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were Professor Cheryl Hanna of Vermont Law 
School; Professor Stephen Dycus of Vermont 
Law School; Trina Magi, Past President of the 
Vermont Library Association; and Ben Scotch, 
the Former Executive Director of the Vermont 
American Civil Liberties Union. Well over 200 
people participated in the meeting. 

Mr. Speaker, in the United States today 
there is a great concern about terrorism. Our 
country suffered a horrendous tragedy on 
September 11th, 2001—and there is no doubt 
in my mind that there are people on this earth 
who would like to attack us again. 

Is terrorism a serious problem? The answer 
is ‘‘Yes, it is.’’ Should the United States and 
the rest of the world do all that we can to pro-
tect innocent people from terrorist attacks? 
The answer, once again in my view, is ‘‘Yes, 
we should.’’ 

But the question that we are struggling with 
in Congress and throughout our country is: 
‘‘Do we have to sacrifice our basic liberties 
and constitutional rights in order to protect 
ourselves from the threat of global terrorism?’’ 
And in my view, the answer to that question 
must be a resounding ‘‘No.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit an arti-
cle that ran in the Rutland Herald on Tuesday, 
February 1, 2005, about this town meeting. 

PANEL DISCUSSES CIVIL LIBERTIES 
ROYALTON.—Big Brother might not be 

watching just yet, but many believe George 
Orwell’s nightmare is becoming more plau-
sible by the day. 

‘‘We need to be aware that a cancer is 
threatening our basic civil liberties, our con-
stitutional rights and our privacy rights,’’ 
Rep. Bernard Sanders, I-Vt., said Monday 
night to a crowd of more than 200 people at 
Vermont Law School. 

The audience filled the Jonathan B. Chase 
Community Center for the panel discussion 
on civil liberties and national security with 
Sanders, VLS professors Stephen Dycus and 
Cheryl Hanna, former Vermont Library As-
sociation president Trina Magi and former 
Vermont American Civil Liberties Union 
president Ben Scotch. 

Much of the discussion centered on the 
USA Patriot Act, passed in the wake of Sept. 
11, 2001. 

Sanders said the issue alone was not just 
the Patriot Act, which broadened the powers 
of law enforcement and the federal govern-
ment, but also how those who want to keep 
track of people are gaining more ways of 
doing so. 

Sanders said there was an effort in Con-
gress last year to require trackable com-
puter chips in all drivers’ licenses. 

‘‘Someone with the right kind of device 
could track your every movement,’’ he said. 
‘‘George Orwell, here we are. In a few short 
years, unless we change it, every single thing 
we do, every place we go, every person we 
meet could be recorded in a database.’’ 

Hanna said the provisions of the Patriot 
Act that civil libertarians find most trouble-
some and unconstitutional have been dif-
ficult to challenge in court because of the se-
crecy with which the law allows the govern-
ment to operate. 

‘‘In order to challenge something, you have 
to have a case,’’ she said. ‘‘You need someone 
who has been harmed. With the Patriot Act, 
so much of the harm has been clandestine. 
You might not even know if you were the 
target of an investigation.’’ 

Scotch argued that the real dangers of the 
Patriot Act were its vagaries and the ways in 
which it challenged established legal lan-
guage. 

Scotch presented provisions of a bill he 
called ‘‘The Free Speech Enhancement Act 

of 2005,’’ that would outlaw several forms of 
speaking out against the government during 
wartime. He then revealed that the law had 
been passed, under another name in 1918 and 
had since been repealed. 

‘‘Bills that restrict freedom are more and 
more subtle and more and more clever,’’ he 
said. ‘‘That’s what we’re seeing in the USA 
Patriot Act. When the Sedition Act of 1918 
says we’re going to ban disloyal speech, it 
comes out and says it.’’ 

Magi said she was worried that the provi-
sions allowing investigators to look at the 
records of any business, including libraries, 
without a warrant would destroy the effec-
tiveness of libraries. 

‘‘As an academic librarian, it is my job to 
help students really dig deeper,’’ she said. 
‘‘In order to do that, students must feel that 
the library is a safe place to seek informa-
tion.’’ 

Dycus challenged the notion that ‘‘normal 
Americans’’ who are not terrorists don’t 
need to fear the Patriot Act. 

‘‘It would be a terrible mistake to believe 
none of this concerns you,’’ he said. ‘‘You 
might be right to think that you will never 
be taken away in the night and detained in 
a military brig . . . but you shouldn’t be so 
sure. Besides, what our government does 
with our knowledge it also does in our 
name.’’ 

The floor was opened to questions from the 
audience, which ranged from angry rants 
against the Bush administration to ques-
tions about what can be done. 

One student challenged the one-sidedness 
of the discussion. 

‘‘I was a little surprised the Vermont Law 
School would have only one side presented,’’ 
she said. ‘‘I would think they would want 
both sides presented so we, as law students, 
could learn.’’ 

Sanders said the make-up of the panel was 
his doing and not the school’s. 

The student went on to challenge some of 
the assertions about the Patriot Act, saying 
her understanding was the ‘‘sneak and peek’’ 
provisions merely expanded capabilities that 
law enforcement already had. 

Scotch replied that the earlier law on 
which those provisions were based included a 
requirement similar to probable cause, but 
the Patriot Act does not. 

One man asked how to best strike a bal-
ance between preserving civil liberties and 
vigilance against terrorist threats. Magi said 
it was something people would have to de-
cide for themselves. 

‘‘I think it’s really legitimate to be afraid 
of terrorists,’’ she said. ‘‘We can also be 
afraid of an overreaching government that 
stretches too far into our lives. There are 
plenty of examples of lives that were ruined 
by a government that was not restrained.’’ 

Sanders said there was more to the issue 
than a simple tradeoff and that reductions in 
privacy don’t necessarily lead to increases in 
security. 

Sanders cited the deportation of people ad-
vocating trade unions in the 1920s, the in-
ternment of Japanese citizens during World 
War II, the McCarthyism of the 1950s and 
government surveillance during the 1960s as 
examples of how the government can be just 
as much of a threat to the people as those 
from whom it is supposed to protect them. 

‘‘We have got to be vigilant,’’ he said. 
Sanders said people need to put as much ef-

fort into defending their civil liberties as the 
Republican Party leadership has put into 
promoting the policies of the Bush Adminis-
tration. 

‘‘Tom Delay works day and night, fighting 
for what he believes in,’’ he said. ‘‘You have 
to begin to think about changing the polit-
ical culture. All of us are going to have to 
roll up our sleeves and talk to our neigh-
bors.’’ 

The key, Sanders said, lies not in just or-
ganizing liberals, but reaching out to con-
servatives. 

‘‘It is not moderate Republicans, it is con-
servative Republicans, people who love their 
guns and don’t want their guns taken away, 
who are going to join you,’’ he said. ‘‘Do you 
talk to them and or just think they’re jerks 
who aren’t as bright as you? Well, that’s 
what they think about you.’’ 

Sanders said nobody on the left has the 
luxury of being depressed or defeatist. 

‘‘On issues like this, I believe that once 
people hear the issues, they understand we 
can deal with terrorism without the provi-
sions of the Patriot Act,’’ he said. 

f 

IN HONOR OF MR. JOHN FREITAS 

HON. SAM FARR 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 1, 2005 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Mr. John L. Freitas, who is retiring after 
18 years as Executive Director of the Carmel 
Foundation in Carmel, California. The Carmel 
Foundation was established in 1950 with the 
purpose of providing ‘‘. . . for the residence, 
health, care and good living and the welfare 
and well being of persons in and about Car-
mel who are advanced in years and not other-
wise sufficiently cared for.’’ 

Under John’s direction, the foundation pro-
cured vehicles to provide the residents and 
members with the independence that mobility 
affords. Facilities were outfitted with fixtures 
and appliances designed for both able and 
disabled people. More than fifty classes and 
programs were made available to enrich the 
lives of the members. A new computer learn-
ing center was added and became so popular 
that one thousand members graduated from 
its classes in the first 5 years, proving John’s 
faith in the interest and ability of these seniors 
to learn difficult new skills. 

John Freitas’ strong sense of community 
and fine balance with his board made it pos-
sible for the Carmel Foundation to continue to 
add enrichment programs. In-home supportive 
services, assistance with accounting, home 
safety checks, a weekend meal program, par-
ties and potlucks are just a few of the ele-
ments that enhance their members’ quality of 
life and ensure a loyal following. This loyalty 
flows over to the employees, who can see 
every day that what they do makes a tangible 
difference in the lives of all the people. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud John Freitas’ many 
accomplishments, and commend him for the 
tremendous amount of personal time, thought, 
and dedication he put into this project. I join 
the Carmel community in honoring this truly 
remarkable man for all of his lifelong 
achievements. 

f 

THE RETIREMENT OF THOMAS N. 
CLARK 

HON. WILLIAM M. THOMAS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 1, 2005 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commemorate the retirement of Thomas New-
ton Clark, General Manager of the Kern Coun-
ty Water Agency. Tom has worked at the 
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Agency for over 20 years, and held the posi-
tion of General Manager for the last 15. 
Throughout his career in the California water 
industry, Tom has shown vision and tenacity 
when tackling the challenges of competing 
water interests. He has long been recognized 
for his negotiating skills and ability to find a 
resolution acceptable to widely divergent 
points of view. 

Tom is a second generation Californian and 
a lifelong resident of Bakersfield. He attended 
Standard Elementary, Standard Junior High, 
and North High School, graduating in 1963. 
After marrying Karen on June 19, 1966, Tom 
spent 2 years in the Army at Fort Irwin, Cali-
fornia. After taking classes at Bakersfield Col-
lege and California State University, Bakers-
field for 2 years, Tom then ventured across 
the country to complete his coursework at the 
University of Pittsburgh, earning his Master of 
Science in Water Supply—Water Pollution 
Control in 1974. 

Tom moved back home to California, start-
ing his long career in California water in 1974 
with the Kern County Water Agency as a 
Water Resources Planner. After nearly 4 years 
with the Agency, Tom sought a new challenge 
as water manager for Nickel Enterprises and 
La Hacienda, Inc., where he was responsible 
for managing the water rights of this farming, 
commercial and residential water rights devel-
opment firm. Tom returned to the Kern County 
Water Agency 8 years later as an Assistant 
Manager and was promoted to Assistant Gen-
eral Manager 3 years later. In 1990, Tom took 
on the mantle of General Manager, overseeing 
all operations of the Agency, including man-
agement of its allocated State Water Project 
water supplies. 

Tom is well known for his visionary leader-
ship in promoting the idea of water banking in 
and around Bakersfield and for his dedicated 
work to balance California’s commercial, resi-
dential and agricultural water needs. Tom has 
always sought to educate water users in more 
urban areas of California about the importance 
of water for agriculture, given that the Central 
Valley is the most productive agricultural re-
gion in America. He was one of the lead play-
ers in developing the Bay-Delta Accord of 
1994 and following that through to State and 
Federal authorization in subsequent years. In 
the 108th Congress, I worked with Tom and 
others at the Agency to ensure a Federal re-
authorization of the California Bay-Delta Pro-
gram, a program that seeks to provide a bal-
ance to competing water needs in California. 

I wish Tom the best of luck in his retirement. 
While I understand he is retiring from his high- 
profile and high-pressure position, he will con-
tinue to be a voice and force in California 
water policy for many years to come. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE 50TH AN-
NIVERSARY OF UNIVERSAL FOR-
EST PRODUCTS OF GRAND RAP-
IDS, MI 

HON. VERNON J. EHLERS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 1, 2005 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
give recognition to a company located in my 
district, Universal Forest Products Inc., which 
clearly deserves its place under the heading of 
‘‘American Success Stories.’’ 

Universal Forest Products, Inc. was incor-
porated on February 10, 1955, as a lumber 
wholesale office specializing in sales to the 
manufactured housing industry. William F. 
Grant was the major stockholder and sole 
salesman. When Mr. Grant decided in 1962 to 
grow his business, he hired a graduate of 
Michigan State University, Peter F. Secchia. 
Nine years later, when the company had sales 
of $12 million, Secchia, today’s company 
chairman, purchased control of Universal. A 
year later, he hired William G. Currie, today’s 
CEO and vice-chairman. Together, they have 
led Universal through three decades of strong, 
steady growth and great success. 

Today, Universal is a $2.5 billion, publicly 
traded company, trading on the NASDAQ 
index as UFPI. The company is the leading 
supplier to the four strong markets it serves— 
do-it-yourself retail, suit-built construction, in-
dustrial and other packaging and components, 
and manufactured housing. Universal is the 
largest producer of pressure-treated lumber in 
the world, the largest producer of roof trusses 
for manufactured housing in North America, 
and the nation’s largest residential truss man-
ufacturer. Furthermore, it is a leading supplier 
of value-added products to the do-it-yourself 
market, maintaining this leadership role as a 
result of the company’s commitment to manu-
facture, distribute, and market its own prod-
ucts. 

Universal is an employer of choice, where 
more than 9,000 people work. In fact, among 
the senior ranks, the turnover has been vir-
tually zero; most officers have been with the 
company for decades. The same is holding 
true for the new generation of leadership: 
They’re joining the company and staying. 

With 96 locations throughout the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico, Universal pro-
duces finished goods within the markets it 
serves, offering unparalleled distribution and 
service to its customers. 

In 2004, Foress once again named Uni-
versal to its ‘‘Platinum 400,’’ an annual ranking 
of the 400 best performing companies in the 
U.S. with more than $1 billion in revenue, and 
continues its climb up the Fortune 1000 list, 
up 35 places to No. 734 in the most-recent 
rankings. In addition, Industry Week magazine 
in August 2003 named Universal to its list of 
‘‘Top 50 U.S. Manufacturers’’ and CNN’s 
Money Gang show named Universal a ‘‘Stock 
Pick of the Day’’ in February 2004. 

Universal is a great American business suc-
cess story and it is my privilege to honor the 
company, its chairman, Peter Secchia, and its 
thousands of employees today in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. Congratulations on 
the occasion of Universal’s 50th anniversary. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 54, CONGRESSIONAL 
GOLD MEDAL ENHANCEMENT 
ACT OF 2005 

SPEECH OF 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 26, 2005 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise due to my 
continuing concern about the measure H.R. 
54, which was passed by the Republican ma-
jority last week. In its present form the meas-

ure seeks to restrict the number of Congres-
sional Gold Medals that can be awarded in a 
given year to two. It forbids the medal from 
being awarded concurrently to a group, as 
well as from being awarded posthumously— 
except during the 20-year period beginning 5 
years after the death of the individual. This lat-
ter requirement regarding posthumous medals 
is perplexing and arbitrary at best, but it also 
exemplifies the faults of a most peculiar piece 
of legislation. 

The first question that this proposed meas-
ure elicits is ‘‘Why’’. Since the American Revo-
lution, Congress has awarded the Congres-
sional Gold Medal as its highest expression of 
national appreciation to those who lived a life 
of great achievement. Why now does the ma-
jority see fit to restrict how the Congress hon-
ors the country’s most deserving citizens? 
With a U.S. population that grows daily in 
number and diversity, reducing the amount of 
honors that Congress can award to that popu-
lation is simply perplexing. 

In the long history of the U.S. Congress, 
rarely has the Congressional Gold Medal been 
awarded to more than 2 people in a year. This 
is not due to a mandated limit, such as what 
the majority is now proposing, but rather due 
to the longstanding requirement that at least 
two-thirds of the House and Senate co-spon-
sor the resolution. This requirement has cre-
ated a ‘‘natural’’ ceiling, as it necessitates that 
the potential recipient have the support of an 
overwhelming majority of Congress. As such, 
it renders the forced limit that H.R. 54 pro-
poses, needless. 

In the rare instances that awardees for the 
Congressional Gold Medal have exceeded 
more than two in a year, the cohort included 
some of the most deserving individuals of 
which I can think. Presidents Harry Truman 
and Ronald Reagan, Pope John Paul II, Nel-
son Mandela, and Mother Teresa all received 
their medals in years when more than two 
were awarded. Competition in those years 
was particularly keen. If H.R. 54 had been in 
effect, some of these recipients may have 
been prevented from receiving the medal 
when they did. 

Additionally, some of the most deserving in-
dividuals from America’s minority communities 
would not have received medals at all under 
H.R. 54. The ‘Little Rock Nine’ and the Navajo 
Code Talkers would have both been precluded 
due to the measure’s restriction on group 
medals. Interestingly, all three of the medal re-
cipients from 2004—who all happened to be 
African American and major contributors to the 
civil rights movement—would have been pre-
cluded under H.R. 54 because their medals 
were awarded posthumously. The mere possi-
bility of the aforementioned examples reveals 
the immense shortcomings of H.R. 54. Unfor-
tunately, the measure passed in the House 
along partisan lines, and now resides in the 
Senate for consideration. 

The great writer Thomas Carlyle once 
wrote, ‘‘Show me the man you honor, and I 
will know what kind of man you are.’’ The 
Congressional Gold Medal is not a token ges-
ture offered liberally. Rather, it is awarded to 
those whose life and deeds embody the ideals 
our Nation holds sacred. It is in effect an an-
nual affirmation of our national values. H.R. 54 
seeks to limit this process. As such, it is a 
measure I cannot support, and one this Con-
gress can ill-afford to enact. 
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