
RESUME OF DANIEL N. MATHESON III 

November 15, 1984 

PERSONAL 

Home Address and Telephone - 3811 Green Trails South 
Austin, Texas 78731 
512/346-8763 

Business Address and Telephone - Johnson & Swanson 
1000 Norwood Tower 
114 West Seventh Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
512/474-4829 

Born April 12, 1949 in Fort Worth, Texas 
Married to Jane A. Matheson May 26, 1973 
Two daughters (Sarah and Claire, born February 21, 1977), and 

one son (Clay, born March 3, 1983) 

EDUCATION 

Law - University of Texas School of Law, J.D. with Honors, May 1974 
Associate Editor, Texas Law Review, 1973- 74 

Undergraduate - Tulane University, 1967-69 
University of Texas at Austin, B.A., May 1971 

PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT 

Partner, Johnson & Swanson, Dallas, Texas, October 1, 1979 to 
April 30, 1981, and Austin, Texas, January 1, 1983 to Present 

Director, State of Texas Office of State-Federal Relations, 
Washington, D.C., November 1981 to December 1982 
(Acting capacity from November 1981 to April 1982) 

Energy Coordinator, State of Texas Office of State-Federal 
Relations, Washington, D.c., May 1981 to November 1981 

Associate, Hewett Johnson Swanson & Barbee (now Johnson & Swanson), 
Dallas, Texas, August 1, 1974 - September 30, 1979 

Summer Intern, Vinson, Elkins, Searles, Connally & Smith 
(now Vinson & Elkins), Houston, Texas, 
July and August, 1973 

Summer Intern, Thompson, Knight, Simmons & Bullion 
(now Thompson & Knight), Dallas, Texas, June 1973 

Summer Intern, Law Office of Tom M. Snow, Terrell, Texas, 
June - August 1972 



PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

LEGAL 

Admitted to Practice, State Bar of Texas, December 1974 

Partner in 
Swanson, a 
Dallas, Texas 

the 
170 

Austin, 
lawyer 

Texas office of Johnson 
full service law firm based 

& 

in 

Practice in the general banking, corporate, and 
securities areas, with experience in the following 
areas: Organization and On-going representation of 
banks and savings and loan associations, including 
corporate, regulatory, commercial and real estate 
lending, and equipment leasing transactions; 
organization and on-going representation of corporations 
and other business entities involved in high-technology, 
equipment leasing, real estate investment and 
management, and other businesses; public and private 
placement of debt instruments and equity securities; and 
mergers and acquisitions involving corporations and 
financial institutions 

GOVERNMENT 

Director of State of Texas Office of State-Federal 
Relations November 1981 to December 1982. The Office of 
State-Federal Relations is a Texas state agency with 
offices in Washington, D.C. and Austin, Texas which 
serves as a liasion between the Texas state government 
and the federal government, coordinates the development 
of state policy with respect to federal legislative and 
regulatory initiatives with the Governor and other 
senior Texas officials, monitors federal government 
activities of interest to Texas, and coordinates the 
communication of Texas' positions to members of Congress 
and other federal officials. The Director of the Office 
is appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Texas 
Senate. I was appointed Director of the Office by 
Governor William P. Clements. In 1982, the Office 
maintained a professional and clerical staff of 20 and 
had a budget of approximately $1,000,000. 

While serving as Director of the Office of State-Federal 
Relations, I served as Governor Clements' staff 
representative to the National Governors Association and 
the Southern Governors Association and certain of their 
committees. In 1982, I served as Chairman of the 
Southern Governors Association Staff Advisory Committee 
and as Vice-Chairman of the National Governors 
Association Energy and Environment Committee Staff 
Advisory Committee. 



Member, Texas State 
Professional Engineers, 
William P. Clements) 

Board of Registration for 
1983-1984 (appointed by Governor 

PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 

Member, Dallas, Travis County, Texas, 
International Bar Associations 

American, and 

Member, Committee on Banking Law - Corporation, Banking, and 
Business Law Section, Texas Bar Association 

Member, Texas Association of Bank Counsel 

POLITICAL CAMPAIGN ACTIVITIES 

Reagan-Bush '84 Campaign in Texas 
*Director, Texans for Reagan-Bush '84 (the focal point 
for coalition development and voter outreach among 
Democrats and Independents for the Reagan-Bush Campaign 
in Texas; as Director, I took a leave of absence from 
law practice to assume responsibility for planning and 
implementing coalition development and outreach 
activities and coordinating the recruitment and 
activities of a statewide and several regional Democrat 
and Independent steering committees) 
*Coordinator of business get-out-the-vote effort (as 
such I was responsible for the recruitment and a 
statewide business steering committee and its activities 
as the focal point for the get-out-the-vote effort among 
Texas business leaders) 
*Member, Texas Attorneys for Reagan-Bush '84 Steering 
Committee and Texas Business for Reagan-Bush '84 
Steering Committee 

Phil Gramm for U.S. Senate Campaign, 1984 
*Member, Texas Attorneys for Gramm Steering Committee 
and Travis County Steering Committee 

Joe Barton for Congress Carapaign, 1984 
*Member, Steering Committee and Host Committee for 
several fund-raising events 

COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES 

Member, Board of Directors, Texas Lyceum Association, 
1984 - Present 

Inc., 

Member, Steering Committee, Friends of the Archer M. 
Huntington Gallery at the University of Texas at Austin, 
1983 - Present 



Team Member, Salvation Army Capital Campaign, Austin, 1984 

Team Member, Laguna Gloria Art Musem Annual Fund Campaign, 
Austin, 1984 

Membership Chairman and Member of the Board of Directors, 
Texas State Society of Washington, 1982 

Membership Chairman, Washington Chapter of the University of 
Texas Ex-Students Association, 1982 

Founder and Chairman of the Steering Committee, Texas Energy 
Forum, Washington, D.c., 1981-1982 

Member, Board of Directors, Dallas Theatre Center, 1980-1981 

Member, Board of Directors, Shakespeare Festival of Dallas, 
1980-1981 

Participant, Leadership Dallas 1978-1979 (sponsored by the 
Dallas Chamber of Commerce), and Member, Leadership 
Dallas Alumni Association, 1979-Present 

Member, 500, Inc., Dallas, 1975-1977 

BUSINESS ACTIVITIES 

Secretary and Member of the Executive Committee, Park Cities 
Savings Association, Dallas 

REFERENCE AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST 



John C. Butler 
1792 Hamilton Drive 
Valley Forge, Pennsylvania 19481 

Home: (215) 783-5372 
Office: (215) 875-2448 

OBJECTIVE: Chief Executive Officer/Chief Operating Officer of a computer 
product or computer related company at corporate or divisional level located in 
the U.S. or Europe with authority to make policy decisions in achievement of 
company objectives. 

EXPERIENCE: 

Sperry Computer Systems (formerly Sperry Univac), Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 1960-1984 

For the past ten years, has held four of the five senior line management positions 
under the President in Sperry Computer Systems. 

Vice President and General Manager, Japan 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 
Responsible for $600 Million Revenues, 5,000 personnel; 

1983-1984 

Took this assignment to direct Sperry's successful effort to regain operational 
control of its extensive and long-standing Japanese operations and to revise Sperry's 
corporate strategy for dealing with Japan and Japanese companies. 

* Responsible for all Sperry's business and government relations in Japan. The 
principal ones are (a) manufacturing joint venture with Oki Electric; (b) marketing 
joint venture with Mitsui; and (c) cooperation agreements with Mitsubishi for tech­
nology exchange, product development and marketing arrangements. 

* Managed all "know-how" and technology exchanges with Japan, focusing on 
business opportunities for Japanese products to the U.S. and Europe: (e.g., Mitsubishi, 
Personal Computer marketed in the U.S. and Europe by Sperry) and U.S. Products in 
Japan: (e.g. manufacturing of Sperry Univac llOO's in Japan). 

* Developed program for Japanese joint ventures to share cost of new product 
development while retaining Sperry's ownership rights in the products worldwide. 

Vice President and General Manager, America's Division 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 
Responsible for $1.25 billion Revenues, 9,000 personnel; 

1982 - 1983 

* Responsible for managing, controlling and planning all Sperry's U.S. marketing 
and service activities. This included recommendation and definition of new products, 
software development, systems engineering, customer engineering as well as standard 
marketing programs and the controller and personnel staff functions. 

* During major recession period planned and implemented major reduction of 
force while increasing revenues and bookings. 

* Responsible for the successful award of the single largest computer contract in 
the history of the industry. (U.S. Air Force Phase Four Procurement). 



Executive Vice President Marketing and Services 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 
Responsible for $2.8 Billion revenues, 21,600 personnel; 

1981 - 1982 

Number two job in Sperry Computer Systems. Planned and implemented 
successful reorganization to combine previous marketing and service organization into 
two divisions which reported to this job and ultimately to eliminate this job when 
reorganization fully implemented. Supervised these two divisions until organization 
fully into place and operating smoothly. 

Responsible for managing, controlling and planning Sperry Univac's Marketing 
and Service organization worldwide which included the same functions listed for Vice 
President and Manager of the Americas Division. 

Vice President and General Manager, America's National Division 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 
Responsible for $490 Million Revenues, 3,800 personnel 

1980 - 1981 

Responsible for several special vertical marketing organizations for specific 
markets including certain major national accounts of the company, the federal 
government, worldwide airline accounts and a special development center for airline 
software development and hardware integration. Responsible for managing, 
controlling and planning all Sperry's marketing and service functions for these 
organizations which included the same functions listed for Vice President and Manager 
of the Americas Division. 

* National accounts - Bell System: Increased bookings to over $100 million per 
year. 

* Airline accounts: Developed state-of-the-art software system covering all 
aspects of airline operations, now used in whole or in part by Lufthansa, Iberia, SAS, 
Cathay Pacific, Trans-Australian, Northwest, Eastern, United, Air France, All Nipon, 
Sita and others. Increased Sperry's market share in this industry to over 30 percent. 

* Federal Government: Reestablished Sperry's position as a major supplier to the 
federal government moving from a loss position to the highest profitability in its 
history. 

Vice President and General Manager, International Division 
London, England 
Responsible for $1.2 Billion Revenues, 10,500 personnel; 

1974 - 1980 

Responsible for the establishment of the International Division by combining the 
activities of Sperry in Northern, Central and Southern Europe, Asia, Africa, Australia 
and New Zealand (25 wholly owned subsidiaries, 8 distributors, 2 joint ventures). 

* Responsible for managing, controlling and planning all Sperry's international 
marketing and service activities, which included the same functions performed in the 
U.S. as Vice President and General Manager of the Americas Division plus the legal 
staff function and foreign development centers. 



* Responsible for local content requirements for hardware and software; 
independent pricing of products and sales lease mix in light of foreign exchange rates 
and foreign exchange controls, country quotas, tariffs and interest rates, as well as 
competitive factors; assessment of country political and economic risks; etc. 

* Increased revenue from $250 million to $1.2 billion while achieving the highest 
return on revenue and the highest bookings growth in company. 

* Opened markets for Sperry in USSR, China and Iran where Sperry had 
previously no sales. 

* Developed highly successful joint venture with SAAB Scania of Sweden to 
market and service computers in Demark, Norway, Finland and Sweden (SAAB 
UNIV AC). 

* Planned and directed secret evacuation of approximately 50 personnel in Iran 
after collapse of government there. 

* Instituted major counter trade program for East Bloc countries to facilitate 
sale of Sperry equipment 

Vice President and General Manager, 
Northern European Division 
London, England 

Responsible for all Sperry activity in Northern Europe. 

Vice President and General Manager, Series 70 
Series 70 
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 

1973 - 1974 

1971 - 1973 

Part of a two-man team responsible for the acquisition of the RCA's computer 
business which at a time was the largest computer-acquisition in history. Developed a 
plan to integrate the RCA business into Sperry's business and managed the RCA 
operation until it could be fully merged into Sperry. In approximately 5 years, RCA 
operations generated profits more than four times total purchase price. 

Vice President, Field Operations, West 1970 - 1971 

Responsible for all computer marketing and services activity Central, South 
West and Far West Region, headquartered in Chicago, Illinois. 

Regional Manager, Central Region, Chicago, Illinois 

Branch Manager, Boston, Massachusetts 

Major Systems Sales Manager, Eastern Region 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

National Accounts Manager, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Sales Executive, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

1967 -1970 

1965 - 1967 

1964 - 1965 

1962 - 1964 

1960 - 1962 



.. , 

BOARD MEMBERSHIPS: 

Saab Univac, Stockholm 
Sperry Rand International Corporation, Chairman and President 
Sperry Rand Holland, NV, Amsterdam 
Oki-Univac-Kaisha 
Nippon-Univac-Kaisha 
Trustee Kiskiminetas Springs School 

EDUCATION: 

Kiskiminetas Springs School, Saltsburg, Pennsylvania 
Dickinson College, Carlisle, Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies 

MILITARY: 

U.S. Army, Army Security Agency, Cryptographer 

past 
past 
past 
past 
past 
past 
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LINDA CHAVEZ 

6403 Hillmead Road 
Bethesda, . Maryland 208 

301/469-9107 (H) 
202/523-5571 (0) 

PERSONAL INFORMATION 

Born: Albuquerque, New Mexico; June 17, 1947 

Married: Christopher Gersten; June 15, 1967; three children 

EDUCATION 

University of Colorado, B.A., 1970 
English Literature 

UCLA, 1970-1972, English Literature 

University of Maryland, 1974-1975, 
American Studies 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

August 1983 - Present: 

Staff Director, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights is an 
independent, fact-finding agency whose mission 
is to study discrimination on the basis of 
race, sex, national origin, religion, age 
and handicap; to issue reports; to hold 
public hearings; and to make recommendations 
to Congress and the President. 

The staff director is responsible for the 
management of the agency and the implementa­
tion of policy and is the chief executive 
officer of the agency. Since its reconstitu­
tion, the Civil Rights Commission has embarked 
on an ambitious plan of research projects 
including a major national study of school 



Professional Experience (Continued) 

Page 2 
CHAVEZ 

desegregation; a study of income differences 
of Americans by race, sex and national origin 
and the factors that account for such 
differences; a public consultation on the 
controversial subject of equal pay for so­
called comparable worth; and future hearings 
on housing discrimination, affirmative action, 
and the rights of severely handicapped newborn 
infants. The staff director has initiated 
these projects, later approved by the 
Commission members, and has directed the 
work of agency staff and consultants. The 
staff director represents the agency before 
public fora and the Congress. 

March 1982 - August 1983: 

Assistant to the President, American 
Federation of Teachers; Editor, 
American Educator; Washington, D.C. 

Responsible for coordinating and supervising 
the work of the national professional staff 
of the American Federation of Teachers. 
Editor of the American Educator, national 
award-winning quarterly journal of opinion 
and ideas published by the American 
Federation of Teachers. 

American Educator routinely published 
articles by authors such as Jeanne Kirkpatrick, 
Thomas Sowell, William Bennett, James Stockdale, 
Diane Ravitch and others and pioneered in 
serious examination and discussion of such 
important issues as moral education, the 
survival of the American family, student 
discipline and violence in the schools, 
and the decline in standards in education. 

Lectured extensively on the subject of moral 
education in school districts and at education 
conferences throughout the United States. 



Professional Experience (Continued) 
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Represented the American Federation of 
Teachers at international meetings of 
education leaders and democratic trade 
unionists in Panama, Costa Rica, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Mexico and Brazil. On behalf 
of the American Federation of Teachers 
president, routinely met with elected 
representatives of teacher organizations 
from the United Kingdom, Federal Republic 
of Germany, France, Japan and other 
democracies. 

Developed education policy for the American 
Federation of Teachers in higher education, 
bilingual education, international education, 
teacher preparation, and non-discriminatory 
affirmative action. 

July 1981 - December 1981: 

Consultant, ACTION, Washington, D.C. 

Responsible for advising the Director of 
VISTA on training materials for use in 
the agency's service learning projects 
and for evaluating whether materials were 
consistent with Administration policy. 

September 1977 - March 1982: 

Edi tor, American Federation of Teachers, 
Washington, D.C. 

Responsible for editing American Educator, 
American Teacher (December 1978 - March 1982), 
Action, the quarterly, monthly and weekly 
publications of the American Federa tion of' 
Teachers. 

~ -



Professional Experience (Continued) 

July 1977 - September 1977: 

Consultant; President's Reorganization 
Project, Office of Management and Budget; 
Washington, D.C. 

Responsible for research on developing 
a reorganization plan for the federal 
equal employment effort administered 
by the Civil Service Commission. 

February 1977 - July 1977: 

Special Assistant to the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Legislation (Education) : 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare; Washington, D.C. 

Page 4 
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Represented the Department's views on education 
legislation to Members of Congress and Congres­
sional Committee staff. 

September 1975 - February 1977: 

Assistant Director of Legislation; 
American Federation of Teachers; AFL-CIO; 
Washington, D.C. 

Responsible for preparation and presentation 
of testimony and for liaison with Senate and 
House members on education, tax reform, pension, 
civil rights and energy legislation. 

September 1974 - August 1975: 

Lobbyist; National Education Association; 
Washington, D.C. 

Maintained liaison with members of the House 
and Senate, federal agencies, civil rights 
organizations and public interest groups • 

. .. '.·:;·· 



Profes~ional Experience (Continued) 

July 1972 - September 1974: 

Professional Staff; Committee on the 
Judiciary, Subcorrunittee on Civil Rights 
and Constitutional Rights; U.S. House 
of Representatives 

Responsible for all staff work on Congres­
sional oversight hearings on civil rights. 

June 1972 - July 1972: 

Page 5 
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Analyst, Department of the Spanish Speaking, 
Democratic National Committee, Washington, D.C. 

February 1972 - May 1972: 

Program Development Specialist; Interstate 
Research Association; Washington, D.C. 

October 1970 - January 1972: 

Lecturer; Department of English, University 
of California, Los Angeles 

January 1969 - September 1970: 

English Program Instructor Coordinator; 
United Mexican-American Students--Educational 
Opportunity Program; University of Colorado 

ADVISORY PANELS, HONORS, AWARDS 

Administrative Conference of the United 
States, 1984, Council Member, Appointed 
by President Reagan, August 1984 

Monitoring Panel on UNESCO, Department of 
State, 1984, Appointed by Secretary of 
State to monitor change in UNESCO policy 
and management, proceeding the announcement 
of United States intention to withdraw. 

. ... · ,· ~· . 



Advisory Panels, Honors, Awards (Continued) 

Chairman, American Catholic Conference, 
present 

Page 6 
CHAVEZ 

Council for the Advancement of Citizenship, 
1980 - present 

Panelist, National Endowment for the Humanities, 
1982 - 1983 

National Woodrow Wilson Fellowship 
Honorable Mention, 1969 

Writers Conference of the Rockies, 
Colorado Scholar, 1967 

. ~- ·- ~ . -· ' --- \ ·. 
. ... ~~ -_; -· .. . --· ~-' -. . .,. 
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J-.rle 29, 1984 

Honc1able Chic Hecht 
Un1ted States Senate 
\:a s :·ll n g t ~ n , r.: • C • 2 0 5 1 0 

WA$HIN~T0N, 0. C. '°'2S 

STAFF DfRECTOlt 

':nc=--.Y: yo-.:. fo1 yc.:.1 Jecent lett_e1 request.ing technical 
ass1s~arice fro= the Coffi~1ssion staff in clarifying some of the 
a::ib1gi.:it.1es t.hat have been identified in the scope of the four 
c1v1l rights sta~utes if they a1e amended by S. 2568, the 
p1opcsc~ C1v1l Rights Act of 1984. ~he staff is drafting 
longuage th~t should cla1ify certain sections of the bill, and 
t~1s l~~g~~ge w1ll be sent to yo~ shortly. 

Z!i t_he r.;ea;.t nrie, l can report •.o you t.hat_ the Cor.mdssion has 
p1evJously a5opted the position that the scope of an agency's 
auu·,c11t.y ·:: ·.:.::-:-.. :·.~·.:: :'c.:-cri.l funding should not. be modified. 
Thus, 1t ls lne ~onrnJss1on's view that the termination of 
Tede1ol !1nan=1al assistance should be, "limited t.o t.he 
par•1=~l3r pcl1t1cal en•.ity or pa1t thereof, or other recipient 
dS to 11.·:; o:;-; [ c find ins of non-compliance) has been made, and 
sho~l~ be ll~1•e~ 111 i's effect to the particular program, or 
J-'3'' theH?c!, 1:--. w~i1Cr1 no~-cornpliance has been found." Thi& 
!Qns~~3e i~ c~11en•ly contained in Section 602 of Title VI, 
Se=t1cn 9~2 of Title I~. and sjn1lar language also currently 
appears 1n Sect.ion 305 of t.he Age Discrimination Act. 

lt. will be necessa:ry t.o delet.e the following provisions of 
S. 2568 in o:rde:r to achjeve this objective: (1) Page 3, lines 
22-24; page 6, lines 23-25; page 7, lines 1-2: and page 9, 
11ne£ t.-b. The st.aff believes t.hat. S. 256B's arnendment_s to 
tne ten,.._1n~• 1or. la=-ig~age now in the st_at.utes may alter t.he 
cu1JE~t 1e~=h of an a9ency's aut.horjty to terminate it& Federal 
!1n~n=1al as~1stance to a rec1pient. Since the bill's language 
is s;.;s:-ept1;.;,1e tc a va1 iety of confl1ct. 1ng int.erp1et.at.jons, we 
lJi:-11-:v(.' ti.e;• 1' 1s adv1sal.>le to retain the existing st.atutory 
1a:--1c:;..;.:::;e. 

~· .. ., ... --
- - ·-:·-:-··---- -:- - · ~·- · ._ ..... -.-.- --.. ·· . 

:·- ·.,._..;_- ---·- . - ,.-- ....... . - ... ----- ,.-·· ·_ ... ·--.·-·- -----"; --711-: ----·-:r- - .----· -·- ... 
- . - · ··- ••• - -.'- --· • -.• •. .~~. ·.7'.- • • -: ~·· ·''_:___" ~· ~~~-~~......:.,...;.m.. ______ _ 
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t -· 
Let. me add that. while the Commission supporta both broad 
Jnstitut.Jor:-wide cove1a9e under these civil rights laws, and 
1e,ent.ion of t.he cu:r.1ent. scope of the stat.ut.e's pinpoint 
financJal assistance te1mination clause, it has not taken any 
posit Jon on S. 2569. 

S1ni:e1ely, 

·' 

t~a..) , 
. -----L 

.... 

.~L: 

· ·_-_ .. · _____ . = -~~ __ ; : _::_~~~~j:t~~:-:;--:~&i:.b~~~;ir+~s~~~-
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JUL 2 0 W 

Honorable Chic Hecht 
United State~ Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Hecht: 

5TAH CIRECT01 

In ::.y letter of June 29, 1984, I offered you a suggestion for a 
possible amend~ent to the 1984 Civil Rights Act, S. 2568. The 
:..~er.d::Jent was intended to preserve the current scope of an 
cg~~cy's ter~ir.ation-of-funds authority under the four civil 
!ights statutes that the pending legislation proposes to amend. 

: also indicated i~ ~y letter that the Con~ission's staff was 
d:a:tir.g ad~itional language which could form the basis of 
a~encoents that would clarify the substantive scope of the 1984 
Civil Rights Act. Pursuant to your request, the purpose of the 
sugscsted lar.g~age is to ensure that coverage under the four 
.:ivil rig:'lts statutes would be restored to the broad scope 
thought to h~ve existed before the Supre~e Court's Grove City 
decision but would not extend that coverage any further. 

The Co~~ission's staff has drafted two sets of alternative 
:..nc:-,::::.e:lts. 'I'!: e :irst. set of a:::ier.d:;ients (l-.lternative I) 
cc~tains ge~eral language that furt~er clarifies Congressional 
intent in this matter. In the event that the general language 
does not reflect an approach you wish to pursue, the staff has 
prepared a second set of amendments (Alternative II). The 
second set of a~enc~ents uses thirteen specific examples of 
pe:so~s. institutio~s, or programs lhat will be exe=pted from 
~~e coverag~ of the pending bill. 

This is a difficult area in which to draft legislative 
la~suage. Our suggestions may require refinement in order to 
achieve the intended result, and you may wish to make further 
revisions to them. Should you have any further questions, 
please do no~ hesitate to co~tact me. 
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Please note that the Commission on Civil Rights has neither 
reviewed nor approved any of the proposed amendments, nor has 
it taken a position on S. 2568 itself. These amendments are 

' being -submitted to you in response to your previous request for 
our assistance in this .matter. As I ~entioned to you earlier, 
the Commission does favor a broad interpretation of the scope 
of these statutes but also favors retention of the . "pinpoint• 
limitation on an agency's fund termination authority. 

Si~cerely yours, 

LINDA CHAVEZ 

-.,-
#. "" .. . '• .. C' . •. • 

• .. '4lf,,, 
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' . • • f ANALYSIS OF LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF H.R. 5490 

. ~ ' . . .. 
Introduction 

I have concluded that the legislative history ip the House 
confirms: (1) the ambiguous scope of some of the bill's 
provisions (2) that the bill fails to restore the breadth of 
coverage of anti-discrimination provisions on the basis of 
religion and sex using "program or activ~ty" language in 
federal funding statutes; (3) that many supporters of the bill 
do not understand the scope of broad coverage thought to have 
existed.before Grove City and thus are unable to understand how 
the bill provides less civil rights coverage in a few respects 
and significantly broader civil rights coverage in other 
respects than was the case even under the ·earlier broad 
interpretation; (4) the bill expands coverage of the four civil 
rights statutes well beyond that which had been thought to 
exist before Grove City, authorizing agencies (and courts) to 
exercise power ove= recipients of Federal aid they have never 
exercised before; and (5) the scope of the termination power is 
ambiguous and may well exceed its pre-Grove City scope, 
contrary to the explanations and assurances of the bill's 
sponsors. 

Part of the confusion stems not only from a congressional lack 
of U.!derstancing of what was regarded to be broad coverage 
prior to Grove City, but a serious misunderstanding of the 
bill ' s changes in the definition of "recipient" from the 
definition in agency r~gulations. Many members of the House 
believec the bill's definition of "recipient" is essentially 
unchanged from agency definitions of "recipient. " E.g., H 6799 
(Cong. Rodino); H 6810 (Gong. Bartlett); H 6815 (Cong . 
Sensenbrenner); H 7033 (Cena . Edwards). Indeed, some 
Congressmen appeared to be under the erroneous assumption that 
the b!.ll ' s definition of "recipient" is identical to agency 
definitions of "recipient". H 6806 (Cong. Coleman) ("A 
definition of 'recipient' taken directly from Department of 
Education Title IX regulations is added.") 

I note, first, that identica l language in a regulation may take 
on a different meaning if adopted by Congress. This can occur 
because Congress adds its own gloss to the language through its 
legislative history . Moreover, courts may· defer more to the 
acts and words of Congress than to an agency's regulation in 
interpreting a statute. 

. .. . . .· ·:-· . ~ - . . .... ~- .. - -~ --· ·· - -
.It .... ·' 
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Second, and even more important, the bill makes material 
changes in the definition by adding entirely new language and 
reordering and recasting language that is present in agency 
definitions. The bill's definition of "recipient" is: 

• 
For the purpose of this section, the term 
"recipient" means --

(1) any State or political subdivision 
thereof, or any public or private agency, 
institution, or organization, or other 
entity (including any subunit of any such 
State, subdivision, instrumentality, 
agency, institution, organization, or 
entity), and (2) any successor, assignee, 
or transferee of any such State, 
subdivision, instrumentality, agency. 
institution, organization, or entity or 
of any such subunit, 

to which Federal financial assistance is 
extended (directly or through another entity 
or a person), or which receives supoort from 
the exter.sion of Federal financial 
ass~stance to any of its subunits. 

The underlined portion is entirely new, and Members of the 
House are clearly divided over what this new phrase in the 
definition means (see discussion at pages 6-9). 

There are other key changes. For example, the Department of 
Education's Title IX regulatory definition of "recipient" 
includes entities ~hich receive Federal financial assistance 
"directly [from the Federal government] or through another 
recioient and which operates an education program or activity 
which receives or benefits from such assistance, including any 
subunit, successor, assignee, or transferee thereof." 34 C.F.R. 
§ 106.2(h). (emphasis supplied). 

H.R. 5490's definition makes a subtle but potentially material 
change by making an entity a recipient if it receives Federal 
financial assistance, not through another recipient, but 
"through another entity or person." Coupled with the deletion 
of the exclusion of ultimate beneficiaries from the 
definition, 1/ the definition raises the possibility, 

!/ This exclusion occurs in a number of agency definitions of 
"recipient." E.g., 45 C.F.R. § 84.3 (Department of Health and 
Human Services' Section 504 regulation). 
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confirmed by -congressman Simon (see discussion at pages 12-14), 
that a grocery store's participation in the Food Stamp Program 
and receipt of food stamps from a food stamp beneficiary 
{presumably a "person'' within the bill's definition cf 
"recipient" in .the "indirect aid" p~rt of said definition) 
subjects the grocery store to coverage under Title VI, Section 
504, and the Age Discrimination Act. 

Moreover., the inclusion of "transferees" · "in current agency 
definitions is·meant to include only transferees of Federal 
financial assistance -- not transferees of recipients of 
Federal financial assistance. By failing to make this clear, 
the bill's definition of "recipient" opens the door wide for an 
expansion of coverage exceeding that which was thought to have 
existed before Grove City. 

I also no'te that a number of agency definitions of "recipient" 
do not include "subunits." E.g., 45 C.F.R. 80.13(i) 
(Departmen~ of Health and Human Services' Title VI regulations). 

Coveraae of Entire States and Locali'ties by Virtue of 
Catecorical or Block Grant Federal Financal Assistance 

The concerns expressed in your testimony concerning the scope 
of coverage of states and localities by virtue of their receipt 
of categorical or block grants are borne out by the House's 
legislative history. Given the bill's definition of 
"recipient," which includes states and political subdivisions 
of states, it is unclear, on the bill's face, whether only 
those decartments for which the aid is intended and used are 
covered by the bill, as was the case under the broad pre-Grove 
Citv approach, or whether the entire state or locality is so 
covered. The legislative history suggests it is the latter. 

The Cornm:t~ee Report states: 

A recipien~ is covered in its entirety, 
including its subunits. Political 
subdivisions (such as cities) are legal 
entities unto themselves and should not be 
treated as subunits of their states. Thus, 
the receipt by a state of Federal funds 
would not necessarily lead to coverage of 
all political subdivisions, but it would 
lead to coverage of all state agencies and 
departments. A political subdivision must 
itself receive assistance in order to be 
covered. This may happen through the direct 
receipt of Federal funds, or through the 

.. . .. 
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receipt of Federal funds from a state or 
other recipient, but it is not the automatic 
result of a state's coverage. In sununary, 
entire states may be covered and so may • 
entire political subdivisions, but there is 
no automatic coverage from one to another. 
Committee Report at 26 (emphasis 
supplied). ~I 

This passage reflects a serious misunderstanding of the scope 
of broad coverage before Grove City and demonstrates the 
expansion of coverage of these statutes beyond even the broad 
coverage thought to exist prior to Grove City. No single 
Federal financial assistance program or set of programs, 
however broad, whether in the form of categorical grants, block 
grants, or general revenue sharing, ~/ subjected all 
depar~ments and agencies of ·the state or locality to coverage 
under these civil riahts statutes. If a state received a 
categorical health grant to build a clinic, the broad approach 
prior to Grove City would have subjected all of the programs 
and activities of the state health department to coverage ~ it 
would not have subjected the state's highway department, prison 
system or licensing boards (such as those which license 
ba=bers, electricians, speech pathologists, etc.) to coverage. 
Even if some money from the grant went to the controller's 
office or the governor's office for ."administrative 

~/ See also, H 7033 (remarks by Cong. Edwards, a principal 
co-sponsor and floor manager of H.R. 5490). These flat 
s~atements in the Committee Report might seem to be mitigated 
by other, contradictory, parts of the legislative history 
indicating that only if the state's subunit receiving Federal 
aid provides general overhead or other federal aid to the state 
would all of the state's departments and agencies be covered. 
See H 7022 (Cong. Fish); H 7034 (Cong. Schneider). The 
legislative history, however, appears to obfuscate the issue 
rather than clarify it. Further, while a comparison of the 
Committee Report's language on page 26 with the remarks of 
Congressman Fish and Congresswoman Schneider demonstrate·s the 
clear inconsistency with which members of the House viewed this 
coverage issue. the key point is that pre-Grove City broad 
coverage never went as far as Congressman Fish and 
Conaresswoman Schneider indicated even as a result of overhead 
expenses being paid from the Federal aid to a state agency. 
See text at pages 4-6. 

~/ Even the General Revenue Sharing program contains an 
express provision permitting recipients of such funds to show, 
by clear and convincing evidence, that certain parts of their 
activities did not receive the funds and, thus, were not 
subject to the civil rights statutes. 31 u.s.c. § 6716(c)(l) . 
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overhead", these other agencies, departments and boards woµld 
not be covered. While the controller's office and the 
governor's office would have been covered, at least in part, as 
a result of the receipt of Federal funds for administrative 
overhead, this is a far cry from adding coverage 0 0£ all state 
agencies and departments", as suggested by the Conunittee Report 
and some House members. The same is true of block grants. 
Social service or health block grants to a state would subject 
to coverage. all state departments and agencies ·which receive 
the block grant funds -- as well as subrecipients of those 
funds. The number of such state agencies may be large ~but 
they do not include all agencies and departments of a state. 
Even the most general, broad Federal financial assistance 
program, general revenue sharing, which provides funds for the 
unrestricted use of localities, does not subject departments 
and agencies of the locality to civil rights coverage if they 
do not spend any of the revenue sharing funds. All departments -
and agencies of a state would be covered only if they al.l 
received Federal financial assistance, but not by virtue of the 
receipt by the state of a health grant -- which goes to, and is 
used by, health department(&). 

Indeed, in an effort to explain what H.R. 5490 does in this 
very circumstance, Congressman Fish, ranking Republican on the 
House Judiciary Committee, demonstrates how far beyond 
pre-Grove City coverage H.R. 5490 goes: 

Cong. Fish: ... Question. 1 ... (A) If a 
State receives a categorical health grant 
for its health department, is the State 
government itself the recipient, thereby 
subjecting all of its activities to these 
four civil rights laws? Or is the recipient 
only the State Health Department? 

In the scenario described the State agency 
is a recipient -- unless the funding goes to 
the State and the State may use it for a 
whole variety of purposes. The State agency 
receiving the categorical aid grant is 
covered in its entirety. Other agencies in 
the State government are not covered unless 
the arant funds are used to suoport the 
State government -- parent entity -- as a 
whole through assignment of some portion of 
the Federal grant fund to the Governor's 
office or for other central State services. 
H 7022 (Cong. Fish) (emphasis supplied). !/ 

4/ See also, H 7023 (Cong. Fish) (addressing a block grant 
funding scenario). 
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The first observation to be made about Congressman Fish's 
response is that it misses a key point about the scope of the 
bill's definition of "recipient." Even before one addresses 
the impact of the "trickle up" theory in response to the 
question, one needs to discuss the impact of the inclusion of 
"state or political subdivision thereof" on coverage in this 
situation. Congressman Fish· does not do so. Rather, he says 
the bill could subject agencies pther than the state health 
department to coverage under a "trickle-up" theory derived from 
the "support from a subunit" clause added to the bill's 
definition of "recipient." As I have mentioned, while the 
governor's office might have been covered in this circumstance 
under the broad approach thought to exist prior to Grove City, 
all other agencies of the state were not covered by virtue of 
funds from the grant going to the governor's office or to other 
central state offices. Congresswoman Schneider also described 
the effect of H.R. 5490 in terms similar to Congressman Fish. 
H 7034 (Cong. Schneider) To the extent that Congressman Fish, 
Congresswoman Schneider, and other House members believed that 
these responses to the categorical and block grant scenarios 
stated enforcement practice as it existed before Grove City 
under a broad approach, they voted for H.R. 5490 under a 
significantly mistaken impression. 

I might add that there are a number of passages in the 
legislative his~ory that call for broad interpretation of the 
bill, e.g., Committee Report at 26 ("The Committee intends to 
clarify that agency and judicial interpretations of this 
legislation should be guided by the concept of broad rather 
than r.arrow application of these coverage provisions"); H 6809 
(Cong . Bartlett); H 6813 (Cong. Simon). These passages, when 
serving as a gloss on the specific examples mentioned earlier 
and described below, lend support to an interpretation of H.R. 
5490 which is not only broad, but which exceeds the breadth of 
coverage thought to have existed before Grove City. 

Thus, the question you raised in your testimony as to whether 
all activities of state government would be covered if the 
state receives a categorical or block grant, is apparently • 
"yes." 

Scope of "Support from Subunit" Clause 

Again, the ambiguities in H.R. 5490 which arise from the 
addition of entities "which receive[ ) support from the 
extension of Federal financial assistance to any of its 
subunits" to the definition of "recipient" appear to be 
resolved: this part of the bill also expands coverage beyond 
that which existed under the pre-Grove City broad approach. 

~· - . """:"' - ----· ~- ~--~-~ - --~-~:~,;- i--.:~.;. ~ :;: 
- · - __ __ . , -_ r- -- ..-- --·- - . --· .. - - ·· 

• _ .. ~ : ~ -- -.-...J. "' • - ~<. ~ -:--· 

.......... -- . 
.- - " '"'·-·- -··---~.-- - · - J • • • - • • • --- , - ~ --·-- • 

- .-- .... ..:... -··-- --· _; ....... . : .. 



The Committee Report states, at page 26: 

If a subunit of a state or political 
subdivision is the recipient, such as a 
state department of health or a city fire 
department, coverage of the parent entity 
and all of its operations is not automatic. 
A subunit's receipt of federal financial 
assistance will trigger coverage for the 
parent entity of which it is a part, if the 
assistance to the subunit supports the 
larger en~ity as ~ell. This is expressed by 
the phrase "directly or through another 
recipient" (45 CFR 80.13(i), 34 CFR 
106.2(5}(h}}. So, for example, 
administrative overhead from federal 
assistance which a subunit gives to its 
parent entity will "support" the larger 
entity and lead to coverage. The result 
would be the same under the regulations 
because the assistance is extended to the 
parent entity through the recipient 
subunit. (emphasis supplied).~/ 

I 

The Corrmittee Report's remark that coverage of a parent 
throughout its operations is not "automatic" sounds like a 
concession to the pre-Grove City broad approach, but it is no 
concession at all. Prior to Grove City, as mentioned earlier, 
the receipt of overhead expenses by the mayor's office or 
governor's office from a Federal grant to a particular subunit 
or subunits such as departments or agencies did not subject 
"all of [the state's or city's] operations" to coverage under 
the civil rights statutes. 

Thus, such coverage was not "automatic", and it rarely, if 
ever, occurred unless the subunit passed along the Federal 
financial assistance to another entity, such as another subunit 
of the state or of the city. Further, while some members of 
the House stressed that coverage under this" "subunit/trickle-up 
theory" is not automatic, their elucidation of the theory 
demonstrates such coverage will be frequent and, in any event. 
will occur in circumstances when such coverage was not 
triggered under the pre-Grove City broad approach. The 
Committee Report's suggestion that past regulatory practice 

~/ See also H 6810 (Cong. Bartlett}; H 7033 (Cong. Edwards}. 
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would "lead to coverage" of an entire state er locality, in all 
of its agencies, departments, and boards, by the mere use cf 
"overhead" funds by some central off ice(s) from a categorical 
or block grant or revenue sharing grant is simply erroneous. 

Indeed, the Committee Report starkly illustrates the growth in' 
federal civil rights jurisdi~tion which this clause portends. · 
The Committee Report says, "[t]he term 'support' is a new term 
in the 'recipient" definition. 'Federal financial assistance' 
and 'support' are similar concepts. The current regulations 
defining 'federal financial assistance' which remain unchanged, 
are guidance for the meaning of 'support'. Both federal 
financial assistance and supDort should be interDreted 
broadly." Committee Report at 30 (emphasis supplied). 6/ 

By describing "support" as similar to Federal financial 
assistance, which can include equipment, services, facilities, 
and use- of pe:-sonnel, and the admonition to interpret "support" 
"broadly", the Committee Report would seem to indicate that a 
subunit will provide coverage over other entities even if it is 
not merely serving as a conduit for actual Federal financial 
assistance. It appears that the provision of support from a 
subunit ex~ends to all of the forms of aid which would 
constitute "Fede::-al financial assistance" from a Federal 
agency. The language of the definition of "recipient" aj,so 
suggests this result. 

Indeed, several House members also stated that "suppert" is to 
be interpreted broadly. H 6810 (Cong. Bartlett); H ·6813 (Cong. 
Simon) ("Likewise a subunit receiving Federal assistance will 
trigger coverage of its parent entity if the Federal funds 
be~efit the pa:-ent entity; once coveraq§ is trigaered the 
parent entitv is covered throughou~ its operations") (emphasis 
supplied); 11 H 7024 (Cong. Fish). There is further 

§j Agency regulations define "Federal financial assistance" 
as far more than mere funds. E.g., 34 C.F.R. S 106.2(g) 
(Department of Education, Title IX regulation). 

7/ Note here that Congressman Simon, a principal co-sponsor 
and co-floor manager of H.R. 5490, uses the term "benefit" 
rather than "support" and that once there is "benefit" to the 
parent entity from the subunit's receipt of Federal funds, all 
of the operations of the parent aFe covered. This would 
undoubtedly include the licensing and certification activities 
of state and municipal boards._ Such coverage would subject 
those activities to the "effect" regulations which implement 
these statutes. The Commission has urged the Congress to take 
cognizance of the "intent" or "effect" issue, but the 
Commission has not taken a position on it . 
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evidence of the House's confusion over the meaning of what it 
was voting on. Congressman Edwards, a principal co-sponsor and 
floor manager of the bill, construed "support" more narrowly 
than did the Committee Report and other colleagues during the 
floor debate: "A larger entity is not automatically covered . 
simply because its subunit is a recipient of Federal finan·cial 
assistance. Moreover, cove~age of the larger entity does -not 
result from the fact that Federal financial assistance to the 
subunit 'frees up' funds to the parent entity. Rather, 
identifiable assistance from the actual Federal funds, such as 
a part of the overhead for the parent, is required for coverage 
to result under the concept of 'supports'. In other words, 
some tangible financial assistance must actually be received by 
the parent (not just a saving of funds the parent might 
other-wise expend)." H 7024 (emphasis supplied); see also H 
7033 (Cong. Edwards). The Co~mittee Report, at 30, however, 
analogized "support" to Fede!:'al financial assistance, as did 
Congress~an Bartlett (H 6810). As mentioned earlier, Federal 
financial assistance means far more than funds or fiscal 
support, it includes services, facilities, equipment, supplies, 
and personnel. ~/ The weight of authority on the meaning of 
"support" clearly favors the broad interpretation, rather than 
Congressman Edwards' interpretation. What Congressman Edwards' 
cornment does illustrate, however, is the confusion the 
definition of "recipient" generated in the House. 

In short, this additional clause, in light of the legislative 
history in the House, appears clearly to expand coverage of the 
civil rights statutes well beyond that which existed under the 
broad interpretation prior to Grove City. 

Snecific Examples in the Committee Renert 

The reso:ution of the coverage issue with respect to a number 
of hypothe~icals listed in the Committee Report accurately 
reflects, in my opinion, the correct result under the pre-Grove 
City broad approach. Other examples, however, do not seem to 

8/ See footnote 6. Senator Cranston, like the Committee 
Report and Congressman Bartlett, also took a broad view of the 
meaning of "support" in the definition of "recipient'.'. S 4 594, 
S 4595 (April 12, 1984) ("the concept of 'support' [in both the 
definition of 'recipient' and the termination of funds clause] 
is intended to refer to a not immaterial support having 
monetary value which could include •• for example, services") . 
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me to reflect that earlier approach and, as such, are a further 
illustration of how the bill exceeds the scope of pre-Grove 
City broad coverage in many ways, and falls short of such 
coverage in a few other ways. 

A corporation receives a federal grant for 
defense research and operates a nonfederally 
funded vocational education program in one 
of its plant sites. Are all the functions 
of the corporation covered under Title IX? 
No. The corporation is an education 
recipient only to the extent of its 
education functions. All of the activities 
related to the educational functions 
conducted by the corporation are covered, 
without regard to site or whether they 
receive federal funding. 

NOTE: Coverage under Title VI, Sec. 504 and 
the Age Discrimination Act would be 
triggered. 

Committee Report at 28 .. 

I do not believe, eve~ under the broad pre-Grove City approach, 
that all of a corporation's activities would be subject to 
Title VI, Section 504, and the Age Discrimination Act, "without 
regard to site or wjlether they receive federal funding," or 
that a-11 of the corporation's education activites would be 
covered by Title IX "without regard to site or whether they 
receive federal funding." Suppose the corporation had several 
divisions or subsidiaries which do different business than the 
de:e~se work for which the grant was provided? For example, · 
suppose a major automobile manufacturer had a separate division 
producing tanks for the Army and receives a research grant to 
explore improvements to the tank. H.R. 5490 apparently would 
subject the automobile manufacturer's car--. and other -
divisions, and perhaps subsidiaries as well, in their entirety 
to coverage under Title VI, Section 504, and the Age 
Discrimination Act, and would cover all of its educational 
activities under Title IX. Since the defense research grant is 
unrelated to these other activities, and the other activities 
are distinct, discrete, and apart from the defense division, it 
is highly unlikely that the Defense Department would have 
covered the auto manufacturer in its entirety, and even less 
likely that courts would have sustained such coverage. See 
ge~erally Simpson v.. Reynolds Metals Company, Inc. 649 F. 2d 
1226 (7th Cir. 1980) You warned in your testimony that 
Congress must be aware of the many funding programs and the 
variety of recipients receiving federal aid so that legislation 
drafted to overturn Grove City not focus too heavily on 
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educational institutions ~ which are not the only kind of 
private recipient of federal aid. The drafters cf the 
Committee Report have fallen prey to this tendency. Use of the 
"recipient-wide" or "institution-wide" concept when speaking cf 
restoring broad coverage to these statutes makes sense when 
speaking of educational institutions and education aid. 9/ 
Broad coverage does not necessarily include an entire -
corporation, however, in the circumstances described in the 
Committee Report. 

A private university receives federal funds 
and provides a significant amount of 
assistance to a semi-autonomous institute. 
Is the institute covered under the 
anti-discrimination provisions? 

Yes. The institute is covered because of 
the "significant" assistance from a 
recipient. 

Committee Report at 31. 

The Department of Education's Title IX regulation contains a 
provision which subjects to coverage an entity receiving 
"significant assistance" from a recipient of Federal financial 
assistance and which discriminates aaainst studen~s or 
employees. 34 CFR 106.3l(a)(6) (emphasis supplied). The 
Education Department's regulation was applied in a situation 
where a university-recipient provided significant assistance 
(but not federal aid itself) to an all-male honor society. 
While lower courts upheld the regulation as valid, the Supreme 
Court first remanded the case in light of its North Haven Board 

9/ Even in the education context, a recipient's activities 
substantially unrelated to the broad, general purposes cf the 
aid which the recipient received were not subjected to covera.ge 
under the civil rights statutes. A college's commercial rental 
properties, for example, if not occupied by students or 
faculty, were not subject to the Age Discrimination Act, Title 
VI, Section 504, or Title IX by virtue of the college's receipt 
of federal student aid funds or dormitory constuction funds. 
See generally 34 CFR 100.4(d)(2). But all of the college's 
educational activities would have been so covered under the 
pre-Grove City broad approach. 

• 
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of Education v. Bell decision. On remand, the appellate court 
again upheld the validity of the regulations and its 
application to the case. The Supreme Court then declared the 
case moot and vacated the appellate court's judgment. 10/ 

The "significant assistance" concept clearly extends coveraqe 
beyond a ·recipient-insti tuti.on to other entities-even when the 
recipient is not serving as a conduit of federal aid. While it 
is unclear, in light of the Supreme Court's action in Iron 
Arrow, whether this concept was overbroad ey.en before Grove 
City, some agency regulations encompass the concept. The 
Committee Report, however, endorses it without limitation, in. 
contrast to the Department of Education's regulation. Thus, 

·even if an entity does not receive Federal financial 
assistance, the entity may be covered solely by virtue of 
receiving. "significant assistance" from a recipient of such 
Federal aid. While the "facts" in the Committee Report's 
hypothetical are at least somewhat narrow (i.e. the entity is 
already connected in some way to the recipient), the rationale 
for coverage -- the "significant assi~tance" concept -- is not 
narrow. Therefore, I draw it to your attention. Under this 
concept, if a college student volunteer program at a 
federally-assisted college helped raise money from students for 
a private social welfare charity such as an inner-city tutoring 
program or donated students' time 1!/ to such a project, 
depending en the a~ou.~t cf such assistance, those private 
charities might become subject to the civil rights statutes by 
virtue of the receipt--not of Federal aid--but of significant 
assistance from a recipient of Federal aid. 

With respect to coverage of grocery stores and supermarkets 
under the Food Stamp program,.the Committee Report carefully 
avoids this issue by merely noting that "the grocer who is paid 
for food from an SSI check is (not] covered as a result of that 
transaction." Committee Report at 31, 32. 

10/ Iron Arrow Honor Sec'y v. Hufstedler, 499 F. Supp. 496 
(S.D. Fla. 1980), aff'd sub nom. Iron Arrow Honor Sec'y v. 
Schweiker, 652 F.2d 445 (5th Cir. 1981), vacated, 102 S. Ct. 
3475 (1982), aff'd on remand sub nom. Iron Arrow Honor Sec'y 
v. Heckler, 702 F.2d 549 (5th Cir. 1983), vacated per curiam as 
moot, 104 S. Ct. 373 (1983). 

11/ Even if these students themselves are not federal student 
aid beneficiaries, the college is a recipient and the volunteer 
program is a student activity authorized and sanctioned by the 
college and governed by its rules. 
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Of course, the proper issue is: is the grocer covered as a 
result of being paid with Food Stamps, not from an SSI check. 
Congressman Simon, a principal co-sponsor and a floor manager 
of the bill, however, did not avoid this issue and answered a 
direct question concerning it: 

Mr. BARTLETT ... I would-like to raise one 
more question. What effect does H.R. 5490 
have on a supermarket which accepts food 
stamps in exchange for goods? 

Mr. SIMON. The food stamp example ~ust be 
treated differently. Given the factors 
identified by Justice White, a supermarket 
which accepts food.stamps is covered; that 
is, the market has knowledge of and control 
over whether it accepts food stamps. It 
must apply to participate in the Food Stamp 
Program, and it must meet certain 
requ i rement..s. 

Mr. BA.~TLETT. If the gentleman would yield 
further, wo~ld H.R. 5490 create new problems 
for the small neighborhood grocery store 
that is not so accessible to the handicapped? 

Mr. SIMON. In almost all cases, the answer 
is "no." For example, if a business has less 
than 15 employees, the regulations governing· 
sec~ion 504 provide an exemption from 
structural modifications. Moreover, these 
regulations include a broadly constructed 
concept of program accessibility which would 
permit home deliveries as well as other 
alternative means to assist shopping by a 
handicapped individual. With the enactment 
of H.R. 5490, we do not anticipate any 
change in the regulations governing 
structural modifications or program 
accesibility. 

H 7038. 12/ 

12/ Notwiths:anding this clear explanation, one page later, 
Congressman Miller asserts that food stamps used at a store 
would not subject the store to coverage. H 7039 {Cong. 
Miller). Although there seemed to be some confusion among 
House members concerning the effect of H.R. 5490 on grocery 
stores, Congressman Simon's view as a principal co-sponsor and 
floor manager would likely prevail, especially in view of how 
carefully the Committee Report avoids addressing this issue . 

. __::·.=..·=~. - ••. -· -
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Many observers have asserted that grocery stores will not be so 
covered under the bill and to claim otherwise is mer~ly a scare 
tactic and use of a "worst case scenario." In light of· the 
legislative history of H.R. 5490 to date, however, any doubt as 
to coverage of grocery stores and supermarkets is largely : 
removed. 13/ A litigation campaign under Sect~on 504 may well 
be directed at ~hese businesses if H.R. 5490 is adopted in its i 
present form. . ; · 

I also note that on the same theory that grocery stores are . 
covered by participation in the Food Stamp program, drug stores 
and other businesses selling items authorized for medicaid 
reimbursement to medicaid beneficaries, would be covered under 
the medicaid program. 

Transferees 

The bill's definition of "recipient" includes transferees of 
recipients of Federal financial assistance rather than 
tra~sferees of Federal financial assistance from a recipient. 
This is a very important difference. 14/ Prior practice under 
a broad approach only covered the latter, i.e., a recipient 
"passing through" Federal financial assistance to another 
entity resulted in coverage of the latter entity. The 
explanations in the Committee Report at page 32 are 
insufficient to li~it the bill to broad pre-Grove City 
coverage, given the language in the definition itself and other 
parts of the legislative history. Part of the explanation in 
the Committee Report, for example, casts doubt as to whether 
the "transferee" part of the definition will be consistently 
applied. The Committee Report refers to "secondary recipients" 
of federal funds like an electric company and explains that 
they •ould not be covered if the federal funds are tranf erred 
to them "for the performance of obligations.flowing from 
transactions outside the purpose or character of the federal 
funds." Committee Report at 32. It is incorrect and 
unnecessary even to refer to such entities as "secondary . 
recipients" and by so doing, in my view, the Committee Report 
itself creates ambiguity in the scope of the "transferee" 
clause. 

13/ I might add that Congressman Simon's assessment of the 
impact of Section 504 on grocery stores and supermarkets is 
hardly definitive -- the impact may be far greater than 
Congressman Simon suggests. 

14/ Members of the House claim the language in the definition 
is basically the same as that contained in agency regulations. 
Even aside from the additional "subunit/trickle up" clause, the . 
bill's definition rearranges the wording of other parts of the 
definition. House me~hers seemed to be oblivious to this 
rearrangement and its potential impact on coverage. 

--·.:-=~ .... ___ .. , .. 
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Title IX Coverage of Educational Progams or 
Activities at Non-Educat·ion Recipients 

Your testimony pointed out that the language of H.R. 5490 would 
not, on its face, cover federally funded education activities 
at a non-education recipient su~h as a· state prison. The 

-committee Report addresses this issue. 

The Illinois State Prison at Joliet receives 
federal support for a vocational education 
course for inmates. Is the prison a 
recipient of federal funds under title IX? 

Yes. But it is an "education reci~ient" 
only as to those operations related to its 
education functions and activities. 

NOTE: As a recipient of federal assistance 
all of the prison's operations would be 
covered by Title VI, Sec. 504 and the Age 
Discrimination Act. 

Committee Report at 28. 

While this example is a useful clarification, I am not 
persuaded that it will achieve the Title IX coverage intended 
when reviewed by courts. The bill would be much more likely to 
achieve this coverage if its. language expressly encompasses 
education programs an.d activities at non-education recipients. 

Scooe of Agency Fund Termination Power 

Currently, agency fund termination power is "limited to the 
particular political entity~ or part thereof, or other 
recipient as to whom such a finding [of noncompliance] has been 
made, and shall be limited in its effect to the particular 
program, or part thereof, in which such noncompliance has been 
so found." E.g., Section 602 of Title VI (42 u.s.c. 5 
2000(d)(l)) (emphasis supplied). An agency may also refer a 
case to the Department of Justice which can seek injunctive and 
other judicial relief on a broader basis. The Commission 
favors retention of this enforcement scheme which narrowly 
restricts the fund termination power of an agency, but which 
permits broader litigation authority for the Department of 
Justice.· Some soonsors of H.R. 5490 claim that the bill's new 
language is aimea at retaining this "pinpoint" termination 
provision. E.g. H 7021 (Cong. Simon) . 

- ~·.- ~· ._ ~ - ..... - . - - . - r·-
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One member of the House accurately described the termination 
power as it was thought to have existed before Grove City. 
H 7020 (Cong. Perkins)." ·The language of the bill, 15/ however, 
not only raises ambiguities in the scope of the termination 
power, it almost certainly guarantees a different scope from , 
that which existed before Grove City: If Congress intends to

1 

retain the same limits on the termination power as existed · · 
before Grove City, why is that part of each statute being ~ 
changed? 

Sponsors might argue that there is a need to remove "program" 
and "activity" language in the clause delineating an agency's 
termination power in order to make clear that substantive 
coverage under the civil rights statutes are not limited only 
to federally funded programs and activities, as narrowly 
construed in Grove City. In my opinion, ·the proper response 
is: once the substantive, operative provisions of these 
statutes are amended to provide for broad coverage, it is 
unnecessary to remove program-specific language in the separate 
termination claus_e. Retention of the current language is the 
best way to maintain the current scope of coverage of the 
termination power. 

Moreover, other passages in the legislative history would 
clearly serve as a basis for altering -- and widening -- the 
scope of the termination power. Some House members described 
the fund termination provisions as being "clarified" by the 
bill . H 68~6 (Cong. Coleman); H 6808 (Cong. Bartlett). But if 
the ;und termination power is to remain unchanged in scope, a 
reviewing court may well wonder why clarification was required 
at all and what the "clarification" means. Comments by 
supporters of the bill that the "pinpointing principle'' is 
retained, H 6808 (Cong. Barlett), do not prevent an expansive 
inte=pretation of the new and more general language in the 
bill . The Committee Report itself states, in its 
section-by-section analysis that, "Section 4d(2){A) conforms 
the language of the compliance section {Section 305(b)) by 
eliminating 'program or activity' and substituting language 
that assures that termination of funding will be allowed only 
to the limit of the federal assistance . " Committee Report 
at 39. " (emphasis supplied). 

15/ The bill provides that fund termination "shall be limited 
to the particular political entity, or part therof, or other 
recipient as to which such a finding [of noncompliance] has 
been made, and shall be limited in its effect to the particular 
assistance which supports such noncompli.ance so found.·· See 
e.g., H.R. 5490 at 3-4 (emphasis supplied). Given the 
recipient-wide substantive coverage provided by the bill, this c 

provision, on its face, could lead to a much broader 
te~mination power. In some senses, all assistance to a 
recipient can be said to support the recipient's noncompliance. 
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. .... . . ~ :: ~· .; -- -.. - -..: -·- ... - ..,. ·- ·- :. - -- ·- -

. - • ..r~ - •. 



.. .. . ( 
At ~east one member of the House believes H.R. 5490 provides 
for institution-wide fund termination authority in 
circtimstances where the "pinpointing" principle would lead to 
lesser coverage. H 6816-6817 (Cong. Fauntroy) ("Thus under 
this _legislation if Grove City College were found to be 
discriminating ... Federal funding would be cut off to the entire 
institution and not just to .a particular program or activity in 
which the discrimination is found to have taken place"). 
(emphasis supplied). 

In my opinion, H.R. 5490 clearly may expand an agency's fund 
termination power. Retention of the current language 
delineating that power is the best ~- and probably the only -­
method of.fulfilling the Commission's policy on this issue . 

I 

. 
' I t· /- . _ ) :.. £ . 

MARK R. D!SLER 
General Counsel 
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Conclusions 

l. The scope of the bill is ambiguous in many respects. 

2. Many House supporters of the bill do not understand the 
scope of broad coverage thought to have existed before Grove 
City. Thus, they are unable to understand how the bill 
provides: (a) less civil rights coverage in some respects 
under Title lX and (b) significantly broader civil rights 
coverage in other respects than was the case even under the 
broad pre-Grove City interpretation of these statutes . 

3. The bill expands coverage of the four civil rights statutes 
well beyond that which had been thought to exist before Grove 
City, autho:izing agencies (and courts) to exercise power over 
recipien~s of Federal aid that they have never exercised before . 

4. The scope of the fund termination power is ambiguous and 
may well exceed its pre-Grove City scope, contrary to the 
explanations and assurances of the bill's sponsors. 

s . The b:21 fails to restore the breadth of coverage of 
anti-discrimi~ation provisions on the basis of religion and sex 
in Federa: ft::"lding statutes using ''program or activity" 
:a~g"..:.age . 

Definition of Recipient 

l. Many rne:nbers of the House believed that the bill's 
definition of "reciDient" is essentially unchanged from agency 
definitic:;s cf "re::ipient . " ln fact , however , the bill's 
definition: 

(a) adds significant new language which creates a "trickle 
up" theory, i . e., support from an entity's subunit to its 
parent trigge:s coverage of all of the parent's activities; 

b. reorders and rearranges other language in the agency's 
definition yielding different results than obtained under. 
ea:l.ier agency i nterpretation; 

c. de:e~es the exclusion of ultimate beneficiaries 
con~ained .in ma~y agency regulations; 

d. de:e~es coverage of "persons " contained in many· agency 
regulations. 

. ...... 
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Scope of Coverage 

l. Entire sta:es and localities can be covered under the bill 
by virtue of their mere receipt of categorical or block qrants. 

2. House supporters of the bill assert that if some portion of . 
a federal grant to a city (or state) health department is used 
by the mayor's office (or governor's office) merely to defray 
overhead expenses related to that grant, then all of the 
act~vities of the city (or state) are covered by the bill. 
This presu.~ably includes ~ity (and state) licensing and 
certification activities (e.g., of taxicab drivers, 
beauticians, speech pa~hologists etc.), which all would be 
subject to the "discriminatory effects" regulations 
irnple~enting t~ese civil rights statutes. 

3. Ever. under the broad approach prior to Grove City.the 
mayor's use (or governor's use) of a federal grant merely to 
defray overhead expenses did not result in coverage of all 
activities of the locality (or state). Even the most general, 
broad Federal aid program, general revenue sharing, which 
provides funds for the unrestricted use of localities, does not 
subject departme~ts and age~cies of the locality to civil 
rights cove=age if they do not spend any of the revenue sharing 
funds . 31 u.s.c. §6716(c)(l). 

4. 1 ~ a subu~it of a state or locality receives Federal 
financial assistance, it is likely, although not automatic in 
every case, that the entire state or locality (i.e., the 
pare::t) will be covered as a result of "support" provided to 
~he state or locality by the subunit. This too is an expansion 
of civil rights cove:age beyond that which existed even under 
~he broad approach prior to Grove City. 

5. Specific exa~ples of coverage listed in the House Commitee 
Repcrt dem8nstrate how the bill expands coverage beyond the 
pre-Grove City approach in many ways and even contracts it in a 
few ways: 

a. Contrary to the Cornxr.ittee Report at pages 27, 28, the 
bill removes co~erage of a single, independent researcher using 
a Federal gran't to support his or her resea.rch; 

b. Under the bill, an entire corporation, in all of its 
activi~ies at all of its locations. is covered by Title VI, 
section so,, and the Age Discrimination Act even if only one 
discrete activi~y. in one of its divisions, is Federally 
assisted. Fu=ther, all of the corporation's educational 
activities at all of its sites are covered by Title IX in 
similar circ~~stances. Committee Report at 28. · This exceeds 
the scope of cove~age thought to have existed even before Grove 
City. 

• .. . - ---. - . -
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~ c. All activities of an educational institution are covered by 

the four civil rights statutes if it receives any Federal 
education aid under the bill in its present form. Committee 
Report at 28. Thus, activities wholly unrelated to the 
educational purpose of the school and not involving students or 
faculty would be covered. For example, a college's commercial 
properties would be subject to section 504's accessibility 
requirements. Such utterly unlimited coverage generally did 
not obtain prior to Grove City. Indeed, the Department of 
Education's long-standing Title VI regulation requires an 
assurance from a recipient that it will abide by Title VI 
throughout its activities, "unless the applicant establishes to 
the satisfaction of the resDosible Department official, that 
the institution's practices in designated parts or programs of 
the institution will in no way affect its practices in the 
Drocrrarn of the institution for which the Federal financial 
assistance is souaht, or the beneficiaries of or participants 
in suc!1 procrarn .... " 34 CFR l00.4(d)(2) (emphasis supplied). 

d. If an entity recieves "significant assistance" from a 
reci~ie~t of Fecerai aid, the entity is covered -- even though 
the e~tity receives no Federal aid itself from either the 
Federal government or 'the recipient. Committee Report at 31. 
This is an expansion of coverage well beyond that which existed 
eve~ under a broad interpretation of the civil rights statutes 
prior 'to Grove City. 

e. ~s conceded by Congressman Paul Simon, a principal 
co-sponsor and co-floor manager of the House bill, grocery 
stores and supermarkets will be covered by Section 504, Title 
VI, and the Age Discrimination Act by virtue of their 
pcrticipation in the Food Stamp Program. 

f. ~he bill covers transferees of recipients of Federal 
financial assistance. Prior to Grove City, agencies covered 
tra~s:erees of Federal financial assistance from recipients. 
This is an important difference. A recipient which serves as a 
conduit of Federal aid to another entity will cause the latter 
e~tity to be covered under the civil rights statutes. A mere 
transferee of a recipient of Federal aid (a virtually limitless 
number of entities) was not covered under these civil rights 
J. a"''5 before Grove City. 

Scoce of an ~aency's ?und Termination Power 

l. a. Currently, agency fund termination power is "limited 
to ~he particular poli~ical entity, or part thereof, or other 
recipient as to ~horn such a finding [of noncompliance] has been 
made, and shall be limited in its effect to the particular 
program, or ~ar~ thereof, in which such noncompliance has been · 
so found." E.g . , section 602 of Title VI (42 u.s.c. 
§2000d-l)(emphasis supplied). This is the "pinpoint" 
termination provision. 
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b. An agency may also refer a case to the Department of 
Justice for judicial enforcement. 

2. The bill provides that fund termination "shall be limited 
to the paticular political entity, or part thereof, or other 
recipient as to which such a finding [of noncompliance] has 
been made, and shall be limited in its effects to the 
particular assistance which supports such noncompliance so 
found." (Emphasis added). Given the recipient-wide 
substantive coverage provided by the·bill, this provision, on 
its face, could lead to a much broader agency termination 
power. In some senses. all assistance to a recipient can be 
said to support the recipient's noncompliance. 

3. The legislative history in the House reflects confusion as 
to the scope of an agency's fund termination power under the 
bill. Sor.,e parts of that leg-islative history provide support 
for a ~ider agency fund termination authority than existed 
p=ior to Grove City. 

. , 
M.=-..R:~ ?. . D l SLER 
Gene:al Counsel 
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ROBERT M. SMALLEY 

Biographic Information 

Robert M. Smalley has served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Public Affairs since July of 1982. His foreign 
service previously included two years (1975-77) as United States 
Representative to the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) at 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 
in Paris. He held the rank of Minister-counselor. 

As Deputy Assistant Secretary, Mr. Smalley has spoken 
extensively in Western Europe and the United States on nuclear 
arms control and other issues. In April, 1984, he was nominated 
for the Presidential Award for Senior Non-Career Employees. 

In the Executive Branch of Government, Mr. Smalley served for 
three years (1969-72) as Special Assistant to the Secretary of 
Commerce, Maurice H. Stans, and accompanied him to twenty-two 
nations throughout the world, including the Soviet Union, on 
missions related to U.S. trade policies. In the Legislative 
Branch, he was both Administrative Assistant (1972-73) and 
Special Assistant (1977-78) to former United States Senator 
Robert P. Griffin of Michigan. 

In political affairs, Mr. Smalley was one of the initial staff 
members (1979) of the Reagan for President Committee, serving as 
Assistant to the Campaign Manager; he wrote Senator Laxalt's 
statement announcing formation of the Committee in March of that 
year. He managed successful United States Senate political 
campaigns in Michigan in 1966 and 1972. He was Press Secretary 
to the (1964) Republican candidate for Vice President, William E. 
Miller, and Assistant Press Secretary for Vice Presidential 
candidate Spiro T. Agnew (~968). At the Republican National 
Committee (1964-65} he was Assistant Director and Director of 
Public Relations under Chairmen William E. Miller, Dean Burch 
and Ray c. Bliss. He is a former Vice President of the campaign 
management firm of Whitaker and Baxter (1966-1968}. 

Mr. Smalley was confidential Secretary to the Mayor of San 
Francisco, George Christopher, 1961-64. He also has held senior 
corporate communications positions with Potomac Electric Power 
Company (1973-75) and IBM (1979-82). 

Mr. Smalley was a network radio news writer-editor with the 
Mutual Broadcasting System in Los Angeles, 1950-1955. He also 
wrote for radio in Australia in 1949. He was born in Los 
Angeles, California in 1925, and served in the Pacific (U.S. 
Navy} in World War II. He is now a resident of Washington, D.C. 
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Chronological Resume 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Public Affairs) - 1982 to present. 

Senior Advisor, Management Communications, IBM - 1979-1982. 

Assistant to the Campaign Manager, Reagan for President Committee, 
Washington, D.C. - February-October, 1979. 

Special Assistant to United States Senator Robert P. Griffin, 
R-Michigan, 1977 through 1978. 

United States Representative to the Development Assistant Committee, 
O.E.C.D., Paris. Personal rank: Minister-Counselor. 1975-1977. 

Director of Corporate Affairs, Potomac Electric Power Company, 
Washington, D.C. 1973-1975. 

Administrative Assistant to United States Senator Robert P. Griffin, 
Assistant Minority Leader, United States Senate. 1972-1973. 

Special Assistant to the Secretary of Commerce, Maurice H. Stans. 
1969-1972. 

Assistant Press Secretary to the Republican candidate for Vice 
President, Governor Spiro T. Agnew. 1968. 

Vice President, Whitaker & Baxter, Political Campaign Management and 
Public Relations, San Francisco. 1966-1968. As such: 

1966-67: Washington consultant to Senator Everett Dirksen on his 
national campaign for a proposed Constitional amendment on 
apportionment. 

1966: Campaign Manager for United States Senator Robert P. Griffin, 
Michigan. 

1967-68: Political consultant to Republican organizations and 
campaigns in Pittsburgh, Pa., and Chicago, Illinois. 

Director of Public Relations, Republican National Committee, under 
Chairmen Dean Burch and Ray c. Bliss. 1965. 

Press Secretary to the Republican candidate for Vice President, 
Representative William E. Miller. 1964. 

Assistant Director, Public Relations, Republican National Committee, 
William E. Miller, Chairman (media r e lations for the 1964 National 
Convention). 1964. 

Confidential Secretary to the Mayor o f San Francisco, George 
Christopher. 1961 through 196 3 . 

Prior to 1961: Employment with Whit a ker & Baxter, San Francisco; 
Manager, Agricultural Information, Inc ., Sac ramento; 
Radio News Editor for Mutual-Don Le e rad i o network c o rr e spondent 

Sam Hayes, 19 50 - 1955, Mutu a l Br oad c a s ting Syste m, Los Angeles. 

Born November 14, 1925, Los Ang e l e s, California. Educ a tion UC LA. 
Two years Paci f i c Thea t re , Wo rld War Two . Two childre n. 
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A. JOHN YOGGERST 
136 Elizabeth Road 
San Antonio, Texas 78209 
(512) 824-0506 

826-0955 

RESUME OF PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS 

PERSONAL: Born February 4 1945 ... 5'9" ... 165 l'os .. Single 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS: 

Restructured the financing of oldest clay products company in 
Southwest, managed the hishest ranked Depar"':.ment of Co~~erce 
minority consulting project in the Unitec1 States; capitalized two 
venture capital corilpanies · successfully resolved four problGM 
investments for MAUC Industries; negotiated the acquisition of a 
savings and loan~ assisteo in the 0evelopment of the Hyatt Regency 
in San Antonio; and, desisned a:ld i'"'lp::.enented a conputer-based 
acquisition search program. 

BUSINESS EXPERIENCE 

D'Hanis Clay Products 
Tile manufacturer, D'Hanis, Texas 
March 1983 to Present 

Vice President an~ Chief Financia~ Officer for the oldest 
brick and clay product manufacturer in Texas. Involved in 
strategic planning for the Company as it enters its second 
century. Structured a $3 million refinancing package 
involving cJebt and equity. 

Alexander Grant & Company 
Certified Public Accountants San Antonio, Texas 
May 1981. to February 1983 

Manager, started and r1anaged the San Antonio Business Center 
for t11e n. s. Department of COmI'.lerce. If fifteen months of 
operations, the SABC provided 15,000 hours of seneral con­
sulting services to 115 sma::.l business clients in South 
Texas. The SABC was ranked first out of twe:lty in the Dallas 
region. This project involved as Many as twenty professional 
staff. Managed consulting contracts throughout South Texas 
for U.S. Small Business Administration. 

A. John Yoggerst & Associates 
Management Consult.ants, San Antonio, Texas 
October 1980 to April 1981 

Joint ventured wi"':.h Alexancer Grant & Corn.pany on a federal 
project. Consultant to Solutions ~nc. - secured comr'.',i tnent 
for $1.5 million venture capital for high technology 
start-up. 



MESBIC of San Antonio, Small Business Investment Company 
MAUC Industries Subsidiary 
September 1979 to Septemher 1980 

Vice President and General Manager of this Minority 
Enterprise Small Business Investment Company. Raised the 
initial capitalization of $750,000 of common stock and 
$700,000 of preferred stock. Organized the seven mern~er 
Board of Directors. Prepared the initial marketing plan to 
identify qualified entrepreneurs: and, designed a sta ndar­
dized investment aplication. 

MAUC Industries of San Antonio 
Septemher 1978 to April 1980 

Chief Financial Officer and Economic Development Director of 
a comMu ni ty development. c onpa ny serving a 1 ow i ncor.1e, 
minority area. Increased the capital hase of MAUC Industries 
$2,000,000 in first twelve months. Responsibilities 
incluned: portfolio manageMent of $10,000,000 of assets 
including O!Jerating companies financial institutions and 
reri.l estate; generating financial reports · and, presenting 
investment opportunitites to Board of Directors. 
Accomplishments during th s period included: Capitalized two 
venture capital compan es; worJ:ed MAUC Incustries out o.'.: four 
problem investments . neg otiated the acquisition of a savings 
and loan; and participated in the develop!"1ent of the Eyatt 
Regency in San Antonio. 

San Antonio Venture Group - SBIC 
~AUC Industries Subsidiary 
January 1978 to October 1978 

General Manager and Chief Operating Officer for this ver.ture 
capital firm. Prepared the offering circular and identified 
offerees for the private placenent of the co~pany at 
$1,000,000: wrote the investr'1ent criteria; and, screened 
potential investMents prior to presentation to t h e Board. 

MAUC Industries of San Antonio 
October 1975 to August 1978 

As an Investment Analyst established an acquisition search 
program and evaluaten more than twenty potential 
acquisitions. Negotiated three deals. Prepared reports and 
made recommendations to senior manac:rement and Board of 
Directors on potentia l acquisitons. Designed i mp l e r:te nted, 
and managed the Revolving Loan Fund for minority 
entrepreneurs. 

Financial Consultant 
November 1974 to September 1975 

Financial Consultant hired to structure the financial oackaae 
and secured financing for a conmuter airline serving S~1..:th -
Texas which was certificated by the Texas Aeronautica l 
Commission in 1977 



r. 
Department Administrator - Obstetrics ann Gynecology 
Washington University Medical !=;chool, St. Louis, Missouri 
July 1973 to October 1974 

AdMinist rator resnonsibl e for bud0eta ry, personnel and admi- · 
nistrative services for a medical department with a 
$3,000,000 operating budget. Supervised approximately forty­
five non-acanemic staff. Administered forty g rn.nts and 
contracts. Coordinated the remodeli!'lg of 80, 000 square feet 
of office space inclu<ling an out-patient surgical center. 
Department operatinCJ profits increased More than fifty per­
c~nt in fifteen months. 

Publisher, Student Life 
Washington un:lversTty,- -St. Louis, Missouri 
June lq72 to June 1973 

EDUCATION 

Quad ruple(l. total revenue turned $10, 000 annual loss into 
$10.000 annual profit. 

MRA Dearee Mana9ement an0. Finance, May 1973 
Washington University, St. Louis , Missouri 

BSBA Degree with ho no rs - I nte rna tional B1..1si ness . May 1971 
Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri 

Continuing Profession.::.i.l DevelopMent: 
CYMA mic recompute r business systerfls. October 1982 ~ 
Twain Associates, executive development seninars effective 
writing and use of visual aids in oral presentation. April, 1982 -
Alexander Grant, oil and gas accounting, December 1981· Advanced 
Management Research, seminar on acquisitions and Mergers, April, 
1977; NASBIC. mananger.lent institute for venture capitalists, 
A p ri 1 , 197 6 . 

MILITARY 

u.s. Army. July 1965 to July, 1968 
Infonnation Specialist, wrote for Pacific Stars and Stripes and 
did interviews for Armed Forces Radio Ne-twor'k, -~warded l\rmy Com­
mendation medal for b roacl.cast work 

PROFESSIONAL AND CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS · --------· --- -- - ·-----

Member, San Antonio Soci~ty of Financial Analysts, 1977 to present. 

Member, Region V! Advisory Council, Small Business Administration, 
1980 to 1 q81. 

Coordinator Alumni-Parent-Admissions Program in South Texas for 
Washington University 1976 to 1981. 



r 
Liaison, Consortium for Graduate Study in ~ana9ement for 
Minorities, 1975 to 1981. 

Vice-President, Friends of the Strings, AlaMo Heights Schoo:s, 
1977 to 1978 Board Meraber, 1976 to 1g79. 

HONORS · 

Certificate of Achievement, Johns Hopkins University 

Deans List, Washington University 

James Scholar, University of Illinois 

HOBBIES AND SPORTS: 

Tennis . racquetball, skiing, sailing, bridge (Master American 
Contract Bridge Association) . microcomputers. 

July/ 1984 · 


