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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES: ¢

VETP:
I am returning unsigned with™my objections S. 557 and

transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights

Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enactvlegislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental inte?ference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring
that our Nation is free of discrimination. Ouxr country has
paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices, whether bascd
upon race, gender, ethnic background, religion or handicap.
Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of
the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage of educational institutions that existed

prior to that decision. T have repeatedly endorsed
legislation to do just that. Today 1 am sending to Congress

a bill that goes further than the legislation previously
endorsed. This proposed bill is intended to accommodate other
concerns raised during Congressional consideration of the

Grove City issue.

Our bill advances the protection of civil rights. It
would:

-- prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and

private educational institutions which receive any

Federal aid.
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-- extend the application of the civil rights statutes to
entire businesses which receive Federal aid as a whole
and to the entire plant or facility receiving Federal aid
in every other instance. )
-=-  prohibit discrimination in all of the federally fﬁnded
programs of departments and agencies of State and local
governments.

Our bill complements well our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws. But even more remains to be done. For
example, I have urged the Congress to enact responsible
legislation to deal with some obvious failures of the Fair
Housing Act of 1968, including the need to protect persons
with disabilities.

Congress, on the other hand, has sent me a bill that
would vastly and unjustifiably expand the power of the Federal
government over the decisions and Affairs of private organiza-
tions, such as churches and synagogues, farms, businesses, and
State and local governments. In the process, it would place
at risk such cherished values as religious liberty.

The bill presented éo me would diminish substantially the
freedoﬁ and independence of religious institutions in our
society. The bill would seriously impinge upon religious
liberty because of its unprecedented and pervasive coverage of
churches and synagogues based on receipt of even a small
amount of Federal aid for just one activity; its unprecedented
coverage of entire religious elementary and secondary school
systems when only a single school in such a system receives
Federal aid; and its failure to protect, under Title IX of the
Education Amendments of 1972, the religious freedom of private
schools that are closely identified with the religious tenets
of, but not controlled by, a religious organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, would be subject to comprehensive Federal

requlation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
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it would not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers who accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute and its legislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -- enfities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -- would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.
Again, there was no demonstrated need for such sweeping
c6Vcrage.

Further, this bill would be beyond pre-Grove City law and
expand the scope of coverage of State and local government
agencies. Under S. 557, any agency of such a government that
receives or distributes such assistance would be subject in
all of its operations to a wide-ranging regime of Federal
regulation, contrary to the sound principles of federalism.

The cost and burdenﬁ of compliance with S. 557 would be
substantial. The bill would bring to those it covers -- which
is most of America -- an intrusive Federal regulatory regime;
random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials; and
increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend
even when you win.

Moreover,’such legislation would likely have the
unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it
is supposed to protect. For example, persons with
disabilities seeking to enhance their job skills are not
helped if businesses withdraw from Federal job-training
programs because of their unwillingness to accept vastly
expanded bureaucratic intrusions under §. 557. Business

groups have indicated many of their members may do just that.
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The Civil Rights Protection Act that I am proposing today

addresses the many shortcomings of S. 557. The Civil Rights

Protection Act would protect civil rights and at the same time

preserve the independence of State and local governments, the

freedom of religion, and the right of America's citizens to
order their lives and businesses without extensive Federal
intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while
ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the
civil rights statutes it amends. The bill would:

-~  Protect religious liberty by limiting coverage to that
part of a church or synagogue which participates in a
Federal program; by ptotecting under Title IX, the
religious tenets of private institutions closely
identified with religious organizations on the same basis
as institutions directly controlled by religious
organizations; and by providing that when a religious
secondary or elementary schocl receives Federal
assistance, only that school, und not the entire
religious school system, becomws subject to the Federal
regulation.

-~ Ensure that the reach of Fedural regulation into private
businesses extends only to the facility.that participates
in Federally funded programs, unless the business, as a
whole, receives Federal aid, in which case it is covered
in its entirety. The bill aluio states expliéitly that
farmers will not become subject to Federal regulation by
virtue of their acceptance of Federal price support
payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will not

become subject to such regulations by virtue of accepting

food stamps from customers.
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- Preserve the indeéendence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal regulation to
the part of a State or local entity that receives or
distributes Federal assistance.
In all other respects, my proposal is identical t6
S. 557, including the provisions to ensure that this
legislation does not impair protection for the lives of unborn
children.
I urge that upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my
objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988.

R (o5~

THE WHITE HOUSE,
March 16, 1988.



March 16, 1988

Received from the White House a sealed envelope said to

contain S. 557, An Act to restore the broad scope of coverage and
to clarify the application of title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and title VI of the

Civil Rights Act of 1964, together with a veto message thereon.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release March 16, 1988

civil Rights Protection Act of 1988
ct eet

The President has forwarded to the Congress his legislative
proposal as an alternative to Enrolled Bill S. 557, the *Civil
Rights Restoration Act of 1987.7 The President’s proposal,
entitled the #Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988,* is a response
to the decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in Grove City Colleae
v. Bell, 465 U.S. 555 (1984). The alternative bill would amend
four civil rights statutes which ban discrimination on various
bases in programs or activities receiving Federal financial
assistance: title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (race,
color, national origin); title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, (sex) (limited to education); section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (handicap); and the Age Discrimination
Act of 1975 (age).

The President’s proposal, annaunced March 16, 1988, accompanies
the President’s veto message on S. 557. In contrast to S. 557,
the proposal:

o - Protects religious liberty in its treatment of
churches, synagogues, religious elementary and
secondary school systems, and the policies of certain
private institutions that are based on religious tenets

o Provides for uniform, plant-wide coverage throughout
the private sector

o Specifically exempts farmers from coverage solely by
virtue of participation in federal agricultural
programns

o specifically exempts grocery stores, supermarkets and

similar entities from coverage solely by virtue of
participation in the federal Food Stamp Program

o Maintains program-specific coverage for State and local
governments

In all other respects, the proposal is identical to S. 557 as
passed by the Congress, including language making both the bill
and Title IX abortion neutral.
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Religious Liberty

The.PFesident has at least three, separate concerns pertaining to
religious liberty.

If S. 557 were to be enacted as passed by the Congress, entire
churches and synagogues will be subject in their entirety to
these statutes and all of their accompanying regulations and
guidelines whenever just one program of these institutions
receives federal aid. This had not been the case before Grove
City. The alternative bill provides coverage of just that part
of a church or synagogue which receives federal aid.

Entire private and religious elementary and secondary school
systems will be covered when just one program at one such
educational institution receives federal aid. This had not been
the case before Grove City. Indeed, the Department of
Education’s Title IX definition of ”educational institution”
does not include coverage of an entire private or religious
elementary or secondary school system when just one school in
that system receives any federal aid. That definition reads:

“Educational institution” means a local education
agency (LEA) as defined by section 1001(f) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 3381), a preschool, a private elementary or
secondary school, or an applicant or recipient of the
type defined by paragraph (k), (1), (m), or (n) of this
section.

34 C.F.R. Sec. 106.2(j). The “local educational agency” is
defined by the referenced statute as a public school system. The
institutions referred to in paragraphs (k), (1), (m), and (n) are
institutions of higher education or vocational education.

Nowhere in the definition is a private or religious school system
covered. A provision in the President’s proposal would provide
coverage of the entire school receiving federal assistance.

S. 557 also fails to provide adequate protection of religious
tenets under Title IX for those institutions which would be
subjected to coverage, such as educational institutions. When
Title IX was enacted in 1972, it provided an exception for those
practices of an institution controlled by a religious organiza-
tion when those practices conflicted with the religious tenets of
that religious organization. Today, however, many educational
institutions no longer meet the strict ”“control” test of current
law. While some exemptions have recently been granted, virtually
none were granted in the first several years following the .
enactment of Title IX. Unless the religious tenets language is
strengthened, the existing exemptions could be resgigded.by a
subsequent Administration or lost as a result of litigatjon.
Those institutions not controlled by, but “closely identified
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with the tenets of”, a religious organization should also have
the benefit of an exception for those policies of the institution
vhich would conflict with Title IX requirements. This is a
limited exception, applicable only under Title IX, and one which
guarantees pluralism and diversity in the private sector when
that pluralism and diversity are based upon religious tenets.
Language in the President’s proposal would provide for such
exception, and is virtually identical to language that was
enacted as an exception to a ban on religious discrimination in
the education construction loan insurance program enacted by
Congress in October, 1986.

Private Sector Coverage Generally

Under S.557, coverage will extend to all of the operations of
every division, plant, store, subsidiary, and facility of any
corporation, partnership, or other private organization, or an
entire sole proprietorship if such entity receives federal aid "as a
whole.” Such coverage will, likewise, apply for an entity that is
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and recreation,
whenever just one portion of one division, plant, store,
subsidiary, or facility receives any Federal financial
assistance. The President strongly disagrees with the contention
of sponsors of S. 557 that entities engaged in such activities
are part of the “public sector” or perform “governmental
functions.”

For all other entities, coverage under S. 557 will extend to all
of the operations of the entire plant or other comparable,
geographically separate facility any part of which receives
federal aid.

Such “two-tier” coverage of the private sector did not exist
prior to Grove City. Moreover, coverage was “program-specific”
before Grove City and most significant court decisions reflect
that such was the case. North Haven Board of Education v. Bell,
456 U.S. 511 (1982); Simpson v. Reynolds Metals Co., 629 F.2d
1226 (7th Cir. 1980); Bachman v. American Society of Clinical
Pathologists, 577 °‘F. Supp. 1257 (D. N.J. 19583); Rice v.
President and Fellows of Harvard College, 663 F.2d 336 (1st Cir.
1981), cert. denied, 102 S. Ct. 1976 (1982). See Brown V.
Sibley, 650 F.2d 760 (5th Cir. 1981).

The President’s proposal is a compromise between program-sgecific
coverage and S. 557 coverage. It would expand pre-Grove City
coverage, and would make application of these laws in the private
sector uniform by providing for single plant-wide coverage, with
two exemptions: if an entity receives assistance #as a whole,”
it is covered in its entirety, as under S. 557; a church or
synagogue is covered only in the specific part receiving federal
aid, as mentioned earlier.
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Farm Coverage

Although sponsors have said that they do not intend to cover
farmers participating in federal agricultural support progranms,
farms will readily be covered under several provision of S. 557.

Although some have argued that S. 557’s Section 7 provides a rule
of construction that will exempt farmers as ”ultimate
beneficiaries” of federal aid, such argument is not persuasive.
The statutes amended by S. 557 are being so completely rewritten
by S. 557, and farmers are so clearly covered by other sections
of the bill, that specific language is required to exempt farmers
from coverage. Moreover, Section 7 applies only to ultimate
beneficiaries of federal laws enacted as of the time S. 557
becomes law. The President’s proposal includes such an
exemption for farmers.

Coverage under the Food Sta rogram

Without an exemption, grocery stores, supermarkets, and’ other
similar entities will be covered by S. 557 solely by virtue of
their participation in the federal Food Stamp Program. Such
coverage has never existed before.

The contention that S. 557 provides an exemption for small
grocers is simply not true; the bill only exempts small providers
undexr one of the statutes from the requirement to make
significant structural alterations, such as knocking out a wall,
and then only if alternative means of providing the service are
available. All other requirements apply even to small grocers.

The President’s proposal would specifically exempt such entities
from coverage based solely upon receipt of Food Stamps.

State and local Government Coverage

The President is particularly concerned about the vast expansion
of coverage under S. 557 over State and local governments.

Coverage of State and local governments was program-specific
prior to the Grove City decision. See Brown v. Sibley, 650 F.2d
760 (5th Cir. 1981).

The President’s proposal limits coverage to the specific program
or activity of State or local Government.



THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release March 16, 1988

TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transml?ting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring
that our Nation is free of discrimination. Our country has
paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices, whether based
upon race, gender, ethnic background, religion or handicap.
Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of
the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced
my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil
rights coverage of educational institutions that existed
prior to that decision. I have repeatedly endorsed
legislation to do just that. Today I am sending to Congress
a bill that goes further than thc legislation previously
endorsed. This proposed bill is intended to accommodate other
concerns raised during Congressional consideration of the

. Grove City issue.

Our bill advances .the protection of civil rights, It
would:

-- prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutions which receive any
Federal aid.

-= extend the application of the civil rights statutes to
entire businesses which receive Federal aid as a whole
and to the entire plant or facility receiving Federal aid
in every other instance.

~~ prohibit discrimination in all of the federally funded
programs of departments and agencies of State and local
governments.

Our bill complements well our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws. But even more remains to be done. For
example, I have urged the Congress to enact responsible
legislation to deal with some obvious failures of the Fair
Housing Act of 1968, including thc¢ uced to protect persons
with disabilities,

more

(OVER)
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Congress, on the other hand, has sent me a bill that
would vastly and unjustifiably expand the power of the Federal
government over the decisions and affairs of private organiza-
tions, such as churches and synagogues, farms, businesses, and
Statg and local governments. In the process, it would place
at risk such cherished values as religious liberty.

The bill presented to me would diminish substantially the
freedom and independence of religious institutions in our
society. The bill would seriously impinge upon religious
liberty because of its unprecedented and pervasive coverage of
churches and synagogues based on receipt of even a small
amount of Federal aid for just one activity; its unprecedented
coverage of entire religious elementary and secondary school
systems when only a single school in such a system receives
Federal aid; and its failure to protect, under Title IX of the
Education Amendments of 1972, the religious freedom of private
schools that are closely identified with the religious tenets
of, but not controlled by, a religious organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, would be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
it would not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers who accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute and its legislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -- would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.
Again, there was no demonstrated need for such sweeping
coverage.

Further, this bill would be beyond pre-Grove City law and
expand the scope of coverage of State and local government
agencies. Under S. 557, any agency of such a-government that
receives or distributes such assistance would be subject in
all of its operations to a wide-ranging regime of Federal
requlation, contrary to the sound principles of federalism.

The cost and burdens of compliuice with S. 557 would be
substantial. The bill would bring to those it covers -- which
is most of America -- an intrusive Federal regulatory regime;
random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials; and
increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend
even when you win.

Moreover, such legislation would likely have the
unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it
is supposed to protect. For example, persons with
disabilities seeking to enhance their job skills are not
helped if businesses withdraw from Federal job-training
programs because of their unwillingness to accept vastly
expanded bureaucratic intrusions under S, 557. Business
groups have indicated many of their members may do just that.

The Civil Rights Protection Act that I am proposing today
addresses the many shortcomings ol §. 557. The Civil Rights
Protection Act would protect civil rights and at the same time
preserve the independence of State and local governments, the
freedom of religion, and the right of America's citizens to
order their lives and businesses without extensive Federal
intrusion.

more
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The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important
qhanges from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while
ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the
civil rights statutes it amends. The bill would:

== Protect religious liberty by limiting coverage to that
part of a church or synagogue which participates in a
Federal program; by protecting under Title IX, the
;eligious tenets of private institutions closely
identified with religious organizations on the same basis
as institutions directly controlled by religious
organizations; and by providing that when a religious
secondary or elementary school receives Federal
assistance, only that school, and not the entire

religious school system, becomes subject to the Federal
regulation.

- Ensure that the reach of Federal regulation into private
businesses extends only to the facility that participates
in Federally funded programs, unless the business, as a
whole, receives Federal aid, in which case it is covered
in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly that
farmers will not become subject to Federal regulation by
virtue of their acceptance of Federal price support
payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will not
become subject to such requlations by virtue of accepting
food stamps from customers.

- Preserve the independence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal requlation to
the part of a State or local entity that receives or
distributes Federal assistance.

In all other respects, my proposal is identical to
S. 557, including the provisions to ensure that this
legislation does not impair protection for the lives of unborn
children.

I urge that upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my
objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its
place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988.

RONALD REAGAN

THE WHITE HOUSE,
March 16, 1988.

it
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE: 3/15/88

9:30 am 3/16/88

ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY:
SUBJECT: REVISED VETO MESSAGE FOR S. 557 -- GROVE CITY BILL

ACTION FYI ACTIQN FYi
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REMARKS: Please provide any comments on the attached revised veto

message directly to my office by 9:30 Wednesday morning.

Thank you. ’

RESPONSE:

Rhett Dawson
Ext. 2702




[Revised Veto Message Draft -- March 14, 0700)

TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am herewith returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1983. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving their
fundamental freedoms. Unfortunatelv, the bill presented to me

fails to meet that objective.

Discrimination based on race, creed, color, national origin,
gender, age, or handicap has no place in our society. On this -

the Nation stands united.

Protection of the civil rights of Americans is an important duty
of government. In carrying out that duty through enactment and
enforcement of legislation, we must take care to ensure that our
actions increase -- not diminish -- the freedoms and
opportunities of our citizens. The bill presented to me violates

this principle.

The bill vastly expands the reach of the Federal Government bv
imposing a comprehensive regime of Federal regulation on State
and local governments and private organizations, such as churches

and synagogues, schools, farms, and businesses.
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Most State and local governments receive some form of Federal
financial assistance. Any organization of such a government that
receives or distributes such assistance will be subject in all of
its operations to the regime of Federal regulation for which S.

557 provides.

The bill would substantially diminish the freedom and
independence of reiigious institutions in our society. The bill
seriously impinges upon religious liberty in its unprecedented
and pervasive coverage of churches and synagogues based on
receipt of even a small amount of Federal aid for just one
activity; its unprecedented coverage of entire religious
elementary and secondary school systems when only a single school
in such a system receives Federal aid; and its failure to protect
private entities, such as schools, that are closely identified

with the religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious

organization.

Businesses receiving Federal assistance will be subject to
comprehensive Federal reqgulation. For the corner grocery store,
accepting Food Stamps will bring in the Federal compliance
inspector. For the farmer, accepting price support payments or

crop subsidies will bring the Federal compliance inspector to the

front gate.
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The cost to American society of complying with S. 557 is immense.
The entire panoply of Federal agencies will regulate all
organizations which receive Federal aid through those agencies.
The bill brings to those it covers —- which is most of America -~
an intrusive Federal regulatory regime; random on-site compliance
checks by Federal officials; and increased exposure to lawsuits,

which are costly whether you win or lose.

It is critically important to understand that the burdens S. 557
imposes fall just as hard on those in our society who work hard
to ensure non-discrimination and equality of opportunity as it
does on those who do not. Those who believe that thé Federal
Government would not drag someone thfough the courts unless he or
she had at ieast allegedly discriminated against someone should
read the Grove City case itself. Grove City College followed a
strict policy from its founding in 1876 of being totally
independent from all government assistance and had an exemplary
record of non-discimination. 1In their concurring opinion in the
case, Chief Justice Rehnquist, Justice Powell, ‘and Justice

O'Connor stated:

"One would have thought that the Department [of Education],
confronted as it is with cases of national importance that
involve actual discrimination, would have respected the
independence and admirable record of the college. But

common sense and good judgment failed to prevail,"
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The Federal Government took Grove City College all the way to the
Supreme Court, not because the College discriminated, but because
the College did not want to fill out a required Federal form,
Under S. 557, this kind of Federal government intrusion would
become the norm for our churches, our schools, and our

businesses.

The Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988 which I am proposing with
this message addresses the many shoftcomings of S. 557, The
Civil Rights Protection Act both protects civil rights and
preserves the independence of State and local governments, the
freedom of religion, and the right of America's citiéens to order

their lives and businesses without extensive Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important changes from
S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal intrusion into the
lives and businesses of Americans, while ensuring that Federal

aid is properly applied:

- It ensures that the reach of the Federal Government
into State and local government, church and synagogues,
and businesses extends only so far as they accept
Federal aid, by providing that if only one part of the
institution receives Federal aid, then only that part

is subject to the Federal regulation which accompanies

the aid.
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-- It protects the religious tenets of organizations, such
as religiously-affiliated hospitals, that are closely
identified with, but are not controlled by, religious
institutions on the same basis as its protects the
religious tenets of organizations directly controlled

by religious institutions.

- It ensure that farmers will not become subject to
extensive Federal regulation solely by virtue of their
acceptance of Federal price support payments or crop

subsidies, .

- It ensures that grocers and supermarkets will not
become subject to extensive Federal regulation solely
by virtue of their acceptance of Food Stamps from

customers.

- It provides that when a private elementary or secondary
school system accepts Federal aid, only that school and
not the entire school system becomes subject to the

Federal regulation that accompanies the Federal aid.

Congressional consideration of S. 557 was hurried; indeed, one
House conducted no hearings or Committee action at all. I urge
that upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my objections, you
reject the bill and enact in its place the Civil Rights

Protection Act of 1988.
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[Revised Veto Message Draft -- March 14, 0700}

TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am herewith ieturning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving their
fundamental freedoms. Unfortunatelv, the bill presented to me

fails to meet that objective.

Discrimination based on race, creed, color, national origin,
gender, age, or handicap has no place in our society. On this

the Nation stands united.

Protection of the civil rights of Americans is an important Quty
of government. In carrying out that duty through enactment and
enforcement of legislation, we must take care to ensure that our
actions increase -- not diminish ~- the freedoms and

opportunities of our citizens. The bill presented to me violates

this principle.

The bill vastly expands the reach of the Federal Government by
imposing a comprehensive regime of Federal regulation on State
and local governments and private organizations, such as churches

and synagogues, schools, farms, and businesses.




Most State and local governments receive some form of Federal
financial assistaﬁce. Any organization of such a government that
receives or distributes such assistance will be subject in all of
its operations to the regime of Federal regulation for which S.

557 provides.

The bill would substantial;y diminish the freedom and
independence of religious institutions in our society. The bill
seriously impinges upon religious liberty in its unprecedented
and pervasive coverage of churches and synagogues based on
receipt of even a small amount of Federal aid for just one
activity; its unprecedented coverage of entire religious
elementary and secondary school systems when only a single school
in such a system receives Federal aid; and its failure to protect
private entities, such as schools, that are closely identified
with the religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious

organization.

Businesses receiving Federal assistance will be subject to
comprehensive Federal regulation. For the corner grocery store,
accepting Food Stamps will bring in the Federal compliance
inspector. For the farmer, accepting price support payments or

crop subsidies will bring the Federal compliance inspector to the

front gate.
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The cost to American society of complying with S, 557 is immense,
The entire panoply of Federal agencies will regulate all
organizations which receive Federal aid through those agencies.
The bill brings to those it covers -- which is most of America -~
an intrusive Federal regulatory regime; random on-site compliance
checks by Federal officials; and increased exposure to lawsuits,

which are costly whether You win or lose.

It is critically important to understand that the burdens S. 557
imposes fall just as hard on those in our society who work hard
to ensure non-discrimination and equality of opportunity as it
does on those who do not. Those who believe that the Federal
Government would not drag someone through the courts unless he or
she had at least allegedly discriminated against someone should
read the Grove City case itself. Grove City College followed a
strict policy from its founding in 1876 of being totally
independent from all government assistance and had an exemplary
record of non-discimination. In their concurring opinion in the
case, Chief Justice Rehnquist, Justice Powell, and Justice

O'Connor stated:

"One would have thought that the Department [of Education],
confronted as it is with cases of national importance that
involve actual discrimination, would have respected the
independence and admirable record of the college. But

common sense and good judgment failed to prevail."




The Federal Government took Grove City College all the way to the
Supreme Court, not because the College discriminated, but because
the College did not want to fill out a required Federal form.
Under S. 557, this kind of Federal government intrusion would
become the norm for our churches, our schools, and our

businesses.

The Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988 which I am proposing with

this message addresses the many shortcomings of S. 557. The

Civil Rights Protection Act both protects civil rights and -

preserves the independence of State and local governments, the
freedom df religion, and the right of America's citizens to order

their lives and businesses without extensive Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important changes from
S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal intrusion into the
lives and businesses of Americans, while ensuring that Federal

aid is properly applied:

- It ensures that the reach of the Federal Government
>into State and local government, church and synagogues,
and businesses extends only so far as they accept
Federal aid, by providing that if only one part of the
institution receives Federal aid, then only that part
is subject to the Federal regulation which accompanies

the aid.
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— It protects the religious tenets of organizations, such

as religiously-affiliated hospitals, that are closely
identified with, but are not controlled by, religious
institutions on the same basis as its protects the

religious tenets of organizations directly controlled

by religious institutions.

- It ensure that farmers will not become subject to

extensive Federal regulation solely by virtue of their

acceptance of Federal price support payments or crop

subsidies.

- It ensures that grocers and supermarkets will not
become subject to extensive Federal regulation solely
by virtue of their acceptance of Food Stamps from

customers.

- It provides that when a private elementary or secondary

school system accepts Federal aid, only that school and

not the entire school system becomes subject to the

Federal regulation that accompanies the Federal aid.

Congressional consideration of S. 557 was hurried; indeed, one
House conducted no hearings or Committee action at all. I urge
that upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my objections, you
reject the bill and enact in its place the Civil Rights -

Protection Act of 1988.



TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections 8. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
. achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

. that our Nation is free of uﬂiﬂwfu&Q%;;crimination. Our

country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether : adcngace, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. éuéh attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

[-] . N :
rights coverage t&-educational institutions that existed
prel e

ad
bafexa that decision. ﬁI have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that, 1Indeed, the bill I am sending to Congress
today goes further than the legislation, previously introduced
by-the Administration in order to accommodate other regitimate

Grese_CiNM_ g5
concerns raised during consideration of this lkeetwdetion.

————

N)’ il avauces e protechich  of L riquis 14 waug:~ "
O Wemde prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the

board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutionﬁ; Wi 2ﬁfUQOQ5“
al
O Jolubc extend?/the application of the civil rights

statutes to entire businesses which receive federa

~=uad~ as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

00 prohibitd discrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

These provisions complement well our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.
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Congress, however, has sent me a bill that vastly and
unjustifiably expands the power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of pPrivate organizations, such as
churches and synagogues,,sohoelstjfarms, businesses, and State
and local governments. In the process, it places at risk such
cherished values as religious liberty,

5657

The-b4+¥1 would substantially diminish the freedom and

independence ofAreligious institutions in our society. The

. becaise of
bill would seriously impinge upon religious libertyAia- its
unprecedented and pervasive coverage of churches and
synagogues based on receipt of even a small amount of Péderal
aid for just oné activity; its unprecedented coverage of
entire religious elementary and secondary school systems when
only a single school in such a system receives Federal aid;
and its failure, under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, to protect the religious freedom of private eRitiosym
cwelmw® schools, that are closely identified with the
religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious
organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, will be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
it does not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers wtg accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute and;legislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -~ would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.

Again, demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage was
eseuhzs

affeseded by the Congress.
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Most State and local governments receive some form of
Federal financial assistance. Any agency of such a government
that receives or distributes sucﬁ assistance would be subject
in all of its operations toaﬁieyﬁg:ﬂmrtﬁ?glderal regqulation
for which S 557 pronvides.

The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be
substantial. The bill would bring to those itg covers --
which is most of America -~ an intrusive Federal regulatory
fegime; random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials;
and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend

even when you win,

Moreover, such legislation would likely have the

‘unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it

is supposed to protect. Persons with disabilities seeking to
enhance their job skills are not helped, for example, if
businesses withdraw from Federal job-training programs because
accepl

of their unwillingness to “bew=to vastly expanded bureaucratic
intrusions under S. 557, as business groups have indicated
many of their members may do.

The Civil Rights Protection Act oﬁ-lsséfzhich I am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomings of S. 557.
The Civil Rights Protection Act would both protect civil
rights and preserve the independence of State and local
governments, the freedom of religion, and the right of
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensive Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while

ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the

civil rights statutes it amends. The bill:

v

)
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Protects religious liberty by -limiting coverage to that

part of a church_and synagogue which participates in a

Federal progra@y protect,ing the religious tenets of
private institutions losely identified
with religious organizations on-the_same basgisg as
institutione—direct%y-eentruiied-by-rettgfcus
o:ganieatio?52)and by providing that when a private e
secondary and elementary school receives Federal (’d“
assistance, only that school and, not the entire/School
system become subject to the Federal regqgulation.

Ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into ﬁrivate
businesses‘extends only to the facility that paéticipates
in Federally funded programs, unless the business
receives Federal aid as a whole, in which case it is
covered in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly
that farmers will not become subject to extensévx’%ederal
regulation by virtue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and‘supermarkets will
not become subject to such regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customers.

Preserves the independence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal regulation to
the part of a State entity that receives or distributes
Federal assistance,

I urge that upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my

objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988§.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988, The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and

control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to

. achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

that our Nation is free of aniawéuiqd{iscrimination. Our

country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,

& vp
whether race, gender, ethnic background, religion or

handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.
It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that woul_d strengthen the civil
rights coverage 32} educational institutions that existed

prol ke And

befoxa that decision. AI have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that. 1Indeed, the bill I am sgnding to Congress
today goes further than the legislation, previously introduced
by—the-Administration in order to accommodate other regibimate™

e _Cing \gsoe -
concerns raised during consideration of this leetedetion.

N)z bl  awawces e potecher of o siquis 14 eaug T
© Wemid prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutions. wiy recei®@ 6‘3&‘—5‘

ac

O o Rdemer extendrthe application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~<ud- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O AT prohibit;?’d'iscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

These provisions complement well our body of existing Federal '
civil rights laws.
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Congress, however, has sent me a bill that vastly and
unjustifiably expands the power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of private organizations, such as
churches and synagogues,,scheelst}farms. businesses, and State
and local governments. In the process, it places at risk such
cherished values as religious liberty.

S- 657

Bhe—bi¥l would substantially diminish the freedom and

independence of religious institutions in our society. The

. becaise of
bill would seriously impinge upon religious libert}}\in its
unprecedented and pervasive coverage of churches and
‘synagogues based on receipt of even a small amount of Féderal
aid for just oné activity; its unprecedented coverage of
entire religious elementary and secondary school systems when
only a single school in such a system receives Federal aid;
and its failure, under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, to protect the religious freedom of private entitiosyse
swolw® schools, that are closely identified with the
religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious
organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, will be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
it does not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers wtg accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute and;legislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -- would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if

those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.

Again, 25 demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage was
s

affewded by the Congress.
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Most State and local governments receive some form of
Federal financial assistance. Any agency of such a government
that receives or distributes sucﬁ assistance would be subject

. . . o e -mequg
in all of its operations to the regime o deral regulation

forwhich S, 557 pzovidas.

The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be
substantial. The bill would bring to those ity covers -~
which is most of America -- an intrusive Federal requlatory
iegime; random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials;
and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend
éven‘when you win, '

Moreover, such legislation would likely have the
unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it
is supposed to protect. Persons with disabilities seeking to
enhance théir job skills are not helped, for example, if
businesses withdraw from Federal job-training programs because
of their unwillingness to:’m vastly expanded bureaucratic
intrusions under S. 557, as business groups have indicated
many of their members may do.

The Civil Rights Protection Act oi-lasér:hich I am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomings of S. 557.

The Civil Rights Protection Act would both protect civil
rights and preserve the independence of State and local
governments, the freedom of religion, and the right of .
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensive Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while
ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the

civil rights statutes it amends. The bill:

v
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=- Protects religious liberty by ‘limiting coverage to that
part of a church and synagogue which participates in a

Federal progr » protecting the religious tenets of

private institutions losely identified

with religious organizations on-the _same basis as
institutione4&érect&y-centrutie&—by-rettg&URg
o:ganieatieqé})and by providing that when a private e
secondary and elementary school receives Federal f’du
assistance, only that school and, not the entire/school
system become subject to the Federal regulation.

== Ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into érivate
businesses'extends only to the facility that paéticipates
in Federally funded programs, unless the business
receives Federal aid as a whole, in which case it is
covered in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly
that farmers will not become subject to exteaei#z’%ederal
regulation by virtue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will
not become subject to such regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customers.

- Preserves the independence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal regulation to
the part of a State entity that receives or distributes
Federal assistance.

I urge that upon reconsidefing S. 557 in light of my
objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988,

THE WHITE HOUSE,



TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITﬁD STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting.for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freédoms from géverqmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to

. achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

that our Nation is free of aniawéu;;%:;crimination. our
‘.country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,

whether : JJFOgace, gender, ethnic background, religion or

handicap. éuéh atfitudes have no place in our soéiety.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %g-edhcational institutions that existed
prol ke Aﬂa
befeowe that decision. AI have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that. Indeed, the bill I am sending to Congress

today goes further than the legislationvpreviously introduced

by—the-Administration in order to accommodate other legibimate
. &we_c_&__‘ "gsoe -
concerns raised during consideration of this leetedwtion. .
—
N)/ bl  asvances tag protechan” of &t
O . Wewdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutions. ywi nuw“ﬂa
aw .

O pRdwmer extendrthe application of the civil rights

statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~<ad- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O AMiw0 prohibitf discrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

These provisions complement well our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.

rquis ¢ woug:™
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Congress, however, has sent me a bill that vastly and
unjustifiably expands the power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of private organizations, such as
churches and synagogues,,sohoels{}farms, businesse;, and State
and local governments. In the process, it places at risk such
cherishedbvalues as religious liberty.

5 657

The-btt]l would substantially diminish the freedom and
independence of religipus institutions in our society. The

o becasse of
bill would seriously impinge upon religious libertyAilr its

- unprecedented and pervasive coverage of churches and

‘synagogues based on receipt of even a small amount of Féderal
aid for just oné activity; its unprecedented coverage of
entire religious elementary and secondary school systems when
only a single school in such a system receives Federal aid;
and its failure, under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, to protect the religious freedom of private entitiosme.
suoim® schools, that are closely identified with the
religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious
organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, will be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponernts of S. 557 have claimed that
it does not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers wﬁg accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute and;legislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -- would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions rxeceive no Federal aid.

Again, demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage was
eseubzﬁ

affawded by the Congress.
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Most State and lécal governments receive some form of
Federal financial assistance. Any agency of such a government
that receives or distributes sucﬁ assistance would be subject
in all of its operations toacheyggziae o deral regulation
for which S.. 557 prowides.

The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be
substantial. The bill would bring to those itg covers --
which is most of America -- an intrusive Federal regulatory
fegime; random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials;
and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend

even when you win.

Moreover, such legislation would likely have the

" unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it

is supposed to protect. Persons with disabilities seeking to
enhance their job skills are not helped, for example, if
businesses withdraw from Federal job-training programs because
of their unwillingness tom vastly expanded bureaucratic
intrusions under S. 557, as business groups have indicated
many of their members may do.

The Civil Rights Protection Act oﬁAHN#rzhich I am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomings of S. 557.

The Civil Rights Protection Act would both protect civil
rights and preserve the independence of State and local
governments, the freedom of religion, and the right of
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensive Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while
ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the

civil rights statutes it amends. The bill:

v/



4
Protects religious liberty by ‘limiting coverage to that

part of a church and synagogue which participates in a

Federal progr P protecting the religious tenets of
private institutions losely identified
with religious organizations on-the _same basis as..
insbitutione—déreetkrqeontruiied—by—rettg&xnnr
onganizatéeﬂéz)and by providing that when a private 3
secondary and elementary school receives Federal f’Ju
assistance, only that school and, not the entire/school
system become subject to the Federal regulation.

Ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into Erivate
businesses‘extends only to the facility that pa;ticipates
in Federally funded programs, unless the business
receives Federal aid as a whole, in which case it is
covered in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly
that farmers will not become subject to exteneévxﬂiederal’
regulation by virtue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will
not become subject to such regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customers.

Preserves the independence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal regulation to
the part of a State entity that receives or distributes
Federal assistance.

I urge that upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my

objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988.

THE WHITE HOUSE,

-
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S, 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988, The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to

. achieve that objective,
There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

- that our Nation is free of aniew%ui;%;;crimination. Our

.country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether : adpogace, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. éuéh atfitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my support for legislatibn that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage gL»edhcational institutions that existed
prel ke Ard
befoxa that decision., AI have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that. 1Indeed, the bill I am sending to Congress

today goes further than the legislationvpreviously introduced

by—the-Administratien in order to accommodate other Iegitimate™-
Grve Czig _ \ssve -
concerns raised during consideration of this leogtwdersion. -
-\N“A
N)/ bitt  asiamces e proiechon of Ul Aaws 1 eoud: —
O Wesdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutionsl.’ wikicly recei@ a‘i&“
ad -
O Sl extendrthe application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~=ud- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

o;hhiud‘prohibitzﬂggscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

These provisions complement well our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.
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Congress, however, has sent me a bill that vastly and
unjustifiably expands the power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of private organizations, such as
churches and synagogues,/schoelst)farms, businesses, and State
and local governments. In the process, it places at risk such
cherished values as religious liberty.

S 657

Te-bttl would substantially diminish the freedom and
independence of‘religious institutions in our society. The

becadse of
bill would seriously impinge upon religious libertyAin- its
unprecedented and pervasive coverage of churches and
-synagogues based on receipt of even a small amount of Féderal
aid for just oné activity; its unprecedented coverage of
entire religious elementary and secondary school systems when
only a single school in such a system receives Federal aid;
and its failure, under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, toAprotect the religious freedom of private entiticcye
Swvelmme® schools, that are closely identified with the
religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious
organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, will be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 ﬁéve claimed that
it does not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers who accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute and;legislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion'of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -~ would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.

Again, 2§ demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage was
(X3

af&..eéd by the Congress.
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Most State and lécal governments receive some form of
Federal financial assistance. Any agency of such a government
that receives or distributes sucﬁ assistance would be subject
in all of its operations toaﬂheyﬁggﬁlffﬁfﬁlaera1 regulation
fo:_nhich_s.-ssz-psou&dps.

The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be
substantial. The bill would bring to those itg covers -
which is most of America -- an intrusive Federal regulatory
fegime; random on~-site compliance checks by Federal officials;
and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend
éven'when you win, ‘

Moreover, sﬁch legislation would likely have the

Aunintended consequences of harming many of the same people it

is supposed to protect. Persons with disabilities seeking to

enhance their job skills are not helpéd, for example, if

businesses withdraw from Federal job-training programs because
occeplr

of their unwillingness to <bew=t®¥ vastly expanded bureaucratic

intrusions under S. 557, as business groups have indicated

many of their members may do.

The Civil Rights Protection Act oi—l-&&é/which I am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomings of S, 557.

The Civil Rights Protection Act would both protect civil
rights and preserve the independence of State and local
governments, the freedom of religion, and the right of
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensi?e Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains importang
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while
ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the

civil rights statutes it amends. The bill:

v
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Protects religious liberty.by-limiting coverage to that

part of a church and synagogue which participates in a

Federal progr > protecting the religious tenets of
private institutions losely identified
with religious organizations on-the _same bagis as
institutioae—éirectiy-eontruiiee-by—retfg&uus
o:ganieatioqé})and by providing that when a private ‘e
secondary and elementary school receives Federal f’du
assistance, only that school and, not the entireléz;ool
system become subject to the Federal regulation.

Ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into brivate
businesses.extends only to the facility that paéticipates
in Pederally funded programs, unless the business
receives Federal aid as a whole, in which case it is
covered in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly
that farmers will not become subject to exteaeéuzfiederal
regulation by virtue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will
not become subject to such regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customers.

Preserves the independence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal regulation to
the part of a State entity that receives or distributes
Federal assistance.

I urge that upon regonsidering S. 557 in light of my

objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimiﬂétion and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference, g

icml. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to

achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greatexr concern to me than ensuring
1NV i pet 3
that our Nation is free of saimem@nl discrimination. Our
country has paid a hea{ry price in the past for prejudices,
Laars L.(Ph\ .
— vwhether tied—ko race, gender, ethnic background, religion or

handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my support for i%/slation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage educational institutions that existed FM-m 'ﬁ’
And

b&e that decision. {I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that. Indeed, the bill I am sending to Congress

today goes further than the legislation previously introduced

by the Administration in order to accommodate 6thezmr.e
“He . /'m(.

concerns raised during consideration of thi

_this—Yegistetion. )
e e gt ad Same— T V&,u&_bfép.l_;.,:j Wiy, b wov I_,_/;\;

ibi i imi i + women, minorities,
Woudd prohibit discrimination a ns ’
° persongwith disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and

private educational institutiong. g.s aleen< smy fedtast sl
Py Py . ”~ .
o XEBo Sxtendg-the application of the civil rights ‘2

i i i federal
tutes to entire businesses.whlch receive
::3 as a whole and to the entire plant.: or facility
/w"f receiving federal aid in every other instance.

,h(/‘/ "l}‘/’, o A¥s6 prohibits/discrimination in all of the(1
federally-funded programs of departments an
agencies of state and local governments.
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Congress, however, has sent me a'bill that vastly ang
unjustifiably expands the power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of private organizations, such asg
churches and synagogues, schﬂllaég%aims, businesses, and State
and local governments. In the process, it places at risk such

cherished values as r ligious liberty.
‘ S.6$7,

ould sug;i:ntially diminish the freedom and
indepenéence of religious institutions in our society. ..The -

z be(a.u,v
bill would seriously impinge upon religious liberty téh‘ts L
unprecedented aﬁd pervasive coverage of churches and
-synagogueé based on receipt of even a small amount of Féderal
aid for 5ust oné activity; its unprecedented coverage of
entire religious elementary and secondary’ school systems when
only a single school in such a system recelves Federal aid;
and its failure, under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, to protect the religious.freedom of private Cdi—
‘suplers schoolsye that are closely iﬁentified with the
religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a reliéious
organization.

Businesses participating in Federal prograas, such as job
training programs, wii%\be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
it does not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers whghﬁccept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute and iéggglative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -- would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if :
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid. l

Again, no demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage was

\i{,{ !
afééé?;-by the Congress.



Any agency of such a government

that receives or distributes such assistance would be subject
QG wik=ron

in all of its operations to fhe regime of Federal regulatio

for which—6+557-—provides.

The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be

n

substantial. The bill would bring to those it} covers =-
which is most of America -- an intrusive Federal regulatory
regime; random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials;
and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend
even when you win. ‘

Moreover, sﬁch legislation would likely have the
unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it
is supposed to protect. Persons with disabilities seeking to
enhance their job skills are not helped, for example, if
businesses withdraw from Federal job-training programs because
of their unwillingness to-g:£:20 vastly expanded bureaucratic
intrusions under S. 557, as business groups have indicated
many of their members may do.

The Civil Rights Protection Act eé-iGGé;which I am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomings of S. 557.

The Civil Rights Protection Act would both protect civil
rights and preserve the independence of State and local
governments, the freedom of religion, and the right of
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensive Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains importang
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while
ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the

civil rights statutes it amends. The bill:




4
Protects religious liberty by limiting coverage to that
part of a church aff synagogue which participates in a
Federal progra@é b§(protectin§£6fe religious tenets of
private institutions Eﬁég;:iggl?"§§:§l°SEIy identified

with religious organizationsj om—the—same--basis.as

i controlled by religious

- v

ergaﬁiiﬁfibnﬁg and~by providihg’that when a private

secondary 4@5 elementary school receives Federalfx’

assistance, only that school and, not the entir%4school
system becomé?subject to the Federal regulation.
Ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into brivate
businesses'extends only to the facility that participates
in Federally funded programs, unless the business 66€26\/V£ﬂﬁ2
receives Federal aid ag=g=wirode, in which case it is
covered in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly
that farmers will not become subject to~exxeasiVE:;;dera1
regulation by virtue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will
not become subject to such regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customers.
Preserves the independence of State and local government
from Federal control Zzg:émiting Federal regulation to

A

the part of a Statenentity that receives or distributes

Federal assistance.

I urge that upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my

objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988,

Ay vy

mewﬁj

THE WHITE HOUSE,



TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

that our Nation is free of aniau-ﬂa—b}éscrimination. Our

country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,

3 vpor
whether race, gender, ethnic background, religion or

handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced
my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil
rights coverage %‘o- educational institutions that existed

pnm fe A “——.
bafowe that decision. ,I have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that. hﬁeﬁ%ﬁﬁl am sending to Congress
a bl Hut-

OndayAgoes further t:h_aﬁ:1 the legz.slat:.o pé previously mduooderdoﬁ&d

IS ttd)
by—the-Administxation & to accommodate other Jumpirdmadhe™
P e CW_ " \ssoe .

concerns raised durinchonsi_derr'itJ.on of W#his. Legredetion,

-M
M’ bl asauces e protechch  of i riqus, T woud .

O Wemdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutions. uw rue““ %“

O oidemer extend?’the application of the civil rlghts

statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~ass- as a whole and to the entire plant cor facility
receiving federal aid in every very other instance.

O AddesT prohibitz/d;.scrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

—~ bl" complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.




TO THE SENATE OF THE UNI‘I'ﬁD STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections §. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988, The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Reérettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring
that our Nation is free of discrimination. oOur
.country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether Eﬁﬁﬁi§§°2ace. gender, ethnic background, religion of
handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %&- educational institutions that existed
prot e

befoxe that decision. , I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that. m&%l am sending to Congress
& bl ot _ _ ] ]
Méquoes further than the legislation, previously inasodueed s
“Wis e bill'i€ idorded
by—the-Administration & to accommodate other lowwisshessbe

e CUM_"\gsve |

concerns raised durinchonsi,der’ation of Whisa legtedetion, |

H M‘v' bt Advanies e protechicn of Qi "hquls‘ 1¢ weug:
O JWewkd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and

private educational institutionsL.J m%“"" “
aw

O geldmer extendrthe application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~3i as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O Lo prohibitmscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

i s bill b complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections s, 557 ang
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

that our Nation is free of Mzcrimination. Our

‘count:ry has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether ; U‘xﬁace, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. Such attitudes have no Place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City Colleqge decision, I voiced

- my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %L educational institutions that existed
pnoi e

bafexe that decision. , I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that. N%I am sending to Congress
@ hill hat-

bod-quoes further than the legislation, previously imswedweed adoscy
“This bill'1$ miended

£ ) lé
the-Ackninistration.' to accommodate other leainishesesies™
He rove_C " \gs0e -
concerns raised durinchonsigier'ation of hise leetwiwision,

H a}f”- bl adances ig, protechan of Cruit "'}-,quu“ I& woud”
O Wemdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education[ and

private educational institutions‘; Nwzim
ad

O i extend?/the application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~=mi- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O AddwT prohibitg’d’iscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

i is bill
s bil i complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.




TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections s, 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fail§ to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

that our Nation is free of Mscrimination. Our

country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,

d vpoA
whether race, gender, ethnic background, religion or

handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of
the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced
my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

[~
rights coverage t&- educational institutions that existed
prel fe

befoxra that decision, , I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
. to do just that, HME:MQ-&}&I am sending to Congress
@ bill Hut-

wedayigoes further than the legislat_iio,n/ previously inesedused oo
“This wewy Bill'1$ mloded
by—the-Adminigtration & to accommodate other lesinkieadwe™
He Grove_Con \sqoe T -

concerns raised durinchonsigier’ation of whise legrsietion, |

——

¢ MF? bt qaumu's e protechian “of ol riquis. T aoUYT
O Wemid prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutionsk._‘ whicy receisd gy
MR et ad

O phdser extend?/the application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~amd- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O LdreT prohibitl?iscrimination in all of the ;
federally-funded programs of departments and !
agencies of state and local governments.

Sshill complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.



TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988, The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective,

There is no matter of greater concern to me than_ensuring
that our Nation is free of aniawfué;gzgcrimination. Our
.country has paid a heavy price in the past fo; prejudices,
whether aoeogace, gendér, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %L educational institutions that existed

pre to

befoxa that decision., ,I have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that, NQQM%I am sending to Congress

uag“yh“ further than the legislation,previously smesedusednose

goes further than the legislatio evio
A e Bl iriedd ,

by—the-Administration & to accommodate. other Jrpinivimabe™

e Grave_Ct ssve . T
legtoietto

concerns raised durinchonsi_derfation of Whisa. Ne

——

: M"?’ bl amauces™ Hie potecncn of “quii riqits, Td¢  woug
O Wewde prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutions. wway receid @9«5“
” ﬁ [-1 .
O pibse extend?’the application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~<md- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O AbdeT prohibitg discrimination in all of the
federally~funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

Sb'" i complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES: .

I am returning unsigned with my objections S..557’and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights -
Protection Act of 1968. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring
that our Nation is free of aniauéukzgzgcrimination. our
‘country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,

d v oA ‘
whether - race, gender, ethnic background, religion or

LM, J

‘handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.
It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %‘é educational institutions that existed
prt t

befexa that decision. ,I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that. hm%l am sending to Congress
o kil ot~ : ) o ] _
udqrAgoes further than the leglslat‘m_n/ previously m&erdosed
This bl 15+ ]
by~the-Administration & to accommodate other lrsisshssssbe™
e Grove_Cin_\gg0e T -
concerns raised duringYconsiderption Of Whise beessdwion. |
—— ‘ Gl!?%lmﬁl
. :a’n? tat nbua.ntt.s Q-&e_, protechion of Sulriqws, T4 wous———
O Wewdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutionst wihicy receisd 9
a

statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~ami- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
* receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O JoAdumer extendﬁ/the application of the civil rights

O LuddrsT prohibitmscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

g b‘" ot complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and’
£ransmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eiiminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
-achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

that our Nation is free of Mscrimination. Our

.country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether Y op’z\:ace, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage 329- educational institutions that existed
prod

befowse that decision. ,I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that, h&%: am sending to Congress
a kil Hut- _ ' . ]
“dq'Agoes further than the legislation, previously maﬂoﬁd
“This ey Bill 1€ miended »
by-—the-Administration (¢ to accommodate other lesinisimesie-
He Feve. _Ct YsSwe -

concerns raised durinchonsislerration of #hise legtwiwtion.

———

: a}f”— bt asances e protechck of e riquis T4 woug:
O Wewd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and |
private educational institutionﬂ; Wik receie @qw(
a .

O Spihwer extendrthe application of the civil rights

statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~md- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O AddeT prohibitra.scrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

0 I .
is bil il complementSwell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.




country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S, 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988, The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring
that our Nation is free of uniawéui;gzgcrimination. Our

J Ve
whether race, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %L educational institutions that existed
prol ko pr
befewa that decision. ,I have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that. M%I am sending to Congress
¢ Bill Hat-

“ﬁquoes further than the leg:.slatn.on previously WGM
“This wew lsméa::'cdth
by—the Administration .t to accommodate other losinsisambe™
e Greve._CiN_\ss0e -

concerns raised durinchonsxderFtlon of bhige legtedetion,
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0}"’7’ bl avauces Wi protechieh  of  cwii ruquis, T¢  woug:
O Wewdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutiong. wwi retel“i ‘.’&5‘

O joidhec extendrthe application of the civil rlghts
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
-ad-as a whole and to the entire plant or facility ;
receiving federal aid in every otlier instance.
O L BT prohibit}?iscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

E b‘" complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections s. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination ang to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill Presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring
that our Nation is free of aniaw@ui;%;;crimination. Our
.country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether 22251§§°2ace, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %‘o- educational institutions that existed
pro te

before that decision. ', I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that, M*%I am sending to Congress
2 bill-Hd- el ' ]
MayAgoes further than the leglslat;.o_n, previously inbsedused s
s exw Bl 1< wrhncec] N
by-the-Administration s to accommodate other Inesiisieaesine®

Greve_Cihy - \ssoe =~

concerns raised durinchonsi_der’ation of Bhisn kegindreiion, |

.x

' "a"n‘,. bt Q&"m“_s i-&e_. protechen  of TGl riquis, T wWodg
O WWewrd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutionsb Wiy receid @M
a

statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~ame- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O Advieo prohibit}?iscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

s b" od complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.

O jrddso extendrthe application of the civil rights
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Insert #4, revised description of the President's alternative

bill.

It protects religious liberty by limiting coverage to
that part of a church and synagogue which participates
in a Federal program, by protecting the religious
tenets of institutions closely identified with
religious organizations, and by providing that when a
private secondary and elementary school receives
Federal assistance, only that school and, not the
entire school system becomes subject to the Federal
regulation,

It ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into
private businesses extends only to the facility that
participates in Federally funded programs. The bill
also states explicitly that farmers will not become
subject to extensive Federal regulation by virtue of
their acceptance of Federal price support payments, and
that grocers and supermarkets will not become subject
to such regulations by virtue of accepting food stamps
from customers.

It preserves the separation of State and local
government from Federal control by limiting Federal
requlation to the State entity that receives or
distributes Federal assistance.™

-



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 16, 1988
MEMORANDUM FOR RHETT DAWSON
FROM: T. KENNETH CRIBB, JR.M,\,\

SUBJECT: Grove City veto message

I recommend the following changes to the revised veto message
(March 14 draft):

1. Replace the discussion on discrimination (the 2d paragraph
and the 1st sentence of the 3d paragraph on page 1) with the
revised DOJ introduction. (See attached insert $1.)

2. To make it clear that not only accepting Federal assistance,
but ‘merely participating in a Federal program, leads to coverage

and to address Secretary Lyng's concern about the farm subsidy .

program and food stamps, delete the word "farms" in the last line
on page 1 and replace the last paragraph on page 2 with language

attached as insert #2. :

3. Move the paragraph on state and local government (top of
page 2) to the bottom of page 2. This change emphasizes the
religious liberties and corporate coverage issues by placing them
towards the beginning of the document.,

4. To make it clear that the President does favor responsible
civil rights legislation, particularly to protect handicapped
persons, a paragraph should be added after the 1st paragraph on
page 4. See insert #3 attached.

5. To make the President's alternative appear to be as close to
the Sensenbrenner substitute as possible, replace the description
of the President's alternative (last paragraph on page 4 and
first 4 paragraphs on page 5) with the attached insert #4.

6. Justice recommends dropping the Grove City College case
(page 3-4) as an example because we argued the case in the
courts. This change would accommodate the above inserts in terms
of length.




Igser@ $#1, DOJ discussion of Administration's opposition to
discrimination:

/There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring
that our Nation is free of unlawful discrimination. our country
has paid a heavy price in the past for irrational prejudices,
whether tied to race, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. We can ill-afford to allow such attitudes to persist
in today’s society and must therefore all redouble our efforts to
realize thaF special dream of America as a land of equal
opportunity for all its citizens.

That has been a constant refrain that T and avery other:
Executive official in my Administration has sounded over the past
seven years. Throughout my Administration, civil rights
enforcement has been assigned the highest priority, and the
record shows that we have achieved unparalleled results. oOn all
frohts, the legal assault on discriminatory conduct -- in our
schools, our neighborhoods, our workplaces, our voting booths
anad places of public accommodation -- has achieved unprecedented
successes, opening doors that, until the decade of the 1980s, had
remained largely closed to untold numbers of minorities, women

\\fnd individuals with handicaps. "

N




Revised 3/15

Insert #3 to President's veto message on Grove City:

At the same time I want to underscore the abiding strength
of my commitment to civil rights. As comprehensive as our body
of existing Federal civil rights laws are, there remain
troublesome areas in need of attention. The needs of disabled
persons for increased protection against employment
discrimination is one obvious problem area that deserves serious
review. Officials in my Administration have been working with
members of the disability community, and others, to develop

legislation addressing this and felated concerns.

For example, with reference to the Fair Housing law, I have
urged Congress to enact responsible legislation to deal with some
obvious failures of the 1968 statute, including the need to

protect persons with disabilities.




THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release March _ , 1988

Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988
Fact Sheet

The President today transmitted to the Congress a legislative
initjative to improve protection for the civil rights of
Americans entitled the "Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988."
Enactment of the initiative would advance equality of opportunity
and non-discrimination while protecting the freedom of Americans
from unnecessary Federal intrusion. The initiative extends
protection for civil rights well beyond the proposed extension
reviousl t introduced as H.R. 1881..

The proposed legislation would slrengthen four civil rights
statutes which prohibit discrimination in programs or activities
receiving Federal financial assistance:

- Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national
origin;

==~ Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of gender in
education;

- Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of handicap;
and

- the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of age.
33 O e
The President's proposal accompanies his message returning S. 557
to the Senate for reconsideration with his o?jections. In
cpntrast to the vetoed §. 557, the Presidept s proposal will
fg,éb y 2 527,,~A9ntq}fvf*ﬂ/f 112665;544159 I{C Lu;;{’
- limit Federal intrusion into State and loca .
government, churches and synagogues, schools, and
businesses while strengthening protection for civil
rights;

- protect the religious liberty of private organizations
that are closely identified with the tenets of
religious institutions on the same basis as it protects
the religious liberty of private organizations directly
controlled by religious institutions; and
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- ensure that farms and ranches participating in Federal
agricultural programs, and grocery stores accepting
Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
extensive Federal regulation because of such
participation.

In ot@er respects the President's proposal is identical to S.
557, including provisions to ensure that the legislation does not
impair protection for the lives of unborn children.

Coverage under the civil rights statutes entails compliance with
extensive Federal regulations and paperwork, potential costly
lawsuits, and random on-site inspections by Federal officials.

The President's proposal carefully tailors the reach of the
i Federal Government into State and local government to the extent
i of Federal financial assistance, to safeguard the principles of
! federalism. Under the President's proposal, only the programs of
i a State or local agency which receives Federal funds will become
subject to the regime of Federal regulation. In contrast, under
S. 557, if any program of an agency of a State or local
government receives any Federal aid, all operations of that
agency become subject to the regime of Federal regulation.
AL «
The President's prop 1 exercises similar care in extending
Federal regulatior-of businesses. Under the proposal, if a - ‘ayrlhﬂ
. ——— . U '#49

geﬂ%wgbusiness accepts Federal aid.i i .
N ae)

cility in which-“that activity takes #* .
place becomes subject to Federal regulation. In contrast, under
,2/ S. 557, businesses engaged in providing education, health care,
housing, social services, and parks and recreation are treated as
if they were government agencies -- acceptance of aid for a
single program would subject the entire business to Federal
regulation. ZOther businesses under S. 557 would be treated as
the President's proposal provides.j]

The President's proposal takes particular care to avoid
<:£;> unnecessary Federal intrusion into rxeligious institutions.ss

=
The proposal extends Federal regulation
into a church-run program that accepts Federal funds. In
contrast, S. 557 subjects the entire church to such regulation if
a single church program accepts Federal funds. Also, the
President's proposal extends Federal regulation to a private.ﬂkmh“h7’1“
ceond religious school which accepts Federal funds, but, unlike S. 557,
P ’v7 does not further extend it to the entire school system of which
that school is a part, if the rest of the system does not receive
Federal aid. Finally, the President's proposal protects the
religious tenets of private organizations that are closely
identified with religious institutions on the same basis as it

e




-3-

protects the religious tenets of private organizations that are

directly controlled by religious institutions, whereas S. 557

extends protection only to organizations under such direct
control.

The President's proposal also makes clear that farms and ranches
participating in Federal agricultural programs, and grocery
stores accepting Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
extensive Federal regulation by virtue of that participation. 1In
contrast, the language of S. 557 lends itself to the
interpretation that receipt of crop subsidies and Food Stamps may
be treated as Federal aid subjecting the recipient to Federal
regulation.
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Fact Sheet

The President today transmitted to the Congress a legislative
initiative to improve protection for the civil rights of
Americans entitled the "Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988."
Enactment of the initiative would advance equality of opportunity
and non-discrimination while protecting the freedom of Americans
from unnecessary Federal intrusion. The initiative extends
protection for civil rights well beyond the proposed extension

previously submitted to the con?ffff—ég introduced as H.R.
The proposed legislation would strengthen four civil rights .

statutes which prohibit discrimination in programs or activities
receiving Federal financial assistance:

-~ Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national
origin;

- Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of gender in
education;

- Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of handicap;
and

- the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of age.

The President's proposal accompanies his message returning S. 557
to the Senate for reconsideration with his objections. In
contrast to the vetoed S. 557, the President's proposal will:

- limit Federal intrusion into State and local
government, churches and synagogues, schools, and
businesses while strengthening protection for civil
rights;

-~ protect the religious liberty of private organizations
that are closely identified with the tenets of
religious institutions on the same basis as it protects
the religious liberty of private organizations directly
controlled by religious institutions; and
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~= ensure that farms and ranches participating in Federal
agricultural programs, and grocery stores accepting
Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
extensive Federal regulation because of such
participation.

In other respects the President's proposal is identical to S.
557, including provisions to ensure that the legislation does not
impair protection for the lives of unborn children.

Coverage under the civil rights statutes entails compliance with
extensive Federal requlations and paperwork, potential costly
wsuits, and random on-site inspections by Federal officials.

The President's proposal carefully tailors the reach of the
Federal Government into State and local overnment to the extent
\ ©of Federal financial assistance, to safeguard the principles of
federalism. Under the President's proposal, only the programs of
a State or local agency which receives Federal funds will become
subject to the regime of Federal regqulation. In contrast, under
5. 557, if any program of an agency of a State or local
government receives any Federal aid, all operations of that f
agency become subject to the regime of Federal regulation. Y

j The President's proposal exercises similar care in extending
<~ lFederal requlation of businesses. Under the proposal, if a o

4
businessqef any-kind aecepts Federal aidngi;a—single_actlx;xy, {
+her,only the plant or facility in which' that activity takes 1% ch
ace becomes subject to Federal regulation. In contrast, under

&
4 kt S. 557, businesses engaged in providing education, health care, f“#“{xg
GDLG ‘Ahousing, social services, and parks and recreation are treated as

o if they were government agencies -- acceptance of aid for a
single program would subject the entire business to Federal
egulation. :

&

S.

The President's proposal takes particular care to avoid

unnecessary Federal intrusion into religious institutions Ex

oot tom—af-theiuns SAMe RS oS ETale gRat—o+
e =y :] The proposal extends Federal regulation
into a chuxch-run program that accepts Federal funds. In
contrast, S. 557 subjects the entire church to such regulation if
a single church program accepts Federal funds. Also, the OF /et
President's proposal extends Federal regulation to a private Lllud‘? A
vy religious school which accepts Federal funds, but, unlike S. 557,
th 4 does not further extend it to the entire school system of which
that school is a part, if the rest of the system does not receive
Euj;yw Federal aid. Finally, the President's proposal protects the
religious tenets of private organizations that are closely
‘% identified with religious institutions on the same basis as it

fand re
feduol i mkh\iﬁﬂaﬁd Her
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protects the religious tenets of private organizations/that are
directly controlled by religious institutiongy S. 557
extends protection only to organizations under such direct
control.

The President's proposal also makes clear that farms and ranches
participating in Federal agricultural programs, and grocery
stores accepting Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
axtensive Federal regulation by virtue of that participation. In
contrast, the language of S. 557 lends itself to the
interpretation that receipt of crop subsidies and Food Stamps may
be treated as Federal aid subjecting the recipient to Federal
regulation.

Ll
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The President today transmitted to the Congress a legislative
initiative to improve protection for the civil rights of
Americans entitled the "Civil Rights Protection Act of 198g8."

and noMediscrimination while protecting the freedom of America

from unnecessary Federal intrusion. The initiatiVegextenaq
protection for civil rights well beyond the proposeQ extension k&h

introduced-as H.R. 188 ]!E&

The proposgd; legislation would strengthen four civil rights =
ekl 51 S

statutes prohibit discrimination in programs or activitie .
receiving Federal financial assistance:
Frey, Q.

== Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibiting ‘& q‘-?,,v
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national q*‘

origin; w

- Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of gender in
education;

- Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of handicap;
and

b fompl -~ the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, prohibiting

discrimination on the basis of age.

to the Senate for reconsideration with his objections. 1In

contrast the vetged S. 557, the Presjdent's proposal sk wald
imit Federal intrus\op_into State and local

goedMex ches \gnd
businesses while sT
rights;

The President's proposal accompanies his message returning S. 557 /

protect the religious liberty of private organizations
that are closely identified with the teneys o

la of velo

mjzathions directly
Mnstitutions; and
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- ensure that farms and ranches participating in Federal

aggicultuxal programgs d groc ores jaccepting
Fthhe
extens Federa egulation because of such
participation.

In other respects the President's proposal is identical to S.
557, including provisions to ensure that the legislation does not
impair protection for the lives of unborn children.

Coverage under the civil rights statutes entails compliance with
extensive Federal regulations and paperwork, potential costly
lawsuits, and random on-site inspections by Federal officials.

The President's proposal carefully tailors the reach of the
Federal Government into State and local government to the extent
of Federal financial assistance, to safeguard the principles of
federalism. Under the President's proposal, only the programs of
a State or local agency which receives Federal funds will become
subject to the regime of Federal regulation. 1In contrast, under
S. 557, if any program of an agency of a State or local
government receives any Federal aid, all operations of that %'
agency become subject to the regime of Federal regulation.

S
The President's proposal exercises similar care in extending lwsﬁqss !
Federal regulation of businesses. Under the proposal, if S q :
business of any kind accepts Federal aid in a single activity, ‘dhol
then only the plant or facility in which that activity takes '!kfbti §
Place becomes subject to Federal regulation. In contrast, under Ve, |
S. 557, businesses engaged in providing education, health care, ‘E4ka4? I
housing, social services, and parks and recreation are treated as czu[ ;
if they were government agencies -- acceptance of aid for a

single program would subject the entire business to Federal /f'LS

regulation, é&ther-bosinessos—underimSii-would-be—treaiod-ad Cp |
the—-Rresidant's proposal praovides Q M‘:g"%( ‘

The President's proposal takes particular care to avoid
unnecessary Federal intrusion into religious institutions,sm

Togd:

The proposal extends Federal regulation i
into a church-run program that accepts Federal funds. In

contrast, S. 557 subjects the entire church to such regulation if .X
a single church program accepts Federal funds. Also, the <
President's proposal extends Federal regulation to a privateel of
eligious school which accepts Federal funds, but, unlike S. 557,
does not further extend it to the entire school system of which
that school is a part, if the rest of the system does not receive
Federal aid. Finally, the President's proposal protects the
religious tenets of private organizations that are closely
identified with religious institutions on the same basis as it

.
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protects the religious tenets of private organizatign$ that are
directly controlled by religious institutionse S. 557

extends protection only to organizations under such direct
control.

The President's proposal also makes clear that farms and ranches
participating in Federal agricultural programs, and grocery
stores accepting Food Stamps, are not considered subject to-ehe’z"
i ederal regulation by virtue of that participation. 1In
contrast, the language of S. 557 lends itself to the
interpretation that receipt of crop subsidies and Food Stamps may
be treated as Federal aid subjecting the recipient to Federal
regulation.

™.
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The President today transmitted to the Congress a legislative
initiative to improve protection for the civil rights of
Americans entitled the "Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988."
Enactment of the initiative would advance equality of opportunity
and non-discrimination while protecting the freedom of Americans
from unnecessary Federal intrusion. The initiative extends
protection for civil rights well beyond the proposed extension
preyvs y—submj 4-tg—the—Ce ess—and introduced as H.R. 188

1,
The proposed legislation would strengthen four civil rights >
statutes which prohibit discrimination in programs or activities
receiving Federal financial assistance:

-— Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national
origin;

- Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of gender in
education;

- Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of handicap;
and

- the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of age.

The President's proposal accompanies his message returning S. 557
to the Senate for reconsideration with his objections. 1In ;s
13h/ownavéal

contrast to t veto;&\sz 557, the Presidept's prpposal wii
,ﬁfybo%éx’qxaiﬁiﬁkvq ijy%dﬁ~q= &5&2369, T L& .

- limit Federal intrusion into State and local
" government, churches and synagogues, schools, and
businesses while strengthening protection for civil
rights;

-- protect the religious liberty of private organizations
that are closely identified with the tenets of
religious institutions on the same basis as it protects
the religious liberty of private organizations directly
controlled by religious institutions; and
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- ensure that farms and ranches participating in Federal
agricultural programs, and grocery stores accepting
Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
extensive Federal regulation because of such
participation.

In other respects the President's proposal is identical to S.
557, including provisions to ensure that the legislation does not
impair protection for the lives of unborn children,

Coverage under the civil rights statutes entails compliance with
extensive Federal regulations and paperwork, potential costly
lawsuits, and random on-site inspections by Federal officials.

The President's proposal carefully tailors the reach of the
Federal Government into State and local government to the extent
of Federal financial assistance, to safeguard the principles of

.federalism. Under the President's proposal, only the programs of

a State or local agency which receives Federal funds will become
subject to the regime of Federal regulation. In contrast, under

S. 557, if any program of an agency of a State or local
government receives any Federal aid, all operations of that ?
agency become subject to the regime of Federal regulation. .

The President's proposal exercises similar care in extending
Federal regulation of businesses. Under the proposal, if a
business of any kind accepts Federal aid in a single activity,
then only the plant or facility in which that activity takes
place becomes subject to Federal regulation. In contrast, under
S. 557, businesses engaged in providing education, health care,
housing, social services, and parks and recreation are treated as
if they were government agencies -- acceptance of aid for a
single program would subject the entire business to Federal
regulation. Other businesses under S. 557 would be treated as
the President's proposal provides.

The President's proposal takes particular care to avoid
unnecessary Federal intrusion into religious institutions in
recognition of the fundamental constitutional right of free
exercise of religion. The proposal extends Federal regulation
into a church-run program that accepts Federal funds. 1In
contrast, S. 557 subjects the entire church to such regulation if
a single church program accepts Federal funds. Also, the
President's proposal extends Federal regulation to a private
religious school which accepts Federal funds, but, unlike S. 557,
does not further extend it to the entire school system of which
that school is a part, if the rest of the system does not receive
Federal aid. Finally, the President's proposal protects the
religious tenets of private organizations that are closely
identified with religious institutions on the same basis as it
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protects the religious tenets of private organizations that are
directly controlled by religious institutions, whereas S. 557

extends protection only to organizations under such direct
control.

The President's proposal also makes clear that farms and ranches
participating in Federal agricultural programs, and grocery
stores accepting Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
extensive Federal regulation by virtue of that participation. 1In
contrast, the language of S. 557 lends itself to the
interpretation that receipt of crop subsidies and Food Stamps may

be treated as Federal aid subjecting the recipient to Federal
regulation.

e
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Fact Sheet

The President today transmitted to the Congress a legislative
initiative to improve protection for the civil rights of
Americans entitled the "Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988."
Enactment of the initiative would advance equality of opportunity
.and non-discrimination while protecting the freedom of Americans
from unnecessary Federal intrusion. The initiative extends
protection for civil rights well beyond the proposed extension
previously submitted to the Congress and introduced as H.R. 188

The proposed legislation would strengthen four civil rights Iy
statutes which prohibit discrimination in pPrograms or activities
receiving Federal financial assistance:

== Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national
origin;

- Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of gender in
education;

- Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of handicap;
and

- the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, prohibiting

N discrimination on the basis of age.
?(0‘wﬁ7 he President's proposal accompanies his message returning S. 557

4
e
2

to the Senate for reconsideration with his objections. 1In
contrast to the vetoed S. 557, the President's proposal will:

- limit Federal intrusion into State and local
government, churches and synagogques, schools, and
businesses while strengthening protection for civil
rights;

- protect the religious liberty of private organizations
that are closely identified with the tenets of
religious institutions on the same basis as it protects
the religious liberty of private organizations directly
controlled by religious institutions; and
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- ensure that farms and ranches participating in Federal
agricultural programs, and grocery stores accepting
Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
extensive Federal regulation because of such
participation.

In other respeig;/fgg’President's proposal is identical to S.
557, including rovisions to ensure that the legislation does not
impair protection for the lives of unborn children.

Coverage under the civil rights statutes entails compliance with
extensive Federal regulations and paperwork, potential costly
lawsuits, and random on-site inspections by Federal officials.

The President's proposal carefully tailors the reach of the
Federal Government into State and local government to the extent
of Federal financial assistance, to safequard the principles of
federalism. Under the President's proposal, only the programs of
a State or local agency which receives Federal funds will become
subject to the regime of Federal regulation. In contrast, under

government receives any Federal aid, all operations of that
agency become subject to the regime of Federal regulation.

S. 557, if any program of an agency of a State or local %_
>

The President's proposal exercises similar care in extending
Federal regulation of businesses. Under the proposal, if a
business of any kind accepts Federal aid in a single activity,
then only the plant or facility in which that activity takes
place becomes subject to Federal regulation. In contrast, under
S. 557, businesses engaged in providing education, health care,
housing, social services, and parks and recreation are treated as
if they were government agencies -- acceptance of aid for a
single program would subject the entire business to Federal
regulation. Other businesses under S. 557 would be treated as
the President's proposal provides.

The President's proposal takes particular care to avoid
unnecessary Federal intrusion into religious institutions in
recognition of the fundamental constitutional right of free
exercise of religion. The proposal extends Federal regulation
into a church-run program that accepts Federal funds. In
contrast, S. 557 subjects the entire church to such regulation if
a single church program accepts Federal funds. Also, the
President's proposal extends Federal regulation to a private
religious school which accepts Federal funds, but, unlike S. 557,
does not further extend it to the entire school system of which
that school is a part, if the rest of the system does not receive
Federal aid. Finally, the President's proposal protects the
religious tenets of private organizations that are closely
identified with religious institutions on the same basis as it
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protects the religious tenets of private organizations that are
directly controlled by religious institutions, whereas S. 557
extends protection only to organizations under such direct
control.

The President's proposal also makes clear that farms and ranches
participating in Federal agricultural programs, and grocery
stores accepting Food Stamps, are not considered subject to the
extensive Federal regulation by virtue of that participation. 1In
contrast, the lanqguage of S. 557 lends itself to the
interpretation that receipt of crop subsidies and Food Stamps may
be treated as Federal aid subjecting the recipient to Federal
regulation.

v
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TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES: .

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their hasic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than.ensuring
that our Nation is free of aniaw@ui;ézgcrimination. Our
'country has paid a heavy pfice in the past for prejudices,

J vpA
whether : race, gender, ethnic background, religion ox

1

handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.
It was with this cca'mmitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %L educational institutions that existed
pro ke : '

befowxa that decision. ,I have repeatedly endorsed legislation
to do just that, mez%x 'am sending to Congress
@ kil Hut- -

“dayAgoes further than the legislation, previously inssodueed oo

. “Thite e bill 14 miended N

by—-the Administration s to accommodate other lminpismbe
-HLM_ \ssoe .

concerns raised durinchonsigler’ation of #his. legtedetion.

"_-.—-\

' .a}r”. b‘u CUVETIVITINN 1oy protechan of Cwil "';.aum‘ 1& NDG‘Q'“‘

0 Wewde prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocatioral education, and

rivate educational institutions. ich eceind
P Tw ad

O SRy extendrthe application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~=ml-as a whole and to the gntire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every cther instance.

O jdde=T prohibitﬁd’iscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

(ﬁﬁ\/\/\_/ bill o complementswell our body of existing Federal
civil rights lawsMW WW to 6,( , -

/:]:'LW.{ 0 /S M,;z,/xi\




TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
: equality of opportunity for all Americans while presexrving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
i . achieve that objective.
Thexe is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

: ) : that our Nation is free of uniawéai;gzgcrimination. Oour

.country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether J\“w’z\:«‘ace, gender, ethnic background, religion or
handicap. Suéh atfitudes have no place in our'society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage 2&-educationa1 institutions that existed
priot i Ao
befowe that decision. AL have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that. Indeed, the bill I am sgnding to Congress
today goes further than the 1egislation/previously introduced

by—the-Administratien in order to accommodate other legitimate™
e _CUN_ " \gswe -
concerns raised during consideration of this leetwidweion. .
‘—‘-‘—\_u
N)/ bt  awances wWig PoleheT o Cin T riquis 14 ewoug: T -
O Wemdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutionst._‘ Wi recei/@ a‘}“—‘-“
‘ aw -
O pidemc extendrthe application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~=med- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

o;,EEBO'prohibitgfglscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

These provisions complement well our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws.



QZ%A\EQ Congress ,~hawe , has sent me a bill tha$<¥astly and

unjustifiably expand#ythe power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of private organizations, such as
churches and synagogues,,echeels#)farms, busiﬁfsses, and State
and local governments. In the process, iéCZT;ce at risk such
cherished values as religious liberty. ™~

Tgéjgiga would substantially diminish the freedom and
independence 2& fﬁllgious institutions in our society. The
bill would seriously impinge upon religious libertérﬁgngtédf
unprecedented and pervasive coverage of churches and
-synagogues based on receipt of even a small amount of Féderal
aid for just oné activity; its unprecedented coverage of
entire religious elementary and secondary school systems when
only a single school in such a system receives Federal aid;
and its failure, under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, to protect the religious freedom of private entitioswm
swelmm® schools, that are closely identified with the
religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious
organization,

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, will be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
it does not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliers wtg accept food stamps, the
amblqulty in the statute and'leglslatlve history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -~ entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and
recreation -- would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.

Again, demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage was
c.seukfs

affewded by the Congress.




/tkﬁy agency’ of such a government

that receives or distributes sucﬁ assistance would be subject

in all of its operations to°€ke?¥§§ 'n‘1?gldera1 regulatio

fmhich_s_ssmuaos“fvwf“wfe"’g%
The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be

substantial. The bill would bring to those ity covers --

which is most of America -~ an intrusive Federal regulatory

iegime; random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials;

and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend

éven‘when you win, i

Moreover, such legislation would likely have the

unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it

is supposed to protect rsons with disabilities seeking to

enhance their job skills are not helped, £of examply, if ?

businesses withdraw from Federal job-training programs because /9
accepl

of their unwillingness to ‘bew—=to vastly expanded bureaucratic

intrusions under S. 557,_a8-business groups have indicated
——

many of their members may do.ai;iL Tfldf-

The Civil Rights Protection Act oé—&&&é’;hich I am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomiﬁgs of §. 557.
The Civil Rights Protection Act would both protect civil
rights andqgreserve the independence of State and local
governmenég, the freedom of religion, and the right of
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensiQe Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains important
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while
ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored undexr the

civil rights statutes it amends. The bill:
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- Protec%(,eligious liberty by limiting coverage to that

part of a church and synagogue which participates in a

Federal progra@y protect,ing the religious tenets of
private institutions @der Title I%Slosely identified

with religious organizations on—the-sama_hasz.s_as_ S/é«g/

in i .
secondary and elementary school receives Federal
assistance, only that school and, not the entire/school
system become subject to the Federal regulation.

- Ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into private

businesses'extends only to the facility that participates

mmmmﬁm
ouan&euﬁov@and by providing that when a private Fﬁ;ﬁ/

st
7

in Federally funded programs, unless the business &, IL,WLr(,_

receives Federal aidjw in which case it is

covered in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly
that farmers will not become subject to oxteaeivx'%ederal
regulation by virtue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will
not become subject to such regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customerg.

-- Preserves the independence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal regulation to
the part of a State entity that receives or distributes
Federal assistance.

I urge that upon reconsidering §. 557 in light of my
objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988.

THE WHITE HOUSE,




TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

I am returning unsigned with my objections S. 557 and
transmitting for your prompt consideration the Civil Rights
Protection Act of 1988. The Congress should enact legislation -
designed to eliminate invidious discrimination and to ensure
equality of opportunity for all Americans while preserving
their basic freedoms from governmental interference and
control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
achieve that objective.

There is no matter of greater concern to me than ensuring

that our Nation is free of Mscrimination. Our

'country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
whether 0 u”,:'ace, gender, ethnic backgro.u'nd, religion or
handicap. Such attitudes. have no place in our society.

It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City Colleqge decision, I voiced

my support for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %‘o- educational institutions that existed
pﬁm e
bofoxe that decision. ,I have repeatedly endorsed legislation

to do just that. ME%I am sending to Congress
o bill st~

MayAgoes further than the legislat;'iizn previously MGM
lnkndui

Vs wpopal Bl Sl
by—the-Administration & to accommodate other lrsslsiesies’
e reve_C_"\ssve .
concexns i i nsideration of Whig. Legssdetton, !

; a”"“r bil  awauces e poechan oF Gl nqus, T¢ woud:
0 dewdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school districts, public systems of
higher education. systems of vocational education, and
private educational institution§. (g receid a%“
aw -
O prdbwer extend?’the application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federaf
~améd- as a2 whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

O AduireT prohibitmscrimination in all of the
federally~-funded programs of departments and
e—and-ldocal_governments.

civil rights léws?%mtswwell ;l;‘ro gdiuLOf. %i}setming Fed'ej:al
aen . .
e { avdt- He ligé o deal aith scnz
aile, of-He. Fur Hodsong Aok nag“mladmj-fﬁ-md

4 Fvlad'}zm vith disabiliTees.
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T . - because.
bill would seriously impinge upon religious libert%ilr its

.2 :
ey et touk]

Congress, » has sent me a bill thatAvastly and
unjustifiably expandp the power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of private organizations, such as
churches and synagogues,,schoolst)farms, businesses, and State
and local governments. In the process, igAplace; at risk such
chet}shed values as religious liberty.

T boil 1o

would stantially Yiminishf the freedom and
independence of religious institutions in our society. The
of
unprecedented and pervasive coverage of churches and .
-synagogues based on receipt of even a small amount of Federal E
aid for just one activity; its unprecedented coverage of -
entire religious elementary and secondary school systems when
only a single school in such a system receives Federal aid;

der Title IX of the Education Amendments of )

e religious freedom of private entitiocym
SuehuEs schoolsl that are closely identified with the

and its failurae

religious tenets of, but not éontrolled by, a religious
organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
training programs, be subject to comprehensive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
it not apply to farmers who receive Fedexal crop
subsidies or food suppliers yﬁg accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute andxlegislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit,

A significant portion of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social services, or parks and

recreation -- would for the first time be covered nationwide

in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated

activities of their subsidiaries oxr other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.

e wos )
Aqain,a:g demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage, wes

aiin-déd—by—the-eeagrees.
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A Ny agency of such a government

that receives or distributes sucil assistance would be subject

in all of its operations to the'w‘g;m':vqf deral regulatzon

for_which S, 552 provides. NP fo-Hesaud F""G‘F‘E: X
The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be

substantial. The bill would bring to those itg covers -~

which is most of America -- an intrusive Federal regulatory

regime; random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials;

and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend

;

even when you win. »
3
Moreover, such legislation would likely have the .

unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it

Persons with disabilities seeking to

207 D i

businesses withdraw from Federal job-training programs because /
occepl
of their unwillingness to wews=tow.vastly expanded bureaucratic

is supposed to protect.

enhance their job skills are not helped

intrusions under S. 557,'W& ggsiness groups have indicated
many of their members may do&d‘"w

The Civil Rights Protection Act o‘—m T am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomings of S. 557.
The Civil Rights Protgction Act woum&h. protect civil
rights ax‘l’(’i‘;\igr:‘s%a%the independence of State and local
governments, the freedom of religion, and the right of
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensive Federal intrusion.

The Ccivil Rights Protection Act contains important
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while

ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the

civil rights statutes it amends. The billwa&lcl.‘
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—-— Protect!\ religious liberty .by -limiting coverage to that

part of a church and synagogue which participates in a

Federal progr ng ’ the religious tenets of
private institutions losely identified
5&( with religious organizationsrgn-—tbe—same_hasia_as_ M

»&a{ : inwmmwmw. .
o 3 and by providing that when a m\
secondary elementary school receives Federal .
assistance, only that school{,\a:it not the entireg¢schoo
systmﬁ?becomé{subject to the Federal regulation.

=~ Ensurey that the reach of Federal regulation into brivami
businesses.extends only to the facility that participate;
in Federally fuﬁded programs, unless the busines
receives Federal aids
covered in its entirety. The bill also states explicitly
that farmers will not become subject to exteneivzr}ederal
regulation by virtue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will
not become subject to such regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customers. ‘

- Preserve\_the_independence of State and local government
from Federal by limiting Federal regulation to

o
the part of a StateAentity that receives or distributes

-Federal assistance.

I urge thit upon recbnsidering S. 557 in light of my
objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988.

ot oty et i earbeal b 5.5
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0 THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

X am'returning unsigned with my objections S. 557.and
-tranémitting for your prompt considgration the Civil Rights
. Protection Act of 1988, The Congress sh&hld enaét_legislation
.deéignéd to elimiqate invidious discrimination and to ensure
:équality of ppportunitf for all Americans thle preserving
thgiribasic freedoms.from governmental interference and
-control. Regrettably, the bill presented to me fails to
qchiéve that objective. v
There is no matter of greater -concern to me than eﬁsuring

‘that our Nation is free of uniawﬁué;%;;crimination. Our

country has paid a heavy price in the past for prejudices,
d oA » :
whether race, gender, ethnic background, religion or

handicap. Such attitudes have no place in our society.
It was with this commitment in mind that in the wake of

the Supreme Court's 1984 Grove City College decision, I voiced

- my suppo;:t for legislation that would strengthen the civil

rights coverage %L educatiénal institui:ions that existed
prel fo AN‘) . .
befowo that decision. AI have repeatedly endorsed legislation

" to do just that. ¥adeed) the bHd I am sending to COngi:ess

" abitl ek .
today, goes further than the legislation, pr viously i 13
TA30%8 o€ Ths grognll G 5 el T

byktha_m;nistzagi-exbknr@dg‘to m::nncggﬁ W
e S ion.

E 5 concexns raised during\/coxlsideration of this lestwdesion, ;. - .
‘.. . - r ’ .. :| *&
. i N kel - -——
%ﬁ Ab‘u advauces i lie provechion oF Gul riquis (S -—T-.“_

Wewdd prohibit discrimination against women, minorities,
persons with disabilities, and the elderly across the
board in public school ‘districts, public systems of
higher education, systems of vocational education, and
private educational institutionsb Wiy receie Qi
hd(?dew-( ad . .

O o ddeivey extendrthe application of the civil rights
statutes to entire businesses which receive federa
~<sd- as a whole and to the entire plant or facility
receiving federal aid in every other instance.

0 AdnwT prohibitmscrimination in all of the
federally-funded programs of departments and
agencies of state and local governments.

. . -
These provisions complement well our body of existing Federal
civil rights laws. :
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Congress, however, has sent me a bill that vastly and
unjustifiably expands the power of the Federal government over
the decisions and affairs of private organizations, such as
churches and synagogues,,sahe‘dsz)farms, businesses, and State
and local governments. In the process, it places at risk such
cherished values as religious liberty.

s 657

Bhe~b+*l would substantially diminish the freedom and
independence oflreligious institutions in our society. The

. becaise ot
bill would seriously impinge upon religious libertgkin-its
unprecedented and pervasive coverage of churches and
synagogues based on receipt of even a small amount of Féderal
aid for just oné activity; its unprecedented coverage of
entire religious elementary and secondary school systems when
only a single school in such a system receives Federal aid;
and its failure, under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, to protect the religious freedom of private entiticsye_.
suola® schools, that are closely identified with the
religious tenets of, but not controlled by, a religious
organization.

Businesses participating in Federal programs, such as job
trainin%/programs, will be subject to comprehgnsive Federal
regulation. While some proponents of S. 557 have claimed that
it does not apply to farmers who receive Federal crop
subsidies or food suppliexs who accept food stamps, the
ambiguity in the statute andxlegislative history indicates
that these exemptions should be made explicit.

A significant portion of the private sector -- entities
principally engaged in the business of providing education,
health care, housing, social sexvices, or parks and
recreation -~ would for the first time be covered nationwide
in all of their activities, including those wholly unrelated
activities of their subsidiaries or other divisions, even if
those subsidiaries or divisions receive no Federal aid.

Again, demonstrated need for such sweeping coverage was
eseubzs

aféewded by the Congress.
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Most State and lécal governments receive some form of
Federal financial assistance. Any agency of such a government
that receives or distributes sucﬁ assistance would be subject
in all of its operations toatheygfgﬂmrtﬁfglderal regulation
fo;.uhich_s.-551—9s0u$§es.

The cost and burdens of compliance with S. 557 would be
substantial. The bill would bring to those it éovers -
which is most of America -- an intrusive Federal regulatory
regime; random on-site compliance checks by Federal officials;
and increased exposure to lawsuits, which are costly to defend
even when you win. ’

Moreover, such legislation would likely have the
unintended consequences of harming many of the same people it
is supposed to protect. Persons with disabilities seeking to
enhance their job skills are not helped, for example, if
businesses withdraw from Federal job-traininé programs because

accepl
. of their unwillingness to -bew—tv vastly expanded bureaucratic
intrusions under S. 557, as business groups have indicated
many of their members may do.

The Civil Rights Protection Act eiLJANHgfzhich I am
proposing today addresses the many shortcomings of 5. 557.

The Civil Rights Protection Act would both protect civil
rights and preserve the independence of State and local
governments, the freedom of religion, and the right of
America's citizens to order their lives and businesses without
extensive Federal intrusion.

The Civil Rights Protection Act contains importang
changes from S. 557 designed to avoid unnecessary Federal
intrusion into the lives and businesses of Americans, while

ensuring that Federal aid is properly monitored under the

civil rights statutes it amends. The bill:

v
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Protects religious liberty.by -limiting coverage to that
part of a church and synagogue which participates in a
Federal progr rotectxﬂg‘the religious tenets of

private institutions @der Title Iijylosely identified i

with religious organizations
instituti 34 £3 roed—t o

o:ganicutieﬂéj)and by providing that when a private /( \e
’ ‘101

secondary and elementary school receives Federal ¢

assistance, only that school and, not the entire/school
system become subject to the Federal regulation.

Ensures that the reach of Federal regulation into brivate
businesses.extends only to the facility that participates
in Federally funded programs, unless the business
receives Federal.aid as a whole, in which case it is
covered in its entirety. Thg'bill also states explicitly

that farmers will not become subject to exteﬂeivzf}éderal

requlation by vi;tue of their acceptance of Federal price
support payments, and that grocers and supermarkets will
not become subject to sucﬁ regulations by virtue of
accepting food stamps from customers.

Preserves the independence of State and local government
from Federal control by limiting Federal requlation to
the part of a State entity that receives or distributes
Federal assistance. !

I urge thit upon reconsidering S. 557 in light of my

objections, you reject the bill and enact promptly in its

place the Civil Rights Protection Act of 1988.

THE WHITE HOUSE,



