
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

-v-

PATRICIA R. HARRIS, Secretary of 
the u.s. Department of Housing and 
Urban Developme nt and CHICAGO 
HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al., 

Defendants. 

NO. 66 C 1459 
66 c 1460 

(Consolidated) 

MOTION FOR FURTHER RELIEF AGAINST 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 

Now come plaintiffs, by their attorney s, and move the 

Court to grant further relief against defendant, the United 

States Department of Housing and Urban Development. In suppor t 

of their motion plaintiffs say: 

I. 

1. This motion seeks further relief again s t defendant, 

the Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD") for 

the reasons that -

(A) only a negligible amount of remedial housing has so 

far been provided to members of the plaintiff class, 

(B) HUD has power under the Housing and Community Develop-

ment Act of 1974 and under its own regulations to require the 

City of Chicago to provide more such housing, and 



(C) on information and belief HUD declines to exercise 

its power to that end . 

II. 

2. In February 1 96 9, this Court found that defendant 

Chicago Housing Authority ("CHA") had admin istered subsidized 

housing in the City of Chicago (sometimes the "City") in an 

unconstitutionally discriminatory manner. (296 F.Supp. 907.) 

On July 1, 1969, the Court entered an order t hat, among other 

things, directed CHA to construct public housing in white areas 

of the City as well a s black, to ''affirmatively administer its 

public housing system ... to the end of dis es tablishing the 

segregated public housing sys t em which has r esulted from CHA's 

unconstitutional site selection and tenant a ssignment procedures," 

and to "use its best efforts to increase the supply of Dwelling 

Units as rapidly as possible .... " in conformance with provisions 

of the order. (30 4 F.Supp. 736, · 741.) Among other things the 

order require d that the increased supply of subsidized housing 

it contemplated should be located p redominantly in white 

residential areas o f the City, defined in the order as the 

" General Public Housing Area." 

3 . In September , 19 71, the U.S . Court of Appeals for 

the Seventh Circu i t held that by knowingly approving and funding 

CHA 's discriminatory program HUD had exercised its powers "in 

a manner which perpetuated a racially discriminatory housing 
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system in Chicago" and that such actions were "racially 

discriminatory in their own right." (448 F.2d 731, 739.) 

4. On September 11, 1973, this Court rejected plaintiffs' 

proposed metropolitan remedial order against HUD (that is, 

an order not confined to the geographic limits of Chicago 

but embracing the entire six-county Chicago Housing Market 

Area) , and instead entered an order directing HUD to use its 

"best efforts to cooperate with CHA in its efforts to increase 

the supply of dwelling units." (363 F.Supp. 690, 691.) 

5. Plaintiffs appealed from the r e jection of their 

proposed remedial order against HUD. In August 1974 the Court 

of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit reversed. (503 F.2d 930.) 

On April 20, 1976, the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed the judgment 

of the Court of Appeals and remanded the case to this Court 

for further proceedings. (425 u.s. 284.) 

6. Following the Supreme Court decision, HUD and the 

plaintiffs entered into an agreement dated June 7, 1976, and a 

subsequent amendment of July 29, 1977, copies of which are 

attached hereto as Exhibits A and B. Among other things, such 

agreements provide that HUD will es tablish a metropolitan 

r emedial housing program for the plaintiff class and that , 

subject t o certain conditions, plaintiffs will not during 

the life of the agreements ask this Court on remand to enter 

a metropol i tan remed ial order a gainst HUD. Accordingly, the 
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agreement of July 29, 1977 being still in effect, this cause 

has never bee n called on for hearing be f ore this Court pursuant 

to the remand order of the Supreme Court. 

7. The agreements of June 7 , 1976 and July 29, 1977 do 

not preclude plaintiffs from seeking further relief against 

HUD within the geographic boundaries of the City. That is 

the purpose of this motion. 

III. 

8. The plaintiff class consists of some 30,000 fami lies 

who are tenants of or applicants for housing owne d or administered 

by CHA. 

9. Under the remedial orders of July 1, 1969, against 

CHA and September 11, 1973, against HUD, and various modifying 

and supplemental orders subsequently entered, and under the 

metropolitan remedial housing program established under the 

agreements of June 7, 1976, and July 29, 1977, the relief 

afforded to members of the plaintiff class within the City of 

Chicago has been and continues to be negligible. In the 

aggregate, since the entry of suc h orders, fewer than 400 

remedial housing uni ts have been prov ided to members of the 

plaintiff class in the General Public Housing Area of the 

City , as follows: 
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(a) There has been virtually no new construction 

in the General Public Housing Area of the City under 

the conventional public housing program for fami lies , 

a subsid ized housing program that was in existence on 

J uly 1, 1969, and stil l continues to exist. Only about 

100 units of public housing have been completed or are 

under construction under the provisions of the July 1 , 

1969 order, notwithstanding CHA has for many years had 

an unused "reservation" of federal subsidy funds from 

HUD sufficient for approximate ly 1,200 units o f public 

housing. 

(b) There has been virtually no new construction 

1n the General Public Housing Area of the City under 

the so-called Section 8 Rental Subsidy New Construction 

Program for families, a federally assisted housing 

program that was enacted in 1974 and is ava ilable as 

a means of p roviding relief to the plaintiff class by 

v irtue of this Court's order of May 5, 19 75 , and various 

modifying and supplemental orders. 

(c ) Extremely limited relief has been provided 

under the so-called Section 8 Rental Subsidy Leas i ng 

Pro gram , likewise enacted in 197 4 and likewise available 

a s a means of providing relief to the p laintiff class 

b y virtue o f this Court's order of May 5 , 1975, a nd 

modify ing and supplemental orders. Fewer than 500 units 

have bee n provided to members of the plaintiff class 

under this program, and only about half of these have 

been in the General Public Housing Area of the Ci t y . 
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(d) Extremely limited relief has been provided 

under the agreements of June 7, 1976 and July 29, 1977. 

Fewer than 500 units have been provided to members of 

the plaintiff class under these agreements, only about 

50 of these have been in the City of Chicago, and only 

about 30 of these have been in the General Public Housing 

Area of the City . 

(e) A large proportion of plaintiff class families 

are "large families," i.e., families who under HUD and 

CHA rules require apartments containing three or more 

bedrooms. Virtually none of the remedial housing units 

thus far provided to the plaintiff class in the General 

Public Housing Area of the City contain three or more 

bedrooms, and the large family "subclass" of the plaintiff 

class has therefore been provided virtually no relief at 

all. 

IV. 

10. HUD is the federal agency charged with administering 

the Community Development Block Grant Program (the "CDBG 

Program"). In that capacity HUD has the power and the oppor­

tunity to facilitate the provision of additional remedial 

housing for members of the plaintiff class within the General 

Public Housing Area of the City of Chicago, but so far has failed 

and refused to employ its powers to that end. 
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ll. The CDBG Program was established by Title I of 

the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, 42 u.s.c. 

§5301 et . ~ Among other things the Act provides, 

The primary objective of this title is the 
de velopment of viable urban communities, 
by providing decent housing and a suitable 
living environment and expanding economic 
opportunities, principally for persons of 
low and moderate income. Consis tent with 
this primary objective, the Federal assistance 
provided in this title is for the support of 
community development activities which are 
directed toward the followin g specific 
objectives -

* * * 
the conservation and expansion o f the Nation's 
housing stock in order to provide a decent 
home and a suitable living environment for 
all persons, but principally those of low 
and moderate income. 

* * * 
the r educ tion of the isolation of income groups 
within communities and geographical areas and 
the promotion of an increas e in t h e diversity 
and vitality of neighborhoods through the 
spatial deconcentration of housing opportunities 
for persons of lower income .... 

42 U.S.C. §§530l (c) (3) and (6). 

12 . Under the CDBG Program, units of gene ral local 

government submit an annual application to HUD requesting 

funding for various types of community development activities, 

including, for example, property acqui sition, clearance, 

demol ition, disposition, rehabilita tion, public improvements 

and public services. 
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13. As a prerequisite for f unding under the CDBG Program, 

each application must be accompanied by a housing assistance 

plan (sometimes "HAP"). The HAP must (1) survey the condition 

of the existing housing in the community; (2) assess the housing 

assistance needs of lower-income persons; (3) specify a realistic 

a nnual goal for the number of dwelling units or persons to be 

assisted, including the relative proportion of new, rehabilitated 

and existing units; and (4) indicate the general location of 

proposed housing for lower-income persons. 42 U.S .c. §5304 (a) (4). 

14. Among the objectives t o be furthered by indicating 

the general location of proposed lower-income housing is to 

"[promote] greater choice of housing opportunities and [avoid ] 

undue conce ntrations of assisted persons in areas containing a 

high proportion of low-income persons." 42 U.S.C. §5304 (a) (4) (C) (ii). 

15. In the case of the City of Chicago the HAP in addition 

"must address itself _to the needs of the plaintiffs in the 

Gautreaux litigation." (Let ter, HUD Area Office Director John L. 

Waner to Mayor Richard J. Daley, November 25, 1974, attached 

hereto as Exhibit C, and letter, John L . Waner to Mayor Daley, 

April 28, 1975, attached hereto as Exhibit D.) 

16. Beginning with the fourth year CDBG application, 

applicants must describe, as part of the HAP, "a program of 

act ions" designed to carry out the HAP. 2 4 CFR §57 0 . 3 0 6 (b) ( 4) . 
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17. The City submitted CDBG applications to HUD, including 

Housing Assistance Plans , for the first, second and third years 

of the CDBG program in 1975, 1976 and 1977, respectively. In 

each year HUD approved the City's applicat ion and allocated 

federal funds for the City's CDBG program in amounts, respectively, 

of approximately $43 million for CD Year I, $43 million for CD 

Year II and $61 million for CD Year III. 

18. On or about July 15, 1978, the City submitted its 

application to HUD, including its HAP, for the fourth community 

development year (October 1, 1 9 78 to September 30, 1979) 1, seeking 

funding of approximately $112 million. HUD must act on the 

City's app lication by September 27, 1 9 78. 42 u.s.c. §5304(f). 

19. HUD regulations mandate that in determining the 

a ce p tability of housing assistance plans, "HUD sha ll consider 

an applicant's past performance in providing assisted housing 

pursuant to the performance standards for implementing housing 

assistance plans set forth in §570 . 909 .. .. " 24 CFR §570. 306 (c) ( 1) (vii i) . 

20. In considering the City's CD Year III application HUD 

criticized the City's poor HAP performance and recommended that 

the City implement a number of remedial measures. In a letter 

to the City dated August 1, 1977, HUD noted that the City made 

"little effort ... to encourage CHA to use the fund reservation 

for 1,200 units of traditional public housing which has been 

reserved since 1971 and very little progress has been made 
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since then." (Letter, John L. Waner to Mayor Bilandic, 

August 1, 1977, attached hereto as Exhibit E.) In a letter 

to the City dated August 22, 1977, HUD recommended, among 

many other recommendations, that the City "identify d evelop­

able sites'' for CHA family public housing and work with both 

CHA and private developers "to get development going " under 

CHA's program reservation. (Letter, Elmer C. Bin ford to 

Mayor Bilandic, August 22, 1977, attached hereto as Exhibit F .) 

In a letter to the City dated September 28, 1977, approving 

the City 's third year CDBG application, HUD expressed its 

"firm belief" that the City could take "additional act ions ... 

to assure better [housing] performance," and as a condition 

of approval of the third year grant s et forth a series of 

actions to be taken , including a comprehensive program of 

affirmative actions to accomplish housing goals, with "specific 

timetables" to be submitted wi thin 90 days and performance 

reports to be submitted in January, March, and June, 1978. 

(Letter, Elmer C. Binford to Mayor Bilandic, September 28, 1977, 

attached hereto as Exhibit G.) 

21. Notwithstanding these HUD recommendations and 

conditions, the City's HAP performance in general, and its 

addressing of the needs of the plaintiff class in this litigation 

in particular, have been extremely poor. Exhibit H, attached 

hereto, is an administrative complaint filed with HUD on 

August 1, 1978. The complaint includes a table setting forth 

the City's progress in implementing its HAP goals for CD Years I 
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and II which demonstrates an enormous shortfall in the City's 

HAP performance. (Under HUD regulations progress in implementing 

HAP goals for Year III cannot be fully measured until the end 

o f Year IV.) The City 's progress has been particularly weak 

in those categories and locations that are relevant to 

addressing the needs of the plaintiff class, family and large 

family units in the General Public Housing Area. 

22. When recipients have not made substantial progress 

ln achieving their HAP goals, HUD must determine the e x tent 

to whi ch such failure "may be due to factors not within the 

control of the recipient." 24 CFR §570.909(e) (2). In making 

t his determination HUD must consider "the extent to which ac tions 

within the control of the recipient have been taken to achieve 

HAP goals." Ibid. 

23. The City has failed t o take a wide variety of actions 

within its control - many of which HUD has directed it to take -

to implement its HAP and to provide remedial housing opportunities 

for members of the plaintiff class. 

(a) The City has failed to take actions to facilitate 

the utilization of CHA's 1200-unit publi c housing reserva­

tion despj._te HUD recommendations and City promises to the 

contrary. For example, a lthough the City advised HUD it 

would explore using CDBG funds to acquire sites in the 

General Public Housing Area to be transferred to CHA 

for family public housing construction (letter, Lewis W. 
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Hill to Elmer C. Binford, December 27, 1977, attached 

hereto as Exhibit I), upon information and belief 

no such acquisitions and transfers have been made. 

CHA's reservation of 1200 public housing units remains 

unutilized. 

(b ) HUD directed the City to "give special 

attention and make special efforts '' with respect to 

family and large family housing, including ''acting 

directly as the developer if the private market 

cannot provide the units." (Exhibit G.) On informa­

tion and belief, the City has not given such special 

attention or made such special efforts, and ln 

particular has not acted as such developer. 

(c) The City has failed to use CDBG funds to 

acquire and resell to developers of Section 8 housing 

sites for new construction and buildings for rehabili­

tation in the General Public Housing Area, in disregard 

of its own commitments and HUD recommendations. 

(d) The City has not provided sites and site 

improvements generally- with "emphasis ... upon ... sites 

which are located in the General Public Housing Area" -

for Section 8 development in disregard of its own 

commitments and HUD recommendations. (Excerpt from 

City of Chicago , Year III HAP, July, 1977, attached 

hereto as Exhibit J.) 

(e) The City has failed to submit proposals for 

the development of Section 8 housing, contrary to HUD 

-12-



regulations and requirements. HUD regulations state 

that to implement their HAPs recipients themselves are 

to undertake "the development of Section 8 housing when 

notifications of funding availability are not responded 

t o by private developers." 24 CFR §570.306(a) (3). HUD 

approved the City's Year III HAP with the "expectation 

and assumption" that the City would act "directly as 

the developer if the private market cannot provide the 

units." (Exhibit G.) Despite the failure of private 

developers to propose any significant number of new 

construction units for large families in the General 

Public Housing Area of the City, the City has failed to 

submit proposals of its own. 

VI. 

24. CDBG applicants are responsible for implementation 

of their HAPs in an expeditious manner. This includes the 

timely achievement of all goa ls for assisted housing and 

particularly those that address the needs of families and 

large families requiring rental assistance . Applicants are 

expected to take all actions within their control to facilitate 

the imp lementation of an approved housing assistance plan, 

including ... the development of Section 8 housing when notifi­

cat ions of funding availability are not responded to by private 

developers. 24 CFR §570.306(a) (3); HUD Notice CPO 78-9, p . 20. 
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25. HUD's review of the annual CDBG application mus t 

include, among other things, the following: 

(1 ) appropriateness of proposed plans and 

programs to the applicant's needs and objectives; 

(2) compliance with previous contract conditions 

or other remedial actions required by HUD; and 

(3) experience regarding the effectiveness of 

the proposed activi ties in meeting the community 

development needs in the locality. 

24 CFR §570. 311 (b) (vi), (vii), and (viii). 

26. HUD must determine whether the activities to be 

undertaken by the City "are p lainly inappropriate" to meeting 

the needs and objectives identified by the City. 24 CFR 

§57 0 . 31 1 (c ) (2) . Examples of situations 1n which such a 

determination should be made include: 

(a) Experience over a period of time has demonstrated 

that the types of activities proposed have not been 

or are unlikely to be effective in alleviating the 

conditions they were designed to affect. 

(b) Actions essential to accomplish housing assistance 

goals, including supportive community development 

activities, are not proposed. 

(c) The proposed progr am does not reflect previous 

requirements of the Secretary for corrective or 

remedial actions, or activities proposed have pre­

viously been the basis of s uch req uirements. 

24 CFR §570. 311 (c) (2) (i) , (vi), and (viii). 
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VII. 

27. Despite the City's failure to achieve prior HAP 

go ls, the activities set forth in the City's Year IV HAP 

are plainly inappropriate to remedy past failures of housing 

performance and assure achievement of housing goals. (Excerpt 

from City of Chicago Year IV HAP, May 1978, attached hereto 

as Exhibit K.) Examples include: 

(a) The City fails to propose a specific program 

to aid CHA in utilizing its reservation for public 

housing, ignoring HUD recommendations and abandoning 

its own commitments. 

(b) The City fails to propose a specific program 

for meeting the housing needs of families, especially 

large families, despite HUD's directions, now nearly a 

year old, to take specific steps to address such needs. 

(c) The City fails to propose a specific program 

for Section 8 development by the City itself in the 

General Public Housing Area of the City. The City's 

Year IV HAP proposes 915 units of Section 8 family n ew 

construction in the General Public Housing Area and 

states that the locations identified "contain sufficient ... 

available sites for new construction to allow accomplish-

ment of the goals proposed." (p.ll.) Similar representa­

tions are made in each of the City's prior HAPs. Based 

on three years of experience, it is now well established 

that private developers have not proposed new construction 

Section 8 developments in such amounts and areas, particularly 
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for large families, t he most needy group. Under such 

circumstan ces HUD regulations requ ire t he City or its 

housing authority to undertake the needed development 

themselves. Instead the City's HAP contains this 

sentence: 

"I f the response of private developers for 
Sec tion 8 housing a ssistance reflects a demand 
that i s significantly c on trary to the estab­
lished geographic areas, the City of Chicago ... 
if appropriate will request Federal concurrence 
in allocation revisions which more accurately 
reflect demand for the p rogram." 

(d) Despite the City's failure to acquire and resell 

hous ing sites and rehabilitable buildings for assisted housing 

developments in t he General Public Housing Area, the City 

proposes to provide "ass istance in land a c quisition and by 

making land available" in 19 areas described as having "priority 

sites" for housing development. (Exhibit K .) 

The proposal doe s not mention buildings at all; of the 19 areas, 

only two and a portion of a third are in the General Public 

Housing Area; and the gener ality of the proposal is unresponsive 

to the specific programs HUD long ago requested and is unjustified 

by the City's record in General Publ ic Housing Area land 

acquisition. 

VIII. 

28. A de t ermination by HUD that the activities to be 

undertaken are plainly inappropriate to meet i ng ident i fied 

needs and objectives may result in disapproval of a CDBG 
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applica t ion. 4 2 U • S • C . § 5 3 0 4 ( c ) ( 2 ) ; 2 4 CF R § 5 7 0 • 311 ( c ) ( 2 ) • 

29. When there is substantial evidence that there has 

been, or will be, a lack of substantial progress, HUD is 

authorized to approve an application conditionally. Failure 

to satisfy the condition may result in a reduction in the 

annual grant amount. 24 CPR §§570.3ll(f) (3), 570.910(b) (9), and 

570.910 (b) (10 ) . 

30. On information and belief, HUD intends to approve 

the City's fourth year CDBG application without imposing 

specific, enforceable conditions on the City to assure the 

provision of assisted housing for low- and moderate-income 

persons , including members of the plaintiff class, in accordance 

with the objectives of the Housing and Community Development 

Act, in compliance with the regulations promulgated there­

under, and in accordance with the objectives of the Court 

orders in this case. 

31. Under the foregoing circ umstances, and because of 

HUD's adjudicated liability to members of the plaintiff class, 

plaintiffs seek additional relief against HUD in the form of 

a n order enjoining HUD from providing funds under the City's 

four th year CDBG application unless specific, enforceable 

conditions are imposed on the City that will facilitate the 

uti lization of CHA 's public housing reservation and the 

development of Section 8 family housing in the General Public 

Housing Area of the City. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Attorney for the plaintiffs 
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THE GEI-.JERAL COUNSEL OF HOU SING ANO URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410 

June 7, 1976 

::\1r . Al exander Polikoff, Esquire 
109 North Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Dear Mr. Poli.koff : 

Subje ct: The Gaut r eaux Litigation 

This let te t' w ill confirm the undc rs tanding s which, subj cct to 
submission for considerat ion by the District Court , llUD and 
t he plaintiffs intend to carry out. It 'is intended that the steps 
se t for th in this lette r will enable the Court and the parties to 
the litigatio n to cons ider metropolitan-wide relief at a future 
point in t ime on a more informed basis. 1 eithe r the plaintiffs 
no r HUD ma ke any representations as to what their respecti\ e 
positions ultimat ely will be regarding metropolitan-wide r el ie f. 

The s aid understandir~gs are as follows : 

1. 

'" . 

IJUD will develop a one year Section 8 demonstration 
progr::tm intended to house approx imate ly 400 plaintiff 
class fam i.lies in existing housin~ throughout the 
Chicago Standard letropolitan Statistical Area (S1 ISA) 
along the following linC:!s: 

a . Not n1ore than 25~o of the families to be hou sed 
undct· this clemonstra Lion mav locate in any 
portion of the City of Chi c::tgo or in minorit y areas 
(to be designated by agreement lJetwccn Ill']) 
and tile pl aintiffs) of the Chicago SI\lSA outside 
of the City of ChicafSO. To the extent th;J.t any 
such families locate tn the City of Chica!_{o , it 
is understood that the units in whic h such fan1i.lJcs 
would be housed w Lll be subJect to existing court 
orders and should be treated as a separate category 
of units under those orders . 

I . 
I 

-
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b. 
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IIUD will enter into a contract w ith the Leadership 
Council for Met ropolitan Open Communities under 
w h ich the L eadership Counc il will provide the 
services of approxim:1te ly s ix professional and three 
clerica l employees to locate , co unse l and assist 
members of the plaintiff class to find existing units , 
and locate owners of hou s i ng wi lling to participate 
in the demonstration program. It is int ended that 
t he Leadership CounC'il's activit ies will commence 
on or about July 1, Hl7G. 

c . The Lead o:; r ship Counc~l 'N Lll cor.tact members of 
t he plaintiff cl a ss in numbers a nd pursuant to a 
m e thod to be determined, and will counse l and ass ist 
famili es who r espond . Tll r~se ::1.cti v it ies will be 
desig ned to house approx imatc ly '10 new su hs idiz ed 
fa m ilies per month after the fi rst few months . 

d . The 400 umts will not be a llocated among the counties, 
but tentati ve goal s for dist:dhutio!1 of such unit s among 
the co unties are: approxintate ly 1.00 to 150 units for 
Cook County , approximately 25 to 40 units for each 
of the other 5 counties in the Chicago Sl\lSJ\ and 
0 to 100 units for hicago plus Jcsis-nated minority 
a r e::1s outs ide ChicaL:O . lt is int ende d tlwt fami lies 
be located in each county in a d isp<?rscd fGshion . 

e. i\ll hous ing authorities in the S1\1SA will be g i ·en the 
opportunity to par ic1p::1te . Part icipGting housing 
authorities will in spect units prior to occu an cy , assist 
in initi8l nrrll!J::ltlC,Y, exer:ut~ 2.:!:! o.cr:1it~~s:c:r the subsidy 
contract with ow ner s , and perform the cth _r functio ns 
of housing authorities unde r the Section 8 existing 
housing program . !lousing authocitics will r ece iv-e 
th e established R 1/ 2~;> fee . The initial occupancy 
fe e will be set Gt $100 , subject to adju s tment by !I UD , 
in view of th e fact that serv-ices funded by IJ UD will 
be provided by th e Leadership Counc il as referred 
to above. In a r eas where no housing authority has 
been organized or where an existing housing authority 
decline s to participate , I IUD w ill perform or ca use 
to be perfo r n1.ed thC' fu nctions assignecl to housing 
authorities under th e Sect ion 8 ex isti ng housing program. 

-

-
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f. HUD will amend annual contribution contracts with 
p a r tictpat i ng housing authorities to add the contract 
a uthority ne cessary to fund in fu ll the additional 
number of units which each housing authority administers 
pu rsuant t o the demonstration program. 

Fu nding of the Chicago Ilousing Authority Section 8 
ex isting housing prograrn , as distin~uished from the 
demonstration program under parag raph l above , is 
o ut s ide the scope of this letter . lt is UUD' s intention 
to p rovide addit ional authority to Cl!A for its Section 8 
existing housing pro~ram to be· used in accorclcl.nce with 
such orders as are applicable in the Gautreaux liti~at ion . 

In this connection, ITUD initiall y plans to make available 
to CIJA in the near future a uthority for approximately 
8 75 family units of Section~ ex isting housing . 

3 . Prior to June 30 , 1977, IIUD may invite furthrr applications 
fo r additional authority for Section 8 existing housing 
programs in the S ,ISA outside of the City of Chicago up 
to the follow ing amounts without imposition of any 
additional requirement s or conditions by reason of the 
Gautreaux litigation : 1250 units on or before June 30, 
l97G ; 500 units between July l. 197G, and SeptembL'r 30, 
l 97G ; no units between October l , 1076 , and December 31, 
l97G; 500 units between .January l, 1977 , and !\larch 31, 
19 7 7 ; an cl 5 0 0 u nit s be t w e e n A p r i l l, '19 7 7 , a n cl .T u n e 3 0 , 
1977. i\ny units not pro ided to housing authorities by 
the close of the specified periods may be prov·icled in 
the subsequent periods . Prior to June 30, 1977. BUD 
will not in-_·it :::: Cl.j1plicu.tion.-; for· S~..:ction 8 rx isting ilou:;ing 
units in excess of the above without the consent of the 
p1aintifrs. 

4. HUD may proceed to advertise for approximately 1500 
additional units of Sec tion 8 new construction and 
substantial rehabilitation in the Chi ci:lr;o Sl\ISA of wh ich 
approximately 900 will be fam ily units . With respect 
to said Section 8 family units . HUD will encoura£5e but 
no t require developers responding to the advertisement 
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or su bsequent readvertisements prior to June 30, 1977. 
to make special efforts to house members of tile pbinl iff 
class. Prior to June 30, 1977, or such earlier date as 
plaintiffs fi le a pleading against ITUD covered by 
paragraph 8 1 ITUD will not advertise furt her Section 8 
new construction or substantial t·ehabilitiation units 
in the Chicago SJ\!Si\ without the consent of plaintiffs. 

5. IIUD shn..ll be free to transfer Section Fl authority currently 
allocated for use in the Chic ag o S7\1Si\ to th e illinois IIousing 
Developrnent Authorit.Y (IIIDA) .. and to allocate additional 
authority to IIIDA for use in the Chicn.go S7\!Si\, prior to 
June 30, 1977, a ll subject to the continued existence of 
arrangements acceptable to the plaintiffs for the marketing 
of Section 8 units in the UJDA projects in which such 
authority is utilized. 

6. Plaintiffs and HUD a g ree to explore actively the possibilities 
of hou sing members of the plaintiff class through utilization 
?f th e FILL\ multifamily prograrr, the program to provide 
Section 8 assistance to multifamily projects in need of further 
f inancial assistance, and tile progr:1ms for disposition of 
BUD acquired p roj ects, as \Vell as any further programs 
which are implemented by I-IUD prior to June 30, 1977. 

7 . Plaintiffs and HUD agree to work actively toward development 
of a conceptual fram e work for Lhe ultimate dispo sil ion of the 
pending s uit, for future usc by the Court and the parties . 

8 . Plaintiffs agree to po stpone seeking a metropolitan-wide 
relief order from th e Dis tri c t Court fo r n ine mo11ths frorn 
July 1, 1976, while the foregoing steps are i mplemented. 
After the expiration of the said nine rr,onth period, plaintiffs 
will be free to file plc:J.cl i.ncrs in the G::1utreaux litigation 
seeking rnetropol il:ln - wic!e r e lief or rt>lief prelirn inary to 
metl'opolitan-wicle relief. provided tll~t in the event surh 
a plcadin~ is filed between i\pri l 1, 1977, and .June 30, 1977 , 
HUD shall be entitled to terminate the operation of the 
demonstration program under paragraph 1 above , and IIUD' s 
cncour3.geme nt effor ts unJcr pat·agraph -1 above . Nothing 
in this paragraph 8 shall prevent plaintiffs frorn filing 
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plead ings at any time seeking any type of relief from the 
C hicago liousing Au thority , provided that any motion or 
pl eadings s eking jurlicio.l relief to requir·e the Chicago 
Housing J\ulhority to seek authorization to operate housing 
programs outside of the City of Chicago and filed prio1~ 
to J une 30 , 1977, shall be delivered in final draft to IJUD 
at l east 60 days prior to filing to enable IIUD to determine 
what action to take in the Gautreaux litigat io n and under 
this l c.:llcr , and provided ful'lher, that the subsequent filing 
by pl aintiffs of such pleadin.:;s prior to .June 30, 1977, shall 
re lieve TlUD of any obligation to continue opel~ation thereafter 
of the demonstration program t,1ncler parag raph l, above , 
or to continue encouragement efforts under paragraph 4, 
above, but sha ll not l imit or termino.te any ri~hts of liUD 
under this let er. Any unobligated Section 8 authority for 
new construction or substantial reh ab tlitation under 
paragraph -± shall continue to be exem{Jt after June 30 , 1977 , 
from plaintiffs' efforts in litigation to obtain metropolitan­
wide re l ief, but only to the extent tha t such unobligated 
Section 8 author i ty is subsequently obligated pL:rsuant to 
advertisements or readvertisements made prior to June 30, 
197 7. Cornmenc ing .July l, 1977, or the date on which IfUD 
terminates the demonstration program or encouragement 
efforts pu1·suant to thi s para~raph 8 . based upon a pleading 
filed by plaintiffs on or aftc1~ .1\pril l. 1977, unobligated 
Section 8 authority for existing housing under paragraph 3 
shall not thereafter be exempt frorn plaintiffs' efforts in 
litigation to obtain metropolitan-wide relief. 

Accepted: 

/ 
-; 

//-
/ I 

/ / , 7 

t ------ ----,----
. A l exander Polikoff 

Date: --------------

1
,/ ~"· , 
' / 
/ 
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Sincerely , 

IPfltJzWJ-
Hobert H. Elliott 
General Counsel 
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THE G ENERAL COUNSEL OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHING1Qt, , D. C. 204\0 

July 29 , 1977 

Mr. Alexander Polikoff 
Business and Professional People 

for the Public Interest 
109 North Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Dear Mr. Polikoff: 

Subject: The Gautreaux Litigat ion 

This letter will confirm the understandings which, subject to 
submission for consider at ion by the District Court, HUD and the 
pla1ntiffs intend t o carry out. Th i s letter supplants the letter of 
understanding from Robert R. Elliott, then Generol Counsel of HUD , to 
you, dated June 7, 1976, as extended on June 29, 1977 and further 
extended on July 15, 1977, and July 21, 1977, and the provisions of that 
letter are deemed to be replaced by those conta ined herein. It is 
intended that the steps set forth in this letter wil l further enable the 
Court and the parties to the litigation to consider metropol i tan-wide 
reli ef at a fu ur e point i n time on a more informed basis. Neither the 
p aintiffs nor HUD make any repr esentations as to what their respective 
positions ultimately will be regarding metropolitan-wide relief. 

The said understandings are as follows: 

l. HUD will continue the development of the demonstration program 
initiated pursuant t o paragraph l of the letter of June 7, 1976, to 
provide plainti f f class families with housing assistance throughout the 
Chicago Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (Chicago SMSA) along the 
following lines: 

(a) Not rnore than 25% of the families to be housed under this 
demons tration may locate in any portion of the City of Chicago or in 
minority areas (to be designated by agreemen t between HUD and the 
plaintiffs) of the Chicago SMSA outside the City of Chicago. To t he 
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extent that any such families locate in the City of Chicago, it is 
understood that the units in which such families would be housed will be 
subject to existing court orders and should be treated as a separate 
category of units under those orders. 

(b) HUD will enter into a contract with the Leadership 
Council for Metropolitan Open Communities which will amend Contract 
H-4086, dated August 6, 1976, previously entered into between HUD and 
the Leadership Council pursuant to the letter of June 7, 1976. Under 
the amended contract the Leadership Council will initially provide the 
services of approximately 6 professional and 3 clerical employees to 
locate , counsel and assist members of the plaintiff class to find 
housing units, and to locate owners of housing willing to participate in 
the demonstration program. It is expected that the numbers of families 
to be counseled and units to be made available will increase over the 
period of the amended contract, and the provisions of the amended 
contract will provide that the number of such employees may increase, 
subject to the approval of the Government Technical Representative, to 
approximately 12 professional and 5 clerical employees by December 31, 
1978 , as the number of available units and families to be counseled 
indicates is appropriate. 

(c) The Leadership Council will contact members of the 
plaintiff class substantially in accordance with the practice developed 
und er Contract H-4086, and will counsel and assist families who respond. 

(d) It is intended that units to be made available to members 
of the plaintiff class under this demonstration program during the 
period July 1, 1977 to December 31, 1978 will be supplied as follows: 

(i) After Augus t 5, 1977, HUD will make available for 
the demonstration program, funds for no fewer than 
500 units under the Sec tion 8 Housing Assistance 
Payments Program -- Existing Housing among the 
counties in the Chicago ~~SA (including any 
unutilized portion of the 400 units previously 
al l ocated pursuant to the letter of June 7, 1976). 
The tentative goals for distribution of such units 
among the count i es are: approximately 150 units for 
Cook County, 145 units for DuPage County, 20 units 
for each of the other four counties in the Chicago 
SMSA, and 0-125 units for Chicago plus designated 
minority areas outside Chicago. It is intended that 
families be loca ted in each county in a dispersed 
fashion. 
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Subject to the prov1s1ons of Contract H-4156 between 
HUD and the Fair Housing Center of Home Investments 
Fund, entered into pursuan t to the letter of June 7, 
1976, all public housing authorities in the Chicago 
SMSA will be given the opportunity to participate in 
the Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program -­
Existing Housing refer red to above. Participating 
public housing authorities will provide for (l) the 
inspection of units prior to occupancy, 
(2) assistance in initial occupancy, (3) execution 
and administration of the Housing Assistance 
Payments Contract with owners, and (4) performance 
of the other funct ions of public housing authorities 
under the Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments 
Program -- Existing Housing other than those 
functions being performed by the Leadership Council 
under Contract H-4086. Public housing authorities 
will receive the established 8-1/2% fee. The 
ini tial occupancy f ee will be set at $100, subject 
to adjustment by HUD, in view of the fact that 
services funded by HUD will be provided by the 
Leadership Council as referred to above. In areas 
where no public housing authority has been organized 
or where an existing public housing authority is 
unable or unwi lling to part ici pate, HUD will 
perform, by amendment or extension of Contract 
H-4156 with the Fair Housing Center of Hqme 
Investments Fund, or will otherwise provide for the 
per formance of the func tions normally assigned to 
public housing authorities under the Sec t ion 8 
Housing Ass istance Payments Program - - Existing 
Housing. 

HUD will amend Annual Contributions Con tracts with 
participating public housing authorities to add the 
contr act authority necessary t o fund in full the 
additional number of units which each housing 
au thor ity administers pursuant to t he demonstration 
program. 

(ii) After July l, 1977 , HUD will make available to 
members of the plaintiff class a total of no fewer 
than 500 units through the Section 8 Housing 
Assistance Paymen ts Program -- New Construction 
and/or Substantial Rehab ilitation and t he 
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(iii) 

Traditional Public Housing Program among the 
counties in the Chicago SMSA. The availability of 
these units will be assured through marketing 
arrangements reasonably acceptable to the plaintiffs 
for all units funded in the Chicago SMSA under 
(1) Set-asides for state housing finance and/or 
development agencies under the Section 8 Housing 
Assistance Payments Program, (2) Notices of Fund 
Availability (NOFAs) for New Construction and/or 
Substantial Rehabilitation under the Section 8 
Housing Assistance Payments Program and (3) Notices 
of Housing Assistance Availability (NOHAAs) under 
the Traditional Public Housing Program. No more 
than 25% of the units in any single project funded 
under this subparagraph d(ii) shall be required to 
be made available to members of the plaintiff class. 

HUD agrees to establish promptly (but in any event 
not later than October 1, 1977,) a special set-aside 
of not fewer than 500 units under the Section 8 
Housing Assistance Payments Program -- New 
Construction and/or Substantial Rehabilitation for 
use i n multifamily projects located in the Chicago 
SMSA and insured under Section 22l(d)(4) of the 
National Housing Act. HUD will encourage sponsors 
of all Section 22l(d)(4) projects in the Chicago 
SMSA to enter into an Agreement to Enter Into 
Housing Assistance Payments Contract for 20 percent 
of the units in each such project and will accord a 
priority in processing applications for mortgage 
insurance to all such sponsors who so agree as well 
as to other sponsors whose applications for 
insurance involve the utilization of housing 
assistance under the Section 8 Housing Assistance 
Payments Program. Twenty percent, but no fewer than 
three of the assisted units in each such project 
participating in this special Section 8 set-aside 
program, shall be made available to members of the 
plaintiff class through marketing arrangements 
reasonably acceptable to the plaintiffs. Such 
availability to members of the plaintiff class will 
be provided through arrangements with mortgagors for 
the notification of the Leadership Council 30 days 
in advance of initial marketing and acceptance of 
applications for occupancy and for making the 
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requisite number of units available to members of 
the plaintiff class referred by the Leadership 
Counc il during such 30 day period on the same terms 
as to the qualifying public at large, provided that 
no mortgagor will be expected to keep units 
avail able beyond such 30 day preoccupancy period. 
Any units occupied by members of the plaintiff class 
pursuant to such arrangements shall be coun ted 
toward the minimum goal of 500 units established in 
subparagraph (d)(ii) hereof . 

2. Funding of the Chicago Housing Authority Section 8 Housing 
Assistance Payments Program -- Ex i sting Housing, as distinguished from 
the demonstr ation program under paragraph l above, is outside the scope 
of this letter. 

3. Prior to December 31, 1978, HUD may use additional contract 
authority for the Section 8 Hous i ng Assistance Payments Program -­
Exi s ting Housing in t he Chicago SMSA outside of the City of Chicago for 
up to 5500 units without imposi tion of any additional requirements or 
condi t ions by r eason of the Gautreaux litigation. Prior to December 31, 
1978, HU D will not use addit ional contract authority for the Section 8 
Housing Assistance Payments Program -- Existing Housing in excess of the 
above without the consent of the plaintiffs. 

4. Prior to December 31, 1978, or such earlier date as plaintiffs 
fi le a plead ing against HUD covered by par agra ph 7, HUD will not for the 
Chicago SMSA (a) fun d the programs referred to in paragraph l(d)(ii) 
hereof except pursuant to the arrangements reasonably acceptable to the 
plaintiffs referred to in said paragraph; or (b) obligate or otherwise 
permit housing assistance fu nds (Section 8 Hous ing Assistance Payments 
Pr·ogr am -- New Construction and/or Substantial Rehabilitation or 
Tradi t ional Public Housing Program) to be used fo r elderly unit s as 
compared with non- elder ly (family and large famil y) units other than in 
the same proportion as the three year goals by household type identified 
in the composite of all approved Ho.using Assistance Plans (HAPs ) in the 
Chicago SMSA ; provided that , funding of elderly units may be in excess 
of such proportion if it is demonstrated to the satisfaction of HUD tha t 
the corrmunity in which such units are proposed to be located is making 
substantia l progress in meeting the lower income housing needs of 
non-elderl y families and funding of such elderly units conforms t o any 
applicable HAP. Without limiting the foregoing, HUD will consult with 
the pla in ti ffs i f it proposes to issue NOFAs or NOHAAs or make 
Set-asides to state housing finance and/or development agencies in the 
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Chicago SMSA which do not condition the funding of elderly units upon 
the provision of non-elderly units. 

5. Plaintiffs and HUD agree to explore actively all possibil ities 
of housing members of the plaintiff class through utilization of the 
programs referred to in paragraph l(d) hereof and any further programs 
which are implemented by HUD prior to December 31, 1978. 

6. Pla1ntiffs and HUD agree to work actively and to cooperate 
during the term of this agreement to develop a framework for the 
ultimate disposition of the pending suit, for future use by the court 
and the parties. Development of' such a framework requires the 
generation and/or organization of data and the evaluation of at least 
the following factors: the size, socio-economic characteristics and 
housing preferences of the plaintiff class; the relative cost 
effectiveness of the demonstration program and other efforts 
contemplated by this agreement to provide housing opportunities in the 
Chicago SMSA for members of the plaintiff class outside areas of 
minority racial concentration; and the appropriate allocation between 
the City of Chicago and the remainder of the Chicago SMSA of funds and 
efforts pursuant to these programs or other alternative programs for 
providing a remedy to members of the plaintiff class. 

7. Plaintiffs agree to postpone seeking a metropolitan-wide relief 
order from the District Court for twelve months from July 1, 1977, while 
the foregoing steps are implemented. After the expiration of the said 
twelve month period, plaintiffs will be free to file pleadings in the 
Gautreaux litigation seeking metropolitan-wide relief or relief 
preliminary to metropolitan-wide relief. No thing in this paragraph 7 
shall prevent plaintiffs from filing pleadings at any time seeking any 
type of relief from the Chicago Housing Authority, provided that any 
motion or pleading seeking judicial relief to requ ire the Chicago 
Housing Authority to seek authorization to operate housing programs 
outside of the City of Chicago and filed prior to December 31, 1978, 
shall be delivered in final draft to HUD at least 60 days prior to 
filing to enable HUD to determine what action to take in the Gautreaux 
litigation and under this letter. The filing of such a pleading seeking 
metropolitan-wide relief, or of such a pleading against the Chicago 
Housing Authority, shall not limit or terminate any rights of HUD under 
this letter but shall relieve HUD of any obligation to continue 
opera tion thereafter of the demonstration program under paragraph l 
above, except only that HUD shall remain obligated to continue such 
program with respect to such of the units to be made available to 
members of the plaintiff class under subparagrahs l(d)(ii) and l(d)(iii) 
hereof as are in projects for which (l) Set-aside contract authority for 
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state housing finance and/or development agencies under the Section 8 
Housing .-\ssistance Payments Program has been committed, (2) Section 8 
Housing Assistan~e Payments Program ACC/HAP Contract Lists have been 
executed, (3) Traditional Public Housing Program ACC Lists have been 
executed or (4) firm co~mitments to insure a mortgage under the Section 
22l(d)(4) Program have been issued on or prior to the date of filing 
such pleading, and modification, if appropriate, of Contract H- 4086 
shall be made to provide for such continuation . Commencing January l, 
1979, or the date on which HUD terminates the demonstration program 
based upon a pleading filed by plaintiffs on or after July l, 1978 , 
unobligated Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program - - Existing 
Housing contract authority under paragraph 3 shall not thereafter be 
exempt from plaintiffs' efforts in litigation to obtain 
metropolitan-wide relief. 

8. In the event the demonstration program is not (by subsequent 
agree~ent) continued after December 31, 1978, HUD shall continue such 
progra~ with respect to such of the units to be made available to 
members of the plaintiff class under subparagraphs l(d)(ii) and 
l(d)(iii) hereof as are in projects for which (l) Set-aside contract 
authority for state housing finance and/or development agencies under 
U:e Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program has been committed, 
(2) Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program ACC/HAP contract lists 
have been executed, (3) Traditional Public Housing Program ACC Lists 
have been executed or, (4) firm commitments to insure a mortgage under 
the Section 22l(d)(4) Program have been issued on or prior to such date , 
and modification, if appropria te, of Contract H-4086 shall be made to 
pr ovide for such continuation. 

Sincerely, 

~ u.D, j,t>~U>kcp 
Ruth T. Prokop 

Accepted: ·~ . 

v'(.;~/tu::t_~~~ 
exander Polikoff -=-- j 

Date: July 29, 1977 
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•~or.orablc !\1ch~.rd J. Oalcy 
Mayor of Chic~go 
Ch i cago, Illinois 60602 

De:ar ~1Jyo~ Oa 1 ey: 

E 'j.. 1-l 1.6 I' "bIt 

.. , 

!o.pril 2A. i 915 

At the rcqu2st cf the Hilgistrate app.oi~tE:d by Judg~ t..ust1n to inquire 
and i·er.or t t:ur.ccrnint] th~ 'i;:.ck of rn·cgrcs~ in 1qJ1Cii~ntinq th~ prov-isions 
cf th~ J·J1y };.lGS• J:..:d'j.'~r.t 0r~~2!· ir~ th0 :·~t,~r'::'ti''X ih~rylt1on, i'l~ \-Ji~h to 
~1terat~ th.?. Oejlctrtr.Jent's r-o~it1on corr:nun1catcJ to you in 1ry letter of 
l~overn~c ·· 25, 197·'i. and dr~w y::J'Jt' ~:ttenticn to per' tin t!nt prov1s i0:'1$ of the 
Housing ~nd Co:rmunity Develo;:ir;K:nt Act of 1974 as wc11 as HUO's implementing 
regul~tions. 

Tho? corr:p(m~.:>n ts of th~ Hou~~ng Assistance Plan (K".P) itrc d~l in~!\ ted in 
section 10qa)p) oi the Act, 24 CFR 570.3~3(c) and Form HliD -7015.n 
through 11. The standards of revievt ond cr1ter1~ for approval of the 
HAP &re set f~rth in section 104(c) of tne Act and at 24 CFR 570.3~6 . 

If the fXlp.:.rtr.1~nt dctern1n~s U·,:1t the oOi111cntion of th:! City of 
Chicago dccs not cc:::ply \-dt~ the rcquirc r..":1ts of Title I of the Housing 
~nd CO! :J;~J llHY 0~'/C1or.:;}:~n t f~ct cf 1974 or othr:r 110p1icab1e lo\'1, which 
in:lude~ all ord£rs of~ United States--Dlstrict-Court-rriat have not be~n 
stayed, it w111 net aoprov~ the application. It 1s, of course, the 
responsiti11ty of thE City to !lN~ that 1t.s aprlication, and partfcularly 
1ts hor1sfn9 l!~s1stancc plon, is in corr~pliance with the requirements of the 
Court's ord~rs 1n the G:wtr~~:tx litigation. If the City baliev~?s that 
cliH•1ficc.t1on of th~ r"3(ftjl,~C:[,~"'ts cf the Judge:rent Order of July 1969 as 
appli0d to ~iJD's r.cw prDgrJn$ is r.~~dc ~ , the City s~ould obtain that clari­
f1cdt1on fro~ the Court. 

Sincerely, 

C\~ _ _/) f 
~~ f_,L~_.... I '- .,. 

0onn L. \!u~e•· 
Direc•or 
Chicago Area Office 
cc: Ell iott G ~/ 

Fl ando 5G (../"' 
Hi 11 
Hills s 
Marro'." 55 
~~ee~E:t ' 
K-3 i ser 
S\·li be I 

·1 
5tl 

·-
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H~nor~bla Nicha~l A. Bilandic 
Hayor, C1 ty ot.' Chicaso 
City Hall 
Chicago, Il.l..1.no1a ~ 

.Attentioa: l1flssra. Lnia Hlll and ~1.1 ~ 
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5.2C (Marqan) 

Sc.b joct: Reault a or Grantee Performance Deport &Dd !obnitori.ns Viait .. 
CDBG Boo 76-K:-17 -0006 

I~: . 

The Chicago Area Office baa now compl3ted 1 ta annual review ot the C1 t)r of Chicago's 
l't}rfontance under the CDBO Progrua. Our nnalysia coverOO. botll f1.rst and s~ood 
~~r performance and vaa based priurily upon review of Chicago' a Orantee Perfor.nallce 
neport (GPB) and our current ccaprehen.sive JllOilitoring visit conducted )lay lB, 19, aM 
25~ lCJrT. 

In a.ccordan~ with ~tion 104(d) of Title I of the Housing & CO!llDJ.lQi.ty Develop~ent 
Block G:nurt Prograa• tO. monitoring visit na condu.cttld by the !'ollovi.na cembers of 
wq stAtt: 

UE!A- Eugene Goldi'arb 
CP, CD, HAP - H~len Izumi 
ot.hen - .El.mlar Sc1mll tz 
Rel:xatioa - »u-"b.all Scby 

ftcqu1s1t1on - Eugene Phelan 
Labor - Jim Jobnson 
Finance .. Mary Chisa 
E.O. - Nettie Scurlock 

As you know, the rerleYa were conducted to de"rmine vhather tbe prescribed per­
formance atendard3 hed ooen met in a manner con.sbte.nt with emphatically vtated 
block grant regul.atiibna. 

COJ.Mnlrrf Dnno & CI TIZM P.ARl'ICIPATIOl'l 
The Drea• at ~ty Development and Citizen Participation ~ere f ound t o be w~ll 
documenU!d. The fil.ee were complete and indicated that the steff hed the capab1.ll­
tias to progress with the programs. 

cc- David Larson , City of Cbgo. 

Izwat DJ 8-l-77 ~5389 
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HOUSING ASSIS'!AlfC! PLAN 
The fi..as tor tbe Houaillg AadstanC1!1 Plan were rather sketchy and 1ncanplet.. It 

"'---' appeared that from the GP.R thAt substantial progreaa waa made, hoo.t@ver, the accoa­
pllshment was not 1.n ttl$ categorie• progrnmmed. It appes.rs that only a little effort 
waa e.xpeoded to u.ae s.ll of the .funda aTftilable and no effort was made to encoure.eo 
deyelopment ot .fnmll.y houalng. It vas also noted that litt le effort wea made t o err 
courage CHA to u.se the fund resenation for 1,200 unlta of traditional public hou.aillf{ 
whlcb baa ~n reHrved sin~ 1971 and very little progre.ea bu beeA made since then~ 

A good deal of thd g0ft1 accomplishment is represented by the CHA c1~ state project 
1,384 unit reh.ab Sect10G 8. !his is a subatitution of one !Ol"Dl of subaidy for a.not.her 
end does not edd to tbe total. lrllch of the occcmpllabment with e.x.Uticg houai..Dg has 
b~n cor.tTeraioc of Se<:tioa 23 leaaed to ~ti.on 8 again - subatituticc ot suba1d1ea. 

The cit,. IIBI:3t make a conceDtrated effort to encourage denlopment of .tmbddb :cad f'81LI.il.y 
hou.d.llg end goal.a sbculd not be so reatrictcd, preae.atq the HAP has l.1Dr.1t~ eff ect. 

RELOC.AT:rotf 
Witb reference to relocation, it vaa found that e&n by cas• correcti'n actioaw are 
requlred. It appeared that following record• vere lllc.lt.iJ:l8: 

l. Documentation or peymenta mad~. Copies o~ canc•l.led c~ shool.d be 1n the 
recorda . 

2 . City lula not prorldttd. .,Notice o:t Intent to Acquire" .. 

3.. Ga:ae file• revieved indicated thAt "Bot iCG of EllgJbilityl' we re not p.rorldcl to 
certain displecees. 

4.. The city' a sc.hed.ul..CI for replacement hO\Ulng should ba made curren.t. 

' 5. Recorda should be kept on a project year bas is , not on too cm':rl!at bnd or wu~ 
disl}lacement oc~. 

J\CQUISI'riOIJ 
With reference to ~cquiaition, under our l etter of Juns lt 1977, we set forth t he 
understandings, ~nt• and actiona required to correct. most or t he correctable 
v1olat1oaa ~ tbe Uniform Act. You vers invit-ed to respond to our l etter, bovever , 
to date •a ha ll3d no reaponse. It is further noted th61t the Cbi~go Park Duttict 
files were not monitored at this time. 

LAOOR 
Insofar as our review of the l.abor area 1s concerned, numeroua meetinga 1rere held 
wi tb ~.urs D3vid Lar.soo and Joe Evans of yrur staff 1n order to resoln the dis­
c~nciea sur:f"ac-ed during the monitoring visit. It was brought to our attention in 
t hs CPR t hat although moat of the $79,259 million doll.nrs or 1975·1976 were cOIIIDitte<l 
only some $7.9 mi 111 on had gone toward construction through sane 56 contract•. With 
tb6 except on or a request tor a vage determination on occaaioo, HUD ha~r rece1n:d 
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little coopel"8tion tro. t~ city. We understand that under the normal procedtU'e' tor 
the city~ that as ma.n;y aa 8 to l2 departments are involved in drs.;~ing CD :funda for 

OWttruction purpoaea and there appeared to be n~ central aUministration head to 
- ¢oordin.ate all projec:ta and assume the :f'!.lll responsibility for the overall adll1.n.b­
trat1on o:f' the project. No one could ascertain if' bidding documente or wage deter­
mination -were 1n coo.forDIIUlCe -wi tb labor staodard.t and were incorporated 1n the bid 
pa~ea. 

ft.a a reau.lt or the meeting.s with Y':AJ.'r staff, at our ouggestion a "boiler plat." f ~ 
con.t.ructioo con~act wa.s .fo:nw.lated by 1-tr. EvaJu or your staff reflecting acceptable 
federal 1~ to be 1n.urted in Bl.l construction contracts. 

A3 the city ia now lllOY1.ng to secure the prograa under one ~ad and construction con­
tract• are tall.ored to coa.tain mtfflc:ient information to satiaf',y labor standard• 
adJsilliatratioo and enf'orc.-ent. ve find the labor tlndiaga are .suf'!'1cientl,y &ddreaaed. 

O".t'1mBS 
our engtne.ring start found in hia reviev that none o:f' the HUD or .f'ederal require ... 
me.mt.• "llere being met~ Pro~r procedure• were f'urn.i5.bed, however, were not found t~ 
bC included in the "boiler platA" cootract kit ~ently propoaed as a result of 
tbri JDOeti.ng with Mr. En.na. 

It a rec~nd.ed tlult the f'ollowi.ng ite.JU as requi.red in F~ 74-7 be made part of 
tb$ ciq' s propoaed "boiler plate" cootract kit in order to confona vitb HUll re­
qtlirtiMnta: 

J 
-o 

Contract adalnistration (ME author! t;y). 
Bood.i.ng reqw..rementa 
Se:tety net. 
Clean .Air Ac-t. 
Rlltcll Act. 
Archi tectura.l Barrier Act 
Lead base ~int. 
Flood huard. 
A good set or geDr~s~ conditions would includ =~~ other it~ as v~llt however, 
ccs requirellleats are those stated abont. 

FAIR HOUSI.NO AND EQUAL OPFQRTUNITT 
Fraa a.ll info:nutioo ~ve.U.able, it e.ppeara that tho city hn• not ccmplled Fiubatantially 
with E~O. requinment. of their CPR. The city railed to sulwit the .required Reci­
pient ~~t form VG for those departments rece1rlng or benefitina i"rom CD.BG funds. 
Instead, the EEOC state o.nd Local Government Ini"ormat 1on Report ( ES0-4) we a submitted. 
Although tbe EE0-4 form report reTeala a great disparity betwen non.m.norit7 and 
minority hiring, it cannot be substituted for the required VG :form. The Job eate­
gor1ea or depe.rblenta listed on the E.E0-4 repol't do not c~rres_pond to those depart­
ment which tbe city indicated received CDBG :funds. 
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It w-aa also incllcated that the cl ty hu tek.en oftirmatl ve act1oo..s 1n t~ award crt 
contracts to mino.rit7 c:mtractors end that construction contracts have been avarded 
to prime contractors in e~esa or $500,<XX>. H~ver, during a recent moo.itoriog 
Yislt, no records or pre-<:Otl.3tructi011 con!'erenet9• or cert1t1cationa of c~ll&DU 
with Executive Order ll246 and the Cbicago Imposed Plan were found. 

In order to resolve the foreg~iog E.O. deficiencies, tbe cit:y i:l requeoU<l to sub-
mit w1thi.n 60 deys o.f this letter a Recipient Emplo;yme.nt form VG for city de~t• 
receiving or be-nefiting f"raa Cl>:OO tunda rraa llhich a proper allsau.ment at "1''fXr iQ.. r~ ·': 
houae empl.aymant cau be made. 

pre-conatructiOG "holler p1ate'" contract kit haa been found to sufticie~ 
cover B.O. coccerna. 

In reYiewLog tbe G.PR with reference to finallCCJ, ve :t'OWld tbat U. total ~.nt e.x~ 
,PGMed (Col.. ll of Tabla I Progress on Pl..a.DMd .Activities) refia<:t $27,584,220 11bl • 
our Trea&JU.rY rona 7578 reneeta a ciravd01110 of $28,805,600. Thenfore, a31 of .lune 29p 
1977, your drmldOWD refleeted deficit funds on hand. Please e-'Cpl.ein thla dit!erenc-oa 
Wo al.so cautioo you tru,t no t'unda reiSulting from surplua renewal funda resul.ticg 
rro. the UR ~~t ere to be progra.nned fur cnro PrograJa until. all ouutanding t'i.n--­
ancial. obllgat1ooa are met for the reaaiD.ing act1 ve urban renewal projacta in the 
city. 

ENVIBCI01DTAL 
The e1 ty appears to be m.Hting the comple.x task ot compllnnce with. the Nat1011al. EZJ... 
viroamental Pol.icy Act o.nd applicable environment3.l regulations ot HOD• s CDBG 
(24 CFR 58). Coordination betveen various city agencie:s, preparnti.on or aaaessaents, 
publication of notice• and requesting the rele:ue o:f t"uuO.s is bei.cg ha.ndled 1n a 
efficient and ef'!'ect1ve Dl.!l~r. The only "i!~akness observed in the lfh1:Ws proceaa wes 
the city's treatment o-f alternatives 1b most of the assessments. 

With reference to proce4ural mecbsnlca, the city 13 cOOIDSnded for the manner in 
which it has organized its environmental esseasment tunctionb lbe assessments were, 
on a w~, ver:r good aDd showed a definite i.mprovement trca tho~ p~~red for tbti 
pnrrlowa year's gren.t. 

The major deficiency we• the city's failure to tJ.dequatel.y' coo..sid 'If al.ternati~a in 
1 ts assessments -whicb seems to be one of documentation rather than. subrtanr;:e. 
Attached is a copy or the reY1ev recorda in detail for your file~. 
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Pleaae conve,y our thanks to your staff me~s David Larson, Le'liis Pagonas, 
Joe Evans, Dave Reicb, Bon Woa and Steve \~elch and other members of your staff' for 
tbsir cooperatioo during the monihori.og vlsit. It ~s mo.:~t gratifying. 

Sincerely', 

John L. \Janer 
Director 
ChiC!\gO Aree Office 

A tt&cbment 

\ 

. r . ... 
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~RN .iUCUP'l' NE~URS'BD 

Hoacrsble t.ttchael A. Bilandie 
;.Byor, City ot Cbica~o 
Ci~ Hal...l 
c::.i cago, !llloob 6o6o2 

At~eationt Messrs. wwi.a W. Rill eDd Cecll A. Partee 

!~ lo'...ayor Bll.aodic 

5.2C 

ilt4oj~ct: HAP to.r CCIDIIlW11ty Denloswent Block Grant Prograaa 3-77-MC-17-0CC6 

~3 ..,Ul confirm telephOne connrsat10ft or J\1ly 29. 1977 with. Darld: Lan.oa- ~ yoor .. taft' 
~ :. which time he wu adviaed of the potential. disapproval of' your Housicg Assistance Pl.an. 
{P~-\?) auocai~ted "ita r-;u:r eppllc:atiOD for oventatad reatal. "~ ar.d ~~c 
h::Jusi~ gC«U.s. 

:2~ adl1isen that Ojlly tbe Sec:retary may d1aapparoye- an app.li.cati.oe- -T-heref'on, the appll­
<..: ~t .. ion r::u- the City of Cbicaso has been referred to our Regioaal. Office ·t-:Jr re'Viaw aod 
t' ..)~ard.~ to Central ort1ce. . .• ._. : ·-

~t 1~ noted at this time that tbe city bag not made visible ettorts to aea1st ln th• pro­
vi~ion of new and rehabilitated h~ing tbrougb tbe Section 8 advert131og process, nor 
cas it ~Je v1ai~le ertorta to speed the utllizet ion under occu~cy of Section 8 existing 
i1 ~t:slo:1g unita that have beea uDder contract to Chica£o Housins Authority (CHA) for some 
'ti:oo. Slew :§lrogresa 1.n the conversion ot S~tioG 8 existing housing unite to occupenc:y 
ha s ~u noted parti~l7 in tb.e cat oey sening f&Uililles or 4 or fewer persOlU. In 
r.t1.o:rt, u ·ttl.a 1..llit1at1vs h1a been ttma tu taken by the city in au1sti~ tM Secti;m 8 
planning procesa.· We have also noted alowaesa 011 the part o£ the CHA in utilizing :let:~~! 

1 ,200 faoily public: houa1cg unita UDder progna reaerYation for a OZM time, in coopora­
t ion vit~ the city. 

It is rec~nded that the f'o.llowing a tepa be take a to retDedy the abOTe. Those voold in­
clude an agreement within the HAP to carry out tha foll~ing activities: 

l . Work wltb poteut1a.ll.y interested deftloper a wbo bave done housicg in areas ,;ul;lst8Jlltl'l 
tially unaerved be a aa1ated houaiag to identity developable parcel3 including -~ose 

t;) be purcbaaed by tbe ciey for resale for Section 8 purposes, land which 1.3 cu:rrent­
ly publlcl.)r ovned and potential deaollt1on sites and assist use of' ~ae s1W3 so 
1denti.f1ed in re.ponH to Sect1oa 8 adverthin&. 

C Izumi DJS-19-77 x5389 

c c c 

Izumi Marc an Kee 

.....,; -. 
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:. Wvt~ to identi~ developable sitea tor use for family public housing un1t3 under 

d~~ reaervat1oa and work witb CHA to get development going on those ~200 
u."lita~ a.J well ~~~ with _yr1vau deve~o~s . 

-:-s . ~'-lork cloa~ wi'Ul CHA to identifY intere-st.!d l:tndlords, aoo -eocoursge tbe1r part1-
ct})&dOG- iA tbe Section 8 e.d.sti.Dg housing prog , to acbieve caaitmeot. alld occu-
pancy of more unita now under ACC contract w1·tn C.lU, aspec.ially in the f'SJII.i.ly' 
categorlu. __ _::.__ __ ___:. --~ --· -

r-lork higbe~ pe:rm.laaible Secti:sn 8 asai:rted h::Ju!ling unit totala in- oe"W-a:nd -rebab­
faaily !lou81ns into Table IV-~i..ng location breUd.~ under ~neral HOU31og _ 
Areas I, - II. -and -m. Areaa l and U are-ot particular importance and ·vQUJ.d erl~n~ 
potant1al.l.y greater needs. -. • - -· -

--~~- - . .. _:;_ ,_ 

5.. Work higher pe:caisaibla Section 8 asahtad housing unit totul.s into O.neral HOI.l81.ng :-
Areas I and n for elder}J- housing, nev aDd rehab~ 

6. Work in.c:roeaaea appropriate to increaMs-iu 4) aDd 5) above into Table In Seetion 8 
new and rehab g:ntla UDder IruD ~tioe 8. 

1~ 

8. 

Worh incnued goal£ for IHDA Section B·nev aod rehab b6uslng into Table lll -ror 
fully and e!de?ly. 

::--_:_.:::.: -...:- :. - -=--- -:s- ------ .....::__- .-- - -----: -~ 

~·:a nob w1th1.n -the 19~ HAP sevenl proposed set-trlties whi~~ be. u"t1:U2e4" to ---­
f urther aid the p~islona or newly eooatructed ss.s S.sted housfng· one or- tbe.s.e referenced . 
1ctiYity p~~s acqui3ition, demolition, and sale of pr?ject land for residential de-
elosaent i.nc.ludiag Section 8 h;msing• rehablli tAttion of properties, emd relocati.on. 

~SeY~~nteen proJect areaa are noted. -

To assure earl.7 aDd ex-peditiCJUa act1oa to im:plellent. this activity, we 1'equ. at that y~ 
include an agre._At within yo\lr HAP to supply HUD witb tbe following illf'onration no 
U-ta- than three moatna arter CDBG ~tppronl, should approval be granted.: 

l., 

2. 

'-. . ~, 

Id.e.Jltif'1c:atloa or a lliDi&A or ttuee of the abon areas that will nce1n illncdiate 
attentiOA under tbia prograa. These .should include at le~st two areae that lie 
w 1 thin t be GPH. 

Erldence that a survey o't potential acquisition sites h8a been cOIIIpl.eted in ach 
<trea, wltb reault•. 

stat.eault ot proJ~ted tiM rramea for ccapletlng tM folloving activities regarding 
those three areaa: 

-- -- . 
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b. Initial. o:ri'ering ~f av•Uabl..e. laoo· to poUiltially iatenat.d developers-:· 

I-!entificatUz!· of specific- ve!Uc¥• ·th~t w1U -.be utilized toY --. --
--

- - ... - -· :- -=-"' .. ~ 

a. !lotitY-~~-; of potential si:te-s ~ tM ei~J' s- interest a12d acquisl~£00. - · 
--~---~~~-- ------~-- -- ---· - "-- --- -----:----- -~-~-~--- - ... __ ......_ -. : _ ___.,...: ....... .,..._:._ 

b. NotifY _devel~:re ot _tne _ayaila~i!i~y of'- ~uch-_ s1 tes- :rMat t~ cl "o/· f--or :- mtetioa -a- -
dll~lopment •.... __ -- . -: __ =--. ---:: . . -:-~ -- ~- ~ -~-~(--~=- - -

Sut.i s~i~ it-~1:t1~ proposal. eutllitng: -atett ·ani e.G · :tO: acc.capl~~ ~ 
1rrrul.sf'e:r _of su~h aY-silaba land to print. dsvel~rs inte~ated 1n:p~aiQ8 
S't!ction 8 housing. .._ .-

i1P. r..ote under~~ 28 ot your HAP that y~ p~e tO acquire la"Qd for ~ala_ \o .. iect.i~n _ 
3 devel.opers for cooatruct1on o! new housing. or rehablli tation -of existing h.oua1o,g. 
Th:ee · project; tu"ea_!t we~ mentioaed. Please :pro\r1de foit- uti c.lar-1~1ca.ti~- ea: __ t~ wbat 
kind o:l bou.3iag;-strueture& might be aequ.ired for rehabilitatiocf l\oder~this progrl!lll • . 

-I~ ad~it~~~~- -i=!ial~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~Be--P~l~;~~-.rs r: ~ ~ 
:.:-eca:ar.lend::J.:~ioti on_: ot!ler .. sltes ~b.ich migat· q\U!llt;'. for- 2teqtrlrlttnl under-:- tM -:p1 oY'l3i-orut -,.=- -:-=:--- -. ;. __ 
o~ t:h41 Urban ~v~- Consolidation. A~~ 156~.-ll~t- ~cif'ic- steps yCM-will ·t.aka _to -.. - ~- . 
.r~ac~ tbes.e--dev~Zs- and.. vha~-atapa ~ wm.-_uJw-to. el:-k.U.-u:.mny: racin"n~tion:t-:-_~ ---:::-

· es_ p<.'8B1b~e~GPli ' are_aa.· _· -- __ -:- _- _ _-~- - - ~- --~ - - . - ~_:--_-: · -:..:.. - ··:-:--- · 

) n _ptige 29 or· y~ RAP, we· note that'~ pxopose -ttie- -progiD of ~zoni~oe--ob~lete - -· -
~ cOltlWerei3l aDd induatrial land to residential use where appropriate. We request th3t 

you :f't.L..-nish us wi tb your projected target date for caupletioo ~ the study ~nd -specific 
p J..a.M fo .rezoning and utilization of laDd fcrr assisted housina purposes. 

~.a Y'Cll bow, many neighborhoods contain a significant ~roporl1oo of reh8bil1 table 
b~uaiag tba~ could be utilized to proTide living unita fo~ a variety of io~ groups 
iccluC:.'Lng Seet1.oo 8 eligible tenal\\11. You ~tdmowledged tbia ia your propo:~al ID 
"Residential Urban Reaeval ProJ~ta" un4er vbicb you would set. as1de a portiOD or youx 
CD:OO .m.o11ey to n.cqui.nt property suitable tr:rr rebAbilit.ation for reuse by Section 5 
assisted households. 

It is requested tbat you turnlsh tbh office v1tbin tbe tb.ne 1!11011tb period after CDOO 
::1ppr-oval a specific proposal for aequi:rl.ns reba bill table build1D8s end nuUU.ag thea 
availabla to i:1tereated developen of Section 8 hOQdng e This propoql 1lbcu.ld 1ac.l.ude 
the following 1D.i"orzutiOG: 

L Plee.se indicate the speeit1a procedure aDd criteria you will utilize~ to: 

a. Identify areas tor houaing surwey which shall inclnde both general publle and 
li.tni-~d public bousi:Jg areaa 

b . C~nduct a survey o-r tbe boua 1ng stock. 

--
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c. Acqu1I"'It and identity reb.abilltable properties. 

d. ~ve i.:upediment.s to resale and rebeb1litat1on or sucb unita inelcding baek 
ta.xGs, raatrictive bu.Uding code p~Ldona ana other Nttera. 

e. Make nni.labilltiea ot pl'03)el'ty known to interested de'ftlopers aDd· eC~J~~maity"­
developmant orgaa!zationa. 

f. P:-orlde rtaff services foz couasel.J...1ntt err interested organizations on the ac­
Ci\llaitiQD aDd :lale p~ on avaUaba Jn"'P8rties and- oa tecll.nlc&l an.t. f'1n­
eneial se:vi~s to be avsilable to Mth~tb purchasers throuah various city pr.>­
grD3 'f11tb.in the Dept. o~ Urbu Reae-n.l~ Dept .. ot" ~ SerTieee, end a. · b t 
tbe Houaicg Resource Center _ 

g. Px"oYide starr .serrlc.s tor the transt'e.r of a-cquired property to deYelOJll'n amd 
orgaAiutiona i.nteH-.ated in p"LU"Cba.H.. · ;-

h. P:orld:e f~ ongoing J'DOQitoriag of tbe-- r-rilab and us. oc- tbeae- proper-tie~ tor 
.3ection 8 oecupanc;r. 

We ore recaaaadl.Dg that you work with con• mitT leYel de~ orgaaizat iOIU '!UI 
well sa the print& davelopment sect-o:r becau-.a Jr tl:le treJDendaJ.:t potential. .S&Ie-IJ R$ IJJ IT 
Chicago Neigl.lborhood Cooperation has-: demorutrated ia succes-s~ p70ducing new 9.ad 
substant1~~ I'fbabilitat.d aubted reotal bousing. You ba~ ~ d'emoasti-ated your 
r~cognition o~ ttrl potential in your e.stabll~nt of "Rehab-: The Housing Ru~ 
Centeru to provide :ruu service technical as.slstance to neighborhood organizatioo.s 
capable of sp~oring assisted boustng. 

To 3peed the u-tillutiO&t or Sec:tiOA 8 existing housing unita now. under cootrad: · te> 
caA~ we reccmaend tbat you. dentlop a progrua for identifying aod encoorag1ng tbe parti­
cipation of potentia~ landlord• whoM unita aigbt be ~:~lade available for Secti.oa 8 
t~u. 

Wtt al3o re~Dd that you dcnUop a couns'Jllin& prognua deeigM<l to aid in d1r"1oeting 
incaa~ eligible Sect1oa 8 certificate holders or appllcants to landlords who bave in­
dicated an interer. in participat!D.! in the Section 8 existing housing p~ 

B& adYised tbat tbe Sect.ioa 8 resouree.s to be available tbroo.gb HUD and mDA will not .­
be so limitod lUJ they appeared to be when your appl1eat10tt wee being prepared tw 
subMis810D to BUD. 

In Tabla I you have probt!bl.y OYerstated the rental vacancy rate in lltaooaro houdng~ 
In our opinioa 7 .'7£ 1a too high. Thia rate ia important sint"..G the instruct iota for- oow: 
con3truct1oo and HA.Pa gea.rall;r preclude new construction lolhere the standard re11tal 
vaca.JlCY rate exceeds 6i. TablA m (three year goal.) bas large new construction g.oel.s .. 

Jr.-_ 



( 

5. 

~!·3 h~ve enc~o~Sed dnta f"rooll the 1975-1976 SUD Census. Annual Houdcg Survey 1ndiC3t.1.ng 
~he cr....mpositioa or the c1cy' s houaing stock. The data -wa.s obtaic.ed sL~ montha bef'or. 

----- arld s.U months af'ter October 1975. The enclosed int'vrmation ar. HUD estillates based 
on pf'E!l.i::.iwu-y ..resulta of the annual haw~ina· survey ln Chicago.. _ 

·-. - ­. _..- · - - .. ·. 

The annual housiog s~ res~ts sb~ that there wiere 47,600 vacant r&ntal- units for a 
renta~ '.Tacancy r'ate or 6.6j,... It is probable -that not all of these units will l'lettt city 
codes. - ':'he 1m-m~ f'or- ·ebi-eago-showa t~&:PPI"~ima:.ly~ vacant mntU l;llita ~ -::.. .;_ -
.:~.r~ sub~tandard. . It appears that the vacancy indicator used by the city is the ro.s1- -_ · 
da.nt1a.1 vac~ rat. ~ured by idle. me~ri ~ Bat.veen October 1975 and Marc a 1917 ~ the _ 
rate !'ell :from 5.5S;, to 4 .7:;,:;,_ a ~ redu.cU;a.n. A comparison of the 1976 and 1m HAP -· - ~ --=­
mtbmis.sicma far Chicago s~ that the city estimates the rental. y-gcancy r ate· decreascxi . -_ .... . _ 
f:r.:u a.CY:f, to 7.~~ a. 0.5$ deere•se. . . ____ - .. -- ; 

You hav-e al.so e sti.aaa ted considerable demoll ~ 1.on.a b-etwee ll 1975 and the current · t 1.Jae 
whicl:l bas. probebl7 ..f'u.rtbor lowered the s~nda.rd _rental vacancy rate., The. large io­
C!"ease in the owner-occupied invenDary 1s--pr.>bab]J __ due t":> coodcainitl.lll convers10113. 
These data described above eaa be:- uaed in d.ariviog:·n· realistic rental vaC1lney rate. 

. 
. --

Using the _enclosed data vitn yow: a.saWBpt~s and bulldina penal t. and. demol..it10ft data , ~-
tte estiwt.e · a .standertt rental. vae1tney ra·te. -o.f -:jje-U ~l~ 61-·_,_: ,.,__--.• .,.- · · ... - : ~ .:._ .. . _ 

- - ~--··. :- _· _=---- -.- ~- ~ ~ _ .. · --· - -- - -- ---~~ = ... -~ -~:- __ _. _ .. :-: ~~ -_ .. : ·---.. ~- - ___ ; 
Tableii ~ ~- -; -~ - ---- - - -= -~ :.·- .-_ - . -- . - , .- ~- -- - ,- ·- - . · .. - - ~ 

'.i'he:r'! is,-~ t~aphlcal-erro.r 00:-Une·o·~~ --(~3}-~:P~~~*i1~ to _·.-·:~ -
read 5,047~ - -- : ._:- :._ ·_-=.__ -~- _· .: . . :'-- . .,_ · -- - ~ · :· - ,~. :. _-__ -- --~:~-- =: ·· ::/: - -.=~·: :..:. _ "' __ - . - . . 

r - - - . ·- -

Table m .,__ - · ·· ·· - - ~ -. ·· . -- ~ ~ ~ .--• --· 
(~) ~rent year goal on line 2, only 200 units of new Section 8 for- state agency are 
sll--wu. It 1s noted that the newl7 released 1977 allocaUon of £ection 3 tor Illi®b 
Hous~ Development Authority supplement showa a totel of l,46o u~w unita were rtllocatt:d 
to the ChicBgO s:MS.A~ wn1cb could be develOJ)ed aa new or substantial rehab unit::1. 
About halt or these units could be allocated to th& City of Chice~o on the baa1a ot 
ni!ed data. 

T'.u"eQ Year Goal.. The number or new construetioo uui ts in Areas 2 and 3 include 25 
:t'm&til,JP unita and 20 elderly unit• 1n each aree. Thes• numbers appear to be too small 
to develop. It ia reql•eted that the city- carefully- cbooa.e nlllllbers of units that ltill 
.x;ent.it devel~t of f~1ble sized projects when revi.siOB Table IV housing e.na unit 
totals s ad Table m new and rehab Section 8 goals tor fllllll.ly and elderly, as per 
a!.>ov-e cCJG~~Denta. Also, your HAP show• a goal of' 1,155 Section 235 rebab unita in Table 
III Sectioc E ~ the current year goal. Howeyer, this goal is not shmm a a part of' the 
three year goal. Ple•ue include tt.ae unita 1n yCN.r three yetJr g06l. Itlclu.l\.oo ot 
the 1,155 un1ta will ch&nge the totals in Part F of th~ t nrca yee:x- goal and vill c~ 
the percentages 1n line 37. 

On line 28 , the :first year goal is larger than the thr ee year gael. 



Table T.V 
U::!d~r J;hla tabla for new ~t.rueticm Seet1oo· 8, pleaH in.aert a at.te.e11t. that prior 

_, ci t"-J approval of'- all planned unit. den!lopments, zoning· verie11ces, building pend ta 
,_a: ot~~=- pre-ccastruct.ioa requi.reaecta for major residential dnelop.eots, sponaoN 
sil.il!l oo required to set. asia 10 - 1~ ot toe pl"'ject_ ucita f'or occupaacy- ·_by Seeti~ 8 
c-!3-'Ji.s~d !'a!nllies. - - · ----- - - . - :· -_ _:_~:_ 

-- . 
I:1 t~ i:1t.oreat . of' 1..ncreaaing ttw" :rate awl efficiency oi delivery at ass1~ted hOusing 
~.u tbe cl t.y. -u.-·1.3 ou:r ·stroag ree:::a.eadat101l. that t~ city establlsh aQ ottice- Qt _ :-· 
c?Ord imrtion .t"~ all bou.~J.ng prcgre.u _.far tM purposea ot: -o. -

- --
-'-· Centra.Uzing plasinlng and JDQQltorlng of_ tha nriows types o1" houa~ aids ~sently 
beie& orr:er5d tarougb clty programs and pl"'ppSed r~r t'u.ading and lmplement.atica. ~ 
gi.n.ni.ng thia autuan. ~11 :prograas include rehablll tatioc usiat.aace to ~ o~ 
si~a ~ aad mlti-f'aaily houdna, land and -property acqu1ait1oo· for the purpose 
of encouraging oev coutntctioA nnd rebab1Utati~ _ 1n i.ru:.wr city areaa, technical 
a :ss1stance to 1ocal. dnelopmeat. corpontions 11nd cit7 prograa applicants wisnia« t o 
fi!lan~ and :rebabilltate siDgle and mult.1·t~l¥ -b~ai~ uniu within city neighborhoods, 
er:.e~Sf c:>nserYlltiOO p~ and rel.a~ b~~~~ and ~1-ty improTe-~nt prosraa.s .. _ 

2. eentrallzins 1ntonaat1oa and ret'errai. ·regar.lina city ~slng-~uas_,:..vith toJJ.aw 
~:.p to coordinate -where ind1Tidual aids are :g!)!~, in·-thtt intere-st: p!' !"&Y~talhiti5-. 
S..f.lP.f,~ific: ooi.jh.bo~ aroeaa. · ----- · ---..... --- -... ..., ... ·---- ,_ .. -~ -~ ~.:------ n: - ; ----t~ ...-..-- :....~ ~~ : 

:- -: !.... • - - • : ··- -- - .- L.; - • .... --:.. - - .. 

• - - - - _:- .J.' • - - • - -- - • - - - - ·• . - . - • 

-•:..- -
---- - · 

rt i:J aJ.:r:l our ~ezcmecclatioa that- sueti-&"-eeorttllutti~- ~bit ~~teieqt author-
ity ~o elicit the coopereti~ of all ofi"~ce• withla eit;y' ~il:t · t.O_ · ~e'ie ·tbes0 -- __ :.o... 

-- ;_- _ ... ~ --
. . -

,I • _, ·- :=,-" - ---- - - -· _,__ __ -·-· - - - - -

!t .'. s s;tpax..o:t i"raa the nature and scope of your existing bou.si.ng prograaa and prograa.s 
!fl"'""'-z-03ed in the current block gran-t application that the city shares with us a dii!"Op 
cc.<lltdtment to ~babill"'atiag and suppleaen:ti.na the e;d.stiog housing stoc.~. in tb can ... 
tc:ct of" concentrated ne1gbborhood reD~nHtl. To the e-Xtent that ..,. can work togetber to 
c:oordi.Mte where prcgraa resources are spent, we sball be c:lose1• to acillev1Dg ooigll­
borQ.Qod ~tallutiOD aDd SeCUl'it,' ot private and public houaing iavestasnta~ We be• 
.:Ai.ave tb.et tbe a~ve ree~fldatiOIUI effect! wly serve that tt:ad~ 

.'\ll nris1ous and/or dOClJIIeD.tatiou to rectif)' the potential. disappconl ot the ~ 
::;hcmld be aubait.ted t Q thla office no later tM.D 2 Septcabozo lg-[7 P U' not SO\X'ler .. 

Should there be queat1Cil8• plea" contact Qeabers of my- stAff~ 

Sincerel;r, 

C..:h \cl\go Area Oft'1ce 



( 
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BPI ~ 
Business and Professional People For the Public Interest 
109 North Dearb011 Street, Su1te 1300 Chicago. llllnuls 60602 Telephone : (312) 641-5570 

L 97 8 

The Jl o noroble ,Judqc John Po·.·:crs Crmvley 
United Stu.tcs Dist1ict Court 
~19 South Dc~ rborn Stree t 
Room 2336 
Chicaqo, Illinois G060-l 

Dc.:-tr J uc1qe CrowlL'Y : 

Re : 

PO'"'crs r o)•,; lt:'/ ~ 
Jol'~' St es D J.il 

lt .clg,e 
court 

united 3 
. 

Gaut reaux, et al. v. II rrls, 
et al ., No . 66 C 1 459 and 
No . 66 C 14 60 (Consolidated ) 

U11 S L' t.Jt~ mbcr 22, LSJ /8 , '.v~ fi l e d a otion f or Furthe r 
Relief u.gainst th e Departme nt of !Iousinq and Urban Develop­
ment , includiny exhib1.ts, i..n th~ above case. Recently we 
d iscovered t h t u. letter from John L. Wa n er to Mayor Bilanrlic, 
elated 7\uqus t 22 , 1977, WC\5 i..r1cHlvcrtent l y includec1 a s " J.xhibit 
' f "' in!->tedd of a cliff, ll' nt letter From t-1r . \vaner to 'layo"' 
1\il ,lnd Ll' , l[ lh '' :;,lllll' d ,tl ,•. \v r' .1 1- r' lltc>rcf() :n· f1lin r1 Lhc 

or r cct, uqus t 22, 1 977 'l cLtcr as u. s upplement to t he exhibits , 
la.h~1ct1 " L.·Ili..bit • r -1"'. 

Very t ruly y ours, 

1\Lr : gdw 
cc : l\ t l counsel 

O~reclora Jul1.lfl Uorn11n MI ChclOI D M11 1t Z 

I '· •hdll l L -1!:>'>.11 H '',. , ,II l 'lt•n 
Hobort H Coh r1 Lowts M nndow 
Dn v1d Utnsmoru C. urnuy John L M t k.n1ght 
\arot Y Farwoll Wulter A No l!t: h I• '''•' • r I 1' I' t) fl I ~ /'If..• JPI' 1 

l1 lo HI \ 11•"11 

t q. I,·, V, \ 1 ,•,t•l I . :, ... 
'• • •\ r••l \ o<' p, 
\''• I I 

"·' I ~ ~J. ill ;. l'y .J I fl' {' .-
','' ., .,,., 

oll!lttl •1!!\lo'/ 

f',,, 1 ,1 1 Vt·v,• 4' 'r 

•• 11) 

I \ I I I ( \ ~ ,, • ·; ,. I I,, t 

JtJu, ol lilt 

I 'll I I ! Jl 

PPtsl P tr •Ut•nlt. 

Gordon 0 '";ht·rnll lt 
[l it('!! 1 t•h ,lJJ'l 

I h ill II I I Ill 

A I (' •• ~ ~ 

()p! I \V I ·lffi: 

fl, r· 11 I 1 rH tor ,, 
L• '" \4 J•,· , 

ll rr I uy 

LIIOII D f lfllll ty f:,j{)fHIO rok o w 
J,•llll ~ 1--utu!t Alttx ~1ndcr PtJI koll 
Rono ld Gl7yN ons<o Ru dolph :; Rason 
Martin Hn•; 'lmHn J~r1:my W 1tr OlHQ ~~ :i',n 
Pt' llt r tl unt SylvJ. :,), ht·•nft•lrt 

J(1<: k A J11ffo J ,t mos A ~hnp . ro 

n il l tl lld J nlt"" rlnhurl I Tuf ~''' 
I ln vt•lll f' Jnrw~ P:oot It ... /...'11 1 t n 
A rn old B Knn tE>r Lotc: We •~I.HHQ 
.Joseph Kellm .on Mor1 on V\Oosmon ) 

- - l_'''_ot ·U--·h_m_a_" ______ fl_r_h•_·_" _w_o_il_t _ ____ _ 



HI THE UNITED STA.~.'ES DISTRI :' COURT 
f'OR THE tWR'J'HI~RN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

f:i\STCRN DIVTS IO'~ 

DOROT II Y GAUTREAUX, et al . , ) 
) 

Plaintiffs, ) 
) 

- v - ) 
) 

PATRICL'\ R. IU\rmiS , Secretary of ) 
the U. S . Department of Hou si ng and ) 

NO~ ~~\1~.9~ 
I'~ c 1460 

(Consolidat 

QC\. 5 
Urban Development and CHIC AGO ) 
HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al . , ) 

'J'O : 

) 
Defendants. ) 

NO T ICE OF fiLING 

Calvin 11. Hall, Esy. 
2 2 ~'lest Madison Street 
Chicaso , Illinois 60602 

Thomas P . Sullivan, Csq. 
Un:Lc1 St~tes Attornpy 
21C) South ncu.rborn SL r cc·t 
ChiC,HJl', llli no js GOG04 

Ric nard F lane" Q , Esq . 
300 South Wacker Drive 
Chic~qo , Illinois 60606 

Patrick W. O ' Brien , Esq. 
231 South LaSalle Street 
Chicago , Illinois 60 6 04 

Corporation Counsel 
City of Chicaso 
Sll City ll<tll 
121 North LaSalle Street 
Chicu.go , Illinois ~0602 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Olt this 5th day of Octobe r, 1978, 

I h.:1Ve filed l1 supp lemental exhibit, labe led " Exhibit 'F-1'," 

lu the cxhibiLs to I:Jluintiffs ' Hotion for Furthe r Relief Against 

Departme nt of Housing and Urban Deve lopme nt with the clerk for 

the Honorabl e Judge LTohn Powers Crowley in the United States 



Dis tr ict Co urt for t he Northern District of Illi nois , Eustcrn 

Di vi s i on , a copy of which ::->Ull~llcncnt.JL exhibit is a t t a ched here -

t.o a nd hercwi t h served upon yot' . 

I' ,/? 
Kle&f:ffi<Df~ A<U, 

DATED : Octobe r 5 , 1 9 78 

_ ')_ 

1 09 North Dearb orn Stree~ 
Chicago , I llino i s 6 0602 
(31 2 ) 641 - 55 70 



CERTIFICATE Of SERVICC 

I certify thut on this :'th cl<~y of October , 1978 , I 

served the foregoing Notice of Filing ~nd the documen t referred 

to therein, upon e<~ch of t he uttorncy s to whom the Notice is 

uddrcssed by causinq it to he depos ited in the United States 

m.:1 i l at l 0 9 North D~...' , trborn 1 Ch ic<~qo 1 Illinois 1 first class 

postage prepuicl. 

-3-



E~ l-1 I e, I I '' 6'' 

I cc- f:L\rl 

~EP 2 o 'di J 
J.,_c:n !l.::; ::!!1 

y; tC!V2il3 5L_'\ 
Data ~y:; b Stat 13r. ~i~sh DC 

; :c ::c -:-::.'S lc t 0.c :.U.al A. :3ll:lc.r' . .!. c 
::_~;or, Cl ty o~ C~cc~ 
C<_t::; Tl-:ll 
C.:::.ic.:l.~o, 'Illl!.:oi9 &>6C:Z 

Dc.ar ~~yor D.l.l.:l:l.dic: 

.3.2C 

Co::::r::u<lity I;cv-!!lo71=!-~t :2.lo~k Gr:!~t Pro:;r.:HJ 3-77-r.C-l7-00G5 
A~~lka tion Ap;H·:"Jval '12lirc ?r~ijro:::l Yc?..r 

: . t~ ... 1...-~ :1 lAc--0...1'"l to i::f vr;:1 yotl tC....at your a:J?li:::1ti0:1 fc!:" Co:-:rn•..!.I!..!..t7 D.:-:!7~.!.0?~ent 

~~loc~: ~::.::.:".t l'-"l..J b-=e!"l .:!:-;?!'O'Jq<{ in t:,~ ~-::o;.;~t of !;Gl..'•~l,SI)(), '.i:.1i1 f,_:wlin .·~ 

il!'£Hc·r.d·':ls l.!fiectivo for t:~a t~·hird p:-o~rc.t;t y~r ~esiL~i..:l;; O~t:oher 1, 1077 • 

.::::.:::lo.s~ ::<'C!! t...!rr~~ copl~ of ~ !l)D fr.r.:t 7032., F\.:.r. di:J :~ .\7 -;;~ov~l i;n·~~>r iltl<! i o! 
"!:~i: ~:01~~1::.~ CJ Ccr.:::::-...loi ty ~ :~~v~lo~C~:1t ,\ct 0~ 1074, "-'it~\ .:ti:t:JC)\~d sta~C..•-;:-d r::-o-
·; ~:.; i oc:J ir.c~t~:l l::~ :~ t:1a ;:::-:.nt .J.:;r~Eor::.-'""t!t!'.l, Lr~ yonr i'.X~C\;~J.o:l. 

a:::! -:.---:~>7 of th<l tor.:~ .:J~e to c~ "'l~tu,~llJ ~i-~fl (' d P-~tl rctu...>Jc,J 
~=·.J t::-J ti1i.'!:'u co9:r i3 to 09 rot.:li.r:etl ior Jour :fil':!s. 

T~~ o~i~~~~l ~nd 

to th.b off !ce, 

'"'-· ··~ !::" :1t':r_nti·:J'l iG ci!r.::!::t:~,i t(l ~loc:.: 17(.:~) of t::~ :J>o-.~ fer-.:. ·~·~0r•:~!~ i.t i:1 ;1:->tcd 
::.:~_,;: ::..:~ .-. :..: • c:- ~ -;:Jot to :-·e tl:!t.,i i -.::r tito ::~cti'Ji ~l-?s l.\.::~t·~J lL'1til rec~:l. ;)i: of;!_ C-2:-­
ti..::.tc:lt:lon ti~t th ·.J c.:Jvlro~;:;:~:::.t.:ll ?race:;~ ia co:::2lotGJ. 

t: 1:c:1 c:.. r- r::cci~1!: cf te::! ~~~<:'.l t!'! ·1 ;,r:u~t :1~: ~:~2::~nt , t.~ vill t~t:'. C i:-ne{l La:::~ sl.~?:J 

1',J .:-. ~.:.r:;j~ y .:> ur l~rt:et" of c-rc .. U.:: ta i:'.clu<i::l your- C''.'rr·"~t yr.1r'::; "•1titlc-::-,<'!7it o( 
~,-,l ,:'1 !,l,,J0 1. '!0•1 ''ill:>~ arlviL~t~-1 of ttl'~ ~.i.fc.ctive tl.:lt~ ti::~-:1 .-:-.<1w!! a~.,.n3 t::-.... ly 
cu::::;::•'-''lc.! -..;:o.;iQr t!:H! d.;'.!e.c...C.cd l!:!ttc= of crc.Ht. 

•,; -. ~.' ·) t.!lG 11~-.! to t.:-Jkc ::!lis o-v::-crt->.mity to re~i~d ynu o£ t~>t.! 3uditin;\ r-=qt!.l..::-o-
1:.- c-:1 ::.::> :-~:;~li.-_:;Jol~ to t!1 <~ Co!:a-..Jnity ~t:)'J('l.:J;:c~.!lt :!3lod:: Gr<l!lt i1 r C);;::::t;a. In ;J..::co-:-tl:~r.c'rl 

<.·t:::i1 t.l~:l ~ :::ov'i::Jla;-...:; of s ~ ct.icn :i73.5 i~ )(~), ;:;n n.;~Jlt o£ yne:r 0.!'::.'-::"(111 is to \-.e (:;:)n­
~ ·. IC <:·;..! "Ji~3 i:"C..Wu:Ja~l(! ::':::-'2 ctt~ncy, :.:5'-.Wll;r ;-,~ ! T'.'.l~l.ly , hu:: r;ot lt~3~l i'::T! ~'~i:!:lt.!.y t;lit:"l 

0·· :::~ t:.\'P-;:-_/ t:Jo j-::Jr::.. Sl:;(:Q ~\~l :"!~!.t h~ r1 ~ot: o~~~n CV!lti...:~~·~:i ~0~ !::.. ~ fi~st 7r'llL 
oi o_p-:::::.:lt..:io!:!, i~ 1.3 .::lt)C:..!:>.5-ary t;!.1.t 70:.1 cu.tcr lnto -"l Ctl:::t:::-act to :~ .-::.·; .~ .':\n .~!~'lit: •)f. 

c ~~~ dj 9-27-77 

c c c 

\ 

I 
' 



... / _;· 
t:,e C0 L':-o _J ro ::- t c o :rTJ~ n..: ~ ;;.L t;1i..1 I)D d: ly .> oE :::1e cc:pl~ tio 71 o~ yo:t r s~..:ond y;:::lr llc..:.! 

!: :l=! ::1\J:Jlt i~ to be C':)C';J l ~"! t ~d 'J lt:~~ l:J•) ' 1:tj :J ~~~t :~;:- t~. '? co~·;Jl•~t.!..O!l of /OUr .9~COi1d 

-:;,'.:Jr . }"or t!:-:I ;>e::-r;o!i':? oi t~1~ ;Ho ~~r:J=r!, nl!,ilt cor:;:>.!.<:!!:ion :!.:; lr.J .t;t~:1c~ of ~:,~ 

:;:-cport. 

\J:~U<! \/'.! i~t!ic 3 te<l J n oer ;1r-c-:r'.ou3 co!C:' C:'l!:'O ncen ce t~:1t y::>ur ;;cco:;;-:Jlis~:tt.3 i!l 
.Jc:11127:!..ng your bou3L1g r.ooti .:J h.JV £! b~gn b!=! l ow e:c;J~ct.1tlon, "Jq b;1~rc b~~n .::1-;:,lc to 
r~< ... 2 a fi;:H~lc::_:! t :>.\t yo u ~1~\·.r~ a contl:uxin ~ c:1pacity to c::.r:ry out your )r:'O:!tan 
ll:lU ve 1>1re,. ther~oro, a!.>ld to np~ro";'e :ron.: ap plied tion. 

!' ,!lOtr [in<.! n c :t ."lrt 'J~l.i. c 1 l !:C'!l2v:1 ?r::;,:;n:J!l:'l r.•u! n t0\.l."\rc1. :1 c :1 t~~'l'Ll~ ~; ;-etlan il lkli> 
g oals in t!w City oi' G1i.ca6o since th9 inct~pt::io:1 o.f tua CD.0~ Prozr.lr.~: 

E: lJ~ rl.:r l:c ' .J 
i:.:! ~1..1!.> 

?.~y 

:;-.:1::..1.17 ~; .:o·..r 
~c: t .ai.> 

Cit·.r o f C1:!.~~-::::J 

.3~c tio!l J :i...\2 Co."'l ,\..::. co::-:ol i.!:Jr~u t3 

CD 'Yl~-3. r ,I 
C-znl 

l lJ(: 
l POO 

970 

J ~) 1 ) 

l l'Yl 
lCJJ 

CJ Y~ ~r II 
Co:1l 'i.'o t:1l 

8'.J Q :r) 20 
4 i1 Q :!....'.~(} 

G? " -0 17:13 

Gl 2 ]!, ~.l ) 

130 7 .J :172 
134 fj 171.'~ 

3 ~~ 1 :': :'( J 
(:3 2 1, ... , 

_ u ·J -

109 26? 
j' (' i 

Accc:"~lpli::;:l~:l t;J 

tl-1:-o:t~h 'J- LG-77 

2G~S 

J07 
.!.7::A 
1.:515 

J .) 
lCOl 

1:~r;Jtlni::t~ 

Goal : ·.1 -::-:;2:: 

Jl7J 
31Jl '.l 
2lJ 

C·>.l 
1·~4!; 

0 

·,I' 

-·.! i..;ll."J t :L~ , r'Jrs u.:mt to Section 570. ')(1;} ( :~ ) (2) of t::e :!..'~ >~U!.~tion3, y o u 3 ~coul cl 

~~'"~ .oo:c coo;;;!:Jll::;~~ l v0:2 of yol!r f.!.r:Jt ye.'lr I!•Ju::>ln.~ ~a3l .i:1 yc.;ur i:1.lLLLl :~::>l.l!lL-q 

,\ , J a ist.'"\DC~ !>lan. fur~h~r, GL3TI.i-:tc.nnt !J t'O,::T O!J 3 3i'lOull! b etT2 b~cn :;-._·H.lc in .'lCCa::J­

pll:Ji\in:_; your se c t"'nJ 72n r b\.P ~:J<! l. 17:1en hou;.:Jing r;o.:~lH 1•=-w~ not tra~'l ~-:co:r 

;-. 11..!;}~, it i.J i::.(:x::;:L:;~nt u~on th lo offi;::c 0:::1 ::;~t fort!-1 in S('c tica 578 . ) QJ(d (2) 
o f t!!S\ rr.z:..~ l~ti.otl.3, iil '!:'ev1~~d..n~ ar.y ~;~~nte e'a p~rt Orr:'..:.l.P..<::o to e"T.'llu.:tte tllos'!' 
:zc ti0:1s o::1. p, t -::<n t eoe -.:~y t :1l:e •-.;~1ich a ro in itl3 coatrol to :t-.::~1'2 V>3 i t::; r;o:d.:J. In 
<!OJ t.!_; !'30, H :1i..!..c ~,, (:Jrr co"'lcle~!! t hn t t> :~ r~ h:J."l O~t"!n Pw0C3:J tc•.":lrc! :::!~~tlr!'! 

-:,· ~,,~r ;-;G.:Ilt.. ,,.~ ~1rc ~ 1 :,;o :1!' t ~ u f .!. ::n 1: -::- } . i~.f t:l:\t t:,~rc .:!"~ aJcliti~::U. <"l~tions 

yu:J C<l..:l t;:0,c w:::U.ch ·will :.:;C~.J to <l.$3:1r~ o e tr.C!r pe r Eo ;:::::.aJ!i~!:!. 

~·~ ·0. c .~L/ .cltn L l J •_Jr5.u-; ti~lo pro ·'.!:'2.:-:1 y0;-J r ~1.-,~ ~:O ~"Ci~l a tt:~.~io:-1 .::1 ~1J :_- .~:~ ~ ~· :~ 0ci::l1 

..:•£.7 ort::; i. ;1 t .-:e f::!cl.lly <J.;"tl l.:!r-:-:n f:1:~ll :;r' :: :~·1 co~·~Jtrvc.t i::m ;.!: ~..i ;:- ::::~<:J ~1 .:.t..lt io"l ;lt'C:'\J . 

-;_;,t:J ;\;•(::-ov :1l L J ,;1v .~q •.rL~ ~ t ~U! •"!:V:~<;ct.tt .!.Jn r; ;:d ::.•l·_;:.J::J?ti·Yl !:\~:-tt nltr. '!:'C,I;JQCt ::o 

n'~: .JL: ;, :-_:-: ~ ~it:;r \Jill t.::~'-~ :1ll !'!')T.Opc.l~ \ i.:.-~ .:-:c::l~r.J ~'i t: t i.:l .i.::-; cootrol ~C~ c~:·~~ 

~:~'..:.'i::.::...'l t L1l i1!'0~:rc:J:-; ::. .:J ',!:l -::- :l ~:::'1i~''i.:1·; ~C!>:: tic rt ... ~ l'\.? ~:oo.)L>. :::1~-:> :::J.y !.:<cl•:d~ t ~:~ 
;;·,· , _)·/L~..:.o:1 .JZ :..; i tQ:I a.:ld oit!.) ir.:·;rovr.!:"hnt :J : -~ : 3 .:;.·_ , ::;-:l:-::~~ :: ··:.v: .1 ll :1 ~ C ·.~.1 :1 ,''-)' ::O ~ll! : :~ . 

, l · ; .::~:Ln ~~ ;t.td :· ·.! r-::1i.~J :I L''l :Jro~~)t l y i.-: .le:Jd: :1nd, l ~::.! c.i.. 't:i .-~2tL1 _: ;ll-r~.;l:l7 .1 .~ ~:1<! 

,j-..!··.:':!lo:).Jr lZ t :;e ;:::-iv:1tc :!:a.r:~c t c;,unot p ro·rld~ tit?. Guit;:;. 
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-:,·;~-~ ~~''0c•, ,LI u c·:m,li.tlo;-a o t o"J-;:- :1p?:::O'J.:! l o: yo•J.C t :! Lc~ :;•2.:1::- ~rd~ t, \!~ ox~~t 

:::1'-.! fo:U.::·.Fln.:;: 

1. ~i-:::.1 Construction ::ud :t2:w.Gilltation 

r.. 1-:1r .•1ny housL.1 :-; ;:.·o s; -:>3a l;:; r r:; c~h·cd \-.':d.c:1 e:': c e~-i t~:~ tot.1l nu:--.bPr of 

uni~3 1;: - ::.ny o.Z t:~w C~!.:rcn:: n .-:.c. c.Jl ~;o:t l!l by ~') rc to.:L"l 204 or 20 unit:l 
(-whlc:1 c·1 r-.r l:J :.r-~.'l t~d. tho r:it7 :-:;1211, 1:-t lt.:J r 23:'CJ;::sQ ta L:.uD .::13 

~art of t~c S ~ ctlua 21J procedur~~. ~?yrov~ ~jor v3riat~3 to t~ 
ouu.u.al goaln. 

~. 'i~la ci. ty -.h.3l.l conJ.t!er t h.n t a portio!'l 0 r ;\11 r:;,oc.-elJ~rly \mlt.:J to be 
\icvclo))ed as part of :1n7 pl<L-med.-..I:lit-Jevc.lo;~n:·..en ~o, ~u r~3ervcd for 
S.:ction U elir;ible fa::1ili~. ·I' 

c. r:.1r3u2:1t t.o 7aur r~ ·JlGeJ !i:\.~, tlta city o:a:\ll s~~:lit to L~~fD ~thin 90 
C: :..; y:J oi.' t:10 a;Jpro'7"ll oe tl !e_ C"CJC :1 ;:J!)l.icat.ion a rc;-,nrt nn th·~ pr:J~;-;;::1 

'J. 

o:: nc tlv-ltic.:J in !::-;.; 't~7~e ~-;-oj 'let are.'l:J ir: t:~ .~ C-:!i:l ;.' !":-.1 P•..:l.Jlic ~O'J3bg 
.::reEl (-i.e., i::l!.l :..: in.:>-::.:nD.!.t...:l~'3 > ti;l to v~ Cc:n1~c::-nt ion A-cc.1 c:1J Aro.i t.-:~·~e­
~-:.ccJ::i.::). iC.ent.i£:!.c~t a~ ::>rlor :!.ty ur·~,u ior loc-iit1on of. S.:!.eti.on 0 61.33l:.t::!d 
l.lou3in6. 

(.L) ·_;_·:1': .Jcr;u:!.sl::i..::;;t ;·;::u c ; tl<?. oi rc;w;:, il:!.~d~lc s tr ;,:!.:::_:.; ~c::J .for 
Sc;::t ion 3 ;,t_; ~;)o:> e !1. 

~-):e c::l:y ::;:1.1Ll ~.-~ · ;::o rt r:o :·.1J'D o:\ .I.1:1•kl'-7 J 5, 1 ~ / ;j, , : ., ~~: 15, 1973, unc..l 
Jl..Llc 15, l~7J, t:1c ~ro :.•.rt.:! .o~a .nc::l ~v~J i:l t:11G r:rot,~ -:1-.:-:. 

l01 acJ1ti.on, t!1 ~ c!.:y 3~t,"lll ~ .... v~ l ~~ .:.:nc lr!:: lc:--,·Rt ~ }J t'O";r:ll\ o:: .\f'fir.;:..'l­
!:.l•..r.?. t\C 1: i :1:-:.:.:l 1. t ~\1c; 1 •,J.i ll ] f' ..:!J t. Q t r: t~ a·~ e,ry:::::.> 1 ].:-;: \rt~ !l. t r; C .::l J.l ~Oil~ lo:: ~oal:-; 

; ' ursu-:~u.t to ::i -~ctloa Si'O.~tH(~) (~) c£ the ~c :~~:l.'! ::i.c~ ~. :-:uch action~ n:ty 
!::2clud.2: <1:1 .:~ctl-;2. :n:o~ -::~c:J of lt o •J .J l ~~ sit2 l<i~!ltl£1c <\tio:1. ;1nu ncrJ ubi-
t t on t:1rou~h th'l \ l:J<" of bl ::l c.k ;~ r :1r: t LuJ:;: t~lf! c c :-~·:~-!..~:r, of ccnf•~rc:-tc~a 

•Jiti..l d~velo:11;:;:-::~ to iJcntify :'lltJ i:Jf-·~Jl~ n t ~ t.o tl1eir su':.l:-1i ~ting of :J:::o­
;Jo;:-;<ll ~ for hou :;.L: c; ~Jrc3r3.::9 ir-. t !:\~ ct ::y: ,,"U!:~ '.•it~' t ile Chlc.:.1r,o 1.!.oc; :clir.~ 

.\,i :::;J:-:!.t)' :iu tr1·.: dc·:-;>l o ;Jr:cr.t OL ;>r.0 1>o ·vll.c; :.'o r- hou;:;l~! .~ :1:l~Ji:J~nncc ::.y c;::..\; 

.:la-l/nr, t; 1~ i~.!.::. h t.lvr:t oi :1ctio~ ':rJ t~2 r.: i ty to ~:ct :J.::i tiev!!lo~er o{ 

:.J~ r.tiou J iJ ousi~.> 

-:;.· h ~ cl~ ;: :1;: :1ll . ::~':!r~~ [ orc, .T!bc-:.!.t tn ~!J:I t.;.{ ;::;1.:1 :;o r'::c: .--: of :1 ~; >:-ov :ll of 
~: :~-~ :-!.~J~) l i. c:t~ .i. o :! , .1 ~ 'L- w~ ~r .::::t of ~L.~Jo~. 3 to lJp t.:.:.~c.. n ~0 :1'~~-=-s:~~n lv ~ ly 

:t·!~ r ,• :-u Q:1 _:. Lf l: -,· tt:Lv,, ~·L~Il •)! .:.:::lt ·"''J.i~l~ all :: ~·:n..i.:-; ·; :: •:.Jls. ~:Htn~r. 

~.:\~ c.lty ;!~1 :1l.!.. :-::"'JO~t tn ~~ ~;D v; , ..r .: n~):Jry 1 :; , J_!j ] :~ .. ~:-1Lr · 1 1::, ltJ7~1, ~. ;1\~ 

.J~:r.a L.i! 107::;, <:: ·,1~ :?t'v_::-:::3s i:!ct:.i~,:~·.i in c.Jr0i :t:; ,)'JC t:~.l:J ?.:"o~:-:.~. 
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., ... 

') ~ · -: ~ ·1 •.: .!.; ~( ~ !: n '! S ~n : 
--- ----- - - ~ --·-·-

:.: 1.i.L :l ::ou k·,·J~ ;;c::Li < ~ l: t: J ::: h~ e:· . .:c•Jt. ..:. c> !l ~> f .:;•Jf d cl •.' ~!t ;'.1 1 :~"1 l l.o;l!:.:!:"i~)u::.io:"\3 

c~ :!~ t:" .. "1Ct:J to ::' t -;~ t Y C' rtr f~ r :Jt y n.~ r '"': 0 · ,1 .~ fo ~ n :~~ :; t~ Ll :~ llV l! J1. il~ , .:!r:i:•J~\1 

r>c c·.:;4nlC7 of u<'.. i t 3 i :J :::; l ;~ l1 fi c ::mtl; l !:'~Ln ,; . Yo u i:;Jvo i~. J ·.:.c .1t ·2 ~l :!..::t you!:' 

:: 2.7i::wd ::..\~ !!:::>:::~ t> !:: 0 ?9 :;·o '.t iu tcuJ to i:.:lk::! ttJ ~i!dr0 ::;::; thls ;_ > -::-D ~ lco::.. ?> 
.'!::;:;ure t.i1;1 t. ll.Oit:3 .3.:0: ~ 8C tu.al.ly OCCll?l~J ;t71a thu i::lti.!:lt OI )'OUr zo.:\19 i3 

r!:!.::lliz.:!u: 

~. ".!:~!! city !11!..:!U r!•J v~.tor aru.! :Jubc~t to JiiJu ui~~ln 9\J <.: <1y :J of t~11 cpprov-..11 
o~ t:~n C"JBG ~P?lic.ation, a ;o-r-a~ r~::1 to id2nt.i£y i"Cltcrc::~!:c<ll~n:llo!"rb, 
(>rovido r~ferr.:lJ. a~d COU113al:l.~~ ~~ rvic:::>~, ~::!.~ ;-!:JRur~ :lCtU3.l C CC\1!).'1:1C] 

of '.Lllt:J t.:.:lcl<Jr tb~ L.::ust~ Scctlan o Hous..Ln::; ProerJ.:n to achi:Jvs the 
followlu~: 

(1) ?ull occLJ?<mc; of 100: of tn-e fir:Jt yc.."l:::- ;:;o:~l .:!.::1 t.h.~ 7!7 1975 
. Eoun~~ Aa~l~~•nce ?lAn for all c~i3tin~ unitn by A~ril 1. 1 97a. 

(2) !-till occu0-1.0c:t of l CO! of t!:-::1 H::-:-:t year ~u:1l ~'. t~e l-i 11J7G 
i :o u::.in:; .13slsW::l.ce Pln~ for all c...~J.3tu::; t::.lit3 ~y Se;>tc~tbtJr 30, 
YJ78 . 

v. 'i:~o c.!.ty .J 11;:11l r 2;>ort to L1JD ;-;:-o;re::;3 L1 ;J. cb!. ~· .. r!. ;-:._<5 occu;J<t-;::::y of ~:;r­

i::;t..i!l.; unit.:J on Jacu.aP; 15, 1978, 1!nrch 15, B7~) 8...-I.J Juao 15~1973. · 

-;:,~ :~ c r:itJ.cC~~ vu rl~co:m:~rd th .J t d u rlo;.; t~ i.:J ~:ro~r:-1::1 yr: "-r~ ~~·~ el::y ;tv~ iL:rt.aer:­
co::::li d <:Jr .:J. t:!.on to t;1:! l h"l u ::;L; ·~~ ] > ro~r.:lr:l p r o ;J '> ::.Jln .:l !~V:t~c '?- -1 ;_ .. 7 ~'~:1 .lic iatct"o:1t 
;-, :- -::> u :~~ t:-.ro1.: _>;!1 h ut :t tl: fl p ubL!. ~ ! t ·..Y~l~i~~ ~: t • l ;JJ,-:'L1i..:.1t<:::.lt i v'"• C•)• '"Jl.:di.t i' 'LOC.:!~~ f o-... 
!~l'i :~i b!.. o fnclu..J~J~ i.:1 _!_t :l C!J :=. :, )"~,'1 r f V l\ L i :O U.ll n:: .!\'l~! :; ~ ~~ :~ C'"! ? l :t~1. S.o~ P C= t 1~ 2~8 

: ' l::" n:: o .-;.:J .l:J coul1~ :: .3 i. c:?l " · ~-: ~ r'.. t c J ~! •.1ri:1~ t~L~ c:J :-: L~ -:: in:o :~r .?:: ::l y e :.tr utill.::!in:; lo cal 
O!J t:!.oo. fllLl~s. co!l~b;;~>cie :J or- .:!. ~ro;; !:' .:!..:! -i iJ\?u ~;::,~ nt. . . 

i :lt.:l r c fe~:1-::e to TV J: 2 , ~~12llty oi Li Crz, thio ~tc t ~vit7 i. :_I 'J b~~n c~ ... t.:n:::tl~~J t0 

:::~ ic.e.li0 i)lQ. ?t!nl!:t .L1!::71ti£.:!.'2u f or thl:J :1cti-..rity ~ .. 1.ve b2C!J. r~loc.at~ hy ~TJ 
CJ t ;: <;! bc.:1l Oi) tion lir.e. i tC::l o:..' th2 npp:::o~~ C::.JG O~~~,r;e t. 

L~ ~~ H =:"~ !.!.tt:...Ic:-.l c ~~ a !"':!Vi :J t~ cl Co :-:L!":-:._taity Ii cV":-llC jJ t"..ent .e~J:;et ( =~rru f om 7!)l.J. 5) vhic..h 
rc..Cl .:.! c!:o th::~ follovi!!z adju:Jt;';le:::J.t: .' 

L~ :1 u .!..J, I'L<r-•.i.n ·~ ;:, :! . l~.:l ~ c~nt D0vc.lo~!:' ent, )r. r~cl ~t ~iJ J by ~7 5 ,('0 0 ~ o a3 to pro­
-... ~ .~ ~ i o o::- n li.!:c ir.cr ::> n .H• in Line 17, U;l ::J_Pc l ~L: d Lo cJl C;::io:1 .\c~ i'::!.ti e: :-1, >::or r :~­

l! ll.oc.'\i...i0£1 to :m cl:i ::i~l0. :Jcti'I ity. Line1 16 s · rb-total i.t<13 t:llso b e~ rcdl.!coed by 
:;il.J,O CO to !J :::ovici~ til::! ll:;i! ia:.:r~:HJ b i..L:~~ 17. 
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! ;;:::: 1 !:" ~r .::- ·c.:n~8 to rtctl·rU:y III.\:~, Zc('('•'·-!~ :J:::v<>loe-1"T"V'!lt i::-~ 1:1. J~= ~ ~--:;.:-t l P r:~J :: c= 

(;:,~<:::1-;o-0 -:t'd•! J <1C t .!.v.!.t;-r). :;:1:;.?•! r.~ tl-,~ jf'_~,1:te'~1tio rl .'J~I~lr:"~ .i.tteJ, ·..10. :'l!'C '~hl~ to 
,·,,C:,'r. lo c' ~:1,\t t.:: k~-::-t~ !';Oil r·;-. : ,;r: c:o~dlt:Jv:11 ur: ;> ' l'f.llc .t L rl~-::1._;', o r !:-.l'.:\t t'F~':'9 .'l r~ 

c :; ~;:- :::;::: o~Jc c: t~·,cl :r <1:::::::r.::.\.L'...:l tl l2 .:Ji~;CJ.:> 0: ~ . ~te :-l oc.:lti'JT'l , C' C•.n:!:-r::llc c ~'r:: lin<!, or 
c :.. :Ji:::·.r 2:Jtr::~nt: :!.!! t l12 i1-r'~·"' ;~:-~ reqtu::- .~<! by ::G:i ::o t1co Ci'D 77-Hl. 1-:'rt have, t ;1e~ 

fore, ~'-!t forth 3. SiJ>2clul co!ldltion, :ts follo~11.::: 

··::ot-..rit.iub:J.Jin...<:! any oth:;r p-r~:J\rl::lio-;1 o[ the ;:;:-:2nt :-~;~ r ~.:!~~::-t t :nJ fun<.lin~ ::t??rov.U.. 
r: c> .!:•J.::l J..::! :J! t.'ll.l 00 C:Qf' r1 ded or Oo li~~:ltCU for thQ ::tctlvity S"!t: ro::t.h in ite-t l7 (e) 
o !: t!:P. fl;.:r>.diaR A7 ;> roY::l l '_l~C!:l~ auJ c:.1 til , ~"i.t~ l:1 SC day~ oE t~Je J.:.1 t~ of tiu~ 

7 tr:-trila;~ ,\?)J n:>V'<"'l, tha <t?)lii~::n::.t/;::r.:lntc'3 :mb::.it.s <:!Vi.d~n c~ S.:lti.·:Ji c.ctory to t~3 
i:cp:-1::-t:.:Je:ut oZ Eo'.!si:l.J {, Ul.- ~<1-:1 D~-..rcl.op~ nt tltat ~ ::ch activiL] ~.-~ti~f:tca Snctio-a 
~70.JJJ(o)(S)(ii) or t~e Co~xmity D~v~lorneut Block Cr~~t ?ro~rn~ rc~~tionn., 
Ii t! :o n~::>li.c.:l!::-t f nil.J to :t ubr:tit ::;ucb s:1ti::;f.:1c.tory ~viJcnce·in a tbcly t:"...:mm;~r/ 
o;::_ i~ !J[;l) <.l~ter:::lioeg tlt :1t th ~ eviJ0ncs su.b-:--i.t~~~ i.<J trn3~ti3factory, th en t~a 

n;l;->lic.Jut sl\..3ll •7it~:!.n J •J d -:'l.y:J o:f (a.) th~ c_."'iration d;\tc or t::-:il p~rioc! e :J­
t:-:~li:J:,~d <Jbcv c .f"r sub 7:11::ndon o f such evE~n~~. or ( b ) thO! Jat~ o~ 'J!J!J d ~ t~r- <• 

:.1ta<!tio r1 t~.:lt :my pc :::-ti :1ent · ~lt!.::::ic:a ti:.:H:'~:' :.; u~rd ::.t ::!J pur-!l~ta<1t to t~~e i'orcr;oir:~ 
i~ l!Tni::!. Jf."1Ct:Jry, •..i.llc oi'!V"-' 't i~l later. snnnit for E0!l a;>;>ro?.t l ;1, ~1'(D~r.t n ~end­

::-:.'.1:: to r!:!~ ro ~.:J~ ilJo d .J ,:.tt-ri, tttelbl~ to i:~d . .3 actl•Jity u~L:h i'.;"!en<..~en :: :.h01ll 
Gal:l ::;.l :/ s:l l ll S0 r:tion :370.JCJ(l>) (J) (ii ). a>1~! ot !.:~r.fi:J~ 3 i1.:1ll be in co::r,Jlbnct:\ 
t;.i.i:!1 ~11 a ;)9 li c 1.bla rc<illir~"'€n to of Ti tle 1 of t lH~ l!::>>I ~J iil'~ f, Cr:w::;n~-u ity J)Qvelop­
::..;~nt: .\.:::::of l'J/.';. f:1iL•ra to Got~ :~ fy th i::~ r: o:: Jl:: io <1 s!1;1ll h::-t c ... au9a for- ro­
<: ,.: ctis~ cf t:h~ ::::-r.1nt c•h~rd:J-:! i ncln o:-or.l .l ::. th~ i1l!:ldln:: t\;.;.>c0'J;,!, n3 ~:Jta:JrizcJ 
1>7 ~cctlon 57G.910(b)(l·:J) oi t ':f} Cor::'u':\lt; !::t:'.'~lc.,;:-::P- :1': 31a~:-:: Gr:. ::lt ?YO~!'-"!n 
::-0 ,';Ul.:ltlon.s, uy UH.~ <!~o;.;nt o£ f :..J:!.lcb &ttril::ut..J!J.l~ to tiH! ~ctlv.i.ty !30 CO:.'lditio:ICC ... 

. ' 
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ADMINISTRATIVE CO~WLAINT 

BPI (Business and Professional People for the Public 

Interest) and the plaintiffs in the Gautreaux litigation file 

this administrative complaint with the Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) respecting (1) City of Chicago 

Community Development Block Grant Application No. B-78-MC-17-

0006, and (2) activities of the City of Chicago and of HUD 

respecting City of Chi c ago actions under previous Community 

Development Dlock Grant Applications of the City. 

I NTRODUCTION 

Approximately one y ear ago, on August 4, 1977, the com­

plainants filed an administrative complaint respecting the 

Year III (1977) Community Deve~opment Block Grant Application 

of the City of Chicago. Although HUD ultimately rejected that 

complaint fo rma lly, it nonetheless advised the Cityfuat its 

accomplishments in achieving housing go~__l s had been below 

expe ctations, stated that there were additional actions the 

City should take to a ss ure better housing performance, and 

therefore conditioned approval of the third year grant upon 

t he City's taking a s eries of s pecific actions. (Letter, 



August 22, 1977, from John L. Waner to Mayor Bilandic, and 

letter , September 28, 1977, from Elmer C. Binford to Mayo~ 

Dilandic.) In light of the BUD conditions, and of recorrunendations 

made by public interest groups, HUD "believe[d) that it is 

reasonable to assume that a marked improvement in the City's 

performance will occur during the coming program year." (Le t ter, 

October 6, 1977, from Elmer C. Binford to Alexander Polikoff.) 

The following portions of this administrative complaint 

disclo se that during the past program year: 

(1) In a numerical sense the City's housing performance 
continued to be extremely poor. Category by category 
the City has continued to fall drastically short of its 
housing goals . For example, in 10 of 15 categories 
zero housing assistance has been provided which is 
applicable to Year II HAP goals. 

(2) The housing performance t hat has occurred has been in 
substantial nonconforma nce with the City's approve d 
HAP respe cting type of housing to be ass isted , households 
to be assisted, and general locations of the housing pro­
vided. For example, the e n tire Northwest and Southwes t 
sides of the City have shared hardly at all in providing 
location s for assisted housing. 

(3) The City's performance of its own specific undertakings, 
and of the conditions imposed upon it by HUD, have like­
wise been extremely poor. One after another these 
undertakings and conditions have either not been per­
formed or the City has failed (notwithstanding our 
requests for information) to provide any evidence of 
performance. For example, the City has not acquired 
developable sites in the - General Public Housing Area 
for use by CHA for public housing under CHA's long unused 
program reservation. 

(4) HUD's monitoring of the City's activities and its enforce­
ment of its own conditions and regulations have been as 
poor as the City's performance. For example, the City 
has failed to acquire any land or buildings for Section 8 
developme nt in a "priority" area designa ted by it f or 
such activity and with respect to which HUD insisted 
upon "immed iate attention," yet HUD has declined even 
to request an explanation from the City, let alone insist 
on performance of its own requirement. 
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(5) Against this background of poor performance and broken 
promises by the City, the proposals contained in the 
City's Year IV application are wholly inadequate. For 
example, the application contains no specific prog ram 
for acquisitions in the General Public Housing Area for 
the development of Section 8 housing. 

The purpose of this administrative complaint is not to 

deny community development funds to the City of Chicago but 

to assure that Year IV funds are appropriately conditioned 

on specific, enforceable undertakings and that HUD agrees to 

monitor the City's performance of such undertakings effect-

ively. Although HUD has discretion in the administration of 

the Conwunity Development Program, we believe that discretion 

has been abused during the past year and that a failure to im-

pose such condi tions and to assure such effective monitoring 

with respect to Year IV would constitute a further abuse of 

discretion. 

Accordingly, if this administrative complaint is not satis-

factorily resolved by appropriate HUD action, the complainants 

will be forced to seek judicial enforc~~ent of what they be-

lieve t o be HUD's duty. In addition, absent satisfactory reso-

lution of the portion of this complaint which relates to the 

City's obligation to assist CHAin utilizing its reservation 

of public housing units, the Gautreaux plaintiffs will be forced 

to s eek a judicial determination of their rights against HUD 

in that regard within the Gautreaux litigation. 
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I. REVIEW OF PhST PERFORMANCE (NUMERICAL) 

In determining the acceptability of housing assistance plans, 

"!IUD shall consider an applicant's past performance in providing 

assisted housing pursuant to the performance standards for 

implementing housing assistance plans set forth in §570.909 ... " 

24 CFR §570. 306 (c) (viii). The performance review "[assesses] 

performance under Housing Assistance Plans submitted to date ... " 

Notice CPO 78-9, April 28, 1978, p.20. 

"In measuring progress in achieving HAP goals, HUD will 

consider a one-year goal to have been met if the recipient has 

received firm financing commitments for specific projects or 

units identified in the HAP within a two-year period ... " 

§570.909(e) (2). Thus, in measuring the City's progress in 

achieving its Year I HAP goal, HUD considers firm financial com-

mitmcnts received in CD Years I and II. Similarly, in measuring 

the City's progress in achieving its Year II HAP goals, HUD 

considers firm financial co~nitments received in CD Years II 

and III. However, in measuring HAP performance for any year, 

firm financial commitments, regardless of when received, must 

first be applieu to unme t HAP goals from previous years.* 

* Measuring HAP performa nce is to be contrasted with determining 
CD Year IV "Transition Year" HAP goals. The method for deter­
mini n g the latter disregards CD Year I for the purpose of 
determining proportionality. However, the proportionality 
requirement was not intended to r elie ve CD recipients of 
"their responsibilities to continue to address goals estab­
lished to meet the needs for assisted housing identified in 
prior program years." 24 CFR S570.306(a) (5). Review of 
HAP performance, which is an integral part of HUD's HAP 
r e view and approval process, is separate and independent 
from HUD' s review of HAP goals. Sec 24 CFR §570. 306 (c) (viii) 
and Notice CPO 78-9, April 28, 1978, p.20. 
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We have prepared an exhibit (Exhibit I, "City of Chicago 

!lAP Goa ls and Housing Assistance Provid ed ," attached hereto) 

which sets for th the City's progress in implementing the one­

year HAP goals for CD Years I and II. (Progress in impleme nting 

HAP goals for Ye a r III cannot be fully measured until the end 

of Year IV.) 

Exhibit I shows an enormous shortfall in the City's HAP 

performance. No progress at all has been made toward achieving 

Year II HAP goals for family new rental units, rehab rental 

units or rehab homeownership units. No progress at all has 

been made in achieving Year II HAP goals for large family new 

rental units, rehab homeownership units or new homeownership 

units. (In all, zero housing assistance has been provided 

which is applicable to Year II HAP goals in 10 of 15 categories.) 

In some other categories progress has been minimal - for example, 

only 36% of the Yea r II go~l for large family rehab rental units 

has been achieved. And in some categories - for example, family 

new rental, rehab rental and rehab homeownership, and large 

family new rental and rehab homeowne rship - the City has not 

yet ac h ieved its Ye~r I HAP goal. 

HUD regulations al so call for review of a recipient's 

performance to determine whether "substantial progress [has 

been made] toward achieving the three-year HAP goals." §570.909 

(e) (2). The wholly inadequate progress in achieving the annual 

goal for Year II makes it obvious that the City has not made 

"substantial progress" in achieving the much larger 1976 three­

year HAP goal. The City is now at the point in time when it 
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should have accomp l ished nearly half it~_ three-year goal. 
... 

In fact, only 7% of the three-year family goal, 8% of the 

three-year large family goal, and 19% of the three-year 

elderly goal have been met. 

Unfortunately , these percentages are probably overstated, 

pet'haps. substantially. They assume that all proposed assisted 

housing developments for which Section 8 authority has been 

reserved have either received or will soon receive firm mortgage 

financing commitments . Experience indicates that this is not in 

fact the case . In addition, the figures assume that all house-

holds benefited by rental and homeowner rehabilitation programs 

have either low- or moderate-incomes. In fact, the City has 

* made no showing to this effect. 

* HUD regulations provide that "[i)n order to be included as 
goals in a Housing Assis t ance Plan [and hence, counted as 
performance] any units proposed to be rehabilitated for 
either owners or renters must be units which are ... occupied 
by lower-income households ••• . " 24 CFR §570. 306 (c) (vi) 
(brackets supplied). See also 24 CFR §570.202(c) (2) (rehab 
provided on a spot basis throughout the applicant's juris­
diction and financed with block grant funds must be for 
low- and moderate-income persons). Nevertheless, non-lower 
income households are eligible for assistance under the 
Neighborhood Housing Services Program (NHS) and various 
City-administered rehabilitation programs, such as Section 312, 
Urban Homesteading, Property Release Option Program, and 
R habilitation of HUD-Owned Properties . In a ddi t ion, under 
the Financial Assistance to Property Owners Program and 
the Demonstration Program for the Rehabilitation of Multi­
Unit Properties, there appear to be no controls on the 
income level of renter household s. A recent requirement 
in the latter program is that developers make "up to 40%" 
of the units in a development available to Section 8 
tenants~ but if a linkage with Section 8 is not effectuate d 
the requirement is meaningless. (To the extent Section 8 
units are in fact provided under this program the units 
should of course be counted only once towards achievement 
of HAP goals.) 
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When recipients have not made s~bstantial progress in 

achieving their numerical HAP goals, I!UD must determine the 

extent to which such failure "may be due to factors not 

withi n the contro l of the recipient." §57 0.909(e) (2). In 

making this determination HUD must consider "the extent to 

whi-ch actions within the control of the recipient have been 

taken to achieve HAP goals . " Ibid . Part III of this complaint 

shows that the City has not taken actions within its control 

t o facilitate the provision of housing. 
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II. NONCONFORMANCE WITH APPROVED HAP 

IIUD regulations provide that "HUD will review a recipient's 

performance to determine whether the program carried out con-

forms with the approved application." 24 CFR §570.909(£). 

This is to . be done in three categories: "[1] the type of housing 

to . be assisted (new construction, rehabilitation, or use of 

exist ing housing~ [2] the households to be assisted, and [3] the 

<Jcncra l locations as set forth in the !lAP." 24 CFR §570.909 

(f) (2) (br .J.ckets supplied). 

The facts in this regard are shown in Exhibit II, attached 

hereto. They may be summarized, with brief comment, as follows: 

1. Lack o f conformance with types of housing to be 
assisted. The Year II HAP rentrtl goals for providing 
assistance by housing type are 33% for new con­
struction, 27% for rehabilitation, and 40% for 
existing . The City's performance shows that, of 
the rental housing assistance provided which is 
applicable to the Year II HAP goal , 48% is for 
new construction, 8% for rehabilitation, and 44% 
f o r exi s ting housing. (Performance in the home­
ownership category is virtually zero.) 

The l.J.ck of con f ormance respecting rehabilitation is particularly 

distressing . Neighborhood preservation and revitalization is 

a p rincipa l objec tive of the Housing a nd Community Developmen t 

l\ct , and housing rehabilitation is a crucia l element in achi e ving 

Lhat objective. Yet the City's performance in providing ho using 

ass istance through r ehabilitat ion - 180 units - barely make s a 

den t in the 3066 rehabilitation goal. 

2 . Lac k of conforman ce with types of households to be 
as sisted . Th e Ye a r II HAP goals for providing housing 
ass istance by household type are 28% elderly and 72% 
non-elde r ly. El derly units comprised 48% of the housing 
assistance provided applicable to Year II while non­
elderly units comprised 52%. 
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Although the purpose of the proportionality requirement for 

Year IV HAP goals is to address the imbalance between elderly 

and non-elderly households assisted, the City's failure to take 

special steps , as directed by HUD , to meet the housing ne eds 

of families and large families is not being remedied. See 

Parts III, IV and V of this complaint. Absent such steps, the 

imbalance may be expected to persist. 

3. Lack of conformance with general locations set 
forth in the HAP . The general locations for 
proposed housing for lower-income persons as 
set forth in the Year I and Year II HAPs appear 
to relate only to proposed Section 8 housing 
units. Exhibit II reveals substantial noncon­
formance between the location of Section 8 new 
and substantial rehabilitation units having 
received firm financial commitments and the 
locations set forth in the Year I and Year II 
HAPs. 

In particular, Exhibit II shows that there has been no new 

construction or rehabilitation of either elderly or non-elderly 

units in Areas II and III of the General Public Housing Areas 

desp i te an allocation for these areas in the Year I and Year II 

HAPs o_f 1147 units . This means that large portions of the 

City - the Northw st and Southwest sides - have not shared at 

all in supplying assisted housing, and that assisted hou sing 

contillues to be disproportionatley concentrated in poor and 

minority areas contrary to the objectives of the Housing and 

Community Development Act. See 42 U. S . C. §§530l(c) (6), 

5304(a )( S). 
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III. REVIEW OF PAST PERFORMANCE (SPECIFIC CITY 
UNDERTAKINGS AND HUD- INPOSED CONDITIONS) 

.. .. 

Parts I and II of this Complaint reveal a serious failure 

of performance in relation to the City's housing goals. Under 

such circumstances HUD regulations call for inquiry as to 

whether the failure may be due to factors not within the control 

of the recipient, and in particular "the extent to which actions 

within the control of the recipient have been taken to achieve 

HAP goals." 24 CFR §570.909(e) (2). It is clear that Chicago 

has failed to take a wide variety of such actions (many of which 

IIUD has directed it to take), and that the housing performance 

failure in Chicago is not due to factors beyond the City's con-

trol~-

At the outset two "excuses" should be set aside. The first 

is the failure of private developers to submit housing proposals 

in the quantities, types and locations called for by the City's 

HAPs. HUD regulations state that to implement their HAPs re-

cipients themselves are to underake the development of Sec tion 8 

housing "when no tifications of funding availability are not 

responded to by private developers." 24 CFR §570.306(a) (3). 
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Horeover , lllJD h<l.S specific.Jlly told the City to s ubmit its 

own housing de velopment proposals if necessary to meet it s 

HAP obligations. Indeed, IIUD approved the City 's Year III 

HAP \v ith the " e xpectation and assumption" that the City would 

ac t "directly as the developer if the private market cannot 

provide the units ." (Letter, Elmer C. Binford to Mayor Bilandic , 

September 28 , 1978.) (Alternatively the City could utilize 

its hou ing autlority for both Section 8 and public housin g 

developments if it does not wish to submit proposals of its 

own.) Thus, the f a ilure of private developers to propose 

any significant number of the desperately needed new construc ­

t ion units for large families,* or to propose any new construe-

tfon or r e habilitation at all on t he Nor t hwe st or Southwest 

sides of the City , means only that the City and/or CH.1\ should 

have submitted the neede d proposals. They have not done so . 

The second " excuse" i s t h e Gautr ea ux case. This year , as 

ln the pas t, the City has made reference to the res trictions 

on hous ing development imposed by Gautreaux. The restrictions 

referred to - that n ewly constructed assisted and subsidized 

!Jou!.jinCJ CJO forward in white neighborhoods of the City as well 

as in black - are not arbitrary frustr a t ions of housing develop-

ment but are inte nded to remedy an histori c practice o f placing 

r - At a Cl ty-spons ored conference held on June 30, 1 973 , 
Lewi s ~v. Hill , the City' s top community deve lopnent 
official , stated, "I don't see any developers intere sted 
in bui l dinCJ for large families because such units do not 
muke money ." No change in this respect is indicated 
by the responses to the most recent i nvi tation for pro­
posa ls o f the Illinois Housing Development Authority and 
to IIUD 's recent NOFA, according to o ur information. 
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subsidized housing almost exclusively in minority neighborhoods. 

The restrictions are moderate in that they do not preclude new 

construction in minority areas entirely (as was the case, for 

example, in a "Gautreaux-type'' federal court decision in Cleveland, 

Ohio), but .affirmatively permit new construction to go forward 

* iimultaneously in both areas. 

The circumstances thus call for an intensive effort by the 

City to facilitate the provision of assisted and subsidized 

newly constructed housing in the General Public Housing Areas 

of the City. The City has recognized this obligation by empha-

sizing its intention to acquire and resell to housing developers 

land suitable for housing development in these areas. Yet the 

City's performance in this critical respect has been abysmal. 

The City has not reported the acquisition and resale to a 

developer of assisted or subsidized housing, public or private, 

of a single parcel of land in the General Public Housing Area 

of the City. 

* It is relevant to observe that the City's housing performance 
record would be substantially worse than it already is were 
it not for orders entered in the Gautreaux case at the in­
stance or with the cooperation of the Gautreaux plaintiffs. 
Thus, orders entered on February 11, 1976 and September 27, 
1977 authorized the development of a total o f 338 new or 
rehabilitated Section 8 units. In addition, although not 
properly treated by the Ci t y in its HAP (see Exhibit I, 
Attachment C), the rehabilitation of 1384 CHA units, and 
the provision of Section 8 existing housing subsidies to 389 
families already be ing subsidized through model cities funds, 
claimed by the City as part of its housing performance, were 
made possible by Gautreaux orders. Thus, much of the City's 
claimed housing performance is not a good faith effort to 
provide housing in conformity with the housing dispersal ob­
jectives of the•Gautreaux case and the Housing and Community 
Development Act, but has been made possible only by exceptior 
to the Gautreaux decree. 
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It would lengthen this complaint unduly to list each of the 

specific actions which the City has indicated it would take, or 

which HUD ha s directed it to take, and which the City has then 

failed to carry out. The record of this failure appears in the 

following documents: 

1. Chicago Year III Housing Assistance Plan, dated 
July, 1977. 

2. Letter, John L. Waner to Mayor Bilandic, August 22, 1977. 
3. Letter, Lewis\~. Hill to John L. Waner, September 2, 1977. 
4. Letter, Elmer C. Binford to Mayor Bilandic, September 28, 

1977. 
5. Letter, Lewis W. Hill to Elmer C. Binford, December 27, 

1977. 
6. Letter, Alexander Polikoff to Elmer C. Bin f ord, 

January 4, 1978. 
7. Letter, Lewis W. Hill to Elmer C. Binford, January 17, 

197 8. 
8. Letter, Alexander Polikoff to Elmer C. Binford, 

January 23, 1978. 
9. Letter, Elmer C. Binford to Lewis W. Hill , February 6, 

1978. 
10. Letter, Lewis W. Hill to Elmer c. Binford, April 14, 1978. 
11. Letter , Alexander Polikoff to Elmer C. Binford, April 24, 

1978. 
12. Letter, Lewis W. Hill to Elmer C. Binford, July 13, 1978. 
13. Chicago Year IV Housing Assistance Plan, dated May, 1978. 

Instead illustrations of several of the more important failur e s 

wil~_ be set out here. However we specifically request HUD to 

revi e w all of the above listed documents in its consideration of 

this compl ain t. (In the following discussion t he letters listed 

above are referred to by date only.) 

Utilization of Public Housing Reservation 

Following HUD "reconunendations" (August 22, 1977), the 

City agreed to explore using CDBG funds to acquire sites in 

the G neral Public Housing Area to be transferred to CHA for 

family public housing construction. (December 27, 1977.) No 
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report on that exploration has ever been submitted to HUD to 

our knowledge, and we know of no such acquisitions and transfers. 

CHA's reservation of some 1200 family public housing units re-

mains unused. 

Apart .from frustrating remedies for the Gautreaux plaintiff 

class , · this failure of t he City is particularly relevant to the 

needs of large families as to which HUD said the City "shall 

during this program year [Year III] give special attention and 

make special efforts ••• " (September 28, 1977.) As the City 

recognizes (see footnote, supra), private developers are not 

likely to submit proposals responsive to the needs of large 

fami lies. ~1oreover, HUD regulations note that public housing 

developments may provide an important means of addressing such 

large family needs. See 24 CFR §841.103(a), and 41 Fed .Reg. 

50946, Novembe r 18, 1976. 

Resale of Acquired Land and Buildings for Assisted Housing 
Deve lopments 

A maj o r theme in connection with HUD's approval of the 

City's Year III HAP wa s the necessity of stimulating Section 8 

new construct i on and rehabilitation activity in the General 

Public !lousing Areas of the City through the City's acquisition 

and resale to developers of sites for new con s truction and 

' buildings for rehabilitation. HUD's letter of August 22, 1977, 

req uested t l1at within three months after CDBG approval the City 

identify at least three areas fo r "immediate attention," 
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complete a survey of sites for potential acquisition within them, 

and submit a schedule for completing certain key activities , 

including "offering of available land to potentially interested 

developers,'' submitting specific proposals for "transfer of 

such available land to private developers," and "acquiring re­

habilitable buildings and making them available to interested 

developers •.. " 

In response the City identified three "priority" areas for 

"inunediate attention." (September 2, 1977.) One, however, was 

a small, blighted area of 5.71 acres (Haskins-Hermitage) which 

had previously been scheduled for acquisition and clearance and 

in which such activity was already underway (Ibid.), leaving 

only two areas, Uptown and Armitage-Kedzie, for new assisted 

housing activity. In neither area has the City to our knowledge 

acquired and offered to housing developers a single site for 

new construction or a single building for rehabilitation. In 

neither has it submitted the "specific proposals" HUD requested 

by tne end of last year. Indeed, in one of the areas, Armitage­

Ke zie, the City reports no longer eve n speak of any intention 

to ac~ uire u nd resell land and buildings, contrary to the City's 

expre s s un d rta king that " a ctivity in Uptown and Armitage-Kedzie 

will include acquisition and clearance and acquisition for 

re l:. abilitation ." (September 2, 1978, and Year III HAP , p.28.) 

Of course the "priority" areas were only a means of 

stimulating specifi c and immediate action. The City also pro­

mis e d to provide sites and site improvements generally - with 

"emphasis ... upon ..• sites which arc located in the General Public 
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Housing Area" - for Section 8 developments (Year III HAP, p.28), 

and was requested to acquire rehabilitable buildings and make 

them available to interested developers of Section 8 housing. 

(August 22, 1978.) As to buildings, HUD requested the City to 

formulate and carry out a comprehensive, eight-step program re­

spectihg the rehabilitable buildings to be acquired by it. (Ibid.) 

The City responded that it would transfer land "to private 

developers for Section 8 housing," that it was its intention to 

"acquire multi-family, walk-up apartment structures for ••• r e­

habilitation,11 and that it would furnish a "proposal for acquisi­

tion and resale of structures to developers interested in Section 

8 r e abi litation ..• as requested. 11 (September 2, 1977.) To our 

k nowledge the City has not furnished such a proposal or formulated 

or c urried out such a prog ram. We are not a~t1are of the acquisi­

tio n and res ale to a Section 8 housing developer of either l a nd 

o r buildings in the General Public Housing Area with the possible 

single exception of the small blighted area the City had already 

beguR to acquire during the second year of its community develop­

ment program. 

Re habilitation 

Re habilitation of existing housing - particularly of multi­

family housing - is widely recognized to be a critical element 

of a community development program, . indeed of national urban 

po~icy. Rehabilitation must therefore be encouraged in a variety 

of ways in addition to the acquisition and resale of rehabilitable 

buildings by the City. HUD has said that during CD Year III the 

City 11 shall. .. g i ve special attention and make special efforts 
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in the family and large family •.• rehabilitation areas." (Septem-

bcr 28, 1977.) The key City program to achieve this goal is 

the multi-unit rehabilitation demonstration grant program which 

has appeared in each of the City's CD applications. However, 

during the course of the three years only about 13 applications 

under ·the program have been approved (for approximately 197 

units) and not a single rehabilitated dwelling unit has been 

produced by it. (Statement of Lewis W. Hill, July 5, 1978, at 

a meeting of the Finance Committee of the Chicago City Council.)* 

Beginning with CD Year III the City agreed to require 

developers under its multi-unit rehab grant program to set aside 

"up to 40%" of the rehabilitated units for Section 8 families. 

However we are not aware of any mechanism for effectuating this 

r e quirement. (Without a linkage to Section 8 it is questionable 

wh e ther units provided under this program wil l be affordable 

by lower-income households.) 

We have sought to explore the reasons for the failure of 

thi& _program to produce any units by examining program records, 

but the City has refused to permit such examination. We have 

also sought clarification from the City respecting the "up to 

40 %" requirement but our requests for information have been 

ignored. 

* In addition, the City recently approved a grant under 
this program for Palmer Square Apartments, an approximately 
170-unit rehabilitation development. Palmer Square had 
been counted by the City as having received a firm financial 
commitment (a reservation of Section 8 authority) in CD 
Year I. Thus, this project does not represent additional 
lowe r-income housing units. 
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Rehabilitation in Chicago on any meaningful scale simply 

does not exist. There is no evidence that the City has identi­

fied and addressed the reasons for the failure; our efforts to 

inquire into the reasons have been frustrated. 

Rezoning for Residential Use 

For over a decade, since its Comprehensive Plan of 1966, 

the City has been proposing to rezone obsolete industrial and 

commercial land for residential purposes. For nearly three 

years CHA - under prodding from the special master in the 

Gautreaux case - has been asking the City to undertake such r e­

zoning for its benefit in General Public Housing Areas. Last 

August HUD requested the City to provide it with "specific plans 

for rezoning and utilization of land for assisted housing pur­

poses." (August 22, 1977.) The City finally promised a report 

by the end of the year. (December 27, 1977.) 

To our knowledge no such specific plans have been submitted 

to nuo and no rezoning has taken place. The only relevant zoning 

action of which we are aware was the City's denial of a requested 

zoning change fo~ a proposed Section 8 elderly housing develop­

ment on the Southwest side which resulted in the demise of the 

propos e d development. 

Assisted Housing in Major Residential Developments 

HUD requested that the City require that major residential 

developments set aside a portion of their housing units for 
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Section 8 assisted families (August 22, 1977 and September 28, 

1977). The City referred this request to its Law Department 

(Decenilier 27, 1977), and so far as we are aware it has not been 

heard from since. We are aware of no occasion upon which the 

City has conditioned "city approval of ••• planned unit develop-

ments, zoning variances, building permits or other pre-construction 

requirements for major residential developments" (August 22, 1977) 

upon the provision of assisted housing. 

Encouraging Landlord Participation in Section 8 Existing 
Housin 

HUD recommended that the City "develop a program for 

identifying and encouraging the participation of potential land-

lords" in the Section 8 existing housing program (August 22, 

1977), and later directed the City to submit the program to it 

within 90 days of CDBG approval. (September 28, 1977.) No 

s uch submittal has ever been made and no description of the land-

lord program has to our knowledge ever been communicated to HUD 

notwithstanding our repeated requests for this information. 

Lack of Coordination with Other Resources 

The Housing and Community Development Act requires coordina-

tion of housing activities with non-housing resources, 42 U.S.C. 

§§5301 (d) (4) and 5304 (a) (2). These requirements reflect the 

truism that isolated housing efforts in declining neighborhoods 

ar e likely to prove ineffective; supportive neighborhood re-

vitalization activities are required. Accordingly, such coordina-

tion was an obvious candidate for one of the "affirmative actions" 

-19-



to help meet housing goals which HUD asked the City to undertake 

in its September 28, 1977, letter. However, the City's. reports 

to HUD have never supplied any meaningful detail concerning the 

planning and implementation of such essential and legally re-

quired coordination. 

* * * 

This list could be expanded but the pattern is clear. 

Action after action, requested specifically b y HUD and in some 

instances promised by the City, has either been ignored or no 

information with respect to it has been supplied. The City 

has, albeit belatedly, solicited private developers activity 

through advertisements, mailings and conferences. But, the 

private sector not having responded ("Only one firm proposal 

for site acquisition assistance has been received as a result 

of the advertisements and special mailing"- April 14, 1978), 

the -obligation hus been upon the City to undertake specific 

actions within its power to achieve its housing goals, including 

land acquisition, building acquisition, acting as a Section 8 

developer, etc. HUD's September 28, 1977, letter was explicit: 

"This approval is given with the expectation 
and assumption that with respect to housing, 
the City will take all appropriate actions 
within its control ••• This may include the 
provision of sites and site improvements; 
assuring that all necessary zoning, platting 
and permits are promptly issued; and, the 
city acting directly as the developer if 
the private market cannot provide the units ••• " 
(September 28, 1977.) 

The correspondence listed and the City's failures discussed 

above reflect the failure of HUD's "expectation and assumption." 
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IV. INADEQUATE MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT BY HUD 

The record of the City's failure, detailed in the pre-

vious section, is also in large part a record of HUD's fail-

ure to monitor the City's performance and to enforce its own 

regulations and the conditions it itself imposed in connec-

tion with its approval of the City's Year III CD application. 

Conditioning grants is intended to spur better performance 

a nd avoid the alternative and more drastic step of grant re-

duction or rejection. See 24 CFR §570.910.* But conditions 

will be effective only if HUD insures their implementation 

through careful monitoring and enforcement; conditions sub-

sequ~_ntly ignored erode HUD's authority and integrity. 

The documents listed at p. 13, supra, beginning with 

IIUD's letter of August 22, 1977, show a persistent failure 

by HUD to monitor and enforce its own conditions and regula-

tions. The August 22 letter contains sharp criticism of the 

City's poor HAP performance and recommends that the City 

implement a number of remedial measures. HUD's September 28, 

* HUD regulations also make a recipient's record of compliance 
with past conditions or other required corrective actions 
an important factor in evaluating past performance for pur­
poses of HUD review of current year CD applications. 24 
cFn §570. 311 (b) (2) (vii). 
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1977, letter expressed HUD's "firm ~elief" that the City 

could take "additional actions .•. to assure better [hous-

ing] performance," and as a condition of approval of the 

third year grant set forth a series of actions to be taken, 

including .a comprehensive program of affirmative actions to 

accomp~ish housing goals, with "specific timetables" to be 

submitted within 90 days and performance reports to be sub-

mitted in January, Narch, and June, 1978. 

The City's program and its three performance reports 

totally ignored many of HUD's recommendations and conditions 

and presented only sketchy, general statements of intent with 

respect to others. Despite this, and our several communica-

tfons to HUD pointing out these insufficiencies, HUD routine-

ly accepted the City's submissions without adverse comment. 

HUD took no enforcement action, did not inquire about slow 

implementation, did not ask the City about the HUD conditions 

and reconroendations ignored in the City reports, and did not 

• 
ask for detail on the City's general statements of intent. 

In this Part IV we provide some illustrations. 

Public Housing Sites 

HUD recommended that the City "identify developable 

sites" for CHA family public housing and work both with CHA 

and private developers to "get development going" under CHA ' s 

program reservation. (August 22, 1977.) The City responded 

that it would identify sites for CHA family public housing 

construction in the general public housing areas. (September 2, 
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1977.) In the ensuing year, the City has not reported on 

t his activity and so far as we are aware HUD has not 

directed the City to carry o u t its rec ommendation or even 

sought information from the City concerning it. 

Family and Large Family Housing 

HUD directed the City to "give special attention and 

ma ke special effor ts" with respe ct to family and large fam­

ily housing, including "acting directly as the developer if 

the private market cannot provide the units." (September 2 8, 

1977.) Th e City ignored this condition almost totally in 

its De c e mbe r 2 7 "program o f af f irmative actions" submission 

to · HUD , and i t s subsequent communications to HUD evidenced 

no special atte ntion or eff orts to compe nsate for the failure 

o f pr ivate de v e lop e rs to p rovide fa mi ly and l a rge family hous­

ing in the desire d amount s . In particular, the City gave no 

indi c ation t hat it was even considering acting as a developer 

to produce such housing . Nonethele s s, s o far a s we are aware 

II UD has made no f u rthe r r eq ue sts of the City to act directly 

to provi de fu. mily a nd l a r ge family housing, nor even asked 

th e City for fu r t her informa t i on o n t h is matte r. 

Acq ui s ition 

HUD d irec t e d the City to acquire and resell to develope r s 

of Section· 8 housing both housing sites and rehabilitable 

s tructur e s in three project areas. In addition, as part of 

t he City's affirmative program to accomplish all housing goals, 
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HUD specifically suggested "an active program of housing 

site identification and acquisition through the use of 

block grant funds ... " (September 28, 1977.) To date the 

City reports the acquisition of only six parcels (all in 

the small .priority area in which acquisition began in Year II), 

ann the acquisition of no rehabilitable structures. So far 

as we are aware none of the six parcels has been sold to 

developers, and the City has not reported which, if any, will 

be devoted to Section 8 development. In our letters to HUD 

of April 24, 1978 and January 23, 1978, we twice directed 

attention to Chicago's failures to comply with HUD recommenda-

tions and conditions in this regard. To our knowledge HUD 

has not insisted upon compliance with its direction or even 

required the City to report further concerning its acquisi-

tion and resale of housing sites and rehabilitable buildings. 

Conditioning Permits for Planned Unit Developments on 
the Setting Aside of Units for Section 8 Families 

-uuo recommended that the City consider conditioning City 

approvals for major residential developments on the developer's 

s etting aside a portion of the units for Se~tiori 8 tenants. 

(August 22, 1977.) In December the City reported referring 

this matter to its legal department. (December 27, 1977.) 

Chicago has not me ntioned this subject in any of its subsequent 

reports, as we indicated in our letter to HUD of April 4, 1978, 

when we requested that further information be provided. To our 

knowledge I-IUD has not asked for any additional information or 

directed that any further steps be taken to imple ment its recom-

me nd a tions. 
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Existing Housing 

HUD directed the City to "develop and submit to HUD ... 

a program to identify interested landlords ..• under the Existing 

§8 Housing Program." (September 28, 1977.) The City's response 

to _ this directive has been to report nothing more sp·ecific 

than that a task force "identifies landlords interested in 

participating in the program." (April 14, 1978.) As we 

pointed out to HUD, 

The City's ... reports have entirely 
failed to describe what this program 
consists of ... To comply with your 
September 28 letter the City should 
specify what steps the Task Force 
is taking to identify landlords and 
indicate how many landlords willing 
to participate have been identified." 
(April 24, 1978. See also our letter 
of January 23, 1978.) 

Nevertheless, IIUD has declined to require the submission of 

any information as to this program. We still do not know 

what the supposed program consists of. 

Con@unity Development Audit 

HUD regulations require that CD program audits take 

place at least once every two years (24 CFR §507.509(b) 

and that the audit be submitted to HUD within 15 days of 

the close of the last year under audit. (HUD Handbook 

IG 6505.2, Ch.2, p.8.) Under these rules, Chicago's 

audit was due February 28, 1978. Though the HUD Area 

Office reminded Chicago of the audit requirements in 

its September 28, 1977, letter, the audit was not 
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filed on the due date, or for months thereafter. We 

understand that an incomplete audit was filed by the City 

with HUD on or about July 15, 1978, some 4-1/2 months after 

the audit was due, but that because of its incompleteness 

IIUD declined to make a copy of the audit available to us. 

As of July 31, 1978, we had still not received a copy of 

the audit and our Freedom of Information Act request for 

a copy, filed with HUDon July 17, 1978, remains uncomplied 

with. 

Because of the City's extreme tardiness citizens could 

not review the audit in conjunction with preparation of the 

City's Year IV application, which was submitted to HUDon 

July 15. Despite these facts, and the fact that nearly 

$90 million in community development funds are the subject 

of the audit, HUD ignored our requests to insist that the 

audit b e made available earlier. 

* * * 

HUD regulations recognize that conditions imposed upon 

coMnunity development grants can serve important remedial 

functions without depriving cities of the benefits of com­

munity development funds. In the case of Chicago, HUD's lax 

monitoring and enforcement has made a mockery of this important 

remedial tool. 
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V. DEFECTS AND OMISSIONS IN YEAR IV APPLICATION 

The City's Year IV application fails to meet requirements 

of the Housing and Community Development Act and HUD regulations 

respecting housing in critical respects. First, the appli­

cation almost wholly fails : to provide required information con-

cerning the City's plans to coordinate its use of CD and non-CO 

resources and other actions with its housing activities. Second, 

the activ~ties which the application identifies as designed to 

meet HAP. goals are plainly insufficient to accomplish that task. 

These failings are especially disturbing because they indicate 

that the City has no effective plans to remedy its past failures 

to achieve its HAP goals. 

(In addition the application fails to set forth action s to 

be taken to mitigate the adverse effects of displacement as re-

quired by 24 CFR §570.302(h) (see also 24 CFR S570.307(o)), or 

to identify the entity responsible for each CD activity as required 

by 24 CFR §570. 305 (a) (2).) 

A. Failure to Coordinate Community Development and Other 
Resources with Housing Ass~stance 

One of the major themes of the Community Development Program 

is the need for non-housing resources to be employed in a 
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coordinated manner in support of housing assistance. Neither 

the statute nor HUD regulations contemplate that housing activities 

shall be carried on in isolation. As Congressman Ashley has 

stated, 

"We .cannot have sound community development 
without a close tie-in with housing assistance 
and ..• we cannot have effective housing pro­
grams without local governments providing 
adequate facilities and services and a healthy 
community environment for housing."* 

The Act and regulations therefore require supportive planning, 

resources, and activities to foster the development of new and 

rehabilitated housing in conjunction with neighborhood revitali-

zation, thereby preserving and enhancing the benefits of housing 

assistance. A principal purpose of the Act is to foster " ••• the 

undertaking of housing and community development activities in 

a coordinated and mutually supportive manner ••• " 42 u.s.c. 

§530l(d) (4). The statute also requires that an applicant demon-

strate a comprehensive strategy for meeting community development 

and housing needs, identify resources other than Community Develop-

ment funds to be made available in meeting those needs, and 

include as part of its HAP an indication of the locations of 

lower income housing with the objectives of fostering neighbor-

hood revitalization and utilizing a broad range of techniques 

by public and private actors to reclaim deteriorating housing. 

(42 U.S.C. §5304 (a).) 

* The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1973, Committee 
Print, House Con~ittee on Banking and Currency, 93rd Congress, 
1 Sess., p.l56, as cited in Stone, "Analyzing the Housing 
Assistance Plan," Economic Development Law Project Report, 
May/June 1978. 
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HUD regulations also empha size this coordination requirement. 

See, for example, 24 CF R §§570.30l(a) and (b). In addition, the 

regulations specifically require a high degree of coordination 

between housing and other activities in Neighborhood Stra tegy 

l\re a s (NSAs). 24 CFR §§570.200(h) and 570.30l(c). 

Despite these clear requirements, the City's Year IV 

application contains little information about coordinated plan­

ning and non-housing activities in support of housing ~fforts, 

and fails to describe how resources other than Community Develop­

ment funds will be used in support of housing. The application 

also fails to provide sufficient information about coordinated 

activities in interim NSAs. In these ways, the appli c tion fails 

to conform to important regulations implementing the crucial 

coordina tion objective of the statute. 

The principal portion of the CD application in which the 

City identif i e s non-CO resources to support housing is the section, 

"Overall Strate gies," included in the "Community Development Plan 

Summary" (pp.27-32). This section is little more than a "wish 

list" cha racterized by general statements such as, "Coordina tion 

wi th the private sector for this purpose [preservation of housing ] 

shall also be undertaken." 

At the s ame time, other sections of the app lication which 

ought to include information about resources to be used in 

support of housing activites onit any mention of them. For 

example, the "Other Funds" column of the activity description 

t a ble in the a pplication is completely blank. In addition, 
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the application fails to mention coordination with sources of 

funds which plainly could and should be used to support housing 

actions and neighborhood revitalization efforts. Local capital 

iMprovements is an example . The application refers to a capital 

imp rovements budget (Community Development Plan Summary, p. 25) 

and . reqtiests CD money for capital improvements projects (Fourth 

Year Community Development Program Individual Projects and 

Activities, (hereafter referred to as "CD Activities"), II.A.l.a., 

p.lO), but does not explain how and where the City will use its 

own capital improvements budget to support housing activities. 

The same type of information respecting other resources, such 

as federal EDA funds and SBA loans, which could support commercial 

development in conjunction with housing activities, is likewise 

omitted from the application. 

In sum, the City's application, with its cryptic descriptions 

and glaring omissions, is wholly insufficient in identifying and 

describing the use of non-CD resources in support of housing 

activities. 

In addition, and separately, the City similarly fails to 

identify or explain what activities are planned for which of the 

d e signated interim NSAs. The City lists several criteria for 

selecting interim NSAs and identifies four types of NSAs, but 

does not relate the criteria or types to the 20 interim NSAs 

des~gnated. The application then identifies a wide range of 
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public service activities planned for all of the areas generally 

(CD Activities, pp.27-36), but does not state which activities -

e.g., housing, other physical improvements, public services-

will take place to what extent in each NSA. 

This lack of specificity violates HUD regulations and 

policy ·governing interim NSAs. HUD regulations require appli-

cants to present planning information for each interim strategy 

area. 

" •.. For each area designated as an NSA, the applicant 
shall include a brief narrative description of its 
plan for stabilizing and up grading the area which: 

(i ) provides for a combination of physical 
improvements, necessary public facilities 
and services, private investment, and 
citizen self-help activities appropriate 
to the needs of the area; and 

(i i) coordinates public and pr i vate investment 
e fforts." 24 CFR §570.200(h) (2) (emphasis added). 

HUD's recent statement, Notice CPO 78-9, amplifies this 

requirement. The statement emphasizes the importance of 

coordinating and concentrating CD funded physical improvements 

to foster neighborhood revitalization, and refers to the dangers 

of s preading p hysical improvements and public services without 

coordina tion over too large an area. For these reasons all CD 

f und e d public s e rvices are limited to the interim NSAs only. 

CPO 78-9, pp.ll-12; 24 CFR §570.20l(e) (1). The statement requires 

t hat whenever an applicant applies for CD funding of public 

s ervices, HUD should: 

'' ... r e vi e w the designated interim NSAs to 
insure that they can be reasonably described 
as areas of concentrated block grant funded 
physical development activity; ••. 
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The resources to be provided 'in a NSA must be 
sufficient to produce substantial longterm 
improvements within a reasonable period of 
time .•. In determining whether the size of a 
designated NSA is reasonable, it is thus 
necessary to consider the level of funding 
being provided in relation to the severity 
of . the needs of that area. 

* * * 
.•• where it is clear that the basic thrust 
of a proposed program is the provision of 
public services, and the physical improve­
ments are of limited scope and effect, cities 
should be advised to cut back the area to 
reasonable size so that available resources 
in fact are provided in a concentrated manner. 
Where designated NSAs do not meet these re­
quirements, any public services proposed in 
such areas should be found ineligible. 
(CPO 78-9 at pp.ll-12.) 

Because of the City's failure to provide area-specific 

information, as r e quired by the r e gulations, HUD officials cannot 

make the req uired evaluation. (See, e.g., CPD 78-9 at p.l2.) 

Thus, on the ba s is of the information provided by the City's 

<J pplicu.tion, I-IUD cannot determine whethe r the millions of CD 

dollars Chicago has requested for public services in the interim 

NSAs are even eligible for CD funding, let alone whether they 

are p roposed to be used in an effective manner. See 42 U.S.C. 

§530 5 (a) (8} and 24 CFR §570.201 (e). 

B. Inappropriateness of the City's Proposed Activities 
to Meet Its Housing Goals 

The City is "responsible for implementation of the housing 

assistance plan in an expeditious manner," including the "timely 

achievement of all goals for assisted housing and particularly 
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those which address the needs of families and large families 

requiring rental assistance." (24 CFR §570. 306 (a) (3).) 

Applicants arc to take "all actions within their control" to 

implement their HAPs, including "the development of Section 8 

housing when notifications of funding availability are not 

responded to by private developers . " (Ibid., emphasis added. 

Notice CPD 78-9 states that actions typically within the control 

of the recipient include "the formal actions of submission . of 

proposals or applications for assisted housing." p.20.) HUD 

is called upon to determine whether the activities to be under-

taken by the City are plainly inappropriate to meeting the needs 

and objective s identified by the City. 24 CFR §570.3ll(c) (2). 

Examples of situations in which such a determination should be 

made include: 

(1) Experience demonstrates that the types of activities 
proposed have not been or are unlikely to be effec­
tive (24 CFR §311 (c) (2) (i)). 

(2) Essential actions, including supportive community 
development activities, are not proposed (24 CFR 
§311 (c) (2) (vi)). 

(3) The program proposed does not reflect previous HUD 
r equirements for corrective or remedial actions, 
o r activities proposed have previously been the 
basis of such requirements (24 CFR §311 (c) (2) (vii)), 

The following discussion shows that the City's program to 

impl e me nt its HAP is plainly inappropriate whe n measured against 

these regulatory standards. 

1. · Inadequacy of Activities Considered 

Of the City's seven listed "Actions to be Taken to 

• Implement Transition Year HAP" (HAP, pp.S-10), most have been 

* An eighth is two UDAG applications involving Section 8 housing, 
which however have not been funded by HUD. 
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tried and have proven ineffective. Yet the City simply proposes 

them again, with little detail, no new initiatives, and no 

suggestion of administrative or programmatic changes to increase 

their effectiveness. 

For ex~mple, one of the most glaring failures in the City's 

past housing p e rformance has been housing rehabilitation. As 

discussed above, the City's key rehabilitation program, the 

Multi-Family Rehabilitation Demonstration Program, has proceeded 

at a snail's pace. In three years the City has approved only 

a paltry number of applications. The program apparently has 

not produced a single rehabilitated unit and the City has provided 

no assurance that low or moderate income families will even be 

the beneficiaries of the program. I n the language of the regu-

lations, experi nee demonstrates that this program has not 

been effective. Yet the City proposes (as one of its seven 

proposed actions) merely to "continue to implement" this program; 

no modifications of the program are discussed or proposed and, 

with _the exception of an NSA proposal for two areas in the 

Limited Public Housing Area, no new rehabilitation initiatives 

are proposed._ 

Another prominent failure is the City's record in acquiring 

and reselling housing sites and rehabilitable buildings for 

assisted housing developments in general public housing areas, 

particularly Areas II and III. The City's list of actions to 

be taken does not mention buildings at all, and of 19 areas 

described as having "priority sites" for housing development, 

only two and a fraction of a third are in the General Public 

Housing Area. Neither is there any specificity in the proposal 
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to provide "assistance 1n land acquisition and by ma king land 

availLlb l c " - a statement whos e general i ty is unrespo nsive to 

the specific prog r ams HUD long ago requested and is unjustified 

by the City's dismal performance record in General Public 

Housing Area land acquisition. 

The -remaining actions proposed are quite evidently 

i nappropriate to meeting the City's housing obj e ctives. For 

example, the first, "encouraging" developers to use Section 8, 

falls far short of HUD's own recommendation that city approvals 

of planned unit developments, zoning variances, building per-

mits and other pre-construction requirements for major r e sidential 

developments b e conditioned on the use of Section 8, a recommen-

dation that the City virtually ignored this past yea r . 

The second and third, ma ilings to developers and s eminars 

and discussion sessions, hardly represent the kinds of initiatives 

which ~re cle~rly now called for. Developers who arc seriously 

interested in SecLion 8 housing probably do not even need the 

City _t._o "publicize the availability of Section 8 funding" beyond 

the publicity HUD normally p rovides, a nd additional seminars 

a nd discussion s~ssions are not likely to change the economics 

of provid ing housing for large familie s , as the City's top 

community development official has himself recognized, or the 

paucity of private proposals for general public housing areas , 

as the proposal s submitted in response to HUD's most recent NOFA 

demonstrate. 

The last propos e d ac tion - requesting HUD pre-approval of 

urbal renewa l s i tes se l ected for Section 8 d e v elopme nt - is a 

step long ilV.: t ilab l c umlcr HUD regulations. 
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2. Failure to Include Essential Actions 

The inaJcqllacies of the City's HAP implementation program 

appear even more plainly when the many potentially effective 

actions the City has omitted are considered. Actions which 

reflect remedial steps recommended by HUD in its August 22 

and September 28 letters are consistently ignored. (See 24 CFR 

§311 (c) (2) (vii).) For example, the City fails to propose a specific 

program to aid CHA in utilizing its public housing reser-

vation,. or a related program for Section 8 development by the 

City itself in those areas, such as Areas II and III of the 

General Public Housing Area, where private developers have not 

* made proposals. 

* The omission of any program for the City or CHA to submit 
Section 8 development proposals themselves is an especially 
eggregious omission. The HAP proposes 915 units of Sec­
tion 8 family new construction in general public housing 
areas (Geographic Allocation Table of Year IV HAP) and 
states that the locations identified "contain sufficient 
... available sites for new construction to allow accom­
plishment of the goals proposed." (p.ll.) It is known 
on the basis of three years of unhappy experience, including 
the response to a HUD NOFA and an IHDA invitation for pro­
posals this year, that private developers are highly unlikely 
to propose new construction Section 8 developments in such 
amounts and areas, particularly for the most needy group, 
large families. Under such circumstances HUD regulations 
require the City or its housing authority to undertake the 
needed development themselves. Instead the City's HAP 
contains this sentence: 

"If the response of private developers for Section 8 
housing assistance reflects a demand that is signifi­
cantly contrary to the established geographic areas, 
the City of Chicago ... if appropriate will request 
Federal concurrence in allocation revisions which 
more accurately reflect demand for the program." 
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The City 'also ignores actions suggested by ,the regu­

lations, such as zoning and building code changes, tax 

alJ~Lemcnt, inclus ion of assisted housing in planned unit 

developments, and regulations of redlining. (See 24 CFR 

§§570.306(b) (3) (iii), and 570.304(b) (2) (ii).} 

These suggestions are neglected even though evidence 

... 

of the ir applicability to Chicago exists in the City's appli­

cation. For example, the City ignores regulation of redlin­

ing while acknowledging that redlining causes housing abandon­

ment and deterioration in Chicago. (Community Development Plan 

Summary, . P~l7). Tax reform is likewise ignored although 

several months ago the City received a detailed study from 

TRUST, a public interest group, analyzing the adverse impact 

of the present real estate tax system on housing conditions 

an d re hab ilitation efforts. 

In sum, the specific actions the City now p!:"oposes to 

implement in its ~ear IV HAP constitute a sickly list, They 

f ail - to reflect actions previously recommended by HUD, either 

because such actions are omitted entirely or are set forth 

without the specificity HUD requested. The City's own expe ri­

ence demonstrates that most of the activities proposed have 

not been and are unlikely to be effective in addressing the 

mos t serious deficiencies in the City's past performance. 

And other essential actions are not included at all. 

Th e conclusion is unavoidable that the housing activities 

to be und e rtaken by the City are plainly inappropriate to meet­

ing the housing needs and objectives identified by it. 
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CONCLUSION 

This complaint demonstrates that the City has failed to 

make substantial progress in meeting its Year II HAP goals, has 

not provided housing assistance in conformance with .its HAP, and 

has not ' taken all actions within its control to facilitate HAP 

implementation. Despite the City's non-performance, HUD has fa iled 

to monitor the City's activities effectively and has failed to 

enforce its own regulations and imposed condit i n s. In addition, 

the City h as failed to identify in its fourth year Community 

Development Application activities appropriate to meetin g identi-

fi c d housing needs and to remedying the deficiencies of its past 

performance. 

7\ugust 1, 1978 

Respectfully submitted, 

Alexander Polikoff 
Elizabeth Lassar 
James A. Geocaris 
Mary Galloway James 

on behalf of BPI 
(Business and 
Professional People 
for the Public Interest) 
and the plaintiffs in the Gaut::;~ 

By __ ~--F-----------------------~ 
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CITY OF Ci-liCAGO 
H.ZIJ> GOALS l\...~ !fC:US:DJG h.SSISTA!'JCE PROVIDED* 

Elderly 

Ne ·v¥ Rental 
P..ehab Rental 
Existing Rental 
Rehab Hareo~vn.ership 
New H~ship 

Family 

New Rental 
Rehab Rental 
Existing Rental 
Rehab Hcxrec:1vVI1ershi p 
New Harea..vnership 

Large Family 

New Rental 
Rehab Rental 
Existing Rental 
Rehab Horreor.-mershi p 
New Hnmeownership 

CD Year I 
HAP Goal 

1736 
903 
970 

97 
0 

3706 

2868 
26 27 

380 
858 

0 
6733 

300 
5 

100 
995 

0 
1400 

Housing 
Assistance 
Provided­
Applicable 
torn Year I 

1736 
681 
228 

52 
0 

2697 

879 
1179 

380 
593 

0 
3031 

156 
5 

100 
342 

0 
603 

Unrret CD CD Year 
Year I II HAP 
HAP Goal ~ Goal 

0 890 
222 309 
742 828 

45 67 
0 0 

1009 2094 

1989 Gl2 
1448 775 

0 1348 
265 653 

0 100 
3702 3488 

144 383 
0 501 
0 169 

653 761 
0 100 

797 1914 

Housing 
Assistance 
Provided­
Applicable 
to CD Year II 

991 
0 
0 
0 
0 

991 

0 
0 

606 
0 
l 

607 

0 
180 
304 

0 
0 

484 

Unrret 
CD Year 
II HAP Goal 

0 
309 
828 

67 
0 

1204 

612 
775 
742 
653 

99 
2881 

383 
321 

0 
761 
100 

1565 

* The goal figures in columns 1 and 4 are explained in Atta.chrrent A. The housing assistance provided 
figures in columns 2 and 5 are explained in Attachrrent B. Attachrrent C identifies projects which 
have been previously identified by eith:?r HUD or the City but which are not included in Attach!rent 
B, and explains why they are not inclt.:rled. Reporting of the City I s housing performance by roth 
HUD and the City ~s at t irres been confusing . 'Ihis exhibit is based on what appears t o be a f air 
reading of roth HUD and City reports. 
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ATTACmmNT A 

This attachment explains the figures which appear in the 

colWlms headed "CD Year I HAP Goal" and "CD Year II HAP Goal." 

Unless otherwise stated, the figures were obtained from the 

Year I and Year II HAPs, respectively. 

CD Year I HAP Goal 

Elderly, Family, and Large Family Rehab Homeownership . 

The figures in these categories are based on a Year I total rehab 

homeowner s hip goal of 1950 as reflecte d in the Year I Grantee 

Performance Report (GPR). (The Year I HAP also indicates a total 

rehab hom~ownership goal of approximately the same number.) There 

is no breakdown of the total rehab homeownership goal by household 

type (elderly, family, large family) in either the Year I GPR or 

the Year I HAP. Therefore the CD Year I HAP goal figures for 

rehab homeownership by household type are based on the relative 

p r opo rti(\Tls of the CD Year II HAP rehab homemvnership goals by 

household type. 

Elderly, Family, and Large Family Rehab Rental. The goal 

fi gures in these categories were obtained by subtracting the rehab 

homeownership goals for each category from the total rehabilitation 

goal f igures which appear in the Yeur I HAP under each category. 

lb 
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CD Year II HAP Goal 

I.:.ldcr ly, Fumi ly_, and Lar~Je ram~ Rc'hab Ren tul. The goal 

fi gures for these categories which appear in the Year II HAP in­

clude the ' number of units rehabilitated under Crffi's City State 

Rehab Project , #IL06-0036-001 - 91, 1112, and 181 units respec-

tivcly. Under this project, the expenditure of Section 8 substantial 

rehabilitation funds to rehabilitate eight CHA existing projects 

was authorized by a court order in the Gautreaux case, entered on 

September 27 , 1976, at the joint request of the plaintiffs and 

Clffi. These public housing units were already assisted and rehabili­

Lating them docs not add to the supply of assisted housing units. 

Therefore, it is inappropriate to include these units in HAP goals 

and we ha\re suhtr.::tcted them from the appropr iate categories. (As 

noted in Attachment C, these units have been excluded from the 

housing assistance provided figures as well as from the Year II HAP 

<JOals. Ev0n ii thuse units are - improperly in our view - retained 

in goal and performance figures, there is no effect on aggregate 

unmet go~l figures.) 
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ATTl\CHMENT B 

This attachment is a project-by-project listing of units which 

h~ve been counted as housing assistance provided and provide the 

basis for the figures in the columns headed "Housing Assistance Pro-

vided - Applicable to CD Year I" and "Housing Assistance Provided -

Applicable to CD Year II". Unless otherwise noted, the list includes all 

units which had received firm financial 

Project 

l. Rental 

New Construction 

Section 8 

ChinatONn ry_derly 
Lehman Courts (nCM 
Clarendon Sunnyside)* 
Pcml StCVJart III 
~y !louse 
Westpoint 21 
Elm StrCL't Plaza 
T.l\vnd.<lc Tcrruce* 
Rooscvclt~Ialstcd* 
Thorndule Mcmor 
7100 N. Sacramento* 
l'urk Shore 'East* 
Drou&vuy Sheridan* 
53rd & Cm .. 11ell* 
Pioneer Villuge* 
1 Icm-o tcn/!''brni ngs ide* 
5500 N. Sheridan* 
West Point Plaza II* 
Paul StCVJu.rt IV* 

Section 236 

Division ~'Jells 
St. Stephens Terrace 

El derly 

138 

152 
190 
201 
200 

27 
120 
194 

71 
100 
206 
180 

92 
150 
248 

2269 

0 

Family 

52 

40 
126 
159 
377 

307 
195 

502 

commitments as of July 14, 
CD Year in which 

Large 
Family 

30 

8 
24 
28 
90 

66 

66 

Finn Financial 
Comni t:rren t Received 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

I 
I 

* Projects which uccording to our infonnation bud not received 
[irm mortgage financing corrnutments as of July 14, 1978. 

ld 
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Project 

Section 202 

Japa~ese American* 
St. Paul IIo,use* 
Progressive Baptist* 

Rehabilitation 

Section 8 

Voice of t.h2 People 
..Jew Vistas II 
Near ~\Test Side 
Logan Square (Palrrer 
Square)* 
Roge r s Park Rehab* 
Lake sr.ore \vest* 
1919 West Oakdale 
5330 South Harper 
7000 South ~hore 
Elaine Pl ace* 
Northside Rehab* 
Comromveal th Ap ts. 
Shoreh:tm Apts • 
Crandon 1\pts . 
2218-24 W. WashU1gton 
Webs t.cr 1\pts . 

Section 236 

65th I::X!ve lopnent 
Corp. 

Elderly 

201 
149 
108 
458 

6 

73 
36 

145 
108 
151 

11 
36 --

566 

Family 

6 
136 

16 

163 
74 
40 

75 
180 

28 -
718 

47 
47 

le 

Large 
Family 

3 
12 

6 

10 
6 

l 

20 

8 
66 

1f) 

16 

CD Year in which 
Finn Financial 
Comnibrent Received 

II 
II 
III 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

II 



Project Elderly 

Other** 

Family 
Large 
Family 

CD Year in which 
Finn Financial 
Comni t::rrent Received 

Year I GPR 

Section 312 145 10 

Year II GPR 

Section 312 
CDBG 

64 
68 

ll 
29 

Year III GPR 

Section 312 
CDBG 

3 
112 

10 
127 

10 
43 

115 414 103 

Existing 

E002-00l 228 253 90 I 
E002- 003 647 228 II 
E002- 004(Gautreaux 

Derrpnstration) 40 II 
55124(Loan Management) 86 46 II 

** 

228 986 404 

These figures 1nclude all units reported by tre City in its three 
Grantee Perfonnance Reports and reflect finn financial camlitrrents 
received as of April l , 1978. First, they assurre that all house­
holds benefited by the prcgrams listed in this category are lav­
or rrodera te-inc are households. The City , ho~ver , has made no 
sh:Jwing to this effect. See text and footnote at page 6, 
sur:ka. 

In addition, the figures appear to inchrle all units approved 
for assistance under the programs listed regardless of whether 
the units have actually been canpleted. For exanple, the 
figures reported in the CDBG Program include approxinately 181 
units approved for assistance under the Demonstration Prcgram 
for the Rehabilitation of Multi-Family Properties as of April l, 
1978 . However, at the rreeting of the Finance Ccnmittee of 
the Chicago City Council on July 5, 1978 , ComrrQssioner Hill 
reported that no units have been carpleted nnder this program. 
(\ve have sought additional inforrration fran the City respecting 
the s tatus of approved applications nnder this program, including 
the mrrnber of approved units under constru::tion , but there has 
been no response to our inquirie s.) 
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CD Year in which 
Large Finn Financial 

Project Elderly Family Family Carmi trren t Received 

II. Holll2CM11ership* 

Rehabilitation 

Year I GPR 

CDBG 40 46 
Section 312 36 18 
NHS • 69 

Year II GPR 

CDBG 80 73 
Section 312 16 6 
NHS 56 

Yeur III Q )R 

CDBG 49 116 53 
Homestead 67 40 
Section 
!'JJJS 

'>l~...:W 

Section 

* 

312 3 20 9 
93 97 

52 593 342 

235 1 
0 1 0 

These figures include all figures r eported by the City in its 
three Grantee Performance Reports and reflect firm financial 
crnmitJTents received as of April 1, 1978. They overstate the 
City ' s perfonrance because they assurre that all households 
berefited by the programs listed in this category are lCM-
or rroderate-incorre households . The City, h~ver , has made 
no showing to this effect . See the text and footnote at p . 6 , 
supra. In fact , information provided by the City respecting 
U1e Neighborhood Housing Servi ces Program (NHS ) suggests that 
units are being repor ted which do not benefit lCMer incare 
households . For example, of 190 NHS units reported in the 
Year III GPR , 115 represent units financed wi th conventional 
lo<ms . (Letter fran Lewis IIill to Alexander Polikoff dated 
July 18 , 1978.) It is likely that households ~nefiting fran 
t11ese convcntionul l oans have incO!l"Cs above the m:xlerate-incare 
l evel. 

lg 



ATTACHMENT C 

This attachment identifies four projects which are 

not included in Attachment B but which have been included 

by either HUD (on the list of projects attached to HUD's 

table of January 17, 1978) or the City (in its submis-

sions pursuant to Elmer Binford's letter to Mayor Bilandic 

of September 28, 1977, or in the list of "Goals 1\ccomplish-

ed 10-1-76 to 4-l-78," transmitted by Lewis Hill's letter 

to Alexander Polikoff on June 8, 1978), and explains why 

we have not included them in Attachment B. 

l. Senior Citizens Housing Development (Project No. 

' 1086-201). Although Section 8 funds had been reserved for 

this 240-unit elderly project, the City disapproved the 

necess a ry zoning change. As a result, this project has 

been abw1doned and should not be counted as an accomplish-

ment of HAP goals. 

2. City-State Rehabilitation Project (Project No. IL 

06-0036-001) . Under this project, the expenditure of Section 8 

substantial rehabilitation funds to rehabilitate certain CHA 

exi s ting projects was authorized by a court order in the Gau-

treaux case, entered on September 27, 1976, at the joint re-

quest of the plaintiffs and CHA. Rehabilitating these already 

~ubsidized plililic housing units does not add to the supply of 

assisted housing units or increase the number of families. re-

lh 



ceiving rental assistance. Therefore, the 1384 units (91 

elder l y, 1112 family , and 181 large family) attributable 

to this project should not be counted as an accom~lishment 

of HA·P goals. (As noted in Attachment A, these units 

have been excluded from HAP goals as well as from housing 

assistance provided figures.) 

3. Section 23 Conversions (Project No. E002-002) . 

This project represents Section 23 leased public housing 

uni t s which are simmply being converted from one assistance 

program, Section 23, to another, Section 8 . These public 

housing units were already assisted, and their conversion 

does not add to the supply of assisted housing units or in­

crease the number of families receiv ing rental assistance . 

The 3,388 units (2,398 elderly , 615 family, and 375 large 

family) applicable to these conversions should therefore 

not bL! counted as an accomplishment of Ill\P goals. 

,4. CDA Conversion (Project No . E002 -005). This pro­

ject represents units which were assis t ed under the Model 

Cities Program and are simply being converted from one as­

sistance program, Model Cities, to another , Section 8 . The 

use of Section 8 existing housing funds for this project was 

~uthorized by a court order in the Gautreaux litigation, 

en tered on September 27, 1977, at the request of plaintiffs 

and Clll\. l\s in the case of the Section 23 conversions, 

th e se CDA conversions do not add to the supply of assisted 

li 



housing units or increase the number of families receiving 

rental assistance. The 389 units (225 family and 164 

large family) attributable to this project should there­

fore not be counted a s an accomplishment of HAP goals. 

lj 
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EVAilJATICN OF IIOUS IN:; l\SSISTN'l:E 
PROVIDED FOR CCNFO~CE \·liTH 1\PPIVJEO 

HAP 

1. Type of llousing To Be Assisted 

'l':fi?e of !Iqus ing 

Fen tal 

New 
Rc.ht..Lb 
Existing 

Haneowncrshi£ 

I<chab 
New 

CD Year II HAP 
G:>a1 

N~r of Units 

1885 
1585 
2345 
5815 

1481 
200 

1681 

2 . llo uscllolds To De Ass i s ted 

Household Type 

Elderly 
Famili­
htrge Family 

3. General Locations 

See .:1 tt.uchcd ch.:rrt. 

CD Year II HAP 
Goal 

Nt.lrT1ber of Units 

2094 
3488 
1914 
7496 

% 

33'5' 
27% 
40% 

100% 

88% 
12% 

100'! 

28% 
46% 
26~ 

100% 

Housing Assistance Provided­
AR:>licab1e to a> Year II 

N\.Jllber of Units 

991 
180 
910 

2081 

0 
l 

--1 

% 

48% 
8% 

44% 
lOO% 

0% 
100'6 
100% 

Housing Assistance Provided­
At;plicable to CD Year II 

Number of Units 

991 
607 
484 

2082 

% 

48% 
29% 
23% 

100% 



.No~lderlv Cnits 

A....-ea I J Gereral 
A!.-ea II Hous i.n:; 
Area III P.rea.s 

Lini ted fbusing 
f..._rea rJ 

Elder l_z:_~·li ts 

Area I J Gen=U 
Area II fbusi.ng 
Area III Areas 

Limited Housing 
.Area IV 

CQ-~_=.._::.l..:::SGJ c: ux:7.JI8 ::S Fe?. Ss.::::TIO:~ 8 t2.'' A:~ ~-::.BIU'I71.'J=::D !¥.:X.:S::2K; 
U!ITTS SIT F0~-1 I.:J ~'\.~ I l-:0 :u_q II HAP s HI'lli I...CX::'l-.TIG:S 0:' SlX?. 

S!X:7IQ~ 8 P.CJ..:S:CJ:; u;rrs V.:ITG1 W..VE RSC::IVill FIR1 F~~.:l:IAL 
CQ·T·~-~~· 

N.....,.,... Co!1truct.ic::1 Re...''lc.bi 11. ta ticn 

Year I 
Gea;raphic 
Allocation 

350 
150 

77 

385 

12 5 
75 
43 

24 3 

Year II 
Geo:;ra;:hlc 
iUlcr....ation 

2 4 3 
104 

53 

265 

159 
96 
55 

310 

Uni t.S with 
Firm 
Fir.an::ial 
carmi crents 

4 8 
0 
0 

419 

704 
0 
0 

2023 

Year I 
Geogra#c 
Allocaticn 

350 
150 

77 

384 

125 
75 
42 

242 I 

Year- II 
Gecx:]rapic 
;. ~ lcx::.a t-_i a: 

153 
66 
33 

169 

53 
32 
19 I 

104 I 

Units wit.~ 
Fi::ill 
Fi.nc.nc ial 
Cu:.r"'..i t1Te.'1 t.s 

578 
0 
0 

206 

253 
0 
0 

313 

• List of Secticn 8 new and rehabilitated project _·or ~thich fi...on financial cx:mni.t:nEnts have been .... eived by 
~c area is a~t~ta~c~hed~~· -----------------------------



... ' .... 

'------' 

SEX:TICN 8 ND~ CCNSTRJCTION AND 
nE!llilliLITl\TION Pro:mct'S WIITCH 
I!J\VE RECI:tvED Fl~1 F~Il\L 

CGMI'INEm'S 

', 

GLNE I<l\.L IIOUS I NG l\lllil\S Number of Units 

Elderly Non-Elderly 

Area I 

Nev~ Construction 

Lehman Court (now Clarendon Sunnyside) l52 . 
Trorndale ~1<:1.nor 7l 
7100 N. Sacramento 100 
Broadwoy/Sheridan 180 
Japane se American (Sec. 202) 201 
5500 N. Sheridan 48 --

704 48 

Rehabilitation 

Voice of People J 9 
Locjan Square (Palner Square) 173 
Rogers Park Rehab 80 
L.1.J.:eshore West 40 
1919 \-Jest Oakda le 1 
Elaine Place 75 
Norths i de Rc.h.:ili 200 
Connonwca l th 7\f::Jart nlc.n t.s 145 
Shoreham Apartnents 108 

253 57a 

Area II 

New Cons t.l~tion 

None None 

Rchubili t.a tion 

N ne None 

Area III 

New Construction 

None None 

!~habilitation 
~ 

None None 



Lim L led llu using l\.rc.:1 1 V 

New Constructioo 

C11inalcM'n Elderly 
Paul Stewart III 
M:::x:x1y House 
~vestp:Jint 21 
Elm Street Plaza 
Lawndale Terrace 
Roosevelt/Halsted 
Park Shore East 
53rd & Cornell 
Pioneer Village 
Henroten;1-brnings ide 
St. Paul House (Sec. 202 ) 
Progressive Baptist (Sec. 202) 
~Vest Point Plaza II 
Paul Stewart IV 

Rchabili tation 

New Vist.c1s II 
Ncru· Wcs t Side 
5330 South H;:rrpcr 
7000 South Shore 
Crandon Apa.rt:nen ts 
2218-24 _\Jest Washington 
Webster Apartments 

Eluerly 

138 
190 
201 
200 

27 
120 
194 
206 

92 
150 
248 
149 
108 

2023 

6 

73 
36 

151 
11 
36 

313 

- . . -

Nurrber of Units 

Non-elderly 

52 
30 

150 
187 

419 

148 
22 

36 
206 
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DEPA ~T OF DEVELOPMe~· 

.. ... , ... · ' 

December 27, 1977 

Mr. Elmer C . Binford 
Director 
Chicago Area Office 
Department of Housing & Urban Developme~t 
One North De.:1rborn Street. 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Dear Mr. Binford: 

c:x;-1/g;r ··r" 
. AND LANNING 

LEWIS W. HILL 

CH ARLES P LIVERMCRE 

DAVID N. LARSON 

M• RTIN R. MURPHY 
Depvry Commru.oner 

Re: Communlt'l Dt'vclopm nt Program 
B - 7 7 - t-1 C - 1 7 - 0 0 0 G 

As requested in your letter o r Scrtember 29, 1Q77, approving 
the city ' s C0BG app lic a ti 9n , transmitted h ere with is a pro­
posed program to stimulate the deve lo pm ent of ~ectio n 8 
ho usin g . Together with our p r e v ious letters of Novemb er 14 
ti nd De cemb er 13, this completes our response . 

Commi ssioner 

enclosure 

ROOM 1000 • CITY HALL • CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60602 

=---



SECTION 8 HOUSING DEVl:LOPME:.NT PI~OGf-\AM 

Housing Ass is lance Pion Activit ics 

I. It will continue to be the policy of the City of Lhicago-~~" to approve, as part of 

· the Section 211 review process, major variations to . .Jhe annual goals when 

" 
appropriate as long as the proposed dev~lopm ent docs not conflict with approved 

plans. During CD Year II, thirt een major variations were recommended in 

rt> pending to HUO requests for 213 n.'views. 

II. 1 11e City 'V iii grv consideration to rcquirinq developers to reserve a portir:>n of 

their p_ropost.:d unib for Sectio:' 8 eligible families when applying for a planned 

developm 'n t approva l. This proposal has been referred to the Department of Law 

to obtain a legal opinion as to the ability of the City t o make such a requirement. 

Where ap!Jropr io te, developers wi II be er 1couraged to ·utilize the Section 8 program 

as part of their housing proposals. 

Ill. In order to ass isr the City in identifying suitc...ole sites for acquisition with 

CD8G funds and resale to interested developers for construction of Sect ion 8 

housing, a program wi ll be implemented by the City of Chicago whicl"\ will include: 

A. An advert iscment w i II be placed in all major real estate trade 

publica! ions soliciting proposals for sites in the general housing area which ore 

eligible for ocquisJtion under the UrlJan f cnewal Consol idation Act of 1961; 

*In this document, whenever reference rs made to the City, or the City of Chicago, 
the oction propo.st ,I wi ll he implernentt.d by the oppro!Jriote City Depor tment 
whi ch in most cos's will be the Depor!_ment of ~>lanniny, City and Community 
Deve oprnen t. 
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lJ . In adutl.an to discussion Nith individual develop( rs by City 

repr esenta t ives, o special mailing to so lt ci t proposals will be marie to developers 

r egistered with the Department's Land Disposition offtce. 

L . he City will comene a conferenc(· of developers, 'ltortgoge bankers, 

and neighl>orhoou dcve lopn1ent orgo.1izotions to identify any impediments which 

may exis t to th Cl'vclopment of proposals fur Section 8 housing in the city. HUD 

and It lui\ willlJe askf:d to prov icJ..~ resource people a long ~it_h City staff to describe 

the mecnonisms uvuilable to private developers and will be available to lea rn how 

the Private Sector people v iew available government housing prog rams . Records 

will be mode at the conference sessions and will be available to the appropriate 

governmental agencic and for review by all intr·rested groups and indiv iduals. 

D. City stoff will continue to provide technical assistance to conference 

onu meetings spor1sor cJ by deve.lopers, conm1ur11ty organizations or other par ties 

interested in promoting the construction or rehab iliti on of hous ing in the city. 

IV. Th(' \-:: it> will assist developers to ob tu tr , un excepti on to the Go•Jtreoux 

prr)Vistor ts to allow construction of forntly Section 8 housin<J in Wc odlmm, 

Lowrtda le, onu E.n~Jiewoou on sites acqutred (lnd bein<J acquired by tfte City :n urban 

r cnewa l areas. 

V. \\'!.ere urbun rcrt (·wo l sit-.:s arc selected for Seclton 8 d ·vclopment, the City 

will re .... Juest pre-approval of these sit " s as to the HUD Site and Neighborhood 

standards. 

VI. Ttw City wtll con tinue to work with Crlf:\ stuff to idcnttfy sties for family 

r'ul>lic housirHJ corl,truclton in the gcnPral housing areas . In addition, the Ci t y will 

explore the posstbiltty of uti l izing CDI:3G fun _, to acquire sites which could be 

transferred t0 CHA for it:, ungoing sc.Jt1e red site farnily housing program in oracr 

1u o 'l't curll l' I lK· ir11 j•L'dir11ents of the HU[) prototype cost lirrit1ations f or 1hat 

pr ogrurr '· 
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VII. Upon completion of the cornprt:hcns!ve review of the Chicago Zoning 

Ordrr once, the City wi II rezone areas which are no longer viable for commercial or 

inJustriol developmen t to residential u~c whcrl oppr Jpriate. A special analysis of 

1acont comnrer.._'iol and industrial land will be complt'ted by the end of DecPmber, . 
19 77 . An inter im report on that study has been submit ted t o the Magistrate of the 

Court in the GoutreuL•X li ligation. 

VIII. Ttrc Ci ty rv-.Jucsts that HUD provide Sccticn 8 ·a?sistance to rnultifarnily 

developments sub~icJized under Sectiors 221 (d)(J) and Section 23G, which are now in 

def au It or forelosur e, through the special set-asidr· for Loon Management and 

Property Disposr t ion. 

IX. During the current CD program year, it rs expected that the City's CD 

Advrsory C0mrnittee will give considerable time to the C0nsideration of housing 

problems and to proposals advanced by public interest groups and community 

or'::)anizations and individuals for possible inclusion in the CD Year lV Housing 

Assistance Plan. If sc>n1e proposals are found to be particularly beneficial toward 

achieving HAP ~Jouls , they will be initiutcd this yeur utilizing local option funds or 

through a program amendment. 

12-27-77 
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Schedule of Activities for Priority Sites in General Public Housing Areas-­
Section 8 Family Housing Development 

HASKINS- HERMITAGE 

A. Status as of Dece~ber IS, 1977: 

The ~askins-Hermitage Redevelopment Project was designated by the City Council 

on October 13, 1976. The project area contains 5.71 acres of which 1.86 are in 

streets and alleys. A draft redevelopment plan has beery:developed and is under 
' '. 

consideration. The proposed · redevelopment plan provides for the area to be 

redeveloped for medium density residential use (80 du's/acre) or approximately 200 

units in the project. Of 1_1 parcels currently scheduled for acquisition, I parcel has 

been acquired, 7 suits have been filed and appraisals m:e being obtained on the 

remaining 3 parcels. -. 

B. Schedule of Activities t o be Accomplished: 

First Quarter 197~--Redevelopment Plan wi II be recommended for approval by 

Department of Urban Renewal Board. 

--Plan approval consideration by Chicago City Council. 

--Ci t y will request pre- approval of site for Section 8 housing 

development from the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Second Quarter 1978--City will initiate land marketing procedures for disposition 

of site to privq.te developer for Family Section 8 housing. 

Third Quarter 1978--Acquisition of site by the City will be substantially completed. 

--Selection of Section 8 housing developer and conveyance of 

land for construction. 
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UPTOWN 

A ..... S·t~tus as of December 15, 1977: 

The Board of the Department of Urban Renewal designated the area bounded by 

Argyle, Marine Drive, Montrose, and Clark Street as the Uptown Conservation Area 

on October 13, 1966. The Conservation Plan for the entire Conservation Area and 

the Plan for Uptown Project I were approved by the Chicago City Council on. 

October 9, 1968. The Plan was revised to allow for acql,li~}.tion of sites throughout 

the Conservation Area in 1970 and the revised Conservation Plan was adopted by 

the City Council on September 16, 1970. In. addition to acquisition and 
( 

redevelopment, the Plan provides for the conservation of the community through 

rehabil itation of existing structures. 
' 

The Department of Urban R.er~wal has recently completed a study of all vacant 

sites ·and abandoned buildings in the Uptown Conservation Area. After careful 

analysis as to suitability for residential development, site\s) will be recommended 

to be acquired for Section 8 family housing development •. In addition, grants to 

owners fo r multi-unit residential properties are available through the CDBG-funded 

special demonstration programs. The city requires applicants to set-aside up to 

20% of the units fo r Section 8 Certificate holders. 

B. Schedule of Activities to be Accomplished: 

First· Quarter 1978--Site(s) for Section 8 famil y housing development will be selected 

for acquisition by the City. 

--Applicants will be approved for participation in the CDBG 

funded Demonstration-Program for Rehabilitation of Mul t i-

unit Residential Properties. 

--City will reques t pre-approval of site(s) for Sec tion 8 housing 

development from the HUD Area Office. 
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Second Quarter 1978--Acquisition activities will be initiated • 

..... ,. .... ' - -Rehabilitation of multi -unit structures will commence. 

Third Quarter 1978--Land marketing procedures will.be initiated to identify 

Section 8 housing developer • 
• 

Fourth Quarter 1978--Acquisition of site(s) will be substantially completed. 

--Land will be conveyed to private developer for construction 

of family Section 8 housing~ 

ARM IT AGE-KEDZIE 

A. Status as of December 15, 1977: 

The Armitage-Kedzie area has been proposed as a Section 8 Family Substantial 

Rehabilitation program financed through I.H.D.A.and the . City of Chicago•s CDBG-

funded Demonstration Progr<?n: for Rehabilitation of Multi-Unit Propert ies. The 

sponsors of the rehabilitation proposal, the Hispanic Housing Development 

Corporation and RESCORP, have applied for a Section 8 Substantial Rehab 

Commitment from IHDA for I 00% of the units in the development. The proposal 

calls for the rehabilitation of 162 units located in 4 buildings. The Corporation has 

also applied to the City for a rehabilitation grant in an amount sufficient to assure 

the economic feasib ility of the project. Detailed plans for the Rehab grant will be 

submitted by the developer to the City in the next two to three weeks. The 

Developer has options on all properties expected to be reha~ilitated, therefore, 

acquisition assistance from the City will not be necessary to carry . out this 

program. 

B. Schedule of Activities to be Accomplished: 

First Quarter 1978--Submission of detailed plans by developer for multi-family 

demonstration rehab grant from City. 

Second Quarter 1978--Approval of Agreement for Rehab .assistance. 

--Section 8 Commitment approval from IHDA. 

Third Quarter 1978--Construction starts. 

12-27-77 
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Existing Housing Program 

The HUD letter of September 28, 1977 states that sufficient ACCs have been 

executed between HUD and CHA to meet the one year goals of the two HAPs for 

Year I and Year II and •alleges that "occupancy of units is significantly lagging''. 

The letter calls fo r : 

I. full occupancy of 100% of the first year goal in the FY 1975 Housing 

Assistance Plan for all existing units by April I, 1978~·:.-

2. full occupancy of 100% of t he first·year goal in FY 1976 Housing Ass istance 

Plan for all existing units by September 30; 1978. 

The one year goal for Section 8 Existing Housing in the FY 1975 HAP totaled I ,450 

units. The records of the Chicago Housing Authority indicate that HUD executed 

two Annual Contributions Contracts with CHA in the first year which ended 

September 15, 1976. The two ACC's were for 571 units ( 11-19-75) and 3388 units 

(6-9-76). 

As of December I, 1977, all of the 571 units had been ini ti al ly leased and an 

additional I ,947 units of the 3,388 had leases executed. This total of 2,518 units 

leased exceeds the City of Chicago goal for the First Year HAP for existing 

housing. 

The one year goal for Existing Section 8 in the FY 1976 HAP totaled 2,345 units. 

CHA records indicate that HUD entered into Annual Contributions Contracts for 

875 units (9-29-76), 40 units {3-10-77), and 389 units (9-29-77). These three ACC's 

total I ,304 units approximately I ,040 units less than the 1976 _goal. 
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It must be assumed, therefore, that in order to meet the HUD stipulation that I 00% 

of the one year goal for the FY 1976 HAP achieve full occupancy by September 30, 

1978, it is necessary to carry over authorized units which were part of the ACC for 

3,388 units executed in .the First CD Year. Otherwise, there would not exist 

sufficient ACC authority to meet the rquirement for fulfilling the one year goal of 

the second year HAP. 

a. With this understanding concerning the meaning of ···HUD requirements for 
: ;, 

initial full occupancy of units of Existing Sec.tion 8, the City will provide 

assistance1 to the Chicago Housi ng Authority in implementing a program to 

identify addi t)onal interested landlords, to provide referral and counseling 

services, and to achie~e full init ial occupancy of units under the Existing 

Section 8 Housing Progr?.r~!: As a me.ans toward that end, Relocation Division 

staff will .assist CHAin locating interested landlords and to counsel and refer 

Existing Section 8 certificate holders. 

I. Full init ia l occupancy of the one year goal in · the FY .1975 HAP for 

existing units has been achieved. 

2. Full ini tial occupancy of the one year goal for the FY 1976 HAP for 

existing units will be achieved by September 30, 1978. 

b. • With regard to the requirement that the City of Chicago_ report progress to 
. 

HUD in achieving occupancy of existing units on a quarterly basis, it should 

be noted that the Chicago Housing Authority already reports such data on a 

monthly ba;>is to HUD. The City wi II report progress in achieving occupancy 

of existing units as requested in the HUD letter of September 28, 1977. 

12-27-77 
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Excerpt from Cit y of Chicago Year III HAP, July 1977: 

The City of Chicago , through the Department of Urban Renewal, will 

assist in the development of Section 8 housing by making land 

available in several areas of the city .•• Emphasis will be placed 

upon the identification of sites which are located in the General 

Public Housing Area as defined by the Gautreaux litigation. 

(p. 28.) 



{.)VII d IT "/(, ·• 

Excerpt from City of Chicago Year IV HAP, May 1978: 

NARRATIVE OF ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO IMPLEMENT TRANSITION YEAR HAP 

On December 27, 1977, a program to stimulate the development 

of Section 8 housing for families in Chicago was submitted to the 

HUD Area Office. On January 17, 1978 and April 14, 1978, progress 

reports were submitted to HUD indicating what had been accomplished 

towa r d achieving the elements of the proposed program. The actions 

now proposed to be taken to implement the Transition Year Housing 

Assistance Plan are based upon the program submitted in December, 

1977 . The following is a summary of the activi ties now proposed: 

1. Whenever appropriate, housing developers will be encouraged 

by the City to utilize the Section 8 Program as part of their 

housing development plans for both new construction and rehabili­

tation. 

2. A special mailing to developers on the mailing list of the 

DPCCD Land Disposition Section will be undertaken to pub l icize 

the availability of Section 8 funding whenever that occurs. 

During the last several months, such a mailing was undertake n to 

notify developers of the IIIDA and !IUD NOFA 's in Harch and rece ntly 

a ma i ling was comple ted to non-profit org anizations interested in 

the Section 202 program when the NOFA for that program appeared 

from the HUD office. 

3. As a follow up to the Section 8 Housing Conference sponsored 

by the Department o n March 10, 1978 at the Chicago Public Library 

Cultural Center, additional seminars and discussion sessions will 

be held to improve communications between the public agencies 

and the private sector, hopefully, leading to increased production 



of Section 8 family housing in the city. 

4. The Department of Planning, City and Community Development 

will assist in the development of Section 8 housing by providing 

assistance in land acquisition and by making land available in 

several areas of the city. Priority sites for housing develop-

ment are located in the following urban renewal areas: 

Haskins-Hermitage 
Uptown 
Evergreen-Sedgwick 
Mohawk-North 
Chicago-Orleans 
Lake-Kedzie 
Central West 
37th-Wentworth 
36th-Michigan 
43rd-Vincennes 
East Central Englewood 
Central Englewood 
63rd-Stony Island 
Hyde Park-Kenwood 
Lawndale-Roosevelt-Kedzie 
North Lawndale NSA 
49th-Hichigan 
South Shore-Parkside NSA 
87th-Mackinaw 

If necessary, the City of Chicago will reques t an e xemption to 

the provisions of the Gautreaux court orders from the Federal 

Dis t rict Court for the construction of family Section 8 units. 

5. When urban renewal sites are selected for Section 8 develop-

ment the City will request pre -approval of these sites in relation 

to the HUD Site and Ne ighborhood standards. In this way, deve l op-

ers will not be required to wait for a Notice of Fund Availability 

to be published by either HUD or IIIDA to submit proposals for 

Section 8 funding. 

6. The Department will continue to implement its CDBG funded 

Demonstration Multi-Family Rehabilitation Grant program with the 

-2-



requirement that property owners set aside up to 40 % of the unit s 

for Section 8 eligible familie s . 

7. DPCCD has filed eight applications for Ur b an Development 

Action Grants, two of which include proposals for Section 8 

f amily housing . The Antioch Mis sionary Bap t ist Church proposes 

to construct approximately 200 units of family housing i n the 

Englewood Conservation area. The site is presently being acquired 

with CDBG f unds. The other UDAG project would provide for the 

recycling and rehabilitation of large unused industrial structures 

in the Pullman Historic Landmark District to provide 400 units 

of family housing . Section 8 rent assistance would be utilized 

to a chieve an economic mix of families within the Historic District. 

8. Applications have been submitted for HUD approval of two areas 

for the new Section 8 Substantial Rehabilitation Procedures in 

Neighborhood Strategy Areas. The are as proposed are Parkside in 

the South Shore Community and a portion of North Lawndale i n the 

Lawndale community. The City hopes to ge t HUD approva l for 400 

Section 8 units for Parks ide and 5 00 unit s for Lawndale. 

(pp.B-10 .) 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., ) 
) 

Plaintiffs,) 
) 

-vs- ) 
) 

PATRICIA R. HARRIS, Secretary) 
of the U.S. Department of ) 
Housing and Urban Development) 
and CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY) 
et al., ) 

Defendants.) 

NO. 66 C 1459 
66 c 1460 

(Consolidated) 

SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBIT TO 
PLAINTIFFS' MOTION FOR FURTHER RELIEF AGAINST 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Attached is what plaintiffs believe to be a true 

and accurate copy of HUD's letter dated September 27, 

1978, approving the City of Chicago's Fourth Year Com-

munity Development Block Grant Application. 
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. 
!:o:1or o.ble I·';icb2 r:l A.. Bil c:.!ldio 
~-~:>or of tbe City of ChJ cago 
J. -:~ ::- !"!ti cn : Co!:!!'!!i ss icmers L c•:is ¥.'. BDl ;:;.nd Ct- cil A. ?c. r"~ e e 

Ci-t;• :=:?..ll, .Roo;:n 501 
121 J~orlb Lc.S?.lle Street 
C~iCCE0 1 Illinois 60602 

Subj ect : Co~ty De>elO?Qent Bl ock Grant Prog7c:-m 
J.pplicetion E~78-MC-17-0006 
Fourth Program Year 1.. pproval 

5 -lC 

Ve c-.re plecsed t o inform you tbat your c.pplication fo:= Com:rrurity 
ll e-;-e l op :.::;ent Block Grant I'nncs bas b een c.pJ•roved in -tbe C-t-u_ount of 
Hl7,803,631.93· This i\mdin& apJ-•r ova.l is effective for tbe Fourth 
??ob-c..m Year beg.i_ru-._i11£ Octo'~er 1 1 1978. Tbe approved grant amount 
includes-your fo roula entitle~ent &rant of $114 1 279 1 000; $955,361.93 
of surp1 us urban rene"-al grc'.I\t i'unds; end S2, 596 1 270 of reprogran:uned 
CllBG Funds from prior y ears . 

Enclosed are three copies of BUD Form 7082 1 Funding l..pproval Under -
Title I of the Bousing and Community Develop~ent Act of 1974, with 
attached standard provisions including tbe Grant lgreementa for your 
eJ.ecution. The ori~ and one copy of tbe form are to be GanUally 
sibfied and returned to this office, and tbe third copy of tbe form 
is to be retained for your files. 

Tour a ~tention is directed to Block 17(a) of tbe above form ... ~erein 
it is noted that runds are not to be used for tbe activities listed 
~til receipt of a certification that tbe enviro~ental proc ~ ss is 
c0::1pl eted . 

Upon ~e ceipt of the e~ ecuted Grant ~~ee~ent, we ~ill take i_~ediate 
steps to amend your lett er of credit to include your current y ears 
entitlewent and tbe surplus urban r ene-...-al &I-ant funds. You ....-ill be 
advi s ed of the effective date "'ben drawdm.'IlS may com:::Jence uncier the 
F~e~d ed letter of c reQlt. 

-, -. 
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• s ·~ :-..: ld lD. e ~~o -: :-~ . e ~·<E' c.~ ~ c·..:-:-c.:.."l i i..y -: o :~ : · !d : ou c: t. e c:.·J:i:.i..:-...e; 
:· ~ ~u i :- ~=-~ ·: :1J~. s ~ ~ ~rJic:-.':' _e :o : :se Cc ~.1.n .::. t~ .. ~~ -.· ~: : l~-:c n"t. ? J c, ':}: G ::-c_J~ 

I'::- c.~-.:-"~· In c. cc r·::c-:: r_, ::;e ..,..ith t }-, e .:p:· c-.- i~ic:: s of S ;:c t ion ) 70 ..S09(o), 
r-1 .::. c: c it of ;)'O•u r ::--ot,-::-C:2l ~ S t 0 ·c; e C.C:JCU(;1.t:- d r: ~ Jb ::-.: ::. sor:.::. ·o ~ e f::.·~ ·~·J ~ fJC .)', 

t: ~ ·.J..?. l ly c..r~mc..lly, but Dot l es s f ::-2 qu-o- ::J t ly "c ~)c=.: .. once f::.': C: ry -: • .w ;: 2c=.rs. 
J..s y ou r:._2.y be E-'>-'E..re, :t: VD is ctu-r-e r-Jt.ly c o:-,c: ·,lCt i:lg an c.ud i t of yo·u.r 
C:i)BG I'ros:-:-...m J:..l.T~ c:.c:~t to Section 570. 509( c). ? be c o:1cuct of an 
c.·.1ait by 5UD coe s not reli eve tbe City f ::-c.;n :-c ..: :;:::>0:-: sibility for · 
cc. r 0·ine; out r e quiTei::Jents of Se c ti on 570.503(1:) in a "ti !Il~ ly c..,.Jd 

In our 1 E::t t e r of S l:pt ember :?8, 1977, not i fj-i !lb ;you of the o.pproval 
of ;your Fiscal Year 1977 CD3G ProG7'2..!!J, ...... e i n d ic.c.t e d i.ha t " 'b ile your 
?- CCOZ::?lis0_we:;7_s in achieVi!J& your boc:si..J16 5 0c.ls l::2. ci b e e n below 
e :xyectc:.tion, >;e ;.; e re c.'t-le t o ruc.}:e a fi :1d i :-Jg of c on tinu..i.ng capacity 
by t .be City to cc.......~· out its _?rO::;Tam ~TJd ;.·e-re, th e:-efore, able to 
Epprove ymtr cpplic~tion. Our a p pro7al a c t i on included proposed 
aod.i tional reco:.::=e n d.c.tions upon "''hich this Dc-_rart ment eJ:ye cted 
p erfo r.l;nce by the City d1u-in& tbe Fiscal Yea~ i977 CDBG Program Year. 
T~e Pi~cal Year 1977 ap:p~o\al action i n clud e d a r e quirement for 
r e ~~}P-r reportin5 to EUD on the City's prOB=-aQ to inpl e8ent the 
re>co!:::l enC. a tions of ED]) Cilld on progress a chi e v e d in cP..rrying for-.. o..rd 
those re2owwenoctions. Tne response of the City to BUD's previous 
rec.o::::::;)e:1catio:1s h~s been acceptable a..TJd ;.•e h a ve been able to ruake 
a finding tr...at you have a corltinuing co.paci ty to carry out your program 
~~d ~e ere, there fore, able to approve your Fiscal Year 1978 CDBG 
applicat.ion . 

~~le ~e have ciet e~ed your r e sponse to the ~e reco2mendations to 
be acceptable and that pro&ress r~s b een Dade to;.~ a chieving your 
Eousinb Assistc.nce Plan Goals, we continue to Eirmly believe tr~t 
the re are additional actions the City can and should take to assure 
continue~ accept able perfo~~ce. 

We, therefore, rind tha t while progress has been mane to;.~ meeting 
Em!si.!l.g Assistance Plan Goals, the continuing need for housing 
a s si s tcnce for farrdlies and la :;:-~ 1a~i li e s of 1ow income requires 
ad:ion by the City of Chicago as :proYi d ed for in Se ction 570.910 of 
the RGe:ulations for the Co:::::nmity Dcv e l op::Jent Block G.z-ant Program. 
~ctions b e gun by tbe City in r e sp onse to the conditions and 
recowwendations or BUD included as p a rt or the approval of the Fiscal 
Year 1977 CJ)BG Proc;-ram shall be c ontirrued during the Fiscal Year 1978 
P=:-o5='am Year The City sha.J.l r eport to ElJD on its progre ss in carry­
out reco~encations on JRTIUarY 15, 1979 and o~ June 30, 1979. 

:""' : . ,. 
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Tte City stall tate all nc~e~. =..::r:y actio:Js ·,.- itJ-..i:a its c o:Yt:-ol, 
E-'1d in a tiDely r:::;_=_'l,; e r, to c::-.::.ng a!Jout the acL•~l c on st:LJction 
of ne·..,• Section 8 !.?....:~.:.ly c:_nd l < ::·c;e f2.!li.ly ·u_ni ts ;..·i th resm.:.~ces 
to be ellocatcd to t:he City o:.:- Ch:i car;o di.U'LTlg tile F -= dEo:;:-al 
Fi seal Yeo.r 1979. 'I11e Ci ~ ... y s: ~11 use CD:a~ F-~JCS as nc-ccsso.ry 
to f?.cili tc.-:.e 2..:c...1-J cc:::sb-.Jct: n . !·:o:-e:over , t be City !:T.!st ;:;.=:..:.:e 
substantially L-yroved :p::-CG='2f' S in r:.e:eti.ng the e:cals for l ~ge 

fc-mly new co!1st.~-uct ion c:..nd c~~b stc...otie>.l re!-tabili tat ion of :;:-e:1tal · 
units iCient.ified in iis :::i c'.lsi::",g .hEsistc.nce Plc.n . 

Fc.iJ.lD:'e to acc:c•:::I:J"'lisb t,'j~se a c· tions Day constitute cause for 
the Secretary of Eousi..=J.g ?...Dd "Crbo.n Development to reCiuce the 
Co~ ty Developr::en t :Block G:-c...ot of the Ci!y of Chicago for 
Fiscal Year 1979 as r:roviced in Section 570 -911 of the CDBG 
RecuJ a tions. 

\o.'i tb respect to Eo·..1siD6 J.s!=isJ._.an .; e to be J•rovided as part of your -=­
housin& Assist~ce Plan from resources other than tbe Section 8 Prosram 
-.,.;e note and reco&ffi:z.e that Chicago bas eJ:-perienced dif.ficul ties similar 
to_thos; of otber cities in providing Non-Section 8 3ssistance to needy 
fc:~lies. In recognition o.f'this problem, BUD is providing this Fiscal 
Year a higber level of ~esources in the Section 312 Rebabilitation · 
Proe;::-2..!D .. . In aCiCii tion, we have proposed e..n imporl2.nt ci:J.?...nge in the CDBG 
Regulations regarding lump-sum d.rawdo~TIE for ~ebabilitation purposes 
desi&ned to provide cities with a greater rane-e of program options in 
tbe a.::-ea of neie;.."r}borbood reYi talization. You ·will be contacted by 
this of.lice soon ret;2-I"Clin.g tbese ;natters. - -- · 

\o.'itb regR.I'(l to toe several rebsbilitation fin2..nc.ing activities, in­
cluding: financial assistance to property owners and special assistance 
to the elderly, renabilitati on o f BUD-~~ed properties, rehabilitation . 
of multi-unit residential properties; borne purchase and rehabilation 
_p::::-o~ . .l. ?...!ll , bor;Je ln:?roTel:!ent 1 oan p::-o:;Tc>..m, rehabili -:ati on emplo)l!lent 
traini...nb , and any othe::- activity invol vine financing tbe rehabilitation 
of pri>ately-o~~ed property unoe::- Section 570.202(c)(2) of tbe Pro&ram 
Re&U]ations , you are reminded that said Section 5?0.202(c)(2) requires 
that sucb financing is permissible only for properties either within 
areas wbere activ-i ties included in tbe Colllil1UI1i ty De:...·elopment Proe;ra.m 
are being carried out, o::::- on a spot basis truoll&haut tbe jurisdiction 
of the applicant fo::- lo-.;- and macerate - income persons, 2..9 defined in 

·' 
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t: .9 -.. .:-•::-::.: 7o le :-·-=-=-fc:-=.eC. in EF-Ch :.!":~~"-!JS!? :in ·.-:-.Jcb c:.•:?/.; T' ... : . .n:::s e:::-e 
·.:s~j fo::- Fucb i':.::-...::..!:c-:'":g :='..:.s-t be li:::lite-d to :-eic?-bili-l,..?-tio!"l ·r-~u::-1:: c-_,d 
o~!H:r c0~t. s, as cescri·:·ed in ~-ect.io:Js 570.202(c)(2)(1) t.h.rou::;D (v) Ctnd. 
570.202(o)(3) of t!Js I'ror;rC:n F.ecuJations, ...-h..ich, for exi'i!!!_ple, "·ouJd 
pr.:-clude re_?cir F...:J.d rr2.ict.:::;c-_.,ce ...,·o::-k \..·hlc;h is nut ei~~Ler re_pair uirected 
i~Y.-.c-.:;:-d cure of F.:i r..cc-..:..::-.:._c.-tion Of i 7-C-r:JS of defer::-ed caini. en.?-"lCe or re­
plcC~Dent of _pri~~:.p?.l fiDh;~es ~,d co2ponents . 

C\u ·::-eY.iew of ~he _:;JUblic s.:-n·ice c.cti vi ties ?.nd int.t=:.im neie-i-Jborhood 
st::-.de~:f e::r-ec:.s included as part of your application found the inior.:J..?..tion 
Sllb!!li tt.ecl unr~s_p0::::~i ve to -the ::.:-equire;:;:)(=nts of Secti0ns 570. 200 (h) (2), 
570 . 201 ( e ) c-.nd C?D lioti(;e 7 c-9. Therefore, the G::.:-ant l.:;ree::::Jent inclL;Ges 
}1odification II, ·,..·:::ich _p::-c\·ices en Oj)j)O!.·h:_;,i ty for you to provicle c.o6.i tio::al 
i....Uor-u.ation o::- rep~o~:,-::-?..!!l funds to other elie;i ble activities . 

J.ttacbed to trtis letter you will find EUD Form 7015 . 5 (Cor::r::ru.nity Deve1o_;>:uent 
::1UC.c;et) ,.,-hich re:::."-lLJcts :;our e:._p_vro·;ed Proc:;-_·am. 

ne TE'SO'.l.TCeB of thl s office cue 2.Yailable to you I as in t~e past' to 
assist the City in evt::r-y C.?p:copriate >.·ay to comply with l:IUD • s requi::-e<r'ents 
c-..nd assiSo;t in the conduct of a successf'ul CDBG Program. 'n'e are par­
ticl'!.]arly interested in coope:;:ctirl£ as last year in _participating with 
you in co-nferences and of:her activities designed to elicit responses 
f rom the :rrivate sector to tbe availability of Section 8 Funds for­
Eo~sing Deve1op~ent . ~e are _p::.:-epared to discuss witb you ~~or your . 
representatives any matters of · ±erest at your convenience. 



·--- - - - - - - - --·-- - -- ----
I I I - ' 
i . . c " -~ I ; - - .. : .• .,.. C' c • , :-- ·- ~ · •. : . : · : r· • :.. t: r' r \ ( - - • ' ' • . -

: / .. 
,- ,. "7" 

' '·- • -. • r ,.. 
.- . . ._-- . - .... , l-

. ( ' ;... a r L, ': 1... r .. T :,:.. F·. - ' · ' f:, j:~ 0/ / 8·.---- l 
. 10: 

-/ -------_-_-_~--~------------ - - --- --- • - . -., '·'~~N--T~ -· -~-(.-;-H U ~ -~ 
E . f" h(• C F. ;..I.I .<.C.. T l\'ITY - . ~ 

\...'~E OIJ L Y 

J 
;. CO>.! r.".I TI C N OF R F .O.L ? f'.Of'[hTY - ------~=---=----- 15, S1 09, 0 0 0 J1s ,S'Jf,-080:0 

PUiJ Lt: \",' C::!>: S, F <.CIJ...ITI ~ S. 511 ( lt.•. rRO\'(M(NTS .., ,., ,.... Q? -~ ~s C\0 2~0~00 
-' 0 1 0 - ,0~.) 1 Lr ~ 

J cCC)~ (t.'FC.~Cfi.'~NT ___ j },)()0,000 J 1,100,000.0 

let C.<.n;..N CE. O Ct.'OLilrON, R(H/",QILIT/,TION 1}0, 750,000 110 1 750 1QQ'J. 

l RcH /.E'II LIT..:.T r O N LO.:.r-.-s ,c.p..,· o GRr.:,·T:; ~-9 qlO 000 1~,_910 080 00 

_lJ _-_~ ,_- ~_·c_IA_L_P_R_o_J r_· c_,_s_F_o_R_E_L_a_E_H_L_v_ ... _~--·o_H_ ... _~._·o_~c_~_· _r_r_E_o ___ ____________ ;-l __ s_o_o~,_o_o_o_-r _ _ s_o~o-~_ooo . ( 0 
j 1· ..:.Y J.'. C1>TS ~ O R L C~s oF r-.E~;T.<..L INCC''E I -0- I 0 

-l ~ ~ ~?CSITION OF n EAL fr<OPERTY I 
j 1· ROVIS I Or> O f f' U B l IC _s_E_R_ V_IC_ E:_s ________________________ ---!llfl 3 59 000 

I r 1, vr.'.( NT or t.·o•• ·F E DE RAL ~H.<. R ES I 4 1 
70 0 10 00 

800,000 800,000. 0 
; 

20 ~~a . 000.....:....· 0~~· 

4,700 ,000 ~0 
! CGI..I PL EliOP..,' OF L1 R S .:..t-.• REf,' [ WJ..L/ Iolf">i' i'ROJ E CTS - 0- 0 

l f'fL OC..:.TIOt.' 1-..C.Y :EN TS hNO ;SS;~ TAf'.'CE 
} rL r. Nt> ! NG A N D MJ.. I,'AGEI.IENT DE\'C:L Cr' '-l f NT 

~ . . 
. ;... ~ MI>;!STR;....TlON 

·I 3 ,450,00 0 

3 015.000 

~.LSo, ooo . ')0 -~ 

3101$,000. 00 ~::.~ 

6 1 299 1 000 po ·~~~ ' ' ------------------------------~------------------~~-
'--' CO"-'T I:-./U/-..TIOt.' O F I .~DD!:L CITI[S ,<.CTIVIT:::s 

6,2~9,000 

-0-

l SL'_:,T OTA L (Sum of Line> 1 rf>ru 15) 

C ONTI NGENCIES /\NDiOR Ul~~t'ECIF < :::..> LOCAL O?TION ACTIVITIES 

(tl'ot ro e x~e-= 1 cz; c! l1ne 1 G) 

)15' 894.000 

--

. 0 -~ 

115 1 894 1 000 0\ 

10TAL PROGRAM r.CTIVITY CO:>TS (C: ... : .-n of Lin~ 16 And 11) 

1 910,00~ 1190~~9 
I 

-~ 
1171804,000 1171803,631 9 ~.~ 

I ~~~ 
-+----------------------.,.,------!-~...,..--""7:-.. ~.......-::------;-<~. ·· .. - - ~-

E:NTITL [ I.'. ENT OR D!SCHETIOP..:AHY ,·.,,n\.JNT 114 1 279 ' . .. :.;' ." ·'' -· ~·;·~. > i.-·~._0 ; ~::::_ .. , .. _. .. . 
------------------------+------. · ·-··- --~--------

ll [~-5 DEDUCTIONS I ., ____ ·· -----. ::-:~<! ~-~:: .. ~- ··.>··~ ·._ 
-------------------------------------------------~---------------

., fN T ITLE ·I.(Et>oT/DI~r\ETIOh' ARY ,<.>~ ~ : · •-IT FOR rRO GR.<. M A C TIVITI E S 

li..in-c 1 ~JnuJ :2/ 
~~--------~-----------------------------------------------------.-------------+----------~ 

li'H 'o GR.e.M INCOME 

F. rTE SOURCES FOR I~OGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

1141279,000 114,279 I ooo ex 

955,7.:30 " 

- -------------------------------------------------------------~-----------~----------~ 

lLOAN PROCEEDS 

I r.E:P~DGRA'-'. '--'ED UNOCLIOA"TCD Fuur::.:; FnOM I' AIDR P fi DGRAM YEAR · 215691270 

OTIIL RE:i0UI1 CE S FOn rFID00.AI-I ACTIVI7Y C2!'!.T$ (:;.·,_..,.,of Llr..-. 3-7) 

Of 1(,..)~ IS OG :> OLETE HUD·7Dl 5 ..L 111-7151 



~ 
) 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF I LLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., ) 
) 

Plaintiffs, ) 
) 

R E C F r '' t=: J""\_ 

-v- ) NO. 66 C 1459 
) 

PATRICIA R. HARRIS, Secretary of ) 
the U.S. Department of Housing and ) 

66 c 146 ~EPa2 
(Consolidated) 

John Powers c Urban Development and CHICAGO ) United States ~~\'tvl~y, Judge 
net Court HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al., ) 

TO: 

) 

Defendants. ) 

NOTICE OF FILING 

Calvin H. Hall, Esq. 
22 West Madison Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Thomas P. Sullivan, Esq . 
United States Attorney 
219 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Richard Flando, Esq. 
300 South Wacker Drive 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 

Patrick W. O'Brien, Esq. 
231 South LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Corporation Counsel 
City of Chicago 
511 City Hall 
121 North LaSalle Stree t 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on this 22nd day of September, 1 978, 

I h ave f il e d plaintiffs' Moti on for Further Re lief Against Depart-

ment of Hous i ng and Urban Development with the clerk for the 

Honorable Judge John Powers Crowley in the United States District 

Court for the Northern Distirct of Illinois, Eastern Division, a 

copy of which is attached hereto and herewith served upon you. 

DATED: September 22, 1978 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on this 22nd day of September, 1978, I served 

the foregoing Notice, and the Motion referred to therein, upon each 

of the attorneys to whom the Notice is addressed by causing it to 

be personally delivered to their of f ices. 

~ /~ 
~ U ~t-/d 

A or ey / 
{ 

-2-


