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transcends financial support as they can often 
be found participating in community organiza-
tions and generously giving their time, energy 
and efforts for a variety of causes. For their 
hard work and dedication, Don and Cheri were 
selected as Santa Clarita’s Man and Woman 
of the Year for 2004. Never before in the his-
tory of the program has a husband and wife 
received the award in the same year. 

Although at the helm of a thriving business, 
Cheri finds time for her extensive volunteer 
endeavors. Currently, she is the vice president 
at-large and a director for the Henry Mayo 
Newhall Memorial Health Foundation, gov-
ernor-elect for the Soroptimist International 
Camino Real Region, member and past-presi-
dent of the Soroptimist International of Santa 
Clarita Valley, vice president of Special Events 
and a director for the Child and Family Center 
Foundation, a director for the Roar Foundation 
Advisory Board, chair-elect and a director for 
the American Cancer Society Unit Council and 
the Los Angeles Regional Unit Council, vice 
president of the Sheila R. Veloz Breast Imag-
ing Center Advisory Board, chair of the Arthri-
tis Foundation Walk and with Don as her co-
chair, has headed the Boys & Girls Club Auc-
tion for the past 3 years. In addition, Cheri just 
fulfilled her $100,000 pledge to help with a 
cardiac-catheter lab and new emergency room 
for our local hospital. Recently, Cheri chaired 
the Santa Clarita Valley Arthritis Walk raising 
over $60,000 and Don’s efforts for the Flem-
ing-Crawford Golf Invitational raised over 
$113,000 for the Sheila R. Veloz Breast Imag-
ing Center. 

The AIADA acknowledged Cheri Fleming’s 
exceptional community contributions and busi-
ness acumen with the 2006 Dealer of the Year 
Award and I would like to commend Cheri for 
her success as well. Sir Winston Churchill 
once said, ‘‘We make a living by what we get. 
We make a life by what we give.’’ Supported 
by Don, there is no one who embodies that 
statement better than Cheri Fleming. To-
gether, their efforts have made the Santa 
Clarita Valley a much better place to live and 
I salute them for their efforts. 
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RECOGNIZING THOMAS R. 
MERRILL OF LAKE COUNTY, FL 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 17, 2006 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize Thomas R. 
Merrill of Groveland, Florida. Recognized as 
the longest serving police chief in the Nation, 
Chief Merrill was honored at the Florida Peace 
Officers Association awards ceremony as the 
first-ever recipient of their Distinguished Serv-
ice Award. 

For the past 37 years, Chief Merrill has 
served as Groveland’s chief of police and has 
proved to be an inspiration to his community 
and area residents. In addition to his high 
morals and integrity, Chief Merrill’s long tenure 
has demonstrated his great dedication and 
commitment to his profession, as well as to 
the city of Groveland. 

Born and raised in Umatilla, FL, Chief Merrill 
joined the military after graduating from col-

lege, serving in the U.S. Air Force from 1959 
to 1963 as a nuclear weapons specialist. Chief 
Merrill later became an officer with the Eustis 
Police Department, where he remained for 3 
years. After taking a brief leave of absence 
from the force to spend time with his family, 
Chief Merrill soon thereafter accepted the po-
sition as Groveland’s police chief. He has 
been there ever since, serving Groveland with 
pride and seeing the city through many 
changes. 

After raising his children in Groveland, Chief 
Merrill is committed to keeping his community 
safe for future generations. He has enjoyed 
watching the police department and the city 
grow during his tenure, and with greater ex-
pansion likely for the future, Chief Merrill has 
no plans to retire anytime soon. 

Mr. Speaker, Chief Merrill’s career shows 
that loyalty and dedication to one’s community 
can indeed bring success and accomplish-
ment. I congratulate him on being the first re-
cipient of the Distinguished Service Award and 
commend him on his commitment and devo-
tion to his career and to Groveland. 
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‘‘ACTIVISM FOR THE RIGHT, 
RESTRAINT FOR THE LEFT’’ 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the great intellectual inconsistencies of 
our time is the assertion by conservatives that 
they are opposed to ‘‘judicial activism’’ and 
wish to have important public policy questions 
left to elected officials. Of course that is true 
only in those cases where they agree with 
what the elected officials have done, and they 
have shown very little restraint when their ide-
ology calls for judicial invalidation of public 
policy. Indeed, some of the greatest anger I 
have heard expressed toward judiciary re-
cently by my conservative colleagues has 
been against the eminent domain decision, in 
which the justices are guilty in the eyes of my 
conservative colleagues of being insufficiently 
activist—that is, the court majority allowed the 
actions of elected State and local officials in 
Connecticut to stand. I agree that eminent do-
main has been abused, but so is intellectual 
integrity when people insist that the courts 
defer to elected bodies on the one hand, and 
then denounce the Supreme Court precisely 
for doing that in the Kelo case. 

Chief Justice Roberts to date appears to be 
very much in the mode of this one-sided con-
demnation of activism, as Adam Cohen co-
gently points out in the July 10 column in the 
New York Times—given the importance of 
consistency in the application of judicial prin-
ciples, I ask that Mr. Cohen’s very thoughtful 
analysis of the Chief Justice’s inconsistency 
be printed here. 
[From the Editorial Observer, July 10, 2006] 
WHAT CHIEF JUSTICE ROBERTS FORGOT IN HIS 

FIRST TERM: JUDICIAL MODESTY 
(By Adam Cohen) 

At the confirmation hearings for John 
Roberts, there were two theories about what 
kind of a chief justice he would be. His crit-

ics maintained that he was an extreme con-
servative whose politics would drive his legal 
rulings. Judge Roberts, on the other hand, 
insisted that he was ‘‘not an ideologue,’’ and 
that his judicial philosophy was to be ‘‘mod-
est,’’ which he defined as recognizing that 
judges should ‘‘decide the cases before them’’ 
and not try to legislate or ‘‘execute the 
laws.’’ 

Judicial modesty is an intriguing idea, 
with appeal across the political spectrum. 
For all the talk of liberal activist judges, 
anyone who is paying attention knows that 
conservative judges are every bit as activist 
as liberal ones; they just act for different 
reasons. A truly modest chief justice could 
be more deferential to the decisions of the 
democratically elected branches of govern-
ment, both liberal and conservative, and per-
haps even usher in a new, post-ideological 
era on the court. 

That is not, however, how Chief Justice 
Roberts voted in his first term. He was mod-
est in some cases, certainly, but generally 
ones in which criminal defendants, Demo-
crats and other parties conservatives dislike 
were asking for something. When real estate 
developers, wealthy campaign contributors 
and other powerful parties wanted help, he 
was more inclined to support judicial action, 
even if it meant trampling on Congress and 
the states. 

The term’s major environmental ruling 
was a striking case in point. A developer 
sued when the Army Corps of Engineers de-
nied him a permit to build on what it deter-
mined to be protected wetlands. The corps is 
under the Defense Department, ultimately 
part of an elected branch, and it was inter-
preting the Clean Water Act, passed by the 
other elected branch. Courts are supposed to 
give an enormous amount of deference to 
agencies’ interpretations of the statutes 
they are charged with enforcing. 

But Chief Justice Roberts did not defer. He 
joined a stridently anti-environmentalist 
opinion by Justice Antonin Scalia that sided 
with the developer and mocked the corps’s 
interpretation of the law—an interpretation 
four justices agreed with as ‘‘beyond par-
ody.’’ The opinion also complained that the 
corps’s approach was too costly. Justice 
John Paul Stevens dryly noted that whether 
benefits outweighed costs was a policy ques-
tion that ‘‘should not be answered by ap-
pointed judges.’’ 

In an opinion on assisted suicide, Chief 
Justice Roberts was again a conservative ac-
tivist. The case involved Attorney General 
John Ashcroft’s attempt to invoke an irrele-
vant federal statute to block Oregon’s as-
sisted suicide law, which the state’s voters 
had adopted by referendum. Even though it 
meant overruling the voters, intruding on 
state sovereignty and mangling the words of 
a federal statute, Chief Justice Roberts dis-
sented to support Mr. Ashcroft’s position. 

Chief Justice Roberts voted against an-
other democratically enacted, progressive 
law when the court struck down Vermont’s 
strict limits on campaign contributions. He 
joined an opinion that not only held that the 
law violated the First Amendment, but also 
engaged in the kind of fine judicial line- 
drawing—in this case, about the precise dol-
lar limits the Constitution allows states to 
impose—that is often considered a hallmark 
of judicial activism. 

One of the court’s most nakedly activist 
undertakings in recent years is the series of 
hoops it has forced Congress to jump through 
when it passes laws that apply to the states. 
Judge John Noonan Jr., a federal appeals 
court judge appointed by President Ronald 
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