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CERTAIN REFERENCES IN AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF OF 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

Defendant-Appellant Sumitomo Shoji America, Inc. 

("Sumitomo") submits this Memorandum in support of its motion 

for an order pursuant to Fed. R. App. P. 10(e) reopening the 

record on appeal herein, to allow Sumitomo to undertake d i sco­

very with regard to certain matters referred to in a document 

not part of the record on appeal which was mailed to this Court 



. ' 

by the United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

("EEOC"). Sumitomo also requests an order striking said docu­

ment and ordering deletion of all references thereto in the 

EEOC's brief on this appeal. 

BACKGROUND 

The relevant background of this motion is set forth 

at pp. 3-4 of the October 1, 1980 affidavit of J. Portis Hicks 

submitted in support of this motion. Briefly, the facts are as 

follows: 

This is an interlocutory appeal from Opinions and 

Orders of the United States District Court for the Southern Dis­

trict of New York (Tenney, J.) dated June S, 1979 and November 

29, 1979.* This Court granted Sumitomo permission to appeal by 

Order filed May 19, 1980. The record on appeal was certified 

to this Court on June 26, 1980. Sumitomo's brief and the Joint 

Appendix was filed on August 29, 1980. 

On September 26, 1980, the EEOC mailed to this Court 

an amicus curiae brief. On the same day, without notice to or 

first obtaining consent of this Court or opposing counsel, t h e 

EEOC, by a transmittal letter signed by an EEOC staff attorney, 

also submitted to this Court a so-called "diplomatic note" (the 

"note"), cited in the EEOC brief as support for its contention 

that the Order of the District Court should be affirmed. The 

"note" was not presented by the EEOC to the Court below and is 

* ~uch Opinions and Orders are set forth in the joint Append i x 
at A 108 et~- and A 359 et~-
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not part of the record on this appeal. At page three of the 

"note", it may be seen that one "L. Prager" participated in its 

preparation, and that his initials were required thereon before 

its dissemination. 

"L. Prager" is counsel for the EEOC on this appeal, 

and is listed in the Washington Monitor's Federal Yellow Book 

as "Assistant General Counsel for Arnicus Curiae Briefs." Mr. 

Prager's participation in drafting the "note" was not disclosed 

in the EEOC staff attorney's September 26 letter to this Court, 

nor in the EEOC's brief. Furthermore, Mr. Prager also failed 

to disclose his participation in preparation of the "note" on 

yet another occation, despite the opportunity to do so. In an 

affidavit sworn to October 1, 1980, apparently signed before 

his receipt of Sumitomo's motion papers, Mr. Prager sought to 

justify submission of the "note" by stating that he had "con­

cluded that the Commission was obligated to call to the atten­

tio.n of the Court of Appeals the most recent official government 

position on the issue presented in Sumitomo." (see October 1, 

1980 affidavit of Lutz Alexander Prager at ~3, a copy of which 

is annexed as Exhibit 2 to Hicks Reply Affidavit of October 6, 

1980) (herein "Prager October 1 Affidavit").* 

Also, at page 3 of the "note", it may be seen that 

its preparation in draft form commenced in May, 1980, after 

Sumitomo had petitioned this Court for permission to appeal. 

Despite this fact, the "note" was not actually signed or issued 

* Such October 1, 1980 affidavit was authored in response to a 
letter written by Sumitomo's counsel withdrawing its consent to 
participation in the oral argument by the EEOC. 
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for another four months, and then only after the record on 

appeal had been certified, and Sumitomo had filed its brief on 

appeal, and had filed the joint appendix. 

On discovering that Mr. Prager had participated in 

the preparation of the 11 note, 11 Sumitomo filed the instant motion 

and requested an immediate hearing before this Court. By Order 

dated October 6, 1980, this Court ordered that Sumitomo's motion 

should be heard on October 17, 1980, together with the argument 

of the appeal herein. 

ARGUMENT 

THE RECORD SHOULD BE RE-OPENED 
FOR DISCOVERY AND THE NOTE AND 
REFERENCES THERETO IN THE EEOC 

BRIEF SHOULD BE STRICK~N 

Ex parte supplements to a record on appeal offend the most ob­

vious requirements of Rule 10 of the Federal Rules of Appellate 

Procedure. Fed. R. App. P. 10(a) defines 11 record on appeal 11 as 

follows: 

The orginal papers and exhibits 
filed in the district court, 
the transcript of proceedings, 
if any, and a certified copy of 
the docket entries prepared by 
the clerk of the district court 
shall constitute the record on 
appeal in all cases. 

Fed.R. App. P. 10(e) states that the record on appeal 

can be supplemented in three ways: by stipulation of the par­

ties, by sua sponte action of the court, or by proper applica-
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tion to the Court of Appeals. Material submitted in disregard 

of these requirements should be stricken from the record on 

appeal. See Panaview Door & Window Co. v. Reynolds Metal Co., 

255 F.2d 902, 922 (9th Cir. 1958). 

These safeguards relating to the record on appeal 

are intended to protect the integrity of the appellate process 

and ensure fairness to the parties, and also are to be observed 

as a matter of professional ethics, government lawyers included. 

See~' N.Y. Judiciary Law app., Code of Professional Respon­

sibility, E.C. 7-14 (McKinney 1975). As stated by the Fourth 

Circuit, in rejecting a similar attempt to bolster an argument 

by appending certain affidavits to a brief: 

[w]e are disturbed that these 
affidavits were not a part of the 
record for appeal; they were 
merely inserted by counsel for 
the defendants without notice in 
their printed brief. See, Rule 
10 F.R.A.P. An reference to 
material not in the agreed record 
for appeal, much less its inclu­
sion in a brief filed with the 
Court, is both improper and cen­
surable. [emphasis added.] 

United States v. Anderson, 481 F.2d 685, 702 n.19 (4th Cir. 

1973) aff'd 417 U.S. 211 (1974). 

This Court, in Bersch v. Drexel Firestone, Inc., 519 

F.2d 974, 998, n.55 (2d Cir.), cert. denied 423 U.S. 1018 

(1975), has expressed similar disapproval of efforts to circum­

vent appellate procedure, noting that where one wishes to sub­

mit new material, a motion to re-open the record should be made. 
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In addition to its having been improperly submitted 

to this Court, the "note" also reflects obvious elements of 

having been prepared for the purposes of this litigation and, 

in particular, this appeal. The EEOC failed in both its letter 

of transmittal and its brief to apprise this Court of Mr. 

Prager's participation in the drafting of the "note" -- a docu­

ment purporting to be a conclusion of the United States Depart­

ment of State on issues presented on this appeal. By his own 

admission, Mr. Prager's involvement in the drafting of this 

document was not incidental or ministerial, but rather, in­

volved substantive input on at least two occasions.* 

The EEOC attempts to justify Mr. Prager's participa­

tion in the preparation of this document as merely an incident 

of a "normal government practice of interagency coordination ... " 

See October 3, 1980 Opposition by EEOC to Appellant's Motion For 

Order Re-Opening Record On Appeal and For Order Striking Mater­

ial. Submitted by EEOC at 2 (herein "EEOC Opposition Papers") 

This statement is belied by the EEOC's own internal organiza­

tion directives which disclose that it is the EEOC's "Office of 

Interagency Coordination" -- not the Assistant General Counsel 

for Amicus Curiae Briefs -- which is specifically charged with 

providing "assistance and information to federal departments 

and agencies with respect to interpretation and techniques of 

application of Federal EEOC legislation, orders and policies." 

* See October 3, 1980 Affidavit of Lutz Alexander Prager In 
Opposition to Emergency Motion For Reopening Record On 
Appeal and Order to Strike Material Submitted By EEOC at 12 
and t3 (herein "Prager October 3, Affidavit.") 
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(EEOC Order 110, EEOC Organization Mission and Functions at 

5-2, 5-3 (May 9, 1979), (attached hereto as Exhibit 1). There­

fore, Mr. Prager's participation in preparing the "note" was 

not, as the EEOC asserts, a function of the "normal practice" 

of this agency. On the contrary, it was to create support for 

the EEOC's position on this appeal.* 

Finally, Mr. Prager belatedly asserts that his sub­

stantive role arose at the "request" of the State Department. 

(Prager October 3 Affidavit at t2). It strains credibility to 

suppose that Mr. Prager, a person so regularly involved with the 

litigation process, could accidentally ignore fundamental pro-. 
scriptions against referring the Court to "probative documents" 

prepared by counsel without disclosing the fact of counsel's 

participation. Truth should need no disguise. The "note" here 

at issue should have been referred to this Court under the only 

title it could honestly have been given -- an argumentative 

statement in support of the EEOC's position which its counsel 

helped prepare. See Hazel-Atlas Co. v. Hartford Co., 322 U.S. 

238, 247 (1944). This was not done. That it was not done 

merely underscores that the "note" is inherently unreliable 

because the statements asserted therein reflect an advocate's 

bias on the issue before this Court. See Palmer v. Hoffman, 

318 U.S. 109, 113-14 (1943); Pittsburgh Press Club v. United 

States, 579 F.2d 751, 758 (3rd Cir. 1978). 

* In this regard it appears Mr. Prager was successful. Before 
this motion was made, showing that Mr. Prager's participat­
ing role in preparing the "note" had been exposed, the EEOC 
stated that the note "reflect[s] a change in the State De­
partment interpretation of the Treaty .... " (EEOC brief at 9). 
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The EEOC's failure to disclose Mr. Prager's role in 

preparing the "note" raises serious questions regarding the 

integrity of statements asserted therein which are central to 

the "conclusion" the note purports to reach. For example, what 

"records" were "extensively" reviewed by the State Department 

in reaching its conclusion? What is stated in the March 17, 

1980 document to which the "note" refers and allegedly responds? 

Why does this note refer with approval to the reasoning employed 

by the Court below in this litigation, when the last allegedly 

"official" statement of the State Department on the subject re­

fused to comment on such reasoning? Why did the State Depart­

ment not disclose to the Danish government that the June 5, 

1979 decision of the District Court in this litigation, cited 

with approval in the "note", was modified by a later decision, 

which among other things expressed greater doubts about the 

correct outcome of Sumitomo's motion to dismiss this litigation? 

The EEOC's "eleventh hour" submission of the "note" 

warrants a reopening of the record on appeal to allow Sumitomo 

to discover vital matters asserted therein only recently dis­

closed. This should especially be done where statements as­

serted in the attempted submission by the EEOC raises issues 

central to the disposition of the appeal (as even the EEOC 

itself claims). In this type of situation, this Court has 

the power to direct that the record be reopened, to allow 

discovery of matters asserted in the "note", and then be 
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returned to this Court for scrutiny on appeal. See United 

States v. Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Co., 281 F. 2d 698, 702 

(4th Cir. 1960). 

This Court should not overlook the anomalous position 

in which Sumitomo has been placed by the EEOC's litigation tac­

tics. This submission by the EEOC on the eve of oral argument 

has forced Sumitomo to argue against the propriety of the sub­

mission of the "note", and in so doing, to address its contents. 

The EEOC knew that such would be the case when it submitted the 

"note". That attempt to gain unfair advantage, by deliberate 

violation of this Court's rules, should not be permitted. In 

this situation, the administration of justice requires a re­

opening of the record to allow Sumitomo a full opportunity to 

explore the matters in the "note" asserted to this Court. The 

necessity for such discovery is not diminished by the EEOC's 

belated assertions in the Prager Affidavit of October 3, 1980. 

Those disclaimers came only after the disclosure of his role in 

creating the "note", and should not be given weight on this 

motion. This Court should order that the record on this appeal 

be reopened to allow discovery on the September 9, 1980 "diplo­

matic note" under supervision of the District Court, and fur­

ther order that pending such discovery, said "note" be stricken 
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and all references thereto be deleted from the brief filed 

herein by the EEOC. 

Of Cousel: 

J. Portis Hicks 
Lance Gotthoffer 
Terence F. Brennan 
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WENDER, MURASE & WHITE 
Attorneys for Defendant-Appellant 

Sumitomo Shoji America, Inc. 
400 Park Avenue 
New York, New York 10022 
( 212) 832-3333 
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(2) 

Order 110 

t.hl? T,itigation Services Staff; coordinates and. rev1evt the 
statug ot all l1t1gat1or. t0 en1i.u-e eon,1,t•nt development ot 
lltig~t.lcn pcllcy and ~tr~tegy; \q conj\\nction vith th~ Office 
or .Policy Implementation, a.d,vhn th• Comrahaion with respect 
t.u uovel or dirri~uit q~~wtion$ EiOC law&, r•gulations &nd 
urtl~r~; aml rormula.t.e!S ts.nd recnmmt:nd.8 nev litigation f>J'¢grUl8 
to th~ Corranission. 

, , 
L1tig~lion Services Sta.ff ~~v1eva All propoe~d direct suits 
~nn interv~ntion~ ~u~~itted by litieation units of district 
orfir.es and the Offic• of Systemic Proarams and makes r~com­
lll1:mdat.~on!; on !sz1.me; mc;initors, o.nd in some instances intervenes 
in p~nding privat~ litigation when issues ot general public 
importance are involved; s•n~r•t•~ a~•cial litiaation; p~epares 
del.~nnim1.tic.m~ un petition& to modify or revoke administrative 
!mhpoenc.!; i~~ued by Commission officials in the i!lvesti1ation 
of' n. c:h~rge of ni scrimination; 11nd serv'!!I as the r~cord.-keeping 
a.ctivity for litiga.tiQn conduQted by th• Tria.l Division and 
lltig~tiun u.uiLt:1; and m~e~ periodic r~port• on the atatua cf 
litig~tion activity. 

e. Ml~81un. Under the direction or the Ge~eral Counsei, to appear and 
r€presQnt the Commission in all matters in U.S. Courts or Appea.l. 
!:l.nd aa runicus curiae in all courts ( except. the Sup:reMe Court or 
the United States). 

b. r'um.:tlu11t:1. 

( l) Appeals 'Bra.n,: h conducts all litigatioa aad. coordfo.ate:s Lll 
matte:r2 in tl1e U.S. Couru or .Appetl (and, a.t a.:ppr¢pr1at~, in 

( 2 ) 

IJ. S. Dis ti·:i. c't Courts) , revi ev4 and. recomnends ca$ e$ !'or .,pp~a) ; 
prr.,pa.res and files motions, briers and other cou.rt paper:s; 
presents ora.l a.rgtunent1:1 ~ and reco.mmend.s e.nd. participate~ L~ 
act ions pertaining ~o appella. t~ 11 Uga.Ucn in the U.S. S~p.~me 
Court, 

/unic:u~ Branch conducts 8.li:llcu~ CUl"1a.e litiga.tion in all. courts; - ·- . , .. ...-
~;1tl p:r-~pt1.r~e, !':i le!; and ~re:sentis oral a.rgum,ent~ before c.0urts 
in all a:nicus curiae cases. 

). ~egal CO'..lll!el Dividon. 

s.. Miss i on. Under the direction of the Oeneral Counsel, to provide 
l e~ii advice and co~nsel to the Commission and its officials, t o 
l!lr.'mhe:r·a of t he public a.nd, upon request,. to other f~deral 
&g~ncies, ~t~tc unQ loc~l government& a.nd fair employment pr~ct1ces 
agencies, ~nd memccrs of Congress. 
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b. .i:-·unct1ons. Rcprc::sent8 and defend:. tl'le Comm1:."1on 1n al.l l.1t1ga.uon 
1u '.th1ch 1t 1s a defendanti rc,pres•nts the Commi&aiQn at EEO • 
.-!.civer!;e ;1c.; Li un, a.rk1rli!;tra.t1ve grievance and perrorm&nce rating 
h~al"ii!e,~, p.:·epa.res leP.al memoranda, opinions on issuGs relating to 
the com~liance process, letters .nd other logal m.at~ri•l$ •t tht 
reque~t or, and for use by, offices ~ithin the Commission and, &a 
.t·eque~ted ~ fer other federal agencies• state and lo•~a.l s;overillllttnta 
~d .fil' age,1cies, ~nd. members of Congress. rovievs propose,l Connia­
!:S.ion reF.u.lations, guia.elines, nir•ctives and ord•r• for legal 
su:r1'lcl~,icy~ revievs Co1Ull1.ission conr,ra.cts. proc\ll"e1n.nt actions and 
p;ranta for lep;al 8uffidency i revie'o(B for legal sufficitJnc;y and 
r:-x~,::-pt f'nr c1ocqmeni.~ origina.ting in the Ot"fice or Pollc.:j Impl!!menta­
t.ion, cn.w;e,; to be publ'i!ih~d all document:s ror i••uance 1ft th~ 
Fcdcr~l Bcgi~ter; r~vi~v~ ror legal auffic1eacy al.1 proposed 
Cnrrzmis~icm !Juhl i catioris; preP4:rea P'reedom ot Information Act 
rr.-s-ponscs, 1!.nd rer,ommenda.t. ion me!J1(Jrar1d2t. tu t.he Ctllnllli~5iuu on l'reedom 
of Infor~~tion Act appeals; provide• a$$ista.nc~ in the impl~entatio~ 
~nd adr.li~i~tration of the Fr~edom of Information Act, ~r1v&cy Act, 
and th~ Gov~rnment in Lhe Sun~hine Act, Knd prepa~es the required 
1:1,nnu€1l r~orts to Cor,gr-~!'.~; p.e~ares rtcommend.a.tions on cla.ims 
ar.s.inst th~ Comm:i~sion uno~. th~ Federal Tort Glai.111.5 A.ct; ad.vises 
on matters of ~mp1cycc condvct; n.dvi!:e:;; on ~ub:poena!l iisc.ued against 
tl1c- !;Ql'!ll:~ $!r.i on; ~na revi ~w!:S for leg21.l $Uft'11Hency applications tor 
7F,P ncferr~l ~tatu~. 
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Chapter 5 

Ot"f"ice or lntera.gehcy Coor,Hnation 

M1p1on 

llnrler the direc:tiorl or the E'Xecuti ve Director for administrative me.ttera, and 
Lh~ ul red.ion or th~ Comm.ii:s!S.iun t'or policy matters through i ta Stllft CO'lllllittee 
for li.Ler11ge:mcy .t-'ol:icy to aesiet ir1 providing le~d~rshil) and coordination to 
ti.~ errort.s or l<'ed~ra.l d.epart.m1:1nts and agencies having rHponsi'biliti•a fo-i­
t=q_uel employment opportunity ~n.t\:>rcement programs; to coordinate th~ d"elop­
m~ut t ap-p1·ova.l a,l<1 implementation or agreements, pclicies and -practic•• 
d~!;if~tleu to maxir.1iz1= orrort, promote er:ricienc;r, and •liminat• contlict, 
cu~pet1 t1o,), dupl:i.c~tlon e.n.d inconsistency amons the op•rationa, f'l.lnct1orns, 
a.lu J ur .i~d.ictions or the var ioug depal"tm.ents • agencies and branches of th~ 
!"eJ.t:!.t·al f~ov~:r-timent r~?$ponsit,1e t'o:ro th~ implementa.tion &nd •nforcaumt of' i:qual 
e.c1-r,lut1!i.t-nt opportuili ty legi~lt:i.tion, orders and :policies. • 

2. 

Mis3ion a.nd Funct1¢!)ii 

8ta.rr Co!!'.mi ttee f'or Tnt~rn.gcrir;y Policy 

n. M,ission. To ovorsee and t.o participa.te in lh,: development of' 
policies and ~ctiviti~s r~l~tins to interagen¢y ~oord1n•~ion 
u:.:lder F.xecuti ve Order 12067. 

):I. Funr.-ti0ns. Idcnti fi f;'8 anrl determine5 matte:r~ tc be eubJected to 
inter~ericy coordin~tion; rec:o.mm~n~ poli~y di~ection~ and recommends 
the vehj ,"!le for exyre!..:.ing inte?"e.gency polioiee a.nd standards. 

Mb:.ion. To a.~su:re accomplishment ot th• mislli~n of th• Offic• 
o! Inter9.t1ency Ccc.,raina.tion and to provide diro,;tioo, Goordln11.t,ic;,n 
&nd p;uit.1!:Ll1CP. to +,he :.t-ii.ff of tho Office of Intu·-,se~c:;y COQrc!i:.e.tion. 

?unr;tinn$, Develop:. and obtains approval. by th~ Equal Employment 
Opportunity Cummi~sion or priorities to 'be ro11oved in the coordina­
tion ~ctivitie~ cf the orr1ce; develop!~~ obtains &µprove.l by the 
F.qqEl.1 E.rupJc;,y:ment Opportunit:y- Commis91on or unifoni polici••• 
:.+.a.ndn.rr.::, r~gulis.t.inn!., guid.elines • training ~rogr11ms, rocordk~e~1rtg 
nnd rt!J,mrL.irJg r~q,1...ire1:i~tit1:1, d1:1.ta. collection and data $haring ay•t~, 
1:1.nd comtlaint proce~2ing syatem9; subj~ct to the guidance or the 
~~~ff Cc=ittee !or lnteragenct PoJicy and of the Exe<:utiv• 
Dir~~t.n;; .initiates ~c:tion with agencies ~nd depar~•~t. or the 
Fedr.ral government to identify newds •~d opp(lvt~~ittes ror eetab­
li!Shl.ng uniformity and i:-onsist.ancy ln EEO enroreemerJt policies an4 
pra.<:: t.lr.::e!j; e~tablbhe!S Int.e1·ag~ncy Commi tteeis a• t.h~ Commiiuion 
de~~ a~propriate to provide ~dvice and ~&s1wtan¢~i initiatee and 
develup!is :"~coirimenda.tions :.1i th the t1.pprovt".l of' the :e11Mf1U5ion to tha 
Ct":!'ice or Management ,:i.nd Budget vith respeci;. t.c the: re~Qurce needs or 
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F~dcr&l F.F.O e~rorcement activitiee; and., subj•ct to the ~ 1~~nc• 
or the CC,lJ!missioner:s' stetf Commi ttce for Inte.r-Bf:ency Policy • 
1111d or the Exccu·Uve Di:-ector. Frovio.cs assistance and 1nf'e,rma.tion 
to 1eaeral ~cpart.meuta and agencies vitb resp,ect t,Q interpretation 
and technique!:. of' application of' Federal EEO l•s1•l•tion, ord.era 
i:wd policie3. 

5t11.ndH.rdS. Cui do line:$ and Policies Di vh1on. 

a. Mission. To develop uniform st~d.&?"ds, r~gula~1ona, auid•lin•s ~~ 
policies for u!Se by all d~part~ts, 8.8ttDci•• and br8llcbes or the 
Federal government in enforcement ot equal a1pJ.oym@nt opportunity 
legislation, orders and policies. 

b. Fi.mctjon!S, Identifie~ au-~6.s a.nd issues for "tt'!1i~h uniform standards, 
regul11.tlona, p;uideline~ er policies ve ~ppropriate and needed; 
coord1uates vith other aiencies Md v1th inter86ency cCIIIQitt~s; 
d~velops drsft reglilations• or guide11nee reflecti~ uni~ormity of 
definition of discrimination or entorcementi CQQ~iaatea th• parti­
c1pation of COim:Jlssioners Md approval by th• C~e~ion th.ro~ut 
t.h~ d.eve.l.O'PI71~n-t; and. coordinate5 impJ.enientation or •pproved. standards •. 
gui(lelines aml polit!ies. 

4. '!';nining and :n,c~tigation~ Division. 

~. Mias ion. Tu deve.101:> t'l.nd im!,lement uniform. ti-a.in1l:l.g prcgrama for 
pel'SQnnel involved. "llith the administration an"- en1'C>rcement cf CQ.1.ll!l.;l 

a::ploYJ!lenL opportunity legi~lation. orders ~nd policies, 

h . .l:''Unctior:. Identifies +.raining needs at variou, levels e.nd ·rariou~ 
orgsnizatior.~; determin~~ priorities; d8VC1op• tr&1ni.cc prosrus; 
schr.d.ul ~!; tr::s.i1:.i11g, comlu~t!!. or directs training; and. coordinate.$ 
the p~rti~lpation of Conimi~~1ooers and ~pprov&l by the Commiaeion 
~hrollghout the dev~)npment. 

'.J. llatE\ 1U1d Information l)ivitd.o~. 

n.. Mit:.~;1-_on , To develop uniform re¢or-~eeping, r~port1~ requir«Hnh, 
and i:1a,;a Qnd cfo.t.1::1. ~ha.ring :;y:rt~~. 

b. .t'Unction. Develops dsto, .i.dentityini exist ill$ intorma.t ion syet~s, 
re-porting and r e~ordke~ping ~rate.mJ 1 dat• or dht a shari ng ayatem,; 
determine~ opportunitieG wicl need.a for 'Wlifonuj.ty; d.evelo-ps and 
coordioates avpro~J!.l or uuiform dat• a.r.d information an~ r~porting 
:.y :ite:ns ~ &nd r. oordlila.tes tht: pZLr"t1c1pa:tion of CONmii,$1oners ~d 
11p~rovaJ. by the Commission througout the d•v•lo1;0ent. 

a. Y.1.esfon. ·ro mtik~ recomm~nd-.tiona, with Commi&sion a.pprov&l. to CMS 
,~oncerni~ :;t11.ff arid resource ne~d!! or ll"eder&l de~tmenta &D.d 
8R~ncies for E:ltO admini3tr~tive and entorc•m•~t Mtirlties. 



b, 

. .. 

~'u.n~tion. Reviews reports, inta~tion t.nd d.At~ relating to Federal 
~uitl t!!I..pl.oymeot o:i;,port~nitY enrorc~egt progruui and, vh•r• &ppro­
Fr1~Le, dev~lQp~ r,,nd prer,r.nt~ b'~dg~t recommendatio~a to OMa~ and. 
t:oOrdin~te~ the part.ic:ipo:tion o-1' Commissioners and approval by the 
Commi==i~n throughout the dev~lo:Pal~t. 
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