SFB Orlando Sanford International 22 October 4 - BDO 4 Airport 
3 - BDO 

HNL Honolulu International Airport 2, 4 November 2 - STSM 66 
1 - AFSD 

KOA Kona International Airport 5 - 6 November 7 - BDO 7 

SAN San Diego International Airport 1 0 - 12 November 9 - BDO 11 9 

2 - STSM 

Palm Springs International 1- STSM 
PSP 13 November 1 - AFSD 3 Airport 1-FSD 

DTW Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 16 - 17 November 6 - BDO 9 County Airport 3-STSM 
4-BDO 

FNT Bishop International Airport 19 November 1- STSM 6 
1 - AFSD 

To facilitate this process, a semi-structured interview protocol was developed. The semi­
structured interview approach provided flexibility in terms of the selection and number of 
questions asked. This approach allowed the job analyst to ask and probe on questions deemed 
most relevant to the work of each SME. In addition, when ti me was a factor, questions could be 
prioritized. 

6 For the purposes of this table. job tilles are defined as follows: BOO = lncumbem BOOs at any level (i.e .. F-or G­
Band BOOs); BOO Trainer= BOOs working in a formal (i.e., National Trainer) or informal (i.e., in-house training 
specialist) role; STSM = H- or 1- Band STSMs. known at some sites as "BOO Managers.'' 
1 Note that at MCO, two interviews were conducted simultaneously as a result of scheduling contlicts. Therefore, 
six: interviews were conducted with a total of seven interviewees. 
8 Note that at HNL. two interviews were conducted simultnneously, such that fi ve interviews were conducted with a 
total of six interviewees. 
9 Note thnt at SAN, two interviews were conducted simultuneously. Therefore. len interviews were conducted with 
a total of II interviewees. 
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Two separate semi-structured interview protocols were developed for this effort: one for large 
(i.e., "hub") airports and one for small ai rports. These protocols were developed by modifying 
the protocol developed for the pre-site visit telephone interviews with SMEs. The difference 
between the large airport and small airport protocols was in the number of questions included. 
Specifically, the large airport protocol included 40 questions and the small interview protocol 
included 25 questions. Pre-site visit planning indicated that small airports included small Learns 
of BDOs. As such, site POCs had less flexibility to remove BDOs from their shift assignments, 
and it was important to adhere to the one hour (or less, as needed) timeframe for intervjews. 
Therefore, the small airport interview protocol includes the questions intended to gather the most 
imponant information for the job/task analysis, such as those aimed at gathering lists of tasks and 
KSAOs. 

Both the large and small airport protocols included an overview of the project and a set of 
demographic questions, followed by a series of questions organized into the fo llowing 
calegories: 

• Tasks (e.g., "What are some of the important tasks or responsibilities of BOOs?''; "How 
is a typical day structured for a B DO?'') 

• Requirements for .wcces~ful pt!ljormance (e.g., ''What KSAOs, or competencies, must a 
BOO possess to effecti vely perfonn the job?"; "What KSAOs/competencies are 
specifically required for the casual conversation?") 

• BDO selection, training, and performance management (e.g., "What parts of the selection 
system do you think are most effective? Why?"; "How is BOO performance currently 
assessed?") 

• Closing con11nents (e.g., "Are there things you think that are important that we have ntlt 
talked about?") 

The semi-structured interview proLOcol followed at large airports is included in Appendix 0 ; the 
protocol for small airports is included in Appendix H. 

Two job analysts were available to conduct interviews at each site; however the interviews were 
conducted one-on-one. 

The results of the on-site interviews with SMEs included a variety of data about the BDO job 
and the SPOT program. First, the interview data resu lted in li sts or BDO tasks, KSAOs. and 
tools/equipment relevant to the BDO job. This information was later reviewed to ensure that 
critical tasks and KSAOs noted during the interviews were included iu the post-site visit Lists. 
Second, the interviews resulted in data related to the selection of BOOs, BOO training, and BOO 
performance measurement. These data were compiled into a document that presented $ME­
provided selection- and training-related recommendations for TSA 's consideration. This 
document is discussed further under "Selection and Training Recommendations" later in this 
section of the document. 
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Focus Groups 

AIR also conducted focus groups with SMEs at several of the airports. This data collection 
method allowed BDO incumbents the opportunity to provide additional information on the 
improvement of the task, tool/equipment, KSAO, and competency lists. 

Focus groups were conducted at 8 of the l l sites visited.1° For each site visit where a focus 
group was possible, 6-12 current BOOs were made ava ilable by the site. One site (BOS) 
included enough BOOs for two focus groups to be conducted. Table 7 also provides an 
overview of the conducted focus groups. 

Table 7: BOO Focus Groups Conducted During Site Visits 

Airport #of AIR Date(s) of Total #of 
Code Airport Name Facilitators Focus Group SMEs 

BWI Baltimore/Washington International 2 13 October 11 Airport 

General Edward Lawrence Logan 2 14 October 811 
BOS International Airport 2 14 October 10 

PVD Theodore Francis Green Memorial 2 16 October 8 State Airport 

MCO Orlando International Airport 2 20 October 9 

SFB Orlando Sanford International Airport N/A N/A N/A 

HNL Honolulu International Airport 2 3 November 8 

KOA Kona International Airport N/A N/A N/A 

SAN San Diego International Airport 2 10 November 6 

PSP Palm Springs International Airport 2 13 November 6 

DTW Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County 2 16 November 13 Airport 

FNT Bishop International Airport N/A N/A N/A 

Each focus group wa scheduled for 4 hours in a private meeting space. STSMs and other 
personnel were not pcrmiued to attend Lhe focus groups, in order to help facilitate confidential, 
honest, and open discussions. 

10 The three sites 111 which focus groups were no I conducted were small airports thut did not have enough B DOs to 
permit a focus group and allow coverage of BDO job duties during a given ~hi fl. 
11 Note thot two scpurutc rocu~ groups were conducted on 14 October at BOS. The first focu~ group included 8 
BOO participants; the second focus group included I 0 B DO participant~. 

-
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During the focus groups, SMEs reviewed all of the lists for content. accuracy, and 
comprehensiveness. This process resulted in a revised set of task, KSAO, competency, and 
tools/equipment lists. Details of this process are described below. 

In order to collect data systematically throughout the focus groups, a focus group protocol was 
developed. The full protocol is included in Appendix L. The protocol was organized into eight 
sequential activities, plus breaks, intended to be completed within a four-hour Limeframe. The 
focus group activities included: 

• Introduction and Background 
• Sign-in ofSMEs 
• Job Duties Exercise 
• Review of Duties and Tasks 
• Review of KSAOs 
• Review of Competencies 
• Review of Tools/Equipment 
• Wrap-Up and Closing 

The sequence of the focus group activities was organized such that the most impor1ant activ ities 
were completed tirst. Specifically, tJ1e review and discussion of duties, tasks, and KSAOs were 
critical to the job/task analysis proce~s. During a few focus groups, in-depth discussions of these 
critical lists reduced the time avai lable for completion of the review of the tools/equipment list or 
the competency list. Among these few situations, if time permitted such, the focus group 
facilitators instructed SMEs to complete their independent review of the li sts. and group 
consensus was determined by job analysts' review. 

Each of these acti vities is described below, as well as a di scussion of other materials that were 
referenced or used during the respective activity. 

Introduction :and Background 

The first 10 minutes of each focus group were devoted to a scripted introduction of the job 
analysts serving as the focus group facilitators, background about the project, nnd in formation 
about the role of the participating SMEs. Two faciJjtntors were present at each focus group, such 
that while one facilitator worked wi th the SMEs, the other documented notes about the 
di~cussion and decisions made by the group. Following the facilitator introductions. a brief 
description of the project was provided including a description of the next steps in this research. 
The faci litator then explained the importance of gathering infonnalion about the BDO job from 
BDO incumbents and assured confidentiality of any information provided by the SMEs. 

Note that at some locations, one (or more) TSA representative(s) was avai lable to participate in 
the focus group introduction. As such, the TSA representative started the focus group by 
welcoming the SMEs on behaJf of TSA, explai ning the importance of their participation in this 
activity, and discussing TSA 's goals in conducting the job/task <lila lysis on the BDO job. 

. ,, ' SN:uritv Information (SSI) 
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Sign-in of SMEs 

During the next 5 minutes of the focus group, SMEs were asked to complete a Background 
lnfom1ation Questionnai re. The questionnaire is included in Appendix J. The facilitators 
emphasized that the questionnaire should not include any SME's name in order to protect 
confidentiaUty. Information requested on the questionnaire included information about the 
SME's current work (e.g., job title), past job experiences related to his/her currem work (e.g., 
prior TSA positions held, experience in security work), and other demographic information (e.g., 
educational attainment, age. race) . 

.Job Duties ExcrciRc 

Next, approximately 15 minutes were set-aside to serve as a brainstorming session abo ut the 
BOO job duties. This brief exercise was intended to get the SMEs thinking about their job and, 
specifically, the high-level work responsibilities they perform (i.e. , job duties). This exercise 
served as a lead-in to the first major exercise in the focus group: the review of duties and tasks. 

Review of Duties and Tasks 

The review of duties and tasks was the longest and most difficult of the exercises conducted in 
the focus group. This task was originally estimated to take approximately 1.5 hours; however, 
most focus groups required 2 hours or more for this review. To begin, the facilitator(s) 
distributed two materials: (L) a handout of job/task analysis definitions and examples (see 
Appendix K), and (2) a copy of the duties and task list developed as a result of the preliminary 
phases of the job/task analysis. The faci litator used the Job/Task Analysis Defin itions and 
Examples handout to explain what is meant by a "duty" and a "task" and to provide specific 
examples. Participating SMEs were encouraged to reference the handout (as needed) tl1roughout 
the focus group. 

Following a review of the definitions, the SMEs conducted independent reviews of the list of 
BOO duties (see Appendix L for a list of duties and tasks). Specifically, SMEs were instructed 
to review the list of 10 duties for comprehensiveness (e.g., are any duties missing?) and the need 
for any changes or modifications. SMEs were instructed to make any changes or additions to the 
list directly on tbeir copy of the list. These lists would later be reviewed by job analysts to 
ensure that all SME perspectives were considered when finalizing rhc lists. The focus group 
facilitator then reviewed each BDO job duty on the list aloud and asked the SMEs to share any 
desired changes and/or inaccuracies. SMEs were also given an opportunity to provide 
recommended additions to the list. 

Next, SMEs conducted independent reviews of the list or BDO tasks (see Appendix L). This list 
included 107 tasks. Of the I 07 tasks, 95 were organized into the I 0 duties reviewed and 
discussed previously. This organization of tasks was based on the headings and subheadings 
included in the SPOT SOP. The remaining 12 tasks were gathered f'rom materials such as the 
TSA website and job vacancy announcements that outlined tasks relevant to TSOs. The purpose 
of including these tasks on the BOO task list was to determine if any TSO-related raskl' were also 
performed by BDOs. 
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SMEs were informed that, because this list followed the SOP closely, AfR was aware that many 
tasks were repeated throughout the list. Therefore, one of the goals of this review was to idcmify 
and remedy these redundancies. In addit ion, the SMEs were asked to consider the 
comprehensiveness of the list, make changes to tasks to better reflect the BOO job, and add or 
delete tasks as appropriate. Again, SMEs were instructed to make any changes or additions to 
the list directl y on their copy, so that these could be collected and reviewed by job analysts <JI a 
later time. The focu group facilitator lhen reviewed tasks by their assigned duty on the list and 
asked SMEs if they had any comments, changes. or additions. In addition, the focus group 
faci litator asked the SMEs to prov.ide feedback on the organization of the tasks. This feedback 
was solicited to detem1ine the most appropriate organization of tasks into duties for the BOO job. 

Review of KSAOs 

Following a break, SMEs were provided with a list of KSAOs (see Appendix M). To begin this 
ex.ercise. the facilitator reviewed the definitions and examples of the terms knowledge, skills, 
abi lities, and other characteristics, as provided on the Jobfrask Analysis Definitions and 
Examples handout. However, the focus group facilitator emphasized that organizing 
requirements of the BOO job into one of rhese categories (i.e., K, S. A, or 0 ) was not a 
requirement of this exercise, as these categorizat ions could be made by job analyst. at a later 
time in the data collection process. 

Approximately one hour was set aside for this exercise. SMEs independently reviewed the list of 
56 KSAOs for missing KSAOs, redundancies, and clarity of wording. Following the 
independent review, the facil itator reviewed the list aloud and guided conversation regarding 
comments, changes, and additions to the list. 

Rl!view of Competencies 

The next exercise, planned for approximately 15 minutes, was for the SMEs to review a list of 
TSA competencies (sec Appendix N). The competency list included all the competencies 
included in the TSA Competency Catalog.12 Following a review of the definition of 
competencies on the Jobrrask Analysis Defin itions and Examples handout , SMEs independently 
reviewed the list of 64 competendes. For this exercise, SMEs indicated a check (...J) next to any 
competency that they believed to be relevant to the BOO job. As tl1is exercise occurred near the 
end of the focus group, the facilitator determined whether time permitted a group review and 
discussion of the Jist. If so, the faci litator went through the list to achieve consensus on the 
appropriateness of each competency to the cu1Tent BOO job. lf time did not allow thi s, job 
analysts later reviewed the SMEs' input and determined consensus based on the majority 's 
re:-;ponses. 

Rc,·iew of Tools/Equipment 

Next, SMEs were given approximately lO minutes to review a list of 14 tools and equipmenL 
used to perform the BOO job (see Appendix 0). Specificall y, SMEs were instructed to provide 
feedback on the comprehensiveness of the li st and to ensure appropriateness for the current BOO 

12 Informal ion found at: hup://www.tstLgov/as~ets/pdf/competencies_and_delinit ions.pdf. 
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job. Since this exercise occurred near the end of the focus group, the facilitator determined 
whether Lime permiued a group review and discussion of the list. Ef so, the facilitator went 
through the list to di scuss additions, changes, and other modifications. If time did not allow this, 
job analysts later reviewed the SMEs' input and determined any required additions, deletions, or 
edits based upon the majority's responses. 

Wrap-Up and Closing Remarks 

Finally, the focus group ended with an opportunity for the SMEs to share any thoughts or 
comments about the BOO job that had not yet been covered. The job analysts were purlicularly 
int.erested in learni ng about the tasks (if any) that BOOs believed to be challenging on the job, 
including issues regarding fatigue. Ln add ition, job analysts were <~lso interested in hearing the 
SMEs' thoughts or suggestions related to training for the BDO job. Detailed notes of these 
discussions were recorded for further consideration by the job analysts. 

The results of each focus group were a revised list of BDO tasks, KSAOs, competencies, and 
tools/equipment as edited by each focus group. In some cases, as noted previously, a focus 
group completed an independent review of any given list but did not have time to discuss the li ·t 
as a group. ln these cases, the job analysts reviewed the individual comments and suggestion. 
documented on the SMEs' lists afler the focus group to identi fy the group's consensus on 
changes, deletions, and additions to the list. ln addition. the thoughts and suggestions shm·ed by 
SMEs during the wrap-up and closing of each focus group resulted in information about train ing 
needs, issues of fatigue on the job (e.g., physical outcomes of standing for long periods of time, 
strategies for maintaining mental focus throughout a shift), and information about performance 
management (e.g., incorporation of BOOs into the Performance Accountabi lity and Standards 
System [PASSl). 

Summary of Information Gathered 

Data from the focus groups was compiled across sites for each list (i.e .. BDO tasks, KSAOs, 
competencies, tools/equipment) in Microsoft Excel worksheets. For each statement presented on 
a given list (e.g., task statement. KSAO, tool), consensus feedback from each site was indicated 
as follows: 

• Keep: Statements deemed appropriate and accurate for the BOO job in the form in which 
they were pre ented. 

• Delete: Statements deemed inappropriate or inaccurate for the BDO job. 
• Mod(fy: Statements for which changes were suggested. Specific modifications were 

indicated. 
• Add: Statements that a site wished to include on u list. 

To the right of the site-specific data, an additional column included notes, questions, and 
comments from any given site about a parricular list item. To illustrate the compilation of site 
visil data, a small sample of the resulting task list data is included in Appendix P. 
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Post Site Visit Revision of Lists 

Using the worksheets described above, job analysts who p:uticipated in the site visits reviewed 
the data rc~ulting from each focus group to determine the final lists of BDO tasks, KSAOs, 
tools/equipment, and competencies. This process included several rounds of reviews and 
discussion by the job analysts in November and December 2009. Tt should be noted thatthe 
review and discussion of the BOO task list included redefining BDO duties and ensuring that the 
final list of BOO tasks was organized by the appropriate BDO duty. Decisions regarding each 
list item were recorded in a column or columns (depending on the number of reviews completed 
for the given list) to the righl of other data in the respective Microsoft Excel worksheet. 

This process resulted in comprehensive lists of BOO tasks, KSAOs, and tools/equipmenc. Since 
the competency list was based on the existing TSA Competency Catalog, it was managed 
different ly. Rather than having job analysts achieve consensus on a list of competencies relevant 
to the BDO job, job analysts summarized the data gathered by indicating a summarized, relative 
rating of the appropriateness of each competency for the BDO job. The final lists of BDO tasks 
and KSAOs were included in the job/task analysis survey (see Conduct Job/Task Analysis 
Survey for a description of the survey development process and Appendix T for the survey 
itself). The final list of tools/equipment and summarized data regarding BOO competencies are 
included in Appendices Q and R, respectively. 

BOO SME Selection and Training Recommendations 

During the job/task analysis update, SMEs commented on and provided recommendations about 
the current selection and training procedures. Job analysts compiled these recommendations. 
The compi lation of recommendations was organized into "Selection" (e.g., criteria, process), 
"Training" (e.g .. content, resources), and "Other" (e.g., career progression) categories. Common 
themes include suggested revisions to the interview protocol used in the selection process, 
expressed interest in refresher courses, and comments regarding promotion opportuniti·eS and 
procedures. These recommendations are contained in Appendix S. 
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JOB/TASK ANALYSIS SURVEY 

Purpose 

After identifying comprehensive li sts of BDO job tasks and KSAOs, the next step in the process 
was to develop and administer a job/task analysis survey. The purpose of the survey was to 
finalize the list of work activities and worker requirements (i.e., KSAOs) for the BDO job. The 
development, content, and deployment of the survey are described below. 

Survey Development 

The development of the survey involved determinLng the content, with a particular focus on the 
selection of task and KSAO rating scales. Two considerations were important in this selection. 
First, the type of rating scales appropriate for this survey was identified. Task/KSAO rating 
scales are commonly classified as being either "relative'' (e.g., comparing the importance of one 
task/KSAO versus another) or "absolute" (e.g., asking how important a task/KSAO is for a job 
overall). Given the nature of the BDO job and the fact that SMEs were likely to perform 
different subsets of tasks, there was an increased likelihood that the usc of relative scales would 
result in discrepant ratings across SMEs (Harvey, I 991). In addition, relative scales are unlikely 
to provide addi tional information beyond that given by absolute measures (Manson, Levine, & 
Brannick, 2000). Therefore, absolute rati ng scales were chosen for the present analysis. 

Next, the specilic ratings were identified with guidance from professional standards. 
Spcci lically, the EEOC et al. ( 1978) guidelines state that measures of taosk importance, 
frequency, and difficulty are essential when conducting job/task analyses. Likewise, the SlOP 
(2003) principles recommend identifying when KSAOs are required for adequate job 
performance in order to priori tize selection methods. Although additional rating scales may have 
provided more information, it was important to be mindful of the detrimental effects that 
numerous ratings can have on response rates and the quality of data (Knapp & Knapp, 1995). 
Therefore, five rating scales were used Ln the present study. These includecl lmportance, 
Frequency, and Difficult.y ratings for tasks. KSAOs were evaluated using ratings of when these 
attributes were required (i.e., before hire or after hire) and their importance. Each of these scales 
is described below in more detail. 

The final stage of the survey development process was to conduct internal pilot test ing. The 
purpose of !be pilot test was to identify issues or problems witb the survey format, rating sheets, 
and resulting data. In addition, the pi lot test provided an opportunity to approximate the time 
required to complete the survey. 
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Survey Description 

The BOO Jobffask Analysis survey was developed in Microsoft Excel, such that the workbook 
consisted of nine (9) worksheets. Each worksheet contained one section of the survey, as 
described below. A copy of final survey is included in Appendix T. 13 

Introduction: This section provided the respondent with an overview of the study bei ng 
conducted and the purpose of the survey. In addition, this section described a high-level 
summary of the survey and the time required to complete it. 

Instructions: This section instructed the respondent on how to complete the survey, such as 
how to move between and complete each section, how and when to save his/her work, how to 
submit the completed survey, and who to contact with questions, issues, or concerns. 

Backgt·ound Questionnaire: This section of the survey requested three (3) types of information 
from each respondent: ( I) work experience (e.g., j ob title, other work experiences within TSA. 
length of time working as a BOO, prior work experiences), (2) education/training (e.g., level of 
education completed, SPOT-related training completed), and (3) demographics (i.e., gender, age, 
race/ethnicity). 

Task Instruction • ., and Task Ratings: These sections provided the instructions for completing 
the task ratings, as well as the task ratings sheet. The instructions guided the respondent through 
the scales on which tasks would be rated. The task ratings sheet included the final II 0 tasks, 
organized into the following seven (7) j ob duties: 

• Preparation; 
• SPOT Behavior Observation and Analysis; 
• SPOT Refwal Screening; 
• LEO Noti fication and Interaction; 
• SPOT Reponing and Documentation; 
• Other Security Operations; and 
• Other Job Duties. 

For each of the tasks, the respondent provided a rating of task frequency, importance. and 
djf[iculty to learn (as shown below). 

Frequency: On average how often do you perform this task in your current j ob? 
NP - This task is not performed by BOOs. 
NA - T do nor perform this task , but other BOOs at uny ai rpo11 do. 
I - Several Limes a year or less 
2 - Monthly 
3- Weekly 
4- Once a day 

11 Note that, due to their si1.c, thc survey included in the appendix docs not include the full task nnd KSAO rmings 
sheets. 
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5 - More than once a day 

Importance: How important is this task to successful completion of your current job? 
NA - I do not perform this task. 
I - Not important 
2 - Somewhat important 
3 - ModerateJy important 
4 - Very impo1t ant 
5 - Extremely important 

Difficulty to Learn: How ditl1cult is it to learn to perform this task? 
NA- I do not perform this task. 
I - Not diflicult 
2 - Somewhat difficult 
3 - Moderately difficult 
4 - Very difficult 
5 - Extremely difficult 

l<SAO Instructions and KSAO Ratings: These sections of the survey provided the 
instructions for completing the KSAO ratings and the respective ratings sheet. Respondents 
indicated when each of the final 116 KSAO statements was required (e.g., before hire, after hire) 
and rared its importance to the job (see the rating scales below for more detail). 

When Requi red: When is this knowledge, skill , abi lity, or other characteristic (KSAO) 
required? 

NA - Thjs KSAO is not needed to perform the BDO job. 
I - Before initial BOO training. This KSA is needed immediately. 
2 - Upon completed of in itial BOO training. This KSAO is needed by the end of 

the initial BDO training. 
3 - After starting the job. 

lmportancc: How impot·tant in this KSAO to successful performance of the BDO job? 
NA - This KSAO is not needed to perform the BOO job. 
I - Not important 
2 - Somewhat important 
3- Moderately important 
4 - Very important 
5 - Extremely important 

Work Context: This section included II questions about the context in which the BDO job is 
performed. For example, thi s section included questions related to possible physical and mental 
faligue, as well as interactions with angry/aggressive passengers. Each item required a response 
to one or three rating scales, as appropriate for the given item: a Frequency scale (ranging from 
J - Never to 5 - Always), an importance scale (ranging from I - Not lmportallt to 5 - Extremely 
I11Jporta11t) and an Amount scale (ranging from I - Very Little Walking/Standing to 5 -
Walking/Standing during the emire shift). 
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Other Comments: This tinaJ section of the survey provided respondents with an opportunity to 
provide any comments about the survey or the BDO job. In addition, this section included 
contact informat ion for participants to request ussistance, as well as a reminder of the survey 
submission instructions. 

Survey Administration 

The survey was administered in two phases: a pilot test and a li ve version. Each of these 
administrations is described below. 

flilol Test Version 

The purpose of the pi lot test was to ensure proper functioning of the survey and effectiveness of 
the instructions. In addition, the pilot test daw were collected to prov ide insight into the quality 
and variab.il ity of the anticipated data. Approximately 48 hours prior to its administration, TSA 
contacted (via email) primary POCs at airports from which BDOs in the pilot test were selected 
in order to ensure the POCs' awareness of lhe request for some of their staff to complete the 
survey. 

The pilot test version of the BDO Job Analysis Survey was electronically administered on 28 
January 2010 to 22 BDOs. These BDOs were selected by TSA based on knowledge of"BDO 
performance and avai labilit y. A copy of the invitation from TSA ro SMEs is included in 
Appendix U. Completed surveys were due by close of business on 3 February 20 I 0. 

Live Version 

SMEs that received the survey were selected from a TSA-providecl sampling frame received in 
March 2010. To ensure that the BDO Job Analysis Survey data were representative of the BOO 
job, the sample of invited SME participants mel the following established criteria: 

• Represented 20% of the total BDO workforce; 
• Represented geographic diversi ty across areas of the U.S.; 
• Represented BDO programs al smaJl, medium, and large airports; 
• Lncluded di versity in terms of BDO demographics, such as racc/ethnicity and gender; 
• Tncludcd BDOs wi th a minimum of 6 months of experience in the BDO program; and 
• ]ncluded a representati ve sample of BDOs in tenllS of job title (i.e., Master BOO, Expert 

BDO). 

Available demographic infonnation for the BOO population is presented in Tables 8 and 9.14 As 
a whole, the BDO population is primarily male. As would be expected a larger percentage of the 
BOOs operate out of large airports than out of medium or small und more BDOs work in 
medium airports than in smaJI. BDOs are also well dispersed across the country. 

14 Some demographic information was uvuilablc fM the BDO population us a whole. making it possible to compare 
the sample and populutinn with respect to airport size, airpon region. tenure, gender. and age. 
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Table 8. Demographics for BOO Population 

Demographic Variable Percent 
Gender 

Male 66.5 

Female 33.5 
Category (size) 

I (medium) 30.5 

II (small) 15.6 
X (large) 53.8 

Region 15 (location) 
East 41 .2 
Central 31.3 

West 27.6 

On average, BOOs nre approximately 41 years of age, ranging from 21 to 73 years. The 
population includes both new and experienced BOOs, with an average tenure of 1.8 years. To 
ensure adequate d<lta, however, the survey sample included only those BOOs who had worked at 
least 6 months on the job. 

Table 9. Mean Age and Job Tenure (years) for BOO Population 

DemQgraphlc Variable Mean so 
Age 41 .5 11 .1 

Tenure as a BOO 1.71 .76 

As listed above, a total of 20% of the BOO workforce was selected to participate in the survey. 
After selecting the sample, TSA noted that three (3) of the invited BOOs in the sample were 
"inactive." In order t.o ensure timely deployment of the survey, these BOOs were removed from 
the sample, but not replaced. 

The survey was sent to 578 SMEs 16 on 9 March 20 I 0 via email by TSA (see Appendix V for 
invitaLion). The original closing date was 23 March 2010, but tl1is date was extended through the 
close of business on 30 March 20 I 0 in order to increase the response rate. Several medium to 
large-sized airports had not yet provided any completed surveys as of 22 March 20 I 0. 

15 Regions were formed using a map of Federalized airports provided by TSA. For data analysis purposes twelve 
smaller regions were grouped into three larger regions. The ''East" region is composed of regions 1. 2, 3. and 4; 
·'Central" is composed of regions 5, 6. 7, 8; and ''West" is composed of regions 9, I 0, 11, 12. 
16 After the survey was administered, AIR learned thut the sampling frame included P- and G - Band B DOs. as 
wc11 a~ STSMs. The Jobffusk Analy~is Survey section of this rcpurt pruvidcs information about hnw datu from 
BOOs and STSMs were separated. 
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Suney Help Desk 

A Survey Help Desk was operated during both the pilot test and live survey administrations to 
provide assistance and facili tate the survey process for survey participants. Survey participants 
could seek technical assistance and guidance regard ing survey content by contacting the BDO 
Job Analysis Survey Help Desk via telepbo11e between the hours of Sam and Spm EST Monday 
througb Friday or by email. Calls or emails received outside of those operating hours were 
addressed as soon as possible on the following workday. Four (4) job analysts involved in the 
study assisted with the Help Desk Tequests. Inquiries and resolutions were trncked in an Excel 
sp>readsheet. A complete list of the questions/issues addressed by the Help Desk is included in 
Appendix W. 

In total, the Help Desk addressed over 30 questions/issues about the survey. Anonymous 
concerns or questions were rorwarded to TSA on an as needed basis. The fol lowing is a 
summary of the types of questions and issues received. 

Survey Access Questions/Issues: 

• Requests for the TSA national password required to open the survey 
• Requests for the survey to be resent 
• Questions/concerns regarding receipt of the survey (e.g .. receiving the preliminary email 

indicating the survey would be deployed, but not yet receiving it; not being included in 
the invited sample) 

Technical Issues: 

• rssues wi th completing and/or navigating the survey in Excel (likely clue to unfami liarity 
with the program) 

• Issues related to submilling completed surveys (e.g., requests to ensure receipt, 
misplacing a completed survey me before submitting) 

Co111en1 Issues: 

• Questions regarding the task frequency ruling scalc17 

Other questions and issues received included those concerning the verification of AIR's role in 
the TSA study; a request for a new survey password,18 and requests to verify the Help Desk 
email address and the survey submiss ion deadiLne. 

17 Given I he nmurc of the BOO job. I he opportunity to conduct Nome job I asks is depcndenl upon I he complclion of 
other job tasks (e.g .. briefing the S.TSM on lhc resolution to a secondary screening is dependent upon the occurrence 
of the secondary screening). tnuddilion. BOOs working in .~mailer ail·ports may huve fewer opportunities to 
pe1fonn ccrlaintusks. Therefore, some survey respondcnls requested liSSistunce with determining an average 
frequency raling ror some !asks. 
IR One purticutur oirp011 rcquc~tcd I hat the ~urvcy be cncryptcd with a dirrcrcnl password wus so thai the TSA 
national password wa~ known only by the STSMs and other selected per~onncl within I he :1irpor1. 
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Analyze Quantitative Job/Task Analysis Survey Findings 

Method 

This section describes the melbods aod procedures used to prepare and analyze the job analysis 
survey administered to BOOs. This section describes the steps that were taken to prepare the 
data and evaluate its quality, rhe data analysis process, and key findings. 

Data Prcparctt ion Procedures 

The BDO Jobrrask Analysis Survey was administered by TSA via email to 578 BDOs from 9 
March to 30 March 20 l0. Surveys were returned to AIR via email. Although all surveys were 
distributed in Microsoft Excel format, both Microsoft Excel files and Adobe .pdf copies of Excel 
file· were returned. To create a master dataset, the data from individual urveys completed in 
Excel format were combined into u single, master Excel f.ile that was then converted into SPSS 
format in preparation for data analysis. Completed surveys returned in Adobe .pdf format were 
entered manually into the master datasheet. Key entered data were then checked for accuracy by 
a second job analyst. Next, the data from pilot test surveys wa1: combined with the field test 
data. Though these pi lot test surveys were nor included in the stratified random sample that was 
drawn to target specilic survey recjpients, these data were included because the job/rask analysis 
survey did not change in content or format between the pilot and fi eld test administrations. 

Data Cleaning Procedures 

Several steps were taken to ensure the quality of survey data prior to analysis. First, all Likert­
scale items were checked l'or our of range values. For ex.ample, al l 5-point scales were searched 
l'or impossible values such as a "6" or "99." Such values would indicate a problem with the 
electronic version of the survey (as out of range values could not be entered into the survey), 
issues with hand entry of data, or cn·ors in the data transfer. No out of range values were found 
in the data. 

Second, the dataset was examined for cases with excessive missing data. A large number of 
cases with missing data may indicate an issue wi th the survey itself or with the responses 
provided by a survey respondent. To identify cases with excessive missing clara cases for which 
nearly a!J data was missing on each task or KSAO scale (dellned as 95% or more of survey 
responses) were flagged. A total of four cases (of a poss ible 313) mel this cri terion and were 
flagged, and these four cases were removed from further analyses. Because of the low 
prevalence of cases with excessive missing data (4 of 313 surveys) the removal of these four 
cases is not a cause for concern. Based on this process, a total of 309 usable surveys were 
included in the li nal dataset. 

Approach to Dal:t Analysis 

To analyze the results for the task importance, frequency, and difficulty rating. as well as the 
KSAO importance ratings, means and standard deviations were computed and both minimum 
and maximum scores were idemi tied. Por the KSAO "when required" scale, frequencies for 
each response option (before initial BDO training, after completion of initial trai ning. after 
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starting the job) were computed. The frequencies for "NA - I do not pe1for111 this task" IIJ and 
"NP - This task is not performed by BDOs'' responses were also computed for each of these 
scales when appropriate. To analyze the work context items a mean and standard deviation was 
computed. 

Group differences for task importance, KSAO importance, and work context were also examined 
to determine whether ratings differed acros airport categories or regions. Last, inten-ater 
agreement was computed in order 'to evaluate the extent to which BOOs agreed on thei r survey 
responses. A summary of the data analysis procedures used is presented in Table 10. 

Table 10. Summary of Data Analysis Procedures for Each Survey Scale 

Comparison Comparison 
Standard Response Across Airport Across Airport 

Survey_ Scale Mean Deviation Frequencies Categories Regions fwa 
Tasks 

Importance • • • • • 
Frequency • • • 
Difficulty • ... • 

KSAOs 

Importance • • • • • 
When 
Required • 

Work Context • • • • * 

Comparison of Manager and Non-1\lanagcr Ralings 

Empirical research literature has alternately suggested both the similarity and djscrepancy of job 
analysis ratings provided by managers and non-managers (see Manson el al., 2000: Wi lson, 
2007). Discrepant ratings provided by these two groups of raters could reduce the observed 
levels of interrater agreement and increase the standard deviation of job analysis ratings. 
Furthermore, these discrepancies could potentially have an effect on overall mean ratings to the 
extent that the substanti ve conclusions of the study are influenced. A discrepancy between these 
two sets of raters might suggest the need to exclude managers from further analysis. Conversely, 
similarity between lhese two sets of ratings would suggest the possibi lit y of examining the 
ratings from non-managers and managers as a single group. Managers were not intended lo 
receive these surveys, and as such all sampling and analyses were initially planned to be 
conducted with non-managers onJy. While inclurung managers' data would be beneficial due to 
an increased sample size, including discrepant ratings would be problematic and would outweigh 
this benefit. Because of this, survey results from managers (n = 39) and non-managers (n = 270) 
were compared. 

19 The comple1e NA respon.~e option read , " I do not perform I his task, but other BOOs at my airport do." 
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To examine the data for potential differences in job analysis ratings between these two groups, a 
grand mean was computed across all items within a given scale. This yielded an overall mean 
for the task importance, frequency, and difficulty scales as well as a grand mean for the KS/\0 
importance scale (presented in Tables I I and 12). Comparing these results, managers generally 
provided higher ratings than non-managers for task frequency, di fficulty, and KSAO importance. 
Second, the average percentage of "NA" ratings across all items in each scale was computed and 
compared across groups. For task statement ratings, managers were more likely than non­
managers to rate an item "NA,'' indicating that BOOs do not perform the task. These 
percentages suggest that managers were more I ikely than non-managers to be either unwil ling to 
rate an item, unable to rate an item, or had perceptions of BOO work that differs from non­
managers. 

Table 11. Comparison of Task Ratings' Grand Means Across Management Status 

Frequency Importance Difficulty 

Status mean so NA NP mean SD NA mean SD NA 
Non-Management 2.97 1.14 6.4% 5.3% 4.53 0.72 9 .2% 1.65 0.95 10.1% 

Management 3.36 1.18 20.7% 2.4% 4.59 0.63 19.6% 1.99 1.18 19.4% 

Table 12. Comparison of KSAO Ratings' Grand Means Across Management Status 

lm ortance When ReQuired 

Status mean so NA NA 
Non-Management 4.46 0.74 2.6% 3.4% 

Management 4.62 0.59 0.7% 0.7% 

Finally, quantitative findings on differences between managers and non-managers were 
supplemented by an examination of qualitative data (see Appendix DO for these data). The 
comments provided by managers suggested that managers may have had more trouble than non­
managers when completing the survey scales. Specificully, some comments indicated managers 
attempted to provide ratings to the survey items based on their work "on the floor" (working as a 
BOO). In contrast, other comments indicated that some managers rated the items from a 
"manager's perspective," which respondents noted caused a need for more "NA" ratings. 
Furthermore, some comments indicated that managers completed the survey using both of these 
approaches (i.e., by rating some items based on their knowledge of the BOO job and rating 
others based on their role as a manager). 

Overall, these results suggest that managers and non-managers have differing perceptions of 
BOO work and may have used distinct approaches to complete the survey. Additionally, it was 
unclear what approach BDO manager took when completing the survey (fill ing out the survey 
as a manager, completing as a BOO, or a combination of both approaches). Therefore managers 
and non-managers were examined separately rather than as a single sample. The remainder of 
the survey results and conclusions drawn from this data arc based onl y on the surveys received 
from non-managers (n == 270). Survey results for managers are contained in Appendix X but are 
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not di scussed further in this section of the report. Data in Appendix X should be interpreted with 
caution given that the survey participants completed the survey tak-ing diffe rent perspectives. 

Participants 

As noted above, 578 surveys were distributed to a stratified random sample of SMEs. AIR 
received surveys from 243 of those invited participants, representing a response rate of 42%. 
AIR also received surveys from 70 additional SMEs. These participants were not included in the 
original sampling frame and were not sent a copy of the survey to complete. A comparison of 
the airport characreristics (region and category) of uninvited survey participants and invi ted 
pa11icipants indicated that the two groups were similar. Therefore, data from uninvited survey 
pa11icipants were included in the dataset. 

With both invited and invi ted surveys included, a total of 313 surveys were returned. Following 
data cleaning, there were 309 useable surveys. Most (270) of the surveys were from non­
managers and are the focus on this report. Therefore, Lhis section contains demographic 
informat ion for non-management survey participants, and management demographic information 
is presented in Appendix Y. Where possible, comparisons are also made between the non­
management sample and the BDO population as a whole. 

The non-management sampl.c consisted of 270 BOOs working for TSA at the time of the survey 
administration. The majority of BOOs surveyed were male (66.2%), non-Hispanic or Latino 
(86.5%), and White (69.4%). The gender make-up of the sample was Lbe same as the population. 
ln general the BOOs surveyed are well educated; most (43.3%) had some college-level 
education, and more than a third (38%) held an Associate's degree or higher. Most of the sample 
(74.4%) indicated that they were a Master BOO (F-Band) and roughly one quarter (23.3%) 
indicated that they were an Expert BOO (G-Band). A negligible number of survey respondents 
indicated that they were either on the National Standardization Team or were a National Trainer. 
This information is presented in Table J 3. Only a small percentage of survey respondents 
(1.9%) worked for TSA p<ut-time (sec Table 14). 
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Table 13. Highest Education Completed, Gender, Ethnicity, Race, and Job Title 

Demographic Characteristic n Percent 
Highest Level of Education Completed 

High Schooi/GEO 43 16.3 

Some college 114 43.3 
Associate's degree 26 9.9 

Bachelor's degree 65 24.7 

Master's degree 9 3.4 
Othe~0 6 2.3 

Gender 

Male 178 66.2 
Female 91 33.8 

Ethnic Category 

Hispanic or Latino 34 13.5 
Not Hispanic or Latino 217 86.5 

Racial Category 

American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0.0 
Asian 16 5.6 
Black or African American 41 14.2 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 3 1.0 
White 200 69.4 

Other 21 7.3 
Two or more 7 2.4 

Current Job Title 

Master BOO (F-Band) 201 74.4 
Expert BOO (G-Band) 63 23.3 

Unspecified Non-Management 6 2.2 
Auxiliary Job Title 

National Trainer 3 1.1 

Standardization Team Member 4 1.5 

Table 14. Current Work Status 

Work Status n Percent 
Part-Time (< 40 hours) 5 1.9 
Full-Time(<!: 40 hours) 262 98.1 

20 Examples include: tcchnicni!Lradc schools (3). current student ( I ). unspecified po~L college grnc.luatc ( I ), ond 
travel school ( I ) 
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Survey participants reported an average age of roughl y 43 years (42.8). This is similar to the 
average age (41.5) of the BDO population. The employees surveyed had, on average, worked 
for TSA for over six years (6.6), and had an average tenure as a BDO of 2.6 years. By design, 
the survey sample had higher job tenure than the general population ( 1.7 years). The sample data 
are presented in Table 15. 

Table 15. Mean Age, Job, and Organization Tenure (years) 

Age or Tenure Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Age 42.8 11.6 23 68 

Tenure with TSA 6.6 1.9 2.6 8.8 

Tenure as a BOO 2.6 0.7 0.9 5.3 

Most BDOs (52.2%) indicated they had received Additional Behavior Detection Training 
(ABDT) while 19.8% had received additional training beyond the ABDT or initial SPOT training 
programs (see Table 16). 

Table 16. Training Experience 

Training Experience I n I Percent 
Additional Behavior Detection Training 

Yes I 140 I 52.2 

No I 128 I 47.8 

Additional Training Beyond ABDT Course and BOO/SPOT Training 

Yes I 51 I 19.8 

No l 207 l 80.2 

Survey participants were also asked about the characteristics of the airport at which they worked. 
Based on the goals of the stratified sampling frame that was created for survey distribution, each 
category and region should be well represented. Review of the available population 
demographic information confim1s that, although there may have been a slight over sampling 
from small airports and under sampling from large airports, the sample is very similar lo the 
population. The results of these demographic items are presented in Table 17. Most non­
management employees indicated that they worked in a large airport (4 1.4%) in the central 
region of the country (38.8%). However, no category or region was significantly over or under 
represented. A complete list of' aU airports (rom which BDOs responded to the survey is 
presented in Appendix Z. 
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Table 17. Category (size) and Region (geographic location) of Airports Represented 

Airport Category or Region n Percent 
Category (size) 

I (medium) 96 35.8 

II (small) 61 22.8 
X (large) 111 41 .4 

Region (location) 

East 80 29.9 
Central 104 38.8 
West 84 31.3 

For the majority of these respondents, their fi rst job title in the BDO program was that of Master 
BDO (F-Band). Most survey respondents (5 1.5%) entered the BDO career path after serving 
within the TSO Full -Performance position (i.e., E-Band) (see Table 18). 

Table 18. Previous TSA Positions Held By Respondents 

Previous TSA Position n Percent 

First Job Held in BOO Program 

Master BOO (F-Band) 224 83.6 
Expert BOO (G-Band) 32 11.9 
Other (Non-BOO) 9 3.4 
Unspecified Non-Management (BOO) 3 1.1 

Position Held Prior to Entering BOO Program 
TSO Basic (D-Band) 40 14.9 

TSO Full Performance (E-Band) 138 51.5 
Lead TSO (F-Band) 62 23.1 

Supervisory TSO (G-Band) 19 7.1 

Unspecified Non-Management 8 3.0 
Other (Non-BOO) 1 0.4 

Nem·Jy a thjrd of the respondents (29.6%) indicated having previous worked in the security 
industry. Of those wi th previous s-ecurity experience, 21.3% had worked in airport security for 
an average of 8.6 years (see Tables 19 and 20). A similar portion of the sample (3 1.5%) had 
previous military experience before joining the TSA. On average, these individuals had served 
in the mili tary for 10.0 years (see Table 20). 
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Table 19. Previous Work Experience 

Previous Work Experience I n I Percent 
Worked In Security Industry 

Yes I 80 I 29.6 
No I 190 I 70.4 

Worked In Airport Security21 

Yes I 17 I 21 .3 
No I 63 I 78.8 

Worked in Law Enforcement 

Yes I 36 I 13.5 
No I 231 I 86.5 

Served In the Military 

Yes I 84 I 31.5 
No I 183 I 68.5 

Table 20. Mean Years in Related Professional Fields (years) 

Professional Field Mean so Minimum Maximum 
Security Industry 8.6 7.7 1.2 27.8 

Military 10.0 6.7 3.4 24.3 

Results 

This section describes the results of the task ratings, KSAO ratings , and work context i terns. 
Comparisons across airport characteristics (e.g., airport category, geographic region) and 
inLerrater agreement results are also provided. 

Task Ratings 

Task ratings for each item are presented in Tables AA- 1, AA-2, and AA-3 in Appendix AA. 
Task frequency ratings form a relatively normal di stribution, which means that most tasks were 
rated around the midpoint of the scale and fewer tasks were rated at the extremes of the scale 
(either rated very high or very low frequency of perforn1ance). Mean ratings for the tasks ranged 
from 1.33 to 4.98. A somewhat large number of wsks weJ:e rated as occurring very frequently 
(20 tasks have ratings of 4.69 and above). Below arc some examples of tasks that BOOs perform 
repeatedly throughout the day: 

• Position and reposition oneself to optimally observe individucds and stress points and 
per111it effective COII/11/UIIiCCitiOII with 800 teWI/ 1//ell/ber(s) 

11 Thi~ item was a follow-up question to the previous, thus the reduced number of respondents. 
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• l(b)(3):49 U.S.C. § 114(r) 

• Men wily calculate points accullllllated during observation of passengers exhib;ting 
SPOT behaviors or appeamncefoctors 

Overall, the results suggest that large differences exist across tasks with regards to their 
frequency of performance. Furthermore, comments (by telephone and in written form on the 
surveys) from the SMEs indicated difficulty with the frequency scale. One concern was that the 
frequency with which a patticular tusk is pe1formed varies vastly depending on circumstances. 
For example, there are times when a BDO will conduct a casual conversation more than once per 
day and there are times when a month or more will pass before that same BDO wi ll conduct a 
casual conversation. Due to the variability of the job itself, the tasks did not lend themselves 
well to this scale. Given the inherent difliculties, job analysts did not include the frequency 
ratings in decisions about the tasks. 

The task importance ratings form n very negatively skewed distribution, which means that most 
tasks were rated very high on importance. Of the II 0 task statements, on I y six have a mean 
rating of less than 4.0. with mean ratings ranging from 3.22 to 4.95. These results show that 
BOOs rated nearly all of the tasks as very important to the BDO job. These results are not 
surprising, however. The task statements were created and revised using multiple methods and 
source of information, and were reviewed and revised extensively by SMEs. Accordingly, the 
skewed imp01tance ratings evident here likely reflect these efforts to create accurate task (and 
KSAO lists) rather than potential issues wirh the survey or rating scales. 

In contrast to the tusk importance scales. the task difficulty ratings form a skewed posilive 
distribution with means ranging from 1.05 to 2.44. This indicates nhat most tasks were rated 
relatively low on the difficulty scaie {below 3.0). ln fact, all but nine tasks yielded a mean rating 
of less than 2. Below are tasks with the highest mean ratings. These were judged as somewhat 
eli Fficult to learn to oerform: 

(b)(3):49 U.S.C. § 114(r) 

These results suggest that in general BOOs do not lind the tasks included on the survey difficult 
to learn to perform. 

Task criticality sca les. Task criticality scales are composite scores used to combine multiple 
llOurces of data, such as task importance and frequency ratings (scales are often combined using 
addition, multiplication, creating mean scores, or other similar methods), to identify the most 
critical tasks of the job being analyzed (see Sanchez & Fraser, 1992; Sanchez & Levine, 1989). 
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A benefit of compuUng task criticality is that multiple sets of ratings can be combined into a 
sit1gle index that is used to make d·ccisions about selection or truini ng criteria. However, a 
primary drawback of critica lity scales is that the decisions about how to weight the various 
ratings that are to be combined (for example, task impOJtance and frequency) are difficult. 

In the present job analysis, a task criticality scale was not computed for several reasons. First, 
the nature of Lhe tasks led to significant concerns regarding how to weight task importance and 
frequency in a criticality scale. For example, a task that is performed infrequentl.y by BOOs but 
has a high importance rating would have the same criticality value as a frequently performed task 
that was rmed as relatively unimportant. Second, an examination of the survey responses 
revealed that most task importance ratings were very high, and therefore there was very little 
difference between task importance ratings. In contrast, the task frequency scale showed a larger 
range of responses, from very infrequent to very frequent. Because the task importance scale 
had very few differences in ratings when compared to the task frequency scale, the task 
frequency scale carried a much heavier weighting when measures of criticality were computed. 
Given these concerns and the fact that the SMEs reportedly had difficulty with the frequency 
scale, task importance ratings were considered alone rather than through the creation of a 
composite criticality score. 

KSAO Ratings 

The mean KSAO importance ratings are presented in Table AA-4 in Appendix AA. Similar to 
the task importance ratings described above, the di stribution of ratings was very negatively 
skewed, which means that most items were rated very highly. Of the 11 6 KSAOs rated by 
survey participants. only 15 KSAOs had a mean rating below 4.0, suggesting survey participants 
overwhelmingly judged the KSAOs presented on the survey to be important for completing BOO 
work. However, as was described above, such skewed ratings for these impot1ancc scores were 
expected based on lhe survey instrument's thorough development process. 

Frequency results for the "when required" KSAO scale are presented in Table AA-5 in Appendix 
AA. Results suggest that some KSAOs are needed prior to hire, some are needed upon 
completion of the initial training program, and some are needed arter starting the job. This 
di:stinction is especially important because hiring practices should focus on KSAOs that an 
employee needs at tbe time of hire .. Therefore, the KSAOs were categorized into KSAOs Lhat 
could be used for selection (KSAOs needed prior to hire) and KSAOs that could be acquired or 
developed through training (KSAOs that are needed only after either the initial training or after 
starting lhe BOO job). 

One way to accomplish this goul is to identify KSAOs that the majority of survey respondents 
rated as needed before hire. For this job/task analysis, AlR defined "majority" as two-thirds 
(67%) of the sample?2 Thus, KSAOs rated as needed before hire by at least 67% of the sample 
were categotized as ··selection" KSAOs. The results in Table AA-5 in Appendix AA displny the 

11 Thi~ criterion corre~ponded to ratings provided with rc~pect to the minimum quati tications of the job (e.g .• 
''uhility to li ft 11nd curry buggagc weighing up Ill 70 pounds"). That is, 67% of the sumplc indicated that those 
minimum quatitications were needed before hire. 
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KSAO ratings and thei r categorization into "selection'' versus "training" KSAOs. Some 
examples of KSAOs that arc best suited for selection include: 

• Able to work in a reliable, responsible, and dependable manner 
• Skill in oral COIIIII/UIIiccaion 

Some examples of KSAOs that can be developed through training activities include: 

• Knowledge of deception cues and appearance factors 
• Skill in conducting Clfl effective casual conversatio11 to obtain resolution 

The next step wi th respect to the KSAO "when required" data would be for the job analysts to 
review the KSAOs as the SMEs did and make scientific judgments about how to categorize the 
KSAOs. The SME ratings provide a good starling point for this next step. 

Work Context Ratings 

Work context items are presented in Tables 21 through 23. The tables include the rating scales, 
survey items, sample sizes, means, and standard deviations. As is shown in Table 21, the BOO 
job requires a significant amount of standing and walking. Nonetheless. standi ng and walking do 
not tend to affect job perfonmnce (see Table 22). 

Table 21 . Standing/Walking Work Context Items 

Amount 
(1) Very tittle to (2) Some (3) A moderate (4) A significant (5) During the 

none amount amount entire shift 

Question N Mean so rwa 

How much standing does your current job require? 265 4.64 0.50 0.87 

How much walking does your current job require? 265 3.82 0.76 0.71 

The results presented in Table 22 also suggest that unpleasanl, angry, or di scourteous passengers 
are frequent ly pari of the job, however physical aggression from passengers is rarely part of the 
job. These results correspond to some of the remarks shared by BOOs on the site visits and in 
the comments section of the survey. Por example, some passengers are qu ite voca l when 
complain ing that BOOs are not helping move the process along (e.g .. bringing more bins. 
opening more lanes) or are asking them to submit to additional screening. 
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Table 22. Interpersonal Interactions and Physical Conditions Work Context Items 

Frequency 
(1) Never (2) Rarely (3) Occasionally (4) Frequently (5) Always 

Question N Mean so rwa 

How frequently does standing on your current job for long periods 
265 2.48 1.04 0.46 

of time affect your ability to perform? 
How frequently does walking on your current job for long periods of 

265 2.12 0.97 0.53 time affect your ability to perform? 
How frequently are you required to make decisions that affect other 

265 3.71 0.97 0.53 people in your current job? 
How frequently do you have to deal with unpleasant, angry, or 265 3.63 0.79 0.69 discourteous individuals as part of your current job requirements? 
How frequently does your current job require you to deal with 

265 2.02 0.78 0.70 physical aggression of violent Individuals? 

How frequently does your current job require working outdoors, 
265 3.05 0.85 0.64 exposed to all weather conditions? 

As is shown in Table 23, repetitive mental activi ties are very important to the BOO job, as is 
being exact and accurate and making decision~ that affect others. These results are not surprising 
given the nature of the BOO work. especially when one considers both the behavior observation 
and analysis and casual conversation pieces of the job. ln addi tion, the BOOs frequently work in 
teams and occasionally work outdoors. 

Table 23. Attention to Detail Work Context Items 

Importance 

(1) Not important (2) Somewhat (3} Moderately (4) Very (5) Extremely 
important important important important 

Question N Mean so rw11 ~ 

How important is repeating the same mental activities (e.g., 
behavior observation) over and over, without stopping, to 265 4.36 0.87 0.62 
performing your current job? 

How important is being very exact or highly accurate in the 
observation and analysis of behaviors to performing your current 265 4.73 0.50 0.87 
job? 

How Important is it to work with others in a group or team in your 
265 4.58 0.62 0.81 c1urrent job? 

Overall, these work context results speak to the recent expansion of the BDO job. For example, 
some of the Playbook operations (such as Aviation Direct Access Screening Program [ADASP), 
perimeter patrols, and parking patrols) have increased the amount of walking and outdoor 
ex.posure BOOs experience. Likewise, not only are the BDOs partnering more within lhe SPOT 
program, the plays have increased the ex tent to which BOOs partner with people outside of the 
SPOT program (e.g., TSOs, LEOs, Customs and Border Patrol Officers, Canine Officers). 
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Comparisons Across Airport Categories and Regions 

As noted above, the survey was created from the results of data obtained through interviews, 
focus groups, and observations that occuned during site visits by job analysts. Job analysts 
visited both small (Category rt). medium (Category J), and large (Category X) airports as well as 
ai•·ports in the Eastern, Central, and Western geographic regions of the U.S. The information 
collected during the visits suggested tbat there may be differences in the BDO job across 
airports. For example, BDOs in the small airports may be more likely to perform supervisory­
type tasks because STSMs are not always on site. 

To examine whether these differences are present in the survey findings, job analysts compared 
ratings for tasks, KSAOs, and work context items across groups (i.e. , by airport size and region) 
by completing ana lyses of variance (ANOYAs) and Tukey's post-hoc tests. Various analytical 
approaches would have been appropriate for these analyses. Of course, each data analysis 
approach is associated with i.ts own benefits and drawbacks. One concern associated with using 
ANOY A for analyses such as these is that the sheer volume of ana lyses (i.e., 86 for the tasks. 
I 03 for the KSAOs, and II for work context items) would increase the odds of spurious (i.e., 
at1ificial) results. In this case, however. job analysts chose the liberal approach or the A NOVA. 

With the ANOVA, the analysts en·ed on the side of Jinding differences, but they also increased 
the interpretabi lity of those results. To counterbalance the liberal nature of the ANOY A with the 
scientific scruliny required for job analysis, the job analysts conducted a bonferroni correction23 

and evaluated effect sizes (eta squared or '12)24 to judge rhe meaningfulness of the resu Its. 

Despite using the liberal AN OVA approach and a critical value of p ~ .00 1. , group comparisons 
did not yield significant resu Its. Furthermore, according to the effect size analyses, results that 
were close to meeting this criterion still did not represent meaningful differences. Thus, the 
results suggest that few differences exist across both airport categories and geographic region. 

Jnterrater Agreement 

lnterrater agreement was calculated for the task, KSAO. and work context ratings. This 
evaluation is useful for examining ll1e extent to which BDOs agreed on their ratings. A great 
deal of agreement among raters suggests that the results arc rclari vcly stable across individuals. 
In contrast, low agreement suggests that these ratings differ across raters. The job analysts used 
two metrics 10 evaluate agreement among ratings. 

First, percent agreement was used for the categorical KSAO scale, "when required" (i.e., before 
hire, upon compl.etion of in.iLialtraining, after starting the job). The data corresponds to the 
survey results presented ubovc. For 93 (80%) of the KSAOs, at least 60% of the participants 

2
·
1 After a bonferroni correction. p-values for the ANOV As needed to be <.0004 to qualify us a statistically 

significant difference. Because it was highly unlikely that the observed p-vulue~ would be observed bclc1w such a 
low critical value, f1 <.00 I was used instead. 
24 To evaluate the magnitude of an effect size, Cohen ( 198li) ~ct the following guidelines: 0.0 I =small effect. 0.06 = 
medium effect und 0.14 = large effect. Cohen { 1988) provided these guidelines for interpreting regression effect 
sizes (R squ<~n:d orR\ but they are also used to interpret A NOVA eta squared (172) values. 
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chose the same category. For the remaining 20% of the KSAOs, Lhe ratings did not indicate such 
obvious agreement. This disagreement, however, is logical. For example, several of the KSAOs 
on which the SMEs disagreed were supervisory in nature (e.g., Skill in motil'ating team members 
to achieve group goals, Knowledge of the time and/or staffing requirements associated with work 
assignments, training. and securiry operarions). As is described elsewhere in this report, BOOs 
disagree about the extent to which BOOs perform or should be performing tasks that would 
require supervisory skills. Thus, one could expect disagreement about when the KSAOs wou ld 
be requ ired. Overall this level of i.nten·ater agreement is adequate for the job/task analysis, 
especialJy because decisions about the selection/training categorization wi ll likely depend on a 
second review completed by job analysts. 

Second, job analyst ' calcular.ed r wR (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 
1993) to evaluate interrater agreement for the continuous scales: task frequency, importance, and 
difficu lty and KSAO importance. There is some debute about the best approach to evaluating 
whether the level of agreement (i.e., r.,.R) is acceptable. For the job/task analysis, AIR used a 
conservative approach proposed by Dunlap, Burke, and Smith-Crowe (2003). Following this 
approach, AJR used a critical value of .12 to establish the statistical signi ticance of the r ... 8 

values. Thus, r..,8 values at or above .12 were considered signi ficant, indicating Lhat the raters 
agreed beyond what we would expect due to chance. 

The interrater agreement (rw11) for the task and KSAO ratings is located in Tables AA-1, AA-2, 
AA-3 and AA-4 in Appendix AA. Agreement for the work context items is included in Tables 
21 through 23 above. Value ranges are presented in Table 24. 

Table 24. Ranges of rwg for Task, KSAO, and Work Context Ratings 

Scale Range of r,..11 Values 

Task Frequency -.59 to .99 

Task Importance -.09 to .97 

Task Difficulty .0410 .96 

KSAO Importance .12 to .95 

Work Context Items .46 to .87 

OveraU, ioten·ater agreement was quite good. All of' the KSAO importance ratings and the work 
context ratings met or exceeded the critical value for significant inten·ater agreement. Within the 
task importance ratings, only two tasks (Provide customer service by directing passengers or 
a11swering questions, as needed and Pelj'orm TDCfunctions, as needed) fai led to meet the 
critical value. Given their controversial nature, it is not surprising that 1 . ered 
elisa reement. Likewise within the task difficult ratin s on I one task (b)(3):49 u.s.c . § 
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Ratings for task frequency, however, were not as consistent. Only 48% of the tasks ratings for 
this scale met the .1 2 critical value. Nonetheless, this lack of agreement regarding task 
frequency is not surprising. As noted above, due to the variable nat.ure of the job, SMEs had 
difficulty using this scale to rate the tasks. 

In sum, with the exception of the task frequency ratings, nearly all of the ratings evidence 
agreement beyond what would be expected due ro chance. Thus, most reached an acceptable 
level of agreement. For those few tasks that did not reach signif icance, results should be 
interpreted with caution. 

Discussion of Findings 

This section describes the analysis and results of the quantitative data gathered from the job/task 
analysis survey. Descriptive statistics for task, KSAO, and work context items were computed. 
These results rt!vealed that some tasks were rated as frequent, whereas others were rated as 
infrequent. On the other hand, all were deemed important and nearl y all were not difficult to 
Jearn. Similarly, all of the KSAOs were deemed important. KSAO.o:; were also categorized in 
terms of selection and truining according to when they would be needed for job performance. In 
general, no meaningful differences were evident across either airport size or geographic region. 
With two exceptions, participants agreed on task and KSAO importance ratings beyond what 
would be expected due to chance. 

Analyze Qualitative Job/Task Analysis Survey Findings 

At the end of the BOO Job Analysis Survey, respondents were provided an opportunity to type in 
"any additional comments about the job or the survey.'' Comments were provided by J 50 survey 
respondents. These comments were reviewed and coded systematically, using a team of job 
analysts. The methods and results of this process are described below. 

Methods 

At the close of business on the original survey close date (23 March 20 I 0), I 3 I surveys 
(including those received from the pilot test) included respondent comments. A 20 percent 
sample (27 surveys) of these surveys was randomly selected from which to bui ld a set of coding 
categories. To identify these categories, three job anaJysts independently reviewed the sample 
and identi1icd the category or categories into which tbe comments could be coded. The 
independently-generated results were reviewed and consensus was reached on a set of 44 
categories that were organized into seven higher-level categories. These categories were then 
used to code the entire sample of respondent comments. Comments could be assigned to one or 
more categories, depending upon t·he content or the comment. That is, many individual 
comments covered multiple topics, and therefore required assignment to multiple categories. 
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At the close of the survey, 150 surveys included comments.25 To code this entire sample, which 
included the 20 percent sample used to develop coding categories, the comments were divided 
into thirds. Each of the three job analysts was responsible for independently coding two-thi rds of 
the data, such that two analysts reviewed and coded each comment. 

During the coding process, the diversity of comments required additional coding categories that 
had not been previous.ly identified to categorize the data. As such, 14 coding categories were 
added, resulting in a total of 58 coding categories. as presented in Table 25. 

Table 25. Qualitative Data Coding Categories 

Category_ Sub-Category 
Tools/Equipment (I.e., Phones/Radios, Shoes, SPOT Assist Cards, SOP) 
Other Security Operations (I.e., General, ADASP, VIPA, Playbook, Plain Clothes) 

Additional Job Duties (i.e., IVCC, TDC) 

BDOJob Expanded Authority (i.e., Supervisory-type Responsibilities; LEO-type 
Responsibilities) 
Resources 

Work Conditions (I.e., Safety, Fatigue, Schedule) 

Job Satisfaction 

Selection 
Criteria (i.e., Standards, Background/Experience, KSAOs/Competencles) 

Process 
Initial Training 

Initial Training Refresher (i.e., General, Indicators, Casual Conversation) 
Training Additional Training (i.e., General, ABDT, OLC, TDC, IDs/Fraudulent Documents, 

Surveillance, Law Enforcement) 
Training for Managers 

Overall 

Leadership (i.e., Manager Presence, Management Support, Manager Background) 
Standardization Team (i.e., VIsits, Importance) 

Program Satisfaction 

SPOT 
Passenger Selection 

Seniority Program 
Communication/Information Dissemination 

Pay 

Structure 
Improved Relationships 

Airport Differences 

25 Note that further datn cleaning identified duplicate survey submissions: thcref<Jre, this number incl udes some 
duplicates that were not identified until later in the qualitative data analysis process. 
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Table 25. Qualitative Data Coding Categories (Continued) 

Category_ Sub-Category" 
Probationary Perlod/Mentoring 

Performance PASS 
Management Career Path 

Managing Under-Performance 
Rating Scales 

.Job Analysis Content Relevance 
Survey Survey FormaVDesign 

No Comment 

Miscellaneous 
(Includes "other" comments such as respondent recommendations and special 
requests) 

lnterrater agreement was calculated as the average percent agreement across comments. Job 
analysts first summed the number of disagreements per comment. Percent disagreement was 
lhen calculated by dividing the number of disagreements by the total number of categories used 
for that comment (i.e., instances in which one or more analysts coded a comment into a 
particular category). Subtracting the value from 100 provided the percent agreement. Finally, an 
average across categories provided an overall interrater agreement of 68.74%. 

Given the nature of this task, an agreement level of 69% is quite good. For example, the analysts 
were free to code each comment into as many categories as they felt was appropriate. Most of 
the comments covered multiple topics; i'iO, comments rarely fell into just one category. 
Furthermore, although the intention was to create conceptually distinct categories, two categories 
("Miscellaneous" nnd "SPOT Program Overall") ended up overlapping in practice. Thus. they 
were often used interchangeably by the analysts. Disagreement about whether to place a 
comment into "Miscellaneous" versus "SPOT Program Overall" occurred 26 times, representing 
15% of the disagreements. 

Following the independent coding, the job analysts reviewed the coding results and achieved 
consensus. Any discrepancies that could not be resolved by the two analysts who had coded a 
given comment were resolved by the third analyst. 

Results 

Once all qualitative data were coded and the final codes for each comment were documented, the 
data were linked back to their respective background questions, such that the job title of each 
respondent could be idemified. These data were then divided into "non-managers'' (i.e., BDOs) 
and "managers" (i.e .. STSMs). A total of 129 BDOs and 21 STSMs provided comments. To 
maintain respondent anonymity, all comments were de-identified, such that references to 
infotmation including respondent name, contact information, gender, airport name, or airport city 
were removed within the comment Qualitative data, organized by "non-managers" and 
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"managers" are included in Appendix BB. Themes that were identified from the job incumbents 
arc highlighted below. 

BDO Job 

This category included topics such as tools/equipment, additional j ob duties, work condi tions, 
and job satisfaction. Examples of .comments include the following: 

• The desire for belter {e.g., more discreet, more reliable) anc!l more uniformly-distributed 
communication equipment (e.g., phones and radios) 

• Statements about the removal of the SPOT Assist Cards, which several BDOs felt was a 
useful tool that had been taken away fr om the BDO workforce as a resull of tbe 
irresponsibility of a few BOOs 

• Concerns about the physical strain caused by walking and standing all day, as well as the 
mental fatigue resu lting from performing the same activity over and over during a shift 

BDO Selection 

This category included topics related to selection criteria and the selection process. Examples of 
comments include the following: 

• Recommendations and support for speci fie job-related KSAOs, or competencies, such as 
social skills, ability to work in a team, ability to work independemly, and critical thinking 

• Recommendations and/or concerns about the selection process, such as suggestions for 
minjmizing perceived bias in the process (e.g., usi_og managers from other airports Lo 
conduct the interviews) 

Ta·aining 

This category included comments rcluted to the initial course and other BDO training. Themes 
in the " training'' category included opportunities for initial training refreshers and Lhe desire for 
additional training. Examples include: 

• 

• The desire for addi tional training in general and on specific topics,l(b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) 
and BDO-specific Online Learning Center (OLC) courses 

SPOT Program 

This category included a number of topics, such as management suppon, 
communication/information dissemination, and program satisfaction. Examples of comments 
include: 

-

• Concerns about the lack of local support for the BDO program 

• Concerns about the evolution of local policies and procedures (e.g., procedures 
concernjng who may notify LEO as needed: policies to establi sh distinctions between F­
and G-Band responsibi lities; informal policies regarding task prioritization) 
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• The desire for beller information now from management to the BDO workforce and to 
obtain more job-related lntclligence, such as Government-monitored drug or gang 
activity 

J>crformancc Munagcmcnl 

This category included topics such as mentoring, PASS. and the BDO career path. Examples of 
the types of comments received include: 

• Perceived lack of advancement opportunities for BDOs, including few and infrequent 
promotion opportunities 

• Concerns about the lack of formal distinction between F- and G-Band BDOs 

• The desire for a reverse career path, such that BDOs who are not suited to or no longer 
interested in the BDO job could return to the TSO track 

.Job Analysis Survey 

This category included topics related to the survey itself. The two primary themes resulting from 
comments in this category were lhe survey raling scales and the rel evance of the survey content. 
Examples include the following: 

• Due to the nature of the job, concerns and questions about the task frequency rating scale, 
because task frequency is often dependent upon opportunity or situation 

• Mixed feedback on the survey content, varying from comments supporting the fact that 
the survey captured the BDO job well to comments lhaL respondents felt they were being 
asked to provide information that should already be known by TSA 
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Summary 

Tbis section presented the methods and procedures used to prepare and analyze the job/task 
analysis survey data. as well as the results of the analysis. An examination of both quantitative 
and qualitative survey datu revealed that managers and non-managers may differ in either their 
perception of the BOO job, the manner in which they completed the survey, or both. Because of 
these differences, only non-manager survey participants were included in the data analysis 
results presented in this section. 

The job/task analysis survey provided useful quantitative and qualitalive data about the BDO job. 
Important outcomes resulting from the analysis of these data include: 

• Final lists of BOO tasks and KSAOs; 

• Work context data for TSA's consideration; and 

• Documentation of SME concern and recommendations regarding topics such as 
seleclion, training, and performance management. 

Da.ta gathered and analyzed during this srep of the job/task analysis process informed the next 
step of the job/tusk analysis, the KSAO - task linkage exercise, by JProviding the clitical tasks and 
KSAOs to include in the exercise. In this next step, SMEs identified the "links" that show which 
worker requirements (i.e., KSAO) are required to complete specific job tasks. 
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KSAO - Task Linkage Exercise 
The previous chapter described the methodologies and procedures for gathering critical 
background on the BDO job. finalizing the list of criUcal work activities (i.e., job tasks) and 
worker requirements (i.e., KSAOs), and creating and deploying a survey. This section describes 
how these finalized lists of work activities and worker requirements were used in the linkage 
ex:ercise workshops to establish the job-relatedness of the KSAOs. 

Overview and Purpose 

Following the job/task analysis survey, AIR conducted linkage exercise workshops to gather 
SME input regarding the relationship (i.e., the "link") between the job tasks and each KSAO 
identilied in the job/task ana lysis as being critical to the job. Establishing such a link provides 
support for the "job relatedness" of the KSAOs. as required in the Uniform Guidelines 011 

Employee Selection Procedures (EEOC ct at., 1978). 

During the linkage exercise workshops, BOOs, STSMs, and BDO trainers idenrilied which 
KSAOs were required to successfull y perform each work task (i.e .. SMEs "linked" KSAOs to 
job tasks). Below is a detai led description of the process for planning and administering the 
workshops, followed by a description of the data analysis <md results. 

Linkage Exercise Workshop Process 

Two linkage exercise workshops took place in Washington, DC during I 0 - 13 May 20 I 0. Each 
workshop was scheduled for 1.5 days and included approximately 20 SMEs. This number of 
SMEs al lowed for a balance between the research needs (i.e., sample size and representativeness) 
ar\d practical considerations (e.g., travel costs) associated with this job analysis step. 

Participants 

SME input wa critical for completing the KSAO - Task 1 inkage exercise. This type of exercise 
is a cognitively taxing activity, requiring strong critical th inking skills in addition to extensive 
job knowledge. Thus, it was especially important to be selective with respect to the pru·ticipants. 

To ensure the receipt of sound data, several criteria for selecting workshop participants were 
identified, including the recommended total of SMEs, SME job roles, and provisions for a 
representative sample. A LoLa I of 50 SMEs (25 per workshop) was recommended. The exercise 
required a SME to make 8858 judgments, so the work needed to be split up among SMEs to 
minimize fatigue and overload. Another recommendation was to include SMEs with a variety of 
BOO expertise to get di fferent perspectives, including STSMs, National Trainers, and members 
of the Nat ional Standardization Team. Top-performing and qualified BOOs could also be 
invited on an as-needed basis to "round-out" the li st of SMEs. Finally, it was important to obtain 
a c·eprescntative sample across geographic location and airport size. 
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With these recommendations in mind, TSA representatives identified and invited 53 SMEs from 
across the country. TSA identified several STSMs. National Trainers, National Standttrdization 
Team members, and BOOs who had experience as trainers or in other roles that made them ideal 
for the workshops. For example, STSMs and top performing BDOs from small ai rports who had 
informally served as supervisors provided an important operating perspective. Trainers and 
Nationul Stand<~rdizution Team members provided an important training perspective. Finally, 
some SMEs had been involved in the SPOT program from its inception. TSA provided a list of 
the SMEs and their quaJifications for participation in the workshops. The list is presented in 
Appendix CC. 

Demographics 

A total of 42 SMEs fi·om 31 different airports participated in the workshop (see Table 27 for a 
breakdown of the ai rports they serve by region and size). All but two of the SMEs either 
currently worked or had worked in the past as a BDO. Additional demographic information is 
presented in Tables 26 through 30. 

One of AIR's main recommendations for whom to invite to the linkage workshops was to focus 
on SMEs with BDO expertise, including STSMs, National Trainers, and members of the 
National Standcu·dization Team. This information is presented in Table 26. Most of the 
workshop participants were H-Band Managers (38.1%) or Expert (G-Band) BDOs (33.3%). ln 
addition, nearly I 0% of the sample were National Trainers and 7% were members of the 
National Standardization Team. Thus, these results show that the workshop participants were 
experienced SMEs who possess the job knowledge required to provide sound ratings. 

Table 26. Job Title 

Job Title Frequency Percent 
Master BOO (F-Band) 7 16.7 

Expert BOO (G-Band) 14 33.3 

STSM (H-Band) 16 38.1 

STSM (1-Band) 5 11 .9 

Auxiliary Job Title Frequency Percent 
National Trainer 4 9.5 

National Standardization Team Member 3 7.1 

The other main selection criterion for the workshop sample was representativeness. As with the 
survey, the goal was to convene a sample that fairly represented the airports currently operating 
the SPOT program. As is evident in Table 27, the regions across the country were well 
represented in the linkage workshop sample. The percentage of SMEs was nearly equal across 
the regions. and the dislribulion is almost ident ical to that in the BOO population. The sample 
was less well dispersed in terms of airpon size. Nonetheless. it is a close representation of the 
population, with a slight over representation of BDOs from medium airports (population: 31 %) 
and a slight under representation of BDOs from small airports (population: 16%). A complete 
list of the airpott s at which SMEs worked is presented in Appendix DD. 
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Table 27. Category (size) and Region (geographic location) of Airports Represented 

Airport Category or Region Frequency Percent 
Region20 (location) 

East 17 40.5 

Central 14 33.3 
West 11 26.2 

Category (size) 
I (medium) 18 42.9 
I (small) 3 7.1 

X (large) 21 50.0 

Participants ranged in age from 25 to 61 years, with an average of 40 years. As with the survey, 
this closely resembles the average age of the BDO population (41 years). Most had worked for 
the TSA for 7.2 years and had served as a BDO for 2.8 years (see Table 28). By design, the 
linkage workshop sample had a higher tenure than the general population ( 1.7 years). 

Table 28. Mean Age, Job Tenure, and Organization Tenure 

Age or Tenure Variable Mean (years) SD Minimum Maximum 
Age 40.0 10.1 25.0 61.0 

Tenure with TSA 7.2 2.1 2.8 9.0 
Tenure as a BOO 2.8 1.2 0.2 5.5 

Like the BOOs who completed the job analysis survey, most BDOs who participated in the 
workshop arc well educated. Specificall y, a majority (54.8%) had some college-level education, 
and 23.3% had either an Associate's or a Bachelor's degree (See Table 29). 

Table 29. Highest Level of Education 

Education Frequency Percent 
High Schooi/GED 3 7.1 
Some College 23 54.8 
Associate's Degree 8 19.0 
Bachelor's Degree 6 14.3 

Master's Degree 2 4.8 
Doctorate or other professional degree 0 0.0 

Other 0 0.0 

The workshop sample closely resembled the survey sample in terms of gender, ethnicity, and 
race. The results are presented in Table 30. The majority of Lhe Jjnkage workshop participants 

26 Hegions were formed using a map of Federalized airports provided by TSA. Por data analysis twelve smaller 
regions were grouped into three I urger regions. The "East" region is composed of regions I, 2, 3, and 4: "Central'' is 
composed ot' regions 5, 6, 7, 8; and "Wesl'' is composed of regions 9. tO, II , 12. 
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were male (64%), Non-Hispanic/Latino (90%), and White/Caucasian (69%). The male/female 
distribution reflects the distribution within the BDO population, which is about 67% male and 
33% female. 

Table 30. Gender, Ethnlclty, and Race 

Frequency Percent 
Gender 

Male 27 64.3 

Female 15 35.7 

Ethnic Category 

Hispanic or Latino 4 9.5 

Not Hispanic or Latino 38 90.5 

Racial Category 

American Indian or Alaska Native 1 2.4 

Asian 3 7.1 

Black or African American 2 4.8 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 2.4 

White 29 69.0 

Other 4 9.5 

Two or more 2 4.8 

Methods and MateriaJs 

The methods and materials used for both linkage workshops ru·e described below. First is a 
description of the materials distri buted to the SMEs before the workshops. Next is a description 
of the materials and methods used du ring the workshops. 

Linkage Exercise Information Packet 

Prior to the workshops, TSA distli buted information packets to the workshop attendees. These 
packets provided SMEs with important logistical information and a basic understanding of what 
would be expected from them during the workshop. These information packets included the 
fo llowing information: 

• Information concerning the security sign-in process 
• Walking directions ro and from the meeting location and the hotels 
• Agendas for each day of the workshop 
• Map and directions to Lhe meeting location from local airports 
• Parking instructions 
• Convenient options for lunch 

Appendix EE contains a complete information packet for interested readers. 
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LinkaAe Exercise Process and P1·otocol 

Recall that each workshop lasted one and one-half days, including breaks and lunches. A copy 
of the full agenda can be found in Appendix FF. Workshop activities followed a formal 
protocol, which is included in Appendix GG. The protocol was organized into six activities: 

• Introduction and Background 
• Sign-in of SMEs 
• Description of Key Terms and Linkage Exercise Matrix 
• Lndependent SME Linkage Ratings 
• Additional Rating Exercises 
• Wrap-Up and Closing 

The activities are described below, along with other materials that were referenced or used 
during the respective activity. 

Introduction and Background 
To begin, a TSA representative welcomed the SMEs on behalf ofTSA, explained the importance 
of their par1icipation in the linkage activity, and discussed TSA 's goals in conducting the 
job/task analysis for the BDO job. Then, the focus group facilitators provided an overview of the 
work to be accomplished during the workshop. 

Next, the workshop materials were distri buted. Each individual packet was labeled with a 
randomly assigned unique ID number. The ID number allowed workshop facilitators to keep 
track or each individual's response without compromising confidentiality. The packets included 
a copy of each of the following: 

• An agenda for the workshop 
• A job/task analysis definitions and examples handout 
• A linkage exercise process handout 
• A scclion of the linkage m::~trix 

With the exception of the agenda, each of these documents is described in further derail below. 

Sign-in of SMEs 
Next, SMEs completed a Background Information Questionnaire. The questionnaire is included 
in Appendix HH. The faci litators emphasized that the questionnaire should not include any 
SME's name in order to prolect confidentiality, only the ID number of the SME. The 
questionnaire requested i.nformation about the SME's current work (e.g., job title), past job 
experiences related to his/her current work (e.g .. prior TSA positions held. experience in security 
work), und other demographic information (e.g., educational allainment, age, race). 
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Description of Key Terms and Linkage Exercise Matrix 
Next, the faci litators distributed and reviewed the handout featuring definitions of key terms 
(e.g., task, knowledge; refer to Appendix K), a handout describing the linkage exercise process, 
and the linkage exercise matrix. The process handout is presented in Appendix II. A partial 
matrix is included in Appendix JJ as a sample of what the SME u ·eel. As mentioned above, 
panicipant~ received a portion of the full matrix to minimize the burden placed on each 
individual. At this point, each SME received a matrix that included all KSAOs but only one­
third of the tasks. The partial matrices were clistributed randomly across the group. As SMEs 
finished their matrices, they received the next third of the task list. This allowed for 
counterbalanced distribution of the lists. All of the SMEs com~leted their assigned one-third of 
the task list and almost all (37) completed two-thirds or more.2 

Independent SME Linkage Ratings 
SMEs worked independently to complete their ratings. Job analysts were present to answer 
questions as t11ey arose. Ratings were provided for each KSAO-Task pairing using a three-point 
scale: (0) Not Relevant for Performing a Task, ( I) Helpful for Peiforming a Task, and (2) 
Essential for Performing a Task. SMEs were instructed to begin with the fi rst task and complete 
ratings for each KSAO before moving on to the next. task. That is, it was recommended that 
SMEs start with the first task, and indicate the extent to which each KSAO is important for 
performing that task. N ter working through all of the KSAOs for the ftrst task, they would 
move to the second task. Many SMEs used this approach, though some found it easier to 
complete all of the ratings on a single page, working across approximately seven KSAOs and six 
tasks before moving to the next page. 

Additional Rating Exercises 
When time allowed, SMEs completed additional rating exercises after they finished the linkage 
activity. SMEs rated tasks in terms of the .likelihood of inadequate performance, consequence of 
inadequate perf01mance, and emphasis needed in initial training. They rated KSAOs in terms of 
the emphasis needed in initial training and additional training. The rating scales are listed in 
Table 31. Instructions and rating scale anchors a.re presented in Appendix KK. 

17 Five SMEs began working through and completed part of an additional (second) matrix. Twenty SMEs 
comph:tcd two-thirds of the list. Fuur completed two-thirds nnd purt of the last third. Thincen SMEs provided 
linkage ratings for the entire list of tasks. 
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Table 31. Additional Rating Exercises 

Likelihood of Inadequate Performance (Tasks) 
NA: Nor I: Always 2: Often 3: Sometimes 4: Rarely 5: Never 
applicable 

Consequence of Inadequate Performance (Tasks) 
NA: Not 1: None 2: Minor 3: Moderate 4: Major 5: Catastrophic 
applicable 

Training Emphasis In Initial Training (Tasks) 
NA: Not 1: No 2: Minor 3: Limited 4: Major 5: Substantial 
appl ic;~ble emphasis emphasis emphasis emphasis emphasis 

Training Emphasis In Initial Tralnlng_LKSAOs) 
NA: Not 1: No 2: Minor 3: Limited 4: Major 5: Substantial 
applicable emphasis emphasis emphasis emphasis emphasis 

Training Emphasis In Additional Training KSAOs) 
NA: Not 1: No 2: Minor 3: Limited 4: Major 5: Substantial 
applicable emphasis emphasis emphasis emphasis emphasis 

These rating scales provided additional information abom the tasks ;~nd KSAOs. Recall that all 
of the tasks and KSAOs were deemed important to the BDO job. Nonetheless, it is not 
practical ly possible to give equal weight to all of the Tasks and KSAOs within human capital 
initiatives such as selection and training prognuns. Use of these scales provides additional data 
upon which to priorit ize the KSAOs covered in selection and training and the Tasks covered in 
training. 

Wrap-Up and Closing 
At the conclusion of the focus groups, SMEs were given the opportunity to share any thoughts or 
comments about the BOO job that had not yet been covered. Individual written comments were 
provided on notebook paper. In addition, group discussion was held during a question-and· 
answer session. Representatives from the OSO participated in this session and SMEs were 
encouraged to ask questions, whether about this project or any part of the job/program. 

Data Analysis and Results 

Data Preparation 

All linkage data were collected in person through paper-and-pencil administration. Although 
data coUectioLl thmugh electronic meru1s has its advantages, thjs step of the process Jeant itself 
bcller to paper-and-pencil administration for several reasons. Fi rst, KSAO-Task l ink;~gc 
activities are inherently complex. In-person administration allowed job analysts to carefully 
describe the process before the SMEs began their work and to answer questions as they came up 
throughout the sessions. In addition, job analysts were able to check the matrices for 
completeness as SMBs handed them in. Second, given that computer u e i a small pan of the 
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job for these SMEs. it was assumed that completing hard copies of the matrices would be easier 
and quicker. This process may very well have allowed for maximization of the SMEs' time, as 
is evident by the fact that most of Lhe participants provided more data than expected. 

Given that the data were collected in paper-and-penci l form. the fir ·t step for data preparation 
was to manually enter the responses. Then ten percent were checked for accuracy by a second 
job analyst. The error rate was less Lhan I%. The few errors found were corrected by a third job 
analyst 

Finally, job analysts also considered patterns of missing data when preparing the data. Missing 
data occurred when a SME rated only a portion of the tasks (e.g., rated two-th irds of the tasks but 
did nol have time to comp.lete the last third) and when they skipped a rating with in the matrix 
they were assigned. Since job analysts were able to check the completeness of the ratings when 
SMEs handed in their matrices, very few of the missing data were due to skipped ratings. 
Regardless of the type of occurrence, cells with missing data were left blank. 

Data Analysis 

To analyze the results for the KSA.O-Task linkage ratings, frequencies, means, and standard 
deviations were computed. For each KSAO-Task pairing, there was a corresponding number 
and percent ofSMEs who rated the KSAO as (0) Not RelevanT, ( I) Helpful, and (2) Essential. 
There was also a mean rating across the SMEs (and a standard deviation) for each pairing. First, 
however, interrater agreement (rw9) was computed in order to evaluate the extent to which BDOs 
agreed on their ratings. 

lnterrater Agreement Results 

IntetTater agreement (r..,8 ) ranged from 0.0 to 1.00. The critical value for these judgments was 
.20 (Dunlap et al., 2003).28 Agreement for 42% of the 8858 judgmems was greater than would 
be expected due to chance. It should be noted that there could be legitimate reasons for 
differences between raters. Recall that a representative sample with varied experience was 
chosen specifically to provide an array of perspectives. lt may be lhat these different 
perspectives translated into different ratings because the SMEs were thinking of the job in 
somewhat different, but completely legitimate. ways. 

An examination of the KSAOs for which there was low agreement supporrs this assumption. For 
example, raters did not agree about how to relate the tasks to the following supervisory KSAOs: 

• Skill in managing and resolving conflicts and disagreements among team members in a 
constructive fi1CIIllter 

• Skill in inspiring and fostering tea111 commitment, spirit, pride, and trust 

• Skill in motivating tetlin 111embers to accomplish group goals 

28 The critical value was different for these judgments thun f<>r the ~urvcy ra tings because of the differences in 
response options and sample size. 
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In the field, some BOOs usc these skills on a daily basis; whereas others do not. Information 
gathered from other steps in the job/task analysis suggested that SMEs do not agree on the ex tent 
to which BOOs use and/or should be using these ski li s. £tis likely this disagreement is reflected 
in the linkage ratings. 

Other KSAOs generated similar di sagreement throughout the job/task analysis and through these 
inteiTater agreement statistics. Of particular interest, SMEs disagreed about the extent to which 
tasks related to Knowledge of Additional Behavior Detection Tr(liuing (A BDT) or other behavior 
detection techniques. 

Again, th is KSAO does not apply Lo all BOOs. Only some have had the training. Even Lhose 
BOOs disagree about its usefulncs:s. Some feel that it is a great tool fo r illuminating imponant 
casual conversation topics; whereas others feel it is not helpful without associated point values. 

Despite the fact that the data could reflect interesting, legitimate differences, they do not change 
the results of the linkage workshop. As described in detail below, job analysts identified KSAOs 
that linked to the BOO job. They used all of the available data. To explore the implications of 
these interrater agreement ti ndings, Lhough, job analysts completed the same analyses after 
excluding the data for which agreement was not statistically significant. A comparison of the 
results is presented in Appendix LL. When all of the data were included, th ree KSAOs failed to 
link back to at least one task.29 With the restricted dataset, only one additional KSAO failed to 
link: Knowledge of ldenrity Verification Call Center (IVCC) procedures. The comparable 
results from the two datasets provide further support that the low interrater agreement does not 
necessarily mean that the ratings are invalid or of low quality. 

Linkage Rating Exercise Results 

Since the linkage data results span over 500 pages, only a portion are presented in Appendix MM 
as a sample.30 Two sets of decision rules were applied to the results. Pirst, selection KSAOs 
(i.e., those needed prior to hire) and training KSAOs (i.e., those needed after either the initial 
training or after starting the BDO job) were evaluated in terms of the number of tasks to which 
they linked. Second, Lhe selection KSAOs were evaluated in an effort to prioritize which could 
be used in hiring practices. 

Establishing KSAO - Task Links 

The decision rules for determining whether a KSAO linked to a task statement di ffered slightly 
for selection and training KSAOs. In either case, though, a KSAO-Task pairing was considered 
''linked" if it met one of the two criteria presented in Table 32. 

29 Ability to maintain physicnl agility th~1t would allow for squalling and bending. Ability to lift and carry baggage 
weighing up to 40 pounds. Ability to lirt und curry baggugc weighing up to 70 pounds. 
JO The complere linkage data results are available upon request. 
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Table 32. Decision Rules for Establishing Linkages 

Type of KSAO Primary Secondary 

Selection Mean SME rating > 1.5 Essential rating from 75% of SMEs 

Training Mean SME rating > 1.5 Essential or Important rating from 75% 
of SMEs 

For selection KSAOs, the KSAO " linked" to a task if the average raling across SMEs was 1.5 or 
higher. If the KSAO-Task pairing did not yield a mean of 1.5 or hjgher but received an Essential 
rating from at least 75% of the SMEs. the KSAO was still considered linked to the Task. The 
secondary criterion was included because it would have been possible to have a mean of less 
I han 1.5 but still have the majority of people rating the KSAO-Task link as Essential.31 An 
example link u ing these criteria follows. Skill in clari in.. in ormation li nked lo Conduct 
casual conversation with the referred individual (b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) to obtain a 
resolution. The average linkage rating was 1.94, and the KSAO was rated as being Essential by 
94.3% of the SMEs. 

For trai11ing KSAOs, the KSAO "I inked" to a task if the average rating across SMEs was 1.5 or 
higher. If the KSAO-Task pairing did not yield a mean of 1.5 or higher bul received an Essential 
or Important rating from at least 75% of the SMEs, the KSAO was still considered linked to the 
Ta k. For I he training KSAOs, the secondary criterion was used. Two example links using these 
cri teria follow. First, Skill in using job-spec~fic sofl,vare and applications (e.g .. PARIS. SPOT 
database, on·line training programs) linked to Enter information correct/.~· and accurately into 
Petformance and Results b(formation System (PARIS), with a mean rating of 1.94. The same 
KSAO linked to Provide completed documents and report information to appropriate BDO team 
members and/or individual responsible for processing reports with a mean rating of 1.41 and 
90.6% of the SMEs indicated the KSAO is either Essential (50%) or Important (40.6%) for 
performance of the task. 

Using these decision rules, three selection KSAOs did not link to any Tasks: 

• Ability ro maintain physical agility that would allow for squolling and bending, 

• Ability to left and cart)' baggt1ge weighing up to 40 pounds. and 

• Ability to l(ft and tan y baggage weighing up to 70 pounds. 

All of the training KSAOs liJ1ked to at least one Task. The KSAO-Task pairings that warranted a 
link arc summarized in Appendices NN and 00 (organ ized by KSAOs and by Tasks, 
respectively). 

31 In pnlclicc, none nr I he KSAOs required implcmcnltllion or I he ~ccondury crilcrion (i.e .. ull KSAOs-To~k poi rings 
wi1h a mean raling less than 1.5 also had iewer than 75% or the sample raling the pairing ns Essential). 
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Prioritizing KSAOs 

KSAOs that have been identified as relevant to the job through the KSAO-Task linkage exercise 
can be considered for inclusion into the BOO selection process. Tine next step was to prioritize 
Lhe KSAOs, using the cliteria presented in Table 33. 

Table 33. Decision Rules for Prioritizing Linkages 

TypeofKSAO Primary Secondary Tertiary 

Selection Needed at time of hire Important to the job Links to at least 25% of 
the tasks 

Training Can be acquired after Important to the job hire 

Hiring practices should focus on KSAOs that ( I ) an employee needs at the time of hire, (2) relate 
to the most important aspects of the j ob, and (3) relate to the greatest proportion of the job. 
Thus, for this exercise, it was of primary importance to es tablish when the KSAO was required 
(i.e., at the time or hire or afterward). Fifty-seven of the remajning KSAOs were deemed needed 
at time of hire through survey resuhs. A secondary consideration was to ensure that the KSAO 
was impommt to the j ob. A l l of the KSAOs were rated as important. Finally, for a KSAO to be 
considered relevant for selection purposes it had to link to at least 25% of the tasks. This would 
ensure that selection tools developed based on these KSAOs would represent the entirety of the 
tasks performed by BOOs. Not all of the KSAOs related back to a large portion of the job. 
though. Seventeen selection KSAOs linked to fewerthan 22 (25%) of the Tasks. It would be 
reasonable, Lhen. to focus on the remainjng 40 KSAOs when conceptualizing a hjring process for 
Lhe BOOs. 32 

Written Comments from Linkage Workshop 

Wlinen comments from the linkage workshop participants were analyzed and summarized by 
two job analysts. These comments were categorized into three main categories: Selection, 
Training, Other. Common themes in Lhe recommendations include suggested revisions to the 
interview protocol used in the selection process, expressed int.ere. t in refresher courses, and 
comments regarding SPOT operations. 

Selection 

The following recommendations include thoughts about how to improve the ctm-ent hiring 
system, such as changing Lhe conten t, process, and criteria. 

• Jmprove current hiring process 

• Hire Cram the general labor pool ralher than j ust from wi thjn TSA. 
• Include additional measures (e.g., physical fitness test, writing ski lls evaluation). 

'
1 The linkage data will be further analyzed during the next phusc of this prujecl. Recommendations for the hiring 

pmccss will be bused on the results. The rc~ults und the subsequent uevclnpmcot of u selection process will be 
described 1L~ part of another deliverable. 
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• Expand the process. Include an application/resume rev.iew. peer review panel 
tnterview, and a work sample test. The work sample test could tnclude video 
observation exercise and responses to scenarios. 

• Update the cun·ent interview. 
• Combine the "best qualified" list with the "qualified" list. 

• Make hi ring criteria more stringent. 

• Implement a mandatory probationary period. 

Training 

The fo llowing recommendations include suggestions for how to improve BOO training, such as 
changing the content and criteria. 

• Lengthen initial training (to at least 2 weeks); Content should include initial baseline, 
behavior resolution, interactions with/elevat ing to LEO, report writing/documentation, 
and initial observation or behaviors. 

• Expand training to include more frequent (and regular) training refreshers. 

• Implement an On-the-Job Training (OJT) program (at least 2 weeks long) so that trainers 
have more time to observe and make better assessment or candidates. 

• Create an intensive training program for managers, including a review or some initial 
BOO training subjects. Managers should be fu lly trained with OJT duties and 
responsib.i I ities. 

• Create a main hub/training location to reduce costs. 

• Implement a process for removing candidates who are not successful in training. 

Other 

In this final section, other relevant recommendations and related information are presented, 
including comments concerning the BOO career progression, the Stand<u·djzation Team, and 
program modification. 

• Increase duties for G-Band BOOs or make the F-Band and G-Band pay equal. 

• Usc the National Standardization Team to eliminate inconsistencies with in the program 
and to train managers (e.g., send managers out with National Standardization Team for 
two airport visits). 

• Assist BOOs with conilictiug priorittes (e.g., Playbook) by changing the metric to meet 
program needs or increasing BOO staff/hours. 

• lmprove communication to the field. 

Discussion of Findings 

This section described the collection, preparation, and analysis of the KSAO-Tas.k linkage data, 
as well as the results of the analysis. Out of the 8858 KSAO-Task pairings, 40% (3544) were 
deemed related. Thal is. 40% of the pairings met the decision ru le criteria and were labeled 
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"links." In addjtion, 100 of 103 KSAOs linked to at least one critical BDO Task. Thus, the 
majority of KSAOs could be considered job-related. 

Several KSAOs link to a substantial amount of the job and might be good candidates for 
consideration in a hiring system. Of the 57 selection KSAOs for which job-relatedness was 
firmly established, 40 linked to more than 25% of the tasks. These offer a starting point for 
conceptualizing a selection system. Of course, additional considerations will be necessary to 
winnow down this list for practical reasons. 

The findings from the linkage workshop may be used to inform the test specification process. 
Specifically, the information collected on KSAOs may be used to choose and develop materials 
for BDO selection measures. Job analysts will apply knowledge of the behavioral sciences, 
personnel selection, and training to identify the optimal group of KSAOs to use in the hiring 
process. 

Bui lding the test specifications that measure the KSAOs collected will require a thoroLLgh 
lit,erature review to explore both existing hiring tools and potential new measures. For both 
existing and new measures, AIR will evaluate the feasibi lity of each using five separate criteria: 
( I) appropriateness of the test for the intended purpose, (2) ease of imp.lementation, (3) 
psychometric properties of existing measures, (4) susceptibility to faking, and (5) practica.l 
considerations such as development costs. Results of the evaluation will lead to decisions about 
the best measures to include in the hiring process, recommendations for a proposed hiring 
process, and development of appropriate new tools. 
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KSAO • COMPETENCY CROSSWALK 

Overview and Purpose 

The final step in the job analysis process was to create a crosswalk (i.e., ''li nk") between the 
critical KSAOs and TSA's Core and Technical Competency Catalogs. This step will provide 
important information regarding the job-relatedness of the TSA competencies by virtue of the 
relationship between the competencies, the KSAOs, and Lhe job tasks (see Exhibit 2). Since TSA 
is a competency-based organization, this linkage wi ll help ensure that the job analytic data can be 
maximally usef1tl in supporting the organization's human capital initiatives. 

Exhibit 2. Relation between Competencies, KSAOs, and Job Tasks 

t 

To develop an understanding of these relationships, AIR first developed preliminary crosswalk 
linkages. Next, Lhese linkages were finalized in working group meetings with the OHC, the 
OSO. and the Naval Research Laboratory (NRL). The working group also proposed slight 
revisions to several ofTSA's competencies, and proposed several additional technical 
competencies that TSA may consider adding to the existing competency catalog. Each of these 
steps is discussed in greater detail below. 

Step 1: Develop Preliminary Crosswalk Linkages 

Two AIR job analysts followed a systematic process for developing the preliminary crosswalk 
linkages. The methods and results of this process are described below. 

Methodology 

As the first step in the process, two A IR job analysts developed preliminary linkages between the 
critical KSAOs and TSA's Core and Technical Competency Catalogs. To develop these 
prel iminary linkages, each analyst worked independently to determine the extent to which each 
KSAO and competency linked using a KSAO-Competency Matrix (see Appendix PP for a 
sample). This mauix listed the lOO critical KSAOs rrom the job analysis vertically and the 63 
Core and Technical competencies (and their definitions) horizontally. Using this matrix. each 
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analyst made individual judgments about the extent to which each KSAO linked to each 
competency, considering both the competency's Litle and definition. 

Analysts made these determinations using a three-point rating scale. The rating scale, li ted 
below, was used in order to capture as much information about the KSAO-competency 
relationship as possible. Scale definitions included example scenarios to help the analysts make 
determinations about the appropriate rating to assign. 

• 2 =Competency Strongly Links to KSAO. This KSAO is the same as, or very similar to, 
the competency; there is a large degree of overlap between this competency and this 
KSAO. 

• I =Competency Weakly Links ro KSAO. This KSAO is similar to this competency, but 
is not the same: there is orne degree of overlap between lhi~ competency and this KSAO. 

• 0 =Competency is not related to KSAO. 

After making imUvidual ratings, the analysts met to review their fmdjngs. Through discussion, 
they reached consensus agreement for each KSAO-competcncy pairing. More specitically, the 
analysts reached consensus on two types of decisions. First, analysts reached consensus on 
whether a relationship (i.e., "link'') existed between a KSAO and a competency. Next, analysts 
resolved any differences regarding the extent to which each KSAO-competency pairing linked 
(i.e., "strongly" or "weakly"). The interratcr agreement results for this exercise arc discussed 
below, followed by the results of lhe preliminru·y linkages. 

Results 

lntcrratcr Agreement Results 

To determine interrut.er agreement, each judgrnenL (i.e., cell) was evaluated and assigned a 
weight. When raters agreed, the cell was assigned a weight of zero (0). When the raters agreed 
that the KSAO and ~.:ompetency Linked, but U1ey di~agreed about the extent of tJ1e Linkage (i.e. , 
one rater felt they linked weakly, but the other felt lhey linked strongly), the cell was ass.igncd a 
weight of half a point (.5). When the raters disagreed completely (i.e. , one rater felt they linked 
weakly or strongly, but the other rater did not link the KSAO and competency), the ceiJ was 
assigned one point ( I). In this way, disagreements about whether a relationship existed between 
a KSAO and a competency were given a higher weighting (i.e., a value of I) than disagreements 
about the degree of relatedness (i.e., a value of .5). Once weighting was established, the cell 
values were summed and labeled Weighted Disagreement Total (sec Table 32). Then, the 
Weighted Disagreement Total was divided by the total number of judgments (6300) to obtain the 
Percent Disagreement. Percent Agreement was calculated by subtracting the Percent 
Disagreement f'rom 100%. This process for calculating overall agreement was employed for 
each competency as well. For example, the cell values for "Technical Credibility" were summed 
and divided by the number of judgments ( I 00). A range of Percent Agreement across 
Competencies is also presented in Table 34. 

Across all linkages, agreement between the analysts was very high (94.8%). lnteJTater 
agreement per competency was also good, ranging from 57% (e.g., Application of Screening 
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Standards) to 100% (e.g., Flexibility, Arithmetic and Mathematiccil Reasonins). This range of 
agreement can be considered especially high given the complexities of the rating exercise. For 
example, KSAOs and competencies are typicnlly wrillen at different levels of speci ficity. That 
is, KSAOs are written as discrete statemenrs of worker capabilities, whereas competencies often 
contain a number of elements (e.g., varying degrees of knowledge and ski lis). Due to this 
fundamental difference, it was often challenging to determine whether to label linkages as 
"strong" or "weak." In addit ion, the competency catalog includes competencies at both tactical 
and strategic levels. Although n few KSAOs address supervisory-related work, most of the BDO 
job is at a tactical level. On the surface, the KSAOs may link to the strategic competencies but 
they become less relevant within the context of the job. Thus, it was necessary to consider 
whelher the KSAO-Competency links were general judgments about the KSAOs and 
competencies as stand-alone entities or speci!'ic judgments about the KSAOs and competencie 
as they related to the BDO job. 

Table 34. lnterrater Agreement of Preliminary Crosswalk Linkages 

Summary Characteristic Result 
Total # of KSAOs 100 

Total# of Competencies 63 

Total# of Judgments Overall 6300 

Total# of Disagreements - Linkage Relationship (link vs. no link) 313 

Total #of Disagreements for Degree of Linkage 29 

Weighted Disagreement Total 327.5 

Percentage Disagreement 5.2% 

Percentage Agreement 94.8% 

Range of Agreement per Competency 57% . 100% 

Pt·etiminary Linkage Results 

Ln total, Lhe preliminary review yielded 94 "strong" KSAO-competency Unkages and L55 "weak" 
linkugcs. These linkages were summarized in a Microsoft Excel Workbook by KSAO, along 
with important data regarding each KSAO from the job analysis survey and linkage exercise 
workshops. The ''strong" anti ''weak" competency linkages were listed in fields next to each 
KSAO. Relevant information about the linkage decisions were provided in a Comments field in 
the linkage Excel Workbook. The full list of preliminary linkage!> can be found in Appendix 
QQ. 

Step II: Finalize Crosswalk Linkages 

Methodology 

Next, the KSAO-competency crosswalk linkages were !inalized in u two-day working group 
meeting. The methodology and results of these meetings are described below. 
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Participants 

The working group meetings were held consecutively on 23 and 24June 20 10. Meeting 
participants included the job analysts who developed the preliminary linkages, a representative 
from NRL, represemutives from TSA's OHC who have knowledge of the Core and Technical 
Competency Catalogs, and representatives from TSA 's OSO who have in-depth knowledge and 
understanding of the BDO job (see Table 35). 

Table 35. Crosswalk Linkage Meeting Participants 

Participants' 
Organization 23 June 2010 Meeting Participants 24 June 2010 Meeting Participants 

AIR Three (3) Industrial - Organizational Three (3) Industrial - Organizational 
Psychologists Psychologists 

NRL Head, Adversarial Modeling and N/A Exploitation Office 

TSAOHC Two (2) Personnel Psychologists Two (2) Personnel Psychologists 

TSAOSO 
Training Manager, SPOT Program 

Training Manager, SPOT Program 
Project Manager, SPOT Program 

l~cfcrcncc Materials 

To support the crosswalk linkage meeLings. auendees received a set of reference materials, 
including a copy of each of the following: 

• Briefing slides summarizing the job analysis process to date; 
• An agenda; 
• The TSA Core and Technical Competency Catalogs (see Appendix N33

); 

• The preliminary linkage results from AIR's review (see earlier Appendix QQ); 
• A reference key for the preliminary linkage resu lts (Appendix RR); 
• AIR's working definitions of KSAOs and competencies; and 
• Summary data regarding the TSA Core and Tech~tical Competencies collected during 

focus groups on various site visits (liee earlier Appendix R). 

Process 

At the working group meetings, AIR representatives provided attendees with an update on the 
status of the job annlysis and reviewed the process followed for developing I he prel iminary 
linkages. Before beginning, the group discussed whether to continue using the three-point rating 
scale used to make the preliminary linkages or to move to dichoto111ous decisions of " link" or 
"no link." Ull imate.ly, the group decided to continue using a three point scale to identi fy 
"strong" and "weak" competencies as OHC representatives determined the information was 

•J Note Lhut for the purpu~cs of the crosswalk workshop. the TSA core und technicul competencies were presented in 
a different rormnt than Appendix N provides. Por the cmsswnlk. Core r111d Technicnl competencies wen.: combined 
and presented in alphabetical order. 
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useful to retain. Next, the group spent time discussing how to best define the scale. After 
working through some initial linkages, the group decided to usc the same scale definitions that 
were used to make the preliminary linkages. This scale is listed below. 

• 2 =Competency Strongly Links to KSAO. This KSAO is the same as, or very similar to, 
the competency; there is a large degree of overlap between this competency and this 
KSAO. 

• I =Competency Weakly Links to KSAO. This KSAO is similar to this competency, but 
is not the same; there is some degree of overlap between this competency and this KSAO. 

• 0 = Competency and KSAO arc unrelated. 

Using this rating scale, the group worked to determine final linkages in a systematic manner. 
Each KSAO was read aloud, along with each of the competencies and definitions thal strongly 
and/or weakly linked to the KSAO. When necessary, AlR representatives provided background 
information on the KSAOs and their importance to the BOO job. Conversely, representatives 
from OHC provided key information about the purpose and/or background of individual 
competencies. As an example, OHC explained that TSA's Technical Competency, Technical 
Credibility, was created to represent any job-specific specialized expertise an individual must 
possess. Following group discussion, tinal determinations were made about the relationship and 
degree of linkage for each KSAO. Occasionally, meeting group attendees suggested additional 
competencies to consider as potential linkages that had not been included in the prelimjnary 
linkages. Throughout the meeting, a projector was used to make it easy for meeting participants 
to view final linkage decisions. 

Results 

The finalized linkages resulted in 160 ''strong" KSAO-competency linkages and 129 •·weak" 
linkages. Fur1her, these linkages resulted in "strong" linkages for almost all critical KSAOs, 
many of which linked back to TSA' s Technical Credibility competency. Additionally, final 
linkages resulted in suggested additions and/or revisions to the current TSA Core and Technical 
Competency Catalogs. These changes and additions were noted in a Comments field in the 
linkage Excel Workbook. The fu ll list of finalized linkages can be found in Appendices SS 
(KSAO view) and TT (Competency view). The proposed revisions and additions are discussed 
in the following section. 

Proposed Revisions to TSA's Competency Catalog 

In final step of the process, AIR proposed additions and revisions to TSA's Competency Catalog. 
The purpose and process of each step are described below. 

Purpose 

Additional Competencies 

Additional TSA competencies were proposed when critical KSAO statements did not have any 
"strong" links to the current TSA Core and Technical Competencies or it was detennined that a 

65 
~:>Cibni "-' • 1rit,v lnl'onnation (SSI) 

~: TillS RF.CORO C'ONTI\INS SENS111VF SECURITY INFORMATION 'f 1 • • .FO UNDER 49 C F.R. PARTS 15 ANO 1520. NO 
PAilT OF THIS IHiC'ORI) Mi\ Y JliW ISCLOSill) TO P" RSONS WITIIOUT i\ "Niil.lDTO KNOW." AS UI,J 'IN~u ,,, , ' h ••TS I~ AND IS20, bXCilPT 
WITil TH6 WRinl:N PERMISSION OF HIE 1\D~IINI >I"R/\TOR OF THE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION OR 'I t1" . . >v OF 
Tl<i\N~PORTATION UNAUTIIORI7.1~0 Rf'I,E/\~1! MAY RESULT IN CIVIl. PI':NAI.TIIlS OR O'I'IIFR AC'n ON. FOR U.S. OOVI1RNMEN1' AOENCIES.- I-

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OOVERNEI) IJY S U.S.C. SS2 1\NI) 49 C.f .R. PARTS 15 ANI) 1520 



TSA 15-00014 -005795

Sensitive Sccw it,- lnffimtRtiea (SSJ) 

more specific linkage than Technical Credibility would be useful. OHC representatives noted 
that the addition of the new competencies would be applicable to many TSA jobs, not just the 
BOO job. In total, five new competencies were proposed (see Table 36). A more detailed table 
of the additional competencies, describing the purpose for each addition, can be found in 
Appendix UU. 

Table 36. Proposed Additions to Current TSA Core and Technical Competencies 

Competency_ Title Definition 

Memorization Remembers factual information, including numbers and procedures; recalls 
Information verbatim, when necessary. 

Vigilance Maintains attention, alertness, concentration, and/or focus over prolonged periods 
of time; maintains a high level of attention to detail over prolonged periods of time. 

Discretion Recognizes situations that require circumspect behavior; carries out duties In a 
covert manner, when necessary. 

Extraversion Is comfortable with social interaction; feels at ease approaching others to obtain 
information; acts assertively when necessary. 
Takes In and recalls Incoming auditory sensory Information and uses It to make 

Auditory predictions, comparisons. and/or evaluations; recognizes differences or similarities 
Observation In sound; discerns between relevant cues or Information and Irrelevant or 

distracting Information. 
Takes in and recalls Incoming olfactory sensory information and uses it to make 

Olfactory predictions, comparisons, and/or evaluations; recognizes differences or similarities 
Observation in smell; discerns between relevant cues or Information and irrelevant or distracting 

information. 

Revised Competencies 

Proposed revisions to current TSA competencies resulted from group discussions that revealed 
improvements could be made to the catalog. Again, OHC noted that specific changes would 
improve the catalog for a variety of TSA jobs: including but not limited to. the BDO job. Por 
ex:ample, group members proposed altering the current Applicmion ofScreening Standard 
Operating Procedures competency to a more generic Application of Position-Specific SOP 
competency. In total, six revisions were suggested (sec Table 37). A more detai led table of' the 
proposed revisions, including the purpose of each, can be found in Appendix VV. 
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Table 37. Proposed Changes to Current TSA Core and Technical Competencies 

Current TSA Competency/Definition Suggested Competency/Definition 

Application of Screening Standard Operating Application of Position-Specific SOP: Retains 
Procedures: Applies knowledge of permitted and and Implements knowledge of all position-specific 
prohibited items and current Standardized Standardized Operating Procedures (SOP) to 
Operating Procedures (SOP) to include security applicable aspects of current position. 
breach, current performance protocols (e.g. , hand 
wanding techniques and special search methods), 
information on travel documents and procedures 
for reporting equipment fai lure. 

Command Presence: Demonstrates confidence Command Presence: Demonstrates confidence, 
and credibility in presence, demeanor, and conduct credibility, and professionalism in presence, 
in performance of duties within the work demeanor, and conduct In performance of duties 
environment. within the work environment. 

Diversity Awareness: Recognizes variations Diversity Awareness: Recognizes variations 
among cultures and treats all people with respect; among cultures and treats all people with respect; 
establishes and maintains effective working establishes and maintains effective working 
relationships with people from different relationships with people from different 
backgrounds; provides a supportive work backgrounds; shows sensitivity to individual 
environment for the multicultural workforce by differences and tr,eating others fairly; values and 
showing sensitivity to individual differences and encourages varied perspectives, unique skills, and 
treating others fairly; values and encourages varied talents. 
perspectives, unique skills and talents. 

Influencing/Negotiating: Persuades others; builds Influencing: Persuades others 
consensus through give and take; gains Negotiating: Builds consensus through give and 
cooperation from others to obtain information and take; gains cooperation from others to obtain 
accomplish goals. information and accomplish goals 
Self Management: Sets well-defined and realistic Self Management: Sets well-defined and realistic 
personal goals; displays a high level of initiative, personal goals; displays a high level of initiative, 
effort, and commitment towards completing effort, and commitment towards completing 
assignments in a timely manner; works with assignments In a timely manner; works with 
minimal supervision; is motivated to achieve; minimal supervision; is motivated to achieve 
demonstrates responsible behavior. 
Transportation Security Proficiency: Transportation Security Proficiency: Applies 
Understands the range of security issues, threats, knowledge of the range of security issues, threats, 
and challenges facing TSA; the roles of other and challenges facing TSA; the roles of other 
federal, state, and local government agencies in federal, state, and local government agencies in 
addressing them; and the frameworks for addressing them; and the frameworks for 
effectively analyzing and addressing them. effectively analyzing and addressing them. 

Process and Next Steps 

Following the working group meeting, AlR representatives worked to draft the revisions and 
additions to the TSA competencies. Once drafted, the proposed competencies were reviewed by 
NRL and TSA and sent to OHC. OHC representatives plan to present the additions and changes 
LO their Competency Working Assessment Group (CWAG) for their consideration. 
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Summary 

This section of the report detailed the final step in the job analysis process; the KSAO ­
Competency Crosswalk. To reiterate, the purpose of this step was to ensure that TSA is able to 
fully leverage the job analytic data collected. To accomplish this task, AJR representatives 
developed a set of preliminary linkages that were then fir1i.llizecl during working group meetings. 
Both the AfR representatives and members of the working group meeting determined it was 
beneficial to use a 3 point rating scale to determine these linkages (i.e., identify "strong" links, 
"weak" links, and "no" links). Finalized crosswalk linkages resulted in "strong linkages" for 
almost all critical KSAOs, many of which linked back to TSA's Technical Credibility 
competency. Six new competency titles and definitions were developed to cover important 
KSAOs that did not "strongly link" back to current competencies. Further, proposed changes 
were drafledto a few TSA competencies that could improve the ca.talog for a variety of TSA 
jobs, including but not limited to, Lhe BOO job. The proposed alterations wil l ultimately be 
presented to OHC's competency working group. CWAG, for their considerntion. 
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SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 

Review of Completed Work 

This report describes the details of the job/task analysis update for the BOO job. To summarize. 
the job/task analysis update was conducted in several steps that each provided importan! 
information about the BOO job. These steps included the following: 

• Conducted background material review to develop initial BOO task, KSAO, and 
tool/equipment lists; 

• Conducted site visits to provide input for the development of the job/task analysis survey; 

• Developed and implemented a job/task analysis survey to finalize the BOO task list and 
to identi fy the most critical BOO tasks and KSAOs for the linkage exercise workshops; 

• Conducted a task and KSAO linkage ruling exercise to estabUsh the job relatedness of 
KSAOs; and 

• Developed u KSAO - competency crosswalk to link KSAOs to TSA's Core and 
Technical Competencies. 

A discus ed throughout this report , the completion of the above steps provided a review of the 
BOO job as it is currently performed, as well as an examination of the job for differences in 
work and worker requirements across different groups, such as those working at different sized 
airports. 

Important Products 

Completion of the job/task analysis update for the BOO job, as outlined above, .resulted in the 
development of several important products. These products include: 

• Lists of current job tasks, KSAOs, and tools that were previously not documented for the 
BOO job. 

• Documentation of how KSAOs link to job tasks and when KSAOs are required for the 
job (e.g., before hire, after hi re); this information may be used to identify and/oTdevelop 
materials for BOO selection measures, as well as identify the knowledge and skms that 
could be addressed through tmining. 

• A crosswalk of KSAOs to TSA competencies; this document is important as it provides a 
link between the conducted job/task analysis and TSA 's competency-based 
organi zational structure. 

• The proposed addition of six competencies to the TSA competency catalogs; these 
addit ions ensure that the KSAOs required for successfu l performance as a BOO are 
captured within the TSA competency catalog. 
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Key Findings 

Through the various methods of data collection outlined above and highlighted in this report 
(e.g., open-response and closed-response sW"vey items, focus groups, interviews, workshops), 
there were a number of importantlindings regarding the BDO job. Key lindings, grouped by 
topic, are highlighted below. 

Task and KSAO Results 

BOO survey respondents indicated that despite the variabi lity in frequency of particular tasks, 
most could be categorized as very high in impormnce. These ratings did not differ meaningfull y 
across airports, indicating that the BDO job is relatively consistent regardless of airport size or 
location. Tasks performed by BDOs were also commonly rated as not being difficu lt to learn, 
although differences in this rating were observed. These differences in task difficulty may have 
driven 1'he desire ex ressecl b some BDOs in the o en-res )Onse section of the survey for 
training in topic. (b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) Likewise. BDOs 
I . hi' h d d f f h . . (b)(3):49 U.S.C. § 114(r) C . I db 11g 1g te a nee or urt er trammg omments prov1c e y 
KSAO-task linkage workshop participants also supported the notion of additional training related 
to particular topics (e.g., interactions with LEOs, initial baseline behavior resolution). 

Along with task ratings, critical information was also provided by SMEs concerning Lhe requisite 
KSAOs for the BDO job. First, a large ponion of the KSAOs were rated by BOOs as important. 
Likewise, these KSAOs were differentiated as being eirher relevant for selection or lraining. 
This !alter finding is particularl y informative for future initiat ives related to BDO selection 
process and tools. A final considemtion regarding the KSAOs identified during the job/task 
analysis update is their relationship to TSA's existing competency model. Based on the results 
of the KSAO - competency workshop, a majority of lhe KSAOs were round to have some link 
(ranging from "weak" to "strong") to the existing competencies. These results suggest a 
significant overlap between two different analyses of the BDO job. 

Work Context Results 

Qualitative data resulting from the site visits and quantitative data resulting from the job/task 
analysis survey (i.e., the open-response section and work contex t ilems) indicated that BDOs 
be.lieve their job features a signil'icant amount of both physical and cognitive fatigue. Physical 
fatigue may primarily be attributed to ex tended durations of standing and walking. During site 
visits, SMEs noted the importance of good shoes, as well as shared stories about physical issues 
(e.g., knee problems requiring physical tberupy), due to the wulking and standing required on the 
job. Cognitive fatigue, on the other hand, is likely associated with the need to perform repetitive 
mental activities while maintaining a high level of accuracy. Finally, BOOs indicated that 
teamwork is a major component of successful performance for their job. This point was also 
highlighted in the open-response section of the job/task analysis survey, in which BOOs 
recommended the inclusion of the KSAOs related to the abi lity t.o work in a team and social 
skills in future selection processes. 
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Programmatic Challenges 

In addition to rhe numerical ratings, comments provided by BDO personnel in the job/task 
analysis survey and during the linkage workshops may inform future decisions regarding the 
BOO job. For example. one trend that emerged from this job/ta:>k analysis concemcd career 
progress.ion opportunities for BOOs. Some individuals expressed concern regarding the lack of 
career advancement opportunities. Other respondents indicated a desire to have the opportunity 
to return to the TSO track if they found themselves lacking interest or were not well-suited for 
the BDO job. Additional responses illustrated a need to fonnally differentiate the pay-sca le and 
duties of the F- and G-Band BOOs. Finally, BDO. offered suggestions for improving the hiring 
process (e.g., including additional measures, hiring from a general labor pool, revising the 
ctment interview process). 

Ar·cas for Further Consideration 

Throughout the BDO jobllask analysis process, data were gnthered and analyzed to ultimately 
support decisions regarding selection and/or training initiatives. Wi thin these data, areas for 
possible fo llow-up or further consideration with regards to selection, training, or the BOO job in 
general emerged. These included topics such as effects of fatigue on BDO job performance; 
potential differences between P- and G-Band BDOs; the effect of participation in other security 
operations (e.g., Playbook) on the BDO workforce; and considerations related to the conduct of 
the casual conversation. Data related to the latter- the conduct of the casual conversation - are 
highlighted in a case study (see page CS-1 of this report) along with a discussion of how these 
data may be used to fu rther BDO selection and training. Note that the case study does not rel'lect 
a detailed data analysis related to this aspect of the job, but rather highlights one example of how 
data may be applied to inform potential next steps for selection and/or training. 

Next Steps 

The job/task analytic data gathered for the BDO job establishes lhe foundation for selectiotl and 
rrnining initiatives. For the current effort, the next phase of research will involve the 
examination of ways to improve the current selection system. This process begins with the 
idemilication of test specifications. This process includes the following steps, as described 
below. 

• Select KSAOs for inclusion i11 rite selection system. Thls step is partia lly compl·eted, as it 
involves the identification of KSAOs that are required for important job tasks and 
required upon entry into the BDO job. 

• Co11duct a literature review. This step involves a review or academic Literatw·e about 
existing selection measures thul could be used to assess these important KSAOs. 

• Evaluate feasibility of measures. This step involves a review or idemified selection 
measures to determine feasibility in tenns of the appropriateness of test for given 
purpose, the ease of implementatjon, the psychometric characteristics of existir1g 
measures, suseeptibil ity to faking, and practical considerations (e.g., development costs). 

• Consrnu.:t.fina/resl specific:arions. This final step involves the preparation of a formal 
test specification document to include, among other information, the selected 
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measurement method(s), proposed item development procedures. proposed scoring 
procedures, and test administration method(s). 

Conclusion 

The job/task analysis update described in this report provided up-to-date information about the 
BDO job. Speci fical ly, data were collected and analyzed about the work (i.e., tasks) and worker 
requirements (i.e., KSAOs) required for the BDO job, including known changes and expansion 
to the job in recent years (e.g., walkjng the line, working in pairs). Ln addition, the job/task 
analysis provided information about differences across airports, programmatic challenges, and 
the component of the job related to the conduct of the casual conversation. The documentation 
of accurate and up-to-date in formation about the job ensures that HRM activities (e.g., selection, 
training) are informed by a current and accurate understanding of the job and what is required for 
successful performance on the job. 

72 
·1tion (SSI ) 

~' TI-llS RFC'ORO ('0NTAINS SENSmVF SE('URITY INFORMATION n-IAT IS CON • ER 49 C F.R, PARTS I~ AND 1520 NO 
I'AitT OF TillS IUlCORD MAY Hll DISCLOSED TO PI!RSONS WITIIOUT A "NEilll'IO KNOW." AS l.lloFINI:.D IN 49 , ~AND 15211. I<XCIJPT 
WITH THil WRITIT~ PERMISSION OF TilE ADMINISTRATOR 0Pn-tF.1'RANSPORTATION SF.CURITY ADMIN ISTR,\TION OR Tllll . F 
TRANSPORTATION UNAUTIIORI7.1'0 Rl:l.F.MR MAY RllSULT IN CIVIL ri':NAI.TmS OR OTIII'R ACTION. FOR U.S, OOVfiRNMF".NT AOENCil,S. 

PUBUC DISCLOSUREOOVIlRNED BY S U.S,C. 552 AND 49 C.I'.R. PARTS IS ANI) mo 



TSA 15-00014 -005802

Sensitive Security ln f'o r ma t jop (SST) 

REFERENCES 

Brannick, M. T., & Levine, E. L. (2002). Job analysis: Methods, research. and application.l'for 
human resource management in the new millennium. Thou. and Oaks, CA: Sage 
Pub! ications. 

Cascio, W. F., & Aguin is, H. (2005). Applied psychology in hu111an resource management. (6th 
ed.). New Jersey: Pearson/Prenlice Hall. 

Cohen, J. ( 1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Dunlap, W. P. , Burke, M. J., & Smith-Crowe, K. (2003). Accurate tests of statistical significance 
for rw11 and average deviation interrater agreement indexes. Journal o.lApplied 
Psychology. 83(2), 356-362. 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Civil Service Commission, Department of Labor. 
& Department of Justice. (]978). Uniform guidelines on employee selection procedures. 
Federal Register, 43. 

Fleishman, E. A., Wetrogan, L. I. , Uhlman, C. E., & Marshaii-Mies, J. C. ( 1995). Abilities. In N. 
G. Peterson, M. D. Mumford, W. C. Bom1an, P. R. Jeanneret, & E. A. Fleishman (Eds.), 
Development of prototype occupational information 11etwork content model (pp. I 0. I-
I 0.39). Utah: Utah Department of Employment Security. 

Guion, R. M. (1998). Assessment, measurement, and prediction for personnel decisions. 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Harvey, R. J. ( 199 1). Job analysis. In M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook (~f 
industrial and organizational psychology, Vol. 2 (2nd ed., pp. 71-163). Palo Alto, CA: 
Consulting Psychologists Press. 

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater reliability 
with and without response bias. Jmmwl of Applied Psychology, 69, 85-98. 

James, L. R. , Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1993). r ... 8 : An a sessment of within-group inten-ater 
agreement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 306-309. 

Knapp, J. & Knapp, L. (1995). Practice analysis: Building the foundation for validity. ~n J. C. 
tmpara (Ed.), Licensure testing: Pwposes, procedures, and practices (pp. 93- 11 6). 
Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements. 

~"'llolit ive Security Information (SSI) 
73 

~: TillS RECORO IONTAINS SENSmVESEIURITY 11\'FORMAIIlJi , • . r-r IINnFR49C F.R. PARTS I~ AND IS20. NO 
PAJRTOFTiliS IUJCORD MAY OI!DISCU>SbD 'I'O PHRSONS WI'I'HOUT A "NEED'!() KNOW," AS DI:I'INI:D IN 4~C • K "'"• ·~'· ~PT 
WITH THE WRITIT,N PERM ISS ION OF TilE ADMIN I STRI\ TOR OF THE TRANSPORTATION SECUIHTI' ADM IN ISTRATION OR TIIH SECRETARY OF 
TI<ANSI'ORTATION lJNAUTIIORI7.1: D RFLEASP MAY RESULT IN CIVIL I'I~AI.TIES OR O'fiii'R ACTION. FOR U.S. OOVIlRNMF.NT A011NCIES. 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OOVERNED llY S U.S.C. 552 AND 49 C.I'.R. PAKTS 15 AND mo. 



TSA 15-00014 -005803

Manson, T. M., Levine, E. L., & Brannick, M. T. (2000). The construct validity of task inventory 
ratings: A multi trait-multimcthod analysis. Human Pe1jonnance, 13, 1-22. 

Sanchez, J. l. & Fraser, S. L. ( 1992). On the choice of scales for task analysis. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 77, 545-553. 

Sanchez, J. I. & Levine, E. L. (1989). Detennining important tasks within job: A policy­
capturing approach. Joumal of Applied Psychology, 77, 336-342. 

Schippmann, J. S., Ash, R. A., Battista, M., Carr, L., Eyde, L. D., Hesketh, B., et al. (2000). The 
practjce of competency modeling. Personnel Psychology, 53. 703-740. 

Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Inc. (2003). Principlesfor the validation 
and use of personnel selection procedures (4th ed. ). Bowling Green, OH. 

Spencer, L. M., McClelland, D. C., & Spencer, S. (1994). Competency assessment methods: 
History and srate of the art . Boston, MA: Hay McBer Research Press. 

Thompson, D. E. , & Thompson, T. A. (1982). Court standards for job analysis in test validation. 
Personnel Psychology, 35(4), 865-874. 

Wilson, M. A. (2007). A history of job analysis. Jn L. L. Kopes (Ed.), Historical perspectives in 
industrial and organizational psychology (pp. 219-241 ). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

74 

~' TI-llS RFC'ORO ('0NTAINS SENSmVF SE('U TION THAT IS C'ONTROU FD UNDER 49 (' F R, PARTS I~ AND 1520 NO 
l'llltT OF1'111S IUlCORD Mil Y Hll DISCL.OSI!U TO PI!RSONS WITIIOUT II"NE ' " AS l)loFINI-.D IN 49 C' F R l'lllff~ I~ AND IS20. 1<XCIJPT 
WITH THil WRITIT~ PERMISSION Of. TilE IIDMINISTRIITOR OPTHF.TRIINSPORTIITION SEC N STR,\TION OR TIIR SECRIITIIRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION UNAUTIIORI7.1'0 Rl:lJlMR MAY RllSULT IN CIVIL ri':NIII.TmS OR OTIII'R ACTION. FORU.:S: .. "'Et>\4' i~Ui!ti[N 

PUBUC' UISCLOSUREOOVERNED BY S U.S,C. 552 AND 49 C.I'.R. PARTS IS ANI) mo 



TSA 15-00014 -005804

Semitive Security l nl'orma t jgp (SST) 

GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS AND ACRONYMS 

The following lists provide brief descriptions of key terms and acronyms that are included wi thin 
this technical report. 

Additional Behavior Detection Training (ABDT): Training to recognjze mjcro-facial 
expressions. 

Behavior Detection Officer (BOO): Any 180 I or 1802 series employee who is certified in and 
authorized to conduct SPOT. 

Casual Conversation: Non-custodial, non-threatening discussion. 

Expert BOO: A BDO who has met the requirements to perform at the Transportation Security 
Administration's (TSA's) Pay Band G level. (Note that in some ailports, this position includes 
supervisory responsibilities.) 

Master BOO: A BDO who has met the requirements to perform at TSA 'sPay Band F level. 

National Standardization Team: A group of SPOT Nauonal Training Team instructors and 
other individuals appointed by the SPOT Program Office to provide program evaluations and 
assistance to airports in the management of the local SPOT program. 

N'dional Trainer: A member of the SPOT National Training Team, which is composed of a 
group of BDOs who are certified as SPOT Instructors; these individuals commit to being 
available for national deployment to meet SPOT Program Training needs. 

PASS: Performance Accountability and Standards System. 

Playbook: A random select ion of securi ty measures to be used throughout the airport . 

SME: Subject Maller Expert. 

SPOT: Screening Passengers by Observation Technique. 

SPOT Assist Card: A set of cards issued to BDOs for use in referencing SPOT behaviors and 
point values. 

SPOT Transportation Security Manager (STSM): The Transportation Security Manager who 
is responsible for the local operations of the SPOT program and supervision of the BDOs. 

TSO: Transportation Security Officer. 

Visible lntermodal Prevention and Response (VIPR): Screening operations to enhance 
security for all modes of transportation. 
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JOB/TASK ANALYSIS CASE STUDY: 

CASUAL CONVERSATION 

Introduction 

Throughout the BOO job/task analysis process, data were gathered and analyzed to ultimately 
support decisions regarding selection and/or training initiatives. Within these data, areas for 
possible follow-up or Further consideration with regards to selection, training, or the BOO job in 
general emerged. These included topics such as effec ts of fatigue on BOO job performance; 
potential differences between F- and G-Band BOOs; the effect of participation in other security 
operations (e.g., Playbook) on the BDO workforce; and considerations related to the conduct of 
the casual conversation. ln this case study, data related to the latter - the conduct of the casual 
conversation - arc highlighted, and a di scussion of how these data may be used to further BOO 
selection and training is presented. Note that this case study does not reflect a detailed data 
analysis related to this aspect of the job, but rather high lights data gathered on this topic and how 
it may be applied to inform potential next steps for selection and/or training. 

Background 

Early in the BDO job/task analysis process, qualitative data resulting from interviews, focus 
groups, and job observations, indicated the importance of the casual conversation. Specifically, 
SMEs noted the skills required for this aspect of the job, its importance to the success of the 
program, and their own recommendations for considering this aspect of the job in BOO selection 
and training. For example, several SMEs noted their desire to include a focus on communication 
and conflict resolution ski lls in the job interview. Several SMEs also ind icated their desire for a 
greater focus on the casual conversation in initial BOO training, opportunities for refresher 
training, and additional opportunities to practice the casual conversation. 

Similarl y, quantitative dnta gathered from the BOO job/task analysis survey provided an 
overview of BOO job task and KSAO importance. In add ition to overall analyses, these data 
were reviewed in terms of specific job components. such as the casual conversation. Table 38 
provides a list of the task and KSAOs related to this aspect of the BOO job. An analysis of these 
tusks and KSAOs revealed a high level of importance for this aspect of the job (i.e. , mean task 
importance ranged from 4.39 - 4.93, mean KSAO importance ranged from 4. 1.8 - 4.86). 
However, the frequency of performing tasks related to the casual conversation were much lower 
(i.e., mean task frequency ranged from 1.54 - 3.00). Therefore, this aspect of the job presents 
challenges to selection and training. The KSAOs required for the casual conversation are 
important and many resulted in high "Required before BOO training" ratings; however, the tasks 
may be performed infrequently, necessitating emphasis irl training -and retraining - initiatives. 
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Table 38. Tasks and KSAOs Related to the Conduct of the Casual Conversation34 

1-::. 3r .----- Task or KSAO Related to the Casual Conversation 
Task# Task Statement 

31 Observe the individual for behaviors that may Indicate signs of deception, suicide bomber 
Indicators, or surveillance activity during the casual conversation. 

32 
Conduct casual conversation with the referred lndlvidual l(b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) I to 
obtain a resolution. 

35 Add points accumulated during the casual conversation to the Individual's score. 

36 Confirm and concur with BOO partner Information and behaviors assessed during the casual 
conversation. 

40 Determine whether SPOT-related behaviors have been resolved based on the completion of 
the SPOT Referral Screening and all associated alarm resolution requirements. 

43 Review an individual's ID and travel documents during the SPOT Referral Screening. 

44 Verify that an individual's trip storv Is consistent with the individual's travel documents, the 
Individual's accessible property, l(b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) I 

49 Place Items of interest discovered during the physical bag search on the table to aid and 
direct partner in casual conversation. 

50 Confirm and concur with BOO partner that the bag search confirms or dispels trip story. 

51 
Obtain a trip story from the individuall(b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) I during the casual 
conversation. 

53 Clear passenger for travel following resolution. 

54 l l(b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) I 
57 Blend-in with other TSOs to make a seamless transition into the casual conversation process, 

once an individual has been Identified for SPOT Referral Screening. 

60 
Use Additional Behavior Detection Training (ABDT) or other additional behavior detection 
techniques as tools when conrl• •r-tinn th<> casual conversation. 

68 Refer an Individual to LEO if l(b)(3):49 I signs of deception are observed during the casual 
conversation. 

KSAO# KSAO Statement 
6 Skill in effective listening 

10 Detail-oriented 
11 Skill in oral communication 
13 Knowledge of information on travel documents 
14 Skillin responding tactfulliy, sensitively, and appropriately, and treating others with respect 

15 Knowledge of Information on IDs 

17 Able to work cooperative! y with others to achieve shared goals 

19 Cultural sensitivity: Able to recognize variations among cultures and treat all people with 
respect 

24 Skill in clarifying information 
25 Comfort with social interactions 

14 Relationships based on job analysts' rational judgments mLhcr than SME ruting~. 
1~ Task/KSAO identilkation numbers corrc pond Lo l!tose in Appendix. AA. 
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Table 38. Tasks and KSAOs Related to the Conduct of the Casual Conversation36 

(Continued) 

Task or KSAO Related to the Casual Conversation 
KSAO# KSAO Statement (Continued) 

26 Skill in remembering factual information. Including numbers and procedures 

27 Ability to retain and recall information 
32 Able to multi-task 

36 Skill in interacting with diverse individuals (e.g., dif1ering backgrounds, ages) 

37 Ability to quickly make sense of, combine, and organize information 

68 Knowledge of the signs of deceptionHb)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) 

70 Skill in conducting an effective casual conversation to obtain resolution 

93 Skill in using visual sensory Information to make comparisons and/or evaluations 

I 

98 Knowledge of Additional Behavior Detection Training (ABDT) or other behavior detection 
techniques 

Considerations regarding the casual conversation as it relates to BOO selection and Lraining are 
described below. 

Considerations for BOO Selection 

Selection-related considerations for the casual conversation can be broken into two categories: 
candidate background and the job interview. 

With regards to candidate background. currently. all BOOs have been hired from a TSO position. 
However, TSA may open the BOO job to non-TSO applicants in future recruitment efforts. fn 
that scenario, greater emphasis could be placed on candidate background (e.g .. experience, 
knowledge), as the applicant pool will be more diverse in terms of training received and previous 
work experience. During the site visits, SMEs demonstrated significant disagreement about the 
appropriate and/or ideal background of a BOO. Some believed that a background in law 
enforcement . corrections, or them ilitary related to successful petformunce of the casual 
conversation due to related inten·ogati ve/inquisitive kills. Olhers ,expressed concern that 
background in these areas of'teu contributed to interrogative approaches that negatively affected 
the conduct of a casual conversation. 

l.n conjunction with, or as an alternative to, focusing on candidate background, skills related to 
the casual conversation could be assessed through other a!'lpects of the selection proce s. For 
cx.ample, during the site visits, some SMEs sugge ted specific exercises to address observation 
skills, such as showing a job candidate a short video or a detailed photograph and then asking 
questions about the image that require the candidate to demonstrate attention to detail and the 
ability to recall information. This type of exercise relates directly to the casual conversation on 
the job. 

16 Relationships based on job analysts' ratjonal judgments rather than SME ratings. 
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Connict resolution skills also relulc to the casual conversation and could be assessed during the 
selection process. To assess these skills, the job candidate could be provided with brief written 
scenarios about contlict as it relates to the BOO job (e.g., conflict wirh a passenger). Each 
hypothetical scenario includes a set of behaviors that describe how a person in the situation could 
re<tctto the situation. The candidate would be asked lo identify the most appropri<ttc or most 
effective respon e. This type of exercise provides <1 way to assess a candidate's performance in 
realistic, but hypotheLical, job situations during the selection process. 

Considerations for BOO Training 

Training-related considerations for the casual conversation include the content and format of the 
initial BOO training and the need ror refresher training. 

Currently, the initial BDO training includes content on the casual conversation. However, given 
its importance lo the BDO job and the comments of many SMEs throughout the job/task analysis 
process, Lhe content and format of i11fonnation on this topic may requ ire further consideration. 
First. traini ng time allotted for instruction on the casual conversation in the initial training may . . . . 

(b)(3):49 u.s.c. § 114(r) Finall y, BOO training currently includes an OJT component. ln 
addition to the indication from some SMEs Lhat more OJT lime wns necessary to practice the 
skills required of a BOO, SMEs also noted that the current OJT time does not always provide an 
opportunity to practice a casual conversation. 

In addition to considerations related to the content and format of the ini tial training, additional 
training on the casual conversation could be considered. This aspect of the BDO job is 
infrequently performed by many BOOs, especially those within small airport settings. 
Therefore, given its importance to the job, the infrequency of occurrence necessitates 
opportunities for practice an · · · 
desire for refresher Lrainin 
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As noted with the considerations related to BOO election, practice of casual conversation ski ll s 
is important to SMEs, as well as an important component to job training. Currentl y, the SPOT 
Validation Study is satisfying the request for opportunities to practice the casual conversation at 
participating airports. Another opportunity for practice, as also suggested by SMEs eluTing the 
sire visits, is to conduct on-the-job exercises that relate to the practice of the skill s related to the 
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........ ~-:~:-~~ lf ABDT is intended for full integration into the SPOT program, consideralions 
regarding its integration into either initial or refresher trai11ing content could be made. 

Conclusion 

Both the quantitative and qualitative data gathered and analyzed throughout the BOO job/task 
analysis update yielded areas of consideration regarding the casual conversation. This aspect of 
the BOO job is highly important to the success of the SPOT program, but in some cases, is 
performed infrequently. Incorporating ski lls related to this aspect nf lhf• it\h inro rhl' «PlN· tirm of 
BOOs helDs ensure successful Derformance in th is area on the iob. l(b)(J):4S u.s .c . § 114(r) I 
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