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Flooding 
matters

The July flood in Ohio coun-
ties and many surrounding states 
shows Findlay was not alone 
in suffering from floodwaters.  
Travels in Hancock and surround-
ing counties show severe damage 
to many farm fields, too, and 
one can see many trees and logs 
blocking the rivers and creeks in 
the area.

I am grateful that the 
Blanchard did get some clean-
ing from downed ash trees last 
summer after not being cleaned 
for 20 years, and flooding would 
have been worse without last 
summer’s cleaning.

You do not have to be an engi-
neer or water hydraulic specialist 
to realize how much better every-
one would have fared if sand bars, 
pinch points, and more debris 
had been cleaned by the time the 
water came. If these areas are not 
addressed, Findlay will continue 
to see more widespread flooding 
because water will change its 
course based on what is in the 
river.

Commissioners, please get 
the permits to clean the river 
and make the entire watershed 
cleaner and safer, as they did for 
the Portage River in August 2017.

No one is complaining about 
the benching, widening, and 
changes to a bridge in Findlay to 
lower the water by one foot. More 
of this needs to be done.

Removing Issue 3 from the 
ballot is a step in the right direc-
tion, as well as working together 
instead of against each other.

The Blanchard runs through 
four counties. No one should feel 
more deserving of being free from 
water by shoving it onto someone 
else, as Stantec’s plan proposes. 
The high hazard dams in the 
Mount Blanchard area or the 
diversion channels simply move 
the problem to a different area.

Ohio Revised Code 3767.13 

states: “No person shall unlaw-
fully divert such watercourse 
from its natural course or state to 
the injury or prejudice of others.”

Pamela Foreman
McComb 

What definition 
should we use?
Rod Nelson (letter, Oct. 7) 

has the opinion that gun control 
legislation would have prevented 
a madman from killing so many 
victims in Las Vegas.

If this were true the mas-
sacre in France wouldn’t have 
occurred. They have some of the 
toughest gun laws in the world 
and yet so many perished inside 
that nightclub.

Look at one of our allies that 
has been by our side in most 
of the wars that we have been 
in, Australia. In the 1990s they 
basically banned almost every 
firearm for private citizens and 
the gun murder rate actually 
went up. Since then, their gun 
murder rate has decreased 
significantly but not as much as 
our gun murder rate, and this 
happened while gun ownership 
in our great land has increased 
by almost 50 percent.

That is except for places like 
Chicago, Illinois, where some 
of the strictest gun control laws 
in our country are. There the 
murder by gun rate is flying 
through the roof.

As to the proposal that 
assault weapons should be 
banned, I only have one ques-
tion to ask: whose definition of 
assault weapon do you want us 
to use? Is it the one in which an 
assault weapon is classified the 
way the military classifies them, 
which means they are already 
banned as a fully automatic 
weapon, or is it the one where 
the weapon just cosmetically 
looks like something issued by 
the military?

The NRA is not buying its 
way through Congress. There 

are so many who shove more 
money into the hands of politi-
cians in Congress.

Maybe we should look at why 
no one complains about those 
who are actually buying influ-
ence, including the UAW, AFL/
CIO and Planned Parenthood, 
which itself is responsible for 
the deaths of tens of thousands 
of unborn babies every year and 
gives 10 times more money to 
members of Congress.

Patrick T. Flinn
Bluffton

He still believes 
in miracles

I believe in miracles. I really 
do. While reading Jim Brant’s 
letter (Oct. 9), I became inspired 
to give thanks and pray. I give 
glory to God, our creator for 
giving Jim a bright and creative 
brain with the ability to critique 
my writing. Amen.

Now, I would like to offer my 
critique. Jim uses his amazing 
God-given brain to scorn and 
beat up on others.

It’s a little like the TV come-
dians who constantly mock and 
ridicule. They’ve forgotten Red 
Skelton and others who were 
really funny without vulgarity or 
put-downs.

I have hope for Jim because 
of Jesus. Before I gave my life 
to God, I used vile and immoral 
language worse than Jim has 
displayed.

God changed me and he is no 
respecter of persons.

My mother’s life verse was, 
“Let the words of my mouth and 
the meditation of my heart be 
acceptable in Your sight, O God.” 
Psalm 19.

I still believe in miracles and 
I love the grand old flag because 
it’s the standard of the freest 
nation in the world.

Wayne Baldridge
Findlay
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State Issue 1
Criminal defendants have certain rights under the Ohio Consti-

tution, some dating to 1851. Victims do, too, but not so many, and 
none for as long.

Those who commit crimes have a right to a speedy trial, bail, 
counsel, and to confront witnesses face to face. They are also pro-
tected from having to take the witness stand themselves, from cruel 
and unusual punishment, and from being prosecuted for the same 
crime twice.

The rights of victims, on the other hand, were contained in a 
single amendment to the state Constitution in 1994.

It reads: “Victims of criminal offenses shall be accorded fair-
ness, dignity, and respect in the criminal justice process, and, as the 
general assembly shall define and provide by law, shall be accorded 
rights to reasonable and appropriate notice, information, access, and 
protection and to a meaningful role in the criminal justice process.”

Victims’ rights, however, would be strengthened if Ohio voters 
approve Issue 1, also known as Marsy’s Law, on Nov. 7. We believe  
passage will provide important protections for victims.

Under the amendment, crime victims would have the right to be 
notified of all proceedings and are guaranteed the right to be heard 
at every step of the process. They would have a right to provide 
input on plea deals for offenders, and the right of refusal when it 
comes to being interviewed by the defense for a deposition or other 
pretrial matters.

Victims would also have a right to restitution, and could go before 
a judge to ask that their rights be protected if they are denied.

Marsy’s Law was championed by Henry Nicholas in memory of 
his sister, Marsy, a University of California Santa Barbara student 
who was stalked and killed by her ex-boyfriend in 1983. A week after 
her murder, Marsy’s mother and brother walked into a grocery store 
where they saw the accused murderer. The family, who had just vis-
ited Marsy’s grave, had no idea the accused had been released on bail.

The law was first passed in California in 2008, and similar ballot 
issues have been approved in Illinois, Montana, North Dakota and 
South Dakota. Next year Marcy’s Law will be on ballots in Nevada 
and Oklahoma.

Our Constitution should only be amended in certain circum-
stances. Victims’ rights is one of those issues.

Those opposing the bill argue that there will be significant costs 
to implement the new protections to victims. Certainly, prosecutors’ 
staffs will have to pick up additional duties, but many already have 
full-time crime victim advocates.

Criminal justice already carries a high price tag, but neither the 
accused nor victims should ever be shortchanged in the system. It’s 
time for Ohio to join others in recognizing that victims deserve to 
have full protections under the law. Vote yes on Issue 1.

Crime victims deserve rights, too

OTHER VIEW

A major tax reform proposal 
has been unveiled by President 
Donald Trump and Republican 
leaders in Congress.

No tax bill is simple, of 
course. But what the foundation 
of what the White House and 
GOP lawmakers have outlined 
makes sense. It is simply to give 
middle-class Americans a break 
and slash the job-killing corpo-
rate tax rate.

At 35 percent, the current cor-
porate rate is among the highest 
in the world. It is an invitation 
for companies to shift operations 
overseas. At the same time, the 
tax code contains provisions 
— some rather specific — that 
lowers the effective rate for some 
corporations dramatically.

Cutting it to 20 percent, as 
proposed, could create — or 
bring back home — millions 
of jobs. Tax reform also should 
address corporate tax breaks.

Some critics say reduced 
tax collections would result in 
higher national debt. At first, 
they would — but eventually, 
by expanding the economy, 
they would bring more dollars 
into the federal treasury. In addi-
tion, they would improve many 
Americans’ standard of living.

Tax reform is a win-win deal 
that ought to be accepted quickly 
in the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives.

— The Advertiser-Tribune 
Tiffin

Let’s get serious

Auto industry has an opaque future
B ending metal, slap-

ping on chrome and 
marketing an empow-
ering product and 

status marker that mesmerized 
20th-century America, the auto-
mobile industry typified the 
Old Economy, of which General 
Motors was emblematic. As was 
its bankruptcy. Today, GM’s CEO 
Mary Barra is wagering that the 
industry soon will be manufactur-
ing New Economy products. They 
will incorporate technologies that 
will entice buyers whose sensibili-
ties and expectations have been 
shaped by the kind of empower-
ment delivered by their smart-
phones, which arrived just 10 
years ago.

GM’s electric self-starter, 
which replaced hand cranks, was 
the last century’s most transforma-
tive innovation. It arrived in 1912. 
Today, Cadillac offers hands-free 
driving, with advanced GPS map-
ping. An eye-tracking camera 
on the steering column moni-
tors driver alertness, and the car 
nags the distracted driver back 
to attentiveness, which makes 
this technological marvel less 
of a convenience than the self-

starter. Still, Barra is attempting 
an audacious balance between 
the demands of present consum-
ers and radically different future 
demands. Or, more accurately, a 
future that governments, hostile 
to consumer sovereignty, intend 
to dictate.

China has announced, as have 
Britain and France, plans to ban, 
at an undetermined date, sales of 
vehicles powered by fossil fuels 
in their tanks. (Electric vehicles 
will be powered mostly by fos-
sil-fuel-generated electricity.) 
In Shanghai in mid-September, 
Barra dissented: “I think it works 
best when, instead of mandating, 
consumers, not government dic-
tates, should decide how cars are 
powered.” But governments, and 
not just dictatorships, like to dic-
tate, and companies must accom-
modate: GM sells more cars in 

China than in America (it sold 
about 1.2 million Buicks last year, 
about a million of them in China, 
where elites drove them decades 
before communism arrived), and 
China manufactures more cars 
than the United States and Japan 
combined. As GM promises two 
new electric vehicles in the next 
18 months, and a total of 20 by 
2023, one of Barra’s executives 
speaks of GM “driving increased 
usage and acceptance of electric 
vehicles,” but governments are at 
the wheel. Without subventions 
from Washington, Tesla’s market 
capitalization never would have 
even briefly exceeded GM’s.

Barra foresees a fast-unfolding 
future of “zero crashes” (salvation 
through software: auto-crash fatal-
ity rates are rising for the first time 
in years, and 94 percent of crashes 
are caused by human error), “zero 
emissions” (zero from tailpipes, 
much from smokestacks in an 
all-electric future) and “zero con-
gestion” (with more ride-hailing 
services and car-sharing fleets, 
less individual car ownership and 
less urban land devoted to park-
ing lots).

Ford, too, is anticipating a 

future replete with electric, semi-
autonomous, driverless and shared 
cars: Two years ago, it announced 
a $4.5 billion investment in elec-
tric vehicles. But to pay for this 
speculation (electrics are 1 per-
cent of U.S. car sales, despite tax 
incentives to buy what the govern-
ment prefers), Ford is diverting $7 
billion from cars to vehicles for 
which there actually is demand 
-- SUVs and trucks (its F-Series 
pickup has been America’s best-
selling vehicle since 1982).

The automobile industry is pre-
cariously poised between a glam-
orous past and a future as opaque 
as it was when Henry Ford sup-
posedly said that if he had begun 
by asking customers what they 
wanted they would have answered 
“a faster horse.” Or when the com-
pany he founded produced a car 
named for his son Edsel.

“This is a long-lead-time busi-
ness,” says Barra, as she tries to 
peer over the horizon to develop 
products for a public that increas-
ingly can work and shop without 
leaving home, and that decreas-
ingly vacations as it was exhorted 
to by the theme song of “The 
Dinah Shore Chevy Show” (1956-

63): “See the USA in your Chevro-
let.” The torrid romance that was 
America’s car culture has cooled 
(the percentage of 12th graders 
with a driver’s license has declined 
from 88 to 73 since 1978), the 
sedan (Chevrolet’s Impala has 
been around since 1958) is an 
endangered species, and car com-
panies are preparing for a future 
in which the crucial metric is not 
the number of vehicles sold to con-
sumers but the number of miles 
traveled by consumers.

Barra, 55, whose father was a 
die-maker for Pontiac for 39 years, 
remembers when auto dealers cov-
ered their showroom windows 
with paper to build excitement for 
the first glimpses of new models. 
She is banking on a more sophis-
ticated kind of excitement for 
smartcars. They will be designed 
for customers who in 2006 did not 
know that soon they would not be 
able to imagine living without the 
smartphones that in 2006 they 
could not imagine.

Will’s  email  address i s 
georgewill@washpost.com.

I f it were a plague, the gov-
ernment would rush to 
quarantine the infected, 
as occurred during 

Europe’s Black Death in the 
14th century.

An immigration debate at 
Seattle University School of 
Law is a plague of a different 
sort, but deadly in a different 
way. The victim here is the 
right to free speech.

The Washington Free 
Beacon reports that Annette 
Clark, the dean of Seattle 
University’s Law School, has 
revoked the school’s sponsor-
ship of a Federalist Society 
event. The reason? The pro-
posed debate on immigration, 
hosted by the school’s Access 
to Justice Institute, might be 
“harmful” to minority students 
and “undocumented immi-
grants,” aka people who broke 
the law to get to America, 
though we are not supposed 
to talk like that these days.

At first I thought it was a 
joke. It is. But a joke played 
on those elites who claim to 
believe in tolerance, academic 
freedom and inclusion. Dean 
Clark’s edict reflects her and 
the school’s intolerance, aca-
demic propaganda and exclu-
sion of any view that does not 
conform to the university’s 
imposed ideology. Isn’t this the 
stuff of re-education camps and 
gulags?

Many college campuses 
claim devotion to diversity, 
while practicing and imposing 
conformity. To them, diversity 
has to do with skin color, eth-
nicity and sexual orientation. It 
is secular liberalism dressed up 
in different garb. Real diversity 
would include people of differ-
ent opinions.

At Seattle U’s Law School, 
the Federalist Society, a con-
servative organization that 
believes in an originalist view 
of the Constitution, was prepar-
ing for an immigration debate. 
The last I checked a debate is 
supposed to include opposing 
points of view. The purpose 
of a debate is to inform people 
so they can decide which view 
is superior to the other. In the 
’80s, these were the kinds of 
debates in which I participated 
on many college campuses. 
With only a few exceptions I 
was granted a respectful hear-
ing, as was my debate oppo-
nent. Often we would attend a 
dinner before the debate, or a 
reception afterward, where stu-
dents and faculty could observe 
us interacting with decorum, 
humor and mutual respect.

Invitations to college cam-
puses began disappearing in 
the ’90s and I haven’t had any 
since. The stories of high-pro-
file speakers being denied the 
right to speak or shouted down 
and demonstrated against 
should they actually make it 
onto a campus are legion.

The kind of censorship 
practiced in Seattle is not 
unique to that school either. It 
is trending across the country. 
Increasingly, campuses have 
become “safe spaces” so that 
“snowflakes” will not be trou-
bled by ideas that rattle their 
still developing brains, which 
should, instead of stagnating, 
constantly evolve. If they think 
they already know everything, 
why spend time and money 
going to college?

The greater question is 
this: Why do so many par-
ents, especially conservative 
parents, send their children to 
schools that undermine their 
faith and values, distort his-
tory and promote causes that 
will not help them get a job 
once they graduate? A corol-
lary question: Why do stu-
dents take on so much debt to 
attend universities where their 
“consciences” might be raised 
on the liberal side, but where 
they are shielded from what 
real life looks like?

Nat Hentoff, the late liberal 
journalist and social critic, said 
the answer to speech you don’t 
like is not less speech, but more 
speech. The students at Seattle 
Law School are being denied 
a well-rounded education by 
the speech and thought police. 
Students should demand that 
a portion of their tuition be 
refunded and the federal gov-
ernment should consider deny-
ing tax subsidies to institutions 
of “higher learning” that prac-
tice censorship.

Readers may email Thomas 
at tcaeditors@tribpub.com.

CAL THOMAS

Censorship
in Seattle

Letters to 
the editor

Letters to the editor must deal with public issues. Letters must be signed and include 
the writer’s full address and tele phone number. There is a 350-word limit. Letters 
will be edited and may be condensed. Not all letters will be used. Send letters to: 
Letters to the Editor, The Courier, P.O. Box 609, Findlay, OH 45839-0609. Email: 
letterstotheeditor @ thecourier.com.

GEORGE
WILL

Letters regarding races and issues on the Nov. 7 ballot will be 
accepted through Monday, Oct. 30. Letters will be published through 
Saturday, Nov. 4, but no election letters will run on Monday, Nov. 
6 or on Election Day.

Election letters deadline set 


