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public service that eventually led him
to be appointed fire police captain. A
long-time resident of Bristol, he was a
model citizen and an invaluable asset
to our community. He volunteered at
every community event and borough
festival and was known to everyone in
town. He was a mentor to the fire serv-
ice crew and role model to everyone
who knew him.

David passed away of a heart attack
that he suffered in connection with his
duties on the scene of a chemical fire
at the Dow Chemical Plant in Bristol
just 2 days ago. Although tragic, his
noble death was befitting of his heroic
life. The untimely loss of Captain
Wintz is only the third line-of-duty
death experienced by the Bristol Fire
Company in 157 years of its existence.

David Wintz spent his entire life in
service of his beloved Bucks County
community. He’s a hero to everyone,
including myself. I join everyone in the
Eighth District of Pennsylvania in
thanking Mr. Wintz and his family for
a lifetime of service. We will never for-
get what you’ve done for us.

————
DETECTIVE JOHN FALCONE

(Ms. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a lit-
tle over a year ago, I attended the fu-
neral of Detective John Falcone, who
was Kkilled in the line of duty on Feb-
ruary 18, 2011, while responding to a
case of domestic violence.

Detective Falcone was a respected
and beloved member of the police force
of the City of Poughkeepsie. Hundreds
of men and women lined up for his fu-
neral in his hometown of Carmel, New
York. They were honoring his service.

During his 18 years on the force, he
was commended many times, including
six awards for exceptional police duty,
two awards for meritorious duty, and
an award for lifesaving. Detective
Falcone’s actions on the day of his
death helped to save the life of a 3-
year-old child.

Mr. Speaker, this week is National
Police Week, and what better inspira-
tion could we have than the legacy of
dedication to duty provided by Detec-
tive John Falcone, whom I am privi-
leged to remember and honor today.

———
BRINGING IT HOME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary b5, 2011, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of
the minority leader.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, ac-
cording to a report produced by the
Urban Land Institute, the TUnited
States has been conspicuously under-
funding infrastructure spending for the
past 30 years. The report estimates
that there is at least $2 trillion in fund-
ing needed just to rebuild and repair
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our crumbling infrastructure and our
aging networks that are operating well
beyond their planned life cycles. These
systems include roads and bridges,
waterlines and treatment plants, dams
and tunnels, and mass transit that
serve our Nation’s vital economic cen-
ters. But we just have not had the po-
litical will to face the problem, we
have not had the funds available to fix
the problem, and we have not even had
a bipartisan consensus that there is a
problem.

While at the same time, according to
data compiled by Bloomberg News,
U.S. companies have stockpiled ap-
proximately $1.2 trillion overseas in
untaxed profits. As things stand now,
that is money that is not likely to be
brought back to the United States be-
cause large corporations find that it’s
far more profitable to just leave the
money where it is and borrow any cash
they need back home. There is just no
economic incentive for them to repa-
triate the money. So we need some
fresh ideas about how we can create in-
centives for corporations to bring home
some of that $2 trillion and put it to
work, helping to put more Americans
back to work.

Our Republican colleagues have pro-
posed another tax holiday for repa-
triating offshore profits, similar to the
one they crafted back in 2004. Back in
2004, companies that brought back
profits earned abroad were taxed at
roughly 5 percent instead of the top 35
percent corporate rate. They were also
obligated to use the money they saved
on taxes to create new jobs.

But there were a number of problems
with that 2004 program, the biggest one
being that it didn’t work to create
jobs. In fact, it did the opposite.

The program brought corporate prof-
its home all right, but according to a
report prepared by the Democratic
staff of the Senate Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations last year,
the 15 companies that benefited the
most from the 2004 tax break actually
cut a net of 2,000 jobs between 2004 and
2007. The companies also decreased the
pace of their spending on research and
development. But the top 15 repa-
triating companies did accelerate their
spending on some things, such as stock
buybacks and executive compensation.
Those are not exactly the kinds of re-
sults we were looking for in that pro-
gram.

Democrats, on the other hand, have
suggested an infrastructure bank with
$60 billion in seed money from the Fed-
eral Government, but our Republican
friends have let us know that that is
not going to happen.

The good folks over at Citizens for
Tax Justice have suggested a totally
different approach to dealing with all
of that money sitting overseas. They
suggest that the best approach is to
flat out repeal the tax rule that indefi-
nitely exempts offshore profits from
United States corporate income tax.
But I can simply look across the aisle
at the faces of any of my Republican
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colleagues when I even say something
like that out loud, and I know very
well that the chance of that proposal
becoming law is probably at zero.

So let’s try something a little bit dif-
ferent, something with a little bipar-
tisan flavor to it, something that just
might actually work.

What if we took the incentive idea of
a tax holiday for repatriated profits
and tied it into helping to fix the infra-
structure problem? Let’s tell corpora-
tions that they will get the tax break
they want if they bring that overseas
money home. It will be taxed at just 5
percent instead of the full corporate
rate of 35 percent, but all of the money
that they save on the taxes on those
profits will need to be invested in mu-
nicipal bonds that are tied to approved
infrastructure projects in our States,
our cities, and rural areas across Amer-
ica. The bonds would typically be
issued for terms of 50 years, paying 4
percent interest, and taxable to the
corporations. There would also need to
be a minimum holding period, perhaps
5 years before they could sell those
bonds. For instance, Corporation X can
save $10 million in taxes, but then it
must put that $10 million to work put-
ting Americans back to work rebuild-
ing our highways and repairing our
schools and bridges.

Think of the virtuous cycle this cre-
ates. The corporate money comes home
from overseas. The corporation knows
the tax ramifications with total cer-
tainty. Their profits are then safely in-
vested in municipal bonds, which are
then used to tax and fix our infrastruc-
ture, which then creates jobs that can’t
be sent overseas.
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Those newly hired people will pay
taxes on their wages and increase their
spending on products and services, cre-
ating more jobs, and on and on and on.
It is the road to a bipartisan recovery,
thanks to a bipartisan solution.

Let’s face it, Americans are tired of
our squabbling. They are tired of our
inaction. They are tired of the politics
of division. Let’s stop this ‘‘all or noth-
ing,” this ‘“‘my way or the highway”’
approach, and let’s just fix the infra-
structure of our country. Let’s bring
that money home. Let’s put it to work
here at home where it belongs.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
THE STABILIZATION OF IRAQ—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 112-111)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
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for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, within 90
days prior to the anniversary date of
its declaration, the President publishes
in the Federal Register and transmits to
the Congress a notice stating that the
emergency is to continue in effect be-
yond the anniversary date. In accord-
ance with this provision, I have sent
the enclosed notice to the Federal Reg-
ister for publication continuing the na-
tional emergency with respect to the
stabilization of Iraq. This notice states
that the national emergency with re-
spect to the stabilization of Iraq de-
clared in Executive Order 13303 of May
22, 2003, as modified in scope and relied
upon for additional steps taken in Ex-
ecutive Order 13315 of August 28, 2003,
Executive Order 13350 of July 29, 2004,
Executive Order 13364 of November 29,
2004, and Executive Order 13438 of July
17, 2007, is to continue in effect beyond
May 22, 2012.

Obstacles to the orderly reconstruc-
tion of Iraq, the restoration and main-
tenance of peace and security in the
country, and the development of polit-
ical, administrative, and economic in-
stitutions in Iraq continue to pose an
unusual and extraordinary threat to
the national security and foreign pol-
icy of the United States. Accordingly, I
have determined that it is necessary to
continue the national emergency with
respect to this threat and maintain in
force the measures taken to deal with
that national emergency.

Recognizing positive developments in
Iraq, my Administration will continue
to evaluate Iraq’s progress in resolving
outstanding debts and claims arising
from actions of the previous regime, so
that I may determine whether to fur-
ther continue the prohibitions con-
tained in Executive Order 13303 of May
22, 2003, as amended by Executive Order
13364 of November 29, 2004, on any at-
tachment, judgment, decree, lien, exe-
cution, garnishment, or other judicial
process with respect to the Develop-
ment Fund for Iraq, the accounts, as-
sets, and property held by the Central
Bank of Iraq, and Iraqi petroleum-re-
lated products, which are in addition to
the sovereign immunity accorded Iraq
under otherwise applicable law.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 18, 2012.

———

AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF
MILITARY FORCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it’s
been quite an interesting day. Appar-
ently it’s already been misinterpreted
by some in the media. I hope that,
though so many publications have had
to cut their research budgets and cut
their staffing budgets, I hope that
those that still are blessed to work for
journalistic institutions will do their
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proper homework and have a better un-
derstanding about the Gohmert-
Landry-Rigell amendment that passed
today and the effect that it has on the
underlying NDAA and, more particu-
larly, the Authorization for Use of
Military Force that was passed after
9/11 by both houses of Congress.

I wasn’t here, nor were any of the
five cosponsors. Let’s see: Mr. DUNCAN,
freshman; Mr. BARLETTA, freshman.
They weren’t here, nor were Mr.
LANDRY or Mr. RIGELL. So besides me,
we had four freshmen on the Gohmert-
Landry-Rigell-Duncan-Barletta amend-
ment.

I felt compelled to make my amend-
ment to deal with an issue that was
raised—not in the National Defense
Authorization Act that was passed
some months back. Some people failed
to understand, really, the NDAA that
was passed previously did not give the
President the power to indefinitely de-
tain American citizens. And as we un-
derstand, a judge has ruled recently
that any interpretation that it gave
the President that power was unconsti-
tutional. I don’t know how that will
come out.

But I do know that after we were at-
tacked in the worst attack on Amer-
ican soil ever, the country—I recall, I
was a judge at the time—the country
was in a great deal of chaos. Planes
were ordered not to take off all over
the country. Those that were coming
in couldn’t come in. We had American
citizens stranded at airports around
the world.

But what’s worse, we had over 3,000
Americans who were dead, done by peo-
ple who believed their radical interpre-
tation of Islam dictated that they
should go about killing innocent Amer-
icans and others who happened to be on
American soil at the time. It didn’t
seem to bother them. Some of them
could have even been Muslim. It didn’t
seem to bother them because they had
this sordid belief that they would end
up in paradise with dozens of virgins.
Thank God most Muslims don’t believe
that. But the trouble is, there are rad-
ical Islamists that do.

So the Congress, on September 18—a
week after the worst attack on Amer-
ican soil—passed a joint resolution,
Public Law 107-40. And it was to be
cited, as it says in section 1, as the
“Authorization for Use of Military
Force.”

Mr. Speaker, I'm going to go to the
trouble to read section 2(a) because
sometimes there are reporters who
don’t do their homework. They think
that reporting means, rather than
digging through, reading things for
yourself, and getting the clear meaning
of legislation for yourself, that that’s
not nearly as effective as lazily asking
somebody, What do you think this
does?

So we get polls; we get surveys; we
get opinions. But having been a judge
and a chief justice, you didn’t do that
as a judge. You didn’t do that as a jus-
tice on an appellate court. You had to
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look at the law and say, What does it
say? And what do other laws, in which
this may be in context, cause it to
mean?
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And look at it for yourself. Most of
these folks, they're educated, and so I
hope they will take a look for them-
selves. Those that were most concerned
months ago that the NDAA gave unbri-
dled power to the President, what real-
ly concerned me as a former judge and
chief justice was reading section 2(a),
authorization for use of the United
States Armed Forces.

Again, it’s hard to fault folks because
it was a week after this horrible at-
tack, and we weren’t even sure who at-
tacked us and why they attacked us.
We had gotten a pretty good idea early
on.

So one week after September 11, 2001,
this joint resolution is passed into law.
Section 2(a) says, in general, that the
President is authorized to use all nec-
essary and appropriate force against
those nations, organizations, or per-
sons he determines planned, author-
ized, committed, or aided the terrorist
attacks that occurred on September 11,
2001, or harbored such organizations or
persons in order to prevent any future
acts of international terrorism against
the United States by such nations, or-
ganizations, or persons.

Now as I understand—I haven’t read
the opinion this week from the district
court. The district court is not like it
carries the weight of the Supreme
Court or even a court of appeals. But
Congress really appears to have given
the President unbridled, unlimited, in-
definite authority to just detain, ar-
rest, do whatever had to be done to
protect America from further attacks.
And as we know from history, it’s after
such horrible attacks or incidents in
other times in history when there is a
temptation to overreact and to give
too much power to one body or one per-
son, and later on, when things are
calmed down and the people are caught
that perpetrated the horrible acts, we
realize we lost a lot of our rights, we
lost a lot of our powers because we
placed them in one person.

And this is what this section 2(a) did.
That’s the way it struck me when I
first saw that after I got to Congress.
And that was a matter of concern. And
it wasn’t until the NDAA—I'm not on
Armed Services—it wasn’t until the
NDAA came up that I really started re-
searching and seeing exactly what this
said and did.

I'm sure Speaker BOEHNER would be
the first to tell people that he and I
often do not see eye to eye; but he gave
me the assurance that if the NDAA
passed, he would let me come back
with an amendment that would fix the
AUMF so that a President did not have
the power—unlimited power indefi-
nitely—to detain American citizens on
American soil.

So that was the impetus for trying to
prepare a proper amendment that
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