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JBS:ew June 30, 1969

BY MESSENGER

Honorable Richard B. Austin
United States Distriet Judge
United States Court House
219 South Dearborn Street
w, Illinois 6(501&

Dear Judge Austin:

Re: Gautreaux v. CHA
66 C 1459

Enclosed is a copy of a memorandum for the United States setting
forth the position of the GCovermment. It represents the joint
views of both the Department of Justice and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. I do regret that it was not possible
to supply this to you before today.

Respectfully,

THOMAS A. FORAN
United States Attorney

ce: Miss XKathryn M. Kula
Chicago Housing Authority
Mr. Alexander Polikoff

¢/o Schiff, Hardin, Waite
Dorschel & Britton
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" THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, a

"NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS,

" DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, ODEL JONES,

DORETIIA R. CRENCHAS, EVA RODGERS,

JAMES RODGERS, ROBERT M. FAIRFAX
and JIMMIE JONES, Sy A

. Plaintiifs,

V.

corporation, and C. E. HUMPHREY,
Executive Director,
. Defendants.
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. UNITED STATIES DISTRICT COURT
STERN DIVISION *

(Ol Action |
_No. 66 C1459 .
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' MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNITED STATES

»

.Introduction

" In response to the request of the Court and in light of

. its interest and concern in this case, the Government, and

1

particularly the Depariment of Hbusing and Urban Development (HUD),

foered'on May 16th to advise the Court of its views in regard to

the proposed jud;ment orders in this case and the practical ;r'npact
- of the proposed orders on the model cities, urban renewal, leased

housing programs in Chicago. In addition, we were requested by

-the Court to provide information as to how the'vérious HUD programs
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- ' Court's request for our views. =

~ the Coprt; _

v

- i
- . . 3
2 g . . 5
-2 ' | i
- . 6 s .
- 3 el 4
. . . .

"‘and activities couwld be utilized to further 'th:e objcctivcs of

" This memorandum is presented in response to the

e 2l

‘The United States strongly supports‘the 6Bjecéivts of the -

Court in this case. We are concerned that the .Court Order be

|

'realistic,' so as to permit the provision for badly needed housing

| for poor familie_s and that it be effectivé,' m order to accomplis;h

the objeétives previously indicated by the Court.

. ' We have considered the alternative Judgment Orders

+ proposed by both parties (copies of which are attached), that

]

transmitted to the Court by Mr, Polikoff by his lctter dated

June 2, 1969, and that pr-cscntcd to the Court by Miss Kula with

her letter of June 4, 1969. Our'éomln'ents are addressed to the

‘provisions of Plaintiffs' proposed Order, for two reasons: First,

~

Plaintiffs' Order is more comprehensive in scope and raises the
_full range of issues which the Court and the parties have considered,
.and in addition has received more extended consideration by the

~Court;second, we accept the Court's view that a genefalizéd Order

such as that proposed by CHA, subs;citutirig for specific criteria
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a rec;uircr:ncnt for judicial review and approval of all project

[rovm—re

proposals, will not serve the Court's purpose of removing

constraints which have heretofore inhibited both housing

‘production and production of housing so located and administered

as to serve the objectives ol the Order. See, e.g., Louisiana v.~

United States, 380 U. S. 145, 154 (1965); Local 53, Asbestos

Workers v, Vogler, 407 F. 2d 1047, 1052-53 (5th Cir., 1969).

‘Accord: Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, 391

U.S. 430, 437-8 (1968); Brown v. Board of Education, 349 U. S. 295,

--299, 301 (1955).

We accept the Court's intention to lay down specific

requirements for dispersed and desegregated housing and base

our comments on the provisions proposed by Plaintiifs. These
comments deal first with factual. material that wé have been ablef
to gather relating to the probable impact of the Order_ on provisions_ '
.'of new or rehabilitated public housing units; on leasing; on urban
renewal; and on the model cities program. The second 'section

of the material which follows sets forth certain comments and

observations based upon the preceding information. The third




.. various stages of constiruction.

_-4; '

.~ section which follows deals with affirmative actions that can '
be taken by HUD in furtherance of the objectives of the Court.

' I. IMPACT OF PROPOSED ORDER

1. Impact on Provision of New or Rechabilitated Public Housing Units

From September 1958 through December 1967 CHA completed
construction of 11, 817 family dwelling units‘.. However, of this
number only 1, 284 units were completed during the last 5 years

of this period -- an average of 257 units per year. Since December

1967; only six units have been completed, but 1, 259 are now in

Oniihe Bosis of =n anplieation ﬁle'ld by thé CHA in January 1967,
the HUD regional office is currently consideriﬁg the reservatiron
: 'of 4, C-)'OOAfamily units and 1,000 cldérly'units.

The proposed Order: would hereafter requiré placement of
at least three qﬁarters of all family public housing units (and all

of the next 1, 330 units built) in a "General Public Housing Area." 3 ', ¢

_Out of a total cily area of abouf 200 square miles, a rough calculation Cuwls G e
a 4 K . : N A p : \
indicates that an area of approximatel miles is available for S, fo0

the location of such units. The Order further requires the

- scattering of such units by means of limitations on the amount of
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public hou.si.ng which may be placed in any given census tract
: and by ;;zl*oject size iimitations. .Within this area there w)s_/ill,

of course, be further limi_tations.of' site costs, availability and
| ‘sui‘tabili"cy. |

The "Limited Public Housing Area" includes approxi-

~ -

équare miles classified nbn-white, to which have

been added one mile buffer areas which aggregate approximately

'+ L -;40)square miles. Under the terms of the Order, no more than

“one quarter of the family public'housing would be built in this

ol

A measure of tk.xe change contemplated.by the propos.ed
| . Order may be gained from. an analysig of the 8, 050 units (or
10, 903 units coun"cing rcp“eat requests) in "white" areas submitted
‘to the city council by CHA over %he’ pasf .15 y.ea..rs and dis'approve.d
by it. Sixty percent of those units were 6n sites alo.ng; the bO}xndary Y oo~
areas between’'the non-white and buffer zones. T»\génty—ﬁve |
. percent were in areas now classified non-white; and_ only 7'7.5
. -appear to have been p.roposed for the "General" areas as it is

now delineated.
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While we would support the objective of constructing
_housingf outside the City of Chicago, in light of the probablé
. difficulty of obuaunmcf the required cooperation of local governments,

- $

'that appecars unlikely to be a major factor in the 1mmed1ate future.

"2) Impact on Leasing Program {' e P2 H-,;) -

: - W” ) The proposcd Order also places the leésing program
\AW Uiil’ under a 3 to 1 requirement, requlrmg that 75 percent of umts
(A‘” .. leasedbein the "General" area. . |
5 'Theré is a city-wide vacaﬁcy rate of less: than 1 percent, .
: /L’ ,;‘:‘ ‘. and Virtuélly no avaiiability of three or more bedroom units.- CHA
;‘_.‘;\:Mh-) reporis that since 1965 it has leased only 180 .family units, of ‘

L Sty which 44 arc stated to be in white arcas. ' Few, if any, are large

units.
Currently, CHA has commenced using the leasing program

for a number of purposes in the "Limited" area. .It is being used

1
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purd fI
to support nonprofit moderate-income housing projects where up i
o ' ' et o
' ! 0
to 20 .percent of the units in such projects can be leased in order AN~
A i ' Y ) /A'.( @ -
. to assist sponsors in achieving financial feasibility, to reach ' “ ;o
' . £ rm . ) o e WL . \| ;‘1/'} W 1/}
poorer families, or to accommodate larger families. The T. W. O. - P L
: gh b
i Ufb ber
e, e T Maremont Project in Woodlawn is an example of such an undertaklng I et
¥ 8L Ty R
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. The leasing program is also an clement of certain rehabilitation

~programs,. such as programs under the "Chicago Plan Agreement'

"+ and in the Department of Urban Renewal's rehabilitation programs

on West Douglas Boulevard and Ihdependence Avenue, Some .

leéasing has already commenced and it is planned that several
Y e P

© hundred units be leased under these three pi‘ograms in the

. 3+ Impact on Urban Renewal

"Iimited" areas.

g

Tie so-called 'Proxmire Amendment' requires that

- 20 percent of the housing units provided in urban renewal projects

. subject to the Amendment shall be for low-income families or
~individuals. As stated in the Scnzttc"chort on the Housing and
" Urban Development Act of 1968 (Report Number 1123), this amend-

ment ''reflects the committee's concern that the present emphasis

".in urban renewal on the provision of housing for persons of low

. -"“Limited Public Housing Area." =

R e

urgent need for housing at these levels.'

-, of the necessary public housing would have to be built in the -

or moderate income be coniinued and reinforced, in view of the

' Low-rent public housing

is a major source for the provision of such units. The location of

‘ .

the urban renewal projects is such that probably at least four-fifths

@

)
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The maximum numbclr of dwel}ing, units permittcd on |
land tq be di'sposed of in projects subject to.th'e Proxmire
» Aﬁenémeﬁt is 59, 002 units, . assumihg ac’tuai construction
e \ oyl at maximum pcrm'itted-densities-.- Should this tofal be reached, -

.,3/] \\ o 11,800 low-rent m{ﬁ-{l’be needed in the project areas g

4TIT involved in order to meet the statutory requirement.

The statistics above must be considered in light of
several other fac}ors which reduce the impact of the order on

-8 7 this program. The projects involved are recent projects, in

. early stages of planning or develop_mept. Therefore, only a-
.. sm‘all frac.tion- of the indicated housing wiil be r.m‘eeded in the
' ycars immediately ahecad., In addition, the City proposes to .
rely on Scction 236 of the \anonal Hm;smg Act for much of the
e e RO
<2 ;. low=-income housing requlred' by the statute. Projects developed
:u.nder this FHA modefa‘ee-income housing program will be able
£ te house families in- the public housing income ranée if they
are operated to uiilize the maximum Federal'subsidy available,
. Voreover a suesta{}z{al portlon o; tne pubhc housm programmed )
for these projects will undoubteely be housmff for the elderly,
which is not affected by the Order, —— — Z\‘/K‘" % &“ ¥
\ : v J A+
| fxgé;o/:g/l_?'ff'
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Th.e urban renewal pfogram is dir.ccted at slum and
blighted ércas, most of which in Chicago are in the "Limited"
area, and Congressional mandates ihcreasingly re é;uire provision
of houéing for low-and vmoderate-'income families. in such project .
areas. In addition, the nationai goals to which the program's
. priorit.i.es are directed by. the Deparﬁment make provision for

housing é)lf these income groups the ptimary faétor-for priority

of approval of projects. The Order can be reconciled with

urban renewal efforts, but its efiects on the present renewal

"

. /-f . “
% o " program must be carefully evaluated. .

Urban renewal is important not pnly in terms of housing
~ . pfodﬁction but in terms of fh_e objectives of dcsc.grcgation.
Urban rencwal afiords onc of the few possibﬂitics for making
inner city neighborhoods sufficic_ntly attractive to partially reverse
the out-migration by bringing sorﬁe white families back into the

- . -

c.éi‘fxter city.
(/7'/ % | The reighborhood preference aspect of the proposed

Order may have an adverse impact on relocation efforts con-

nected with urban renewal and other public programs causing

'dis'placement of families z\md individuals. The latest workable;




renewal and other public programs as including 5, 165 families, Fo Pt

-

px‘og‘ruu“x submiticd by the Cily of Chicago to IIUD cslimaltes Nb W"_
. * ' . . . ‘y‘/ 7
displacement from January 1969 to December 1970 by urban A /'JJ

renewal displacement over the life of projects now covered by

3% rehabilitation areas.

-the number of uniis available for rehousing of displaced non-

- white families and individuals.

of whom 3, 484 are non-white. In addition, we estimate urban .

coniracis to involve 21, 381 families and 14,435 individuals.

Of these, 11, 514 families and 8, 556 individuals are non-white.

" A few thousand families and individuals have already been dis-

: . placed; on the other hand, estimate_s do not includg three large

-

While neither set of figures is broken down by incomes,

e

a sizable percentage of displacees are persons of low income.

Public housing is the essential resource to provide relocation

‘housing for such persons, and is counted on in planning and

scheduling urban renewal undertakings. _A 50 percent "neighbor-

4 ! 2 . Vil
hood preference' in ""white' areas where most of the dwelling lors M
c O ) , Lt :
3 — ,7/’/" ‘\\ o b er ( )
units must be placed under the Order could reduce by half O WL
8 ? N L B 0[,,(‘(,\ .
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&4, Impacd on Model Cities

-Three of the four model neighborhoods in the Chicago

- model cities program are in the "Limited Public Housing Area."

5 Current proposals for these four areas COntémplated provision ' M Q‘A
. of 4,400 units of public housing over a 5-year period, but under ._, el !
: ‘ = , qlf‘ | ¢l
the Ciiy's program, 2, 450 are for the elderly, and would not \ s b ad
' . L4 > —l -
| ,' : : \a 3
be affected by the Order. Of the 1, 950 units slated for family j 2 \/:j ﬁ—\\”‘
| 3o ' ‘ (] w»!
occupancy, 1,450 are in the '""Limited" area. Some or all of AT
: ) N e U e f/"‘ (o o —
- - thesec units may duplicate units required to meet the statutory -
“* urban renewal requirement. . . '
Federal law dolés not réquire such units to be piaced
within modcl necighborhoods. Nevertheless, in view of the
\ ‘ - :
statutory objectiive of improving living conditions in such arcas,
<+ - an Order will certainly have substantial impact on rebuilding or
* .- . 2 }
restoration of the model neighborhoods. - ' ,,J‘“”“o lP‘L
£ . - : : o ~ el L | g
e , pa i o W - — 4 f
o In the three areas involved, 12, 716 families out of ©N ‘Jo (;:jipy
‘ - . ) , . }
{

3 { 113,355 -- or slightly more than 11 percent -- earn less than

Ao

“ i

o ' z R
-\ _$3,000 per year. Many additional families are within the initial
bccdpan_cy income limits for public housing in Chicago which range

S




" from $4, 200 for a single person to $10, 000 for a family of

twelve.- Public housing is the only program in Chicago which

has been able to reach families in the lovs}er segment of this

income range. b ri : o ke
II. COMMENTS
We have carefullyreviewed the provisions of the plaintiffs’

proposed order, and have come to the conclusmn that the basic

structure and direction of that order are approprlate to accomphsh

. s
5\ s

_the Court's objectives. In light of the absence of information

e
o e usvels

an

concerning the availability bf sites in the ""General" area, we are

‘not in a position to assure the Court that these provisions are

e AR AN

the best ones, or that the order is workable as stated. After the

_order has been in ef cct “and the results of hc snc survcy discussecd

O g e M P PP S N b I
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below are available, it may be necessary to make changes in the
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order. Accordingly, we suggest that any order of the Court
st :

~

exprgssly recognize that the specific features (e.g., 75-25 percent

reqguirement) are subject to revision based upon experience and

further informastion. : K 2
N

A
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.1,. The 75 Percent-25 Pcrcent Requirement

‘where site availability is still an unknown factor. To the

-13 -

It is presenily impossible to evaluate the workability

“of 'the basic 75 percent-25 percent requir'cmént of the proposed |

rder. It will require the location of many sites in an area "

* extent that there may be difficulties in obtaining sites and

. getiing procuction in the "General'" area, the formula would

impose another restriction on a program which is already

.- failing to make available sufficient public housing to the families

.

e U

- in non-while areas, or indeed to any of the poor families in

.Chicago. The necessily for dispersion and a balanced distribu-

tion of public housing in the City must somehow be reconciled

with the need for accclerated rcsponse to the housing needs of

persons in the "non-white'" and builer arcas.

The 100 percent requirement for 1, 330 units in the

~

"General Public Housing Area' to balance 1, 330 units now being

provided will intensify the problems above. It would appear

[ -

preferable anc more'logical to regard the latter as part of the

past record on which the Court's opinion was based, and to confine

the Order to one formula uniformly applicable to all future housing

production.
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We recognize and accept the Court's belief that

e,

specific eriteria are essential to an Order. Any ratio calling

. require a striking change in CHA's program. It is, therefore,

.or any other ratio, is in fact app:-copriate. . ' ‘ -

for provision of housing units in "white'" areas equal to or
greater in numcr than those in '"'non-white'" areas would .
particularly unforiunate that thcre is little or no information
as to the prospective availability of usable sites in the "General
P I J

Public Housing Area' as delineated in the proposed order.

;. ~ We regret that we are unable at this point to advise the Court

.. whethler the particular.3 to 1 ratio proposed by the plaintiffs,

.

2. The Lieasing Progran

. . | «/
Application of the proposcd Order to lecasing may present
sy \ -’ 4 ¢

some special problems. The primary prescnt utility of the

e

: C
leasing program in Chicago is in connecction with new moderate-

income housing projects and rchabilitation programs in non-white
areas. If units f{or leasing are as scarce in other areas as we

understand them to be, the proposed Order would make it virtually




- the effect of denying admission to public housing to some non-whites|

.~ who have been waiting for public housing for long periods. The

« 15 =

. not to deprive ncighborhood and other nonprofit projects in
ot . ! . .. . N .

the "Limited" arca of the support which this program can

“furnish them, the effect of this provision of the Order must be .

: . R " . M . ' e ' 'f/ 0 v
carcfully evaluated. : . < . 6"% fery™,
- 8.. "Neighborhood Preferences' ‘ / ' :

There is basis for concern in regard to the proposal
{o zive a preference to "neighborhdod residents" for 50 percent

e

of the dwelling units in/a project. ) Such preferences can have }

_propos al may be subject to misunderstanding and attack by non-

whites denied admission, and it may be subject to abuse.
To the extent that the Court requires that projects be
small, the location of such projects in white neighborhoods

may well achieve the desegregated living pattern which is sought

. . ' 7 -
without regard to the precise composition of the residents of " gk
- X Y
. . - gAY
the projects. Though this is less true of larger projects, we | Y
- : . c 0 )
RS 5!

question whether such preferences or quotas are sufficiently

A

R e e

useful to overcome the disadvantages as well as the complications

they would add to already cumbersome tenant assignment procédures..




on size to be made in relation to neighborhood development,

" . 4. Other Comments - . e _ ' ,

We agrecce that the Court's proposal to limit projclct

: B - 120~ @
size to occupany by @O persons is preferable to a r

24-dwelling unit limitation. This still does not permit judgments ,

services and facilities, except to a very limited extent, but it

SN

ought to be possible to make provision for exceptions in cases
where somewhat larger projects would not be disadvantageous
in light of the location and facilities available.

It appears that some exceptions to the limitation to
15 percent of the family living units in a census tract will be

necessary if statutory and other requirements are to be met,

" particularly in the urban rencwal pz:og‘ram. It should not be

difficult to provide for such exceptions where needed.

In our view the following clarifying revisions-might

improve the proposed order: - : oj;p ‘) A

. et e ' ' ,}‘ i
(1) (To more clearly state the objectives of tm %L“

we would suggest deleting the second paragraph in the proposed ’1‘?')
judgrﬁént order, and substituting therefor the paragraph contained

in Attachment A {o this memorandum.

-
ST = = ; » - l




_policy of the HUD Title VI Regulations, 24 C

‘Similarly, persons who are already tenants should be allowed
to transier only in accord with their place on the new

st

(. in Paragraph /V)B, the relationship between

persons prescently on the "waiting list'" and new registrants

is not clear. Consistent with the first-come, first-served

we believe that those people who have been on the "waiting list"
rior to this iime should receive credit for that period of

time in determining the order in which cligibles are to be

offered © >w units in accordance with existing priorities.

/Rl F. 1.4(b)2)G1) -

e

III. AFFIRMATIVIE ACTIONS

HUD has considercd po ssible means of utilizing its

)

various programs in support of .a CHA program under a Judgment

Order. There are several supporting actions which we are

preparcd to take.

We can promptily make funds available for a survey to

%

located @ and suitable sites. We can also fund activities

to modernize existing public housing .so as to make that housing

. s o & e - §ee . e . -y vy
TS RS, SO
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serviced as possivle.

'.' ‘ : -18 -

. located in the "Limited" area as desirable and as well ‘ .

Another action this Department can

take, as occasions may arise, is to encourage and approve

utilization of other HUD programs for improvement of neighbor-

hoods into which housing projects are introduced pursuant to ~

-

a Court Order.
In one speciiic respect, HUD is ready and willing to

assist the Court directly. We will be happy to participate

-in any arrangement whereby CHA proposals are screened or -

“reviewed by HUD in order that we may furnish technical advice

‘as to their conformity to the dictates of the Court. We believe

that some such procedurce could substantially relicve the Court

of a techinical burden which it would otherwise be forced to

" assume.

In conclusion, we assure the Court that we fully

support the objectives of overcoming segregated and over-

concenirated patterns of low-rent public housing in Chicago. We

= S
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__ hope ihat they can be achieved together with the production

. of a substantial volume of sorely needed housing. We will do

all that we can to coniributc to the achievement of these ¢ : '
- g : .
objectives.
g 12 | ‘ : ~
8 <7 i j Respectfully submitted,
g i’(%‘f»;\ o~ U8 a8 2 | C ’
(9 AR AL A WEAS ./,} )
SIIZRMAN UNGER, e JERRIS LEONARD,
General Counsel, " Assistant Attorney General,
Department of Housing Department of Justice
and Urban Development ‘ Washington, D. C. 20530

Washington, D. C., 20410

_ ’IiHOMAS A. FORAN, =
United States Aitorney,

S. LEIGH CURRY, JR.
Associate General Counsel JACK B. SCHMETTERER,
' Assistant United States
- Attorncey,

)(,, % </—\

DA@ RObL
ttorney,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D. C 20530




ATTACIIMENT A

* The Court having determined that the defendants,

Chicago ousing Authority and its Exccutive Director have

violated their obligations under the Fourteenth Amendment of
‘ the Constitution of the United Statés by following racially
discriminatory tenant assign;ﬁcnt practices apd racially dis-
criminatory site selection procedures and practi.ces, with the
: Tk ‘purpose anc effect of maintaining patterns oi resideﬁtial iseg-
" regation in Chicago; and the Court having conferred on several
occasions with counsel for the parties and having received
‘their written and oral statements as to th¢ provisions of this

(\ B judgment order. - : . -
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Hnited States Bepartment of Yustice

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604

JBS:ew June 30, 1969 I -0~ ()
BY_MESSENGER T - plt (B
. ,
/f/‘ﬂ"— P17 (w m&u‘s b/,/j .

* Miss Kathryn M. Kula — R, bk 7,
General Counsel (2] - p 15 (1 Res s,
Chicago Housing Authority - bl orclinia PR
55 West Cermak Road () =PI ordl i) BT
Chicago, Illinois 60616

" Mr. Alexander Polikoff |
c/o 8chiff, Hardin, Waite :
Dorschel & Britton
231 South LaSalle Street z
Chicago, Illinois 60604 ;:n:::::«
Dear Miss Kula dnd Mr. Polikoff: pr—
F
~ Re: Gautreaux v. CHA, No. 66 ¢ 1459 b
Enclosed to each of you is a copy of a Statement to be presented by the g
Government to Judge Austin in the above-noted case. We had hoped to E:' .
14

supply you with this Btatement before today so that you would each have
en opportunity to present your comments before the document is delivered
to Court. However, that did not prove to be possible. We will hold off
delivering the Statement to Judge Austin until 4:30 this afternoon.

In advance of that time, should you find what you believe to be some
factual inaccuracy in the Etatement, I invite each of you to telephone

my First Assistant, Jack B. Schmetterer (telephone: 353-5315) or to meet
with him to point that out. He is prepared to represent any such views
you may express to him by telephone to sppropriate authorities in Washing-
ton in the event that last minute changes sppear to be appropriate.

ours very truly,

e P

Enclosure THOMAS A.
United States Attorney
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STATEMENT WITH RESPECT TO THE PROPOSED JUDGEMENT ORDER, AS &€ -9 Fee
SUBMITTED ON MAY 9, 1969 BY SCHIFF HARDIN WAITE DORSCHELL & Rand,
BRITTON IN GAUTREAUX v, CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY ke

we do
: W'

General Comment

The Department is undertaking an analysis to assess the impact of the Plaintiff's dederrecet

~ proposed Order on the model cities and urban renewal programs in Chicago. £ ¢ g 7o e

£,

Model cities progroms normally provide for the development of public housing 1)1 83

in the model neighborhood, which is frequently in a black area; and in resi-
dentiol renewal areas there is a statutory requirement that 20% of the residences
be provided for families of low income, a requirement which is likely o be met

by the development of public housing.

The Department is also undertaking an analysis of the leased housing program

.in Chicago to determine the impact on that program of the provisions of the

Order which pertain to it.

v

Comments on Specific Paragraphs of the Order
Paragraph [11.C.
~= |t is suggested that construction starts be used as ’r'ﬁc measure,
rather than units made available for occupancy. To delay the
commencemen| of construction, if necessary to achieve compliance
with thisi provision, would not create as‘serious a financial and
social problem as would delaying moving a family into @

“dwelling unit which was in fact completed and available for occupancy.

-



-- It 35 suggonted that the cheek on couplianco vith this provision
o aunuil o e iad- sunLLT rathor thon quorterly, in order to
nininize th braking o { actiors vhich will cWCﬂlly b2 cospansated
for in tha near futvroe but noﬁ bafore tho cxpivetion of o poricd as

Uho:v e8 thwee montha,

Pnravr ph IITLE, P

= Sinco tho Chicogo Hovi:ing Authority lecks culvetorritoriel jwrise

diction cxeo pb £9 such jueivdiction way result froa cgeeencnts

=

Yyang leend hovalng enthopitinn o2 Jocal

. goverainz bodics, the lovgucge of this provisien should Lo
clovificd to ma2ke it clecy that 1% docs not partain oxelusively 1o,-—--—
consiruction by CHA but eloo contecmplotes cgrocaznts, A they con

bz reachad, wader vhich outlying housing cuuhorlt?cs vill admit

Chicago residents,

Pavegrepn IV, A,

~= The 2/~vnit liuitotion JJ ot only very restrictive, but noy not

it

)

itﬁcJP aecouplisd intoniled objective, It i8 suzgested that thic

o

linitation be cupressed in teries wvihileh take that objective explielilyr

s-
L

. into eccount, possibly by liniting the populstion demsity of & pro-
Jeet, end particulorly {he nwabar of (nilurc1, to o -mwbze vhilch
vill not drpose an wiveesonable burden on naighboriood faocilitics,

ireluding celisols,



Pavegraph JV.C,

o

It 45 svgrested that dualling walts for fuesilies vithout children

ba excluded from this provision,

Perouraph V. B, 2 i : _

oo

In yospact 1o the 1oﬂo’~rmiuation of cli

on tha wailtlng list; it 1 F””P“:d that o detniled inveztigation
of inceue ond othor eligibilivy cwdteria vould ot Lz requircd br

tho order et thic sicge end thot this feature of the ordor vould

™

be eatislied by a pro forin inquiry of the applicant,

In »reapzet to tho transfer of precent tenmnts to duelling units
in the VWhite frca, th~ order 1o not celecr as to how such prosont
Yonantse vauld coupote with naw gppliconts for duvelling vails thné
bzeaizo avalloble.. Vould tlug b2 given a preference? Vould newyr

epplicants,; wviose nocd night bo wupzeled to ba LLL.L 7, ba given
preference? Uon]u consiceration be given Yo presont tenants o
i from en older wndt into a now one?

suggeated that thf Chiczgo Houcing Authority sulnit to. the

cowrt Its precent or proposed policy rolating to the {vransfer of

-present tonants, ovd thot a deterininntion bs nmede cs to waethicr or

not this policy will cecomnlish the objo ctive of thic provisicn; if

3% will, the provision could bo removed,



Paragraph V.C.
-~ This provision should be clarified as to ilts continuing applicability,

if any, as well as its applicability to initial occupancy, and as

to the intended meaning of the word "neighborhood."

Paragraph V.D,
-~ This provision should be clarified. We believe that we understand
-its objective. The permissive feature of the exception clause at
the end of the provision ("may contain") does not ensure that the‘
projects in question will not again become racially segregated.
Possibly, after the achievement of racial desegregation, a
neighborhood preference policy, as set forth in Paragraph V.C.

(as clarified), should be prescribed.

Paragraph VI
-~ In respect to required submissions to the court, and to the
counsel for the plaintiffs, it.is believed that the requirements

are stated too broadly and should be the subject of further

discussions.





