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The other body should yield on their
insistence on the Justice Department,
and move to our position of putting
this position in the Department of
Transportation; and we ought to reach
compromises and yield on the screener
workforce issues.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, | wish
that we did not have to adopt this motion—but
| strongly support it.

We should not have to have a conference
on this legislation. Instead, the House should
have approved the bill that was unanimously
approved by the Senate—the bill | voted for
last week—and sent to the President for sign-
ing into law. Unfortunately, that bill was re-
jected by a narrow margin.

This motion instructs the conferees to re-
solve their differences with the Senate version
of this legislation and return a bill for the
House’s consideration by this Friday, Novem-
ber 9th.

In other words, it reminds the House con-
ferees that with the normally busy holiday trav-
el season just around the corner, it is urgent
that Congress act to improve the safety of air-
line passengers and the health of our air
transportation system.

No such reminder should be needed. But it
has been nearly a week since the House Re-
publican leadership defeated the Senate bill,
thereby preventing improved aviation safety
procedure from being immediately launched.
And, as we saw with yesterday’s security fail-
ure at Chicago O’Hare Airport, we can’t afford
to wait another week.

Aviation security is a matter of national se-
curity and public safety. It is part of the front
line of our national defense and Congress
should put in place an effective, federally man-
aged system. | believe that baggage screen-
ers should be part of a professional, highly
skilled, highly trained law enforcement work-
force and serve as the front line of our na-
tion’s defense. We would never consider con-
tracting out the war in Afghanistan, and we
shouldn’t contract out airline security.

As | said last week, we need to put people
before politics and action before acrimony. We
need a strong aviation security bill—and we
need it without more delay.

The conference committee must quickly
produce a bill that improves the House bill and
that holds contractors accountable for the
aviation security system. The safety of airline
passengers and of our air transportation sys-
tem depends on it.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
United Airlines and Argenbright Security were
embarrassed to admit that they cleared a man
through Chicago O’Hare Airport with seven
knives and a stun gun. After enormous public
outcry and international media exposure, they
vowed to immediately take corrective action.

Yet only a couple of hours ago, they failed
again.

A woman named Marianne went to Dulles
Airport this afternoon to board a United Air-
lines flight to San Francisco. Marianne
checked in at the United ticket counter,
showed her ID, and cashed in miles from her
account for an upgrade. United issued the up-
grade, checked her luggage and issued
Marianne a boarding pass.

From the United ticket counter Marianne
proceeded to the Argenbright security check-
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point. She presented her ID and her boarding
pass for inspection. Argenbright checked her
through security.

Marianne arrived at the United gate. Again
she was asked to show her ID and her board-
ing pass. Again she was cleared through se-
curity.

Marianne boarded the plane and sat in her
seat.

A few minutes later, a man boarded the
plane and said, “you are sitting in my seat.”
Turns out, United had issued them both the
same boarding pass—2 passes with the same
name—HIS name—Lester.

United took Marianne off the plane, and told
her that United had no record of her name in
the system despite the fact that she had used
miles from her account to get the upgrade;
that there were 2 boarding passes issued to
Lester and no seat listing for Marianne. More-
over, Marianne’s luggage was checked in
Lester's name and still headed to San Fran-
cisco.

United booked Marianne on a later flight to
San Francisco. When her 3:30 flight lands in
a few minutes from now, she will not only suf-
fer the inconvenience of being several hours
late through no fault of her own, but Marianne
will have to go searching for her luggage
under Lester's name. And who knows what
will happen to her miles?

If the people in San Francisco pay as little
attention as those at Dulles, that won't be a
problem. But if they actually look at the name
on her ID and the name on her baggage tags;
if they actually deduce that Marianne, a fe-
male, is not Lester, a male, then she will have
a lot of explaining to do.

The truth is, it's United and Argenbright who
have a lot of explaining to do. It's the Repub-
lican majority, who voted last week to continue
the status quo of contracting out airport secu-
rity checkpoint work to the lowest bidder, who
have some explaining to do.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCcDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
today we have yet another chance to address
aviation security exactly eight weeks after the
tragic events of September 11th. It is the fed-
eral government’s job to protect our country
during times of war and from threats to our
national security.

| want to urge my colleagues to support the
motion to instruct conferees. This motion sim-
ple asks the conferees to resolve the dif-
ferences between the Senate and House avia-
tion security bills. This will finally enable Con-
gress to produce an aviation security bill nec-
essary to reassuring the traveling public that it
is safe to use our aviation system.

This motion is particular prudent in light of
the continuing failures at our nation’s airports.
The bill that the House adopted last week ac-
cepted more of the status quo. What does sta-
tus quo equal, it equals more incidents like
that at Chicago O’Hare on Sunday. Where
once again the private contractor, Argenbright,
charged with the security at the gate failed.

This is the same company that was fined a
million dollars and placed on 36 months pro-
bation for failing to conduct required back-
ground checks and for hiring convicted felons
and improperly training workers which provide
security at U.S. airports. This is the same pri-
vate contractor that the House version of the
security bill will entrust with the security of
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your wife or husband, your son or daughter,
your brother or sister, your best friend.

Enough is enough let us fix aviation security
the right way, support the motion to instruct
conferees.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion
to instruct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

—

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put each question on which
further proceedings were postponed
earlier today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Suspend the rules and concur in the
Senate amendments to H.R. 768, by the
yeas and nays;

Suspend the rules and pass H.R. 1408,
by the yeas and nays; and

Agree to the motion to instruct on
Senate 1447, by the yeas and nays.

Votes on motions to suspend the
rules on H.R. 2998, H.R. 582 and House
Concurrent Resolution 262 will be
taken tomorrow.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

—_—

NEED-BASED EDUCATIONAL AID
ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and concurring in the
Senate amendments to the bill, H.R.
768.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and concur in the Sen-
ate amendments to the bill, H.R. 768,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 400, nays 0,
not voting 32, as follows:
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