Supporting Notes: Explanation for the Timeline

1. In 1964, Title VI was enacted in response to the issue of race (such as, racial segregation, racial harassment, etc.), which had for centuries negatively affected people in America; it shows what the government can do to deeply change people’s racially discriminatory behaviors; Title VI, which followed the Brown decision – a decision that prohibited segregation but caused resistance – combats Jim Crow doctrine of “segregated but equal” (Grofman, 2000).
2. In 1973, federal agencies expanded Title VI rules by implementing disparate-impact liability, asserting that facially neutral policies or practices can violate Title VI if their effects discriminate based on race (Martin, 2025; Federal Register, 2026a). 
3. The Lau v. Nichols case extended Title VI’s use to linguistic discrimination: the Court decided that one must not provide English-only instruction without language assistance to a group of 1800 students who did not speak English when they entered public school, as this causes a disparate impact (Sugarman and Widess, 1974).
4. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) issued first Title VI rules in 1964; Department of Education (ED) later took over in 1980 (Federal Register, 2026b).
5. In 1984’s Grove City College v. Bell, the Court interpreted “program or activity” in the anti-sex-discrimination policy as institution-wide rather than program-specific, stating that only the College’s financial aid office that directly using federal      money needs to follow the policy (Brejcha, 1985). 
6. This triggered the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, which restored the institution-wide definition of “program or activity” in statutes such as Title VI (Weldon, 1990). Viz. this amended Title VI (Hawkins, 1988; Nj.gov, 2026; US Social Security Administration, 2026).
7. In 2000, ED updated Title VI rules to conform the definition of "program or activity" to the 1987 Act (Federal Register, 2026b).  
8. In 2001’s Alexander v. Sandoval, the Court decided that a private individual (in this case, a Mexican immigrant) may not challenge state agencies by using Title VI based on unintentional discrimination (given, e.g., the impact of English-only policy on driver’s license exams) (Dale, 2009).
9. The guidance used statistical data to characterize racial discrimination, noticing that Black students are disciplined far more than Whites (Lhamon and Samuels, 2014). 
10. ED rescinded the 2014 guidance under Trump and declared that schools need autonomy and deference in discipline matters (DeVos et al., 2018).
11. In the 2023 SFFA case, the Court held that the use of race in college admissions was unlawful (Trainor, 2025).
12. In 2023, under Biden, ED restored the 2014 guidance, noting that statistical racial inequalities in discipline may violate Title VI (Trump, 2025b). 
13. Under Trump, ED rejected diversity, equity, and inclusion under Title VI, and thus its 2-14-25 guidance was blocked and cancelled by federal courts (American Civil Liberties Union, 2025).
14. Trump (2025a) prioritizes merit and wants to end disparate-impact liability.
15. In July 2026, ED ended the disparate-impact provision via final rule (Federal Register, 2026b).
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