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Re: Docket No. FAA-1995-5336, Secuiity of Checked Baggage on Flights within the United States

Dear Sir or Madai

The newest FAA proposal raises some serious concems and questions relating to the temorist threat
civil liberties, pﬁvac , competition, and the costs that wouid be imposed on the airiine indusiry. T“ue
proposal goes info greai details ahowmg how the CAPS, EDS, and other security measures couid be
initiated by the airiine industry. i senously quesuon ihe effeciiveness of hese secumy measures. Are

they really wait th the ""S‘S" s tefTorism agaul t the ainline industry really as a greata t threat as the
pl'OpGadl mares of it? | was d 'sappcn ted that the proposal did not in iciude any specific evidence
ed 1o ha z security against these perceived threats. 1 huugu i do not deny

auppuuuuguteueeul have greater
nis a probiem, 1 fin ‘l al ran; Iy peuple are Overes‘m‘l‘ldm‘lg the puSanbmiy of terrornisi atiacks.
VWhat makes terrorism against the airiine industry more fikely than 10 years ago 7 Does the proposed

do eon Haoks? Th ot o~ o frmolitiom ~ding Bl
ue i'cauy plcvcl it & ly terronist attacks? € proposai O ty l’Ggafda traditional terrorist tactics like
: "

1
explosive devices without recognizing the newer threats of biological and chemical weapons. A
motivated temonst may decide not 1o use expiosives of bomb miaterials but instead switch to biological
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Of eiicdal wed, L} tnheireloie, ure propos fule wi UIdUHly Clhnge uie iacucs Ol 1Ierorss 1A NOoL
stop them
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it was even mentioneds the pl'oposeu ruie wouid have not preveni the piot by Ramzi Yousel and

T

accomgpiices. vvny shouid the airiine mausrry and consurmers be forced to pay the exira oosis fora

fmed dd ), bl vy

p‘GpGSGd ruie that admits it could not prevent it hie termonist atlack that it gives as ain €xam |puc ? These

“costs” are not guni“lg to be justified as preventive measures because the R:y couild not pu ssibly prevent ail
terrorist attacks. Higher ticket prices, financially-burdened airlines, and the i0ss df liberty are the costs
{hat wiil be paid for the meager benefits of the proposal. A betier pOiu,y would be {0 get the Ciinion
administration io siop his miiiiary campaigns agalnS( any ooumry he deems “evii". ii foreign ierrorism
is increasing, it is due in part to bad foreign policy decisions. ‘v‘vhy not instead issue a statement o the
president that the FAA a*u airling industries would like the U.S. o stop attacking other countries? A
change in the foreign policy of this country would decrease the risk of terrorism.  isn'i that a betler
ritigation strategy?

Furthermore, these “security” measures have not been shown (o be effective against terrorism. | wouid

aiso eugue that there has been more wu..lmy measures enacied acoss he country in the past 10
years bui they nave been futile in stopping alilise terrorist attacks. Since there has been an increase in
secuﬁ‘cy, and the proposai argues that terrorism is also increasing, how effective are any of these
“secuiity” measures? The logical answer would be to go back and seriously reconsidger ail these
secunily aysiemb Aie aii these reguuduCn 1S reaily ue-.-lpmg inthe pi'e\leﬁtiOl'l of temonsm? Furtheimore,
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the lerrorists are winnin g wien these lbe Ol ICQUIdlIUI 1S are made laws. Termonsim is a sy UhUIUglde
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game that thrives on fear. Enacting these rules makes the terrorists see that they are invoking fear in
the government and airline industry.

Another concern | have about the proposal is the cost that small companies would incur due to the
newer regulations. Although they may not make the companies go out of business; they will cause the
price of running an airline to go up. The FAA has little justification making the airline companies pay
more money in order to enact questionable “security” measures. The costs on small airline companije~
will cause many financial burdens. The large companies will have an “unfair” advantage; they will be
more likely to survive the extra costs. Northwest Airlines already has an advantage over the other
airlines because of their 3.1 million-dollar grant by the FAA to develop the CAPS system. Special
interest grants like this should not be the policy of the FAA or any other government agency. Airline
competition is in serious danger because of the costs and favoritism of these proposed rules.

| would like to point outmcivil liberty concerns about the matter. The CAPS system in the proposed
rule would select “suspicious” as well as random people for extra security measures. ~ Though the
proposal makes sure that there is “faimess” in the selection process, what are “suspicious” activities?
Paying in cash? Wearing a funny-colored hat? There was never any discussion on how the computer

chooses who is being “suspicious”. Do you think terrorists are stupid enough to act “suspicious™? |

doubt if a terrorist would walk into the airport with a shirt reading “Blowing-up Planes is fun” and pay ‘in

large unmarked bills. Furthermore, the CAPS system would also participate in random checks ¢€
passengers who are not being “suspicious”.

As far as Constitutional arguments, | do not care if the “Justice” department or the courts say that this is

Constitutional. Judging from there past actions, they have little understanding of the true meaning of the
ConstiMion, so how can they be experts on the true Constitutionality of laws? There is no “due
process” of law in randomly choosing individuals to be subjected to more searches. Sure, you may b
protecting the “civil liberties” of groups by taking extra precautions in order not to single out any one

group. What about individual tights? Is the new name of the game “equal opportunity oppression™?
Equal violation of everyone's rights?

Furthermore, | would question whether the current procedures are constitutional. What exactly is a
“permissible extension of constitutional administrative search procedures"? Enforcing coercive rules
and regulations agalnst the airline industry and arguing that its their “employees” Who conducted
searches and not “government officials”, does this really make it “legal’ under the 4™ amendment?
Would the airline industry submit to these rules voluntarily? What if one airline chose not to follow the
regulations and participate in the searches? They don't exactly have a choice, do they? Are you going
to send the IRS after them? Take away their license? Now, who's using coercive fear tactics, and
acting like terrorists? Wasn't the intent of this proposal to prevent terrorism? Is there an exemption for
the FAA's terrorist tactics againg the airline industry and passengers in these regulations? What about
Clinton’s terrorist tactics, shouldn't he be banned from flying? %gressively bombs other countries
to provoke fear, isn't that considered terrorism? Furthermore,; uihoriiy do you have the right to
license airlines in the first place, | don’'t remember reading abdut iﬁat in the ConstiMion. Why not
question your own constitutionality?

Lastly, [ would fike to point out that the airline industry would lose customers by implementing these
rules. Anyone who is concermned with their privacy is not exactly going to want to fly airplanes if they
may be subjected to the CAPS system. Making airports into mini-police states is not a good image for
the airline industry. Why not place large signs reading, Welcome to X airport, please check your rights
in at the door"? You are already doing that by forcing the airlines to abide by numerous other
regulations. | noticed there was mention of making the CAPS database last for 18 months. This would
bring great harm to the image of the FAA and airline industry if this database were implemented. 18
months? What are you doing, trying to compete with the National Instant Check System for guns?
What possible reason could you need a database of passengers for 18 months? Do you really think
that all Americans are willing to give up their “essential liberties” for “safety”? Who's going to want to
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use planes if their private information is in a database for 18 months? Especially since the propasal
would not offer much “safety” in the first place.

In summary, these proposed rules would lose customers not only because of their negligence of basic
rights, but also because they would cause an increase in airline prices as well as a decrease in true
economic competition. Would not deregulating the industry be a better choice? Trying to prevent
outside terrorism by putting in its place state-sponsored “regulation” terrorism is negligence at its best,
hypocrisy at its worst.

Sincerely,
/ﬁc’-éﬁ/zu/ L7
Melissa Hill

College Student



