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The primary goal of institutions must be to provide
wider choices to individuals through institutional
decisions and actions.

In a context of limited resources, institutions should
give first and priority attention to the task of promot^-
ing wider choices for those individuals and groups who
have few, if any choices.

In short, the advice, information and counsel which is offered in

the following pages is primarily directed toward the accomplish-

ment of this single, simply-stated goal:

Simple equity requires that locally-responsible government

institutions — with limited powers and resources -- should

give first and priority attention to the goal of promoting

wider choices (more alternatives and opportunities) for those

individuals and groups in the City of Cleveland who have few,

if any choices.

Four important points should be made about this goal. First the

goal is not to provide what, in our or others' opinion, people need.

The goal is to provide as wide a range of alternatives as is possible,

leaving the decision as to what individuals or families need to each

of them, not us. This is an important distinction. To assert that
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families need a particular kind of "standard" housing, that children

need a certain kind and number of recreational facilities, that

some groups need a feeling of community, is to disregard the rich

variety of needs and wants inherent in any collection of individuals.

To then use this misleading conception of standard needs in designing

standards for public (or private) offers of goods and services is

to standardize individuals themselves.

Second, pursuit of this goal is pursuit of a more equitable

society, not a more efficient political or economic system. This

does not mean that policies serving the goal of equity cannot also

serve the ends of efficiency, only that the goal of equity is pri-

mary. The Commission recognizes the need to allocate the city's

limited public resources as efficiently as possible, and the value

in collecting revenues in the same effective way. But the basic

rationale for achieving efficient collection and expenditure of

public funds remains:

To assure maximum resources for the promotion
of a more equitable society.
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Third, the focus on institutions recognizes the important —

in fact, crucial-role that the legal, political and social insti-

tutions devised by man play in creating the conditions which plague

the Commission's every-day decisions. Tom Johnson was perfectly

correct. Profound and necessary changes will not come about through

righteous rhetoric or good deeds by unselfish men. In many, if not

all, cases, these changes will be accomplished only by selective

and informed changes in the laws, customs, and practices of our

institutions.

Fourth, it establishes a set of priorities which pervades all

our efforts in analysis, design, recommendation and implementation.

In so few cases has this been evident in other goal statements.

In few ways has anything been more helpful, in discriminatiig be-

tween what the Commission favors and what it does not, in what the

staff pursues and what it does not, in what is important and what

is not.

Finally, the Commission's emphasis on promoting choices for

those who have few, places us in a clear advocate position on be-
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half of those less favored by present conditions. It is obvious

that the less favored are neither the more powerful nor in many

cases the more numerous of this City, region or country. The

Commission does not, therefore, expect to carry the day for those

interests in every case. Neither does the Commission, by its advo-

cacy on behalf of the less favored, intend to ignore or otherwise

demean the interests of more favored individuals or groups. Rather,

the Commission and its staff will constantly strive to sharpen and

clarify the often opposing interests of the more or less favored

in line with its view that truly professional practice deserves no

less and that this service to the relevant executive, legislative

or judicial tribunals is our fundamental duty to the citizenry we

ultimately serve.

The Goal Justified — by Tradition, Reason and Necessity

Justification for the goal of a more equitable society must,

in the end, rest on the moral commitment of the Commission itself.

But this body of seven citizens does not stand alone with its vision,

It stands with that long tradition established by philosophical,
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religious and political leaders of man. The goal of a more equit-

able society is not a new one. It only affirms what has been ad-

vocated consistently throughout recorded history -- that equity in

the social, political and economic relationships among men is a

requisite condition to a just and lasting society.

Religious and philosophical writings set the tone centuries

before the birth of the United States.

Plato's remarks on "The Perfect City" written over 300 years

before the birth of Christ, included the following:

"We have, it seems, discovered other things, which
our guardians must by all means watch against, that
they may nowise escape their notice and steal into
the city.

What kinds of things are these?

Riches, said I, and poverty."

Clement of Alexandria, a voice of the early Greek Church, notes

that:

"It is absurd and disgraceful for one to live magnifi-
cently and luxuriously when so many are hungry."

Jesus of Nazareth was a clear advocate of the poor and outcast,

promising an ideal society which involved "...the abolition of rank
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and the extinction of those badges of rank in which inequality was

incrusted."* But Jesus did not rely solely upon moral grounds for

his justification of equity among all:

"...think ye that building shall endure, which shelters
the noble and crushes the poor"?

Political leaders of this country have promoted an equitable

society because of the dangers to a democratic political union they

see in obvious and pervasive inequality.

Thomas Jefferson, whose contribution to the basic documents of

this nation was matched by no other single man, is known to reflect:

"...that an equal division of property is impracticable,
but (because of) the consequences of enormous inequality
producing so much misery to the bulk of mankind, legislators
cannot invent too many devices for subdividing property..."**

Daniel Webster, in an address celebrating the 2 00th anniversary

of the landing at Plymouth Rock noted that:

"Our ancestors began their system of government
here under a condition of comparative equality in
regard to wealth, and their early views were of a
nature to favor and continue this equality.. . "

*Walter Rauscheubusch, American theologist, 1861 - 1918.

**Tho!nas Jefferson, Letter to Reverend James Madison, President of
William and Mary, First Bishop of the Protestant Episcopal Church
in Virginia, October 28, 17~85.
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"...The freest government would not be long acceptable,
if the tendency of the law were to create a rapid accuTti-
mulation of property in few hands, and to render the
great mass of the population poor and dependent."

James Madison, one of the authors of the Federalist Papers,

argued that:

"...the most common and durable source of... instability,
injustice and confusion...has been the various and un-
equal distribution of property..."*

Andrew Jackson, in the summer of the election year of 1832,

vetoed a bill renewing the National Bank Charter. His veto message

included the following comments:

"Equality of talents, of education, or of wealth cannot
be produced by human institutions...but when the laws
undertake to add to natural and just advantages artificial
distinctions, to grant titles, gratuities and exclusive
privileges, to make the rich richer and the potent more
powerful, the humble members of our society — the
farmers, mechanics and laborers — who have neither the
time nor the means of securing like favors to themselves
have a right to complain of the injustice of their government. **

Theodore Roosevelt championed the cause of equity in his presi-

dential campaign in 1912:

"In every wise struggle for human betterment one of
the main objects and often the only object, has been
to achieve a large measure equality of opportunity.

...the conflict between the men who possess more
than they have earned and the men who have earned

*James Madison, "The Union a Check on Faction", Federalist Paper
No. 10, New York Daily Advertises, November 22, 1787.

**"Andrew Jackson's Bank Veto Message", Washington, D. C , July 10, 1832
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more than they possess is the central condition of
progress...the essense of the struggle is to equalize
opportunity, destroy privilege, and give to the life of
every individual the highest possible value both to
himself and to the commonwealth."*

In the same Presidential campaign of 1912, Woodrow Wilson

offered similar comments:

"...the laws of this country do not prevent the strong
from crushing the weak.

There has come over the land that un-American set
of conditions which enables a small number of men
who control the government to get favors from the
government; by those favors to exclude their fellows
from equal opportunity. "**

President Franklin D. Roosevelt, in this third inauguration

address, noted that:

"There is nothing mysterious about the foundation of a
healthy and strong democracy. The basic things expected
by our people of their political and economic systems
are simple. They are:

Equality of Opportunity.
Jobs for those who can work.
Security for those who need it.
The ending of special privilege for the few.
The preservation of civil liberties for all.
...The inner and abiding strength of our
economic and political systems is dependent
upon the degree to which they fulfill these
expectations. "

President Lyndon B. Johnson said it most succinctly a few days

before his death when he noted the basic inequity between individuals

*Theodore Roosevelt, New Nationalism, a collection of speeches
which comprised his platform in 1912.
**Woodrow Wilson, The New Freedom, 1913.
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today:

"One's on the hill, one's in the holler.
One's on the road, one's in the ditch."

A common theme runs through the comments of all these men, over

all that time:

Great inequities in wealth and power are inconsistent with a

just and enduring society.

Furthermore, each saw the important cause of inequity in the

manmade laws and institutions of our political and economic system,

not with some natural failing of individuals. Their solutions

were unfailingly to changes in those laws and institutions rather

than palliatives to those who were adversely affected. Tom Johnson,

Mayor of Cleveland from 1901 to 1909, carried on an unflinching

campaign against "Privilege" and his comments on the proper strategy

for change are instructive:

"...There was a certain river and many human beings
were in it, struggling to get to the shore. Some suc-
ceeded, some were pulled ashore by kind-hearted
people on the banks. But many were carried down the
stream and drowned. It is no doubt a wise thing, it is
noble that under those conditions charitable people de-
vote themselves to helping the victims out of the water.
But...it would be better if some of those kindly people
on the shore engaged in rescue work, would go up the
stream and find out who was pushing the people into it.
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It is in this way that I would answer those who ask us
to help the poor. Let us help them, that they may at
the last fight the battle (against) Privilege with more
strength and courage; but let. us never lose sight of our
mission up the river to see who is pushing the
people in."

Tom L. Johnson

Mayor, Cleveland, 1901-1909

To seek a more equitable society, to guard against great social,

ecnnomic and political inequalities, is not a new path, then, for the

Planning Commission to chart. This direction has been a guiding

light through the ages for many of our greatest leaders and states-

men and the rationale for this course has been clear to them — the

lasting health of our democratic political and economic institutions.

But a more equitable society serves more than the interests" of a

democratic society at large. It is the kind of just society that free,

equal and rational men would agree to in their own individual self-

interest.* In short, a less inequitable society can be justified

by reason.

Suppose a group of individuals gather together to determine

the principles under which they will enter into association. These*The arguments following are in some instances direct quotes, in
other instances paraphrases from John Rawls, ATheory of Justice,
Harvard University Press, 1971.
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principles will guide all future development of the laws and insti-

tutions of their association. Suppose, further, that they are equal

in the sense that they have no knowledge of the ways in which they

might design the basic principles for their mutual association in

such a way as to favor themselves as individuals.

"...no one knows his place in society, his class
position or social status, nor does anyone know his
fortune in the distribution of natural assets and
abilities, his intelligence, strength and the like."

In other words, the conditions under which they will agree to basic

principles are fair.

It can then be cogently argued that the persons so situated

would rationally agree to two basic principles:

1. a just society would guarantee an equal right to
basic liberties for all individuals.

2. a just society would permit social and economic in-
equalities only to the extent that they materially
improve the lot of those least advantaged and when
these inequalities are attached to positions and
offices open to all. In short, "...the distribution
of income and wealth need not be equal but it should
be to everyone's advantage, and positions of authority
and offices of command must be accessible to all."

This set of principles would be the result of their joint design

because it would be rational for each of them to insure a society

where — in the event they became the least favored members -- their
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position would not be seriously inequitable and that the social and

economic inequalities that existed would be in their benefit. In

devotion to their own interest, they would individually choose to

associate with others only insofar as that association did not hold

out the possibility that others would benefit inordinately, and

at their expense.

In summary, attempts to achieve a more equitable society are

justified by both tradition and reason. The City Planning Commission,

inspired by the great leaders and documents of our nation and swayed

by reasonable arguments as well, thus sets forth the basic goal

toward which its decisions and concern will point:

In a context of limited resources and pervasive inequities,

first and priority attention should be given to the task of

promoting wider choices (more opportunities, more alterna-

tives) for those individuals and groups who have few, if any,

choices.

The Design of Polic_ies_to Serve that Goal

It is one thing to harbor a comprehensive and fundamental goal

directed toward the achievement of a more equitable society and quite
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another thing to design policies related to that goal for guidance

in the day-to-day decisions required from the Planning Commission.

The bridge between a broad goal and the policies which the Commission

holds as guides to achieve that goal is an important step. Policies

must be developed which are consistent with achievement of the goal

while directed to important decisions which the Commission is obli-

gated to make.

From the necessarily broad and general goal must come some more

specific directions as a first step. Both the design and evaluation

of policy will require this. Further the Commission accepts the broad-

est responsibility, consistent with its charter authority, but recog-

nizes that the development of policy in some areas must await atten-

tion to areas of highest priority. These two conditions set the stage

for the following development and specification of objectives in

the priority areas of housing, transportation, community development

and poverty.

Housing -- Approximately % of all Cleveland housing units are

substandard. Thousands of these units are vacant and vandalized —
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a continuing eyesore and threat to the health and safety of neigh-

boring residents. More units are reaching this ultimate stage in

their deterioration every day.

This critical condition of housing in the City is understand-

able given the choices that confront residents and owners. Lower

income households cannot choose to reside in minimally-standard

housing — if at all -- except at great sacrifice to other necessary

items in their budgets. Owners can choose to offer standard housing

at rents few, if any, lower-income households can afford or they

can choose to offer sub-standard housing at rents most lower-income

households can afford.

Both owners and resident households commonly come to a joint

decision reflecting the only choice they have. Lower-income house-

holds agree to pay less rent for sub-standard housing which landlords

and owners agree to supply. This lack of choice and the decisions

made as a result, set in motion the process of deterioration which

leads to substantial abandonment in those areas of the City where

lower-income households must choose to live.
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At the root of residential deterioration and abandonment is

poverty — the inability of a large and growing segment of Cleve-

land's households to spend an amount for housing which is adequate

to maintain a dwelling unit in standard condition. Therefore, the

primary objective of the Planning Commission in the area of housing

follows logically:

To assure City residents — particularly the lower-

income residents -- the opportunity for residence in

a decent home; i_ ._e ._, to close the gap between the

amount low- and moderate-income households can afford

to pay for housing and the amount which is required

to create and maintain standard housing.

In achieving this objective, an important secondary objective

should be served. The City of Cleveland does not have a "shortage"

of housing, only a shortage of standard housing units. The decline

in households has exceeded the decline in housing units for the last

decade in many areas. Furthermore, over 90% of the existing housing

stock of the City is now standard or in need of only minor repairs.
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This substantial stock of housing units is at once an opportunity

and a threat. If measures are taken now to preserve what is stand-

ard and improve to standard that which is in need of only minor

repairs, an ample supply of standard housing for the projected popu-

lation of the City will be assured. If these measures are not taken

or taken half-heartedly, many of these units will be beyond repair

or rehabilitation — eventual candidates for abandonment and demo-

lition. A secondary, though complementary, objective thus follows:

To maintain the quality of those dwelling units in the

City which are now standard, and to return those to

standard which are not seriously sub-standard.

Ẑ iHS.Ê JE.tat̂ î on — In the last three decades, the mobility of the

population in general has increased dramatically. Residents of the

Cleveland metropolitan area are not only buying more cars (automobile

ownership is increasing faster than population), they are using their

cars more intensively. Along with the increased ownership and use

of the car by private citizens has come an increased investment in

highways and roads by public bodies -- particularly the construction
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over the last decade and a half of the interstate highway system.

In truth, this society has opted in fendamental and pervasive ways

for a civilization on wheels.

But the benefits of this increased mobility do not fall equally

on all. Fully 35% (78,000 households) of all households in the

City of Cleveland do not own a car. These households suffer twice

from the effects of increased mobility for the majority. First,

the mobility of the population in general has stimulated a rapid

decentralization of households and activities throughout the metro-

politan area — assuring that those without the mobility of a car

will be ever farther from work, shopping and recreation activities

of the region. Second, this dispersal without the region has under-

mined in important ways the financial and operating abilities of

public transportation systems — making trips to work, shopping and

recreation more difficult and costly for those who must rely on this

system.

Thus, the household without an automobile has truly been the

unconscious victim of our emphasis on the automobile and the mobility
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that engenders on the majority of the population. These households

are clearly without choice. Trips must be made by public trans-

portation or not at all. And trips which can be made by public

transportation will have to be longer and more costly. The City

Planning Commission poses as its primary objective in the area of

transportation:

To enhance the mobility of those residents who cannot

drive or cannot afford the use of an automobile or

do not have regular access to a car.

The City of Cleveland has also been a victim of the decision

to opt for a automotive civilization. The construction of the

interstate highway system has imposed both direct and indirect costs

upon the City.

Indirectly, the City suffers the loss of economic and tax base

through the shifts in location of households and firms as a result

of the increased mobility offered by the highway system. Most of

those households and firms do not go far — usually to a suburban

location in the county. But their removal from the income and
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property tax rolls of the City has been significant over the last

decade.

Construction of the highway system also imposes direct costs

on the City and its resident households and firms. First, the City

must pay a portion of the cost of the highway. Second, roadway

acquisition and construction will displace structures and people.

This direct loss in the City's population and tax base can be sig-

nificant. Existing interstate highways displaced an estimated 19,000

persons. A recent highway proposal threatened to cost the City

over $10 million as its share of the project cost, was planned to

displace almost 1,000 housing units and over 100 non-residential

structures, with a subsequent loss in City tax revenues of some

$400,000 annually.

Thus, improving the mobility of the population at large is often

costly to the City. The City Planning Commission poses as a second-

ary objective in the area of transportation:

To improve the mobility of the population in general

through the construction of auto-user facilities, but
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under the condition that no transportation improve-

ment leave the City or its residents in worse con-

dition than prior to the improvement.

Community Development -- In some areas of the City large blocs of

vacant land lay waiting for development which cannot proceed profit-

ably without substantial public investment and subsidy. In other

areas, pockets of vacant land and scattered vacant structures pre-

sage eventual deterioration to these conditions of the worst areas.

In these same areas, violations of minimum legal codes protecting

the health and safety of residents (condemned structures, rat in-

festation and littered vacant lots) are numerous, and responsibility

for correction of these violations is avoided.

Maintaining private property at standards set by legal codes

to protect health and safety is, by law, the responsibility of the

property owner. Under existing conditions in those areas, faithful

discharge of that responsibility is not rational — it will assure

costs to owners that cannot be recovered from the use of the prop-

erty. In short, property in some areas of the City is no longer
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an asset, it is a liability.

Experience dictates that improvement and maintenance of private

property in these areas of the City to minimum legal standards of

health and safety will be largely the responsibility of the City or

it will not be done. As a consequence, attaining minimum legal

standards of health and safety throughout the City — a task with

both legal and moral justification -- will be an important and

necessary drain on City resources.

The Planning Commission, in response to these conditions, has

no choice but to establish as its primary objective:

To assure the improvement to, or the maintenance of,

minimum legal standards of health and safety through-

out the City; and to assure that those who are legally

responsible for maintaining these conditions do so,

in tact.

To accomplish this objective is clearly consistent with the goal

established at the outset. Those city residents who must live in

areas where even minimum legal standards are not met, have few

choices indeed.
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Steps to achieve the priority objective must be first in line

for City resources. But right behind must be effective and concerted

efforts to stop the process of neighborhood deterioration before the

area reaches conditions below the minimum legal standards. Avoiding

a future where vast areas of the City must be maintained at minimum

codes with the ever-increasing burden on City resources that such

a future suggests, would be justification along, for such an ob-

jective. In addition, though, stopping the process of neighborhood

deterioration holds forth the promise of maintaining large areas

of the City with what will undoubtedly be a severaly limited budget.

As a secondary objective, then, the Planning Commission takes

as its challenge the development of policies and programs designed to:

Stop the process of deterioration (of both public and

private property) in those areas of the City which are

in the initial, not final, stages of that deterioration.

Clearly, this objective is related — in fact, subsequent — to the

secondary objective in housing. Areas where the process of deterio-

ration is in its initial stages are also the areas in which housing
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units in need of minor repair are more likely concentrated. But

more than housing rehabilitation will be required. New and rehab-

ilitated public facilities (streets, parks, sewers, etc.) will be

needed. Some selective redevelopment will likely be needed. In

short, to stop the process of deterioration at its inception is an

objective that will be served best by some combination of public

and private rehabilitation and redevelopment. The specification

of this combination is the challenge accepted by the City Planning

Commission with the adoption of the secondary objective.

In any case, creating and maintaining those minimum legal con-

ditions throughout the City and stopping the process of deteriora-

tion in its initial stages will be an enormous task itself. Measured

against objectives to completely redevelop or revitalize the City,

the two objectives chosen may seem insignificant, even unworthy.

But measured against the legal and financial resources of the City,

the two objectives may appear Utopian. In fact, the resources to

be devoted to community development objectives will not be great.
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In order to enhance that body of resources available for the

two fundamental task outlined, the City Planning Commission will

support the investment of public resources in the downtown area of

Cleveland for redevelopment, or in other areas where investment

promises monetary return, if the city is assured some monetary return

and if the returns generated from that investment can be allocated

to accomplishment of the primary and secondary objectives outlined

above. Thus, the third objective:

To invest in redevelopment _of Jthe downtown area

insofar as monetary returns from that investment

are assured and can be allocated to accomplishment

of the two priority objectives.

Income -- A good many of the difficult problems besetting the Plan-

ning Commission do not have complicated origins. Certainly the

problems noted in establishing objectives in the housing, transpor-

tation and community development areas have common and simple origins

The origin common to those problems and others is the relative lack

of income among a large and growing body of City residents. To
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improve the incomes of these residents is to strike at the very

base of many problems. Poverty must clearly be a major concern of

the City Planning Commission.

The gap in incomes between the poor of Cuyahoga County and the

rich is wide and getting wider. In 1959, the poorest 20% of County

families (28% of Cleveland families were in this group) reported an

average income of $3,219 while the richest 20% of the County families

reported an estimated average income of $12,355. During the ten

years between 1959 and 1969, the average income of the poorest

families rose by $481. The average income of the richest families

grew by a startling $4,045. Thus the gap between the richest and

the poorest incomes grew from $9,136 in 1959 to $12,700 in 1969.

This significant difference in incomes of Cleveland area fami-

lies is even more pronounced when Cleveland families are compared

to families residing in the subruban areas of Cuyahoga County.

Average income for all City families ($9,717) is almost $6,000 below

that of suburban families ($15,259). With the richest families of

the County in the suburbs and the poorest families of the County in
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the City, it is not suprising that City residents, comprising almost

half of the population of the County, enjoy only a third of the

County's total income.

The distribution of income in the Cleveland area, as well as

in the nation, is clearly inequitable. But the distribution of

income-producing wealth is even more inequitable. Wealth is much

more concentrated than income, and the income accruing to wealth is,

thus, just as concentrated. In 1969, total income from wealth

accruing to families in the Cleveland SMSA. came to a reported

$430,000,000. One-third of this total income went to less than

1/3 of 1% of the total families in the metropolitan area. And

while City of Cleveland families received one-third of all income to

County residents, they received only one-fifth of County income

accruing to wealth. In the City of Cleveland, one-third of all

income from wealth went to residents of just three census tracts.

(There are over 200 in the City).

To many, the problem of poverty could be eliminated with the

creation and maintenance of a sound, growing economy in the Cleve-
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land area. In fact, the Cleveland area is a sound growing area

in all terms including employment. But it is not growing fast

enough in employment terms to produce productive slots in its work

force for all those looking for work. The unemployed continue,

some with long periods between jobs. Many more would look for

work but have left the labor force or avoided entering it. Among

the employed, those employed in goods-producing sectors of the economy

enjoy relatively high incomes but suffer serious fluctuations in

employment. Those in the services-producing sectors enjoy stable

and growing employment but suffer relatively low wages. In short,

jobs for all those who are able and willing to work are scarce, and

those who do have jobs are not always successful in clinbing out of

poverty. But employment remains the chief acceptable means to in-

come for the great majority of City residents. The City Planning

Commission therefore, establishes the following priority objective

with regard to income:

To assure all City residents who are able and willing

to work an opportunity for employment at the minimum legal wage,
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