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Washington, DC
July 25, 2008
A Battle Won—The Fight Is On:  The California (CA) Supreme Court last week denied a petition to remove the state marriage amendment from the CA ballot in November.  The amendment, titled Proposition 8, will therefore appear on the ballot, giving Californians the chance to approve the measure stating that marriage is between a man and a woman.  

The challenge to Proposition 8 had been filed on June 20 on the grounds that it would “revise” the constitution rather than “amend” it, and that the petitions that gathered signatures had conveyed misleading information about the amendment.  The Court’s decision was unanimous to keep Proposition 8 on the ballot.

ACTION: Please urge those you know in California, Arizona, and Florida to support the marriage amendment in their states. Those who would like to contribute to the efforts in these states to pass the amendments can do so through www.protectmarriage.com.
The Department of Education Initiates Competition To Better Education: The Department of Education’s Office of Innovation and Improvement (OII) has initiated a High-Quality Supplemental Educational Services and After-School Partnerships Demonstration competition. The purpose of the competition is to develop joint programs between providers of supplemental educational services (SES) and the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) projects in order to improve academia for low-income students in Title I schools  that have been tagged for “improving, corrective action, or restructuring.” 
The government will fund the best 21st CCLC 2008-2009 program that partners with one or more state-approved SES providers serving in the local education agency (LEA) during the 2008-2009 school year, and serving students in at least one Title I school during the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 school years. The winning grantee must also be serving students in an LEA that has been recognized by the state as needing corrective action or improvement. The deadline for application is August 12, 2008.  If interested, please Click Here for more information.
The Slippery Slope To “Same-Sex Marriage”:  Massachusetts (MA) state senators last Tuesday unanimously repealed the 1913 law that prohibits non-Massachusetts citizens from getting married in Massachusetts. The law will now be voted on in the House. Since the passage of the 2004 state-court decision to allow same-sex marriage, debates against it have lessened amongst politicians. Senator Dianne Wilkerson, a Roxbury Democrat for the repeal, said, “People have become resigned to the fact that all the chaos that was predicted in 2004—the sky was going to fall, it would be catastrophic—it never happened. And so it has become, as we expected it would, as much a part of the reality of life in Massachusetts as anything else.”

Though debates have lessoned, there are citizens who are standing up against the repeal. “Today, we reiterate our belief that marriage is a faithful, exclusive, lifelong union of a man and a woman joined in an intimate community of love and life,” Massachusetts’ four Catholic Bishops said in a joint statement. “Across times, cultures, and many different religious beliefs, marriage between a man and a woman is the foundation of the family and society. Marriage is a personal relationship with public significance.”

If the MA House also votes to repeal the law and it is signed by Governor Deval Patrick, the last barrier against homosexual marriages will disintegrate. Alan Van Capelle, executive director of Empire State Pride Agenda, a lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender advocacy organization in New York, commented, “There will be a lot of JetBlue cancellations and a lot more people deciding to fill up their tank and drive to Massachusetts.” 

Because the law passed during the time period that interracial marriage was prohibited from crossing state borders, some believe that the 1913 law was unfounded. “This is a very simple law, contrived in shame, and it exists in shame, and we ought to wipe it off the books,” said state Senator Mark C. Montigny.

Some protestors refuse to give up. Kris Mineau, the president of the Massachusetts Family Institute lobbies against the repeal, saying, “We're going to be here until the cows go home.” He continues, “We’re going to continue to advocate what we believe is right and what is in the best interest of our society and our children, and when the time comes that this Legislature starts waking up to reality, our voice will be there.”

Debate Ensues Over Religious Liberty, Homosexuality, and Children’s Rights:  The City of San Francisco debated the Catholic Church in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals over Resolution 168-06, which calls for “Cardinal William Levada, in his capacity as head of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith at the Vatican, to withdraw his discriminatory and defamatory directive that Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of San Francisco stop placing children in need of adoption with homosexual households.”

The president of the Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights, William Donohue, said, “If they had it their way, the government would dictate the teachings of the Catholic Church. According to this logic, any religious entity that faithfully follows the tenets of its faith risks being condemned by San Francisco officials if the board of supervisors disagrees with its contents.”

District Judge Marilyn Hall Patel argued that the resolution was not unconstitutional because the Catholic church publicly spoke against allowing homosexuals adopt children. She said, “There is no regulatory enforcement, no law adopted nor other action taken by virtue of the resolution. It is merely the exercise of free speech rights by duly elected office holders.”

“The policy of San Francisco is one of totalitarian intolerance of Christians of all denominations who oppose homosexual conduct,” said Richard Thompson, president and chief counsel of the Thomas More Law Center, a national legal Christian advocacy group, “My concern is that if the judge’s ruling is allowed to stand, it will further embolden the San Francisco board in its anti-Christian attacks.”

Donohue stated that the board, “which has long shown its affinity for the radical gay agenda, has now demonstrated that it has nothing but contempt for the First Amendment provisions on religious liberty and the establishment of religion.” 
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