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The inclusion of ‘‘incidents’’ in NTSB’s in-

vestigative authority will require close Con-
gressional oversight to ensure that the regu-
latory authority of the Department of Transpor-
tation is not negatively impacted. 

So, we do have some remaining concerns 
and we will work with our colleague to address 
these concerns as we move forward. But 
given the importance of the NTSB’s mission, I 
support this bill and urge Members to vote for 
its passage. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, while there are 
several issues that we would like to continue 
working on as this bill moves forward, I want 
to voice my support for H.R. 4714, the ‘‘Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board Reauthor-
ization Act of 2010.’’ 

The NTSB is a small, but important, part of 
the federal government and makes critical 
contributions to our nation’s transportation 
safety each year. 

In 1967, Congress formed the NTSB as an 
independent agency to investigate civil avia-
tion accidents and significant transportation 
accidents in the surface modes—railroad, 
highway, marine, and pipeline—as well as as-
sisting victims of fatal accidents. 

Since its creation in 1967, the NTSB has in-
vestigated more than 132,000 aviation acci-
dents and more than 10,000 accidents in other 
transportation modes. As a result of these in-
vestigations, the Board has issued a total of 
almost 13,000 safety recommendations and 
over 82 percent of those have been adopted. 

In making safety improvement recommenda-
tions based on world-class investigations, hun-
dreds of NTSB professionals as well as the 
Federal Aviation Administration and the avia-
tion industry have helped create the safest 
aviation system in the world. With its current 
resources, NTSB continues to do a tremen-
dous service to this Nation and the traveling 
public in all modes of transportation. 

H.R. 4714, as amended, provides for a four- 
year reauthorization—fiscal years 2011 
through 2014. 

Given the size of the federal deficit and the 
improvement in aviation safety resulting in 
fewer aviation accidents requiring NTSB’s at-
tention, we are concerned with the level of 
funding authorized in this bill. 

We believe that a better starting point for 
the NTSB’s funding levels is $100.4 million, 
the amount requested in the fiscal year 2011 
President’s budget. The NTSB both supports 
and is comfortable with the President’s budget 
Request. 

Despite the state of the federal budget, as 
introduced, H.R. 4714 would have authorized 
a twenty percent increase over current levels 
from 2010 to 2011. 

Even a ten percent increase in authorization 
levels, as included in the amended version of 
H.R. 4714, raises concerns due to the Federal 
deficit. H.R. 4714, as amended, would author-
ize a total of a 27 percent increase in funding 
over 4 years. 

We remain concerned with the authorization 
levels contained in the bill and look forward to 
continuing to work with our colleagues on this 
issue should H.R. 4714 go to conference. 

This bill also expands the NTSB’s authority 
to investigate ‘‘incidents’’ in all modes of trans-
portation. The bill directs the NTSB to define 
the term ‘‘incidents’’ in a rulemaking. It is our 

understanding that the Department of Trans-
portation will be given the opportunity to com-
ment on and influence the NTSB’s rulemaking. 
This bill would also require the formulation of 
Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with 
each appropriate modal agency to describe 
and reach understanding on the roles and re-
sponsibilities of each party in the event of an 
NTSB incident investigation. 

We believe that the inclusion of ‘‘incidents’’ 
in the definition of ‘‘accidents’’ will require 
close oversight by Congress to ensure that 
there are no negative impacts on the ability of 
each modal transportation agency to inves-
tigate and conduct enforcement activities. The 
potential for the NTSB to obtain evidence vol-
untarily from the parties involved in an incident 
may limit the evidence available to the modal 
agencies in the pursuit of an enforcement ac-
tion. 

We also remain concerned about the impact 
of a provision prohibiting the disclosure of in-
formation by party representatives during an 
investigation. While the intent of the provision 
is sincere, its impact may severely harm the 
party representative system, a system that has 
served the Nation well over the years. 

We would like to work with the Chairman 
and Rep. CARNAHAN to ensure the provision 
achieves its intended result without unintended 
consequences. 

Finally, we would like to thank the Chairman 
for trying to address the concerns raised at 
markup regarding the language in the bill on 
interim recommendations. 

Unfortunately, despite these changes to the 
bill, we are still concerned that there may be 
some confusion with the issuance of both in-
terim safety recommendations and final rec-
ommendations. Again, we hope the Chairman 
will continue to work with us to address these 
concerns as this bill moves forward. 

While these are several issues that we 
would like to continue working on in a bipar-
tisan manner, we do support H.R. 4714 and 
look forward to working together to improve 
the bill. 

I thank the Chairman as well as my other 
colleagues for their work on this bipartisan bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
support the National Transportation Safety 
Board Reauthorization Act. This important leg-
islation will give NTSB the tools it needs to in-
vestigate transportation accidents and make 
timely recommendations to improve safety. 

NTSB is the federal agency responsible for 
determining the probable cause of aviation, 
railroad, marine, and selected highway acci-
dents. They assist victims and families and 
make recommendations aimed at addressing 
systemic issues and improving safety of all 
transportation modes. NTSB recently com-
pleted a year-long investigation into a cata-
strophic accident on the Red Line of the 
Washington Metro. Throughout the process, I 
was impressed by the knowledge and profes-
sionalism of the Board and its staff. 

Today’s legislation will help NTSB complete 
its mission—expanding its staff, clarifying its 
authority to identify multiple causes of acci-
dents, and ensuring that it can conduct nec-
essary on-scene fact-finding and access the 
information it needs. Importantly, the bill also 
allows NTSB to release urgent and interim 
safety recommendations so that transportation 
agencies can address safety issues quickly. 

Mr. Speaker, when accidents happen, NTSB 
is there to determine the cause and provide 
expert advice to strengthen transportation 
safety. I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this reauthorization. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4714, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

STATE ETHICS LAW PROTECTION 
ACT OF 2010 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3427) to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to protect States that 
have in effect laws or orders with re-
spect to pay to play reform, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3427 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘State Ethics 
Law Protection Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. PAY TO PLAY REFORM. 

Section 112 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(h) PAY TO PLAY REFORM.—A State trans-
portation department shall not be considered 
to have violated a requirement of this sec-
tion solely because the State in which that 
State transportation department is located, 
or a local government within that State, has 
in effect a law or an order that limits the 
amount of money an individual or entity 
that is doing business with a State or local 
agency with respect to a Federal-aid high-
way project may contribute to a political 
party, campaign, or elected official.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. LOBI-
ONDO) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY). 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, now 
more than ever, we must use every tool 
at our disposal to fight corruption. My 
home State of Illinois has made head-
lines time and again with charges of 
cronyism, corruption, and waste. Many 
of these charges involved pay-to-play 
politics, trading campaign contribu-
tions for government contracts. 

In 2008, the Illinois General Assembly 
took a bipartisan stand by passing a 
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bill to eliminate pay-to-play con-
tracting. Amazingly, the Federal Gov-
ernment then told Illinois that it had 
to back down or risk losing highway 
funds. The Federal Highway Adminis-
tration interpreted their competitive 
bidding requirements to mean that 
States couldn’t weed out corrupt con-
tractors. Clearly that wasn’t the intent 
of this Chamber when it passed those 
requirements. That is why I am pleased 
we are debating this important fix. 

H.R. 3427, the State Ethics Law Pro-
tection Act, will make it clear that 
Congress supports the right of States 
to fight corruption. States like Con-
necticut, New Jersey, South Carolina, 
Pennsylvania, and Kentucky have 
passed laws like Illinois’, and others 
are debating similar bills. They are all 
arriving at the same bipartisan conclu-
sion: Corruption must be stamped out 
and pay-to-play made a thing of the 
past. Our States have shown they are 
ready for reform. It is now our duty to 
ensure they have the ability to do so. 

At this critical juncture, we must do 
all we can to inspire the trust and con-
fidence of people across the country. 
After all, without the people’s trust, 
we cannot govern. I wish to thank 
Chairman OBERSTAR and the com-
mittee for bringing this bill to the 
floor and urge my colleagues to sup-
port the State Ethics Law Protection 
Act. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This is a commonsense good govern-
ment bill which I support. 

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

myself such time as I may consume. 
The gentleman from Illinois stated 

the case very clearly and thoughtfully, 
and the gentleman from New Jersey 
has further underscored the signifi-
cance of this bill. This legislation 
makes clear that no State will be con-
sidered to have violated the Federal 
Highway Administration’s competitive 
bidding requirements solely because 
the State chose to enact an anti-pay- 
to-play law. The bill would neither re-
quire a State to pass anti-pay-to-play 
nor prohibit a State from doing so. It 
would not weigh in on the merits of 
any existing State law. It simply re-
moves what currently functions as a 
Federal prohibition on some States’ ef-
forts to prohibit pay-to-play. As the 
gentleman from New Jersey said, it is 
commonsense legislation, and I urge its 
passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of H.R. 3427, as amended, the ‘‘State Ethics 
Law Protection Act of 2010’’, introduced by the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY). 

This bill aids State efforts to clean up their 
procurement processes by removing the threat 
of the loss of Federal-aid highway funds if a 
State chooses to enact ‘‘anti-pay-to-play’’ re-
forms. 

Specifically, H.R. 3427 provides that a State 
may not be considered to have violated the 

Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) 
competitive bidding requirements solely be-
cause of the enactment of a State or local law 
prohibiting ‘‘pay-to-play’’. 

In an effort to improve State procurement 
processes, many States have enacted anti- 
pay-to-play laws that limit the amount of 
money that an individual or entity doing busi-
ness with a State agency may contribute to a 
political party, campaign, or elected official. 

Unfortunately, FHWA has interpreted State 
anti-pay-to-play laws as potentially conflicting 
with the competitive bidding requirements that 
apply to the use of Federal-aid highway funds 
under title 23 of the United States Code. 

As a result of this statutory requirement, 
FHWA has twice threatened to withhold Fed-
eral highway funds from States that enacted 
anti-pay-to-play laws that applied to contracts 
on Federal-aid highway projects. The first in-
stance occurred in 2004 in New Jersey. The 
second occurred last year in Illinois. 

The competitive bidding requirements of title 
23 are designed to ensure that the lowest 
qualified bidder is awarded Federal-aid high-
way contracts. They are not designed to pre-
vent States from conducting procurement 
under the highest ethical standards. Unfortu-
nately, in some instances, they have had just 
this effect. 

H.R. 3427 addresses this situation by mak-
ing it clear that no State will be considered to 
have violated FHWA competitive bidding re-
quirements solely because the State chose to 
enact an anti-pay-to-play law. 

This bill would neither require any State to 
pass an ‘‘anti-pay-to-play’’ law nor prohibit it 
from doing so. It would not weigh in on the 
merits of any existing State law. It would sim-
ply remove what currently functions as a Fed-
eral prohibition on some States’ efforts to pro-
hibit ‘‘pay-to-play’’. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting H.R. 3427. 

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 3427, the State Ethics 
Law Protection Act of 2009. This simple bill 
goes a long way in closing a loophole that dis-
courages states from enacting tough pay-to- 
play reforms. 

Under current policy, states like Illinois that 
take a stand against corrupt practices by pro-
hibiting the awarding of highway contracts to 
campaign contributors may jeopardize a share 
of their highway funding. In 2008, when a 
tough pay-to-play law was being considered in 
Illinois, the Federal Highway Administration in-
tervened and threatened to withhold Federal 
dollars if the law was enacted. 

The shameful and unethical string of crimes 
perpetrated by public officials in the State of Il-
linois is by now well known, but the FHWA’s 
intervention led the General Assembly to 
water down what would have been a tough 
and effective anti-corruption law. What’s more, 
the FHWA’s application of this policy has been 
occasional and uneven. Of the eight states 
that have enacted pay-to-play legislation, only 
New Jersey and Illinois have been singled out. 

H.R. 3427 will untie the hands of state legis-
latures that seek to take bold action to combat 
pay-to-play practices and restore the public’s 
faith in government. It will also help ensure 
that federal dollars will not be wasted on con-
tracts doled out to political cronies. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant bill, which will help state legislatures hold 
the line against corruption. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
that we are considering this legislation to clar-
ify the language of Section 112 of title 23, 
United States Code to reaffirm the intent of 
Congress that Section 112 does not bar en-
forcement of State and local ordinances and 
contracting policies, in connection with Fed-
eral-aid highway projects, that disadvantage or 
disqualify classes of contractors. The Sec-
retary properly enjoys discretion to approve 
contract requirements, consistent with the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act, 23 U.S.C. § 101, et 
seq. 

Possible ambiguity in Section 112 has come 
to the Congress’s attention in light of recent 
State and local efforts to combat corruption 
and favoritism in contracting. States, local ju-
risdictions, and the Securities and Exchange 
Commission have enacted ‘‘pay-to-play’’ re-
strictions that disqualify contractors who make 
campaign contributions to officials responsible 
for government contracts. Concerns have 
been raised that application of Section 112 
may limit the discretion of FHWA to approve 
Federal-aid highway projects subject to State 
pay-to-play policies. Accordingly, the FHWA 
temporarily withheld federal highway funds 
from the States of New Jersey and Illinois. 

The soundness of these concerns has been 
called into question by the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit in City of 
Cleveland v. State of Ohio, 508 F.3d 827 (6th 
Cir. 2007), and, in any event, these concerns 
misunderstand Congress’s long-standing intent 
regarding the operation of the current laws 
governing Federal-aid highway projects. Sec-
tion 17 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1954, which is codified at Section 112 of title 
23, United States Code, imposes a require-
ment on FHWA to ensure that government 
contractors are selected through a competitive 
bidding process. This competitive bidding re-
quirement was ‘‘designed to prohibit collusion 
or action in restraint of free competitive bid-
ding in connection with the contract.’’ S. Rep. 
83–1093 (1954) at 14. The enactment of Sec-
tion 112, however, was not intended to ‘‘add 
to or otherwise affect the powers of the Sec-
retary [of Transportation] . . . with respect to 
the selection of projects.’’ Id. Subsequent 
amendments have not altered that purpose. 

The language of this legislation simply 
makes clear that it has always been 
Congress’s intent that the Secretary may con-
cur in the award of a Federal-aid highway con-
tract despite a State or local requirement, im-
posed by law or through contract, disqualifying 
contractors on the basis of the amount of 
money contributed to a political campaign. To 
be clear, the enactment of this legislation 
would not be construed to mean that existing 
law would have foreclosed the application of 
State pay-to-play restrictions, or similarly situ-
ated provisions, to highway projects supported 
by Federal funds. 

This bill will dispel any misunderstandings 
about the application of State pay-to-play re-
strictions and similar policies to Federal-aid 
highway projects. It will have an immediate, 
positive effect for local and State governments 
determined to implement pay-to-play restric-
tions to combat corruption and favoritism. 
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I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-

porting H.R. 3427. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3427, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

b 1930 

PROVIDING FOR CONCURRENCE 
WITH AMENDMENTS IN SENATE 
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3619, COAST 
GUARD AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
2010 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
resolution (H. Res. 1665) providing for 
the concurrence by the House in the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 3619, with 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1665 

Resolved, That, upon the adoption of this 
resolution, the House shall be considered to 
have taken from the Speaker’s table the bill, 
H.R. 3619, with the Senate amendment there-
to, and to have concurred in the Senate 
amendment with the following amendments: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the bill, insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2010’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION 

Sec. 101. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 102. Authorized levels of military 

strength and training. 

TITLE II—COAST GUARD 

Sec. 201. Appointment of civilian Coast 
Guard judges. 

Sec. 202. Industrial activities. 
Sec. 203. Reimbursement for medical-related 

travel expenses. 
Sec. 204. Commissioned officers. 
Sec. 205. Coast Guard participation in the 

Armed Forces Retirement 
Home (AFRH) system. 

Sec. 206. Grants to international maritime 
organizations. 

Sec. 207. Leave retention authority. 
Sec. 208. Enforcement authority. 
Sec. 209. Repeal. 
Sec. 210. Merchant Mariner Medical Advi-

sory Committee. 
Sec. 211. Reserve commissioned warrant of-

ficer to lieutenant program. 
Sec. 212. Enhanced status quo officer pro-

motion system. 
Sec. 213. Coast Guard vessels and aircraft. 
Sec. 214. Coast Guard District Ombudsmen. 

Sec. 215. Coast Guard commissioned officers: 
compulsory retirement. 

Sec. 216. Enforcement of coastwise trade 
laws. 

Sec. 217. Report on sexual assaults in the 
Coast Guard. 

Sec. 218. Home port of Coast Guard vessels 
in Guam. 

Sec. 219. Supplemental positioning system. 
Sec. 220. Assistance to foreign governments 

and maritime authorities. 
Sec. 221. Coast guard housing. 
Sec. 222. Child development services. 
Sec. 223. Chaplain activity expense. 
Sec. 224. Coast Guard cross; silver star 

medal. 
TITLE III—SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION 

Sec. 301. Seaward extension of anchorage 
grounds jurisdiction. 

Sec. 302. Maritime Drug Law Enforcement 
Act amendment-simple posses-
sion. 

Sec. 303. Technical amendments to tonnage 
measurement law. 

Sec. 304. Merchant mariner document stand-
ards. 

Sec. 305. Ship emission reduction tech-
nology demonstration project. 

Sec. 306. Phaseout of vessels supporting oil 
and gas development. 

Sec. 307. Arctic marine shipping assessment 
implementation. 

TITLE IV—ACQUISITION REFORM 
Sec. 401. Chief Acquisition Officer. 
Sec. 402. Acquisitions. 
Sec. 403. National Security Cutters. 
Sec. 404. Acquisition workforce expedited 

hiring authority. 
TITLE V—COAST GUARD 

MODERNIZATION 
Sec. 501. Short title. 

Subtitle A—Coast Guard Leadership 
Sec. 511. Vice admirals. 

Subtitle B—Workforce Expertise 
Sec. 521. Prevention and response staff. 
Sec. 522. Marine safety mission priorities 

and long-term goals. 
Sec. 523. Powers and duties. 
Sec. 524. Appeals and waivers. 
Sec. 525. Coast Guard Academy. 
Sec. 526. Report regarding civilian marine 

inspectors. 
TITLE VI—MARINE SAFETY 

Sec. 601. Short title. 
Sec. 602. Vessel size limits. 
Sec. 603. Cold weather survival training. 
Sec. 604. Fishing vessel safety. 
Sec. 605. Mariner records. 
Sec. 606. Deletion of exemption of license re-

quirement for operators of cer-
tain towing vessels. 

Sec. 607. Log books. 
Sec. 608. Safe operations and equipment 

standards. 
Sec. 609. Approval of survival craft. 
Sec. 610. Safety management. 
Sec. 611. Protection against discrimination. 
Sec. 612. Oil fuel tank protection. 
Sec. 613. Oaths. 
Sec. 614. Duration of licenses, certificates of 

registry, and merchant mari-
ners’ documents. 

Sec. 615. Authorization to extend the dura-
tion of licenses, certificates of 
registry, and merchant mari-
ners’ documents. 

Sec. 616. Merchant mariner assistance re-
port. 

Sec. 617. Offshore supply vessels. 
Sec. 618. Associated equipment. 
Sec. 619. Lifesaving devices on uninspected 

vessels. 

Sec. 620. Study of blended fuels in marine 
application. 

Sec. 621. Renewal of advisory committees. 
Sec. 622. Delegation of authority. 
TITLE VII—OIL POLLUTION PREVENTION 
Sec. 701. Rulemakings. 
Sec. 702. Oil transfers from vessels. 
Sec. 703. Improvements to reduce human 

error and near miss incidents. 
Sec. 704. Olympic Coast National Marine 

Sanctuary. 
Sec. 705. Prevention of small oil spills. 
Sec. 706. Improved coordination with tribal 

governments. 
Sec. 707. Report on availability of tech-

nology to detect the loss of oil. 
Sec. 708. Use of oil spill liability trust fund. 
Sec. 709. International efforts on enforce-

ment. 
Sec. 710. Higher volume port area regulatory 

definition change. 
Sec. 711. Tug escorts for laden oil tankers. 
Sec. 712. Extension of financial responsi-

bility. 
Sec. 713. Liability for use of single-hull ves-

sels. 
TITLE VIII—PORT SECURITY 

Sec. 801. America’s Waterway Watch Pro-
gram. 

Sec. 802. Transportation Worker Identifica-
tion Credential. 

Sec. 803. Interagency operational centers for 
port security. 

Sec. 804. Deployable, specialized forces. 
Sec. 805. Coast Guard detection canine team 

program expansion. 
Sec. 806. Coast Guard port assistance Pro-

gram. 
Sec. 807. Maritime biometric identification. 
Sec. 808. Pilot Program for fingerprinting of 

maritime workers. 
Sec. 809. Transportation security cards on 

vessels. 
Sec. 810. Maritime Security Advisory Com-

mittees. 
Sec. 811. Seamen’s shoreside access. 
Sec. 812. Waterside security of especially 

hazardous cargo. 
Sec. 813. Review of liquefied natural gas fa-

cilities. 
Sec. 814. Use of secondary authentication for 

transportation security cards. 
Sec. 815. Assessment of transportation secu-

rity card enrollment sites. 
Sec. 816. Assessment of the feasibility of ef-

forts to mitigate the threat of 
small boat attack in major 
ports. 

Sec. 817. Report and recommendation for 
uniform security background 
checks. 

Sec. 818. Transportation security cards: ac-
cess pending issuance; deadlines 
for processing; receipt. 

Sec. 819. Harmonizing security card expira-
tions. 

Sec. 820. Clarification of rulemaking author-
ity. 

Sec. 821. Port security training and certifi-
cation. 

Sec. 822. Integration of security plans and 
systems with local port au-
thorities, State harbor divi-
sions, and law enforcement 
agencies. 

Sec. 823. Transportation security cards. 
Sec. 824. Pre-positioning interoperable com-

munications equipment at 
interagency operational cen-
ters. 

Sec. 825. International port and facility in-
spection coordination. 

Sec. 826. Area transportation security inci-
dent mitigation plan. 
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