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A. Assertions

1.

That the American educational environment is

chaotic and confused.

- Federal, state, and local governments are
haggling over the costs of education

- school districts and the courts are
struggling with the problem of who should
sit next to whom in the classroom

- the policies affecting black children
most are being made for them often without
their best interest in mind

- poor quality education results in managerial,
low-paying dead-end jobs.

= those who need education the most - the
black and the poor - are being failed
to the greatest extent.

School districts everywhere are being faced

with dwindling resources.

The most severe fiscal crisis can be found in

school districts which have the highest con-

centration of poor and minority students.
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More attention and funding‘must be given to
Black colleges and universities by the Federal

government.
/'/\f‘
That the most important program to Black (9

(<
institutions is Title III of the Education Y;

G

Amendments of 1972. e 0

There is a major fear that the Federal Student
Financial Aid Program will be shifted to
support relatively higher income groups than
in the past.

Seventy percent or more of Black in colleges

cannot continue without financial aid.

Recommendation

1.

That national leadership in the Office of the
President provide a commitment to real equal
educational opportunity with achievement for
all students in the nation.

In the development of subseqﬁent changes in
the education policy, that the President allow
the Black Caucus to provide input as to the

direction that policy might take.
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Analyze Assertions.

Simply stated, the assertions merely point out -the
confused and critical situation found today in the
educational environment. The assertions conterd
that in this type situation, the poor and the minority,

are failed to the greatesﬁ extent. Generally, these
assertions accurately depict the conditions found in

our educational environment today.

There is significant pressure in the Congress to provide
more financial aid to students from higher income groups.
But the administration is committed to providing assistance
according to need - and that means targeting funds on

those who need them most-the low income students.

Assess Recommendation.

Recommendations are appropriate and should be given
full consideration.

Proposed Response.

Short term.

Request input to assist in the development of education
policy. Indicate strong support for educational assistance
to minorities and the poor. State the administration
policy or intentions on the Federal Student Financial

Aid Program as it relates to higher income groups.



Long term.
Maintain channels of communication with the Caucus --
restate continued support for Title IV and other

programs targeted for Black colleges.
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Mr. Stanley Scott (% )

Special Assistant to wd v/
the President \\p 7

The White House iy SO

Washington, D.C.

Dear Stan:

During our meeting with the President as you know,
members of the Congressional Black Caucus were en-
couraged to communicate with you to follow up on
matters which we raised in our talking papers left
with the President. Although no formal format was
established for this follow up, this may be for
the best for I believe we will agree that the in-
formality which characterized our meeting is an
asset that should be maintained.

In this regard, I am writing to you to express addi-
tional concerns over the threat of the Turkish
government to resume opium poppy cultivation in
Turkey and thereby threaten the resumption of the
infamous "French Connection'" pipeline which resulted
in the infection of our communities with narcotics
addiction. One of the basic problems with our re-
sponse to the Turkish decision to date has been the
lack of affirmative action by the Administration to
pressure the Turks to change their decision. Premier
Ecevit's decision to resume poppy cultivation now
appears to be unalterable and the opportunity for
negotiations on this point appears to be lost. It
is therefore imperative that we focus on strengthen-
ing our Federal law enforcement capacity to attack
the renewed smuggling which will be a certain result
of the Turkish decision.
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Mr. Stanley Scott
August 23, 1974
Page 2

Because of my concern over our preparedness to meet
the resumed smuggling, I asked the Administrator of
the Drug Enforcement Administration, John Bartels,
to brief me on the work of his agency's ability to
meet this recent increased smuggling. He informed
me that on July 15, 1974 he submitted a supplemental
budget request for fiscal year 1975 of $16.9 million
calling for an additional 200 agents to specifically
respond to the Turkish decision. Fifty of these
agents would be stationed overseas, 150 would be
placed in the primary impact cities on the Eastern
Seaboard.

I believe it is necessary that this supplemental

budget be approved now for these agents in the field

to meet the flow which is already beginning from
stockpiled inventories. (For example, the recent

bust in New York of traffickers with 75 kilos of

pure Turkish heroin.) I understand that the addi-

tional agents can be immediately placed if the
supplemental budget is approved and would urge you

to contact the appropriate officials for action on QZFOQb

this important supplemental requeste Q <%
<<

Beyond this immediate action to increase our law |\* %j

enforcement capacity against the resumed flow of Q§ T

heroin from Turkey, I believe the President should ~. = ~
take the initiative in calling a conference of i
ministers and top law enforcement officers from the
countries which are likely to be affected by the

resumed Turkish opium flow (West Germany, France,
Belgium, Holland, Denmark, Egypt, Lebanon, Iran and
Mexico) to advise them of the potential dangers

and to devise a unified reporting system adaptable

to our computerized chemical signature program.

This will enable us to prove on a multilateral basis
that there is widespread diversion from the Turkish
poppy crop and thereby to lay the ground work for
international pressure for resumption of the poppy

ban.
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I hope that you will be able to bring these matters

to the attention of the appropriate officials and that
action will be taken to protect our communities from
this menace.

truly yours, _

LES B. RANGEL
Member of Congress

CBR:gp

-
9
O
~

NA yyuD

/



August 27, 1974

James L. Sweeney
743 Argonne Dr.
Dayton, Ohio L45LO8

Mr. Stanley S. Scott

Special Assistant to
the President

White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave.

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Scott,

At my request, Miss Mal Johnson of WHIO-TV's Washington Bureau
conducted interviews with three members of the Congressional
Black Caucus regarding their meeting with President Ford on
August 21, 1974k, The three members were Mr. Charles Rangel,
Mrs. Shirley Chisholm and Mr. Andrew Young. Segments of those
interviews were run on my "Special Community Report" on WHIO-TV
Total News at six o'clock on August 22, 197h.

Today, August 27, 1974, I will have a commentary about the
Congressional Black Caucus. Recognizing that this subject matter
may be of interest to you, I am forwarding to you a tape of the
August 22nd interviews and my August 27th commentary.

I wish you success in what Congressman Young indicates is an
expanded role at the White House. Many people outside the major
newsmaking centers will be watching and impacted by your recommenda-
tions. Good luck and best wishes.

Sincerely,

o . "4
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JAMES (JIM) L.
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THE CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS

SOON AFTER MOVING INTO THE OVAL OFFICE,
PRESIDENT FORD CONTACTED THE CHAIRMAN OF THE
CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS TO ARRANGE A MEETING. THAT
ACTION SIGNALED THE BEGINNING OF DOMESTIC DETENTE WITH
THE REPRESENTATIVES OF A LARGE SEGMENT OF THE NATIONS
PEOPLE. THE LAST TIME THE CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS
WAS AT THE WHITE HOUSE WAS MARCH 25TH, 1971. SINCE
PRESENTING PRESIDENT NIXON WITH 60 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
GOVENMENT ACTION, RELATIONS BETWEEN THE WHITE HOUSE
AND THE BLACK REPRESENTATIVES IN CONGRESS DETERIORATED

TO THE POINT THAT THEY WERE NON-EXISTANT.

THE CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS IS COMPRISED OF THE
16 BLACK AMERICANS SERVING IN THE U.?.‘ HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES. THE CAUCUS HAS H.A.D THREE CHATRMANS
SINCE ITS ORGANIZATION. CONGRESSMAN CHARLES DIGGS, JR.
WAS THE FIRST. MR. DIGGS HAS SERVED IN THE CONGRESS
SINCE 1955. HE IS THE CHATRMAN OF THE HOUSE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA COMMITTEE AND CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE FOREIGN

AFFATRS SUBCOMMITTEE ON AFRICA.

CONGRESSMAN LOUIS STOKES, THE SECOND CHAIRMAN, WAS

ELECTED TO CONGRESS IN 1968. HE SERVES ON THE



(2)

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. UNDER HIS LEADERSHTP IN 1972,
THE CAUCUS NEGOTIATED WITH SPEAKER CARL ALBER{TO PLACE
A BLACK REPRESENTATIVE ON 15 OF THE 21 S;I'ANDDIG
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE. IN THE PRESENT CONGRESS, THE
ONLY MAJOR COMMITTEES WITHOUT A BLACK REPRESENTATIVE ARE

AGRICULTURE, RULES AND WAYS AND MEANS.

THIS YEAR, CONGRESSMAN CHARLES RANGEL OF NEW YORK
BECAME THE CAUCUSES CHATRMAN. MR. RANGEL WAS ELECTED
TO CONGRESS IN 1970 AFTER DEFEATING THE LATE
ADAM CLAYTOi‘I POWELL. HE SERVES ON THE HOUSE JUDICIARY
COMMITPEE ALONG WITH CAUCUS MEMBERS JOHN CONYERS OF

MICHIGAN AND BARBARA JORDON OF TEXAS.

THE INDIVIDUALS COMPRISING THE CONGRESSIONAL BLACK
CAUCUS REPRESENT URBAN AMERICA. THE PEOPLE IN .
' NEW YORK CITY, CHICAGO, LOS ANGELES AND DETROIT EACH
HAVE ELECTED TWO OF THE REPRESENTATIVES. WHILE THE
VOTERS IN ATLANTA, BALTIMORE, CLEVELXNb, HOUSTON,
PHILADELPHIA, ST LOUIS AND WASHINGTON EACH HAVE
ELECTED ONE. COLLECTIVELY, IN 1972 THESE 16 INDIVIDUALS
RECEIVED 1.6 MILLION OR 70% OF THE 2.3 MILLION VOTES
CAST IN THEIR DISTRICTS. THE POPULATION IN THEIR

DISTRICTS IS CLOSE TO 8 MILLION.

THE

SO IN LHES SECOND WEEK OF THE FORD ADMINISTRATION,
WHILE ‘EVERY EFFORT {6 BEING MADE TO ASSURE OUR }.;'o:tEIGN
FOES THAT DETENTE WILL CONTINUE, IT IS ENCOURAGING TO
KNOW THAT ELECTED DOMESTIC REPRESENTATIVES WILL ALSO BE

HEARD.



YVONNE BRATHWAITE BURKE REPLY TO DISTRICT OFFICE:
28TH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 4041 MARLTON AVENUE
SuiTe 250
Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90008

Congress of the United States
PHouse of Representatives
Washington, B.LC. 20515

September 23, 1974

Mr. Stanley S. Scott

Special Assistant to the President
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Scott:

Thank you for your courtesy in sending me the
photographs of the Congressional Black Caucus' visit
to the White House. I appreciate receiving them and
I shall value them as a momento of our visit. I do
hope the Caucus will be able to return soon.

Cordially/Z?urs,
s /
;/; I b—‘
YVO BRATHWALTE BURKE, 7 FORD .
ER OF CONGRESS @ O
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Issves Raised by the National Association of Black
Manufacturers

The NABM has rasied two issues which the Congressmen
may also raise. ¥First, does the announced new
emphasis on assuring the success of assisted firms
mean that fewer new firms will be started? We have
not changed the proportion of new versus existing
firms that we plan to assist. The new emphasis
applies to both types, and means we have to do a
better job of analyzing business prospects. Second,
NABM also suggested that firms not be "graduated" from
the 8(a) subcontracting subsidy program, but rather
be kept in the program until they have grown large
enough to be outside SBA's stancdards for a small

. business. We have always had a policy of planning

to graduate firms from the subsidy program to a
fully-competitive position. It does no favor to a
firm to keep it dependent upon subsidized government
contracts, and too fragile to exist over the long-
term on its own in the market place.

B. Points You Should Make

: : ~ FORp 2
‘1. Progress On Objectives dQ Q%
. >
'A. Coordination Between OMBE and SBA = 7

Y

>
An early result of the long-term staff udy,wé
a realization that the agencies needed to bétter
coordinate their efforts in the field. We also
needed to avoid the "numbers game"” of counting
firms assisted, and instead to concentrate more
on assuring the chances of success of these
businesses. &

B. Effect of Eneragy and Materials Shortages

While loan volume has not been asgs high as our
targets, due to general economic conditions, we
have also had to cope with the effects of the
energy and materials shortages. The agencies
have put a good deal of effort into analyzing
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4. St us of Staff]s of Minori nterpdise Prog
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It might be efphasixed gHat the purpose\pfhe sgtudy is
to ideghtify ways of improving the e{fectfivendgs of the
progtams, raWfer than to reduce or termiphpte tidg programs.

3. Recent Criticisms of SBA and OMBE

OMB has taken a low-profile position on the recent
criticisms of the two agencies, letting them handle -
the problems themselves. We have cooperated on two
changes worth mentioning in this context. For SBA,
we have provided additional audit personnel. They
are also making structural changes to strengthen
their audit process. For OMBE, we approved an
increase in the 1975 budget to initiate a marketing
development and training program, to increase the
quality of OMBE-funded technical assistance. :
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Background Information On Items Which May Be Raised

1.

OMEE Reorganization

Congressman Mitchell has been interested in this
from its start, last October. = — oo o

2 og . Basvd upon
our 1nf0rn“tlcn, the reorganization is going well.
We will be specifically locking at this cquestion
during field trips this spring and surmer. You
may wish to ask Mitchell if he knows of any prcblens.

Legislation to Transfer OEO's CDC Program to Commerce

O T A= W M-S LTS T-E S SR e e o
G e a e e e . & S A o= 2L Lo/ N gt S w5 2 e 2 )
. e R M2 K WS R S o o e s S S R
The Adrministration proposal, H.R. 8556
(Hawkins) and S. 1941 (Tower), provides for (a) grant
auvthority for OMBE, and, (b) transfer of Part A of
Title VII of the Economic Opportunity Act from «QEO
to Commerce. The Steiger-Stanten bill, H.R. 10023,

. is broader. It provides for: (a) statutory existence

for OMBE, and, (b} transfer of z2ll of Title VII from

.. OBEQO to Commerce.

3 = We reaffirmed our position on
this issue in favor of the present Administration
proposal, which provides the necessary authority for

MBE and transfer of what is needed from OLIO's

. legislation. A broader bill is not necessary at this

time., We should continue to oppose a broader bill
because it would reduce administrative flexibility to
redirect the OMBE DIOGIall. e
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III. TALKING POINTS ";'9 2
b
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Lie

5e

BUSING: While I am opposed to the busing of school children;
especlally the younger ones outside their neighborhoods in
order to achieve racial balance, I reiterate that I intend to
see that the laws of the land are faithfully executed and that
the law established by the Supreme Court, as the final arbiter
of Constitutional rights, will be carried out even where I
might personally have some disagreement with those decisions.

(The President might want to state the view that a spirit of
racial harmony and understanding, even among those with different
opinions on the busing issue, will greatly improve our ability
to enforce the constitutional rights of everyone, and do so in
a way which is sensible and effective).

Assure the civil rights leaders that those individuals found
guilty of violating the civil rights of others--black or white--
will be dealt with by the Department of Justice,

I welcome and need your support--you have mine--as we move

ahead to unify and strengthen our great nation. We are determined
to win the battle against inflation, high unemployment and other
social and economic problems affecting our country. We need your
help.

VOTING RIGHTS ACT EXTENSION: The President might take the
following approach: a) There is no right more important than

the vote, and state his commitment to enforcing all laws that
guarantee that this right will not be abridged by reason of

race or color, b) Note that when the Act was passed in 1965

and extended in 1970, he voted for such actions on both occasions,
and does not have a private political agenda to torpedo the
Voting Rights Act, particularly if compelling arguments for
extension are made,

MINORITY BUSINESS: The development of minority business is not
only a top priority of this Administration, but one to which I
have a personal commitment.

FATR HOUSING: Civil Rights Commission report concludes that not
nearly enoughkxxx is being done to insure fair housing opportunities,
President might want to instruct HUD and Justice to review concerns
expressed by the Commission and report to the President through
their respective Cabinet Officerse.

OEO-POVERTY PROGRAMS: As the programs proved themselves, they

were spun off into the agencies that had similar on-going activities.
For instance, Job Corps was delegated to Labor, Head ZXHEXX Start

to HEW, Comprenensive Health Centers to HEW, etc. The Administration
feels that such moves strengthen rather than weaken the programs,
With the signing of legal services legislation, the only major
program remaining in OEQ is Community Action, which, if approved

by Congress, will be turned over to other levels of government.
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The Black Caucus would be pleased - & the.Pre§ident
were to acknowledge his belief that despite important
and significant progress in the ?ield of ?qual.
employment opportunity, there still are situations
where jobs are denied because of rgce.ané national
origin, and that he believes that it 1is 1mportant'for
all citizens to have a fair chance to work at their
chosen jobs. He might also do the following:

a) State his understanding of settled.law,
which is that discrimination of this
kind must cease and that some form of

- Maffirmative action" must be taken,
where needed, to put identified victims
of discrimination in their rightful
place.

b) State his belief in the equally important
principle of merit employment. Governments
and businesses are entitled to hire the
most qualified person available, and the
need for capable employees of all races

has never been greater.

c) State his concurrence in the "Four Agency
Agreement" (Justice, EECC, Civil Service
Commission, Labor), which defines the
proper balance to be struck between
legally required affirmative action to
remedy discrimination, and the principles
of merit hiring (Copy attached).

d) Note that there are important distinctio 3
between requiring good faith effort to NG ¥
achieve realistic levels of qualified \\n_‘ <
employees (goals)--a legally sound and
supportable approach--and setting absolute
nunerical requirements, regardless of
the availability of qualified applicants

(quotas)--an unsupportable policy.

e) State openly that even the use of
affirmative action goals should be seen
as temporary historical phenomenon. Once
hiring and promotion standards have been
purged of racial bias.and victims of
discrimination have been made whole,
selection by merit alone, regardless of
race, must be our national employment
policy. '
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The President's views on this issue are clear and

already a matter of record. (I doubt that this will be a
key issue with the Black Caucus.) The President might
undertake the following:

/ a) State his views that he is opposed to busing

] of school children, especially the younger
ones, outside their neighborhoods in
order to achieve racial balance. He might
note that while the Oval Office requires a
broad perspective on this issue, he still
believes that his views represent sound
public policy.

l, . b) Reiterate that he intends to see that

the laws of the land are faithfully executed
and that the law established by the Supreme
Court, as the final arbiter of Constitutional
rights, will be .carried ocut even where he
might personally have some dlsagreement

with those decisions. :

¢;7/ c) Note that the Court itself has provided
., reasonable latitude for reconciling con-
flicting public and private interests in
— _ school desegregation,casesgf and continues
: to provide guidance, as in the Detroit
decision (Bradley v. Milliken).

\f d) Concur in recent Congressional action
" in Title II of the Equal Educational
| Opportunities Act of 1974, which
states clear national policy in this
area.3

harmony and understanding, even among
those with different opinions on the
busing issue, will greatly improve our
ability to enforce the constitutional
rights of everyone, and do so in a
way which is sensible and effective.

K; e) State his view that a spirit of racial
i
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FEDERAL POLICIES RELATIVE TO EQUAL
HOUSING OPPORTUNITY

Statement by the President.  June 11,1971

Of all the services, facilities, and other amenities a community
provides, few matter more to the individual and his family than the kind
of housing he lives in—and the kind of neighborhood of which that housing
is a part. Through the ages, men have fought to defend their homes; they
have struggled, and often dared the wilderness, in order to secure better
homes. ;

It is not surprising, therefore, that public policies affecting the kind
and location of homes available should be the subject of intense and
widespread interest, and also of intense, far-ranging, and sometimes
passionate debate.

One of the achievements of this administration of which I am
most proud has been the dramatic progress we have made in increasing
the supply of housing, including particularly low- and moderate-income
housing, so as to expand the range of housing opportunities for Americans
in search of a decent home. Housing starts are currently at the highest
levels in 20 years. While our primary emphasis is on stimulating private
construction, the number of federally assisted low- and moderate-income
housing starts planned for fiscal year 1972 will be more than four times
what it was as recently as fiscal 1968—an increase from some 150,000
to some 650,000. The remaining needs are still enormous. But this repre-
sents a giant step toward fulfilling the goal set forth in the Housing Act
of 1949, of “a decent home and a suitable living environment for every
American family.”

The very fact that so much progress is being made, however, has
sharpened the focus on what has come to be called “fair housing”—a term
employed, but not defined, in the Civil Rights Act of 1968, and to which
many persons and groups have ascribed their own often widely varied
mearnmngs.

In this statement, I shall set forth the policies, as they have been
developed in this administration, that will guide our efforts to eliminate
racial discrimination in housing, to enlarge housing opportunities for
all Americans and to assist in stable and orderly community development.
Itisimportant to understand the laws that govern those policies, the limits
within which they operate, the complexities they seek to address, and the
goals they seek to achieve.

My purpose is not to announce new policies, but to define and explain
the policies we have—setting forth what we will do and what we will
not. <The factors determining patterns of housing and community develop-
ment are immensely complex and intricately balanced, many are
uniquely local in nature, and the Federal Government operates in
important but limited ways and under limited authorities. Within those
limits, we intend to continue to move vigorously—not to restrict free
choice, but to expand and protect it.

Underlying our housing policies—and embodied in our laws and our
Constitution—are certain basic principles: :

—Denial of equal housing opportunity to a person because of race

iswrong, and will not be tolerated.
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—Such denial will not be tolerated whether practiced directly and
overtly, or under cover of subterfuges, or indirectly through such
practices as price and credit discrimination.

—To qualify for Federal assistance, the law requires a local housing
or community development project to be part of a plan that
expands the supply of low- and moderate-income housing in a
racially nondiscriminatory way.

—In terms of site selection for a housing development, the Federal
role is one of agreeing or not agreeing to provide Federal subsidies
for projects proposed by local authorities or other developers.

—A municipality that does not want federally assisted housing should
not have it imposed from Washington by bureaucratic fiat; this is
not a proper Federal role. '

—Local communities should be encouraged in their own voluntary
efforts to make more housing more widely available, and to reduce
the extent of racial concentration.

—Putting an end to racial discrimination, and building toward the
goal of free and open communities, is a responsibility shared by
Federal, State, and local governments, by business and private
institutions, by civic leaders and by individual people everywhere.

A History oF HARDSHIP

The history of racial discrimination in housing in America runs
deep; but, to the Nation’s credit, so do efforts to correct it.

In earlier years, some local ordinances actually forbade minority
group members to purchase property in blocks where they did not
constitute a majority. Such ordinances were invalidated by the Supreme
Court in 1917.

Covenants running with the land were widely used to restrict minority
citizens in their access to housing. The efficacy of these covenants rested
on their possible enforcement by courts and the awarding of damages
for their breach. Judicial enforcement was.invalidated by the Supreme
Court in 1948. ;

Federal policy itself, quite unsurprisingly, in past eras reflected what
then were widespread public attitudes. Policies which governed FHA
mortgage insurance activities for more than a decade between the middle
thirties and the late forties recognized and accepted restrictive covenants
designed to maintain the racial homogeneity of neighborhoods.

Compounding the plight of minority Americans, locked as many of
them were in deteriorating central cities, was the Federal urban renewal
program. It was designed to help clear out blighted areas and rejuvenate
urban neighborhoods. All too often, it cleared out but did not replace
housing which, although substandard, was the only housing available to
minorities. Thus it typically left minorities even more ill-housed and
crowded than before.

Historically, then, the Federal Government was not blameless in
contributing to housing shortages and to the impairment of equal housing
opportunity for minority Americans. Much has been done to remedy past
shortcomings of Federal policy, and active opposition to discrimination is
now solidly established in Federal law. But despite the efforts and emphasis
of recent years, widespread patterns of residential separation by race and
of unequal housing opportunity persist.
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RaciaL. CoNCENTRATION ToODAY

In terms of racial concentration, the facts on housing occupancy
revealed by the 1970 census are compelling. In our 66 largest metropolitan
areas, accounting for more than half the U.S. population—of which
49 are in the North and West—the central city white population declined
during the decade of the sixties by about 2 million (5% )—mwhile the black
population increased almost 3 million (35% ). This meant overall black
population in central cities increased from 18% in 1960 to 24% in 1970.

In the suburban areas of these cities, however, the story was different.
White population increased by 12.5 million (30% ) and black population
increased by less than 1 million (44% ). The result was that the total
black proportion of suburban population increased only from 4.2% in
1960 to 4.5% in 1970.

In city after city the figures tell the same story. In New York City the
white population declined by 617,000 while the black population rose by
579,000. In St. Louis whites declined by 169,000; blacks rose by 40,000.
Thus the central cities grow ever more black, while the surrounding
areas, for the most part, remain overwhelmingly white.

It is important to remember, of course, that simple divisions into
“central city” and “suburban” can be misleading in this context. It makes
a great deal of difference how large the city is, and what the patterns
of distribution within the metropolitan area are in terms not only of
housing, but of business, industry, recreational facilities, transportation,
and all the many factors that enter into its mternal dynamics as a
functioning community.

One thing this points to is that no single set of rlgxd criteria can be
laid down that will fit a wide variety of local situations. To speak of
“opening up the suburbs,” for example, may have widely differing impli-
cations in different metropolitan areas, just as the term “central city”
means something quite different in New York or Chicago than it does
in New Haven or Fresno.

To some extent, the persistence of racially separate housing patterns
reflects the free choice of individuals and families in both the majority
and minority communities. Economic factors have also played a part,
since average income levels—even though the disparity is being nar-
rowed—remain lower for minority Americans than for the Caucasian
majority.

It also is inescapable, however, that continuing, often covert housing
discrimination is thwarting or discouraging the efforts of many minority
citizens to find better housing in better neighborhoods. This is wrong,
constitutionally indefensible, and pragmatically unwise.

THE CosT oF RACIAL SEPARATION

.

Separation of the races, particularly when it is involuntary, has
damaging consequences. One is racial isolation—the social isolation of
the races from each other—an estrangement that all too readily engenders
unwarranted mistrust, hostility, and fear.

Another consequence of involuntary racial separation is the waste
of human resources through the denial of human opportunity. No nation
is rich enough and strong enough to afford the price which dehumanizing
living environments extract in the form of wasted human potential and
stunted human lives—and many of those living environments in which
black and other minority Americans are trapped are dehumanizing.
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Another price of racial segregation is being paid each day in dollars:
in wages lost because minority Americans are unable to find housing
near the suburban jobs for which they could qualify. Industry and jobs
are leaving central cities for the surrounding areas. Unless minority
workers can move along with the jobs, the jobs that go to the suburbs
will be denied to the minorities—and more persons who want to work
will be added to the cities’ unemployment and welfare rolls.

Clearly, both outright racial discrimination and persisting patterns
of racial concentration combine to create a serious set of problems that
public policy must seek to meet. These problems are human, they are
economic, they are social—and they pose a challenge of the first magni-
tude to the community of the metropolitan area that tries to meet them
in 2 way most nearly fair to all those affected. It is encouraging that many
communities are meeting this challenge, and meeting it successfully.

THE FeEpEraL RoOLE

The Law

The Federal Government’s responsibilities for eliminating racial
discrimination in housing derive partly from the Constitution, partly
from the Government’s own extensive involvement in housing and com-
munity development programs, and partly from a number of statutes and
Executive orders.

The broad outlines of the law are contained in our Constitution,

which in its 5th, 13th, and 14th amendments guarantees basic civil /g

rights, including the right to seek shelter free from any racial discrimin
tion fostered by Federal, State, or local governments.

Executive Order 11063, issued in 1962, expressly states that housin
discrimination and segregation prevent the Nation from attaining the
housing goals declared by the 1949 Housing Act. It further directs all
Federal departments and agencies “to take all action necessary and
appropriate to prevent discrimination” as to race, color, religion, or
national origin in federally assisted housing and related projects.

Congress followed up this initiative 2 years later with the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. A critical provision of that law, Title VI, provides
that no person shall, “on the ground of race, color, or national origin,
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
Federal financial assistance.” As a penalty for such discrimination, it
provides for a cutoff of Federal funds to the program in which the
discrimination occurs. The clear intent of the Congress in enacting this
legislation was to insure that no program utilizing Federal financial
aid should be tainted by racial or ethnic discrimination. A careful review
of the legislative history indicates that the Congress intended that the
cutoff of Federal funds resulting from a violation should apply only to
the particular activity in which the unlawful racial discrimination took
place, and not to all activities undertaken by the violator.

In the Civil Rights Act of 1968, the Congress declared that “It is
the policy of the United States to provide, within constitutional limitations,
for fair housing throughout the United States.”

Title VIII of the 1968 act goes beyond the previous statutes (which
in terms of housing, had dealt only with that which was federally assisted)
to prohibit discrimination on account of race, color, religion, or national
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origin in most private real estate actions, whether sale or rental and
regardless of whether Federal assistance is involved or not. In addition,
this title also makes it the responsibility of “all executive departments
and agencies” and the specific responsibility of the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, to “administer their programs and activities
relating to housing and urban development in a manner affirmatively
to further the purpose of this title.”

Antidiscrimination Enforcement

The provisions of the law aimed at barring racial discrimination in
housing are administered primarily by the Departments of Justice and of
Housing and Urban Development.

HUD?’s role under Title VI in the 1964 act is to guard against racial
discrimination in any program or activity to which HUD gives financial
assistance. Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act requires HUD to
investigate complaints of housing discrimination and, where appropriate,
to attempt to resolve such complaints through persuasion or conciliation.
In calendar year 1970, HUD completed processing of 169 complaints;
in 89 of these cases conciliation was successful. In the same year, HUD
referred 19 of these cases where conciliation failed to the Department
of Justice.

Under the terms of Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act, the
Attorney General is empowered to bring suits in Federal court where he
finds that racial discrimination in housing constitutes a “pattern or
practice,” or where housing discrimination cases raise issues of general
public importance. Since January 1969, the Attorney General has brought
or participated in 85 such suits against more than 250 defendants in 22
States and the District of Columbia. In addition, the Justice Department
has negotiated out of court with several hundred other persons and

companies and brought them into voluntary compliance.

These cases have involved not only outright racial discrimination
in the sale or rental of homes, but also such practices as discriminatory
real estate advertising and exclusion of minorities from multiple listing
services. Several of the suits have been against municipal authorities.
Several others have been against major companies controlling tens of
thousands of dwelling units, and have resulted in orders that they take
dramatic remedial efforts to attract minority families into buildings from
which they have previously been barred or discouraged.

Not only have these suits directly opened to nonwhites a great deal
of housing previously available only to whites; they also have had a
significant wider impact in stimulating others to come into voluntary
compliance with the antidiscrimination laws. This vigorous enforcement
as rejuired by law will continue. F

Unlawful racial discrimination in housing extends beyond the
barring of individuals from particular buildings or neighborhoods because
of race. The courts have also held that, when its reasons for doing so
are racial, a community may not rezone in order to exclude a federally
assisted housing development. In such cases, where changes in land use
regulations are made for what turns out to be a racially discriminatory
purpose, the Attorney General, in appropriate circumstances, will also
bring legal proceedings.
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How Federal Programs O perate

In order to understand the way in which the broad “fair housing™
mandates translate into specific actions, it is important to understand
what some of the Federal housing programs are and how they operate.

HUD provides direct financial assistance in three broad areas:

—Housing for low- and moderate-income families. This includes

the Home Ownership and Rental Housing Assistance subsidy
programs (“Section 235” and “Section 236" housing, respec-
tively), the rent supplement program enacted in 1965, and
assistance to low-rent public housing.

—Grants for State, areawide, and local planning.

—Aid for community development activities, such as urban renewal

and water and sewer grants.

In addition, of course, HUD plays a major role in providing mortgage
insurance and in facilitating the overall flow of mortgage funds.

In each of these areas, the Federal program role—as the governing
statutes make clear—is essentially one of responding to local or private
initiatives, rather than one of imposing its programs on State and local
governments.

In none of HUD'’s grant programs does the Department act directly.
The Department builds no housing, develops no land use plans, clears no
slums, and constructs no sewers. Instead, HUD provides, within its
statutory and regulatory framework, financial assistance to local devel-
opers and agencies, both public and private, who build and manage
housing, and engage in planning and community development activitics.

The extent to which HUD program activity is dependent on local
initiative and execution is frequently overlooked, but is an important
element in considering policy issues. Sites for HUD-assisted housing must
be selected and acquired by local sponsors—public or private—
‘and housing developed-en-those sites must conform to local zoning and
local building codes. Planning performed with HUD assistance is done
by State and local governmental bodies. Community development
activities—urban renewal, water and sewer, or open space projects, for
example—are initiated and executed by local government.

In short, HUD’s role in the location of assisted housing is one not
of site selection, but of ultimate site approval. It does not initiate local
housing projects. With more applications than it can fund, it must select
those for funding which it determines most fully satisfy the purposes of
the enabling legislation—and in doing so it says “yes” or “no” to local
requests for financial assistance for projects that have been locally planned
and will be locally executed.

In responding to local and private initiatives, of course, the
Department must follow the statutory mandates. For example:

* —As noted earlier, HUD may not make a grant under any of its
programs if the recipient will discriminate or otherwise deny the benefits
of the assisted activity or project to persons on account of race.

—Where the “workable program” requirement—imposed on local
communities by the Housing Act of 1949, as amended in 1954, in
connection with urban renewal and related programs—is a condition of
eligibility, HUD may not make a grant in the absence of a HUD-certified
workable program for community improvement. The program must
make reasonable provision for low- and moderate-income housing, which
must of course be available on a nondiscriminatory basis.
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—Where comprehensive planning is supported by a Federal grant
under the 1954 Housing Act, as amended in 1968, the plan must include
a “housing element” to insure that “the housing needs of both the region
and the local communities studied in the planning will be adequately
covered in terms of existing and prospective in-migrant population
growth.” This provision has broad application, since such planning grants
are often used to prepare the arcawide plans which are a prerequisite
for Federal financial assistance under the water and sewer, open space,
and new communities programs.

Similarly, the statutory requirement of “fair housing” applies in
the area of private housing construction, where the Federal role is sub-
stantial. The Federal Government provides billions of dollars in assistance
and guarantees of mortgage credit for housing financing. The Federal
Government sets standards widely used by industry, such as minimum
property standards, credit standards, appraisal standards, and construc-
tion standards. The Federal Government makes market amalyses which
materially influence the private sector. The Federal Government approves
mortgagecs, builders, developers, and brokers with respect to their doing
business with HUD. Local government and private initiative and Federal
standards work together to produce new housing. And under the law,
that new housing—Ilike all the Nation’s housing stock—must be open
equally to all Americans regardless of race, religion, or national origin.

In approaching questions of “fair housing™ for low- and moderate-
income persons, it is important to remember that we are dealing with
arather imprecise term and with two separate matters.

One is the elimination of racial discrimination in housing. On
this, the Constitution and the laws are clear and unequivocal: racial
discrimination in housing will not be tolerated. :

In public discussions of “fair housing™ or “open housing,” however,
another issue has often become confused with that of racial discrimination.
This is sometimes referred to as “economic integration.” Frequently it
arises in debates over whether subsidized low-rent public housing should
be placed in the suburbs as a means of moving poor people out of the
inner city and, if so, where, to what extent, and by what means.

One of the arguments frequently advanced is that poor people are
often disadvantaged by living in low-income neighborhoods; that poverty
thus perpetuates itself; and that the remedy therefore is to scatter the
poor among the more affluent. Another argument often heard is that
blacks and other minorities tend to be disproportionately poor, and that
“economic segregation” is therefore equivalent to racial segregation.

It is important to remember, however, that the terms “poor” and
“black” are not interchangeable. A higher percentage of blacks than of
whitgs lives below the poverty line—but there are far more poor whites
in America than there are poor blacks. Much of the Nation’s most
dismally inadequate housing is occupied by blacks; much of it is occupied
by whites. Many of the worst slums are black; many are white. And by
the same token, the skilled trades, the businesses, and professions increas-
ingly are populated by affluent blacks whose children go to the best
schools and colleges and who themselves have taken their deserved place
in the leadership, not simply of inner-city neighborhoods, but of urban,
suburban, and rural communities all across America.
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To cite only one statistic, a recent special census study showed that
in the North and West, black husband-wife families headed by persons
under 25 had a median income equal to that of their white con-
temporaries. Although the income disparities among other ages and
categories is still far too wide, this is one measure of how far we have
come; also, because these young families represent the future, it is an
indication of where we are heading. To equate “poor” with “black™ does
‘a disservice to the truth, and it blinks the fact—fundamental to anything
so intensely personal as housing—that we are dealing with the needs
not of an undifferentiated mass, but of millions of individual human
beings, each separate and unique.

In many cases—when dealing with poor people who happen to be
members of a racial minority—questions of where to locate housing for
poor people and where to locate housing for members of the minority are
related. But the issues involved are separate, and those who would
treat effectively with race and poverty must take care to maintain
the distinction. What is true of blacks in this regard is also true of
Mexican-Americans, Indians, and members of other minorities.

When predominantly poor members of a racial minority are con-
centrated heavily in one particular area of a central city, the question
of where to build housing designed to accommodate some but not all
of them is often not easily answered. On the one hand, for example,
concentrating the subsidized housing in the predominantly black area
could have the effect of reinforcing the racial separation that already
exists. On the other hand, failure to build at least a portion of it there

—___ could be unfair to the people who choose to live there, as well as rein-
“foreing the housing blight that often prevails in such areas. Quite apart
from racial considerations, residents of outlying areas may and often do
object to the building in their communities of subsidized housing which
they fear may have the effect of lowering property values and bringing
in large numbers of persons who will contribute less in taxes than they
consume in services. Beyond this, and whether rightly or wrongly, as '
they view the social conditions of urban slum life many residents of the
outlying areas are fearful that moving large numbers of persons—of
whatever race—from the slums to their communities would bring a
contagion of crime, violence, drugs, and the other conditions from which
so many of those who are trapped in the slums themselves want to escape.

In many other respects, the balances to be struck are often close
and the considerations complex: For example, how are the interests of
one part of a metropolitan area to be weighed against those of the area
as a whole? What other housing opportunities are available? How do
transportation patterns, job patterns, school locations, enter into the
choice? What related efforts are being made to expand opportunity and
end racial discrimination? And how and by whom are the determinations
to be made?

By establishing “fair housing” as a policy but leaving the term
undefined, Title VIII of the 1968 act added a complexity of its own:
alively debate about just what it means, and especially about the meaning
of its requirement that Federal officials take “affirmative action” to
promote it.

This and the other laws make abundantly clear that the Federal
Government has an active, affirmative role to play in eliminating racial
discrimination in either the sale or rental of housing. They also make it




200

WEEKLY COMPILATION OF PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS, JUNE 14, 1971

- clear that those communities which seek Federal assistance for most

housing and community development programs must work honestly and
constructively to meet the housing needs of their low- and moderate-
income families. The debate has arisen over the extent to which Federal
agencies are either required or authorized to go beyond anti-discrimina-
tion efforts, and to use their program money leverage as a means of
requiring local communities to subordinate their land use policies to the
goal either of breaking up racial concentrations or of prometing “economic
integration.”
Poricies oF THiS ADMINISTRATION

It will be the firm purpose of this administration to carry out all the
requirements of the law fully and fairly.

Racial discrimination in housing is illegal, and will not be tolerated.
In order to fulfill their responsibility for eliminating this discrimination,
the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Justice
Department have been developing and elaborating a wide-ranging
program aimed at creating equal housing opportunity.

By “equal housing opportunity,” I mecan the achievement of a
condition in which individuals of similar income levels in the same
housing market area have a like range of housing choices available to
them regardless of their race, color, religion, or national origin.

At the outset, we set three basic requirements for our program to
achieve equal housing opportunity: It must be aimed at correcting the
effects of past discrimination; it must contain safeguards to ensure against
future discrimination; and it must be results-oriented so its progress
toward the overall goal of increasing housing opportumities can be
evaluated.

The administration is embarked upon this course. It must and will
press forward firmly.

The chief components of such a program include the firm enforce-

ment of laws relating to equal housing opportunity; the development

of appropriate equal housing opportunity criteria for participation in
programs affecting housing; the development of information programs;
and the development of policies relating to housing marketing practices.
It is obvious that not all individuals will exercise the full range of
choices made available to them. Those are matters for individual decision.
What s essential is that all citizens be able to choose among reasonable
locational alternatives within their economic means, and that racial
nondiscrimination be scrupulously and rigorously enforced.

We will not seek to impose economic integration upon an existing
local jurisdiction; at the same time, we will not countenance any use of
economic measures as a subterfuge for racial discrimination.

When such an action is called into question, we will study its effect.
If the effect of the action is to exclude Americans from equal housing
opportunity on the basis of their race, religion, or ethnic background,
we will vigorously oppose it by whatever means are most appropriate—
regardless of the rationale which may have cloaked the discriminatory
act.

Access to federally assisted housing, like access to all housing, must
be nondiscriminatory as to race. But simply to apply this principle will
not answer all the practical problems raised by our national commitment
to expanded and equal housing opportunity.
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Pressures for the construction of new housing and the rehabilitation
of existing housing are growing all across the Nation—in central cities,
in suburbs, in small towns, in rural America. Demand for housing at all
income levels is increasing dramatically.

As a major part of our national effort to meet these housing nceds—
an effort which is both private and governmental—federally assisted
housing is being built at a rate approaching 34 of a million units a year.

~ These units are needed. They are being built. And they must be built

someplace. The question is where.

If all the federally assisted units are packed together in one type of
community or one kind of location, we will only exacerbate the social and,
in all probability, the racial isolation of our people from each other.

If we build federally assisted instant ghettos, we fail both our
communitics and the people we are trying to help.

If we impact or tip the balance of an established community with a
flood of low-income families, we do a disservice to all concerned.

The answers to these practical considerations are not simple—but
they arc of great importance.

Based on a careful review of the legislative history of the 1964 and
1968 Civil Rights Acts, and also of the program context within which
the law has developed, I interpret the “affirmative action” mandate of FORD

the 1968 act to mean that the administrator of a housing program should /¢ $

include, among the various criteria by which applications for assistance 9 %
arc judged, the extent to which a proposed project, or the|< _?5
overall development plan of which it is a part, will in fact open up % Y
new, nonsegregated housing opportunities that will contribute to decreas- o /

ing the effects of past housing discrimination. This does not mean that no

“federally assisted low- and moderate-income housing may be built within

areas of minority concentration. It does not mean that housing officials
in Federal agencies should dictate local land use policies. It does
mean that in choosing among the various applications for Federal
aid, consideration should be given to their impact on patterns of racial
concentration.

In furtherance of this policy, not only the Department of Housing
and Urban Development but also the other departments and agencies
administering housing programs—the Veterans Administration, the
Farmers Home Administration, and the Department of Defense—will
administer their programs in a way which will advance equal housing
opportunity for people of all income levels on a metropolitan areawide
basis.

This administration will not attempt to impose federally assisted
housing upon any community.

. We will encourage communities to discharge their responsibility
for helping to provide decent housing opportunities to the Americans
of low- and moderate-income who live or work within their boundaries.

We will encourage communities to seek and accept well-conceived,
well-designed, well-managed housing developments—always within the
community’s capacity to assimilate the families who will live in them.

We will carry out our programs in a way that will be as helpful as
possible to communities which are receptive to the expansion of housing
opportunities for all of our people.
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In these efforts we will be aided by a change that already is taking
place in the way subsidized low- and moderate-income housing is planned,
built, and managed: In terms of new construction, the old-style, massively
concentrated high-rise public housing project is largely a thing of the
past; the trend now is strongly toward low-rise dwellings, many of them
one-, two-; three- or four-family, on scattered sites, so that they can
blend in with the community without detracting from nearby properties.
Under the newer Federal programs of financial assistance to low- and

-moderate-income housing of other sorts, the pattern has been one of

variety, enabling the community to fit the development to its own needs.

By approaching local questions of land-use planning in a creative
and sophisticated manner, local authorities should in most cases be able
to work out site-selection problems in ways that provide adequate housing
opportunities for those who need them without disrupting the community.

In other ways as well, we are and will be working to promote better
and more open housing opportunities. For example:

—By Executive Order 11512, issued in February 1970, I ordered
that in the selection of sites for Federal facilities consideration should be
given to the availability of adequate low- and moderate-inceme housing—
and I have ordered that all agencies take specifically into account whether
this housing is in fact available on a nondiscriminatory basis.

—Guidelines have recently been issued by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget under the provisions of the Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act of 1970, to assure that adequate housing is provided on
a nondiscriminatory basis and within the financial means of persons
displaced by federally finaneed projects.

—The Department of Housing and Urban Development has
been actively pressing the major Federal agencies regulating lending
institutions to establish effective, affirmative measures against racial
discrimination in home mortgage financing. The Federal Home Loan
Bank Board, which regulates savings and loan institutions, has been

—the first to undertake the development of new rules and procedural

safeguards The Board is also working closely with industry leaders to
improve financial services offered to members of minority groups.

—HUD also engages in a number of other Title VIII activities
intended to eliminate racial discrimination in housing. It publishes
advisory guidelines to aid those subject to the jurisdiction of the law in
understanding their responsibilities; it undertakes studies of housing
practices and collects racial data on all of its housing programs in order
to determine areas of noncompliance; it conducts continuing community
education programs to inform individuals of their rights under law; it
encourages national, State, and local private organizations in undertaking
programs designed to expand housing options for minority group and
low-income individuals; it works closely with State and local agencies
having fair housing laws substantlally .equivalent to Title VIII and refers
complaints to these agencies.

A Free anD OPEN SOCIETY

On March 24, 1970, I issued a statement setting forth in detail
the administration’s p011c1es on school desegregation. In a portion of
that statement that applies equally to housing, I said the goal of this
administration is “a free and open society”—and I added:
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In saying this, I use the words “free” and ‘“‘open” quite
precisely.

Freedom has two essential elements: the right to choose, and
the ability to choose. The right to move out of a mid-city slum, for
example, means little without the means of doing so. The right to
apply for a good job means little without access to the skills that make
it attainable. By the same token, those skills are of little use if
arbitrary policies exclude the person who has them because of race
or other distinction.

Similarly, an “open” society is one of open choices—and
one in which the individual has the mobility to take advantage of
those choices.

In speaking of “desegregation” or “integration,” we often lose
sight of what these mean within the context of a free, open, pluralistic
society. We cannot be free, and at the same time be required to fit
our lives into prescribed places on a racial grid—whether segregated
or integrated, and whether by some mathematical formula or by
autuomatic assignment. Neither can we be free, and at the same time
be denied—because of race—the right to associate with our fellow-
citizens on a basis of human equality.

An open society does not have to be homogeneous, or even fully
integrated. There is room within it for many communities. Especially
in a nation like America, it is natural that people with a common
heritage retain special ties; it is natural and right that we have
Italian or Irish or Negro or Norwegian neighborhoods; it is natural
and right that members of those communities feel a sense of group

_ identity and group pride. In terms of an open society, what matters
_is mobility: the right and the ability of each person to decide for
himself where and how he wants to live, whether as part of the ethnic
enclave or as part of the larger society—or, as many do, share the life

of both.

We are richer for our cultural diversity ; mobility is what allows
us to enjoy it.

Economic, educational, social mobility—all these, too, are
essential elements of the open society. When we speak of equal
opportunity we mean just that: that each person should have an
equal chance at the starting line, and an equal chance to go just as
high and as far as his talents and energies will take him.

The Federal Government bears an important share of responsibility
for achieving fair housing for all Americans. But fair housing is not the
responsibility of the Federal Government alone, and net of government
alone. Its achievement depends on all of us—on the States and localities,
on business and industry, on civic and professional leadership,
arfd on each of us in his daily life.

For its part, the Federal Government will discharge fully its own
particular responsibilities and offer example and leadership for others in
the discharge of their responsibilities. We will be vigorous in enforcing
both the constitutional mandate and the statutory requirements that there
not be housing discrimination on grounds of race. In the more complex
and difficult area of providing subsidized housing in areas where it is
needed, we will encourage communities and local developers to take into
account the broad needs of the various groups within the community
and of the metropolitan area.
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But we all must recognize that the kinds of land use questions
involved in housing site selection are essentially local in nature: They
represent the kind of basic choices about the future shape of a community,
or of a metropolitan area, that should be chiefly for the people of that
community or that area to determine. The challenge of how to provide
fair, open and adequate housing is one that they must meet; and they
must live with their success or failure.

To local officials are entrusted the initial, and often the final, deter-
minations as to how much low- and moderate-income housing is to be
built, how well it is to be built, and where it is to be built. They operate
under the same antidiscrimination strictures that apply to Federal
officials. And in terms of site selection and residential zoning—both
sensitive and complex matters, and yet both central to the goal of truly
open housing in truly open communities—they operate in an area little
charted by the Supreme Court but increasingly being navigated by
the lower courts, as land use restrictions come under mounting challenge
on constitutional grounds.

Two recent court cases suggest the boundaries within which other
courts will be wrestling with these questions in the months and vears just
ahead. In one of these cases (James v. Valtierra), the U.S. Supreme
Court decided that, absent any evidence of racially discriminatory intent,
a State law requiring prior approval of low-rent housing projects by
community referendum does not, on its face, violate the Constitution.
Noting California’s long tradition of using referenda on a wide range of
issues of public policy and the factual finding in the lower courts that
iegitimate economic considerations were involved in the referendum
in question, the court concluded that there was no factual basis for a
claim that the California law was “aimed at a racial minority.” On the
other hand, in another case presenting sharply contrasting circumstances
(Kennedy Park Homes Association v. City of Lackawanna, N.Y.), a
Circuit Court of Appeals recently held illegal certain zoning and other
municipal restrictions used to block a subsidized low-income housing
development in an all-white neighborhood. In that case the municipal
practices were determined to be subterfuges and part of a pattern of
racially motivated discrimination by municipal officials; the Supreme
Court denied ecrtiorari. In short, the one case did not present evidence
of racially discriminatory intent; the other did.

If these cases define the outer limits, they also indicate the broad
range within which cases will be pressed in the courts by those who would
seek the mandate of judicial decree in setting aside local restrictions
to achieve social purposes: for example, the right of a community to
impose large-lot zoning, even in the absence of any racial discrimination,
haslately been under court challenge.

If the infinitely varied individual questions that arise as our
thousands of local governments hammer out their individual local land

* use policies are not appropriate for Federal determination—and they
are not—neither would it be wise to allow a situation to develop in which
they have to be hammered out in the courts. But they no doubt will end
up in the courts if they are not satisfactorily dealt with outside the
courts through timely and enlightened local action.

This administration will offer leadership in encouraging local and
State governments and housing authorities to address this question
creatively and imaginatively, and to address it with a keen understanding
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of the needs of those persons for whom the housing is being prov1ded as
well as the needs of the community at large.

Local and State authorities, for their part, should continue to
respond constructively, pressing forward with innovative and positive
approaches of their own. For it is they—and beyond them, it is millions
of Americans individually—with whom the challenge primarily rests.
We are dealing here in a realm in which Federal authority, while sub-
stantial in terms of enforcement, is very limited in terms of the many
choices that must be made in each community.

There are some who assume that the Federal Government has the
power to do anything it wants—or that they want. But we have maintained
our freedom for nearly two centuries by insisting that the Federal
Government’s exercise of power not exceed its authority.

I believe in that principle. And because the authority of the Federal
agencies is limited—quite properly, I believe—with respect to the
essentially local and individual choices involved in local community
planning, their power will be used in only limited ways.

This does not reduce the challenge to the States, the localities and
the people; it heightens it. For the task of making our communities livable,
not for some but for all—of achieving our goals of decent homes and of
open communities in a free and open society—this task summons the best
that is in each and every one of us, in a cause that touches our soul as
a Nation. We cannot afford to fail. I believe that together we can
succeed.
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Federal Policy Statement
3775

A memorandum stating the federal policy on remedies concerning equal
employment opportunity in state and local government personnel systems,
dated March 23, 1973, was sent to U. S. Attorneys and Field Representatives
of the Civil Service Commission, of the EEOC and of the OFCC. The covering
letter reproduced immediately below was signed by Robert Hampton, Chair-
man of the U. S. Civil Service Commission; Stanley Pottinger, Assistant
Attorney General; William Brown, Chairman of the EEOC; and Philip Davis,
Acting Director of the OFCC. The memorandum is also reproduced below.

Under a number of statutes and an Execu-
tive Order, the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission, the Department of Justice,
the Civil Service Commission and the De-
partment of Labor’s Office of Federal Con-
tract Compliance have similar and related
responsibilities for working with State and
local goveraments in ensuring that llieir
various personnel systems are free from dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color, na-
tional origin, religion or sex.

Questions often arise of remedies to be
employed in cases where there has been a
finding of unlawful discrimination. Since it
is important that State and local govern-
ments have the benefit of a consistent set
of federal standards and requirements, these
four agencies have jointly developed a state-
ment of policy by which to guide themselves
and their personnel in dealing with State
and local governments on this matter. The
points contained in the attached memo-
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randum are consistent with the President’s
announced views and each of the signatories
is of the view that they are consistent with
the previous policies of his agency.

Differences of view may still arise with
respect to the interpretation of parts of this’
position statement; in such cases we will
expect federal field representatives to dis-
cuss them with each other and with us if
necessary in order to continue to resolve
any issues through dialogue and coordination.

The Hon. Leonard Garment, Special Con-
sultant to the President, recently gave an
address on this subject in Washington and
we are also appending the text of his re-
marks.

\Ve are sending information copies of this
memorandum and its attachments to State
and Local Governments and to the State
Fair Employment Commissions.

MEMORANDUM—PERMISSIBLE GOALS AND TIMETABLES IN STATE

AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

This Administration has, since September
1969, recognized that goals and timetables
are in appropriate circumstances a proper
means for helping to implement the nation’s
commitments to equal employment oppor-
tunities through affirmative action programs.
On the other hand, the concepts of quotas
and preferential treatment based on race,
color, national origin, religion and sex are,
contrary to the principles of our laws,
and have been expressly rejected by this
Administration.

Title VIT of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
as amended by the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Act of 1972, conferred on the
Justice Department and the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission enforcement
responsibilities for eliminating discrimina-
tory employment practices based upon race,
color, national origin, religion, and sex by
state and local government employers as

Employme:;zt Practices
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set forth in that Act. In addition, under the

Intergovernmental Personnel Act and the

merit standards statutes, the Civil Service
Commission has an obligation to attempt to
move state and local governments toward
personnel practices which operate on a merit
basis. The Department of Labor and other
Executive Branch agencies have responsibil-
ities in the area of equal employment oppor-
tunities as it affects state and local government
employers. This memorandum addresses
the question of how the agencies in the
Executive Branch (e.g., CSC, EEOC, Jus-
tice, Labor and other Federal agencies having
equal employment opportunity responsibili-
ties) should act to implement the distinction
between proper goals and timetables on the
one hand, and impermissible quotas and
preferences on the other, with due regard
for the merit selection principles which
many states and local governments are
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obliged to follow, and which some state and
local government employers do not properly
follow with regard to equal employment
opportunities.

All of the agencies agree that there is
no conflict between a true merit selection
system and equal emplovment opportunities
laws—because each requires nondiscrimina-
tion in selection, hiring, promotion, transfer
and layoff, and each requires that such deci-
sions be based upon the person’s ability and
merit, not on the basis of race, color, na-
tional origin, religion or sex. The problems
arise when an emplover pays only lip serv-
ice to the concept of merit selection, but in
fact follows employment practices which
discriminate on the basis of race, color, etc.

All of the agencies recognize that goals
and timetables are appropriate as a device
to help measure progress in remedying dis-
crimination. All agencies recognize that
where an individual person has been found
to be the victim of an unlawful employment
practice as defined in the Act he or she
should be given “priority consideration” for
the next expected vacancy, regardless of his
relative “ability ranking” at the time the
new hire is made—this because absent the

“act of discrimination, he or she would be

on the job. All agencies also recognize
that it may be appropriate for a court to
order an emplover to make a good faith,
nondiscriminatory effort to meet goals and
timetables where a pattern of discriminatory
employment practices has been found.

All agencies recognize the basic distine-
tions between permissible goals on the one
hand and impermissible quotas on the other.
Quota systems in the past have been used
in other contexts as a quantified limitation,
the purpose of whicll is exclusion, but this
is not its sele definition. A quota system,

_applied in the employment context, would

impose a fixed number or percentage which
must be attained, or which cannot be ex-
ceeded; the crucial consideration would be
whether the mandatory numbers of persons
have been hired or promoted. Under such
a quota system, that number would be fixed
to reflect the population in the area, or some
other numerical base, regardless of the
number of potential applicants who meet
necessary qualifications. If the employer
failed, he would be subject to sanction. It
would be no defense that the quota may
have been unrealistic to start with, that he
had insufficient vacancies, or that there were
not enough qualified applicants, although he
tried in good faith to obtain them through
appropriate recruitment methods.
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Any system which requires that consider-
ations of relative abilities and qualifications
be subordinated to considerations of race,
religion, sex or mnational origin in deter-
mining who is to be hired, promoted, etc.,
in order to achieve a certain numerical posi-
tion has the attributes of a quota system
which is deemed to be impermissible under
the standards set forth herein.

A goal, on the other hand, is a numerical
objective, fixed realistically in terms of the
number of vacancies expected, and the num-
ber of qualified applicants available in the
relevant job market. Thus, if through no
fault of the emplover, he has fewer vacan-
cies than expected, he is not subject to
sanction, because he is not expected to dis-
place existing emplovees or to hire unneeded
employees to meet his goal. Similarly, if
he has demonstrated every good faith effort
to include persons from the group which
was the object of discrimination into the
group being considered for selection, but
has been unable to do so in sufficient num-
bers to meet his goal, he is not subject to
sanction.

Under a system of goals, therefore, an
employer is never required to hire a person
who does not have qualifications needed to
perform the job successfully; and an em-
ployer is never reguired to hire such an
unqualified person in preference to another
applicant who is gualified; nor is an em-
ployer required to fhire a less qualified per-
son in preference to a better qualified person,
provided that the qualifications used to make
such relative judements realistically measure
the person’s ability to do the job in ques-
tion, or other jobs to which he is likely to
progress. The terms “less qualified” and
“better qualified” as used in this memo-
randum are not imtended to distinguish
among persons who are substantially equally
well qualified in terms of being able to
perform the job suceessfully. Unlike quotas,
therefore, which may call for a preference
for the unqualified ever the qualified, or of
the less qualified ower the better qualified
to meet the numerical requirement, a goal
recognizes that persons are to be judged
on individual ability, and therefore is con-
sistent with the primciples of merit hiring.

In some job classifications, in which the
newly hired person learns on the job the
skills required, and where there is no ex-
tensive education, experience or training
required as prerequisite to successful job
performance, many applicants will possess
the necessary basic gualifications to perform
the job. While determinations of relative

© 1973, Commence Clearing House, Inc.
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ability should be made to accord with
required merit principles, where there has

. been a history of unlawful discrimination, if

goals are set on the basis of expected
vacancies and anticipated availability of
skills in the market place, an employer
should be expected to meet the goals if
there is an adequate pool of qualified appli-
cants from the discriminated against group
from which to make selections; and if the
employer does not meet the goal, he has
the obligation to justify his failure.

Similarly, where an employer has pur-
ported to follow merit principles, but has
utilized selection procedures which are in
fact discriminatory and have not been shown
validly to measure or to predict job success
(see, Griggs ©. Duke Power Co., [3 EPD
18137] 401 U. S. 424), there frequently is
no valid basis presently available for rank-
ing applicants objectively in order of the
probabilities of success on the job. In
such circumstances, all agencies agree that
a public employer will be expected to devise
or borrow a selection procedure which is
as objective as possible and is likely to be
proved valid and is not likely to perpetuate
the effects of past discrimination; and to
meet those goals which have been set on a
vacancy basis. The selection procedure
should be as objective and job related as
possible, but until it has been shown to be
valid for that specific purpose, it must be
recognized that rank ordering does not
necessarily indicate who will in fact do
better on the job. Accordingly, if the goal
is not being met because of the interim
selection procedure, the procedure and other
aspects of the affirmative action program
may have to be revised. All agencies agree
that use of such goals does not and should
not require an employver to select on the
basis of race, national origin, or sex a less

"qualified person over a person who is better

qualified by objective and valid procedures.
Where such procedures are not being
utilized, valid selection procedures to deter-
mine who will in fact do better on the job
should be established as soon as feasible
in accordance with the principles set forth
in paragraphs 2 and 5 below.

With the foregoing in mind, the agencies
agree that the following principles should
be followed:

1. Whenever it is appropriate to establish
goals, the goals and timetables should take
into account anticipated vacancies and the
availability of skills in the market place
from which employees should be drawn. In
addition, where unlawful discrimination by
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the employer has been established, the cor-
rective action program, including the re-
cruiting and advertising obligations and the
short range hiring goals, should also take
into account the need to correct the present
effects of the employer’s past discriminatory
practices.

2. The goals should be reached through
such recruiting and advertising efforts as
are necessary and appropriate, and the
selection of persons only from amongst
those who are qualified. A goal, unlike
a quota, does not require the hiring of
persons when there are no vacancies, nor
does it require the hiring of a person who
is less likely to do well on the job (“less
qualified”) over a person more likely to do
well on the job (“better qualified”), under
valid selection procedures. \When the
standards for determining qualifications are
invalid and not predictive of job success,
valid selection procedures should be devel-
oped as soon as feasible. \Where an em-
ployer has followed exclusionary practices,
however, and has made little or no progress
in eliminating the effects of its past dis-
criminatory practices, the selection stand-
ards it proposes to utilize in determining
who is “qualified,” or “better qualified” will
be examined with care to assure that they
are in fact valid for such purposes and do
not perpetuate the effects of the employer’s
past discrimination (i.e.,, which have as
little discriminatory impact as possible under
the circumstances) and do not raise artifical
or unnecessary barriers.

3. In no event does a goal require that
an employer must in all circumstances hire
a specified number of persons, because such
a goal would in fact be a quota. It is, how-
ever, appropriate to ask a court to impose
goals and timetables, including hiring goals,
on an employer who has engaged in racial
or ethnic exclusion, or other unconstitutional
or unlawful employment practices. The
goals we seek in court, like those accepted
voluntarily by employers, are subject to the
limitations set forth in this memorandum.

4. As a general matter, relief should be
provided to those persons who have been
adversely affected as a consequence of the
employer’s unlawfully discriminatory prac-
tices. All agencies will continue to seek
insofar as feasible to have persons who can
show that they were injured by such prac-
tices restored to the position they would be
in but for the unlawful conduct. In addi-
tion, all agencies will seek to have those
persons who have been excluded from con-
sideration or employment because of such
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discriminatory practices allowed to compete
for future vacancies on the basis of qualifica-
tions and standards no more severe than
those utilized by the employer in selecting
from the advantaged groups, unless the in-
creased standards are required by business
necessity. Such relief will be sought to
prevent the erection of unnecessary barriers
to equal employment opportunities. Such
relief will not preclude a public employer
from adopting merit standards; nor will it
preclude such an employer who has previ-
ously used invalid selection standards or
procedures from developing and using valid,
job related selection standards and proce-
dures as contemplated by paragraphs 2 and 5
of this memorandum.

5. Where an employer has utilized a
selection device which is itself unlawfully
discriminatory, relief should be sought to
prohibit the use of that and similar selec-
tion devices (i.e., devices which measure

13775

the same kinds of things) together with the
development of an appropriate affirmative
action plan which may include goals and
timetables in accord with the principles set
forth in this paper. In addition, we will
ask the courts to permit the employer to
select (or develop) and validate a job re-
lated selection procedure which will facili-
tate selections on the basis of relative
ability to do the job. The speed with
which such new selection devices can and
should be developed and validated depends
upon the facts and circumstances of each
case.

Agencies with equal employment oppor-
tunity responsibilities should take actions
in accordance with the principles outlined
in this memorandum in order to assure a
coordinated approach v.ithin the Executive
Branch to eliminate discriminatory employ~
ment practices and their consequences.

© 1973, Commerce Clearing House, Inc.
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%7 U, 5. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

8=~ GFFICE OF IKFOREATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 20210

Contact: Philip Mason -
Office : (202) 376-6905 USDL--74-507

o R L R e FOR RELEASE: IMMEDIATE

Friday, September

BRENNAN ALLOCATES $65 MILLION ADDITIONAL PUBLIC-SERVICE JOB FUNDS

.

Secretary of Labor Peter J. Brennan today allocated $65 million to state and 10;a1
: governments as the first step in the creation of 85,000 additional public service jobs
that President Ford called for on Wednesday.

Brennan said that these funds are being made immediate]y.avai1ab1e for the creation
of over 12,000 jobs and that an additional $350 miilion will be allocated by thg end of
the month. A

The allocations of the $65 million are going to areas having 6.5 percent or higher
unemployment and are baséd on the number of unemployed above the 6.5 percent level in the
afea compared to the number in all such areas throughout the country. The Department's
regional offices will begin immediately to transmit the funds to mayors, county execu-
t{ves, and governors so they can start hiring unemployed and underemployed people.

The $65 million was made available from the Secretary's discretionary funds under
Tit]e'll of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) for fiscal year 1974.
The $350 million will come from fiscal 1975 CETA funds.

In a meeting with national Tabor leaders at the White House on September 11,
President Ford said that the unemployment situation "calls for full use of available
taols and dollars." He went on to say that he had instructed the Secretary of Labor to
speed the allocation of available funds for public service jobs.

Responding to the President's announcement, Brennan directed that distribution of

funds begin immediately. With computerized unemployment information already on hand,
(MORE)
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actual funding was underway in less than 48 hours.

A separate allocation of funds to Indian reservétions will be made later.

Funds under Title II of CETA may be used for public service employment by states and
localities or they may be used for other manpower services, such as training, counseling,
or job development, authorized under Title I of CETA.

The Department has recently distributed to prime sponsors near{y $300 m1111on.in
CETA Title iI funds for fiscal 1974, as well as almost $250 million of Emergency Empléy—
ment Act funds (EEA) provided in the second supplemental appropriation.

This $550 mil1lion added to the $415 million indicated above can provide some
170,000 public service jobs this coming winter.

s

(Attached is a state-by-state listing of allocations,)
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30338
310338

Q6 UN3
996,403

1,685 351
Qu,583
78¢003
39,206

124,398
300390
48,016

1+/2700763

110,934

110,934
699126
68»126 -
42,808
42,898




REGION II
NEwW JERSEY

CAMDEN' *
CAMDEN® !

JERSEY CITY
JERSEY CITY

NEWARK?
NEWARK®

PATERSON
PATERSON

TREMTON
TRENTON

ATLAMTIC COUNTY
ATLANTIC COUNTY

BERGEN CO'INTY
BERGEN COUNTY SUB-AREA 2
BERGEN CO'NTY SUR=-AREA 2

CUMBERLAND COUNTY
C'IMBERLAMD COUNTY

H'JOSON CO'UNTY
H')DSON CO'NTY

OCEAN CO'NTY
P A IS OCEAN COUNTY

PASSAIC CO'NTY
P A IS PAGSAIC CITY
P A IS CLIFTON CITY

BALANCE OF STATE
BALANCE OF STATE

1Jo§. DEPASTMEMT OF LLABI3=-VAYDN4ER ADUTMISTRATION

CTITLE 1! DISCRETINONARY AILLLOCATION

% NEMPLOYED MO NEMPLOYED
114,587
28,089
10.2 12721
10.2 . 1,721
8.6 2/286
8.5 24296
11.0 6: 807
11.0 60807
12,8 . . 3,810
12,4 3,910
7.9 . 699
7.9 - 689
Bit 8.4 1,774
Be8 o 10774
- 230
6.9 [, 259
6.9 230
9.9 10908
9.9 1,908
$0aM ; S5¢505
10,0 w@f‘"oq 51505

7.2;’c’ (o) 733 ;
T2 k) 733

o

T8 Ly 24017
[ 1 SR N 10613
9.1 - 5 404
7.0 605
7.0 , 605

pacE 4

ALI OCATION

14,869+ 365
3,644,946

223,400
223,400

296649
296,649

833, 339
833+ 339

4QL, LTS
494,496

89,409
89,409

230.219
230,219

23¢378
- 20,8783
29,878

2474605
247¢605

714,416
714,416

85,124
95,124

261,844
209+ 345
52¢ 4938

789562
781562



PUERTO RICO

BAYAMON
BAYAMON

CARNDLINA
CARDILINA

MAYAG'E?Z
MAYAG'JEZ

"PONCE
PONCE

SAN JUAN
D A IS G'JAYNABO MUN
P A IS SAN JUAN MUN
BALANMCE

BALANCE OF PUERTO RICO
P A IS AGUADILLA MUN
P A IS ARECIBO.MUN
P A IS GAGUAS MUN
BALANCE

JeSe

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR=--MANPO4ER ADMIMISTRATION
TITLE IT OISCRETJONARY -ALLOCATION

% '"JNEMPLOYED

NO 'UNEMPLOYED

4B, 409

1,921
1,921

265
266 -

20106
2,106

59254
59254

7+958
329
T7¢089
539

30,901
39082
32331
3+085

21,401

pace &

ALLOCATION

6¢281,791°

249,383
249,383

34,630
34,630

2739356
273» 356

681,806
681,806

1,032,715
42,780
919,982
69,953

4,009,898
399,997
432,335
400,384

20777¢179




REGION ITI

DELAWARE

WILMINGTON
WILMINGTON

MARYLAMNOD

WASHINGTON COUNTY
P A IS ALLEGANY CO'NTY

PRIMCE GEODRGES COUNTY
D C ANIDER AREA
H € ARABER AREA

SALANCE OF STATE

KENT/Q'JEEN ANME
KENT/Q'JEFN ANME

LOWER EASTERN SHORE AREA
BALANCE

1.5, DFOARTMENT NF LABIR=-MANCHYER ADMINISTRATION
TITLE IT DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION -

% UNFEMPLOYED

™ @®
ww

NO UNEMPLOYED

41,118

656

656
656

10673

302
302

278

pace &

ALLOCATION

503350673

85.212

85,212
85,212

217139

39,297
39,297

369176
360176
36176

141,654
42,491
42,491
99,173
99,173




JoS. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR=-MANPOWER ADMINISTRATIOM PAGE 7
TITLE IT DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

% JNEMPLOYED NO 'INEMPLOYED ‘ ALILOCATION
PENNSYLVANTA . 28,753 317314206
BITLER COUNTY 2 ; 258 . : 33,524
ARMSTRONG COUNTY AREA 8,5 258 33,524
P A IS ARMSTRONG CO'JNTY 8,5 253 33,524
LANCAGTER=-LERAMON . . 204 z i 26:479
LONER LANCASTER' AREA . 0,8 - 204 : 26,479
P A IS LANCASTER CITY 9.8 204 . 26,479
LYCOMING=CLIMTON 7.4 608 78,910
P A IS LYCOMING COUNTY 98 294 38,277
BALANCE : 7.0 313 40,632
MERCER COUNTY 7.1 ‘ 304 : 39,477
P A IS MERCER COUNTY 2 304 : 39,477
SCHJYLKXILL -CARBON ¥ Pal 1067 138,466
P A IS SCHUYLKILL COUNTY 3.0 10067 138,466
* L

SOUTHERN ALLEGHENIES 7.4 10710 221,001
P A 1S BLAIR COUNTY 7.4 196 25,440

P A IS CAMBRIA COUNTY 9.0 253 32,945
BALANCE 7.3 11260 163,604
PHILANELOHIA CITY/COUNTY ; 7.8 10,043 1303,264
PHILADELPHIA CITY/COUNTY 7.8 10,043 . 1,303,264
PITTSRIINGH B y P ' 2,564 332,809
PITTS3RGH %2 21564 ; 332,809
SCRANTON 7.4 ar-D 5 405 52,586
SCRANTON 7.4 g ‘@h 405 52,586
ALLEGHENY COUNTY 8 523 ] 670931
MONDMGAHELA VALLEYAREA 7.0 e 523 670931
MONONGAHELA VALLEYAREA 2.0 ° o 523 671931

b Ay g“‘-“"f’/ .

B'JCKS COUNTY i 0 A uu3 57,536
BRISTOL TOWNSHIP i 7.9 4u3 571536
P A IS BRISTOL TOWNSHIP 7.9 4u3 571536




JoSe DEPARTMEXT NS |LARNI==-MANPONER ADVMINISTRATION PAGE 8
TITLE Il DISCRETIONARY ALLAOCATINN

% NEMPLOYED ND UNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION

DELAWARE COUNTY ' 714 92,766
CHESTER WATER FRONT AREA 129 714 92,766
P A IS CHESTER CITY 7.9 714 92,766
FAYETTE COUNTY _ 3.6 10120 ¥ 145,409
FAYETTE COUNTY 2,6 1,120 145,409
LACKAWANIA CO'INTY : 7.1 665 86311
LACKAWANMA COUNTY 7.7 645 86,311
LAWRENCE CO'NTY - .7 : 522 670 TU6
LAWRENCE COUNTY . 7.7 522 67+ 746
LUZERNE CO'UNTY ' 7.5 1,186 : 154,021
L'IZERME COUNTY 7.5 1+185 ‘ 154,021
WASHINGTON COUNTY s . ) 222 . 28,865
EASTERN AREA : 7.4 222 28,865
EASTERN AREA 7.4 ! 27> 2R,845
WESTMORELAND CO'UNTY : 7.8 1,878 243,793
NESTMORELAND COUNTY : 7.8 1878 243,783
BALANCE OF STATE 3 ' Le310 559322
CLEARFIFLD COUNTY 9.1 753 . 97,805
P A IS CLEARFIELD COUNTY 9.1 753 97,805
COLIMATA CO'INTY 9.6 a23 106,852
COL'MBTA CO'INTY 9.6 823 1061852
JEFFERSON CO JUTY=CENTRAL AREA 9.8 - 293 38,671
JEFFERSON COUNTY-CENTRAL AREA 9.3 /(§%“L£)li 293 38,671
JIMTATA GO NTY 9.4 /é& A 197 25,61
JUNIATA CO'INTY 0,4 { o) 197 : 661
MIFFLIN COUNTY Ay : gg 378 : 43,872
MIFFLIN CO'NTY a.3 338 43,872
NORTHJMBERLAND CO'UNTY 0,9 . L 1,452 188,422
P A IS NORTHMSERLAND COUNTY 9,9 i 4§ﬂvy§5 1,452 183,422
TIOGA COUNTY 79 3 213 271641




TIOGA COUNTY
WYOMING COUNTY
WYOMING COUNTY

VIRGINIA

PENINSULA
NEWPORT NEWS-EAST ENO
P A IS NEWPORT NEWS

RAMDSG Y ¢
RICHMOND S1JS-AREA
P A IS RICHMOMD

STAMPG!

NORFILK CENTRAL AREA
P A IS NORFOLK
PORTSMOUTH INMER CITY
P A IS PORTSMO'TH

BALANCE OF STATE
CHIMCOTEAG!)E
CHIMNCOTEAGYE
COLNNIAL REACH AREA
COLOMIAL REACH AREA
GR'INDY AREA
GR'MNNY ARFA
LESAMNN AREA
LESANNN AREA .
PENITHNGTN'] GAP AREA
BEMNITHNGTOMN GA® AREA
RICHLANDS AREA
RICHLANDS AREA
WISE COUNTY
WISE COUNTY

WEST VIRGINIA

WEST VIRGINIA STATEWIDE
CARELL CO'NTY MIOWEST AREA
CASELL CO'JNTY MIDWEST AREA
EASTERM AREA
EASTERN AREA
WANAWHA CO'NTY
P A IS XANAWHA COUNTY
SO'JTHERN AREA
BALANCE
WESTERN AREA
WESTERN AREA

JeSe DEPARTMEMT OF LABOR--MANMOOWER AdMINISTbATION
TITLE IT OISCRETIONARY ALLOCATIOM

% UNEMPLOYED

- - -

OO~
e o o
(PR Vo]

® 2 2 o * e ® 9 e o
e R ey

NNNNMNNNN~N~

NO UNEMPLOYED

- - - -

213
234
234

60711

204
204
204

348
348
348

570
322
322
247
257

5¢587
1,231
1,231
10393
1,393%
560
560
319
819
450
450
836
8836
245
245

" 3,323

30323
u2n
420

10,278

10278
327
327
780
780
S16
516

PAGE 7’

ALLOCATION

- -

271641
300395
300395

870+866

26:504
26504
26,504

45,282
45,282
45,282

74,068
41,910
41.910
32,158
3291583

725,010
159,757
159,757
180,780
180,780
72+725
72725
106+ 385
106+ 385
58,465
58,466
115,067
115,067
310,828
31,828

431,248

431,248
54,581
54,581

165,849

165,849
42,519
42,519

101,228

101,228
67.067
67:067




J+Se DECARTMINT OF LABNR==MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION PAGE @
TITLE IT DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION
% UNEMDLOYFD NO "JNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION
REGION IV 13,826 1,7949172
ALABAMA ] ' 101652 214,421
BIRMINGHAM ' 399 51,871
BIRMINGHAM S!BAREA(TR 6 ETAL) 7.5 3909 51,871
D A 1S BIRMINGHAM 7.5 399 51,871
HUNTSVILLE i 267 34,702
CEP AREA : 10,5 267 - 34,702
P A IS HUNTSVILLE CITY 10,5 . _ 267 34,702
MOSILE® ! 747 964937
S )8 AREA(TRACT 2 ETAL) : 8.7 747 96,997
P A IS MOBILE 8.7 747 96,997
[
BALANCE OF STATE 237 . 30,849
WINSTOM COUNTY 9.9 23T 30,849
WINSTON COUNTY 9.8 237 30,849
FLORIDA 4s348 S64, 331
MIAMI/0DADE 350 45,473
CEMTRAL AREA . 6.9 350 45,473
P A IS MIAMI 6.9 350 45,473
HR0JARD 481 625536
HOLLYWNNN SB=-AREA Tl 276 35,841
P A IS HOLLYWOOD : 7.2 276 35,841
POMPAND AREA Fnst 205 26,654
POMPANO AREA 27 205 . 26,694
BREVARD COUNTY : 11,0 3,516 456, 321
P A IS BREVARD COUNTY {1.0 3,516 : 456,321




GEORGIA

ATLANTA
ATLANTA IMPACT AREA
P A IS ATLANTA

BALANCE OF STATE
ALBANY FOVERTY AREA
P A IS ALBANY CITY
GA MTN POVERTY AREA

GA MTN POVERTY AREA

KENTUCKY

R'JRAL CEP
BALANCE

BALANCE OF STATE
MORGAMTOWN AREA
MORSAMTOWN AREA
MT. STERLING AREA
MT. STERLING AREA
ORINCETON AREA
PRINCETON AREA
SOMERSET AREA
SOMERSET AREA

v

JeS. DEDARTMENT OF LABOR==-MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION
TITLE II DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

% 'UNEMPLOYED N0 'NEMPLOYED

- e on . - - -

20.084

1,460
7.8 . 10460
7.8 1,460

624
3 ; 341
3 341
0 283
0 283

4,630

3 - 1,438
9 10438

3,191
419
419
415
415
545
545

10811

1,811

VOV OV O W

1PAGE 6!

ALLOCATION

270+551

189,498
189,428
182,498

81,053
buy264
by,264
369788
36+ 788

600¢853

1861696
1861696

414,156
54,398
54,398
534960
53,960
700787
700787

235,009

235,009




\

SOUTH CAROLINA

STATEWIDE
DILLATTA SUR-AREAA
DILLATTA SUB~AREAA

TENNESSEE

BALANCE OF STATE
GREENE COUNTY SUB AREA
GREENE COUNTY SUB AREA
MC MINN COUNTY
ME MINN COUNTY,
€COTT COUNTY
SCOTT COUNTY

JeS. DECARTMENT OF LABNR==MANPAJER ADMINISTRATION
TITLE IT DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

¥ 'JNEMOLOYED NO 'JMEMPLOYFD

213

213
10.5 213

10.5 213

896

896

1 402
) 196
¥ 196

? 297
1 297

[}

PAGE &

ALLLOCATION

27:683

271683
279653
27,683

1169332

116,332
52+239
52239
25¢520
25¢520
38,572
38:572




REGION V

ILLINOIS

MADISON COUNTY
P A IS MADISON COUNTY

SHAWNEE LMA
SHAWNEE LMA

EAST ST LOUIS S
P A IS EAST ST LOUIS

BALANCE OF STATE
CLINTON/MARION COUNTY
CLINTON/MARION COUNTY

SE ILLINOIS LMA

SE ILLINOIS LMA

INDIANA

INDIANAPOLIS
INDIANAPOLIS SUB-AREA
P A IS INDIANAPOLIS

MADISON COUNTY
P A IS ANDERSON

BALANCE OF STATE
FAYETTE COUNTY

FAYETTE COUNTY

GRANT COUNTY

P A IS GRANT COUNTY
HOWARD COUNTY

P A IS HOWARD COUNTY
ORANGE COUNTY

ORANGE COUNTY

U.S. DEPARTMENT NF 1 AGOR<=MANPOWER ADMINTSTRATION
TITLE. IT DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

% UMEMPLOYED NO '"NEMPLOYED

1369369
4,004

757
757

5 : 472
= 472

13.0 § 1,550
13.0 1,550

3 1,224
5 303
S - 303
3 921
5 921

6¢282
qkaJD ﬁ?\
4+5%96

4,596
4,596

o

677(38(3&

-~ 354
«\\4155415 354

19331
o2 277
2 217
ol 222
ik 222
+6 484
W6 484
i 3ub

paGE |3

ALLOCATION

17+695,859
519,645

08,303
98,303

61,248
61248

201,134
201134

158,959
39,413
39,413

119,545
119,545

815,219

536:472
596,472
596,472

46¢015
46015

172+732
© 369040
36+049
28873
23,873
621824
62,824
44,984
44,9084




Fs)
J.S. DEPARTMENT 0OF LARAR-<-MANDOYER ADMINIGTRATION PAGE tff
TITLE I DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION - .
% UNEMOLOYED NO UNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION
KALAMAZOO COUNTY . 429 55,762
- KALAMAZ00 7.6 429 55,762
KALAMAZ0O 7.6 : 429 554762
MACOMB COUNTY 7.5 1,798 233,338
P A IS ROSEVILLE . 8.3 : 488 631431
BALANCE : ) 7.4 1,309 169,907
OAKLAND COUNTY 8.0 61186 802,769
P A IS PONTIAC o 17.7 4,264 553,425
P A IS WATERFORD TOWNSHIP : 10.9 1,198 © 155,469
BALANCE 6:7 723 93,874
s ' i

OTTAWA COUNTY 7.5 581 | . 750470

P A IS OTTAWA COUNTY 7.5 581 : 75
SAGINAW COUNTY 9.7 2,910 377:616
P A IS SAGINAW 11,4 1,941 251,883
BALANCE 8.4 968 125,732
ST CLAIR COUNTY K 11.5 3,966 514,712
P,.A IS ST CLAIR COUNTY 11,9 3,966 S14,712
WAYNE COUNTY Tel 2,313 300,244
P A IS TAYLOR CITY 8.5 594 77,095
BALANCE 7.0 “CUPSN 1,719 223,149
BALANCE OF STATE 7.0 ) 15 3,228 418,276
P A IS MARQUETTE COUNTY 7.5 T 253 , 32,890
P A IS MIOLAND COUNTY 14,9 (5] 2,146 278,503
BALANCE 6.6 ~ 823 106,881




¥ » ‘ U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LAROR=--MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION PAGE l‘p
- . TITLE II DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

% UNEMPLOYED NO UNEMPLOYED ' ALLOCATION

MINNESOTA 206,107 21609262
ST LOUTS COUNTY /. . .. & . 10.6 : 3,648 473,459
P A IS ST LOUIS COUNTY : : 9.4 10270 © 164,818
BALANCE A 11.8 2,378 308,640
DULYTH : it ) D/s 2 1,098 142,506
DULUTH : ' 9,2 , 1,098 ) 142,506
MINN RURAL CEP i 15+ 360 10993,297
MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION 2 15.5 _ T 20226 288,880
 MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION 2. 15.5 21226 253,880
MINN DEVELOSMENT REGION S ; 13,0 h 3,112 - 403,890
MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION 5 1380 R T0 L : 403,890
MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION & 8.5 1744 i 226+430
MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION 4 8.5 19744 226,430
MINM DEVELOPMENT REGION 6 5 7.4 673 871432
MINN DEVEL.OPMENT REGION 6 7.4 673 87,432
MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION 7 9.0 2,858 t 370+873
® A IS STEARNS COUNTY - 8.9 1,033 134,056
BALANCE 9,1 1,824 2369816
WINONA COUNTY .7 272 35,329
WINONA COUNTY el 272 35,329
MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION 1 14,9 3,829 496:872
MINN DEVELOPMENT REGION 1 . 14,9 3,829 496,872
SOUTH CENTRAL AREA 8.1 6LY 83,587
SOUTH CENTRAL ARES - Bel 644 ' : 83,587




JeS. DEPARTMENT NF LARDR~-MANPOYER ADMINISTRATION

TITLE II DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

PAGE I7

% UNEMOLOYED NO UNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION
OHIO 61517 845, 701
A}
CLEVELAND 4353 564,948
TARGET AREA 6.6 4353 564,943
P A IS CLEVELAND 8.2 4353 564,943
DAYTON : o 1e211 ' 157,157
DAYTON SUB-AREA 7.5 950 1231362
P A IS DAYTON : 7.5 950 1234362
MONTGOMERY COUNTY.SUB=AREA I 8.0 260 33,795
P A IS MONTGOMERY COUNTY 8.0 260 33,795
CINCINNATI 6.8 : 593 L 77,074
CINCINNATI 6.8 593 , 77:074
CLARK CO g e 358 461,520
SPRINGFIELD SUB AREA 7.8 : 358 el 46,520
P A IS SPRINGFIELD 7.8 358 46,520
WISCONSIN ' W
. KBK
TRICO CETAC : ~ 221 Eg.;gg
RACINE CITY IMPACTAREA . 8.9 =D AN 221 28+ 792
P A IS RACINE 6.5 % A4 221 28,792
: o o)
BALANCE OF STATE : | b 3,784 491,120
49 COUNTY IMPACT AREA Yol o o 30754 491,120
P A IS GREEN BAY 8.6 \ £ 310 40,305
P A IS LACROSSE 3w 29 194 . 251199
BALANCE 7.1 A B 34279 425,616



REGION VI
ARKANSAS

BALANCE OF STATE

FRANKLIN CO'NTY
FRANKLIN COUNTY

LAWRENCE COUNTY
LAWRENCE COUNTY

NORTH CENTRAL ECONDEV DIST
NORTH CENTRAL ECONDEV OIST

LOUISTANA

CALCASIEY PARISH
P A IS LAXE CHARLES

BATOM ROUGE/E BATCN ROUGE PAR
.LEEZEDEN PARK AREA
LEE/EQEN PARK AREA

NEW ORLEANS/0ORLEANS PARISH,
NEW ORLEANS/ORLEANS PARISH

SHREVEPORT
LAKESIOE/STONERHILL AREA
LAKESIDE/STONERHILL AREA

BALANCE. OF STATE
P A IS ST LANDRY PARISH
P A IS ST TAMMANY PARISH

NEwW MEXICO

ALBUGRERQUE
S E HEIGHTS/VALLEYAREA
P A IS ALBUQUERQUE

BALANCE OF STATE
24 COUNTY HI UNEMPAREA
BALANCE

UeS. DESAYTMINT OF LASDR=-MANPAJER ADMINISTRATION

%

TITLE TT DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

'UNEMPLOYED NO JMEMOLOYED

14,271
1,274

1,274

10.8 215
10.8 : 215
11,2 331
11,2 a3 B
948 743
7.7 748

3,841

231

: 432
5 632
8 432

4 - 2+ 300
4 . 21300

231

S54
334
219

772

340
340
340

PAGE .8

ALLOCATION

1,851,922
165,374

165,374
27893
27,899
40,405
40,405
97,070
97,070

498,532

68y669
683,669

29+ 380
29+ 380
29,380

298,503
298,503

30,049
300049
300049

719930
43,427
2859502

100,294

44,214
44,214
G4,214

56,079
56,079
56,079




OKLAHOMA

OKLAHOMA CITY
OKLAHOMA CITY POVERTY AREA
P A IS OKLAHOMA CITY

BALANCE OF STATE :
LATIMER/OUSHMATAHA/HASKELL
LATIMER/PIUSHMATAHA/HASKELL
OKFUSKIE/HUGHES
OKFUSKIE/HUGHES

PITTSBURG COUNTY
PITTSBURG COUNTY

FIVE COUNTY AREA (COAL ETAL) .
FIVE COUNTY AREA (COAL ETAL)

TEXAS

TEXARKANA
BOWIE COUNTY
P A IS BOWIE COUNTY

HILDALGO/WILLACY COUNTIES
P A IS HILDALGO COUNTY

CAMERON COUNTY
P A IS BROWNSVILLE*

WEBB COUNTY
P A IS LAREDO

BALANCE OF STATE
JIM HOGG/STARR/ZA PATA CNTYS
JIM HOGG/STARR/ZA PATA CNTYS
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE AREA
MIODLE RIO GRANDE AREA

d TR L ey P L M A A Y . We i .
JeSs DEPARTMENT OF LABOR-~MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION
TITLE I! DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION '

%.UNEMPLOYED

m o
. o
(R

- e
MM D00 @D

® ®» ®» » o o o @

16.3
16,3
9.2
P2

PO OO

N cnaO'>

NO UNEMPLOYED

1,742

437 it
437
437

10305
214
214
250
250
477

477
363
363

61639

196
196
196

1,981
1,981

298
268

1,943
1,943

20221
1,097
1,097
10,124
1,124%

pace \9

ALLOCATION

- - -

226,087

569733
56¢733
569733

169,354
27¢820
27+820
321466
329466
61,949
61,949
47,117
47,117

861,632
25,458

251458
251458

257.072 ,
2574072 ¢

38,702 .
38,702

252,158

2529158

288,239
142,382
142,382
145,857
145,857




Régiom) VLI
MISSOURI

ST LOUIS _ W
SUB-AREA(TRACT ‘1014 EtAL)
P A IS ST LOUIS CITY

ST LOUIS COUNTY. ‘
NORMANOY MUN COUNCIL ODIST
P A IS ST LOUIS COUNTY
PAGEDALE/WELLSTON =
P A IS ST LOUIS COUNTY

UeS. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR==MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION
TITLE -II DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

% UNEMPLOYED

- - -

R 5
7 que>

e
'~\¢&¥fd

NO NEMPLOYED

1:,065

589
559
5589

475
272
272
203
203

PAGE 20

ALLOCATION

138,256

761496
76,496
76:496

61,759
35:409
35,409
260350
269 350




REGION VIII

COLORADO

BALANCE OF STATE
EAGLE LLAKE PITKIN/ROOTT COS AR
EAGLE LAKE PITKIN/ROOTT COS AR

J.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR=--MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION
TITLE II DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

¥ UNEMPLOYED NO UNEMPLOYED

227
227
A 227
7.8 i
7.8 i
ar-D &

é? B

e)

f D

} o

\ ~

-~

f‘\\ﬂidv*ga

PAGE &%

ALLOCATION

29:478

29,478

25,478
29,478
29,478




.S

RESION IX

CALIFORNIA

ALAMEDA TRAINING-EMP BOARD
P A IS ALAMEDA COUNTY
P A IS HAYWARD

FRESNO CTY/CNTY MANPOWER COMM
“P A IS FRESNO CITY
P A IS FRESNO COUNTY

SACRAMENTO/YOLO MANPOWER COMM
P A IS SACRAMENTO CITY
P A IS YOLO COUNTY

INLAND MANPOWER ASSN
P A IS SAN BERNARDINO b
P A IS SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
P A IS RIVERSIDE COUNT
P A IS ONTARIO :

SAN DIEGO ;
P A IS SAN DIEGO CITY
P A IS SAN DIEGO COUNTY
P A IS CHULA VISTA
P A IS EL CAJON

SANTA CLARA VALLEYMANPOWER BD
EP MODEL CITY/ALVISO AREA
P A IS SANTA CLARACOUNTY

SAN JOAGUIN COUNTYCMAC
P A IS STOCKTON CITY
P A IS SAN JOAGJINCO

TULARE/KINGS COMP MNPWR AGCY
P A IS KINGS €O

BERKELEY
BERKELEY

DESLRTMENT OF LABOR-<MANSQNER ADMINISTRATION

TITLE Il DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION
% UNEMPLOYED NO '"INEMPLOYED
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K 3 au6

@~ ~
e o

1

0

6

5 2,561

8 962

9 1,599

20096

18838
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21619
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15,423
8,825
Se201
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574

7
7
7
7
8
8
9
8
9
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2:438
2,438
20438

2+:537
1,064
1,472

238
238

2¢515
2:515
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13,616,858
12,565,329

179,588
69,794
109,794

332,442
124833
207,609

272,052
244,542
27:509

663,790
600101
339,947
178,425
85+ 316

20001, 361
101450192
674,976
106666

i 749526

316493
316,493
316,493

329,228
138,146
191,081

30,883
300883

3261443
326,443
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1JoSs DEPARTMENT OF LABOR==MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION PAGE a3
TITLE II DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

% UNEMPLOYED NO UNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION

BUTTE COUNTY ‘ 10.7 oy 11952 253,403
BUTTE COUNTY 10,7 11952 : 253,403
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY ) ; 6.9 753 97+831
BALANCE 7.0 : 753 97,831
HUMBOLDT COUNTY & 11.3 SE et 2751605
HUMBOLDT COUNTY : ; 113 . 2,123 . 2751605
IMPERIAL COUNTY 10.1 ) 1,069 138,757
IMPERIAL COUNTY : 0.1 19069 - 138,757
KERN COUNTY : S T AT 178,705
NORTH BAKERSFIELOD . 9.5, 243 . 31,553
NORTH BAKERSFIELD 9,5 243 31,553

" SOUTH KERN COUNTY ; 11.0 . 1,136 147,152
SOUTH KERN COUNTY . 11.0 10134 147,152
LONG BEACH 6.7 308 : 40,087
LONG BEACH 6.7 308 404087
LOS ANGELES 7.5 12,798 11660+721
LOS ANGELES 7.5 12,798 1,650,721
LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 6.1 1,934 251,032
P A IS CARSON CITY 7.4 247 - 32,085

P A IS COMPTON CITY 10,5 1,098 : 142,518

P A IS POMONA CITY 8,2 558 761429

c _
MERCED COUNTY . 9.7 a-D A~ 10327 : ' 172,305
MERCED COUNTY 9.7 qf\ - 1,327 172,305
o\ :
MONTEREY COUNTY. 2.2 o ) 699 90,834
P A IS SALINAS : 7.9 cy 413 53,673
BALANCE 6.9 ~ 286 370161
% Q\ 7

OAKLAND _ 10.3 ~ABYYS 595 7714539
OAKLAND ‘ 10.3 —— 5,945 7714539
PASADENA . : . 283 36,724

POVERTY AREA 7.9 283 : 36,724




4 ' .S+ DEPARTMENT OF LABOR=~MANOOWER ADMINISTRATION PAGE  R2Y
TITLE I1 DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

S % UNEMPLOYED NO UNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION
KJJJJJJIJIIIK JIJIIIIIIIIIKIIIIIIIII
P A IS PASADENA 7.9 283 36,724
RICHMOND CITY 9.7 1+060 . 13741630
RICHMOND CITY 9.7 10060 137+630
SAN FRANCISCO CITY/COUNTY : 8.5 6+963 903+646
SAN FRANCISCO CITY/COUNTY 8.5 61963 903,646
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 9.2 1,731 224,689
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 9.2 1,731 ! 2249689
SONOMA COUNTY _ f 3 9,2 - 21523 327,513
P A IS SANTA ROSA CITY 7.9 350 ; 45,463
BALANCE 9.7 * 2,173 282,049
STANISLANUS COUNTY 11.5 - 49913 637536
P A IS MODESTO CITY 8.8 756 ; 98,151
BALANCE ) 12.9 4,156 : 539,384
BALANCE OF STATE 10.9 14,753 i 1,914,478
P A IS MENDOCINO COUNTY 11,98 1,097 142,458
P A.IS PLACER COUNTY 8,5 631 - 8By422
P A IS SHASTA COUNTY 10,9 1,644 213,456
BALANCE 11,3 11,329 194709140
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UsS. DEPARTVENT OF LABOR==MANPOWER AOMINISTRATION PAGE 285
TITLE I1 OISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

% 'JNEMPLOYED : NO UNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION
ARIZONA 10367 ' 177,388
PHOENIX/MARICOPA 1,367 . 177,388
CEP AREA s 1,111 144,267
P A IS PHOENIX 8.5 1111 144,267
YOUNG TOWN<~AVONDALEAREA 9.8 255 33,121
P A IS MARICOPA COUNTY 9.8 255 33,121
. HAWATI - o ' 4,358 565,532
HONOLULY CITY/COUNTY 7.5 2,
: ZOUNTY 7. 2,749 : 356,782
HONOLULU CITY/COUNTY 7.5 2,749 356,782
BALANCE OF STATE , . 5.9 .
P A IS HAWAII COUNTY - : g.8 . €8s 00
BALANCE . 5 : 96:082
| .3 868 112,667
NEVADA 2,378 308,606
LAS VEGAS/CLARK COUNTY 7.6 1+563 202,847
P A IS LAS VEGAS 8.2 1,183 L 153,639
P A IS CLARK COUNTY 7.0 379 49,208
BALANCE OF STATE 8.1 815 . 105,759
.BALANCE OF STATE 8.1 : 815 105,759
. \' D 1
3 (\P‘ ) %
o )
: 5,
X Loy
§ - \3\0’




JsS. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR=--MANPOWER ACMINISTRATION
TITLE II DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION

PAGE 2o

% UNEMPLOYED NO UNEMPLOYED ALLOCATION
REGION X 38,678 5,019,028
ALASKA 81617 10118,241
GREATER ANCHORAGE BOROUGH 9,3 11695 220,051
P A IS ANCHORAGE 9.6 ; 828 107,564
P A IS ANCHORAGE BOROUGH 9.1 866 ] 112,486
BALANCE OF STATE f 15.9 60921 898,189
BALANCE OF STATE 15.9 60921 898,189
OREGON : ; 40112 533,685
.
MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY 8.0 1,619 ¢ 210,144
P A IS SALEM CITY 8.0 S04 65,474
P A IS MARION COUNTY 7.9 526 g 651275
BALANCE 8.1 588 761395
PORTLAND 532 69,098
SPECIAL IMPACT AREA 7.3 ' 20 AN 532 69,098
SOECIAL IMPACT AREA “ T3 . ka‘ : x\ 532 69,098
- : o)
LANE CO'NTY 6.7 o 7\ 208 27,049
LANE COUNTY 8.7 ) 208 27,049
: I ‘ o '
BALANCE OF STATE 7.0 X\ LG/ 1752 227,393
P A IS CONS COUNTY M7 N ANYY 297 38,544
P A IS DOUGLAS COUNTY 7.5 _ - 334 43,410
P A IS JACKSON COUNTY 7.3 368 47,824
P A IS LINN COUNTY 7.5 326 42,355
BALANCE 6.7 425 55,258




. WASHINGTON

KING/SNOHOMISH MAPWR
P A IS EVERETT
P A IS SEATTLE
P A IS KING COUNTY
P A IS SNOHOMISH COUNTY

SPOKANE .
P A IS SPOKANE CITY
TACOMA
TACOMA

KITSAP COUNTY
KITSAP COUNTY

PIERCE COUNTY
PIERCE COUNTY

YAKIMA COUNTY
YAKIMA COUNTY

BALANCE OF STATE .

P A IS COWLITZ COUNTY
P A IS GRAYS HARBOR COUNTY
P A IS SKAGIT COUNTY
P A IS THURSTON COUNTY
P A IS WHATCOM COUNTY
BALANCE

'JoS. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR=-MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION

TITLE II OISCRETIONARY ALLOCATION
% LINEMPLOYED

- - - -

NO 'UNEMPLQYED

* - - - - - -
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S46
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@ 0 @ FO0u
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815

10,345
1345
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3,091
3,091
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e 12,041
AP0 BN 490
922
1,681

Ij ~ 3B2
2,168

L/ 61397

PAGE QAT

ALLOCATION

- -y -

3,367,101

750 364
700894
296,467
203,451
179,550

131,494
T 131,494

241,122
241,122

105,856
105,856

174,582
174,582

401,115
401,115

10562/,565
63,594
119,674
218,229
49,569
281,362
830,134
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2
MAJOR FEATURES OF THE COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH INSURANCE PLAN

I. STRUCTURE
A. Employee Health Insurance Plan (EHIP)

-  All employers would be required to offer the basic
insurance plan and Health Maintenance Organization (HMO)
coverage to each employee under age 65 who has met the
full-time hours of work test. Coverage extends to family
members under 65, Employers may self-insure.

-  Election of coverage would be voluntary at the option of
the employee,

-  The basic plan would also be available to self-employed

‘ and non-working families, individuals, and non-employer
groups (e.g., unions or professional associations), through
private carriers.

- Employers would be required to offer coverage meeting
the basic plan, and could offer optional plans supplementing
the basic plan, Enployers could not offer non-approved
plans.

- Employers would tontribute 65 percent of premium expenses
for covered employees. However, if an employer's payroll
rises by more than 3 percent due to required contributions
to coverage, then the Federal Government would pay a
subsidy to the employer for employer premiums in excess
of the 3 percent increase in payroll expenses. The subsidy
would be 75 percent of such excess in the first year reduced
by 15 percentage points each year thereafter.

-  The employer contribution toward coverage would begin 90
days after onset of employment and continue for 90 days after
termination of full-time employment,

T - NB individual or family which has been enrolled in an
Employee Health Insurance Plan would be allowed to con-
tinue coverage under the plan, at the employer's group rate,
for 90 days following the period of a required employer
contribution (a total of 180 days after termination), by
paying the premium in full themselves.

B. Asgisted Health Insurance Plan (AHIP)

-  States would contract with intesmediaries to offer the
basic plan to all residents of the State, except those with
family incomes of $7,500 or more who are offered the
Employes Health Insurance Plan.,

more



1.

BENEFIT PACKAGE

3

Employers who desire to do so could offer AHIP

(at 150% of the average group rate in the State) in
fulfillment of the requirement to offer a mandated plan.
Members of such employee groups could enroll in AHIP
irrespective of income level. :

Persons who would, in fact, enroll in AHIP:

a. families below $5, 000 income ($3, 500 for individuals)
regardless of work status

b.l non-working families between $5, OOO and $7, 500 income
($3,500-$5, 250 for individuals)

ch 'very high risk working families between $5,000 and
$7,500 income ($3, 500-$5, 250 for individuals)

d. non-working families with unusually high medical
risks (disabled and early retirees) regardless of income

e. unusually high risk emf:loyer groups.

All persons eligible for AHIP would have the option of
obtaining coverage through an approved prepaid health
care plan.

The premiums, deductibles, coinsurance, and maximum
liability would be related to income.

Carriers administering AHIP coverage would be reimbursed
by the State on the basis of actual benefits paid for

covered services, less income derived from the plan,

plus a negotiated rate for administration.

. Zmployers would be:required to make: a contribution to

AHIP for low-income employees who elect that coverage,
in the amount they would have contributed for other
employees under an Employee Health Insurance Plan.

For AHIP eligibles who elect coverage through a prepaid
health care plan, the State would contribute an amount equal
to the cost of providing AHIP coverage.

A.

Reimbursable Services

Hospital services, not subject to a dollar limitation. N

-

Physician services, not subject to a dollar limitation.

Prescription drugs, out-of-hospital.

more
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A6

- Mental Health services i

. inpatient - 30 full days or 60 partial days
. outpatient - 30 visits to a comprehensive community care
center or private practitioner (the. latter not to exceed
15 visits) -
-  Special and preventive services for children

. well child care up to age 6

. eye examinations, developmental vision care, and
eyeglasses up to age 13

. ear examinations and hearing aids up to age 13
. routine dental services up to age 13
- Other preventive services
prenatal and maternity services
. family planning
- Home Health Services - 100 visits per year
- Post-hospital extended care - 100 days per year
- Blood and blood products
- Other medical services, as in Medicare (pro__sghetic devices,
dialysis equipment and supplies, x-rays, laboratory,
ambulance, etc.).

B. Premiums and Cost-Sharing (EHIP and AHIP)

Employer Plan

- Premiums for employer groups of 51 or more employees and
other families and groups being offered EHIP would be
negotiated between employer and other groups and the
insurance carrier. ;

- Expenses for an insured individual which exceed $10, 000
in a year cannot be attributed to the experience rating
of the employee group through which the individual has
obtained coverage.

- Each insurance company would be required to offer the same
rate to all employees in firms with 1 to 50 employees

(subject to the single/family rate differential).

more



- Rates for coverage under the plan cannot differ on the
basis of family size and composition, except that there
must be separate rate determinations for singles and
families with the single rate being 40 percent of the
family rate.

- The benefit package as presently constituted would result
in an approximate average group family premium of about
$600. (The single person could expect to pay a premium
of $240.) The average preminm required by this coverage
per full-time employee is $415.

- The employer would eventually pay 75% of premium costs
and employees the remaimng 25%.

- VEHIP would not retmburse for services until the insured
unit has met a deductible of $150 per person (maximum of
three deductibles per family), with a separate $50 per person
deductible on reimbursement for outpatient drugs.

-  After satisfying the deductible, the enrollee pays a
coinsurance of 25 percent, with a maximum liability for
cost-sharing (deductible plus coinsurance) of $1,500 in
a year. :

There would be no per year or lifetime limitation on benefits
paid by the Plan. :

'Assisted. Health Insurance Plan (AHIP)

- Premiums, deductibles, coinsurance, and maximum liability
would be all income-~related under the AHIP. The following
schedule has been used in making cost estimates for the
Comprehensive Heal th Insurance Act of 1974,

< FORSN
QQ* <,\
SINGLE :(‘ 5}}
Annual : Per Person 9 /
Income Contribution* Deductible > 7 Maximum

- Drugs Other Coinsurance Liability

$ Oclds 2B rich 0 nsnil o8 b1 $ 0 10% 6% of income
1, 750-3,499 0 ;] ~ 25 50 | k5 9% of income
3,500-5, 249 120 50 100" 20 . 12% of income
5,250-6,999 240 50 150 25 15% of income

7,000 + 360 50 150 25 $1,050
* Ba‘sed‘ on 50 percent of average group single rate in Group III, 100

percent in Group IV, and 150 percent in Group V. Expected average
group single premium rate equals $240.

more
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II
II1
Iv
v

Maximum
Coinsurance Liability

EAMILY
Annual Per Person
Income Cortridution** Kinductible
Drugs Other
$ 0-2,499 $ 0 $ o0 $ o0
2,500-4,999 0 25 50
5,000-7,499 300 50 ‘100
7,500-9, 999 600 50 150
50

10,000 + 900

150

10% 6% of income
15 9% of income
20 12% of income
25 15% of income
25 $1,500

#*% Contributions based on 50 percent of average group family premium
rate in the State for Group III, 100 percent for Group IV, and 150
percent for Group V. Expected average group family premium rate

equals $600.

III, FEDERAL PROGRAMS

A. Medicare

- Medicare for the Aged would be retained, with the benefits
changed to conform with the mandated health plan.

- Medicare would continue to be administered directly by the Social
Security Administration through its own system of fiscal

intermediaries.

- The benefit package would include the full range of services as in
EHIP and AHIP, As a result, outpatient drugs and mental health
services would be covered, and the aged would have far superior
protection against catastrophic expenses -- complete hospitalization

and maximum financial liability.

(Medicare now covers 90 days

of hospitalization per episode plus a lifetime reserve of 60 days.)

- A Medicare beneficiary would face an annual per person deductible
of $100 on all services except outpatient drugs. The deductible

Beneficiaries would pay 20

percent coinsurance on expenses above the deductible up to a

for outpatient drugs would be $50.

maximum annual liability of $750.

- Medicare for the Aged would be financed from the current 1.8
percent payroll tax plus a small premium contribution by the
enrollee (about $90 per person annually, roughly equal to the
current Part B premium). '

- Federal, State, and local government employers and employees
would participate in the Medicare system and be subject to the

Medicare payroll tax.

more



7

- Medicare beneficiaries who are low-income would be eligible
for reduced premium payments and cost-sharing. The income
1iup 1 ‘testing and income definitions would be tied to SSI.
- Dependents of Medicare beneficiaries below age 65 would be
eligible to enroll in AHIP.

- . Medicare for the Disabled (including the kidney disease
provisions) would cease as a separate program. The dis-
abled would be eligible for AHIP coverage. Most current
Medicare disabled beneficiaries would have better protec-
tion because of the catastrophic provisions and because a

. high proportion would qualify for reduced cost sharing be-
cause they are low-income but have Social Security cash
payments which place them beyond Medicaid eligibility.

- Reimbursement for Medicare services in a,State would be i
based on the same system as used in that State for EHIP//I"?&Q.;%\
AHIP services. : Qq‘ TN

~ ¢

) < ;:'
% #
B. Medicaid e (6) ¥’

S

- Medicaid would be terminated except for certain services
not covered by the Comprehensive Health Insurance Act,
These include (1) services in a skilled nursing facility
or intermediate care facility; (2) care in mental institutions
for persons under age 21 or over 65; and (3) home health
services.

C. Indian Health

- The Indian Health Service would continue to provide health
care to eligible Indians.

- Indians may also participate in State AHIP proérams.
D. Veterans Administration

r The VA would continue to operate a separate health care
system for those eligible for VA benefits.

- The VA system would be reimbursed for services not
related to a disability incurred while in the military.

IV, REIMBURSEMENT POLICY
A, Healthcard
~= . All persons (including Medicare enrollees) would receive

an identification card which would be evidence of financial
protection for all covered services.

more
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”:Participating providers of service would be required to

accept the card as evidence of coverage and would bill
the indicated carrier for covered services.

The carrier would reimburse the provider and would bill
the enrollee for the applicable cost-sharing.

B. Classification of Providers

Full-Participating Providers - would agree to accept reimburse-

ment through the Healthcard as payment in full for all patients
(EHIP, AHIP, and Medicare). To these providers the Health-
card would reimburse the full amount of the applicable
reimbursement rates (the insured amount as well as the
patient's cost-sharing). All institutions would be required

to be full-participating providers.

Associate-Participating Providers - would agree to accept
reimbursement through the Healthcard as payment in full
for all AHIP and Medicare patients, and as payment of the
insured amount of an Employee Health Insurance Plan en-
rollee's bills, To collect the remainder of his fee for the
patient, the physician would bill the patient directly.

Non-Participating Providers - would not be reimbursed from
any approved plan for services provided.

V. Regulation and Administration

A,

State Regulation and Administration -- States must enact appro-
priate legislation fulfilling each of the following responsibilities
to be eligible for Federal financial participation in the plan. This
regulation must extend to prepaid health care plans as well as to
all private carriers and self-insured employers. '

Carriers and self-insured employers providing the basic
plan would file their plans with the States, keeping the
State advised of the employers and employees to whom
the plan is provided. States would be required to provide
for prompt review of the plan and determination as to
whether it meets the requirements of the law,

Premium rates and rating structures would be reviewed
for reasonableness (file and use procedure) for all private
health insurance.

Enrollees would be guaranteed against noncoverage or non-
payment of claims related to the basic plan resulting from

carrier insolvency.

An annual CPA audit would be required for all insurance
carriers offering coverage under the plan.

more



- Carriers would be required to disclose information with
regard to services covered, rates, and the relation between
premiums and benefits paid. This requirement must extend
to all private health insurance sold.

- All capital investment over $100,000 would be approved by
a State-designated planning agency to receive reimbursement
through the plan.

-  Medical services would be subject to Professional Standards
Review Organization.

- Physician reimbursement for covered services under the
insurance plans would be based on amounts determined
after consultation with providers and other interested parties.
Physicians would be free to bill additional charges to those
covered under the Employee Health Insurance Plan provided
the patient is notified beforehand of such additional charges.

- Stotes would estaoblish grospective reimbursement systems
for hospitals.

- Providers would magke available to patients information
regarding charges for most commonly given services, hours
of operation and other matters affecting access to services,
and extent of certification, accreditation, and licensure,

- In addition to administration and participation in financing
of the AHIP, States would be responsible for certifying
health care providers as eligible for participation in the

\'3'7 Comprehensive Health Insurance Plan,
"'/B. Federal Regulétion and Administration -- The Federal
Government would:
- . Establish standards for eligibility.
- Define the services to be reimbursed by the plan,
- Operate an expanded program of benefits for the aged.
VI. COSTS

Added Federal/State expenditures to finance the Assisted Health
Insurance Plan would approximate $6. 9 billion

Added State spending under the Government Plan would equal
about $1, 0 billion. Much of this would be offset by reductions
in other State health programs

Added Federal spending would equal about $5. 9 billion

The Federal subsidy to assist low-income employees and
their employers would equal about $0. 45 billion

The additional cost of increased benefits for the aged would
be $1. 8 billion

more
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VIL. FINANCING

A. Employee tidalth Insurance Plan (EHIP)

Would be financed jointly By employers and employees.

Employers would be required to make a contribution to
the EHIP for those employees who qualify and enroll.

Assist_ed Health Insurance Plan (AHIP)

Costs of AHIP above the income derived from enrollees
would be shared by State and Federal governments, The
States share would be related to current levels of State
expenditures, ability to pay, and anticipated future expendi-
tures under The Comprehensive Health Insurance Plan in
that State. The total State share would be about 25%.

Medicare

The Medicare Trust Fund (plus a small premium contribution
(about $90 per year))would pay for all services provided
under the basic Medicare plan. The cost above the basic
income aged would be borne by General Revenues and

State contributions.

Medicaid

A residual Medicaid program for long term care services
would continue with the current Federal/State Medicaid
matching formula,

VIII. SPECIAL PROVISIONS TO ASSIST SMALL EMPLOYERS

The following provisions have been incorporated, which would
particularly assist small employers, since they have a higher proportion
of low wage workers and pay higher premiums than large employers:

Where two members of the same family are eligible for
Employee Health Insurance Plan coverage, only one could
accept. This provision would benefit small business, which
hire a disproportionate number of secondary workers.

Each insurance company would be required to offer coverage
at the same premium rate to all employees in firms with up
to 50 employees. This provision would reduce the costs
associated with carriers individually rating small groups.

It also would minimize the adverse labor market effects
against hiring high medical risk individuals.

The Federal government will subsidize the employer whose
payroll costs increase by more than three percent as a
result of The Health Insurance Plan, The excess over three
percent will be subsidized by 75% the first year and reduced
15 percentage points each year thereafter.
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