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j I 
TO:. 	 PETER RUNDLET, White House Counsel Office 

456.5053 fax 
! 

Peter, 

.A$; indicated in the last cma.il I sent you) following is a copy of the fa.ct sheet outlining 
implications of the new 4% eligibility policy. 

, 	 .
Dq not hesitate to contact me if you need any clarification or additional information. 

\ 

Jez,mi fer 
," 

20~/588.0081 direct 
2021238.8131 cell 

I 

.I .. 



Jennifer Poulakidas <Jennifer.Poulakidas @ ucop.edu> 
04115/99 04:46:05 PM 

Record Type: Record 

/ 

To: ' Peter Rundlet/WHO/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Four Percent Plan Debated 


! 

Hi Peter, 

I will be sending you via email some information which I hope you find 
usetful regarding UC's new 4% eligibilty policy: 

I 

1) ~irst is a piece that was created _before_the Regents' meeting at which 
the l 45 proposal was approved. That is what is included in THIS email 
(beiow). This gives an explanation of 4%, but it also goes into discussion 
of some proposals which were not approved ... please keep this in mind. 

I - - . 

! 
2) trJext will follow a great article from the L.A. Times which address some 
of the "frequently asked questions" on the 4 % policy. ' 

3) I am still working on finding for you a clean copy of a post-Regents' 
vot,e fact sheet 'ijhich further describes the implications of 4%. I will send 
thi~ your way as soon as I get it. 

* *On a related note, n'ext week, the University's senior academic officer· 
Proivost Jud King - will be in town. We would be happy to work on his 
schedule and make him available for an in-person, more detailed discussion 
of the new policy. Would this interest you? Feel free to call or email me 
to discuss. 

And, of course, do not hesitate to let me know if you have any questions 
about the material I send you or if you need further information. 

I . 

Thanks, 

Jennifer Poulakidas 

202/588.0081 (direct) 

jennifer .poulakidas@ucop.edu 
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March 1999 

Fopr Percent Plan Debated 

Fr~shman Eligibility Changes Up for Vote 

i 
I 

i' i 

I 
I, 

~ I ·1'" 
I 
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UC',s Academic Senate has proposea a series of changes in the minimum 
eligibility requirements for freshman applicants in an effort to increase 
the ipool of UC-eligible high school graduates from 11.1 to 12.5 percent. 

I 

The' proposal, which prescribes three possible paths to UC eligibility for 
pro~spective freshmen, would: 

.confer UC eligibility upon the top four percent of students in each 
California public high school who complete specified academic coursework; 

APPROVED BY THE REGENTS 3/19/99 

~educe "bonus" points given to UC-app~oved honors level courses in the 
eligibility GPA calculation from one point to one-half point per course; 

ISENT BACK TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION 3/18/99 

, 
put more weight on performance on the SAT II subject tests by 

incorporating them into the eligibility index formula (along with GPA and 
SAT I or ACT scores); 

modify academic coursework requirements, replacing one of the two units 
of electives currently required with one year of coursework in visual or 

I 

perlorming arts. 
i APPROVED BY THE REGENTS 3/19/99 

, 
One of the three proposed paths -- the so-called "four percent plan" -- is 
entirely new; one path is a modification of the 
scholarship/subject/examination requirements through which most students 
currently attain UC eligibility; and the third path -- eligibility by 
examination alone -- e'.\ists under current policy. (See detail on the 
proposed paths.) 

The faculty presented the new eligibility requirements to the UC Board of 

Regents in February. The Board is expected to vote on the proposal on March 18. 


I 
r 

Ne*, Path for Top Four Percent 

Gra'nting UC eligibility to students in .the top four percent of their high 
school class is the only entirely new path to UC eligibility. This path, 
ref~rred to in the formal proposal as UC eligibility "in the local context," 
is I::iased on the recognition that student achievement is relative to the 
educational opportunities available at the school. 

Un<!ler this path, students would be required to complete 15 units of academic 
coJrsework specified by the University. The top four percent of students 

r 

would be identified at the end of the junior year, based on their GPA in the 
coJrsework and completion of 11 of the 15 units. 

Students would be guaranteed a spot at one of the eight undergraduate 
campuses, though not necessarily at their first-choice campus. This is in 
keeping with the University's long-standing commitment to provide a place 
foral! UC-eligible applicants. 

, 

i 

~ 

I 
i'" 



I 
I 

Adrhission would be contingent upon completion of remaining eligibility 
reqiliirements prior to enrollment. . 

i 
A qc analysis indicates that approximately two-thirds of students deemed 
elig,ble under this path would also be eligible under other. paths. As a 
result, the new path would extend UC eligibility to only an additional 1.33 
pertent of graduating seniors across the state. When added to the 11.1 
per¢ent who would be eligible based on GPA and standardized test scores, the 
overall UC eligibility rate nears the 12.5 percent benchmark recommended in 
the ICalifornia Master 'Plan for Higher Education. 

i 
r 

Andiher path in the proposal -- referred to as UC eligibility "in the 
stat~ewide context" -- is similar to the path most prospective freshmen 
cur~ently follow to attain UC eligibility. It involves completion of 
spe~ified academic coursework and tests (SAT I or ACT and SAT II) and 
scholarship (demonstrated by GPA and test scores). 
I. . 

Ho~ever, the proposed path differs from current require'mElnts in several key 
ways: the eligibility index used to assess scholarship will be modified to 
inc6rporate SAT II scores and its use expanded to all students; bonus points 
aw~rded for UC-approved honors courses will be reduced by half a point; and 
pre!j>aratory course work requirements will change to include one unit of 
visual and performing arts and one unit of electives, rather than two unitsI . 
of electives. 

! 

i 


SA111 a Better Indicator 
! 
I I 

Prospective freshmen are currently required to take the SAT I (or ACT) and 
thr~e SAT II tests. To be considered UC eligible, students must have a GPA 
of at least 2.82, and those with GPAs between 2.82 and 3.29 must attain a 
spebific score on the SAT I (or ACT). Students with GPAs of 3.3 or higher 
are :not required to ear~ 'a minimum score on the SAT I. Nt? minimum scores are 
curr,ently required on the SAT II tests. 

! 

Under the new policies, the minimum GPA required, for UC eligibility will be 
red~ced slightly to 2.80 and all students -- even those with the highest 
GP,4.s -- will be required to satisfy specific score requirements using a new 
eligibility index. The index includes GPA and SAT I (or ACT) and SAT II test 
scotes in a formula that weights the SAT II more heavily than the SAT 1. 
Reqi~ired composite test scores will increase as the GPA decreases. 

~ , . , 
"St6dies show that SAT ,II content more closely reflects what students have 
learhedin their high school courses and these scores, in combination 'with 

I '., 

the ;GPA, are a better predictor of how well students will do at UC," said 
Dir~ctor of Undergraduate Admissions Carla Ferri. 

I 

Mo~est Impact on Diversity 
I .' 

A qc analysis indicates that the top four percent path would m'.!l'Ia~k~eme~li~:~~. 

an additi 0 would n otherwise quali ~ 


Alt~ough it is anticipated this change would initially bring a modest one 
I . 

! 
I 

~nr1l1)~~~r.Ig]Jrtfa:~~ 



, 

percent increase in African American and Latino student enrollment, UC hopes 


I . 

it will inspire more students to consider UC within their reach and motivate 

higH schools to improve programs. 
, 


i ' 

"W~ hope that this will bring a stronger UC presence at schools -- primarily 

the 'rural and inner city ones that traditionally don't send students to UC,"

I· . 

said Ferri, "and spur students to do well and the schools to perform well 
l 

for their students." 

I 


No Students Displaced 
I 

II . 
Sorrye Regents expressed concern at February's meeting about whether the four 
percent plan might dilute the academic quality of UC students and displace 

I 

students who otherwise would be admitted. UC faculty presenting the proposal 
I . 

assyred the Regents that the new ~ystem would· not displace currently 

eligi,ble students, but simply adds students in order to achieve the mandated 

eligi1bility pool of 12.5 percent. 


I 

RedLcing Points for Honors 
I 

Thel eligibility proposal would reduce the bonus grade points allocated to 

UC-~pproved honors courses from one point to one-half point per course. 


I 

Currently, a grade of A in a UC-approved honors course earns 5 points. Under 
I 

the :new proposal an A grade in a UC-approved honors level course would earn 
4.5 jpoints, a B would earn 3.5 points and a C would earn}.5 points,' 

, 

Dec~easing the bonus points reduces disadvantages faced by students
, 

atte,nding schools that offer few UC-approved honors level courses, and 

continues to provide an incentive to students to strengthen their 

preparation by taking more challenging courses. 


l ,- " 


Art~ Requirement Added 


i 

Thel proposed one-year requirement in visual and performing arts would align 

UC's preparatory course requirement with the California State Univer-sity's, 

simplifying course planning for students. Instead of two years of college 

preparatory electives, only one year will be required, so the total number 


I 
of required units will remain 15. ' 

I 
, 


Gra~ual Implementation 

i 


If a~oPted by the Regents in March, the proposal would be implemented in' 

phases over the' next three years. The top four percent path 'and new 


I 

eligi,bility index would be in effect for students entering UC in fall 2001. 
Thei reduction in honors points would take effect for students entering UC in 

. fall e002. The visual and performing arts requirement would be effective for 
I . . 

stuqents enteringUC in fall 2003. 

i 
##~ 

I 



Jennifer Poulakidas <Jennifer.Poulakidas @ ucop.edu> 
04/15/9904:54:57 PM 

i 
I

Record Type: Record 
I 
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To: i Peter Rundlet/WHO/EOP 

cc: !
I 

SUbject: 3/31 LA Times: The 4% Solution 

3/3r LA Times: Wednesday, March 31,1999 

, 

I 

Thei4% Solution 

The! UC system's new rules for freshman eligibility, designed to spur .' . 
minbrity enrollment, have raised concerns among many students and parents. 
Her~ are the answers to some frequently asked questions. 

i . . 

By KENNETH R. WEISS, Times Education Write;
I 
I . 

Wh~n the University of California Board of Regents recently decided to 
gua~antee seats for qualified students from the top 4 % of their high school 
clas,s, they touched off a wave of anxiety among many students and parents. 

Sorrjle worry that the new rules will cut out students with strong' 

qualifications at the best high schools because they don't rank in the top


I' i 
4%lof their class. A few parents have suggested that they might even send 

thei'r child to a poorly performing high school s.o they would have an ~asier 

tim~ making it into the top ranks. . 


f • 

I 
One group of high school students in wealthy Marin County was so concerned 
tha~ it sent a petition to the regents. !-Irging them to reject the plan 
bec~use they feared it would kill the students' chances of getting· into the 
prestigious public university. 

I 
1 . 

No~e of this will happen. Yet despite assu'rances from UC officials that the 
new plan will have little effect on admissions and will not take seats away 
frorh any students who qualify under the old rules, public confusion continues. i . . 
Dra~ing hom UC documents and university officials, here are answers to 

frequent questions: Do I have to be in the top 4% of my high school to be 

eligible for UC admission? 


. N0.iThe University of California is required by law to make freshman seats 
available to the top 12.5% of all California high school graduates. At some 
higH schools, more than half the graduating class will fall into that group; 
at ~thers, the percentage will be much lower. 

I 

To ~it this target group, the university has set minimum eligibility 

req8irements.


I 
I 
I 

http:ucop.edu


! 
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The~e criteria, for now, are a 3.3 grade-point average in high school, : 
satisfactory completion of all required college-prep courses, and taking the 
SAT: and SAT II achievement tests. Astudent's GPA can dip as low as 2.82, ..( 
but ithen that student must have a higher score on the SATs. 

But !these criteria have brought in only the top 11.1 % of high school: 
graduates. So UC officials have come up with the top 4% plan that, by their 
estih,ates, will bring in an additional 3,600 students and thus expand the . 

I 

eligi,ble pool to the top 12.5%. 

* *1* 
I . . , . 

I ' . ",
If l'ljil in the top 4%, does that mean I'm guaranteed enrollment at the campus 
of my choice? 

I 
No. iThink of UC admissions as a two-step process. 4 

, 
Thei first step is becoming eligible for admission by meeting the minimum 
criteria mentioned above. 

I , . 

The! second hurdle is being selected by at least one of the UC campuses, at 
Ber~eley, Davis, Irvine, Los Angeles, San Diego, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz 
or Riverside. 

Thel,' competition"is ferocious at UC Berkele~, UCLA and UC San Diego. It is 
less, competitive at the other campuses, and UC Riverside accepts all , 
eligible students who apply.

j 
StuClents who squeak by the minimum eligibility requirements are more likely 
to I~nd seats at the fas.t-growing campuses--such as UC Riverside or UC SantaI . • 

Crui:~-than at those campuses that turn away thousands of applicants every year. 
I
I . 

* *1* 
I 

Will!the. new 4% rule dramatically alter the number of students attending the 
University of California? ' ' 

I . 

Uni~ersity officials estimate that an additional 3,600 students will become 
I 

eligible under the plan, and only about half will choose to enroll at one of 
the :eight undergraduate campuses. This year's freshman class was 46,000 
students. 

i , 
Offibials plan a slight enrollment increase at some campuses to accommodate 
the ladditional students. .' . 

I 

* *!* ,I 

Whkn will the top 4% plan take effect? . 
I 

It ~ill take effect for students enrolling ,as freshmen in the fall of 2001. ' 
Tha~ means the first affected students will be those who are now sophomores 
in hjgh school. 



I
I 

Who will determine the top 4% and how will it be done? 
I ,I
I 

uc lofficials said they will rank students by compiling their grade-point . 

averages based on 11 college-prep courses compl~ted by the end of the high 

school junior year; 


I 
'* *1 .. 

I 

. HO~ will students know they are in the top 4%? 
I 

UC 10fficials plan to send letters to all students in the top 4% of their 
hig~ schools, informing them that they are eligible for UC admission. The 
letters will go out as soon as possible after the end of the junior year .. 

I 

" ,,!~ 

So bnce I get the notice that I'm in the top 4%.1 can 'blow off the SAT and 
cla~ses in my senior year? . . 

i 
No.i Students ranked in the top 4% will also be informed that to remain 
eligible for UC, they must submit an application, take the SAT and the SAT 
II a6hievement tests and get Cs or better in all remaining college-prep 

I 

courses required for admission. 
II . 

. Wh~t happens if I attend a private high school? 

Theisame rules will apfiJly. Even though the program was set up for 
Cali~ornia's 863 public high schools, UC officials said they will make the 
top 14% plan available to private schools. . 

. I 
" ,,!+ ' 

i 

Wh~ is the university doing this? 

I 

! ' , . 


UC iofficials want to attract more students from inner~city and rural high 

schools, which historically send few students to UC. Although it will bring 
onl~ a slight increase in blacks and Latinos, UC officials hope it will 
ins8ire more of these minority students to view UC as within reach ... 
Furthermore, thElY hope the plan will stimulate lagging high schools to 
imp~ove their programs for university-bound students. .

I . 
I 

*' *1* 
I 

Areithere other changes in the works? 
I 

i' " 
Yes!. UC will be adding a class in visual or performing arts to its list oJ 
reqiliired college-prep courses, which include four years of English, three 
yea~s of math, two years of laboratory science, two years of history/social l 

I . 

science and two years of a foreign language. The change will first a'pply to 
tod~y's high school freshmen, who will be entering college in the fall;of 2003. 

1 . 

I 



I. 

In a.ddition, UC officials are considering cutting in half the extra grade 
poi~ts awarded to advanced-placement and honors courses" They also want to 
establish minimum SAT scores for all students, even for those with GPAs of 
3.3!or above. 

Copyright 1999 Los Angeles Times. All Rights Res'erved 

,. 
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I, 
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Char;tges in UC Freshman Eligibility 	 1 ~unJ~ 

The uni:versity of California has adopted changes in freshman eligibility criteria that will make the top 41 pe~cent from 
every high school eligible for admission to the university. The new criteria ensure access to the university and 
academ:ic excellence among the pool of students eligible for enrollment at UC's eight general campuse1· I 
uC faculty developed the new criteria 1;0 increase the number of UC-eligible students needed to meet its obligation 

I . : 	 ' 

to enrol.1 from 1;he top 12.5 percent of California high school graduates. 	 ' i 

Granting eligibility to students wtlO rank in the top 4 percent of each high school class based on UC-re~uired ~\..f-1: 
courses' will make nearly 3,600 additional students eligible for the university. The university hopes to enroll 'about 
these s~udents. ! , 

I 

This new path to eligibility greatly enhance~ UC's ability to attract students from across the state, partic~lar,ly from 
rural arid inner city schools. I 

I 

Making' the top 4 percent from each,high school eligible for UC will increase the number of students 
all et:hn:ic Qroups. 

I 	 . 
Goographic Distribution ofNewly Eligible Students Racial/Ethnic Composition of Newly EIi!;Jib,le :3'.UDit,nl." 

I 

I 
: Suburban 41% --------, latino 20% - ___-, 

Blade 5% ----, 

, Rural 25%-__ 	 Asian 11% ___ 

Other 8% ---- ­
White 56% ______..;;;:: Urban 34% -------...::: I.. I 

i 

. 	 I 

visuai and performing arts ' : I' I . 

: I 


The unIversity will requir~ a visual and performing arts course among the 15 yearlong high school cour~es students 
must t~ke to become eligible. This change fUlly aligns the courses required by UC and California State UniJersity, 
making it easier for students and parents to plan for college. . 	 i 

, 
I 

, 

I .":' 
Other: Issues under consideration: 	 : 

! 

UC faculty will continue to study the amount of extra credit that should be added to the grade point average earned in 
advanced placement and honors courses. 	 I ' 
In addi~ion, the faculr.yare considering establishing an academic index that would combine students' drad~ point 
average and SAT 1 and SAT 2 scores and would be used during the university's admission process. ;

I 	 I 
I 

Implementation 	 I. 
i ,I 


To give~ students, parents and schools ample time to prepare and plan forthese changes, the new criteria Will be 

phase~ in over a number of years. 	 . I I 

• In 2001, eligibility will be granted to the top 4 percent of students at each high school. I i 
. 	 I 

• In 2003. the visual and performing ants requirement will be one of 15 UC-required courses. I 

i 
I 

i 
** TOTAL ~A~E.002 ** 

I : 
I 



MEMORANDUM
i 

.' I 
T9: ELENA KAGAN 

I 

F~OM: TOM FREEDMAN, MARY L. SMITH, TANYA MARTIN 

'.
RE: CIVIL RIGHTS PROPOSALS 

i 
I 	 i 

D}\ TE: OCTOBER 16, 1997 	 I 

i 
I.! 	 GENERAL SOLUTIONS PROPOSED BY CIVIL RIGHTS GROUPS 

Ensure that executive order signed on 8-08-94 which coordinates role of civil rights; 
policies is being enforced. . . : 

. 2.i, Appoint a senior White House person to coordinate civil rights enforcement. 

3.! Improve process of nominating persons, including judges. 

4.: Improve Title VI enforcement (for recipients of federal dollars). 

Follow up to speech in Little Rock--disintegtation. 

DO] more proactive in desegregation cases. 

Increase mobility programs in housing. 

8.: 	 Permitting students to transfer from failing schools. 

9.; 	 Failure to implement regulations quickly --hospital regs in Bush Administration, I 
contractors to issue affirmative action plans, contractors to show range of salaries. 

10. Improve data collection. I 

, 
11. PSA campaign on Houston initiative on November 4. I 

nL EEOC I 
I 

I· 
A. SOLUTIONS THE EEOC HAS ADOPTED ALREADY I 

i 
1. In 1996, the EEOC adopted a national enforcement plan that sets prioriti'es for the 

processing of charges and litigation on the national and local level. Prio~ity is 
I I 

placed on class-action lawsuits, claims that involve allegations of company-wide 

1 
I 
I 

I 



I 

I 
I 

I',, 

i 
! 

'I I 
, 	 I 

discrimination, and those that are likely to develop key legal principles. The' 
I I 

reforms mark a fundamental change for the agency because it no longer fully 
I , 

investigates every charge it receives. Instead, charges are prioritized so those with 
I 

, , little merit are dismissed without a probe while priority cases are investig~ted.
, , 
i I 

2. 	 The EEOC beefed up its mediation strategy, using many volunteer mediator~ under 
the Administrative Dispute Resolution Act.' II 

, ! 
I ' 

I 3. The agency is also targeting high-profile cases to bring suit such as the Mits~bishi 
sexual harassment suit in Illinois. 1 

I, 
'I B. PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 
I 

1. 	 Make a good and early appointment for the head of the EEOC. 

2. 	 Improve enforcement of discrimination in the federal workplace (Wade 
Henderson). 

The EEOC already has some initiatives regarding t~is per the Wash~ng~on 
Post on October 3 	 I i 

,, I 

• 	 Government agencies be required to implement dispute resol~ti~n 
programs to encourage parties in discrimination cases to resolveicases 

I 
before they go to hearings. 	 i : 

I 

• 	 The EEOC implement a mandatory training program for eqJal l 
employment officers inside the government agencies. 

1

I 
, ' ' I 	 I 

• 	 EEOC administrative judges resolve cases faster. i I 

• 	 Government agencies be prohibited from overturning EEOC Irul:ingS 
that find in favor of workers while giving agency officials the right to 
appeal EEOC rulings. 	 i 

I 
I 

3. 	 Improve the number of cases resolved (Wade Henderson). i , 
, 	 I i 

4. 	 Improve the manner in which cases are generated in! the field (Wade Henders:on). 

5. 	 More funding for staff to address the backlog 

6. 	 Give the EEOC ','cease and desist" authority, that is, authority to issue injOnctions 
in cases of egregious violations I i 

I 
I 

2 




,. 
I. ,'.. ,.i< 

I 

7.. 	 Give judicial deference to an EEOC determination of "cause" or "no cause,': 
permitting only appellate review based on a "substantial evidence" standtrd :of 
re~w 	 I i 

, 1 

. 	 I ' 

8. 	 Mandate that a certain class of cases will be subject to non-binding arbitr~tiJn on 
an expedited basis (perhaps cases under a certain dollar amount, and after th'ey 
have been classified as "A," "B " or "c" I , . I 

9. 	 Encourage binding ADR on an accelerated schedule before EEOC does 
investigation 

10. 	 Criminalize job discrimination in the strongest cases, where there is profound 
damage and willful violations of the law with direct economic impact. [ .. ! 

m. 	 JUSTICE -- CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION (CRD) 
! 
I 

Possible Improveinents 	 I

-I 	 Caseload improvements -- because of the vast jurisdiction of the CRD, its overall 
I 
I workload is affected by nearly every expansion of civil rights protections. I 
I 

Coordination -- improve data: collection/dissemination ainong agencies. I• I 
, 	 i, 

I\f. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -- OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS (ED-O~R) 

Potential Improvements 	 .! ! 

• 	 Reduce delay -- some education civil rights groups have complained to the Depah:meht 
about the speed of enforcement actions and delivery of the Elementary and Secobdaty 
School Survey data. I 

I 
I· I 

' 
Provide more proactive technical assistance/guidance to school districts/states.I 

I 

V'
I 
I 	 HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES -- OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS 

(HHS-OCR) 
1 

Potential Improvements 	 ,i 
• 	 Increase funding -- llliS-OCR is below its FY 1981 funding and FTE levels, while the 

number of complaints is increasing. I 

. • ii Increase the availability of data on Title VI compliance by health care facilities I 
1, I 

I 
r

.vl HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT . ! 
i 
1 

3 




.. 
, / . 
1 

I I 
• . . '. '. , .•.. ' I I 

OFFICE OF FAIR HOUSJNG AND EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY (~Hlj:O) . 

I ' 

I 
Potential Improvements I I 
Increase the number of state/local agencies qualifying as "substantially equivalent" Onder 
the FHAP program. The number decreased due to the implementation of more strihgent 
requirements in the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988. In 1990, approximately 125 
agencies were certified, by 1993 the number qualifying was 52. 

II 'In 1994, the Civil Rights Commission found that in most cases HUb did not reach i 
conclusion as to just cause within the 100-day benchmark set by Congress. Thelaverage 
case-processing time in 1993 was 151 days. I 

I 

I
! 

L 
ViII. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR (DOL) . I 

I OFFICE OF FEDERAL CONTRACT COMPLIANCE PROGRAMS (OF~CP) 
OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGiITS 

I 

I , 
! 

Potential Improvements . ...... l .i 
OFCCP's FY 1998 budget mcludes resources for a tIered-reView process, whicH will 
reduce the paperwork burden on federal contractors and in'crease coverage of th¢ I 
contractor universe. 

I 
Increase amount of compliance assistance provided to contractors I 

I 

4 
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