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Background 

Our world has always been subject to change. This is the natural way of things and, as a 
species, we must adapt to such changes in order to sustain our community. In recent 
times, many of these changes are as a result of the proliferation of the human race and its 
associated politics. Furthermore, the rate of human inspired change that we witness now 
is unprecedented and includes fluctuating economic situations as different regions 
prosper or decline, shifting cultural positions inspired by religious or political doctrines, 
natural hazards, extreme weather patterns and more.  

The reality described above places pressure on many of our operational processes, 
including infrastructure management, law enforcement and border control. Overlain onto 
this picture is the steady movement of individuals across national borders for various 
reasons, including economic migration, political asylum, business collaboration and 
tourism. Within this mix are those with a legitimate right to cross a particular border and 
those who do not qualify for entry. Perhaps more important, is the dichotomy between 
those who have nothing but good intentions towards the country they are visiting, and 
those whose intentions are more questionable, whether in terms of sedition, organised 
crime or outright terrorism. This latter group may well have all the correct credentials 
with which to cross a particular border and enter the target country. However, we must 
balance this observation with the reality that those with malicious intentions towards 
society do not necessarily have to cross a border in order to commit crimes against 
humanity. Very often they are already legitimately situated within their target area. 

Given the above, it is clear that we must find a balance which permits and facilitates the 
legitimate movement of individuals across borders, while identifying those considered to 
have malicious intentions towards the host country and its citizens. This task is not as 
straightforward as some might suppose, due to the difficulty of judging intent. Robust 
documentation and registration can serve to manage eligibility. To make meaningful 
inferences around intent, often requires a sophisticated level of intelligence. Prior 
criminal records may tell a story, although, in many instances, such records may be 
relatively minor and not seen as justifiable cause to block legitimate travel. Known 
terrorists and serious organised criminals are another story, although they may maintain 
several identities, making it difficult to track their movements. Furthermore, they may 
simply orchestrate their criminal activities remotely from their base location, with little or 
no requirement for cross-border travel. Such situations serve to highlight the distinction 
between border management and law enforcement, the latter including national and 
international intelligence services. The relationship between the two, understandably, 
tends to converge at the border. However, we might usefully maintain a clarity of 
purpose in this respect and understand the differing roles and responsibilities within the 
two functions.     
The current situation reflects our best endeavours to establish an appropriate level of 
control at the border, facilitating legitimate travel, while supporting the aspirations of law 
enforcement. Perhaps unsurprisingly, this task has adopted a different complexion across 
different countries, with subtly different perspectives leading to different operational 
processes and the implementation of differing physical controls and the attendant use of 
technology. This variability, in turn, serves to weaken our overall international capability 
while creating a somewhat confusing experience for travellers. We may continue along 
this path and, no doubt, individual countries will feel that their particular approach serves 
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them well and is generally effective (although this is often a subjective view). 
Alternatively, we may strive to introduce an internationally harmonised approach which 
considers the broader picture and introduces a best practice methodology that may be 
used regionally, while serving the common good. Many will perceive such an approach 
as something which is impossible to realise given the varying politics and the equally 
varying reality of practical administration around the world. Perhaps this is the case. 
Even so, it may be that, in spite of the challenges, we can work towards such an ideal and 
systematically establish a working reality that increasingly reflects it. Indeed, considering 
the aforementioned rate of change, it may be posited that we have a responsibility to 
evaluate all such options. 

The remainder of this paper is concerned with examining the various challenges and 
practical issues, while also suggesting an approach which might serve as a basis for 
ongoing discussion. It is indeed intended as a discussion document as, without a frank 
and sincere international dialogue, we would be restricted in our ability to understand the 
broader picture and, consequently, establish a meaningful framework of management 
within available resources. 

   

Challenges 

Of course, there exist a myriad of challenges in this context. They start with differences 
among national policies and their alignment within an international landscape. Clearly, 
there is a need for a tighter harmonisation of such policies in order to reach common 
agreement around the fundamental principles involved. The author has previously 
introduced the term ‘A Framework of Understanding’ to illustrate this requirement. Such 
an understanding embraces the intent and actuality of in-place legal instruments, as well 
as an acknowledgement of national constitutions where they exist. It additionally 
correlates the statistics around legitimate migration, organisational travel, tourism, illegal 
migration, serious crime and terrorism, building a global picture of the same. 
Superimposed upon this picture is the ability of individual countries to establish and 
maintain what is perceived as an adequate level of border management within the context 
of both geography and economics. Thus, the suggested Framework of Understanding is 
intended as a vehicle with which to discuss and harmonise the political, legal, economic 
and practical situations across national administrations. Such may then be documented 
within the Framework of Understanding, establishing a global perspective to which 
individual administrations may readily subscribe.   
Another significant challenge revolves around the lack of a harmonised and clearly 
articulated ongoing strategy. This is often lacking at a national level and seems to be 
completely absent at an international level. Is it really such a difficult thing to establish? 
Actually, the aforementioned Framework of Understanding would lead naturally and 
directly towards the creation of such a strategy. In both cases, the realised efficacy of the 
initiative might depend upon the organisation hosting its development. Such an 
organisation would need to be accepted and acknowledged as an impartial body, with no 
parochial agendas, capable of driving this initiative in a dynamic and effective manner. 
The chosen organisation would also need to have sufficient resources with which to 
ensure timely communication at the appropriate level across the international community. 
It must be willing and able to work effectively with a disparity of agencies at a national 
and international level, understanding their particular challenges in context and being 
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able to position these within the broader international landscape. It might occasionally 
need to be an arbiter between varying perspectives in order to understand the requirement 
for the common good. Such capabilities, and more, would require a dedicated team of 
experienced individuals, prepared to support, and be dedicated to, the impartiality and 
aspirations of the organisation in question. Such an organisation might be established as 
an autonomous entity under the auspices of an existing body, such as the United Nations 
for example. Alternatively, it might be established within a body already associated with 
the border management function, such as the International Organisation for Migration. 
Such a question might be deliberated upon as part of the discussion around this question. 
In any event, the organisation concerned must command the respect and confidence of all 
countries willing to participate in the broader initiative. 
If we managed to establish a robust Framework of Understanding, coupled to a well 
conceived and agreed international strategy, we would then face the practical challenges 
of implementing the necessary operational processes and physical infrastructures with 
which to support both. In some cases, this might require a re-evaluation of existing 
processes and associated mechanisms, and a willingness to revise as necessary. 
Depending upon operational scale, such revisions might constitute a significant 
programme of work. In other cases, the guidance offered might simply represent a 
welcome, practical direction in which to channel their related efforts. Over-arching all of 
this must be a global view which identifies distinctions, areas of commonality and 
progress towards a common methodology. It is acknowledged that such developments 
take time and require associated resources. Consequently, the likelihood is that, at a 
given point in time, we would witness a certain degree of disparity across participating 
administrations as they seek to align with the common vision, within the confines of their 
own situation. However, slowly, such disparity will evaporate as administrations achieve 
the desired goal and realise the benefits of operating within the broader framework. 

A common methodology, such as that described, does not necessarily dictate identical 
implementations at regional locations. Rather, it seeks to harmonise important elements 
such as messaging, data definitions and formats, access to related information and the 
usage of identity verification technologies. The methodology should also focus upon 
equivalence of realised performance (in the context of identity verification via 
biometrics), equivalence of operational process and equivalence of user experience. 
Without such an equivalence, the robustness of inferences we are able to make within the 
broader landscape are compromised and weakened.  

Our challenges thus include the management of the direct relationship between policy, 
strategy, operational process and practical implementation. When these are aligned, we 
may harbour expectations of a robust and effective border management scenario. At 
present, such an alignment seems to vary between loose and, in some instances, 
practically disconnected. Certainly, upon an international scale, there is significant scope 
to improve this situation. Out of this alignment will fall a practical methodology which 
may, with some confidence, be employed across many participating administrations. It 
may be that, in practical terms, the pursuance of ideals suggested within this section, 
could be trialled within a specific logical area, comprised of a number of different 
administrations. For example, the ASEAN community. This may be another point to 
consider as part of the related discussion.     
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Technology Issues 

There similarly exist challenges with respect to technology and the exchange of related 
information. In this respect, there remain some potentially flawed assumptions which 
might conspire to weaken the perceived efficacy of existing systems. As we progress, 
such assumptions need to be rationalised and placed within a more realistic context, 
enabling more robust inferences and conclusions to be made with respect to border 
crossing transactions. These assumptions include the level of trust in documentation, the 
reliability of a biometric matching transaction, the alignment of demographic data with a 
biometric and a misplaced confidence in the technical configuration and operational 
equivalence of automated systems. It is important that we consider such factors prior to 
the design of our operational systems and processes. 

In this context, it might be useful to revisit the biometric matching process. In a live 
situation, i.e., matching a live biometric against a stored reference, we are effectively 
matching one static data element (the reference) with another static data element which 
has been derived in real time from a sample captured from the donor individual. In 
matching the two data elements, we assume a match or non-match according to a pre-
defined threshold of likeness. If the transaction score is above the threshold, we assume a 
match, if it is below the threshold, we assume a non-match. We are in fact, deriving a 
binary conclusion from a transactional situation which contains a multitude of variables, 
according to environment, technical configuration and, especially, a range of user factors. 
Consequently, we should acknowledge that there is no such thing as an exact biometric 
match and that the result of such a transaction needs to be taken in context and aligned 
with other available information. Even if we are comparing two stored samples in a non-
live environment, we still have variables associated with how the samples were originally 
captured and the resultant data quality.  

The importance of technical configuration and operational environments are obvious in 
this respect. If the matching threshold at a given point of presence is altered in relation to 
other points of presence on the same system, the confidence we may have in the results 
of all transactions through that particular point are necessarily compromised. If the 
threshold was set to be identical at all nodes, then localised environmental differences 
might conspire to produce varying results. We must strive, via technical configuration 
and alignment, to create an equivalence of realised performance across nodes within a 
given system. Such an equivalence should also be realised across systems if we are to 
have confidence in the transaction history across international boundaries. Actually, this 
is achievable via a combination of performance definition, dynamic monitoring and, 
where applicable, dynamic configuration according to an agreed model. Such a model 
may be based upon a combination of perceived acceptable risk and practical usability. 
Without such an equivalence, the reliability of our conclusions and associated inferences 
is severely compromised.   

The alignment of demographic data with a biometric is hugely important. The ability to 
establish a false identity and have this effectively authenticated by government, as part of 
the registration process, is very real. The presence of a biometric does not necessarily 
mean that such a fraud will be quickly discovered. Indeed, the likelihood of eventual 
discovery depends very much upon repeated usage. For those with evil intentions, a 
single usage might be all they require in order to fulfil their ambitions. We should 
acknowledge this reality. We should also acknowledge the possibility of demographic 
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data being subsequently altered, either accidentally or deliberately, perhaps to modify 
eligibility or obscure associations. In this respect, access to such data should be very 
carefully controlled and yet, especially if such data becomes distributed across multiple 
agencies, this may prove difficult in practice. This is another area which highlights the 
importance of the flow between policy, strategy, operational process and practical 
implementation. At present, the proliferation of personal information and relative 
associations may not serve us quite as well as we suppose. Within this veritable sea of 
data lies the opportunity for those with malicious intent to deliberately falsify related 
information. The technology involved is, by no means, absolutely secure. If attendant 
processes are inadequate, the possibility of data becoming corrupted is very real. Such a 
corruption may not be readily detected.  
The issues outlined above (and there exist many others) simply serve to remind us that 
we need to adopt a balanced view of what our systems and related information are telling 
us. In most cases, we shall have no particular issue as we expect the majority of 
transactions to be legitimate. However, our ability to filter out the exceptions will depend 
partly upon the confidence we may have in our operational process, technical 
configuration and the quality of associated data. Some variables, such as the quality of 
original identity registration, may be outside of our immediate control. Nevertheless, a 
consistent understanding and attendant methodology will both support and enhance our 
capabilities in this context. 

At a more fundamental level, we have the issue of data formats and messaging to 
consider. This is especially relevant to the data supplied by carriers for border control 
purposes, as well as usage of the various watch lists and comparisons across data sources. 
A good approach in this context might be to keep things elegant and simple. In this 
respect, we might make better use of unique identifiers with which to reference existing 
data sources, rather than continually replicating data across boundaries, thus furthering 
the sea of data. A good place to start would be agreement upon a minimal, defined 
dataset for API purposes, instantiated in a common format that may be easily 
implemented and orchestrated by all concerned. We might additionally review available 
watch lists, their format and how they are disseminated, including the messaging 
involved. In short, a review of data exchange, its purpose, efficacy and actuality, might 
usefully be conducted within our broader deliberations.    

A topic often pondered is the ability to scan biometric datasets in order to search for a 
potential match against the biometric of a specific individual (for whatever purpose). 
Such proposals might uncover questions of technical configuration and relative 
efficiency, as well as potential concerns around privacy and the alignment with in-place 
data protection and privacy acts. From a technical perspective, factors such as the size of 
the dataset in question, the matching threshold to be employed and the likelihood of 
multiple matches being returned represent issues to be addressed. In addition, the 
operational performance of the hardware and software concerned, while increasingly 
becoming less of an issue, might nevertheless vary between administrations which, in 
turn, might affect the practical timeliness of such transactions. One possible approach in 
this context might be to adopt the concept of anonymous biometrics, whereby biometric 
data are separated from demographic data and stored separately with a unique identifier 
as a key. Such an approach facilitates both privacy and operational efficiency. Thus, in 
most cases where a match is not found, then no personal data is exposed. If a positive 
match is found, then, by agreement between administrations, access to a deeper level of 
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information may be provided via the key. There are perhaps many variations on this 
approach that may be considered. However, if agreement were reached on a suitable 
model, this might facilitate an intelligent correlation of intelligence across boundaries 
where required.   

The use of technology brings many potential advantages, However, there are caveats to 
this generalisation, according to the depth of our understanding of the technologies 
involved, together with their practical configuration. We must beware of making 
assumptions around the effectiveness of technology in isolation. Similarly, we must not 
loose sight of the importance of human interpretation and related experience. In short, 
there is a balance to be struck between automation and human facilitation. Generally, we 
will lean towards automation for the majority of straightforward transactions and manual 
processes for the exceptions. However, we must be cognisant of the fact that impostors 
will attempt to hide within the automated majority and that, if they find a loophole which 
allows this, their detection will become increasingly unlikely. The common methodology 
discussed previously would of course be designed to offer the best practically obtainable 
balance in this respect.  

 

Moving Forward 

The author has previously introduced a concept referred to as InfoStrata in which a 
layered approach was proposed in order to facilitate a logical flow from policy and 
strategy through to practical implementation, taking into account end to end processes, 
human factors, data architectures and other factors. The idea was geared around being 
able to align related activities within a broader context, both nationally and 
internationally. It additionally introduced the concept of factorgrams, in order to 
document local situations in a repeatable manner, enabling them to be subsequently 
subsumed into the broader picture. This would provide us with the ability to analyse 
differences and produce realistic plans for further alignment, thus facilitating a 
systematic harmonisation. Such a methodology, while perhaps initially appearing 
complex, is actually quite logical and would be easily developed into workable templates 
and associated guidance. As suggested earlier, such an approach might usefully be 
trialled on a regional basis, refining as we go and, ultimately producing a package which, 
with some confidence, we could promote as being usable upon an international scale. If 
such an activity were to be overseen by the aforementioned organisation responsible for 
coordination and governance, then we would be well on our way towards achieving a 
greater international harmonisation. With harmonisation comes an increased efficiency 
with respect to the correlation of information and the ability to spot inconsistencies. To 
use an analogy, the haystacks within which the needles reside, become more succinct, 
more navigable and better understood. 
To re-state the principle of the InfoStrata concept as originally introduced: 

The principle of The InfoStrata Concept is that we group together sets of parameters and 
considerations into logical collections which may be easily addressed in context. This 
will result in various groups, or layers, which can be subsequently aligned, even if 
orchestrated largely by different agencies, albeit within a collaborative environment, 
whereby issues may be posited and resolved across all layers. With the model developed 
at a high level, we may easily identify progress at each layer and start to identify the 
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broader Framework of Understanding necessary to develop a practical, holistic model 
that can be easily recreated at different locations.  
Another important benefit of this approach is that it enables us to produce a succinct 
summary of the broader situation in an easily understood graphical representation. 
These summaries, we shall call ‘factorgrams’ (analogous with the cladograms used in 
evolutionary science). It will be readily appreciated that, once constructed, factorgrams 
from different administrations and countries may be easily compared, allowing for the 
road towards harmonisation to be clearly identified. 
For the purposes of a practical trial, a simplified model of the layered approach might be 
configured as follows; 

      
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 1. A simplification of the layered approach 
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Figure 1 above depicts a simplified layered approach as might be used in a trial of the 
InfoStrata concept. Within such a scenario, each layer would be taken into consideration 
in relation to every other layer, all of which would lead towards the design and 
operational methodology of the overall border management function. It may well be that, 
in many instances, certain layers are managed and documented by different agencies or 
departments, in which case, the InfoStrata approach will serve to inform and assist each 
of these departments, while simultaneously providing a focus for collaboration. 
Furthermore, such an approach facilitates the development and production of the 
aforementioned factorgram for each administration, templates for which would be 
provided. These factorgrams may then be shared between participating administrations as 
they work towards an increased harmonisation. In addition, the factorgrams may be 
evaluated by the organisation providing international coordination, ensuring that 
inconsistencies are noticed and remedial plans suggested accordingly. Assistance may 
then be provided by this centralised administration to regional administrations, as and 
where appropriate in order to maintain the broader situation.  
In practice, a given administration would systematically work its way through the layers, 
ensuring coordination and alignment throughout. Questions and perceived issues may 
then be evaluated and resolved throughout each of the layers. If the detail within specific 
layers were to change, for example as a result of internationally harmonised policies and 
strategies or new agreements on intelligence sharing, then the impact of those changes 
may be quickly evaluated and understood throughout all the layers. Revised factorgrams 
may be produced and shared accordingly, ensuring ongoing coordination and 
international collaboration. In practice, such an approach could work very efficiently, 
providing consistency and potentially saving a great deal of time, and hence cost. 
Furthermore, once established, this working methodology would be easily maintained 
and supported on an ongoing basis, leading to further efficiencies and potential cost 
savings. 
Of course, there will remain instances whereby individual administrations will differ 
slightly with respect to certain details of implementation, based upon factors particular to 
their own situation. This reality is acknowledged and easily allowed for within the 
proposed InfoStrata concept, while nevertheless leading towards a more general 
harmonisation. The proposed methodology is thus flexible enough to accommodate 
minor differences while robust enough to be an agent of change for the greater good.  
 

A Systematic Approach 

If one accepts the principle of the InfoStrata concept then, from the perspective of an 
individual administration, it is actually quite easily followed. The first step would be to 
identify the detail within each of the layers, together with the associated roles and 
responsibilities. Each of these layers may then be evaluated and documented according to 
the current position by the respective departments. The lead agency may then coordinate 
this information into a documented factorgram for the administration concerned. This 
factorgram may then be compared to the target factorgram in order to produce a gap 
analysis and hence, a plan for subsequent alignment. 

Ultimately, the central coordinating organisation will own and publish the target 
factorgram according to the internationally agreed strategy. However, for the purposes of 



 Copyright © Julian Ashbourn 2012   Page 11 of 14 

a regional trial, a regional strategy and associated target factorgram may be produced. Of 
course, there would be a good deal of work involved in this step, requiring the best 
endeavours of all involved, under a spirit of cooperation. However, the benefits 
associated with this work would be very real. Perhaps for the first time, we would have a 
proper strategy, coupled to a plausible mechanism with which to implement it. That in 
itself would surely represent a valuable step forward and therefore be worth striving for. 
In addition, having got this far, individual administrations within this regional trial, 
would have a clear definition of the target situation and will be able to produce an 
associated action plan with which to meet it. Of course, this will not be achieved 
overnight and, for some administrations, the required effort will be greater than for 
others. However, once we have reached this point of a target situation and a set of plans 
with which to attain it, we shall have a robust regional picture, aligned with a defined 
strategy in which we can have confidence. This would be a significant improvement 
upon the current situation.  

As has been briefly outlined above, taking a systematic approach to the problem allows 
us, via a defined methodology and associated toolset, to make real progress towards 
harmonisation and ongoing collaboration. It is posited that this would be preferable by 
far to the current, randomly orchestrated solutions, which proliferate around the world 
and which, frankly, often fail to achieve their full potential. Furthermore, it is entirely 
realistic, that the approach outlined herein (or something very similar) could be trialled 
on a regional basis and thus proven within the context of real-world operations.  

 

From Regional to International 

Following a successful regional trial, the same concept may be offered for adoption upon 
an international scale. Of course, this would take time and would require a good deal of 
planning and coordination. However, it is entirely feasible, with the guidance, 
governance and active assistance of the centralised organisation introduced earlier in this 
document. In fact, there would be no need to wait for complete alignment upon a regional 
basis as, within the regional trial, it would quickly become apparent that the methodology 
was having a positive impact towards harmonisation. Any irregularities of process would 
be quickly refined and adjusted accordingly, ensuring that the associated toolset of 
templates and guidance would be operable upon the broader scale. 

There may be those who will see such an aspiration as practically impossible to achieve. 
However, without such an aspiration, together with a mechanism with which to realise it, 
what is the future for border management? If we continue along the current, relatively 
uncoordinated path, we shall achieve little in real terms. There exists an assumption that 
expending large budgets on the implementation of technology enabled automation must 
necessarily be achieving great things in this respect. But if we analyse this more 
carefully, what are these systems really achieving? Convenience for the user? Perhaps, 
but not for all. Improved throughput? Not necessarily. Enhanced security? Not 
necessarily. The prevention of organised crime or terrorism? Absolutely not. An 
improved service for travellers? Not usually. Improved international intelligence in real 
terms? Doubtful. In other words, the realised benefits do not always match the originally 
anticipated benefits of the programme. Extrapolate this scenario to an international scale 
and we have a vast expenditure achieving little in real terms, that we were not already 
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achieving by other means. The key to improving this situation lies in the intelligent 
coordination and harmonisation of both policy, strategy and operational process, via an 
agreed methodology. Such a goal is entirely realistic. We can achieve what we can 
conceive. However, we need to have an agreed plan, and the will to execute it. 

 

Scalability and Sustainability 

Another benefit of working with a defined methodology such as that described, is the 
potential scalability of the approach which, in turn, promotes sustainability at both a 
local, regional and, ultimately, an international level. Practical sustainability is an 
important concept which aligns directly with realised efficiency and support costs. If we 
are working to an agreed strategy with a well defined operational process, then this may 
be embedded at every level in a sustainable manner. Furthermore, as a result of the 
commonality of approach realised, it will be possible for different administrations to 
easily liaise with and support each other as required, thus developing an international 
pool of expertise which may be readily tapped in relation to perceived issues.  

Scalability and sustainability are concepts which are also highly relevant to intelligence 
sharing in a timely and repeatable manner. As harmonisation increases, the quality of 
intelligence that we are able to derive from the border management function increases 
accordingly. This, in turn, strengthens our ability to identify exceptions, both locally, and 
to the benefit of the broader community. This factor illustrates the benefit of the layered 
approach and its inter-connectedness, as suggested via the InfoStrata concept. Indeed, the 
benefits of the layered approach are bi-directional and are potentially realised at every 
layer. This is precisely why a proper and common methodology has been suggested, in 
order that such benefits are easily transportable, scalable and thus sustainable.  
Channelling our thoughts in such a manner, holds the promise of a practical development 
towards international harmonisation. Such a goal will not be achieved overnight. 
However, without an agreed strategy and associated plan, it will not be achieved at all. 
We have to start somewhere, and this document offers a focus for associated discussion 
among the international community, hopefully leading to the establishment of the 
appropriate bodies and a regional trial of an agreed methodology, as outlined herein.  

 

Participants 

Within the broader initiative, we need to consider participants very carefully. Naturally, 
the primary participants will be border control and law enforcement agencies. However, 
representation from carriers is vitally important if we are to achieve our goals of 
harmonisation. Similarly, a representation from the technology supply chain would be of 
value. 
Historically, whenever such a grouping has been configured, it has suffered from a surfeit 
of views and, often, a variety of parochial agendas. Consequently, real progress can be 
perceived as slow. One reason for this may be too strong a focus on the democratic 
decision making model. If such initiatives are to succeed, they must revolve around a 
crystal clear vision and an unshakeable faith in its delivery. This, in turn, requires strong 
leadership (ancient civilisations understood this).  
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One way of achieving the necessary balance is by a tiered management model whereby a 
core group manages the vision and strategy, while being able to draw upon the expertise 
and experience of participants representing other areas as appropriate. The requirement is 
for a fine balance which may not, initially, be easy to achieve. However, with intelligent 
management and coordination, a natural evolution will produce the right model, under 
the auspices of the aforementioned host organisation. 

 

Next Steps 

Following discussion of the points raised within this document, and assuming a general 
agreement to move forwards in this context, there are some obvious next steps, as 
outlined below. 

1. Initiate discussions at the appropriate level in order to propose the establishment 
of a suitable organisation with which to oversee and coordinate the broader 
international situation with respect to border management. 

2. Establish a ‘think tank’ comprised of a small number of experienced individuals 
in order to further develop and document a suitable methodology which enables 
local administrations to pursue the agreed strategy in a common, repeatable 
manner. This activity should include the provision of suitable templates and 
comprehensive guidance. 

3. Define and identify participants who may be drawn together under the umbrella 
of the broader initiative and international discussion. 

4. Initiate discussions in order to identify candidates for a regional trial. These may 
be a collection of independent administrations or an established economic or 
political grouping. The trial should benefit both the participating administrations 
and those observing it remotely. It should also serve to clarify and strengthen the 
broader strategy, as managed by the organisation established in step 1 above. 

5. Construct a project plan for the trial region, from which individual administration 
project plans may be deduced. These plans may then be pursued via the agreed 
methodology according to an undertaken gap analysis.  

6. At the individual administration level, ensure documentation of both the current 
and aspirational positions in a common format (i.e., factorgrams as discussed). 
This information will prove invaluable at the local, regional and, ultimately, the 
international level. 

7. Set target dates for the completion of the tasks outlined above, together with 
attendant roles and responsibilities.  

 
Within each of these steps, naturally, there will exist a good deal of detail to work 
through and discussion to be had. However, they are logical and achievable steps which 
should serve to enable phase one, i.e., the definition of strategy and a regional trial to test 
the enabling methodology. Subsequent phases will be concerned with refinement, 
increased collaboration and extrapolation upon an international scale.  
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Conclusion 

This document has offered some thoughts and ideas for further discussion among the 
broader border management community. Whether, or how, we develop such thinking will 
depend upon the members of that community and the will to achieve an international 
harmonisation of approach for the benefit of the common good. The latter is certainly 
achievable. The road to its achievement will be challenging and, no doubt, at times 
frustrating. However, it is a road which we must surely take, if we have a genuine desire 
for truly effective border management upon an international scale. As mentioned in the 
introduction, we live in a fast changing world which requires increasing efficiency in 
adaptation. To realise such efficiencies, we must work together in accordance with an 
agreed strategy, supported by common processes and robust operational structures.  

 
 

 
 


