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will clearly be detrimental to
property values in that neighborhoed.’

Fridoirkiele

Recently it has been observed that
some Members of our Doard are offering
for sale to Nezroes, property in the
city of St. Louls in violation of our
rule., In some instances thereof it
1s quite possible that the said of-
ferings are made without the knowledge
of the existence of cur rule, There-
fore, we ask that vou cause a bulletin
to be issued to your Members, present
and future, reciting our rule and o
Article 34 of NAREB Code-oif-Ethics,
and requesting dus observance thereof. . .

We ask that you govern yourself
accordingly wher dealing within property
in City of St. Louis, ¥/
On October 15, 1958, the Real Estate Board voted to allow
sales to blacks in the city if a single llegro already lived
on the block; in the county, three pfior black residents con-
‘tinued to be required. **/ 1n both areas, the prohibition

of sales to blacks in all-white areas continued in full force.

Alfred H. Mayer, the defendant in the landmark case

ﬁ**/

of Jones v, Mayex Co., testified on trial deposition

that he was familiar with the rules against sales to blacks
in white areas, that such sales were regarded as "blockbusting,"
and that these racial restrictions were generally implemented

in the St, Louis area at least until 19568, fiii/

~

*/ Stipulation dated February 23, 1973; PX D-15, pp. 233-34,
#%/ PX D-10, o

‘o )
*%% [ 392 U,S, 409 (1948).

" kx4x] Mayer Dep., p. 20.
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BLACK JACX CANKOT RSTABLISH THE EXISTENCE OF
A COWPuLT NG STATE INTEREST FCR ITS CONLUCT,
WHICH WAS IN FACT RATICNALLY INSUPPCRTABLE
FROM A NONRACTAL PLANNING STANDIOINT

In August 1972, anticipating that this case would

revolve around the "compelling state {nterest" issue, the

*
United States provounded interrogatories to defendant™

seeking to elicit in detail the noaracial justifications on

which Black Jack would rely to support its zening crdinance.

The answers to these interrcgatories make it clear that

"defendant's decisicn [was] to exclude multiple family

dwellings in general , . . . Park View Heights wag not
'k‘k/

excluded or considered in particular.” —'- In summarizing
the anticipated testimony of its representatives, defendant
stated, in pertinent part:

4. The City's Zonm0 Ordinance 1s intended
to restrict additicnal apartments
oenerally in the City, not against PVH
specifically, '

5. There is dispronortionate number of
apartments already in the City of Black
Jack cenmpared to the single family
residences now there.

6. The City's Zening Crdinance is for the
lawful purpose of ragulating, among other ..
things, censity of population in the City,

*[ See Plaintiff's First Set of Interrogatories to Defendant
Gf August 31, 1972, Nos. 17-23.

**/ Defendant's Answer 18a to Plaintiff's First Interrogatories.

**x/ Id, Answer 23. The first three sentences of this Answer
relate Lh“, the incorporation of Black Jack was essentlally
designed to enable its cltizens to regulate their own municipal
affairs., See also the Final Report of the Black Jack Zoning
Commission, PX -6, at pp. 23 et seq.
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