
IN THE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

GEORGE W. ROMNEY and 
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 
et al., 

Defendants. 

NO. 66 C 1459 

NO. 66 C 1460 

(Consolidated) 

MEMORANDUM OF CHA IN OPPOSITION 
TO THE ORDER PROPOSED BY PLAINTIFFS 

ON SEPTEMBER 30, 1974. 

In our September 23, 1974, memorandum in opposi-

tion to the order proposed by plaintiffs on September 11, 

1974, we noted that ever since April, 1971, CHA has regularly 

been . filing quarterly reports of its activities pursuant to 

this Court's Judgment Order. We attached Report No. 13 to 

our September 23 memorandum. We attach Report No. 14, dated 

September 30, 1974, to this memorandum. 

CHA's quarterly Report No. 14, and CHA's previous 

13 quarterly reports, provide ample evidence of CHA's "best 

efforts" to comply with all of the provisions of the Judgment 

Order as amended and provide concrete evidence of steady progress. 

Plaintiffs' attorneys, although regularly served with copies of 



such reports, continue to pretend that CHA has been content 

to "let the stal ontinue" (Re ly, 2.2}. If plaintiffs' 

position, most recently reflected in their September 30, 1974, 

documents, is not a pretense, then it seems clear that they are 

not bothering to read CHA's reports. 

The new motion of plaintiffs of September 30, 1974 

constitutes an abandonment of their September 11, 1974 motion. 

Plaintiffs now seek to have a ppointed who would 

take over the most basic functions of By 

doing so, plaintiffs demonstrate, once again, their inability to 

grasp what this case is and has been about as well as their failure 

to recognize any distinctions between this particular housing 

case and school case opinions upon which plaintiffs persist in 

relying. 

(It should be noted that when a school case opinion 

is contrary to their view, e.g. Milliken v. Bradley _u.s. , 

42 U.S.L.W. 5249, decided on July 25, 1974, plaintiffs distinguish 

it because it is a school case)~/. 

* / "The holding of [the Supreme Court in] Milliken v. Bradley is 
that because of the long and important tradition of local con­
trol of schools, together with the extreme difficulty of a 
judicially supervised restructuring of local administration of 
schools, it is inequitable and therefore improper to order an 
inter-district remedy in a school desegregation case as a re­
sponse to a constitutional violation found to have occurred only 
within a single school district and not to have inter-district 
effects" (emphasis added}. Plaintiffs' Memorandum, filed 
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There is no vestige, not a remnant, of racial 

discrimination in any phase of CHA's operation. Not even 

plaintiffs make such a claim. Nor do plaintiffs now charge, 

nor indeed have they ever charged, in an appropriate and serious 

manner that CHA has not been, or is not now, using its "best 

efforts" to comply with the Judgment Order as amended. Plain-

tiffs' current grievance is that the pace of construction of 

scattered site low income family public housing is too slow: 

CHA's and HUD's procedures are too cumbersome and complicated for 

pla;i.ntiffs' taste. So they want the Court to appoint a housing 

e CHA suggests that such an appointment of such a person 

is unwarranted by anything either in the issues or the record 

in this case. 

Nor does the most recent school case opinion relied on 

by plaintiffs provide support for what plaintiffs now seek. In 

*/ Continued from p.2. 
August 14, 1974, in the United States Court of Appeals for th~ 
Seventh Circuit, Nos. 74-1048-9, p . 2. But, when discussing the 
opinion of the 6th Circuit in Milliken v. Bradley, which the 
Supreme Court reversed but which pleased plaintiffs, they said: 
"Bradley presents virtually the same issue that is presented at 
the current stage of this case: whether and under what cir­
cumstances metropolitan-wide relief is called for in a racial 
desegregation case". Memorandum In Support of Plaintiffs' Motion 
For a Ruling On The Propriety Of Considering Metropolitan ~elief" 
filed in this Court on January 29, 1973, p.l. 
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United States v. The Board of School Commissioners of Indianapolis, 

F.2d (7th Circuit, August 21, 1974)~ , the Court of Appeals 

approved a District Court order appointing two Commissioners to 

develop desegregation plans for the Indianapolis Public School 

System. But that order was only entered after an evidentiary 

hearing at which the District Court had found that the school 

district defendant had disobeyed previous court orders directing 

it to proceed in specific ways. Before the two Commissioners 

were appointed, the District Court had found the school system 

defendant had not readjusted the percentage of minority students 

in the elementary schools to approximately 15% as previously ordered, 

had not provided for reducing the percentage of minority students 

at one high school as previously ordered, had not provided for 

increasing the percentage of minority students at another high 

school as previous l y ordered and had not provided for the use of 

any of the attendance zone, pairing or clustering devices pre­

viously required by the District Court (Opinion, p.8). 

In short, in the Indianapolis school case the defendant 

school system had failed to take the necessary and appropriate steps 

to desegregate the schools within its system which had been ordered 

by the court. No such disobedience of court orders by CHA is 

exhibited by any portion of the record in this cause and, of course, 
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there have been no such · findings. 

What plaintiffs seek obviously goes beyond the 

desegregation issues which have been the subject matter of 

this litigation. An analogy to what plaintiffs are now after 

in a school desegregation case situation would be the appoint-

ment of an education czar to supervise teaching methods, curri-

cula and text book selection for the reason that desegregation 

had not resulted in better educated pupils. 

OF COUNSEL 

MAYER, BROWN & PLATT 
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Respectfully submitted, 

v~G5Q(~ 
Patrick W. O'Brien 
One of the attorneys for 
Chicago Housing Authority 
231 South LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
STate 2-0600 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Patrick w. O'Brien, one of the attorneys for 

CHA, certifies that on Monday, October 7, 1974, he 

c~used a copy of the above and foregoing "Memorandum 

Of CHA In Opposition To The Order Proposed By Plain'-

tiffs On September 30, 1974" to be served upon the 

attorneys for plaintiffs and for HUD. 

v~LU(}~ 
Patrick W. O'Bri~n 
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REPORT NO . 14 TO THE COURT 
PURSu.:::...:r~ TO ORiJS.K 0? ;..PRIL 16, . 19 71 

CHA .J..C'J:'IVTI' IS S - :r;.E ILY F J3LIC HOUSING SI':'ES 

1. ~reject ILL-2-SS 

It was stated in Report ~o. 13 that the constructi6n of 

63 units in the original Project ILL-2-85 have bee~ 

assigned Project Nos. ILL-2-90 , 91, 93 and 9~ . Four 

separate construction contracts ~ere a wurded to 

Teddy 3ear Bu~lders (2), Ruby Construction Co. and 

M. L. Peterson ~or this work. These contract a~ards 

have nO\·: been a::_Jproved by the Area Offi'ce o:£ the 

Depart~ent of Housing and Urba n Developmen t and Notice 

to Proceed issued·by the Chicago Eousing Authority. 

Actual construction has been started on these c ontracts. 

? he Area Office of the Eousing an~ Ur ban 



Development ha s completed the Special Environ~ental 

Clearance for the 56 substitute sites submitted for 

the residual units in the ILL-2-85 Program. Thirty-

eight (38) sites were approved and an addi~ional 11 

·sites are under further study. (Copy of letter from 

HUD, dated August 23, 197Ll, attached as "Exhibit A.") 

2.. Projects ILL- 2- 86 a'1d ILL- 2-87 

3. 

Development Programs have been su~~itted to the Area 

Office of the Department of Housing and Urban Develop­

ment but<E;ve not been approvej;) Forty-nine ( 49) sites 

representing 170 units have been sub~itted for environ-

mental clearance. Chicago Housing Authority, at the 

present time, E no fund_i~or these programs. 

Section 23 - Lec.sinq F?-~~and Sec-tion 8 o£ Ho~ing 
and Co:-:l::tuniJy Develoo~1c=nt i'.c:: o f 1 9 7 4 

In conformance ~ith the Department of Eousing and 

Urban Development's require~ent that prior to - the 

submission of an application _£or revised Section 23 

Housing Assista~ce Payments Program the _Local Authority · 

must meet with the Depart~ent of Housing artd Urban 

Development in a pre-application conference, the 

Chicago Hous ing Authority met \·Ji th o:£'fi cial s ..c .!...' o .c .... ne 

Area Offi ce, Depa rtment of Housing and Urban Develop-

ment, on July 17. 1974 . ht thi s conference Ch icago 

Housing Authority was advi-ed that prese nt policy will 
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not permit the assigning of additional units to any 

Local Housing Authority that is not 100% leased. 

· Chicago Housing Authority is nm., advised that:. there 

are 450 units aV2ilable in the Section 23 Progra~n. 

Accordingly, Chicago Housing Authority, by its letter 

of September 10, 1974 to the Direc~or, Area Office of 

~he Department of Housing and Urban Develop~~nt, has 

reouested that the Area Office of the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development waive the 100% occupancy 

policy and permit Chicago Housing Authority to submit 

its application. Under joint memorandum issued on 

August 22, 1974 by Sheldon B. Lubar, Assistant Secretary -

Commissioner, Housing Product ion and 1-Iortgage Credit, 

and H. R. Crawford, Assistant Secretary for Housing 

I"lanagement, ne·,,, constructio!1 and substantial rehabili­

tation app lication and projects would be subject to the 

provisions of Section 8 of the Housing a...T'ld Co:nmunity 

Development. Act. It is anticipated that specific 

regulations under Section 8 of this Act will be published 

on or about October 1, 1974 . As soon a s procecures are 

established, Chicago Housing Authority vQ ll submit an 

applicatio~ for both existing and new construction pro­

vided under the Housing and Co~uunity Developme~t Act 

of 1974 . 
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CH.~ ACTIVITIES - I!~FORi'·:IiJG rrH~ PUBLIC 
RE TH~ NE~·J PUBLI C HO\.JSL~G PROGMi'; 

No neH developme:1t s s ince Report I-I o. 10, dated September 30, 

1974. 

CEr.. ACTIVITii::S - AGR.:.:; EI:ENJ:' ~"liTH 

HOUSII~G AUTHORI~Y 0.? COOK COU:rl'Y 

No ne w devel opments since Report ~o. 8, dated ~arch 30 , 1973. 

Respectfully submitted, 

"'l~-~h~ 
Executive Director 

September 30 , 1 9 74 
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