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June 13, 1991

VIA PACSIMILE (456-2397)
CONFIRMATTON _(456-6797)

B

The Honorable Johrn Sununu
Chief of staff

'he White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Re: Civil Rights

ﬁear Governor Sununu:

6/

/@j,/) m
j [/_ﬂ A

@oo02

COMMITTERR:
APPROPRIATIONS

COMMERCE. SCIENCE,
AND TRANSPORTATION

ETHICS
INDIAN AFFAIRS
INTELLIGENCE

ﬁer Senator Gorton’s request, I am sending with this letter the

following items:

1. Draft Dear Republican Colleague letter prepared by

Senator Gorton:

2. Dear Colleague letter dated June 13, distributed by

Senator Hatch; and

3. A side-by-side comparison that summarizes the key

provisions of the principal civil rights

bills

introduced into this Congress, i.e., the Brooks/Kennedy

bill, H.R. 1 (as introduced and as passed by the

House), the Danforth three-part proposal, S. 1207, S.
1208 and §. 1209, and the Administration/Dole bill, S.
611, A copy of this document previously was sent to

Boyden Gray.

ﬁard copies of these materials will be delivered to your office

tomorrow morning.

! ;,incer Y
' . . ;;‘,1 Ml .- h}.

Curtis D.W. Hom
islative Assistant to

Senator Slade Gorton

1
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DRAFT - June 13, 1991

[Date]

Déar Republican Colleague:

1. The 1964 Civil Rights Act, proposed changes to which
are now the focus of a major national and Congressional debate,
was advanced, vigorously and elogquently, by Senator Hubert
Humphrey, and others, as designed to brirng about a color-blind
society. It now has been enforced and interpreted over a period
of almost three decades by courts and administrative agencies.

The 1964 Civil Rights Act does not deal expressly with
"unintentional discrimination" or with "disparate impact”,
concepts which are very much at the focus of the current debate.
Those are concepts which have been developed the courts as
they have decided specific litigation based on specific fact
situations.

, 2. In the case of Griggs v. Duke Power Company, 401 U.S.
424, 91 sS.Ct. 849 (1971), the Supreme Court first dealt with

those concepts in an organized fashion. In Griggs, the Duke
Power Company required job applicants and employees to have
completed high school or to have passed a general aptitude test
to be eligible to be hired by or transferred to more desirable
departments within the company. Prior to passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Duke Power Company had a history of overt
employment discrimination. The Court said:

"If an employment practice which operates to exclude
Negroes cannot be shown to be related to job
performance, the practice is prohibited. On the recoxrd
before us, neither tke high school completion
requirement nor the general intelligence test is shown
to bear a demonstrable relationship to successful
performance of the -job for which it was used. . . . But
Congress directed the thrust of the I[Civil Rights Act]
of the consequences of employment practices, not simply
the motivation. More than that, Congress has placed on
the employer the burden of showing that any given
requirement must have a manifest relatiopship to the

employment in question."

- 401 U.S. at 432, 91 s.ct. at 853 (emphasis added).

, Notably, Griags dealt with one specific employment practice
ag it affected one specific smployer, although the holding was
couched in general language.

@003
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Dear Colleague - DRAPT June 12, 1991
[Date]
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3. The Griggs test evolved over the years in a long series
of lawsuits involving varying factual situations, but the Supreme
Court became increasingly sensitive to the fact that
"unintentional discrimination®, while perhaps a useful concept,

had the potential to create great abuse. In Watson v. Fort Worth

Bank and Trust, 108 S.Ct. 2777 (1988), which extended the
"disparate impact"” analysis to subjective employment and
evaluation practices such as interviews and evaluations for the
fi'rst time, Justice O’Connor cautioned:

"We agree that the inevitable focus on statistics in
disparate impact cases could put undue pressure on employers
to adopt inappropriate prophylactic measures. It is
completely unrealistic to assume that unlawful
discrimination is the sole cause of people failing to
gravitate to jobs and employers in accord with the laws of
chance. * % * It would be equally unrealistic to suppose
that employers can eliminate, or discover and explain, the
myriad of innocent causes that may lead to statistical
imbalances in the composition of their work forces. * * *
If quotas and preferential treatment become the only cost-
effective means of avoiding expensive litigation and
potentially catastrophic liability, such measures will be
widely adopted. The prudent employer will be careful to
ensure that its programs are discussed in euphemistic terms,
but will be equally careful to emsure that the quotas are
met. Allowing the evolution of disparate impact analysis to
lead to this result would be contrary to Congress’ clearly
expressed intent, and it should not be the effect of our
decision today.”"

108 S.Ct. at 2787-88.

5 4. A year later, in Wards Cove Packing Co. v. Atonio, 109
S. Ct. 2115 (1989), a majority of the Supreme Court came down

with the next step on disparate impact, or unintentional
discrimination. That decision triggered the current civil rights
bill controversy. The Supreme Court saids:

"{In a] disparate impact case, the dispositive issue is
whether a challenged practice serves, in a significant way,
the legitimate employment goals of the employer. * * «*
The touchstone of this inquiry is a reasoned raview of the
employer’s justification for his use of the challenged
practice. A mere insubstantial justification in this regard
will not suffice, because such a low standard of review
would permit discrimipation to be practiced through the use
of spurious, seemingly neutral employment practices. At the

A
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same time though, there is no requirement that the
chdllenged practice be ’‘essential’ or "indispensable’ to the
employer’s business for it to pass muster; this degree of
scrutiny would be almost impossible for most employers to
meet, and would result in a hose of evils we have identified

above. [e.g., quotas].
109 S.Ct. at 2125-26. |

I believe this decision to be totally comsistent with
Griggs, while critics assert that it overrules Griggs. The
fundamental guestion, however, is whether or not Wards Cove
articulates an appropriate balance in disparate impact cases. I
submit that it clearly does so.

5. Immediately after that decision, however, Semnator
Rennedy, at the behest of the civil rights community, introduced w
a bill to overturn the Supreme Court’s decision in Wards Cove.
That bill would have allowed a "business necessity" defense only
when the employer could establisk that the challenge practlce
WaS‘

"essential to effective job perfcrmance (emphasis added).

_ If you will look back at the language used by the Supreme
Court in the previous section, you will see that it was the
obvious intent of Senator Kennedy’'s bill to force employers to
impose gquotas upon themselves, as it used precisely the lanquage
that the Supreme Court said would inevitably result in such
guotas. That bill was a quota bill beyond a shadow of a doubt. ’
The civil rights community has never wavered from that goal, and
the more elaborate the statutory language they propose the more
litigation their language will engender and the more likely the
response of self imposed gquotas by employers will be.

“ : 6. After extended debate ending late in the last Congress,
the Congress passed and sent to the President a bill in which the
Kennedy language had been somewhat modified, but which still
overturned the Supreme Court’s Wards Cove decision and which
still, in the view of the President and most Republicans, would

| have forced employers to hire by quota. The President’s veto was

[ sustained by a margin of one vote in the Senate.

| .

, 7. The President’s characterization of that bill as a guota
bill is accepted by a vast majority of Zmericans. As Senator
Gramm pointed out at lunch on Tuesday, the issue is the single
most driving issue he has found i years affecting potential
voter behavior in 1992. Your ccnstituents are vehemently and
overwhelmlngly opposed to such legisletion. For its actual
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iﬁpact on your business communities, note the Washington Post
article of Thursday, a copy of which is attached.

. 8. H.R. 1 as introduced into the House in January, was
substantially identical to the vetoed 13990 bill. While H.R. 1,
as modified and passed by the House last week, is somewhat milder
than its original version in some provisions outside of the ambit
of the dispute over quotas, its Wards Cove language is quota
language as clearly as was that of the 1990 bill, and is so
regarded by the President and by a majority of the American
people.

: 9. It is my firm opinion, regrettably, that the Danforth
bill on the Wards Cove decision (the two other separate Danforth
bills cover other subject matter areas) is not significantly
different from, or less omerous than, H.R. 1 as passed the House.
The White House agrees. The Danforth bill expressly overrules
Wards Cove and is complicated encugh to provide years if
employment for legions of lawyers. It attempts, vainly I
believe, to codify a rapidly evolving field of court-developed
law and to freeze it into a statutory straight jacket. The
Danforth bill is just as likely as is H.R. 1 to cause intelligent
employers to impose quotas on themselves in order to avoid
protracted litigation.

10. Having said all this, the fundamental gquestion still is
whether or not the Wards Cove decision was properly decided by
the Supreme Court majority. I submit that it was.

, 2s I have already pointed out, the basic 1964 Civil Rights
Act says nothing about unintentional discrimination, disparate
impact, or business necessity. They are all court constructs,
each case dealing with a different fact situation, and they
cannot effectively and fairly be codified. The Supreme Court
should be left with the task of developing the law in this field.

; Moreover, if you understand the essence of Wards Cove, I
think that you will agree that it states a perfectly fair and
appropriate test. Perhaps the clinching argument for this
proposition is the fact that, since the date of that decision,
plaintiffs have not been losing significantly greater numbers of
disparate impact cases than they were before the decision was
rendered. The long series of bills seeking to overturn Wards
Cove are a solution in search of a problem.

@oos
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, The Civil Rights Act of 1964 ain‘t broke; it doasn’t need
fixing. And it certainly doesn’t need fixing in a fashion which
adds unfairly to the burdens imposed on business people, adds a
layer of court and administrative supervision to every hiring
decision, and contradicts the desires of the vast majority of our
constituents.

Sincerely,

SLLADE GORTON
United States Senator

Enclosures
‘Washington Post Article

D:\DATA\RPSL\ CIVIIRTS\DEARCOLL . LTR
!
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; JOSEPH R BIDEN. Jn.. DELAWARE, CHAIRMAN

EDWARD M. KENNEDY. MASSACHUSETTS  STROM THURMOND. SOUTH CAROLINA
HOWARD M. METZENRAUM. OHIO ORRIN B. HATEH, UTAH

OENNIS DrCONCINI. ARIZONA ALAN K SIMPSON, WYOMING
PATRICK 1. LEAHY, VERMONT CHARLES € GRASSHLEY. IOWA

HOWRLL HEFUIN, ALABAMA ARLEN SPECTER, PENNSYLVANIA | s
FAUL SIMON, ILLINQIS - HANK BROWN. COLORADC mt tatzs matz
HERBERT KOHL WISCONSIN

| RONALD & KLAIN, CHIEF COUNSEL

JEFFEY 1 PECK, STAFF DIREGTOR COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
TERRY L WOQTEN, MINORT™Y CHIER COUNSEL
AND $TAST DIECTOR WASHINGTON, DC 205106275

June 13, 1991

Dear Colleague:

I sincerely commend Senator Danforth on his recent efforts
to try and develop legislation that satisfies the concerns of all
parties involved in the civil rights debate. Clearly, the bill
that passed the House of Representatives last week satisfied none
of the concerns that have been raised with regard to this
legislation.

‘ I have concerns and questions, however, about the details of
the legislation with which Senator Danforth has decided to move
forward. These concerns have been conveyed by a separate letter
to Senator Danforth. Moreover, I do not feel that many persons
have given the President’s bill sufficient attention.

The President’s bill is & strong bill. It represents a
compromise between the status quo under Wards Cove, by shifting
the burden of persuasicn to the employer, and the Democrat’'s
bill. The President’s bill, in my view, ought to form the basis
for resolving this matter in a way which adeguately responds to
recent Supreme Court decisions, but will not lead employers to
hire by the numbers to avoid litigation.

, I admit, therefore, to reservations over efforts that are
aimed at achieving a "middle ground" between the Democratic bill,
which I believe will inevitably result in unfair preferences, and
the President’s bill. This is a road some of us have been down
before. With the second anniversary of the Wards Cove decision
upon us, I have yet to hear how cases that ought to have been won
have been lost in court because of that decision. I urge
lnterested senators to discuss with the Attorney General how
cases have played out under Wards Cove.

| The debate over civil rights does not resonate in this
country because persons do not believe in equal opportunity. It
resonates because people out there, many based on firsthand
experience, believe that unfair preferences and reverse
discrimination are already too much a part of the workplace. The
divisiveness of this matter is not a result of Washington
political rhetoric. It is a reaction to what has been happening
in the workplace. Indeed, according to a Washington Post story
(attached hereto), even a survey taken by the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights reflects this.

71
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This letter might be a useful starting point to briefly
outline some of the questions and concerns I have with Senator
Danforth’s proposal. I address here only one of his bills i.e.
on Wards Cove (5.1208), but also have some concerns about the
other bills.

Let me mention at the outset that the disparate impact
standard itself is a very powerful tool for plaintiffs. Relying
as it does on workforce statistics as its underlying premise, and
requiring no intention to discriminate, the theory itself, in any
form, creates significant pressure for employers guietly tc make
sure thelr numbers are right to avoid these kinds of lawsuits.

That is why carefully keeping this theory within reasonable
bounds is important. What we are trying to avoid is even more
pressure on employers to hire and promote by the numbers. This
is the concern that led Justice O0’Connor, jin her 1988 plurality
opinion in Watson v. Ft. Worth Bank & Trust Co., 108 S.Ct. 2777
(1988) (plurathy'oplnlon), to say that the plalntlff must
identify the practice causing the disparity in a job, the burden
of persuasion remains at all times with the plaintiff to show

-that discrimination occurred, and the definition of "business

necessity" must reflect Griggs v. Duke Power Co.. She feared
that in the absence of these safeguards, employers will guietly .
resort to hiring and promoting by numbers, whatever the euphemism
used to mask it. These safeguards were especially important, she
said, because in Watson the Court for the first time extended the
disparate impact theory to subjective practices, like supervisor
evaluations and interviews. As you know, after Justice Kennedy
was confirmed, these same principles were adopted by a majority
of the Court in Wards Cove.

With respect to the particulars of the bill, I have these
comments. First, one of the most visible aspects of this
controversy is the definition of "business necessity."

Proponents of reversing Wards Cove have always said that all they
want to do is to "restore" Griggs. They have never prcduced a
definition, however, which does so. Neither, unfortunately, does
the Danforth bill.

; In Grigags, the Court defired business necessity as "manifest
IElathBShlp to the employment in question." The Court’s
subsequent dlsparate impact cases clearly reflect this
deflnltlon.

Tneidently, T have always believed that the Wards Cove
formulation~-~"whether the challenged practice serves, in a
significant way, the legitimate employment geals of the
employer"--is consistent with Griggs. Indeed, the Court pretty

mach said so in 1979. New York Transit Authority v. Beager. 440
U.5. 568, 587 n.31. (1979).

@oog
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The Court has used this phrase in Albemarle Paper Co. V.
Moody, 422 U.S. at 425 (1975); Dothard v. Rawlinson, 433 U.S. at

329 (1977); New York Transit Authority v. Beager, 440 U.S. at 587
n.31 (1979); Connecticut v. Teal, 457 U.S. at 446 (1982) (a

Justice Brennan opinion); and Watson v. Ft. Woxrth Bank & Trust,
108 s.Ct. 2777, 2790 (1988) (O’'Connor plurality opinion for four

Justices). Even Justice Stevens'’ dissent in Warxds Cove, joined
by Justices Brennan, Marshall, and Blackmun, cites the "manifest
relationship" language at least three times as the applicable
disparate impect standard. 109 S.Ct. at 2129, 2130 n.14.

‘ The most obvious problem with the Danforth bill’s deviation
from Griggs is its new standard requiring that employment
practices "bear a manifest relationship to the reguirements for
effective job performance.” The phrase "effective job
performance” oxr like phrases have consistently caused the concern
that employers will only be able to hire marginally gqualified
applicants. At a minimum, since this is a new and different
standard that has not appeared in any Supreme Court disparate
impact case including Griggs, it will engender years of costly
litigation to thrash out its meaning.

As many industrial psychologists have advised me, ‘terms like
"effective job performance” suggests job performance is
dichotomous rather than continuous. Job performance simply
cannot be separated into "effective" (or "successful") versus
"ineffective" (or "unsuccessful")., Job performance is better
viewed along a continuum, such as ineffective, minimally
effective, fully effective, excellent, and outstanding. So long
as requirements yield a minimally effective employee under
$.1208, those standards cannot be raised if to do so results in a

dlsparate impact on a group.

I do not believe that the bill’s language--"nothing in Title
VII or this Act shall be construed to prevent an employer f£rom
hlr,ng the most effective individual for a job"--resolves this
concern in any way. The problem with this language and all othex
versions of the bill to date, other than the President’'s and Al
Simpson’s, is not that employers will literally be "prevented"
from doing anything. The problem is that the potential for
litigation and liability costs for not satisfying the bill’s
disparate impact rules will make quiet hiring and promoting by
the numbers the only safe recourse to aveid a lawsuit. These
" rules create the problem.

Moreover, Senator Danforth’s definition of "requirements for
effective job performance," compounds the problem. By saying ore
need only perform the job "competently," it reinforces the notion
that once minimally satisfactory job performance is obtained,
raising standards is illegal if doing so causes a disparate
" impact. Defining "effective" in this way, renders the concept of
relative qualifications a practical nullity. & plaintiff will :

i
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easily be able to tell a hapless employer trying to hire or
promote the best qualified person that under the bill'’s
definition of effective job performance, there is no way to say
one of two applicants is more "effective" than the other if both
are competent. This language, inadvertently, denies the employer
tpat flexibility.

Plus, why put intc a statute, as Senator Danforth’s
bill does, that the person must be judged on the "actual work
activities lawfully required by the employer?” Who determines
what are part of the actual work activities of a job--a
bureaucrat at EEOC? A federal judge? I thought employers get to
determine what the job is--it is the practices they use to hire
and promote for a job that are properly subject to a disparate
impact analysis, not the contert of the Jjob. Moreover, the
content of many jobs is fluid, reflecting the day-to-day
realities of the workplace. The same questions apply to the term

"competent,” which will now be construed by bureaucrats and
Judges as well. I just don’t think the workplace is so
mechanical and rigid a place as to be susceptible to legislative
categorizations such as these. The bill’s further use of the
phrase "important to the performance of the job" is subject to
the same concexns.

’ Indeed, this is an entirely new leglslatlve superstructure
meosed on employers. All of these new terms and phrases are
fraught with importance and will affect employers in the conduct
of their business. The unavoidable consequence will be years of
litigation to thrash all of this out. Employers have spent 20
years adjustlng to Griggs. Instead of employers being able to
focus on removing barriers to upper level jobs--the "glass
ceiling"--this bill will force them to divert their attention
back to entry and mid-level hiring and promotior issues many of
them thought they had worked out in the last two decades.
Another concern, of course, is that this bill applies the

"effective job performance" reguirement to gll selection
practlces. Many selection practices, however, such as layoffs
and transfers due to a plant relocation or closure camnot
possibly meet an "effective job perfcrmance® test. These
selection decisions may be made for very legltlmate non-
performance related reasons. As we all recognize, if these
decisions are made for discriminatory reasons, they will be
pursued as cases of intentional discrimination.

|

It is becomlng almost bizarre that, if we all say we
want to restore Griggs, we just don‘t do that and avoid these
problems

Second, on the "particularity" issue, I think I under-
stand what Senator Danforth is are trying to achieve. The bill’s
language, however, does not achieve the appropriate result.

7!
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} The provisions of the Danforth bill bear little resemblance,
to my knowledge, to what any court, before or after Wards Cove,
has required. Why do we need language in this regard? Where are
the post-Wards Cove cases that have reached a result in this
regard with which we disagree? Codifying detailed, technical and
confusing requirements will only lead to costly litigation with

no real equal opportunity interests being served.

The Danforth language also still allows a blanket complaint
against an employer’s entire set of practices. It does not
require that an individual practice cause a disparity. Indeed,
by merely quUlIlng identification of practices that are

"responsible in whole or in significant part for the disparate
1mpact," it allows a plaintiff to challenge all of an 'employer’s
practices. This type of challenge will occur since all such
practices are, as a group, responsible for the disparity.

f Even assuming that a complaint might be narrowed down after
a case is well underway, which I doubt will occur under the
bill’s language, the key point remains: no employer wants to run
the risk that it will have to defend all of its practices, let
alone defend each of them under a new business necessity
definjtion. How will they avoid the problem? By quietly hiring
and promoting by the numbers, to avoid disparate impact in the
first place and the lawsuit that will follow.

This language also opens the door to the resurrection of the

iscredited comparable worth theory of pay discrimination, i.e.,
that employees in prlmarlly female (or mirnority) jobs are paid
less than employees in different but allegedly comparable male
(or non-minority) jobs. As you know, employers rely on a range
of factors in setting pay, including marketplace factors and the
like. There is no way anyone can narrow down the particular
practices resulting in the setting of pay. Justice Kennedy,
while still on the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, wrote
an excellent opinion explaining why the disparate impact theory
is inappropriate for challenges to paysetting practices precisely
because of the need to identify the particular practice causing

the disparity. AFSCME v. State of Washington, 770 F.2d 1481 (9th
Cir. 1985). :

T also tried to resolve this problem last year in an effort
to reach a compromise. The language then, similar to the
Danforth bill now, did not reflect my preferred approach. Simply
stating that particular cases are not overruled will not preclude
Ehe use of the comparable worth theory, under this bill, in the

nture.

Third, under this bill, even if an employer can justify its
practices under the very difficult test of "business necessity,"
he or she is still liable if a plaintiff can demonstrate that
there is an alternative practice that would serve the employer as

AN
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well but have less disparate impact. I understand that this
provision may have been included under the view that it reflects
what the law has always been. It does not. Rather, the Supreme
Court has held only that such a showing would be evidence that
the practice was being used as a pretext for discrimination, not
dispositive of the question whether the employer committed

discrimiration. Albemarle Paper Cc. v. Moody, 422 U.S. 405, 425
(1975).

I think this has serious implications. BAn employer, to be
protected from liability, would have to search the universe
before implementing each and every one of its employment
practices, even if such practices readily satisfy the business
necessity standard, to try to find those that meet his needs with
the least disparate impact. But even that is not enough, because
there is no way that an employer can predict beforehand whether
one particular practice versus another will have a disparate
impact on any particular group. This provision, by itself,
therefore, might lead an employer to hire or promote only by the
numbers. That may be the only one way to avoid potential
liability with any certainty.

' Three other quick points. This bill has language saying the
bill does rot "require or encourage an employer to adopt hiring
or promotion quotas." I have never argued that any bill reguires
such a result, only that the rewriting of the Supreme Court’s
disparate impact rules will induce employers quietly to hire by
the numbers, whatever the euphemism used to mask it, to avoid
these lawsuits. And saying the bill does not "encourage" this
result is of no practical effect in light of its new disparate
impact rules. Hortatory language does not help when the
operative language of this bill leads in the direction of hiring
and promoting by the numbers.

The language that "the mere existence of a statistical
imbalance in the workforce of an employer on account of race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin is not alone sufficient
to establish a prima facie case of a.sparate impact violation,”
solves none of our concerns. First, the issue is not the
composition of the employer’s workforce as a whole, but of a
particular job. Second, which statistical imbalance is being
referred to--the general population, the relevant labor market
for the occupation in question, or the applicant pool? If it is
the first comparlson, it does not address the concerns we have
raised about misuse of statistical comparisons. But, third, in
any event, no plaintiff will allege that the disparate impact
alone, whatever comparison is used, is illegal. The plaintiff
will assert the disparity is caused by some or all of the
employer’s practices and that is what is illegal. This language
gives no succor.
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Finally, I applaud Senator Danforth’s response to the
pernicious practice of race-norming. But, if an employer is
guilty of discrimination, why should an innocent job applicant
have his or her test scores jimmied because of his or her race or
ethnicity? Under this bill, if an employer unintentionally
discriminates, innocent employees can have thelr test scores
altered on these grounds. That is no more "fair" because it is
embodied in a court order than if undertaken voluntarily by
employers. If an employer has discriminated, then give the
discriminatees back pay, the next available job that they have
been wrongly denied, retroactive seniority, and, of course, end
the use of the discriminatory practices--but don’t juggie an
innocent, future applicant’s test scores because of race. What
did he or she do to deserve such unfair treatment? If a
particular test causes a disparate impact and cannot be defended
under the Griggs business necessity standard, them the test
itself fails. Nc readjustment of the scores would be needed in
this circumstance.

I sincerely regret that I firmly believe that Senator
Danforth's Wards Cove bill will have the same inevitable
consequences as H.R. 1, albeit by using some different language.
Perhaps the best solution, suggested by his splitting these
issues into three bills, is to get behind the overturn of Lorance
on seniority systems and Patterson on Section 1981 and challenge
the Democrats to pass that bill. There is where we have had
unanimity since day one.

Sincerely,

Orrin G. Hatch
Onited States Senator
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nghts Drive Said to Lose Underpmmngs L

Indicate Middle Class Sees Movement as 100 Narrow E :

=/ 2/q9/
. By Thomas B. Edsell
Washington Poat Staff Woter
Key civil rights leaders are strug-
ghug to develop strategies to

=% comnter findimgs of a private voter

study they commrissioned that shows

1 - the civil rights movement has iost

the moral high gromd with key seg-
ments of the white electorate.
The study, according to one of its

: authors, Celnda Lake, found that

“the civil rightz organizations and

- proponanisofmﬂnghtswe:eno

ot

Nd Dhaanl wea

14
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hmger seen as . . . addressmg gen-

Rights, 'a coalfiion of Iabor, civil
rights, women's and liberal organ-
izatians, found strong support for
such basic principles as equal op-
portunity, prowmotion for merit and
hard work, and-for fatrness in the
wockplace. But the study zlso found
that many white voters befieve civil
rights advocates are pressing for
spectal, . prefereptial  benefits -
stead of such goals as equal oppor-

* tunity.

The conference, which declimed to
release the written reports or the
poll datz, is seekmg to develop a
strategy to win approval of the Crvil
Rights Act of 1991. The organization

Yis particularly concernsd because

racial msyes contributed to President
Bush's victory in 1988, aad the ssue
of “guotzs” belped produce Reprb-
lican victories in the 1990 Caffornia

- gubernatarial contest and the North
Carofina Senate race.

Bush wetoed last year's civil
nights bill becanse be said it wodd

result in ‘guotas, and congressiomal
Democrats were mzble to overtarn

it, The administration is ready to-

-make a sinilar argument this year,
ard Democrats are looking for a
way to défuse what has become a
paltically persuasive issue.
Ralph Neas, executive director of
the couference, said, “We want to
particularfy stress that the hill is an
tncinsive bill, that it is a bill for ra-
cial mimorities, it s a bill for wo-
men, it is a bill for persons with dis-
ahilities, it is 2 bill for all working
Americans.”
This strategy, according to the
stody, faces some hordles. There is
a strong recephvity to Bush's ar-

“Voters believe that business will

mmplement this bill as quotas,” Lake
szid. “Wherever legislation or pol-
icy distimgniskes among groups
[blacks, white, Hispanics, men, wo-
men}, business, just to get it done,
will implement quotas.” These fimd-
ings are especally damaging to ef-
forts to counter the Bush admimis-
tration’s partrayal of pending avil
rights lagxslauon as promoting quo-
tas. “There is no resistance to the
Bosh notion about quotas,” one
source said.

Another damagimg fndmg of the
stndy was that advocates of civil
rights “have lost the advantage”
Lake sajd. “Tt’s 2 tremendots loss in
terms of moving an agenda forward.”
She based her comments on the stu-
dy for the leadership conference and
on work her firm, Greenberg-Lake,
b2 dane in the past decade.

" Lake said the problem facieg civil
rights proponemts is thac such ad-
vocacy is now seen 3s pressing the
“parrow” concerns of “partioglar-
ized” groups, rather thas promoting
a broad, inclusive policy of opposing
ail forms of discrimination.

The study found that many white
voters believe there is pervasive
reverse diserimination in the work-
place and that civil rights leaders
are more mterésted in specizl pref-
erences than in equzl oppertumity,
according to persons involved m the
research.

The study, which included a oa-
tional poll ard focus groups held m
white working-class and southem

comumunities, did not fmd inteasi-

fied racism or opposition to funda-
mental principles of equality. In-
stead, it showed strong sapport for
basic egalitarian princples, nchid-
ing equality of opportunity and the
obligation of employers to give ev-
eryane a fair chance,

In additon, the stody found
strong opposition to discriminatory
practices based on race, gender,

age or disability, according to Lake -

and Geoff Garin of Garin-Hart Stra-
tegic Research, another Democrat-
ic pollmg Grm.

Garin would not make zs stronga |
judgment of the difficulties facing,
the civil rights movement, but, he |:
said, "at some point the vl rights |}

commmity needs to restate its
claitn to the idea of a level playing
field, and that means in part being

mare farthcaming in emvina thae

IBE w.\sum.m\ POST o~ o

Neas contended that the mast §
tronblesame conclusions woiced by |
Lake were not based on the poll 8
data, but on the focus groups, for
which voters averse to civil rights §
bad been purposefully selected, and § .
on the hasis of other work by the-f.
Greenberg-Lake firm, which bas
specialized in studying working and ¥
lower-middle~class winte voters the {
past decade, g >

Lake said the critical views of the § 7~ -
civil rights movement are held most ¥
strongly by key swing votes in the
electorate—"blne~collar

ers, ticket-spltting, swmg white §
Southern voters”—who & elec- §
Hon are critical to the strategies of
both parties to “add npemghvot-
ers to get to 51 percent” .
“It is 2 broad-based problem,” she'
added,wﬁzs:mﬂar if lees intense,’
views held by many other wihjite
voters,
Amongsameofmeo‘dm:&:d- :
ings from the voter stndy, accdrd-
ing to on-the-record interviews and
background mformation provided
by those familiar with ic 2
’ Many white voters see the work
force 2s 2 hierarchy, in which many {*
hiring and promotion decisions fre |} -
based as much, if not more, on face |J
zndgenderasonmemandper— £
formance. .
Cwﬂnghtstawsareseenl#a. L2
substantiel number of voters as ¢re- | R
ating wifair advantages, setting mp | i
rankordersofpnwlegemthqla-
bor market,” one source said, -
@ Puablic support of egafitarian prin- .
aplexsdcxsetytxedmammgbe- -
ﬁeithatapnmryr&eponsibiﬁtyof R
elected officials is to support ithe.
mamstreazugoalsandvaluaoﬂhe
middle class. ¥
Voterswantpoﬁnmwho
r&enttbemm“addr&sthennddk
class, thosewhoworkhardand‘gay
a]lthetzms, Lake said. B A T

-
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. .I(A)

(1989)) -~ Causation and Specificity.

DISPARATE. . IMPACT PROVISIONS. (Hards Cove Packing Co, v. Atonio

¢ 109 5.Ct. 2115

"[W]e note that the plaintiff’s burden In establishing a prima facie case goes
beyond the need to show that there are statlstical disparities in the employers'’s

work force, 'The

plaintiff must begin by identifying the specific employment

practice that is challenged. . . . Especially in cases where an employer combines
subjective coriteria with the use of more rigid standardized rules or tests, the
plaintiff is in our view responsible for isolating and identifying the specific
employment practlices that are allegedly responsible for any observed statistical

disparities."

H.R. 1, as
introduoced,

Plaintiff requlred
to identify which
practices
contributed to

‘disparate impact,
" but only if court

finds plaintiff is
able to do so,

0: \DATANHPSINC IVILRTS\COMPARE . LS6
Neyised: June 10, 1991

H.R. 1; as passed
the House.

Plaintiff required
to identify which
practices
gontributed to
digparate impact
unless court
determines
plaintiff, after
discovery, 1s unable
to do so,

Danfoxrth, S. 1208.

Rlaintiff required
to ildentify particu-
lar employment prac-
tices that result in
a slgnificant
disparats impact.
Note: The 1990
Committee Repoxt
defined "signifi-
cant" dilsparate
Impact as "anything
more than trivial."

In short, a mere
laundry list of all
employment prac-
tices, without
proving the causal
link, arguably would
satisfy the speci~
ficity requirement.

Administration/Dole,

. 8. 611

Plaintiff required
toc identify
employment
practices, and prove
the causal link to
disparate impact.
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I(B) DISPARATE IMPACT PROVISIONS (Warde Cove Packing Co, v. Atonio, 109 S.Ct. 2115
(1989)) =~ Buxden of Proof (Production and Persuasion)
Once the plaintiff establishes a prima facle case, then "the employer carries the
burden of producing evidence of a business justification for his employment
practice. The burden of persuasion, however, remains with the disparate impact
plaintiff. . . . This rule conforms with the usual method for allocating persuasion
and production burdens in the federal courts, see Fed. Rule Evid. 301, and more
specifically, it conformes to the rule in disparate~treatment cases that the
plaintiff beara the burden of disproving an employer’s assertion that the adverse
employment action or practice was based solely on a legitimate neutral
consideration."

H.R. 1, RAs H.R. 1, as passed by panforth, S. 1208. Administration/Dols,

Introduced. the House. S. 611s

After plaintiff " After plaintiff After plaintiff After plaintiff

establishes prima establishes prima establishes prima eatablishes prima

facie oase, then facie case, then facie case, then facle case, 1f the

employer must prove employer must prove employer must prove employer produces

business necessity. business necessity. busineses necessity. avidence of a

legitimate business
Justification, then
plaintiff must
persuade the court
that there was
disparate ilmpact.,
and which partiocular
practices caused the
disparate impact.

D \DATA\WPEINCTVILRTS\COMPARE . (.56
Revisoeds June 10, 1
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o - {1989)) ~~ Business Justification _

I{C) DISPARATE IMPACT PROVISIONS (Wards Cove Packing Co, v. Atonio, 109 S.Ct. 2115

In Wards Cove, the Court noted that "[In a] disparate lmpact case, the dispositive
issue is whether a challenged practice serves, in a significant way, the legitimate
employment goals of the employer. (citations]. The touchstone of this inquiry is a
reasoned review of the employer’s justification for his use of the challenged
practice. A mere insubstantial justiflcation in this regard will not suffioce,
because such a low standard of review would permit discrimination to be practiced
through the use of spurlous, ssemingly neutral employment practices. At the same
time though, there is no requirement that the challenged praotice be ‘aessential’ or
"indispensable’ to the employer’s business for it to pass mustexr; this degree of
sorutiny would be almost imposeible for most employers to meet, and would result in
a host of evils we have identified above. [e.g., quotas]."

In Griggs v. Duke Power, the Supreme Court noted that "If an employment practice
which opsrates to exclude Negroes cannot be shown to be related to job performance,
the practice Ls prohibited. On the record before us, neither the high schocl
complation requirement nor the general intelligence test is shown to bear a demon-

Btrable relationship to succegaful performance of the 4dob for which it was used."
401 U.S. 424, 432, 91 8.Ct. B49, 853. (. . .] "But Congress directed the thrust of

the Act of the consequences of employment practlces, not simply the motivation.
More than that, Congrees has placed on the employer the burden of showing that any

glven requirement must have a manifest relationship to the employment in question."”
In New York Transit v, Beazer, the Court noted In a footnote that "Finally, thae

District Court noted that those goals are signifloantly served by -- even 1f they do
not require -~ [the Transit Authority’s] rule aes it applied to all methadone users
including those who are seeking employment in non-safety-sensitive positions. . . .
The record thus demonstrated that TA's rule bears a "manifest relationshlp to the
employment in question.*

(Note: the filrst quote in Grigas was cited in the White dissent in New York Transit
y. Beazex, 440 U.S5. 568, 602.),

Note that the flrst quote in Griggs seems far too precise to articulate a general
rule; 1t seems more like an application of a principle to a given fact patterm
(hiring tests), than the formulation of a general rule. The second quote seems more
broadly written, more like a governing principle.

N \DATAAKPEINC IVILATS\COMPARE .LS6
Revisad: June 10, 1991
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H.R. 1, as

_intreoduced.

The term 'required
by business neces-
aity’ means (A) in
the case of employ-
ment practicea
invelving selection,
«.+ + the practice
oxr group of prac-
tlices must bear a
aignificant rela-
tionship to success-
ful performance of
the _jopb; or (B) in
the case of employ-
ment practices that
do not involve
gelection, the

- practice or group of

practices must bear
a significant
relationship to a
slignificant busineas
objective of the
employer.

Parallels, but is
not identical to,
the first definition
of business
necesslty in Griggs.

Roter no definition
of what conatitutes
"selection."

D1 \DATAAMPEI\C IVILRTS\COMPARE ,LS6
Revised: June 10, 1991

H.R. 1, as passed in
_the House. L
The term ’'required
by bhusiness neces-
glity’ means the
practice or group of
practices must bear
a gignificant and
manifest relations-
hip to the require-
menta for gffective
icb performance. .

» » The term
'requiremente for
effective job
performance’ may
include, in addition
to effective
performance of the
agtual work - '
activities, factors
which bear on euch
performancae, such as
attendance,
punctuality, and no
engaging in
misconduect or
insubordination,

i.e., all negative
fagtoxe. '

Merges parte of both
definitions of
business necessity
in Griggs, and comes
up with a new test.

Danforth, S. 1208.

The term ‘requixred
by business neces-
aity’ means (1) in
the ocase of employ-
ment practices
involving selection,
. « + the practice
or group of prac-
tices bears a_mani-
2] to

requirements for
affective job per-

formance; or (2) (if
not involving selec~
tion), the practloe
+ +« « bears a mani-
fest relationship to
a legitimate busi-
ness objective of
the employer. The
definition for
‘requirementa for
effective job
performance’ also

focuses on actual
work activities.

Merges parts of both
definitions of
business necessity
in Griggs, and comes
up with a new test.

Note: no definition
of what constitutes
“selection").

Administration/Dole,
S. 611. I
The term ‘justifled
by business neces~
glity’ means that the
challenged practice
has a manifest
ralationship to the

employment in
gueation or that the

respondent’s
legitimate
employment goals are
significantly served
by, even 1f they do
not require the
challenged practice.

Parallels the second
definitlion of
busineas necessity
in Griggs, as
interpreted by

fn. 31 in Beazer.

L3:8T T16,€1/90

£6¢6 T3¢ 2028

NOLY0D ¥OLVNIS

120




I{D) DISPARATE IMPACT PROVISIONS (Wards Cove Eg g ng g s Vo Atonio, 109 8,Ct, 2115
. ...{1989))_~~_Alternative Practices

In Warde Cove, the Court clarified that: "[Even if plaintiffs] cannot persuade the
trier of fact on the question of [employers’] business necessity defense,

{plaintiffs] may still be able to prevail.

To do so, [plaintiffs] will have to

persuade the factfinder that ’other teata or selection devices, without a similarly
undesirable racial effect, would alsc serve the employer‘’s legitimate (hiring)
Interest(s);' by so demonstrating, [plaintliffs] would prove that ’(employers were)

using (thelr) tests merely as a "pretext® for discrimination.’

[citation). . « . IE

[plaintliffs], having established a prima facie case, come forward with alternatives
to [employers’] hiring practices that reduce the raclally-disparate impact of
practices currently being used, and [employexs] refuse toc adopt these alternatives,

such a refusal would belie a claim by (employers] that their incumbent practices are

being employed for non-digcriminatory reasons."

This appears intended to set out an evidentiary standard that the existence of less
burdensome alternatives {and refusal by the employer to adopt them) would undercut

H.R. 1, as
ILntroduced.

Makes the exlistence
of less burdensome
alternatives
gufficient for the
plaintiff to win a
disparate impact
case, despite
businesa necessity.

D1 \DATANMPEINC IVILATS\COMPARE LSS
Revised: June 10, 1991

H.R. 1, as passed
the House.

Makes the exlstence
of less burdensome
alternatives
sufficlient for the
plaintiff to win a
disparate impact
case, desplte
business necesslty.

Danforth, S. 1208.

Makes the exiaténce

of less burdensome
alternatlives
suffioclent for the
plaintiff to win a
disparate impaoct
case, despite
business necessity.

the "good faith" requirement implicitly a part of the business necessity defemse.
Administration

8. 611.

Makes the existence
of lese burdensome
alternatlives
sufficient for the

.plaintiff to win a

disparate impact
case, despite
business necessity,
but only if employer
refuses to adopt
them.
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II. MIXED MOTIVE PROVISIONS (Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, 109 S.Ct. 1775 (1589)

.~ --—-(Brennen, Marshall, Blackmun, Stevens)), . __ . .. .. N - . SO

Price Waterhougse clerified that if plaintiff establishes {both burden of persuasion
and proof) that impermissible consideration was a motivating factor in an employment
decisglon, then employer must prove that the same decision would have been made
absent that consideration.

Focusaing on the interpretation of whether an employment decision was made "because
of" the individual‘se sex, 42 U.S,C. 2000e~2{a)(l), (2), the Court added that: "The
critical Inquiry . . . la whether gender was a factor iIn the employment decision at
the moment it was made. Moreover, since we know that the woxds ‘because of’ do not
mean ‘golely because of,’ we also know that Title VII meant to condemn even those
decisions based on a mixture of legitimate and illegltimate considerations. . . .*
109 S.Ct. at 1785 (emphasis in original).

"It 18 difficult for us to imagine that, in the simple worde, ‘because of,’ Congress
meant to obligate a plaintiff to identify the precise causal role played by
legitimate and illegitimate motivations in the employment decision she challenges.
We conclude, instead, that Congrees meant to obligate her to prove that the employer
relied upon sex-based consideration in coming to its decisions."

Ds\DATA\NPEI\CIVILATS\COMPARE . L S
flevised; June 10, 1901
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f . ... .H.R, 1, a8 o
introduced.

The plaintiff muet
prove that an
impermisaible
conglideration was a
factor in the
employment practice.
Cauge of action
fails if employer
would have taken the
F same action in the

absence of discorimi-
natory employment
praoctice,

D \DATAANPSINCIVILRATS\COMPARE . LS5
Reviseds June 10, 1991

H.R, 1, as passed
the House.

The plaintiff must
prove that an
impermissible
considexration was a
"motivating" factor
In the employment
practice. Cause of
action fails if
employer would have
taken the same
action in the
abasencae of
discriminatory
employment practice

_Danforth, 8. 1208.

S. 611.
The plaintiff must Does not address.
prove that an
impermisgible
conelderation was a
'"motivating" factor
in the employment
practice. Cause of
action does not fail
Lf employer would
have taken the same
action in the
absence of
discriminatory
employment practioce.

Declaratory and
injunctive rellisf,
ag well as costs and
attorney'’'s fees, may
be awarded, but
damages ox
reinstatement may
not.

_Adminjstration/Dole,

82 8T T6/¢1/90

£6¢6 t2Z 2028

NOIY¥0D ¥OILV¥N3S

2o




III. FINALITY OF JUDGMENTS OR ORDERS (Magt;n v, Wilks,
. ¥, Lee, 311 U.S. 32 (1940)).

in

109 s.Ct., 2180 (1969), Hansberry

¢ white fire flghters claimed that the City of Birmingham

Martin v. Wilke
had discriminated against them by refusing to promote them because of their

race, The City argued that their claim was barred because the City's
promotion process had been sanctioned in a consent decree between the City and
black firefightera, of which consent decree the white firefightere had been

aware but were parties.

The Court held that the consent decree did not bind

the white firefighters because they were not made party to the decree, and
they were not within a certified class of defendanta whose interests were
adequately represented by a named defendant.

Binds only parties and non-parties of a certified class whose interest were
adequately represented by a named party.

H.R. 1, as
introduced.

Binde parties and
non-parties alike,
limited only by due
process
requirementsp.

DI\DATAAUPEINC IVILRTS\COMPARE , LS5
Revised: Juns 10, 1991

H.R. 1, as passed
the House.

Binds parties and
non~parties allke,
limited only by due
process
regquirements,

Danforth, S. 1209.

Binds parties, as
well as certain non-
parties, depending
en whether the oxder
or decree was
rendered before or
after the effective
date of the
amendments, e.dg.,
persons whose
interests were
adequately
represented by a
party to the
case/degree (even
though there was no
certified class).

Administration/Dole.
8, 611,

Reaffirms Martin v.
Wilks., Binds

parties and non-
partles of a
cartified class
whose interests are
adequately
represented by a
named party to the
case/decree.

16/€1/90
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IV.  MAKING AND PERFORMANCE OF CONTRACTS (Pgttgrson v, MoLean Credit Union, 109 S.Ct.
eooo- 2363 (1989)). .. - o e

In Patterson, the Court held that Section 1881 only applied tc making or enforcing

contracte, not their performance.

Section 1981 does not provide a remedy for

individuals who are subjected to discriminatory performance of their employment

contracts (through racial harassment, for example).

recourse is through use of Title VII.

Thue, the only avallable

{Notes Sectlon 1981 was a post-Civil War statute to ensure that the aslaves had the
right to "make and enforce" contracts to the same extent as did white citizens. It
first was used as an anti-discrimination tool in the mid-1900's.)

Sectlion 1981 applies only to making or enforcing contracta, not their performance.
~ Only Blacks are within the acope of Section 1941.

H.R. 1, as
introduced.

Seaction 1981
modified to apply to
the making,
performance,
modification and
termination of
ocontracts, Onl
Blacks are within
the scope of Section
19B1.

DI\DATAAWPSI\CIVILRYS\COMPARE, LS
Revisedy June 10, 1891

H.R. 1, as pessed '
the House,

Section 1981
modified to apply to
the making,
performance,
modification and
termination of
contracts, Only
Blacks are within
the soope of Section
1981.

Danforth, S§. 1209.

S8aection 1981
modified to apply to
the making,
performance,
modification and
termination of
contracts. Only
Blacks are within
the scope of Section
1981.

Administration/Dole,
8. 611,

Section 1981
modified to apply to
the making,
perfocrmance,
modification and
termination of
contracts. Only
Blacks are within
the scope of Section
1981.
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v. SENXORITY SYSTEMS AS DISCRIMINATORY EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES (Loxance v. ATET

.. Technologies, Inc., 109 S.Ct. 2261 (1989))

In Lorance, female employees challenged a senlority system pursuant to Title VII,
olaining that, although facially nondiscriminatory, it was adopted with an intent to

discriminate against women.

The Court held that the claim was barred by Title VII's

requirement that a charge must be filed within 180 days (300 days if the matter can
be referred to a state agency) after the alleged discrimination occurred.

Claims to challenge senliority systems as disoriminatory must be filed within 180
days {300 days if the matter can be referred to a state agemcy) after an alleged
diacriminatory practice.

H.R., 1, as
introduced.

Eetablishes multiple
points in time when
‘an alleged unlawful
employment practice
occurs., Also
provides that a
senlority system can
be challenged up to
2 years after the
plalntiff has
affected adversely
by ita provislons.

D3 \DATANWPGINC I VILRTS \COMPARE LS5
fevised: June 10, 1991

H.R. 1, as pasaed by
the House.

Establishaes multiple
pointa in time when
an alleged unlawful
employment practice
occurs, Also
provides that a
senlority syetem can
be challenged up to
540 days (1-1/2
years) after the
plaintiff has
affected adversely
by its provisions.

Danfoxrth, §. 1209,

Establishes multiple
points in time when
an alleged unlawful
employment practice
occurg. Doea not
extend time limits
for filing oclaims.

Administration/Dole,
8. 6l1.

| Establishes multiple

points in time when
an alleged unlawful
employment practice
ocours, Does not
extend time limits
for flling claims.

16/¢1/80
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"H.R. 1, as’

VI. LIMITATIONS ON DAMAGES FOR INTENTIONAL DISCRIMINATION.

introduced.

Allows for full
compensatory and
punitive damages, to
be determined by a

Juxry.

DINDATA\WPGI\C IVILRTS\COMPARE. LS5
Revisad: June 10, 1991

the House,

Allows for
compaengatory damages
to be determined by
a jury, and punitive
damages capped for
all employers at the
greater of $150,000
or the sum of
compensatory damages
plus equitable
monetary relief.,

~ H.R. 1, as passed by Danforth, 8. 1207.

Authorizes
compensatory damages
{not including back
pay) to be
determined by a
jury, and an
"equiltable penalty"
1f necessary to
deter future
discriminatory
practlces. There
are aimilar caps for
both types of award:
$150,000 for
companles of 100 orx
mcre employees;
550,000 for others.
Costes are awarded if
an equitable penalty
is assessed. Also
creates an "equal
employmant
opportunity trust
fund," funded by
assessment of
equitable penaltlies,
and proceeds to be
for oivil rightse
enforcement programs
and family violence
protection programe.

Administration/Dole,

8. 611.

Allows $150,000 of
danages in excess of
equitable monetary
relief 1f the
equities so require,
damages (and
liability if
Constitutional) to
be determined by the
court.

NOLY0D ¥OLVNIS
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VII. ADDITIONAL REMEDIES FOR HARASSMENT IN THE WORKPLACE -~ Declaratory and Injunctive

. _Rellef,
H.R. 1, as
Introduced.

Not addressed.

H.R. 1, as passed by

the Houss.

Not addressed.

DIADATA\NPSI\CIVILRTS\COMPARE . LSS
flevised: Juma 10, 1991

Danforth (S. 1207,
5. 1208, s. 1209).

Not addressed.

Administration/Dole,
5, 611.

Creates new Title
VII cause cf aotion
for sexual harass-
ment, including (1)
sexual advances
relating to hiring
or promotion, and
{11) sexunal advances
that create an
intimidating,
hoatile or offensive
working environment.
Requires the
plaintiff to utilize
within 90 daysa
conplaint procedures
established by the
employers before a
cauge of action will
lie. Also provides
for immediate
injunctive relief
and expedited
hearing of the ocase.

T¢:8T 16-€1.90
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VIII. OTHER PROVISIONS == . .

1. Expert Feeg. Not authorized under Title VII,

,H-Rn l, ag

Introduced.

Authorizes expert
witneas fees and
other litligation
expenses without
limitation.

‘Prohibits the waiver
"of attorney’s fees

as a condition'to a
congent ot
gettlement.

DINDATA\HP51\CIVILRTS\COHPARE .LSE
Reviseds June 10, -19M1

H.R. 1, as passed by
the House.

Authorizes expert
witnoas fees and
other litigation
expenses without
limitatlion,
Including Section
1981  clalias,
Prohibits the walver
of attorney's fees

.ag a cvondition to a-

consent ox
settlement.,

Danforth, 8. 1209.

Auvthorizes expert
witness fees and

‘other litigation’

expenses without
limitation,

Administration/Dole,
8. 611.

Limitas expert
witness fees to $300

per day.

16/€1/90
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2. _ Alternative Means of Dilispute Resolution,

H.R. 1, as
introduced.

Clarifies that
amendments do not
affeot court-ordered
remedles,
affirmative action
programs or
conclliation
agreements that are
otherwise In
accordance with the
law. Also adds
language that
amendments do not
require gr encourage
hiring or promotion
quotas.

D \DATAANPSINCIVILRTS\COMPARE . LS5
Revisedt June 10, 1991

H.R, 1, as passed by
the House.

Clarifles that
amendments do not
limit employers from
establishing job
requnirements, or
require, permit or
encourage quotas.
"Quota" is very
narrowly defined as
a fixed number or
percentage of
persons which must
be attalned, or
whlch cannot be
exceeded, regardleas
of their qualifica-~
tions. Also guletly
codifies an unnamed
gtring of Supreme
Court cases
regarding affir-
mative action by
providing that the
amendments shall be
construed to approve
the lawfulness of
voluntary or court
ordered affirmative
action that 1is
conslstent with
current Supreme
Court cases.

Danforth, S. 1208.

Clarifies that
amendments should
not be construed to
limit employers from
establishing lawful
job requirements,
and also neither (1)
requires or
encourages hiring ox
promotion gquotas, or
(111 prevents an
employer from hiring
the most effective
individual for a
job.

Notes the bill does
not state that
enployers should be
discouraged from
quotas!

Adminiatration/Dole,
S. 611,

Encourages
alternative means of
dispute resolution.

T6/¢1-80
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3. Employment Ability Tests {(Race Norxming).

ability tests "provide

Current statutory law {42 USC Sec. 2000e-2{h)) permits employers to use
that such test, its administration or action upon the

results is not designed, intended or used to discriminate because of race,
color, religion, sex or national origin."

H.R. 1, as
introduced.

Does not address.

D \DATA\WPSI\CIVILRTS\COMPARE . LSE
Reviseds June 10, 1991

H.R. 1, as passed by
the Bouse.

Permits abllity
tests that predict
on a nondiscrimina-
tory basis "the
abllity of such test
takers to perform
the job with respect
to which such test
is umsed." Also
prohlblits employers
from adjusting
scores of abllity
teats.

Taken together,
these provisions
would outlaw all but
job specific tests
for which race
norming would not be
necessary. In
short, the only
tests that would be
valid are the ones
that already have
race norming built
in.

15

panforth, S. 1208. Administration/Docle,
. S. 611.
Prohibits race Does not address.

norming, unless used
to comply with court
order.
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4, Extraterritorial Application.

" H.R. 1, as o
introduced.

Does not address.

H.R. 1, a8 passed

the House.

Covers U.S. workers
employed abroad to
the extent not
inconsistent with

local law.
5. Construction.
H.R. 1, as H.R. 1, as passed by
introduced. the House.

Enoourages broad
construction.

D \DATA\WPSI\CIVILRVS\CONPARE .LS5
Revised: Juna 10, 1991

Encourages broad
agonstruction.

Danforth (8. 1207,

16

8. 1208, S. 1209).

Does not address.

Danforth (8. 1207,
8. 1208, s. 1209).

See Alternative
Means of Dispute
Resolution, above.

" Administration/Dole,

SI 611‘

Does not address.

Adminisetration/Dole,
S. 611.

Does not addreas.

18/¢1,90

€ 8T

£6¢6 122 2028

NOLY09 JYOL¥NIS

reoR

7

PUN




D2 \DATANWPSINCIVILRTS\COMPARE . LSB
Ravised: June 10, 1801

6. Effective Dates.

"H.R. 1, as ' H.R. 1, as passed by
introduced, the House.
Retxoactive Retroactive
application. application.

17

Danforth (S. 1207,

S. 1208, S. 1209).

Not addressed in S.
1207 and S. 1208.
Generally date of
enactment in §S.
1209, except for
provisions relating
to finality of
Judgments oxr orders.

Generally silent or
prospective, except
for provisions
relating to finality
of judgments or
orders.

Administration/Dole,
S. 611.

Proapective
applicaticn.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING WORKSHEET
INCOMING f{ U © (O
DATE RECEIVED: JUNE 19, 1991
NAME OF CORRESPONDENT: MS. JUNE A. WILLENZ .
g

SUBJECT: URGES THE PRESIDENT TO SIGN THE COMPROMISE
CIVIL RIGHTS BILL OF 91

ACTION DISPOSITION
ROUTE TO: ACT DATE TYPE C COMPLETED
OFFICE/AGENCY (STAFF NAME) CODE YY/MM/DD RESP D YY/MM/DD
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REFER QUESTIONS AND ROUTING UPDATES TO CENTRAL REFERENCE
(ROOM 75,0EOB) EXT-2590

KEEP THIS WORKSHEET ATTACHED TO THE ORIGINAL INCOMING
LETTER AT ALL TIMES AND SEND COMPLETED RECORD TO RECORDS
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RICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE

“CITIZENS FIRST, VETERANS SECOND”

6309 Bannockburn Dr., Bethesda, Md. 20817

NATIONAL OFFICE ¢ 1X1T HASSACHUSERTEAN K MW ¢ BHITER0X K WASHINGTON; R:€ 20086 %367 86%-009% % %

OFFICERS

Gus Tyler

National Chairman
Phineas Indnitz

National Vice Chairman
June A Willenz

Executive Director
Arthur Bernstein

Regional Vice Chairman
Sal Giardina

Regional Vice Chairman
Ralph Spencer

Regional Vice Chairman
Frank EG Well

National Secretary
Robert Goldring

National Treasurer
Martin N Sandler

National Administrative Director
Phineas Indnitz

National Counsel
Lothar Nachman

Special Counsel
Andrew E Rice

Finance & Budget Chairman
Lawrence Lewy

National VAVS Representative
Rudolph Soberheim

Legislative Chairman
Michael W Beasley

Veterans Service Representative
Irving Bakal

Veterans Service Officer

FORMER NATIONAL CHAIRMEN

Charles G_Bolte
Raymond Bramucct
Samuel Byer

Dr Eugene Byrd
Curtis Campaigne, Jr
Dr Paul P Cooke
Arthur S Freeman
Mu-ray Gross*
Gilbert Harrison
Mickey Levine

8ill Mauidin

W Robert Ming, Jr *
Chat Paterson

FJ Pepper, MD
Saul Rosen

John § Suliman
Michael Straight
“deceased

NATIONAL BOARD

Louis G Alexander
Eugene Arnst
Michael W Beasley
Bernard Beder
Laurence Davis
Dave DeChant
Martin Frost

Dock Gordon
Tibor Heisler
Arthur L Hilson
Jack Hochman
Sonny LeGlaire
Lawrence E Lewy
Everett Lewis
Louis Montenegro
Jack Mordente
Lothar Nachman
Ben Naufeld
Lawrence Robbins
Martin Sandler
Harold Wool

Ruth Young

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Judge Herbert L. Will, Chairman
Mornis B Abram

Wiliam L Batt, Jr

Judge Leon Becker*

Cong Jonathan 8ingham
Hon Wiliam MCc Blarr, Jr
Hon Richard Bolling
Arthur Buck

Sol C Chaikin

Donald Eberly

Dr Elmer Ellis

irving M Engel”

Dean Russell N Fairbanks
Judge John D Fauntieroy*
Judge Arnold L Fen*

Hon Donald M Fraser
Hon Orville Freeman
Rabbi Roland Gittelsohn
Hon Jacob Javits*

Prof Stanley A Kaplan
Admiral Gene LaRocque
Robert A Low

Dr Harry A Marmion
Judge Joseph Mazur
Judge Abner Mikva

Robert R Nathan

Hon James O'Hara
Frederick O'Neal

Hon Richard Ottinger
Hon Endicott Peabody
Sen Claiborne Pell
Joseph L Rauh, Jr

Hon Henry Reuss

Cong Peter W Rodino, Jr
Hon Franklin D Roosevelt, Jr *
Hon James Roosevelt
Cong James A Scheuer
Rudolph Soberrheim

Hon Neil Staebler

Dr Loundes Stephens
Telford Taylor

Judge Willlam S Thompson
Hon' Frankiin H Willams
Hon G Mennen Williams*®

Tel: 301-3206490

JuneFAle, 31% 1654_5508

The Honorable George Bush
President of the United States
The White House
Washington,D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

As you seek to come to grips with
domestic issues in our society today, one of
the most important needs is to wipe out the
scourge of racial and gender discrimination
which is damaging to more than half of the
population and a stain on our national honor.

We therefore urge you to sign the compromise
civil rights bill of 1991 that makes it easier
for women and members of minorities to sue and
collect damages over job discrimination. Under
present law, it is extremely difficult for these
groups to get fair and just treatment in the
workplace. This Civil Rights bill will eliminate
one of the most egregious faults in our laws.

Recognizing that you and others are opposed
to the use of quotas, we point out that the
question of "quotas" is answered in this bill
which specifically makes quotas illegal.

We call your attention to the magnificent
performance of women and minorities in the
armed services during the recent Gulf War. If they
can be called upon to put their lives on the line
for their country, isn't it time that their country
is willing to give them the equitable treatment and
recourse they deserve when they are in the civilian
workface?

The members of the American Veterans Committee
have served in four wars and for over forty years
have been totally committed to equal rights and
social justice. We urge you to sign this important
civil rights legislation.

Executive Director

o Talph Yarborough To achieve a more democratic and prosperous America and a more stable World

Cong Sidney R Yates
Hon Stephen M Young*
“deceased
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NEAL M. Davis

g prevail.

attorneys.

The Hon. Geotrge Bush, President :
United States of America ,
The White House ¢
Washington DC 20005-0001

RE: Civil Acts Right of 1991

: lawyers in this fashion.
* your divisive rhetoric of late.
serves only to further divide the nation.

u
|
|
! ¢c: The Hon. John Danforth, U.S. Senate

FFOM  PHTEW ATL. T0O

LAWwW OFFICES

ScrvegaTr. Coox & WERNER

THE SHELL BUiLpixNg, SUITE 250
1221 LOCUST STREET
SAINT Louis, MissoUrl 63108-2364

D

June 12, 1991

d.
¢

&

Dear President Bush:

against discrimination in the workplace.

Very truly yours,

.
Chat p
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8rANLEY R. SCHUCHAT
(1929-79)

ARTIUE H. NISSENEAUM
Of Counsel

5

R
Ty

B}

1391

iy g

N
oz
Sesie

PmmemmahmM%y&khmw

Atlanta, Georgia

I graduated from law school in 1975 and entered the practice
of labor law on the side of employees.
handful of lawyers in St. Louis who represent employees in
employment discrimination cases.
view these cases as high-risk and certainly not lucrative
because of the burden of proof an employee must meet to
I am now Union Co-Chair of the American Bar
Association Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity, of the
Section of Labor and Employment Law.
any of the attorneys on that committee as 'greedy."
r many of them are dedicated lawyers who fight an uphill battle

I remain one of a

Most plaintiff's attorneys

I would not characterize
Indeed,

I was therefore dismayed to read that you said that the
pending civil rights bill would be a boon to '"greedy"
I feel insulted when you, the President of the
United States, impugn the integrity of plaintiff-side employment
I must say that I am also saddened by
Tragically, such rhetoric

o . 1 Pbeg—

Lisa S. Van Amburg

The Hon. Christopher Bond, U.S. Senate
The Hon. Joan Kelly Horn, U.S. House of Representatives
The Honorable William Clay, U.S. House of Representatives
laintiffs' Employment Lawyers Association
awrence Ashe, Co-Chair, EEQO Committee, ABA Section on
Labor and Employment Law
Richard Seymour, Co-Chair, EEQ Committee, ABA Section on
Laber and Employment Law
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SUBJECT: OPPOSES THE CIVIL RIGHTS BILL
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Ver ly your

MERRILL & WHITEHEAD

663 South Ave. » New Canaan, CT 06840
203-966-9343

Thomas Whitehead
Chairman

June 13, 1991

Mr. John Sanunu
Chief of Staff

White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear John:

Who do you think you're kidding with this "Civil Rights" Bill you've been floating? The
fact is it is another quota bill. Another opportunity for lawyers. And another breach of fate
by George Bush.

The country doesn't need another "civil rights bill". Enough laws have been written to take
care of the problems we had. Everything else that is being added has to be at the expense
of other constituencies. A lot of us were thinking of staying home in '92 after that stunt
you pulled with taxes. Now a lot of us are wondering who the Democrats are going to put

up.

Thomas Whitehead
TW/djw

cC: George Bush
George Mitchell

P.S. We sent a copy to you Mitchell. You've got a chance here if you stop dancing on
the head of a pin.

GEN613ACC2
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 8, 1991

Dear Mr. Ussery:

Oon behalf of the President, thank you for your recent letter
about your decision to join the Republican party and about the
current debate over the pending employment discrimination bill.

No one has been more distressed than the President by the
controversies that have arisen over civil rights during the past
two years. Like you, he has been greatly concerned about the
effects that may ensue from some of the political rhetoric that
has been used in the debate. Despite the best efforts of the
President and those of us who work for him, it has been very
difficult to obtain a calm and reasoned discussion of the merits
of the proposed legislation.

As you may know, the issues raised by the Democrat bill are
highly technical and arcane, although their effects in the real
world would be enormous. The President has proposed an
alternative bill that we believe addresses all of the genuine
issues without creating new problems. The President has also
proposed a separate series of initiatives that he believes will

do far more to help disadvantaged Americans help themselves. For

your information, I am enclosing two of the President's speeches
on these subjects.

Thank you again for writing.

////Ziijjzljjti§i,/¢/

Nelson Lund
Associate Counsel to the President

Mr. Terdema L. Ussery II
Continental Basketball Association
425 South Cherry Street, Suite 230
Denver, CO 80222
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continental basketball association

425 South Cherry Street, Suite 230
Denver, Colorado 80222
(303) 331-0404

Terdema L. Ussery, li
Commissioner e

June 18, 1991

President George Bush
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania NW
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

It was an honor to attend the annual President’s Dinner last
Thursday in Washington, D.C. I attended as a guest of a member
of your Cabinet, Secretary Jack Kemp. If you have a moment, I
would like to bring to your attention an issue of grave concern.

Two years ago I had the pleasure of talking to Lee Atwater at the
St. James Club in Hollywood, California. The event was sponsored
by the Republican Senatorial Inner Circle. Mr. Atwater spoke of
the desire of the Republican Party to become inclusive and repre-
sentative of all of America. After he spoke and the lunch was
completed, he approached me. We took a picture together, and he
spent another 20 minutes convincing me that I had a place in the
Party. Based on his persuasiveness, the Party’s platform on the
family and other moral issues and my upbringing, I decided to
switch affiliations.

I have to tell you that two years later I am disappointed by the
fact that polarization along racial lines is once again becoming
an issue in this country. I believe it is being fueled by much
of the political rhetoric surrounding the proposed Civil Rights
legislation. As the enclosed article clearly states, I have had
some modicum of success, but it has not been easy. Indeed,
because of some of the inequities in the "playing field" I have
pushed twice as hard as my peers.

You are a great leader. You have the full attention of the
country. On this particular issue you have such a unique oppor-
tunity to elevate yourself and the nation to a position of moral
greatness. But, this would mean making yet another tough deci-
sion and once again asking the American public to trust your
judgment and follow your leadership on this very divisive issue.

iﬁ?
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Page 2

Lee Atwater was a great man of vision and frankly, political
shrewdness. I hope that his vision of the Republican Party did
not die along with his untimely death. I am one citizen of 250
million and I am expressing my opinion for the first time on this
or any issue. I would only ask that you consider the concerns I
have expressed herein.

Most respectfully,

Tt Aoz

Terdema L. Ussery II
Commissioner
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Office of the Press Secretary

for Immedlate Release May 17, 19%0

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
DURING MEETING WITH
COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

The Rose Garden
10:02 A.M. EDT

THE PRESIDENT: Welcome to the Rose Garden and to the
White House. Thank you all very much for coming. To the Attorney
General and Secretary Cavazos and Secretary Sullivan, thank you for
joining us. Director Newman, the same. And to Senators Dole, Hatch,
and Garn, Congressman Ham Fish, thank you very much for being with us
today. To Chairman Fletcher, an old friend and a man I'm very proud
of, welcome, sir. To Commissioners Buckley, Ramirez, Redenbaugh,
Wilfredo Gonzalez and the State Advisory Committee Chairpersons, and
to the distinguished leaders. I see Ben Hooks here and others of the
civil rights community across this great country. It is8 -- and I
mean it -- an honor to have you here today.

I think ve've made it a moment that's very hopeful
worldwide. 1In a minute from now, I'll be meeting in this marvelous
oval Office with Chancellor Kohl, talking about the dramatic changes
that have taken place in the world. There is a time when the
thundering cry for freedom is being heard and answered from Panama,
hopefully in Johannesburg, to Warsaw.

And around the world, peoples are warring against
tyranny, citizéns struggling against state control, economies weary
of bureaucratic central planners, all are looking to America as
reason for hope ~- the bright star by which to chart their course to
freedom.

And so it's all the more crucial now that we look
carefully to the kind of country we are -- to the state of democracy
here in the Land of Liberty. And we're called upon to ensure that
this democracy means opportunity for all who call it home.

Few have worked harder to deliver the promise of
democracy, to make an enduring dream a living reality, than the men
and women assembled here today in this Rose Garden. And
particularly, I want to give credit again to these men and women
standing behind nme.

From its earliest origins, the Commission on Civil Rights
has been an independent, bipartisan voice for justice. And the
Commissioners, the Directors, the Advisory Committees all share a
cultural diversity and an intellectual and moral conviction that are
truly America's best. And these men and women have earned our
admiration. And today, they deserve our thanks.

Joining a new Chairman -- and as I said, my friend of
many years, Art Fletcher -- are two outstanding additions: carl
Anderson and Russell Redenbaugh. - I know Bob Dole shares my
admiration for Russell, a man of impressive credentials, who knows,
as all Americans should know, that physical disability will nct be a
barrier to service in this administration. That's why I remain
firmly committed to the landmark Americans for Disabilities Act to
help ensure equal rights and opportunities for these Americans.

And today, I'd like to announce a new member of ;he Civil
Rights Commission, Mr. Charles Pei Wang, Presi@ent of the China
Institute in America, an outstanding new addition.

Over the last few days, I've met to discuss pending civil

MORE
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rights legislation with leaders representing America's

of cultural, religious, and ethnic diveraitg. And I goifcﬁ.t;nggiyx
would, a lot of sound advice. Much of which I can accept.

(Laughter.) But these leaders, this Commission -- (applause) -- the
Congress and this administration, balieve me, all share a common
conviction for equal opportunity. 1It's a responsibility that I've
tried to take very saeriously -- especially now, whan our most vital
export to the world is democracy.

And we must make sure that we as a nation continue to
lead by example. We must see that true affirmative action is not
reduced to some empty slogan, and that this principle of striking
down all barriers to advancement has real, living iaeaning to all
Americans. We will leave nothing to chance and no stone unturned as
we work to advance America's civil rights agenda. (Applause.)

This nation's progress against prejudice, from the '64
Act to the Voting Rights Act, to the Fair Housing and Age
Discrimination in Employment Acts, it's all hinged on the principle
that no one in this country should be excluded from opportunity. And
so, we're committed to enacting new measures like the Hate Crimes
Statistics Act, the HOPE initiative of housing, a revitalized
enforcement of restrictions against employment blas. This
administration seeks aqual opportunity and equal protection under the
law for all Americans -- goals that I know arae shared by Senators
Kennedy and Representative Hawkins, and certainly by the four
distinguished members of Congress with us here today.

And so we've supported efforts to ensure an individual's
ability to challenge discriminatory seniority systems. We've also
moved to stiffen the penalties from racial discrimination in setting
or applying the terms and conditions of employment. And today, as we
work to, ensure that America represents democracy's highest
expression, I want tc begin by offering three principles that must
guide any amendments to our civil rights laws. These principles are
firmly rooted in the spirit of our current laws. After the extensive
discussions that wa've had this week, I think they're principles on
which all of us, including the leadership on the Hill, can agree.

And so I will enthusiastically support legislation that meets these
principles.

First, civil rights legislation must operata to
obliterate consideration of factors such as race, color, religion,
sex, or national origin from employment decisions. (Applause.) So
in essence, we seek civil rights legislation that is more effective,
not less. The focus of employers in this country must be on
providing equal opportunity for all workers, not on developing
strategies to avoid litigation. (Applause.)

No one here today would want me to sign a bill whose
unintended consequences are quotas., Because quotas are wrong, and
they violate the most basic principles of our civil rights tradition
and the most basic principles of the promise of democracy. America's
minority communities deserve more than symptomatic relief, and we
want to eradicate the disease. And that will require systematic
solutions, strategies that transcend statistics.

We should empower and ennoble our minority communities.
We should seek systematic change that allows every American to excel.
During these meetings this week, I invited the civil rights .
leadership to work with me to craft a bill that moves us towards this
goal. After these consultations, I am confident tpat this cz2n ke
done. I want to sign a civil rights bill, but I will not sign a
quota bill. (Applause.) I think we can work it out. (Applause.)

The second civil rights legislation must reflect
fundamental principles of fairness tbat §pply throughout our legal
system. Individuals who believe their rights hgve'been violated are
entitled to their day in court, and an accused is innocent until
proved guilty. 1In every case invelving a civil rights dispute,
constitutional protections of due process must be -rese.ved.




And third, federal law should provide an adequata
deterrent against harassment in the workplace based on race, sex
religion, or disability, and should ensure a speedy end to such '
discriminatory practices. Our civil rights laws, however, should not
be turned into some lawyer's bonanza, encouraging litigation at the ¢
expense of conciliation, mediation, or settlement.

Let me add that Congress, with respect, should live by
the same requirements it prescribes for others. (Applause.) In '72
the Civil Rights Act of '64 was justly applied to executive aqencies'
in state, local governments and Congress, however, has not covered.
And this -- this is not an assault on Congress, I'm just trying to --
I've got about -- (laughter) -- but seriously, thiz inconsistency
should be remedied to give congressional employees and applicants the
full protection of the law to send a strong signal that it's both the
Executive Branch and Congress that are in this together. And the
Congress should join the Executive Branch in setting an example for
these private employers.

Now, we seek strategies that work, putting power where it
belongs -- in the hands of the people. That means new ideas, like
giving poor parents the power of an alternative choice in where to
send the kids to school so that all can have access to the best. It
means more tenant control and ownership of public housing. Tax
credits for child care to give parents more flexibility and choice.
Policies that underwrite prosperity by encouraging capital flow to
build more businesses in poor neighborhocods. The door is open wider
now than it ever has been. Together, I believe we can open it still
wider.

Today, an expanding economy is working in the service of
civil rights. And so, let's not set the clock back. Let's look past
the differences that divide us, to the shared principles and the
better natures that we have within us. To the civil rights
leadership assembled here today -~ Dorothy, excuse me, I didn't see
you earlier -- and so many -- I'm in real trouble if I single them
out here. Look, I have offered you my hand and my word that,
together, we can and will make America open and equal to all. Now,
this administration is committed to action that is truly affirmative,
positive action in every sense, to strike down all barriers to
advancement of every kind for all people. We will tolerate no
barriers, no bias, no inside tracks, no two-tiered system, and no
rungless ladders. And I'm willing to take the time to make sure that
this is done right, simply because it's worth doing right. Now is
the time, really, to extend a hand to all that are struggling, and to
devote our energies to a broader agenda of empowerment, that all
might join in this new age of freedom.

I am delighted that you all came here. Thank you for
bringing honor to this prestigious Rose Garden, and to paying tribute
to our Commission here in which I have great confidence, and in which

I take great pride.
Thank you all very, very much. (Applause.) Thank you.
END 10:16 A.M. EDT




THE WHITE HOUSE

office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release February 27, 1991

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
IN ANNOUNCEMENT OF OPPORTUNITY ACTION PLAN
TO CIVIC AND CHARITABLE ORGANIZATIONS

The J.W. Marriott Hotel
Washington, D.C.

11:08 A.M. EST

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very, very much. And what a
wonderful reception. And I interpret that, I think properly, the
same way I interpreted the applause at the State of the Union message
-- as strong support for those men and women that are serving our
country overseas. And now the war is almost over, and I think we owe
them a vote of thanks, and I think I heard it right now. So thank
you, Bill, and I'm just delighted to be here.

I want to shift and talk about domestic matters. And
Bill, I couldn't help but glance at this marvelous quilt coming in
here, and I do think that we owe you and all the others in the
association a vote of thanks for following through and, indeed, being
points of light.

I want to salute our Attorney General who is with us
today; our two able Secretaries so concerned also about what we're
talking about today, Secretaries Kemp and Sullivan; Ted Sanders, who
is doing a superb job as our Acting Secretary at Education; and, of
course, my old friend, a man so well-known toc all of you, Bob Woodson
of the Center for Neighborhood Enterprise. You know, it's hard to !
believe that a year has passed since the challenge Bill mentioned,
since I challenged the members of ASAE to channel the tremendous
energy of this organization and transform a nation through community
service. And what a terrific job you've done.

Looking around the room today, peeking, before I came in
here, I see so many familiar faces, so many people that are making a
difference in the lives of others. Every man and woman here believes
in the power of the individual, and is bolstered by the conviction
that America is indeed a land of opportunity. For more than 200
years, America has been the home of free markets and free people.
And there is no question: opportunity in America is the envy of the
entire world.

The story of America has been the story of opportunity. ‘
Throughout our history, we've pioneered the frontiers of liberty for
all humanity. Our Founding Fathers created perhaps the most simple
yet profound document in modern history -- our Constitution and Bill
of Rights. Abraham Lincoln broke forever the chains of human
slavery. The suffrage movement made the promise of democracy a
reality for women. The founders of our public schools unleashed our
national potential through universal education. And by their
struggle for equal rights, the leaders of the civil rights movement
helped bring dignity to the oppressed and disenfranchised. The story
of opportunity in America is the story of Thomas Paine and Frederick
Douglass, Clara Barton, the Wright brothers, Rosa Parks.

But it doesn't end there, with these heroces from our
past. There are the new American heroes of today, many of them in
this room. And they, too, are inspired by pride, integrity, faith in
the dignity of man, and courage -- yes, courage to overcome the odds.
It's called leadership by example -~ and it's made America the
world's great beacon of freedom.

MORE
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These modern visionaries are the ones that are making
history -- propelling us into the next American century.

Theirs is a movement -- it's more than 200 years old --
as old as the Declaration of Independence -- a movement defined by
what Jefferson called "the American mind" and what I've been calling
"the American idea." It continues to sweep our country today with a
vigor as strong as ever. 1It's a vision driven by the strength and
power of the American Dream.

And I share that vision -- for what is the American Dreanm
if it isn't wanting to be part of something larger than ourselves?
If it isn't creating a better life for our children than we might
have had? If it isn't the freedom to take command of our future?

For most people, these aspirations mean enjoying the
blessings of good health or having a home to call one's own, or
raising a family, holding a stake in the community, feeling secure -~
secure at home or in our neighborhood.

But for others, sadly, America has not yet fulfiled the
promise of equality of opportunity. We know who they are: They're
the hopeless and the homeless, the friendless and the fearful, the
unemployed_and the underemployed, the ones who can't read, the ones
who can't write. They are the ones who don't believe that they will
ever share in the American Dream.

I'm here to tell any American for whom hope lies dormant:
We will not forget you. We will not forget those who have not yet
shared in the American Dream. We must offer them hope. But we must
guarantee them opportunity.

It's been said, "Hope is a waking dream." That awakening
begins with learning, understanding the power and potential of
individual effort, developing a skill, and with it, independence,
earning a living, with dignity and personal growth. More skills mean
more freedom -- more options for even greater opportunity.

Today, our administration is proposing an agenda to
expand opportunity and choice for all. It involves more than six
major initiatives across the scope of our entire government:
restoring gquality education, ensuring crime-free neighborhoods,
strengthening civil and legal rights for all, creating jobs and new
businesses, expanding access to homeownership, and allowing
localities a greater share of responsibility. In its entirety, I
believe it represents one of the most far-reaching efforts in decades
to unleash the talents of every citizen in America.

In several weeks, I will have legislation to enact this
agenda on the desk of every congressman. The administration's
Educational Excellence proposals, by way of example, will put choice

in the hands of students and parents -- so that they can choose the
best school to attend. Our higher education system is clearly,
unquestionably, the finest in the world -- creative, innovative and

highly competitive. From the G.I. Bill to Pell Grants, college
students already have the power to choose. And now it's time that
our education system, all of it, became the finest in the world.

We're also proposing education reforms to build
flexibility and accountability into our school systems. We've seen
what education reform can do, from East L.A. to East Harlem. We're
encouraging governors to bring together teachers, parents and
administrators to work together to meet the needs of all students.

We must cut the dropout rate and ensure that every student in America
arrives at school ready to learn, and graduates ready to work.

For some time now, the administration has called for the
restructuring of American education. We've got to raise our
expectations for our students and our schools. But if we're going to
ask more of them, it wouldn't be fair to tie the hands of the
teachers and principals -- particularly those who make a difference.
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We need responsive schools -- customer-driven ones, if you will.
Schools that are more market-oriented, and performance-based, because
it's time we recognize that competition can spur excellence in our
schools. Choice is the catalyst for change, the fundamental reform
that drives forward all others. These ideas will stir us and guide
us toward meeting the national education goals the governors and I
set up after that famous Education Summit -- because we can't expect
to remain a first-class economy if we settle for second-class
schools.

Millions of jobs await America's graduates in the coming
years. But to fill those jobs, entrepreneurs will look increasingly
to America's minorities: blacks, Hispanics and Asians, and to people
just entering the economic mainstream, workers with disabilities, and
mothers who have chosen to work outside the home. The majority of
those jobs are_safer, are cleaner, higher skilled, better paying
jobs. And they will go to the ones who have what it takes -- a
quality education.

Everyone knows the best education takes place in a safe,
drug-free environment. It is difficult for children to learn if
there's violence in the classroom. Or crime out in the schoolyard.
Or drug pushers along the way home. And older students and workers
find it hard to attend night school or put in late hours at the
office because of the danger that darkness brings, especially in
crime-ridden neighborhoods.

Low-income Americans are the ones more likely to be
intimidated by crime, less likely to be able to take advantage of
opportunities that may be across town or even just around the corner.
They're the ones defending themselves and their families from the
drug dealers and muggers down the hall or down the street. And
they're the ones who need opportunity the most.

It is in their name that this battle for the streets of
our cities must be waged. The thugs and the gangs and the drug
kingpins should be the casualties of this war. Our tactics:
mandatory sentences for using a firearm in a violent crime,
strengthened protection against sex crimes and child abuse, tough
prosecutors, courts that mete out equal justice, swiftly and surely,
a prison system that is up to the job. And finally, our strategy
must include an unequivocal commitment to our young people. There
are meaningful and adventurous alternatives to a life of crime.

And it starts with education, a neighborhood that's safe and secure.

Opportunity is built on these foundations, but the door
is opened by one thing -~ a job. Every American who wants a job
should be able to get one. Of course, vestiges of the past remain.
Bigotry and discrimination, regrettably, still do exist. But we have
povwerful legal tools for eliminating discrimination. And remember,
the legal guarantees of equality of opportunity are largely in place:
Brown vs. the Board of Education, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, the Fair Housing Acts of both 1968 and
1988, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 19%0.

To assure that every American enjoys the equality of
opportunity and access, I am determined to continue the vigorous
enforcement of these and .of all our civil rights laws.

And where our laws need improvement, I am committed to
refining them. We will soon introduce legislation with strong new
remedies to protect women from sexual harassment and minorities from
racial prejudice in the workplace. And I call on the Congress to act
promptly on this important initiative.

But legislation that only creates a lawyer's bonanza
helps no one. We all know where opportunity really begins. It
begins, as I said above, it begins with a job.

In our hardest hit urban and rural areas our enterprise
zone proposal will create new small businesses. We're providing new
incentives for employers to hire more workers, by eliminating the
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capital gains tax on businesses in these areas, and attracting more
seed caplital. Our proposals mean economic growth, more minority
antrepreneurs and most importantly, again, jobs.

The American dream also means choosing where to live ang,
for many working people, owning a home someday. We're offering
public housing residents not only control and management of their own
community, but for the first time, access to home ownership and
private property to gain a stake in their communities. We've asked
the Congress to provide much-needed funding for the HOPE program in
1991, to make this opportunity a reality in our inner cities this
year. And we're proposing that Americans be allowed to use the money
from their IRAs to buy their first home. These initiatives will
bring us closer to our goal of one million new homeowners by 1992.

You know, there's something reassuring about becoming a
part of a neighborhood, a community that pulls together in times of
crisis, that looks out for one another. Each community in America is
different, and its residents know best how to take care of each
other, what the best options are for programs and services for those
who need a hand. And so we're proposing to allow communities to
restructure programs at the local level.

Our strength as a nation lies in the strength of our
communities, the sum of our neighborhoods and families, our hopes and
dreams for the future. This is our administration's agenda for
opportunity. It begins in the heart of every person who believes in
freedom and lives on in the American Dream. Every man and woman in
this room shares its vision. The great poet, Carl Sandburg, put it
this way: '"nothing happens unless first a dream." Our mandate is to
make the dream a reality.

We face a new century, a new American century. Half a
world away, our allied troops face a defining moment in the new world
order. And they are succeeding in their battle because each and
every one of them possesses a pride in their country, integrity in
their cause and courage in their heart.

Our troops will be home soon -- coming home to a grateful
nation. And I want to ensure that their return is to a land of equal
opportunity. And just as they have stood to safeguard our freedom =--
the world's freedom -- let us stand with pride, integrity and courage
in our hearts and expand the freedoms of all Americans. It's up to
each of us to secure the triumph of "the American idea." And that
idea is opportunity.

With God's help and yours, we will succeed. Thank you
all very much. And may God bless our troops, and may God bless the
United States of America. (Applause.)

END 11:30 A.M. EST
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SPORTS

flos Angeles Jimes

IGHLIGHTS

¥, 41 Paclfic-Ocean

SRR

NTER OLYMPICS: Na-
9, Japan, was awarded the
3 Winter Games 1n a close
vole over Salt Lake City,
h It didn't help the Ameri-
city that Atlanta was al-
ly set to play host to the
i Summer Games C2

OPEN: Payne Stewart and
Simpson emerged from the
swept third round tied for the
at Hazeltune National Golf
They lead Scott Hoch and
'rice by four strokes Ct

AMURRAY: No matter what
18 the rest of the way, the
US Open 1s gomng to be
bered for a real tragedy, the
ng that struck at No 11,
aspectator C1

{ERS LOSE: The Dodgers
for three runs m the eighth,
jrett Butler led off the mmnth
« single and stole second but
randed there in a 5-4 loss to
us C1

HIS FORM: Chuck Finley,
to become the Amecrican
‘e’s first 11-game winnet,

!
i
|
I
|

P50 US.OPEN; . ¢

JIMMURRAY
The Memories
Won’t Be Good

CHASKA Minn —A US Open 1s remembered for

manv things—Tom Watson chipping in out of
knee-high 1ough at Pebble in 1982, Hogan grimiy

stalking his field to an Open scoring recoird at Riviera in
*48, Palmer scattering his field with a wild 65 at Cherry
Hills n "60, Ventur: staggering his way thiough the heat
at Congressiondl in ‘64 to drop his club at 18 and whisper
“My God' I've won the Open'” while doctors rushed to
his side

A “disaster” 1 a double bogey at 18, a ball n the water
at 12 a four-putt at 16 A “tragedy” 1s Sam Sncad's
blowup at Spring Mill ain 39, Palmer thiowing away
seven shots in the last mne holes at Olympic in ‘66,
Hogan snap-hooking his fifth Open championship in the
rough at Olvmpic n 55

Well, this Open will he remembered not for hyperbol-
ic locker-toom-definition tragedy but for a real trage-
dy—an clectrocution on No 11, a collapsing grandstand
bhehind the nith green, five people felled by hghtmng
and possible futur e mfiimities the doctors can only guess
at

Reuters

Co-leader Scott Simpson shot 72 Saturday.

Leaders

Player

Scott Simpson
Payne Stewart
Nick Price
Scott Hoch
Brian Kamm
fred Couples
Nolan Henke
Hale frwin
Rick Fehr
Craig Parry
Sandy Lyle

Score
70-68 72—210
67 70-73—210
746971214
69 71-74—214
69-73-73—215
70 70 75—215
67-71-77—215
71-75 70216
74 69-713—216
70-73-73—216
72-70-74—216

Bye-Bye Birdies
as an I11 Wind
Hits Hazeltine

m Golf: Stewart, Simpson are four shots
ahead of the field. Only two bieak par and
[rwin’s 70 is low score of the day.

By MAL TLORENCE
TIMES STATT WRITIR

CHASKA, Minn —Payne Stewait said that the Hazel- |
tine National Golf Club showed all of 1ts teeth Saturday J
n the thund round of the U'S Open |

Stewart was referring to the wind which was gusting |
from 15to 25 m p h and testing all of the field |

Stewart, who led by one shot after 36 holes, emerged |
fiom the wmd tunnel tied for the lead with Scolt
Simpson, the former USC standout [

It1s fowr strohes back to Nick Price and Scott Hochas !
Corey Pavin and Nolan Henke, who were only one shot ¢
behind Stewartafter Friday's round, were blown away )

Stewait shot a one-over-par 73, and Simpson had a |
round of par-72 for a 54-hole total of 210 wiv under {

Only two players m the freld of 65 had sub par tounds |

Please see OPEN, Ct0

/

This has been a star-crossed tournamept froy the
Please see M, MCII

\

\
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B Angels: He gives up six 't
hits and seven tuns i '
two-thirds of an mning as :
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Martinez
§ Runs Out
of Runs

; m Dodgers: Pitchet
. docsn’t get his usual
support and ratlv comes
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d Scott Hoch and
»ur strokes C1

’; No matter what
st of the way, the
‘n 18 gomg to be
r a real tragedy, the
struck at No 11,
or.C1

)SE: The Dodgers
2 runs 1n the eighth,
ler led off the minth
nd stole second but
here m a 5-4 loss to

RM: Chuck Finley,
ome the American

. 11-game ‘'winner,
s and seven.runs i .
anfmning as fthe
iosﬁ?n, 13.3.Ct

DIES: A.B. (Happy)
0 as commissioner
ite haseball. in 1947,
ct Yo

The U.S. doubles
Leach and Jim Pugh
n’s Emilio Sanchez
al to give the Amer1-
mountable 3-0 lead
1 1nto the semifinals
ny, C1

TORY: Terdema L.
education to escape
f Watts and later
aw-office experience
ent position as the
of the Continental
n.C1

TACT: Carl Lews’
Jump winning streak
to an end, but he
t 4%4 nches on his
to beat Mike Powell
ch.C2

: Kid Akeem Anifo-
zollapsed in the ring
12-round decision to
itamweight champion
13, was hospitahized in
1on with a blood clot
]

1€
Jodgers 4 Ct
Chicago 2

co 4, Pittsburgh 0
, Pmladelphia 1

, Houston 0
Atlanta 0

gue
.ngels 3C1
Toronto 4
3, Oakland 4 (1st)
Milwaukee 3 (2nd)
1,Cleveland 7
5, Chicago 3
w York 3
detroit 2

ing C2

C3
Tt C4
5s Newhan C6
rrence C10

Laugher )

No Joke
to Finley

= Angels: He gives up six
hits and seven runs in
two-thirds of an inning as
the Red Sox coast to a
13-3'victory at Fenway.

By HELENE ELLIOTT
TIMLS STAFE WRITIR

BOSTON—He repeated the
phrase, almost like a chant

“Baseball 1s a funny game,”
Chuck Finley said, over and over,
but at no tipe was he smiling

- Finley’s attempt to become the

first 11-game winner in the major
leagues ended quickly Saturday
as the Red Sox battered him for
six hits and seven runs in two-
thirds of an mnmng en route to a
13-3 victory Saturday at Fenway
Park.

“I know I'm going to have one
or two of these days a year, but I
didn’t think mine would be this
bad,” Finley (10-3) said after the
briefest start he ever has had
without an mjury He left after
two-thirds of an inning at Kansas
City on Aug 21, 1989, because of
a toe njury he had suffered while
warming up

“I'm healthy and everything I
Just made bad pitches,” Finley
said. “What I feel bad about 1s
putting our team n a hole like
that. It's tough enough to win on
theroadasitis”

‘Winnming anywhere has become
tough for the Angels, who have
lost three consecutive games and
six of eight to fall 3% games
behind the Oakland Athletics

The Red Sox, whose seven-run
seventh mnning Friday was the
most productive by an opponent,
duplicated that n the first inning
Saturday Their 16 hits equaled
the most given up by the Angels

Please see ANGELS, C6

Martin

Terdema Ussery, new commissioner of the Continental Basketball Assn , in his Denver office.

A Quick
Study
In Success

After a Brilliant
Academic Career,
Watts’ Terdema Ussery
Becomes Head of CBA

Runs C
of Run

m Dodgers: Pitcher
doesn’t get his usual
support and rally c«
up short against the
Cardinals, 54.

By ALAN DROOZ
TIMES STAFF WRITER

Ramon Martinez, wht
to a surplus of runs °
pitches, didn’t get quitc
Saturday might as the
lost to the St. Lows (
5-4

The Dodgers average
n Martnez's starts, |
were below average fo
the game Saturday ?
who was bidding to be
i National League's first
covTTeg winner and had never |
Cardinals, opened the
striking out the first t!
ters

By MIKE DOWNEY
TIMES STAFT WRITER

But he left after seve
on the short end of a
and took the loss to fail

erdema L Ussery II—they call him “T"'— vicum of rare lack of !

I went hunting for the man who shot his the Dodgers left mine me
father He had no 1dea what he would do 1f and left the bases loades

he found him His law degree from Califorma and some timely Cardina
couldn’t help him now Nor his undergraduate “I feel good, I had g
degree from Princeton Nor his master's degree today,” Martinez said: ¥}

from Harvard No, this was strictly street stuff R
This was one part of his Watts background that T opportunities to"get- 5
couldn’t shake Somebody gets you, you get and dudn’t score.” >z /-

them

The cops had closed the case Said there was
nothing more they could do Said bad things
happened 1n bad neighborhoods Suggested T pry
his father out of there, move him someplace else

But nothing doing Neighbors and friends had
depended on the hittle Country Farms grocery for
so long The store meant the world to T’s father
That’s why he saved up every penny he could
untl he could buy the place, go into business for

keep ‘em close, we:

In fact, Martnez

Please see USSERY, C16

Chandler, 92, Dies;
Aided Integration

W Baseball: As commissioner in 1947, he
stood up to owners and allowed Robinson to
become major league’s first black player.

From Times Wire Services

VERSAILLES, Ky —AB (Happy) Chandler, former
governor of Kentucky, US senator and the baseball
commissioner who helped end segregation in the sport,

died Saturday at 92

“Happy was somebody I loved hike my own fathe1,” said
another former commissioner, Bowie Kuhn “He was as
fina and mamnrabla 4 perenn as the pame over produced

. Jup: Doubles victory gives

" Davzllfr:s an insurmountable 3-0 lead

) setting up semifinal with Germar

Spy
TIM KAWAKAMI
T™MES STAIT WRITER
NEWPORT, R1—Pete Sampras, Andre ?tgh(
Courter and Michael Chang were right, eveni
exactly endear themselves to the cause of Ame‘:\c
1n the process The Umited States «\indn L need the
Spawn 1in the Davis Cup quat terfinals i
pWh\lc the new American hit-makers declinc
tenme 1n nlay Davis Cup and lnSlC'E‘IEi '.spent the:

Uhndan t
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The Day in Sports

Nhat's in a Name
ormer nicknames of the v
oston Red Sox
Boston Americans
Boston Puritans
Boston Pligrims 3
Boston Plymouth Rocks
Boston Speed Boys
e Red Sox became thelr nickname in 1907
surca. The Dickson Baseball Dictionary

PORTSTATS
\

Los Angeles Times
SEBALL :
MATEUR DRAFT Ferguson {5 Diewa] thp Mo Hamiton (18

nd 3nd Other Selected West Coast ﬁman )Fhll 1 le: 1t I'eum(l;s WS Jisn
hers (Fontnd 1) Ty Doun(as O Nedl (i
Cholces Listed Alphabatically Poly SI0) of Eduwido Piyan (F wlax Hy) wf
ANTA -Jason Cash (Newbury Park HS) Jefl Sommer (Moo wk Collevey 1 Brian
ayne Fowdor (CS Long Beach) rp | 5053 (YuLup Hs) il Jon Vatati (Bakersteld
Hendacks (Taft HS) of M-kc Kelly | Highland HS} mf Jrson Vinheerde (tiseniiow
St) of Javier Ras (LACC) of e 1) ¢ Fric Wite (8t 5 Anton | ollege)
TIMCRE _ Glenn Coleman 1cmlege of | f Shavn Wills (ULLA} of Suotl Wuifny
en) of Shawn Curman (Corana HS) ¢ | (Rwersute Puly H5) mf
usm (la Serna HS) m, Steve Firisch NHW YORK MLIS  Rndall Custis (Reer
Coflegel, thp Joel Franki (Corona | sl (/) of Aunino raminier (Hasthone
np Mk Santh (USC) of Troy Tallmsn | HS} of Juifory Henderson (Lokden Wist
Colleue) ahp  kok His (Cingon Country
mu —Joe Caruso fLoyota Manymounty | Caiyon Hs} s Mk Wit (S M 0s Hy
Ciccarella (Loyola Miymaunt) 1 | of
Ateberg (Washington St) ¢ Doniy NEW YORK YANKIES Steve Anderson
oway HS) of Cesar Martines (Chula | (S Jose St) il Duiwis Bui wk (Oklahoma
o Inp Axon Sele (Washinglon St} | St thy Andy ( 10hn (LS Long Beichy ip
Mo € ontrwes (Citws Coliege) thp Miciviel
AGO CUBS -jonthan Cometus | Culler (@range Caist talloy) mp Adiinerta
Oak HS) of, Sean Dnnkwaler (Cypress | Mwtinez (Chul Vista Maon ) 1h ¢ Mihel
nl Rudy Gomez (C3l Baptist] mf 1 Muncy (Cinmaallo 1Sy wif Rex Prtchind (Winlte
soneyhan (Mammoth HS) waf Michiel | er Clurstiaa i1S) il John Quintcll ¢ 31 Stie) ¢
02002 St) of Michetl Root (Chats | Dawd Rentena (fnerside CO) il Mt
1) inf Dawd Skecis (Thousand Oaks | Winche ster (Long Beach (¢ 1n
e Szczepanske (Cal Baplist) thp Sleve OALAND  Jin Bonds (UCER) thp {1k
\CS Long Beach) dhp, Hector fandad | Camspe Il (PIS11 101} 190l Ba nt € domson
1) +hp Scott Weiss (Staniord) 1hp {CS Leng Beach) of Lanothy Doyl {1y Lo
AGO WHITF SOX @uan Bochanger | Angoles) tap Tbd In cun (Ausutd) sy Joit
135 Vegas) thp Mike Call (Washing | Light (St wiont) e 0mon Mashse {Aizona)
Malt $iaitsbaugh (LS Fulleton) ¢ 1 of Tehmt Mo des 15 010 Mis Mos Ho)

rtson (USC) of of Thamss Mo, Sk 3] lp M
INNATI fsaac Burton (Washington | Rossiar (Bum inia B b, 151 mp Due,
Srolt Dodd (Anzona St) tnp M Wl 1 (Poiland S 1 A‘ Mot (UA) of

(Catfona) € Damon Monlgomery | Jason Waad 111 <o St } i

15) ot Dwrell Reed (Katella HS) thp PHILADLPIIIL St sra Afow (Pt e
e (Santa Clara) thp Col'egn) « Bt Bl (St Jatus Booro HY) it
ELAND -Scotl Shaits (5 Nor | Atron Fifsants (Ont i ) of A%« Lnim
thehp Rohed Shonvood (Buhank | {1 sthomie HS) « Pl orsler P st iy 1
+HS) © Gy Tatterson (Awana SU) | James Giwiliney (R1ncno St (el o)
¥ Vigo (CS Northndge) mf T 3 Heokrt fA Loma Hs) sap Dor il
DI ~Tonrk Brock (Hawthome HS) of [ (Wes ke 1S} 1np Wiy knnson (¢ omptan
tonson (Nore Vista HS) hp Thoms | Colley ) of M atain Labiks (Ansuy S) of
Aission College) of Robert Hughes | John L sehutt (18 Jund i 145} of Amdre v Mutn
dege) ¢ Wrdell Manne (Moo ik | (Thn M astur s) it A1t M Faney (A Pory
+ Ennque Matinez (Loliege of the | HY) il Andic v Sullce €1 remom Muod) T
of Toby MeFarand (Riverside CL) Thp | Kewin Stecker (8 awteminf £ nd T g
i (Roling Hils HS) inf Cluke Rea | kins (rsenlia o Moy o Dy Tokts i
1) ¢ John Reud (Stanford) hp Mak | (U TA} of paiwn Wion it U5l o Jeiy

yola M yymiount) of Wt ther 1 Poly 115) of
TN Jymine Adams (Riversude CC) PITSBURGH. (e Cumons han (1 n
pher Boones (Brea HS) ¢ Lowp | caster Ho) of Cain Hindds (41 iton HS) of
3 etor Valley HS) Ihp Janes Dws | Ja.ob © aynic {0 Teugo M) «

Marion Gardunera (Mission ST LOUIS Atke Bush, (Ramny 1) ihp

! Bnm Hollmy (San Dlego St) thp | Curt ¢ wheat (I ~sule (0} mf St e Com
son (Mater Dei HS) hp Michael | (Nevida 175 Vepas) o DI Cholo sky it hfor
nw:ockcnllcgc) dip Matthe vMafler | ma) mr Darel Dok (Luyoin Moty inf
Mls Ho) ¢ 10, Alfonso Montoya (S0 | Tim De tudsse (Ut Sta Buh ) dip Antowe
1 of James Mouton (SL Mary s) of Henry (Whimemant 1) of Disen iy (Ao
wphy (USIL} ¢ Donald Qisen (Fuller | aa) v Scott Lonw sher (UG S a1 By gt
Tory Pructt (€1 Camino Coltege) | shy Tnomas Mukmmun (48 Jontw 1) i
1 Reed {E1 Capdan HS) Mp Joo | £nc Moty oyt A wymonnty of b e,
Ivme) thp Donaid Suth (Oringie | Twest (ke rsliohd Hig ntaed 1) ¢
'ge) ahp David Verara (Westminster st ¢ B ng
fevin Webh (Laliforid) wf Bryant | no Car'epe) of ) aald Reunlice 1% Sty
Cirne) 1h Buhun of D wb \donza st i B o
S CIY  Tray Babbill (Cypress Cot HS) ¢ Dok Van an gy w b Mo 3Gk g
fichael Bovee (5o D1cyo My Mest | of Aallony Wil n ([ wt men Tt il
had Bumpgamer (Patay Desnd HS} SANERANCISUGD Koo th Lot oniind
wilo (Southwesten Colfeie] 1D | S1) ot G Lo flant i1 tay by Fone iy
adior (Burbank HS) Mmp Mike Fyhre | Hondowsen (v Jose ST of Mo byl

1 Trenlon Hauswth (Coliepe of the [ (Cyprrss Calless ) i s By or (Al
Angel Mackas (€15t LA Coliege) thp | cartira ba) iy D1a1 0,112 (5 matb Do i
tchett (Rio Mesa Ho) 1D Edpy Ota | HS) wl D gl giaverude (1) of

4 HS) thp James Remnerker (Noith Douplis Vamd e o (Fov ity £ Vo)
1 Poul Sandess (Oregon S1) ¢ Jett | hp Tiunnan Silloms (6 105y ot 115) ot
£0S1) thp Bran Teelers (Bakers | Do Witteke {Ports ind 1} ddy

‘e) of Rodney Willams (Piimdale SCAVIE  Tomeny Ad s (Anma Sty of
Todd € ady ((wossimont H5) © Cowp Uylon
UKFE -Pl Mcdmto(ﬂouon HS), gsstnumm of Darv i Cox (Victor Valley
o (IISSC) , Aathony Gairiapaia ) of Ilauy rlmcm n (sx Mmy s) o Ch.mes
800 ) H5) nd)
yrone Hill (Yucaipa HS) thp Bobby | g Sew fees |Aumrn 'ﬂ) lip ot Rod wie
!onlﬁ) of Scolt Mmgm (Lompoc (Rucho Santrapo Cullepe) il Ferteiuo Wamner
vires Olavphin (Southweste Cot | (0o wde s of

AUTO  RACING

CART INDY GARS
Detroit Grand Prix
At Detrolt
Today 5 Starting Lineup
Michael Angietly (Nazeth Pa) Loh
Chevy 88721 mph 2 Tmersen Fittipis
{Brvil) Penske Lhevy 87874 3 Rik Mers
(Bhersficld) Panshe Chevy 87451 4 Aue
Luyeiniyly {Notherlonds) Lola Chevy 87 381
5 Mo Andietts (Nvareth Pa) Lol Chevy
87134 1 Scolt Puiett (Dunlin Ohio) Trucs
parts Judd 86712 7 Bubby Rnal (Dublin
Onoj Lol1thewy 85658 8 john Andietty
(nnpons) Loy Chewy 86568 9 Eudie
Chvcwer (Asjen Colo ] Lol Cnevy 8o 49
10 Al Unser Ji (Mbuquerque NM - Lola
Chvy % 347 11 Scalt Brayton (Lokiw ter
Man} LohUinvy 95877 12 Scoft Good
yer (anxdy Lo Judd 85 767 13 Donny
Sul (Aspes Colo ) Lola Atta Romeo
8527
14 Robedo G nio 1S Juan € pistr)
a0l ol Bk B1953 15 Mike Guoif
(Novtardpa) Lota Cowwoth 81025 16 Jeif
Andrette {N3/reth P1) Lol Cosvoith
1521 17 Tony Bettenhansen (Indinapols)
Lol tnevy 81374 18 Hio Matsushita ()3
pan) Lolatosioth 83964 19 A Foyt
{Howsten) 1ol Chesy 83011 20 Buddy
Lanar (vl (oln} Lnla Cosatn 83 133 21
Wily T Bmbs (S Jose) (ol Losnaith
83410 )2 Denns Vital (ft 1audeatile
Fla) Lo Cosworth 33349 23 Guio Dacro
{Italy) Lotz Cosworth 82 118 24 Duder Tireys
(@} Lol Cossoth 82037 25 Jorf
Wood (Wcits Kan) Lol Buck 80744 20
Ted Popps (Los Anyieles} Lold Judd 80 714

SPORTS CARS
Trans Am Senes.
AtDetroit

1 Swtt Shup (0ast Novvak  Conn )
Cunirg Ay 1ps 2 Greg Pukatt {Almo
Caif) Cunua 40 3 Pl Gentilos (L nsine
Mih) Oidy 40 4 Ceore Robmson (Houy
ton Lo 40 5 Ron fellows { ada)*
Mustang 40 Others icnluded 17 Tom oy
Cumel M) Limwo 37 19 Steve Seen
(Ambeuny Ford 33 21 Dam Brisshiekd {Los
Gates Cal() Ohfs 24 26 Les Lidley
{Anabeany Cwnwo 11 31 Boh Pateiy qla
Veney Conotte 2

Winrs seoed 67 200 moh Tuns
1200380 M of oy 5031 5
oty
IMSA GTO GTU Serles
AtNew Qricans

1 Poco Ceol by grc 0 Lolgy M
RCe 30 hps 2 Stave Milen () Passan
300/ b 373 P Halamar (Anwan)
Mudy RU7 304 Jeemy DYl (L)
Nees 1 3007 o 37 5 Dt o (3t te
Cltne Py Riss1n 2105¢ 35 (LTU winner)
Oticrs wehut 13 11 Rohhy Gurdon (Donge)
Ford 3o 13 0o Ropnks faim M
Cabt) dis 021058 35

Wit rsspond 55317 aph

FORMULA ONE
Geand Prix Of Mexica
AtMexico City
Finl Quahfying Leaders

U Riecansn Patrase (I0ly) Wil s
123910 wph 2 hgel Massell (Butwn)
Wiliis 1231723 Ayton Senn (Br )
Mo 1793 1 Jem Al (Fonee)
Fore 19309 5 Gomant Bogser {Austng)
Ml ien 126535 o Nibon Pugiel (Braz)
Benetton 120 516 7 Atun Prost {frince)
Feww 125492 8B Stefano Maden (iiy)
Ty I 123376 9 Robeito Mareno )
Buactton 122 336 10 Owier Gromthing
(Franeel bondametat 121 24

ST0CK CARS
AtVentur Raceway

SIEET MAN (20 Tips) 1 Pl Macin
Oured 2 Dawe Wane Vet 3 Jin
fitan ot Hoomand 4ty Buelt
(€l

MMV 00 s L St Rays
ian )2 Gy Swenson (Weaio)
R e A A A
(Suriuny

At ntun 1673

ALOrnge Show Speedway

SINELE MAIN () s | Mike Miter
(Biritos) 2 Hon Suns It (> Bem o) 3
Wt Bty qeennis) 4 Mie Moyer (Hhgh
land] 5 Towtenee Ben s (o a0 1)

MODIED PONY MAIN (3% ips) 1 Mk
Wit (Jostuiy Tree} ) Chick Bocker 11 (S 10
Buon kol 3 Bl Cottel i)

1 Rob Homsby
(frdka) 2 Ron Mrinda Moead Valey) 3
ono f‘lmlrl\ (Rialto)

Atendmee 3319

USSERY

Continued from C1
himself, be the boss

This was the store where young T got the
news that he had been accepted by Prince-
ton, hopped atop the hquor counter and
scrcamed This was the store where he
would return from an exclusive Ojai boarding
school with his lacrosse stick over his
shoulder, bringing him a razzing from every-
body on the block This was the store caught
amd the summer of '65 Watts riots, when all
a 6-ycar-old understood was that having fire
and gunfire and National Guardsmen around
sure did seem like a lot of fun, like something
out of a Hollywood movie

There were nothing but fond memories
nside thal corner market until the day some
crumb strolled in and put one in T's dad

So he set out to find the guy, got people to
point him out, although they couldn’t be
posttive he was the one T searched every-
where Couldn’t find him anywhere Put
aside the starched white .dress shirt and
power necktie and briefcase that had become
standard equipment 1n the 39th-story office
where he practiced L A law

“What would I have done 1f I had found
the guy?” he asks, four years later, formal
executive attire back n place, lunching n
Sherman Oaks, now one of the ranking black
executives m professional sports “I don’t
know I truly don’t know

“Nothing good ”

o

A tornado was brewmg in Texas, and
hundreds of local basketball lovers were
huddled outside the locked doois of D L
Ligon Coliseum, looking off in the distance at
darhemng skies It was the last week of April
and they were waiting to be let inside for a
game between their hometown Wichita Falls
Texans and the visiing Quad City Thunder
from faraway Rock Island, Ill, for the
championship of the Continental Basketball
Assn, the NBA’s minor league

Terdema L Ussery II tock one look at the
situation upon arriving and sought out a
sccurily guard

“Unlock the doors,” he said “There’s a
tornado conung ”

“Who are you?” the guard asked

“He’s the commussioner,” one of T's aides
said

A1 32, Ussery 1s a take-charge kind of guy
who has taken charge His future scems
unhmited Educated, cloquent, law-degreed,
distingwished no telling how far he
night go Yet the last thing he expected was
to have a future in sports

His specialty 1 the Los Angeles office of
the San Francisco-based firm of Morrison &
Foerster was corporate and entertamment
law The only reason he connected with the
basketball league was that the CBA commis-
sioner who preceded hun was a fellow
member of a constitutionalt rights foundation

Sports? What did T Ussery know of
sports? Oh, sure, guys he knéw from the
neighborhood—David Greenwood, Darrin
Nelson, Roy Hamilton—had been great
Jocks And his dad occasionally took him to

Tos Angele fre

Ussery’s father poses in front of his grocery store, where he was shot four years ago

—
‘I'm not daunted by the prospect
of hard work. Nothing | do from
now on could be any harder than
telling my father | was giving up
my law practice torun a
basketball league.’

TERDEMA USSERY
CBA Commissioner

that the family that owned the corner store
where I's father worked had decided to sell
out, and T's father and a partner had put
together a bid to become the owners It was

from 1t Yet by the time the commissioner’
Job 1tself came his way, even T couldn’t hel
thinking how few of these opportunitic
were afforded minorities, how "1t was alway
that they couldn't find qualified people, o
that thosc people didn’t have any espen
ence " The last thing Ussery had in mind wa
to become some kind of proneer

On Apuil Fools’ Day of this ycar, however
Kaze stepped down as commuissioner, and th
league's board of directors had an immediat
need for a new one Ussery was asked U
serve as acting commissioner, and agreec
Ten days later, he presided over a speciatl
convened owners' meeting in Chicago T
subject of a commusstoner was brodched, an
the owners wanted to discuss it privately
They asked Ussery to leave the room
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Thiough fune 9

POINTS
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2 Rucky R 1802
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4 0wl Wik 1662
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6 Dy Nsson 1637
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Through June 9

POINTS

1 Bobby i [
2 RekMews , 58
3 Al el Anretts 5)
4 Aneluyamlyk 49
5 John Andiette 48
6 AtlnsecJr 42
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9 M Andrelt 316735
10 Fowison hiltip wh 300 136

neighbor hood—David Gieenwood, Darnin
Nelson, Roy Hamilton—had been great
Jjocks And his dad occastonally took him to
UCIL.A to sce Henry Bibby play basketball, or
to USC to see the Juige run with, the foothall,
and even onee to Anaheim beeause Reggie
Smith was in town When T was a kid,
cveryhody on his block partied mto the night
on the day Regge Smuth was called up by
the Boston Red Sox, and he can sull recall
Reggie bringing him an autogr aphed bat

But spoits” As a career’

“I hatle to admit this,” T says, laughmg,
“but 1if my brothers knew my tine in the
40-meter dash, some of them wouldn't speak
tome "

Ussery 1s being somewhat modest, which
1s another of his many assets He did compete
1n athletics at the Thacher boarding school in
Ojai—1ncluding, yes, lacrosse At Princeton
later, he was a walk-on on the football squad
But he was always more comfottable with a
law book than a playbook

At Berkeley, he became executive editor of
the Califorma Law Review, and also extern-
ed under state Supreme Court Justice Allen
E Broussard At Princeton, he carned an
undergraduate degree from the Woodrow
Wilson School of Public and International
Affairs in 1981, graduating with departmen-
tal honors At Haivard, he 1eceived his
master’s from the John F Kennedy School of
Government in 1984 He was no jock

One day, T was a precocious kid from a
poor side of town, attending the Willowbrook
school, fooling around with a trumpet and
drums, hanging around after school at the
corner store where his father clerked, at-
tending the First Church of God n Ingle-
wood and wondering what high school would
be like

Next day, he heard about this private
school m Oja1 that sounded like paradise He
knew he had the brans to get in and get by
He just didn’t know if he had what else it
would take

“We checked 1t out, and tuition was
$4,000,” Ussery recalls “My father saud,
‘Well, that's that I'm sorry, but that 1s no
option’ "

T was not discouraged He applied any-
way

Not long thereafter, he found hus father, as
always, at the store T had hcard back from
the boarding school

“Full scholarship,” he said

It was hike Reggle being called up to the
majors That autumn, T packed his bag and
took the two-hour ride to Qjai

It would be six weeks before he would
return home for a visit, at which time he told
his mother, Jean, and his father all about the
place How there were 223 students—six of
them black How there were 223 students—
none of them female How the majority of
students were wealthy How some of them
looked at him as though he had just dropped
m from Mars How part of every student’s
day involved taking care of his horse

“Sometimes, I had this fantasy 1 would
ride my horse nto Watts with my lacrosse
stick over my shoulder Ask everybody over
for a cup of tea Say ‘How do you do” I am
Terdema L Ussery, Esqure.’ Quite the
country squire " .

Back home, meantime, the big news was

where s lather workeed had aceiaod o so
out, and 1"s father and a partner had puat
together a bid to become the owners It was
hardly a supermarket, hardly bigz business
But 1t was the business, the oparation his dad
knew like the back of hus hand the place
whete, when neatly anybody stepped np to
the cash register, his father conld cddl him o
her by name
Neatly anybody

8]

“Yahima’”

Bob Wilson had bought the Topeha Si7-
zlers and wanted to move them to Yakuna

“Yakmma?" Terdema Ussery remembers
thinking at the tume “T know Topeka sn't
exactly New York City, but why would
anybody want to move any thing to Yahuma?”'

He soon found out Bob Wilson knew what
he was doing Wilson, too, wa-n't figuring on
a career i mmot league professional hasket-
ball back when he was practicng law
California, getting his degiee m socal sai-
ences from Cal Poly San Lws Obispo,
teaching the educationally handicapped o
being elected to the Cahfornta State Assem-
bly and State Senate But Yakima Wash,
was a super place, he convinced the new
deputy commussionet, for a CIBA team to play
ball

“One of the most pleasant surprises smce 1
became commuissioner of this league has been
discovering Yakima,” Ussery says “Thev've
got about 89,000 people up there, and about
79,000 of them support the Yakima Sun
Kings”

No, 1t 1s not the NBA, not by a long shot
Nobody has to remind Ussery of that What
the CBA 1s, or at least how the commissionet
now thinks of 1t, 1s “‘the second-best basket-
ball league 1n the world,” superior, in many
minds, to the best of the European leagues,
where some American collegiate stars
choose to go

Ussery wishes to remind them that it was
the CBA that ushered Tetry Teagle, Kevin
Gamble, Tony Campbell, Michael Adams,
Michael Wilhams, Craig Ehlo, Marie Ele,
Rod Higgins and so many otheirs into the
NBA, that Phil Jackson went from five years
of coaching the Albany Patroons to coaching
the NBA champion Chicago Bulls

OK, so no movie stars mahke advertise-
ments saying “CBA action' It's fantastic!”
Theie 1s still some excellent basketball being
played there And, there 1s defnite oppor tu-
mty for advancement

After Irv Kaze, the commussionet, had
encountered Terdema Ussery II at one of
their meetings of the constitutional 11ghts
foundation, he asked him o esploie the
possibility of becoming the CBA's deputy
commussioner and general legal counsel

Curiosity overwhelmed Ussety 'I's law
partners were understanding about his deci-
sion, but he doubted they understood, since
he barely did himself The pay was less The
league’s headquarters were m Denver Iis
wife, Debra, and infant son, Terdema III,
would have to move to Colorado, where they
knew nobody And for what? For a mnor
basketball league?

Every cell of Ussery's bram and fiber of
his body rejected the notion as frivolous, and
fought to keep a racial clement far removed

the owners wanted Lo discuss it p
I'hey ashed Ussery Lo leave the room

Ben Pernandes, one of the owner
Albany franchise, brought him back

ol vou'll take at, I'd be p
muoduce you o5 the new commiss
the CBA,” Fernandez said

Whereupon everyone m the 1oon
e tssery anovation

Accolades came his way unmedta
Magazine proctamed Ussery “the
ranking Black m protessional spor
quamtances came by to tease ' that
Just the fust step, that someday h
swceeed David Stern as NBA comm
that the sky was the limit He simply
that off and wondered if withina ye.
he would be bach where he felt
home, making multimithon-dollar re
deals

The workload wouldn't be cas)y
were squabbles with European leag
conliractual  arrangements to sett
CBA s agrecement with the NBA wo
to be updated soon San Jose’s franc
moving to Bakersfield, and the te.
Pensacola, Fla, was packing up for }
ham, Ala The league needed contint
TV networhs had to be convine
bashetball teams 1epresenting Ceda
o1 Omaha o1 Oklahoma City o1 Gran
could provide entertainment

“I'm not daunted by the prospect
work,” Ussety says “Nothing I'do f
on could be any harder than tel
father I was giving up my law pract
a basketball lcague

At 60, his father was having a t
enough time dealing with the men
holdup man brandishing a weapon a
even though he had offered no r¢
Thete were months afterward in the
when his father’s whole personality
when T saw his enthusiasm wane,
became so withdiawn that he scar
attention when his son pleaded wit
sell the store

He wouldn’t Customers counted
store for their daily bread

“He decided to be John Wayne ab
said “That store was his fort and nol
going to force him out of there ”

Some people strive to get out of
borhood, some cling to famihar gro
never know who 1s going to move ug
Theire was this tall, skinny kid whe
sit m fiont of the Usserys at First €
God After leaving for school, T d
him for a while Later—much later-
at church, the kid was sitting in frot
only T could no longer see over
head

“Who s that?”" he asked

“You don’t know mm?" his fat
“Blden Campbell He plays for the L.

Now that basketball players of all
sizes are coming up to him to con
him on his recent promotion, Tet
Ussery II, a name to remembe
1emember to rtemember their names

“After all, I'm 1n basketball now,’
laughing agam “Which 1s probably
disappointment to my dad, who
expecting me to become Presider
United States.”
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TO?

SUBJECT:

@5-/31.81 12:16 OMB LRD/ESGG

a2

C?%é;c~@a961

LRM #I-705

RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMCRANDUM

GERRI RATLIFF
Office of Management and Budget

Fax Numbey: 325-3109
Phone Nunber: 39%5-3454

£- f>57/
9&9720n/ Fga D

e
Aé;é;zzr /Zészf CZ;;UJJQ{

AL 2596

Revised Draft statement of Administration
Policy RE: HR 1, Civil Rights Act of 1991

(Date)
{(Nane)
(Agency)

{Telephone)

Thé following is the response of our agency to your request for
vieéws on the above-captioned subjeoct:

Concur
No objection

No comment

See proposed edits on pages

X Other: &ﬂ woks ALE

2 ELn A/

;7262 AN 50 pes ,24%60 (’qﬁzf _
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views on the above—captioned subiect:
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Concur
No objection
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See pPproposed adlilts on pages

> Othex: _,__é2212hﬁﬁﬁam—4zéd——_~

TRANSMISSION REPORT

THIS DOCUMENT (REDUCED SAMPLE ABOVE)
WAS SENT

*% COUNT *kxk
B 4

*kk SEND *kokok

NG REMOTE STATION I.D. START TIME DURATION ®PAGES COMMENT
1 202 385 3109 6- 3-91 10:03AM 2'58" 4
TOTAL c:02'58" 4

XEROX TELECOPIER 7020

Lo
e e

1

!

1,




FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: KHhite House Counsel

FROM: G.RATLIFF

31~-MAY-18%81 17:31:58

DELIVERY TIME:

DELIVERY NODE: 1, 3M FaxXchange

SESSION: 1 - 9835

PAGES: 6 (including this page)

N




85-31-91 13:16 CMB LRD/ESGG 001

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Washington, D.C. 20503

3 MAY 31 1991 <%
; ;;///
‘ LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM (o

\v4
LRM $1-705

* 1

t
TO: | Legisiative Liaison Officer -

JUSTICE -~ Paul McNulty — 514-2061 - 217
LABOR ~ Robert A. Shapiro ~ 523~8201 -~ 330
EEOC - Janes C. Lafferty - 663-4900 - 213
SBA - Michael P. Forbes - 205-6702 - 315

SUBJECT: Revised Draft Statement of Administration
Policy RE: HR 1, Civil Rights Act of 1991

NOTE: Floor action is expected on H.R. 1 on
Tuesday, June 4 under a modified closed rule with

: nking-of~the~hill" consideration of three
| substitute bills.
5 DEADLINE: COB MAY 31 1991
Office of Management and Budget requests the views of your

Thé

agEnCy on the above subject before advising on its relationship to

the program of the President, in accordance with OMB Circular A-19.
|

Please advise us if this item will affect direct spending or

receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go! provisions of Title

XIEI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

gestlons should be referred to GERRI RATLIFF (395-3454),
th legislative analyst/attorney in this office.

Ydu nay respond to this request for views by: (1) faxing us the
attached response sheet:; (2) if the response is simple (e.qg.,

concur,/no comment), leaving a message with the secretary of the
above-named analyst/attorney:; (3) calling the analyst/attorney;

OT (4) sending us a memo or letter.
. <2 -
Jarazs O fCet by j&u\
;
JAMES J. JUKES for

Assistant Director for
Jlegislative Reference

|

|

!

|

i

ﬁelson Lund

ob Damus

arlanne McGettigan
lolly Williamson
ora Beebe

[ JE B BN

71



|

SR e

8573191 13:16 OMB LRD-ESGG 283

May 31, 1991
(House)

w\{%v\&iB
|
l// SE———

/// H.R, 1 = Civil Rights !
/ in Enployment Act of 1991

/ ‘ (Brocks (D) Texas and 169 others)

/1f H.R. 1 were presented to the President in the form resported by

/ the' House Education and Labor Committee, the Towns-Schroeder

‘

/
/
?

[
i
\
1
|

}
i

\

\

\gggaqnaluoriﬁfn from employment decisions. However,

gubstitute, or the Brooks-Fish substitute, the President's senior
advisers would recommend a veto. g;fiqu*&mﬂk

b . N ’d
B 6}‘::‘ &Q?.,A.f\d’)

!
Firet, civil rights legislation must operate to obliterate
consideration of factors such as race, color, religion, sex, or

dra?%ed would) force employers to adopt quotas and unfair

preferences. / Unlese an employer's bottom-line numbers are
Heorrect,” he or she will almost certainly face lawsuits in which
a guccessful defense will be virtually impossible. If a suit is
brought and a sweetheart deal is strucﬁ(E§§E€Ibn~q>would then
ingulate unlawful quotas from challengé' in court. &And

i

will subject plaintiffs unsuccessfully challenging quota @
setitlements to attorney feas, even where their challenge was not

fr;szs&uLJuxi;gggzgggﬁght in good faith.
us pures L wpat § et

{

N

9%“?

By making it virtually impossible for an employer to prevail,
egtien~4 also violates another principle stated by the
Prasident: any bill must reflect the fundamental principles of
fajrness that apply throughout our legal system. In addition,

‘Xt Feegion—6 would encourage the settlement of certain cases at the

€

A

expénee of innocent non-parties; close the courts to many

ceurt-ordered remedies, and conciliation agreements from the

neutral application of the bill's other provisions.

individuals whose civil rights have been violated: a?d insulate
L ent_decrees that impose guotas from appropriate judicia s o
d?%i;/>§é$iew. Similarly, Seepion-13 wouldfshleld affirmative action, Q*ﬁ"AA

Third, a civil rights bill should deter workplacs
it/ nust do so in a manner thzgg;g raasonable and does not progduce

a windfall for lawyers. Sectffom§ would provide for jury trials
and the award of unlimited confpensatory and punitive damages in
all Title VII disparate treatment cases, This would radically
transform the employment provisions of the Civil Rights Act by
unflermining its carefully balanced system of mediation and

L




intentional discrimination.
it 5T i
T a st ion'as P o Lo

B5-31/91 13:17 OMB LRD/ESGG 824
- |
sw ¥
e ,
con¢iliation. This) system would be scrapped and replaced with a
nev; eystem modeled on our Nagion'i tort litigation «=- w is
) (widely recognized to be in crisis. :
' & Feerrod) et~
leed, H.R. 1)1s even worse than the bill vetoed last year. For
nstance, H+R:"3* does not include the(limlt on the amount ot —

damages that may be awarded for cases of intentional
dis¢rimination included in last year's bill, To give another
example, under H.R. 1, an employee would only have to identify
specific employment practices that result in a disparate impact
1f the court finds that the employee can identify the practices
from reascnably available information. (Last yvear's bill
regqitired this identification unless the court found that the
enployer deatroyed, concealed, refused to produce, or failed to
Xeep records necessary to make that showing.)

The| Administration also believes that the protections of Title
VII' should be extended to employees of Congress in a meaningful
wayi, which necessarily includes redress in the courts. It is
fundamentally unfair to allow an employer to be the judge of its
ownfcama.

Other provisions are also objectionable, including: i1ll-advised
rules on attorney's fees; an unclear provision affecting "mixed
motive" discrimination cases; unconstitutional retroactivity
provisions; unreasonable new statutes of limitations; and an

imp&oper rule of censtruction.

i g=-5chro r sSubstitute

Tha Towns-Schroeder substitute is similar in many respects to the
Brooks-Fish substitute, but is even more objectionable. It would
promote expensive and prolonged litigation by allowing
awarda of both compensatory and punitive damages in sag

|
The Administration's proposal (the Michel substitute) would
strengthen our Nation's civil rights laws without
ingtitutionalizing reverse discrimination or subjecting American
buginesses and the victinms of discrimination alike to endless and
coatly litigation, Like H.R. 1, the Administration's proposal
would overturn the Lorance and Patterson decisions, and would
place on the employer the burden of proving the business
necessity (as defined by past Supreme Court decisions) of an
employment practice that has a disparate impact on a class of
workers, The Administration's proposal also makes available new
monetary remedies, with a $150,000 cap, for victime of harassment
in| the workplace. In sum, the Administration's bill achieves
avery legitimate end of H.R., 1. These important new protections
for American employers should not be held hostage for measures
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that will produce guotas, disproportionately disadvantage small
andrmadiumwsized busineszes, and unduly enrich the plaintiffae’

bar|

The| Brooks-Fish Substitute

The!| Brooks-Fish substitufe fails to address the—Presidentis—

concerns he)expressed/in vetoing similar legislation in the last
'%he language in the amendment purporting to prohibit

Congreas.
gquotas would endorse racial preferences, not eliminate them. 1In
addjition, the proposed definition of business necessity would

impese a significantly more onerous burden on employers than the
“stafidard contained in)the Administration's bill. Moreover, the

gubstitute dEEé%notweagLcompensatory damages in cases of

/int ntional distriminationy Other amendments amount to only
cospetic changes which fall far short of rendering the substitute

acceptable. e
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The Honorable John H. Sununu

Chief of the staff to the President
First Floor, West Wing

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Governor:

This purpose of this letter is to urge that you not accept the
compromise "business necessity" language offered by Senator
Danfeorth in his letters to you of June 19 & 20. Boyden Grey
forwarded copies of those letters to me because of the Senator’s
reference to the EEOC testing guidelines and I am taking the
liberty of advising you on this eritical national issue of mutual
concern.

In proposing a compromise definition of "business necessity,"
Senator Danforth quoted the following language from the 1871
Supreme Court Griggs v. Duke Power Cg. decision:

The Commission accordingly interprets ‘professionally
developed ability test’ to mean a test which fairly
measures the knowledge or skills required by the
particular job or class of jobs which the applicant
seeks, or which fairly affords the employer a chance to

measure the applicant’ .y to perform a particular
iob or class of jobs. (401 U.S. 433 n.9, emphasis in
letter).

My concern is that the Commission has so broadly construed the
meaning of Griggs in our 1978 testing guidelines that all selection
procedures, not just employment tests, must be shown to be a
"business necessity" if they adversely affect members of a class
covered by Title VII. Senator Danforth’s focus on job performance
in his bill’s "business necessity" definition, while seemingly
reascnable, will make it extremely difficult, if not impossible,
for employers to show that educational credentials and measures of

3

academic achlevement are related to ormance.

However, what is more l1likely is that employers will be able to
defend use of educational credentials and measures of academic
achievement as evidencing the "manifest relationship to the
employment in gquestion" which is the "business necessity" burden
in the Administration‘’s bill. Furthermore, the Danforth bill’s
focus on job performance will have the unintended consequence of

undermining the President’s America 2000Q: An Education_Strateqy.

My reasoning is as follows.

The fact situation in Griggg revealed that Duke Power waived their
high school diploma requirement for initial assignment to manual
labor positions but required the diploma for those wishing to
transfer te better paying indoor jobs. Duke Power also added a
further requirement that in addition to having a high school
diploma, in order to qualify for positions requiring more than a
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June 21,

Nelson Lund

Associate Counsel to the President
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Nelson:

WRITER'S DIRECT NUMBER

1991

Thanks for your nice note of June 14. You will be
interested in the correspondence that I have had with
Congressman Les Aspin and my recent column on the same subject.

All the best.

Sincerel

Edward I.
EIK/mgl
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Offire of the Attornep General
Washington, B. @. 20530

June 21, 1991

The Honorable John C. Danforth
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Danforth:

Governor Sununu has asked me to respond to your letters of
June 19 and 20. In your first letter, you set out several
phrases used in the course of discussions of “business necessity”
in the opinion in Griggs v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424 (1971),
and stated that one of these phrases -- "manifest relationship to
the employment in question® -- has been declared unacceptable by
the principal proponents of H.R. 1. You suggested in both
letters that we should instead accept as the holding of Grigags
the phrase *shown to be related to job performance.” Finally,
you suggest in your second letter that this phrase be codified as
the definition of “business necessity.” As I will explain in
some detail, the one phrase declared ”"off limits” is the only
phrase that has been rationally defended as the definition of
business necessity under Griggs.

I appreciate your efforts to identify language in Griggs
which the proponents of H.R. 1 will accept. I can imagine your
frustration that the proponents, notwithstanding their insistence
that they are “merely restoring Griggs”, are in fact prepared to
accept anvthing but the legal standard established by Griggs.

One difficulty, however, with your suggestion is that it
rejects two decades of Supreme Court precedent. 1Indeed, the very
language now deemed unacceptable is the only language that the
Court has always treated as the operative standard: “manifest
relationship to the employment in question.” Contrary to your
suggested reading of the case, an unbroken line of Supreme Court
opinions overwhelmingly confirms this proposition. Nor is this
an issue on which there has ever been disagreement among the
Justices.

o Scarcely a year after Griggs was decided, Justice
Thurgood Marshall remarked in passing that Griggs *even
placed the burden on the employer ‘of showing that any
given requirement must have a manifest relationship to

the employment in question.’#® Jefferson v. Hackney,




406 U.S. 535, 577 (1972) (Marshall, J., dissenting)
(quoting Grigags).

In 1973, in McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S.
792, 805-806, the Court guoted the “related to job

performance” language, but only because it had been
specifically quoted and relied on by the court below
(463 F.2d 337, 352 (1972)). The Supreme Court itself
rejected its application to the case before the Court.
See 411 U.s. at 806-807.

In 1975, Justice Stewart, speaking for the Court and
joined by Justices Douglas, Brennan, White, Marshall,
and Rehnquist, said that the Court in Griggs had
funanimously held” that an employer must “meet(] ‘the
burden of showing that any given requirement [has]

« « « a manifest relationship to the employment in
question.’# Albemarle Paper Co. v. Moody, 422 U.S.
405, 425 (quoting Griggs).

In 1976, the Court again quoted this same language when
stating the Griggs standard. The opinion was written
by Justice Rehnquist, and joined by Chief Justice
Burger (the author of Griggs) and by Justices Stewart,
White, and Powell. Genera ect Co., v. Gilbert,
429 U.S. 125, 137 n. 14.

In 1977, Justice Stewart again quoted this same
language from Griggs. He was speaking for the Court,
and his opinion was joined by Justices Powell, Stevens,
Brennan, and Marshall. Dothard v. Rawlinson, 433 U.S.
321, 328.

In 1979, Justice Stevens wrote an opinion for the Court
quoting the same language: “manifest relationship to
the employment in question.” He was joined by Chief
Justice Burger (the author of Griggs) and by Justices
Stewart, Blackmun, and Rehnquist. New York Transit
Authority v. Beazer, 440 U.S. 568, 587 n. 31 (quoting
Griggs and citing Albemarle).

In 1982, Justice Brennan’s opinion for the Court, which
was joined by Justices White, Marshall, Blackmun, and
Stevens, quoted both formulations. The context makes
it clear, however, that the phrase “manifest
relationship to the employment in question” is the
formulation adopted by “Griggs and its progeny” in
establishing the analytical framework for disparate
impact cases. Connecticut v. Teal, 457 U.S. 440, 446.

This reading of Teal was later confirmed in an opinion
by Justice Blackmun, in which Justices Brennan and

2




Marshall joined. Justice Blackmun quoted the phrase
*manifest relationship to the employment in question,”
attributing it both to Teal and to Griggs. See Watson
v. Fort Worth Bank & Trust, 487 U.S. 977, 1004 (1988)
(Blackmun, J., joined by Brennan and Marshall, JJ.,
concurring in part and concurring in the judgment).
Elsevhere in the same opinion, these Justices quoted
the same language yet again. See id. at 1001.

Justice Powell’s dissent in Teal also quoted the phrase
"manifest relationship to the employment in gquestion.”
See 457 U.S. at 461 (quoting Dothard’s quotation of

Grigas). :

Also in 1982, Justice Rehnquist mentioned in an opinion
for the Court that Grigas had held that the employer
must show “a manifest relationship to the employment in
question.” His opinion was joined by Chief Justice
Burger (the author of Griggs) and by Justices White,
Blackmun, Powell, and O‘Connor. General Building

Contractors Ass’n v. Pennsvlvania, 458 U.S. 375, 383 n.
8.

In 1988, Justice O’Connor quoted the same language in
an opinion joined by Chief Justice Rehnquist and by
Justices White and Scalia. Watson v. Fort Worth Bank &
Trust, 487 U.S. 977, 997. As noted above, Justice
Blackmun’s concurring opinion, in which Justices
Brennan and Marshall joined, used the same quotation no
less than three times. JId. at 1001, 1004, 1005; see
also jd, at 1006.

Finally, in the discussion of business necessity in
Wards Cove Packing Co., v. Atonio, 490 U.S. 642, 659
(1989), the Court cited the page on which the phrase
"manifest relationship to the employment in question”

appears in Watson, Beazer, and Griggs. Even the
ssenti opi (Stevens, J., joined by Brennan,

Marshall, and Blackmun, JJ.) quotes this same language
at least three times. JId. at 666, 668 n. 14.

In sum, the phrase “manifest relationship to the employment
in question” correctly states the legal standard to which the
Supreme Court has unwaveringly held since Griggs was first

decided.

Apart from the citations in Teal and McDonnell Doudalas,

which for the reasons discussed above do not undermine my
conclusion, the phrase you propose to treat as the holding in
Griggs has never even been cited by the Court.

In response to the argument in your June 20 letter, I must
say that it is not surprising that the opinion in Griggs would
contain numerous phrases using the words “job performance” or the

3




like. The facts of that particular case, and the arguments
generated by thase facts, naturally led the Court to focus on the
question of whether the employment practices at issue predicted
job performance.

It is equally unsurprising, however, that the Court has
pever. thought or said that every disparate impact case should be
shoehorned into a narrow analytical framework dictated by the
particular facts at issue in Griags. That is why the Court has
always relied on the more general language of Griggs -- “manifest
relationship to the employment in question” -- when stating the
legal standard established by Grigas.

To take but one example, this language reflects the fact
that the Griggs Court expressly left open the question “whether
testing requirements that take into account capability for the
next succeeding position or related future promotion might be
utilized upon a showing that such long-range requirements fulfill
a genuine business need.” Griggs, 401 U.S. at 432 (emphasis
added). The Court later held unambiguously, in a manner that
would have been difficult or impossible under the definition of
business necessity that you propose, that the business necessity
standard is satisfied if an employer’s “legitimate employment
goals...are significantly served by -- even if they do not
require -~ [a challenged practice].” Beazer, 440 U.S. at 587,
n.31 (Stevens, J., joined by Burger, C.J., and by Stewart,
Blackmun, and Rehnquist, JJ.) (emphasis added). This
understanding of business necessity has been completely
noncontroversial on the Court. Indeed, even the dissenting
opinion in Wards Cove firmly stated: #“The opinion in Griggs made
it clear that a neutral practice that operates to exclude
minorities is nevertheless lawful if it serves a yalid business
purpose.® Wards Cove, 490 U.S. at 665 (Stevens, J., joined by
Brennan, Marshall, and Blackmun, JJ., dissenting) (emphasis

added) .

Neither does it seem sensible to create a legal rule under
which any employment practice not related to job performance
could give rise to a finding of liability under Title VII. We
know that there are legitimate employment criteria that would not
meet this standard. #No smoking” rules provide one kind of
example. A rule against hiring those with criminal convictions
to work on a police force offers another example. An employer’s
decision to reject all applicants who lie on their employment

applications is yet another example.

For over a year, Americans have been told again and again
that the goal of this legislative initiative is to “restore
Griggs.” But we have never been told why the language from
Griggs that the Supreme Court has been using for 20 years to
define “business necessity” fails to codify Griggs. Nor have we
been told why this language, or the language from Justice
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Stevens’ 1979 Beazer opinion, is "unacceptable” as an appropriate
legal standard.

In your op-ed in the New York Times yesterday you said #[i]f
ever the devil was in the details he has been present...” in this
issue. I could not agree more. This is not a political issue,
or one in which new language can be lightly substituted for well
understood precedent. As the President’s chief legal advisor, I
have insisted on a reasoned and substantive review of every
proposal offered to deal with these matters. Before this
Administration and the Congress accept the departure from
precedent and from the stated objective of this legislation which
your proposal incorporates, I think it is only prudent that we
have a clear understanding as to why the definition of “business
necessity” consistently used by the Supreme Court for many years,
and without any objection from any member of the Court, is
suddenly unacceptable as a matter of policy.

Additionally, I must note that any agreement on an
acceptable definition of “business necessity” would be
inseparable from agreement on the related issues raised by
efforts to codify disparate impact analysis and on the other
matters addressed in these bills. As you know from the
conversations that your staff had with Administration attorneys,
S. 1208 == like H.R. 1 -~ suffers in our view from serious
shortcomings in several respects.

I trust that we can continue to discuss these issues with a
view to achieving a constructive outcome.

Attorney General '




UNITED STATES SENATE
WASHINGTON, D. C.

JOHN C. DANFORTH

Missouri
June 20, 1991

Honeorable John Sununu
Chief of Staff to the President
The White House

Washington, D. C, 20500

Dear John:

Yesterday, you sald that averyone agrees that
the objective of civil rights legislation should be
to return to the Supreme Court's decision in Griggs
v. Duke Power Co., and that the definition of
"business necessity” should be lifted verbatim from
that decision, I think that your suggestion is very
important, and that it offers the possibility of a
real breakthrough in resolving this problem.

The issue dealt with in Griggs is explained by
Chief Justice Burger in the first sentence of the

Court's opinion:

We granted the writ in this case to resolve
the question whether an employer is prohibited
by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VII, from
requiring a high school education or passing of
a standardized general inteliligerce test as a
condition of employment in or transfer to jcobs
when (a) neither standard is shown to be
gignificantly related to successful job

erformance, (401 U.S. at 425-426, emphasis
supplied)

The Court then proceeds to analyze the
employment standards befores it. With respect to two
tests administered to employees, the Court finds

that:

Neither was directed or intended to measure
the ability to learn to perform a particular job
or category of jobs, (401 U.S. at 428)

The Court then analyzes Title VII as follows:
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The touchstone is business necessity, - If
an employment practice which aperates to exclude
Negroes cannot bs shown to ba related to job
performance, the practice is prohibited.

On the record bsfora us, neither the high
gchool completion requirement nor the general
ntell igence test i8 shown to bear a -

demonstrable relationship to successful

erformance of the bgs for which it was
used., Both were adopted, as the Court of
Appeals noted, without meaningful study of their

fppeals noted, witliout ME

relationship to job-performance ability.

Rather, a vice president of the Company
testified, the requirements were instituted on
the Company's judgment that they generally would

improve the overall quality of the work force.
The evidence, however, shows that employees

who have not ¢ leted high school or taken the
tests have continued teC perform gatisfactoril
and make progress in departments for which the

high school and test ¢riteria are now used.
{401 U.8, at 431-432, emphasis supplied)

Further interpreting Title VII, the Court quotes
the following EEOC guidelines as “expressing the will

of Congress:®
The Comission accordingly interprets
*professicnally developed ability test® to mean
a test which fairly measures the knowledge or
8kills required by the particular job or class
of jobs which the applicant seeks, or which
fairly affords the employer a chance to measurs

the applicant's abiligx(tc perform a particular
Job or ciass of jobs. 401 U.S., 433 n. 9,
emphasis supplied)

Finally, at the end of the opinion, the Court
summarizeg its holding.

What Congress has forbidden is giving these
devices and mechanisms controlling force unless

they are demonstrably a reasonable measure of
Job verformance. Congress has not commanded

that the less qualified be preferred over the




better qualified simply because of minority
origins., Par from disparaging job qualifica-
tions as such, Congress has mads such
qualifications the controlling factor, so that
race, religion, nationality, and sex become

irrelevant, What Congress has commanded
is_that any tests useg must measure the person
or the job and not the person in the abstract.

401 U,8, at 436, emphasis supplieqd)

John, as you can see, a fair reading of Griggs
is not a matter of lifting one isolated sentence out
of context, From the beginning of the opinion to the
end, Griggs is about job performance. Therefore, it
is clear toc me that the Court best defines business
necessity at 401 U.S. 431. Using Griggs language
verbatim, the legislation could provide that:

The term "required by business necessity®
means=--shown to be related to job performance.

Let me know what you think,

Sincerely,

N

cc: Senator Robert Dole




UNITED STATES SENATE
WASHINGTON, D. C.

JOHN C. DANFORTHN
MisSOURI

June 19, 1991

-Honorable Joha Sunuau

Chief of Staff to the President
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear John:

Thies afternoon you asked me to provide you with
verbatim quotes from the Griggs decision, which
define "business necessity."

The seven instances in which the Griggs decision
defines business necessity are listed below:

The practices must:

A) "be significantly related to successful job
performance®, 401 U.8. 424, 426.

B) "be shown to be related to job performance®,
401 U,s. 424, 431,

C) "bear a demonstrable relationship to
successful performance of the jobs for which it was
used." 401 U.S. 424, 431.

D) *[not be] unrelated to measuring job
capability."” 401 U.S. 424, &32.

E) "have a manifest relationship to the
employment in question.® 401 U.S. 424, 432.

F) "measure the applicant's ability to perform
a particular job or class of jobs." 401 U.S. 424, 433
n.9,
G) "[be)] demonstrably a reasonable measure of
jiob performance." 401 U.S. 424, 436.

Our problem has been that definitions A, B, C,
D, F, and G are acceptable to the civil rights
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community, and only definition E is acceptable to the
White House legal counsel. This is why we have tried
to satisfy both points of view with a bifurcated
definition.

If the White House could accept definitions A,
B, C, D, For G, I am sure that we could pass a bill
in short order. I do not believe that it would be
possible to convince supporters of the legislation to
accept only definition E as being the hsart of the
Griggs decision.

We believe that the holding in Griggs with
respect to business necessity is best expressed in
the following passage:

"The touchstone 1s business necessity. If an
employment practice which operates to exclude Negroes
cannot be shown to be related to job performance, the
practice is prohibited." 401 U.8, 424, 431.

Please let me know what you think,

Sincerely,
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June 19, 1991

The Hon. C. Boyden Gray
Counsel to the President
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC

Dear Boyden:

20500

Yesterday I sent you a copy of the correspondence that I
have had with Congressman Les Aspin regarding H.R. 1.

On page three of that letter, you will find a reference to
Hubert Humphrey.

I placed him in the wrong state.
Wisconsin but lived in Minnesota.

He loved
Everything else still stands.

You know, everyone looks like they come from Wisconsin when
you're from New York.

All the best.

Sincerely,

Edward/1. Koch
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June 19, 1991

The Hon. Les Aspin

U.S. House of Representatives

2336 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-4901

Dear Les:

On page three of the June 18 letter that I sent to you, a
reference is made to Hubert Humphrey. I placed him in the wrong
state. He loved Wisconsin but lived in Minnesota. Everything else
still stands.

You know, everyone looks like they come from Wisconsin when
you're from New York.

All the best.

Sincerely,

Edward IY Koch
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June 18, 1991

U. S. House of Representatives
2336 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC

Dear Les:

I have your letter of June 11.
"interest" in civil rights.
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I have more than an
I am a firm believer in securing the

civil rights of all of our citizens, but not through the use of

reverse discrimination.

therefore,

I believe H.R.1 is a bill which
encourages racial, ethnic, religious and gender quotas and,
should be defeated.

There are legislative changes that are necessary as a result
of recent Supreme Court decisions, but H.R.1l does not solve most
What it does do is pressure employers to fill
jobs on the basis of racial, ethnic and religious proportionality
in order to avoid massive backpay and attorneys' fees awards.

The proponents never admit that they support quotas and always
refer to affirmative action in a way that would place them on
record as opposing quotas, even when they acknowledge support of

of those problems.

"goals,

timetables and sanctions."

euphemisms for quotas.

Those words are simply

What H.R.1l does, and regrettably the President's bill in the

spirit of compromise does the same,

is to presume an employer

guilty of racial, ethnic, religious or gender discrimination when
his workforce statistically does not mirror the applicant
workpool or the regional population in the particular job

i
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category when plaintiffs allege discrimination based not on
intentional discrimination but on the "disparate outcome" of
testing or of the hiring practice. The burden of proof is then
shifted to the employer who must defend his hiring practices.
H.R.1l also effectively eliminates the plaintiff's requirement to
identify the practice(s) causing the disparity and has a brand
new onerous definition of business necessity which exceeds the
definition in Griggs v. Duke Power (1971) and subsequent Supreme
Court cases. Faced with costly lawsuits, monetary damages and
negative publicity, employers will simply throw in the towel and
make certain their workforce reflects the "correct" racial,
ethnic, religious and gender profile, rather than hiring the best
person for the job.

I don't believe that President Bush, in introducing his bill
through Robert Michel (R-Il.), should have compromised on this
issue by including as he did the same presumption of guilt as
H.R.1, but at least his bill retains the two other safeguards
against quotas requiring the plaintiff(s) to identify the
practice(s) causing the discrimination and the Supreme Court's
20-year-old concept of business necessity.

Some suggest there should be compromise on both sides. I
suggest that fundamental positions of morality which we all have,
sometimes on different sides of the same issue, whether it be
with respect to abortion, the death penalty, gay rights, civil
liberties and civil rights, should not be compromised. Are there
many supporters of Roe v. Wade, who would agree to a compronmise,
which opponents sometimes offer, to eliminate the right of
abortion on demand up to the second trimester except to save the
life of the mother, and in cases of rape, incest or gross fetal
defects? I doubt that you would vote for such a bill. And
certainly supporters of N.O.W. and many others would not. Would
you suggest that those who are opposed to the death penalty, as
for example New York Governor Mario Cuomo, give up their deeply
held position against it by agreeing to it but only in the case
of someone convicted of killing a police officer in the line of
duty? I doubt it.

There are those in the Congress and on the editorial pages
who have used the fact that both the Anti-Defamation League and
the American Jewish Congress supported H.R.1l as a shield to
criticism. However, subsequent to the bill's passage, both
groups have stated that H.R.1 does indeed have quota
implications, placing their ultimate support of H.R.1 in
question. One reason they take this position is that in an
effort by its sponsors to put themselves on record as opposed to
quotas, H.R.1l now contains language defining "quota" in such a
way as to inferentially protect quotas. How? By defining a
quota as requiring employers to take those who are not qualified
for the job, and making that action illegal. That means that the
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minimally qualified applicant of the "correct" race, ethnicity,
religion or gender needed to avoid lawsuits based on the
presumption of guilt and H.R.1l's rewriting of the other elements
of disparate impact lawsuits would be hired rather than the best
applicant and that would be legal and a quota.

I believe H.R.1l is supported by some because they feel
nothing else has worked to end racial discrimination. In fact,
much has been accomplished in breaking down discrimination
against minorities and women, but much more can and should be
done to reduce and eliminate remaining discrimination. We can
point with pride to the fact that of the top ten cities in our
country half have been or currently are governed by a black
mayor. But I do not believe in engaging in reverse
discrimination to cure past or present discrimination except when
a specific individual can show that he or she was the subject of
discrimination in which case that individual should be given
preferential treatment to correct the prior discrimination.

"Race norming" which has been used by the federal government
for nearly 15 years allows testing applicants for jobs solely
within their own race or ethnicity and eliminates scoring the
entire applicant group with the same criteria. This practice
elevates minority applicants over white and Asian applicants
taking the same test and scoring higher. There is a bitterness
amongst many whites, who are 80% of the country's population,
which results from a feeling that their sons and daughters will
suffer reverse discrimination to atone for the earlier and
current discrimination practiced against blacks and Hispanics.
Many believe as I do that David Duke received 60% of the white
vote in Louisiana for U.S. Senate not because those voting for
him support the Ku Klux Klan, but rather because of their anger
against the Democratic party and its support of preferential
treatment and racial and ethnic quotas.

There are many who applaud Senator Kennedy for his
leadership in the fight for H.R.1l. These same people attack
President Bush for his continued opposition to the legislation
which he believes encourages quotas and is antithetical to our
historical opposition to the use of such quotas. You know that
better than anyone else, coming from Wisconsin, the state Hubert
Humphrey once represented and where his opposition to quotas is
well-Known.

The children of those who are wealthy, in political office
or have access to "networking" will always get jobs and will not
suffer the consequences of the reverse discrimination created by
the passage of H.R.1l. The children of our working poor and
middle classes of every ethnic extraction including, but not
limited to, Irish, Italian and Jewish will see their sons and
daughters restricted in their opportunities. Ultimately, they

PN
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will have to accept that they will not rise in an occupation or
profession of their choosing based on their ability but will be
judged by the demographics of race, ethnicity, religion and
gender in employment in the private sector, in government and at
our universities. That is not the America that most of us,
including blacks, Hispanics and women who are the intended
beneficiaries of preferential treatment under H.R.1, have dreamed
of or been made cognizant of during our school careers.

Enclosed is some additional material on the subject
including a statement I made before the American Jewish Committee
and various op-ed articles.

I have gone on at great length knowing that I will not
convince you, but I do believe that I have reasonably,
responsibly and accurately described what H.R.1l will do and have
staked out my position in opposition as a matter of conscience
which I will not compromise.

All the best.

Sincerely,

5o

Edward I. Koch

EIK/mgl
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June 11, 1991

The Honorable Ed Koch

Robinson Silverman Pearce

1290 Ave. Of The Americas, 30th Fl.
New York, New York 10104

Dear Ed:

Knowing of your interest in civil rights, I wanted to let you
know of my support for H.R. 1, the Civil Rights and Women's
Equity in Employment Act of 1991. Three versions, called
substitutes, of this bill were considered by the House of
Representatives on June 4 and 5, 1991.

The first substitute to H.R. 1 was offered by the Congressional
Black Caucus of which I am an associate member. It was
introduced by Representative Edolphus Towns (D-NY) and
Representative Pat Schroeder (D-CO). This measure most closely
mirrored the Civil Rights Bill as reported by the House
Judiciary Committee and House Education and Labor Committee. It
fully overturned all five 1989 Supreme Court decisions which
drastically limited anti-bias court cases. Since the 1989
Supreme Court decisicns, employees have experienced great
difficulty in gathering the evidence necessary to prove
discrimination. The substitute would have returned to the
pre-1989 law which required the employer to prove that it did
not discriminate. Furthermore, this measure would have placed
no cap on compensatory or punitive damages which victims of
discrimination could receive. I voted for the Towns-

Schroeder Substitute because it was the most fair and
intellectually honest version of the civil rights bill that the
House considered. Unfortunately, it failed to pass the House by
a vote of 152 to 277.

The next version of this bill that came before the House was the
weakest of the three. It was introduced by Representative
Robert Michel (R-IL) and supported by President Bush. While
claiming to be a civil rights bill, it only overturned one and
partially overturned two of the five 1989 Supreme Court
decisions. Under this substitute, intentional discrimination on
the basis of gender, race, color, religion and national origin
could still be permissible if there were other contributing
factors leading to an employer's decision. I believe that
discrimination on the basis of race, sex, religious affiliation
or ethnic background should never be permitted. Furthermore,
this measure would safeguard employers from compensatory and
punitive damages in certain cases of intentional discrimination.
I voted against the Michel Substitute because I felt it would

significantly water-down the Civil Rights Bill. This substitute
was defeated 162 to 266.

RAcINE, WI 53404
414-632-4446
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June 11, 1991
Page Two

Finally, the House considered the bipartisan compromise as
introduced by Representative Jack Brooks (D-TX) and Representative
Hamilton Fish (R-NY). Unlike the Michel Substitute, this
legislation fully overturns all five 1989 Supreme Court rulings
that severely undermined a plaintiff's ability to win a
discrimination case. Specifically, it would return the burden of
proving discrimination to the employer from the alleged victim.
Furthermore, it would allow most victims of discrimination to
receive punitive damages of up to $150,000 or the amount of
compensatory damages, which ever is greater. Victims of racial
discrimination would not be subjected to this cap, since they are
already allowed uncapped punitive damages under an 1886 federal
statute. Although the Towns-Schroeder Substitute was a better
bill, I am pleased that the House passed this measure with my
support by a vote of 264 to 166. Likewise I voted for final
passage of H.R. 1, when it passed the House by a vote of 273 to
158.

The chances of enactment of the Civil Rights Bill remains
uncertain. The Senate is expected to pass a bill similar to the
House's Civil Rights Bill in the near future. However, President
Bush has threatened to veto this historic legislation. Despite
this obstacle, I will contipw o support this bill and do all that
I can to ensure that it ult becomes law.

ember of Congress

LA/meb




STATEMENT BY EDWARD I. KOCH

TO _THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

TUESDAY, MAY 28, 1991

So much has been written on the subject of H.R.1. I thought
I would simply provide you with what I think covers the subject
most adequately and supports my view that H.R.1 encourages quotas
and should be opposed.

First, let me describe the annexed documents: The first
document is a letter of May 15, 1991, authored by me and sent to
members of Congress urging their vote against H.R.1l. Attached to
that letter is an analysis of H.R.1 and an explanation of "race
norming" and how H.R.1 relates to "race norming." The second,

third and fourth documents are Wall Street Journal op-ed articles

-- the first, authored by me, dated February 5, 1991, which
discusses why H.R.1 would adversely impact on white, Jewish
males; the second, dated February 20, 1991, by Gordon Crovitz
discusses the relevant cases, in particular Griggs and Wards

Cove; the third, dated May 22, 1991, refers to the actions I have

taken in lobbying Congress and others against the civil rights
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bill and why. The fifth document is a memorandum by Agudath

Israel of America, dated May 3, 1991, which was sent to members
of the U.S. House of Representatives which provides its views on
"several of the most controversial provisions of H.R.1." And the
final document is a memo from C. Boyden Gray, Counsel to the
President, in which he discusses "race norming" and provides a
detailed analysis of H.R.1l with the administration's reasons for
opposing it.

The question to ask yourself is the following: Would you
support legislation that would encourage reverse discrimination
in order to eliminate current racial discrimination? If you
would, then your support for H.R.1l is understandable, because
H.R.1l attempts to do exactly that. However, if you believe that
it is unfair, discriminatory and reverse racism to punish
approximately 80% of the American population which is white by
providing preferential treatment to the 20% who are minorities,

and preferential treatment to women who are a majority then you

L



would agree with me and oppose H.R.1.

Simply put, H.R.1l, in affect, by presuming a employer guilty
of having practiced racial, ethnic, religious and gender
discrimination by showing that his workforce in particular jobs
does not statistically reflect either the racial, ethnic,
religious or gender make-up in the regional workforce for those
particular jobs or the applicant work pool for the jobs, places
the burden upon the employer to rebut this presumption of guilt.
The huge backpay and attorney fee awards that could result will
encourage employers to quietly make sure théir workforce mirrors
the profile needed in order to avoid problems, even if that means
hiring by quota.

There is a debate raging as to whether or not Griggs v. Duke

Power which created the cause of action alleging that hiring

practices that appear fair can still be unlawful if they

disproportionately harm one group was, in fact, overturned by

Wards Cove. Scholars differ on that issue. Some believe that
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Wards Cove simply clarified the law and is consistent with

Griggs, to wit, explaining: " (1) Plaintiffs must identify a
specific hiring practice that has an adverse impact on a minority
group; (2) once such a practice is identified, the employer has
the burden of showing that the practice 'serves in a significant
way the legitimate employment goals of the employer'; and (3) if
the employer can show a legitimate justification for the hiring
practice, plaintiffs can still win if they show that the employer
could use other factors that don't disproportionately disqualify
minorities."

Among other things, H.R.1l imposes a new burden on the
employer to prove that the "business necessity" requiring that an
employer's hiring criteria where the workforce doesn't reflect
the required profile "must bear a significant relationship to the
successful performance of the job." This is more stringent than
the standard the Supreme Court used in Griggs and its subsequent

disparate impact decisions. Griggs used language allowing the
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employer to engage in rational choices with respect to hiring

criteria by requiring that there be a "manifest relationship to

the employment in question." The definition of business

necessity in Wards Cove is that the employment practice "serves,
in a significant way, the legitimate employment goals of the
employer." This is consistent with Grigdgs as the Supreme Court

made clear in 1979 in its New York Transit Authority v. Beazer

decision. In contrast, H.R.1l defines "business necessity" as
having a "significant relationship to (the) successful
performance of the job." This proposed standard is clearly more
onerous than the Griggs test. Moreover, because H.R.1l refers to
"successful performance," it would prohibit an employer from
raising standards beyond minimal ones to provide better services
if to do so would result in a disparate impact.

Now let me turn to the more parochial issue of the impact on
Jews and others of different religious persuasions. Jews tend to

shy away from any concern that might be referred to as parochial.




The fact is that because Jews are only 2% of the population of
the United States and also tend to be in appointed government
positions and university faculty positions in greater numbers
than their percentages of the population and because governments
and universities are subject to H.R.1l, anyone minimally qualified
could bring an action against the university or the government
alleging there were more Jews than the profile presumptively
allowed and too few of the religious affiliation of the litigant
represented in the workforce. Few employers would be likely to
wgnt to run the risk of the costly lawsuits that would be
brought. There are very few positions in government that have a
legal professional requirement e.g. doctor, engineer, architect,
and I have rarely met a voter who did not believe that he or she
couldn't do better than any commissioner appointed by any mayor.
At universities it would be hard to justify that it was
significantly related to successful job performance that there be

the advanced degrees and published articles by applicants now
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required for faculty positions to carry out ones duties. And the
"presumed statistical profile" will become the subtle norm rather
than hirings based on merit and scholarship.

There is now a willingness on the part of some large
corporations to give up their opposition to the legislation in
exchange for a limit to their liability by a cap on monetary
damages. Under existing law only those who establish
discrimination based on race may sue for compensatory and
punitive damages other than two years back pay. Unlike the
version of last year, this year's version of H.R.1l eliminates the
cap of $150,000 imposed on all but those who suffered
discrimination based on race. And there is an ongoing effort to
put back the cap. I believe this approach is wrong. I believe
that where intentional discrimination is established, the victim,
whether white or female or black or Hispanic or Asian, and of
whatever religious persuasion, should be entitled to compensatory

and punitive damages and treated equally before the law. I do
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believe, however, that when you create a new cause of action
particularly where passions can become inflamed, you can provide
that these cases shall by heard and decided solely by a judge,
and I would support such an outcome. This expansion of liability
is, in fact, a change on my part; equality before the law demands
it.

There are two 1989 Supreme Court decisions Congress ought to
overturn. First, in Patterson, the court ruled that Section
1981, banning racial discrimination in making and enforcing
contracts, does not cover the terms and conditions of contracts.
Thus, racial harassment on the job is not illegal under Section
1981. Congress should close that loophole. Second, Congress
should overturn the Lorance decision which makes it more
difficult to challenge certain intentionally discriminatory
seniority systems.

These changes can be made without enacting H.R.1l with all of

its other provisions encouraging quotas.




Also, let me state for the record my position on affirmative

action. There are two forms of affirmative action. I support

the following: Reaching out and encouraging minorities and women

to apply for positions which historically have not been open to

them or where the environment is seemingly hostile to them and

encouraging them to apply. Particularly in the case of

minorities because of historical failures in our education system

I support providing mentoring services for those who need then.

But when the position is filled it should be done solely on the

merits with no bonus for being a member of a minority group or

for being female and no handicap as a result of being white

and/or male. The alternative form of affirmative action which I

oppose is euphemistically described as goals, timetables and t

sanctions. I see no difference between that method and the use

of quotas.

I have done what I said I wouldn't do -- discuss the bill in

some detail rather than leave it to the accompanying documents,
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10
but it is not possible to do otherwise and have an intelligent

discussion.

I urge you to reconsider your position and withdraw your

support for H.R.1

H
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I ByEDwmI Kocu -
' “Why. is “the newly introduced cwu
.Rights Bill stili a quota bm? .

.established -when “a complaining party
demonstrates that an employment practice
(or group of practices) results in a dispa-
rate impact on the basis of race, color, re-
ligion, sex.or national origin, and the re-
spondent fails to demonstrate that such
practice. is required by business neces-

sity.”

_proving that the hiring practice or group of
practices bear a “significant relationship
to successful performance of the job.’ Con-
trary-to the claims of the legislation’s sup-
porters, - this standard is more stringent
than the standard consistently applied in
this area by the Supreme Court. The court

-says that employers may justify hiring
practices if they bear a ‘‘manifest relation-
“ship to the employment in question.”

Under the Supreme Court test, em-
‘ployers can justify many hiring practices
as bearing a ‘““manifest relationship’ to the
employment. Under the bill's proposed
test, it is unlikely that employers would be
able to prove that a challenged job re-
quirement bears a ‘significant relation-
ship” to “successful” job performance. To
avoid potential liability under such a
murky standard, employers would, of ne-
cessity, resort to quota hiring.

Cases under the disparate-impact stan-
dard have focused on racial and gender
discrimination. But under the bill, dispa-
rate impact will be so easy to prove that it
will be applied to alleged religious discrim-
ination, and employers will react defen-
sively to the threat of such lawsuits.

Proponents of the bill note that some
: Jewish organizations, traditionally opposed
to quotas, endorse the legislation. I suggest
that Jewish organizations haven't alerted
their memberships to the fact that under

Because, like the 1990 version known as ;
Kennedy-Hawkins, the legislation finds -
that an unlawful employment practice is °

The employer would have the burden of

such a law employers probably will have
to justify why there are more Jews on a

the applicant job pool.

To defend themselves from suits, em-"

Civil R&hts Blﬂ'féT he:Way to Religious Quotas

- the burden of proof falls upon the employer

- to justify hiring practices.

\

. . percentage-basis in a particular job thanin®*

It is not ‘‘immoral” to be for quotas,
nor is it “immoral” to oppose them. New

.. York Mayor David Dinkins publicly sup-

ployers would have to justify the disparate

impact. Surely that would mean keeping
statistics on the number of Jews, Catho-
lics, Protestants, Muslims, etc. It might
even mean keeping track of all the subdivi-
sions—such as Jehovah's Witnesses and
Seventh Day Adventists; Sunni and Shiite
Muslims; Orthodox, Conservative and Re-
form Jews—as well.

The proposed law would particularly
create a misplaced incentive for govern-

. ments and universities to hire on the basis

of race, color, religion, gender or national

. origin. They would feel intense pressure to

select the lesser-qualified individual of a
group not adequately represented from a
statistical standpoint—both to avoid the
“disparate impact’ and exposure to costly
lawsuits they would be likely to lose, as
well as to avoid student unrest, picket lines
and  adverse publicity. They will hire the
statistically correct. (In New York City,
those who would suffer disproportionately
would be white Jewish males.)

Few employers, would be likely to want
to run the risk of costly lawsuits, attor-
neys’ fees and massive back-pay awards.
The mere filing of a lawsuit could hurt
sales and public acceptance of the com-
pany's product.

Nationwide, the percentage of blacks is
12%; Hispanics about 8%; Asians about
2%. Among whites, those who are Jew-
ish would still suffer the most because they
are only 2% of the population.

Many who support this bill deny they
support quotas, but acknowledge support-
ing affirmative-action programs requiring
goals, timetables and sanctions; they
claim that these progrgms do not entail
preferences and reverse discrimination.
But goals and timetables quickly become
de facto quotas when employers face sanc-
tions if they don't achieve them, and when

ports quotas, as do many other New York
City leaders; they think the benefits éut-
weigh the costs. But there is much morg to
be said in support of the position that ’
bill would create reverse discrimin:

and would be bad for Amerlca ak a
whole. '

During November's election campajgn i
many editorials around the country de-
nounced Sen. Jesse Helms's ad depicting a
white worker losing his job as a result of
quota preferences. What if his opponent,
Harvey Gantt, had run an ad that showed
two black hands and commentary saying,
“Is it unfair for us to be given preferential
treatment to catch up from the burden of*
slavery?” Would that ad have been’ de-
nounced? I doubt it. f

Will the supporters of this bill attack
those of us who oppose it as racists be-
cause we honestly believe that it will foster
quol:as'7 Unfairly, they will probably do'so
again this year, as they did last fyear
False charges of racism are the refuge of
those who cannot argue on the merits.-

Civil-rights groups have been seeking a
fig-leaf compromise with-some opponents
of the bill to facilitate an override of any
presidential veto. Their latest ploy has
been to approach some big businesses with
a new offer. These civil-rights groups are
hoping that if the damages available under
the bill for intentional discrimination are
reduced, the businesses will agree to lan-
guage that, while ostensibly ‘“‘solving” the
quota problem, does not do so. But so long
as this bill encourages quotas, and it does,
it should not be acceptable no matter what
compromise is offered.

Mr. Koch, former mayor of New York,
writes a weekly column for the New York
Post and 1s in private legal practice.
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Defenders of the C1V11 nghts Bill Doth Protest Too Much

Acior Playing the Queen: Both here and
hence pursue me lasting strife; lf, once
undow, ever I be wife!

Hamlet: Madam, how like you this
play?

The Queen, his mother* The lady doth
protest too much, methinks.

Shakespeare, whose wisdom did not end
with first, let’s kill all the lawyers, knew
that people who issue the loudest claims
also often know best that they’re false. So

Rule of Law
By L. Gordon Crovitz

it is with the din of assurances by its pro-
ponents that the Civil Rights Act of 1991
could never ever result in race, sex and re-
ligious quotas.

There is a lull before the battle resumes
on the legislation President Bush vetoed
last year as a quota bill and “lawyers’ bo-
nanza.” It’s a good time to stand back and
parse some of the legal technicalities to
see why the reintroduced legislation would
still force employers to choose between
quotas and ruinous lawsuits.

The civil-rights groups say they want to
reverse five recent Supreme Court rulings.
The Bush administration is happy to over-
rule two cases, which excluded some law-
suits over promotions and seniority. Mr.
Bush says it would be unfair to reverse
Martin v, Wilks, which said that people
who were not parties to consent decrees
can sue if they suffer from resulting racial
quotas. There's also no reason to reverse
Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, which said
an employer can somehow try to convince
a court that it would have made the same
promotion decislon even If it hadn't used
an unlawtul factor such as sex.

The quota-inspiring change comes in
provisions that civil-rights lawyers say
would “only' reverse the case of Wards
Cove Packing Co. v. Alomo.

To understand what’s at stake here,

note that the country has come so far since ..

the 1964 Civil Rights Act that intentional
discrimnation is not the issue. The origi-
nal law banned what civil-rights lawyers
call *'disparate treatment’’; by now, most
litigation Is instead about “‘disparate im-
pact.” This refers to the expansion of the
civil-rights laws by the Supreme Court in
the 1971 case of Gnggs v. Duke Power,
which said that hiring practices that ap-
pear fair can still be unlawful if they dis-
proportionately harm one group, such as
where a utllity company required educa-
tional degrees held by many fewer blacks
than whites,

Wards Cove did not overturn Griggs.
The justices still welcome disparate-im-
pact cases based on statistical evidence
without any evidence of intentional dis-
crimination. What Wards Cove did was
clarify that tmal judges can recognize
there are statistics and then there are sta-
tistics—and that only relevant numerical
evidence can prove ‘“disparate impact.”

Wards Cove itself showed the slipperi-
ness of numbers games. The famlly-owned
firm hired seasonal workers to process and
pack saimon In its Alaska plants. Several
minority workers, including Frank Atonlo,
a Samoan, claimed discrimination. Their
evidence was that half of the plant's un-
skilled workers were minorities, but that
one-quarter of the skilled workers were mi-
norities. They argued that half the skilled
workers should also be minorities.

There were several problems with this
claim. For one thing, the relevant labor
market in Alaska was 10% minorities. Un-
der a strict statistical approach, Wards
Cove Packing probably hired “too many”’
skilled and unskilled minorities already.
Also, many of the seasonal unskilled
workers were hired through a minority-run
local of a union, which might explain the
irony of minority overrepresentation as the
basis for a discrimination lawsuit, "

The Supreme Court used the case-to

» clarify the rules for .numbers-based law-

suits: (1) Plaintiffs must identify a specific
hiring practice that has an adverse impact

on a minority group; (2) once such a prac- .

: tice is Identified, the employer has the bur-

den of showing that the practice “'serves in
a significant way the legitimate employ-
ment goals of the employer”; and (3) If
the employer can show a legitimate justifi-
cation for the hiring practice, plaintiffs can
still win if they show that the employer
could use other factors that don't dispro-
portionately disqualify minorities.

The plaintiffs in Wards Cove lost, but
worthy cases have won under its three-part
test. John Dunne, head of the Justice De-
partment’s civil-rights division, told Con-
gress this month about several of the win-

Employers would have
to hire enough—but not
too many—Catholics,
Baptists, Jews, Muslims.

ning cases. A teacher in Alabama was re-
Instated when a cqurt found that minorities
disproportionately failed a teacher-certifi-
cation test, an almost all-white New Jersey
town had to drop its residents-only rule for
public employees and Jacksonville, Fla,,
had to change its exam for firefighters.
The proposed civil-rights bill would go
far beyond reversing Wards Cove. Plain-
tiffs would not have to identify any single
factor in hiring or promotion that the em-
ployer could then try to defend. The em-
ployer instead would have the entirely new
task of proving the “business necessity"’
that all the objective and subjective re-
quirements for employment ““must bear a
significant relationship to successful per-
formance of the job.” The phrase ‘‘suc-
cessful performance’ is especlally vague.
Uncertain standards always promote li-
tigiousness, but the problem is especlally

severe here because the bill would reverse
the usual due-process rules to presume
that the defendant Is guilty until and unless
he can prave himself Innocent. If in doybt,
a defendant is guilty of “‘discrimination.”

No employer can prove that every Te-
quirement for a job Is necessary for sifc-
cesstul performance. No Wall Street faw
firm can prove that only lawyers from Ivy
League-type schools can possibly do''the
job, for example. The law would also cover
religion, so employers would have to.hire
enough~but not too many—Catholics, Bap
tists, Jews, Muslims.

The proposed bill also goes beyond the
1964 civil-rights law, Griggs or Wards Chpe
by replacing the ideal of mediation with
the divisiveness of jury trials and punifive
damages. This year's bill as introduced by
Rep. Jack Brooks even put back the prexi-
sion dropped last year that wouid allow-un-
hmited punitive damages. The bill's sec-
tion calling for punitive damages comes
under the heading of damages for “‘inteh-
tional discrimination,” but in fact no intéh:
tion Is required. All that's needed is *indif-
ference to the federally protected righf-of
others,” whatever that means. uh

Employers would be left in the position
that Justice Sandra Day O'Connor warned

against in a recent case limsting disparate-’

impact cases. "“If quotas and preferential
treatment become the only cost-effective
means of avoiding expensive litigation ‘apd
potentially catastrophic liability, such
measures ‘will be widely adopted.” '.:
During the debate on the 1964 Civil
Rights Act, Hubert Humphrey said thatithe
law guaranteed equal opportunity, and that
no court could ‘‘require hiring, firing ot
promotion of employees to meet a racial
‘quota.’ "' After all the lawsuits demanding
goals, timetables and set-asides, any civil:
rights bill should pass a simple test: €gqn
gress should be bound by its provisions. As
the bill now stands, Congress is the oniy -
stitution 1n the country that Congress
would exempt. Y

tie
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Hizzoner Goes to Washington to Fight the Quota Bill

You nmught ask, how can it be that I,
yowr foriner colleague who voted for every
crl-rights bl when in Congress and as a
young laavyer in 1964 went to Mississippi to
defend black and white civil-rights workers
who were reqstering voters, could take
such a position? The answer is simple.
H.R. 115 not a civl-rights bull. It 1s a bill
which wdl encourage quotas based on
race, ethnicity, religion and gender.

Ed Koch 1s a Democrat mugged by
quotas. The former How'm I Doin'? mayor
of New York City and former liberal U.S.
representative  has lobbied Congress
against the civil-rights bill, jawboned lead-

Rule of Law
By L. Gordon Crovitz

ers of Jewish groups and planned strategy
with White House lawyers.

Mr. Koch's reaction against the bill is
one reason why it will make no difference
that Democrats 1n Congress have tempo-
rarily withdrawn their bill. After two years
of claiming this is not a quota bill, the
week or so the Democrats plan for going
hack to the blackboard will not produce a
non-quota hill.

Mr. Koch recalls that he first began to
look closely at the bill after he read an ar-
ticle in November in the Forward, a na-
tional Jewish weekly, that described how
the bill would force employers for the first
time etther to hire by religious quotas or
risk legal liability. Joseph Morris of the
Chicago-based Lincoln Legal Foundation
wrote that the bill would outlaw *‘disparate
impact™ not just by race and sex but also
by religion and national origin. Counting
by religion sounded a warning.

As Mr. Koch wrote 1n a Feb. 5 article on
the Journal editorial page, disparate-im-
pact analysis 1s best understood as a fancy

legal term inviting quotas. Under a 1971
Supreme Court case, plaintiffs can prove
discrimination even when there is no evi-
dence of intentional discrimination. Only
lawyers could dream up an offense called
non-intentional discrimination, but here’s
how it works: If an employer’s work force
does not precisely mirror the area’s labor
pool of minorities, presto, the defendant is
presumed guilty.

Again, only lawyers could claim that
only discrimination prevents every com-
pany in every industry from hiring the sta-
tistically correct number of Hispanics,
Methodists, Ukrainian-Americans. In a
non-lawyer’s world, of course, it would be
a fluke if the employees of any single com-
pany anywhere managed to reflect per-
fectly every conceivable subgroup.

To be fair to the Democrats, the White
House version of the bill would also con-
tinue the use of statistics alone to establish
“discrimination.” The big difference is
that with punitive damages and other lures
for contingency-fee lawyers, the Demo-
crats’ bill would create enormous incen-
tives for companies to lock in quotas as the
best and perhaps only defense to accusa-
tions of disparate impact. The bill would
also water down defenses to lawsuits by
making the definition of terms such as
"‘business necessity’’ even more vague
than the courts have left them.

Mr. Koch, soft-spoken as always, ex-
plained that his former Democratic col-
leagues in Congress “‘got out of touch be-
cause they are so frightened by militant
black and white leadership in the civil-
rights groups.” Mr. Koch said, "It's the
politically correct position that blacks need
help, Hispanics need help, even Jews with
Spanish surnames need help, but Asian-
Americans don't. I happen to think that is
insane.

“You get dragged along. Everyone
wants to do the right thing, but you find
that it's the wrong thing,”” he said. “‘The
easy right thing to do 1s to give groups

preferences, but this means that innocent
white people are going to suffer. I do not
accept that.”

After he began to speak out, several
Jewish groups also reconsidered their typi-
cally unblinking support for any legislation
that calls itself a civil-rights bill. The
groups that now most strongly oppose the
bill represent Orthodox Jews, whose mem-
bers follow strict dietary, dress and Sab-
bath observance rules that set them apart.
They understand that the bill invites em-
ployers to start keeping track of the reli-
gion of workers and tempts them to hire
and fire to come as close as possible to re-
flecting the makeup
of the local commu-
nity. Yet even ask-
ing someone's reli-
gion is now rightly
considered out of
bounds.

Mr. Koch's out-
spokenness against
the bill won him an
invitation to the
White House. Mr.
Koch told Boyden
Gray, the presi-
dent's counsel, that
race-norming was
the smoking gun of quotas. This is the
practice of grading test scores on a race
and ethnic curve; a 300 on one aptitude
test is reported to potential employers as a
79 for a black applicant, a 62 for an His-
panic and a 39 for a white or Asian.

Democrats now say they might try to
limit test scoring by race-norming. They
forget that the reason race-norming was
invented in the first place in the early
1970s was as a defense to the then-new dis-
parate-impact lawsuits. Any civil-rights
bill that increases the exposure of em-
ployers to lawsuits based simply on statis-
tics will only encourage race norming and
other sleights of hand to meet quotas with-
out admitting the deed.

“Over the years those who now advo-
cate' this civil-rights bill, Mr. Koch said,
‘‘concealed the impact of some of the legis-
lation, court decisions and administrative
agency rulings which in the past have en-
couraged quotas by referring to those
measures benignly as affirmative action. I
support affirmative action when it is de-
fined as reaching out and encouraging mi-
norities to apply for a position or con-
tract,” he said, ‘‘providing them with men-
toring services where needed but always
filling the position or awarding the con-
tract solely on merit and never excluding
any group on the basis of race, ethnicity,
religion or gender.”

Most Americans probably agree with
Mr. Koch's praise for voluntary affirma-
tive action. Nor is there any serious oppo-
sition to laws that prohibit intentional dis-
crimination—that is, what non-lawyers call
discrimination. The paradox for politicians
who want a new civil-rights bill is that no
law can go beyond this prohibition against
discrimination to also capture all the nu-
ances of encouraging minorities without
discriminating against whites. This is why
we ended up with a sterile and legalistic
debate about statistics.

The best civil-rights bill now probably is
no civil-rights bill. If there are problems
prosecuting people who discriminate, let’s
have a bill that deals with the issue. We do
not need to legally mandate the all-but-im-
possible requirement of perfectly matching
the race, sex, religious and ethnic makeup
of the available labor pool.

There is an alternative to expanding the
imperial reach of lawyers, lawsuits and
judges. This is to encourage voluntary af-
firmative action by people of good will. Put
it this way. The civil-rights groups that
support this bill believe that the way to ac-
complish harmony is to encourage more
lawyers to bring more lawsuits. As the de-
bate over this bill shows, lawsuits and har-
mony remain an unlikely combination.
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The Honorable Ed Koch

Robinson Silverman Pearce

1290 Ave. Of The Americas, 30th F1l.
New York, New York 10104

Dear Ed:

Knowing of your interest in civil rights, I wanted to let you
know of my support for H.R. 1, the Civil Rights and Women's
Equity in Employment Act of 1991. Three versions, called
substitutes, of this bill were considered by the House of
Representatives on June 4 and 5, 1991.

The first substitute to H.R. 1 was offered by the Congressional
Black Caucus of which I am an associate member. It was
introduced by Representative Edolphus Towns (D-NY) and
Representative Pat Schroeder (D-CO). This measure most closely
mirrored the Civil Rights Bill as reported by the House
Judiciary Committee and House Education and Labor Committee. It
fully overturned all five 1989 Supreme Court decisions which
drastically limited anti-bias court cases. Since the 1989
Supreme Court decisions, employees have experienced great
difficulty in gathering the evidence necessary to prove
discrimination. The substitute would have returned to the
pre-1989 law which required the employer to prove that it did
not discriminate. Furthermore, this measure would have placed
no cap on compensatory or punitive damages which victims of
discrimination could receive. I voted for the Towns-

Schroeder Substitute because it was the most fair and
intellectually honest version of the civil rights bill that the
House considered. Unfortunately, it failed to pass the House by
a vote of 152 to 277.

The next version of this bill that came before the House was the
weakest of the three. It was introduced by Representative
Robert Michel (R-IL) and supported by President Bush. While
claiming to be a civil rights bill, it only overturned one and
partially overturned two of the five 1989 Supreme Court
decisions. Under this substitute, intentional discrimination on
the basis of gender, race, color, religion and national origin
could still be permissible if there were other contributing
factors leading to an employer's decision. I believe that
discrimination on the basis of race, sex, religious affiliation
or ethnic background should never be permitted. Furthermore,
this measure would safeguard employers from compensatory and
punitive damages in certain cases of intentional discrimination.
I voted against the Michel Substitute because I felt it would

significantly water-down the Civil Rights Bill. This substitute
was defeated 162 to 266.

-
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June 11, 1991
Page Two

Finally, the House considered the bipartisan compromise as
introduced by Representative Jack Brooks (D-TX) and Representative
Hamilton Fish (R-NY). Unlike the Michel Substitute, this
legislation fully overturns all five 1989 Supreme Court rulings
that severely undermined a plaintiff's ability to win a
discrimination case. Specifically, it would return the burden of
proving discrimination to the employer from the alleged victim.
Furthermore, it would allow most victims of discrimination to
receive punitive damages cf up to $150,000 or the amount of
compensatory damages, which ever is dgreater. Victims of racial
discrimination would not be subjected to this cap, since they are
already allowed uncapped punitive damages under an 1886 federal
statute. Although the Towns-Schroeder Substitute was a better
bill, I am pleased that the House passed this measure with my
support by a vote of 264 to 166. Likewise I voted for final

passage of H.R. 1, when it passed the House by a vote of 273 to
158.

The chances of enactment of the Civil Rights Bill remains
uncertain. The Senate is expected to pass a bill similar to the
House's Civil Rights Bill in the near future. However, President
Bush has threatened to veto this historic legislation. Despite
this obstacle, I will contipe
I can to ensure that it ult

becomes law.

ongress

LA/meb

o support this bill and do all that

Y




|D#ozq,ﬁ0>! 22| cu

CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING WORKSHEET

WHITE HOUSE HHA oo

1 O - OUTGOING
£ H - INTERNAL

O 1 - INCOMING
Date Correspondence
Received (YY/MM/DD) / /

DAVID McINTOSH

Name of Correspondent:

0 Ml Mail Report UserCodes: (A)____ (B)

©

Cooy of memo to the Vice President- re: Educational

Subject:
Excellence or Countinag bv Race?
ROUTE TO: ACTION DISPOSITION
Tracking Type Completion
Action Date of Date
Office/Agency (Staff Name) Code YY/MM/DD Response

CUOFC oriainator A/ 1 OC?/ 20

Code YY/MMIDDc
C 9 2¥
C

Referral Note:

CUAT 10 g_ 4, 0620

4 CQ 106,21
Rthn . EHYI -See Com

Referral Note:
CUGray i

ql /O(ﬂ 1 20
Referral Note:

c_Al /Oé/g-os

CUAT 02 T | A 10 1 20

C9l.6e20
cs

Referral Note: :
0020

CUAT 07

CAl.062¢0
CS

Referral Note:

DISPOSITION CODES:

ACTION CODES:

A - Appropriate Action | - Info Copy Only/No Action Necessary A - Answered C - Completed
C - Comment/Recommendation R - Direct Reply w/Copy _ B - Non-Special Referral S - Suspended
D - Draft Response S - For Signature
F - Furnish Fact Sheet X - Intenm Reply

FOR OUTGOING CORRESPONDENCE.

to be used as Enclosure

Comments: @ﬂrma/lﬂ 275‘ (2///‘/ 974‘7/0 ?\/

Type of Response
Code
Completion Date

Inihials of Signer
wA"

Date of Outgoing

97 /x//ws. --08

& -2 -9/

/ ,,
Doy e Clhosco our

Keep this worksheet attached to the original incoming letter.
Send alil routing updates to Central Reference (Room 75, OEOB).
Always return completed correspondence record to Centrai Files.

Refer questions about the correspondence tracking system to Central Reference, ext. 2590.

5181




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No. Subject/Title of Document Date | Restriction

and Type
01. Memo Case Number 249331CU

From David McIntosh to the Vice President
Re: Educational Excellence or Counting by Race? (1 pp.)

06/20/98 P-5

Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records

Office: Records Management, White House Office of (WHORM)

Series: Subject File - General
Subseries: Scanned

WHORM Cat.: HUO010

File Location: 247345CU to 250500CU

Open on Expiration of PRA
(Document Follows)
By 7@ (NLGB) on 2.14.05-

Date Closed: 8/10/1998

OA/ID Number: 00002-001

FOIA/SYS Case #: 2003-1835-S
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:

Appeal Case #:
Appeal Disposition:
Disposition Date:

AR Case #:
AR Disposition:
AR Disposition Date:

MR Case #:
MR Disposition:
MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

L PRM. Removed_as a personal record misfile

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)}(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




T —"

COUNSEL’S OFFICE
RECEIVED

JU 2 01991

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO THE VICE PRESIDENT

From: David McIntosh Jiwy
Re: Educational Excellence or Counting by Race?

I thought you might be interested in news from the 4th District.
The attached Fort Wayne News-Sentinel article describes a
racially-based magnet school program that has been created by the
Fort Wayne school district and the U.S. Department of Education's
Office of Civil Rights.

Magnet schools are created around particular themes (eg. computer
science) to attract students to them. While it may sound
promising on paper, the actual practice has unintended
consequences. An extraordinary amount of time, energy, and money
is devoted not to educational excellence but instead to a
byzantine system of "racial balancing." This is a process in
which students are routinely denied admittance to a school
because of the color of their skin.

In some cases, the magnet school program seems to have actually
hurt blacks. For instance, before Irwin Elementary became a
magnet school for math and science in September of 1989, its
student body was comprised of 77% blacks. During its 1lst year as
a magnet school, the percentage of blacks dropped to 48%. This
Fall the percentage of black enrollment will drop to 34%.
Qualified black children will be turned away from the 4th & 5th
grades soley because of their race. (Both Black and White
children will be turned away from k-3.) This is assignment by
lottery and race -- not exactly the ingredients for academic
achievement -- and a poor way to promote parental "choice."

Minority parents worked to bring a rigorous math and science
magnet program to Irwin Elementary because it would prepare their
children for a more challenging academic setting as they got
older. These parents now find that because of the race of their
children, they must go to school elsewhere.

cc: William Kristol
Al Hubbard
C. Boyden Gray
Bill Burrow
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WAYNE NEUS-SENTILEL

Friday, May 24, 1991

Lottery leaves pupils waiti

Racial-balance
concerns inhibit
selection process
By VALERIE VON FRANK

Of The News-Sentinel

Every child who wanted to will be able
to attend Harna, Prnice and Shambaugh
elementary sc

Other children will have to wait until
next week to learn the outcome of the Fort
Wayne Community Schools lottery yester-
day — and whether they will be able to
attend the magnet achool of their choice,

Each spring for the last three years, the
district has had to have pupils vie for spots
in some magnets, schools with a special
academic emphasis. In many, there are
more pupils who want to attend than there
are spaces available since the distnct has
begun racial balancing.

The magnet system is the creation of an
agreement between the district and the
Office of Civil Rights and a parents group
that sued 1n 1986 to desegregate the ele-

mentary achools.
For the past three years, school officials

have juggled numbers and pleaded with
children-of each race to fill the spots
needed ta come w\thxn the agreement’s
required range of 10 percent to 50 percent
African- -Amencan pupils. In the lawsut,
children were classified either es Afncan-
American or as whme which included
other midonties. . ,° = :

In 19886, 25 of 34 eIementary schools
were outsxde those bounds This year,
three are. In fall 1991, when the district
must be in full comphange only one school
— Bunche — has the potential for break-
ing the bounds.

This year, a record number of children
participated. The 1,394 applicants is
nvaled only by the 1, 304 who applied in
1988, the first year, ms.;neta were offered
extensively.

The district has roughly 16,000 elemen-
tary school pupils, so less than 10 percent
are opting for magnets.

Schools that turned down applicants,
and the grade levels for those extra appli-
cants, are:

® Croninger — white children in kin-
dergarten, first, second and fifth.

The 2-year-old magnet school empha-
gizes communications and foreign

"W Franke Park — white children n
kindergarten and first.

Franke Park’s 2-year-old pro-
gram 18 in brological science

M Harrison Hill — white chil-
dren in second and fourth.

The school added a magnet pro-
gram in 1989 called The Academy.
It emphasizes basic skills and a tra-
ditional mode of learning.

® Holland — white children in
first grade.

The environmental program
began in fall 1989,

B Irwin — white children in
kindergarten, first, second and
thurd. Afnican-Amencan children in
kindergarten, first, second, third,
fourth and fifth.

Irwin was undoubtedly the suc-
cese story of the system by yester-
AW 5Heres. The school was 77
percent Afncan-American before it
reopened in fall 1989 as a magnet
school for math and science. It also
offers full-day kindergarten. It
opened at 48 percent African-
American. Thus year, it was 36 per-
cent African-Amencan. It is pro-
jected to become 34 percent Afri-
can-Amencan this fall.

@ Pleasant Center — white
children in first, second, third and
fifth. =

The aerospace science program
was started last fall.

B St. Joseph Central — white
children in kindergarten, first, sec-
ond, third, fourth and fifth.

A math enrichment program
was added last fall.

@ Ward — white children in
kindergarten. African-American
children 1in kindergarten, first, sec-
ond and fourth.

Ward became a magnet school
in 1990 and is part of the Summut
Program. [t emphasizes theater
and foreign language and offers
full-day kindergarten and an after-
school care p:

@ Washington Center — white
children in kindergarten, first, sec-
ond, third, fourth and fifth.

In 1989, the school added a pro-
gram in computer science.

B Waynedale — white children
in second grade.

The phymcal education program
was added in 1988,

B Weisser Park/Whitney
Young Elementary — white chul-
dren in kindergarten, first, second,
:hird, fourth and fifth gradiil Xi-
can-American children in kinder-
garten, first, second, third and
fourth.

The popular Summit school
emphasizes fine arts and foreign
language, as well as offering a fuil-
day kindergarten.

Chudren who applied to those
schools listed above who are in
grades or races not mentioned were
accepted into their first- chmce
school.

Now the distnct will make an
effort to place those children who
didn’t get their first choice in théir
second- or third-choice school. -

In past years, around 85 percent
of children got into one of the three
magnet schools they listed on thexr
applications

Districts eraft
magnet method
for fair choices

By VALERIE VON FRANK
Of The News-Sentinel

This is how pupils are selected for
magnets, schools with special academic
emp!

® Each spring, the school district
holds a magnet fair, at which represent-
atives of each magnet tell parents about
the special academic programs offered
Brochures are available from the schools
and central office.

M Parents submut applications by a
spning due date.

@ Pupis are ranked, with preference
given to the children who would attend
a school with their sibhngs and those
who live 1n the old neighborhood atten-
dance area of a magnet school, which
accepts applications from children all
over the city.

8 School officials meet and decide
the numbers of students needed for
racial balance in the school. To meet a
court-approved agreement, schools must
be between 10 percent and 50 percent
African American.

# If too many children of either race
category (African-American or white,
which includes other minorities) have
applied for a particular school and grade
level, the district schedules a lottery

B A computer randomly generates
three separate lists of names. A line 13
drawn on each list after the number of
children matches the number of seats
available. Those below the line are
placed on a waiting list.

# At a public lottery, a patron
chooses one of the lists by blindly select-
ing a folder or envelope from the three
for that race at a school and grade level.

8 Pupils may then be placed in their
second- or third-choice school.

M The lists are given to the schools,
which mail letters to parents.

8 District representatives knock on
doors in the summer, trying to convince
some parents to send their children to a
school where children of that race are
needed for balance,

]
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The Hon. George Bush, President
United States of America

The White House

Washington DC 20005-0001

RE: Civil Acts Right of 1991
Dear President Bush:

I graduated from law school in 1975 and entered the practice
of labor law on the side of employees. I remain one of a
handful of lawyers in St. Louis who represent employees in
employment discrimination cases. Most plaintiff's attorneys
view these cases as high-risk and certainly not lucrative
because of the burden of proof an employee must meet to
prevail. I am now Union Co-Chair of the American Bar
Association Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity, of the
Section of Labor and Employment Law. I would not characterize
any of the attorneys on that committee as 'greedy." Indeed,
many of them are dedicated lawyers who fight an uphill battle
against discrimination in the workplace.

I was therefore dismayed to read that you said that the
pending civil rights bill would be a boon to 'greedy"
attorneys. I feel insulted when you, the President of the
United States, impugn the integrity of plaintiff-side employment
lawyers in this fashion. I must say that I am also saddened by
your divisive rhetoric of late. Tragically, such rhetoric
serves only to further divide the nation.

Very truly yours,

e

Lisa S. Van Amburg

cc: The Hon. John Danforth, U.S. Senate

The Hon. Christopher Bond, U.S. Senate

The Hon. Joan Kelly Horn, U.S. House of Representatives

The Honorable William Clay, U.S. House of Representatives

Plaintiffs' Employment Lawyers Association

Lawrence Ashe, Co-Chair, EEO Committee, ABA Section on
Labor and Employment Law

Richard Seymour, Co-Chair, EEO Committee, ABA Section on
Labor and Employment Law
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 5, 1991

Dear Ms. Van Amburg:

On behalf of the President, thank you for your recent letter
conveying your thoughts about the pending employment
discrimination bills.

So far as I am aware, the President has never referred to
"greedy" attorneys. The President does believe, and has said,
that new civil rights legislation should not contain provisions
that will encourage unnecessary litigation or discourage
reasonable settlements. Provisions that would do more to enrich
lawyers (representing either plaintiffs or defendants) than to
give relief to victims are unneeded and undesirable.

The President is committed to strong enforcement of existing
civil rights laws, and to the enactment of appropriate new
employment discrimination legislation. I am enclosing for your
information a copy of the President's bill along with an
explanatory section-by-section analysis.

Thank you again for writing.

Yours tﬁtiiilﬁ/47/

Nelson Lund
Associate Counsel to the President

Ms. Lisa S. Van Amburg
Schuchat, Cook & Werner

The Shell Building, Suite 250
1221 Locust Street

St. Louis, MO 63103-2364
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 3, 1991

Dear Mr. Egan:

On behalf of the President, thank you for your recent letter
conveying your thoughts about the pending employment
discrimination bills.

So far as I am aware, the President has never referred to
"greedy" attorneys. The President does believe, and has said,
that new civil rights legislation should not contain provisions
that will encourage unnecessary litigation or discourage
reasonable settlements. Provisions that would do more to enrich
lawyers (representing either plaintiffs or defendants) than to
give relief to victims are unneeded and undesirable.

The President is committed to strong enforcement of existing
civil rights laws, and to the enactment of appropriate new
employment discrimination laws. I am enclosing for your
information a copy of the President's bill along with an
explanatory section-by-section analysis.

Thank you again for writing.

Yours trufz:/zil/f/

Nelson Lund
Associate Counsel to the President

Mr. Dennis E. Egan, Esq.

The Popham Law Firm, P.C.

13th Floor Commerce Trust Building
922 Walnut Street

Kansas City, MO 64106
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Mr. Egan:

The documents referenced in our
letter of July 3 (copy attached) were
inadvertently omitted.

Please accept our apologies for the
inconvenience.
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The Honorable George Bush
President, United States of America
The White House

Washington, DC 20005-0001

Re: Civil Rights Act of 1991

Dear President Bush:

I am absolutely astounded to read that you said the pending civil
rights bill would be a boon to "greedy" attorneys. What are you trying to
accomplish anyway?

I graduated from law school in 1976, clerked for the Missouri Supreme
Court, and have been engaged in practice since 1977. For the past eight
years, I have developed a sub-specialty representing plaintiffs in
employment law. I have had the pleasure of meeting other dedicated
attorneys who have ventured into the often-cold, always-risky waters of
plaintiffs' employment rights. As a member of the National Employment
Lawyers Association, I can state, categorically, that I have never met a
plaintiffs employment lawyer who I would characterize as "greedy."

To the contrary, very few plaintiffs lawyers practice employment law.
Often, a single employee is pitted against a giant corporation which has
its own in-house staff of lawyers, and hires silk-stockinged, hourly-rate
lawyers to defend the corporation in employment cases. I venture to say
that more often than not it is the defense firm that becomes "greedy" by
prolonging cases and churning up time in files that should be settled early
-- and could be -- if the corporation and/or counsel did not first run
through the motions of trying to bleed the plaintiff dry.

Unlike personal injury/tort litigation, there never is any insurance
company involved. The plaintiff's lawyer must endure countless motions,
must fight tooth and nail to review records of the company to which the
company knows plaintiff's lawyer has every right; always must take numerous
depositions (at great expense); and, inevitably, faces a tree-killing
"motion for summary judgment" (often frivolous), which seeks to throw the
employee's case out of the court system without a trial. If plaintiff's
counsel survives all such onslaughts, if plaintiff's counsel achieves
victory (there is always the risk that he will not and will be penniless
for his efforts), then he turns in his request for attorneys fees under our
prevailing civil rights acts. But the battle is far from over, because now
the corporate counsel who had a team of three attorneys and two paralegals

e e
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Hon. George Bush
June 14, 1991
Page 2

working endlessly churning up motions and performing other activities in
the case, at that point will fly speck the time statement submitted by
plaintiff's single counsel (two lawyers if it is an unusual firm) and will
argue that the attorneys fees are "excessive." Even though defense counsel
was being paid by the hour (sometimes as high as $250 per hour), often
federal judges who recall practicing at a far lesser hourly rate than
prevails in the market today, will reduce a plaintiff's counsel's fee --
(I have never received more than $125/hour) notwithstanding the fact that
plaintiff's counsel was without one penny for one to two years while the
case has been fought through the court system. Now, remember, I'm the one
submitting the fee bill for $125 per hour, after having whipped the $250
per hour lawyer and his minions.

Greedy lawyers? I wish more lawyers practiced in this area, because I
turn away too many meritorious cases because lawyers don't want these high-
risk, labor-intensive, family-eating monsters. Many more cases must be
turned away because under our current laws -- without the amended civil
rights bill -- heinous, egregious acts of discrimination are without an
effective remedy and do not justify an attorney risking 1,000 hours of time
and effort to right the wrong.

I am most upset by your current rhetoric, because it is flat wrong =--
and you know it. The civil rights bill is not a quota bill, it is not
designed to compensate "greedy lawyers," and it will not have any
destructive impact on corporate America, if law abiding corporations will
only recognize their obligations under law. If they do their duty, we will
have less litigation, not more.

I don't know who is pushing your buttons; but because I know for a fact
that the civil rights legislation is "the right thing to do" and that your
increasingly frail excuses for a veto do not stand up, I am doing
everything in my power to tell your constituents the truth. I am just one
person, but I will do everything in my power to pass along the word that
anyone who stands in the way of this legislation should have their motives
examined closely.

V uly yours,

-

ARl
nis E. Egan
For the Firm

DEE:js

cc: Hon. Christopher Bond
Hon. John C. Danforth
Hon. Alan Wheat
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The Honorable George Bush
President, United States of America
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20500

[0}

U 2L 18

!

Dear President Bush:

I am writing in reference to the Civil Rights Bill of 1991 which has
been supported overwhelmingly by both houses of Congress.

I would like to share with you, if I may, what one of my college
professors said in my basic Presidential Politics Course..."In

a presidential election, wherever the majority happens to be, that's
reality....that's the right person to be president of the United
States, whether or not he or she is Republican or Democrat.”

Unfortunately, this philosophy does not seem to apply to issues

debated in the U.S. Congress, especially the civil rights bill

simply because of partisan politics. I feel that because the

support for the bill is so strong in both houses of Congress the
President of the United States should bow to the will of the majority
and sign the legislation. If this bill was not a good bill or not .

the right thing to do, it would not have progressed to the point that /

it has.

I remain hopeful and pray that you will support the majority of our
leaders who supported and voted for this bill and that you will have
the courage to bypass the partisan politics and sign the bill into

~§001n..

Wards |[Cove vs. Antonio

cc: Washington Congressional Delegation
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JouN W. OT1EN, M.D., F.A.C.S.

5401 N. KNOXVILLE

GENERAL SURGERY PEORIA, ILLINOIS 61614 TELEPHONE
309-692-4200

DISEASES OF THE COLON AND RECTUM

COURNSEL'S DFFICE

“ e
Vo June 14, 1991 RECEIVED
v/ -
- "y ll i j ‘Ei"‘q}
AL I - DA,

(AN \ §\\\j
President Bush
The White House e e e
1600 N. Pennsylvania Ave. ’
Washington D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Bush,

I am sure that with your exceedingly busy schedule and multi
faceted schedule you did not have the opportunity to watch
the television program featuring Dr. C. Everet Koop.

I thought it was rather interesting that Dr. Koop discussed
many of the problems facing the delivery of health care
today. What struck me was the magnificence of Dr. Koop's
presentation which was consistence with his performance as
the Surgeon General of the United States.

The current debate in congress over equal opportunity made
Dr. Koop's presents on television even more dramatic from my

standpoint.

I personally feel that the minority quotas which are
obviously present through out the United States are grossly
unfair to many individuals.

I, for example have very little confidence in Dr. Sullivan
present Secretary of Health and Human Services. I say that
because of a number of his appearances on television as well
as written statements some of which seem to demonstrate his
lack of knowledge of these complex issues.

I think it a personal affront to the American public to have
the current "Surgeon General" appear before the American
Public. In no way does this woman impart knowledge
intelligence nor capability to perform in this important
position,

I myself, I understand, was a victim of minority pressure in
that Congressman Bob Michel submitted my name as Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Healfﬁﬂszgzgg¥~ﬁf~W§§“Eﬁf3fﬁgﬁ_fﬁht
I was very high on thé IIst and was advised not to make any
long term plans in Peoria, Illinois, my home, and where my
practice is located., Shortly thereafter I was informed that
the Defense Department had received a great deal of pressure
to appoint a minority person in this position.




Several articles have appeared not only in newspapers but in
medical journals as well indicating the present Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs ineptness in handling
various situations,

One that comes to mind was his stand of the illegality of a
group of physicians in the South who offered to care for all
dependents of service personal involved in Desert Storm
without charge.

Dr. Mendenz grossly mishandled this issue and I think this
points out again the potential risk of having quotas in
hiring minority individuals.

My personal history shows a great deal of compassion and
assistance to anyone who deserves same. This is evidence by
the hundreds of hours I volunteered in developing a methadone
maintenance program for heroin addicts who primarily were of
black race. No one can say that I am a bigot but I do
believe what is right is right and I am very much opposed to
quotas.,

Respectf %3,

John w. O n MoDu F.AIC.S.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 8, 1991

Dear Mr. Trent:

I've been asked to respond to your recent note to the President,
in which you urged him not to veto the pending civil rights bill.

As you know, the President feels strongly about the subject of
civil rights and about the importance of leading the country in
the right direction on this sensitive subject. The bill that he
vetoed last year, however, would actually have done more to take
us in the wrong direction than to solve any of the real problems
that quite obviously do exist. Attaching the label "civil
rights" to such a bill cannot alter its substance.

The President and the Administration have taken many steps in an
effort to resolve this matter in a constructive fashion. Perhaps
most important, the President has offered his own civil rights
bill, which has unfortunately not received the attention it
deserves. The President's bill includes all of the worthwhile
measures on which Republicans and Democrats have agreed, along
with generous compromise provisions dealing with the more
controversial issues. All of us here hope that this bill will
eventually pass both Houses of Congress, so that the President
can sign it and we can lay this matter to rest.

On behalf of the President, thank you for writing.

Yours truly,

Original signed by CBG

C. Boyden Gray
Counsel to the President

Mr. W. J. Trent, Jr.
3609 Birchwood Lane
Greensboro, NC 27410
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Richardson,
Bellows, Henry
& Co., Inc.

June 17, 1991

Honorable John C. Danforth
United States Senate

322 Hart Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Danforth:

I have spent over twenty years developing and validating employee
selection and promotion procedures and also have been intimately involved in
the development of professional measurement standards and the present federal
Uniform Guidelines. What follows, therefore, is based on that experiesnce and
is meant to be a constructive input to the efforts of you and your colleagues
to bring reason into the present civil rights debate. I also believe that
what is written below on S.1208 would be found to be supported by the
overwhelming majority of industrial and other psychologists, as well as their
professional associations.

1. Section 3, which allows complaining parties to allege that
parts of a "group of employment practices" result in a disparate
impact, could force employers to abandon employment~related test
batteries, which typically are better measures of individual merit
than single tests or subjective procedures.

For example, based on a review of employment requirements, a
psychologist conducts research into the employment-relatedness of
three tests. The results indicate that scores on each of the
tests are positively job-related, but their individual levels of
job-relatedness are not high enough to meet federal requirements.
As is commonly found, however, simultaneous analyses show that the
individual test scores can be combined to produce one composite
score which is sufficiently job-related. 1In the testing
profession, such a test "battery" would be and is seen as one
practice, or procedure.

Unfortunately, under the present version of S. 1208 (and H.R.1),
even though the individual subpart tests are not used separately,
complaining parties can "bypass" the battery‘s job-relatedness and
subject each of the tests within the battery to an impact and job-
relatedness test. If any one or more of the parts are shown
separately to have impact, even in an operationally undefined
"significant" way, they would be judged separately and would not
prevail. The job-related battery thus would have been destroyed

1140 Connecticut Avenue, N W., Washington, D.C. 20036, tel. 202/659-3755
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and the employer would be left with no alternative except hiring
by the numbers with less reliable, less valid subjective
procedures. Since the use of test batteries would increase the
risk of liability, this scientifically preferred and fairer
selection strategy would be abandoned.

An addition should be made to Section 5 to provide that an

employment-related procedure, such as a single test or a test
battery whose partg are not used separately, shall be considered

to be a single employment practice.

2. Use of the word "effective" in Section 5’'s definition of
business necessity gseems reasonable on the surface, but implies
that performance is dichotomous; i.e., effective and ineffective,
and may be_ interpreted to mean that there is an effectiveness line

above which relative qualifications have no value and cannot be
considered. This is quite contrary to decades of empirical

scientific evidence which shows quite clearly that those who have
performed higher on an employment-related selection practice also
perform higher on the job. Griggs also quite clearly permitted
selection on the basis of relative qualifications, and it
repeatedly preserved the employer’s right to do so. While Section
5 does state its intent to codify the meaning of business
necessity used in Griggs, this relative qualifications recognition
is missing from S.1208. As stated above, its absence could be
interpreted to mean that performance is dichotomous and that the
minimally qualified must be treated no differently than the
relatively better qualified, no matter the employment-related
evidence. Since "effective" also has no standarized, operational
definition in the scientific or employer community, its meaning
will become the source of endless, case by case debate leaving the
courts and federal and state agencies to decide what constitutes
effectiveness.

Suggestion
Section 5 should be revised to indicate that "effective" means

relative levels of performance above an employer determined
minimum (Clark-Case, Griggs"... An employer may set his
qualifications as high as he likes..., and he may hire, assign and
promote on the basis of test performance.")

3. Section 5's references to "the" job and "an" employment

position may be confused as_meaning that separate employment-—
relatedness gtudies must be conducted for each and every job in
each and every location. This principle, referred to as
situational specificity, has been abandoned by the scientific
community on the basis of substantial evidence that job-
relatedness is a generalizable phenomenon, at least for similar
jobs and clerical, hourly wage, supervisory and managerial job
families. Stated another way, once a sufficient weight of
evidence has accumulated that a given test or test battery is
predictive of performance in a specific job or job family, then it
is not necessary to continue re-validating that test over and over
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for similar use with the gsame job or job family in other settings.
It also must be recognized (a) that the overwhelming majority of
employers, including many of the largest in the country, do not
have the worker sample sizes necessary to make showings of
employment-relatedness for each job in each location, or even for
job families, and (b) that they therefore must be able to "borrow"
employment-relatedness proof from other sources. A "the job, the
location” requirement therefore runs counter to accepted
professional practice and the Uniform Guidelines and, again,
leaves most employers with little choice other than to use less
reliable, less valid subjective procedures and hire or promote by
the numbers.

Suggestion:
All references to "the"” job or "an" employment position should be

changed to "the job or jobs involved."

Finally, I would add that we do have thoughts on S$.1207 and 1209, but
have limited these comments to the area of most expertise; i.e. S§.1208.
there are any questions or comments,
whomever you designate.

With best wishes.

President

I would be happy to meet or speak with
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