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Streamlined Travel Trial

Final Report

2017–2018

Purpose

This report notes key data, information, insights 

and evidence provided by the Streamlined Travel 

Trial, a cross-border initiative which ran as a live 

trial from 7 July 2017 until 31 March 2018. The 

trial was undertaken as part of the wider Trusted 

Border Programme.
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Purpose 

1. This document is intended to be read in conjunction with the Streamlined Travel Trial – Report 

on Key Findings, 30 June 2018 provided to the Trusted Border Programme Governance Group 

in July 2018 (the ‘Report on Key Findings’).  It provides border agencies with supplementary 

information on trial processes, data, information, insights and evidence.   

The Trial 

2. The Streamlined Travel Trial (‘the trial’) ran from 7 July 2017 until 

31 March 2018.1   Figure 1 (over) illustrates the streamlined arrival 

process and key trial statistics and Table 1 (over) summarises the 

key criteria and risk management processes in place during the 

trial.   

                                                           
1 The trial was originally intended to run from March – 30 November 2017.  Governance decisions extended the trial to 21 
Dec 2017 and then to 31 March 2018.  
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Figure 1 – Streamlined Travel Trial – Process and Key Statistics 
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Operational Efficiency 

8. A key learning sought from the trial was related to operational efficiencies.  This included 

allowing diversion of resources to high risk areas and possible gains through synergies and 

adoption of new technologies.5   

The technology performed well - with room for improvement 

9. On the ground, the trial tested an ‘eLane’ – an electronic 

screen for biosecurity declarations (adapted from a SmartGate 

kiosk) and a physical gate located next to the normal MPI lane.  

While the trial was not intended as a technology performance 

test, there were some general learnings, which are recorded 

here. 

10. Biographic scanning was introduced at trial outset and was 

upgraded in October 2017 to biometric scanning.6  Biometrics processing was expected to 

decrease the time trialists spent interacting with the kiosk and to confirm the identity of the 

trialist - something the biographics process was unable to do.  Biometrics was found to be, on 

average, 17 seconds faster than biographics (after the initial use).   

11. While the two processes cannot be directly compared, the trial did find that the eLane was 

slower to process travellers than MPI risk assessors - eLane average 26 seconds vs MPI risk 

assessor average 12 seconds.7  Potential time improvements could come from utilising 

alternative technologies, such as “face-on-the-fly”, thereby removing the kiosk and need to 

scan identifying material.  Although operating with greater numbers of travellers and in 

settings with less biosecurity risk than New Zealand,  overseas experience suggests that 

streamlined travel at scale does allow for diversion of resources to higher-priority risk areas or 

different functions, and a lift in enforcement statistics.  

12. During the trial, one suspected biometric false accept occurred and was subsequently 

detected by CCTV review.  A false accept is the situation where a person - in this case, a trialist 

legitimately using the eLane - is incorrectly matched against another (in this case, another 

trialist).  To avoid this issue in an operationalised environment, a more sophisticated process 

would need to be deployed. For example, if the eLane was linked to SmartGate/CusMod, this 

issue would be addressed, and the facial enrolment and recognition algorithms and exception-

handling processes would be set at industry best practice standards. 

13. ELane facilitators recorded 38 separate instances where the eLane or Kiosk did not run 

smoothly (3.2% of 1190 uses).  The most common errors were trialists having to insert their 

passport more than once and gate malfunctions (e.g. not opening or closing too fast, 

sometimes due to thoroughfare of large baggage).8  Some of these issues were related to 

trialist familiarity, while others required technical adjustments. The technology was deployed 

                                                           
5 Streamlined Travel Live Trial Benefits Plan.  
6 On the first use of the biometrics process, the kiosk took a live image and matched it to the trialist’s passport photo 
(which also needed to be scanned).  Once verified, the kiosk saved the live image.  On subsequent uses, the live image was 
matched with the gallery image and no passport was required.   
7 The normal MPI lane takes on average 51 seconds to exit travellers vs 58 seconds for trialists.  This is likely due to the 
placement of the eLane. 
8 It was assumed that most trialists would only have carry-on luggage, however half of trialists checked-in bags. 
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41. Developing a common understanding of risk paradigms provides an important contextual 

framework, which will be key to success in any cross-border management setting.  This project 

has gone some way to developing that understanding.  The Border Sector Strategy, which 

came into effect in late 2017, and new advisory committees set up to the support the Border 

Sector Governance Group, are also intended to provide greater clarity and direction.  Adopting 

the approach taken in the context of national security management, which focuses on first 

articulating ‘all hazards/threats,’ could form a useful precedent for further work.22   

42. Although the trial was intended to be cross-border, once its scope was narrowed to the 

streamlined arrivals process, the potential risk and responsibility fell on MPI.  It is clear that it 

would have been advisable to address the asymmetry more sharply as it emerged.   The multi-

agency approach did, however, also bring in a broader church of ideas, increase cross-border 

awareness, provide an opportunity for testing and filtering ideas, and highlight opportunities 

for a broader environment both for the immediate project, and for opportunities beyond. 

A shared language is important 

43. Differences in terminology or paradigm can have a surprisingly large effect on how a project is 

perceived and the challenges it faces during development and implementation.  For the trial, 

the use of the word ‘trust’ (as in ‘Trusted Border Programme’ and ‘trusted traveller’) was 

particularly problematic, notwithstanding the notion and concept of “trusted” is in play 

internationally.23 The terminology had different connotations for different audiences and 

could be emotive, both within agencies and for the public.  ‘Risk’, ‘customer’ and ‘co-design’ 

were other terms where there were different understandings. 

44. Key terminology should be identified, explored and resolved as part of an early design 

process.  Consistency in communications on joint initiatives - eg via joint briefings - might also 

assist in this process. 

Traveller Compliance 

45. Trialists were informed of the trial criteria for using the streamlined arrival process (including 

border and biosecurity requirements) in communications at the invitation and approval 

phases, with reminder cards given to them when they used the eLane.  The kiosk also included 

a question confirming trialists had no biosecurity risk items.  Regular communications were 

sent throughout the trial to remind trialists of their obligations.  

46. Future compliance of the cohort may be inferred from a mixture of their past compliance and 

their attitudes and other behaviours.   

                                                           
22 Refer National Security System Handbook, accessed through www.dpmc.govt.nz on 21 June 2018. 
23 The trial was conducted under the Trusted Traveller project, part of the two-year Trusted Border Programme. 
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81. For airport and airline operators26, key strategic drivers and interests are around seamless 

travel and the customer experience.  The future of terminal exits is to enable travellers to go 

through the process in a way that is passive and effortless for them, is seamless and enjoyable 

– and offers certainty and predictability. Alongside, there is recognition that facilitation needs 

to include protection, and a streamlined experience can be achieved without diminishing risk 

management. 

The Government Industry Agreement for Biosecurity Readiness and Response 

82. The Government Industry Agreement for Biosecurity Readiness and Response (GIA) operates 

as a partnership between primary industry and government to manage pests and diseases 

that could badly damage New Zealand's primary industries, economy, and environment. 

Under the GIA, signatories share the decision-making, responsibilities and costs of preparing 

for, and responding to, biosecurity incursions. By working in partnership, industry and 

government can achieve better biosecurity outcomes. 

83. Biosecurity is the number one concern for New Zealand horticulturalists.  Horticulture New 

Zealand, as one of the signatories to the GIA Deed27, has commented that it is comfortable to 

see advancement in systems, techniques and programmes to facilitate border processing –

where risk is managed at the right level and to the same standard as currently achieved. The 

current level of biosecurity compliance is 98.5% with a 95% degree of confidence.  In the view 

of Horticulture New Zealand, a statistically valid cohort is needed to provide assurance of 

compliance levels; this sample was too small to provide a reliable indication. 

84. As stated in its submission in September 2016 on Biosecurity 2025 (the strategic refresh of 

New Zealand’s biosecurity system), Horticulture New Zealand believes the trusted traveller 

model could be used to highlight biosecurity exemplars from this programme and help with 

education. For example, under Strategic Direction 1, a Biosecurity Team of 4.7 million, the 

model provides the opportunity for exemplars and positive drivers to do the right thing – for 

example, informing people of their obligations and their role in biosecurity, keeping people 

well-informed from a legal and moral point of view, with positive consequences through 

education, clear understanding, checks that they understand, and positive action. The model 

also provides the opportunity for positive messaging, for example, text reminders pushed to 

travellers as they disembark the aircraft, or a video or announcement on the aircraft.  

85. NZ Apples and Pears Inc promotes and represents the New Zealand pipfruit industry – 

growers, packers and marketers of apples and pears – in domestic and export markets.  It is 

one of the signatories to the GIA Deed.  NZ Apples and Pears Inc strongly advocates for 

tightening, not loosening, of the borders given the growing risk of biosecurity incursions. For 

that reason, the organisation would ideally like to see more capacity and more, rather than 

fewer, interventions.  It notes that even with detector dogs, x-ray, and physical inspection, risk 

items will still get through, albeit a relatively small proportion. 

86. The organisation endorses the need for ongoing trialling and learning and, from that 

perspective, notes this trial in itself was not a bad idea.  The organisation appreciates the 

controls that were in place during the trial, including that it was limited to only Australia as the 

embarkation point for trialists, rather than extending further afield.  NZ Apples and Pears Inc is 

                                                           
26  For an indicative view, the project team met with seven people who were from one airline and one airport 
company  
27 As from 11 June 2018 
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92. Whether travellers were differentiated by risk or fast-tracked, the following would need to be 

established: 

a. the appropriate infrastructure, including resolving issues relating to the constraints of 

the physical airport space, jointly with the airport company 

b. what the service would cost, who should pay (government, airport/airlines, travellers) 

and how it should be funded, including the appropriateness and level of any cost 

recovery (see below at Meeting the costs of a similar scheme). 

93. The Report of Key Findings provides more detail on potential enablers for a risk-based 

differentiated service.  Several other considerations might be relevant for a private sector 

provider in deciding whether to pursue such a service: 

a. whether the service met the expectations of elite customers (which includes 

personalisation of services, feeling ‘selected,’ ‘special,’ and ‘included,’ lacking repetition or 

verification)29 

b. exclusivity in offering the service 

c. impacts on existing infrastructure 

d. consistency of experience across airports and scalability (although a scaled-down 

experience outside of “flagship” airports is possible as long as the extra service remains) 

e. consistency across arrivals and departures. 

Meeting the costs of a similar scheme 

94. The trial raised questions relating to how a similar service would be funded should it be 

considered desirable in the future.  Any scale-up would need to be compared to investments 

in other improvement options with regards to the need for operational, financial and spatial 

resources and comparing the likely relative benefit to the system as a whole. 

95. Understanding how any service would be operationalised, and identifying its true cost, would 

be necessary to make decisions about who should pay (eg government, airport/airlines, 

travellers), how it was funded (including the appropriateness and level of any cost recovery) 

and the feasibility of collection.    Relevant contextual information and trial findings are set out 

below.  The trial did not assess the operationalised costs of the eLane.   

The Traveller Border Clearance Levy 

96. The Border Clearance Levy (‘the Levy’) was implemented on 1 January 2016 to recover MPI 

and Customs’ costs associated with managing the border and biosecurity risk presented by 

travellers.  The Levy ensures there is sufficient funding to maintain the quality of MPI’s and 

Customs’ services in an environment of increased traveller volumes and changing risk. These 

services assess travellers for any biosecurity risks (for arrivals) and customs risks (for arrivals 

and departures).  The Levy is: 

a. charged according to rates set out in MPI’s and Customs’ Levy Orders. 

b. payable by travellers and is collected by airlines and cruise lines through ticket prices on 

behalf of MPI and Customs. 

                                                           
29 If an element of risk-assessment remained, for example, some travellers could be denied.  This would be inconsistent 

with the elite customer service model airlines use.   
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Appendix A – Final Evaluation Report – Key Statistics and Key Actionable Learnings 
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