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March 16, 1979 

Honorable Olga Jurco 
United States Magistrate 
United States District Court 
219 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Re: Gautreaux v. CHA, et al. 

Dear Magistrate Jurco: 

Attached for discussion is t he wri t ten report of the 
Director of Engineering you requested which addresse s 
the questions raised at the Februa r y 14th Hearing . 

CHH:jms 
Attachment 

CC: A. Polikoff~ 
J. Jensen 

Ve r y t ruly yours, 

Ca l vin H. Hall 
General Counsel 
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Response to februar y lLith Ninute Order !.UUf(T, _____ __: _______________ __:_ _____________________________________________________ _ 

The Hagistrate request s CHi\ to define 11 high rise11 in th e light of 1969 Order, 
paragraph IV A. In chcckin8 the Order, paragrap h IV 1\ docs no t deal with 
building heights. It does restrict a project size to 120 pe r so ns except in 
special circumstances wh en the Court ca n approv e up to 240 persons . In r esponse 
to the request for a definition , there arc as mnny definiti ons ns there arc 
definers. In my pe r sonol opinion, there could be four c<:~ta ;;or:ies of s tructu r es ­
lo-rise, mid-ri s e, hi-rise and skyscrapers. Tl1e fir st I would define as ony 
building where it would not be necessary to install a n elevator or wh ere tl1 e 
highest apartment entry is on the third floor. 1\ mid-ri s e wou ld fnl l between 
4 and 15 stories. 1\ hi -r i se \vould be 16 to 35 stories and everything over tk1t 
could be refe rr ed to a s a skyscraper. 

In regards to rejecting buildings over three stories, one reason for this is 
that CIL\ is in complete ag reement that no additional units of family housing 
should be provided, ~vhether new construction or relwbilitation, \vhere famili es 
with children reside ab0ve the 3rd floor. Thi8 re Etriction i s contained in 
the 1969 Order, paragr.::tph IV C except for leased uni ts (which may explain why 
famili~s with children reside above the 3rd floor in s ome IDI~ developed buildings). 

An additionnl reason for rejection is vertical transportation. Although elev­
ators are not mandated by code, it is not practical to have residents "vJalk up 11 

more than three flights. If an existing structur e over 3 stories has an elevato r , 
it \vill in all probability require extensive r ehabi] itation Hhich is a further 
drain on prototype. If no elevator exists, the cost of structural changes to 
permit one to be in s talled will be even higher and further erode prototyp e f und'~ . 

further, t he monthly maintenance cos t on an elevator in a bu ilding Hith a 
disproportionately low ratio of units per elevator will r esult in virtually al l 
r enta l income being used fo r this one i tem of oper .::tting expense . 

The referenced Minute Order, in discuss ing why bui ld in gs over J stories are 
rej ected sta tes, 11 

••••• Lh ercby excluding pot en t L1 l housing for othe r Gautr enux 
class members 11

• All non-elderly are Gautr enux c l ass memhcrs. Therefore, He 
assume the reference is t:o childless fami lies . Such far1ilics ore of an age 
\vhere children can be expected which would then leave l.Jii\ Hit!l 11n it :~ tba t arc 
"over occupied 11

• CHA does not nmv have resour ces Lo r c 1 ocaL~: pl·,,sl' nt fami 1 i ('S 

living in overcrowd ed conditions, where is the logic in d 1 i bcra L..:>ly crco t .:.u'-; Elu re . 

The tHo buildings in C'l' 316 contain 12 units, assumed to be tl 1rc•e bedroom cnch . 
Thus, approximately 70 persons will be disp l aced . In our August 1976 r epor t i t 
was stated the ratio of \vhite to non-~vhit e was 60-L10 . Therefore , !12 YJhi t e and 
28 non-white will be dis placed . Assume all arc eliGible for publ:ic housing . 
Since only 50% of all unit s are reserv ed for Community i\r co r cs:idcnt s , 35 mny 
return. Of thes e , 21 ,,,ill be \vhite an d 14 wil l be non-Hhite . The r ema ining 
50 ~~ . or 35 persons, \vill come from Clli\'s waiting list and tra 11 sfcrs- all \vill 
be non-Hhite. As a con s equence, the wl1ite populat ion i n CT 31G wi ll decrease by 
21 and the non-white will increase by 21. This, of course, assumes t here has been 
no increase in non-\vhit c since 1976. Therefore, th e rotio of \vhite t o non-\Vhite , 
if these 12 units are r ehabilitated by CHA, ~vill be 3!164 t o 14 77, or 29 . 9% non-\vh ite. 
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On February 16th, a development program and budge t for 36 units of 
rehabilitated units wa s transmitted to HUD. On February 26th, a second 
program and budget for 39 units was transmitted. These now ~ust be 
environmentally evaluated and appraised by HUD. 

On February 21st, Cl~ met with Ruby Construction staff to dis cuss construction 
costs and prototype. The meeting was attend ed by Mr. Soderstrom of HUD. Many 
relevant matters were presented to and noted by Mr. Soderstrom. It now remains 
for HUD to make a r ecommendation to llUD Central Of f i ce. 

During the period of February 27, to llarch 14, ] 979, s ta f f m.:~dc a field in s pection 
of all buildings list ed by DDPCD in the GrHA. This data i s nmv b e ing rcvic\vcd. 
A preliminary review indicates buildings, in addition to those previously felt 
to be acceptable, will be tvorthy of more intensive res earch. This is being 
initiated now. 

G. Vl . Lcbsock 
Direct or of En1;inccr j 11 g 


