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IN THE 
UNITED STATE S DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHE RN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUT REAUX, et al, ) 
) 

Plaintiffs, ) 
) 

v. ) 
) 

No. 66 C 1459 
66 c 1460 

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

) 
Defendants. ) 

REPLY TO HUD MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION 
TO PLAI NTI FFS' MOTION FOR A RULING 

Notwithstanding its strident rhetoric a surprising amount 

of agreement emerges out of HUD's memorandum filed on April 4, 

1973: agreement on the identity of the issue before the Court 

for decision, and a substantial measure of agreement on the 

steps to be taken after a ruling on that issue. Following 

a brief discussion of these areas of agreement we will deal with 

the differences that remain between the parties. 

I. It is Agreed that the Issue Before 
Dec i sion is Wh e the r a Metropolitan 
to Afford Plaintif f s Full Re lie f. 
Necessary and the Court Should so 

the Court for 
Plan is Necessary 
Such a Plan is 

Rule. 

Based on the testimony and other evidence received by this 

Court in November, 1972, and based on the procedure approved by 



the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals in Bradley v. Millikin, 

Nos. 72-1809-- 72-1814, plaintiffs have moved for the entry 

of an order determining that a metropolitan plan is necessary 

to afford plaintiffs comp lete relief. A proposed form of 

order, including findings of fact and conclusions of law, has 

been submitted to the Court. Plaintiffs' memorandum supporting 

their motion explains why such an order is necessary and 

appropriate at this time. 

HUD agrees that the necessity of metropolitan relief in 

this case is the issue now before the Court for decision: 

"[I]n Bradley v. Milliken, supra, the court 
had already determined that a plan, which 
was me tropolitan in scope, was necessary to 
afford plaintiffs complete relief, and that 
a Detroit-only plan was inadequate for such 
purpo se. Such a finding has not been made in 
the Gautreaux litigation, although precisely 
this issue is before the court for decision, 
on the basis of the testimony and documentary 
evidence introduced at the November hearings." 
HUD memorandum, pp .6-7. 

The parties are thus in agreement that the issue of metropolitan 

relief is now ripe for decision. 

HUD then argues not that a metropolitan plan is unnecessary,* 

but that "it is by no means clear from the record" in this case 

*HUD has often stated that the problems of what it calls the 
"real city" can only be dealt with effectively by metropolitan 
plans. In its current memorandum HUD says it "has never 
questiored the desirabi li tv of a metropolitan wide plan, but 
rather has interposed various legal objections to the particular 
plan plaintiff s have proposed " HUD memorandum, p.9. 
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that such a plan is necessary: 

"In the Department's view it is by no means 
clear from the record in the instant case 
that a metropolitan remedy is necessary 
as a matter of law or fact to accord the 
plaintiffs the relief to which they are 
entitled." HUD memorandum, p.7. 

Two arguments are given to support this "by no means clear" 

stance. The first is based on an obvious misreading of Swann v. 

Board o f Education, 402 U.S. 1. HUD quotes the portion of the 

Swann opinion which observes that, though few communities will 

remain demographically stable, neither school authorities nor 

district courts are required to make year-by-year adjustments 

of racial composition "once the affirmative duty to desegregate 

has been accomplished ... ,"and that, absent deliberate attempts 

to f±x or alter demographic patterns to affect racial composition, 

further intervention by a district court should not be necessary. 

(HUD memorandum, pp.7-8. ) HUD then argues from this passage 

that since there is no evidence of attempts to fix or alter 

demographic patterns to affect the racial composition of the 

areas where public housing is to be located in the future under 

this Cour-t's 1969 judgment order, Swann militates against the 

entry of plaintiffs' proposed order. (Id. at p.8.) 

But this argument is belied by the very language HUD quotes. 

The Swann opinion plainly says that further intervention becomes 

unnecessary 11 once the affirmative duty to desegregate has been 

accomplished ..• " There are cases without number (including 

Swann itself) in which further intervention has not only been 
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upheld but mandated where that affirmative duty has not 

yet been accomplished. Since it has, of course, not yet been 

accomplished here, HUD's Swann quotation is obviously inapplicable 

to the present stage of this case.* 

HUD's second argument, contained in a footnote at page 7 of 

its memorandum, is based on another quotation from Swann, this one 

the adage that the nature of the violation determines the scope 

of the remedy.** Since the violation of plaintiffs' rights by 

*CHA has filed a memorandum in which it continues to parrot the 
assertion that the entry of the 1969 judgment order should 
have ended the case as to it. Swann and scores of other 
desegregation cases make it clear that it is the implementation, 
not the entry, of a desegregation decree that ends a 
desegregation case, and that further intervention by the court 
becomes unnecessary only "once the affirmative duty to 
desegregate has been accomplished •.. " (emphasis a dded.) 
Cases without number, including Swann itself, also make it 
clear that on the road to implementat ion - "accomplishment" -
the court must take account not only of newly developed or 
demonstrated facts but of further insights into what kind of 
decree is necessary to provide full relief. In this latter 
respect, too, Swann stands directly opposed to CHA's suggestion 
(CHA memorandum, p.S) that because nothing was said in the 
Court's 1969 judgment order about a desegregation plan that 
would encompass the Chicago Urbanized Area, it is not now proper 
for the Court to consider such a plan. The initial desegregation 
plan in Swann was based on geographic zoning with a free transfer 
provision and said nothing about busing. 402 U.S. 1, 7. Three 
years later Swann filed a motion for further relief pursuant 
to which the district court ultimately approved a new desegrega­
tion plan which involved many remedial features not mentioned 
in the earlier decree, including provisions for grouping outlying 
schools with inner city schools and massive transportation 
back and forth between them. 402 U.S. 1, 10. The Supreme Court 
in Swann affirmed the new district court order. 402 U.S. 1, 32. 

**HUD does not quote the very next sentence from Swann: "In 
default by the school authorities of their obligation to proffer 
acceptable remedies, a district court has broad power to 
fashion a remedy that will assure a unitary school system." 
402 u.s. 1, 16. 
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HUD and CHA occurred inside Chicago, HUD says, the remedy 

may not extend outside Chicago. 

Bradley v. Milliken furnishes the obvious response. In 

that case the violation occurred inside Detroit but to remedy 

the violation it was found necessary to extend the remedial 

action outside Detroit. The appropriate adage here is rather 

that equity will provide full relief, and if full relief for a 

federal constitutional wrong cannot be provided within Chicago, 

there is nothing, as Bradley and numerous other cases, federal 

and state alike, demonstrate, to prevent a federal court from 

bridging local political boundary lines to vindicate federal 

constitutional rights.* Swann neither says nor holds anything 

to the contrar y. 

* "We reject t h e contention that school district lines are 
sacrosanct and that the jurisd iction of the District 
Court to grant e q uitable relief in the present case 
is limited to the geographic boundaries of Detroit." 
(Opinion in Bradley v. Milliken, p.66.) 

"Political subdivisions of States - counties, cities, 
or whatever - never were and never have been considered 
as sovereign entities. Rather, they have been tradition­
ally regarded as s ubordinate governme ntal instrumen­
talities, created by the State to assist in the carrying 
out of state governmental functions." Reynold s v. Sims, 
377 u.s. 533, 575 (1964). 

"IP]olitical subdivisions of the states, whether they 
be counties, cities or whatever' are not 'sovereign 
entities' and may readily be bridged when necessary to 
vindicate f ederal constitutional rights and policies." 
Jenkins v. Towns h i p of Morris School District, 279 A.2d 
619, 62 8 (S .Ct. N.J. 1971). 
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The parties are thus agreed that the necessity of a 

metropolitan wide plan is the issue before the Court for 

decision. HUD's two arguments against an affirmative ruling 

on that issue are without merit. It is submitted that the 

uncontradicted evidence and the applicable law (see the 

proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law in plaintiffs' 

proposed order ) call for an affirmative ruling, 

II. There is Substantial Agreement on the Steps to Be 
Taken Following a Ruling that a Metropolitan Plan 
is Necessary -Namely, Joining Additional Parties 

Following the procedure approved by the Sixth Circuit 

Court of Appeals in Bradley, plaintiffs seek an affirmative 

ruling on the necessity of metropolitan relief before joining 

additional parties. Still following the Bradley procedure, 

we have said we will join the affected additional parties 

following such a ruling. (Plaintiffs' Memorandum, pp.l4-15.) 

HUD does not appear to differ with this procedure. It 

agrees that if the Court rules in favor of metropolitan relief 

additional parties should then immediately be joined: 

"If the court rules on the evidence that 
complete relief demands a metropolitan wide 
plan, now is the appropriate time for 
plaintiffs to ask leave to join the additional 
parties needed for further proceedings in 
this case." (HUD memorandum, p.9.) 

However there is some disagreement on who the additional parties 

should be. 

HUD makes two different suggestions but, except for asserting 
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that plaintiffs' proposal in this regard does not go far enough, 

studiously avoids our discussion of who the "affected parties" 

are. (The discussion is in the Appendix on . Parties attached 

to plaintiffs' memorandum.) HUD's suggestions are that, in 

addition to the parties plaintiffs have proposed to add, either 

(1) "all those communities which heretofore have been unwilling 

to sign a Cooperation Agreement with a local housing authority," 

or (2} all 193 suburban communities in the Chicago Urbanized 

Area,should be added. (HUD memorandum, p.lO.) 

In the Appendix on Parties to our memorandum we have stated 

why we do not believe that the municipalities in either of 

the two groups HUD suggests are "affected parties" at this stage 

of the litiga tion. We will not repeat that argument here, 

especially since HUD has not addressed it. As Bradley shows, 

additional parties should be joined after, not before, the Court 

has ruled that a metropolitan plan is necessary, and the 

determination of who the additional parties should be may and 

should be made promptly after a ruling on the metropolitan 

remedy. (We will of course join whomsoever the Court directs 

us to join. The Appendix on Parties gives our views.*) 

*HUD says we have "refused" to make the -state a defendant (HUD 
memorandum, p.S) and the n inconsistently appears to argue that 
the state should not be joined, apparently because it has 
committed no "independent" wrong. (Id. 5-6, n.2.) But Bradley 
explicitly r ejected any requirement of an "independent" wrong 
as a prerequisite to requiring the participation of agencies 
of the state in plans to remedy the wrongs o f other state agencies. 
~pinion in Bradley, p.68. See plaintiffs' memorandum , p.ll.) 

(footnote continued on p.S) 
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III. Other HUD Assertions are Without Merit 

Apart from the two areas of basic agreement already 

discussed HUD makes several assertions to which we will 

respond. 

A. Plaintiffs Do Not Seek Delay 

HUD's memorandum charges us with seeking delay, retravelling 

already covered ground, etc. That plaintiffs want delay (for 

what conceivable reason?) is a charge that may be ignored. We 

have pointed out, as we felt it our duty to do, that a rehearing 

was granted in the Bradley case, and we suggested that the 

Court might wish to defer consideration of plaintiffs' motion 

until the decision on rehearing has been rendered. We will of 

course abide this Court's judgTtient on that. 

We are not retravelling ground already covered. Bradley, 

(footnote continued from p.7) 

In Franklin v. Quibnan County Bd. of Ed., 288 F.Supp. 509, 519 
(N.D. Mass. 1968), the court said, 

"The affirmative obligation to seek means of 
disestablishing state-imposed segregation must 
be shared by all agencies, or agents of the state 
••• who are charged by law with, and who exercise, 
official public school functions. Neutrality 
must be forsaken for an active, affirmative 
interest in carrying out constitutional commands." 

Accord: Lee v. Macon Coun t y Bd. of Educ., 267 F.Supp. 458, 478-79 
(M.D. Ala. 1967) (three judge court), aff'd. sub nom. Wallace v. 
United States, 389 U.S. 215 (l967t; United States v. Texas, 321 
F.Supp. 1043, 1056-10 57 (E.D. Tex. 1970), 330 F.Supp. 235 (E.D. 
Tex. 1971 supplemental opinion), modifiec1 and aff'd, 447 F.2d 
441 (5th Cir. 1971) ("The State is obligated to oversee the 
actions of its agencies to insure against violation of the 
constitutional rights of individuals."). 



which was decided after our proposed judgment order was 

submitted on September 25, 1972, suggests that it would not be 

proper for the Court to enter that order without first joining 

the "affected parties" but that prior to such joinder it would 

be proper for the Court to rule on the necessity of a metropolitan 

remedy. Accordingly we filed a proposed order in accordance 

with the Bradley-approved procedure, includinga provision which 

will (as in Bradley) permit prompt appellate review of the 

threshold metropolitan-remedy ruling. That cannot fairly be 

called retravelling already covered ground. 

We are accused of not going far enough (with sinister motiva-

tion) in our proposed order because the order provides for a 

ruling that it is necessary and appropriate to consider a 

metropolitan plan, rather than that a metropolitan plan is 

necessary. In this respect we merely followed the Bradley 

language and would have no objections at all to the formulation 

HUD seems to prefer. However the order reads, it will clearly 

be interlocutory and subject to later revision by the Court. 

B. The Mahaley Case Strongly Supports Plaintiffs' 
Proposed Order 

HUD finds the Mahaley decisions, attached to its memorandum, 

'' ImJ uch more directly in point" than Bradley (HUD memorandum, 

p.ll), and says we have ignored them. (Id. 16.) Hardly. Mahaley 

was decided 3-1/2 weeks after plaintiffs' memorandum was filed; 

we could not have discussed the decisions before they were 

rendered. But believing that Mahaley was relevant and that it 
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strongly supported plaintiffs' position, we delivered in open 

court to the law clerk of this Court copies of the Mahaley 

opinions which are now attached to HUD's memorandum.* 

Mahaley supports plaintiffs' argument that a metropolitan 

plan should be developed. 

"CMHA Ithe local housing authority] and the 
City of Cleveland were charged with the 
leadership to integrate housing patterns 
in Cleveland. This can only be viewed as 
a temporary solution. CMHA, the City of 
Cleveland and the municipalities within 
Cuyahoga County must act together if 
segregation in racial housing patterns is 
to be once and forever eliminated." (Opinion 
and order of Chief Judge Battisti, pp. 8-9.) 

Mahaley also shows that suburbs which may some day be 

affected by the metropolitan plan need not be joined before the 

plan is adopted and effectuated with respect to other suburbs. 

Thus, although only five suburbs were defendants in Mahaley, the 

opinion directed the housing authority to prepare a plan for 

all suburbs in Cuyahoga County (over 50 in number) , the court 

recognizing that the plan could be effectuated only as to suburbs 

which were made defendants. 

"In preparing the plan CMHA should examine 
the needs of each suburban community in 
Cuyahoga County recognizing that it can 
only be effectuated as to the defendant 
suburban cities." (Id. 25.) 

The order told CMHA to submit a plan reflecting the need of 

*This was done on March 5, 1973, when we appeared in response 
(but did not object) to HUD's request for additional time to 
file its memorandum. 
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'"each suburban city" for low income housing, including "the 

number of units to be used to house those residents of the 

City of Cleveland who would wish to move into that community." 

(Order of February 22, 1973, attached to HUD's memorand~~.) 

Finally, Hahaley makes it clear, as we have argued in this 

case several times already, that the federal cooperation 

agreement requirement is no more of a bar to full and effective 

relief* than is the state requirement for city council approval 

of sites which this Court has already disposed of.** It is 

true that the jurisdiction of CMHA extended throughout Cuyahoga 

County but, as we have already demonstrated, local jurisdictional 

lines cannot stop federal constitutional relief short of its 

goal of a full and complete remedy. 

In short, Mahaley strongly supports plaintiffs' proposed 

order and shows that the cooperation agreement requirement will 

not be a bar to implementation of the metropolitan plan which 

results from it. 

*As in Mahaley the record in this case includes evidence of the 
unsuccessful efforts of the housing authority (CHA and the 
Cook County Housing Authority, acting jointly) to obtain 
cooperation agreements from municipalities throughout the county. 
See CHA' s Quarterly Report No. ~' filed October 6, 1972, p.7. 

**The Hamtramck order of March 30, 1973, attached here to and 
referred to in the text, infra, provides that the court-ordered 
plan "shall be deemed ... to have received the necessary city 
approval," and further, "To the extent that the ... plan may 
conflict with any zoning ordinances, these ordinances shall be 
deemed inapplicable to the extent of any such inconsistency." 
(p. 5.) 
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c. HUD May Be Ordered to Plan 

HUD continues to insist that it may not be ordered to do 

any planning, saying that its position on this issue has been 

repeated ad infinitum. (HUD Memorandum, p.2.) Such repetition 

does not make the position sound. We think HUD is wrong as a 

matter of law (and will not repeat our previous arguments to 

that effect).* 

HUD is also incorrect on the facts when it asserts that in 

none of the cases it refers to (HUD memorandum, p.6) was HUD 

ordered to engage in planning activities going beyond its 

statutory authority. In City of Hamtramck HUD was ordered, 

along with local officials and after consultation with the 

plaintiffs, to "design and implement an amended rene\•ral plan 

for the Wyandotte Area of Hamtramck." Guidelines for the 

amended plan were spelled out in the court's order. (Page 4 

et seq. of the order entered March 30, 1973, in Garrett, et al 

v. City of Hamtramck, et al, a copy of which is attached hereto.) 

*HUD also continues to assert that "there is a profound difference 
between school cases and housing cases." (HUD memorandum, p.4.) 
Its citation of San An tonio Independent School District v. 
Rodrigue z , 41 L. W. 4407 (197 3 ), and Lindsey v. Normet, 405 U.S. 
56 (1972), in this regard is puzz ling for Rodr1guez and Lindsev 
held that education and housing, respectively , were not 11 funda­
mental" interests under the Federal Constitution. See Rodriguez, 
41 L.W. at 4416-17. Thus in this respect education and housing 
are on a par. (In Rodriguez the Court's opinion asked 
rhetorically , "How , for instance, is education to be distinguished 
from the significant persona l interests in the basics of decent 
food and shelter?" 41 L.W. at 4418.) "IA] school desegregation 
case does not differ fundamentally from other cases involving the 
fr~1ing of equitable remedies to repair the denial of a consti­
tutional right." Swann v. Charlotte Mecklenburg Bd. of Ed., 402 
u.s. 1, 15-16 (1971). 
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In any event, as we have suggested (plaintiffs' memorandum, 

p.l6}, HUD could obtain an interlocutory review of an order 

directing it to plan and set its doubts speedily at rest.* 

Conclusion 

We have proposed a procedure for ruling on the issue the 

parties agree must now be ruled upon, a procedure that isolates 

that issue from other questions in the case, permits of prompt 

appellate review, and accords precisely with the procedure 

approved by the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. On the merits 

of the issue we think the facts and the law plainly call for an 

affirmative ruling. As to this the Court is respectfully 

referred to plaintiffs' proposed findings of fact and 

conclusions of law. Plaintiffs' motion should be granted and the 

order plaintiffs propose should be entered (modified, if the 

*HUD submits the Administration's Fiscal Year 1974 Budget to the 
Court, suggesting there may be no money available next year to 
implement a plan. Congress will of course ultimately determine 
what money is to be available. Mahaley and Hamtramck, in both 
of which the planning orders were entered after the 1974 Budget 
was prepared, show that planning to remedy constitutional 
wrongs is not to be aborted because money may be unavailable to 
implement the completed plan. 
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Court concurs, in the fashion suggested by HUD at the bottom 

of page 8 of its memorandum). 

April 30, 1973 

Alexander Polikoff 
109 N. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
641-5570 

Respectfully submitted, 

/ Alex ander Po l ikoff 
One of the Attorneys for Plai ntiffs 
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Ot'dinancc \·.'hich presently m:.:~ke ,it ineff ecti \'e; (d) imp l en~entat:!.oj) of 

a system wl1e reby a ll homemmers in ll amtramc)< ,,,JJO move into ne· .. ; u.ni ts 

in the \•iyandotte or Alpena areas g ive a first option on their r::cesem: 

homes, at a fair price, ei "cher to displacees or to the City f or' 

re1EJ.bi.li tation <l.r.~Vor resale to .~isplacl!2S ; (e) ir::pl emen ·cation of 

a system which ass ures tl1at \d1en d.isplacees \·lho are eligible for 

governmer.t housing subsidies request assistance in finding a 1JOI112, 

City off.i.cials will accompany them to j_nsp~ct home s for sale or 

rent, and will acquaint the owners or landlords with the various 

applicable government subsidy programs which guarantee certain 

purchase or rental payments • 

... ,. ····: . -.9. · · Unless there · arc .. certain 'rezoilings , elimination of varinnce _., 

and prohibitions against d emolition, industria.l cxpansj,on. will 
• • r • ' ' • . , • • 

. . 
-continue to e liminate residential uni t ·s i n Hamtramck \vhich are vi tal 

to mi1intaining_ the }wusing supply a:v_ailapJ.e to the plaintiff dis -

plncees. 

10. Many·cligibl~ clisplacecs will not be able to learn about 

and t'espond to their opportunity for h ousing in I!<JmtrLlmck , pursu:.1nt 

. • I 
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to appJ y f o:!:' the <1vail<ililc hous jng LL'1i·ts . 

11. l'lany displ ;-tcces \·.'ill n ot b e a bl e to afford t o 1nov2 

unless t hey r e cc:£ive ade tJua te moving expens e s and other r eloca-

t:ion p ayments . 

In view of all the above, the Court finds that t he fol-

10\~inr; provis ions of this Order "nrc~ indiviuually and collect i ve ly 

necessary to remedy the Wl.la\vful actions of defendants. Ther cfor2, 

IT IS HERCBY Q:i(DERED: 

I. Defendants City of Hamtramck and its officinl s ("city") 

and U.S. Dep <u:tlncnt of Hous i;>g and Ul'b<.::.Tl Development and its of-

ficials (" HlJ.iJ") ~h<.ill, uf·::er· C:Oi1SU~'!::ation with plaintiffs , ucsign 

and implemeni: u.n amende d rene1·:al plan for ·the l·.'yando·tte /\rca of 

llu.mtramck. 1Jnuer such plan , the \·lyimdotte Area shall be devoted 

to maximum residential use, consistent \vith ·sound urban planning, 

so as to provide a source of adequate relocation housing fm: those 

individuals ("clisplacces" ) who have been and arc to be displocecl 

from their homes by urban renewal projects, and by other actions 

of 

22" ... , 

defendunts found unlcll·lful by this Court 's opinion of November 
:_; 

1Q71. 
c .· ' . .. . . ·. ~ · ···· :" · :· .. .. .:.' ·. ·-.. : 

I.e., oll Blncl' s \·.'110 were dis placeu by the Smith-Clay urbun 
r cncwiJ.l proj ect, t h e Chrys ler [xpr e.SS \·IGY, the Hynndotte urhcm 
renewal. pro je ct,. or !Jy code cn forc~mcnt ull(l -industrial. expan ­
sion in the Dc nton-:·liller· und Gru.ncl Jfovcn- Dynr - Dcqtt iJl(lrc nre as, 
nncl 1vho \·:e r e unlllJ.l e t o r e l oco.tc i n decent, s<1fc, unu s cmitar y 
h ous:ing in llu :~:tramck; <1ncl ull persons h•ho nrc pre s ently s ulJ :jc c:t 
to dis plucCr.lC! JJt by il vllriety of. govcrn ::ental nctivi'l:ics in the 
\Vy;m clotte, Dcnton-:'liller, ll ml Gr~m cl lln\·cn nre lls, us \·IC! } 1 as i n 
othe r arc ns o f the city \·Jit cro. , f or o. xnlnplc, hous ing un:i. t: s :::oy 
be r emoved under i1. co:nprc ltcn s i vc cotlc en forccmc~nt prozr L.Jm . 
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mcnt lll1it s d c> s:i.:~nccl f or scr,iOl' ci·ti.zcn s , nr;prnxir.~ T~:'2 J y 130 sl :2 lJ. };c 

up<a'tlncnt units f or i!l(1ivic1ua l s aml fur . ;:i.lic~; of c:ill a ~~cs , <L1c1 up-

proxir.lil tcly ?. 00 shall lle to~·mhouscs . The nurrilicr of bedrCJo:ns in t h c 

different Uili ts constructed shall u.pproxjj;:ute th e lmit size l'cqui:!.'t?-

mcnts of t he disp l i1cec1 J?Oj!ulation . 

D. In acbdnis·tcr ing the \·.'yo.njottc r enewal plan c1 c:!:C'n2-

ants sl1 <1 ll tnke all steps nec essary to make r~aximurn u"ciliza t io:1 of 

federal and state programs to subsidize lm~- and moder ate- i ncome housin~ . 

c. ~f, in administ.eri~;g the plan, ar.y quotas or ad-

minis-trative guidelines with regard to dc;:10grapllic makeup of t en2nts 

eligible for publicly subsidized ho~sing programs shall . conflict \·.'i.~ch 

maximum -u se of .1-.'yanclotte f or displacees, defenc1U:1 t s shall u.c1just or 

\''ai v e such quo to s or guid elin cs . 

D. To the e xtent that any federa l or state pro;;rrun pro-

viU.ing l1ousing subsidies r<:q,;ire3 :fm.' eligibi1ity thut the \·.'y·ar;doti.:c 

plan be approved by the local goverllment, or be part o'f- the l oca lit.-y ' s 

"Worl<ahle Program for Com11W1i ty I mprovement ," the \'.'yandotte plan si1all 

be deem ed to be part of the Hamtramck \·lorkuble' Program and to hav e re-

ceived the necessary city approval. 

E. To the extent that the \·:Yandotte reneHal plan may 

conflict with any zoning ordinances, these orclinances shall be de G-:ted 

inapplicable to the · extent· of any· such inconsistency: · .. _· : . 

F. Defendants shall be jointly liable to make all ar-

rangcm ents necessary for the fincmcing of the \-.'yandotte ·plan. The 

rcrn edial plan adopted pursuunt to this Court's Order shall be de emed 

to h ave been in execution since the date of this Court 's Order , Novei'1-

ber 22 , 1 971. 

i 
. I . I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
! 

l 
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LGccl Oc·tulJcr 10, 197 2, an<l m01:·c fully de ' C'.i , peel .i.n l\ppcmrli:v. 11 D" 

Jchc:r. c~to , i s hereby u.uj LH.l ~c cl coil s is tent ,.,:i_ tl1 the critet'i<l cmm -

ci<d:ccl in this Ord(!r . 

II. Since ·t}Jc ne\v units to be constructL~ d in \ ·iy u.ndo-tt~;; 

will f · 11 far Sh01.'i: of the nWJDC!P needed to U.CCOTTJnodate the U:i.S-

plGcees , defenclo.nts shc.U.l, in consulto.tlon \·1iti1 plaintiffs, design 

ancl i mplement a pl u.n for the ~cven-u.cre tru.ct of lancl locuted 
• I.-

along tl1e extn~me northcostern corncl' of llamtramd:: bci..\;cen 1\lper:.o. 

Avenue and the corporu.tc bow1clary line (hereo.ftcr , the "1\lpena 

arcu.") . Defendants shall begin li:md acrrJis ition in this area im-

mcd:i.ately, ti1rough condemn<1tion if necessary . The plan to b e clc -

veloped shall utilize at least foUl.' acres· of the i\lpemt area for 

re.siclc::r:.i:ial pUl'poscs a11d shu.ll provide for consi:;~uction of nt 

lcnst 100 units. . .. 
The provisions of Sections ll-F of Pu.rt I of this Order 

shall apply equc>.lly to the plan for the Alpena area • 
. / 

III. All individuals or fumilies \vho \vish to rent or 

purchase units in the ivyanclotte or Alpena areas , and \vho mm a 

home in Hamtromck , shall be required, as a condition of applying 

foJ~ entry into the subsidized \vyanclot·te or Alpena developments, 

·to sign · an ·agreement · t:·o offer theii· home for sale to any wiJ.ling 

purchaser (incluc1ing the Jlamtr~nck Housing Commission) referred 

by the city's relocation officio.ls; provid~d, hm·:evcr, that (1) 

in no event shall the mvner be obli~e~ to accept a lesse~ price 

for his home from a purcl;aser rcferrccl by city r el oc<Ition offi-

c:i.uls tho.n he is offered in good fo.ith by another bidder who does 

-- ---- - .. . . .. __ .. • .. - r 
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I no '' co·"e t l n·ou)' J.'clo"" tio<> chonH, ·.b; onJ tn'o·c ic],,d, f1 ·' l ''"" , ·u, 
' 1. ( 2) .Ll1:.! c i.< K r ' s tuli:;a-c.io;: "'co ~;:ivc the city c.:.' cbspl<:cv~·s "th:is • · : ·.· _;_t'~-: ~· 

1 opt~ un" sl:wll "L:c r~.l.i. n~; t· if no \,di.1 in['" ;nr:.' Cb! ~-L:r· lw.s c ome: fuv .. ;arJ 

pnrcl!<J.se u.grccmcn-t) t o 1.:ove i1ri.:o "L:he \·,'y2.m1oi:J..:c or 1\lpcnJ. hut:sin;:: 

unit. There she~ll be the f oJ.lo;-.:ing ndtlitiorJu.l conditions : 

(1) If tllc ][Qmtl' ~ll ne:J' Hot:s in~ CoJ ;-;nission o:c the { 
I 

ci i_--y bids on the ho111e, the pt'ice offe:ced the seller sl1Ltll not 

be l ess thu.n the price determined by the s te~nde~rd HUD u.pprais'-11 

( 2) If ·the only bidder is son;cone refer::.'cd by 

relocation officie~ls ( inclucli;'lg the Han<h'<U>lcl· J!ousii1g Comnission 

or the cit)' itself), the o1mer mus t u.ccept the purcl1<1Se price he 

is offered or else fore go his opporttmity for a home i11 \·,:yancloti:c• 

01:> 1\lpena . 

(3) If there is more than one bidder, <mel :i.f 

the Hamtramck Jlousing Com;nission or the city mC~kes the highest 

··bid, the seller must accept th::rt highest bid or else for ego his 
/ 

opporttmity for a home in Wyandotte or 1\lpena. 

(4) Any person \vho owns a home but (i) sells it 

within four months before he applies for \vy<mdotte or Alpena 

housing, witl1otrt offerin~ it for su.le , (as . above) for relocation 
. . .. ·· ... · .. ·· . . . . 

purposes, or (ii) othel'\·.d.se attempts, through the sale of his 

home on the privu.te me~rket, to circtunvent the procedui'es for mah:-

ing tJ1c previous homes of lvyandotte or l\lpena residents availu.blc 

(as above) for relocation purpose s , shall not be eligible to pur-

chu.se or rent n home in \·!yanclottc Ol' 1\lpcnu. • 

. II ... 



· . 

r.;JC.l c ;. uitvble f o t' reloc;li:ion h ousin~ , and (iii) <n'e not bid upon 

by o d is~l~cee entitled t o p rotectio~ under thi s Cour t ' s Orde r. 

!ll!D s hall allocvlc suffic .il' Ilt fu;lds to. th e city nnd i ts Housing 

Cormnjssjon to cover the anticir.:tcd costs of such on a c:r;uisition 

[Jl'Oi3rom . The unit s s o ocq uir2d, as \vel l us l!;:nntramck housing 

•nits acquired b y J!UD thl'ough foreclosure OL' othenvise , Shull be 

t'ented o r sold to· displacL•d low- or modcrotc-inco;m? fami l ies un der 

oppro[Jriote r e lltal or sales progt~ams under fedcral and stotc law. 
\... 

In con nection l·l ith the for ego ing bidding r equirement , . · 

the cJefencl~nts shall develop and promulgote joint regu l utions 

.;hich carefully articulate the standa rds under which · (i) o unit 

·.> ill be judge d ·suitable for t'elocntion purposes, (ii) a su.lJstandard 

.mit whi ch is othcr1·.'i s e Euit<Jb ie lvill be occiui r~d and rellabilituted 

f or relocation needs, Gnd (iii) a r cnsona6lc maximum bidding price 

I (including reh ab ilitation costs) wili be det e r mine d. 
*I . 

egulation:;, units in the Denton-~lille r area- shall 

uitoble for relocat ion purp ose s. 

Undc1• these 

not be judge d 

IV. In order to make kn01-m to displacees the h ousing 

<Jnd bene.fits available pursuant to this Court's Ot'dcr, defendants 

-11all r etain the services of an established private research and 

interviewing firm to design the details and c~rry out the mechonics 

f a notification proces!3. This process shall co:nply with all the 

Th e re s idential arev bounded by Conant Avenu e on the cast, a 
straight line rar<llll•l to, ancl 18 0 feet south of, De nt on Avenue 
on thc south, Joserh Culll[l illl .l\vc·nuc on the ,,·es t, and the roil- · 
road tr<Jcks on the north . 

.I 
I 
i . t 

I 
.I 
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r 
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I 
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l 
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I 
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L~ ll ~1. : ··~. ~ i:1 rc ( ;t~ 3rc: i:C :1t s <1 [ tt 

a) c on '..:;:.i n~cJ in 2 -~ C. ? . n. . 
' ., 
f 

!·:ic11 . Public 1\cts of l'J72 , § 3 i und ~ in c::dt:itio:;, ~~;1()11 con t t:1in I 

the folioHing e:;sc nti ul clements : 

11. Periodic notices , over. .susl.:<li r:c cJ pc1:.i.od:; of 

in llH~ nc ·.-:::;papc r:; <tnd r z.cho stCJtions directed c~pe:c ia lly l..li11C I I 
I 

~1c Blac~ co~~unity in the Mctropolit~~ Detroit hrea , as ·,.;elJ. I 
~ I as in the other , more widely received newsp2pers , r ad io, and L..el e - ; 

vi sion stations ; 

• L. 

B. A sustained effor t to t ra c e all displacccs and 

make personal visits to their present homes , at a time c on:~nic~tl' 
to cuch displacee , in order to expl a in thoroughly tl~e relocation 

I 
opportunities, answc~ al l quest ions, a nd fill out applic ation for~l; 

c. A procedure ,,•hereby di splacees can f i l e app lic c--! 

i 
tions directly Hitl1 a c en tral of fice , or give applicatio;1 :; to ttc: 

home interviewer, who will prompt ly file them in the central o fficl· 

D. A• mechanism for arranging i nspections of floor , . 
. - :. 

··.: .. . . ; 

/ 
plans and mod e l units in the Hy andotte and Alpena de velopl:"tcnts , 

when available , and for inspection of tinits in th e existing housin, 

stock made available through the city by the "first option" me chan1:: 

in Part III o f this Order. 

~hii noti ~i~it{on . proc~ss shall not commence until final 

architectural plans ~nd specifications for the housing uni ts to be 

provid ed pursu a nt to this Court 1 s Ord er are available to be shmvn 

to di spl acees. 

The cos ts of this n6tificat ion process shall b e allocate " 
between BUD and the city on .a ncgoti<Jted bas is. 

V. ~n order to choose from among eligible applic~nts 
for hou sing unit s made available pursuant to tl)is Court 1 s Order 

in Wyandotte , Al pena , or in unit s acquired by defendants fro~ the 

(! ;-:i~: L i tHJ lJOu :; ·n CJ stork, uno0. :n urt III of this on: c r or ot) . .:- r·.-:.~o;<· , 

clefcncl~Jnts sh<.ll cstubli:.h objective rule:. of pl:_j ority wJ1 j c]) s hal l. 

provide that : 



I 
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Units fl' 0::1 

a sr!pa:! .. '<J. tc " section" fo).' purposes of applic lltion pl':i.ol' itics . 

n. To t he ~'C<ri.:cst t!xtcnt possible' personal no~ icc: 

sJ1<lll be r;iv cn to all ll isplu.cccs , \·:hercv~r located, us each scct:i. :1 n 

is opened for nppli~CJ.t:ions . The period of notice for each section 

shall be dc c::-:cc'l. ·to com11cnce \•ellen the fut ure availnb:Llit.j' of the 

tmi·t s in e<:ch section is fi.rst am1otmced in the publ:i.c· n e1 :s rr.e c1i.:l 

.:in the l•letrop·oli·tan Deh'oit l\l'Ca or ,,,hen forrr:a l efforts to contact 

tl1c displo.cecs pel'sonally a i'e init:i.a tccl, ,,,h i chevel' is lo.t el'. Ti1o 

pel'iod of 11 ot:i .. ce shaJ~ extend fol' not l ess tho.n 90 cbys before 

appl:i.cations for un:I.ts are formGlly accepte d, and for ~ot less than 2.11 

add:Ltim1~l 30 days before nny selection of applicants is mCJ.cle . The 

elate of selection shCJ.ll be not more th<m GO nor l ess thnn !JS dctys 
/ 

hefOl~e the units ctre availaLle for occupa ncy . The agency \•.Jhich the 

cii-y shall designu.t e ns responsible for nccepting nnd processing 

applica tions wj~l be perr.1it·ted to physically receive an appliccttion 

during the 90-day period priol' to the date when such applications 

c nn b e formally accepted. All applicCJ.tions received dUl'ing this 

period 1·1ill be deemed to h ave been filed and accepted; for purposes 

of determining the priori-ty of applicants for various nvailuble 

unit:s , on the first clay \·1hcm such applications mny fo rmctlly be 

acccptecl (i . e . , the 9lst cli:iy after the n otice period bc go.n) . 

1\n interviewer \vho contacts a displnccc purs uant to the notif:icct-

tion process dc scr :i.JJcd in Part IV m<Jy o.ssist the cli s p.lnccc in 
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on the f i r:;t clay for fur. n<tl acccpta;Ice sl:'lll h e! liste d i n un orc'er 

cle:tenninc tl )·J y Jot. 

C. The Ui'1its 1na dc avail2blc in c uch scctioi1 shall 

be subg-.c'onpccl in uppropriatc categorie s of unit size. [ligible 

clispl<.1cces mo.y apply from t ime to ti.J:.e for one Ol' r.mre subgl'oups, 

b1 onC! or more project sections , provided U1at none of their pre£-

erences \votUcl be for t oo small cir too l<D.' (;e a W1it for their l1e 2clS . 
\.-

D. Selection of applicants shv.ll be made , for _eac;, 

stiligroup of units, \vi:th stric·t reference to the order in Hhich 

appl ications are f:i~ccl -·- f.i.rst come, first scrvecl .. · On all clays 

except ·t:he f irst day of forr:1rrl LJ.ccept<mce (see 11 I: 11 above) , ·.the 

t:ime as well LJ.s the date of fj_ling shw...ll be strrmpc cl on each appli- . . 

'j c ation, in order to dcterr:1ir:c pr i or.i.·ty. Defendants shall pi.'uJ::p·i.:j_y 

notify suc ce s sful appl.i.cilnts that ·their request for a unit hils 

been graJ1ted . . Applicants \·Jill be given a reasonable period of 

ti.Jne within which ·to accept or reject the unit before it is offered 

to the nex·t qualified <lpplicant . Dcfenclnnts shull promu1p.te 

rensonable rules which define the period of time 1~ithin wl1ich LJ.n 

npplicilnt must accept or reject the offet' of a l.mit and specify 

the steps l·ilJich the applicnnt mus·t till<e to accep"c the offer. 

E, If an npplicunt is not i11vJ.rclcd u. w1it, or re-

jccts the offer of <1 unit, he rnay apply f or a suitable Unit in 

a different or subs equently built section of development, in ac-

cord<.mce h•ith the for egoing procedure. Dcfcnd<:mts shall clctcr;nine 

wllethcr to open ull sections for ilpplication at one ti.Jne ) or to 

11s e a cliffcl'eni: nppl icLttfon period fot' eLtch section. If the lntter 

L!pp:r.oach is U SC.!d , )J (J\oiC~VCi' , . i: l1 e noi:ice provis ions (sec "D" above) 

__ II 
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i nr; rclnc~t:i.on housin:.; lm.its . 

J,Jc·nt section ]J<J.\'t~ no t u C!Cn ·r~ul:e: n JJy cli~:iJlle! displacl.!cs with:i.n 

3(! c1:1ys of tlH! <liltc Sl c l1 un i.ts a r c r c<H.ly for occt: ; ~n.ncy (sec nn" 

<1l>ove ) , tlwy sll ctll be offe:cccl ·to the general publ:.i. c -- coJ:s is'tc:nt 

witlJ . the guidelines go,·ernin::; the pnrticul.:J.r HUD sub.s itly proz-ro~ ;l 

tmcler \•lhich the units h n.ve been 'finhnced . 
.-

H." 111e defendants and the developers sh.:J.ll be fr ee 

to n egotiu:l:e l lO'.;' the pr:!_o :L'i ty syste:n c e1n b('! most effect ively .:J.d-

min:i.s·tcrcd, althou~h consiclcl~<:tt.i.ons of w1iformity <:tnd centr<tliza -

t.i.on of infor.nut:i.on \·:ot~ld suggest ·th.:J.t .:J. public <:t gency or del)art-

men·t: ] )CO! given ·the · ultir.1o.te rcsponsil.>iJ.it~y. /my public ngcncy or 

dep~rtrncnt de s :i.~<J.tcd by ·the clcfcrrdant s to LJ.drnin:!_ster t]}esc rLLl cs 

cf pricri·ty 1ne1y dclcg~:tc by con·tru.ct vurious responsibilities t o 

.··:quCt.lified priv.:te organizLJ.tions, and shall so delc gaJce ·t:he ta sk of 

'L-rLJ.cing displa cce s and collecting their i:!ppl.icLJ.U.ons fol' housing 

w1i ts, as more fLLlly cl<ilior<:J.ted in Part IV above . 

The foregoing conditions and the rules promulgLJ.tcd 

·thereunder sJJLJ.ll be macle pLJ.rt of a three-party contract among 

the city , !IUD, and each clcvelopcr of W1:i.ts on the l'lyanclotte LJ.ncl 

!llpena sites developed tmder this Order. 

VI. 111c dcfend:mts shLJ.ll initiate a thorough study .:mel 

v 
l'cv:i.c\;' of the rcsiclcntial potential of the Grancl ll<:tvcn area. to 

Y The rc~:i.dcntial area bounded by tl1c Chrys lcl' rrce\~.:ly on the 
~;1st uncl 5otrth , ilncl the corporate limits on the \vest .:J.nd north . 

. , 
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proviclin~ the persons t lr .. ts cUsple1 .eel · .. ,i-th uccent , safe , imd s<tni.tr:.:!.'Y 

l.'t!locution h ous ing \;ithi n ·th e city of Jl:-~7.-tl.'ilJ;-tCi( ; except thu.t, in 

to the h e<-ilth <mel safety of the rc; sic~C l '!CS of tliC! suhstJnd:n'cl tm:i:cs , 

relocc:rtion l1ous in~ m2.y be pl.'O'.'idcd o\rl:::;ide tlw c:i.i,;-y, if J1 e cess2.J:·y, 

so l ong as it is convenient to b :- c:msportation, public filc.Uitics, 

and t he c.l isplacee 1 s pl ~:w c of \-;o:d\; 

, J3. Dcfcndo. JYts shall snl.n:!_t fo r o.pproval by tl1is 

Court any proposal for rchabi,litation or l 'Cl1Ch'ul of Grc:mc1 Haven, 

however financed , :involving u.ny of ·the defcmclcints or their agents ; 

aml 

C. Until concrc"ce plo.ns for the area h u.vc been 

devel ope d by t he c ity (\·l ith ·the reqti isite. citizen pccrt:i.cipLJ.tion) 
/ 

anc.l a pproved by t he Court , t he city is l1creby ·enjoined from taJ~ing 

any a ction (a) to r ezone any pu.rt of Grand llctvcn t o an i ndust·r:i.al 

Ol' conunercial category , or (b) to grant a var.:i.c:mce f or i nc1ustriu._l 

or c orrun2r ciu.l use in Gl' <:md Jlu.vcn, or (c) to issue a ny building 

p ermits f or nonconfor:ning uses, or (cl) to grant <:.ny dcrnoli·t ion 

permit s f or Grand Jl u.v en (except in case of urunistakabl~ emergency , 

a s clis c ussec1 in " /\ " above), or (c) to o.cquire Ol' c ondemn any 

propert-y i n Grand Jl;J.Vcn for nonre~; ic1cnti u._l public u se . 

VII. In order t o prc s cl'vc tk~ c1c s iro.blc rcsi.c1cntial 

cJ1aract e r of a r eas \·:h e r e · :i.nclus i.-.:.'iil.l expans ion threatens t o clestr oy 

fu rth er ho using units n ccc1ccl to cffectu ~ttc this Court ' s Order, 

clcfcncbnts !3ll~tll r ezone to · c<lt l' f,ory R- 2 , per.-n:i.tt ing 'llvo - f<lm:i.ly 
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n . c (Jll <lll t 11 ,. om 1 c.· (~o·c s t D ·i de) , lf o J. )) rooL 1'1 vc nut~ 

to J~cob AvcG uc ; 

C. Holbrook Avenue.• (n ort·h side), ~l cDoug<t ll /wcnue 

to !·litcllc ll Avenu e ; 

I D. CCJ l'LJCllt l' r Aven ue ( south s idP), Fl!?tning /',·., ctlllC 

to J os . Cam pou Avenu e ; 

E. Cm:pcnter Avr:·nue ( south s id e) , Klinge r Avenue 

to Sobie!~ld Av e nue; !l 
\ 

F. Grand Haven A V\! ilU\_ (eost side) , Co:nmor Avenue 

to \·,'ootllanrl l\venue . ., 
VIII . Until the relocation h ousing requirements of vll 

cli~ible dis ploce es lwve been tnc t, defendant s ore hereby enjoined 

fr om t al<ing <JI1Y LJCtion .Ce . g ., th rough condemnotion , ocqui s it.i.on , 

or issuunce of demolitio_n permits) 1'il1ich l·l ill facilit ate the 

eliminot:i.on o f hou s ing units in the, city , unless a corJ.•c.sponding 

i 
nu rnl..Je r of n e1·1 unit s ( in oddi tion to those bu:i.J.t . pursu <:mt to Pot•ts 

I and II of this Order) ore provided lvithjn the city. 

IX. In order to brenk dmm the pervosive pottern . of 
/ 

p1.•ivate discriminotion 1vithin the tightly closed Homtr amck housing 

market , ?efcnd<Jnt city shal l omend its open hou sing ordinance , llo iT• -

tl.•omck , 1'-lich. Ord. No. 3Li7 (197 2), in a manner which lvill permit the 

upplication of the orc1in once to a significont percentCJge of reol estate 

tran s LJction s :i.n ll omtr<·Jm ck and ·assure thot all lvho seek housing in 

ll amtr LJmcl< 1vill have an equal opportunity to le<Jrn obout and goin acce s s 

to nny <JV<tiL·tl..Jle housing. The current Hamt romck ope n housing ordin once 

i s here lJy decJ.arl'd in s ufficient to accompli s h those end s or to com-

ply 1·1itJJ thi s Court ' s prior order of November 22, 1971. The Court 

hC'l'cby not es for defendants' con!>idcrotion an d guida n ce thot the 

follm·;i ng <J nH' J ldn~c· tlt s t o ll<t tntt'<lmck ' s curJ.•cnt OJ.'dinunce (ot' sjmilar 

<tml'tHlmo nt s h'llich orC' Pqu <t lJ y effective in nccompl.ishi.ng the ends 
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I . 
I t here of) i 11 

'J'lw [ll ·ol: .i ii .i tc• cl d iscr im ). J: a t. or y 3 c t s (u ncl clci.ini t j c::s 

Sect ion 

;md rclc·v;!ilt dc :::iniJcions <I[J~Warin~ in Sections 201, 202 ,an cl 10 2 of thr: 

l·)ich i?; <H1 F<1ir llousing l1ct of 1%8 , 19 i·JICil. STAT . ;\:~:-1 . § 2G.U OO (2 01) -

( 202) ' (102) (1970) . 

n. Sect ion 2 of soicl ordinance slw ll omit the \,·ords 

11 ( 2) I1o~' to a durlcx ch·.•elling ; (3) nor t o a th ree CJ[J<~rtmcnt d\·.'12llin;;; ; " 

{Jlld thereby exempt from the ol.'diilancc ' s coverage only the r e ntal of il 

pol'tio n of o singl e -fomily dwe lling where the rcmuining r ort ion of the .. · 
dl·lf:~llin~ cont inucs to be occur ied by the lessor or a mcrnber of his 

i mme d iate fumi ly. 

·c. Tile ordinance shull inclucle 3 rrovision rcquir in;:; 

ony o1mcr or l c ss or of a ll 3mtror.t ck h ousing unit to r c f rain fi.' O:Ji ( i) 

. li 
o£fc rin;; to sel l or r~nt th0t un :i_t untiJ. h12 hi:~s l' e ~i s tc:'cd his ir:te z: t 

to do so by listing the unit with a n arprorriatc city registry, to be 

cstoblished by defendant city, ancl from (ii) accepting any offer to buy · ... .. · 
' -· 

or r e nt th ot unit until the .closing of business ten business duys 3ftc -:.' 
. / ' 

he has r egistere d his intent to sell Ol' rent the unit. 

· X. In orde r to assure thot displacees obtoin access on a non-

j 
. I 
· I 
I 

i . 
! 
i 
I 
,j 

discrimin atory bosis to the existing priv<Jte housing rnarket in ll am tt' c;rr;c',.;, 

de fend an t s sho lL e s t abli sh CJ procedure whereby reloc<Jtion ond/or public 

hous ing officiols , us ilp[Jrorriate, (o) \vill uccomp any displocees \·Jho 

wish to inspect l!omtrumck housing unit s offered for rent or sole on the 

ope n m<Jrket , (b) v1ill attempt to rersuacle the ownet' to rent or sell the 

unit to the di s pluccc (on <J non cHscl'iminotory bosis) ; nncl (c) if the 

cli s pLlCl' e i s eligible for puiJlic housing , attemrt to pcrsuotle the mmel' 

to rent or sell the unit under the u[Jplicol.Jle fctlerol or stote lco se tl 

h ousi. 1 1~ Ol' i1CC}Uis it ion [l l'Ogrum , for the bene fit of 10\v-income f o;ni li.c:s . 
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.a . n 1 ~:nt tPr uf pt'CJ\'i.diilg 

·1 in or~)t • J' to osstn·c: I 
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II 

j oin tl y ocJopt proccdtn·os t~ncl [1l'Ovi.de funds for oc c•qu<.t·e movin~ 

C'X[Jl'Jlsos iliHl otlwr :'C!loc<Jtion po;;r.1cnts to d:i. s pL.:c:t!e s . Tile Cm1rt · 

ll t'l.'t!by n otl•s for defr.ndants ' co:Jsidc'rotion and guid <!nco "Lh<Jt these 

benefit~; oml rrocctlurv s l·.'ouJ.cl be clc.•c me cl o clequuto if th ey lll'C p<!tl"ernccl 

ilft c r those presontly em1mc r oted in the Uniform Rcloc.-:t i on 1\ssi.stilm.e 

and Rea l Prorc r ty /lcquis i tion Po l icies 1\ct of 1970 , li2 U. S . C.!L 

§§ ltGOl -1! 65 5 (S upp . ~972), os i nterpreted in 2li C. l'. R . §§ li2 . 1 -1! 2 . 215 
. 

( B 72); 37 Fe d . Reg . llt 7GS (1 972) .. " 

XII. The defcndun t s s h 2ll assume 1~esponsibility f or as·:.. 

s urin g th at oll disp l ocees who ore living in subst<Jnd or d units 

<~n d e xpress a desir e t o r e locote , bu t wh o connot f i nd suitubl e 

l'e.loc<Jti.on hous i ng in ll<:m t ra;nck , un de r the _pr ov i si•)ns of t his 

Orde 1· Ol' othe ri·Jise , 1-.'ill be provide d with de ce nt, safe , on cl s<Jni t<J ry 

housing in De troit or else1vhe r e in the l·le tJ.' opolit<J n iwe a, i n <I t: -

cordance I·Jith the crit e ria oncl provisions of 112 U.S.C./1. · §§ liG 25 ( c) ( 3) 

and 4G2G ( a) (Supp. 1972); 2LI C.F. R. § 1~2.120 (1 972) and 37 Fed. 

Reg. l47G8 (1972); an d 1~ ill be provided \~ ith _....the relocat ion p <~y -

ments pro posed for all cli splacees in Port XI, suoru . 

XIII. This Court sholl retain jurisdiction over t his 

m<Jtter for the entry of such further orders as may be oppro[Jriotc 

to effectuote the provisions of this Orde r. 

ENTI::R : 
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IN THE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NO~TrlliRN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al, } 
} 

Plaintiffs,} 
} 

v. } 
} 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al, } 
) 

Defendants.) 

NOTICE 

No. 66 c 1459 
66 c 1460 

(Consolidated) 

TO: Patrick W. O'Brien, Esq. 
231 S. La Salle Street 
19th Floor 

James C. Murray, Esq. 
219 s. Dearborn Street 
15th Floor 

Chicago, Illinois 60604 Chicago, Illinois 60604 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that we have this day filed with the 

Clerk of the United States District Court ..c- --..L'.J.l.. the Northern 

District of Illinois, Eastern Division, plaintiffs' Reply 

to HUD Memorandlli~ in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for a 

Ruling, a copy of which is herewith served upon you. 

April 30, 1973 

Alexander Polikoff 
109 N. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
641-5570 

· Alexander Polikoff 
One of the Attorneys for P 



CERTIFICATE OP SERVICE 

Alexander Polikoff, one of the attorneys for the plaintiffs, 

hereby certifies that he served a copy of the foregoing notice 

and the Reply to HUD Memorandum referred to therein by mailing 

a copy of the same to the persons named in the notice at the 

addresses there shown, postage prepaid, this 30th day of 

April, 1973. 

----~--~ --




