IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GATTREAUX, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
Ve No. 66 C 1459

THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY,

et N et N N N N s s s

et al.,
Defendants.
RESPONSE OF PLAINTIFFS TO MOTION
TO INTERVENE
The motion to intervene is supported by "suggestions"
and a number of affidavits. These documents all make essentially
the same argument: Housing is desperately needed in the "Model

Cities" areas of the City of Chicago; the Court's decree of
July 1, 1969 in this case (the "decree") is supposed to be
preventing the Chicago Housing Authority ("CHA") from building
public housing in these areas; therefore the decree should be
modified to exclude these areas.

rlaintiffs ask that the motion be denied for the

reasons set forth below.

4. THE AFFIDAVITS DO NOT SUPPORT PETITIONERS' KEY ARGUMENT.

Petitioners' key assertion, on which their entire
position rests, is that the decree is preventing CHA from building

public housing in the Model Cities areas. No facts are supplied



to support that assertion. It is an unsupported conclusion.

Seven basic forms of affidavit have been filed. A
typical form states:

"The order of the U.S. District Court in

the matter of Dorothy Gautreaux et al.

v. The Chicago Housing Authority et al

No. 66 C 1459, has had an effect of

halting all public housing development

and remodeling for the low-income

families in our area." (Affidavit of

Ralph H. Metcalfe, p.l.)
The Appendix attached sets out the conclusory assertions of the
other forms of affidavit.

Some of the affidavits speak as if the decree totally
barred CHA construction in the Model Cities areas. That, the
Court well knows, is untrue. Other affidavits assert or assume
that the decree impedes CHA construction in the Model Cities
areas. As to this, the Court is not even told in a conclusory
fashion, let alone with facts admissible in evidence, that CHA
has any plans for construction in the Model Cities areas at
all; or if so what these plans are; or whether such plans, if
any, are affected at all by the decree; or how such effect, if

any, affects other areas of the City which may also desperately

need low income housing; etc.¥*

*In papers previously filed in this case the Court was told that
over a five year period the total number of public housing units
planned to be constructed in the three Model Cities areas which
are in the Limited Public Housing area is 1,450 units, and that
most of these are not planned to be constructed until the period
1971-73. (Memorandum of the United States, p. 11.) Moreov~r, the
decree only required that construction of 700 dwelling units
first be commenced in the General Public Housing area, and that
thereafter units might be constructed in both the General and
Limited areas in a prescribed ratio. The Court knows that CHA has
already located sites for more than the initial 700 units.
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Accordingly, the affidavits are deficient and the
Court is presented with a motion to intervene which is rested
exclusively upon an undocumented conclusory assertion. The motion
must be denied for this reason, since it is of course fundamental
that affidavits must set forth facts admissible in evidence, not
conclusions. 2 C.J.S. Affidavits, §16, pp. 952-53; Davenport v.

Berman, 420 F.2d 294, 296 (C.A. 2, 1969).

JL3L e THE MOTION IS NOT TIMELY.
Rule 24 (a) requires a "timely application." This
application comes a year after entry of the decree. The rule as

to post-decree intervention is that, while it may be allowed if
necessary to preserve a right which cannot otherwise be protected,
"such intervention will not be permitted unless a strong showing
is made." 2 Barron & Holtzoff, Fed. Prac. & Proc. pp. 368-69.

And see United States v. Blue Chip Stamp Company, 272 F.Supp.

432, 435-38 (C.D. Calif. 1967), aff'd., Thrifty Shoppers Scrip

Co. V. U.,8., 389 U.S5. 580 (1968).
It is clear that here, a year after entry of the decree,
and without any showing of excuse for the delay*, petitioners'

motion musi be viewed as untimely.

*The motion says that earlier application for intervention "was
impossible because the judgment order did not adversely affect
applicants until the occurrence of events more fully described in
the aforesaid affidavit," (46), but no such events are described.
The "suggestions" say that the Model Cities Program was approved

on June 26, 1969, which was of course before the decree was entered.
(p.2.) They also refer to demolition in the City, but indicate that
substantial demolition occurred in the 2-1/2 years before the decree

was entered, and that the rate of demolition in the year since the
entry of the decree appears to have slowed. (p.3.) Moreover, in
(cont. on page 4)
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TS PETITIONERS DO NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR INTERVENTION
OF FEDERAL RULE 24(a) (2).

To interxrvene an applicant must show three things:

1. that he has a recognized interest in the
subject matter of the litigation;

2. that his interest might be impaired by the
disposition of the suit; and

3. that his interest is not adequately protected
by the existing parties.

Edmondson v. Nebraska, 383 F.2d 123, 126 (C.A. 8, 1967). Petitioners
fail to meet these reqguirements.

In Hatton v. County Board of Education, 422 F.2d 457

(c.A. 6, 1970), a school desegregation case, a motion to intervene
was filed by parents of school children, who claimed to represent
"a large majority" of the citizens of the county in question, for
the purpose of opposing the defendant school board's desegregation
plan. The motion was filed on the day the school board's
desegregation plan was filed pursuant to court order. The district
court refused to permit intervention and the Court of Appeals
affirmed agreeing with the district court opinion and incorporating
it as an appendix to its own. The district court opinion, while
finding that the petitioners had sufficient "interest" to intervene,
said:

"There is nothing in petitioners' motion

papers to indicate that their interests
as residents of Maury County and parents

(cont. fror vage 3)
early 1970 a procedure was agreed to by both the City and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development "to assure that new low

income housing constructed keeps pace with reduction of such housing
by governmental action." See the exchange of correspondence between

Mayor Daley and the HUD Regional Administrator which is attached
hereto and made a part hereof.
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of children attending the public schools

are not being adequately represented by the
present defendants. The record indicates
that the defendants have advanced every
reasonable defense to this action, and peti-
tioners have made no allegation of collusion,
bad faith, or gross negligence on the part
of the Board of Educa-ion in defending the
suit.

Petitioners seem to rely on the fact
that, because the plaintiffs had standing as
parents to bring suit against the School
Board, they, as parents, should be allowed
to intervene. This contention is without
merit. Intervention is concerned with
something more than standing to sue. It is
concerned with protecting an interest which
can only be protected through intervention
in the current proceeding. This is not the
situation here." 422 F.2d4, at 461.

Here, for a variety of reasons, petitioners fail to
meet the requirements of Rule 24 (a) (2) even more clearly than did
the Hatton petitioners.

A. Petitioners are merely residents of the City who say
they would like additional CHA housing in their neighborhoods.
Their interest is simply that of persons desiring housing (although
no petitioner has advised the Court of the nature or condition
of his present housing, whether he or she is a tenant in CHA
housing or an applicant therefore, etc.) No case of which we are
aware sustains intervention on such a tenuous basis. Petitioners
lack the interest of the petitioners in Hatton, and unlike the
petitioners there would not have had standing to bring this suit
in the first instance.

B. No reason appears to distinguish Model Cities areas

from other areas of the City in respect of the need for housing.

There is no factual showing that low-income housing is in greater

-



demand in Model Cities areas than elsewhere in the City. The
Court knows that low-income housing is in desperately short
supply in the entire City. Thus, even if a general interest in
housing constituted a sufficient interest to intervene, which
it does not, petitioners' effort to intervene should be denied
because the interests they purport to represent are too narrow.*
C. Petitioners do not appear to be asserting rights
or interests of their own so much as rights or interests of the
City as the recipient, and HUD as the grantor, of Model Cities
funds. The Court will judicially notice that Model Cities
programs rest upon a.contract between two parties - the City
and HUD. The interests of the parties to the Model Cities
contract - the City and HUD - should plainly not be determined
in the absence of those parties and at the instance of individuals
who purport, but without apparent authority, to speak in their
behalf.
D. There is no showing that petitioners' desire to
have housing built has been impaired by the disposition of the
case. There is instead merely an unsupported conclusion (see I
above) that the decree in this case has prevented CHA from building
housing in the areas in which petitioners reside. For example,
petitioners make no showing that CHA's dilatory performance under
the decree, rather than the decree itself, is not the cause of the

problem they perceive, or even that - quite apart from the d=zcree -

*Petitioners do not even claim to represent Model Cities residents
as a class, and plainly could not do so. See E. below.
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CHA had any plans at all for building in the neighborhoods

between the entry of the decree and the filing of the motion to

intervene.

E. There is no showing that petitioners are not
adequately represented by the parties. Plaintiffs represent
a class of persons - applicants for CHA housing - who desperately

need housing at least as much as petitioners claim to want it

in their neighborhoods, and who have evidenced that need (as
petitioners have not claimed to) by applying to CHA for low-
income housing. Although the record does not show the residences
of the applicants plaintiffs represent, the Court has previously
been advised that épplicants number in the thousands and it is
inconceivable that some of them do not live in the areas of the
City in which petitioners reside. Accordingly, there are
numbered among the plaintiff class persons who have the same
general residence as petitioners and the same need for housing as
petitioners, but who have gone petitioners one step better by
making specific application for such housing. There is no showing,
or even any effort to show, why petitioners' legal interests are
any different from those of the plaintiff class just described,
and why therefore that interest is not adequately represented by

the plaintiffs.*

*Petitioners may mean to assert that since the plaintiffs have an
interest in desegregation they are not able to represent people who
need housing desperately. Plaintiffs deny that their interaxst in
desegregation is incompatible with their need for housing. Indeed,
the Court knows that the plaintiffs are currently arguing in favor
of more strenuous enforcement of the Court's decree in the interests
of producing more housing more quickly. Moreover, the argument that
the decree would impede the construction of housing was vigorously

(cont. on page 8)



F. Finally, petitioners claim is without merit. It
reduces to the argument that because low-income housing is
desperately needed, a resumption of the discredited and illegal
policy of building such housing exclusively or largely in black
areas of the City is permissible. That argument was vigorously
made by CHA and has been considered and rejected by the Court,
which decided that "the praiseworthy and urgent goals of low cost
housing and urban renewal" do not justify a racial separation

policy. Gautreaux v. CHA, 296 F.Supp. 907, 914 (1969).

In United States v. Blue Chip Stamp Company, 272 F.Supp.

432, 440 (C.D. Calif, 1967), aff'd. sub nom Thrifty Shoppers

Scrip Co. v. U.S., 389 U.S. 580 (1968), the court said:

"There is no merit to the claims petitioners
seek to advance; intervention should thus

be denied ... Petitioners here do nothing
more than reiterate arguments previously
presented; they fail to raise any additional
arguments not already heard at length and
denied by this court. To permit intervention
and vacation of the decree so that these very
same arguments can be heard again would impose
an unwarranted burden on the parties and the
couxrt."

CONCLUSION

Petitioners seek more housing. So do the plaintiffs.
Thus, any difference of views between petitioners and plaintiffs

is less important than the area of agreement and arises from

(cont. from page 7)

made by CHA, and the Court fully considered such argument prior
to the entry of its decree. See F. above. Thus, to the extent
petitioners believe that their interests have not been adequately
represented by the plaintiffs, it may be said that their argument
has been vigorously made by the defendant.
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petitioners' erroneous perception that the decree, rather than
the dilatory performance of CHA, has slowed the progress of
public housing in Chicago. The remedy is not to scrap the
Court's decree but to seek prompt and strict enforcement of
it,

The harm which would flow from granting petitioners'
request would be devastéting. The Model Cities areas comprise
large portions of the City, housing over 300,000 people. If
these areas were excluded from the decree there would be nothing
to prevent CHA from concentrating all or nearly all of its
future construction in them, thereby vitiating the decree. The
effect would be to open the doors once again to an unconstitutional
segregationist public housing policy in the City, this time with
official court sanction. The impact of such a defeatist
determination on the hopes of the plaintiffs and countless other
Americans to whom the spectre of a separatist society is
anathema, and to whom this Court's decree was a courageous
rejection of that spectre, would be incalculable.

Asserting that the nation was rapidly moving toward
two increasingly separate societies - white suburban and Negro
central city - the Kerner Report said:

"The Negro society will be permanently
relegated to its current status, possibly
even if we expend great amounts of money
and effort in trying to 'gild' the ghetto.
In the long run, continuation and
expansion of such a permanent division
threatens us with two perils. The first

is the danger of sustained violence in
our cities. ... The second is the danger



of a conclusive repudiation of the
traditional American ideals of individual
dignity, freedom, and equality of
opportunity." (Bantam ed., 407-08.)

The Report concluded,
"If the effort [of pubiic housing programs]
is not to be counter-productive, its main
thrust must be in nonghetto areas,

particularly those outside the central
city.” (Id,., 482.)

* * * *

Petitioners' poignant supporting affidavits do not
support intervention, but they do confirm that the time has come
for strict enforcement of Subsection A of Article VIII of the
decree which requires CHA to use its best efforts to increase
the supply of low-income housing as rapidly as possible in
conformity with the decree.

Respectfully submitted,
Alexander Polikoff

109 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60602
Charles R. Markels

231 South La Salle Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604
CE6-4500

Bernard Weisberg

111 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois
HArrison 7-9250

Milton I. Shadur

208 South La Salle Street

Chicago, Illinois
ANdover 3-3700
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Merrill A. Freed

33 North La Salle Street
Chicago, Illinois
RAndolph 6-9020

Cecil Butler

109 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60602
641-5570

i f i Lo f//

/ Alexander Polikoff ’
Attorney for Plalntlffs

DATED: July 8, 1970
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APPENDIX

Conclusory Assertions of the Seven Basic Forms of Affidavit

FORM 1

FORM 2

FORM 3

FORM 4

FORM 5

FORM 6

"I ask the U.S. District Court to permit public
housing to be developed in low-rise and or town-
house or single family units in the Lawndale
Model Cities area so that low-income families
presently being displaced by demolition will be
able to stay. . ." (Affidavit of Dorothy Branch)

"[T]lhe order of the Federal District Court of
July 1, 1969 entered by Judge Richard Austin
effectively eliminates the possibility of public
housing construction and rehabilitation in my
community. . ." (Affidavit of Edgar T. Thornton)

"[H]ope and expectancy for living conditions rea-
sonably comparable to that enjoyed by other citizens
within the City of Chicago and within the country,
have not come to fruition because said Ward is con-
tained within the "limited public housing area" set
forth in the District Court order of July 1, 1969,
which precludes public housing of any kind from be-
ing constructed at the earliest possible moment. . ."
(Affidavit of George W. Collins)

« » «» "I ask the U.S. District Court to exempt the
four Model Cities Areas from its order of July 1,
1969 (Dorothy Gautreaux, et al. vs. The Chicago Hous-
ing Authority, et al. 66 C 1459) and permit the Chi-
cago Housing Authority to begin immediately to build
housing for low-income families in our area."
(Affidavit of Walter Walker)

"[Tlhe order in the instant case entered on July 1,
1969 by Judge Austin places the 29th Ward within a
'limited public housing area' and thereby precludes
the kind of construction which would enable residents
of the 29th Ward to remain in their community. . ."
(Affidavit of Robert Biggs)

"[Ulnless the original order entered in this cause is
further modified to permit some public housing in
the Mcdel Cities Area of the 4th Ward, then the very
people that this lawsuit is designed to protect,

will suffer the most by reason of the enforcement of
said original order." (Affidavit of Claude W.B.
Holman)



FORM 7

District Court in the matter
of Dorothy Gautreaux, et al. vs. The Chicago Hous-
ing Authority, et al. €6 C 1459, has had an effect
of halting all public housing development and re-
modeling for the low-income families in our area."
(Affidavit of Ralph H. Metca.fe)

"The order of the U.S.



Chicacge
60802

~

QL

< .'.L"C_“_,'
linocis
11

VB

(4

i
<

-~
2

wuny

»
-

~—
-

f-hde
Chicago,
Dear

¢

=

‘ ) _
: I ! I
2 B e )y . o
i Q Py 3 P 0 .
cdgiEw o o ~ o - 4
[ 2 qmu, (50 5 B o | i D & VA
I W gt I~ (@] o D )
o1 - > ¢ 25 ok
3 - % Z ‘a = 4 p = -
SIS IR SRS = U i () 5 [N Q . © 42 vL & 1
mu. [s € 23 B srt - ) (o 5 < 5 o 5 O < . ]
O P 5, = { 9 o -O. 2 QMJ &Y.
e ey . - 2 4 Vil
Sogok s 03 MM MGG g & R RTE .
it “ el e =% b S £3 I ook 03 _._.n 4 L& >
Ty 8 iR aae 3 .
e Bl L b N 0 3 wed 63 ) O O _v
ERaavg 3 Lo S EHI TR N O~ w
B0 T o Wit mea g te o d s _
Ll ST a S > i3l ,
€2 e 3 2 W &g Iy S < pee 23 0 ¢ . : i
I B S A t 4 0 S O - :
<3 o By €5 <3 o H ~4 7 2 154 QO nw o~ }
o~ 43 ol G o s Q = e < s . ;
BN O SR e e St 7 = 0l P 3 | ¢
- »t» <X G v » \U - e 3 5 o w o Bl o3 ; v
N i o ' B Qo oty HINe s, :
& 1Y et i 3 G el = b ~4 - 3 44 §3
B0 RS g = c_e,....;fP‘ A0S
ot i PP E P -4 = 1 NG - P y
vl 29 O ~ Ir ! £ B O et . = S . |
g & wiis ' oo rt;lo & n b !
prk B AR R L S nr s G B ()
il - A S} - SR T I 3 "3 m vt Q- » PN
ISR el ] ol : ¢ s O 14 2 $ L3RG o :
N\ g SeiG S @G ey 1 e |
G Ord Ut bt e o O a2 Lo e O e R |
s g b e B % g e g SO . : i
a5 vy ~L Ly als o et OO GO < e ) . |
ST 2% g o 00aiog vt A s B s |
rd 3 o S * $3 8¢ o ¢ L £ €3 PSR O iy '
3 DI od ofr ~r G W20 QB S o \J.. ¢ H
L4 M O 7o *rt {3 Gy 5 YU 3 7 i 0 ru - i "
Soa?Pan > U TS g i i g : : SRR
O £ o I T A 7 SR e G L g i i
iﬂ,cnieﬁhwc BhRYce L@y 98 b : e W
Bl alde i i s 9 R SeES . < { "
ord b Y A A . 4 ¢ SR e G 4 ¢ ;
o OO0 mm =t St D E e e T . y_z ...;. ;! b
23 5 ous J e i N0 o 2 O : {2 . .
L a8 d s - - - O Ry VB Qo e
) 14 O o G W oy ey S s st < O »C” v_....u *W v S } SR
S P P S 0Orierg G ¢ 0a oo o2 e H Gh o D = - B m
b 1u» i O ~ - @ O oh Q00 v AR o . H 4
1 - - Q r~ [ Voo (N s 3 ooy 3 A :
IRV I IS Gasdgng BBy 3000 - .
< $ 1 ) vt o ™ T i Ae 4 A (PR P < - N A g . i
be 5 2y e D N OR o Pn. w0 MM . m O it % Aﬁu o O - - N 5 ”f i
Yol ¢ e M.\» B . MU. T G N ”w“ 13 o 0 -_vJ“o P wu. i Mu &3 v As 3 e : A i
. T g 3 - s ] - s Qe
v q»d 0T o vies ‘nw m O£ o i D¢ O L de ¢ O s 4 LD |
e s ‘7.._ €2 wed €% ke G M.“ .u 94 = G —.C O O I\M L * N
o o te o 3 - 28 O @ b O ¢ > Q @ & .
DRI E5 Y B 34 b3 o T g s e o £ 22
Q@ OE ooQ o b tHG G 0 wof VoW ' f
R R GRS ) g ¥ ean= . h AR g . 5 v
=% f: OO O 2 S £ ¢ : 3 S C ot ‘ |
S0 MW L c oo \J.l\)rbdio & A O ’ f
L, S0 o R T Umaov?.mm ~08 0% t Al
. ~ 3 8 o e ~ IR SRS 8- S 2 '
LR I TR P GRaRE Sodss v
~ ¥ aed .
SHEN Jd=2D “ 89 A _
N EW T~ CmuﬁvnMO o : f
ol A . - i
N2 R o
. ¢
s

‘
.



i

) - . .l o ) l - —
. c u i

. " = "

4 4 I

- - ot n- t | _
- ’ T : , W

- (5 . i ' : . i |

_ G W — oo mg 2 ' . |

. 3 X e O S ‘o o ! : 2 |

& o £ 5 ek A VR o EETR: : i £ |

gy i~ q o - b o “sm (O w - O s rO,~ Mw O 9 i g i )

3 o~ . . ol 5 = 4 : : |

M.L - “NC—,. gnw 39 ) el ﬁw VI ) 5, Mlp W. X WN «.ﬁ ...A 2 <3 L4 A m ot 3 A v wu M& - P B . . ¥

Sl By 2 )Mo sR P o Qod et Ot O 3 EHAOQA XY 2O N Gyt 9 -
£3 ilex I ml oOuoaHd o4 2 m ks B E . B gL 84 %T 5 .

el R m 9 6 - T8 H 000 m,.cmmflfaoifPcs_n%.y‘ .
50858908 .08 L, Q8 U0 e i o) S Ll -l k- b :
mmsm.mirﬁﬂ. 3&.: rr 43 ;T...h HV,V_MMNW ﬁ.i.,m.m; O@tfﬂ%f@%&.&
j L ot ¢ el 3 oo b S50 ! oI S BT ST LI O & o ST | 3 i '
! Ym0 O ST D O i~ < 43 (o) H ey QO @ e ¢ Rk
oH=chbzm P gm FIRN 00 @Rk - s O 2 Yo i) O woo
. A Bl 3 O 13 - 3 $ 2 ! Mo 3¢ 3 M U 3l - £
\omimcl,..om‘cmna R g, e olodlcrtsm;mao.x.m s
N ER oea >y @ G oo hons m o r oA nngdT o
G 9 O = i & T Y] G a4 k2 = oYL I PSSR e (I o N D o ot o IR 49 :
seag” GO gy 3N Dyt o da sl o 1t MO Iied 0w 0B 11" -2 8 o “. ;
— O+ o KU H QO foh I L o e Q L £ G000 S . “ |
i r— o Q ot (O %1 {3 = (S IS T & m.n. b <4 VA o 10 4 et 3 .\w ; ) = < L “
L e € e B4 Y (5 ; v u 7 4~ O I B 3 O Ol rdERS 2 i . |
RS R HL Lo Bt .2a s el PHs el S aE e G 6 : |
M Guoa &0 U et 2T Do B poeHNgnESnwYd g s : et
i 58 o , o . e - ; i 5 et et ] P L i
2 Ow o x I3 % \m .Rw o 63 U3 E PSR s e .M.;, .m 20 a0 uD.E DA Sy
OB A # 5 ARSI o 2L A s B5 “ v e 3 y ' !
e \m =S &5 N O O 9o i J R4ty ] Ly Qa3 b 043 oo hw fm ,m ks .M o o ' |
BRUE, ERe o 5 GRE e DS od. RS E U 5N 5
gl Med oAU edQso Ottt - b 0% G0N el G, .
s B DO ST A Gy, Hogaig aR. BRI st T AN R T
O &3 1 ged Ord 5 = PO RN SR ER e 5T A 68 A0 20 7 7 :
LY e el e g & 3 ) N &30 el I Q3 O = 2T g a Va Ba :
" e e 5 e M O, - | 2 o) s N e % S . 9 i a o TEE .
l8nEdg 2 g am e WAEGEUe ., 50 e oelBes255%, .

5 ol @ & S50 e PP S o O ot 3 o o A3 40 & ] Q L% IV e B G &) 08 B c 4 a

H QA% _oHg HA«wd oo SR B 8l 8 e et s &) Bed R R .

S Nl 0 !, SR o~ 3 Qi 2 e b R Il .C a8 e «f Am My ; o 5 . .

DA AS &m0 O QO a »3 oW a > HAE OOy ™ O R R R o mh

bl 6 0RHIEOROE SR Hde B oa s s W oL aNENDOOR O 3o *

RS EN PR Q& R O ot o M w088 g2 N G elvt e Q0 G bl i

RN ¢ y D et 2 S i R R TR 3] Pt e 01 9 ‘G v

Tl ca.a,ebct.,m,mb.muow waf.v vo_.mo.m&mmtmwwmmwla i |

IRC ARSI o B R S00 ¢ 0 2 o i e o P R 3 O ; 3 ohe |
; ALL i n..u 4 Oy G - o8 0 ...N B I - HE e B 8 I I < i Q & o 2 .mﬂ. u/” .l. Qo Y00 |

O ~1J ﬁM O o~ \L M 1 O /\N -~ <O W, -t ot < C i D Q b f .

ﬁ\& n :1(_. .»....hbv W“ o - .:V t “w& o $¢ v\.u i O O ~ \-L- B s _~f.. - ﬁ'.a\. [ "/d Q Qn J.‘y ' Qﬁ& ~9 \m m.h ™~ mr .ﬂv ., I
By 23 s g s e B2D8 QO e s 8 o VoW oY, a0 e N ;
PRI el L 3200 S ER S R VI R S B A L B 5

. .A. mm M‘.M“.‘\l'.” wk —\tﬁﬁ& veld 33 .-C ﬁ.»h O MH C ~ -.IN - \ iy SR 3 T O GJ o LL c & P I 3 .,J ) —!M ﬂcw ﬁrA L - - o

8 : mvt} W et Am o g5 b .m 4 £7 0 -1,, 57 S it U -l ) 3 ) ._.u. ...M 54 14 ocd -mw .

£ e h B EN b 0 PuonduwlBDl BEI58E% GEEpeBonEEEanRE,

8 hhpi SgEosdan _ Ot £ 0 08 Q ¢ ae ot ke ~ WO . " ¥
co¥adu Sand bR a ,(...niuu«wncaavlitoo ;
. . . S R m A g9 80 ' ;
s 2t wa . > | | |
. ' \ |
N




. . L s /
. S | . ’ =
P ._
O O.. E = 5y ‘
bR} &».. ) v : ' ,w.
I ) s
P2 o
5 w3 RS 23 : ’ ‘ .
v~ O 0 -
S RO * : '
] 1 e ¢ » 2 . .. .
P Cedof o3 . i i
348 G s by S8 g o
~1 49 O .W_ &) b 5 ; & .
[+ 4 O O O i :
(SRS I QT I i &I . i P
t £ 3o 6 T ] .y
9] BoaM o 43 Yl :
o - e O S0 alb . ; . . 5.
v O O e o . Q8 . 5, - e
=1 O O > e (% .m.. -3 z.m . W st A
& &S W " 2 RN P A = g e R R e e g o R b,
3 $ S22 3 ot ; 5 L : o
o a 4 ~i (=3 w " . > . . [ ~\|l.lr.;vl,
.mJ m._ WO h = P = 3 _ » £ N
2 ot 2 R = b & ‘ o Sl it * . Lo .
3 e . ~= S aOl oy = it ' of . o
3 T nid O -~ Q. o~ O : S
vy o U 0w 0] Y . T b
G IS S & 54 O e 5 - . .
3 Ul B 3 £2 00 g : ) : .
= 03 O R I O O e - - 4 . o
0o I O [Frd & ~ PASEN FaR W : g
ot & B3d 9 vy R w ‘ g ’ : :
20 HG . S & T £ .
A e T A o I ) s SR - £ s ' .
~ 3 Q e os3 < . N . . :
3 e 7 fo O .
et )5 £ . ' e .
5 LN o 043 , :
- O PDen gt G : :
) i B ot el 3 < ' ’ ik
o0 = o SR . C s e,
ol Q O3 . . . 3 Vs :
B 2 10 S . - - L
o) 23 b e e o ) ) ’
[ 8 4 o] ol LR Y o ° * o e
S 2D 563 . . . Th ' b
- = 9 0 * . = ’ . ,
o IR0 B O . - . . : : :
382 0D "ag v - : . = e
-0 Q 4ue . .
L0 2400 , T
£ 0~ L & ;
ol (ol S S - g .
Q2 G O E3] .
= i 3 . . .
e I G : v
438 0n 5 .
-~ 4 b &£ . A
R EE S . .o
. Y «pr 7S
T a a'g i
SRHNE O o .
-l L oa ¢

¥




Srtnl .« 99
v e = - - S it AU T ] =
. L] . * £ L e S
. . - “ = > < g ,. s 1 G ° . ! ...
. . - Al . " .
3 o . ) » J .
- b . - QD o ~ \“ ot . 2
L] ~ s . .
- e . 9 o .”” A 3 e . on .
. . . GRS 2 Uh @ 3 4 Ja g ‘.
. . . o2 ~ 5 f4 % . 53 0 (e . 2 :
g : a8 = f LR 9 .
. i = oG bt o i AC. . MJ .hlv 0 Nu o ¢ 3 £ o ook
- e ..\.J\ fe 3" = : — o ISR u\h I . 3
' - e B
: . O S'= 2O g B 9 P'%2a : o .
. B . “ e L3 S SIS B a0« ] .N o a =
= O ¢ ort : N 3 3 3.
- a Q nb b o
U oo - A Iy ) - S O © -
- ; Za o : ale v
- . . A, B AR - B e "o 9 g .. . s,
. N T 1» ~ o o) ‘w - 0 G 0n is T . .
. = o} b . « - » % d
- : : O B 88 BGOn =Y O 9 oa -
. s SRR 0 g a3 - - i . . i
. . : . =0 3 ~ e oo : wiin 2 W 4l iy
- o : Rek M3 2 wd gk (14 % 7 2 .l —
. . : C 3 0O O (s o m 4 ov4 ~ O D 0O L :
- ' 2 - S SR Fadies (s S q ot b P v .
- . . N ol < (¥, 5 |.u ”* oy 1C X ~ S 0 - . L
. : - o = 8 A ok 8 ¢ % d o.4q ¢ 23 .
2% 55 WMon S gt e = o 5 g fali a5 oV 5 o
IR 1 et ) ., v
: 3 P S la~ 0 h kA “aZoz i
- 3 -~ o - )
< % Ll “ sE ORI o i B
23 ek I g2 ™ sy e s O @& O 3 gny . »
. . Lo R < O A S .
. N o o T S © T a o9 0 SO T 5
’ g : > O w3 e 3 £y > 42 R =
’ . 2 r 3 oy e = A A @ e G g .
P . < WS e Y NS (s te e N e o Al 8 s
{3 ; : - & 5D Do SRS on 03 320
W * S W Do e st & ¢ 2 L 3 54 t .
& Y . . - . o S [ < | .
e . - & L E I ST : O < mw Py o5y <
(I AL : : - S O P Lo W oed .
,-,w A\w . : s i F owg o D s O a 0D 0 ed O e LR .
[ . - L4 A}
<8y D - . . ..m Doy 2 5 RURT Icza = w.\w <428 a8 | it y |
<1 . ) el e i e A . SERn 1
(4 g . ¢ S AR i a8 vt Coal e I - SRR : B
. i IR oo 00 ) v J“ Q -~ 1&._ P E h“»&
s - o O I i Yq > 3 - Bw 3 e o =
el £ o : . Bt a9 “goao e e o neg. U : A
L3 . - . fa 7 0d s ng o -t O th =2 9 O o . =N
3 : ek 9 ey 2" g oo o>, B S S i - & ; ==
wo ) P : . . -nw. 3 9 oty B v B 97} O nw .MM Lol O €¢ 3 nm 2 B .\\.}‘
Sl » - . sy . . P T O © 5 s B o “oG o] 1o <2 Rt
2 . CR SIS - (R - 53 3 i @ nrs. . O o s
. T e 'S ; TS B SR T e G o8 Gy 28 de 30 : o
= . - 3o vV aa e APV Oae Nl =
= i . o ' V- e W o P | L3 - L. @ e A 3 .Uo e B o . .
5 x - i e fe 0 ¢ 14 it o e T o5 G fesli ) e GRS (w
. -4 3 el . oa ' e Pt 5y < Pl S B ¥ s b e O T o
. : . ] S G2 oes g (%) NS e ey o oo B9 s og O . . ;
= s @ " o i & & 0 ...w QoS oy 0 e O > A, ey e © S . ; o e E
] . M = ! 5| ' O fJ ey $1 4 i e o =% M.v s SR A = & e
W - o o TS et % O =y “h R u Qg A .
2o A | 3 o8 8 AN o . i i S T s (i L
i S ) 2 Fis
L - A €. 3785 . ..M f< S Lb‘ 3 @ o 2.4 (i ...m G
" - . . P F} Ul Lo T S § ot et \“ MA I3 [ (s ) *
by 2w 19 T ek Y XIS L PP T . S G Y (G R o e A
J s . . =N . 4 a2 ~—~ oy e 0 4 ° -
P . ) o : ¢ N4 G a «1 g (w} o e -b i) « T4 Mﬂ I i e
. e e . ~ . > -d
d - - ; ' ns 2 S o o L g RIS S o bR s 5
< oy oL EX . e - ,HM 3 ) o S 5 L § o et L 5 G - ﬁda o .
Sl P aaS 1 . S SRR © 8 (3 e AT R
SR IEe ) R e “,w . ere s g o D e v @ A 0 S oy )
. . . ) .. e %< o3 V «u 63 .nM 0 =t \,U 3 Sl = 3] ..M .. -~ o u Mﬂ .
. - 3 ) re s ¢ SIS N ”
. ° nn 14 M“ A. u. w(“ C CA & o™ X /r\\l” mh ~ "3 o] w 3 19 mu.
o v, - - T I- e © ! 6 5 v ~ o e
; A \;M 3 3 ’ O e w2 A R u.h LR, i It “\“ < %< 0 > ol | LS >
; . . s SO P “Yesr 0 O 53k y 4 7o Skt -
. . ne3 £ . EECCOEER o o3 3 §e7aPe .
. & e s o O i . : 5 r
. £ . = i o (o} " = b2 o A T < T e e - e S o kfh ~ Laih g =
5 $oa 13 y 2 S A e 2 -~ v - o O A~ @ .
A » a v @ - . . 'M“ a3 wa w40 O R b -\.nt ~ $a K o .Hb b = Q) p e -3 "{,.( DR \./Il.l\ -
. o e £ B! - 2 e AR S 4 4l s o \ 2
: Aewioz 4, ZEUMeT P2 g.80 £ S22 .6 2% . ¢
; = . gy
. ‘ 6t 9 Gl = L B st B 8 >0 @z oa ' 1
2 e T 24 B \w e o Lian B P IR S g ‘g (] O o~ 0N I 2
N . - . S ' h 3 e -
O« 1 I -t 0 ey \.L\ o = e kg S .rw fs SRS VI ) ¢ @ e
: ) 5 . > 0 s S~ = <
: e 235 s 2R 25838 R33E ) . o+ B
fo. "¢ 53 T % i ¢ e O3 v > ‘< : = e |
s s 2 W w O e - = N e 2 o 3 119
o 009 > 853 A& RIS ua o= K od
. oA e Mo i — O o s A Rt iy . : - =
. £ s ZaflR”E & 2,3 3 ¥y fo & S
B N ~ o I N O 2 N B . o ! -
. o T T 2 e B 30 A
CEHR WU A . % 8< N o ..

P
t.
~
‘
e
'\
ey

.



\llf
W3
ik %
Wt
o1
7
By
29
L. >
e
‘..
» 2 |
.
e
I
T

()

s

~
NS

Py
£
BT P

.

&b

7 o ey

a

N
@

e

SHED
SNric

— s
ot

e
<
PR

e

15 2t

.
.
:
2
vrd
L -
Q
3
Q2
ot
G
Q
3 e
s
-
oz e
—
4!\” QHA
ik I
5t
r
- 13
.\u -
b
(] .Q;
Iy
£33
<
\
t2 22
= <
RIS
< 3
(o
ot
" g
o
O %4
D)
s
f
R
v O
.w_ ~3
J
o Q
e O
5 et
3 O
o) I
3 ey
DR
g3
3
i
. Le
@ 3

.
o~
(=]

oL

¢ 5O

OV/ 1uCcOon

2y
& 4

O

1 Ly

-hvoisd

PRI - P,
opwie)

-
Loy

a R
1O WO P 00

ol

et |
.

Ty e B A ,3 e 2V o ma
VHCLION Wil Quiey

~an

in cong

N3G,

-
1

S

iy
2.4 12 B

o e
Cliad 2iia\S

2C

-

(&}

v y
e N
LA LCE

1
end to the

-
PP,

fa

50

1
-

s

& ol

is

N rvrest
GCVEI

3.
w30

o B

they cons

i,
4

whic

~
(&3

DITCE

-
3

»
1%

.
-~
ALy

o c¢ifcciu

bs
-

BE——




UNITED S5TATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al,

)
)
Plaintiffs, )
)
-vVs- ) 66 C 1459
)
THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, )
et al, )
)
Defendants. )
NOTICE
TO: Claude W. B. Holman Kathryn M. Kula
54 West Randolph Street Chicago Housing Authority
Chicago, Illinois 60601 55 West Cermak Road

Chicago, Illinois

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that we have this day filed
a response to the motion to intervene, a copy of which is
hereby served upon you.

July 8, 1970 7

Ly b, 77

Alexander S etalidekdiE -
One of the Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Alexander Polikoff

109 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60602
641-5570

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that I mailed a copy of the above
notice, together with the response referred to therein, to
the above designated persons at the addresses indicated this

8th day of July, 1970.
//vcv/// /////

Alexander Polikoff,
One of the Attorneys for Plaintiffs



