
IN TilE 
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE SEVENTI-1 CIRCUIT 

No. 71-1807 

DOROTI-IY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

v. 

GEORGE W. ROMNEY, 

and 

CITY OF CHICAGO, CENTRAL 
ADVISORY COUNCIL, and 
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

Plaintiffs-Appellees, 

Defendant, 

Intervenor-Appellants. 

On Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Illinois 

RESPONSE OF CENTRAL ADVISORY COUNCIL, 
INTERVENING-DEFENDANT APPELLANT TO 
THE RESPONSE HERETOFORE FILED BY 

THE UNITED STATES 

Now Comes CENTRAL ADVISORY COUNCIL, Intervening-Defendant 

Appellant, by its attorney, H. Ernest Lafontant, and for its response to 



the Response of the United States [ George Romney, Secretary of 

HUD, is the Defendant in the case J represents to the Court as follows: 

1. ·That the Defendant has not filed a notice of appeal, is not 

a party to this appeal, and any relief sought from this Court should 

be by motion supported by the proper affida~it. 

2. That paragraph 2 of the order of November 11, 1971 is iden-

tical with the order of October 1, 1971; the Defendant, George Romney, 

has had ample opportunity to ''consider whether or not to appeal from" 

the October 1, 1971 order. * 

3. The request of the Defendant for time to make up its mind 

whether to appeal or not, if granted, would compound the "devastating 

effect" upon the membership of the Appellant of the orders of Octo-

her 1 and November ll, 1971. 

4. The same day that this Appellant received notice of the 

Defendant's response, this Appellant also received, from the Defen-

dant, a motion to alter or amend the judgment order of November 11, 

1971 under Rule 59(e), (a copy of which is attached hereto, and which 

incorporates this Appellant's views as stated in Sec. 3 of its brief filed 

with this Court). 

* It has been the position of this Appellant that the Defendant 
did not have the authority to enter into the May 12 and June ll 
letter agreements. That it did so against the express dictates 
of Sec. 2000-d-1, which aims at protecting the interests of 
the membership of this Intervenor-Defendant Appellant. 
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i' s·~ - The effect of filing in the District Court a motion pursu-

ant to Rule 59 (e) is inconsistent with the request made by the Defen-

dant, since the provisions of Rule 4 (a) suspend the running of the 

time to file an appeal until the entry of an order made upon a motion 

under Rule 59, and a motion filed under 59 (e) opens the judgment as 

to the moving party, and there is nothing to appeal from. 

6. The briefing schedule and the time set by this Court for oral 

argument represent a determination by this Court of the urgency of 

the matter. The Defendant has not pleaded any facts showing any 

relevant change in the issues or the interests of the parties to justify 

_any modification of the prior order of this Court. 

For the above reasons, this Appellant prays that the relief 

sought in the "response" of the Defendant be denied. 

H. Ernest Lafontant 
Attorney for Central Advisory 

Council 
69 West Washington Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
AN3-4882 
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l 

v. 

Ul'U'l'ED &~ DL...""T!UCT COUR'l 
NOR'lliZBE: J)L'Ji"T.ICT OF ILLL"iOlS 

EASTERN DIVISJ:Oll 

uo. 66 c 11+60 

lknr ~a George ll. ~.r, Seeretary' ~the ~po;rl:mlt'!:lt. of Housing 

and Urban D3v~~t, by 1-JILLIJU:ii J. Bt\UER, lJnited s-tates Attorney for 

th~ ~-orthcrn lllstrict of Illinois, and roove& pu:-suant to Rille 59(e) of 

sites of the 275 siten he.retofore sul:rJ:::iittG>d 'to the City by the 



j.' · 

1'--" 

-2-

be ~e tor l~'t faally houirt(£. l?ul"thha.r, that a. 

cow oE snid. :rec~~tion MI. atdd repo1~ of tlw Cam.i.tte-a on 

P.l.l:wning &nd HOU$ir.li be tiled nimul t aoootmly w1 th this COUt't.. 

3· !bat ~ vecaipt b7 the City Caurte11 of tlm City or. Ctrl.es,go or · 

the s£oresaid rec~datiorut a.nd roport f':rom the CGG~i ttee an 

P.lenning end li'OUSin;"l t- the City o_f' Chicago., acting ~A.\:;'"'h i t-s 

Pq~, Riclu\:rd J~ Da..ley, r;~ly crt'WJ!a tha ~to be placed on 

the tte~3 of tllo n~-t ~tirl.s or the City Com:teil for 

dtYli~m);i,ou and ueci!UJ:m. 

4Cal Timt., ~i..tt~ly, ~ tm cantZ1~1on o:t Sl\14 de.liberst:loo at!d 

~.ecisien by too City Ccl.U'lC'L1 "' the City of Chic~o, ~ir~ tha'O~ 

it~a t;:l..vor, r.k..hr:.J.:-d J. f.a1_\!ity; file 1rl.t ... lt this C<ml"'t a fitJal l:'e:'O'rt 

1n•llca.t-ing th-e City C-Qtm:ell' B &':t:too '"1:\'ll respect to eacb of the 

~l'PTC.."t!J!m~Jy 190 eite~ p~~rw~d by the Chi .ago l".<:l:U.Si~ Autt~rity 

for t1~lo~n1# o~ low .... !·ent. ~ly how.d.ntJ , Md (b}~ in t ha cnse 

or ""J.:v Gi'te or s ite·a· "Which w ::re nat approved by tb:a City CouncU 

!'or dev~l~nt o.f l~·rent. ~ly h¢':-..u;..t.n.z. a; .det~i.J.ed report 

~ be· fUC!d ootting fo~l-J the @1:'-eeific ~~;n or reazonG l.dlY 

tutr S.VCh site o.r si'tf:l~ \~l-e f :...und une.ec:ept~le by tha City COuncil. 

5., ~t the- Chic-~ rotmins Authority, e,c ~ 1.hro\l3h i.ts <..1lai..rr-~, 

Cha.:rl es R. !Mi'bel _, fi l e mth. 't.OO Un:twd Stllteac D®nrt.-'ixlnt of 

I-&n.tsiP..& t;".nd \Jrbt>....n l'-e'ielct.--raent b:r a .:ta+ ~ t.o 1~ rltfte i'!liitred by t his 

eou:t"t~ e ~lc;.mant ~ fer apprG:!!imateJy 274 units ()f 1 ow­

rent public housi..~ en fti~ which l1m-e h~mto..toro L~a ap~~ 



nm:u~. 

6. 2b&t w.. ~ t'w'tbcr:r D'Jltiq· its J-~mt. o~ fmte~ N~r u~ 

~-}"l l)f/1 10 u to pam~- tbe l~ld.se of~ Snf'.ond '!'ear F.o&u. Citiea 

1un4S to tlle Cicy of Qd~(l, for the ~ p;reviO\U\cy e.d~ 

b1 the ®fie~ in tl-. b1~~ Pl:-eviO\Wly. tDe:tt m1d ~ a...~ta 

pmvto.ucy ~a&e4 to t hll eeurt, G}d for ·tim !'lltr~r" m~ tM."' 

t~ r\)~ <'Jf I'Cl iet ~$-~ in ~~ l ~~Jl:t ' ct thia 

t1fJt1on CQ.$t-1tuta ~ 1ft~re dL~et Md ~~~ti.e ar.Jr~ to the 

VL• ~1ll~~ .J . -E."\j'"'~~ ~~~ 

ll:kited ·t~~a .ht.tCX11ey 



IN TI-IE 
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

No. 71-1807 
I 
I 

DOROTIIY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

v. 

GEORGE W. ROMNEY, 

and 

CITY OF CHICAGO, CENTRAL 
ADVISORY COUNCIL, and 
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

· , , . .... . ' 

Plaintiffs-Appellees, 

Defendant, 

Intervenor -Appellants. 

On Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Illinois 

To: Alexander Polikoff 
One of attorneys for 

Plaintiffs 
109 N. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Richard L. Curry 
Corporation Counsel 

of the City of Chicago 
Sll City Hall 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

NOTICE 

Patrick W. O'Brien 
Watson B. Tucker 
Kathryn M. Kula 
For the Chicago Housing 

Authority 
cjo Mayer, Brown & Platt 
231 South La Salle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 



Kenneth Howell 
Community Legal Counsel 
116 S. Michigan Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 

William J. Bauer 
Attorney for Department of 

Housing & Urban Development 
cjo Office of U. S. Attorney 
219 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that I have this day filed with the Clerk 

of the Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, the response of CENTRAL 

ADVISORY COUNCIL, Intervening-Defendant Appellant, to the response 

heretofore filed by the United States, a copy of which is attached hereto. 

H. Ernest Lafontant 
Attorney for Central Advisory Council 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

The undersigned, attorney for CENTRAL ADVISORY COUNCIL, 

Intervening-Defendant Appellant, hereby certifies that he served a copy 

of the response of CENTRAL ADVISORY COUNCIL, Intervening-Defendant 

Appellant, to the response heretofore filed by the United States, together 

with the foregoing notice, by mailing copies of the same to the persons 

shown on the notice at the addresses shown, all this 23rd day of November, 

1971. 

H. Ernest Lafontant 

November 23, 1971 

H. Ernest Lafontant 
Attorney for Central Advisory Council 
69 West Washington St. - Chicago, Ill. 60602 
AN3-4882 


