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\ 
UNITED STAT ES DI STRICT COURT FOR THE 

HOHTHF: HI~ DIST!UCT OF ILLinOIS 
EASTERN DIVISION 

GAUTREAUX, et a.l. , ) 
) 

Plaintiffs ) 
) 

v. ) No. 66c 1459. 
) 66c l46o 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY , ) (Consolidated) 
et al., ) 

) 
Defendants ) 

ANSHER OF CHA TO S UPPLEr:Si'JTAL CO!,fPLAI NT 

Now come defend ants Chicago Housin g Authority and C. E. 

Humphrey (herein after collE!ctiv e ly called 11 CHA")j by their. 

attorneys, and for their answer to plaintiffs' Supple~ental 

Complaint state and allege as follows: 

The Suppl ement a l Complaint: 

1. Defendant Richard J. Daley resides within and is 

Mayor of the City of Chicago. Under Section 3-11-14, Cha pter 

24, Illinois Revised Statutes, the Mayor of the City of Chicago 

presides at meetings of the ci·ty Council of the City of Chicago 

("City Council") and has the oo-..·;e r to vote at such meetings under 

cert a in circ umst ances. 

2. Defendants Fred B. Roti *** are all of th~ duly elected 

aJ1d acting ms rab crs of the Ci t y Counc i l and reside in the City of 

Chic ae;o. 



3. Defendc>..nt City of Chicago C'Cityu ) is an Illinois 

municj_pal corporation having a population of more than 500,000 

persons. ~~e City Council is the governin g body of the City. 

CHA's /ms1t:er: 

CHA . admits the allegations in parag r aphs 1, 2 and 3 of 

the Complaint. 

The Supplemental Comolaint: 

Paragraph s 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 15. 

CHA's AnsHer: 

The matters referred to in s ai d parasraphs are matters 

of judicial notice and need not be pleaded.~/ Accordingly, 

CHA need not and does not respond to same in this ansHer. 
'· 

The Supplemental Complaint: 

14. Relying upon such lack of such approval and upon 

the provisions of Secti on 9, Chapter 67-1/2, Illinois Revised 

Statutes, CHA has not acquired re a l property for the provision 

of Dwelling Units in conformity with the Judgment Order. Such 

failure by CHA to acquire real prop~rty for such purpose has 

the effect of denying to the plaintiffs the relief to which they 

are entitled under the Judgment Ord~r and of preventing this 

*I 
- Opinions and orders in this c2.se and docu,11ents filed with this 

court by CHA reportin g its actions are matters of judicial 
notice. In re Wood~ar Re~lty, 294 F.2d 785 (7th Cir. 1961, 
cert. d eni~d , 369 U.S. 803 ). 11 -~~·iHf as a g~ne ral rule \·:hat may 
bejudic ially notic~ci n(;ed not be ple ade d" Bu(; ll v . Sears, 
Roebuc~~ and Co ., 321 F. 2d 468 , 471 (lOth cir: 1963). 
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Court from providi11.::; a full remedy for the violations of federal 

constitut ional ri e;ht.s ,,,hich this Court 1 s mer.10randum opinion of 

·~ 

Februa_ry J.O, 1969, found to have· .occurred. 

CHA 1 s Ansv:er: 

CHA denie s the allegations in paragraph 14 of the Supple-

mental Co mplaint. 

No facts a re alleged in the Supplemental Comp laint which 

would justify the imposition of any r elief against CHA. Accord-

ingly, CIIA prays tha t the Supplement al Complaint be dismis sed 

as to it cmd that it b2 a-t.·mrde d its costs of defending same. 

Respectfully submitted , 

CHICAGO HOUSHW AUTHORITY 
C . E. HUt-lPHREY 

By 

·I 
l 
I 

----------~-~--~-------------Patrick H. O' Brien 

Of Counsel: 

Kathryn f.l. Kula 
Mayer, Bro~n & Platt 
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\'Iatson B. Tucker 

231 South LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 6060~ 
ST 2-0600 

Its Attorneys 


