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November 3, 1975
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From:

Subject: United States v. Trump Mgt.

On September 24, 1975, we veceived the initial
compliance report from Trump Mgt. in accordance with

the Consent Order filed on June 10, 1975. My analysis of
this report has revealed that the defendant has not fully
complied with several of the provisions outlined in the

decree;

Specifically, Section 6, 4.3 of the Consent Order
requires the defendant to forward to this Department a report
showing the name, race and position of each employee.
Additionally, this report was to include the building to
which the employees are assigned and copies of their signed

statements. The material submitted corresponding to this

16(\§§ provision included a2 list containing the name, race and
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position of their employees. The list revealed that 90

@hite persons are employed by the defendant. The majority

|
pf these emplovees are cdoerin

Jé list showing the
number of employees in the various postions is attached as
Exhibig A.

iWith respect tg'fgé;émployees we also received

signed statements from 50 employees., Of these statements

40 indicated the building to which the persons were asigned.
The defendant therefore failed to forward signed statements

for at least half of his staff and fziled to inform us of the

buildings at which half his staff was emploved.




1 The second violation concerns Section 6 d réquiring
2 the defendant to forward to us the current etatistics wikkx
3 racial statistics of the tenants in each of the buildings
4 aned or managed by the defendant. In response to this
5 provision the defendant forwarded a list entitled "Racial
6 Census Report® that included the names of all his buildings
7 lind two columns showing the dates 7/1/75 and 9/1/75. TUnder
8 l[khese categories opposite each building the defendant indie
9 rated a numerical figure., From the manner in which this
10 report waé prepared I can assume that the figures represent
11 khe current number of black tenants as of July and September,
12 1975, 1f my assumption is accurate the defendant failed to
13 include the current statistics for white tenants residing
14 in his apsrtment complexes,
15 The third violation cencerns the advertising provision.
18 inder this provision the defendant was reéuired to include
17  he siogan "Equal Housing Opportunity" in all its advertisements.
i8 Additionally, the defendant was recuired to place a monthly
19 15 iline display ad in the Amsterdam News, a black oriented
20 hewspaper and El Diario, a Spanish oriented newspaper.
21 The defendants newspaper advertisements placed in the
22 ninority papers contained a cross-section of Trump's buildings
23 las reguired by the Decree. However, an advertisement placed
24 in each of these papers failed to meet the length requirement
25 s pointed out in the decree. Specifically, an ad placed in
26 rhe Amsterdam News on August &, 1975 was 9 lines and an ad
27 En the E1 Diaro on August 79, 1975 was 10 lines.
28
29 -7 -
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 The advertising provision-also requires the defendant
to place an advertisement at least 3 inches in length in the
New York Times one Sunday every mounth., This provision
Further indicated that the Equal Housing Opportunity slogen
shall be in prominent capital letters. We received g copy
of 2 newspaper advertisement that appeared in the N.Y. Times
on Sunday July 27, 1975. The following analysis of this
deertisement is based solely oun my assumption that the

Ed corresponds with the above-mentioned requirement.

First, the ad was less than 3 inches in lengkh, Secondly,

the ad contained information for Patieo Gardens, 2 predominantly

plack building and Shore Haven- a relatively gll-white building

!Ehe EHO slogan immediately following Patio Gardens was in

| large black capital letters while the EHO slogan followiné
Fhore'Haven was in very samll capital letters. In view of
khe lettering discrepancy this particular advertisement

;
1f the purpose of the ad was hot to indicate a signal the ad
is still not correct since the slogan was not placed at the
bottom in:all capital letters.

An advertisement placed in the New VYork Times on
baturday August 30, 1975 approximately 3 1/2 inches and showing
a cross section of the defendant's buildings Included a EHO

Flogan. However, in my opinion the slogan was not prominent.

could possibly indicate a signal to prospective black applicé@t
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The fourth violation concerns the submission of
information in 8 categories pertaining to inguirers.

A form was prepared and attached to the Consent Decree
including the following categories to be reported on ?Lm)
each inquirer by race:; (1) made inquirf} (7Y were effered
an application (3) filled out an application (4) submitted
deposit with application (5) were accepted for cccupancy
i(6)were rejected (7)withdrew application and (8) had
Epplication pending at the end of the reporting period,

For each of the 15 buildings listed in the decree

rhe defendant submitted his report pertaining to inquirers.
However, the report failed to include the information for
numbers 5 through 8 above,

The fifth violation éoncerns vacancies. We received
rhe defendants 1ist of vacancies as required by the Consent
Decree. However, the decree states that the defendant shall

indicate on the list where appropriate the dates the Open
§

éj& -{&n—iwﬁ ufﬁ
Hdefendant's 1ist did not include this information. 4 A&jﬁmﬁ& @eé

With respect to the provision of the decree concernlng
hotifying various organizations the defendant is in:semie
rompliance. Specifically, the decree regquires the defendantﬁf
notify apartment locators, credit checking companies,
referral agencies, Fair Housing groups and labor unions.
Ve received a copy of the letter sent to 5 labor unions.
We also received copies of the letters sent to the dpen

) _ .
Housing Centr, Shanton Realty Corp and Krsham Realty Ccrp.—l

edvising of their non-discriminatory policy. With respect

Jousing meersm contacted concerning these vacancies. The ‘zﬁfmg
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to the letters forwarded to the realty corporations I do

not know if these corporations sre the apartment locators,
referral agencies, credit checking companies or management
companies, In view of thig T am unable to determine

if the defendant has fully complied with this provision,

The decree requires the defendant to forward a report
reflecting applications for tenancy at each building,

in accordance with this provision we received all the
reguired information. A report showing the number of persons
Fha were accepted or rejected at each of thg buildings and
information pertaining to inquirers is sttached as Exhibits

C & D. The report reveals that the majority of persons
submitting 2 deposit with their applications secured apariments
Specifically, 26 black persons submitted deposits and 74 were
accepted; 96 white persons submitted deposits and 97 secured
apartments; 16 other minorities submitted applications and 12
secured apartments.

The report further reveals that approximstely the same

percentage of black and white persons making inquiries actually
receive apartments. Specifically, 360 white persons made
inquiries and 97 of these persons or 25.5% were accepted;

104 black personms made incuiries and 74 of these persons

pr 73,077 were accepted. With respect to the other

minorities 30 made inquiries and 12 or 407 were accepted,
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In view of the information pertairning to aphlications

it appears that the defendant is in eompliance with the
ispirit of the decree. (I find this hard to believe.)
g therefore plan to write the defendant a letter

advising of the technical deficiencies of the decFee.

I have read your memos advising of the recent compliants

from prospective black applicants. However, the vacancies

these persons refer to do not appear on the defendants'

List of vacancies., TIn view of this, I will investigate the

matter further to determine if the defendant is providing us

with 2ll the recuired information. I will alsec try to determind

Lf these black persons believed there were vacancies when in
fact no vacancies existed,

Regardless of my findings I think we should conduct a

records inspection in the near future but-not during the winter

p17)




