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Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman
Frankie Freeman

Robert S. Rankin

Manuel Ruiz, Jr.

John A. Buggs, Staff Director

Sirs and Madam:

In August 1970, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights held
hearings on the racial implications of suburban develop-
ment in Baltimore County. At the request of the Com-
mission, the Maryland Advisory Committee then established
a housing task force to monitor the development of fair

housing and equal opportunity in the County.

As part of its followup, the Advisory Committee has followed
closely the 4-year controversy between the County and the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)-- a
controversy involving over $2 million in grants for water,
sewer, and open space funds. 1In seeking these funds,
Baltimore County has failed to comply with Federal planning
and equal opportunity requirements, and HUD has been incon-
sistent in its demands that the County fulfill these
requirements. Inherent in this conflict is the County'§
unwillingness to deal with some very basic issues relating
to the involvement of blacks and the poor in planning and
ultimately sharing in the benefits of the grant. Conse-
Baltimore County has deprived all its citizens of

uentl
3 f l1lars of Federal assistance.

millions of do
on January 18, 1974, Baltimore County filed suit in the U.S.
Court of Claims to require HUD to reactivate the contracts
that have been terminated. As this report is released,
court proceedings have been suspended for the fourth time

to allow the County an opportunity to voluntarily comply
with HUD requirements.

iii



We submit this report to the Commission and ask you to
join the Maryland Advisory Committee in urging the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development not to modify its
requirements for release of funds to Baltimore County.

We also urge the County to change its posture and comply

in good faith with HUD's requirements.
Respectfully,

/s/

William Thompson

Chairperson, Maryland Advisory Committee

/s/

Rev. David MacPherson
Chairperson, Housing Tas

k Forxce
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INTRODUCTION

We are all affected by how our nation grows and
develops. How those decisions are made determines our
future. Recently, much of our nation's growth has taken
place in the suburbs; at the same time those suburbs have
excluded poor and minority citizens, denying them the
benefits of that growth.

In August 1970, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
held 3 days of hearings on the racial implications of
suburban development in Baltimore County. At the close
of those hearings, the Maryland Advisory Committee to
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights undertook the respon-

sibility to follow up on the Commission's investigcations.

Part of this followup involved monitoring the con-
troversy that ensued when Baltimore County sought water,
sewer, and open space funds from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in 1970. HUD had
informed the County that its planning process was not
adequate to meet the planning standards for granting water
and sewer funds. As a result, HUD imposed a freeze on the
$2 million in grants that the County was seeking.l1l :

Between 1970 and 1973, the freeze was lifted and

reimposed several times. It was lifted in 1971 when the
County agreed to submit to HUD a design for its Office of

1. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Baltimore Area Office, press release, May 22, 1972.



Pl . .
toig;;EEaESQE?gln?’ and reimposeq when the Count
i Tor Toot de;lgn op time, The design was i
mRio rob an ound lhcomplete. HUD noteg sev ra;ted
; P em areas, 1ncluding housing for low-ingg;i

and

grant included provisions requiring the County "+ Comp]
its Housing Plan by June 30, 1973, "and submit PrOgreS§ ete

reports on both the educational plan and the hOuSinq plan

The progress reports were ipadequate and late; the
Housing Plan was submitted on time, but was Clearly inade.
quate. It failed to address the housing needs of the
County, especially the needs of low—%ncome and mln0rity
Rather, it attempted to justify pPast

Yesidents. ount
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ecause of Dty S.fallure

Olicy. 1In November 1973, b
Eo 1izé up to the terms of the agreement, HUD termlnated
Early in 1974, the County brought suit
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against HUD to recover the contract. As this Yeport ;.

written, the controversy_is still in court.
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€oncerns the adequacy of the COPHFY:S pl?nﬁﬁg
the second concerns the respgn51€1%1§§éoare noie
u
to ensure that Federa [ :
ggzﬁiZ?sn:xisting patterns of exclusion and discy

in issuing this report, feels
Planning in

useq tq
lmination.

dvisory Committee, :
thatTgstﬁ issues are of ﬁxtﬁe?e 1m§§§:§g;§ént ognn
; the future e .

the County will affect B entire

This planning process will either he] g Provide
rit

ﬁsgigﬁ' and other services for low—lncomg :gdlmip
citizegé or reinforce present patternleGover(?nuSlon and
Segregation. The policy of the Federa ment g also

Crucial: Federal funds, likewise, Wiil either harden
éxistiné patterns of exclusion or will act as gap impetyg

to remove those patterns.




THE PROBLEM

Baltimore County, sometimes called the "Golden
Horseshoe," virtually surrounds the city of Baltimore.
The County spreads over 608 square miles and has more than
a dozen urban areas. The city consists of 79 square miles
of land. Despite the fact that it has seven times the
land area, the County has almost 300,000 fewer residents,
according to the 1970 census. There are approximately
1,000 residents per square mile in the County compared
to 11,500 persons per square mile in the city. 2 The
following table, drawn from the 1970 census of population,
compares the white and black populations of the city and
County:

Baltimore City Baltimore County
White 479,837 598,989 .
Black 420,210 . 19,597
Total 905,759 621,077
% Black 46.3 3.2

There has been tremendous growth in Baltimore County.
The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights was told at its 1970
hearings that the County s populatlon doubled between
1950 and 1964. The increase in the number of jobs in the

2. Hearing before the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
Baltimore, Md., Aug. 17-19, 1970, p. 496 (hereafter cited
as Baltimore Hearing).




County was even greater: 18
loes. : ; : .2 percent betwe
The8com$?;:ig;ogth has not included minorit;nc%zgg oo
Tle Sommisslo Ceard that during the time that theens.
Do feblounty was doubling, both the numberpop—
porcen mga o ack County residents declined. 1In land
blac la e up 6 percent of the County population; 020,

only 3 percent of the County's population was é?ack 3

] At the same time, the black population was i

ig7g?lt1more'clty, leading to predictions that gzgggng
s the city would become majority black. And j g the

opportunities in the city were not growing as theyJOb

in the County. The increase in jobs in the city bezszzn

1948 and 1968 was only 11 percent.
Some of this was caused by the flight of busi
fFom the city to the County. YBetween 1955 and lggjsss
city firms employing 4,000 people relocated in the ¢ >
while only 6 County firms with 248 employees moved iggntyr
the city. Thus, the black population was growing in tﬁe
g in the suburbs.

city and job opportunities were growin
s told at its hearing, "in some pre-

The Commission wa
sus tracts in the city . . . unemploy-

dominantly black cen
ment rates range as high as 27 percent.”

There are several reasons why County growth has exclud
poor and black citizens. One of the factors is racism ed
The Commission hearings uncovered much’ev1d?nCe of racial
discrimination in real estate transactlons 1n Baltimore
County-. In addition, a report of the Qounty’s anti-
poverty agency noted in part: wphe Baltimore County
ity Action Agency realizes that all residents of

not racist, put racism remains a major

Baltimore County are : '
loyment and housing-

problem in €mp

- ——
3. Baltimore Hearing, P- 498.

Ibid., PP+ 13-14.

5. 1Ibid.r P- 130.
ore County C ency, SZEZiELi

. Baltim
4 2 971 to Aug. 31,

ommunity Action Ag
1972, p¢ °




Another exclusionary factor is economic discrimination.
There is very little low-income housing available in the
County. The study, "Changes- in Characteristics of the
Housing Supply in Five Market Areas--Baltimore County,
1960-1967," documents the severe 1léw-~ and moderate-income
housing needs of the County.

The difficulties of the poor in finding housing were
underscored by Mary Cardillicchio, housing director of
the Baltimore County Community Action Agency, who testified:

L.ast month we had 67 families come to us

for assistance in trying to find housing.

Four families were assisted, and they do

not fit the poverty guidelines. The other

63 we were able to assist only in accompanying
them to housing court, referring them to
welfare or other agencies. We were unable to
find housing for any of the families that meet
the poverty guideline. . .8

The community action agency also documented some causes
of the County's shortage of low-income housing and the
resulting dependence of the poor on housing in the city:

Baltimore County has no housing authority,

and no replacement housing for low-income
residents is being planned, if their neighbor-
hoods are being taken for commercial uses. The
average cost of new housing is $28,000 for a
single family unit which is far beyond the
means of low-income residents. A crisis in
housing is building. . Rents are becoming
exorbitant in all areas and many low-income
individuals are being forced to move into the
central city.

7. Morton Hoffman and Co., Changes in Characteristics of
the Housing Supply in Five Market Areas, Baltimore County,
1960-1967, 1968, p. 7.

8. Baltimore Hearing, p. 52.

9. Baltimore County Community Action Agency, CAP-81l: p. 16.



The community action agency also cited the physical isolation
of low-income areas by industrial development and highways
as a further aggravation of the problem.

In addition, public action in Baltimore County has
resulted in displacement of the poor §nd.the_blaCk from
the County to the city. As Mrs. cardillicchio told the
Commission:

the southeastern section
were razed for the

the Patapsco State

In a community in

of the County, 22 homgs

construction of a road, = =

Interchange. Those 22 famllles.zere Zii e

black, all had to move to the glhgé to give

them had jobs in the County an mpensation

up their jobs. There was no ig P

given because they were renters.

ts who would like to
equate transportation.

fbig %o take advantage of
county. 12 Exclusion

xclusion from partici-

A severe obstacle for city residen

work in the County is the lack ©
Thus inner-city residents are una
increasing job opportunities in the
from County housing may also mean € omy -
pation in the County's expanding econ
ive to the needs

County government has been non‘reSPEnereport to the
of its few poor and black residents- nsultant Yale Rabin
Commission on Civil Rights in 1970 ?oities in Baltimore
concluded: “Development-control ac;;zctioned to substan-
County over the past 10 years have in the County for
tially reduce housing opportunltles clusj_vely) black house-
low-income, predominantly (but not ex vg study, little has
holds."13 In the time since Mr. Rabim

changed in the County.

10. Ibid., p. 16.

11. Baltimore Hearing, pp. 64765-

12, 1Ibid., p. 477.

13. 1Ibid., p. 701.
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The County received a Federal grant to fund 250 units
of "leased housing" for low-income families. However, the
Baltimore County Community Action Agency estimates that
there are currently almost 15,000 substandard housing
units.l4 This limited grant can hardly begin to meet the

needs of the County.

Other measures have been undertaken since then due to
pressure from the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. However, these programs, which will be discussed
later in this report, mask the general inaction and lack
of real commitment for positive change.

This history of exclusion and inaction is part of the
background of the dispute between Baltimore County and
HUD.

14. Baltimore County Community Action Agency, CAP 81,
p. 16.
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PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

To implement the statutor lanning requirements of
the ﬁou51ng and Urban Develop%eﬁt Act gf 1365 15 and the
Hou51pg Act of 1961, 16 mup developed a set of Areawide
Planning Requirements. 17 The requirements detail what
planning applicants must do to obtain water, Sewer, and

open space grants from HUD, including preparing an Overall
to relate the

Program Design (OPD), a document designed rele
planning process to a wide variety of poth existing and
potential social, physical, and economiC problems.

anning. HUD

A key requirement is comprehensive Pl
s that:

describes comprehensive planning as a proces
. . . involves human and natural resources,
as well as economic, governmental, and
physical concerns related to the development
and well being of the APJ [Areawide Planning
Jurisdiction]. Planning should be compre-=
hensive in the sense that it encompasses

15. 42 UsC §§ Housing and Urban Develop-
3101, 3102 (1970), sing 3, as amended,

ment Act of 1965, Title VII, Secs. 10, 1965)
P.L. 89-117, 79 Stat. 451, 489, 490 (Rud- ! )

1970), H
( ’ 87—701

ousing aAct of 1961, as

16. 42 usc §8 1500-1500C, 75 Stat. 149, 183

amended, Title VII, Sec. 703, P.L.

(June 30, 1961).
d Urban Development,

sing an
§P§02415?2A, MPD 6415.3, (1970).
Ccirculars) -

17. U. S. Department O
Circulars MPD 6415.1A,
(Hereafter cited as HUD




elements for housing, employment, and
other aspects necessary to address
current and future problems of land

use and development. Procedural matters
should be so structured as to allow
minority and low-income groups to
significantly impact the decision-

making process. Further, through com-
prehensive planning, programs should

be effectuated to create areawide choices
to house minority and low-income families.
Additional programs should be structured
as necessary to address problems of and
interrelationships between educational
facilities, employment centers, trans-
portation, taxation, intergovernmental
relations, etc., as they relate to housing
and development. Basic components to be
considered in the glanning process are

set forth below. 1

These standards recognize that water, sewer, and open
space facilities affect many social and physical components
of a community. Adequate planning for a broad range of
community needs is a prerequisite of Federal aid for water,

sewer, and open space facilities.

An important question is whether HUD's Areawide
Planning Requirements apply to Baltlmore'County or to the
areawide planning organization, the Baltimore Reglopal
Planning Council. The area covered by the Council includes
Baltimore City, Harford County, Carroll County, Howard
County, and Anne Arundel County, as well as Baltimore County.
HUD has not denied the primary responsibility of the
Regional Planning Council, but stated in a letter to the
County that "In large, complex metropolitan areas such as
Baltimore, countywide comprehensive planning cannot be.
separated from comprehensive planning for the met;opolltan
area as a whole. Therefore, comprehensive planning ﬁt the
County level should exist in such metropolitan areas.

18. HUD Circular MPD 6415.1A, paragraph 12a (1970).
19. 24 C.F.R. 8§88 540.5(a), 541.4(a), 555.5(a) (2) (1974).

20. William J. Pelle, Jr., Regional Director of Planning,
Department of Housing and Urban Development, to Frederick L.
Dewberry, Baltimore County Development Coordinator, Apr. 5,

1971. On file with the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.



- 10 -

This interpretation was based on a section of the
Areawide Planning Requirements which calls for a
"[d]escription of each major program area in which planning
is to be undertaken by the APO [Areawide Planning Organi-
zation -- in this case the Regional Planning Council] and
other planning organizations within the APO, and the
relationship of such activities to the solution of problems

or the attainment of goals." 21

In addition to the Areawide Planning Requirements, there
are two Federal civil rights statutes affecting Federal
grants to localities. The first is Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 which provides: "No person 1 the United
States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national
origin, be excluded from participation 1n, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrim%nathn under any "2
program or activity receiving Federal f%nanc1al aszlstance.
The second is Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968
which establishes that "it is the policy of thernlEeé Srates
to provide, within constitutional 1imitations, 2r air
housing throughout the United Stateg-"23n The act goes on
to provide: "The Secretary of Houslng a e .
shall . . . administer the programs and act1v1§;§im§iiating
to housing and urban development in a manner 3 vely
to further the policies of this subchapter-

In a situation of racial polarization, Sucgsiseiﬁiifs
between Baltimore City and Baltimore Connﬁy'bznefits of
sionary practices act in effect to deny t z Blacks
Federal aid to those who have been eXC1ui?mére County by a
historically have been excluded fromrzgiaied at the

host of discriminatory practices as

21. HUD circular, MPD 6415.1A, P
' 2, 1964
22. p.L. 88-352, Title VI, 78 Stat, 252 (July 2/ ) s

42 Uy.s.C. 8 20004 (1970).
il 11, 196
23. P.L. 90-284, Title VIII, g2 Stat. gl (Apri ’ 8) ,

42 U.S.C. § 3601 (1970).
24. 42 U.S.C. 8 3608 (d) (5) (1970) .
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Commission's Baltimore hearing Conse
_ . . quentl the
being denied the benefits of Federal developxlr’léntaly are

assistance given the County.

.  Regulations established by HUD to implement these
ClV}l rights statutes, of course, prohibit all forms of
active discrimination in the administration of federally
assisted programs.2> Most importantly, the regulations
now require that affirmative action be taken to correct
the effects of prior discrimination or other conditions
where prior discrimination or other conditions would tend to

exclude blacks or other minorities.

Even in the absence of such prior dis-
crimination, a recipient in administering
a program should take affirmative action
to overcome the effects of conditions
which resulted in limiting participation
by persons of a particular race, color,

or national origin.

Where previous discriminatory practice or
usage tends, on the ground of race, color,
or national origin, to exclude individuals
from participation in, to deny them the
benefits of, or to subject them to dis-
crimination under any program or activity
to which this Part 1 applies, the applicant
or recipient has an obligation to take
reasonable action to remove or overcome the
consequences of the prior discriminatory
practice or usage, and to accomplish the

purpose of the Act. 26

25. 24 C.F.R. B 1l.4(a) - 1.4(b) (5)(1974).

26. 24 C.F.R. § 1.4 (b) (6) (ii) (1974). The quoted portions

of the regulations were not in effect at the time the grant
contracts at issue were entered into by HUD and Baltimore
County. These particular provisions were published July 5,
1973 (38F.R. 17949), 10 months prior to termination of the
contracts in May 1974. However, when the current regulations
were adopted, including this affirmative action provision,
they were made effective retroactively to apply to preexisting
contracts. See, 24 C.F.R. 8 1.5(b) (1974). 1In any event, HUD
was already under an obligation to require affirmative action
on the part of grant recipients under 42 U.S.C. § 3608(d) (5)

(1970), quoted on p. 10, at the time t
entered into. ! he contracts were
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Recipients of open space, water, and sewer grants are
specifically required to give assurance that they will

comply with these statutes and regulations. Thus, in

addition té all other planning requirements, HUD regulations
as a condition of receiving

require that Baltimore County, ;
Federal aid, undertake "reasonable action" to overcome the
consequences of prior discrimination and other conditions

which have excluded blacks and other minorities.

The affirmative action mandate under Title VI is given

even greater urgency because of HUD'S policy against placing
cities or other areas where

subsidized housing in central . ; :
minorities are concentrated. 8 with thls,pOll?y’ 1t pecomes
crucial for suburban counties to take affirmative action to
correct the effects of past discriminatory exclusion.

It is important to recognize the in?eyrelgtlonshlp .
between planging requiremengs anq the ClV%l r;ght; require-
ments of Federal law. The Areawide Plann>ndg. §EUlrements
call for comprehensive planning as 2a pregﬁgngiainﬁor
water, sewer, and open space programs . edspof t;ng -
process includes the recognition of tpe nef o e com
munities in the area and the formulation ol S r;Ue?les ke
address those needs. In metropolitan rggiggi’areg is th
regulations recognize the entire met¥°Pisdictions withine
basic planning unit;29 the separate jzie region's problems
that region must plan with regard to ize their inter- )
This requires that communities,r(.acogr-1 the metropolitan
relationship with other communities 1%
region.

The civil rights reqUirements caliugiznaigértztézither
action to be taken to remedy Pést exg'hese regquirements fit
the ends of fair and open housing- dequate planning would
well with the planning reqUisltes;'i as a need regquiring
reveal discrimination and address &
action.

1) (1974) .
27. See, 24 C.F.R. 88 541.4(0)~ £55.8(a) (1) ( )
00.700 et sed-
. . The planning area jurisdiction
29. The regulations Statiéuld include the Standard Metro-

for a metropolitan area S sMSa) plus any contiguous county

‘politan Statistical Area likely to become urbapized in
or counties now urbanized 2rC F.R. B 600.40 (c) (1) (i) (1974).

_the foreseeable future.

28, See, 24 C.F.R. B 2
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In the case of Baltimore County, the planning and
equal opportunity requirements would require the County to
undertake comprehensive planning which would include
planning for action to overcome the effects of exclusion.
That planning process would also have to recognize the
County's responsibility in helping to solve regionwide
problems. Failure on the County's part could mandate
denial of Federal funds for County water, sewer, and open
space projects. '



THE CONTROVERSY

The dispute between Baltimore County and HUD represents
story of exclusion of

the convergence of the County's hi

minorities, the battery of Federal civil rights laws and
planning regulations, and the County's desire for Federal
aid in developing water, sewer, and open space facilities.
The controversy is now more than 4 years old. It is an
important case in the application of poth planning and
equal opportunity requirements to Federal aid policies.

In mid-1969, the County withdrew its application for
funds under HUD's "701" Comprehensive planning Assistance
Program, a program which provides funds to planning agencies.
According to HUD, the County withdrew 1t application
rather than prepare the llhousing elelnent" Wthh 1ls requred
by the 1968 Housing and Urban Development Act. In
addition, the County declined to prepare the required
Overall Program Design (OPD), & document that describes
planning work currently being done on the problems.31

HUD felt the Cou ' lanning process Was inadequate
because it was notoaggir,ezsgng "Sogial isSl'JeS' such as housing
needs, citizen participation in the plannlgg p;ggesi’ and the
needs of low-income and minority citizens- x 1a so felt
that the statement of problems, goals,'and wolr>l plan
activities of the Baltimore jce of anning and

county Off
Zoning were too general to be very useful.

30. P.L. 90-448, 82 Stat. 476 (Aug. 1lv 1968); 40 USC 461

(1973).
nt Regional Admini-

sista
ub 2s rator Robb, Dec. 10,

31. Background ided by H -
g provi Y 1 Administ

strator Kaplan to HUD Regiona
1971.
32. 1Ibia.

- 14 -
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The Freeze Begins

On the day that the U. S. Commission on Civil Rights
began its hearings in Baltimore County, a letter from HUD
arrived at the Baltimore County Office of Planning ang
Zoning in which HUD expressed its reservations about the
County's planning process. Simultaneously, HUD began the
freeze on funding of the County's water, sewer, and open

Space projects.

The project at issue in this letter of August 14, 1970,
Was an open space proposal, the Eastern Area Park Project.
HUD felt that there were unanswered qgestlons about the
accessibility of the park to the low-income people for
whom the park had been largely intended. HUD had three
basic reservations about the Eastern @rea Park proposals.
First, HUD wanted the County to identify the needs of the
pPeople for whom the park was intended, an essential element
to plan the park properly. Secondly, HUD wante@ to know
how a "representative sample" of the affected 01t1gens .
would be involved in the planning of the park. This point
was a result of HUD's basic question about hoy Fhe County's
Planning process allowed for and epcouraged c1tlz§n par- .
ticipation. The third point on which EUD wanted }nformatlon
was whether the County had discussed Wl?h the Regional
Planning Council any methods for providing access to the

Park for citizens without cars.

The three objections HUD raised to the Eastern Area
Park Project questioned the process used to plan that.
Particular project. The same letter went on to question
the entire County planning process. HUD had been concerned

about the County's planning process for over a year.

In early 1969, HUD became increasingly aware that .
Baltimore County had a major problem concerning the housing
Ségregation of low-income and minority people. HUD also
became convinced that the County was not addressing these
problems in its planning process.33 The August 14, 1970,
letter from HUD to the County pointed out that "as you are

33. 1Ibid.
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aware, we must make a determination as to the adeguacy of

the local P1§nning process and specifically whether the
Proce$slprov1des us with sufficient basis for making findings
relating to project consistency I[with other planning]."34 ‘

In assessing the County's planning process, HUD was
unsure_of what methods the County had used to analyze the
community and its needs as well as the activities proposed
to meet those needs. HUD wanted to know how the County
determined its population characteristics. This was needed

in order to determine the needs of the County's population.
HUD also emphasized that the planning process must address
the nonphysical aspects or "social components” of the
County.

HUD defined seven criteria that would insure a County
Guideplan that was "an effective guide to decision making."35
The seven criteria represent HUD's position on the role of
planning in Baltimore County. The County undertook the
preparation of an Overall Program Design.

A Thaw in the Freeze

On February 12, 1 hile not totally satisfied
v , 1971, HUD, whi cess to the Eastern

with the County's action to improve ac > :
Area Park, nevertheless approved the project with the
admonition that the County improve its future access
planning. HUD also indicated that the county had made
sufficient progress, according to its December 30 statement,
to receive favorable reviews from HUD until June 30, 1971,
when the County's Overall Program Design (OPD) was du?’
On June 30 and again on December 31, 1971, the County’s
planning would be reviewed for adequacy-

A significant issue stressed by HUD was that:

using comp
ic breakdown

onent

The OPD should include a ho
consisting of social-economn

s nigstrator for Progrgm Coor-
1 Adminis” y Pplanning Director

34. HUD Assistant Regiona
horn to Count

dination and Services Hawt
Gavrelis, Aug. 14, 1970.

35. 1Ibid. See Appendix A.
uUD Assistant

i to H
r Gavrells 1970.

36. .County Planning Directo
pec. 30;

Regional Administrator Hawthorn,
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(i.e., income and minority breakdowns) and
work activities designed to allow greater
freedom of choice for all citizens --
especially low-income and minority group
citizens -- in the location and type of
housing throughout Baltimore County and to
minimize existing disparities between
where people live and where they work.37

In the same communication, HUD also emphasized that the

Overall Program Design must include an explanation of how
citizens would participate in the planning activity.

The Freeze Continues

The County failed to submit its Overall Program Design
by the June 30, 1971, deadline. This meant the funding

freeze automatically was resumed.

The County finally submitted its OPD on October 7, 1971.
HUD found the October proposal vague in }ts explanation of
planning activities as well as the relation of those
activities to County problems. In response, the County

submitted additional information on December 7.

in unacceptable to HUD. In a
er 22, HUD stated that the
1d identify the problems and

The resubmittals were aga
letter to the County on Decemb
County's planning process shou
deal with them:

The Overall Program Design however fails,
as in the past, to address the nature

and dimensions of housing needs throughout
the County . . . We are asking the County
to modify its Overall Program Design to
incorporate a work activity which w%l}
result in the preparation of a specific
housing plan during the next year.

al Administrator Hawthorn to County

3 . H D 1 t iOI’l
7 UD Assistant Reg 29, 1971.

Planning Director Gavrelis, Oct.
38. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Planning Director
Gavrelis, Oct. 29, 1971.

39. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Planning Director
Gavrelis, Dec. 22, 1971.
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HUD explained that the housing plan must set forth
County housing needs in some depth. It should also recom-
mend policies and actions by the County to meet these needs,
tgcludlng strategies for implementation and specific steps
Lo Icrlleet the housing needs and the related public service

eds of low-income and minority residents.

_HUD also requested that the County undertake an edu-
cational program to eradicate what was described in the
ﬁo‘mFY's OPD as an "atmosphere of fear and bias" toward open
hOUSlng- While the OPD had identified this as a problem, it
ad not defined any work activity to deal with the problem.40

Soon after HUD's letter, the County submitted its pro-
posal for the development of a housing plan. The housing
plan, according to this submission, was to be written by the
Interagency Planning Group composed of the heads of at least
nine of the County's Departments.4l

On January 10, 1972, HUD established a Juns 30, 1973,
dgadline for completion of the housing plan; the Cou1:1ty was
given 18 months to prepare the plan. HUD allowed this much
time because it aceepted the County's claim that it had to
gather a great deal of data. After this deadline had been
set, HUD personnel learned that the County already had access
to much of the necessary data.42 However, HUD did not press
the issue and let the 18-month deadline remain.

The funding fre pe lifted. _Even though
g reeze could not yet Grafting a housing

HUD had approved the County's proposal for
plan, the civil rights requirements still had to D€ met.

HUD and the County had earlier agreed that an'educatlonal
program would meet the concerns about "the County 'S own
admission of an atmosphere of fear and bias Whﬁ?_—; prevents
full attainment of open housing in the County- b A draft
of this proposal, dated February 7, was received by HUD on

February 22, 1972. The plan had three purposes:

40. Ibid.

ctor ClapP and County

1972.
25, 1972.

p Under Secretary

41. Meeting between HUD Area Dire
Planning Director Gavrelis, Jan. 6.

42. HUD inter-office memorandum, Janh.

43. HUD Regional Administrator Robb t© HU
VanDusen, Mar. 7, 1972.
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1. To %nform Citizens of Federal civil rights
leglslatlon affecting housing.

2. To i@prove intergroup relations within
Baltimore County.

3. To inform citizens of the housing needs
of the County.

. However, the basic design of the program was deficient
1N several respects. For example, it did not specify the
amount of funding necessary for its execution. (Without
Specifying the funding level, it is impossible to judge
the scope of the program.) The plan also omitted any
measures for evaluating the impact of the program ang
assessing ijits effectiveness. The plan relied heavily on
the reésources of other public and private agencies without
giving any indication of the willingness and capability of
these agencies to contribute to the program.

The plan also failed to achieve the basic purposes
listed previously. The first part of the program -- to
inform citizens of the Federal open housing law -- was .
eéxtremely vague. Tt depended, in part, 9n.donated.pub11c
Service time from local radio and television stations to
disseminate information, but failed to specify the minimum
amount of donated time necessary for the program to be
effective. 1In addition, the plans failed to specify if the

local media hada agreed to donate the time.

The first section of the plan indg’.cated that a Staff.
member of the school system would assist, but the plan did

not mention whether the Board of Education had agreed to
Cooperate. The large degree of cooperation necessary from
Outside groups provided a ready excuse for fal}ure. The

Community Relations Commission should have indicated what

commi tments had already been made by those groups.

cond section, the Program to Improve Intergroup
Relationg was aimed at overcoming the prgplems of fear
and bias. The program sought to improve "intergroup
relations" within individual neighborhoods, but there were
The report

few neighborhoods that had minority rgsidents.
of the Baltimore County Community Action Agency, drayn upon
exXtensively by the County in its Overall Program Design,

The se
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Relations Commission] and it was our
impression that the questions raised
were clearly understood and could be
addressed.4¥

The Baltimore County Community Relgtigns Commission had
made it quite clear that it would be w1111ng to reformulate
its plan if HUD so requested; Mr. Stanton, in a letter to
Executive Director of Baltimore Neighborhoods, Inc. George
Laurent, stated:

If HUD asks Baltimore County to su?mlt
another 'Housing Education Progran and
should the County refer thl? request to
the CRC, we are ready, willing, and I
might add, able to prepare a program
which will meet what we feel are the
housing educational needs of county
citizens, 47

HUD two months later, Fhe
elations Commission, which hgd
ss to change the program if
the original submission.4
ously characterized the

However, in its reply to
Baltimore County Community R
earlier expressed its willingne
HUD found it lacking, defended trf
The commission chairman had previ
report as a "tentative outline."

The Freeze Begins to Melt

r the Community Relations
O Ny 2 o7, e T con ty executive wrote HUD:

Commission letter to HUD, the coun

46. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Executive Anderson,

Mar. 24, 1972,

47. County Community Relations Commisiéoz g?iéiﬁi? i;i?;gil
to Baltimore Neighborhoods, Inc. Executiv

Mar. 22, 1972.

elations Commission Chairman Stanton

48. County Community R y 11, 1972.

to HUD Area Director Clapp, Ma
i i issi Chairman Stanton

nity Relations Commlsglon .
ig.Bagzzggzecgg?ghbozhoods Tnc. Executive Director Laurent,

Mar., 22, 1972.
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This administration is committed to an
education program and likewise committed

to housing planning as previously pre-

sented as part of Baltimore County's OPD.
Therefore, we again request approval of

all these documents, immediate lifting

of the funding freeze and immediate

approval of sewer and water grant WS-MD-72.50

HUD's response to this letter was startling; it lifted
the freeze on funding the Baltimore County projects. In
his letter to County Executive Dale Anderson, HUD Baltimore

Area Office Director Allen Clapp explained:

The commitment of the County Administration,
as indicated in your letter, to the execution
of the education program and the carrying
forth of the County planning process as 11
expressed in the Overall Program Design wil ’
we trust, assure that the intent of these
activities will be achieved. As I am suie
you are aware, your personal commitment has
done much to overcome some of the reserYatlons
which we have with regard to the County's
position on the content of the proposedtplanS
and programs and the timing of the_Counng
efforts to meet its equal opportunlty a
housing problems. 51

of Baltimore County
"commitment" of the
tent of the
county was not as

Thus, the freeze on HUD funding
projects was lifted, because of the
county ixecutive, not because of the an
proposals. The actual commitment of thé
great as HUD assumed; after the 1lifting of tl‘.le frieze, county
Executive Anderson indicated that the gounty s only commit-
ment was found in the previous submission®-

a Director Clapp
50. County Executive Anderson to HUD Are '
May 12, 1972. .

ecutive Anderson
51. HUD Area Director Clapp to County EX ’
May 22, 1972.

c22.
52. Baltimore Sun, May 21, 1972, P-
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HUD's lifting of the freeze contradicted its previous
emphasis on the substance of the County's program in favor
of the alleged intentions of the county executive. Lifting
of the freeze also seemed to have surprised HUD's own staff.
The planning review necessary for approval of the County's
application was not completed until 2 days after the
application was approved, and it did not support the
approval of the County's application. The planning review
concluded: "“Insufficient progress has been made in the
County planning process to allow us to make favorable
reviews for community development having planning require-
ments."53 Clearly, the lifting of the freeze came before
HUD was convinced of the adequacy of the County's efforts.

Monitoring Contract Conditions

In his letter lifting the freeze, HUD's Baltimore Area
Office Director had mentioned that procedures for "progress
reporting and monitoring" of the county's efforts would
be established.54 HUD intended to insure that Baltimore
County carried through its commitments. The monitoring.
of the County's efforts ultimately led to further conflict
between HUD and the County. In separate letters to the
County Community Relations Commission,>3 May 22, 1972, and
the County Office of Planning and Zoning.56 May 27, 1972,
HUD requested bi-monthly progress reports on the Education
Plan and the Housing Plan, beginning in June 1972.

Lifting the freeze did not mean that the County auto-
matically would receive the water and sewer funds it had
requested. Under the Water and Sewer Facilities Grant
Program, HUD executes a grant contract with the applicapt
governing the use of the grant, the conditions under which

53. HUD inter-office memorandum, May 24, 1972.

54. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Executive Anderson,
May 22, 1972.

55. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Community Relations
Commission Chairman Stanton, May 22, 1972.

56. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Planning Commission
Chairman Heyman, May 27, 1972.
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the contract is given, and the conditions under which the
grant funds are disbursed. Baltimore County was advised
in the June 2, 1972, letter from HUD that the grant con-
tract for WS-MD-72 would include special conditions pro-
‘_’iding that the County must meet the commitments to which
it had already agreed. Failure to meet the conditions
would terminate the contract.57

The County and HUD disagreed over the contract
conditions that HUD proposed in its June 2 letter. The
county solicitor contested the proposed contract conditions
that HUD proposed in its June 2 letter. The county solicitor
contested the proposed contract conditions on the grounds
that they were too vague and that the County would have no
appeal from any HUD decision to cancel the contragt.
HUD replied a month later, claiming that its requlfements
were not vague since they were based on the Countyts own
programs. HUD also said that the County could go to court
if it felt HUD behaved incorrectly after the contract was
signed.>59

” "

A month later, in another surprising retreat, HUDd'récaSt
its earlier contract conditions. The new special con itions
gave the County more latitude in negotiating with HUD over
the adequacy of the County efforts:

as prepared

The County Planning Commission h
plan in

and adopted a realistic Housing F- . g
accordance with the Planning CommJ.sSJ.on1 cion
work program and time schedule for cOmP Znt
submitted to and accepted by the GOVESTITH=rs
and that the Grantee's County Council ale .
Administration have taken action to iTP

- nigtrative
57. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Adminis

Officer Fornoff, June 2, 1972.
ector Clapp,

1Y
58. County Solicitor Alderson to HUD Area D1

June 14, 1972.
citor Alderman,

59. HUD Area Director Clapp to County soll
July 17, 1972, See Appendix C.
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the adopted plan, or other appropriate
alternatives to the adopted plan for
meeting identified housing needs as the
Grantee and the Government may agree.

The Grantee has taken reasonahle measures

to fulfill the activities as contained in
the Baltimore County Overall Program

Design as adopted by the Planning Com-
mission and the Education Plan as adopted

by the Community Relations Commission, which
measures shall include agreement with the
Government on a practical procedure to '
monitor the execution of said program design
and plan.60

The new contract conditions were accepted by tbe County
and on October 4, 1972, Baltimore County and HUD signed
the grant contract including the special conditions. After
_ e L. £ HID
the contract was signed, HUD action was critical. I
relaxed its monitoring of County activities, the C9E§2§t
would receive the Federal development assistance wi

meeting the requirements.

The County was also to submit to HUD within 62 iigs of
signing the contract, information on the impact © xplaining
water and sewer project on minority group membeiitirg
where existing services were incomplete, where
services would be located, and where minority pOd d to
were located. This contract condition w‘-fls-lnt('anhis Act of
insure compliance with Title VI of the C1V1lleglities con-
1964 61 which requires that the benefits of -ac;ities. It
structed with Federal aid not be denied tg mzsgr program.
is a standard requirement in the water and S

. it infor
re obliged to submil
fo ger projects on the

pulations

mation
The County was there

on the impact of the water and se

it bi-monthl
minority population within 60 dii:'egﬁgatgoiugﬁégram and Y
reports concerning progress gnmonths later, the County had

the housin lan. However : . nad o
not submitgeg any of the réquired information. HUD gav

a Director Hobbs to County Administrative

60. HUD Acting Are 1972.

Officer Fornoff, Aug. 18,

61. 42 U.S.C. B8 20004 (1970).
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County until December 29, 1972, to submit the desired
r 28, the County responded but

information.62 on Decembe
without the pProgress reports and all the materials
Three weeks later the July and November 1972

requested.
education plan reports were submitted to HUD, but the
housing plan reports were missing.

HUD wrote the County on March 21, 1973, that the
information on the impact of the water and sewer project
on minority population in the County was not yet complete,
and that the progress reports for both the education plan

and the housing plan had been submitted late and were
deficient. The education plan reports had contained ?o
n

mention of implementation of the education program.
the case of the housing plan, HUD had requested a formal

pPresentation of progress because of deficient reports, but
the County had not complied.63

HUD then ordered the County to refrain from incurrigg
any further costs for WS-MD-72 (the water and sewer project)
and the various open space projects approved since June 1972,
HUD also returned two requisitions for ?unds for other
open space projects. HUD had acted to insure that the
County lived up to the conditions of the grant contract.

On June 28, 1973, Baltimore County submltteq new infor-
mation to HUD. This included the finished Housing Plan for
Baltimore County, new information on the Education Program,
and information on the impact of water-sewer service on

the minority population.
Baltimore County's Overall Program Design had lgegzififgs
the shortage of housing for low- and'moderate-tggggfore’ '
but proposed nothing to deal with this. HUDﬂ ssing planning
required the County to undertake meaningful oen space funds.
as a prerequisite for the water, sewer, and oOp

ent Coor-

mn
62. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Develop
dinator Dewberry, Mar. 21, 1973.

63. Ibig.
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The County was specifically asked to do the following:

- « . set forth County housing needs in
some depth and . . . recommend policies
and actions by the County to meet these
needs. The plan must define strategies
for implementation and specific steps
by which housing needs, and the require-
ments for related public service and
facilities, particularly for low-income
and minority residents, can be met
through responsive governmental programs

and private actions.

The County's submission, a year and a half later, was
a massive report of 388 pages. However, it was not a
housing plan; it did not meet the HUD criteria. It did not
propose how the County could ensure the availability of
adequate housing for all income groups. It attempted to

explain why there was no need for any further County
action. The Housing Committee of the Baltimore County League

of Women Voters called it "a housing study"” bug nit i "fgs at
lan." ; ecommend policies and strateg
p The plan did not r It was a defense of

for meeting the needs of the County.

the present situation and sidestepped the need for County |

action. L
m of discrimination \

The pl hat the proble
plan pretended tha P t a problem:

faced by minority group members was no

Most individuals find tpemselves,.inta
relative sense, discriminated agalni
for one reason or another. Obvious y,d
certain 'groups' have suffered more ann
longer than others, but most pt_eopleegze
consciously relate 1n a rg%atlve s
to minority circumstances.
The County's approach to the problems suffered by the poor
was equally cavalier:
e to alternative

economic
cut course

To those who aspir
residential environments,
mobility represents a clear

64. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Planning Director

Gavrelis, Dec. 22, 1971.

65. Baltimore County, "The Housing Plan/Evaluation Manual,

72/73 Product," p. IV-2.
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for individual action if one is to
match one's aspirations with the

capacity to fulfill them. It seems
rather, the emphasis should be on
access to jobs, services, and facilities.b66

The County claimed that present programs of private
development and Federal programs at 1970-71 levels can
"adequately accommodate households of all income groups
seeking housing within Baltimore County."67 While the
County Plan contained a great deal of data, the data does
not directly support this view. The plan intimates that the
private sector is capable of producing housina for middle-
and low-income groups without Federal assistance, but fails
to provide any analysis of the potential for this involve-
ment, or its feasibility.

while impres-

HUD found the Housing Plan inadequate. D

sively long, it lacked the key elements necessary .
explained to the County:

The plan as submitted does not address
itself to or document unmet housing needs
of Baltimore County either in the short
run or over the longer period. No meaningful
consideration of special problems of low=
income and minority persons 1is presented. . -

In summary, the proposed Housing Plan 1S &
collection of questionable, unsubstantlated
statistics and subjective findings presented
in a very general way. The document lacks
any specific policy recommendations related
to housing in the County.

In addition, no evidence has been_Submli.:ted
that the County Council and Adminlstratton
have taken action to adopt and implement act
the Housing Plan as required by the contr

conditions.68

66. Ibid., p. VI-5.

67n Ibido, po VI-3-

i Anderson
68. HUD Area Director Clapp to County Executive !
Sept. 21, 1973.
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HUD at the same time also criticized the lack of
progress on the Educational Plan:

A review of the progress reports submitted
to date reveals that actions taken by the
Community Relations Commission to date fall
far short of acceptable implementation
measures necessary to adequately effectuate
the Educational Plan.

As a result of these negative reviews, HUD said the
County had failed to meet the contract conditions. HUD
informed the County that it had an additional 60 days to
meet those conditions.

The County instead of altering the proposals, merely
defended them,70 insisting that the contract conditions
had been met. Meetings took place between HUD staff and
County officials but little progress was made.

The Contract is Terminated

on November 20, 1973, HUD notified the County tgiii;;
had failed to meet the special contract conditlions the
the 60-day extension. As a result, HUD would-beglnCounty.71
process of terminating the contract with ?altlmogiice on
The HUD Area Office requested the HUD Regional O

: n
November 30 to formally termlnaf.:e_the grants'uzgieg author-
January 24 the HUD Regional administrator rgqmmunity Planning
ization from HUD's Assistant Secretary for LO
and Development to terminate them.
unty went to

The week prior, on January 18, 1974é tﬁetggminzting the
court to enjoin the Federal Government ggrick Dewberry
grants. In a May 8, 1974, letter.to igi olapp notified the
then county executive, HUD Area Direc horized by

aut
County of the termination of the ?Ontr?Ctiiis and Development.
the Assistant Secretary of community Plan g

69. 1Ibid.

ment coordinator Dewberry to HUD Area

70. County Develo
Y P 1973.

Director Clapp, Oct. 26,
71 HUD Area Director CalpP to County Executive Andexson,
Nov. 20, 1973.
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As of this writing, the County and HUD are in court,
the County having petitioned to gain the water, séewer,
and open space funds at issue.




CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

In thi
fOrgottenTS ;Eztéoversy the people appear to have been
prosess Lo pro .dounty refuged to enlarge the planning
oD fosleq Eo vide for realistic citizen participation.
process and press the County to open up its planning
accepted a pretense at participation.

Baltimore County

at the

nwhich afford
ome and minority
paration,

planigg no:ified the County in August 1970 th
3 Cougtp ocess must incorporate procedures
roups” tﬁereSidents! and especially low-inc
imol _opportunity to participate in_pre
plementation and revision of the plans.78

How well the County took this admonition to heart can be

;igsizgozhi education and housing plans. Neither made

The Educat'or citizen participation at the prepargtion ievel.

and prese togal Plan was prepared out of the public's view

meeti nted to HUD after it had been adopted at a closed
ing of the County Human Relations Commission.

extensive experience in the area
ssing deadline, the County

ted a program to HUD with-

when HUD rejected the
submitted it, and

Community groups with
;ere not copsulted. Citing a pre
OuIEan Relations Commission submit

ut consulting any community groups-
plan the Human Relations Commission merely re

again, community groups had no input.

gministrator Hawthorn to County

72. HUD Assistant Regional A
Gavrelis, Aug. 14, 1970.

Planning and Zoning Director

- 31 -~
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- The County's original approach to housing planning
also lacked provision for citizen participation. When

HUD required that the County's Overall PrOgra.m.Design
include provisions that would result in a housing plan,

the County created an Interagency Planning Group to do
the housing planning.

_ The Interagency Planning Group was expected to coor-—
dinate the activities of the County with other public

and private agencies, including the Regional Planning -
Council and the State Department of Economic and Comml-lgl Y
Development, but they were the only other groupS outside

County government represented. Again community groups
weére absent,

The final County Housing Plan also showed f‘:ga;l;uz;—z?ntlon
to citizen participation. A section entitled z e ments
Perspectives" 73 contained less than two pages rcr)lental
rom citizens who are not connected with goverDn o the County
Organizations. Nor was there any indication thianning.
had an ongoing process to involve citizens in P

It is not that citizen interest does not egliﬁé ?Z:?
the Baltimore County League of Women Voters anmined and
Housing Councils of Metropolitan Baltimoli'e,e;’.{aen partici-
commented on the plan.’4 Not to include Cltlzitizens from
Pation in the planning process is to isolate® v 7;,o5ea
their own future. Furthermore, planning_thafrom the com-
cannot bring the same degree of cooperat%orl the community.
Munity as planning done in conjunction Wltht housing
Both the Educational Plan and the approa?h ¢ for citizens
Planr.ling failed to meet the basic HUD criteri@
Participation; yet HUD approved them both.

—

1
g3i .Baltimore County, "The Housing plan/Eva
altimore County, Maryland, section v.

wation Manual,"

f Women
ague O
74. Housing Committee, Baltimore Countytﬁii?:ies in
Voters, "The Future of Residential OPPO*

Baltimore County," October 1973.

: altimo?e' "
The Fair Housing Councils of Metrgpolltan/gvaluatlon Manual,
"Specific Comments on County Housing plan
May 24, 1971,
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During the controversy, HUD was in the process of
"decentralizing," and the HUD Baltimore Area Office was
formed during this period as part of the process. However,
decentralization did not result in making the agency more
responsive to local concerns, and HUD's actions frequently

seemed unclear.

In the fall of 1971, for example, HUD appeared to
reverse itself continually. HUD would announce that the
County was not going to receive the funds, and would then
issue a statement that release of the funds was imminent.
From the extensive correspondence between HUD and Baltimore
County it could be seen that HUD hgd a sound and legal
position for demanding certain actions on the part of the
County. Unfortunately HUD never informed tbe.cgmmunlty
of the rationale for its actions. Any po?s1b111ty-f0r
citizen support was negated by the public's confusion on

HUD's position. _ .




SUMMARY

The controversy between the U. S. pepartment of
re County over

EEUS1HQ and Urban Development and Baltimo
the grants for water, sewer, and open space funds has
involved a history of proposals, evaluations, clarifi-
cations, modifications, agreements, and disagreements. The
Maryland Advisory Committee to the U. S. Commission on
Civil Rights has observed that, throughout the controversy,
Baltimore County has failed to comply with Federal planning
and equal opportunity requirements and HUD has been
inconsistent in its demands of Baltimore County.

. The following is a brief chronological review of the
dispute with observations by the AdvisoryY commi ttee:
ving made gpplication
e Planning

tion.

In MID-1969, Baltimore County, ha
for funds under HUD's "701" ComprehensivVv
Assistance Program, withdrew its applica

HUD attributed the County's withdrawal tO its'unw1lling—
ness to come to grips with social issues in planning.

The Advisory Committee is in complete agreement with
this assessment.

A year later, on AUGUST 14, 1970, an Open SPace grant
involving the Eastern Area Park project was frozen because
of HUD's concern with the adequacy of the local planning
Process. 1In order to get the freeze 1ifted, the County
notified HUD on DECEMBER 30, 1970, that it was ﬁrepaglng
an Overall Program Design (OPD) Eo conforl =0 : elge o
Government's requirements. However the draft wos t not
be completed before mid-April 1971 for submission to HUD.

- 34 -
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The Advisory Committee views this as the beginning
of a series of unkept promises.

HUD, on the strength of this promise, lifted the
freeze on FEBRUARY 12, 1971, and approved the Eastern Area
Park project even though key questions had not been
resolved. The OPD was to be submitted on JUNE 30, 1971.
When the County failed to submit the OPD on that date, HUD
reinstituted the funding freeze.

On OCTOBER 8, 1971, Baltimore County supmitted the
3-months overdue OPD to HUD, but HUD found it unclear and
regquested further information. TwoO months later, on_
DECEMBER 7, 1971, Baltimore County resubpltte§ a revised
and somewhat more responsive OPD, but FhlS, tc?, was found
unacceptable to HUD. The County was given unFll Januarydlz,
1972, to develop a response, including a housing plan an
a fair housing education program for the citizens of
Baltimore County.

Addenda to the OPD draft and a "plan" for a housing
plan were submitted to HUD on JANUARY 6, 1972. HUD gave _
the County an additional 18 months -- until June 30, 1973 -
to develop its housing plan.

. . : d in
The Advisory Committee believes that HUD erre ,
accepting a clearly inadequate approach to housing planning

and in giving the County an overly—-generous deadline.

On FEBRUARY 7, 1972, the County's COmmuniFYhRgégtiﬁgf
Commission submitted its education program whic
sequently found unacceptable.

e
The Advisory Committee notes that the program was du

January 12.

On FEBRUARY 17, 1972, the Maryland %dviS°r¥t§°2§i§Ziﬁ
met with the HUD area office staff to d;scgisgl 1972, the
about compliance by the County, an? on rar Task Force,
chairman of the Advisory Committee's Hous%ziee?s concerns
Rev. David MacPherson, eXPlalned thzdcggg; Committee
in detail. (See Appendix D.) ?he v Y for inaction.
criticized the County's submissions as a covexr

o r— &
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_ On MARCH 9, 1972, HUD notified the Community Relations
Cqmﬁssimithat its education program was unacceptable.
Within the week, Baltimore County Executive Dale Anderson
denounced HUD's demands as unreasonable and demanded
approval of the County's OPD and release of funds. HUD
replied that when its questions were answered satisfac-
torily, its prerequisites would be met.

Two months later, on MAY 11, 1972, the Community
Relations Commission responded by defending 1ts original
submission.

This was further indication to the Advisory Committee
that the County was unwilling to deal realistically with
the pressing need for a program of racial awareness.

On the following day, MAY 12, 1972, County Executive
Anderson stated to HUD that his administratlon was
committed to an education program and a housing plan and
asked that the freeze be 1ifted. Ten days later, on
MAY 22, 1972, HUD lifted the freeze, explaining that the
county executive's commitment opened the way for final action.

this astounding since
crucial provision was HUD's
—-monthly progress

pl anse.

The Advisory Committee found
nothing had changed. However, a -
requirement that the County submit bl
reports on the housing and education

On JUNE 2, 1972, HUD approved the $1'44°’ﬁ00 grant,
WS-MD-72. However, the County claimed that the equal
opportunity and planning conditions of the fonﬁract were
too vague. On AUGUST 18, 1972, HUD nrecast” the conditions.
The Advisory Committee saw this as still further unwarranted

concessions to the County.

pecial conditions was
the County failed to

ts or the equal oppor-

1972. Its submissions

_ The contract with the revised S
Signed on OCTOBER 4, 1972. However
iubmit the bi-monthly progress regor
unity information, due DECEMBER <. :
on Dezember 28, 19%2, and January 16 1973,dw<1a:;:1e thcomplete,
and finally, on APRIL 26, 1973, HUD insisted that complete,
responsive reports be submitted and 2 realls ;c ogsigg ek
be prepared and adopted by June 30, 1973, as agree months
earlier.
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The Advisory Committee had submitted a draft of its
study to HUD's Baltimore area office on March 1, 1973, and
on April 5, 1973, met with the staff to obtain their
comments.

On JUNE 28, 1973, the County submitted its housing plan
and a report on the education program. HUD was still not

satisfied with the County's submissions, and after extending

the deadline and meeting with County officials, HUD

notified the County on NOVEMBER 20, 1973, that it had failed

to meet the contract conditions and began terminating the
contracts.

Baltimore County, on JANUARY 18, 1974, filed a petition
in the Court of Claims seeking damages and attempting to
compel the Federal Government to take steps to pyoyide the
grants. On MAY 8, 1974, the HUD area office officially
notified Baltimore County that the contracts were to be
terminated as of May 10, 1974.

On JULY 11, 1974, the parties agreed to suspend action
for 90 days (to OCTOBER 12, 1974). The County and the
Federal Government hoped to reach an accommodation durlngh
this period. The Advisory Committee felt strongly that 'Sh
accommodations should mean that the Coupty would comply wl
the planning and equal opportunity requirements of the
original contract.

ound that it needed more time and an

i f
i el iy jonal 30 days to NOVEMBER 11, 1974,

extension for an addit
has been agreed upon.

mmiftee reiterated its concern that the

The Advisory Co © modified.

contract conditions not b



APPENDIX A

are gll’;:mfo]'.lowing seven criteria for a County Guideplan

ASSiStan:rllize'd from a .let_:ter from Samuel H. Hawthorn, HUD's

and Servi egional Adr'n:l.nlstrator for Program Coordination

and 7 Vices, to Baltimore County's Director of Planning
oning, George E. Gavrelis, August 14, 1970:

1. The plan must provide an analysis of County
and County related problems to be addressed
in the planning process and must establish
a mechanism for ongoing evaluation of these
problems. (HUD pointed out that the state-
ment of problems in the Guideplan was too
general to meet this criteria and also
failed to look at regional problems that
affect the County.)

ement of objectives,

o select those objec-~
stem to achieve those
t+hat the statement of
1 that it would be
at the priorities

the planning

2. It must present a stat
the methodology used t
tives and a priority sy
objectives. (HUD felt
County goals was so genera
impossible to determine wh
of the goals would be during
process.)

+ incorporate pro-

3. .
The planning process mus nty residents,

cedures which afford all Cou . :

and especially low-income and mt?gil:{egioups'
the opportunity to actually par laﬁg revin'
the preparation, implemenFatlonéhe Count Fih
of the plans. (HUD questioned ™h2 oupe i
efforts to include poor and mln?rétgvgigups o
the planning process and the effe =S

of these efforts.)

4. The planning process must'refl?cﬁ ?E ?iﬁciFages
the regional context within whoo how its ooys-
(HUD asked the County to explalnof the regic.)alS
and objectives related to those gion.)

5. It must provide a basis for e?tagl;i?éigaig-
velopment controls. (HUD deslre'n and sulj;on
on the status of the revised Zﬁn; ghe revis-d
division regulations, and whet ethe alleviai'
regulations would contribute Eﬁe Guideplan )lon

of the problems mentioned 1 )
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The Ghideplan must be legally adopted by
appropriate government bodies.

The process must be clearly expressed as

a continuous function of problem definition.
(HUD suggested that "Baltimore County
submit a work program covering three years
which will indicate the planning activities
to be undertaken and the fiscal and staff
resources to be allocated to these

activities.")



APPENDIX B

The following is excerpted from an attachment to a
letter from Allen T. Clapp, HUD Area Director to William E.
Egggoff, Baltimore County Administrative Officer, June 2,

III. Please be advised that the Grant Agreement tendered
for this project will contain the following Special
Condition:

“The Government shall be under no obligation to disburse
funds under the grant agreement unless:

A. The Applicant's Planning Commission supplies no-
later than thirty (30) days after Fhe execution of
this grant agreement, evidence satisfactory to the
Government that it has adopted the Guldeplén for
Baltimore County drafted by the County Office of
Planning and Zoning in 1968, and which was agreed
to be adopted on or before June 30, 1972.

B. The Covernment is satisfied by June 30, 1973, that
the County Planning Commission has pfePared and
adopted a satisfactory "Housing Plan 1nhaccordance
with the agreed upon work program; and tbat sub-
sequent to June 30, 1973, such plan has Dbéen -
recomnmended to the Governing Body of the %pPllcant
for implementation; and that actions a;zteeg?g taken
to implement the plan or other aPPrQPrlneeds er=

natives for meeting identified housing :

C. The Government is satisfied that thehApgiigigf has
made satisfactory progress towards t ihe tar eﬁent
of the activities in accordance with Overgll
dates contained in the Baltimore C9unt§nvent§r

Program Design, including the housing these 4

and plan. The procedure for monltorlggvernment

activities will be determined by the .

D. The Government is satisfied that thihgpgiigf?fmggs
made satisfactory progress towards d in the t of
the activity target dates as OUtllneunity Relatd
Educational Plan adopted by the ComI;toring theseOns
Commission. The procedures for "‘Eﬁe Government
activities will be determined DY )
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The Government may, at its sole discretion, terminate
this agreement if the applicant has not fulfilled both
conditions (A) and (B) above. The Government may, at any
time, terminate any further payments on account of the
grant if it is not satisfied with the applicant’'s fulfill-
ment of conditions (C) and (D) above."

*This Guideplan was adopted before the contract was signed
and thus does not show up in later contract conditions.



APPENDIX C

The following is excerpted from a letter from Allen T.

Clapp, HUD Area Director, to R. Bruce Alderman. Baltimore
County Solicitor, July 17, 1972:

- must be said of the Overall Program Design.

- _+ - We are asking that the County Government and agents
of County Government follow through on commitments pre-
Viously made to HUD. The work program, including the
aspects of the housing problems that this plan and program
Will address was prepared by the Planning Department and
submitted to and approved by this department. The same
And, as you
are aware, the scope of activities and objectives of the
Education Program 5’ere previously submitted to HUD by

the Community Relations Commission.

ss about the definition

ans and programs. The County
he County knows what is jinp
ent and that HUD hasg

We trust that there is no vaguene
of the work programs for these pl
and its agencies drafted them. The
them, the target dates for accomplishm
found both of these satisfactory.

: hich
We are requiring only that these comm:Ltm;n;Zt‘gdlas Zgized
obtained prior to project approval Pe COUP /T o County
If HUD should, uncharacteristically: detli,ated reason
met these targets or for some unsul?staghe County's
declare that it is not satisfied with of course an
planned progress, the County would h
immediate judicial remedy."

ave,

- 42 -




APPENDIX D
UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

MID-ATLANTIC FIELD OFFICE
1405 Eye Street, NW

Washington, D. C. 20425
Telophone: (202) 382.2631

Harch 9, 1972

*Mr. Allan Clapp, Area Director
Department of Housing & Urban Development
Mercantile Bank and Trust Building

201 E Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Clapp:

This is follow up to the February 17, 1972 meeting at yourtzfﬁtzz
attended by you and members of your staff, and ?y represente to
of the State Committee and staff of the Commission, persaz:$2§
compliance by Baltimore County with Federal plannn;gtitelr ated
opportunity requirements administered by HUD. Byhieh "4 indicated
February 23, 1972, I set out the basic pr?blems W c1t§more County
would have to be resolved prior to & finding that Ba

rants.
is eligible for water and sewer and open space g

: i and
In my letter, I also stated that, based on the ;:gozmiE;EZr of
documents you provided us, the State COmmltteeld set them out in a
serious problems and questions, and that ? wou unication.
letter to you. That is the purpose of this com®

is that, measured in termsS of

s ability to act, the
tle more than a cover for

The State Committee's basic concern ;
the problems to be solved, and the County
steps the County now has proposed seem lit
inaction.
1971, to Mr. Gavrelis, ‘
i of Planning and Zoning, planning
Ty enting a clear statement

4 . 3
ound a strategy for delivering

y defined objectives."

As you stated in your letter of October 29,

Director of Baltimore County's fo e O s
must be "an action-oriented activity ,12 o
of "how the County has structured 1tse1ear1
products and impacts within 2 set of ¢ d
a document, produce

However, at our meeting of B 17’fyoum§izin;sless than 211/2 pages
by the Office of Planning and Zoniﬁgéuzinzoplan"’ e e County

i th and beari the caption ; )  ousin
ggp;:ZEtly Effeiezlzi responze to HUD's requirement for rational g

planning.



This document -~ read in conjunction with the "Overall Program Design'
to which it is appended -- lacks even the rudiments of a work program
for a housing plan, It lacks such fundamental elements as a timetable
for the production of work components, resource budgeting, and concrete
description of work program elements. Moreover, the ''Housing Plan"
document stands alone, without conceptual or functional integration
into the rest of the Overall Program Design.

In brief, this document is an ill-defined pledge on the part of the
Office of Planning and Zoning to 'recommend’ that the Co?nty ﬁtudy‘
housing problems, in order to develop some totally undefined housing
plan” by June 30, 1973,

Furthermore, the document fails to state the problems and objectives

on which this "study" would be predicated.

No further study is needed to determine the existence of Cezti;n bas;c
problems in Baltimore County, and the regiom, or to documen ¢ nee

for remedial action.

No further study is needed, for example, to determine that Zhiﬁz ;:eds
inadequate lower-income housing in Baltimore County to se;z (LoC mesds.
of the County and the region. A number of studies documcian Charagterist:
To name only a few: the Morton Hoffman study, ”Changegaltimore Count tee
of the Housing Supply in Five Housing Market Areas _—d bousing in they
1960-1967'" (1968), documents the extent of sub?tandir oblem. as

County; the Regional Planning Council has studied €83 PR /CCR2 0% o
reported in a number of publications (see, for examp ?;n") (1971) ; the
Middle Income Housing Production in the Baltimore Regl study in A;ril
League of Women Voters of Baltimore County Publlshed ?zed an "undeniable
1968. The Baltimore County Planning Board has recognlnd the County
need" for additional low cost housing in the Countz, ireation of a
Executive's own Housing Advisory Committee urgeﬁ t'i'cal" housing situa~
County housing authority, in order to meet the Crlm;unity Action Agency
tion. Analyses prepared by the Baltimore County Coas a major County
have recognized inadequate and substandard housing

problem,
Commission on Civil Rights,

Further, at the hearings of the United States ~~ “etor of the Baltimore
held in Baltimore in August 1970, the Housing Dir

> -6 . testified that her
County Community Action Agency, Mary Card1111CChlZ;ting such assistance
agency was able to find housing for families reguout that six to ten
in only a small proportion of cases, and pointe
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:iiiizizi:ngsﬁniPplled for public housing in Baltimore City from the
surrounding cou Sleé. ;n Fhe course of background research preparatory

e fpese hea frgm, omm1551on.staff accumulated ample additional
oAl news?aper fl}es and other sources, that the housing

P m in the County is a serious, widely recognized one.

Egznlseiszzzezaigzizrzeggid to ascerFain that groving raeial polariza-

- y and Baltimore County is a major problem,

The Regional Planning Council has reported that the Baltimore region
bccaTe more scgregated from 1960 to 1970. The record of the August 1970
hearl?gs of the Civil Rights Commission, including comprehensive demo-
graphic comparision of Baltimore City and Baltimore County, further
@ocuments this fact. The effect of County development and zoning patterns
in forcing blacks from the County also was documented by the hearing.
Fu?tﬁer, while the "Section 235" subsidized housing program has bee:
?tl%lzed by developers in Baltimore County, Commission staff investigation
1nd%cated that this was doing little, if anything, to remedy racial polari-
zation between City and Countv. A variety of mechanisms of overt and
systemic exclusion of blacks from the County were studied and documented.
In addition, the Baltimore County Community Actionm Agency has concluded
that "racism remains a major problem in employment and housing’ in the
County. '

Nor, finally, is study nceded to determine that these conditions are
contrary to sound metropolitan development, and to national laws and
policies. Thus, for example, in the h and New Community
Development Act of 1970,' Congress spelled out national urban growth
policies with which these conditions are totally inconsistent. Moreover,

in his housing statement of June 11, 1971, the President recog?izeé thaF
"equal housing opportunity' means ! f a condition 1n which
individuals...have a like range of housing choice
regardless of their race, color, religion o nati
efforts to achieve this goal must ""be aimed at coO
past discrimination",

f"grban Growt

rrecting the effects of

As stated in HUD's letter of August 14, 1970, to the Baltimore County.Offlce
of Planning and Zoning, a basic requirement for adequate County-plannl?g

is recognition by the County of problems which '"'reflect the regional 31tu?-
tion as it impacts on the County &S well as those pro?lems that can"be S?ld
to be confined within County boundar. The County s %-1/? page ''Housing
Plan" element, and the proposed "gvera fail to meet

this basic requirement.,

ies."
11 Program Design,
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Not only has the County thus failed to acknowledge and define relevant
problems, it has made no commitment to do anything about them. Indeed,
the Overall Program Design itself acknowledges that it is merely provi-
Sional, since the Office of Planning and Zoning cannot prepare a final
Design until the County Council, through adoption of the budget,
determines what manpower and funds are to be made available. As you
have made clear to the County, effective planning is an action-oriented
activity “initiated at the chief executive or policy body level.™ The
documents submitted by the County represent no such commitment.

These shortcomings are greatly aggravated by the history_in vhich they
are set, Not only has the Planning Board in the past vainly gone on
éecord Vith respect to the urgent housing needs of the County, .bUt the
om.lty Executive repeatedly has voiced his opposition to the kinds of
actions which : nty planning more than a
3 1A}

dead-end, County Executive Anderson has declared thatlhe 1181 BZ?E’
éntereSted in Federal programs which impose chera']; s isgzveawaylzzzz am''
ounty," ha . . A as a ''gian r
to 'Whi';,:h s characterized housing subsidies f the Planning Board's
(elr.ldorse.:ment of the submitted Overall Program Design wigthSeetzzzsitOZrOf
isbelief that Board members approving the Design cou

nown what they are doing.

would be necessary to make Cou

he isg opposed, and reacted to news O

the County systemati-
s own development
which would have

n its own social and

In consequence of views and policies such as these,

2‘:11(1]15’ ha§ exploited Federal assistance to further 1
S; While rejecting all those forms of assistance

22(8:11“?‘1 in a proportionate sharing by the County >
omic problems and those of the region.

of federally assisted

It 1 - i
1s true that the County applied for 500 units this can have no effect

lea . .
unlzed housing, But, numerically insignlflcant, .
$s made part of ap effective, continuing, progreite

Before sy

the program commi tments
the ¢

n of the problem ~- a
such commitments.

ou tggesting in somewhat more detail Sc:me Sf
ALy can make -~ without any further ''study

v ur iri
€W words should be said about the basis for requirint

The . . .ple to water and sewer
sound planning requirements which are applic@?® d effectively

a .
orrﬁ 01:1?1 ipacc? grants, can be administered falrlzeinfor inaction. Good
—X planning is prevented from becoming & €© that which can be

and sound . ' no . een
done noy aﬁ(]ia:;ung requires discrimination be(:TZUdy; omwarranted post-

pPonement of actg . . on of the planning process,
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Accordingly, as an essential predicate for bona fide planning,
those'of the remedial steps which the County can now take -- some
of which are suggested below -- must be identified.

This is particularly warranted in the present circumstances, where
whatgver genuine housing planning needs now are faced by the County,
are in significant part of the County's own making. They are due
to its refusal, of four years standing, to accept Federal planning
funds and the principle of sound and open development which accom-
panies them,

The sound and open development which effective planning seecks,
necessarily includes the goal of equal opportunity for all. However,
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and Title VIII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968, spell out 'equal opportunity" requirements of a
more specific kind.

Title VI states that the benefits of Federal financial assistance may
not be discriminatorily denied to any -persom. Title VIII directs all
Federal agencies, including HUD, to administer their programs SO as
to further the ends of fair and open housing.

The role of Title VI in a situation of racial polarization such.as

that which exists between Baltimore City and Baltimore County, 18§

not always clearly understood. It often erroneously is believed that
Title VI applies only to the extent one can demonstrate that the

persons administering the program of assistance are responsible for
discriminatory exclusion from the enjoyment of benefits. While, as

the Commission hearings documented, the County government shares .
responsibility for the removal and exclusion of blacks from the Cou?uz,
in fact it matters not by whom, when, or how the discrimlnatorz szz e
sion was performed; it is enough that the benefits of Federal uf-ciaries
denied -- by reason of racial discrimination -- tO intended benell

of the assistance,

Clearly, this is the situation in Baltimore County. As"§ matgeg of
reason, as well as of express statutory provision, the '"intende
beneficiaries' of water and sewer, open Space, and ?E?:anezzozge
development assistance programs, comprisSeé all thil;lh;ve S excluded

litan

metropolitan area. Undeniably, blacks historica en.
i i i natory
from Baltimore County b of overt and systemic discrimi
y by & host discriminatorily_excluded from

practices and traditions. Having been
the County, this class of individuals now 1
the benefits of Federal developmental assistance

s discriminatorily denied
given the County.

le VI upon Federal financial assistance

What, then, is the impact of Tit
ounty?

for metropolitan development in Baltimore C
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The denial or termination of funds is an appropriate sanction in some
cases with respect to violation of Title VI. However, particularly

where the achievement of equal opportunity requires undoing an exist-

ing condition -- such as racial polarization between Baltimore City and
Baltimore County -~ the appropriate remedial mechanism for the enforce-
ment of Title VI also may be a requirement of affirmative action. In

the present context, "affirmative action' means positive steps and
commitments by Baltimore County, to correct residence patterns reflecting
the accumulated effect of years of overt and systemic discriminatory
exclusion.

This affirmative action concept is set out in regulations implementing
Title VI which have been proposed.by HUD:

Where previous discriminatory practice or

usage tends, on the ground of race, ?010§ ]
or nationmal origin, to...deny [1nd1V}an s
tivity

the benefits of...any program or ac
to which this part 1 applies, the ap
or recipient has an obligation to take
reasonable action to remove or overcome the
consequences of the prior discriminatory
practice or usage, and to accomplish the
purpose of the Act. (Section 1.4(b)6) -

plicant

le VI is given even greater

This affirmati -1 Tit . .
rmative action mandate under icy against placing housing

urgency and weight by virtue of the new HUD pol - e concentrated
in central cities, or other areas, where minorities archat affirmativ
Clearly, this policy makes it all the more imperatlive rect the ezze
action be taken by suburban jurisdictions in order to €O ects
of past discriminatory exclusion.

reverse the consequences

It is clear ; i action to
, therefore, that affirmative ¢ programs administered

of past discrimination is integral to the developmen
by HUD.

rformance under the
{ turn now to the other
take.

Eaving discussed already the County's proposed Pe
planning" component of such affirmative action,
affirmative action steps the County reasonably can

required of the County
.. is an educational
fforts.

gne of these affirmative action steps -- which ?OU
in your December 22, 1971, letter to Mr. Gavrelis
program by the County, tied to its overall housing €

The County's proposal for an "educational programn" ? ;Zﬁz oﬁszzggzdyZE
furnished us, closely parallels the 'Housing plan” © eIt éoo seem 1.OVG,
in terms of the nature and extent of its weaknessese. ? ’ s Httle
more than a cover for inaction.
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z?ur letter to Mr. Gavrelis stated that the educational program is to
inform citizens of...housing needs' and '"to eradicate the atmosphere of
fear of and bias towards Open Housing.'" Such a program is essential if
real progress toward open and lower-income housing is to be made. The
present unfavorable climate toward open and lower-income housing other-

wise will remain an insuperable obstacle.

A sound program proposal should include good basic design, adequate
specificity, and mechanisms for community involvement. The submitted
County proposal fails even to approach these criteria.

With respect to basic program design, the County's proposal ignores the
central problem of combatting fear and bias. Also, the program =-- incred-
ibly -- would postpone the education of County citizens concerning housing

needs until '"these needs become more clearly known'',

One section of the proposal, the ''Program to Improve Intergroup Relations,"
g the problem of fear and bias.

might seem to have some relation to overcomin

Under this section, the program would scek to improve "intergroup relations’
within individual neighborhoods. But this would be clearly reSPo?Siv? to
the need to combat fear and bias only if the poor or black were distributed
throughout many neighborhoods in the County. But such is not the case.

The report of the Baltimore County Conmunity Action Agency, drawE upon exten
sively by the County in its Overall Program Design, seatcd that therﬁt;:
very little social integration in the Baltimore and that even ;11
small percentage of black families in the Count d in sm

enclaves."

area,'
y are concentrate

For this reason, improving ''intergroup relations' within 26%;2:0220222 has
very limited relevance to overcoming the sense of fear and bl
County generally.

No levels of fund-

f gpecificity. .
ece ot SP to funding in any

The proposal lacks any rcasonable degr .
County commitment

ing or staffing are projected, and no

amount is reflected.

g . e . : : ting the impact of the
Another fundamental is criteria for evalua . e
rogran ot cri it is impossible to judge the effective

program. Without impact criteria, : bl fec
ness of the program once it has begun. This def1c1?ncy19itiz i:;:ct
County to continue unchanged a program that was having 11 .

1y inadequate. It is

’ i . nvolvement are also wholly : ]

The mechanisms for community 1nv whol Ly e e role in

- . : : unity
symptomatic that, up to this point, the commnurn
formulation of tﬁe program, Both Baltimore Neighborhoods, Inc., and the

Fair Housing Councils, sought to participate i? form?lation o? the education
plan. Both groups, which have extensive experience 1n education programs,
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were told that their advice was not desired. Nor was assistance sought
from the Baltimore County Community Action Agency, which -- as the
County's Overall Program Design itself recognizes -- is a key agency

with respect to problems affecting minorities and the poor in the County.

It is at once tragic and ironic that organizations such-as these should
be excluded from the formulation of a program intended to educate all
segments of the community.

The proposal states that the Tcachers Association of Ba}timorc County will
be utilized, but gives no indication of what its ?olc Wl%l be. While the
Proposal also states that the Board of Education 1S snek%ng ?cderal funding
to add to its community relations staff, there is no 1nd1cat10n that the
Board of Education is committed to devoting such resources -- if obtained =--
to the education program.

states that the County will seck donation

In a similar manner, the proposal but there is no indica-

isi ions
of air-time by local radio and telev131on.stat10n )
tion that such donation might be forthcoming.

ppear to us that the County's

. a
For all these reasons, then, it does not les an adcquate response to the

Proposed education program remotely resemb
needs identified by your office.

there are numerous other affirmative

In addition to the education program,lement’ or begin to implement, wWithout

action steps which the County can imp
need to await further ''studye.

sit down with HUD representatives,

One of th for example, is tO . Development Adminis .
along witﬁsieigzzzntatives of the State Community trati

s ow the County rea
and other State officials, in order to as?crLz;Eiztancc progra;s avZEYZ:iy
€an now draw upon the variety of HUD housing ¢

to the County,

On,

1 or financial assistance to the
ee could be made with the State
ncies, to locate sites in the

The State Human Relations
County omn creating effective

echnica

Other agenci ready to give t
gencies stand ready rangeme

County, For example, cooperative arre age
Planning Department, or other aPPrOPrlat?ng
County appropriate for lower income hous e.the
Commission similarly is available to adv1sqmS
€ivil rights and community relations programn=s

:nore City in the past has
In seeking the assistance of the County, Ealtlﬁi.’ Commissioner of the
been rebuffed. For example, Robert C. Em ry,unity Development, testifying
Baltimore City Department of Housing and COZ?ed that the City had been
8t the Commission's August 1970 hearing, S :ssion to use Federal funds to
ignored by the County when it requested permt in order to help solve the
lease public housing units in Baltimore Countys - housing unit
City! >1ng . :ejent public housing units, There ig

1ty's overvhelming problem of insufficl


https://insuff1.c1.en
https://omm1ss1.on
https://forthcomJ.ng
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no reason why these policies cannot be reversed by the County. Immediate
good faith negotiations with the City on these and related matters relat-’
ing to the welfare of the region, would seem a minimum component of reason-
able affirmative action.

As another example, the County could make a clear, detailed commitment
with respect to the housing needs of new employees at the facilities of
the Social Securities Administration at Woodlawn.

Experts in your office doubtless could identify many other affirmative

action measures which the County could take to meet identified problems.
In addition, program documents of the Baltimore County Community Action
Agency suggest a host of ways in which the County more effectively could
meet its responsibilities with respect to the problems of low income and

minority persomns,

As in the case of "affirmative action' programs in employment, no one set
of remedies nced be prescribed or dictated. The requirement instead is
action evidencing a good faith commitment by the County to undo the effects
of past discriminatory exclusion.

A word should be said, finally, regarding thc role Of,the Reglonaiaii?:glng
Council (RPC). Under the applicable laws and regUlétlonsf ??cabgrden of
organizations such as RPC are supposed to sh0u1§er the ermdlyas i hes
assuring sound and cffective metropolitan planning. HOngez, roblem of
acknowledged in the Baltimore area, where there is a Serzouolgcies where
correcting the effects of past exclusionary practices ag 1Eimore Céunty) is
action-oriented planning by one suburban jurisdiction ( 3 where the arca
‘particularly crucial to the solution of this Pr°b1emé an'ts burdens, then
planning organization has failed adequately to Sh?UI :zdlother affirmative
HUD must become directly concerned with the planning

action measurcs adopted by such jurisdiction.
of RPC's performance can
th which the State

This is not to say, of course, that the inadequacy
to pursue with you in

be forgotten. On the contrary, this is a métter'w;
Committece is most concerned, and which we will wis
detail at a later time.

he possibility we see that

ause of t
et jce the inadequate performance

C i entioned here, however
The RPC is m on s > Selaying dev

the County may seek to exploit as a.
of the Regional Planning Council.

to complete its undefined housing
Thus, the date on which the Couny PP ponzment of tangible action

i t

' ' his extraordinary PpoS : -tion

Ela?hlSCJuns 305 1373£as£dlzn the fact that RPC's.“Area Housing Council” is
3 rocomnend a hous epion by Decémber 31, 1972. The Area

to rccommend a housing plan for the region . .
Housing Council -- o;igiting with no clear mandate or authority, and without
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Egg necossary staff resources and expertise -- reflects abdication b

dircziizﬁstgw;ozzigonsizilitieo to give effoctivc planning assiot;ncz and

Gorastion to hous g cfforts W1th1n‘the region. Any notion that Baltimore

county 12 . g, or needs to await, dircction from the Area Housing
patently absurd.

gzsgtzgri th R;C E}timately to'promulgatc a "fair share' plan of the type
thar ou Zst]e ai %ogton ?oonC11 of Govermnments, this would do no more
moas g%s c ? relative ceiling on the obligation of Baltimore County to
the remic air share of responsibility for dealing with the problems of
hi gLon, It would demarcate a stopping place, not a starting place, -

s provides no excuse for a refusal to begin the job now.

i:itf0r9801ng are some of the State Committee's principol concerns. In

ers of detail, there are a number of other substantial objections and
questlons we have with respect to the County's proposed housing "planning"
and other affirmative action. e

In my letter to you of February 23, 1972, I stated as follows:

At the close of our meeting of February 17,
1 requested that prior to & detexrmination by
HUD that Baltimore County is eligible for

assistance, the Maryland Committee be given
ases for such

an opportunity to discuss the b i
determination with your office. To make this
possible, I also requested that in advance of
such discussion, we be given accc?s to docu~
ments reflecting Baltimore County S cormit-
ments, as well as the other clcments -~ includ-
ing those referred to above -~ on which the

determination would be based.

nable to such an

You indicated.that you were ame .
" py the regional

arrangement -- unless ngverruled
or national office of HUD.

This request, as you know, grew out of the long
history of concern and involvement O tho port of
the Maryland Committee and the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights with problems of fair and open‘develop-
ment of the Baltimore metropolitan area: In‘
addition, a number of the Maryla“d_commlttee s
members, including myself, are residents of
Baltimore County and are keenly interestod as
citizens and community jeaders in the fair and
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open development of the County. Other members
of the Committee who live in metropolitan

Baltimore are interested because of the impact
that developments in Baltimore County have on

the rest of the region.

Can you please advise us at once as to the status
of the requested arrangement for prior comment.
1f, for any reason, you are not now in a position
to confirm this arrangement, can you plecase advise
us in detail when and how this matter will be

resolved.

I have received no reply to this request. I sincerely hope thaF this.delay
does not prcsage a decision by HUD that the Maryland State Committee is not

to be accorded the opportunity we request.

{hati i ake
As I noted in my letter of February 23, the determinations Hggdlz Sglmoppor-
with respect to Baltimore County's compllancc.W1F? plananf and oge half of
tunity rcquirements are momcntous ones. C?lmlnating Zlyeinfluence the ex-
enforcement effort, these determinations w111.pr0 Sune zon for years to come.
tent of fair and open development in the County and reg
equest that, prior to a deter-

jeasc of funds to the County

The State Committce, therefore, repeats its v
to be heard on Baltimore

mination of compliance and a conmitment on r:tunity
by HUD, the State Committee be given an oppo

County's final proposals.

I await your early response.

Sincercly,
)EE%%LZJ4;1? jé%%;;%’:>

REV. DAVID MACPHERSON, Chairman, Ho?si?g Tiz oo
Maryland Committee of the U.S. Commission

k Force
1 Rights

cc: Samuel C. Jackson
Wagner Jackson
William Kaplan
Theodore Robb
Samuel J. Simmons
Arthur C. Troilo

GPO 884.4110






