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t·: Mo~- 11-se 1 s, t? F~OM , 
I 0 • 

IN THE UNITrn STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOH THF NORTHERN OISTAICT Of= ILLJNOIS 

eASTeRN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et tl.. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 

) 

Pfalntiffl, 

v. No. sec 1469 
I 

r.HICAGO I lOUSING AUTHORITY, 

Defendant. 

.Q.e.ClA8ATlON OF QAMn E. LIVI.N 

OenieJ E. Lavin, being duly swom upon o•m, ·~'-· 

2. On Augult 14, 1987, lh" Court •ppolnted rN end The Habitat C.Omptny 

jointly as Receiver for the Chicago Housl~ Authority for cert.., houeing deveiQI)ITW'It 

activities. 

3. As part ot my rNponaibilftl• • Receiver, I a~d~ a meetif\o on March 

10, 1998 at 1M CHA's otnc:e with Jo~h ShWdincr and Richard Manocchio of the 

4. Besed on a Mf'i•• or events cull"niMting In ttle M•rctt 10 meeting, I Mnt . 

a teet« to the Court on Mtrcn 13, 1998. A eot)y of tne l.tter i• attached 11 Exhibit 

RA-305 

......... 



I C • 

5. The ltatamenQ CQntained ln th• March 13, 1998 latter lnd nereln lrl 

true of my OWT1 penontf knowledge, lllC"Pt that some of th• statements in tNI March 

13 letter concerning backQrO\JTld events prtcedtn; tM March 1 0, 1 ;ga m .. tlng were 

baaed an infor~tion from employee. at The Habitat Company who I •uperviM in mv 

role at Receiver and which I believe to be ecc:unta. I would to ·t~fy 11 called 11 •. ,...,. , 

witness. 

Executed on March 1 "I, 1 &lit&: 

I decl1re under !Mf'llty of perjury ooder 
the b•w• of the United Stat" of AmNica 
that the fot'eg • It true~c t . 

.... \. . 
,_. E. LitVin . -- .. 
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uBio 
THE HABITAT COMPANY 

BY MESSENGER 

Hen. Marvin Aspen 
United S wes District Court 
Room 2.548 
Dirksen F edera.l Building 
219 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinoi.s 60004 

March 13, 1998 

Re~ Gautrcgu; v. CHA No 66 C 1459 
Dear Chief Judge Aspen; 

In rirf role as Receiver, I am writing to request instructions. '!bit request follows a meeting 
I bad with the CHA and Hl1D on Tuesday, March 10, and the problems that I have encountered and 
foresee coatimling in fulfilling my role as Receiver. 

I had requested the meeting with the CHA and HUD to di!oJss implementation of your Order 
of February 23, 1998 relating to CHA housing funded under the HOPE VI program. The CHA's 
positions, as described in that meeting, bave Ied me to conclude that I need direction from the Court. 

Y~ February 23 Order stated that HOPE VI funds are within the Gautreaux case, a matter 
that bad been disputed by the CHA. Theretbre, after I received your February 23 Order, I asked 
Lewis N"cccn, the Acting Secretary's ~e in Chicago f'or HUD, and Joseph Sbuldiner, the 
CHA's Executive Director, to meet with me to dUa.lss what I hoped would be a. cooperative approach 
to oew housing to be built with HOPE VI fimds. (Your August 14, 1987 Order appointing me and 
The Habitat Company assigned to the Receiver responsibility f'or the CHA's noiHlderty housing 
~ ~ including all such programs "which r!lZf in the future be wthorized by HUD" 
during tbe peDdeDcy of the Gautmtpc a.ctioa., p.2 §(c). Housing to be built 'With HOPE VI funding 
clearly appears to be within your Order.) 

The me tina wu scheduled Cor March 10, 1998, at Mr. Shuldiner's office. Because Mr. 
· ~tXon wu UD&VIilabte, Janet Elson attended for HUD. Valerie Jarrett accompanied me; Richard 
Manocchio accompanied Mr. Shuldiner. 

Al. the meeting. Mr. Shuldiner stated that he did not agree with your February 23 Order, that 
he opposed the Receivership, and that he disagreed with the requirements of various Court Orders 
marviaring housing to be located so as to further desegregation goals. He also stated that the~ 
intended to proceed with its own pro f'or development of new housing 'Without the ReceiVer, 
md invited us to •try to stop him." He made it clear that no cooperation would be forthcoming. and 
that if the Receiver occosed him. he would ioin tenants in oressin2 claims against us. 

EXHIBIT A RA-307 
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Hon. Marvin Aspen 
March 13, 1998 
Page 2 

Because of the· extraordinary nature of the statements made, and their implications for my 
ability :0 cany out rrry responsbilit:ies as Rb:eiver, I feel it iJ necessary to set out in some detail what 
was wd. 

• • • • • 

I began the meeting by expressing my desire to work cooperatively to implement your 
February 23 Order. ~Elson also expressed her desire that we woric together. 

Mr. Sbuldiner said that he reads the February 23 Order as dealing only with the location for 
HOPE 'VI housing. and not as a statement that HOPE VI-funded housing iJ within the Gautreaux 
judgment for all purposes. He added that he does not agree that the Court~rdered Gautrea'IY 
loatioaal ~(such as ooe-for~ne construction of housing in limited and general areas, the 
designation of revitalizing areas, etc.) should limit the CHA's ability to place new housing units 
wherever it chooses. 

I poimed out the language Of'PJr February 23 Order, which states: "We hold that the judg­
mem order gowms the CEA's use ofHOPE VI funds. • Mr. Shuldiner said he didn't agree with that 
lang11age. He repeated that yoor Order dealt only with location and, despite the language, that rt bad 
no other effect on HOPE VI housing. and had nothing to do with the Receiver's authority. In 
addition, Mr. Shuldiner said that he was considering appealing your Order, and that if he did not 
appeal, he 'WOUld attempt to get rid of the Receiver, because he couldn't accept the consequences of 
the Receivership. 

I mggested that we ask to disa1ss this issue with the Court, to determine what your February 
23 Order mc:aut, iftbere wue arrt doubt. Mr. Shuldiner repeated that HOPE VI funding began long 
a:ft.er Ommm'X IDd sbculdn't be governed by it. I said that it was the CHA's responsability under the 
Order appoiudq the lleceiver to cooperate with us. 

Mr. SZmLfiner repeatedly ecpres.sed at length and in detail his anger at Mr. Poliko~ p1a.inti1!'s 
coumeL He ubd if'Mr. Pofikc!'is • going to control our life. • He said there are over 3, 000 housing 
uniu to be constructed at a cost of over $300. million. He a.slced if we really expected that the 
R.eceiwr was going to oversee the development of all this housing. If that is the R.eceiver's view, he 
stated, the CHA will ask the Court to eliminate the Receivership or provide that there be more than 
one party building the new housing. 

I told Mr. Shuldiner that we were not seeking to fUnction u a •dictator" ofCHA develop­
ment, wanted to work with him and the CHA, and undentood the competing needs and pressures 
with which the CHA must woric, of which desegregation '-NU the paramount priority, but not the only 
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Hon. Marvin Aspen 
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con=n. If there is S3 O? million of~~ housing .to b~ ~t, it might make sense to bring in othen 
to help (under the Receivers supervwon), especially if rt ~-'to be built in a short period of time. I 
suggested that we should all work together to resolve problems and make new housing available as 
quicldy a.s possible. 

We also discussed a series of meetings that occurred between the Receiver and the CHA. ~ 
we met with you last summer. (Al you will recall, following the Receivers filing of an Emergency 
Motion in late May 1997, you suggested that the parties attempt to resolve their differences, which 
included the question ofwhether the ~ver or the CHA. had authority over HOPE VI funding 
when used for new family housing development. During those discussions, the CHA e:Cpressed iu 
opposition to the Receiver carrying out HOPE VI hou.sing development, and we discussed the 
possibility of requesting the Court's agreement to permit the CHA to conduct certain non-elderly 
housing development on a. demonstntion basis, in order to see if the CHA had adequate development 
capability. At. that point, there were fundamental differences between the Receiver, the CHA, and 
the Gavtr=ux plaintiffS concerning the CHA's desire to end oversight by the Receiver and the Court 
ofot:W housing development by the CHA. When the CHA filed iu motion seeking a determination 
that HOPE VI funding was not v.ithin the G?uttm!! decree, the Receiver infonned the CHA that the 
di.sctwions were pointless since the Court would be resolving the dispute over the scope of the 
wthority.) 

In our March 10 meeting, Mr. Shuldiner said that if the Receiver did not agree that the CHA 
would a.smme future housing development respoCSlbility for projects cot already specific:ally allocated 
to the Receiver, he would •nght• and would oppose the Receiver in all respects. In particular, be 
said be would support a. potential claim by the plaintiff' class in the Horner case f'or damages a.¢nst 

· the Receiver if we did not agree to his demand. (AJ you know, the Receiver is building housing in 
the Homer case under the supervision of Judge Zag~ because of separate litigation ended by a 
consent decne. Late in 1996, an issue arose. in that case u to whether the Receiver was &Jling 
behind schedule, md whether residents should receive damages if we were. Judge Zagei ruled that 
the issue wu premature, and that he would address it when and if be had to. He directed that we 
provide liquidated damage provisions for delay in future contracts with contn.cton building Horner 
housing. to serve u a possible ~urce to fUnd such damages, and we have done so.) 

At. our March 10 meeting, we also di.salssed certain issJes reWing to the cost of housing bwlt 
by the Receiver. Mr. ShuJdiner said that the CHA.'s signature. is~ by H?D procedures on 
certain Ailnual Contribution Contract (• Ace•) fonns to provtde fi.mding for dUbursemems to be 
made to the Receiver. He said that if the CHA's signature is required, the CHA will withhold its 
approval unless the Receiver satisfies the CHA with extensive baclcup material and data to the same 
extent as the CHA is required by HUD to satisfY HUD f'or iu funding. Mr. ShuJdiner thought it was 

. unfair that HUD trusted the Receiver, and did not require u much deuil u it requires from CHA. 
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(This is the first time Mi': Shuldiner has told u.s of that position, although over ·$7.69 million is now 
held ~p by his refusal to execute the ACC amendments. The funds being held up are affecting our 
funding of new developmects in seven! commwtities, including at Horner and uwnd.ale.) Mr. 
Shuldiner expressed resentment that HUD does DOt treat the CHA on the same basis that it treats the 
Receiver, because HUD a.c:eepu certain requests &om the R.eeeiver ~out elaboration, while 
requiring additional justification from the CHA. Mr. Shuldiner complained that HUD is a rubber­
stamp for the R.ec:ever, but applied a tar more rigorous standard to the CHA. 

Mr. Shuldiner expressed great hostility and distrust tow-ards HUD's Chicago office. He also 
stated that he had t3lcen steps to have a. HUD employee removed from his responsibilities because that 
employee had cooperated with the Receiver. fY'I e received copies of e-mails between Mr. Sbuldiner 
and this employee, where Mr. Shu.kililer bented the employee for even rWi!tg the possibility that the 
Receiver may have responsibility for HOPE 'VI funding following your February 23 Order.) 

Mr. Sbuldiner also said th.U the CHA intended to proc.eed to build new fimily housing at the 
Darrow Homes (m a limited area surrounded by other public housing), and anywhere else the CHA 
feit wa.s appropriate. Mr. Shuldiner added that if anyone wants to stop the CHA, they are going to 

have to sue. He said that Dam:~w will be the test c:a.se and that it wa.s alwaY' understood that CHA, 
and not the Receiver, would build the new housing for Darrow. He said that if the CHA loses on 
Dmow, it will appeal 

(1M:e had been di.!otssions among Mr. Polilcoff; the Receiver, and the CHA about allowing 
CHA to build 38 units of new bcusing at Darrow a..s a. demon.stnrion projeet. A.t is dUcus.1ed beiow, 
c.o agreement has been reached for the CHA to build that bou.sicg - or a greatly expanded project 
it recently submitted~ the Crty's Ptaamng CQmmission without the ReCeiver's knowledge. AJ. our 
March 10 meetiug. Ms. Elson noted that V"mcent Lane, when he wa.s CHA Chair, had tried to prove 
the CHA's dcve:lopmeztt capacity by developing 3SO units u & demonstntion program. When the 
CHA. wu nrwble to develop even one unit after 3 ~ years, the Receiver assumed responsibility in a 
joint venturewidl ~an arm·ofthe CHA.) 

Mr. ShulcfiDer said that the •wbole revitalizing area concept is ridiculous. • He said that the 
tHA should be able to house people wherever it can house them. CHA residents u Robert Tzyior 
Homes, he stated, have to be housed. Mr. Shuldiner asked if we wanted to go deal with the pngs 
at Taylor, as he has to do. · 

Mr. Shuldiner said that Mr. Polikoa"is -with the unborn residents, and future generations. • 
Mr. Sbuldiner said that "we (the CHA] throw in our lot with the currect residents. • (In eontext, it was 
clear that he was saying that he wanted to provide oew housing (or residents wherever possible, 
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:egardless of the loational requiremenu b~ on the desegregation provisions of the Gautreaux 
JUdgments.) 

Mr. Shuldiner said that the CHA doesn't need the Receiver to lease housing. He said again 
that if the CHA goes back to court it will ask the Court to get rid of the Receiver. 

Mr. Shuldiner raised the question of how IIlJJch money Habitat was making from iu role as 
Receiver. Richard Monoc.chio asked about the pass-through of costs incurred by the Recever, 
expresso:i the view that ma.ny developers hide profits in such costs, and implied that we were doing 
the same thing. I said we didn't make a penny of profit on out-of-pocket costs. (The Receiver i.s 
entitled to a fee of241t on turnlcey and 3% on eotMmiocal developments, under the August 14, 1987 
Order. The fee is oot based on all costs, but on certain construction-related costs. My time and other 
executives' time is not billed. A.dmini.stntive CQsts represent an average of 4 to 4 ~% of project costs. 
and are approved by HUD. They are a pass-through of our expenses, without marie-up.) 

I said that the CHA acts u if it doesn't trust us and doesn't believe rm telling the truth. I 
added that if ~ we wanted was money we would do a.s little a.s we could and g~ out. Mr. 
Monoccbio said he mows we aren't doing that. We also discussed Habitat's fees for leased units. 

I repeated that it ·might be well to ask for a meeting with you. I also said we would talk to 
Ht1D about our views. and that the very poor relatioc.ship betWeen the Receiver and the CHA. wasn't 
serving the people who need housing. Mr. Shuldiner said he had to consult with his lawyers before 
agreeing to a meeting with you. 

Ms. I arrett said that it wu umol'tlmUe Mr. Shuldiner felt the way he did, since we had a 
common purpose. She said that Mr. SbllldiDc:r was telling us that the Court's February 23 Order was 
meaningless, we are dishonest, md tha% the CHA would like to get rid· of us. 

I told Mr. Shdcfiner that I was proposing to make a cooperative arrangement with the CHA. 
but the CHAIDUIC admowiedge that the ~urt's February 23 Order has some meaning. and that the 
CHA zmst adtwwfedge its ob&prion to plan and CQ&Wh with the Receiver. I said at least five times 
that I wu willing to try to work with him to solve problems. I emphasized that I was not seekmg to 
sit in his chair, and wu not trying to make all of the decisions. 

Near the end of the meeting, Mr. Shuldinc:r told me that be had ofi'ered to residenu at Cabrini­
GreeD a development partnership interest. He will build repLacement housing with them, and. without 
the Receiver. He made it clear that he is going to continue to make plans with the restdentS at 

'- Cabrini-Gr~ and that we could only "try to stop him." 
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• • • • • 

The statemeat.J made by Mr. ShuJdiner at the M.arehlO meeting are the latest developments 
in a difficult relationship betw=l the Receiver and the OL\ over at least the past year. I -will briefiy 
discuss the relevant background. 

Your August 14. 1987, Order appointed me and The Habitat Company as ~er, with 
responsibility for new housing develop~ Your Order gave the Receiver authority to develop • all 
CHA non-eiderfy public housing development programs ... authorized by HUD during the ·pendency 
of' this litigation. August 14, 1987 Order at 2, 1(C). 

The HOPE VI program was aeated by HtJD azmua1 aJ'paopriation statutes in fi.scal year 1993 
and each fi.saJ year since. Substantial funding bas already been allocated (and additional sums may 
be allocated in the fi.tture) to the CHA fix' the purpose of developing new non-elderly public hou.sing. 
HUD bas determined that the Receiver, and aot the CHA, is responsible for new non-eJderiy bou.sing 
development with HOPE VI fimds. (See Lewis N"ocon's July 29, 1997 memo attached to the 
December 19, 1997 Statement we filed with the Court.) 

The February 23, 1m Order (at S) held that the Gautreaux Judgment Order "governs the 
CHA's U$e ofHOPE VI fimds." 

Despite tbe Court's Orden and the statutory baclcground, prior to our meeting on March 10 
the CHA bas made intermittent objections to the Receiver exercising wthority over non-elderly 
housing construction fimded by HOPE VI, u well u filing the motion that led to your February 23 
Order. 

Much aftbe &ctual history is descn"bed in the Statement we filed on December 19, 1997, 
O:>l'l!•e•riug Qll me CErA's Motion. FoJlowi:cg tbe 1995 takeover ofHUD by the CHA, the Receiver 
wodced bard to c:oopei ate with the new CHA management led by Mr. ShuJdiner, and tried to avoid 
brinpg a dispute to CQD't c:oocemina tbe Receive:r's authority. The "development manager" CQncept 
was created so that the Receiver could administer HOPE VI funds in cooperation with the CHA, 
without a dispute over the Receiver's role. 

!be CHA, however, revoked the earlier written CQn&mation from its then Cha.irman, Edwin 
Eisaxinlh, that the Receiver would function u development manager at Cabrini-Green, and did not 
include the Receiver in the HOPE VI applications for Taylor and ABLA II. 

RA-312 



Hon. Marvin Aspen 
March 13, 1998 
Page 7 

Disputes between the CHA and the Receiver escalated during 1997. Many of the disputes 
~n~ed the .Horner dev~opm~ A.s you will r~ the Receiver filed an Emergency Motion 
seeking tnStl'Udlons, desc:nbmg our vtew, among other things, that the CHA. was SWing promptly to 
fill ~mpleted units at Horner. The CHA. objected., and made charges against the Receiver. Judge 
Zagei resolved certain matters relating to Horner. 

You scheduled a ~nferenu in chambers in July 1997, and observed that the Emergency 
MOtion seemed to betray greater difficulties in the reiation.s among the parties. You urged the parties 
to negotiate their differences. · 

The Receiver scheduled a series of meetings with Mr. Shuldiner, his counsel, and other CHA 
· ~ Among the issues discussed were the Receivers desire to assume iu resp<)n.sibilities 
for HOPE VI funded non-elderly housing dewlopmect, and the CHA's opposition to any role for the 
Receiver. 

The parties diso.lSSed the possibility of entering into an agreement as discussed above. Before 
a final agreement was reached, the CHA decided to file the motion that led to the February 2J Order, 
seeking a determination that HOPE VI bowing was outside the scope of the Gautreaux judgmenu. 

• • • • • 

The CHA's position has ~mplic:ated and will, if adhered to, further ~mplicate and impede 
the Receivers actions- and in many cases the desegregation goals of the Oaumaux Orders- in a 
cumber of ways. 

(a) Rpbert Taylor HgmA The Receiver understands that the CHA appli~ in 1996 for 
HOPE VI fimds b' Taylor. Presa reports indicate S25 million was awarded. 

!be lleceiWir wu not aware of the application at the time it was made. The Receiver does 
DOt 1mcw wbl& par1ioa oftbe fimcfrng is for new non-elderly housing construction deveJopment, but 
we are IWII'I aftbe CHA's cempt to enter into long-term leases in the limited area without approval 
of a ~ designation. (The use of long-term leases for pubfic housing wu considered by the 
Receiver before it wu mentioned by the CHA. The leasing ~ncept is based on a Hl!D memo th.U 
Ht1D dcve1opmeat fUnds could be used for long-term leases as a form of expanding the supply of new 
public housing.) 

Mr. Shuldiner indicated that the CHA intends to demolish all of Taylor. Mr. Shuldine;r's 
eoauneuts retlect that he (and/or his sta11) had extended discussions with tenants, and possibly wtth 
others, in the area relating to replacement housing. 
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We do not know if those discussioru have ripened to cOmmitments, ~ce the CH.A has not 
shar~ an~ of this info~on with lU or involved lU in any way in its planning. If repl~ent 
housing umu are developed, It appears likely that they would fall Mthin the language of the August 
14, 1987 Order. If the Receiver ~ to take my action to construct new housing for residenu of 
Robert Tayior, it i.s important that we immediately be made aware of the status of HOPE Vl (and 
other) funding. and all prior communications with the City, tenant!, and othen. It~ also imporunt 
that we discuss how such housing 'Will be built consistent 'With the desegregation obligatioc.s of the 
CHA under the 1969 Judgment Order in this case. 

(b) Darrow. Mr. Polikoti: the Receiver, and the CHA. had a series of discu.ssioru 
concerning the possibility of the CHA creating a housing demonstration project at Darrow. Seven! 
years ago, the CHA received $8 .5 million from HUD under either the modernization or Comprehen­
sive Grant program to rehabilitate a building at Darrow. The CHA spent alxlut SSOO,OOO on 
architec:tunl plans. It then learned that the cost of rehab exceeded the funds available, and 
demolished the building. after agreeing (without court penni.uion or consultation 'With lU) with the 
tecants that it would build replacement housing on site. 

The fUnds available allow for approximately 80 repla.cement units. Mr. Polilcoff and the 
Receiver discus.sed with the CHA. that if the Receiver did not need to use 38 units built in Rogen 
Puk to offiset units the Receiver wu building in Woodlawn (on the 1-Cor-1 formula provided by the 
Judgemem Order, u amended), then the CHA could use the 38 units on a one-for~ne basis to build 
3 8 lmits at Darrow without a court waiver of the Gautreaux locational requirements. The CHA also 
cocsidered seeking permission to build an a.dditional40 units (approximately) on site. No agreement 
wu reached. 

We aex: heard about the CHA's plans Cor this development by chance, when Valerie Jarrett 
of'Habitat atteaded a Oic:ago P1m Commission Meeting in February 1998, where a formal proposal 
was scbeduled to' be presented by Andrew Rodriguez for the CHA for a lOS-unit project at Darrow 
that we (aDd p&aincjtl't' counsel) knew nothing alxlut. After the Receiver objected., the matter wa.s 
deferred. 

AJ DOted above, Mr. Sbuldiner said in our March 10, 1998 meetiitg that he intends to proceed 
Mth the Darrow project, and that the Receiver (or anyone else) would have to take legal a.c:tion to 
stop him. Mr. Shuldiner's plans appear to eanfiia with the Court's August 14, 1987 Order. 

(e) Ghrjni-Green. A November 14, 199S letter &om Edwin Eisendrath confirms that Habitat 
would act u development manager for the Cabrini project, including HOPE VI, in its role a.s 
Receiver. But as discussed in our December 19, 1997 Statement filed with the Co~ the <:HA 

· subsequently vacillated among involving the Receiver in the redevelopment of this project, 
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abandoning the R.ecever, and pursuing the project on its own, and reinvol~g the Receiver in the 
leasing of 44 units at Mohawk North and Old Town Square. 

Since 1993, DO ucits have been produced by the Qt.\. In addition, the Receiver has 190 units 
of Gautreaux funding authorized for we in this area. It has been blocked from using any of these 
units because oftadc of a comprehensive plan, from which the CHA.l:w largely excluded us. There 
bas also been a separate laW1Uit brought by Cabrini tenants against the CHA 

Until the March 10 meeting. we bad understood that nothing had been resolved at Cabrini. . 
At the March 10 meeting. we learned for the first time that Mr. Shuldiner has made some kind of 
promise to residents that they would be partnen with development entities to be created by them and 
the CHA. It was clear from Mr. Sbuldiners cormnents that his arrangement with the tenants does cot 
include a role for the R.eceiver. Arrt promises made by Mr. Shuldiner could jeopardize our ability to 
comply with the Owtre:aux Orders, and would be contrary to our responsibilities under the August 
14, 1987 Order appointing us. 

(d) Homer Judge Zagel is supervising the construction of repla.cement housing at 
Homer, which is occurring under a coruent decree in separate litigation. You have received C4:lpies 
of reports on the statUS of construction there. C:VV e are proud to say our construction recently won 
a national award.) 

M discussed above, an isme arose in that case as to whether the R.ea:iver was falling behind 
schedule, and whether residents should receive damages if we were. Judge Zagel ruled that the Wl1e 
wa.s prem•mre, and that he would address it when and if he had to. He provided that we should 
require contractors to provide liquidated damages for delay in fUture contracts with coatn.ctors 
building Homer housing. 

AJ. tbeMarch 10 meeting, Mr. Shuldiner stated that ifwe oppose him on the HOPE VI issue, 
he will mcounp Ebner residents to seek damages from the Receiver. We are concerned that this 
threat retlec:ts m attitude of hostility under which it will be more difficult to work. 

(e) ABLA and Horner II. These development eft'oru are complicated by the existence 
oftbe Hgmer laWSlit, and the need to c:oordlnate plans with tenants. neighbors, local elected officials, 
aDd the court supervising the Horn·er reconstruction process. Developing procedures to implement . 
the desegregation objectives of <autreaux. while building replacement housing, presents diffic:uft 
issues. In view o!Mr. Shuldiner's statements we are concerned that necessary cooperation 'Will not 
be provided by CHA. 
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(f) Scattered· ~e hoysjpi- We continue to build scattered-site h~~g in the General 
Area a.cd, u recently u this weelc, closed on two additional buildings. In a letter ofMarch 6, sent 
by Mr. ShuJ.diner ~me shortly bc:fcre our Mm:h 10 meeting. he made a aumber of CQmplaints about 
our work u ~er. We do not see the need to respond in detail u this time to Mr. Shuldiners 
views, although we are prepared to do so. We do want to note our concern that Mr. Shuldiner 
apparently doesnt agree with the Court's determination that reviulizing ~ are a step toW"Ud.t 
desegregation, even though CHA ha.s repeaudly agreed to court orders to that efi"ect. 

(g) FupdioJ. A1. the March 10 Meeting. Mr. Shuldiner said he would withhold approval 
for $7.69 mUiion in funding for the Receiver. We believe we have met all of the requirements for the 
funding. HUD ha.s approved it, and sent it to CHA for final signatUre. No CHA signaru.re il required 
under the August 14, 1987 Order. Therefore, those funds should be trans{erred. Without the 
transfer, the progress of our program will be severely impeded.. We are &1rea.dy overdue on bills 
awaiting the funding. 

(h) Information. CHA.hu not provided us with information concerning its HOPE VI and 
other DJeW oon-ederly housing developmem plms. We do not know the scope of other planned non­
elderly housing ·development that CHA ba.s considered, or may even have wthorized. We do not 
know to what Mr. Shul~er was referring when be discussed 3,000 units of housing costing $300 
million. · 

In addition, after the filing of our Emergency Motion in May 1997, the CRA directed the 
managers of its scattered site housing not to provide information directly to u.s, and that prohlbition 
remains in efFect. That is coatn:y to the cooperation requiremem in the Augwt 14, 1987 Order. 
Ictbrmation cooc:erning the occupancy of the scattered site units iJ necessary, among other reasons, 
to trigger the c:uto6 of certain payments fi'om the developmem budget we a.dmini.uer. 

We were told that the reason for the prohibition was our filing of the Emergency Motion 
against the CBA. ~mce we were a litipnt, the CHA. would not allow us access to their agents 
without goina throush counsel We were a£M.sed that all requests for information must proceed 
through counsel. 

• • • • • 

. We recognize that it iJ not our role to determine the scope or d_uration of our ~~b~ 
u Receiver. It iJ our responsibility, however, to advise you that our ability to act eff'ectlVe!y LS being 
impaired. 
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We accepted the position ofR.cceiver to be a developer ofhousing. not to be I policeman 
over the CHA, and certainly not to be a litipm with the CHA over all housing-related decisions. 
Unfortunately, the CHA.'s conduct bas frequem!y forced us to involve our counsel in litigation-type 
activity, at the expense of focusing on housing developmeat. 

The CHA's frequent advenarial atti1'1!de to the relationship with the Receiver clearly impedes 
the development of aew housing urgently needed by CHA. residents. 

The R:eceive:r -would like to develop cew housing in a cooperative manner with the CHA. We 
would like to respond to CHA. needs, while also meeting the desegregation objectives of Gaytrqux. 
A worlcing reiatioaship has to develop betWeen the CHA and the Receiver. The CHA should share 
its needs and ideas 'With the R.eceiver in advm:e of maJdng coanuia • ea.s It should meet on an on~ 
ing basis to try to develop solutions for the benefit of residents. That has not been happening. 

I had held of! asking for the Court's directions, in the hope that we could wcrlc through the 
proc:ess with the CHA and reach pragmatic solutions that resp~ our responsibilities as Receiver 
while not otrending the CHA Based on the most recent meeting with Mr. Shuldiner, I believe that 
there is DO prospect of a solution being developed without Court intervention. Our effectiveness as 
R.ecciver iJ clearly impaired by the problems posed by the CHA's actions and attitudes. 

We appreciate the responsbility you have given us as your Receiver. We also appreciate and 
support the important goals to be accomplished by implementation of the Court's Orden in this 
litigation. It iJ a privilege to perfonn this public service. 

We reiterate our willingness to operue in a cooperative fasbion with the CHA. 

We U.S your usistaace and directions in cmying out the tasks you have emru.sted to us. 
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cc: Jerome Butler/Susan Getzendanner 
Valerie Jarrett 
John Jensezl~Linda Wawuwski 
LewiJ N'JXcaiJanet Elson 
Alexander Polilccfi7J'ulie Brown 
Michael L. Sha.lcman 
Joseph ShuldineriKaren Newton 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs , 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

Defendant. 

AFFIDAVIT OF DANIEL E. LEVIN 

Daniel E. Levin, being duly sworn upon oath, states: 

6. On March 17, 1998, I executed a Declaration in connect ion with the 

Gautreaux plaintiffs' motion for further relief. To avoid confusion, the paragraphs 

contained herein are numbered consecutively to that declaration. 

7 . I am the Chairman of The Habitat Company. On August 14, 1987, this 

Court appointed me and The Habitat Company jointly as Receiver for the Ch icago 

Housing Authority for certain housing development activities. 

8. I am a graduate of the University of Chicago. I also graduated from the 

University of Chicago law school. 

9. After graduation from law school, I practiced law for about three years. 
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1 0. I moved to Chicago in 1 95 7, and began working in the real estate 

development business. I founded The Habitat Company in 1 971 . 

11 . During the past 26 years, The Habitat Company has developed over 

12,000 units of housing in Chicago. 

12. The Habitat Company currently manages over 15,000 units of hous ing 

at every income level. Over 4,000 of those units are low income housing . 

13. As Receiver, through the end of 1997, we had built and delivered to the 

CHA 1, 630 units of housing and had under construction over 100 additional units of 

scattered site housing. This housing cost $169,323,765 through that date . 

14. As Receiver, we have built and delivered 133 units of replacement 

housing in connection with the demolition of housing that is part of the Henry Horner 

Homes development. This Horner replacement housing is provided under a consent 

decree entered in a case pending before Judge Zagel. An additional 198 units of 

Horner replacement housing are under construction. 

15. We have also been involved as Receiver in developing 317 units in the 

North Kenwood-Oakland neighborhood. As of year end 1997, 45 units were 

completed and transferred and 26 units were under construction. 

16. In developing our scattered site and replacement housing, The Habitat 

Company functions as the developer, not as the builder of the housing. Contrary to 

- 2 -
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the suggestion in the CHA' s Motion for a Stay at 6, Habitat seeks out part ies to bid 

either on a turnkey or competitive basis. Habitat does not act as a contractor. 

17. The history of our dealings with the CHA concerning hous ing to be 

funded under the HOPE VI program is discussed in my letter to the Court of March 13, 

1 998, and in the accompanying affidavits of Philip Hickman, Valerie Jarrett, and Barry 

A. Miller. 

18. During discussions with the CHA in 1995 and 1996 about the HOPE VI 

work, Mr. Shuldiner had difficulty in accepting the word "Receiver" in descr ibing 

Habitat's duties. Therefore, in an effort to compromise and move forward, I 

concluded that it did not matter to the Receiver if we were called "Receiver" or some 

other title with respect to the development of replacement housing using HOPE VI 

funds, as long as the Receiver was able to discharge the duties the Court had given 

us, and provided any such arrangement was acceptable to the Court. Accordingly, 

I told Mr. Shuldiner and others at the CHA that we were willing to be called 

"development manager" with respect to HOPE VI housing work at Cabrini-Green. 

1 9. As set forth in the Affidavit of Mr. Hickman, Edwin Eisendrath, then Chair 

of the CHA anEi the HUD Secretary's Representative (its highest ranking local official) 

in Chicago, wrote Habitat in November 1 995, in response to our request, to confirm 

that the CHA wanted Habitat to proceed as development manager for Cabrini . 

- 3 -

RA-321 



20. Based on our role as Receiver, and the written assurances of Mr . 

Eisendrath, we conducted the replacement housing development work for Cabr ini in 

1995 and 1996, as discussed in detail in the affidavit of Mr . Hickman . 

21. In late 1996, as discussed in the Hickman affidavit , the CHA attempted 

to prevent us from performing further work on the HOPE VI application at Cabrin i. 

Since little or no work was being performed at Cabrini because of a lawsuit filed by 

Cabrini tenants, I did not think it necessary to bring this matter immediately to the 

Court's attention, but instead we discussed it from time to time with the CHA . 

22 . In addition, other disputes with the CHA concerning new hou·sing 

development arose. Although I always tried to negotiate matters directly with the 

CHA and avoid going to Court for the Court's assistance, if possible, 1 found it 

increasingly difficult to work these disputes out with the CHA because Mr . Shuldiner 

and his staff were unwilling to accept that the Receiver had been granted exclusive 

responsibility for the ·development of all non-elderly public housing. 

23. In May 1 997, I determined that problems with the CHA concerning the 

Horner replacement housing were sufficiently severe that I needed to apply to this 

Court and Judge Zagel for instructions, which the Receiver did by motion . 

24. After Chief Judge Aspen and Judge Zagel scheduled and conducted an 

in-chambers conference on the Receiver's May 1 997 motion, Chief Judge Aspen 

- 4 -
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entered an Order refe rring the Horner issues for dispute to Judge Zagel , recommend ing 

mediation if appropr iate . 

25 · Chief Judge Aspen also scheduled a conference in chambers at w hich all 

Gautreaux parties w ere invited to discuss the relationship between the Rece iver , 

counsel for the plaintiffs, and the CHA . 

26 . At that status conference , held on July 2, 1997, all parties stated their 

positions . I informed the Court of a number of problems between the Recei ver and 

the CHA, including the dispute over whether the Receiver or the CHA had authority 

to conduct the development of new non-elderly housing units with HOPE VI funds . 

2 7. The CHA' s statement in its Motion to Stay 11 0 that this po int was not 

raised with the Court before entry of this Court's Order of February 23, 1997, is 

therefore not correct. I raised the point on many occasions with the CHA, and 

specifically raised the point with the Court seven months earlier-- before the CHA filed 

its HOPE VI motion . 

28. At the July 2 status, the Court (a) directed the parties to negotiate the 

issues over which they differed, (b) offered to appoint a special master to assist in the 

negotiation, and (c) stated that the Court would rule if disagreements remained. 

Accordingly, we scheduled discussions with the CHA concerning several outstanding 

issues, including the dispute over authority to develop new non-elderly public housing 

with HOPE VI funds. 

- 5 -
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29. At a meeting held on July 10, the CHA refused even to discuss the HO PE 

VI issue . Most of the discussions held in June and July are descr ibed in more detail 

in the accompanying Affidavit of Barry A . Miller . 

30 . On July 11, 1997, Edwin Eisendrath, then chair of the CHA, sent a letter 

to Mr . Polikoff stating that the CHA would not discuss non-Horner issues un less the 

Receiver withdrew its Emergency Motion and took those issues "off the tab le." A 

copy of that letter is attached as Exhibit 1 hereto. 

31 . On July 1 7, 1997, I wrote Mr. Eisendrath and told him I disagreed wi th 

his letter . I told him I believed that the CHA's approach was inconsistent w ith the 

directions the Court had given the parties in chambers on July 2. A copy of my letter 

is attached as Exhibit 2. 

32. (_Jn July 17, 1997, I attended a meeting at the CHA offices with Michael 

Shakman, Derek Cottier, Valerie Jarrett, and Philip Hickman representing the Receiver . 

Edwin Eisendrath, Joseph Shuldiner, Jerome Butler, Mia Barricini, Richard Manocch io, 

Thomas Johnson, Susan Getzendanner, and Nancy Eisenhauer attended for the CHA. 

Derek Cottier, one of the counsel for the Receiver, wrote a letter on July 24, 1997 

confirming th~substance of the meeting . A copy is attached as Exhibit 3. At the 

meeting, the CHA again persisted in its refusal to discuss the HOPE VI issue . 

33. Mr. Butler responded to Mr. Cottier's letter on August 6, 1997 . A copy 

of his letter is attached as Exhibit 4 hereto. 

- 6 -

RA-324 



- '-

34. In discussions with the CHA beginning at the end of July 1997, we con-

sidered a proposal to resolve the HOPE VI dispute by allowing the Receiver to 

complete housing it had begun, and allowing the CHA to pursue agreed housing devel­

opment on a demonstration basis, subject to the approval of the Gautreaux plaint iffs ' 

counsel and the Court. 

35. Drafts of an agreement were exchanged. The Receiver included language 

making it clear that any CHA development work was for a limited time on a demon­

stration basis. The CHA would not accept that language, and asked the Receiver to 

agree to recommend to the Court that the CHA receive the authority to conduct all 

new non-elderly public housing development not already assigned to the Receiver. 

36. Based on my experience in real estate development and as Receiver, I 

was aware that substantial development experience is required successfully to develop 

any housing, and particularly racially and/or economically integrated housing in the 

Chicago market. Building housing, without paying attention to a myriad of issues 

concerning location, appearance, marketing, government regulations, provision of 

services, and other factors will not generate good housing on a racially and/or 

economically integrated basis. 

37. Because of my belief that the CHA did not and does not have the neces-

sary development capabilities, I declined to agree with the CHA to recommend to the 

Court that the Court give the CHA full authority to conduct new public housing 

development. 

- 7 -
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Subscribed and sworn to 
before me this 30th day of 
March, 1998. 

/ 
" . I 

_ L!~'.ft~~ 
N~tary P"ublic . j 

. 9 . 

RA-327 



( 
I I 

I 1 

H Iii' liilf u ii ®~ 
( 

J lljf.i~ ~ili~i Ji;i:i.iif J(i n rrr~~ ~ 

' all.r~ttl r•a tl '81~8 iJ ! l 
I ~].l a 1 i I 1 ti 1 ~ 8 J : 3 1.; 8 J. g· i 13 

lf 
I r 1 t1 P·l I 11 1f ! II :- t!a Its 
I . a.i · ·p .. tl ~ 

81 t f !ff.f ·1: · 8 f ' 1113 ! , 1 ~ ~ R i ~ ! If _, 1 ~ g r , 

~ -
~ 
~ 
~ 
~· 

()q 

i 
~· 

. ·~~~~~ s ~!1 ·~ 4 d:r5 I·~ 
.. 



That was tbe Lllft4 i•c where ya~ asked if !be CHA WOWd ~ aU:i=l B'Ct) k apptovalm 
~-anoe21c tb1: HOPB VI JD)aey. CRA did DOt ape (1 wu. paeutbtUa.ny. sarpDscd by ywr 
subseqaaJ& leal:r tD Et:vin Mlrdlmm wbere yoa st1IIJd YOII bad zx:ver be:ud ~ the 
ra.lloeati0%2 request). 

As for Superblock c a:M sc:herln'fn&. year sn~ps hiDE 1t reopo •ina ~ ex»mc at cb%ee.. 
This is DC)( somcthml tb1: CHA is i:zltr:n:mci iD pu.mmg avc::r tbe objfdicns o! tha rcsidnts 
We bave mticipu2d that the hmlcfir!p woald come down w¥:11 tbe n;qa:hed tmits ue bailt by 
the HabiUf Compmy as presc:ibed in ~ decree. 

ApiD. a zw:tfna oc me issaes yoa idtllfiDM b ptme antil-p:r •w&c:a:y• issDa ~ 
been tlken off the Qble. 

Noc 
g;; Joseph Sbnldiner 

rc:rame~ 
MmDe'BaDe 
Brama Marcp:z 
&mit GUs 
DaLevin 
Tom F"llltCltY 
Bill WileD 
Lm:Sa W&W2Cil5ki 
Cuoi.e WiliiOI1 
HowardPb=' 
Tam1otmsm 
suam~nnu 
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ul~ 
THE HABITAT COMPANY 

Edwin Eisendrath, Chairman 
Chicago Housing Authority 
826 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60661 

Dear Edwin: 

July 17, 1997 

I th ink it is appropriate to write to you with regard to your July 11 letter to 
Alex Polilc.off in the confidence that some additional clarification of our position will 
be useful. I value the friendship and excellent working relationship we have had for 
many years, and the spirit of the letter is intended to fully honor this relationship in 
all respects. 

I am not sure whether your letter was written before or after our meeting of 
July 1 1. But I want to underline certain points I made at our meeting on that date. 
Your letter takes the position that the CHA is not willing to discuss other isaues until 
questions raised by the Gautreaux plaintiff clau and the Receiver are "taken off the 
tab.le." I think that position is difflcutt to accept and believe it is inconsistent with 
continued discussions that are Intended to be constructive and cooperative, and it is 
also inconsistent with the instructions given the parties by both Chief Judge Aspen 
in the Gautreaux case and Judge Zagel in the Horner case. 

As you know, we view our role as Receiver as involving more than just the 
construction of houses. We think we have a responsibility to plan the housing in a 
manner that will lead to the development of a successful, economically lnteQrated 
community. In-addition, we think we have a responsibility, as the Court's agent, to 
inform the Court when we see problems develop. 

We f!fed the Emergency Motion for reasons .that we thought were valid about 
issues we believe are Important and very relevant to performance of our responsibili­
ties, including; 

• concerns that tenants were not being placed in 1 timely fashion in the housing 
we were completing in the Horner area; 

J.SO We HubbW Scrlll · O:iaFo UU:Da 60610 · Td: 3U.S2'7.S400 · Fu: JU.527.~9 · 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

the fact that the CHA had not yet received a list of all of the Horner tenants 
so that screening cou ld be expedited; ' 

au~ lack of co~fidence about the t.Moroughness of the tenant screen ing process 
be1ng used, g1ven cenain incidents that had occurred at Horner; 

the fact that a trans it ional assistance program was nat in place, even though 
many tenants had already moved in; and 

the fact that one of our turnkey hous ing contractors had refused to turn over 
housing to us because of its concerns about all these issues and our satisfac­
tion that these concerns were real and required attention. 

These concerns did not exist in a vacuum. Our experience as a developer and 
a manager - particularly as a manager of CHA housing -- gave us substantial 
questions about the current effectiveness of the CHA Occupancy Depanment to 
perform the tasks involved in a timely manner. In addition, communications w ith the 
CHA private managers gave us concerns that the CHA was not promptly filling the 
scanered site units that we have built. In addition, in our role as private managers 
we have expressed a concern to CHA about a variety of management related issues 
which we believe have provided a basis for our admitted lack of confidence on the 
current effectiveness pf CHA in addressing serious issues of importance to the 
success of the Horner Program to which we are all dedicated. There had. as well, 
been at least 28 meetings over the last year discussing the screening and trans it ional 
assistance issues which did not produce tangible results prior to the filing of our 
Emerg.ency Motion, which also added to our lack of confidence that an effective 
system was in place. 

I believe that an excessive inference was drawn by you and CHA from the use 
of the word •emergency• in the Receiver Motion. As we've explained, our lawyers 
have told us that the word •emergency" is commonly used in court when a Motion 
is not routine. and it requires relatively prompt action. We have indicated the degree 
of frustration we have felt in dealing with relevant issues and felt that prompt 
attention by all parties was a reasonable reflection of the urgency of dealing with 
these matters. We are sorry if you and others felt the term ·emergency• was such 
a great error. but we do not think our ability to move forward in cooperation should 
turn on a word used as a •term of art•. 
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We also believe that the filing of the Motion has proved to be useful because 
we_ have seen some progress since that time, which we hope will continue. We 
~elleve the Jud,ges took: our Motion ser1ausly, as witnessed by tne conference held 
1n Judge Aspen s chambers which Judge Zagel anended and the subsequent status 
conferences promptly called by both Judges. The progress includes: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

the provision by counsel far HRC to CHA of a list of all tenants; 

two meetings with us (on June 1 7 and July 1 0) where the CHA orally 
explained its sc:eening procedures in some additional detail; 

the CHA' s identification to us on July 15, for the first time in writing, of all 
Horner replacement units that have been occupied. 

further discussions about transitional assistance, including a third-party's offer 
of $1 million to fund the program; 

the decision by our contractor to turn over the units it had withheld . 

We do not think the primary issue is one of dropping the Motion which was a 
request for instructions, which we have received, or in discussing press statements 
which we never initiated. We have no desire for a press campaign. As we have 
stated many times, we simply want to do our job as we see it. 

We believe our view is cansistent with the process outlined by Judge Zagel in 
tne status conference he held in his chambers on June 13th. He did not act on the 
Motion, but directed us to continue to confer, then to bring any problems to him for 
resolution (suggesting that initial discussions be in private). He also said he would 
consider appojnting a special master to conduct mediation if the maners were not 
resolved. · 

You have also expressed concern that our Motion was inaccurate with respect 
to the extent of vandalism that has occurred. We and our lawyers have listened to 
Tom Johnson carefully on this point. We have told you that we believe tne facts and 
language of our Motion was accurate, but we understand your position that the 
language was subject to misinterpretation. That was not intended by us. 
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There are still issues that remain, including continued cooperation on the issues 
on which we have made some progress. The remaining issues include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

we have turned over many units to CHA that have not been leas~ for 
substantial periods. 

we have turned over units to CHA that have been leased, bvt have not been 
promptly occupied. 

CHA has f"lOt provided us with mora detailed information about screening 
practices. We think it would be very useful to prepare a manual describing the 
screening practices and other guidelines. 

CHA has not developed a transitional assistance program which is under 
contract- let alone in place. In this connection, I am enclosing a copy of an 
article describing the need for an intensive tenant orientation program in 
scattered site housing relating to Montgomery County, Maryland in a 
community that provides that 12-1/2% to 15-1/2% of the housing in a 
subdivision of 50 or more units must be offered to low and moderate income 
families. 

I know that you are completely committed to the success of the Horner 
Program and we hope to continue to be able to work with you and CHA in achieving 
our objectives. The Motion we filed was only intended to achieve good results for · 
the program and w-as, indeed, reflective of the intensity of our commitment to bring 
me proper sense of urgency to fulfillment of our mutual goals. As you know, we are 
willing to meet at any time to discuss any of these issues so that there is no 
misunderstanding in going forward. 

DEL:jm 
Enclosure 

Daniel E. Levin, hairman 
The Habitat Company 
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cc: Jerome Butler 
Mamie Bone 
Thorn Finerty 
Ernest Gates 
Susan Getzendanner 
Philip Hickman 
Valerie Jarren 
Thomas Johnson 
Rosanna Marquez 
Barry Miller 
Howard Pizer 
Alexander Pal ikaff 
Michael Shakman 
Joseph Shuldiner 
Linda Wawzenski 
William Wilen 
Carole Wilson 
Douglas R. Woodworth 
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Scattered Site Housing Program 
.-equires Intensive Tenant Orientation 

By Vane• Hyud.mua ac Otl.ia McCormick 

Moncgomuy CoUllty, Md.. - [n ics e!'ott to IOC:et 1tford· 

.ilile hou.Ung chroughoue ia com.mw:lic:ies, th.i$ ~u.e:lt councy 
bas de~-:nincd W: residenc orienc:uioc u i:ey to ~e 1uccc.s 
of sortued.iite hou..sing. 

LoQl law rrun~t= clw the locl ho'.Uioi wcboricy, the 
Housin; Oppoxtwtities Coau:nilslon (HOq, ~ bid on 
newly-<:Ollla'\l..CU!d homes within new how:i.c.! d.e\'elop­
metu:s. The Modene:ly Priced Howin& (MPH) uw pwed 
ia 1974 provides thu 12.5% to 15% of the bowel in new 
subdivis:ioos of 50 or more units m!J.S( be mode.n.:ely-priced 

· dwe1lizli unia (MPDUs). The 

.M.PH Law requires thu ~0% 

nuny dif"erenc homeowneo USOcUtions md their cove:unu 
~nd e:xpecnriotu. The county must orient md suppo~ ;esz­
dencs in ~ proactive wty so U1ey an iucceed. Ul c.he new 
communities. 

f1milies mo..-ing inco a new co'Nnhome in HOC'.1 
sc:men:d s.ice prognm ue oriented Uu-ougb a sec~ of meet­
ings with H 0 C lCl5 m.emhen. A lnsin g sp ec::Ulis c exp Wn3 the 
le1.1e, homeoWIU:ll a.uc<:Ucioa d.o<ucnena Uld rene pa~cnc 
proc:edu~; a site ~r expla.ins the workings of the b~t 
pump, the HV AC system Uld eocunuoicy g-ub~ d.lec­
tioc./rec:y~ routine.s; U1d the n!iidmc couwdor checb co 

tee how the fur.ily i.5 setiling 

of the MPDVs be of!er:d to 

HOC and cxh.er no.c.'7pro5c 
housing ~encies for usc by 
low- m.d modc:nte-i.ncome 
&miliCl. 

Residents must come to terms 
i.e Ulci evaluues UlY speci.J 
ceed.s. 

This e:rd.stiC.g orie no­
tioa pcopm i.s not ~wa11 
ef5:ctm::. for a c.umbcr of 
reasons. Fint, the 5..mlly u 

with homeowners associations' 
many differing covenants. 

For over rwo decodes, che 
MPH Law h~ promoted the 
spread of low- md modentz:-incomc r-ddena incc bnzld 

v singl.e-&mily bowi%21 CCltnmunities widety dUpen.ed 
J~ouc· the county. Cuaently, mo{C than 1,500 such 

bomes. u-e sc.ac::ered in t~JbdivU.iom in virtw.Uy every direc-
tion. The-y em be found in ~st every subd.ivi.rioo tlut wu 
bWlc :a..ftu 1974. 

'With t.he sc.muing of publlcly-Nbsidizcci ~ow:i:zlg siccs 
come tn.llly wliqu.c c}ullenga. M•n.ging and ml.i.Ab.ining 
dupened U1d diverse ho~ stock ue rnor: diffi.cult than 

m~s md au.inuining proj~ howina. Mootcarnery 
Coun~ invests i.n a tiuble mE t.o m:aint:Wl the 1c::aaered 
properti~ Uld cow:uel residents. ~cb Ute =azugo:r is respon­
sible for approxim.lcdy 350 howinc unics, and resident 
cowudcrs have a Jimilu Clcload. 

Becawe the i.nciMdaal housins ~ ue r;:read iD 
vuiow communicies. tbt bousiacauthority is~~ to 
eruu..re clue the resicl.e!m it supportS come to tcm~ with the 

V411c.e HynJINI,.. «ntl DGiA ~. pMcip4l ~nu witk 
AM} Hor.uUtz Ouuwlllll!u l«mJ in 1M Wuhu.pt., D.C., «ru, 
apply char inl~m~JtiONJ utJ MtiQ~ ~M~tAf""tlll ez:pt,;mct u 
4I.SiJ t P"-Oiit housing an# a tltn annnuuuty O'l.,iutUIIJ. 'Nr fo.rdll:r 
irrf~,.,dti01t or1 sC4lUtcJ·riu ~~ orimudaas, IJiq Cllrl &t 
c.of\l«td 11./ (J01) 21$-612J. 

ofi=. iA 2..0 emoc:iozul suce 
and docm't ~bso.rb the ocic::l-

=.t:io!l in!oemacioa.. R.esid!na auy be cfucnc:u:d by the acice­
menc, rtlie! 2..0d r:::epidation they f.c:el,· u IIWiy a£ ~ uc 
end.ing. msbtmaR of'bcmclCUilw or overc:rowdi:lg Uld lll 
of them u-e ~arinc co leave &miliar =.vironme!lo for the 
unknown. Second. the suE is wori:ing with a volume of 
f.unilie:s and &c::ing daily aties. tnd may !lOt b.ave uiequace 
time to fully eduate the &mily. 

Outside Consultant Helps Assus Program 

Only a small pe:anage o(aew &.milies tlound.er co the 
aunt th;c they are the: sl.lbjea of complama U1d andid.aces 
for evictioa ac:tioa.. Howev=, HOC decided to und.eruk.e m 
etron co imp~ve the dfectiveness of ics rmdc.nt orieuc.rion 
effo~. The dec:Uioa to h.in an ouaide c:omulc:::c to~ and 
improve the soctcml rice orienutioa involved 1C:enl coc­

sidenrions. 
Fim., sutflud c:reatcd the orieuotion prognm 1lre1ciy i.n 

place tnd might be unable to c:ouduct 211 uobWed lSSessme.nt. 
Scc:oad., re-spOASibilliy (or resident ori.encatioa. is ih.a.red :unong 
n~.Unerow clivisions Uld disciplines "'V'ith.i..a HOC, 'With aun-
1~me:nt, auinceaanc:e. leasinc, Uld re5icient serTiCLS mff all 

malting conuibutioas. '· 
It W1.l i.mpolUnC to chu;e overhaul to sameooe capable 

~-.pt¥)1 
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Scattered Site Plan Requires Tenant Orie.Mtation 
UIIIIJII~ flu." p~ J6 

of ~preltncog ill thc~e divi.sioas1nd di.s.cipl.incs . Wben hired · 

by che councy, .A.MJ Hawing CctUl.llrults d:velopcd a work · 

'bn in ~e summer of 1996 to ineerview sn[ residents .nd 

ommuruty tnernben to detmnil\e exiscini ocienm:ion pro­
cedurel 1ad needed improvement1. Our int.e:V1ew~ re.ve.alc:d · 

ch t hope.s of sWI: community m~rs and ruident:s ilikc · 
chlt the prognm could be bolstered and auny probletm 
illevU.ced ~ough bem:r n:.sident ocieo~c:io11. 

''The ;ac:ered sit:3 prognrn u woo or los.t oa the frooc 
li:1.es, " scr~s HOC prope:ty au.cu.gerJc:rryK.u.c:in'. "Teac.h . 
the residents wh~t it me.m ~be a good o.cighbor; it's u b~ic 
~! that, " he ~~· "R~d.ents must und.eca:d ~ ltey lc:a.se 
provulOIU wd t:he pct1ili:ie.s for non-<:cmpi.Wl~ with the 
le~ Uld the bomeoW'D.er Uleci~tioo. ccve~e:s . W'b.en they . 
do, ic will be easier for HOC to en!orce the \elSe," a£5mu . 
Sclctered Sices Progrun Muuger Doug~ Lo~ 

"Super'Viiion of children, beh.avio: of gucsa, pM.de in the 
1ppe:Lnnce of the community, re:spea unoog the rerid.e:na­
:he irnpo~ce of these points m~ be a:ude cleu to re:sid.e-na 
before they move in.'' says Denine Murin. b.o~owncn 
:usociation !"C'p~nu.Cve. 

.s 

"Don' c lee anyone move in wllbout the.lr bowing the 

Gateway To 
Resources 

Think the World 'Mde Web is 
impenwable? can't find 
resources of use for your 
affordable housing projects? 

All that wm change the 
minute 'fO'J visit the 
AHordable Housing Finance 
magazine website. 

You'U find a wealth of key 
resourC!S, includin( the most 
comprehensive finks to state 
tax ae<lit alloating agencies 
of any site on the Web. 

Visit today to see qur latest 
monthly update. 

routine~ f.or cnsh re::J.o'nl. recycling coil ec::ioo.s, ?t:t cue, 
p~rkiAg 11J•c.el and mall," ~y l~g saff~"'S Booby DeCo\~ 
UldjeUl Cunway. 

hm our interVii:'Wl, we compiled ~ wilh we of so 
differtot rtquirem.ena, especWly be!:uvioa 6.c the o.c-w 
n:sident:s would need eo observe. The ch.illcl'e ~ c.o offer 
an ortlecly proceu of prepuing ru~ raid.e:1t:s. We wo 
needed CO cae into lCCOUllt the quUitity of i:l.fomut:otul 
material Uld le~ residents were receivm& \Ulder c:urnnc 
pc.aicc . Obviously, the !"e.lidetio needed to rtcc:ive 1 c.le:.r 
message eulic:r in t:he proces$ Uld i.ll :1. vn.y tl:w would r:U:e. 

Orienu.tion ~nd Servlcu Ccordi"Ued 

Ou: recommcn!Uc:ions followed 1CCOrdiD.giy: ID.!Ul.­

tioru co scmered sites would be improved with 1 comprehen­
sive, piused 1toc~ due would coordinac.c: the oC.eno.tionaad 
servicin& o£ the cc:w resideoa. The objective would be to 

develop compn.h.en.ri~ IIUtc:mls wd coordin.u.ed ~ pn.c­
ti~ tha.t aGc:omplilb. the following: 

• R.aise e:u:iier md s~ longer re:rida!a' coiUCiow.aes.s of 
co=.u.nity norms, resultiA& i.ll smoother ~ons ot 
new ~=a into sc:mc~ci sla: livi:l(;; oeuer rcla.ti=s 

WJson. Price. Bunnco, Btnokt.r.ship & BillinG&ley, P.C.. 
Certificli Public AccoYIItlll l l 

c.~-"* ,_i,cu e. r.-~ H~ ?u c:~ 
rnftt:t DMup6~ Lt:tt4u~ .Jt) !~~.HJOI<'J ~: 

TAX euoo AP,uCATIOHS 1 ri'IUNC'~'c. ...c:Q(.J\.Smorc. 

Al\'0 EQUm nANSACTlOM ~ 
PROJt;CTIO~$ AliO ... o-~ I MA.xl,..l.ZATlON Of TAX 

CUDIT IWlS I C,..UY~ AL.I..OCJJ I0!4 

cnrmc.\no~s • Pnw. 'lOJ!Ct' COS'1' cu:n.nCJ.~ 
TNt Clu:DIT p t.OCJ.AII( CO~lm.l Allct LS:SUa 

Pv.l ,.., t. --': '"' ~., e-m ~ 
E~&if~CPA 

l31 S !Ac.c:n~ Court • Moatr=e.t)'• ~ 36109 

Pbo~ ll421i0-2311 • FAX: 334-2.7<4-1571 
etnail: ~,Ph;lJcaprice .cam 
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~~e::1 :~c~~a ~d ~o c::: ~ ~,:3 us .::~ =..l :J OT".i :::~: 

compUi:w co chc: houW.g •uc.honcy; md :t1.o~ effi.cicnc \UC 

of public b.ous~ a~choricy C":lOw-c:s. 

• Simpli.fY wd cUrifY requirement by reduclllg complicted, 
:iuplic:mve, ~d rTWJive .rruceriili. 

• Mac • consistent, rcinforci.cg 1nd compr6.ens.ive ocien­
uc:ioo p~cbge. 

• Provide reli..ble accounubilicy (or residc:.na w.d saifthrougb 
c:! eu-er rruterials .nd urn-ott ' 

• lncorponce ill 1mportmt directives lC one >t.ep. 

• Give new re1ider..a cools co succeed by developing their 
O\llll op~cic:ies co: orgutize f'or succesx by ancing budgeu 

md schedules; lm.inC1in the ext:nul appe1.CJlce ofhome 
1nd commwlicy; m1.intl.i.a and open:e hocnc sy1tems; 
supervise ~d prot.ec:t dwdren; c..k:e respoll.1ibility f'oc sO<:Ul 
guheriogs Uld guero; control c.oise; md ~cipate eo 
:zuke dunp better. 

We ~Inmcnded that HOC employ a riiilplc bro­
chu.re, to be given to e:ac:h applicUll: that would be simple bu.t 
wo l.l.!d i.aO'C"'..s.e their awue:les.s of the requ.ire:m.ents of'~~el 
md covetU.DU md -~ommunity =pc:cc.cioll.1. 

This would be foUowed with :a. video oricc.c.cioo j ust 

prior to le:ale signj:ng, md Wu1ly • b.mdbco~ that would 
repeu u-y behavior r1:quiremenes ~d also ~~ as a ~ 

&\JjCe :o c::mun ;.:..-..JC"f i uvlC~ . 0~ ;r.u:,~ · - _ .. " "O ' " · '- . 
- -~ -::r- ... , - e.e 

docum.eoo would be, in c:ueoce, co 1how ~e:c for your 

aew commwticy 1nd develol' se!f-su.t!icier: cy. We em?hJ.Jize 
specibc conduca in ?Oricve Wl]" by provi6g the cools 
oecesury for re5idenc success . 

lc is still too early to ceU u che ~idenc an~c.cio n hu 
result~ in fe~ coropiW!c:s, I~ cnuiTU for~ hameowu­

en, more hmnoay in o.eigbborb.oad.s md mare cfficiecc we 
of the !lowing •uchoriry nuzugoement resourtel. We recom­
mend ~t morucoring occur during che co~ yeu. 

Sec. I Orientation Has Broad Advan~;es 

W1ule our wod: w.s dire:ted to sc~~ Uc.es under 
h'ousing 1uthoricy c:oatrol, we believe clue Sec. 8 ~dent 
orieo.oc:ioo pro~ could be helpNl in promocU1g positive 

bduvion. How.inc auchocicia en shrug elf ~poc.s:ibiliry for 
Sec. B bowing l:x:uwc lUldlords a~ p~u:IWly respoll.1ible. 

Buc neighbon u-e rudy able co disti~ one form af 
publicly-subsidized housin& from .u~ocher . Sec. 8 ocieoocon 
would ~uh in a reduaioa in the dnin oa = resources 
Clused by community pC"'blems Uld compkina. 

Community rerist:ancc to subs.idiz.e.: b.o IJ.Sing would be 
overc:o::.e ~ugh r~deot or::i~carioo co coc::xmuni.ty oomu. 
FinUly, o.cw n:sidc:n~:~. would be g:ivc:n coo4 co su~d .u~d o..oc 
set up Cor £'allure . • 

Instant Tax Credit Expertise 
• Be confident that you're in compliance 

• Manage multiple set asides 

• Easy to use, fast to learn 

• Wmdows technology 

• Training available 

• On-line help 

• Telephone support 

.-~~~~ Call 888-RentRoll 
~~~ fNC for a fru ~ demoNitr&.tion 
~ ... --}lr ... 

~·~-.-

May/]1.1~ 1997 

I Tax Credits 
.tr~ 
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Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon & Schlifke 
artorneys and counselors 

TELECOPY COVER SHEET 

TO: Jerome Butler FAX: 726-64, 8 
TO: Susan Getzendanner FAX: 407-04, 1 
TO: Thomas E. Johnson FAX: 422-0708 
TO: Alexander Polikoff FAX: 64,-5454 

FROM: Derek L. Cottier 

DATE: July 24, 1 997 

------- Number of pages being sent (including this cover page): 8 

208 South LaSa lle Street 
Ch,cago. ,1J,no1s so604 
'• leonone •3121 263 · 37()0 
eac s'm• lt •3 121 263 ·32 70 

If there is a problem with transmission of this fax, please contact (31 2) 759-7231 . 

Please see attached. 

cc: DanieJ Levin 527-7440 
Michaet Shakman/Barry Miller 
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Ti'le 1nformat1on contained in this facsim111 mesuge is Propnetary and Confidential 1nformation 1ntended only for the use of the 1ndiv1dual 
or entrtV named as recipient. If the ruder is not the intended reCIPIInt. be hereby notified that lf:'Y dissemination, diStribUtion or copy1ng 
ot th1s commun1cat1on is str1ctly prohibited. If you have recetved th1s commun1cat10n 1n error. please call us immediately, at our expense. 
Thank you. 
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Chicago Housing Authority 
Suite 2100 
200 West Adams 
Chicago, IL 60606 

July 24 , 1997 

zo e s o ·.r.., . A SAL .!: s·:oc!: r 

CH I CA O O ' LI. ' NO I S 6 0 6 0 4 

'"' (f.. E:P• O ~( ' J I ~ J ZSJ . l ?OO 

~ .. CS IWH,.C : 3 1 l l C:S.J · Jl: ?O 

"o " ro .. JO'"' "' e"" "'" ~'~O 
H •C OOO Fit IIE: RCi t FI 

::A V I Q ..J II( ~ U ,-~ 

'".O. U RIC( IIOSE: N F' · t L O 
S T A NTO N SC ~-tU ,..A N 

Re: Gautreaux v. CHA. No. 66 C 1459. 66 C 1~60 
Dear Mr. Butler: 

I am writing to confirm the discussions that occurred at our meeting of July 17 . 1997 , 
at the CHA offices .l' For the CHA, Edwin Eisendrath, Joseph Shuldiner , Jerome Butler . \1ia 
Barricini , Richard Monochio, Thomas Johnson, Susan Getzendanner, and Nancy Eisenhauer 
attended. Daniel Levin, Valerie Jarrett, Phil Hickman, Michael Shakman, and I attended for 
the Receiver. 

1. HOPE VI. 

Mr. Shuldiner began the meeting by saying that he was angry about Mr. Pol ikoffs letter 
concerning the CHA's HOPE VI application . (Mr . Polikoff had taken the position, with which 
the Receiver agrees, that the Receiver is responsible under the terms of Chief Judge Aspen 's 
August 1987 Order for the development of family public housing funded under HOPE VI.) Mr. 
Shuldiner said that he believed, based on picrures he saw in Washington. that HOPE VI develop­
ment in other pans of the country looked berter than the new units at Homer developed by 

l' We do not agree that your letter of July 17 to Barry Miller accurately states the meeting 
of July 10 . But we will not belabor funher the points made in Mr. Miller 's lener of July 11. 
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Habitat (which are
1 

not HOPE-VI funded) . and that Habitat was taking too lo ng . He stated that 
umts are not ava1 able fo r people to move in. 

. Mr . Hickman stated that Mr . Shuldiner's position was incorrect. He pointed out that 
tnfill and scattered stte umts had been vacant for some time awaiting tenant mov .· b h 
CHA . e tns y t e 

Mr. Shakman said that the CHA had indicated in Mr . Butler's July 17 lener that it was 
unwi lling to discuss HOPE VI at this meeting . Therefore, he suggested we discuss the issues 
the CHA was willing to discuss. 

2. Background. 

Mr . Levin said that in order to avoid conflict on the issue of the scope of the Receiver­
ship, Habitat tried to work an acceptable compromise with the CHA, using the development 
manager concept. But despite the approval of the development manager agreement. the CHA 
has proceeded to act solely on its own without involving the Receiver on planning and site 
selection. 

As the CHA has requested, the Receiver has provided the CHA with the construction 
contract development costs report approved by HUD for the Homer replacement housing, and 
has also provided requested infonnation on the Section 3 program. Mr . Levin emphasized that 
he did not believe that CHA and the Receiver were enemies and that actually their goals should 
be much in common. He also stated that the Receiver is happy to explain to the CHA why con­
struction of the Homer replacement housing has taken the time that has been required in light 
of all the approvals needed. 

3. Cabrini Lease Issue. 

As you know, the CHA and the Receiver originally began working together on Cabrini, 
wi th the Receiver as the "development manager" for planning CHA 's 303-unit HOPE Vl 
program. However, the CHA has not signed the development manager agreement. and the CHA 
has proceeded without Habitat. Recently, the CHA requested that Habitat provide funding from 
the 190 units allocated directly to the Receiver to lease units that are being completed by 
McLean Davis, and the CHA said it would pay a reasonable fee. 

The Receiver and Habitat have not been able to agree on a fee for Habitat 's services . At 
the meeting on July 17, Habitat offered to accept a fee of 2% of the Gautreaux funds used. 
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which would be less than its usual 3% fee. Habitat's position is that a 40-year tease 
1
s the 

development of public housing, covered by the Receivership . 

Mr . Levin said he thought that 2% might be on the high side for just arrang 1ng leas ing, 
but was on. the very low side if you take all the Receiver 's work on Cabrini was taken 1mo 
account. Ms . Jarrett said the Receiver was asked to prepare a development budget. and prepare 
a Development Proposal for HUD approval. which it has initiated.Y 

Mr . Levin emphasized that Habitat wants to make sure the units are occupied as soon as 
possible. without regard to the issue of what fee the Receiver receives. Accordingly, the 
Receiver is prepared to proceed without an agreement on a fee. If no agreement is reached , we 
will submit the fee question to Chief Judge Aspen who, in any event, must approve the fee. 

Mr. Eisendrath asked if the Receiver would let CHA do the leasing if it could do so for 
less than the Receiver is requesting , or would the Receiver attempt to block the CHA. Mr. 
Shakrnan responded that it is the Receiver's right and responsibility to do the work. The 
Receiver has not determined whether it would use the CHA 's refusal to permit the Recetver to 
do its job as the basis for a court challenge. 

Mr. Levin explained that the Receiver 's fee is based on production of units . The Rece iver 
has produced 1600 units of housing for the CHA. The Receiver has not made a profit on every 
unit. The Receiver worked on the Cabrini-Green project for a year and a half without compen­
sation fo r its time and is still prepared to work on Cabrini when development is ready to 
proceed. To date the Receiver bas been paid only its direct expenses including direct payroll. 
blue prints, etc ., but no fee has been paid to Habitat for the overhead and other work that has 
been done on Cabrini. 

Mr. Shuldiner said the CHA will respond to the Receiver 's 2% offer, but needs to 
consider the Receiver's revised quote.l' 

Y The Receiver has obtained bids for an appraisal, and the appraisal is being prepared. We 
have had many conversations with HUD, and have been informed that HUD in D.C. approved 
the concept on Thursday, July 17. 

1 d · d HabJ.tat that the CHA was reJ·ecting Habitat 's 2% l' Your staff subsequent y a v1se 
proposal. 
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We request that you inform us as soon as possible if you obJ'ect to · · . . . our contmumg to 
proceed . The Recet ver 1s movmg forward to satisfy the HUD requirements , and is concerned 
that there be no more delay in fmalizing the leases . 

4. Horner Decree Finance rssues. 

~r. Johnson discussed the Horner consent decree finance issues . One quest ion was 
whether HUD's payment of the entire $50 million was made wtth the understanding that it was 
paying the CHA 's $5 miUion share , or whether HUD believes that it has paid both for t.he first 
phase of the replacement housing as well as a portion of the next phase . 

Mr . Johnson said that the only reason the paragraph of the amended consent decree was ·. 
wrinen to require a $5 million contribution by CHA to the cost of construction of the first phase 
of the replacement housing was because Bill Wilen wanted to allocate the money so that all of 
the S30 million from HUD (in addition to Gautreaux money) went for replacement housing for 
very low income tenants. In fact, the full $50 million has been provided, and Mr . Wilen agrees . 

Mr . Levin said the Receiver's concern is that HUD might later assert that it has overpaid 
with respect to the phase I replacement housing, and is entitled to a $5 million credit with 
respect to phase II housing costs. Mr . Johnson said that Linda Wawzenski, HuD's attorney, 
agrees with the CHA . Mr . Johnson agreed to talk to her and see if he can get wrirten confirma­
tion that the HUD Phase II obligations are not reduced by the $5 million . 

We then discussed the reimbursement of Habitat for the cost of construction (up to 
S 109,000 per unit) for replacement housing occupied by persons other than the Horner Extension 
residents . Mr . Johnson said that so far, every scanered site unit constructed by the Rece iver as 
Horner replacement housing has been taken by Extension residents, with one exception. Others 
tenants from the. Horner high-rises are on the list and will start moving into scartered si te 
housing. 

Mr. Johnson said the CHA obligation under the decree is to reimburse the Receiver 12 
months after phase I is completed, and therefore nothing is due now .!' Mr. Johnson said that 

~~ We have reviewed the language of the decree since the meeting . It is unclear whet~er 
the sentence about the timing of reimbursement allows the CHA to delay the scartered site reim­
bursement we discussed, or whether the timing sentence applies only to the seme.nce dtscussmg 
per unit cost of developing the scattered site units . The sentence, tf appllcable~ dtrects 

( commued .. . ) 
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at the time the Horner decree was entered, the parties did not know how many people would se­
lec.t scattered sue replace.ment housmg . The HUD Comprehensive Grant money was referred 
to m the decree as protection should the maximum possible number of Homer tenants select scat­
tered sit~ housing outside of the Horner development . Mr. Wilen took the position that no one 
would ltkely take scattered site section 8 housing, but in fact many residents have selected 
Secti.on 8 housing. Mr. Johnson stated that it will not be necessary to use the Comp Grant 
fundtng as long as Horner tenants aren't taking scattered site replacement housing . The 
a vall able funds should be sufficient to cover the 466 units in phase I. 

Mr. Johnson said he would work with Ms . ·wawzenski to get HUD confirmation. of their 
agreement with the CHA · s position. 

5. Program 117 Funds. 

Mr. Eisendrath said that HUD takes the position that Chief Judge Aspen's so-called 
"Reformulation Order" governs, and that HUD can use the Program 117 money for many pur­
poses. The CHA is not second guessing HUD on this. HUD gave the CHA authorization to 
use the Program 117 funds to settle a lawsuit involving construction of elderly housing . 

The Receiver agreed to talk to HUD further about HUD's position on the funds . 

Mr . Hickman mentioned that the Receiver provided the CHA with a list of potential uses 
for the funds in May, but has received no feedback from the CHA since that discussion . Mr . 
Shuldiner and Mr . Levin agreed that the CHA and the Receiver should meet again to discuss 
murually agreeable proposals for the Receiver's use of Program 117 funds. 

6. Site Selection. 

Ms. Jarrett stated that site selection is the Receiver's responsibility under Chief Judge 
Aspen's Augusa 1987 Order. Ms. Jarrett said that the Receiver disagreed with Mr. Shuldiner's 
letter to Senator Hendon relating to site selection for Homer replacement housing in the area 
west of Western Avenue, and to the CHA's negotiations with the Board of Education over 
property in North Kenwood. 

:'( . .. continued) . . 
reimbursement "no later than twelve ( 12) months after the completion of the Phase m w~tch the 
scattered site units were occupied as replacement housing under this Amended Decree. 
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\ir . Shuldiner and Mr . Levin discussed their respective roles . They agreed that the CHA 
can go to court to support or oppose a proposed revitalization area . Mr. Levin said that it 
makes the Recei_ver 's job _harder, _however, when the CHA talks to people in the community 
about Site selection and gives a different answer about where housing will be located than is 
given by the Receiver . 

Mr . Shuldiner expressed a concern that the Receiver has, without talking to the CHA. 
made an agreement with respect to the location of housing in the area west of Western A venue 
that_ inhibits development ~f r~placeme~t housing for the CHA 's Rockwell redevelopment by 
limmng the number of umts m that neighborhood. Ms . Jarrett said no such agreement was 
made . and that these issues have been discussed at the Tuesday meetings between the CHA and 
Habitat. Ms . Jarrett said that the Receiver has not made a commitment to peop le west of ·. 
Western that no other units would be built there. It has limited its commitment only to Horner 
replacement units . 

Mr. Levin said the CHA should discuss its plans with the Receiver in advance for pro­
jects such as Rockwell replacement housing, instead of acting on its own. 

Ms . Jarrett said that Mr. Shuldiner cannot say to residents, as he did , that unit concentra­
tions west of Western should be spread out, and then tell the Receiver that by agreeing to spread 
out the units, the Receiver is depriving CHA of a place to build replacement units for Rockwell. 

Mr . Shuldiner said that Ms. Jarrett heard Mr . Shuldiner at the public meeting, but didn't 
complain. Ms . Jarrett said the Receiver sought to avoid discussing its disagreement with CHA 
at a public meeting, and that Mr. Shuldiner·s actions made the Receiver's job more difficult. 

Mr . Johnson said that we should inform Judge Zagel of any delays in the construction 
of Horner replacement housing in the area west of Western Avenue. (The Receiver intends to 
file a report and/or motion advising Judge Zagel of the revised schedule .) 

Addressiq the North Kenwood issue, Mr . Shuldiner said the Board of Education told 
the CHA it wanted certain CHA land near Cabrini and the CHA agreed to swap the land for the 
N ort.h Kenwood parcel. According to Mr. Shuldiner , the Receiver could not ha.ve d~ne that -­
because the Receiver does not have the power to transfer CHA land. Mr. Levtn said that the 
CHA should have told the Receiver that it wanted to do that. The Receiver probably would ha~e 
said fine, but site selection is the Receiver 's obligation, and in this case the CHA undertook Site 
selection activity without consulting with the Receiver. 
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Ms . Getzendanner asked if the Receiver felt it had the authority to block such a transfer, 
or merely sought information. Mr . Levin said that there was no point in discussing the hypothe­
ticals . The issue is that the Receiver needs to know about transfers of CHA property affecting 
site selection. and CHA and the Receiver need to work together . The Receiver is trying to find 
solutions. · 

.. .. .. .. .. 

Please let me know if you have any additional comments about the meeting . We look 
forv;ard to receiving the information concerning HUD's position described at the meeting by Mr . 
Johnson . 

We are considering preparing a Report to the Court about the meetings we have had, 
pursuant to Chief Judge Aspen's request to be kept advised. In that Report, we may request the 
appointment of a special master for mediation, should the Court so desire. It is possible that we 
may anacb the correspondence of the parties to any Report. If you would like to respond to this 
letter, we will include your response in our transmission to the judge if we receive it promptly . 

cc: Susan Getzendanner 
Thomas Johnson 
Daniel Levin/Habitat 
Alexander Polikoff 
Michael Sbakman/Barry Miller 

Sincerely, 

/.JL£d£ 
Derek L. Cottier 
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The Chicago Housing Authority 
Office of che General Counsel 

BY FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

August 6, 1997 

Mr. Derek L. Cottier 
Miller, Shakrnan, Hamilton, Kurtzon & Schlifke 
208 S. LaSalle Street 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Re: Gautreaux v. CHA 

Dear Mr. Cottier: 

I am in receipt of your July 24, 1997 letter. It is troubling that your letter 
sketches out in detail the · Receiver's position and only grudgingly 
acknowledges CHA's contrary position. There is no effort to explain the 
basis for CHA's position. Passing that point, however, there are certain 
factual inaccuracies in the letter. 

First, you indicate in your discussion of the Cabrini leasing issue that the 
Receiver has worked on the Cabrini-Green project for a year and a half 
without compensation for its time. We understand that the Receiver 
submitted invoices for its time and expenses, and that those invoices were 
paid. We do acknowledge that the Receiver has not been paid its fee, i. e., its 
profit for this work, but it is simply not true that the Receiver has expended 
time or incurred expenses that have not been reimbursed by the CHA. 

_Second, as of July 17, 1997, CHA had not asked the Receiver to prepare a 
development budget or proposal for any of the Cabrini work. It may be that 
the Receiver has initiated this work, but if it did so, it was not at CHA's 
direction. 

Third, with respect to the Horner decree finance issues, the language at 
paragraph 15 of the Horner decree makes it entirely clear that CHA's 
reimbursement obligation for non-Extension scattered-site housing "shall 
occur no later than 12 months after the completion of the phase in which the 
scattered-site units were occupied as replacement housing under this 
Amended Decree." We do not understand the ambiguity you see in this 

language. 

200 West Adams, Suite 2100 Chia,o, ll.l.l.aois 60606 
Telepbone (3U) 791-3415 FAX (3U) 726-6418 
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We have had an opportUnity to rev1ew the material you provided on Habitat's 
compliance with CHA's section 3 resident employment obligation . We were 
disappointed to see that the Step-Up hours amount to only 18 .93% of all journeymen 
hours. when the multi-project labor agreement requires a 33.3% rate. We do nor 
understand why res idents have not been hired. as the ASAP program tells us that thev 
have graduated in excess of 150 people . You indicate that you only have had 2S 
enrolled throughout the entire Horner construction program . We are interested 1n 
setting up a new meeting, imolving those who run the ASAP program as well as 
Habitat and CHA. to further discuss this program. 

In <:.ddition, we have re•;iewed the Developmt:nt Cosl Budget/Cost Statement forms 
submitted to HUD for the first three programs of construction at Horner . We would be 
interested in reviewing all data in the possess ion of Habitat used to complete line items 
1 through 20 of each of these forms. In addition , we would be interested in whether 
the numbers on these forms have been revised or amended during the course of 
construction, and further whether similar forms are available for any of the other 
construction programs underway or antic ipated at Horner. Please forward this 
information to my attention as soon as possible . 

Finally, we would like to see the transcript of the meeting hosted by Habitat on May 
28, 1997 involving West of Western issues . Messrs. Shakman and Miller had indicated 
shonly after the meeting that they could secure a copy of it, but we have not yet 
received it. We would like it before the August 12, 1997 conference with Judge Zagel. 

Very truly yours. 

~ '11( ~_:;t/~ 

derome M. Butler 
General Counsel 

/ vog 
cc: Edwin Eisendrath 

Joseph Shuldiner 
Rich Monocchio 
Susan Getzendanner 
Tom Johnson 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

Defendant. 

AFFIDAVIT OF BARRY A. MILLER 

Barry A. Miller, being duly sworn upon oath, states: 

1. I am a partner at the law firm of Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon & 

Schlifke, with which I have been affiliated since 1982, and a member of the bar of this 

Court. 

2. Since May 1997, I have acted as one of the attorneys for Daniel E. Levin 

and The Habitat Company, the Receiver in this matter. 

3. The suggestions in the CHA's Motion for Stay that the Receiver did not 

act in 1997 to protest the CHA's attempt to supplant the Receiver with respect to 

HOPE VI development are not accurate. 

4. On June 17, 1997, I participated in a meeting with several representa· 

tives of the CHA, including Jerome Butler and Thomas Johnson, lawyers for the CHA, 

and with Daniel E. Levin and Valerie Jarrett of The Habitat Company. At that meeting, 
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we discussed a number of issues largely dealing with Horner that had been ra ised in 

the May 1997 Emergency Motion filed by the Receiver. 

5. Following the meeting, I wrote Mr. Johnson to confirm the matters 

discussed . A copy of my letter is attached as Exhibit 1 hereto. In that letter , 

confirmed that the Receiver had advised the CHA in the June 1 7 meeting: 

that it would like to hold a separate meeting to discuss other matters , 
including HOPE VI funding ... and the provision of information to 
Habitat under the Gautreaux Court's Order. We would appreciate it if 
such a meeting would be scheduled next week. 

6 . On June 19, 1997, I also spoke with Mr. Johnson, one of the attorneys 

for the CHA. I told him that the Receiver wanted to meet with CHA to discuss 

outstanding issues. Mr. Johnson asked me to specify the issues the Receiver wished 

to discuss. Among the issues I identified were the dispute about funding at Cabrini-

Green, the CHA's July 1997 HOPE VI application, the CHA's site selection act ivities , 

and the CHA' s failure to provide all information requested by the Receiver. 

7. Before the meeting with the CHA occurred, Chief Judge Aspen invited 

all of the Gautreaux parties to an in-chambers conference to discuss the relationship 

among them. Each party stated its position. During that conference, Daniel E. Levin 

advised the Court, inter alia, that: 

• the Receiver believed the CHA was improperly excluding the Receiver from 

development authority over non-elderly housing built with HOPE VI funds; 

• the CHA' s actions indicated that it resented the Receiver; 

- 2 -
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• 

• 

• 

• 

the Receiver wanted to develop housing, and did not care what t itle it was 

given, as long as it could perform its role; 

the Receiver had agreed to the "development manager " label for its develop­

ment activities using HOPE VI funds in an effort to smooth its relationsh ip wi th 

the CHA; 

tne CHA was fighting the Receiver and causing problems on petty matters ; and 

the Receiver wished to meet with the CHA to reach an accommodation over the 

respective roles of each so that the petty disputes would end and the two 

entities could cooperate. 

We informed the Court that we had scheduled a meeting for the next week to discuss 

these issues with the CHA. 

8. During the in-chambers meeting on July 2, Chief Judge Aspen responded 

by saying that he encouraged the parties to meet together to attempt voluntar ily to 

resolve their disputes about all outstanding issues. He offered to appoint a spec ial 

master to mediate, if that would help. He also expressed his willingness to resolve 

any contested disputes, if that were required. 

9. The meeting with the CHA requested by Habitat was scheduled for July 

1 O, 1997. Following the in-chambers meeting with Chief Judge Aspen , I wrote 

Jerome Butler on July 3 to advise him in more detail of the points the Receiver wished 

to raise at the July 10 meeting. 

- 3 -
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10. A copy of my July 3, 1997 letter to Mr. Butler is attached as Exh ibit 2 

hereto. In that letter, I listed 11 points the Receiver wished to discuss with the CHA. 

These included: 

1. Site Selection Activities. Habitat would like to discuss 
whether the CHA's site selection activities for family housing develop­
ment are consistent with Chief Judge Aspen ' s August 14, 1987 Order . 

2. HOPE VI Issues. As you know, it is Habitat's view that it 
must participate in the application for HOPE VI funding used for family 
housing development (including any application the CHA is making this 
month), as well as the administration of any such program (including the 
letter we understand the CHA is planning to send to HUD in August 
about some of its prior HOPE VI programs). Habitat views HOPE VI as 
within the scope of Chief Judge Aspen ' s August 14, 1987 Order . The 
CHA does not agree. Habitat would like to discuss this general disa­
greement. Habitat would also like to discuss each of the developments 
currently being pursued under HOPE VI. 

Other matters discussed included the CHA's direction to private managers not to 

provide information to Habitat, the Cabrini-Green long-term lease arrangements , funds 

the CHA diverted from an account used by Habitat at HUD, and Horner matters. 

11. Mr. Butler responded on July 9 with a letter to me. A copy is attached 

as Exhibit 3 hereto. 

1 2. Mr. Butler's July 91etter said that the CHA would refuse to discuss at the 

July 10 meeting the broad issues that we had asked to have discussed-- despite Chief 

Judge Aspen's directions that we should negotiate. (We had asked to have these 

issues discussed in the June 17 meeting, in my June 19 letter to Mr. Johnson, in my 

June 19 conversation with Mr. Johnson, in the in-chambers conference with Chief 

- 4 -
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Judge Aspen on July 2, and in my July 3 letter .) Mr . Butler ' s July 9 letter sa id, inter 

alia : 

Our f_irst disagreement is the scope of Thursday ' s meeting. The pr ior 
meet1ng was scheduled pursuant to Judge Zagel' s directive that the 
Horner parties meet and attempt to resolve those issues which were the 
subject of Hab itat's Emergency Motion for Instructions . This Thursday ' s 
meeting was never intended to include broad issues such as the relat ion­
ship between the CHA and the Receiver, the applicability of the 
Gautreaux decree to HOPE VI, and the proper use of Program 117 funds. 
Dan and I both told Judge Aspen that the purpose of Thursday 's meet ing 
was to continue our discussions from the prior meeting. I am sure that 
this is what Judge Zagel expects to happen . 

I also believe that Judge Aspen expects that the issues to be discussed 
go beyond Horner and involve Gautreaux. At the status conference, I 
expressed my view that the prior meeting concerned only Horner issues , 
which he had expressly deferred to Judge Zagel. Dan disputed that 
statement and told Judge Aspen that our meeting went beyond Horner 
and included Gautreaux issues. Had the Judge realized that the issues 
on the agenda for Thursday's [July 1 OJ meeting were in fact all Horner 
related, I believe he would have again deferred to Judge Zagel. 

Mr. Butler continued : 

Our fundamental disagreements on the Gautreaux issues identified in 
your letter could never be resolved though negotiation at Thursday ' s 
meeting . For these reasons, the scope of the meeting must be confined 
to only those issues discussed at the prior meeting . 

13. In the CHA's Response to Plaintiff's to Motion for Further Relief , filed 

March 23, 1998, the CHA took the position that Mr. Shuldiner' s statements and 

actions on March 10, 1998 were not improper, in part, because the Court' s February 

23 Order on the scope of HOPE VI did not govern the assertedly separate question of 

whether the HOPE VI program was within the Receivership's authority. CHA 's 

Response at 6. This position is inconsistent with the position taken by Mr. Butler in 

- 5 -
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his July 9, 1997 letter, where he asserted that the two questions were the same. and 

that the Receiver's authority would be decided by determining if the Gautreaux orders 

apply to HOPE VI: 

2. Is HOPE VI within the scope of the August 14, 19(8]7 order? You 
correctly state the CHA's position that HOPE VI is not within the scope 
of Gautreaux (and therefore outside the scope of the 1987 order) . . . . 
If the Receiver chooses to dispute the CHA' s activities regarding HOPE 
VI, the real issue will be the applicability of the Gautreaux orders to 
HOPE VI. The proper forum for the resolution of this fundamental issue 
is the court. 

July 9, 1997 letter at 2 (emphasis added). 

14. I replied by letter to Mr. Butler on July 10, 1997. A copy of the letter is 

attached as Exhibit 4 hereto. In my letter, I objected to limiting the July 10 meeting 

to Horner-related issues, and corrected a number of the inaccurate statements in Mr. 

Butler's letter. 

15. The meeting did occur on July 10, 1997. Mr. Levin, Ms. Jarrett , Douglas 

R. Woodworth, and Philip Hickman attended for the Receiver . The CHA representa-

tives included Joseph Shuldiner, Edwin Eisendrath, Mr. Johnson, and Mr. Butler. On 

July 11, 1997, I wrote Mr. Butler and Mr. Johnson a letter confirming what occurred 

at the meeting. A copy of my confirming letter is attached as Exhibit 5 hereto. 

16. At the beginning of the July 10 meeting, Mr. Butler said the CHA was not 

prepared to discuss non-Horner issues. (In an apparent attempt to limit discussion to 

Horner-related issues, the CHA invited William Wilen, counsel for the plaintiff class in 

the Horner litigation, without informing the Receiver in advance that Mr. Wilen would 

- 6 -
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be present.) As a courtesy to Mr. Wilen and because of the CHA ' s refusal to discu ss 

non-Horner related issues -- including the HOPE VI question -- we proceeded to 

discuss Horner-related issues. 

17. Mr . Butler concluded the meeting by say ing that the CHA was willing to 

discuss , at some future date, some, but not all , of the non-Horner issues . 

18. In addition to the letter I wrote Mr. Butler and Mr. Johnson on Ju ly 11, 

1997 to confirm the July 10 meeting , I wrote Mr . Butler a separate letter about HOPE 

VI. A copy is attached as Exhibit 6 hereto. In that letter , I quoted the Court's August 

14, 1987 Receivership Order, and discussed its application to HOPE VI. 

19. I also specifically objected in my July 11, 1997 letter to the CHA's 

submitting an application to HUD for HOPE VI funds for new housing development at 

ABLA II without the participation of the Receiver as a co-applicant, and I requested 

that the Receiver participate in any meetings on such funding. 

20. On July 14, 1997, I spoke with Mr. Butler and Mr . Johnson . We 

scheduled a meeting on July 17 to discuss additional issues. 

21 . During the phone conversation, Mr. Johnson told me he was drafting a 

letter for Mr. Butler to send me about the July 17 meeting. Mr. Johnson told me the 

letter would say that the CHA was willing to discuss issues relating to Habitat's costs , 

Habitat's resident employment program, the CHA's site selection activities, Horner 

finance issues, and the Receiver's "Program 117" fund at HUD, but that the CHA was 

- 7 -
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not willing to discuss HOPE VI. Mr. Johnson said that the CHA believes that HOPE 

VI is part of the litigation with Mr. Polikoff, and viewed the Receiver as "a non-

combatant" on the issue . 

22 . On July 1 7, 1997, Mr. Butler sent me a letter concerning certain points 

in my letters of June 19, July 3, and July 11 . In his July 17 letter , Mr . Butler 

repeated that the CHA would not discuss at the July 17 meeting most of the issues 

raised in my July 3 letter, including the HOPE VI issues. A copy of the letter is 

attached as Exhibit 7 hereto. (The fax legend says that seven pages were sent, but 

our file does not contain the seventh page .) 

23. The foregoing matters are based upon my own personal knowledge 

except where another source is noted above, and in such cases is on information and 

belief; in those instances I believe the information to be true and correct. I would so 

testify if called as a witness. 

Subscribed and sworn to 
before me this 31st day of 
March, 1998. 

- 8 -
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Dear Tom: 

Re: Gauzreaux v. CHA, No. 66 C 1459, 66 c 1460 
Henry Homer Mothers Guildv. CHA. No. 91 C 3316 

I am writing to confirm some of the points discussed at our meeting Tuesday afternoon 
in Jerome Butler's office. 

The meeting included a long series of discussions, principally centering on matters rela­
ting to Homer. Each side expressed its views on a number of issues. Among the points that 
were agreed: 

1. 1be CHA agreed to tum over current information about occupancy at the Horner 
replacemeDl bousiq, including the status of rental efforts. The CHA agreed to update this in­
formation OD a repJar (weekly) basis. Upon receiving information about which apartments have 
been leased, Habital will work with the CHA to coordinate better the turnover of apartments. 

2. The CHA will provide a detailed overview to Habitat about its screening process 
at Homer. Habitat has agreed to offer suggestions to the CHA on these issues, as appropriate. 

3. The CHA offered to schedule a meeting with all its private managers, including 
Habitat, to discuss relevant matters. 
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Among the other points discussed were the following. 

4. 
Horner . 

The CHA provided information about its view of the vandalism siruation at 

5. 
program. 

Habitat requested information about the starus of the CHA 's transitional assistance 

6 . The status of construction at Horner, particularly focusing on West of Western. 

7. The CHA requested that Habitat withdraw its Emergency Motion for [nstructions, 
or declare that its concerns were unwarranted. Habitat declined to do so and restated that it 
viewed its motion as proper, but said it would consider what, if any, public statement it could 
make. 

In addition, Habitat advised the CHA that it would like to hold a separate meeting to dis­
cuss other matters. including HOPE VI funding, issues with respect to other developments , and 
the provision of information to Habitat under the Gautreaux Coun's Order. We would appreci­
ate it if such a meeting would be scheduled next week. Please call me with available dates and 
times for you, Jerome. and whoever else the CHA chooses to bring. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Barry A. Miller 

cc: Jerome Butler 
Daniel LeviD/Valerie Jarrett (by fax) 
Michael Sbak:man 
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Chicago Housing Authority 

Thomas E. Johnson 
Johnson. Jones, Snelling, 
. Gilben & Davis, P.C. 

Suite 2100 · 
200 West Adams 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Gentlemen: 

· Suite 1310 
36 South Wabash Avenue 
Chicago, IL 60603 

Re: Gawreaux v. CHA. No. 66 C 14S9, 66 C 1460 
HerraHorrrerMothenGuildv. CHA. :--lo . 91 C33t6 

I am writing to advise you in more detail of the points Habitat would like ro discuss at 
tts meeting next Thursday at 2:30 p.m. with the CHA. Habitat hopes to use the meeting to 
discuss the full relatio.aship between Habitat, as Receiver, and the CHA. Habitat wishes to 
explain its view of its obligations, and obtain clarification of the CHA 's position. 

Current issues include the following: 

1. Site Selectiog Activities. Habitat would like to discuss whether the CHA · s site 
selection activities for family housing development are consistent with Chief Judge Aspen's 
. .1.ugust 14, 1987 Order. 

2. HOPE VI Issues. As you know, it is Habiw's view that it mwt participate in the 
application~ HOPE VI timd.ing used for family bowing development (including any applica­
tion the CHA is maldnl this month), as well as the administration of any such program (inclu­
ding the letter we uDderstaDd the CHA is planning to sencl to HUD in August about some of its 
prior HOPE VI programs). Habiw views HOPE VI as within the scope of Chief Judge Aspen's 
August 14. 1987 Order. The CHA does not agree. Habiw would like co discuss thi.s geo~ral 
disagreement. Habitat would also like to discu.ss each of the developments currently bemg 
pursued under HOPE VI. 
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3. Cabrini-Green :\rea leasini. The CHA has requested that Habitat use ltS 

Gautreau~ money to arrange long-term, 40-year leases of unics being built by Mclearu Davis in 
the Mohawk North development. Habitat would like to discuss this program. so it may be 
resolved quickly . 

4. Proiram 117. We have been informed that the CHA has apparently transferred 
5450.000 from an account at HUD used by Habitat known as "Program 117 . ~ We have been 
told that the funds may have been used to repay an obligation incurred by the CHA in conn~­
tion with litigation relating to a senior housing development. If that is true, we do aot believe 
that payment from this ·program was appropriate. 

S. CHA Information Cutoff Memo. On June 11. 1997, Mr. Butler wrote the Scatter-
ed Site Managers and directed them not to respond to any requests for information from (or to 
contact) Habitat until notified otherwise. You stated that a failure to comply with your dir~tion 
would be considered to be a breach of the managers' contncru.al agreements with the CHA. We 
wish to discuss whether that action violates paragrapb 7 of Chief Judge Aspen's August 14. 1987 
Order, and whether it is consistent with working together in a cooperative manner. 

6. Horner Vacancies/Occupancy. At our meeting of June 17, the CHA agreed to 
provide Habitat with current information about occupancy at the Homer replacement housing, 
including the status of rental efforts. The CHA agreed to update this information on a regular 
(weekly) basis. On June 24, Habitat asked Mr. Touhy for the infonnacion. He promised to 
send it that afternoon. Habitat is still waiting for the information. 

7. Horner Screenin& Overview. The CHA also agreed at the June 17 meeting to pro-
vide Habitat with an overview of tenant screening at Homer. The overview h.a.s not yet been 
provided. 

8. Private Manacen' Meetin&. The CHA agreed on June 17 to schedule a meeting 
with all its privare managen, including Habitat, to discuss relevant matters. The meeung b.as 
not yet beeD scheduled. 

9. Homer Tenam Transition Assistance. Habitat requested on June 17 to be lc~pt 
abreast of any major developments in the tranSitional assistance program at Homer. Habttat 
look.s forward to an update at our meeting. 

10. Homer Turnover Issues. We would like to discuss the CJ:IA's policy on accep-
tance of units from Habitat. and the role the HRC will continue to play U1 the process. 
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. l l. Horner Decree Finance fssues . There are several issues we want to address re-
lattng to tnterpretatton of the September 1. 1995 Order Approv ing Amended Consent Decree 
entered by Judge Zagel in the Horner case concerning financing. 

a. Horner fundini. Habitat is concerned as to whether the way the program has been 
funded is consistent with the CHA 's obligations under page 3.5, paragraph 19 of che 
September l. 1995 Order. Habitat is concerned that the "extra" SS million paid by HUO 
was intended to fulfill HUD's obligation under section 19(A)(2) . We would like to 
discuss the application of this section. In addition, Habitat would like to know how 
many Section 8 units have been selected by Horner residents. 

b. Scattered Site Horner Credit. Paragraph lS, page 31 of the Horner amended decree 
provides that for every scattered site unit moved into by a resident of Horner (but not 
from the E;(tension), Habitat is entitled to 5109,000 reimbursement from the CHA. 
Habitat would like to discuss procedures for obtaining the files demonstrating the aumber 
of residents who have moved from Homer to scattered site bowing, and identifying 
whether such residents have moved from the Extension. Habitat also would like to dis­
cuss arrangements for the payment of this compensation, so the funds can be used co 
build additional housing . 

We would appr~iate it if you would advise us of any issues the CHA would like to raise 
with Habitat. Habitat loola forward to hearing the CHA's views, and discussing the issues 
raised. We know that Habitat and the CHA have had disagreements in the past about their 
respective roles. Habitat still hopes it can work: together with the CHA to provide housing to 
the people of Chicago in an effective manner, consistent with prior Coun Orders and with Chief 
Judge Aspen's wishes, as he expressed them on July 2. 

cc: Philip Hiclanan 
Valerie Jarrett 
Daniel Levin 
~ichael Shalcman 
Douglas R. Woodworth 
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The Chicago Housing Authority 
Office of the General Counsel 

BY FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

July 9, 1997 

Barry A. Miller 
Miller Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon & Schlifke 
208 S. LaSalle Street 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Re: Gautreaux v. CHA, No. 66 C 1459, 66 C 1460 
Henry Horner Mothers' Guild v. CHA No. 91 C 3316 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

I am responding to your letter of July 4 to me and Tom Johnson in which you 
identify issues that you state you would like to discuss at Thursday 's meeting . 
You also state that "Habitat hopes to use the meeting to discuss me full 
relationship between Habitat, as Receiver, and the CHA." 

Our . first disagreement is the scope of Thursday's meeting. The prior 
meeting was scheduled pursuant to Judge Zagel's directive that the Horner 
parties meet and attempt to resolve those issues which were the subject of 
Habitat's Emergency Motion for Instructions. This Thursday 's meeting was 
never intended to include broad issues such as the relationship between the 
CHA and the Receiver, the applicability of the Gautreaux decree to HOPE 
VI, and the proper use of Program 117 funds. Dan and I both told Judge 
Aspen that the purpose of Thursday's meeting was to continue our 
discussions from the prior meeting . I am sure that this is what Judge Zagel 
expects to happen. 

I also believe that Judge Aspen expects that the issues to be discussed go 
beyond Horner and involve Gautreaux. At the status conference, I expressed 
my view that the prior meeting concerned only Horner issues, which he had 
expressly deferred to Judge Zagel. Dan disputed that statement and told 
Judge Aspen that our meeting went beyond Horner and included Gautreaux 
issues. Had the Judge realized that the issues on the agenda for Thursday 's 
meeting were in fact all Horner related, I believe he would have again 
deferred to Judge Zagel. 

200 West Adams, Suite 2100 Chicqo, IIllDois 606M 
TelephoD« (JU) 791-&o415 FAX (3U) n6-6411 
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Bec~use ~udge Aspen stated that he would consider appointing a special master to 
mediate dtsputes that ~y not be resolved at Thursday 's meeting, it is important that we 
be clear about what wtll be on the table Thursday . and what will not. I do not believe 
Judge Aspen expected the parties to resolve Horner issues and the fundamental issues 
upon which we disagree at ~hursday's meeting, or face the appointment of a spec ial 
master. Our fundamental dtsagreemems on the Gautreaux issues identified in vo ur 
lener could never be resolved through negotiation at Thursday 's meeting. For t.hese 
reasons, the scope of the meeting must be confined to only those issues discussed at the 
prior meeting. 

It may be helpful for later discussions if I briefly respond to each of your points. 

1. Are CHA's site selection activities consistent with the August 13, 1997 order'? 
This is a very broad issue and I do not know what you are concerned about. ·If it is 
limited to the CHA's activities west of Western, that is a Horner issue, it was not 
discussed at our last meeting, and it should be resolved in the context of the Horner 
case. Furthermore, to my knowledge, CHA has not selected any sites for development 
of Horner replacement housing . If your concern suggests that CHA can not or should 
not express its preference that the development areas be expanded, we can not and will 
not agree. 

2. Is HOPE Vl within the scope of the August 14, 1997 order? You correctly state 
the CHA 's position that HOPE Vl is not within the scope of Gautreaux (and therefore 
outside the scope of the 1987 order), and we understand your position regarding the 
1987 order. If the Receiver chooses to dispute the CHA's activities regarding HOPE 
VI. the real issue will be the applicability of the Gautreaux orders to HOPE V1 . The 
proper forum for the resolution of this fundamental issue is the court. 

3. Should Gautreaux money held by Habitat be used for long-term leases in the 
Cabrini-Green area? We agree this issue must be resolved quickly and the CHA will 
continue to negotiate with the Receiver. Given the time constraints, the issue requires a 
separate resolution by the appropriate parties. I believe that work is in progress . 

4. Wbat are the purposes for which Program 117 funds may be used? The proper 
use of Program 117 funds goes beyond the $450,000 item mentioned in your letter. It 
is a broad issue of significant consequence on which the Receiver and the CHA have a 
fundamental disagreement. 
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5. ? Does my letter t.o the Scattered S [ce Managers vio late paragraph 7 of the 
1987 

order . \1y letter requires tha.t all contacts between the Managers and Hab itat come 
through the o~ce of the CHA s General Counsel. I do not view chat as unreasonable 
or uncooperative conduct given the adversarial posrure chat the Receiver's mot ion has 
placed us m. The letter will not be rescinded . 

6. 7 .. 8. You hav.e properly identified these issues as having been discussed at the prio r 
meetmg . Accordmgly , they are on the agenda at Thursday's meeting with one caveat: 

Horner issues must be resolved between the Horner plaintiffs and che CHA _ 
not between the CHA and Hab [tat . That was Judge Zagel's instruction co the Horner 
parties. and he explicitly excluded Habitat from the process . The CHA was will ing to 
meet with Habitat dn the Horner issues raised in its motion for instructions co provide 
correct information to Habitat so that it realizes that its allegation were false . [n any 
event, we are not persuaded that a paucity of infonnation about trans itional ass istance. 
screening , and the like impact the Receiver's ability to carry out its duties in any 
negative way. The CHA has no obligation in the Horner case to satisfy Habitat on 
Horner issues . I believe that once Judge Aspen realizes that they are Horner [ssues, he 
will not appoint a special master in the event Habitat is unsatisfied after Thursday · s 
meeting . 

9. What is CHA's policy on acceptance of Horner units from Habitat and what is 
the role of HRC in the process? This was not discussed at the prior meeting . It [s 
exclusively a Horner issue, and not on the agenda for this meeting. 

10. What is the proper interpretation of the 1995 Horner consent Decree concerning 
financing? This also is a new issue that relates exclusively to Horner. It will not be 
discussed at Thursday 's meeting . 

The CHA would be pleased to discuss items 9 and 10 with Habitat, but only in the 
context of the Horner litigation when Bill Wilen is present. The Horner issues that the 
CHA would include in such a discussion are directly related to Habitat's perfonnance 
of its obliptions at Horner, CHA has several other issues which it would be interested 
in discussina with Habitat at a future meeting. Those include per unit cost (which 
appears excessive in light of the absence of land acquisition costs) accounting for funds 
expended (panicularly with regard to the 18 Lawndale units), and problems CHA is 
experiencing in marketing units due to design and construction which potential re~idents 
find unsatisfactory. Finally we would like to discuss Habitat's plans regardmg tts · 
obligations west of Western. and its consistent failure to respond to the concerns of the 
Horner residents. the neighbors west of Western. and the CHA. 
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If you want to schedule such a meeting c.he CHA would of course attend. 

Very truly yours. 

~~ 71(~ 
J;'erome M. Butler 

/ General Counsel 

.' vag 
cc : Joseph Shuldiner 

Tom Johnson 
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Thomas E. Johnson 
Alexander Polikotf 
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Chicago Housing Authority 
Suite 2100 
200 West Adams 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

Re: Gautrecua v. CHA, No. 66 C 1459, 66 C 1460 
HenryHomerMotMrs Guildv. CHA.. No. 91 C 3316 

I have read your letter of July 9 and am troubled both by iDaccuracies in it and the ani­
rude it reflects that seems to discourage a prompt meeting between Habitat and CHA to attempt 
to resolve all areas of disagreements. Instead you suggest a highly compartmentalized approach 
that seems calculated to· defer discussion and resolution of issues at a time when there is a 
significant interest for all panies, including the public, in prompt problem solving. 

Your statement that the purpose of the meeting we set for this afternoon was intended to 
be limited to Homer issues is contrary to the history of my communications with you and Tom 
Johnson. 

At our JUDe 17th meeting with Tom, Dan, Valerie, and others, I told you that Habitat 
wanted to scbedllle a second meeting to discuss non-Homer issues. I confirmed this in my letter 
to Tom of Ju.19dt, in wbich l wrote: 

ID additiOn, Habitat advised the CHA that it would like to hold a separate 
meeting to discuss other matters, including HOPE V1 funding, issues with respect 
to other developments, and the provision of information to Habiw under the 
Gautreaux Court's Order. We would appreciate it if such a mee~ing would be 
scheduled next week. Please call me with available dates and tunes for you, 
Jerome, and whoever else the CHA chooses to bring. 
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. r a~so spoke with Tom on June 19th. and he asked me to sp~ify issues Habitat was inter­
ested tn d1scussmg at the next meeting. My notes reflect that r told him ''HOPE Vl d .~.. 

H b. 1 · hi · an oU!er non- a ttat re auons p 1ssues," and that I specifically mentioned the following : 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

HOPE VI 7/97 grant . 
Cabrini funding 
Handling of surplus funds . 
Site selection activities . 
Providing information to the receiver . 
Leasing units from Mclean . 
The rest of the Horner money (the disputed $5 million.) 

. . In addition, your description of the conference before Chief Judge Aspen last wednesday 
1s m.accurate. My notes confirm my recollection that I told Chief Judge Aspen that we wanted 
to discuss a variety of problems that had been building, and that Dan listed a number of items 
to discuss, including many items from my letter of July 3. 

In summary, your statement that "This Thursday's meeting was never intended to include 
broad issues such as the relationship between the CHA and the Receiver, the applicability of the 
Gautreaux decr-ee to HOPE VI, and the proper use of Program 117 funds" is flatly wrong. 

Your statement that Judge Zagel explicitly excluded Habitat from resolving Horner 
issues, and so instructed the parties, is also incorrect. Judge Zagel made no such statement at 
the status in chambers, but recognized that the Receiver, while not a party, had a role to play. 
He clearly contemplated ongoing discussions involving the Receiver. At the June 17th meeting, 
we told you that Habitat did not believe it was required to panicipate in all discussions (such as 
the details of planning a transitional assistance program), but we did ask to be included in 
appropriate discussions, and to be kept informed of others. The CHA did not object to that 
statement at the June 17th meetin1. 

As we bave repeatedly said, we wish to discuss all issues that Habitat as Receiver has 
with the CHA. We are coming prepared to discuss those issues. 

We do noc believe all of the Horner issues and the Gauqeaux issues can be neatly separa­
ted. (Indeed, Chief Judge Aspen's Order of June 10 recognized the overlap.) For e~ample, 
your failure freely to provide information to Habitat implicates both cases. We see no reason 
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why all of the issues cannot be discussed now . with the recognition that Mr. Polikoff and/or \1r . 
Wilen may appropriately be involved in later discuss ions .l' 

We hope we can agree on the manner of resolving many of the issues we (and you) have 
identified. If you are not willing to discuss any particular issue, we cannot make you do so . 
We will, of course, note your position in our report to the Couns. 

cc: Philip Hickman 
Valerie Jarrett 
Thomas Johnson 
Daniel Levin 
Alexander Polikoff 
Michael Shakman 
Douglas R. Woodworth 

Sincerely , 

~!~~ 

. . . th June 17th meeting, when he noted that !' Indeed, Tom Johnson made- a similar poUlt ~t e . that not all arties needed to 
the CHA was involved in overlapping circles of dlSCUSSlOOS, an4 p 
be included at each discussion. 

RA-368 

• 



Miller, Shakman , Hamilton, Kurtzon & Schlifke 
H"tor,.,evs and counselors 

TO: 
TO: 

Jerome Butler 
Thomas E. Johnson 

FROM: Barry A. Miller 

DATE: July 1 1, 1997 

TELECOPY COVER SHEET 

FAX: 726-641 8 
FAX: 422-0708 

Number of pages being sent (including this cover page): 5 

208 Soutn LaSalle Str eet 
Ch,c ago , .lhno,s 5C604 
~ • 1 •o~one 1312! 2~J . J JOQ 
'acs1m11e 1312! i!eJ . J2JO 

If there is a problem with transmission of this fax, please contact (31 21 759-7231 . 

Please see attached. 

cc: Daniel Levin 
Alexander Polikoff 
Michael Shakman 
William P. Wilen 

527-7440 
641-5454 

263-3846 

RA-369 

The ,nformat1on contamea 1n th1s facs1m1le measa~e '' Procmetary ana Confidential 1nformation intended only for the uae of the 'ndiv1dual 
or entity named u rec1p1ent . If the reader ia not the 1ntended rec1p1ent. be nereby notified thet anv disaeminetion. dittTibvtton or copy1ng 
of th11 communication '' strtctty proh1bited. If vou neve reca1ved th11 commun1cat10n 1n error, pleue calf ua 'mmediatetv. u our expense . 
Thank you. 



- '--

MILLER, SHAKMAN, HAMILTON, KURTZON & SCHLIF'KE: 

'<[ I I..'" · "0[1.."'""" 
"'""'>< 0 ANO[IIISON 
"'""'C 0 !Itt"' 
ST[I'"[N .J SISGC I CIII 
GCIIIA\.OINC SOAT SIIIOWN 
Ol:-.[1( \. . COTT t [lll 

e:ow .... -.o w "t t. o"'""' 
""T'" "' " w ""' ' tO"'"" 
.J U\. 1[ .. ""'CO"'""' 
'l\JT .. GOI..O'"""" 
~ O I CKtY M A ... I I.. T ON 
OIAN[,. 1<\.0TN I " 

BY FAX AL'ID MAIL 

Jerome M. Butler 
General Counsel 

"TTOIU•CYS "NO COIJNSI!:I.:I"S 

"' ' C .. A[I.. S . o<IJ-.TZON 
SCOTT .. . '-"ll t NS 
''""IliON Z.41.4"" \.CTC .. INGC" 
cow""'O w . .. AI..ST~~to .. 

.""'"'"' .... '"''-1..[111 
1110 NAI..Q S '"'\.\.till 
OAVIO A . O ·TOO\.t 
.J [NNI,.I!:III '- · SACMS 
3[RNA"'0 A . SCMI.. I ,.I<C 
,...AI'tK A . SEGAl.. 
""' I CMAE1.1.. . S ... AII(WAN 

""0"'"5 "' · STAUNTON 

July 11. 1997 

zoe sou r ., " " S.41. t.. C s r qcc r 

C '" I C.4GO . • t. t. . NO I S SOeO• 

"Ci.CI'..,Okl!: · l t l t le~·l700 

'"ACS I .W I I..,( I l l I I ze.J · li'O 

"0"TON .J O"'< IA"'"""O 
r .. cooo•t at-.oc"' 

OA\1 10 .J o(Jt i,J ~· 

"'AU-. I C[ ~OS[N .. I [ I.. O 
STANTON SCM U ,.AN 

759- 72Jl 

Chicago Housing Authority 
Suite 2100 

Thomas E. Johnson 
Johnson, Jones, Snelling, 

Gilbert & Davis, P.C . 
Suite 1310 

200 West Adams 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Gentlemen: 

36 South Wabash Avenue 
Chicago, IL 60603 

Re: Gauzreaux v. CHA, No. 66 C 1459, 66 C 1460 
HenryHornerMothenGuildv. CHA, No . 91 C33l6 

I am writing to conflrm certain agreements reached at our meeting yesterday . A number 
of CHA representatives were present, including each of you and Mr. Shuldiner and Mr. 
Eisendrath. Habitat representatives present were Mr. Levin, Mr. Hickman, Ms. Jarrett, Mr. 
Woodworth, and counsel. You also invited Mr. Wilen to attend. 

At the beginning of the meeting, Mr. Butler stated that the CHA was not prepared to dis­
cuss non-Horner matters. I said that the meeting had been scheduled to discuss both Horner and 
non-Horner issues, and that Habiw was prepared to discuss both. As a courtesy to Mr. Wilen 
(whose presence was not appropriate for the non-Horner issues),l' and given the CHA's unwill­
ingness to discuss non-Horner issues, we discussed certain of the Horner issues included in my 
letters to you of June 19 and July 3. 

l' While Habitat has no objection to discussing Horner issues with Mr. Wilen, inviting him 
without telling us was inappropriate. As Tom Johnson and I had discussed prior to the June 17th 
meeting, there is value in discussing these issues separately before having a general discussion. 
(Indeed, we had already called Mr. Wilen to schedule a meeting before his unannounced atten­
dance at the meeting yesterday .) The circumstances suggest that the CHA' s invitation to Mr. 
Wilen was another way to avoid discussing the non-Horner issues yesterday. 
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We discussed points 5-7 and 9-10 in my letter of July 3. On these points , the following 
summanzes our discussions: 

5. CHA Information Cutoff Memo . The Receiver expressed his view that the CHA 
has acted improperly. in violation of Chief Judge Aspen· s Order, in requiring that all comrnu­
rucanons be conducted through Mr. Butler's office. The CHA stated that in view of the 
pendency of the Receiver's Emergency Motion for Instructions, the CHA wanted all communica­
tions to go through counsel. While the Receiver disagrees, · and without waiv ing any of his 
rights, he will communicate his requests through Mr. Butler (except for requests made at the 
weekly Tuesday meeting). 

6. Homer Vacancies/Occupancy. The Receiver explained how information about 
vacancies and occupancy is necessary for preparing reports to HUD, and for expediting the 
completion of units that have been rented. In the past, the Receiver obtained this information 
directly from private managers, but the CHA has now cut off those contacts. On June 17, the 
CHA had agreed to provide the Receiver with copies of its reports, but had not done so . Mr. 
Wilen expressed concern about providing cenain confidential tenant infonnation to the Receiver . 
The CHA agreed to provide certain information in writing, updated in writing on a weekly basis 

~ '---" at the regular :Tuesday meetings with Habitat, the CHA. and Mr. Wilen. The information con­
sists of the date of occupancy of each unit, whether an unoccupied unit has been leased, the 
move-in date, if available. and the tenant's income category . 

7. Horner Screenini Overview. My July 3 letter suggested that no overview had 
been given. We agreed that was inaccurate, and that the general procedures had been described. 
On June 17. the Receiver had requested more detailed information about how the procedures 
were being implemented, and by whom. The Receiver also requested data on the process . The 
Receiver requested the opportunity to discuss certain aspects of the screening with the peQple 
conducting it, including the Eastlake management group, and explained why it viewed the infor­
mation as importam to the Receiver's duties. CHA agreed to provide data on a trial basis. and 
would consider providing additional and/or updated information. The CHA will consider 
responding to specific questions on an ongoing basis. 

9. Homer Tenant Transition Assistance. The CHA provided a general update of the 
statuS of discussions on transition assistance. The CHA advised the Receiver that no program 
has yet been agreed upon, but discussions with Mr. Wilen and Mr. Gates are continuing. The 
Receiver requested continuing updates. 
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. 10. Homer Turnover Issues. We discussed the policies and certain issues mvolved 
tn the rurnover of unm at Horner. Various issues were discussed Y Th R · 
that the extent of issues about completed units not be exaggerated ·~ ~r we·le ecetvderh refqul ested 

. . . . .v1 . 1 n sat e e t cer-
tam tssues (wtt.h some but not all of Habitat's contractors) had not been promptly resolved in the 
past. ~r . Levtn requested that if any of the issues are not promptly resolved ur w ·1 u· Sh ld ' . . v1 . 1 en or .v1r . 

u mer should feel free to call Mr . Levin, ~s . Jarren. Mr. Hiclcrnan, or Mr. Woodworth . 

The CHA also raised several issues with Habitat: 

A_. The CHA asked the Receiver for documents showing the cost of development and 
construction at Homer. The Receiver agreed to provide the CHA the information that has been 
provided to HUD. If the CHA is interested in additional information or explanations , it may 
request that from the Receiver. 

B. The Receiver also agreed to provide information about the "Section 3" "step-up· 
employment program for Horner residents with Habitat contractors. 

C. Mr. Shuldiner said he was told by Tom Finnerty and Mamie Bone that there were 
bener-designed units being built in the neighborhood for less than the Receiver's cost. and that 
the Receiver had refused to discuss this . The Habitat representatives said they had never heard 
that claim.l' The CHA and/or Mr. Wilen will provide more information to the Receiver about 
this maner. 

Y ~r. Touhy said at the meeting that Habitat had agreed in writing that the CHA could re­
ject units for excessive punchlist items. I am not aware of such a document. I am aware of a 
field agreemeul between CHA staff and Habitat staff concerning the MCL units at Horner , 
where delays in tbe completion of the punchlist by the contractor were encountered. In that 
case, the CHA took the position that it would not accept the transfer of future units if there were 
any punchllst items. Despite the language of the Coun's Order, Habitat agreed with the CHA 
that for that one contractor, because of the history of delayed completion of the punchlist, both 
the CHA and Habitat would take a "zero tolerance" approach with MCL, even though a certifi­
cate of occupancy had been received from the City and none of the punchlist items were code 
violations. If Mr. Touhy has information that is different from the above, please let me know . 

l' The Receiver recognizes that housing built without union or Davis-Bacon labor. ~-UD 
administrative costs, and the Section 3 program. among other factors. w1ll cost less . In addmon. 
other housing may not have comparable design features, space, or amenities. 
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Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon & Schlifke 
attorneys and counselors 

TELECOPY COVER SHEET 

TO: Jerome Butler FAX: 726-6418 

FROM: Barry A. Miller 

DATE: July 1 1, 1997 

Number of pages being sent (including this cover page): 3 

208 South LaSa lle Street 
Chicago , lll1n01 S 60604 

T 111Ctlon1 13 1 2! 263· 3 700 
"ac11mo1e IJ 121 263 · J2 70 

_ ~ If there is a problem with transmission of this fax, please contact (312) 759-7212. 

Please see attached. 

cc: Thomas E. Johnson 
Daniel Levin 
Alexander Polikoff 
Michael Shakman 

422-0708 
527-7440 
64,-5454 
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Re: Gawreaux v. CHA. No. 66 C 1459. 66 C 1460 
Dear Mr. Butler: 

When we met yesterday, you said that the CHA was not prepared to discuss any of the 
non-Horner issues raised in my letters of June 19 and July 3. You said that you would write 
by the middle of next week to state the CHA 's views on some of these issues, and indicate when 
you would be willing to meet to discuss those issues the CHA is willing to discuss . 

One of the issues that Habitat wished to discuss yesterday (and about which you were not 
willing to proceed) was the responsibility for HOPE VI development funds. Chief Judge 
Aspen's 1987 Order appointing the Receiver gave the Receiver all responsibility of the CHA for 
development of the "scattered site program." Paragraph (C) of that Order stated: 

(C) For purposes of this Order the "scattered site program" shall mean 
(i) the buildings and vacant sites listed in Exhibit A attached hereto (collectively, 
the "Uncompleted Units") and (ii) the CHA development Programs numbered IL 
2-096, 112-098, Il2-l03 through IL 2-109, and Il2-113 (excluding any comple­
ted buildings in such programs) and all CHA non-elderly public housing 
development programs which may in the furure be authorized by HUD during the 
pendency of Civil Action No. 66-1459. [Emphasis added.) 

As you know, the Receiver believes that to the extent the CHA is using _HOPE .VI 
funding to develop family public housing units, it is a "CHA n?n-elderly publ1c hous~g 
development program[]" which has been "authorized by H~D dunng the pend~ncy of Ctvll 
Action No. 66-1459." Since the development of any pubhc non-elderly housmg under the 
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HOPE VI program IS the responsibility of che Receiver, che August 14, 1987 Order provides that 
\1r . Levtn and Habttat, as Recetver, have all powers of the CHA respecting the family hous ing 
development component of HOPE VI, including (but not limited to) : 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

Developing and administering the family housing development componenc of che HOPE 
VI program. 
Making all detenninations governing the program . 
Making all submissions to HUD of applications for funding and other documents . 
Site selection and acquisition (including policies respecting the location of sites and 
buildings to be acquired) . 
Relocation of occupants, when necessary . 
Construction of dwelling units , and the designs and specifications therefor . 
Negotiating and executing any contracts or other documents . 

Since HOPE VI funds can also be used for purposes not involving the development of family 
housing, the Receiver recognizes that in such cases it is necessary that the Receiver be a co­
applicant with the CHA for HOPE VI funds, and that both panies must work together to obtain 
and use such funds . 

We understand that the CHA may be planning to make an application for HOPE VI funds 
next week without including the Receiver as a co-applicant. This letter is written to inform you 
that the Receiver views that action as inconsistent with Chief Judge Aspen's 1987 Order. 

In addition, we have been advised that you are holding a meeting on HOPE VI funding 
for ABLA development next week. Again, the Receiver continues to believe that any such 
meeting should be organized with and include the Receiver. 

Please advise us immediately of your intention on these points. Naturally. the Rece iver 
reserves all his rights in this matter. 

cc: Thomas Johnson 
Daniel Levin/Habitat 
Alexander Polikoff 
Michael Shakman 

Sincerely, 

AA ~Miller 
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The Chicago Housing Authority 
Office of the General Counsel 

Vra U.S, Mail aNI Fa.cstm!J« 

July 17, 1997 

Mr. Barry Miller 
Miller, $halanan, H.amiltoo., 

Kmtzon & Schlitxe 
208 S. LaSalle Street 
Chica:o. IL 60604 

Dear Mt. Miller: 

I am in receipe ot your July 11, 1997 ld!a' parportmg to sammarize what 
trampired at out July 10, 1997 meerlna. Lib yoar eadier Ictzcn of July 3, 
1997 m:i JUDe 19, 1997 pu:rponiDg to sammari2;e our meeti ug of JODe 17, 
1997, the Ieaer is IlO( m accurate srnnmary of wtw transpired or what CHA 
a~RCG to do. tmtead, it appem tO be an mempt to create a one-s~ 
wdaen r=:«d to be used apimt CHAin the peDOting legal proczeeding the 
ReceiVer ha.t brougbt, or scm: fumre lepl procwrljng me Receiver immjs 

to brina-

1. CBA <tid DOC seek •to avoid ~sstn1 tb£ non-Homer i.ssaes• 
rUsa1 in ywz July 3, 1997 I.eU.er. Our origimlJane 17, 1997 awring dealt 
$Oldy vridl Horner issues. 11 followed i!IJD1tll11iarrly our .hme 13, 1997 
cxn4eiw:e wilh Judge Zagd, u wbich me same issues ~ niscd m1 
dilcn!led md u wttich we prani-srtt to commue oar loog-stancting dialogue 
with tbe Rcceivu em Hor'tlt% issues (wbic.h bu lODe Oil weeS!y for mmy 
mdf!S). WbeD yoa opted !or a suhseque:U meeting, you ast.cd to tait 
f'culbtr aboat Homer issues as well as some DOD-Horner issues. On tbe ~ 
o! tbe July 4 boliday, you sem UJ a leaer substantially expandq the list of 
issua to be c1i5eussed CHA bas always bCCD williDI to wt aboul mose ~ 
Honm issues th3l are DO( the cwzeat subjea of~ or actual litiptioD 
with ~ patia, but tbe various issues you r2ised oa July 3111 involve 
various groups of people (mside m:t OUISide of CHA), so we fell it would be 

• wat .u.-. s-.uoeo· , .. -...""' 
T.,...._ .. (Jll) 791-141.5 F.U (3U) ~~~ 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTH Y GAUTREAUX , et al. , 

Plaintiffs, 

v. No . 66C 1459 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY , Chief Judge Aspen 

Defendant. 

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL L. SHAKMAN 

Michael L. Shakman, having first been sworn upon oath, states as follows: 

1. I am a partner in the firm of Miller, Shakman , Hamilton , Kurtzon & 

Schlifke, and am a member of the Illinois bar and of the bar of this Court. I am also 

one of the attorneys for Daniel E. Levin and The Habitat Company as Receiver in thi s 

case. 

2. On April 1 4, 1 998 I spoke by telephone with Janet L. Elson, an attorney 

in the Office of Counsel of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

in Chicago. 

3. Ms. Elson is identified as the person to contact in the letters of November 

10, 1997 and January 6, 1998 from HUD to the CHA that are attached to the CHA's 

Motion For Leave to File Instanter Chicago Housing Authority ' s Reply to Receiver's 

Response to CHA's Motion to Strike and Plaintiffs' Response to CHA Motion to Strike 

Exhibits. In addition, from my prior conversations with Ms. Elson and John Jensen, 
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the HUD attorney who has represented HUD in this case, 1 was aware that Ms . Elson 

is the attorney in the Chicago office of HUD w ho processes amendments to the 

Consolidated Annual Contributions Contracts by which HUD provides funding to th e 

CHA and the Receiver . 

4. To confirm the information provided by Ms . Elson, I wrote the letter to 

her of April 15, 1998 that is attached hereto as Exhibit A. That letter accurately 

states the information Ms. Elson provided to me on April 14, 1998. 

5. The information Ms. Elson provided establishes the follow ing : 

A. Because of CHA non-approval of HUD amendments submitted to 

the CHA, as of April 14, 1998, HUD has not effected transfers of $7,100,842 

(in cluding a transfer of $4,834,782 that is solely for HUD's internal purposes). 

B. CHA had apparently approved transfers of $422,074 (Amendment 

95) and $20,000 (Amendment 40), but these funds could not be transferred by HU D 

because of CHA ' s failure to approve other transfers with which these amounts were 

linked. 

C. On March 31, 1998 Ms. Elson and Mr. Jensen informed me that 

$7 ,086,048 in transfers had been blocked by the CHA's failure to provide approvals . 

D. Neither the $7,100,842 blocked as of April 14, 1998 nor the 

$7,086,048 that Ms. Elson and Mr. Jensen told me was blocked as of March 31, 

1998 include the amounts that were the subject of the letters of November 10, 1997 

and January 6, 1998 that are attached to the CHA's Reply. As those letters reflect, 

they related to CHA approval of Amendments 36, 37, 38 and 92. The amendments 

- 2 -
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that Ms. Elson and Mr . Jensen informed me were blocked as of March 3 1, 1998 and 

./._pr\1 • M~ did not include t11ose amendments.-/ 



that Ms. Elson and Mr. Jensen informed me were blocked as of March 31 , 1998 and 

April 14, 1998 did not include those amendments . .!.; 

E. All of the blocked funds relate to the Receiver's activities m 

developing new housing for CHA residents f h · except or t e mternal bookkeeping 

transfer sought by HUD and the $20,000 in compensation for the Court ' s special 

masters. 

6. The foregoing matters are true of my own knowledge except in the case 

of information described above that was provided to me by Mr . Jensen and Ms . 

Elson, which is accurately stated and I believe to be true. 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to 
before me this 15th day 
of April, 1998. 

Michael L. Shakman 

lf I also wish to correct another error in the CHA's Reply. At page 11 the CHA 
inaccurately quotes the Court as stating in the July 2, 1997 conference that it would 
never grant a motion to vacate the Gautreaux decree in its entirety. I was present at 
that conference. The statement attributed to the Court is not correct. In substance 
the Court responded to a statement by counsel for the CHA suggesting that the 
Gautreaux case was no longer pertinent. The Court responded that in its view the 
case remained relevant and a motion to end the case would be denied at this 
time . . 

- 3 -
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April 15. 1998 

U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development 

77 West Jackson Blvd 
26th Floor 
Chicago , Illinois 60604 

Dear Jan: 

~oe S..J ~.J r~ -~SA __ ~ 3 -=::::­

:..., rcAGo -- "'05 6:-5.:.::. 

--E -:>OC ~E a:::::; c,::_ := 
'JAV I Q ~ ~ ~ ·-;lP 

"-4A '..J R IC E ::! :JS E...._:- ~-: 

STA.NiQ"' SC,- r ... ""'~ ' 

I'm writing to confirm the information you gave me yesterday concerning those HCD 
Annual Contributions Contract amendments relating to the CHA and the Gautreaux Receiver that 
remain unapproved by CHA. They are as follows : 

Amendment 39 and 94: These two amendments are for approximately $396,576 (No. 
39) and $106,590 (No. 94). These are paired for processing purposes . These relate to housing 
construction that are the Receiver's responsibility . CHA has not approved these requests, which 
HUD sent to the CHA on November 13, 1997 . 

Amendment 95: This Amendment is for $422 ,074 for a demonstration project being 
constructed by the Receiver. The CHA transmitted its approval of this Amendment to HUD on 
April 8, 1998. HUD sent this amendment to the CHA on December 15, 1997 . You wrote the 
CHA on April 9, that its approval of this Amendment had no practical effect because you cannot 
process Amendment 95 without CHA approval of Amendments 39 and 94 , with which it is 
linked. 

Amendment 96: This Amendment is to reconfigure the accounts used for portions of the 
Washington Park project being built by the Receiver. It would transfer $1,303,026 from HUD 
account 117 to account 207. This amendment also adds $3,000 to account 184 for construction 

~~ by the Receiver. In addition, solely as a bookkeeping matter for HUD's convenience, this 

EXHIBIT ,:., 
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Amendment transfers $4.834 ,782 that HUD had allocated to account 104 in the late 1970's or 
early 1980's to HUD account number 123 . The money involved was expended by CHA 
(without producing any housing) in the late 1970's or early 1980s. This transfer has no 
substantive effect since there are no moneys being transferred , only an accounting adjustment 
on HUD's books . CHA 's failure to approve this transfer is holding up the funding for the 
Washington Park project. HUD sent chis amendment to the CHA for approval on December 17. 
1997 ' 

Amendment 40: This Amendment moves $20.000 from HUD account 117 to accoum 
188 to pay the Court 's special masters . You have been informed by CHA that it has approved 
this amount. You have informed the CHA that its approval of this amendment is also ineffecti,·e 
wi thout approval of Amendment 39 since you cannot process Amendment 40 until 39 is 
approved and processed . As you noted, Amendments 39 and 94 are linked for approval 
purposes . 

Amendment 42: This Amendment transfers $14 ,794 from HUD account 117 to account 
128 to pay the Receiver additional costs incurred . 

You also confirmed that as of two weeks ago (i .e. March 31, 1998) your understanding 
was that S7 , 086,048 in Amendments 3 9, 40, 41, 94, 95 and 96 remained unapproved by the 
CHA or, as noted above in the case of amendments that are linked to other amendments , could 
not be disbursed because of the CHA · s failure to approve the linked amendments . In our phone 
conversation on March 31, you and John Jensen advised me of the $7,086,048 total that could 
not be transferred because of the CHA's non-approval. 

Thank you for providing this information. 

cc: Jerome Butler 
Susan Getzendanner 
Nancy S. Eisenhauer 
Alexander Polikoff 

Sincerely, 

--[ L.t\ I L .,__ 
Michael L. Shakman 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned, an attorney, hereby certified that he caused cop ies of the 

foregoing Receiver's Motion for Leave To File Additional Information To Correct The 

Record to be delivered to: 

Alex Polikoff 
Business and Professional People 

for the Public Interest 
17 E. Monroe St., Suite 212 
Chicago, IL 60603 

John Jensen 
Associate Regional Counsel 
U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Suite 2620 
Chicago, IL 60604 

this 15th day of April, 1998. 

- 2 -

Susan Getzendanner 
Skadden, Arps, Slate, 

Meagher & Flom (Illinois) 
333 W. Wacker Dr., Suite 21 00 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Linda Wawzenski 
Assistant U.S . Attorney and 

Deputy Chief Civil Division 
219 S. Dearborn St., Suite 500 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Michael L. Shakman 
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Gautreaux et al. v . Chicago Housing Authority 
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runding .-\v;:~il.Jbilicy for RcvicJliz:Hion 
of St!verely Oi~tressed Public Housin<T 
(1-!ope VI Revit<lliz:H ion) " 

?~;;gra:7: Cesc::pClcn. A~~ro .x1mace !v 
- ,.; l r.. li'icn is avadab!e in funding for 
t . .'-.c ~ -=·; icJ il z :mon of St!vere!v Distressed 
F:.!: iic l-:ous;r.g (c.."l e " HOPS V1 
i'.e•.Haii :J ::c:-~ ?~ogram " ) . as provided m 
c.'-.e :Je;:ar::7.e:lts of Ve :erans Affairs and 
;-;:c us i.-.g a:.d L'r~an De~·e!comenc. and 
r.~ce?er:ce:'.C .-\g~:1c : es Aco.roonacions 
. .1.c:. 1998 . - ::e c:nc.~ced ~cr.2ing of th e 
f-:OP~ \11 ?~:gram iS :o e :-~aCJ i e 
revua liZJccn and transEarr:1a t:o n of c..'-.e 
phys.cal st·e of severelv d isu-essed 
public housing deve!opme:-~ts and the 
social d ynam1cs of life for low-incon-.e 
res;de!lts a' th at Site . or in anv off·sHe 
re;J !Jce!":le:;c housing . · 

A_cpiicil~:n Due Dace: ..l.pp licauons 
~us: be rece:ved at f-:L"D l-:eadquan:ers 
c r. or Je:·cre 1 2 : ~0 pm. :::1s:e:;1 time en 
Ju :.e 29 . ! 9~3 . ac !-:L"D 1-:eJcc;uarcers. 
See o:.!':e Ce:'.eral St!c::ion cf c.'-. ;s 
S u ~er:iOFA for spec :fic procedures 
g<J I<e::'.ir.g c.'-.e for:n of aoolicauon of 
su t:r...:sston (e.g . mailed ~pplications . 
e:qress :-r:ad . ovemighc de :ivery. or 
hand car:-:ed) . 

Accresses fer Submirr.i.--:g 
Applica~or:s: One copy of the 
c:mp!e,eO:: application mcsc be received 
ac f-:L'D f-:eJdquan:ers. 45 l Seventh 

ee,, SW. Room 4138 . \Vashington . DC 
A 10. Art:e!ltion: Deputy .~siscanc 

St!cre,ary for Public 1-:ousing 
[r.ves::..."T!e:-tts. [n addition . cwo copies of 
tl'.e c:mp!e:ed application also must be 
received at the aoorooriate 1-:UD Fie!d 
Of;'ic e f-:i_'3 . ' · · 

F:r Applicacior: Ki cs. F:;ru~er 
Ir.forma~cn. Te~i1n icaJ Ass;scance: 

F:r A_:;plic3ricn Kics. A c:py of the 
aoo licacon ku wdl be mailed co everv 
e !: ~.b ! e P:-:.4. .. -l.pp!ication kits and any 
s;.;cole!!.e:lcarv informacion also mav be 
ooc~ined by ccncacting t.i-te SuperNOFA 
fnfcrr.1 ation Ce!lcer ac l-800-HUD-8929. 
Pe~sons wtth hearing or s;;eech 
ir.1pairmencs may call the Center 's TTY 
nurr.berac 1-800-483-2209. The 
aoo iicaucn kic also will be available on 
&.~ fncernet through the HUD web site 
ac hrcp ://WVotW .HUD .gov. When 
requesting an applicacion kit. please 
refer co HOPE VI and provide your 
name. address (including zip c~e). and 
ce!ephone number (including area code) . 

For Further lnformacion and 
Technical Assistance. For answers to 
y0ur questions. you may call Mr. Milan 
Ozdinec. Oireccor. Office of Urban 
Revic<lliution. Deparunenc of Housing 

·d L'rban Development. 451 Seventh 
: eec. SW. Room 4142. Washington. DC 

2'J41 0: ce!ephone (202) 401-8812 (this is 
no c a call free number). Persons with 
hear:r. g or speech imp<lirrr.ents m01y 

access :.'-.ts numte: vt a TTY bv CJ t'l h ..... . . .tng 
c! e80rCe-::Se:a71 [nfor:-:-.auon Relay S.e:"v tce at 

- - I -8399 

I. Addition<:~! Inform.:lcion 

(A) Auc.'lorzc:y 

The funding :c :-:OPE 'vl 
Revitaiizacion gr~:-. :s under :..".:s 
Super:'·,'OfA is pr: ·.tded by u-.e ~y 1998 
Hl.D A;:;propri a r~::;s Ace ur.C:e; t.". e 
head ir.g " Revu:Ji: :Jcon at' S.e •:ere :v 
Distiessed Pu c!:: :-::us ing n-:G? :: iv1) .. 
(8 } P:.: .~ose 

. Tr.e ;:·~rpose of :.~e 1-iOP~ vl ?~agram 
IS w e:-.aole revic.a~:zation and 
transf.:;rmacion oE :.'-.e physica: stce of 
severe ly distress.:c; ?ublic hocsir. g 
deve!cpments a:-:c; :he soc ial C\r,amics 
of life for !ow-ir.c: :-:-.e reside:'.~ ac thac 
s ice . or iil any off-s: ce replace~e:1c 
hous tr.g . The HO?:: V1 RevicaL.z:.uon 
Progr:;:-:1 provices fa r grants :o pt..:blic 
houst:-:g agencies :: assist in: 

(1) - ::e demoh:::n of severe :v 
distressed public '-.ousing prc; e~:s or 
poruor.s of these :; iaiects : 

(2) T:1e revical:~a:.t~n (where 
appro~r.ace) of s:::s (incluc:.:~g 
remai::tr.g public :-:ousing umts) on 
wh1c~ such projec:.s are located: 

(3) The provistc:'l of rep!ace:nenc 
hous::-:g which wtl l avoid or lessen 
conce:".craeion of ~·e0' !ow-inc~me 
famil ies : 

(4) Tenanc-basec assistance in 
accorcance with section 8 of tr.e L' .S. 
Housing Ace of lS37: 

(5) .~.ssisti!lg ce:".ants disp!acec by 
demo l:uon. 

The FY 1998 1-:C:· ?~ vl aocro:r.auon 
a lso ;:ro..,ides for 5~anc fun2s :o' be used 
for the c!emolicicr: cf seve~elv c! istressed 
elderly public hc:.;s ir.g proje~:s and the 
replace:nenc. wr.ere appropr.ace . and 
revita lization of :."'.e elderly pub lic 
housing as new c:;mmunities fo r the 
eldedy designed to meec the special 
needs and ph~ical requirements of the 
elderly. 

(C) Amount Allocaced 

{l) Revitalizacicn grancs. 
Approximately H 16 million of the FY 
1998 HOPE \11 a~!:Jropriacion has been 
allocated to fund SOPE VI 
Revitalization grants. 

(2) Elderly Hoc.;sing grams. [n 
accordance with the FY 1998 HUD 
Appropriations Act S26 million of the 
HOPS VI appropnation has been 
allocated to fund projects proposing 
demolition of severely distressed elderly 
public housing projects and the 
replacement. where appropriate. and 
revitalization of the elderly public 
housing as new c:lmmunities for the 
elderly designed co meec the special 

needs anC ~nys t cJi ; ~': \...::- ~;.. e:.t.S ~(. ~.,.:a 
e!deri y. · ·· -

(a) TJrge:ed develc :r..e.--: ts .":'.a v ... ., 
e tther: · · --

(i) Housing destgnJ'ec; ::r :he eke ~ : .. 
persons wtch dtsabd tt:es . :r <TIL'<ed· · 
po~ulatl~r.~ . in ac::orc!ar:ce w 1c!-. ~ e-::: :cn 
7 at c:he L S. Houstn<> '·· -r· 1 a- ... • ::~ .~;.. ~ ..~ ~ .. ~ r or 

(ti) ProJec:s of a Pf-i .-\ cest<>nJced as 
elderl y by r.co ·n ac:::: r :.l r. ~e w:ch 
requtreme:;r.s in effec: or.:r :o 
enacunenc of the Hot..:s~r:~ ar.d 
Community Developmer.-t .l.c: cf l99z. 
d (iii) A P!-:A may . after re•:ua!t:Jc:on. 
.esignace c.'le cargecec; :e .. e!o orr.e :lc 

mrough a 1-iuD-Appravec; a i!~cauo n 
plan. 

(b) App lications U~rge::::-:g e ! ce~ ~y · 
de•;elop~ents will be ra: ::c; !n a s.: :: ara: :: 
compeution. and 1.oV1ll t:e :anked ·Jr.!v 
with other elderly aop i1: ~:: or. s . · 

(c) Of the S26 mi llion :-:-.ade ava 1! ab ::: 
for e lderly housin g. ti':e ~·: 1998 f-:LD 
Appropnao.on Ace tr.c !•..;c;ed uo co S \0 
million for !-:encage 1-:ot..:se 1n KansJs 
Ciry . Mi.ssoun. HUD awa:c!ed 
S6 .Si0.500 co Heritage ;-:: use under ti':e 
FY 1997 HOPE \11 ~Or . .l .. c.'lerefore ti':e 
full S l 0 rrullion will :;cc ·:e neeO::ed. 
After funding the needs :f !-:encage 
House . the balance of t.'-.e S 10 rrullio n 
sec -aside will be made avat!ab!e for 
Elderly Housing grants e!:gib!e for 
funding under this Super:-.-OFA. 

(3) HOPE VT Oemolic:cn-Onlv Cr.1r.cs. 
wp to S60 million in HO?:: 'vl fun c!.s 
will be made available for the 
demolition of obsole:e ,::t..::>lic hcustr. g 
wtthouc re'l italization . T:-::Jse funds w;!! 
be distnbuced through a se,::arace :-.-ce:.l.. 

(4) Secaon 8. Up to S9 l million 
(approximacely !0.000 ur.i :..s ) has been 
allocated for Section 8 'e:-.anc-based 
certificates and vouchers far ouo lic 
housing re!ocation or pt..:!:: iic housing 
replacement (including umts selected 
for the HOPE VI Program). The Secuon 
8 funds will be allocated bv HL'D after 
HUD approval of the applicant's 
demolitiorJdi.sposicion application or 
distressed public housir.g conve~sion 
plan submmed in lieu ot' a demoliuorv' 
disposition application in conformance 
with the stacucory requir~ments for the 
mandatory conversion of d istressed 
public housing units as requmd by 
section 202 of the Omnibus 
Consolidated Rescissions and 
Appropriations Act of 1996. These 
section 8 funds will be distributed 
through a separate notice . 

(D) Eligible Applicants 

PHAs that own public housing un its 
are eligible to apply. [ndian Housing 
Authorities are not el igible co apply. 
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:.l::; ~.' : g 1 b i -= Ac::·.mes ar:d ?.-:gram 
.. c: :.'":or:cy 

,.. . . I :. :To e ac::, ::; :s are c!":ose e! igtbl e 
. : ::: =~ se-::~or. s 5 and l ~ of &.e Li.S. 

;-:~~stng .4.c: vr 937 ( ~2 c.s.c. l437f. 
I ~::-: ) (i 9~7 . .:.. :: ~. RevHulizauon 
ac :.: ·;:ues ~st :-:5 ;-:o PE 'v1 funds muse t:e 
fer ;: t.:biic !":~t.: s ::-:g developments . 
. .:..c::rC:::".g!y. -=~~:iltn acti vities under c.J-:e 
r='-".:J it :Jc..:cn : :.:r. are subje-::c co 
Sc::. : ·~:cr\· r ect.: :~ =:-:-:e !l ts ac oi:c ab le co 
i=u: i:c hc~s~r. ;; :e v elo o~ec.:.s ~nee::: : : 
L. S. :-:ous :::g .~. :: of 193 7 (L'-:e 193 7 4...:::. 
oc . .'-.er S(atuces . a:-td the ACC. \Vtthtn 
sc.:c:. rescr.c::c :"..s . r.UD seeks innovaci,·e 
sni~.::..ons to ~'":e long-standing prob lerr.s 
or se •,e:e !v dis:;=ssed deve lo oments. 

!:-: ·Jrder co sc.~sfy any pamcular 
S(Jc:.::orl r ect..::~::-:1enc . a Gramee mav 
ca.~ = :ne3sures :..s described in · 
ir.l: ;::T,e:".:..::".g ~=g •.Jl ations . or upon 
~ =~ ·.:esc :o i-:1 • .': ::x a diffe:e:".: approac:: . 
.:.s ::.'"te;-.v:s: 3:: roved in wr:ting by 
!-::_ .. J As o<' :..'-.:::ace of puc iiotion of 
ti"'.:s St.: cer \'C := . .:. .. the p~cqs:ons of 
s e~:.: on l ~ t c) c: :...'"te U.S. f-ict..:stng Ac: :: 
1937 . as a:-:-.e:.::ed by secr.:on 201 of ~"".e 
F'( ! 996 i-:L'D . .:..?propriac..:on Ace. 
i nc :.~cing ;:;r::: ' "'...Sions in se-::~ons 
l4 'q)(2). (3). a:-:c (4) oft.he L'.S . Housi..,g 
. ~.-:: :of 1937 C::".::eming ITIJ...Xed-income 
c!e•;eloomer.c. "".ave not been e.xce:1ded :J 
~ver FY 1995 :-:OPE 'v1 or se-::tlon 14 
.ccemizac.o:". ?unding.) 
T:1e re-:::;:ie:.: muse conduc: the 

fciicwtng ac:: ... :::es. which r:1ay be 
L.: :".Ce:"take!1 w::.'". HOPE y1 gram funds . 
i:", accordance with the c!ced prograr.: 
r 2~t.: irements ·=~otherwise with HCD 's 
wr::::en aocr~, ·a l. consis,enc with the 
l :~3 ..l.:=r.c c r: 2.:10ns Ace ar.d ch is 
S~.::er:-.:dF . ..: .. .:..::ivities whic!L mav te 
r:..; ~C:ed WiL'1 :-:·JPE vl grant funds· 
ir:c:ude bt.:t a~e not limited co: 

(! ) Tota l or :arual demoi iuon of 
t ·~:..:dngs . in a:::lrdance Wl:h 24 CF:\ 
j:c:: 970: 

(21 Ois9osiccn of property. in 
ac::rdanc;e w::.'"t 24 CrR part 970: 

(J ) Public housing de•telopment 
ci": r:)t.:gh the ac~uisition of land: or 
ac:uisition of off-site units with or 
wtL"''ouc rehabtlit:ation to be used a.s 
public hous1r.g. in accordance with 24 
G~ pare 94!: 

(4) Major re!':abilitaeion and other 
physical Improvements of hoU!ing and 
communiry faditie:s primarily lntended 
co facilit:ate the delivery of self­
sufficiency. economic development. or 
cc:-.e: suooor..:·;e service opportunities 
fer residents of the targeted 
~e·;e!opmP.nt. in accordance with 24 
~~ 963 .112 ~ t;) . (d). (e). and (g)-(o). 2 4 

...; ~~ 968. 130. and 24 CFR 968 .135(b) 
J:",c (dl : 

(Si Constr...:::ion of re;Jlacemenc rer.t.Jl 
r. cu.s ing . boL'i ~n-sice and off-site. and 

. - . -:: ~: : . 

co mm~..::". :::,.- fac tliues :r:manly 1 r:::~, ded 
co factl1~:: ~e de!ive:v cf se!f­
sufficie:.: :• . eccnom1c ·~e ve !opm e:.c. or 
ocher s:..;;:;::oru ve serv tce oppom.: ~ 1 ~es 
fo r rest::::-.1:5 of the car~e,ed 
develc~::-. enc and off.;;:e repiace:..e:.c 
houstr.~ <:< accJrdJ nc e wit.r. 24 C~:t 
pare 94: t:".clucing rr.:.x ed· finar.c: 
deve loj: ::-:enc in ac c:::r~a nce wt t..'-. 
subpar.? . 

(6) f-::::-.eownersh? unm w1 il :e 
deeme:: ~.:placeme~.c l...' n1ts on lv as 
specifie:: ::1 the l:rban t<e vua!izJt:cn 
heading :f LI-te 1993 Aporoo n ac.:.cr.s .-\cc 
(Pub L : :2-389 : appro~ed. Oc:ccer 5. 
199 2): l"".ac is . if d'ley r.;eet ti"'.e sta c·~ cory 
require:..e;tts of me Se:tion S(h) 
Prograr.-. (42 U.S.C. l 437c (hl) : me :-iOPE 
II progr~:-71 (42 U.S.C. 12871-80: F ·~b . L. 
LOl-62: . se-::s. 421-3 1: 104 Scat. ~ :J79 . 
4162-i2: . li1e HOPE ITI program (42 
US. C. ! 2391-98 : Pub.L. 10 l-62: sees. 
44 l -4S . : J 4 Scat. 4079 . 41 72 -SCl . or are 
made F~jabie t.r.ro ugh housu.g 
o ppor.~:-. :cy prograr.:s vf cons~"'1.;C~on or 
subsca:-:::a l rehabtli cac::.on of horr.es 
meeur.z :ssentiallv the same e!ig:=:tiirv 
reguire~.e!1ts as the \'ehemiah F'-~:g ra~. 

(7) Va:-:agemenc irr. ;::rovemeni:S: 
(8) A~7.lnistrauon. planmng. ar.d 

ce:hnicai assistance: 
(9) P~:grams destgned co he!p 

resider.:.s gain employment and a:-..ain 
se lf·su::: : :e:1cv: 

(10) ?~cgrams designed co mee' :r.e 
speciai needs and physical reqL.:ire:r:ents 
of the e:::erly and/or disabled ar.d 
e!1able :..."".!:! elderlv anc./or disable-:! co 
live wr.e~e one chooses with dig:-.:::1. 
contro l. and inde?endence. 

(ll) :\e:ocauon. cor.ducced in 
accorc!a:".C e with 2 4 (~~ 9 70 .5 
(demo l: :..:cn) or 24 cr~ 968 .108 
(rehab1:::ation). as appropriate . 

(F) Wa i·;e.""S 

PHA.s :nay request. for me rev::alized 
develoc:-:1ent. a waive: of Ht.:D 
regula2ons (chat are not scacucory 
require:-::e!1ts) governing reni:S . lnc:;,me 
eligibili:y. or other areas of pub lic 
housing manageme!1t to permit a PHA to 
undercai<.e measures that enhance ~e 
long-cer:n viabiliry of a development 
revit:ali.zed under this program. 

(C) Lirr:feacions on L'se of Funds 

No funds awarded for the HOPE 'v1 
Revit:ali.zation Program under d'lu 
Super~OFA shall be u.sed for any 
purpose mac is noe provided for under 
the: FY 1998 HVD Appropriauons Ace: 
United Scates Housing Act of 1937: me 
Appropriations Acts for me 
Deparc:nents of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development. and 
Indepe:1denc Agencies . for me F~cal 
Years 1993. 1994. 1995. and 1997 : and 
the Ommbus Consolidated Rescissions 

ar.d Appropr;.Juons .4.c: :::r : ~~5 
~c!di~lOnJ ily . no func.s aw.1r:ed :::r ::-.e 
r.OP- 'v 1 Program ur.cer c,'m 
Super\'OF.-\ sh.J!l be ..:sed direc:!' ;; 
1ndLrec:.J y by granung comce ,:c 1 ,~ 
adva:1tJge tn aw<Jrc!s :o s e:: ~ e ltr •c" ·- -
cr pay judgements . · -:J ....... . . 

IT. Program Requiremen ts 

[n ac!c ic.:cn co me p;:g"4r.. 
requ1re:ne ni:S lis,ed t:". :."".e G :r-. er:~ i 

Se:tion of thts Super\'Or . .l. . a00 ; .c::-:.s 
are SUbJeCt tO d'le followtr.g .. 
requ1rements: 

{A) Se ve:-e !_v Oiscresse= 

In order co be e!igJb ie fo r :-: OP E \ ~ 
fu ndir.g . a public houstng c! e·.e!ccr..e:: c. 
or poro.cn of me deve:camen t. m~s: :e ' . 
seve:e!y dis::essed as,; or. .. stcal 
condic.on. locauon. or :>&. e ~ :ac:crs 
making ""e develop r:-:e :;c. 1:1 ;:.s c..: :-:-: c.: 
CJncic.:o n. unusab le fer ho t..:.s •r.g 
purposes. :-..!aJor prob le:-::s ::-:c1cac.:·. e : f 
se vere c:s:;ess are: 

( l) ?.'J_vs;cal Condic: cn. s"-uc:urai 
Ceficienc:es (e.g. Sec-!e:-::e iit Jf ear_"\ 
t:elow t.~e budding cao.:sed bv 
in ade~uace structura l ::11s. faulrv 
StruC:Ural Ces ign. or Se:"..!eme;tt of 
floors). substantial c!e:ertoration (e.g .. 
severe termite damage or damage caused 
by extreme weather c: ndicions). or othe: 
design or site prob le::".s (e.g .. severe 
erosion or flooding) . 

(2) Locacion: phys:cal c!e,e;-.o ra~: :1 ~f 
the ne:ghborhood: char.ge f~:r:1 

reside!1tial co indusUial or c::r7'r..e;: :al 
deve!oomenc: or environr.:e:-.:al 
conditions as deterrm;.ed bv HL'D 
environmental review. whi~!-1 was 
previously conducted in ac::J rcanc ~ 
Y.it.h 24 G'~ pare 50. wh1c!"! je:Jpardize 
the suicabt..liry of me site or a porc;on of 
the site and its housir.g struc:ures for 
residential use. 

(3) Orner factors which have ser1c~s ! v 
atTected me markecabilirv. usefulness. ~r 
management of me prop~rcy . such as 
significant numbers of families living in 
poverty. significant inctde!1ce of se~ous 
crime. high vacancy rate . high turnover 
race. low rent collections. etc. 

(B) Grant Limieacions 

The following grant amount limi ts 
apply to HOPE 'v1 grants under d'ltS 
SuperNOFA. The grant amount shall be 
limited by the tot:al amount decemu.ned 
by addition of paragraphs (1). (2). (3). 
and (4) below. as applicable. 

(l) Toeal Developmenc Case (TDC) . 
TOC ~ limited co me sum of: 

(a) TOCs up co. but not co exceed 
100% of. HVD's published TDC lim11:S 
for the costs of demolition and new 
construction multiplied by me number 
of public hou.sing Replacement Umcs: 
and/or 
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:· -: - ~ ~:. -- . . " - -

:: , ~ ~.:~sa{ ;;..:c . : c :1 :711:.5 .-:-: •.: i t:.::J i1ed 
:y :.-. ~ :lt...:rr.Ce; :Jf ~l..:= [ ~ c ;; at..:s ~ t:g u n· 1~ 
:~ :e st...:tscJ~:..:J i>. ;~~Jb l : :J c:: .-i 

- ... ,.J i .~e ' e i ~,-....:.~- c- .. ---c·· .. , ~ . .• ,. ... . .. ( -5' 1' - . :s 
, , - . .. .::~~,... · ... ,. ·L..c • ., · """' hl · ,. -oc C ..... ... _ -: .... .. -. ·_~.. - ~~.;.., tsi.e .... l osc 
-.lc i ~S. whtc:-. are :SSL:ed for e.lch nscal 
yel~ :'cr :..'-:e ::.:::c::-:g cype ar.c bedroom 
:::.s:~ : :L:c:on :cr :~e public houstng 
re: :JCe :-:-:er. c '-.:!".::.S . Duplicative funding 
.s .: r:Jht :::tced :·or a:-:y replace;.:enc uni c.s 
.=~:·: :c:..:s ly ft..::-:ce:: : v :-:op~ \1 or ocher 
:-::;] ::..::-:cs. T:-.:s ~e·:il:tr er::er.c =oes noc 
::~:::-.: b t : ar.y :-:.::r. -:-::.;J ::.:!".Cs :::: ::e :..:sed 
t: s:..:p~ erne:-:: :-:: . .'J :'lir.cs ;·cr any 
~i:} e-:~ .::s~. Dtsc ::sure 'Jf all ;r.or !-:l·D 
g~a.nc ass ts:ar.ce :.S ~eoutred fer tr.e 
<:trge~ed ceve!ocr.,e!"\C. The onlv 

e:::_e;:::uon co :.".is rt: !e is mac u'1e receipt 
cr CJ<!C~on S ~=!ac.:'.!on assiswnce does 
r.:: affe:: '""e e!:g:::: liicy of :.":e app lic.:nc 
c: :e:e !ve subse-:;t.:e!"lt 1-:0P:: \1 
:<:e·.lca L::::;::.:cr. f•...:r.c:r.g for replacemenc 
.: ~- :.~. e st::.-:e ~:"'. : :s . 

:-:-:e :::e::a:-_-:-.e:-.: :-.as ce•;e ! ·:~ed a r.ew 
-:-:c ;::c ::::; a:-.:: ::s' con~::ot w:-.tc~ 
a:: i!es :o l ':S3 s~~r.:.s . A !-ilu \:or..:.ce 
~.-.= :-~:e Ces~:-..:: i:'": 5 &.is f:O i!c:; wlll be 
l5S~ed ~: :J:e :---.eJr :--:~..!r~ . 

(2) Comr.:c.::-:;:v a.-.d Su::ccr...:ve 
C:,:~ ·· c"S r::~~-~:-s '~n ll:,.:,~,o ~av - • .. , - 6 """"3' :;;;.,, • ,-..':"':J __ I, ,_J :11 • 

r:~:.Jest up co SS .CCC pe~ hct..:s e:-tolc for 
c:r.:mur.icy a:-,c s;.;;:::r,:oruve se~· ices. 

ir.:: !t.:dt:--:g se !:-sd::c:e~cy prcg~ams . 
:ased or.: 

iai Tr.e nu:7::e~ cf housei'tclds in 
cc::.:;:1e~ um:s in :.'-:e proje:: co be 
re'/\talized at :.":e ~::;e of aooi:cauon 
sd:r.tission. a:".d · · 

(b j The es::.:.:-:-:a,eO:: numbe~ of new 
h:usei"loies t.":at are exoe::ed co oc:~.;ov 
re:: !a:ement t.:r: it.s after revica.l ization: or 

·(3) 5.::-,ices •o . ..l.ss;s• che E::e:lv 
. .:..:olicant.s mav r:-::uest uo co ss.:JGO oer 
~. ::~er-.c ld for ~t.:r.:an ser.ices prograrm 
c-: aceress qual iC:' cf life and ocher 
~ ·:c:ai needs . as cc;ccsed co se!f· 
s;.;ff:c :e~cy pr:;,gra~.s of far.tily HOP~ 'vl 
f:;o je::s. rewarding ir.novar..:.ve 
oc;e::.:ves ar.c pro::grarr.s . particularly as 
re! aced co agir.g in place and assl.Sted 
living . 

(4) Re!ocacion. ApplicantS may 
r e~uest no more man $3 .000 per 
cc:::.Joied unit at the time of HOPE VI 
a;:::pl£cation submisSion for relocacion 
se:-;ices and expenses. 

(Si Toral Crane Amount 
(a) Rev!taliz.acion Appllcadons. 
(i) A PHA may submit ontfor cwo 

separate Revltalizadon applications. 
Tne cocal amount requested ln one or 
!:cth applicaaon.s may not exceed $35 
r..;.Jiion. [fa Pf-l.A submic.s cwo 
applications. each application will be 
re•riewed separately. subject to the gram 
limitauon amountS above. and lf both 
appllcar:ion.s are selected. the total 
Jmount the appllcJnt mJy receive may 
!".cc exceed S35 million. 

-----
(tt l :\<ocwlchs'an::! 1ng che iJc- ·-,.a 

P~A may subrr. tc one or C\vo · ... _, 
Rev ltJltzauon aopl icJttons . eac:-. 
tndJ •<tduaJ a!Jp liCJc:on mav :r:c :L: ::!e a 
; equesc fer ft.:nCS for Only one C: L.: ~ ; I C 
nouslng deve !o pme~c. Deve ! c~:-:-:enc.s 
chac are c:Jr.cg•Jous . i mmed:J:~ !·: 
adjacenc co or.e ancc;,er. or ·.1 1 ~"'.::-. :'our 
c:cy blocks from eac;, odie• w· ' ' .., ., 
cons Jee red one deve !oom~~ c ~;·r -:~e 
pu~_::ses of cr.e !-:OPE ~1 P;::~g~ar-:-. under 
c;,ts ::Juper:\OF.\ . Tnere is r.o-..-::.-.: =-:;t.:m 
or r.:a.X!mum :'lumber of hol:s·-- .. ~ t c.s 

for which funds may be reQt..:~~~~; ·:·r. a 
s1ng le application. · 

l ~ i E!der!y r.ous i ~g Crane 
Applications. 

(i) A PHA may submic onlv o:-.e 
appl ication under me Eldd~· 1-:::..:sing 
granc requesc:ng no more than s.: 
m!l!!on. 

(ii) A PHA rr.av r.oc subm.!: an 
apo lication for a~ C: icer!y :-:::t.:s:.-:g granc 
thac carge~ me sarr.e untc.s ~ :;: ~ : ~-: 1n a 
Rev1c.aiizauon appl:cauon. -

(i!!) Eac;, ar,:pl1cac:on Wl!l ::e 
evakaced tnce:::encentlv ar.c :-:-:·..:s: be 
v:abl e regarcless of whe.&.er a:::-:..-\ 
aoo lies for ft.:r.ds under me 
R·e~lta!ization granc. 

(C) P:.Jb!ic .\ofee~g 

T!-.e aoo licauon muse incl:..:ce a 
certifica.tion that at lease one pt.:!: ::c 
mee~ng was he!d co notifv res;cenc.s and 
communicy members of the pro~csed 
ac:ivities desc:-ibed in the aool icaaon. 
The meeting must !:e held a'r-'er :.'".e 
publication dace of Uiis Supe~\O::'A. 
Issues that must be covered in ti".e 
public meeting include: 

(a) The ex::enc of propose.: de::.olition; 
(b) Relocation issues: and 
(c) Orner revitalization ac:.:v:~es . 

{D) Replacemet!C Unics 

(!) Rental unic.s will be dee;.:ed 
Replacement Unic.s and qualify fer 
operating subsidy only if Uiey are co be 
placed under Annual Contr:buc.:on.s 
Contract and operated as Public 
Housing. 

(2) Homeownership unic.s .,..ill be 
deemed Replacement Unic.s only as 
spectfied in the Urban Revtcalizauon 
heading of me !993 Appropnauons Act 
(Pub. L. !02-389: approved Oc:.Jber 6. 
!99 2): that Ls. if they meet the statutory 
requiremt:nt3 of the Section S(h) 
program (42 U.S.C. 1437c(h)): the HOPE 
II program (42 U.S.C. 12871-80: Pub. L. 
!01-625. sees. 421-31 : 104 Scat. 4079. 
4162-72): the HOPE ill program (42 
U.S.C. 12891-98: Pub.L. 101~25. secs. 
441-48: 104 Scat. 4079. 4172-80) : or are 
made available Uirough housing 
opportunity programs of construction or 
substantial rehabilitation of homes 

mee' •na •<· .1 re ~ .. . ::, --.;)e~ t! a !.y ~-. :? ~Jr.e e !; 3 ·. :: :~ cv 
qu t re~e:lc.s as :he \ ~-e~ 1 a h ~ r - --3 · 
(J ) f-:OP;: 'v1 :~..o:-:cs :7"·;.,. ·;cc d ·~r ~~-s. ·, ,tm . 

suppcrc mtxed.Fi:'!J ..... , .. ·- ·:s "h · -=·~·-,_ . . ..... .. . ~ .. .. . . e 
noc C..t:!mse!ves ·a '-e- ·-o_. - ~ -' ,- ' ~,.. 

~ - _ , •• 1\ ..... - - 1•'--· - -\...\..,. 
or oe so ld as r.crr:e'-"'·' · :-:e~s:-: 1 o un: :.:: as 
spec:fted a!:o ve. 

lc) Se::cJCn 3 E::o:-:c:7: ::: :Jp.cor:t.::-: . :. =s 

Please see S.;::;cn:.: ::: 0 r :..'-:e c ~:-. e~ J i 
Se::ron of c."us Sucer\.J r .~ . The 
requtrerr.e::c.s ~i 5~::.::::-.:; are ic~ · -,c· ' 
co HOP~ \1. · ,. .. __ .e 

{F) Flood Insurance 

In accor.:::!ance Wt:..'- :..-:e r:ocd : : s<l.S: e~ 
Proce:::.ton Ac~of LS72 '42 · S C ~= ,_ 
4123) . HL:D Wlll ne e =::rove . 
applicauons for grar.:s. ?rcvlc!:o g 
ftnanctal ass ts:ance ::r ac::..::s:r..:.c.-: :r 
construc:;on (inc!uc::--:5 ~e~ab d: u:.:::-.) 
of proper...:.es locace~ :.-. an Hea 
i denufie~ by '""e F e::e~! i ::::-.e~g~:-. :: :: 
~1anage:-r.enc . .l.ge~c:: 7~.\l..l. ) as :~= · · t:-:g 
spe::al flocd hazar::s . ·..::l.less: 

( l) The c :rr.mur. !~ · :..n wh1ch c.'-.e a r ~a 
is SIC\Jaced :.s ;;ar:::.c:~ ==.:::g 1n the 
Naaonal Flood [nst..:~:..-.:e progra:7. :see 
44 CFR par..s 59 thr:·~;s:-. i9). or less 
man one year has !=~ed SU1Ce F~\(A 
notJ.fication regard::-.;;: s-.:ch hazarC.S : and 

(2) Whe~e c.'1e c:::r..:..•..:nicv is 
partic ipating in &.e \·a:.:onal Flood 
Insurance ?rogram. ::Jod ir.surar.::e is 
obtained as a condic:::--: of approva..! of 
me application. 

(G) Coastal Barrier .,:.s;;urces Ac: 

In accordance wit.'"l :."':e Coas:a i 3.l;.,e; 
Resources Act (!6 L·.s.c. 3:01 ). 1-::.:'J 
wlll not approve grar:: applicatior.s for 
properties in me Ccas:..; i 3ame~ 
Resources System. 

(H) OMB Circulars 

Please see Secoor. :: ;..;l of c.':e C~:". eral 
Section of Uiis Su!=e;\:GFA. 

(l) Conflict of !meres• 

(!) In addition co c.'-.e conf1ict of 
interest requiremenc.s :n 24 CFR pare 85 . 
no person who ls an e:-:-:ployee. agenc. 
consultant. officer. or elected or 
appointed official ar.c who exerc:..Ses or 
has exercised any fu:-.c::ons or 
responsibilities with :espe:c co ac:ivi ues 
as.si..sted by HOPE VI funds. or who is in 
a posiCion to participate in a 
decisionmaking process or gain inside 
lnformar:ion with regard to such 
acdvides. may obtain a f111andal Lncerest 
or benefit from the ac:lvicy. or ha,•e an 
Lnterest Ln any contract. subcontract. or 
agreement wtth respect thereto. or the 
proceeds thereunder. either for himself 
or herself or for those wtth whom her 
or she ha.s family or business ties. 
during his or her tenure or for one year 
thereafter. 
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' I 
.'- . - .. J:: sranc an cxce;:uon co cne 

e:-:c :•-.Js:cn .:'. ;=arJgru.ph (l l cr :hls 
se:: ~on en 3 ::~e·bv·cJse !:Js ts •.vr.en :c 
::'"~e:::n r. es :.'-.Jc suc'1 Jn e.xc::c:cn wiil 

~ ;; e to :;.;:-:;-,e; c..;..,,e ;Jroposes af r.h e 
,-r:grJm ":-.:: ::-.e :ffe:::.1ve and eific!em 
a.:::r.-::n:s:~: ~cn of r.h e revualization 
JC ~ '' t Ues . :-:t.:D ·.vd! cons tder an 
exc:pc:cr: .::-.!:; af:er r.he app licam or 
~:c:c t e!lc '-:as ;JrOvlc!ed a disclosure of 
t.'-. e r.Jc·-.J~e :: ::-:e conrlict. acco mcanied 
by an ass:..:~ance :.'"lac there has b~en 
f:L.:Citc C::s.::cs:..:~ : of r.he c:::n::~c: .1:1d a 
C:'"scnpc..:cr. ;;;f how c..he pub lic ::tsc:csure 
was made . and an opiDion of r.h e 
a~plicar,c's cr r:c:ptenc's actomey c..hac 
:he inceres: :·or which the exce;mon ls 
sought wcL.:ic noc violate Scare or local 
lJ\VS. In C::::::.nining whedler co grant a 
~:-::;L.:est eO:: : x:e;:ton. EliD will consider 
c..i-t e C'..lmu:~:.::v e effect of c.he foilowtng 
f.:.c :crs. as 1:::: i!CJble: 

(ai ~\"~. :::.-."::~ :.'-.e exc:::n.ion would 
;~c1.1::e 3 s: ~:-. ::":CJnc c:s: benefic or an 
.:sscn t.::J. i :::;~ee cf expe:-:::se ::o d-.e 
r e •-icaii :J~::-: ;::r:::gru.m c.hac would 
c :.'-.e:-N tse :-:cc :e avadab le. 

(b ) \.Vr. e:.-:er an oooor,umrv was 
proV1de~ ::r c;:en ~:mpe!:..!ti~e btc!ding 
or ne->oua::on : 

(c) wr.e ::.:....er t..'ie person affected is a 
men1ber cf 3 g:-cup or class intended co 
t e c.he be:-.e:':c:.a ri es of r.he activicv. and 
c..:... e exce;:c..::::n will permit such f:e:-son c.o 

•c ei ve ge:-:e:ally c..l-)e same interest or 
e:-:e:!c.s as are being made availab le or 

pro>ideO:: co ::.'ie group or c!ass: 
(d) IAihe::-:e: t.'ie affec ted pe:-son has 

wic.b:!rawr: :rom his or he:- ft.:I1 c:ior.s or 
re~;:JOns i c::ites . or c.he aec:sionmaking 
process . w:c..'-. respect co c.he sr::e-::fic 
aC:.lV\CY ii"', : ·~eSQOn; 

(e: ~yi;r.e::.~er c..he ince:-est or be:1eflc was 
prese :1c : e:·:re rhe aife-: ced person was 
in a ;JOsi::cn as cescnbed in paragraph 
(: i oi &.:s sec:.ion: 

(f) Whe ::.'-.::- Lindue hardship will 
re~ult e:::..:....er to r.he applicant. recipiem. 
or me pe:-son affected whe!1 we ighted 
agamst r:.'":e pt.:blic interest served by 
avc tding t.':e prohibited conflict: and 

(gj Any ct.'-,e:- relevant. considerations. 

C0 Laber Scandards 

Where i-:OP£ VI funds provide 
assistance wic.h respect to low-income 
ho L:S tng d-.ac will be subject to a contract 
fo r assistance under the U.S. Housing 
Ace of 193i . Davis-Bacon or HOD­
C:e~ermined wage rates apply to 
c!e•;elopmem or operation of c.he 
housmg to the extent required under 
se-::ion 12 of c.he Act. Under section 12. 
cJ-. e wag~ race requireme:1c.s do not apply 
to indivicuals who: perform services for 

htch c.t:ev vo lumeered: do not receive 
_:Jmpens<:t:on for tho!>e services or are 
r-atd expenses. reasonJble benefitS. or a 
ncminal fee for the serv ices : and are noc 

oc ile:s tse emp ic; ed :n che war~ 
mvoLved (24 CFR ;Jart iO) . In addiuon 
if oc.t: er F edera! pr::~gra ms are •..:.sed tn · 
conr.e-::..:on wtc.h t..'-.e revical int:on 
proram. labor st.!ndards requ:rer;,enc.s 
app ty 'o c.he excenc ~equ ired ~v such 
ot..he: : ederal ;:ro g~Jms . on ;:~r..:ons of 
c.h e ce•:elopme:1c ::.'-.at are noc st.:b1ec co 
Oav;s-3acon races t.:nder c.he .~c :.· 

(K) Le~d·Based ?a~nc Tesnr.g ar.d 
Aba:~:7'lenc 

,..l..r.y proper.;.· assisted unce : t..'-.e 
HO ?:: 'v1 Program IS covered bv the 
Le:J.d:3as~d Pamc ?:::tsoning Pr~vennon 
Ac:: (.d C .S.C. 4821 er seq.) and :s 
c.he:-e~cre subject :o 24 CFR par- 35: 24 
CF:Z ;:an: 965. subf:art H: and 24 CFR 
968 .1l0 (k). 

(L) 5uildi..ng Sca11cards 

. .l.Jl acuvities &.at include 
ccnsc:-..:::ion. re!-.abditation. leJd·based 
pa: r.t ren1oval. ar.c! :-elated ac:.: ·.1ues: 

( l ~ \(ust meec Jr exceed locJ! ~uilding 
coC:::s : and 

(2: \! •-.Jst cor..p iy with the l S92 \!ode! 
E:1ers;· Code lssued by c.he Cct.:;;d of 
Ame:-:can Building Officta!s. 

(i'vf) ?~::~gram [ncor.:e 

\\ 1-.ere a plan c:ntemplates me receipt 
of pr:gram-related income pr.or co grant 
closeQut (e.g .. from sale of 
home-:::wnership Replacemenc l:nic.s. or 
r.he dis;;,osition of improved land) . such 
inc:Jrr.e must be re~ected in the HOPE 
VI bucg~c. and used for program 
pur;:cses. 

ill. Application Selection Process 

(A) T.1reshold Cr.cetia for Fur.ding 
Cor..sfderacion 

(!) The applicant. must be an e!igible 
Public Housing Agency. 

(Zl The targeted public housi:1g 
development or portion c.he:-eof must be 
severe!y distressed. as defined in 
Section IT (A) of chis HOPE V1 Program 
section of c.he SuperNOFA. 

(3) The application must include all 
required forms. ce:-tifications and 
assurances . properly signed and 
executed. after any period provided for 
c.he curing of deficiencies consiStent 
wit..h section V be low. 

(4) Applications c.hat propose new 
constrUction of replacement housing 
muse comply wic.h c.he requirementS of 
section 6(h} of c.he 1937 Act by 
submicting c.he information described in 
eic.her paragraphs (a) or (b) of c.his 
section: 

(a) A PHA comparison of c.he costs of 
new construction (in c.he neighborhood 
where c.he PHA proposes to constrUct 
t..he hous ing) and the cases of acqulsition 
of existing housing or acquisition and 
rehabilitation in the same neighborhood 

, trx ~ uC:: t.1 g ~S'<mJ c ed :-s~ .: ~ -c - - >sc~ 
patnc cesung ~ nd abace;.e:-.;)' ~-r• -~ -

(b) A P!-!A cerufiCJtl::Jn. ac .::r.. :ar. : ~-: 
by supporur.g docur.:e:-:::;.~:n . ·_-:at :.- ~·~ 
;s insuiftc:e:1c extsf.!r:a '-~ · · s·-a ·- ·-~ · · -

:I '· "-' - 11 " :I .. ' - . .... 

netghborhood co deve!oiJ :-:ct..s; .~g 
through ac::;utSll:..lon of • :-<·s·· - a '-- ·· <· --.... _ . '-• · ~ -· I... --- .. . 
or acqu tswor. and re ~ac L:: :~ ctor. . ~ 

(B) App licaccn Rar: ng .= .:.-:::::rs 

The facers fo r raung a:-:d ~ar.k:" g 
appltcauons and the r.:ax:::-:ur.1 ;::c t :-. ~ 
fo r each fac:o r. are prov•C::eO:: :Je !cw -:- :-.: 
maxtmum number oi cot:-.:s Eor e.:c~ 
app licauon lS 102. T:-t'ts ·.:-.c!~ces C'.> C 
EZ/ EC bonus poinc.s . as ces.:r-.:::e-j ir1 ::-e 
General Sec :..ton of thts SL:;::er\iC r .A 

Ratl!1g Fac:or l. Capac:r. :f u'-.e 
App ltca nc and Re!evanc·c ~3antzJ::::- ": 
Expenence (20 Pa lms) 

Thls fac:or addresses ::-:e e.x:e:-: t ::: 
which the app licant has :..:....e 
organtzJt.:ona! ~esources :-.:,;:essa:-; :: 
successfully ::r.pleme:-: t :.'-:e ::: r:oc~s.:-: 
activiues in a umely r..a:-.:-.e; . In. or::: e; 
co e!lsure :1-.ac revuaiiz.:c.:n effor_s :2 :.. : 
place Wlu'10i..it C:: elavs ar:.-.:ucab le to 
admintst..rac.ion and rr.a:-:3gerr.enc. 
applicat.!ons thac derr.c:-.s:..-ace the 
highest degree of canabti: :v co 
implement re\11caliz ~ uor. in an 
expeditious manner u!=on grant awar:i 
will be awarded c.he mcs: potn c.s unC::e: 
c.his rating factor. 

The rating of c.he .. app i:c:mc"· or c..'-.e 
"applicanc"s organizaton ar:d s:afr. ·· 
unless oc.1e:wise spec if: ec! . will ir.c::..::::e 
any sub-co ntractors . cons:.:!car.c..s . 
subrec ipte!"'.tS. and memC:ers of c::-. sc :-~a 
which are fi rmly comrnir.:ed to &.e 
project. 

[n rating :..'lis factor. Elu wlil 
consider the extent to wr.!ch: 

(I) The app licant and/or ic..s proiJcsed 
partners . including the overall pro !== osed 
project director and staff. the dav·to--::"v 
program manager. consu l::an c..s . ar.d . 
contractors. have knowlecge and re,;:e :-:c. 
successful experience in iJlanning. 
implemennng. adapting. and manag ing: 

(a) Revitalization aco V',ties: 
(b) Self-sufficiency prcgrams: 
(c) Supporuve services ~or c.he ~:C:e:- :y. 

if applicable: 
(d) Other programs sirr.1!ar in sc :J!==e or 

nature co the proposed ac:iv1ties. 
HUD does not require that the 

applicant have itS program manager 
and/or developer selected prior co 
submission of c.he application. although 
c.he PHA may elect co do so. Rac.her. c.he 
PHA must demonstrate itS capacicy or 
ItS ability co identify needs in itS c:..~r~enc 
staffing co successfully implement ic..s 
program. and/or descnbe in detat! ic..s 
proposed mec.hod for securing a program 
manager and/or development part;1er co 
Implement c.he plan. . 

RA-392 



(2! T:-.e app l1~ ::-:c has aceq~ace 
e.-.:pen enc e tn r.:<:~a g~:ne!"lC and 
:: urk ec:ng. The a?o iicanc has 
:..'-.o ro ug'":ly eva i~ .:.ced che obscac!es ,;-:Jc 
:: ~ e ·:en ce~ gooc ::1anagemenc. as 1.vell as 
cc.'":e:- prcb lerr.s :.'":ac concnbuced co che 
c csolesc::.ce cf :.'-.e targeted 
c~ ·;e !cpme:: c. a:-:c :he new management 
p ian wtll proce-:: aga1nsc such obstac les 
ar.c! prob ie!"T'.s ar.d w1!1 improve the 
e ~·f:c:e::c :; and e-: :mo my of managerr.e::c. 
?·!-:.-\.5 may pro~cse privace manag~menc 
cr se!f-rr.anage:7.e:u. but ~ n c.'":e latte:­
ose mus{ de:-nc:-:s::race u:s c:1pac:cy co 
se lf·ma:1age : or 

(3) The applicant has suffic ient 
1=e:-sonne! or wt:l be able co procure 
J=Jrme:-s quiddy co imple:nem the 
re •11 cal i:a~on o!c.n in a timely and 
e:::-::: ve fashic:-. :mmediate!y after granc 
award: 

(4) T:-.e ::.pp l: :.:.::c proposes an 
ao cr:c.-.<!:e ba:a:-.ce of ove:-s<ghc and 
a~cJr.c.-:-:y 1:1 t::.s ~se of par..ne:-s and. o r 
c:r.cnc::rs : 

(Si T:•e a;opli:anc has saus;·accory 
r::ar.age:-:ai ex::e:-:ence w1th res•dem 
ir.i c.iau ves : 

(6i U :..1-!e ap!= l:canc received HOP£ v1 
fundi ng .n pre•.-:cus years. P.L 1) w1i! 
e·raluace its abt:i:v co demonsrrace 
progress throu~:-: ·i ts expe!ldicure race 
ar.d ac~e ·; err.e:-. : of program objec::J.ves . 

O:Zaci.ng Fac:or 2: :--:ed/Extenc of the 
.' ~oble:n (20 P::::.ts) 

This fac~or ac~res.ses the extent co 
wh1c!1 there i.s a need for funding the 
prooosed 1=rog:-am activities co address a 
doc.umer~ted pr::Jb lem ln the target area. 

In rac.ir.g c.l,is factor. HL1) wlll 
or.side:-: 

(l) Tr.e exte:-:: :o which the app licant 
has dccumemec! a critical level of need 
for the propose::! ac~v1ties at the . 
~geced development. Documentauon 
c f need ml.!St c!ernonsrrate chat: 

(a) The:-e i.s a significant level of 
phvsical decer:oration of buildings and 
m~s. as suooor:ed by information and 
data which shews the extent of physical 
problems at the site such a.s n:ajor 
structural defic:encies. electrtcal 
systems under code. poor site . 
c:mditions. leaking roofs. detenoraced 
infrastruc~re. hlgh levels o( deferred 
maintenance. number o( uni~ that do 
not meet Housing Quality Stall'dards. 
levels of lead based paint. and other 

factors: . . 
(i ) The level of distress at the Site LS 

ur3~m and chre:Hens co become . 
imminently greater without Immediate 
i ~cervention: 

(i i) The PHA lacks the funds to . 
. e•ti talize the development co provide 
C:e~enc. S<lie . ar.d so.nitary housing at the 
SLCe: 

lb) T:"l e level Jf iJh ystcai :: 1 st: ~ss .n 
the surrounding c::mmuntcy ts e xc~eme 
and oncnbuces co the obso lesce:.ce of 
the stee . as evidenced bv i nfor~ac:on 
and C:aca address t;~g su~h :ac:ors as 
housing de!"lsicy . hous ing C:ece;;cr<Jt:cn. 
and lac k of ac!e~uace tnfras'-'"uc :·~~e or 
u ul iues: • 

(c) Tr.e communiry as a who le ras a 
demons~rated level of soc:al dts tress . as 
evide:-.ced bv ind icators such as 
stgn ific ::.nt i~cidence of crimtnal 
acuvi cy . a htgh vaca ncy race . htgh races 
of houstng turno ver. truancy. and 
unemp loyment. low races of re!"l t 
coll eo:::ions. graduation. and oc..'l e:­
c bjec:ive. measurab le indicators : 

(dl The distress ac the sice was caused 
or exacerbated bv obsolesce:1ce. noc 
fac tcrs w1 th1I1 th.e a,:>p lican c" s c::Jr.tro l: 

(2) T:<e extenc co •.vhich d-.e le•:e ! o f 
need for the propcsed acG.v1cy a:.C. :.he 
urg~;.cy in mee!:..lng the need are 
d oc:..:r..e!"lced with statiso::cs anc a .~ a!yses 
concai.ned in a daca source (s) w'la: LS 

sound and reliable. To the ex:e:1c t!'. ac 
the aoo licanc"s communir·i s 
Consoi idaced Plan and AnalvstS of 
Impediments co Fair HousL"1g Choice 
(AI) ide!"ltifies the level of the prcbiern 
and tr.e urgency ln mee!:ing the need. 
re ferences to these documents si"tould be 
induced ln the response. Tne 
Deparrrnenc will review more favorably 
chose aoplicants who used these 
documents co idemify need. wher~ 
applicable. 

If the proposed activ1cy i.s not -=~ve:-ed 
under the scooe of the Conso lidated 
Plan and Anaiysis of Impediments co 
Fair r:ousing Choice (AI). a!Jpl icants 
should lndicace such. and use oc..,_,er 
sound data sources co idenufy the level 
of need and the urgency in mee!:ing the 
need. Types of other sources include. 
but are not limited co. Census reports. 
Continuum of Care gaps analysis . law 
enforcement agency crime reports . 
Public Housing Authorities · Five Year 
Comprehensive Plan. and other sound 
and reliable sources appropriate for the 
specific SuperNOFA program and 
activities for which an app ltcanc IS 

applying. For technical assistance 
programs. input from HUD Scace and 
Area Office(s) and assessments are 
included among the data sources that 
may be used to identify need. 

(3) The PHA agrees that they are 
subject co the provisions found at 24 
CFR part 971 and that they ar_e required 
to submit a conversion plan. 1.e .. a plan 
for removal of the distressed . 
development from the public housmg 
Inventory. In accordance with the 
requirements at 24 CFR 971.7 (b) . 

i<Jung :: ac:: r J Suu r. c.-.~~ :f . .!._ Jo r~ ac.-. 
( 40 Pomcs) · · 

Th ts fac:cr adc!re ~scs :.'-: ~:..:a ·~ r. a~;:! 
c::Jst·effec:: veness of :..-.: a:: :.cJ:-:c s 
f:roposed : evtcali:Jc:c:-: : :·J~ .. : :-:e:e 
muse be a c:ear re !auor. s·:-.:: ::e~vee:-1 ·-~ 
;: ro posed ac:.: vuies . c:r. :-:-:~ :-. •::v ~ee-:~ · ·­
ar.d cr.e pur::cse of w'": e ;: ~::: 5-Jr,; ::..:r.c: ~~ 
fo r an aoo l;canc to re:e :·.-e : ctr. cs :c ~ 
r.hts fac co.r. In rating &.:s :ac:o r. r. LD 
w1ll cons ice~ d"le exte!".t :: ·.v :-.tc;, : 

(25 Points fo r Sub fac:::s , : ) t.'l.-~ug:-~ 
(I )) 

(l) The:-e ~sa de rncr.st.:J :=d 
onstderable market fc ~ :.'-.e : : 1.1 i! i! :e-: 
and/or rep laceme!"lc ur.: :.s : f c.'le cy;: e 
and size proposed: 

{2) The PU'iJOSes ar.:! s:ais vf :..'-.e 
pre gram for w hich fur.c: .~g :..s r e-:_-~es ~ :-:· . 
wtll be ac tu eved w1&.::-. a;; ::.!Jo roo r.J:: 
and reasor.ac ie Cimef•a:-:-.e ~ .,·d· pr:g:J:-:-. 
ac:.:vtties w:ii result tn ::-. :as :..;;-:~b l e 

ac:ompl is:-::-:-.encs c::-ts:s:::-.: ·.vt :..'l :.~e 
purposes cf :..'":e progra:... 

{3) The c::s: escmates : : ~rognm 
ac:.: v1ties: 

(a) .~e tkancially s:..:s :.:::-:able ove r 
c.'le long n.!-"1 : 

(b) Are c!e ve!o ped :..,_ . .-:l.:gh the ~e cf 
ce~hnically c~mpece:-. c ::-.e:..'lodo logies 

(c) Represent a cost. ·: ::eo::::J.ve p lan for 
c!esigning. organizing a.-.c ~arrying ouc 
the proposed acuv1c:e~ : 

(d) Are reasonable fer :..'-.e wo rk co be 
performed and constS:e:-.c ·.v!th races 
established for w'"te !eve! :f exper:.:se 
required co perfoFm &.e wc;-k 1n :..'":e 
proposed g~ographic area: 

(e) Are proJected to be w1:.h1n r.L :J 
me and Commumcy a:-.c Sup por..1 ve 
Service limits: 

(f) Are reasonab le re!a:: •;e co tl;e cost. 
of providing secuon 8 te:-.anc-based 
assistance. 

{4) The information a:-:::! scraceg1es 
described are cohere:-:c ar.c :ncemally 
consistent. 

(5) The proposal wiil !es.sen 
concentration of low-inc::Jrr.e res idents 
and creace desegregation O!J!)Orturuues: 

(a) The physical des;gn of the 
proposed housing wil~ s;gnificancly 
reduce the iso lation or low-tncome 
residents ar.d/or sigmficancly promote 
mixed-income commumcies in well­
functioning neighborhooC.s: . . 

(b) Access co municipal servtces. JOb 
information. mencoring opporcumues. 
transportation. and educac:ional facilices 
will be lncreased: 

(c) Operational and rr.ar.agemenc 
principles will promote economtc and 
social diversiry: 

(d) Intensive counse!lng will be 
provided co section 8 ce!"D.ficate or 
voucher holders to find housing in non· 
poor areas and prepare these residems 
for self-sufficiency: 
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(G/ The re vHJ lizauon ;J !Jn proocses 
tnr.ov<Jave approac :.es :o pub lic · 
hc t.!S tr:g cransformauon . 

(al . .l.pp lic:>ms are e::couraged co 
d es:gn for.vard-thtnking programs thar 
i r. c :rporac~ the most current sound 
reseJrc~ :n planning. implememauon. 
fi r.Jr.c:ng. part.ierships. managemem. 
and op_:rauon of public houstng and 
s e !f- s'-"r;~c ! e:1c y and educational 
programs. Conve::tio r.al aooroaches 
s!-.o~ l c !:Je reserved for r:t..'r:h formu la­
based cap ital programs. 

(b) App lications should have c . .' .... e 
po ce:1ca! co yield innovative straceg1es 
o r "best practices" that can be 
re?l:cac~d and disseminared co ot.'-.er 
cr:s:;r.i:accr.s. inciudir.g nonprofit 
or:sam.::u:cr.s . State and local 
gtJv er-:1me:-:~ . HL'D will assess the 
:rans:=rai: di cv of result:.s in te!:TT1.S of 
i7.cC:e ! ; ~ :5:jms or lessons learr.ed ~om 
c..~ e ·sork ;er:orT.'.ed under the award . 
. .l.. ;p iion~ w tll be requ1red co ore:are 
an ar.alys:s of best practices as ·par1 of 
c..~e::- re?or...s ro Hl...iD that mav be ~~ed 
by f-:l'D t~ inform others who ma v be 
inceres•ed in learning from the · 
expe::er.ces gained from the work 
perfor.r.ed under awards funded 
&.rough t.'1is SuperNOF A. 

(i) The des ign of the revica.lized 
ce•teloorr.e:tr demonstrates an 
1c:.ievabie efforc to ble:1d into and 
e:-:ric~ the urban landscape: 

(1 0 Point:.s for Subfactors (8) through 
(ll) ) 

(81 A;;p iications for Elderly Housing 
granr.s : 

(a) Wlll create new corrununicies for 
t.":e e!ceriy and disabled designed to 
r.. e-e~ rr.e special needs and phys i-:al 
requ1reme:1ts of the elderlv and 
c i.5abled. Applicant:.s' elde-rly prcg~am 
s~ace~es complement their ove:-all 
f-:OP:: ¥1 revitalization strategy. 

(b) Address the i.5sues of 
t:anscor..ation. access ro health care. 
se:'.lMty. and affordabilicy with 
innovative approaches. 

(c) Propose demonstration programs 
based on recent research and program 
innovations. Applicants are free. 
however. ro propose programs that 
adcress elderly and disabled needs in 
the manner most appropriate !or their 
locality. 

(d) [nclude provisions for 
susuinabilicy beyond the proposed 
program period. 

~ · ,..., :--- ; -~ '"•r $ui!iae.ot! (9) ~zou~lt 

~ 
(S) Applications rargeced reward 

iJmllies pro~ose opportunities for self­
suffic:ency. particularly for persons 
enrolled in welfare·co-work programs. 
The self-sufficiency pl.Jn: 

•0.:: ..: 

(a) De'7'!onsc.races obJeC:Ives <.hat are 
resu lts·.:J nenced. Wlth meJsurab le goa ls 
and ouc.:: :J mes : 

(b) Demonstrates ::ns tscencv W\Ch 
stace and local welfare reform gtJa ls : 

(c) ls f;nanc:a llv ar.c 
programmaucal ly s:..:s (<llnab le ov~r ch e 
long run : 

(d) [s we!! incegrac2d w ith the 
de velopment process: 

(e) P~o poses a pr:g~am thar is of an 
appropriate scale. cype . and var:ecy of 
serv1ces co meet the needs of res idents : 

(f) ? ~o poses res ident c.rairung. se lf­
mou vac.on. emp loyr..enc. and 
education: 

(.g) lnc!udes opportunities for 
econcr.1ic and reca1l c!evelopmenc ar or 
near the public houst:<g sire . as 
acorocnate . 

· (h) ~~ovides cor..:7'.::::-te:1t:.s bv ser-.ice 
prO\o1Cers to proV1de s2rvices and/or 
fur.d:r.g : 

(i) Oe:-:1onsc.races :.'-:ar re!atio r.sh1ps 
ha ve :e~n forged wt c..'-: local Boards of 
Educ:mon. i.nsciruuons of hig her 
lear..:r.g. non-profit or for-profit 
educaconal insarucons and public/ 
privare memori.ng ;J ro grams <.hac wiil 
lead co new or improved educaaonal 
faciliues and improved educauonal 
achievement of c!-.ildren of PHA 
resider.t:.s from birth through higher 
education: 

UJ lde:~tifies employers and potencial 
employment oppor:t:nicies for residents 
who complete community and 
sucporcive service training: and 

(kl Demonstrates an effective use of 
rechnology . 

( 1 0) Residents and members of the 
communities ro be affected bv the 
proposed activities have had-and will 
continue ro have full and meanir.gful 
involvement in the planning and 
implementation of the revicalizauon 
effort: 

(a) In addirion ro mee!:ing the 
requirement for at least one public 
meeting ro inform residents and 
members of the surrounding community 
of the revitalization plan as presented in 
the application submitted to Htm. the 

. PHA has provided meaningful 
opporcunities for participation ro 
resident:.s and members of the 
surrounding commumty of the 
meeting(s) through: 

(i) Clear information abour the 
application: 

(ii) Prominent posting of information 
about the application and scheduled 
meetings in locations likely ro actracr 
notice: and 

(iii) Posting of the information in 
adequare time ro allow participants ro 
plan ro attend meetings. 

(b) Residents and non-resident 
members of the surrounding 
community: 

· -- - · ~: . .::s 

(i) Have had the opf:cr:·..: :-.::-.- :o 
paruc; pace tn the s ha o t :-. ~ : r' :he 
app licauon: · · 

(ii) ~ U ;Jpor: me ac::v:::es : rv CCScC ::-: 
the suomic:ed aoo licat'c - · · 

(ii i) V-i ii ! have oppo;:..: ·~·:::es :o r 
conunued tr.volvemer;c a:-.:: 
parcic:pauon as prcg~l:-71 ac:: vl ues 
proceed. 

(ll) The proposed ocer:1uon and 
manageme:1t princ ip les ' ' ::: acomp li s:-. 
all of the foi !owing goa!s: 

(a) Ach1eve effic :e;.· a:-.: e::e:::rve 
property mar.agemer.t ar:·:: :-:-. a lnte na r.c ~ 
through pnvace or P!-: . .l. :-:-.ar.age mem: 

(b) Lead co a range cf tr.::r:>es l!1 me 
targeted de velopment t;:c :O.: c lng 
subscanaa l m:mbers 0 : .,·-· '· ;!1g 
residents t."l rough effe~ ~ .. ~· ; ;·if· 
sufficiency ;:: rograms: 

(c) Reward work and : :-::note :ar..1 !v 
stabilicy c.h ro~..:gh pos :::>:e ::-:ce nuves · 
such as inc:me d isreg~~::.s ar.d ced 1ng 
rent:.s . P~.l..s may esca: : :.s ~ cedtng re:: c.s 
and may 1nsarute earr.e:: :..-:c:Jme 
disregards fo r FY l 99S 

(d) P~o vice greater sa :e:v and se"' u r. "'I 
bv: · - · ·. 

• (i) lns::iruung toug 'o s :~ee :1ing 
requirements : 

(ii) E:1forci.ng toug h :elSe and evtccon 
provisions: 

(iii) E:1har.cing on-3-::...-:g efforu ro 
eliminate drugs and c:-.:-:-.e from 
neighborhoods thro~g:-: c: i!aboracive 
efforu with local law e:-.::~:eme:1t 
agencies and local L'r.1:eO:: Scates 
Actome~ and prograr.1 ;:: licy effor..s 
such as "One Strike anc Y~u · re Ouc ... 
the "Officer ;-..lext: Door" i...-:1::rauve. or 
Department of Justice "Weed and Seed" 
programs: 

(iv) ?~emoting heall":y r.omes . i. e .. 
improving the safety ar.c secu rity of 
resident:.s t.'1rough ar.c.:-::-_-:-.e measures 
and the installation of or.vstcal secur.cv 
or design enhancements . - · 

(e) Promote econor.uc and 
demographic diversi ty c..":rcugh a sys•em 
of local preferences: and 

(f) Encourage self-suiflc:ency by 
including lease require:71e:1ts that 
promote resident invo lvement i.n the 
tenant:.s association . c:r..~t.:n i ty service . 
self-sufficiency. and t:rar'.S lcion from 
public housing. 

( 12) (5 Point:.s) The :<.ev:calizacion P!an 
will affirmatively fur-.... ":er fair housing by 
actively ensuring that n-.arke!:ing. 
locations of housing. and sc.ruccural 
accessibility of housing will encourage 
natural integration and d:.Scourage 
lnappropriate concentrations of 
minorities in undesirable 
neighborhoods. 

(a) Developments constructed or 
rehabiliuted with HOP:: vt funds must 
meet the accessibility r~uiremencs 
contained in various c:vll rtght:.s statutes 
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Jr;C :-eg 1..: LJ:..:ons . an~ .. . J ~: :-ecetve ~c : .-.:s 
ur. C:er :;,t.s :Jeter tf ::-:e•; :7":eet the 
vts::Ji:: di :y s:anC:Jrcs a·C:cc ted by c.'-.e 
Sc:;:<1r:.....-:e:-.: :hil t a!=p iy co c..'-.ose u r.::s :-.o c 
cc..'-e:-.v tsc: :overed ':Jy c.."le accesstb t: ::y 
r :-::; t..;:re ~e::lS . 

(b) P~ . .l.~ are er1c:~raged co prot7.c:e 
g:e1ce:-- c;: ;: c ~ur.~ues :~cr houslng c:--::~ce 
Jy :nilk ::-g ~c !ease 5% of for-sale un::s 
ac:ess 1b:e :o i nd ivid~als with mcbd:;:v 
C:::silbd i ~es ar.d 2% of fer -sale un::s · 
ac: ess tb! e :o tr.C: t•"!Cu:=is who ha\e 
v;sual or ::eJr.r. ~ c : ~<lb dl c.es . 

(c) lnr.cvar..ve des •gr.s are encc c;~:~~c . 
parJcu ·a ~ ::: w tch respect :a for·sa:e 
hc l!Se cor-.:":g•..1rauons . whtch 
s;:nu lcar.ecusi v mee~ access ibilicv 
r eqt.:ire~.e:lts and ac:::eve marke~J: : : : :v 
fer :1on-~:.Sab ied hcuse!-.olds. · 

(d) P~c~Jm ac:: -.--. cies should aiC: a 
bread di-.~erst;::; of e li g1b le reside:-.ts. 
ir.c:0..1diq :..":ose :.":ilt 'la ve bee:1 
t.:Jcc.wr.a::y ~ r".C::ers e:-:e-::i. Ef'for...s :: 
i r. ce::s~ :::-:-.:r.'..::-. i::• aware:-tess ir. a 
c..: i:•..Jra ;: :.- se;;s;Qve :r.<1nr.er t.'vc~g :-. 

e-::..:cJucr. ar.d c~c.::::c'1 wdl also :e 
e•; aluace-: . if app licable . 

Rac.:-tg i="3c:cr -! : Levera3.ng Resow-:es 
(10 ?otrttsj 

This fac:or aC::cre~ses the abilicv :f t.'-.e 
appiic:ar.t :o secure aC:C:icional res.:~r:es 
fer t."te proposed ac::•ices whic'1 c3:: :e 
c:::lmbine-=. wit.'1 f-il'D 's program 
resources :o ac!Lieve program pur;:-::s~s . 

Resources incl~de in-kind concrtbc;::::ns 
suc!L as s:4if or supplies: grants. lca:-..s . 
a~d ot.':e:- fin anc:ng: or ocher types :;f 
concribuc:ons ~o the prcgram acuv! ~es . 

T~is fac:or emphas;zes c.he impor..ar".C! 
cf a ?:..::A no t just seek :ng e:-tdorse:.:er-.ts 
ar.d ve:-tcor re!ationsi":ic;s with ot.'":e:-s. 
but ac:J veiy e:-tlis::.:ng o~':er stake!-.c: -:ers 
who are vested in the re•;icalizacior. 
ef:ort. ir.c:uding publ ic and private :1on­
profi t ar.C:: for-profit e:-tt:ties with 
e:-:;::e:ie:-~ce in c.he deve!opmenc anC.'or 
t7.ar.agemem of low- and moderace­
inc::Jme housing. chose that are skilled in 
t.he delivery of services co residents of 
public ho~sing . educational instirutcns. 
foundar:!ons. banks. and other. 
or;;anizations. HUD will evaluate C::e 
s::re:-tgth of commitment articulated in 
leo:cers of support. 

If a P !-{.!.. Ls also a r!development 
agency or otherwise has citywide 
responsibilities. HliD will caruider the 
c:ry ·s redevelopment or ocher func:ional 
area to be a separate partner with which 
t!"te housing authority function is 
r;artnering. where appropriate. 

In raung chis factor . HliD will 
consider the extent co which: 

(l) The PHA has initiated strong 
partrterships with entities that wtll 
provide sq~nificanc. firm funding and 
cc!": er c::mmitments if HOPE VI fur.::.S 
are aw<1r~ed . Applicants must prcvtC:e 

evtde~ce of leveragt;.g and ;Jan:ne~s ht ps 
b.y tnc.~dmg tn the app l1cauon lecters of 
ftrm C0~7:mitments . memoranda of 
unders::a r.C:ing. agreer:1e:1ts to 
partic1;::ace. o r lec:ers of support tf firm 
commit.-:-:e:-tts cannoc be secured . .-l.ll 
such dcc:Jme:-tcaucn muse tnc!uce the 
organi~uon·s name . proocsed leve l of 
comm1:.-:1ent. and propcsed 
respons:bilities as t.'-tey re late to c.he 
revitali.:.luon plan. The commwnenc 
must be Signed by an offlc:al of c.he 
organbuon legally auc...'lonzed co rr.ak e 
commt:.-:1ents on behaif of tr.e 
organi:auon. 

(2) T:-.e infusion of f-iOP£ VI dollars 
will le\ erage additional resources after 
grant award . including munic ioal funds . 
charitable concribucions . pnvace debe 
and eq~.: icy. and ocher partnerships 
which may not have a dollar value but 
are cn:.:cJl co the suc ::essful 
c.ransfcr.:-:ation of c. .... e development and 
the lives of its resiC:e:-tts . 

Ratir1g :=-actor 5: C::mprehe!1Slveness and 
Coord:...-:aCJ.on (10 Points) 

This :actor addresses the exte:-tc to 
which :.'1e applicant coordinated tts 
activic:es with ocher known 
organizations. parnc ipaces or promotes 
partic:cation in a c::Jmmunicv's 
Conso fi C::aced Planmng process. and Ls 
working towards acdressing a need in a 
holistc and comprehenstve manner 
through linkages with other activities in 
the cor.ununiry. 

In ra:ing this fa"or. f-it.TD will 
consiC::er the extent co which c.he 
applica.'1t demonstrates c.hat it has : 

(1) Coordinated its proposed acti'>icies 
with ~":ose of other groups or 
organizations prior co submission in 
order co best complement. support and 
coordinate all known ac::i'>icies and lf 
funded. the specific seeps it will cake co 
share informacion on solucions and 
outcomes with others. Arty written 
agreements. memoranda of 
understanding in place. or that will be 
in place after award should be 
described: 

(2) Taken or will take specific steps co 
become active in the community's 
Consolidated Planning process 
(including the AnalysiS of Impediments 
co Fair Housing Choice) established co 
identlfy and address a need/problem 
chat Ls related co the acti'>ities the 
apfJiicant proposes . 

(3) Taken or will take specific steps to 
develop linkages co coordinate 
comprehensive solutions through 
meetings. information networks. 
planning processes or ocher mechanisms 
with: 

(i) Ocher HUD-funded projects/ 
activities outside the scope of chose 
covered by the Consolidated Plan; 

(tl) C1v1l r.ghts J rgJr. l.::H.: :Jr.s · 
(ttl} l::JcJl .-l.reJ A5~~cv en .-l. gtn g :f 

aool iob le · · 

·. ( i~·) !...oc~l1genc y se"'tr.g ile~s-:r. s ··, :::-: 
dLsacdtues . tf aoo ltcab ie 

(v) local Wed and Se~c :Jsk :ore • . < 
L."' . . .. 

. e cars~~ed deve!opme:-~c :s !oca:e-: ::: d 

des tgr.ated Weed ar.d Seed arn ~:-. d 
(v t) Ot.'l er Fede:a l. Sca<e or !cc:: :; .. 

fund ed ac::I v: ~es . t nc!~.:c i na d-'.cs.e · 
" propc.sed or on-gcing :r. :..'-:e <::;;)m:-:-.~.::-:: :- .-

(vu : !...ccJl law enforce:-r.em ag~:-: c:e s · 
ar.C: :..'-.e local L'n1te-: Scates Ar:or..e:.-

(C) Applicaeion £·, aft.:ac:cn. 

Awares under c.h1s :-iO?~ v1 ?~:gr-1:-:-: 
sec::Icn of che Super:'.;Q f .-l. wtl! t:e r.::ce 
thro~gh a se!ecuon precess t.'lat '·' :!! 
award grar.ts co t.he ~.e st me::tc:-:c~s · 
applicauons. 

(l) Reviralizaeion Acc ifcac.:c::s. 
(a) r.co wtil pre !:~J~an lv re ·.~e '.Y 

race and rank eac!L ei: gtbl e apo i:c J~c n 
on th e bas;s of tl-.e eva! '..l aton fac::rs se : 
for..h in Sec::on ill i3 ) of c.h1s r.cr: :: \. 7 
Prog;am sec::Ion of c..'-:e s~oer :\O r . .l .. 
above . exc!~cing Fac:cr J i8). wh1c:-t is 
specific co applicauor.s pro postr.g 
revualizao.on of e ! C:e~ :y ho u.s t ~g 

(b) A final re'>ie•.v ;:a:-tel will assess 
each of c.he applicatlor.s advanced co 
final re\iew and wti l ass1gn the final 
scores . The final rev:ew pane! will 
re\ie•.v the scores of ail applicaCJ.ons : 

(t) Whose prelirru:".arv score ts above 
a base score establis::ed bv HL'D . r.L!) 
incenc!s to sec the base sc;res so :.1-.ac 
applications requesting a coc.al of 
approximately S900 m1il ion are 
advanced to the fir.a l re•11ew s::ag~ . 

(ii) That proposed :- e vitaliza~on 
acuviues ac sites for wh1ch HOP£ 'v 1 
revic.aiizaoon impler:-Je:ltaeion 
applications were submitted to !--:L'D ;n 
the FY l99i HOP~ VI revttaliza~on 
comoetieion but were :-tot se!ec:ed for 
funding. 

(c) HUD will select for funding c.he 
most highly-rated e!ig1ble app lications 
up to avallable funding. except that 
HUD. in its discreuon. mav c:-toose to 
select a !ower-raced aooro~able 
application over a higher·raced 
application in order to increase c.he le·.-el 
of national geographic divemry of 
applications selec~ed under thLS HOP~ 
vl Program section of the Super:'-iOF.-l.. 

(2) Elderly Housmg Crane 
ApplicacJon.s. 

(a) HUD will pre liminarily re\iew. 
race and rank each eligible app licacion 
on c.he basis of the evaluation f<1c~ors set 
forth in Section ill (B) . above . excluding 
Factor 3(9) . which Ls specific to 
applications proposing revicalizaeion of 
family housing. 

(b) A final review panel will assess 
each application and will asstgn c.he 
final scores: 
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(c ) nl"D wtll se leq far :·· nc't·na ·he 
- · - I ' :J -. J 

rr.ost htgh i :·· r<:~ c ed e !: ; ~ b l e aoa ltcJt:o ns 
U;J to J VJt !ac !e ::..::-:ctr.g. · · 

"J) ,\ 'oc:ficJ r:cn :Jf F~ndir.g Dec!s;or:s. 

(_I) [n ac::r::ar.ce wtch che HL'D 
Ooro ' t..:· ':"\ " -· r:7t .... c:. r. l... '-' may not noufy 
a~pilcJn::.s as :o whedler or not chev 
have been se le-::ed co participate ur1Cil 
t..":e ar.r.o~.;r. ce::-:e!1t of c.he selection of all 
r e-::;:: ~ e!1ts ::r ~.'·. ~s i-:O PE 'v1 Program 
·n:::!er t.'ils S u ;::e: \'O F .~ . :-:L'D w1!1 

pro1.1.ce wr.::e:-. <~cG :.ic J.co Ol :ca ll 
app iicJnc.s 

(2) :-:L'D's r.cc..::cac.ion o f aw ard co a 
se!e-:ced a~p ii ca01t wtll constitute a 
pre!imir.arv accroval bv 1-:L'D sub iect co · 

(J i Th e :':rr:c·:ec.ion or a subsidv· . 
IJ ye:.ng :e•:u: •:\. pursuant to 2 4 (FR 
94 ll0 (b): 

(b i The exe-::..::.:cn bv :-:l'D and che 
re-::pte!lt ::· J G<Jnt . .l.g:eemenc; and 

(c; A :-T J e:-.•.i romr.ental review. 
Se !e-::.:o n ::r ;::a:-...:c:pc.:.:cn (pre! imtnary 
a ;:~ro va il c:es :-:oc cor.sc.tuce appro val 
or t.r.e prop ose:: si:e. EJc h ;Jre! iminanlv­
se le-::ed F:-: . .1. m:..:sc a.ss;sc i-:L 1) in · 
complying ·m::. erw ironr.tenca..l review 
procedures . c:.-.duc:ed bv Hl.ID i.n 
ac:ordance Wlt.'1 24 c:R 'part 50 . The 
P!-!.A may not acquire. rehabilitate . 
C::lnve:t. le~e. reoair. or constr1Jct a 
property . cr co:-:-.iruc 1-:l..'D or local funC.S 
tc tr.ese ac:.:qtes . unul wrirten 

;Jproval LS ~e-:e:ved from che 
.opropriate i-:L 'D Environmemal 
Clear~nce Officer in its area. ce:-tifyi.ng 
cr.at :r.e ;:roposed activities have been 
approved and :r.e Pr.A is released fror.'l 
ail enviror.me!ltal conditions. The 
resulc.s of t.'"'.e environ me mal revie'.v mav 
re~uire chac ;:r:::posed ac:.:vities be · 
modified or che proposed site reje-::ed. 

(E} Crane Agree.'71enc. 
Be-:Juse t.'le :-:OPE 'vl ?~ogram does 

r.ot have :e-:=e:al regulauons . upon 
se !e-::.ion for fur.ding. HL'D and che 
re-:!oie!lt Wlll e.xecute a Grant 
.A.greeme:1t semng forch che amount of 
ct:e grant and applicable rules. terms. 
and conditions. including sanctions for 
violation of che agreement. The Grant 
.O..greemenc will set forth the precise 
schedules of the HOPE vt Program. 
provide program requiremena. describe 
requirements for implementation of the 
revttalizJtion plan. and provide any 
spe-:ial conditions on the Grantee. a.s 
applicable. Among ocher things. che 
Grant Agreeme:1t will provide chat che 
re-::pient agrees to: 

(I) Carry out che program in 
accordance with the provisions of this 

·-= . - .:::: .:.:. . 

~·oF . .l.. a,:p licable law. the aoproved 
appllca:.::n . and all ocher app licab le 
requtre::-:enc.s. including require 
fa . r ~enc.s 

r mLxe_,: . inance C:e ve!opmen c. and 
sec:.:on ~ IJ 2 or" OCRA 

: : ' ' . .: :. ~=~ 

.~gre.emenc or ACC ame:.c:7:e~. : 
appltcJble . as 

rv. Application Submission 
Requirements. 

(2) (.;:-:-,p ly W!Ch S~C!i Oci',er ter:-:1.5 and 
condu:..:.:~s . inc !uc: :-.g ~e-:ordkee: t r.g Eac!-1 HOP:: 'vl re•t ttali :Jc:c r. 
and re::r..s . as Hl'O :r.ay escab lisil c"or appl ication muse confe r:-:-. :o :.--:e 
che pu:::oses of ad~t:: istenng . requtremenc.s of c.."te HO?t: 'v"' 
momt-- d Revuali zation .A.pp i ic3tJO~ :-:·.c. :: .·c.'- · .. -. 
. ~ : _. ng . an evah.JatJng the ;Jrogram f - - " 
In an e : :~-::.;. ve and ~ ffic:enc r..ar,ro' _ormat and cor.tenc. In ac d tuon :o tr.e 
ir.c!uC:.:.:-.g fu ll coooerauon wi r:!': ._;: ·.6· rorms . ceruficauons and ass~ r a ~. :es 
progra::-: Jversight. c:r.crac:or: . . . - s ~equtred by Sec :Jon IT of :..":e C:~. e:al 

(3) . .l.ssembie a team to imo le:7',ent che _ecuon of chl..S Super~OFA . e~ch 
1-!0P:: \ ~ ?~ogram c.."".at has a 'su-or.g applicauon must tnc lude c.l-te fc o~O \q ;-5 
manage:7'.ent and de velopment track as d trecced by the app llcJc.on :-c : 
re-:ord and has che capabilicy to (A)_ A desc;;puon of ex:su.-.g 
comme::ce and carrv out a qualicv HOPe condmons that desc:1bes :..'; e ex:e:: c ::· 
V1 prog:ar.t. If the G'rancee fails to make- I need for the prog ram funcs ~e-:'..:es:e: . 
chts de:.:onstration to the sacisfac:lon of (B) Revitalization Plan whtc'l 
HL'O a:-:d its prograr.'l overstahc C:escnbes all re vnalizauon ac:.: ·.~::es :o 
r.:ar.a3er . i-:l'D w11! d ire-:t co"r.e-::ive be funded in c..'le app licac.on a:.c ce :a ~:s 
ac:.:cr.s as a condic.on of retai.n tr.g the how the proposed work w;;l ~ e 
gram: accomplished: 

(4) :::.xe-:ute a cor.suuc::ion cor.cract (C) For Re vt ta lization aao l:c ~::o ns . a 
W l G'1!:"'. IS months (or a ~enod S;je-::fied cescripcion of p lar.s for res';ce::c Se lf-
in _che G•~nt Agree::-.e!1t). Fauure co Sufficiency Programs. tnc!udir.g ;:> lar.s 
obttga:e ~ 'Jnds w11l result i.n the for res tdem c:Jr.sultation and 
e:-~for~e:-:1ent of default remedies uo to C:ocumentaaon of resident invo !veme:.t 
and ir.c ::..:ding withd:awal of funcing: i.n che planning process : 
an~ = .. , . . . ,.... (D) For Elderly Housing grant 

(::l ) :.s_b ltsn tnte. :m performance appl!canons. a desc:1ption of ;:> lans for 
goals a.-.d comple~e che physical resident services . including ;:> ians for 
compor.e!'lt of che i-:OPE VI resident consultauon and 
revital:.zation within 48 months of documentation of resident ir. vc iveme::c 
exec'J:::n of che grant agreeme!'lt. The in che planning process: 
Secre~ry s~all enforce. this requireme:1c (E) A proposed \!anag~me:-. : ?:an 
chrou~n derault re:.:ed1es up to and which describes the caoac: cv :: :.~e 
tnclu~:~g withdrawal of fundi.ng chat applicant and parrr:ers 'co ca.r:-:t cu: :.!"'.e 
che P. _ ... has not obligated. HUO will plan. and proposed manage:.:e:-: c 
take tn:o constderauon those delays principles which wlll be lmc le:.:er.ce-:: 
caused :,y fac:ors beyond che control of co support revicalizaO:on effor.s : 
che Grantee when e!1iorcing the5e (F) DocumentaO:on of progra..-:1 
sched~.;!es : and financing and resources · 

(6) E.xe-:ute an ACC Amendment for (G) Ad · · · .. , . ~ - · d 
1 

escnouon of anv C30 tta l fur.C:s 
•v•L"<e~-r ~ance eve.opment · · · · · · received by the PHA w1thtn c."le past ri ve 
(F) Failure co Proceed years for improvement of the proJect. 

including but not limited to 
Modernization funding unde~ sec:.ion 14 
and MROP funding. 

[n che event chat an applicant selected 
to rec!!ve HOPE V1 funding does not 
proceed i.n a manner consistent wich its 
application. HUD may withdraw any 
unobligated balances of funding and 
make this funding available. subJeCt co 
applicable law. i.n HL'D's discretion. to 
the next highest ranked applicant th~t 
was not selected for funding in the most 
recently conducted HOPE V1 selection 
process or combined with funding 
under an upcoming competitive 
selecoon process. Failure to proceed 
with respect to obligated funds will be 
govemed by the terms of the Grant 

(H) A program schedule. 
(D A certification that at l e~t one 

public meeung was held co noufy 
residents and commumcy members of 
the proposed activities descr.bed tn the 
application. 

V. Corrections to Deficient Applications 

The General Section of this 
SuperNOFA provides the procedures for 
corrections to deficient applications. 

BILUNG COOl! •%10-Jl_. 
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OdatrwdM 

The Chicago Housing Allthority 
Stp e)er 9, 1996 

Mr. Olristopber Hornig 
Deputy Aaai.stam Secretary 
Office of Pubtic Housin& Investments 
U.S. Departmem of Housing ilM 

Urban Developmeru 
45 1 Seventh S~ SW., Room 4138 
Washington. DC 20410 

Dear Mr. Hornis: 

It is my pleasure to submit chis HOPE VI applicatioo to CQDtime tbe revitai..iz.ation alrea4;y 
underway at me Henry Horner Homes and to beJin redevelopm:m at _tbe 3.500 umr 
complex known as ABLA . 

HOPE VI iJ critical to tbe contimwi recovery and loog-cmn SUCJ~bility of~ .. 
With the most severely distressed public bow~ dievelopmeats in tbe nation. !be ·- : ta- · 
wholly dependent on tbe HOPE VI program to redevelop ~ communi· · Th- ' 
underscore tbe overwbelm.in& need. tbe mandatory conversion 1.mgua&e in !his •• ~ 
appropriation bill would require tbe demolitiOn of Dll:lrly 19,000 UDib of public boi~­
This funding would enable CHA t0 ~lisb some t*.tbe ·moll nm down. crime i:afcAif : 
high rises while uplfading and expand rna me atfardaNe boalin& stock iD Oticqo. 

. .. ·-

Three higb rises have alrady been tOm down at Hemy Hormr, ilM two more wlil be :. · 
demoli&bed l.aler in me year. ReplJcmd bOasinl ' is UDder eoosttUCtioa Oil !be exilifnc' . 
site and in tbe surrou.J¥1iDc community. This activity bU beai tbe catalylc for ~t· · 

redevelopmem of tbe entire Near West side of Chicaao, transformin& a desolate, poveiij -
stricken imler city area imD a vibrant mind income cottlmunity. 1biJ HOPE VI fn!'dinj . 
would add ISO uDia of aew low rile bou.sin& to !be 466-.mu already under~' ­
or in tbe plannin& saps. All of tbe unitt ~t bach oa and at! site wiD be divided eqUally ,_ 
bctweea w:ry 1ow mceme am WOlkitc familia. · · · ·. . - :~ 

~ 
.wA oft!n rwDlization pcabilities Oil I pll' widl Dbrini-<meo-prime real eGa ~ · __ 

- · tJr mixed Dx;ane devetopmem. This fsmdina «Jukl en~M~••~.,.,~- · 
liiiiill-.edBipid.Ded hilb rises m1 tbe CODittUCtion of 200 replac:emem unita oa~~ · ·­

·iad aa vacant ~ in the vicinity. ABLA is alJo iiEloded in tt.e A ... :• .. ._ . 
~JD-~ consolidation Qt.p-reloc:ation has bquD in two apcate ~: .~.me -
deYelopJ:DeDt. . I , . ' _ .. . · ,-r · 

Thank you for yoor consideration of this fundina request. 

'1• .• I ' Ll' _. ·IJ 
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The Chicago Housing Authority 
!I pi e+"'ter 9, 1996 

Mr. 01ristopber Hornig 
Deputy Auimnt Secrew-y 
Office of Public Housin& Investments 
U.S. Departmem of Hawing and 

Urban Development 
45 1 Seventh Street. SW., Room 4138 
Washington. DC 20410 

Dear Mr. Hornia: 

. ' 

It is my pleasure to submit dlis HOPE VI application co com:iDJe tbe revitalization alread;y 
underway at the Henry Horner Homes and to beiin redevelopment at ·tbe 3,500 unir 
complex known as ABLA. 

-· 

HOPE VI is c:rit:ic.al to me contimvd recovery and kq-cmn mcanVbility of~, .} 
With tbe most severely distressed public brusiq die'Velopmtnts in tbe Dation. me ·· ' )a. ' 
wbolly dependent on me HOPE VI prosram to redevelop tbese cnmmuni · . iG- . 
underscore tbe overwbelmin& Deed. tbe rnandamry coavenioo langaaaoe in dlil •_i i . \. 
apptopriar:ion bill would require me demolition of Dearly 19,000 UDib of ~lie bon~.;:.-- ·­
This funding would enable CHA tO dremolisb scme 'bf.-tbe · moct nm down. crime infu .. . 
high rises while upgrading and expand hi, tbe atrardabk boa.lin& stock m Olicqo. I _,... 

Three high rises have alrady been toi-n down 11 Herrry Horner, and two more will be:. · 
demoliabed 1.aJer in me year. Reptaamem bOusinl'is UDder _CDilSU'UCtioa Gm tbe exilifnc' 4 
site m1 in me surrounding community . This activity hai beeD the catllylt for tbi ~· · --- ~ 
redevelopmem of tbe emire Near West side of Chicaao. traDSformi.n& a desolate, pcrt_efij· · ~ 
stricken inner city area imD a vibrant mixed income COI!imUnity. ThiJ ROPE VI fn!"'inJ , 
would add ISO uDitl of an low rile b.ousiq to tbe 466·-mu already under~--
or iD me p~anrxq stqea. All ot me uma ~t bocb oa m1 atf sise will be dividecl eqUally "' 
bctweea very lew mceme m1 wukitc families.· · · · 

Thank you for yoot coosideration of this fundin& request. 

: ~ 
' }o. · .• I t [_1' . L,i 
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U. S . D~partment of Housing and 
Urban Development 

451 Seventh Str~et, S. w. - ~4138 
Washington, D. C. 20410 

September 9, 1996 

Attn: Dir~ctor, Offic~ of Public Housing Inv~stm~nts 

Ladies and Gentlem~n: 

On b~half of the Gautreaux plaintiffs, we write this 
letter in support of the application of the Chicago Housing 
Authority pursuant to the NOFA (Docket No. FR-4076-N-01) 
publishe~ in . th~ Federal Register of Monday, July 22, 1996. 
The appl1cat1on seeks $42,918,550 of funding for 350 
replacement housing units at CHA's Horner and ABLA 
developm~nts . 

We wish to point out that the application is submitted 
pursuant to the sentence in th~ NOFA (F.R. 38025) which 
states: 

"In order to meet its obligations under tne Gautreaux 
Consent Decree requiring HUO to provide comparable 
relief when HUD cannot provide section 8 New 
Construction assistance, HUO may provide funding for up 
to 350 public housing replacement units to the Chicago 
Housing Authority, provided that the funding will 
fulfill an unsatisfied obligation under the Consent 
Decree to provide comparabl~ relief, and provided, that 
the Chicago Housing Authority submits one or more 
applications for such public housing replacement units 
in response to this NOFA.~ 

We also wish to make reference to Secretary Cisneros' 
letter to Alexander Polikoff dated July 1, 1996, in which the 
Secretary says that although the HOPE VI grants will be 
awarded under a competitive process, the NOFA ~will provide 
an absolute priority for a CHA HOPE VI application seeking 
funding for up to 350 replacement housing units ... ~ 

The Gautreaux plaintiffs do ~ agree that their 
entitlement to a FY1996 set-aside under the Gautreaux Consent 
Decree may be conditioned upon CHA's NOFA application. See 
the letter to the Secretary from Alexander Polikoff dated 
July 12, 1996. However, to avoid controversy over what may 
be a moot point in light of the Secr~tary's "absolute 
priority" statement, and because we fully support the plans 
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for the 350 replacement housing units described in CHA's 
application, we have agreed to postpone taking other steps 
pending HUD's response to the NOFA application. Moreover, we 
have told HUD lawyers that honoring the NOFA application will 
be viewed by the Gautreaux plaintiffs as fulfilling the 
unsatisfied HUD obligation under the Gautreaux Consent Decree 
respecting the FY1996 Gautreaux set-aside. We do , of course, 
reserve our rights to seek the FY1996 Gautreaux set-aside in 
other ways should the CHA NOFA application not 9e honored. 

We wish to add that our Gautreaux support for the NOFA 
application is complete. We beli~ve ~h~t the Horner portion 
has the potential to move the revltallzlng Horner area a 
giant step forward, and that the ABLA portion can begin a 
strong revitalization effort in another nearby community that 
is ripe for such activity. 

ALP:mm 
cc: Howard Schmeltzer 

Edwin Eisendrath 
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Exhibit A: Statement of ObjectfvH and Goals 

T'he pri'nary oe;ectives of the proposal are: 1 ). to continue to carry out a "Revitalization Program· that is set out 
1
n a 

Federal Court consent decree in Homer Mothers Guild vs CHAIHUO and 2). to develop and implement a 

comprenensive self-sufrldency program tor residents to permit them to be economicalty, socialty , and cutturalty 

independent The Court Order calls for a "conversion of The Homer Development trom a densely populated, 

dilapidated and exclusively very low income project characterized by high 11acancies and dangerous and hazardous 

conditions to a mixed-income neighborhood consisting of new and renovated mid-rise and low-rise, low-density 

homes that are fully occupied and maintained in a decent safe, and sanitary manner." • 

1. Changjng the physjcal shaOt of public housing. The proposal calls for the demolition of four ( 4) obsolete 

high nse structures ( 15 stories) wtth stx (6) building addresses which contain a total of 7 43 11ery low 

income public housing units. Two (2) of the high nses already have HUD approval for demolition. 

Relocation is about two-thirds complete on these two high-rises, which should facilitate that demolition. 

Relocation recently began on the two (2) additional building addresses now being proposed for 

demolition. The proposed replacement housing wiD be new houses and semi-detached homes similar 

and complementary to the surrounding community. Badty needed open recreation space is also being 

provided to assist mar1<eting and quality of life to tne new community. 

2. Establishing positive Incentives. The plan intends to dev~ a ~ership component to tne 

revitalization as self-sufftciency programs are implemented. AJI CHA vendors and management vendors 

are required to hire residents for 10% of all jobs or conbibute 10% of contract proceeds for resident 

training. Through arrangements with the local assistance otftces, ftnandal incentives for welfare 

recipients taking training or employment are being provlded, as wea as a health service safety net A 

·consortium• of over 20 community groups and ser.ice provide~ has been formed to provide a total 

support networ1c tc work with residents in day care, job training, ~ment. job development education, 

security, lnd healttl care alternatives. The University of Illinois and the Illinois Medical Center Oisbict 

have otrered tc identify new and turnover jobs trom their 54,000 job empk)yment base. 

3. Entoccing tpugh expectations. Private management took over on Juty 1, 1996 as part of the court order. 

The new Management Plan provides for prompt eviction for non-payment and for~use cases. strict 

adherence to the •one strike and you're out" initiative. Under the Court Order a new Security Plan was 

• Source: Amended Consent Decree. Henry Homer Mottle['! Guild et a! ys CHA et al : 

September 1995 (Case No. 91C3316). 
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implemented on June 1•. 199e ..ma, pn:Mdes tot ldditior.al c HA I'Y\J._ and c u .. '"""' 
""'"...... ~ s.ecu ... , guards to be 

on-site, ex.cute vertical and perimeter patrols, and adds bicyc:Je patrols to tn. aggressive enforcement ~ 

procesa. A resident 10 system and security boott'l stations are being im~nted in existing high-rise 

and mid-rile buildings. A system of nJie violations wrtt'l warnings, tines, and evictions for no~pliance 

is being implemented and enforced. The Tenant Selection Committee, required by the Court Order is 

made up of private management. members of the surrounding private community and Homer res.idents. 

Police checks. credit checks, direct interviews, and home inspections are required and considered in 

selecting new tenants. 

4. Lessening Concentrations of Poyerty. The proposal cans for demolition of 7 43 very low-income public 

housing units and replacing them wrtt'l 150 single family, duplex, and ~"-ts. AJI win be for ·mixed• 

income (50% very low and 50% for 50-80% median income). The residents already being relocated 

under the Homer and Gatreaux Court Orders are receiving mixed income units in the area, scattered srte 

units in non-Afro-American census tracts and Section 8 housing. The entire ptan is geared to ending 

social and economic isolation, providing numerous alternatives in attaining self-sufftdency and opening 

up new opportunities by partnenng with private businesses, government agendes, institutions and 

non-proftt organizations. 

·-

5. Eorgjng Pactnecshjcs. Over 20 social service, health, community organizations and government 

agencies have formed "task forces• to address jobs, education, human resources, planning, security, 

economic development, and property management for the development and surrounding community 

(where low density, mixed income housing is being integrated intc the exiting neighborhood under the 

Court Order ~acement pW1). These groups have forged a comprehensive program to address the 

overall needs of present pubfec housing residents as they transition intc the reYitalized overall community 

being ~- The grouPI meet regularty tc cat'T'Y on their wort( and are acc:ountable on a montt'lly basis 

to a camrru1ity forum which includes the overall neighborhood and the CHA residents. The University 

of lllinoil 11 providing technical assistance to the Task Force and is about tc undertake an in depth 

family Needs Assessment (Required by Court Order). That Assessment wiU indude inventory suppliers 

of the services needed and assist in accessing these services. The University and the Illinois Medical 

Center District are identifying entry level, turnover, and future emp6oyment opportunities for residents. 

Togett'ler these two institutions emptoy over 54,000 employees. Residents win be trained or referred 

based on skills required for speciftc jobs. 
- ""\ 
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Exhibit C: Physical Description of Revitalization Plan 

The overall revitalization plan for the Homer Development (Projects ll 2-19, IL 2-278, and IL 2-35) is a 

multi-year. multi-phase program being carried out by a Federal Court Consent Decree. 

Phase I began in April of 1995 and will result in demolition of 406 units (2 high rises and 3 mid rises) in 

the Homer Extension (1L2-35). Funding has already been provlded for 466 replacement units which are 

under construction. Two hundred of the units are being built bad< on site of the demolished units 

(lessening the density by about 60%) and 268 units are being be provided by new construction on 

scattered vacant. in-till sites or acquisition and rehabilitation of vacant and existing properties in the 

surrounding communities. These sites were the subject of a court approved waiver under the 

Gautreaux Desegregation case and have been determined to be "Revitalizing Areas• under the 

provisions of that case. As a condition of the waiver, the replacement housing units are to be for 

"mixed. income occupancy (50% of the residents must eam 50% or less of median income and 50% of 

the residents must eam 51% to 80% of the median income). AJso induded in Phase I is the 

rehabilitation of IL 2-278 (The Annex Homes). This former 109 unit development is being completely 

renovated into 90 apartments convertible to 98 units with appropriate community space and outdoor 

recreation. It is in progress and scheduled for completion in about 16 months. The development is to 

be re-marl<eted as a "mixed" income community using 50% of median families and 51 to 80% of median 

families. Phase I is to be completed in April of 1997 under the Court Order. 

Phase Ill is to consist of the complete rehabilitation of the seven (7) mid-rise buildings in the Homer 

Homes. The rehabilitation is more incremental than the development in Phase I or II. These mid-rises 

are presentty undergoing a S5 million dangerous and hazardous repair program, new elevators are to 

be put in, and extensive exterior repairs to the brick and concrete is about to begin. Significant other 

investments in pest controt, recreation, landsCape, and preventive maintenance are being made. Phase 

Ill is to be completed on or before April, 2001. 
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This Hope Vl application, if funded, would provide funding for the beginning of the next phase of 

revitalization at Homer and would demolish the four remaining high-rise structures and provide land for 

additional replacement housing units and badly needed open, recreation space. 

1. No changes in the size, shape, or use of intef'ior spaces to existing units is contemplated under 

this application. Only demolition and proviSon of replacement housing units is proposed. 

2. The provision of open, recreation area is proposed as part of this application. Land would be 

provided within the site to be demolished to facilitate paMt, sport facilities, and provision of other 

social and recreation services to the residents who will reside in the 150 re~ment housing 

units to be provided as replacement housing under this application and the 466 replacement 

housing units previously funded under the Court settlement 

3. The proposed on-site replacement units for the tc be demolished public housing units would be 

provided as follows: 

No. BR SiZe Unit Type 

10 2BR Semi-Detached 

55 3BR Serru-Oetached 

8 4BR Semi-Detached 

2 5BR Semi-Detached 

The unitl will avotd or lessen concentrations of very low-income families by requesting a 

Gautreaux Revitalizing 'HaNer to permit 50% of the units to be provided tc very low income 

families and 50% to families- earning 51 to 80% of area median income. Also, the design of the 

units will be rowhouses and duplex units that will accommodate only two families per building, 

one of which will be marketed to a very low income family and the other tc a 51-80% median 

income family. 
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4. No off-site replacement housing unit! are pro~ under this application for targeted 

development 

5. No Section 8 certificates are being proposed to be used for replacement or relocation hous1ng 

under this application. Relocation of the families presently residing in the buildings are already 

covered by the Homer Consent Decree and are being provided out of already existing 

certificates. The families who have already chosen Section 8 certificates as their housing 

replacement choice under the Court Order are being provided counseling through the 

Metropolitan Leadership Council of Greater Chicago. If they choose to enter their program 

after counseling, they are given priority. 

6. No site acquisitions are proposed under this application and all replacement housing will be 

built back on land to be made available after demolition. 

7. All new replacement units will be wired for computer access cable as part of the specification 

for construction. 

8. A copy of a Post-revitaliZation Map delineating the various phases of revitaliZation under the 

Court Order is attached. The "target developmenr areas covered by this application are 

specially identifted on that map. 

9. The 1996 Consolidated Plan/Action Plan of the City of Chicago (prepared for HUD November 

1995) finds the following Housing needs: 

a. Extremely Low-Income: 0-30% of Median Family Income. 

b. 

• 75% of extremely low-income households experience excessive 
cost burdens. 

• The availability of 16,000 vacant units overall is not enough to 
reduce the demand for affordable units at this level. 

• 61% of large renter households at 0-30% median financial 
income live in overcrowded conditions. 

Low-Income: 31 to 50% of Median Family Income. 

• 75% of renters and 42% of homeowners experience housing 
problems. 

Exhibit C: Physical Description of RevitaliZation Plan 
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Large minority households experience the greatest numb« of 
housing problems at this income level. 
The nearly 30,000 vacant units at this income level are not enough 
to meet the demand fer affordable housing. 

c. Moderate Income: 50 to 80% of Median Family Income. 
• 41% of renter households face severe cost burdens. 
• Eld.erty and single. person households demonstrate the greatest 

1ncidence of hous1ng pro~ms at this income level. 
• Over one-half of large rental households live in overcrowded 

conditions. 

The Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) reports that a total of 26,967 registered households are seeking 

housing units in CHA as of August 9, 1993. At that time CHA was calling and processing applicants 

who had registered in April of 1991 fer high-rises, in September of 1991 for low-rises and in June of 

1984 fer scattered-site housing. 

Once families are drawn from the ·registration list and certi1!ed as eligible, the average waiting list (as of 

September, 1995) exceeds one year for high-rises, four years fer low-rises and ftve to seven years fer 

scattered-site housing. 

Although CHA's Section 8 waiting lists fer non~lderty households have been closed since 1985 a total 

of more than 4 7, 000 families were waiting fer Section 8 assistance as of October 1, 1995. Families 

currently being called from the list for Section 8 have been waiting approximately 19 years. In addition, 

CHA has been receiving applicants at a rate of approximately 100 per month under the Federal 

preference categories. There is additional pent-up demand from househcUds who cannot register due to 

a closed list 

Finally, based on a Madsetabj!jty Ana!ysjs of the Rey;taliZation Plan by American Marxeting Services it 

was found that 

''The rental units proposed under the Homer Revitalization Plan should prove to be highly marketable. 

The proposed rents will be very affordable to households earning between 50% and 80% of median 

income. In addition to the competitive pricing and desirable product proposed under the plan, 

marketability as a mixed-income development will be greatly enhanced by the location and existing 

characteristics of the overall community: RA-406 
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EXHIBIT D 

APPUCATIONS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 

1. Comparison of construction costs and acquisition or acquisition md rehabiliution for 
the proposed ar~ - Not applicable (see 2 below) 

2. Under the Gautr~ux/Revitaliz.ing Waiver issued by the Federal Court in Gautreaux 
Desegregation Case the area for potential replacement housing is limited to the areas gener.Uly 
bounded by Damen Avenue, Uke Street, Van Buren Street, and Western Avenue md by 
Talman Street, Lake Street, Warren Boulevud md Ked.zie. Based on a Multiple listing Service 
search or currently available housing in these neighborhoods, CHA certifies that there is 
insufficient existing housing in the neighborhood to develop the replacement bowing through 
acquisition of existing housing or through acquisition and rehabilitation. 

The searches indicate that only 4 single funily homes are available in the ar~ with an 
avenge acquisition cost before rehabilitation of $124,450 and that only 7 multi-fmllly 2 md 
3 flats are available with m avenge market price of $204,714 before rehabilitation. 

3. Although the application is for new const~ction, the CHA will accept 
acquisition of existing housing or acquisition and rehabilitation if BUD deter­
mines the CHA certification of insufficient housing does not support approval 
of new construction. 

Signed: 
o Nelson, Deputy Executive Director 

( fo Operations 
· ·ago Housing Authority 
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a To COO'ect life,~ r.d safety vi®ltioos (e.g.: inoperable trash cnutes, elev~. plumbing and compadors) 

Cl To determine ttle operaUonal condition of ttle community ttlrcugh ~le audits and~ . 

ttle stm.Js of recertffications and TARS. 
... _ .... ng aa&essment:l. Oeterrni ~e 

a To determine ttle physical needs of ttle property ttlrough detailed maintenance inspedioos to enable ua to prepare a 

comprehensive and accurate budget, maintenance schedule, and preventative maintenance program. 

a To clean tne years accumulation of trash and dirt from common areas and grounds. 

Cl To assess the security requirements of tne community and to strategically address these wrthin ttle limitations of the 

budget 

Cl To immediately improve tne image of ttle community ttlrcugh exterior deanlinesa and professional businesa ot'rlcetstatr 

appearance. 

Cl To determine ttle socioeconomic requirements of ttle residents and to begin empowerment programs. 

a To w0f1( wrth ttle Task Forces, Committees, and interested parties to accomplish on a priority basis the agendas of 

each. 

a To adhere to ttle letter of ttle Consent Decree. 

2. Reward woric and promote etablltty 

CHA has already established ceiling rents and valious income disregard incentives for resjdents. These programs 

are being carried out in conjunction with ottler government agenaes (such as Aid to Dependent Children, ttle 

Governors office, the Mayors Offtce of Employment and Training), the Building Trades Union (wrth a Step Up 

Apprentice Program for ttle replacement housing), CHA Contradr:n and vendors (requiring 10% of contract amount 

for resident hiring or a 10% of contract proceeds to a fund tc provide resldent traintng), privata management (before 

private management 1 of 65 management em~yees were residents, aft8r 22 out ot 52 are residents), and 

utilization of speciat Relident Company procurement regulations (allowing CHA to let contracts tc resjdent owned 

businesses up to S1 ~without competition). 

3. Tenant Sc:rHnlng and leue Enforcement 

The Court Consent Decree establishes a Tenant Screening Committee (TSC), a tenant screening process, and 

Continued Occupancy Standards. A six person TSC has been established tc review tenant fUes, schoof records, 

criminal history, and credit records. The TSC also considers: experience in obtaining or seeking employment ability 

of household to abide by terms of lease; ttle family's desire to avail itsetf of seMc:es tc address their needs; and ttletr 

willingness to become responsible househOlds in ttle community. The TSC is I'Nide up of resklents, CHA. 

management and surTOunding community members. 

_ _._,.,wh!-"'ib~it F: Operation and Management Principles J~ - RA-411 
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~ want the community tc have standards so that not just any resident will be approved for occupancy . wtnle 

remaining cognizant of Fair Hou5lng Law. Consistent and thoroogh resident screening can reduce tt'le risk of 

leasing tc tt'le wrong ~l The Screening Committee and PinnacJe will establish and maintain a ieas1ng program 

to assure tt'lat 

Q The resident qualifying criteria will be in writing, clear and understandable. 

a House Rules are stated in positive language and all residents will sign these rules when they move in, and again at 

lease renewal (or annually). 

Q We will discuss with the resident the circumstances under which they can be removed. 

Q We will distribute antk:lrug booklets to children and adults at move-in. 

Q We will perform current home visits on all prospective residents. 

Q We will perform housekeeping inspections semi-annually. 

0 We will provide to each resident a home care manual and training on care of tt'leir apartment wittlin 60 days of I'T"''IV~n . 

The ''Tenant Screening Committee" responsibility has been formalized into a three part process. 

Part 1 

Occupancy files will include all leasing information and background checks on all persons to occupy the unit over 15 

years of age. A review ~f the applicable information will be made by the Assistant Business Manager in a format 

agreed to by the committee. This information will incJude: 

1. Name of the Applicant 

2. Age of the Applicant 

3. Family Composition, ages and sex of children. 

4. Current address and description of domicile 

5. Summary of the Credit Report ftndings 

6. Summary of the Background Check ftndings 

7. Apartment size required. 

8. Any other ~Wative information 

Part 2 

After tile approval by the Screening Committee on Part 1 , Pinnacle will conduct home visits to assess housekeeping 

skills of the prospective resident During this home visit a Needs Assessment will be completed. Should there be 

any extreme social concerns with the prospective resident, this will be brought tc the attention of the Screening 

Committee during the second meeting in the process. 
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-- .J. Audit 

a. CHA 

The FY 94 found ttle CHA to be lacking in certain major systems critical to support ttle operations of ttl A·- ....._ 
8 loiU I0,,.1 _ 

Immediately upon its arrival ttle new HUO management team developed a comprehensiYe plan to address ttle 

outstanding HUO findings; many of ttlese Rndings have been succes.stutly addressed as noted in the draft FY 9S 

audit. 

b. Habitat (as receiYer) 

On June 2, , , 996, upon completion of ttleir audit of both the Scattered Site Program and the Chicago Metropolitan 

Housing Development CArporation (CMHOC)IThe Habitat Company Joent Venture, Peat Marwid< UP ~ed ttle 

statement that the Scattered Site Demonstration Program complied, in all material respects, with au HUO and 

government accounting requirements and standards for the year ended Dec:ember 31, 1 ~-

4. lmptem.ntation 

J. CHA 

The CHA is confident of its capacity to quickly implement the HOPE VI Revitalization Program at Homer Homes. 

First. as noted above, the CHA has made a strong commitment of time and resources to its redevelopment program 

and has been moving forward aggressivefy at four developments. In Apnl 1996, the CHA estatHished a separate 

Redevelopment Division, charged with over1ight of these vanous redevelopment efb1s. This division, having been 

intimatety involved in developing the HOPE VI proposal will be perledly poised to begin the necessary next steps in 

the event of an award. 

b. Habitat (as receiver) 

Implementation of the progrwn can begin quiddy under the deve4opment management of The Habitat Company 

since ttley are fully operational as Receiver for CHA's Scattered Site Program. Statnng (acquisition, planning, 

construction management, accounting, administration) and processes (RFPs, design, corM\Unity relations, Section 

3. etc.) are currently in operation. 

• Prior experience In financial/ lever~glng I partne,..hlp 

.4.5 noted above, it is only under the leadership of the new management team that the Authority has made progress 

in the mitalization of its public housing communities. However, at each of its redevelopment projec:ts described 

Exhibit H: Capability 
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.. 
above,~ CHA il P'Jt'U'Ig innovattve fJnancing models and wcndng to Pf'On'kAit pubfic private ~l'tn«'shipe . The 

CHA is COI'T'ffltted to usi"tg federal doftan tc leverage funding and support from the pt;vate mancet as well as other 

City aQendes. The Chtcagc Metropolitan Housing Developi'T'lent Corporation (CMHOC) a CHA subsidiary may Moo 

play a ~nifiCant roH! in P'Jning innovative financing partnerships to ensure the implementation of the proposed 
revitalization plan. 

6. Receivership 

a. CHA 

Following the takeover in 1995. HUD is still legally responsible for the operations of the Authority through the person 

of the Secretary' Representative-who acts as CHA Chairman. 

b. Habitat (as receiver) 

In 1987, The Habitat Company was appointed by Federal the Court as Receiver for CHA's Scattered &te 

(non~lderty) Housing Program. The last of the 1,608 units (approximat!Hy 250) are CUrTentty under construd:ion. 

Based on ·Habitat's experience and success in completing these programs in 1 cost--etfedfve and timely manner, !he 

company is also under contract tc CHA in joint venture with CMHDC, an atftllata of CHA, to develop 375 units under 

the "Demonstration Program." Habitat is responsible for the acquisition of land, planning, development. constn.Jctjon 

management and all related accounting functions. 

1. Proposed Staffing 

See organization charts from CHA and Habitat below. 
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3. Putnenhlpe 

a. The CHA will contract with The Habitat Company as development manager fer the impten'lent:ation of the HOPE 

V1 Program (Homer and Brooks Extension). The Habitat Company is a full service real estate brok.erage, 

man39ement and devejopment company. Habitat is ttle court appointed receiver fer the development of The 

Chie39o Housing Authority's Scattered Site (non~lderty) program. Under this program, Habitat has co~ted aver 

, ,350 unrts and has additional 330 units under construction. Habitat will be responsi~ fer implementing tne plan 

contained in this application. The financial arrangement will be similar to that approved by HUD fer development as 

the Receiver. The Habitat administrative costs are budgeted at 4.5% of Total Developmetlt Cost and the 

development fee is 3%. Other administrative funds are for CH.AJCMHOC staff and overtlead. 

The self-sufficiency program is being carried out through a joint partnership of two social service consortiums 

already serving the area: 1. The 'Nest Side Consortium has exlsted since 1985 and is made up of , 8 organizations 

and , 00 service providers who seMc:e tne needs of the Near 'Nest Side generally and which has as its mission the 

"Raising of funds and other resources for tne redevelopment transformation and economic integration of the Near 

West Side· (fuller explanation of each member organizations background and seMce specialty can be found under 

Exhibit E.) and 2. New Unity West OrganiZation, which is made up of over a dozen social service. health. day care, ........ 
~ 

education. and job training providers who present serve Homer. This newty formed partnership brings hundreds of 

professionally trained staff and literally hundreds of years of experience in the comprehensive provision of services 

to Homer residents for setf-su1ftdency. The group wtn presently use existing funding tc streamline tne delivery of 

services, reduce duplication, and cooperate with government agencies seeking tc create a ·one stop• 

comprehensive social service mechanism to Homer residents. The group in conjunction wTttl the HRC. BPI. and 

Central West Community Organization has pledged to seek additional funding necessary to accomplish a holistic 

program to bring residents to full self-sutftciency. 

The University and the Illinois Medical Center Commission have pledged tc assist in job development job 

qualification review, training, and job placement wrthin their joint 54,000 job employment base. Both groups will 

identify new and tumoYer jobs before they become available and assist the Consortium in training residents for 

these jobs. 

b. The contract with The Habitat Company as development manager will enhance tne CHA ability to control costs 

and expand the supply of housing more quictdy. Habitat is currently in tne process of developing 466 Replacement 

Units at Homer and will provide continuity between the existing Replacement Program and the Gautreaux HOPE VI 

Program. 

The west Side consortium/New Unity west Partnership will guarantee existing providers and their local clients a 

voice in the type. scope. and delivery methods tc be established to bring families to seff.suftlcienCY. Further. these 
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groups ~e a record of ~nt training and empk)yment in the delivery of these services. Duplication of services 

nd economies of scaie should be realized through their joint etbt 

The partnership offered by the University and Medical Center will open up resident opportunities in education, 

training, and employment never before provided in the community . The partnership between Central West 

Community Organization and the HRC to identify development sites and abandoned buildings tor replacement 

housing in the communrty , JOintly participate in the tenant relocation process. and oversee tt1e construction and long 

term property management of ttle new ~ousing assures a quality control and consultation process ttlat is uplifting tt1e 

entire neighbomood. 

c. Attached are copies of appropriate letters of support and commitment from the numerous parties involved. 
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September 5,1996 

~ -. -.:; r-~ - " : ~~3 =~4!:"" 1 

Roc_._U 
LA. C. 

:-r;, 

\ 
A B. L.A . 

_; WEST SIDE I L A.C 

\ CONSORTIUM _r) wes~ 
· Sode ~vtua 

UnM!~ity o( 'llinOts w~ 1 

at DICIQO Cornrnunl'l'~rty 

• 

To: Mr. Thorn Finerty, Consultant to ABLA Local Advisory council 
and the Henry Horner Homes Local Advisory Council (HRC) 

From: ~est Side Consortium, a Coalition of 18 Agencies and 
Institutions Serving Chicago's Near West Side 

Re: Support for the Application in Response to the Hope vr NOFA 

The West Side Consortium networks with over 100 agencies which 
are now serving Near West Side residents in solving problems 
related to housing in deteriorating CHA buildings. Most of 
these families are struggling to move from welfare dependency 
to self-sufficiency. As residents fight for survival, west 
Side Future, West Side Consortium, Unity We~t Collaborative,and 
major private and public partners are committed t'o economic 
development, education, health, new housing development, social 
services, family case management, recreation and youth 
development, working with a community searching for opportunity. 

The attached Self-Sufficiency Component of the NOFA and the 
letters of support are evidence of collaboration among social 
service and community development entities to work together 
for the common good of current CHA ABLA and Henry Horner Homes 
residents to take advantage of the new and replacement housing 
to be built with the funds from the CHA response to the U.S. 
Department of H.U.D. 's NOFA. Further, the letters of support 
are indicative of the Near West Side community's commitment 
to provide services necessary to move citizens from unemployment 
to jobs by seeking funds from the private/public sector and 
making use of all available resources in behalf of persons 
caught in welfare and poverty as they prepare for jobs. The 
Near west Side of Chicago can become a model of a transformed 
mixed income community for those who will work together with 
a vision of unity and opportunity for all. The West Side 
Consortium is evidence that when we look to the future with 
hope and well managed distribution of resources, the most 
difficult of urban problems can and will be solved . 

Bet'1arnon J . l(encnc.a 
Marcy-N....oetT'f Auooal101'1 
107JW ~StrHt 
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Exhibit L • Resolution of Litigation 

1. Gautrnux Con .. nt OecrM 

This application 1S submitted pursuant to the following sentence in the NOFA for Hope V1 Grants as published in the 

Federal Register at page 38025: 

"In order to meet it's obligation under the Gautreaux Consent Decree requiring HUD to provide comparable relief 

when HUD cannot provide Section 8 New Construction assistance, HUD may provide funding for up to 350 public 

housing replacement units to the Chicago Housing Authority, provided that the funding will fulfill an unsatisfied 

obligation under the Consent Decree to provide comparable relief, and provided, thet the Chicago Housing 

Auttlority submits one or more applications for such public housing replacement units in response to this NOF A.· 

The Gautreaux plaintiffs have already indicated in an earlier letter to HUD (July 12 from Alexander Pollikoff to 

Secretary Cisneros) tl'1at tt1ey do not agree that tl'1eir entitlement to a FY 1996 set-aside under the Gautreaux 

Consent Decree may be conditioned upon a CHA NOFA application. However, the Plaintiffs have indicated to HUO 

that should HUD fund tt1e NOFA application it would be viewed as fulfilling the unsatis~ HUD obligation under the 

Gautreaux Consent Decree for the FY 1996 Gautreaux set-aside. Plaintiff class however has reserved their rights to 

seek a FY 1996 Gautreaux set-aside in other ways if the NOFA application is not honored. 

The 150 units of replacement housing being applied for at the Homer Development and the 200 units being applied 

for at the ASLA (Brooks Extension) represent the set aside "application• referred to in the NOFA. 

2. Homer Consent OecrM 

Under ttle Homer Consent Decree (pages 37 and 38): 

"The federal defendants shall provide to the CHA defendants, subject to availability of Congressional 

appropriations, sufftdent funding to enable the CHA defendants to carry out ttleir replacement housing 

obligations over the schedule of the Homer Revitalization Program as described in Paragraph 2.C and Exhibit A 

of this Amended Consent Decree.• 

"The Federal defendants shall also consider, consistent with Congressional authoriZation and appropriation, 

CHA's application for $50,000,000 in Hope Vl/URD funds or similar funds, including any Capital and/or 

Management Improvement Funds, if and when the CHA is permitted by law to tile such an application. The 

funding obligations of the federal defendants required by this Amended Decree are in addii:ic~ to their obligations 

lution of Litigation )d3 RA-419 
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to provide CHA defendants comprehensive Grant. operating ~bsidies, Gautreaux funding, and ottler HUD 

funding.· 

CHA as defendant has an ongoing requirement under the Consent Decree to apply for any funding that HUD 

may make available that could enable CHA to cany out their replacement housing obligations over the scnedule 

of the Homer Revitalization Program. This application is submitted in order to fulfill that obligation by seeking 

, 50 replacement housing units. 

RA-420 
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I tell llo. 1 

Au&Urt 1!, 1996 

MEMORANDUM TO: EDWIN EISENDRATH 

SUBJECT: 

CHAIRMAN, CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

APPROVAL TO SUBMIT 42.9 Mll.LION DOLLAR F11NDING 
REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HOUSING DEMOLmON, SITE 
REVITALIZATION AND REPLACEMENT HOUSING (HOPE VI 
PROG~\f) AT ABLA AND HENRY HORNER DEVELOPMENTS 

The U.S . Department of Housina and Urban Development (HUD) announced in a Notice of 
Fund Availability (NOFA) dated July 22, 1996 that over $480 million in · fundinl will be let 
aside for Public Housing demolition, site revitalization and replacement housing, hereafter 
referred to as the HOPE VI Proaram. Ally Public Howina Authority (PHA) that owns or 
operates lO,(X)() or more public housing units is eligible to apply for up to and including $4{) 

million. The response to the NOFA is due on or before September 10, 1996. 

The Authority will be applying for the full42. 9 million dollars in funding to be divided between 
the ABU. and Henry Horner developments. This will respond to the NOFA's set-aside of units 
for the Gautreaux plaintiff. The HOPE VI grant will fund demolition, the capital costs of 
reconstruction, rehabilitation and other physical improvemenu, the provision of replacement 
housing, management improvements, resident self-sufficiency program.t and tenant-based 
assistance. At Heory Homer, this NOFA fundina will help to further the planning process 
initiated with the court ordered consent decree. At ABLA, this will fund the (ll'St phase o! a 
comprehensive redevelopment plan that will take place over the next five to teo yean. 

This NOFA f\mdina request is bein& prepared by Thomas J. Finerty, Sole Proprietor, wbo was 
approved by the Authority and the residents to provide strate&ic plannin1 services for these two 
developments. 

RA-421 
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. 
APPRO Y Al. . 0 SUBMIT 42.9 MILLION DOL .... ~ FUNIHNG RE Q lJEST 
FOR PUBLIC HOUS~G DEMOLmON, SITE REVITALIZATION AND 
REPLACEMENT HOUSING (HOPE VI PROGRAM) AT ABLA AND 
HENRY HORNER DEVELOPMENTS 

This resolution would approve the submission of tbe NOFA funding requ~t to the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development to ob~in funding for a HOPE VI &nnt at 
ABLA. and Henry Horner in tbe full amount of $42.9 mu;mto be divided between the two 
developments. In addition, this memorandum authorizes the Executive Director or hls designee 
to execute any fomu, certificates or supporting documents necessary in order to submit said 
NOFA funding request and hereby directs staff to prepare and execute all documents relating 
to seeking approval of the same. 

J9{eph Sbuldiner 
Executive Director 

SIGNED ORIGINAL COPY IS ENCLOSED IN THE ORIGINAL BINDER 
FOR ALBA HOKES 
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ApplicanURecipient 
1isclosure/Update Report 

U.S. O.~rtm«~t of Hout lng 
and Urban Development 
Office ol E 11*:::3 

edot\a, (See PIJblc ~~~ s-~ lnd F'nviC( A~ Stlc.menlll"'d ~!Miod 1'11tl"l.ldb1t on ~e ~ . ) 

· I AppiJeanUReclplent Information Indicate whether thl• 11 an Initial R~ort [iJ 
~~Name. AOdr-. tnd Ptlone ~ 1111 eode) 

or an U~te Report 0 
Sooal Se<:unty Nui'T'()er or 
Emptoyer 10 Nurroer The Habitat Ca.pany A8 Reciver for The Chicago Housing Authority's 

Scattered Site Prograa 
350 W. Rubbard St. 

6-272-5259 (Habitat) 

0610 527 5400 
~ Projecl AssWidl lobe Au•sl~ (ProjecvAc:dvl!y 1'\ame and/or numb., and 11.11oe.a1:10n ~SliM I addrns . Clly, and Stale) 

Develop•ent of replace•ent Housing units for 
Beary Romer Bo.es (IL2-91) & Extension (IL2-35), Chicago IL for 
Brooks Extension (IL2-3l), Chiao, IL for 20 units 

150 Units 

AssiStanca P.eques lad/~ • ee.v~ 4. HUO Progtam 

GautreauJ 1996 HOPE VI 
(Gautrea~.a) 

5. Alnou11 ~equesl.c;~ ~ 

350 Replac~ent housing units under the 
Consent Decree 

s 18,435,300 (Borner) 
24,483,250 (Brooks) 

- 'art II. Threshold Determinations- Applicants Only 

1. AJe you requesting HUO assistance lor a specific project or activity, as provided by 24 CFR Part 12, Subpart 
C, and ~ve you received, or can you reasonably expect to receive . an aggrtgate amount of all forms of cave red 
assistance I rom HUD. States, and units olgenerallocalgovernment. In excess ol $200,000 during the Federal 
llscaJ year (October 1 through September 30) in which the appticatJon is submitted? 
It Yes. you must co~lete lhe remainder olthis report. 

[Jv .. 

It No, you must sign the certification below and answer the next ~ ~ 
I hereby certify that this information Is true. (S ignature) ----~-..:.-~-+-_.{(,...~~:z:::::~.....;::----- Date 9/4/96 

liJ Yea 0 No 2. Is this application lor a specific housing project that involves other governmen1 assistane.? 
/' II Yes, you rnJst coll'lplete the remainder of this report. 

.t No, you must sign th is certification. .//_ ......, /1 / .. A.-

I hereby cartify that this Information is true. (Signature) --~t-L!!!-l-"---'--.....,.U""'-_,_ .. ~_..=..;._.,.,.,. _____ _ 

If your answers to both questions are No, you do not need to complete Parts Ill, IV, or V, but you must sign the 
certillcallon at the end olthe report. 

'art Ill. Other Government Assistance Provided/A 

Date 9/4/96 

Jt attmenVStac.1..0CII A Name and Addttss ol AalstlnQ ted/P r~ 

(See CBA's fora detailing other assistance for thi particular projec • The assistance 
reported here is for funding .. caged by The Habit 

1
t Ca.pany as lecei.,er for CBA's 

Scattered Site Prograa.) I 
BUD CBA'S Scattered I Grants, Loans $110,820,785 (Total 

lsite Prograa I draws 1987-12/31/95) 
HUD-Set Aside(Gautreaux) IL06-P802-188 Public Bouatn& Dev $30,000,000 

BUD-FY 95 Gautreauz lUnda IL06-P802-191 Replac~ent Bouain $19,999,400 

BUD FY95 Public Houi.Da Dev. 
Funds 

:GNED ORIGINAL COPY IS 
lCLOSED IN THE ORIGINAL 
[NDER FOR ALBA RORES 

IL06-P802-192 

IL06-P802-193 

Grant 
Replaceaent Boua 

" 
$ 9,137,750 

$16,216,250 

·a other government assistance that is reportable In this Pllt and In Pllt V, but that Is r~RGrted only In Pllt V7 

, , •.•• els no other government assistance. you must certify zm."Zt~ Date 9/4/96 

No 

. hereby certify that this Information Is true. (Signature) 

P"age 1 ol7 

IiI 
form t«JD-:110 (3192} 

ref. Sec 102. HRA IMI: P\.. 101 · 2'35 
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............ 1,; .. ,.............., • • -.per_ ~ 
,..,.,..,,.~QI'~ 

'or ~._p. ..... , rr.">l ~11 

The B&bitat Ca.pany •• Developwept 
Manager/ieceiver 36-272-5259 

GNED ORIGINAL COPY IS ENCLCSED 

r.,.,. , - -!lc>oo-~--ocn--:----~-~---,,.__--,-
ln F'~.J.~ In F'~~ 

($ tnr:l ~) 

Develop.ent 
Ma.nageaent Fee 

Approziaately 3% of 
TDC of $42,918,550 • 

$1,287,557 

~T:H:E=:O:R:I::GIN:A:L==B=I=N=D=E=R~F~O=R~A~B=A~H~O=M~=E~S~;u~~~~~~~----L-------~~~- ~ 
- ou ~1ifr }hat Vjfl ~m~ '' '" ... there art no persOf'ls with a reportable financial Interest, Y/ :ra~ Date 9/4/96 
,ereby certify that this Information Is true. (Signature) rarm t«JD-2tl0 (~ 

P8ge 2 of 1 rei. Sec toz. HAA ta.: PL 101 • 235 
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1.-..:: . : 1 

Source 

*** See Part III of Fora RUD-2880 subaitted by CBA La this application. *** 

Date 9/4/96 
Use 

*** See Part III of Form BUD 2880 subaitted by CHA in this application. *** 

SIGNED ORIGINAL COPY IS ENCLOSED IN THE ORIGINAL BINDER FOR ALBA HOMES 

Date 9/4/96 
Certification 

Wamlng: If you knowingly make a false staterNnl on this form, you may bl subject to clvl or criminal penaftles under Section 1001 of Tille 1 a 
of the United States Code. In addition, any person who knowingly and matertallyYiolates any required dlsdosure of lnformaUon,lndudng Intentional 
non-disclosure, Is s!JbjiCt to dvil money penany not to excHCI $10,000 tor each violation. 

I cort•y thallhis lol"malloo I~ 

'"nall.ft /h/7 
Douglas 1. Woodworth, President, The Babi~.f~any 
for CBA'• Scattered Site Progara 

!43 

as lleceiver 

,-9/4/96 
1o1m HU~ZNO {:11921 

rei. Sec 102. HRA 1811: ~ 101· 23S 
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F. REPLACEMENT HOliSD'G 

1. FUNDING OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

The Chicago Housing Authority intends to Demolish 762 dwelling units in the Robert Taylor 
Homes, (1L2-37) at the following locations : 

5326 S. State St. 
5322 S. State St. 
5323 S. Federal St. 
5001 S. Federal St. 
5041 S. Federal St. 

The replacement units neeaed for the proposed demolition will take the form of new construction 
in vacant lots within the communities, rehabilitation of vacant properties within the community 
and Section 8 Cenificates . 

The funding source will be from the Public Housing Demolition, Site Revitalization and 
Replacement Housing Grant (HOPE VI) Fiscal Year 1996. To the extent that the funds are made 
available by HUD under the Section 8 Certificate, Rental Voucher, and/or Project Based 
Assistance Programs in connection with replacement housing under Section 18, the total number 
of additional units under the Public Housing Development application may be reduced 
commensurately. 

2. UNIT SIZE/TYPE 

The proposea replacement housing will consist of a variety of housing design types. The 300 off­
site units in the community (some mix of new constrUction and rehab) 300 units built back on-site 
as townhouses during the future application phase (phase 2-applied for) will need to be 3 
Bedrooms (about 60%) and 4 Bedrooms (21 %) and 2 Bedroom (17%). The current arrangement 
in the highrises only shows 1 Bedrooms as 2%. 

3. DEVELOPMENT METHOD 

The Authority intends to develop the new development replacement units through new constrUction 
utilizing a modified Turnkey Development method, wherein CHA will acquire the sites required 
for construction. 

4. LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

At Taylor the revitalization plan calls for the demolition in phases of five (5) buildings. 
Replacement housing would take the form of new construction on vacant lots in the community. 

Roben Taylor Homes (0..2-37B) 
Dtmolirion Applicarion 
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rehabilitation of apanmems in vacant buildings in the communiry and Section 8 c ·ti I dd · · thi · · . ert1 tcates . n 
a ltlon to s actiVIty In the community (defined as Mid-South/Grand Boulevard/W h. 
p k) h · · · as mgton 

ar t e same acuvtty ts expected to take place in .. non-impacted" Gautreaux. neighborhoods . 

5. DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

The following proposed schedule will serve as the timetable for the implementation of CHA 's 
Replacement Housmg Plan (RHP) in conformance with 24 CFR 970 .11 (d) : 

REPLACEMENT HOUSING PLAN TIMET ABLE 

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF MONTHS AFTER 
HUD APPROVAL OF DEMOLITION 

All residents relocated. from the development 24 Months 

Identify sites for acquisition 12 Months 

Select design teams for new construction units 6 Months 

Sign contract for first new construction units 24 Months 

Sign contract for last new construction units 24 Months 

Occupancy (Date of Full Availability) 60 Months 

The Authority will develop the replacement housing to meet all time frames and requirements of 
the HUD Public Housing Development Handbook 7417.1 REV-1 and related regulations . 

6. RESIDENT RELOCATION 

All tenants effected by the subject demolition will be relocated in accord.aru with HUD relocation 
requirements, and provided comparable housing in other CHA units. 

7. SITE AND NEIGHBORHOOD STANDARDS. 

The Chicago Housing Authority has included certifications in the demolition application for the 
subject properties that it will comply with all applicable regulations and assist HUD in performing 
the required site and neighborhood reviews for all replacement housing sites . 

RolHrr Taylor Hom~s (/L2-378) 
Dtmoiiriofl AppiicaJion 
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The Olicago Housing A. uthmity 

August 11, 1993 

Mr. Joseph P. GaraHa 
Acting Regional Administrator 
United States Department of Housing 
and Urban Developmern 

77 West Jackson Blvd-Room 2608 
Chicago. Illinois 60604-3507 

Re: APPLJCA TION FOR DEMOLmON OF PARTIAL 
LOW INCOME PUBUC HOUSING PROJECT IL2·20 

Dear Mr. GaraHa: 

This correspondence is written to transmit the Chicago Housing 
Authority's formal ·Application for Demolition of PartiaJ Low Income 
Public Housing Project - IL2-2o•, to your office for submission and 
approval. 

The Application requests HUD approvaJ for the demolition of a 262 
unit building located at 1117-1119 N. Cleveland in the Frances 
Cabrini Homes Extension (ll2-20). 

This A~ication has been prepared in compliance with 24 CFR Part 
970, Public Housing Program-Demolition or Disposition of Pub4ic · 
Housing Projects; HUD Handbook 7486.1, The Pub4ic Housing 
Demolition, Disposition and Conversion Handbook; HUD Notice P1H 
93-17 and 57 FA 46074, Requirements Relating to the Resident 
Organizations' Opportunrty to purchase Development proposed for 
Demolition. 

The demolition of this nineteen-story vacant structure is an integraJ 
part of the Authority's Urban RevitaJization Demonstration (UAO) 
proposal submitted to the HUD Washington D.C. office in May, 1993. 

In this proposal. the Authority requested $50 million dollars in URO 
funding to aid in i1s comprehensive plan for the physical, social and 
economic restructuring and rebirth of the Cabrini-Green communities. 
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APPLJCA nON FOR DEMOUTlON OF PARTIAL -2· 
LOW INCOME PUBLJC HOUSING PROJECT IL2-20 

Therefore, approval of this demolition request is v1tal to tt·,e 
Author ity 's etfor1s to rebuild and extend the life of this public hous ing 
development through the reduction of housing density . 

The Demolition Plan and the actions proposed therein are in com­
pliance with applicable HUD regulations and : (1) the re location 
resources are decent , safe and sanitary and affordable , (2) no 
demolition or dispos ition action shall take place until all displaced 
tenants have been successfully relocated , unless there is to be 
staged relocat ion and staged demolition or disposition , and (3) that 
PHA action is in compliance with applicable civil rights laws and 
compliance agreements. 

Should you have any further questions concerning this Appl ication , 
please contact Lela J . Davis, Assistant to the Director, Construction 
Ma me t ivision at (312) 567-7861. 

VULJO;slw 
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3. DEVELOPMENT METHOD 

The Authority Intends to develop the 190 new development replacement units through 
new construction utilizing a modified Turnkey Development method, wherein CHA will 
acquire the sites required for construction. 

The additional 72 replacement units are part of the Authority's Urban Revitalization 
Demonstration program application, which permitted treatment of up to 500 units of 
distressed housing in one development. The Authority intends to combine its 
development and rental program in the Cabrini area with a Mixed Income New 
Communities Strategy (MINCS) Program, as detailed in the URD application submitted 
to HUD on May 5, 1993. 

Replacement of these URD units in the Cabrini Extension will be provided by a variety 
of means, including· the development of new low-income units in multi-family housing 
complexes on existing large sites in the community surrounding area and in other 
areas throughout the city and suburbs; rehabilitated apartments In the Cabrinl 
complex; renovated existing housing in the surrounding community; rental or purchase 
of housing In HUO, Fannia Mae, and Freddie Mac foreclosed or assigned properties 
through the Chicago metropolitan area. 

4. LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

The proposed new units will be built on scattered sites in community areas around the 
Cabrlni-Green, and In other sites throughout the Chicago Metropolitan area, In 
accordance with the Consent Decree (and subsequent orders) of the Gaurteaux 
litigation. All sites will be selected in accordance with the City of Chicago's 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). 

Of the 500 total URD units, the Authority plans to replace 285 by constructing new 
low-income housing units on vacant land which presently exists in a one mile by three 
quarter mile area immediately surrounding (and including) the Cabrini-Green complex. 
The proposed replacement housing will be matched with development or market rata 
units to promote and economic, racial and cultural mix. The areas bounded by North 
Avenue on the North; Wells Street on the East: Superior on the South; and Chicago 
River and Halstad on the West. 

The area contains over 40 acres of land, with about 25 acres of 62 percent already 
in public ownership by CHA, the Board of Education, or the City of Chicago. The 
remaining 1 6-plus acres of existing vacant land will be a~quired on the open m~rkat 
at the fair market value or through eminent domaan with court estabhshed 
compensation. 

25 
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May 4, 1993. 

Ms. Ianice lbttley 
Director 
Office of Construction, Rehabilita.tioo 
and M2intenance 

U.S. Department of HOUling and Urban Development 
451 Seventh St. N. W. 
Room 4138 
Wa.shinpxt, DC. 20410 

Dear Ms. Ra.tt1ey: 

I am pleased to forward to you the Chica&o Housin& Authority's application for 
fun din& under the Urban R.evital i zarion Demonstration Pro&ram. 

We are requestin& S.SO,COO,COO to help support a revit:aliz:atioo plan for the 
Cabrini-Green public housin& development and, specifically, the c.brini 
~on community. 

In bud&etinl for this compreheruive prO&tam, we have allocated 80 pe:rctllt of the. 
proposed funding for hard, or constructiCI1-related costs, and 20 ~t for 
supportive services and the community service program. 

Cabrini-Gree:n is well known both in Chicqo and across the country a.s an 
example of the devuwion crea.ted by coocal~ and ilolab:d poverty in 1 

di.sttessed public housinc community. Throu&h this proc:ram, we hope to make 
it a national model for what public housin& can become throu&h the support and 
cooperatioit of reside:nu, local govemme:n~ local businesses and concerned 
citizens. 

1bank you m your consideration. Please feel free to contact me or Kristin 
~at (312) 791-8513 if you !hould have any questions or need additiOnal 
information. 

Sincerely, 

~J~ 
Robert D. 'Whitfield . 
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, ) CHA proposes to rep~ ~ very low income unit that is lost u a result of either clearari~ 

or MINCS adivity ~ rehabiliwion. Sjoc; the buj)dini! QtoQ05ed for such tre;atrneu are 

- ~ 
):? 

~ 
-? 

1 

either alrr;vty compleu;ly Yi2int or only partially occupied. more replacement units wjll be made 

ayail&hle mor to relocad9fl than tbe number of residents affected under the plan. As of 

February, 1993, the structures in the Funding Area contained 296 occupied uniu and CHA il 

proposin& to replace 690 units of housini. The~ number of households affected will be 

dependent upon the number of units oo:upied at the point that the procram is funded and ready 

to ~· CHA Will offertelocation to illleaseholden affected by this plan in. full compliance 

with applicable laws and regulation&. 

S.l · Demolition and Replacement Housing 

Remonl ol Structures 

-CHA proposes to clear three (3) of the four (4) structures in the funding area for a net removal 

of 660 units. It i.s noted that 398 units are located in two vacant and closed structures and the 

third strUCtUre i.s only partWiy occupied. CHA proposes to provide one for one replacement 

housinl_tor-every hOOSin& unit ~olished. CHA recopizes that the URD 1f211t is limited-tri 
/ 

,;- · 

~ent of 500 units and ~ to supplement the demonstration with Comprehensive Grant 

funding for tbe demolition of the additional 160 units. 

De•elopment of New Housiq/MINCS 

CHA projects that a total of 690 low income units will ~ removed by a combination of 

clearance (660 units) and conversion of some rehabilitated units to mixed income usage (30 uniu 
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MINCS). Since the URD regulations limit eligibility to 500 units for fundinc , CHA p~ 

to fund the replacen1ent of the additional 190 low income units required with the use of Public 

Howin1 Development funds from a set a!ide under a Federal Court Order in the Gautreaux Ca.3e 

or from Public Housing Development Fundin& (which CHA will seek under a pendin& HUD 

NOFA), or a combination of both, dependent upon funding availability. Exhibit 12 sum~ 

the replacement needs and source of funding for the replacement housing. The replacement uniu 

will be provided throu&h a variety of means, includin&: development of new low-income units 

in multi-family hou.sinl compi~es on existi.n& tar&e sites in the surroundin& community; 

development of single family and 2 to 4 unit clu.sten in the surroundin& area, city wide, and the 

suburbs; rehabilitated apartments in the Cabrini compl~; renovated existing housing in the 

su.rround.ia& community; rent2l or apartments in the Near North and downtown~ and rental 

or purclwe of hou!inl in HUD, Fannie Mae, and Freddie Mac foreclosed or assigned property 

throughout the Chicago Metropolitan Area. 

.. 

Also, Section 8 certificates will be made available to residents · to aid in relocation. These 

certificates will be from· the special-set aside for thu propam which -will not require persons 

reloca~to wait on any list. The plan for their use is m.ore fully described later in this 

narrative. If the number of relocated leasehoiden who wish to obtain a Section 8 certificate is 

greater than the number set aside, a lottery will be conducted to detennine the recipient!. 

f 

No demolition of any uniu wjll occur yntil all leaseholders of tbe tarieted buildincs have been 

relocated and are actually Jivin& jn replacement units. 
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Robert Taylor Homes - 8 

EXHIBIT A STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES AND GOALS 

The State Street Corridor, known loca lly as Chicago 's "o ther magn1ficent mde" contains 8 .215 unitS of public 

hous1ng concentrated in five high-density housing developments that form the western border of :he Mid­

South ·community . Utilizing the HOPE VI Program. the Chicago Housing Authority has elected to choose tw o 

_of their State Street developments: Dearborn Homes and Robert Taylor Homes as the sites for redeve lopment. 

This plan to revitalize Dearborn Homes and Robert Taylor Homes - 8 complements efforts currently underway 

by local community organizations and inst itut ions to revitalize the neighborhood wh il e s
1
mu ltaneously 

maintaining a housing stock that is affordable for all income groups. The Mid South StrateQic Deve lopment 

Plan : RestorinQ Bronzeyjlle , is a document recently prepared via a joint public-private-community effort. The 

Plan recognizes the contributions this area has made to Chicago's history. Us1ng this theme . commun
1
ty 

groups are begining to implement various projects . This Plan ' s recommendations specific to the State Street 

Comdor are 10cluded in Section 1.2 .b - Letters of Support . 

In addition to redeveloping public housing, the corridor's HOPE VI Redevelopment Plan represents an effort 

for residents to participate in the revitalization efforts underway in the greater Mid-South community. Under 

this application, more than 887 units of public housing will be demolished for the State Street corr idor . 

Through this HOPE VI Redevelopment Plan, CHA together with the residents of Robert Taylor Homes - 8 will: 

A) Change the physical shape of public housing, through the selective demolition of several bu ilding s at key 

locat ions on the site. This will occur in two phases which are discussed in Exhibit C. There are benchmarks 

which must be achieved with each component of the plan. Clearance of this land will provide new jobs in 

a new in dustrial park; and better quality housing, in the form of 250 - 300 new and rehabilitated units 

located off-site. Rehabilitating abandoned apartment buildings and constructing new townhouse units on 

blocks where vacant lots proliferate will help stabilize the area. 

8) Establish positive incentives for resident self-sufficiency, by assessing the existing service prov id ers to 

better match resident needs, and establishing the CHA Family Investment Center that will coordinate current 

family support services with job training needs of future employers located in the new industrial park. 

Residents w ill also be able to enroll in a construction training program targeted for the rehabilitation and new 

construction of off-site replacement units. 

C) Enforce tough expectations through strict occup11ncy IJnd eviction rules. A major component of the 

Redevelopment Plan is the establishment of a new Orientation Program for those residents choosing to remain 

as well as others selecting Section 8. All affected residents will be assessed in terms of their past record as 

STATE STREET CORRIDOR HOPE VI APPLICATION - Chic11go Housing Authority 
September 10, 1996 
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Robert Taylor Homes - 8 

a " good tenant" . This assessment will determ ine whether a tenant pays their rent and ut il ity bill s reg ular ly 

over the per1od of one year, does not exhibit "anti-social" behavior and engages in activit ies that promo te the 

general we lfare of other residents at the deve lopment (i.e ., community service) . 

D) LeSS6n concentrations of povtNty, by reducing the density of dwelling units from 2.400 to 1,610 over fi ve 

years and by rehabilitat ing or constructing 250 to 300 units off-site as part ial replacement housing scattered 

throughout the greater Mid-South community . The development of a new industrial park, construct1on o f a 

new medical /commerc ial shopping center and re-establishment of the City ' s street gr id sy stem . all serve to 

end the isolation of public housing res idents from the rest of the neighborhood and make a more complete 

community . 

El Forge partnerships. by identifying additional resources available to residents transitioning out of the 

neighborhood and ava ilable to residents choosing to remain. Speci fically , the Family Investment Center and 

new Empowerment Zone programs focus ing on Robert Taylor Homes residents will address the 

comprehens ive social needs of this population . Other mechanisms such as Tax Increment Financing and 

various City of Chicago development programs can be targeted towards residential and non-residential 

redevelopment components of the plan . 
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Robert Taylor Homes - 8 

Zo ne fu nding for the rehabilitation of :he former C;,ar les f-" ayes C-"n ter ..-he Center 11 h 
~ . ' w 1 ouse nurr.ercus .s oc:al 

serv1 ce programs and become a one-stop center dedicate d ·o fam il y support kn own as th - 1 • · e r- am 1 y .nve stm ent 

Cent er . Thi s buil d ing w ill be located in the ne1ghborho od at 48th and W abash. two blocks fr om the Stte s 

res td ent ial component. 

3. On-Sjte Replacement Housjng 

There is no on-site replacement housmg proposed in th is applicat ion . As part of Phase 2. and und er a future 

NOFA, the CHA w il l apply for 300 on-site replacement un1ts to be constructed following th e demo lit1on of :he 

rema 1ning bu il dings after Phase 1. 

4 . Off-Site Replacement Housing 

This application proposes the rehabi li tation /new construction of 250- 300 units of housing off-s ite . The housmg 

stock located in the immediate area of the Mid South community comprises a mix ture of medium sized 

abandoned 3-story buildings of 18 to 24 un its and number two and three- flat greystone and bunga low 

structures. (See photographs at the back of this exhibit) . In addit ion , there are presently 267 vacant parce ls 

owned by the City of Chicago in the Mid-South commun ity . The plan recommended for off -s ite rep lacement 

hous ing is t o develop half t he un its as new construc~ i on and half as rehab ilitation . In the case of new 

construct ion. sites should be scattered throughout the greater commun ity between Cermak and 67th Street . 

the Lakefront to Halsted Street . Rehabilitated bu ildings designated should allocate no more than 20 - 25% 

of their fin ished units for public housing residents. Both approaches are structured to enhance th e cu rrent 

trend in this community towards full rev italizat ion while maintain ing a stock of affordable housing . 

5. Section 8 Certificates Used for Replacement Housing 

The Chicago Housmg Authority has applied for 762 Section 8 Certificates under their Vacancy Reduct ion Plan , 

to cover the five buildings proposed for demolit ion under the HOPE VI plan. Tenant-based assistance in the 

form of Section 8 relocation assistance to families living in these units has been applied for under a separate 

applicat ion submitted on September 5, 1996 - the Section 8 NOFA. 

6. Necessorv Site Acgujsjtfons 

It is anticipated that vacant land, presently owned by the City of Chicago . will be used for the majority of the 

new construction activity . The City has a limited supply of vacant buildings . however. a good number of 

STATE STREET CORRIDOR HOPE VI APPL/CA T/ON · Chicago Housing Authority 

September 10, 1996 
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Robert Taylor B 

~ iXH!BIT D. APPLICATION FOR :'{EW CO~STRUCTION 

1. Comparison of Construction Costs 

The r.e~e~elo~ment plan for Robert T_aylor Homes r~com.mends demolition of the five buildings, 0 ver 
rehabilitation tn place. A companson ot the costs assoctated W'lth rehabbing the five buildings and t.he costs 
associated with acquiring vacant parcels for the construction of 250 new replacement units is detailed on 
the following page. The rehabilitation cost of the five buildings is estimated at $46,625 ,000 or S59 .000 per 
dwelling unit versus $28,000,000 for new construction of 250 single family homes (at an average cost of 
$114,000/3 bedroom home). 

In terms of multi-family properties of 4 units or more, there are only 14 available, 'Nith an average sale price 
of $308,850. These 14 buildings represent a total of 180 dwelling units. The Yfulti.ple Listing Service (MLS) 
search for the area between 39th and 67th Streets, the Dan Ryan Expressway and Cottage Grove Avenue 
revealed a total of 15 units of housing available of three lllli.ts or less. These buildings have an average sale 
price of S89,693 as-is . 

2. Certification of Sufficient Housing Available to Accommodate Replacement Unit! 

Grand Boulevard has ample vacant lots and abandoned buildings that can provide affordable, low density 
housing options for residents and which could serve as construction training sites for Taylor residents 
interested in participating in that jobs program. There are only 4 privately listed vacant lots in the \1LS and 
these sell for an average price of S 12,289; however, the City of Chicago lists more than 267 vacant parcels 
between 39th and 57th Streets alone. 

3. CHA Acceptance of Funds for Acquuition and Rehabilitation Over New Construction 

CHA will accept acquisition of existing housing or acquisition and rehabilitation if HUD determines the 
CHA certi.fication of insufficient housing does not support approval of new construction. 

Date: 9- '('~ 7 b Signed: 
o Nelson, Deputy Executive Director for Operations 

C · cago Housing Authority 

RA-438 

STATE STREET CORRIDOR HOPE VI ...\.PPLICATION ·Chicago Housing Authority 

September 10, 1996 



:riteria: MC=A AR=8038,8033,8036 TYP=DE,VL 
_ Og/06/96 08:24 Active Detached Single Family ,T LIST# HOUSE# CP STREET G1HT AREA 

?age: L - -IST $ ~ BR 3TH :1T !:.S .... ?..::.:1 ·--- -------- ------ ----------- . ---------- - ----ACTV 96118553 1249 s PLYMOUTH 8033 379,900 8 3 2.!. 35 !:. c 1 ~CTV 96099723 1250 s STATE 8033 379,950 9 ~ 3.5 113 c 2 \CTV 96045903 1334 s PLYMOUTH CT lJ 3 4 8033 749,000 lJ 5 3.1 187 c 3 ACTV 96109636 6725 WINCHESTER 8036 45,600 7 4 1.0 98 A c 4 - ACTV 96091096 4312 s BERKELEY 8036 79,900 8 4 2.0 124 A c 5 \CTV 96128996 4035 s. ELLIS 8036 199,000 7 3 2.5 7 1 c 6 ACTV 96167803 4336 s OAKENWALD 8036 243,000 7 3 2. 5 12 c 7 ACTV 96150988 4032 s. ELLIS - 8036 350,000 11 6 2.0 38 .~ D 3 fiN 96074157 4315 s PRAIRIE 8038 30,000 6 3 1.0 151 c 9 
~CTV 96118148 655 E BOWEN 8038 39,500 9 5 1.0 86 D _o 
ACTV 96169265 4403 s PRAIRIE 8038 45,000 8 4 1.0 10 L c 11 
ACTV 96061517 4734 s EVANS 8038 140,000 8 4 2.0 165 c 12 
.'lEW 96171481 4730 s EVANS 8038 156,000 7 4 1.1 6 c lJ 
ACTV 96137051 4337 s FORESTVILLE 8038 175,000 8 J 2. 1 57 K c 14 
ACTV 96160616 4335 s FORESTVILLE 8038 180,000 8 3 2. 1 24 K c 1 --:J 
ACTV 96061571 4737 s LANGLEY 8038 190,000 13 5 2.0 165 c 16 
ACTV 96030301 4352 s KING DRIVE 8038 295,000 12 4 3. 0 208 D 17 
ACTV 95206561 4442 s KING DRIVE 8038 395,000 20 14 9.5 290 K E 13 

TOTAL DE LISTINGS: 18 AVRG LIST PRICE: 226,213 
AVRG MARKET TIME: 105 

Active Land 
AT LIST# HOUSE# CP STREET SLN# AREA LIST $ LS LD MT .!..ZN REF# 

'-----" -------- ------ ----------- ---------- -----
ACTV 95095659 13 21 s MICHIGAN 8033 195,000 A 469 C-2 19 
ACTV 96148672 4849 s ST. LAWRENC 8038 4,600 L 42 R-5 20 
ACTV 96148679 4820 s CHAMPLAIN 8038 4,658 L 42 R-5 21 
ACTV 96118557 220 E 46TH STREET 8038 14,900 L 85 R3 22 
ACTV 96057398 4910 s FORRESTVILL 8038 25,000 K c 172 RES 23 

TOTAL VL LISTINGS: 5 AVRG LIST PRICE: 48,831 
AVRG MARKET TIME: 162 

**LSZ(DE) :A=LT .25 AC,K~OVRSZO CHIC LOT,L=STO CHIC LOT **TPE(DE) :,C=2 STORY, 
D=-3 STORY,E=-4+ STORY **LSZ (VL) :A•LT .25 AC,K=OVRSZO CHIC LOT,L=STD CHIC LOT 

**LNO(VL) :,C=-CLEAREO 

TOTAL LISTINGS: 23 AVRG LIST PRICE: 187,652 
AVRG MARKET TIME: 117 

RA-439 



Robert Taylor - 8 

EXHIBIT H. CAPABILITY 

Since taking control of th e CHA in 1995 , the new management team has ov erha L: ied ,he c ::::e ra : Jon s 

of th1 s :rou bled agency. Rent collect ion 1s uo by 60% : eviCtions for both non ;J ayment of rent and c;1m1nal 

act1v1 t '1 (On e Stnk e You 're Out) are up by 35% · adminiStrat ive costs are down by 20 o1 . h b 
1
-

. o , re a 1 1t at1on of 

vacant un1t s has increased by 50% : and inspection of exist1ng stock is 100% complete. 

1. Redevelopment Efforts: 

One element of CHA' s new mission is a commitment to rev1talize several deve lopments. An 1moor1ant 

examp le 1s th e S 50 m1 lli on HOPE VI Cabnni-Green plan . Implementation of CHA ' s or1g1nal pl an rwn1ch 

1nc!ud ed demoli t iOn of 660 un1ts and co nstruc t ion of 493 rep lacement units ) w as sta ll ed due to the :naodi ty 

to 1dent ify suf fi c1ent land and th e pr ivate fi nancing. The new CHA management team !Ump-started the 

program by demolishing two vacant high-rises and issuing an RFP to identify a qual ified aeveloper . The CHA 

also ini t iated a di alogue with the City of Chicago . The result was the announcement in July, 1996 of a fiv e-

six year comprehensive neighborhood redevelopment plan, which includes approximate ly 2.000 new mixed 

income housing units (650 public housing replacement units), a new pol ice station, new schools, a new 

li brary and new commerc ial /retail establishments . Demolition has also been significantly expanded . 

The CHA is also pursuing a comprehensive revitalization effort at the Henry Horner Homes. Pursuant 

to a federal court ordered Consent Decree, the CHA will invest over $74 million (camp grant, gautreaux set-

as ide HUO development funds, City infrastructure contributions) in the revitalization of Horner. To date. CHA 

has demolished 34 7 units; begun rehabilitation of 109 units and construction of 56 units. In 1995 the 

residents of the Darrow Homes development agreed with the CHA that $8 .5 in MROP funds would be 

converted from rehabilitation funds to new construction funds and that their four high rises be demolished. 

The CHA has worked closely with re~idents to develop a plan for the redevelopment of their community . 

At present, the plan calls for the demolition of 480 units to be replaced by 1 20 units on-site. In July, 1996. 

demolition of the first high rise was begun. 
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Robert Taylor- B 

·.,nsulted qu ite closely in developing plans. Several me=t 1... b 
I v•lnQS .1 ave een held With res ident :eaders as ·.v eJI 

as with bui lding res idents to discuss the plan and 1ts ;mp lementat1on Res1dent 
· support and mvolv ement .v1d 

greatly fac il itate the implementat ion of the olan. Th1rd ·he CHA and the plann 
1 

. 
. . · mg consu tants ,; ave also r:- et 

with numerous community representatives and City of c:,icago officials to di scuss the proposed revJtalizat Jcn 

plan. These individuals and organizations have expressed the1r interest in working 'Nith the CHA to fo s ~ er 

the speedy implementation of the plan. 

5. PRIOR EXPERIENCE in FINANCING/LEVERAGING/PARTNERSHIP 

At each of its redevelopment projects descnbed above, the CHA is pursumg 1nnovative tinanc :ng 

models and working to promote public pnvate partnersh ips. The CHA is committed to using federal do ll ars 

to leverage funding and support from the pnvate market as well as other City agenc 1es. 

6. Receivership 

HUD is legally responsible for the operations of the Authority through the person of the Secretary' 

-'--
epresentative--who acts as CHA Chairman. In its Scanered Site turnkey development program and in some 

components of the Henry Horner redevelopment program, the CHA has been assisted by the Habitat 

Company, the court appointed development receiver. 

7. PROPOSED STAFFING 

The Redevelopment Plan at Robert Taylor - 8 will come under the oversight of the Redevelopment 

Division, headed by Andrew Rodriguez. Mr. Rodriguez has been at the Authority for over eight years and has 

been most recently the Director of Modernization and Construction Management. Prior to coming to the 

Authority, Mr. Rodriguez worked with HUD in a variety of capacities relative to housing finance, maintenance 

and development. It is anticipated that a program manager will be hired to administer the Robert Taylor · 8 

Revitalization program . This individual will be expected to have planning experience, familiarity with the 

community in which Robert Taylor - B is located, etc. It is also expected that the planning consultant 

engaged to initiate the planning process will be retained to provide additional detail to the plan. 
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Robert Taylor Homes _ 8 

EXHIBIT L · RESOLUTION OF LITIGATION 

Not Applicable for this HOPE VI Application 
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REPLACEME~T HOUSING BY BEDROOM SIZE I 

I I 
I 

I 
I 

B L'ILDING ADDRESS , 1· B R 2-BR : 3-BR 4-BR TOTAL 
I I 

I I 
1158 N. Cleveland* I ~ 13 I 12 1 30 

I ' 

1150-1160 ~.Sedgwick ! 36 110 1112 4 ! 262 
I 

I 

1157-1159 N. Cleveland ! 18 56 
I 
I 58 4 ; 136 

I 
\117-1119 N. Cleveland** ! 36 110 1112 4 I 262 

TOTAL 94 289 294 13 690 

* These units are replaced due to leasing to families at 50-80% of median income, not 
demolition. Total building count is 65 units of which 5 units will become non­
residential common area. 30 units will be leased to existing public housing residents 
and 30 units will be leased to public housing eligible tenants with incomes at 50% to 
80% of median. 

** Of the 262 replacement units for 1117-1119 Nonh Oeveland, 72 will be replaced with 
Bond proceeds and 190 will be replaced with Public Housing Development Program 
funds. 

E. DEVELOPMENT METHOD 

The units will be developed under the modified "Turnkey Method", pursuant to 
contracts between CMHDC and qualified developers. Properties will be acquired by 
CMHDC before completion of the necessary construction or rehabilitation and, subject to 
appropriate assurances of completion by the developer, CMHDC would draw on the Bond 
proceeds to pay the costs of completing the project. Each project will be undertaken 
pursuant to a proposal from a qualified developer. such proposal to be approved by CMHDC 
and by the Program Manager. It is assumed that the Program Manager will be acceptable to 
HUD as such fiduciary for CMHDC. It is contemplated that to qualify for the. Program. a 
developer would have to be a joint venture between a non-profit sponsor and an experienced 
financially sound for-profit entity. 

F. LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

The replacement units will be developed in five separate mixed income Developments. 
as preliminarily depicted on the Preliminary Phase 1 Site ~lans a~d filed under se~arate 
cover as part of this presentation. All sites will comply w1th apP.hcable HUD requuements. 
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F. R[PUCM[NJ HOUSING 

Robert Taylor Homes is one of the largest distressed public housing development in the 
country . It houses 4231 dwelling units on 92 acres of land creating an u.nbal~ 
proport ion of -+6 units per acre . It is one of five developments wruch compri~ .. the 
State Street Corridor.~ the nation· s largest and most dtn.sety populaud continuous 
stretch of public housing . 

In our comprehensive efforts to begin the revitalization of the Robert Taylor Homes 
and community it is mandatory that Df-dtnsijicaJU:Jn occur. It is for that reason .Vo 
new replacemenJ housing is being pro[XJsed in this applicaJU:Jn. 

Although this demolition application is being submitted independently its intent and 
direction are consistent and coordinated with the revitalization concepts of our HOPE 
V1 submission. 

Robtrf Taylor HoTMS (JL22-J7A) 
J919 S. Ftdtrai Sl. 
Dtmoliriott A.pplicariOft 
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the City of Chi~ago Comprehensi ve Hous in g A.ffordability Strategy (CHAS ). and the 
locauonal requuementS of the Caurreaw: v Chicago Housing Authoriry t·u· · · h f ' ll 1 ganon. or 
WaJvers t ereo w1 ~ sought. 

G. DEVELOP~NT SCHEDULE 

. The units will ~ developed in accordance with the Plan fo r Lrnplement.ation 
umeframe~ and schedule incorporated in the Revised Plan. The preliminary schedule . which 
1s subject tO change and will ~ refined in connection with the finalization of the 
Supplemental Replacement Housing Plan by May 15. 1995, is as follows : 

HL'D approves Revised Plan and Pro2Tam April 1995 

Bonds are issued July 1995 

RFPs for housing developers are advertised July 1995 

Developers are selected August 1995 

Construction/rehabilitation be~i.ns Seotem~r 1995 

Occupancy December 1996 
through 
December 1998 

H. RELOCATION PLAN 

The Revised Plan will comply with the provision of Article IV, paragraph 3, and 
Anicle XVI. paragraph 11 of the Implementation Grant Agreement Two HOPE VI 
Buildings, 1150-1160 Nonh Sedgwick and 1158 North Cleveland are currently 75% to 80% 
occupied. 

The occupied buildings will require relocation of all residents. CHA management and 
CMHDC will work jointly to relocate or transfer residents in accordance with the relocation 
outline and in compliance with all outstanding laws and regulations including the Uniform 
Relocation Act. 

The relocation process will occur in two phases. 1158 North Oeveland will be the 
first relocation site, followed by the relocation of the residentS of 1150-1160 North 
Sedgwick. Three primary relocation options will be offered to residents. They include: 
Section 8 (permanent option), transfer to CHA Scattered Sites (permanent option) and 
transfer to other suitable CHA units. either i.n Cabrini-Green or other CHA developments 
(temporary option). 

The relocation process ~gan with a general relocation meeting held on March 8. 
1995. During the meeting, residents were presented information concerning the various 
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Dearborn Homes 

ro om . launary room and budding support spaces f:: r mechan1cal eau1pment . 

mail boxes and reception desk. The 6 b ld . 11 
:rash co ilec:1on . res1dent 

-story Ul mgs 'NI prov1de addit iOna l communitY space oy con ver.: !ng 

former dw elling unit s \O common areas for tenant storage. social serv ice agencies and /or resident bu sinesses. 

A space fo r future laundry rooms will to allocated with proper plumbing ana electric1ty prov1dea :or inst all at ion 

of future additiOnal laundry rooms in the 6-story bu ildings (See "Proposed Ground ,=ioor Plan ·· ,nclua ed at th e 

end of :h1s exh1b1tl. In addit ion to building communitY space , the redeveioped Dearborn Hom es Site will have 

d esignated locales for garden__s and playlets and funding is expected from the Chi cago ?arK Oist r
1
c-; io r 

renov at ion /en largement of the Williams Park Field House . 

3 . On-Site Replacement Hoysjng 

In place of one of the proposed buildings for demolitiOn (2971 S. Federal) . a new 80-unit (1 3edroom l budding 

wi ll be constructed for senior citizens. Dearborn Homes has a number of current residents over the age of 

60 (60 people) and 27 res1dents between the ages of 55 and 59. The creation of a state of the an: bui lding, 

will provide better opportunities for managers to match unit size with household size . and prov ide seniors 

choos1ng to remain at_ Dearborn Homes, with the opportunity to move into housing best suited to th eir physical 

needs. The new building will lessen the concentrations of poverty by marketing the units to elig1b le re s1d ents 

w1th10 and outside of Dearborn Homes (i.e., to the congregations of area churches). 

4. Otf-Sjte Replacement Hoysjng 

There 1s no off-site replacement housing proposed under this application tor revitalization. 

5. Section 8 Certiflcmes Uact for Reo!ocement Hoysjng 

Th e Chicago Housing Authority applied on September 5, 1995, for 96 Section 8 certificates under the Sect ion 

8 NOFA recently released by HUO. Results of a CHA Housing Choice Survey conducted in early June. revealed 

a 45% preference among residents of Dearborn Homes tor Section 8 as their first housing choice pre ference . 

However, resident leadership believes that more people would choose to stay at Dearborn once some of the 

co mponents of the Redevelopment Plan are in place. Therefore. the CHA is only requesting Section 8 

STATE STREET CORRIDOR HOPE VI APPLICATION - Chicago Housing Authority 
September 70, 7996 
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F. R[PUCMENI HOUSING 

Robert Taylor Homes is one of the largest distressed public housing development in the 
country . It houses 4231 dwelling units on 92 acres of land creating an u.nbal~ 
proportion of -+6 units per acre . It is one of five developments wb.ich cornpri~ .. the 
State Street Corridor," the nation· s largest and most densely popuiared continuous 
stretch of public housing . 

In our comprehensive efforts to begin the revitalization of the Robert Taylor Homes 
and community it is mandatory that Dt-dtnsifica.ticn occur . It is for that reason .Vo 
new replacemtnJ housing is being pro[XJsed in this applica.ticn. 

Although this demolition application is being submitted independently its intent and 
direction are consistent and coordinated with the revitalization concepts of our HOPE 

V1 submission. 

Ro/Hrt Taywr HorMS (a..22-J7A) 
3919 S. Ftdtrai Sl. 
Dtmolirio" ApplicatiOII 
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J o5q)h Shuldi.aer 
~tlvt Dir«10?' 

~tlvt Commllttt 

RoWl!la Muquez 
Art~ ~dolph 
Timothy W. W~t ill 
Dr Mildred Huru 

Ed Mo~s 
Dt-pvry f.:uo.tl vt 

Dlr~ror fO'T Camm.1m1ry 
R(/.uums & lnwi~r 

J o b.n :--1 el.soa 
Dt-pv ry f.:uo.tl vt 

Dir~Cf1T fO'T Opt-r•tums 

~ Vup.s 
Dt-pvry b.«wtl vt 

Dir«1f1T [f1T Firt<'"Ct •nd. 
Admmurr•tum 

Jerome M. Butler 
Cmt'1'.i Cownsel 

The Chicago Housing Authority 

September 9. 1996 

Mr . Richard B. Kruschke 
Director 
Office of Public Housing, Illinois 

State Office 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Room 2401 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3507 

Dear Mr. Kruschke : 

Sl"BJECT: APPLICATION FOR PARTIAL DEMOLmON OF LOW 
INCOME PUBLIC HOUSING - HENRY HORNER 
HOMES, PROJECT NO. D..2-19 

This correspondence is written to transmit the Chicago Housing Authority's 
(CHA' s) formal .. Application for Partial Demolition of Low Income Public 
Housing - Henry Homer Homes, Project No. IU-19~. to your office for 
approval. The Application requests that the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) grant approval for demolition of 465 units at the 
following buildings in the Henry Horner Homes Development: 

120 N. Hermitage/ 111 N. Wood Street 
141 N. Wolcott/1847 W. Lalce Street 

234 Units 
231 Units 

The Application has been prepared in compliance with 24 CFR part 970, 
Public Housing Program - Demolition or Disposition of Public Housing 
Projects; HUD Notice PIH 93-17 and 57 FR 46074, Requirements Relating 
to the Resident Organizations' OpportUnity to Purchase Development 
Proposed for Demolition. 
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Page 2 9191% Letter to Richard Kruschke, Director. Offict of Public Housing, Illinois 
Swe Office, HUD · Application for Partial Demolition of Low Income Public 
Housina ·Henry Homer Homes Development, Project No . 11.2-19 

These buildings are being proposed for demolition due to their physical condition as well as de­
densification of the development . Approval of this demolition request is vital to the Authority's 
effortS to rebuild and extend the life of this public housing development through the reduction 
of housing density . 

The Demolition Plan and the actions proposed therein are in compliance with applicable HUD 
regulations and the PHA' s action is in complia.nc.e with applicable civil rights laws and 
compliance agreements. 

Should you have any further questions co~rning the Application, please contact Alxirew 
Rodriguez, Director, Redevelopment Division at (312) 791-8500, extension 4501 . 

Sincerely, 

· f~-~ )i~£.,, 
'/ John Nelson 

Deputy Executive Director, Operations 

Enclosure 

JN/ARJds . .-.-.. 
A: RKDEMHH/EPH6 
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4. LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

In accordance with the Comprehensive Revitiliza.tion Plan currently under way at the Composite 
Horner ~evelo~ment, . replacement Housmg Will consist of; rehabilitated units on site , new 
construction uruts on Site and new uruts built at Scanered sites under the Gautreaux Decree . 

5. DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

The following proposed schedule will serve as the timetable for the implementation of CHA 's 
Replacement Housing Plan (RHP) in conformance with 24 CFR 970.1I(d): 

REPLACEMENT HOUSING PLAN TIMET ABLE 

ACTIVITY DESCRJPTION NUMBER OF MONTHS AFTER 
HUD APPROVAL OF DEMOLITION 

All residents relocated from the development 24 Months 

Identify sites for acquisition 12 Months 

Select design teams for new construction units 6 Months 

Sign contract for first new construction units 24 Months 

Sign contract for last new construction units 24 Months 

Occupancy (Date of Full Availability) 60 Months 

The Authority will develop the replacement housing to meet all time frames and requirements of 
the HUD Public Housing Development Handbook 7417 .1 REV-1 and related regulations . 

6. RESIDENT RELOCATION 

All tenants effected by the subject demolition will be relocated in accordance with HUD relocation 
requirements, and provided comparable housing in other CHA units. 

7. SITE AND NEIGHBORHOOD STANDARDS. 

The Chicago Housing Authority has included certifications in the demolition application for the 
subject properties that it will comply with all applicable regulations and assist HUD in performing 
the required site and neighborhood reviews for all replacement housing sites. 

Hom~r Hom~s (!L2-l9) 
Demolition ApplictJJiorr 

Rtpllut~Til Housing 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 
.;- . .l. 

Chief Jud~~p'en~ :,\J 

Defendant. ov ~;; \3\~~ 

- Q\C~'- ~~51l'lc1 ~ 
~u.~ 

AFFIDAVIT OF VALERIE B. JARRETT 

Valerie B. Jarrett, being duly sworn upon oath, states: 

1 . I am the Executive Vice President of The Habitat Company. I have held 

that position since November 1995. I am also an attorney and a member of the bar 

of this Court. I am a graduate of Stanford University and the University of Michigan 

Law School. 

2. From 1 991 to 1995, I was the Commissioner of the Department of 

Planning and Development of the City of Chicago. 

3. -As part of my responsibilities at Habitat, I have supervised the activities 

of Habitat n Receiver in this matter, subject to the supervision of Daniel E. Levin. I 

have participated in hundreds of meetings, and acted as the Receiver's representative 

on many occasions. 
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A. The March 10, 1997 Meeting. 

4. I was present at the March 10, 1998 meeting with Joseph Shuld iner. 

Daniel Levin, Richard Manocchio, and Janet Elson, described in Daniel levin ' s March 

13, 1998 letter to the Court. The description of that meeting in Mr . levin ' s letter is 

accurate, including the description of the statements made by Mr. Shuldiner . 

B. The CHA's Conduct at Darrow. 

5. CHA representatives, Mr. Polikoff, and I discussed the possibility that the 

parties to the Gautreaux case would ask the Court to authorize construction of 38 

housing units by the CHA as a demonstration program at Darrow. Since Darrow is in 

a limited area (defined in Court orders as having more than 30% African-Americans) , 

the thirty-eight units could only be built at Darrow (absent a Court waiver) if they were 

matched one-for-one with scattered site units built by Habitat in general areas (defined 

in Court orders as less than 30% African-American). Thirty-eight matching units were 

potentially available in Rogers Park, a general area. In our discussions, I stated that 

the CHA could only be permitted to proceed with the thirty-eight unit proposal on two 

conditions: (a) that the thirty-eight units in Rogers Park to be used for the one-for-one 

match were not needed to match units the Receiver was planning in the Woodlawn 

neighborhooct,. another limited area, and (b) that the Court would approve the CHA's 

construction at Darrow as a demonstration project. 

- 2 -
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6. The first condition ·- which would free the Rogers Park units to be 

matched with the Darrow units rather than new Woodlawn units .• depended on 

whether the Gautreaux plaintiffs' counsel recommended and the Court agreed to 

designating Woodlawn as a "revitalizing area" under this Court's Orders. Unless the 

Court agreed to such a designation, the Receiver would need to use the Rogers Park 

units as part of the one-for-one match for the Woodlawn units to be constructed. 

7. In January 1998, the Receiver was informed by Andrew Rodriguez, head 

of the CHA's Redevelopment Department, that the CHA was making definite plans to 

use the thirty-eight units constructed by the Receiver in Rogers Park to meet the one­

for-one requirement for the proposed thirty-eight units at Darrow. Since no revitalizing 

area designation had been sought for Woodlawn, our counsel wrote counsel for the 

CHA to remind the CHA that it could not proceed with its proposal for Darrow. A 

copy of the January 12, 1998 letter from Barry A. Miller to Jerome Butler, CHA's 

General Counsel, is attached as Exhibit 1 hereto. The statements made in that letter 

are accurate. 

8. Mr. Butler responded on January 16, 1998. A copy is attached as Exhibit 

2 hereto. A number of statements made in Mr. Butler's letter are not correct. For that 

reason, Mr. Miller wrote Mr. Butler again on January 29, 1 998. A copy is attached 

as Exhibit 3 h•eto. The statements made by Mr. Miller about my recollection con-

cerning the Darrow proposal are accurate. 

- 3 -

RA-453 



C. Retaliation against the Receiver. 

9. As Mr. Levin's March 1 3 Letter to the Court states, Mr. Shuldiner 

indicated at the March 10, 1 998 meeting if the Receiver did not agree that the CHA 

would assume future housing development responsibility for projects not already 

specifically allocated to the Receiver, he would "fight" and would oppose the Receiver 

in all respects. 

1 0. Following the filing of the Gautreaux plaintiffs' motion for further relief 

on March 1 6, Mr. Shuldiner wrote me a letter on March 1 9 in which he repeated his 

refusal to execute amendments to Annual Contribution Contracts to release over 

$7,000,000 that had been approved by HUO and committed to various housing 

development purposes. A copy of the letter is attached as Exhibit 4 hereto. 

1 1. · Michael Shakman, counsel for the Receiver, responded to Mr. Shuldiner's 

letter on March 26. A copy of Mr. Shakman's letter is attached as Exhibit 5 hereto. 

Mr. Polikoff also wrote a follow-up letter. A copy of Mr. Polikoff's letter is attached 

as Exhibit 6 hereto. Mr. Butler wrote Gail Laster, the CHA General Counsel, on March 

30, 1998. A copy is attached as Exhibit 7 hereto. An additional letter from Mr. 

Shakman to-Mr: Butter, dated March 31, 1998, is attached as Exhibit 8 hereto. 

12. In addition, since March 13, 1 998, the date Mr. Levin wrote the Court, 

The Habitat Company has received from the CHA at least 1 21etters, and many phone 

calls, requesting information and/or commenting _ on problems. This "blizzard" of 

. 4. 
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needed to talk with Mr. Shuldiner, but that the Receiver should be present in making 

plans for the ABLA II HOPE VI application. 

17. Mr. Monocchio subsequently called me back and said that Mr . Shuldiner 

would permit us to be included in discussions about the Brooks extension, a part of 

ABLA where the Receiver had a development manager contract, but would not permit 

the Receiver to participate in any discussions leading towards the July 1997 ABLA 11 

HOPE VI application. 

18. The Receiver was not included in any subsequent planning for the HOPE 

VI application. It was later reported in a Chicago newspaper that the application was 

turned down by HUD. 

• • • • • 

19. The foregoing matters are true of my own personal knowledge unless 

stated to be based on another source, inch which case I believe the matters as stated 

are true. I would so testify if called as a witness. 

SUBSCRIBED TO AND SWORN 
BEFORE ME THIS 31ST 
DAY OF MARCH, 1998 

~·~~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

: "OFFICIAL SEAL" 
RUTH SUAANOVICH 

NOTARY PUBLIC. ST A Tt OF ILLINOIS 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 7 /24/2r:#J 

J~ 

- 6 -
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requests far exceeds the pattern of requests from the CHA established over the past 

few years. 

1 3. Habitat has already responded to many of the requests, and will respond 

to the rest promptly. Although it does not view the CHA as having any oversight role 

with respect to its work, the Receiver is willing to respond to all reasonable requests 

for information from the CHA. 

D. ABLA II HOPE VI Application. 

14. In the summer of 1997, the CHA prepared a second HOPE VI application 

for funds to construct new replacement housing for its ABLA housing project, located 

on the west side of Chicago in a limited area. We requested that the Receiver be 

included in planning the application. Richard Monocchio of the CHA told me that we 

would be included in the HOPE VI application. 

15. In mid to late June, 1997, I spoke with Rafael Leon of CMHDC, the 

development affiliate of the CHA. Mr. Leon told me that he had been instructed by 

Mr. Monocchio not to include the Receiver in planning for the July 1997 HOPE VI 

application. 

18. 1 then called Mr. Monocchio, told him about my conversation with Mr. 

Leon, and asked him "Isn't this inconsistent with what you told me last week." Mr. 

Monocchio said "I never said you shouldn't be there." Mr. Monocchio added that he 

- 5 -
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Mll.l.E~, SHAKMAN, HAMILTON, Ku~rzoN & ScHLIF'KE 
•ffOIII"CYS .... 0 C:OUNSC~OIIIS 

"<CII ..... AOCI.. ..... N · 

"'••oc 0 .. ,..OCIIISOH 
...... c 0 ll(ltlloe 

ST!:'""'"' .J II150CIItlt 
Gt••~OI"'( 50Af IIIIIOWN 
OCIIICIC ~ . C:OfT I CIII 
~OWAIIIO W .. C~O .. AN 
•.tt1"1-4u~ W ,. , COMAN 
.J UI. I C 1-t ~"• • COWAN 

•ur'"' oo~o ..... ,.. 
• O I CI(CY ....... ,~ r o,.. 
O I A"'C,. ><~Of><IA 

BY MESSENGER 

Jerome Butler 
General Counsel 

"''CMA(~ 5 . >< U IIIfZO>< 
SCOTT"' ~·"' ' "'S 
SMAIIION ZAIIA>< ~CfCMING£111 
COWAIIIO w M4~Sfiii0M 
........... . .. ,~~till 
"O><AI..O S . WI I..I..CIII 
OAVIO A O ·TOOI..C 
J (><><l"t• ~ SAC'"'5 
IICIIINAIIIO A SCMI.. I ,.I(C 
.... ,.1( A SltGAI.. 
loo4 1C)ot.4.[l. '- S•A-<WAN 

T ... O .. AS .. STAUNTON 

Chicago Housing Authority 
200 West Adams - 2d Aoor 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

January 12, 1997 

lOll SOu r "' ~A SAI..i..( ST"tCT 

C"' I CAGO I I..I.. I ><O I S 1101104 

T C~tlh•O"C l )ll l llll · l70Q 

r'A.CS I .. I I,.( I .J i l t l:a.J . J. ? O 

T>o(OOOIIIC IICIIIG£111 
:lAV I Q .J ~IIIUjt• 

WAUIIIICC IIIOSC><,. I C~O 
SfA>HON SCMUWAN 

759-7131 

I am writing about the 38 units of public housing built in Rogen Park. The CHA has 
recently taken the position that these units can be used under the Gautreaux consent decree to 
offset units that the CHA wishes to build in the Darrow Homes. 

The Receiver bas consistently planned to use the Rogers Park units to offset units built 
in Woodlawn, in the event that the Gautreaux plaintiffs do not agree to designate Woodlawn as 
a revitalizing area. The CHA bas long known of the Receiver's position. Prior to sending out 
offer letters to prospective sellen in Woodlawn, representatives of the Receiver bad several 
conversations with both Edwin Eisendrath and Joseph Sbuldiner, and everyone agreed to move 
forward with the acquisition of 38 units in Woodlawn, knowing that it might be necessary to use 
the Rogers Park units as offsets. 

Plea& be ldvi!ed that the Receiver bas entered into contracts for land sufficient to build 
38 units ·of _.ina ll Woodlawn. Accordingly, unless and until the Gautreaux plaintiffs agree 
co desi~ W'GDdlawD as a revitalizing area, you should not expect to use the 38 Rogers Park 
units to otr.llllilll built at Darrow. 

cc: Valerie Jarrett 
Daniel Levin 
Alexander Polikoff 

Sincerely,~ 

~Miller 
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Jo~pb Shulciimr 
UtCUIIVf Dirtr:tiH 

Executive Commiaee 
RosQIWl Marqu~:. 
rllltCdry IV. WriJirt [JJ 
01' . .'tlildrtd HarrU 

Ed ~oses 
Dtplll"j E.rtCurivf 

Dirtr:tOI' ftN CoffiiPIMifir1 
RtltJnOtU <i fllvoiVfWV1'1 

The Chicago Housing Authority 
Office of the General Counsel 

January 16, 1998 

Barry A. Miller 
Miller, Shakman, Hamilton. Kurtzon & Schlifke 
208 South LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

I am in receipt of your letter dated January 12, 1997 (sic) regarding CHA's 
desire to utilize the 38 Rogers Park scattered site units as "offsets" for units to 
be developed in connection with revitalization at the Clarence Darrow Homes. 
I assume that by your reference to the Gautreaux Consent Decree you meant to 
refer to the locat.ional restrictions for development of new units that are set 
forth in the Judgment Order. 

That aside, I must correct your apparem misunderstanding of conversations 
that took place with Mr. Shuldiner and Mr. Eiseodrath regarding units to be 
developed in WOodlawn. While both may have expressed suppon for 
development of units in Woodlawn. it wa.r with tM untkmanding that a 
revitali:ing tksigiiQtion would bt sought for portioii.J of tM Woodlawn arta. 
There wu and remains no agreement by CHA to utilize Rogers Park units to 
offset development in Woodlawn. This was the precise reason that we sought 
and obtained conditional agreemenl to the Darrow offset by the Gautreaux 
plaintiffs. (See tbe attached letter from Alex Polikoff dated October 14, 1997) 
CHA relieci upon this conditional agreement. 

Additionally, dependina upon the percentaae of assisted housing in 
Woodlawn, the developmenl of units in Woodlawn may require a waiver of 
the Gauqeaux tocational restrictions. It would therefore appear advisable for 
the Receiver to obtain clarification from the Gautreaux plaintiffs regarding 
their support for either a waiver, a revitalizing designation. or the offset of 
units. The Authority plans to proceed with its efforu to revitalize Darrow. 
contimtes to plan to use the Rogers Park (and Old Town Square) units as 
offsets and will seek the Court's approval for the same. 
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Page Two 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~t/V 
~rome M. Butler 
peneral Counsel 

cc: Joe Shuldiner 
Alexander Polikoff 
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-~' Buliness and Professional People 

£or the Pubuc: lntcrat 
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i=:!:•c: I • 1 ' 
- ~· ::-..... I 
~- · t*· Mia Sarricini 
t:&~ ~Chicago Houaing Authority 
==:\·~ ,aoo :weat A4&ma Street - •2100 

~~~~. 
1
::;·:::. Illinoio 60606 

... ,, 2 ... ... ' 

October lt, l99? 

=..-.:.-. i rreah trom a weelc away I :haaten to reaponcl to your == ~letter of Octooer l, 1997 on Darrow. ==-- ; 
=-~-- I am atraid. tMt the concept underlying the paper• you Z£ . aent: ia far atielcl from what we have talked about wieh CHA 
____ !pqle in at leaat two napec:ta. Firat, the nl.lftiCer of uniea 
::~ lwaa · to ~ approximAtely •o; thia number waa net ar~itrary w~ § ~._ •w.. · ~~~atcW agaiN~ an equal number o£ unita in the General 

, ::... : ~4 that were •tr .. • in terma ot the 50/50 raatching 

: • 1 I ~all na ll •free• unita 1A Regen Park. 

! - = S•ecmd, th• nuoa tor ®r aci;W.eaciog in the Darrow 

· if 1 reqqir-nt. 1 .. t.lw !l4utn1J!X order. The opecific number that. 

·t.:' .... ; .,. . 
; · UDJ.•• waa =oe the oaa atated 1n you~" draft papen. It waa 

..._ . ... .- . rat.M1" ancthe% opportunity tor CHA to demonatrate ita 
. _.._.... d8Ytlopa.nt capability, by analogy with tha 3!0-Uft.it CHA =:z- _ f detiOnatratioa prcg%U wbich waa tha like opportunity afforded 
· ~ 1 tO Yinc• ~. (1'1:'cll the plaintiffa• point. of view, u we 
: ;;w;- t haft atat.ed, w "lc:ome moth•r dewlopr.e:l: atre.a in 
· ~ additiOil to that provided by the Receiver, if CHA ia now . . =: f ca~le . of cSoiD; ~lopneDt,effeetively, that ie a poeitive 
• _.._.. l.' eireuutanc:• to 0. euc:ouraged.) ·=-- r .! =M.... , T!Ua 11 obvicualy 10 dit£erent than the thinlting 
,..,.... t ntJ,ec:ted. in tlw papu-a you aent • that I am M1: c:ertain il.f;.. 1 what to auggeat. Perh&pa, th~ l:»eat thing woulc! . be tor v.a to 
-~ ! talk af1:e: you rec.ive thia letter. 
-:i:a I ; ra. • 

: ::::,,.... .._... __ ·---­.... ._ 
.! *JI. n· . ·= .... · . . 
: • ere .,..,.._ 
· - ~ ! .. ..:== ~ ALP'Itlft 
~ ::=:- I cca: Je~ IUtler 

Al 

:i~ ... --­
·~ .. :r . 

- .. ;. ,, '
17
._ ___ 1ta.~lll.ioo0- 111.001 ..... - 111.MI..MI4,. 
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Chicago Housing Authority 
200 West Adams - 24 Aoor 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

January 29, 1998 

zoe sour .. ~.. .. SAI..t..C sr•ccr 
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'""UII>Ct "0StNr •tt..O 
STANTON SC"'U"AN 

759-7'231 

I am_ writing in reply to your letter of January 16 concernin& the 38 Rogers Park units. 
My letter of January 12 was ac:c:urate. 

Ms. Jarrett specifically recalls discussing this issue with Mr. Eisendrath and Mr. 
Shulciiner more than oace. Sbe realls that at oae meeting, Mr. Sbuldiner spetifically agreed 
t1w while the CHA hoped tlw a revitalizinJ area designation for the Woodlawn area would be 
obtained, it also agreed that Habiw should proceed with its Woodlawn acquisitions upon the 
explicit UDderstandina tlw if the Woodlawn designation were not secured, then the Rogers Park 
units would 110t be available to march Darrow units. 

You anxhed an October 14, 1997 letter from Alexander Polikoff to your response. I 
have reviewell dll&leacr with Mr. Polikoff. Mr. Polikoff said that be bad discussions with the 
CHA loq ..._October 14, 1997. In those conversations, it was discussed that the 38 units 
would be av-...,. fbr tbe CHA' s use at Darrow subject, however, to tbe outcome of simultane· 
ou.s discusaioal aboul a revira1izina area designation for Woodlawn (aDd if an agreemem were 
reached to allow tbe CHA to build at Darrow). Mr. Polikoff said the October 14 letter wu 
written againsc tJw bacqrou.ad. That is clear from Mr. Polikoff's letter of November 6, 1997 
to Mia Barricini. a copy of which was sem to you. 
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1 erome Butler 
January 29, 1998 
Page 2 

Of course. under the Receivership order. site selection is the Receiver 's respons1bilicy . 
not the CHA's. The discussions about Woodlawn and Darrow have been an exercise m courtesy 
and coordination on the Receiver 's pan. 

Given that ( 1) the Receiver has now acquired all of the 38 units in Woodlawn. (2) no 
revitalizing area designation has been arranged for Woodlawn, and (3) the Darrow discussions 
have never been finalized, the Receiver mtends to proceed with construction on the 38 
Woodlawn units, using· the Rogers Park units as bad been discussed. 

Please let me know if you have any additional questions. 

cc: Valerie Jarrett 
Daniel Levin 
Alexauder Polikoff 

Sincerely, 

a~ 'bMiller 
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The Chicago Housing Authority 

\!~reh 19, L 998 

Ms. Valerie 1&rrtU 
Exttuave Vice Presidcm 
The Habitat Company 
3SO W. Hubbard Street 
Chicaao. lllinci.t 60610 

Vuioua ACC ~ncimenu sem tor CHA Approval 

Dear MI. Iamu: 

The HabRa& Company (lhbitar) and the U.S. Dep~t of Housiq ana 
Development CHTJD) bave seat several requestS in recem months ror CHA to 
approve various amm:fmelUS to various ACC CoDJ:rKU. At this time, CHA is 
williq to move forward with two of tlJI requesta: 

l. The uusfer of fundi from 166 to 171 u pan of me Demonstration 
Prolfllll. )emeQChND& No. 9' md 

2. Paymem to tb1 Coun Appoimecl Special Maam of $20,000 trom Prognm 
111. AmeDdmcnt No. 40. 

Ruolutiom tOT tbeM two ACC AmlndmetUI are in tbe procc11 of beiJll drafted 
aDd wm be praented at the cot CHA Bolrd Mcetill1. 

As for AmeDd.mr:ms 39 and 94. moviDI n.uld& from Propm 117 to 178 I wowcl 
lib mor1 clarUicauoa. BKt ill Aui\Ul of laic year, we acreecl to move 
54,j00,000 from Prcpam 117 into other tUndl with the acreement that the 
rem•i""c of 1M !wl4l i.D 117 would &o for &dditioaalunitl in .. :1011-impaald• 
-.,__ I liD Vflrl cosx:emed a& t.De use of tbae funds in an implrud 
-~ aod especially on l.!niU thai should ~ been completed O\ltr a 
,_. ._.. P!.._ ~larify fer ~ne why you reel tbe a.1 ror theM units are 
,.,..ary mi tbereby justityinc the adclltional expcme. 

AmendmeDCI 96 md 41 are also a-o\lbliDI· I unc!ust&Dd tt. movemenc of fuDds 
from 184 into 206 and l07. This essentially moves funds witbiD tbe Wuhiqtoa 
Park proaram and docs DO( comtiNLc U1 increue to tbe overall allocation to 
WuhinitOD Puk. Wba& I doa't undtrswui is the additioaal need for amd.s from 
117 for 207 and why ~ ue bc:in& loaned from 104 to 123. A1alD 2(1'1 iJ a 
WashinjtoD Park prosram and should have been twly ~ by tbl origina.l 

'"' W"t Jacluoa Boulenrd · Chlu1o. JRiaofs 60661·!601 • (JU) '191-1$00 Ext. 4171 
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Washington Par~ s:t aside. Al for the loanina of t\1nd.l from 104 to l23 . both of 
these funds should be closed out or close tO close out It there art additiocal 
l\mda why are they not iOini into 117 and ~ina '.lSec1 for additional !Jnits in 
non-~ ucas a.s we haa agreed earlier. 

At this time, based OQ these la£t ACC AmendmenU, the IC(OWlt ba1Ule4 in t 17 

is now j.own to $4,829,680. which should be iiufficient to build over 4-' more 
units. whi'n uc bactly netdc<1. In a.ddition lhe S4.834. 782 whi~h was to go from. 
104 to 123 could alsa be !Jscd to double the number of urti[S if those funds were 
to be put back imo 117 for f\lnher IJie . 

I await your response clanfyinl these issues. Plc:uc feel free to call ma if you 
have any questions or conuncnts. 

Sincerely, 

~......, t. ~""'' '""---, 

t Joseph Shuldlner 
Exccuti~e Director 

cc. Jucta• MarvtD AJpa 
Alexander Polikotf 
1 an Elloo, HlJD 

• 60U1 5601. (312) 791..&!00 llt. 41'Tl 
616 w.c Jacaoa lowltnrti · Chicaco. nliaoil -
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By Messenger 

Jerome Butler 
General Counsel 
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March 26, 1998 

Chicago Housing Authority 
200 W. Adams Street 
Suite 2100 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 

Dear Jerome: 
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S T'A~T'O,... SC• u """'~ 

759-7201 

Valerie Jarrett has asked me to respond to Joseph Shuldiner's letter to her of March 19, 
which was received on March 24th by mail. 

The letter approves two requests for funds for the Receiver that HUD has previously 
approved, but that have been held up by the CHA · s failure to provide a ministerial approval that 
it had been routinely providing for the entite period of the receivership. The approved funds 
amount to $20,000 in long-overdue payments to the Court's special masters, and $422,072 for 
a rehab program for scattered site housing. The letter withholds approval for the balance of the 
funds, which total approximately S7 ,248,521, instead asking questions and raising objections to 
the Receiver's uSe of the ti.mds. 

CHA's refUsal to approve HUD's release of funds to the Receiver has been presented to 
the Court by the Gautreaux plaintiffs' motion, and is being briefed. In the meantime, because 
it may be some time before the Court rules, and because the CHA's actions are impairing the 
Receiver's ability to carry out its responsibilities, the Receiver has asked that we reconfirm his 
position concerning the matter. 

First, the CHA is hanning CHA residents by holding up funds that HUD has approved 
and the Receiver has committed to build housing that everyone agrees is badly needed . 
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March 26, 1998 

Second, it is absolutely clear under the August 14. 1987 order appointing che Rece iver 
mat CHA has no .authonry over ho:' the Receive.r .spends funds for housing development. 
although me Rece1ver h~s never objected to provtdmg whatever information me CHA has 
requested. Th~ Order drrects the CHA to "provide full cooperation and assistance to. and 
[ prov1d~s . ~at 1t] shall not interfere with, the Receiver in the performance of the Rece iver' 5 
responstb!lmes hereunder." The CHA is plainly in breach of that duty. Attached are excerpts 
from the August 14, 1987 order. 

Third, although the Receiver is not obligated to do so, in the spirit of cooperation to 
which the Receiver has always been committed, it would normally provide the information 
sought by Mr. Shuldiner;s lener on a voluntary basis . It has never been necessary for the CHA 
to hold millions of dollars hostage to get information from the Receiver. Valerie Jarrett 's tercer 
of March 20 to Jane Hornstein of CHA offering to make information available is a recent 
confirmation of the Receiver's willingness to provide information. In addition. I enclose a 
memo of March 24, 1998 from Valerie Golden of the Receiver's staff responding to Mr. 
Shuldiner's questions. Mr. Shuldiner is incorrect in his letter in asserting that the Receiver had 
agreed in August 1997 to the specific use of $4 .5 million in funds to which Mr. Shuldiner 
refers. There was no such agreement. 

Fourth, Mr. Shuldiner has been withholding CHA's approval ov~r funds held by HUD 
as part of a policy he described in his March 10 meeting with Dan Levin and Valerie Jarrert . 
\ir . Shuldiner said that if the Receiver did not agree to yield the Receiver's development 
authority to the CHA he would "'tight' and would oppose the Receiver in all respects" and 
would "withhold its [CHA's] approval [of HUD funding to the Receiver] unless the Receiver 
satisfies the CHA with extensive backup material and data .. . ". See Mr. Levin's letter to 
Judge Aspen of March 13, 1998 at page 3-4. The funds that the CHA is holding up are not 
HOPE VI funds and are not, therefore, related to any issue between the CHA and the plaintiffs 
concerning whether HOPE VI funds for housing development are within the scope of the 
Gautreaux judgment, an issue that was resolved in any case by the Court's February 23 Order . 

It is one thin& for a private party having a dispute with another private party to make 
threats and to act upon them, but it is quite another for a public agency like the CHA to .make 
such threatS and carry them out against a court-appointed receiver entrusted by a U.S. Dtstnct 
Court with implementing its orders. 

As you know from the many meetings you and I have attended _with Da~, Valeri~ and 
others from the Receiver's staff, the last thing that the Receiver wants IS to be mvolved m an 
adversary relationship with the CHA that impairs the Receiver's ability to generate badly needed 

housing. 
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Y!arch 26, 1998 

The Receiver believes that the CHA's actions are, unforrunately, a purposeful effort to 
interfere with the Receiver's duties at the expense of public housing residents . Such actions 
push even the most patient people to seek relief from a court. 

Please urge Mr. Shuldiner to reconsider and i.mrnediately to provide the approvals 
necessary to release the $7,248,521 . 

Sincerely, 

kiL.-
Michael L. Shalcrnan 

cc: Honorable Marvin E. Aspen (By Messenger) 
Counsel of Record in Gautreaux (By Facsimile) 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Valerie: Jarrett 

From: Valerie Goldcn[d 

Date: March 24, 1998 

Re: Various ACC Amendment5 sent ror CHA Appronl 

Per the letter from Josepb Shuldi.Der as of March 19, 1998, the following clarifications 
were requested in order to approve the ACC Amendments. 

1) The detailed background of Program 178 (Lawndale) is attached. We are 
requesting an icx:rease in funds up to 10'2~ of tbe 1997 Tow Developmcot 
Costa due to all the delays and additional costs associated with the 
community process. 

2) Additional fund.ina is needed in Program 1J11 as the original Program 
181 wu ~. Program 184 origioaUy con~ 82 units and .:.td 
a total funding of $8,732,7SO. This program wu refortm1lated intO 184, 206 
and 1l17. The total 02uuuux TDC for the combined 82 units is 
$10,121,825. The total proposed budgets of the combination of Programs 
184, 206 U¥12f17 are $10,038,776 whicll is below tbe Gautreaux TDC by 
$83,049. 

3) Regardinl tbe amendment moving expenditures from Program 104 to 
Proaram 123. I spoke with Cheryl Evans Petersen at HUD. Cheryl said that 
this adjustmem is bein8 done by HUD to take care of something that should 
have been done yws ago. Program 104 wu terminated by HUD but the 
mooey a.ad costs associated with it were never tnmferred to the original 
5cattaed She Programs t 15 and 116. The moaey is cot being taken out of 
Propam 117. HUD is just cleaning up their books. 
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THE HABITAT COMPANY 

Mr. Louis Betta, Director 
U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development 
.. . 

77 West Jackson Boulevard. Room 2400 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Rc:: HlJD Program IL06-P002-178 
LQwad:tlc Replacement Hou~ing Prognm 

Dear Mr. Bern: 

October 24, 1997 

A revised budget submitted under separate cover requests &n increase in fu ds (I p 
ro 102% of the 1997 Total Development Costs (TI)q or s 2,634,966.0Q. ~e ~o~est ~~~e178 up · 
be transferred from Program 117 to Program 178 to provide t.."te funding ne.ces.sarv to . fun.ds 
the p 0 Th · r. · ~.... . -, conunue Wlth -r gran1. e tn,ormatton ~,~~;low 1s Jn explanation for this requnt. 

DHc:kcround 

1nc initial budget for Prosram 178 was approved on ~arch 24 1994 in the f 
S1.213.SSO.OO using the 1993 me. Ba.sed oo this budget, we pr~ed to'soUeit prt>;~t f~ 
Turnkey developers and a Turnkey developer W'4lS selected. Unfortunately, this developer defaulted 
and.' sc~ond developer W'IS sel~ed. This second developer also defaulted. The pl!nS and 
spccifitanoos (prepared .for the anginal Developer) 'Ntre re-issued for pricing ancl the prt>gnm wu 
converted to a Conventional development method. Concorde Mll1ufacturing wu seletted u the 
Genera! Contractor for the eighteen ( 18) units in this Program. Subsequent to bein1 sel:cted u 
Gene~ Contractor, Concordc's ~lationship whh the Alderman had become stn.incd and the permit 
process wu stopped. It wu mutually agreed to tami.nate ten (10) units from their Contract. 
Consequently, Concotde is ia the proce.s.~ of completing eight (8) units of the total eighteen (18) 
units. These remaining ten (10) units will be issued for bid under a ocw Request for Proposal1. 

Simult.aneaUsly with tM deletion of ten (1 0) urjts from Concorde's contn.ct. the Alderman and the 
local c:ommuailJ leadm haw suggested that the ~u a~uired for the tea (10) unil3 not be u.sed 
for replac•weat housin& but be held vacant for possible market rate housins beeause of their 
prominutlocatioa on Douglas Sowevard. Some funds ~ve been expended on these sit~ for 
acquisition. excavation &Dd foUDdations, however, in the illtmst of commwlity reWions. we agreed 
with the community and the Alclennan. Additiocally, the community a.cd the Alderman reque.sted 
that the elcvat.ion.s be upgraded to be more compatible with buildinp in the Lawndale uea. We 
pursued this request by uppdinl the original eight (8) units currently under construction·~~ are 
reviewing the upgrades for the remaining ten (1 0) units. As 1 result of the delays and addiuonal 
costs associated with the community procw, we believed it to be in the best interest of the 
development to separate the ei&ht (8) Wlits currently under construction (md to scheduled for­
completion this w:inter) from the remajning ten wlits and utilize a contl'Ktot who couJ~ handle ~esc 
units in an expeditious manner. New sites to ~place those dc.leted Crom the program wtll be prt>v1ded 
by the City via an amendment to U:e original ordinance used to a~re the origuw parc&ls. 

J~ W"' H~o~hhlrd Scttct · Oliuco. Uliros ~10 · Tfl: JIZ.S27.S400· Faa: JIZ.U746lt 
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c~ Oanid I~ Lev,~. >I abilill 
Oouala.:. il. '.11110(1 o~tdl, B;\Lllll: 
V&Jua~ £;, .re,o:tt, lln:itc: 

s LO ;.e:~; i y I 

~~:rz~ 
Philip K Hickman 
Scniol Vice ?~ident 
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Bu.siness 1nd Profes~ioc.1l P~ople 
for dle ?u biic In;erest · 

Marc:h 2 6, 1398 

By l&XI 202/70S·3ll9 

Ms. Gail ~aster , 
Cer:eral C:'...msel 
U. s . Department ot Houaing an~ 

Urban wevelopment 
•Sl Sevench St:eet , s. ~. - ~10214 
Washington, C. c. 20410 

Dear Ms . Laster : 

I e~close a letter o~ Mar~n 26, l~98 from the ae:orn~y 
!or :he C~utreaux Receiver to the General Counsel for the 
Cnicago ~ouaing Au:~orit:y. The letter is self-expla!l.ato:y . 

!t confirm. that ~ is continuing Mr. Shulainer's 
~~ounc:ed policy of oppoeition to and non-c:oopera:iou with 
tha ~eceiver, who &I yo~ ~ow waa inveated by the Court ~i~~ 
CHA't encira auc~ori:y co d=velop 4n¥ new con-elderly public 
h~using in Chica~o. It app•art that in viol~tioa of the 
Cour~ c=~er appoiat1nq the Rec:eiver, CHA il wiehholdin~ i:J 
m.iniateria: ·approval over more chan $7 million in !un~ t~a.t 
Htm ~as approvec! &n!! il ready :o di!burse co -:he lecei ver . 

Sy its letter of March 13, 1998 , the Receiver ha.~ 
prav~ously wri~t•n KUD and re~~ested ~hat ic release ~he 
~u.~d• ~~.edi&tely (:ov/ at:ac:h!d} . These are not ~OPE vr 
funda. They &:e not r•l&ted to the dispute between the 
i)l&int~~~~ a.nct CH1 over wb.eth.er the Gau;reawt judqment 
ap~liea to KePI V: :epl&ce~~nt ~ou.ing. 

1 have previoualy written r~ ~&t the pl&intiffs v~ew 
~~ .. ~e~ibl• for ~h• aetion• of CH1. Clearly, HUD i• 
reapmai:Dle tor refu.aing to d.ia.C~.U"se over $7 million due :t.e 
Rac:u....w • 
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powera and obligations to comply with Court orders of which 
it haa knowledge, or upon the fact that it appears to be 
yieldincJ to and coWltenancing ~ •.mlawful hold CHA has placed 
on fund• due to the Receiver and approved by HUD. (Of course 
I am •till waiting to hear !rem you respecting the "legal 
status of CHA .. aa you put it in your letter to me o: March 
lEi, 1998.) 

I would be happy to discuss these matter• with you 
before the April 1 meeting. Thank you. 

Sin~Q 
Alexander Pol:!:!:,--
~ ALP: mm 

cc: Mercedes Marquez 
Carol Wilaon/Howard Schmeltzer 
Linda Wawzen.ki. 
Lewis Nixon/Janet Blson/John Jenaen 
Joseph Shuldiner 
Susan Getzendanner 
Jerome Butler 
Daniel Levin 
Michael Shalan&n 
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F.dwin Ei~tndr:ath 
CIt IIJnrw" 

Jowpb Sllu1a1ntr 
E:.UCJIU'tft /)irtrtu' 

F..U~.;•IiYf! Committrt 
Ru.sanu ."1-tAr•lu" 
-""tnsa RAtu.luipi 
Tlmotlly W . Wri&ftt Ill 

Dr. ~lldred Harrh 

Jerome Butler 
Gc:n~ral CCXInul 

Ed Mou1 
Dq~t~ty E.x«t~tN• 
Dir~t:t/JI' f(u CutnMillfii_V 

R•fllti(JIW .I !nw.IW~nlllltt 

The Chicago Housing Authority 
March JO, 1998 

Ms. ("i:~i I Last« 
Uo,;no,;ral Counsel 
U.S. Dept. of H~J'J)ing and 
Urb~n Development 
451 Seventh Street SW, Room 10214 
Washington, DC ~0410 

Via Facaimilt 

L>c3r Ms. Luter: 

As you know. the putiell tnvolved in tht Gautreaux litigution IUC sch~<.iuled to 
rn~et in W:\Shin~ton with HUD thi:; Wednesday. Aprill. 1998, to cii~c ~Jss r~t:~nt 
deveiopmenQI .. The CHA had inttnded to ·,~~ait until then to \l~lve into tho:~e 
m:uters, but the in3ccurnci~!'l ~onUlit~cd in Mr. Polikotrs !c:tter to yuu uf ~o:rch 
26 force me to re~pun~ now. 

fn his letter, ~fr. Polikoff contend.s that "tht CHA ili withholdinj its tnlnis lc:nal 
approval over more th.Ut S7 million in t'unds that HUO hOlS appro .. ·cd ~d is 
ready to dishui'$C t~> thi! r~\:~iver." In fil~:t, lhe CHA had alrndy signed 3 llfthe 
ACC amcndmt!N.'i totaling S~.SJ8,Qt7 . Al1d on Man:h 27, tho CHA approv~J 
two additional amendments for $443.074. It is our undeutanding tholt H1JD 
hcadqtwtl!rs ; ' ~cviewing a $I. 2 I 7,5 ~0 :tmendment pcrtainin~ to H~nry Horner. 
and othen r.ot mt=ntioned in Mr. flo I ikG ff s letter r-:questina ia,rt:a:;cs which 
exceed lOS% ofTDC. 

The CHA r..as requested back up d0\;~mentat1on from the reCCIV~:t on Nro 
projec;ts. Lawndale and s..::alter~l site units in the Lakefront projw~t. Uoth 
in,·olve the request by the receiver for cJddit:onal funds from .:10 J.;count k11cw;1 

as t 17, whitb \~ int~dc:d to 'uild increment•!! housini units but in.c;tcad h~ 
been utili~ed to shot\! up other developmer.t accounts. 111~: CHA has rcquc ~ted 
information ~gw'din~: the prolonacd J.:l~y of the: Lawndale ~roject, :.u\d 
incm~.~ ·rrx.:s 3ssuciated with th~o: Lak.cfront scattered site.'l. 

616 Wt'st Jacluon Huulevard · Chic~a,o.1111noi16066l·~601 · (Jll) 7~HiSOO f.tt.41 7 1 
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Th~ CHA ~ppreciatcs :ht!) \)pportunlly tu ~.:orrcct the recNd . . 
to 11\Jr meeting thi3 W~dncj<.lay. · .mJ "'e look trl N•ard 

Sin~:crcly, 

9<, .. ~ 'q i.Lll~ 
.I 

l J.:rome Butler 
.; G.. I cccra Co;Jn.~el 

~.:c : Carol Wilson/Howard Schm•l4!11f 
Linda Wawz.enski 
l"wis Nixon/Jan L::Json/John Jen~en 
Joseph Shuldiner 
Susan GetzendillUle:r 
D3llicl t.c .. in 
Micha~:l Shakm~ 

6l6 We~t Jack.son Doulcv1u·t1 · Cbi~:a&o• lltinola 60661·!601 · (J lll 791-~~00 E1t.·U 71 
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MILLE:R, SHAKMAN HAMILTON KURTZO & S 
' ' N CHLIF'K£ 
"TTO,.N(Y! ANO C O U NS( \..0 "'! 

Nl[ l l,. "" "C(I..MAN 
"'A"'IO( 0 AN01["'50N 
"""C: 0 .,,.,. 
S T I["'M(N .J II!O( I I[It 
G tJIIAI..OIN( SCAT 1"'0W" 
0 1[ .. (10( \, . COTT I I["' 
M I CMAC\.. S . O ·O,.SI 
(CWA"O W "1!: 1.. 0'"AN 
Alit 1" ,_. U ,_ W J"r:::t t (O"--AN 
..JUt... l £ M ,.~ I COIIIIIIAN 

'" UT"' 00\..0 .. AN 
,.. O I Ct<I[ Y w"'" 11.. ro ,.. 
C IANI[ If "'1.. 0 T N I A 

By Facsimile 

'" I CMAI[I.. 5 "' U "'TZON 
SCOTT"' I..AI'"NS 
s ....... o .. ZAIAN l.. tT:Jo< INO(" 
I:OWA"'C W MAI..ST"'O'" 

lA""''~' " · .. ll..l.. t" 
'"ONAI..O S .. l l..l..t• 
0AV I0" 0 T OOI..I[ 
.J (N" I "'"' 1.. . SACMS 
8£-.NA•O A . SC)ot!,. t FK£ 
lro44"K A SEG.At.. 
""" ' C '"" A[l.. 1,. S'"'AKJitA,.. 
fM 0 .. 4S M S T .-Ui'HON 

March 31, 1998 

Jerome Butler, General Counsel 
The Chicago Housing Authority 
626 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60661 

Re: Gautreaux 

Dear Jerome: 

I have your letter of March 30, 1998 stating that 

zoe s ou r w ~"SA l.. I.. ( s r ~tt T 

CM I C A G O \..1,. ; '< 0 15 6 0 1 0 • 

:"' ( l.,. (,e'"' O ~~otC . l t ,Z t .!·3 · 3 70 0 

:- .-cs • .-.. . ~_ c J••• .!e.J -Jl .,o 

r-•l!:o o o•l!: at .. o e: .. 
~A. Vt 0 .J -c. • ~,J -=-· 

'"" U "' IC [ '"OS[N" ' t i.. O 
S T ANT O N S C~-tU )I4AN 

. . . the CHA had already signed 3 of the ACC amendments totaling 
$5,548,917. ADd on March 27, the CHA approved two additional 
amendments for $443,074. 

I called John Jensen aod Jan Elson at HUD this morning to see what they know about 
these statements. I was told~ as of this morning, HUD bas noc received approval from the 
CHA for $7,086,048 in ACC amendments, and that they had beard that the two amendments 
mentioned in your letter totalina $443,000 had been approved internally at CHA. That approval 
had not yet ~ received ll HUD. 

Aa:ordillltJ, pleue advi!e what ACC amendments totalina $5,548,917 you were 
referrina to ill your March 30 letter aod when they were approved. 

Also, please let me kDow wbetber HUD has been advised of that approval and, if so, to 
whom that approval was sent aod when. 

Since it is possible that tbe issues referred to in your letter of March 30 and my letter 
to you that preceded it of March 26 will be the subject of discussion at tbe meeting tomorrow 
in Washington, a speedy response would be greatly appreciated. 
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MIL.L.l--. s ... AI0oo4AN, HA ... IL.TON , Ku-.noN & sc: ... L.,Kl 

Jerome Butler 
Page 2 
March 31, 1998 

Finally , it remains the Receiver's position that the CHA bas no right to withhold any 
approval of any HUD disbursements to the Receiver, and that doing so violates the receivership 
order. 

MLS:ra 

cc: Carol Wilson/Howard Schmelzer 
Linda Wawz.eDSki 
Lewis Nixon/Jan Elson/Jobn Jensen 
Josepb Shuldiner 
Susan Getzendanner 
Daniel Levin 

Sincerely, 

Michael L. Shakman 
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al 

PI ai n t i ffs-Appe i I ees, 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 
and Executive Director Joseph 
Shuldiner in his official 
capacity, 

Defendant-Appellants 

NO. 98-1 807 

) 
) 
) 

) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Appeal from the United 
States District Court for 
the Northern Distr ict of 
Ill inois , Eastern Division 

No. 66 C 1459 
Hon. Marvin E. Aspen 

AFFIDAVIT OF VALERIE B. JARRETT 

Valerie B. Jarrett, being duly sworn upon oath, states: 

20. _ I have previously provided an affidavit in the District Court in 

this case, which consisted of paragraphs 1-1 9. To avoid confusion , this 

affidavit commences with paragraph 20. 

21. I am the Executive Vice President of The Habitat Company and 

supervise the activities of Habitat as Receiver in this litigation. 

22. As part of my responsibilities, Daniel E. Levin, Philip A. 

Hickman and - I attended two meetings convened by Julia Stasch, the 

Commissioner of the City of Chicago's Department of Housing, on May 22 

and May 26, 1 998 to pursue jointly with the Chicago Housing Authority the 

preparation and filing with HUO of a HOPE VI application by June 29, 1 998 
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pursuant to the SuperNOFA issued by HUD on March 31, 1 998. The 

meetings were convened after I discussed with Commissioner Stasch the 

Rece iver's interest in working collaborative ly with the City of Ch icago 

and the CHA to prepare an applicat ion for HOPE VI funding that maximized 

the li kel ihood of Ch icago rece iving an award of funds for new CHA 

housing, and that was sensit ive to the City's overall goals for hous ing 

revitalization and development and the requirements of the orders entered 

in this case. The meetings took place after Judge Aspen entered an order 

on May 1 9, 1 998 direct ing the CHA to cooperate with the Receiver in the 

preparation of a HOPE VI application. 

23. Also participating in the meetings were representatives of the 

Chicago Housing Authority. The persons present on May 22 included Joseph 

Shuldiner, the Executive Director of the Chicago Housing Authority, Karen 

Newton , the Chairman of the Board of the CHA, Andrew Rodriguez, the 

director of development activities for the CHA. Shannon Dewitt, Mayor 

Daley's Project Manager for the redevelopment of the CHA's ABLA housing 

development, David Doig, First Deputy Commissioner of the Department of 

Planning and Development of the City, and a number of other people also 

attended, irr addition to Commissioner Stasch. All of the same 

individuals, except Karen Newton, were also present at the May 26th 

meeting. In addition, representatives of the residents of the ABLA 

2 
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development were also present. 

24. At the meet ing on May 22, Mr. Shuldiner stated that the CHA 

would be happy to part icipate in a collaborative process with Habitat and 

the City to prepare the HOPE VI application. The CHA then described its 

suggestions for proJects for which HOPE VI funds could be used, and there 

was a discussion of the CHA's suggestions . Additiona l meetings have been 

schedu led for May 28 and June 1, 1 998 . 

25. No one, including the CHA representatives, suggested that it 

would be difficult or impossible to prepare and file an applicat ion with 

HUD by the June 29th deadline if the Receiver participated or if the 

requirements of prior orders in this case applied to the housing to be 

developed pursuant to the application. 

26. The foregoing matters are true of my own personal knowledge 

and I would so testify if called as a witness. 

Subscribed and sworn 
before me this 27th day of 
May, 1998 

-
"OVnCIAL S!AL1' 

Linda L, Wagn~r 
N!'tarY Public, S~to of nUnois 
My Commission~ l~ 5. lOOl ~ 

_u~~~ ~~----
J:i~:t. Jarrett 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS EASTERN DIVI~~ 

·- ,•;-::. Hi-
DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, at al. , ) . ~ .. -

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

Defendant. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

' .. 

~~~ ~~ '·~ 
66 c 1459 ~ 

RECEIVER'S EMERGENCY MOTION FOR ENTRY 
OF ORDER IMPLEMENTING CHA'S DUTY OF COOPERATION 

-.. 
Daniel E. Levin and The Habitat Company (collectively, the "Receiver ") move the 

Court to enter an order directing defendant, the Chicago Housing Authority, to take the 

following steps: 

A. Cooperate with the Receiver and other interested parties, 

including the aty of Chicago, to file with the United States Department 

of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD") an appl ication for funds 

under the HOPE VI program which includes development of new non-

elderly public housing to be made available to CHA residents in 

conformity with remedial orders in this case. 

B. .... In order to prepare such an application to HUD for HOPE VI 

funds, provide the information specifically requested by the Receiver in 

Daniel E. Levin's letter of May 5, 1998 to Joseph Shuldiner, Exhibit A 

hereto, and otherwise comply with Court orders, as described below. 
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This motion is submitted on an emergency basis because of the Receiver ' 5 belief 

that unless immediate action is taken the possibility of obtaining up to $35 million in 

federal HOPE VI funds may be lost because of lack of cooperation by the CHA . The 

detailed and complicated application for such funds must be filed with HUO by June 

29, 1998. 

In support hereof, the Receiver states as follows: 

Relevant Prior Orders 

1. By order of August 14, 1987, Exhibit B hereto ("Receivership Order") , the 

Court appointed the Receiver to assume responsibility for the "scatter site program" 

which the Order defines as including "all CHA non-elderly public housing development 

programs which may in the future be authorized by HUD during the pendency of Civil 

Action No. 66 C 1459." Receivership Order 1 (C). The Receivership Order provides, 

among other things, that the Receiver's responsibilities include: 

... (i) submission to HUD of applications for funding, development 
programs and other documents, (ii) site selection and acquisition 
(including policies respecting the location of sites and buildings to be 
acquired), [and] (iii) the relocation of occupants, when necessary .... 

Receivership Order 1 2(a) . 

2 . The Receiver views itself and the CHA as obligated by Article VIII of the 

judgment order in this case (304 F.Supp. at 741) to see to it that an application for 

funds that includes the development of non-elderly public housing units is submitted. 

That order stated: 

CHA shall use its best efforts to increase the supply of Dwelling 
Units as rapidly as possible in conformity with the provisions of this 

- 2 -
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judgment order and shall take all steps necessary to that end · 1 d. . . . , 1nc u mg 
makmg applications for allocations of federal funds and carrying out all 
necessary planning and development . . . . 

Since that Order was entered , the Receiver has been appointed to carry out the CHA ' s 

respons ibil it ies with respect to the construction of new Dwelling Units . Those 

responsibilities include using its best efforts to increase the supply of Dwelling Units 

in conformity with the judgment order. 

3. The Receivership Order also directs the CHA to cooperate w ith the 

Receiver: 

CHA, its agents, servants and employees shall provide full 
cooperation and assistance to, and shall not interfere with , the Receiver 
in the performance of the Receiver's responsibilities hereunder, including 
without limitation providing full access to all information, records, 
documents, files relating to the scattered site program. 

Receivership Order , 7. 

4 . By Order of February 23, 1998, Exhibit C hereto, the Court confirmed 

that the judgment order in this case Hgoverns the CHA's use of HOPE VI funds" and 

that "any construction of public housing in Cook County must conform to the judgment 

order's locational requirements." Exhibit C at 5 Y 

In the Receiver's letter to the Court of March 13, 1998 the Receiver has 
previously informed the Court of unsuccessful efforts to obtain cooperation from the 
CHA concerning the HOPE VI application process. In addition, on March 31, 1 998 the 
Receiver filed the.,. Affidavits of Daniel E. Levin, Valerie Jarrett, Philip A. Hickman, Barry 
A. Miller and a number of documents describing the course of dealing with the CHA 
related to HOPE VI over several years. Those documents, which are incorporated 
herein by reference, establish that (a) the CHA in 1995 agreed with the Receiver that 
the Receiver should develop HOPE VI non-elderly housing, (b) the CHA changed its 

(continued ... ) 

- 3 -
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HUO' s March 31 , 1 998 Notice of Fund Availability. 

5. On March 31, 1998 HUD published in 63 Feder~! Register 15577-a4, 

Exhibit D hereto, a Notice of Funding Availability ("SuperNOFA ") for a · pprox1mately 

$141 million pursuant to the HOPE VI program . The SuperNOFA stated that 

applications for funding must be received by HUD no later than June 29 , 1998. The 

funds available may be used for: 

(3) Public housing development through the acquisition of land, 
or acquisition of off-site units with or without rehabilitation to be used as 
public housing, in accordance with 24 CFR part 941 .... 

(5) Construction of replacement rental housing, both on-site ·and 
off-site, and community facilities ... 

6. The SuperNOFA also provides that a requirement for eligibility is that "a 

public housing development or portion of the development, must be severely distressed 

as to physical condition, location, or other factors making the development, in its 

current condition, unusable for housing purposes." 63 Fed. Reg. 15578. The 

l ' ( ... continued) 
position in late 1996, (c) the Receiver and the plaintiffs objected to the CHA's change 
of position and informed the CHA and the Court in 1997 of their view that such 
applications could only be filed with the participation of the Receiver, and (d) in 
September 1997 the CHA filed its motion seeking a determination to the contrary, 
which was denied in the Court's Order of February 23, 1998. In the course of this 
dispute HUD agr«ed with the Receiver's understanding that (absent a contrary court 
order changing the status quo) the Receiver is the only party authorized to develop 
non-elderly housing under the HOPE VI program. 

~ the pending Motion for Further Relief filed by the plaintiffs and supported 
by the Receiver. 

- 4 -
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SuperNOFA also permits applicants to seek waivers of non-statutory requirements . 

63 Fed . Reg. at 15578. 

7. Applicants may also request up to $5 ,000 per household for human 

services programs addressed to quality of life issues and other social needs , and up to 

$3,000 for relocation assistance . 63 Fed . Reg. at 15578. A public housing agency 

may submit one or two applications for HOPE VI funds, each to be rev iewed 

separately, and both subject to a maximum grant for the two of $35 million. 63 Fed 

Reg at 1 5579. 

The Receiver's Efforts to Obtain 
Cooperation from the CHA 

8. After reviewing the SuperNOFA, the Receiver had discussions with 

representatives of the City of Chicago and was informed that the City would cooperate 

with the Receiver and the CHA in attempting to develop a common approach to the 

SuperNOFA application so as to maximize the benefit to the City and to CHA residents 

from the potential grant of up to $35 million in HOPE VI funds, as well as to maximize 

the possibility that the Chicago application would be competitive in the nationwide 

competition for such funds. 

9. On May 5, 1998 Daniel E. Levin wrote Joseph Shuldiner, Executive 

Director of the CHA, inviting Mr. Shuldiner to participate in a meeting with the 

Receiver and representatives of the City of Chicago "in the next few days" to discuss 

the Receiver's wish "to file a HOPE VI application jointly with the CHA that obtains as 

much of the $35 million as possible for Chicago, and assures that new housing 

- 5 -
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developed w ith HOPE VI funds complies w ith the requirements of the Gautreaux case ." 

Exhibit A at 1. The letter also attached a list of areas in which information from the 

CHA was sought because "in order to prepare and submit a HOPE VI application jointly 

with the CHA, there are several issues on which it would be helpful to have the CHA's 

views . . . " 

10. The Receiver received no response to the May 5 letter. Accordingly , on 

May 1 5, 1 998 one of the Receiver ' s attorneys wrote to Jerome Butler, the General 

Counsel of the CHA, requesting confirmation by 2 p.m . on Monday, May 18, 1998 

that the CHA would provide cooperation to the Receiver in connection with the HOPE 

VI application as required by the Receivership Order. Exhibit E. To date the CHA has 

not responded to either letter. 

Relief Sought 

11. The Receivership Order clearly requires the CHA to "provide full 

cooperation and assistance to" the Receiver in carrying out the Receiver ' s 

responsibilities. Those responsibilities expressly include among other things 

"submission to HUD of applications for funding, development programs and other 

documents, . .. site selection and acquisition (including policies respecting the location 

of sites and buildings to be acquired), [and] (iii) the relocation of occupants , when 

necessary ... " -- all respecting development of new non-elderly public housing . 
... 

12. The Receiver's letter of May 5, 1998 sought such cooperation from the 

CHA, and identified five areas where specific information was sought: 

- 6 -
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1. Since HOPE VI focuses on "severely distressed public 
housing", we would appreciate knowing the developments that CHA 
believes fall into that category and those that it believes should be the 
subject of this HOPE VI application. 

ii. Although site selection for replacement housing is the 
Receiver's responsibility under the August 1 4, 1 987 Order, we would 
welcome the CHA's suggestions on where replacement housing should 
be located. 

111. Since tenant input is a component of HOPE VI, we 
would appreciate the CHA's suggestions on obtaining such input 
respecting the developments to be the subject of the application. 

iv. As you know, HOPE VI allows up to $5,000 per 
household for human service programs and up to $3,000 for relocation 
assistance. The CHA, not the Receiver, would be responsible for 
administering these amounts. Similarly, HOPE VI allows applications for 
funding for community facilities. We would appreciate the CHA's 
indication of the amounts it suggests the joint application should seek in 
each of these areas, and the CHA's suggestions for how funds awarded 
in these areas can best be coordinated with funds awarded for housing 
development. 

v. The SuperNOFA states that "PHAs may request . .. 
a waiver of HUO regulations (that are not statutory requirements) 
governing rent, income eligibility, or other areas of public housing 
management to permit a PHA to undertake measures that enhance the 
long-term viability of a development revitalized under this program." We 
would also appreciate knowing the CHA's views on what waivers, if any, 
it believes would be helpful and should be sought. 

1 3. In order to plan for and submit a timely application for funds pursuant to 

the SuperNOFA, the foregoing information from the CHA is required immediately, and 

the CHA should be directed to provide it forthwith. In addition, the CHA should be 

required to meet with the Receiver and representatives of the City as and when needed 

to participate in the process of formulating an application pursuant to the SuperNOFA 

- 7 -
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and to provide any additional information and cooperation required in carry ing out that 

process . 

14. To the extent the application seeks funds for the development of new 

dwell ing units, it is the responsib ility of the Receiver under the Receivership Order . The 

CHA should be directed immediately to inform the Receiver of any plans it has made 

to file an application pursuant to the SuperNOFA, and of any modification in those 

plans or intentions . The CHA should be directed to file any such application seeking 

funds for the development of non-elderly dwelling units only if filed jointly the 

Receiver.~' 

1 5. To the extent the application seeks funds for social services or facilit ies, 

such matters are the responsibility of the CHA, provided that the CHA does not seek 

to carry out such activities in a manner that violates the CHA's responsibilit ies under 

-- "- the Receivership Order to cooperate with and assist the Receiver. 

16. The Receiver regrets the necessity to file this application on an emergency 

basis. Because the period of time remaining prior to June 29 is very limited in relation 

to the scope of the planning and coordination required for submission of a well-

conceived SuperNOFA application, immediate relief is required. The Receiver requests 

As more ftilly described in the materials referred to in footnote 1 , in connection 
with prior Hope VI applications for the development of non-elderly housing units, 
whenever the Receiver was aware of such an application by the CHA, the Receiver 
sought to work out by mutual agreement a mechanism for the Receiver to carry out 
the Receiver's responsibility under the Receivership Order, and was able to do so by 
functioning as "development manager" for the projects. 

- 8 -
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that an Order be entered as sought in paragraphs 13-15, and providing such other 

relief or instructions to the Receiver as the Court deems appropriate in the 

circumstances. 

Dated: May 18, 1998 

Michael L. Shakman 
Barry A. Miller 
Edward W. Feldman 

Respectfully submitted, 
Daniel E. Levin 
and The Habitat Company 

One of their attorneys 

Miller Shakman Hamilton Kurtzon & Schlifke 
208 S. LaSalle Street, Room 1100 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
31 2-363-3700 

- 9 -
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, 

TH! HABITAT COMPANY 

Wr. 101Cph ShuJcf­
Bx.,l1ive Director 
Chica&D Housina Auchority 
6.26 West.Iasoa Boulcvvd 
Oicqo, Il!inaia 60661·,601 

Dat1oc: 

May 5, 1991 

--· --

AI yau lmcw, the SupctNOPA wu Wued 'oy HtJn on March 31, 1991, lad it duo oa !we 
29, 1991. Up to S3S millioa may be av.vdld to a hcusina IU1bority under thit SupcrNOFA. We 
thmJc tbat i& il importaAl tha& we work toccther to submit ajaiat appljc&Uon so that these !mdJ 111 
awarded to CDcqo. 

The Cowt'a Order ofFebnary 23, 1~ IDide clear 1bll the ~"medial ordcn en&ertd iil 
t'i!Utrwm apply to housina ~ widl HOPE VI linda. Uadlr the Order ol ~ 14.. 1917, 
tbl acc.iwt ia respoftllbll b' applyias for and ~ aD new CHA hau.linc '.lnftJ ~ld by 
HLJD. In c:a1ix uity with our du1y u llc:ciwr, we wiih to G!t a HOPE VI applicadon joially witJs 
u. CHAtha& Obtaiu u 1!\UCh ofth. SJ5 millioa u poaible tor Oicaao.ID4 assures that ntW 

hae•si"' ~with the HOPE vt Awis complies wW\ tht Z"'qUitemmU oltbe Qautry~o~~ cue. 

Wt WU1Id like tc par1iciplta in & IDCCCiftl with yau ud dM City' I ~\..a in ~ nat 
lew dayt as wNch we can dlscuu CHA'1 view~ Oil~ da'YtiopmeG& propolll1. W1 l1lo 
W1at to ~ tha Clty's vifi4 M to haw the SupcrNOF A applicarioc Su wilh tbc Qy' 1 fiVitaDarica 

plaa1. ~c view ir u pan at our job to klenlidw to chi Ctya CMn1l houliaa ~taljzarioa 
strulliet =alisteat wUh our rapouibilida una Gwtm'W and the CHA'1 nceda..) In ardM to 
JX'WPIR ud auba1if·a HOPB VI appUc.aticn joiriily with tM CHA tberc nii\'Cnl iuues on which. 
it wcuJd "~ to uve the CHA' I virNI. and on which ..,. may have views of OW' O'Ml WI we 
would liM tD ..... with )'IOU. Ta mab a meetifta mort productive, we haw U.ed ~CVC:al ol tho. 
ilala en m. ...,:W ·pqe, and wYI eGG'~ ta a mccdna pn:puai ta lain to~ ideas and to discua 
~ t' 

...... .. .. ·- .... . ....... -· ... ......... .. . ....... ... . 
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WI. lcllpll SllddiDtr 
P.,.z 
WI)' 5. 1991 

.,-- . - ... ~ · 
_ _. 

We bcpe we caD wctk 1Dp&hcr i.a & ooopera:ive !ubioG with you met the Clty lO man ' 
snc:cad\.d applicaticn b Chicaao. 

Ptcua ld me bow ~ we cu pt topdw. 

.... 
_., .. 

SIDcerely, 
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.,... . ~.ne • · c · .... _ ~ 
:.-- ~- .-

l. Silica tcnaAC input i1a component ofHOPE VI. we wcu1d appra:;We the CHA'·s 
.ugcstior~~ 011 obtaiaiq IUds input ~ the dcwlopmem.s lO be the··.ubjcct ol the 
IJ'p~on. 

4. M yau know, HOPi VI alJO'ft up to SS,OOO pc household for 1un1n ....;ce 
propwns &ad up to SJ.OOO b rtJocation u51tcce. The CIA. DOt tha l.lc:et.w, wcuAd be 
rllpONible Cor adnsmiQina these ~ Siail&rly, HOPI vt ll!owl appllcatiOf\s for !mdJna 
for c:ammmity ~- We would appnciltt the CiA's illdic:a1icn of the amo.mu liiUQall 
the joint applicatiaa should ICik in ucb ot these areu. and the CHA' 1 su..-ona for how Smda 
a\VIrded in theM areu can bat be coordinated with !lnds awarded far bouJina drtodopmct. 

S. Tba SuperNOP A 1tate1 that IIJ'HAa tD1Y rte;uelt . .. & WIMr ot HtlD rw&\l'aticnl 
(that are noc ICitUtOrY rcquinmcals) ~ rat. iDcccc eliaibilltY. or otb« lt'IU of public 
nou.m1 ~ to pem;t • PHA to und.crtake mi'UUI'1I mat ~ the loa&-tcnu 'fi&bUit)' 
at a d8VIIlcpmen& rwita1ized under thil pra8f111L • We would lila apsnci&tl ~~ the CHA'1 

· Yicwt 011 what WIMn. it usy, it beiC'ICS wcWd be hclpAJI and should be aou&ftt. 
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DORO~~{ CAU7R!AUX, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

., s. 

S~L R. P!!RC!, JR., Secretary 
of the Oe~artment of Housin; and 
Urban Development, and CHICAGO 
HOUSING "Ln'HOR!TY, et aL, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
} 
) 
} 
) 
) 

0 R 0 ! R 

Civil "etion Ho. 5SCl451 
56Cl46Q 

(Consoli:!ate: ) 

This m1tter comin; on to be heard pursuant to plaintiffs' 

motion dated May 8, 1987 for the appointment of 1 receiver for 

the scatte~ed site pro;ra~ (defined below), due notice havin; 

been ;iven and the Court havin; heard the presentations of the 

parties, the Court m1xes the followin; findin;s of faet and 

conclusions of law: 

(A) The Chicago Housing Authority (the •cKA•) . has joined 
. 

in plaintiffs' ~otion for the appointment of 1 receiver for the 

reasons which CMA has heretofore stated in this cause. 

(B) This Court has concluded that it has no reasonable 

altern&ti•• but to ezercise its inherent power to effectuate its 

own orders ar:c! to so appoint saicS recei'ver !or the scattered 

site pro;ram in accordance with the provisions o! this order. ~ 

It is the ezpectation o! this Court that the appointment of a· 

receiver will facilitate cooperation between the United Statts 
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receiver res~ectir.9 t~e scat:e:ed site ~:o;:a~. 

(c) For ~ur~oses o! t~is O~cer t~e •scatte~ed si:e 

shalr mean (i) the buildin;s and vacant sites listed in S:zhi:,i: 

A attac~ed hereto (collectively, th e ·unc:om~leted t:nits•) and 

(ii) CHA Development Pro;~ ·ams numbered rl 2-096, Il 2-098. 

Il 2-103 throu;h Il 2-109, and Il 2-113 (ezc:ludin; any c:om~le:ed 

buildin;s in suc:h pro;rams) and all CKA non-elderly public: 

housin; development pro;~ams whic:h may in the future be 

authorized by KUO durin; the pendency of Civil Action No. 

66 C l4S9. 

WH!REFOR!, IT IS HERES~ ORDERED: 

l. The Court hereby appoints Daniel !. tevic and The 

Habitat Company jointly as receiver (•Receiver•) to develop and 

administe~ the scattered site proqram as effectively and 

ezpeditiously as possible in compliance with the orders of this 

Court, such appointment to be effective as of the Effective 

Date (defined below). Until the Effective Oate, CMA shall 

continue to .. be_,Jesponsible for implementia9 the scattered site 

pro;ram ia compliance with the prior orders of this Court. On 

the Effective Data CHA shall turn over to the Receiver 

possessioD an4 control of the Uncompleted Units, it bein; 

understoo4._hovevar, that title to the Uncompleted Units shall 
_,. 

remain in the name of CHA. 

2. The Receiver shall have and ezercise all powers of CKA 
\ 

respecting the scattered site program necessary and incicent to 

the development and administration of such pro~ram, includin;: 

-2-

RA-494 

.. 



....____. . 

( ! ) 

s i :e ?roq:am in c~mpliance .,.i::1 :::ci.oc: and .: . ..~ . .. .. 
0

..... • 
• .. ---·- "~ecs o: :~.:.s 

Co'.lce, l.!"\cluding .,i~hou~ li:ni~a:ion ( i) suomiss Lon eo !ii . .':l o: 

a??lica:1.ons cor f~nding, de~eio?mene ~c:ogcams and 
ot::~ec 

doc ·.1:nen:s, (i.l. ) sie.e selection and ac~uisl.· ·~.· 0 .. ~ ..... (i ncl ud i!"\g 
pollcies cespecting tne location of si•es a .. d ... .. Oul.ldings eo ~e 

acquired), (iii) tne relocation of occupants, -.nen necessacy 

and (iv) construction and rehaoilitation of d-.elling uni:s and 

the design and specifications therefor in compliance -.ith 

applicable la-.s and ordinances: and 

(b) Carrying out the determinations so made, including 

witnout limitation (i) negotiating and executing any contracts 

or other documents necessary or appropriate to implement the 

scattered site program, (ii) employing, transferring and 
.. 

discharging staff for tne scattered site program, (iii) purchas-

ing insurance insuring the Receiver, and the interest of CHA if 

feasible and available at no additional cost, against liability 

for such risKs and in such amounts as the Receiver and KUO snall 

fro~ time to time agree upon, (iv) managing and administering 

ouildings included within the scattered site program prior to 

the turnover thereof to tne CHA in accoraance witn Paragraph 5 

below, and (v) doing such otner acts and things, including sie.e 

selection and acquisition in the name of CHA, construction and ... 
. •' 

renaoilitation of dwelling units and retain1ng the services of 

such personnel, consultants, attorneys, accountants and otner 

professionals, as are determined by the Receiver to oe 

necessary and appropriate to implement the scattered site 

-J-
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3 . :~e ~eeeiver shill have t~e tight at any :~~e. 
u ;o~ 

~ue ~oeice to the parties hereto, :o make a~~licati~~ to t~e 

Court req~es:in~ that the ~eeeiver oe excused !::~ eom~lyi~~ 

with some or all of the ~rovisions set forth in t~e Annual 

Contributions Contracts heretofo:e entered into between HUO a~c 

CHA (collectively, the ·Ace•), the HUO Procurement Handbook !~r 

Public Housin; A;encies No. 7460.8, the HUO Public Housinq 

Oevelo~ment Handbook No. 7417.1, or other applicable rules and 

requlations, or applicable laws or ordinances, or that as to 

the Receiver, the requirements of such a;ree~nts, ~revisions, 

laws, ordinances, rYles and re;ylations be modified, if the 

Receiver determines that compliance therewith would be costly, 

inefficient or otherwise impede or restrict its ability to ca::y 

out this Court's orders. Nothin; contained herein shall ce 

deemed to constitYte a determination by the Court, or t~e 

consent or an acknowled;emeot by KUO or CHA, that the Court has 

the jurisdic~iQn or authority to ;rant any ot the fore;oin; 

relief. 

4. The leeeiver shall have no obli;ation to make any 

e%penditure ezcept from fynds provided by KUD in accordance with 

procedures to be a;reed upon between KUD and the Receiver. 

Receiver shall keep separate accounts for costs incurr1d in 

connection ~ith the scattered site program from and after the 

Effective Oate. The Receiver s~all not be responsible for (i} 

The .. 

t Or ~er•ormance of any obli;ations incur:ed payment of any cos s r ~ 

-4-
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~Y C~~ prior to the Ef!ec~ive Oa:e, exce~~ -1· r~ o~ ~;acions ~~=~==e~ 

~u~s~a~t to the ACC unless the ~e:eivec .• · • ~ ~ ez:use~ ~=:~ 

co~~lyinq with the terms thereo~ ~ucsuant to Pa:a~ca~h J 
a~ove. 

or (il) ~a~ent of 1ny costs or ~er!ocmance o! a~y ocli;a:i~~s 

incurred by CHA thereafter, ezce~t as may be s~ecificilly 

authorized by the Receiver in writin;. Notwithstandir.; t~e 

fore;oing, the Receiver shall not be responsible for (iii) 

com~liance with the provisions of any ACC with respect to 

buildi~;s and sites previously acquired or completed by c~~ 

except those described in Exhibit A, or (iv) any act or 

omission of CMA either before or after the Effective ca~e. 

5. Th• Receiver shall promptly turn over to CHA, and CHA 

shall accept, any building within the scattered site pro;ram 

upon completion of construction or rehabilitation of each such 

building. For purposes hereof, subject to the reasonable 

approval of KUD, construction or rehabilitation of a buildin; 

shall be deemed to be com~leted when the Receiver's project 

architect determines that such building is ready !or occupancy, 

and, if required by applicable law or ordinance, a carti!icate 
·· . -

of occupancy has been issued for such building. 

6. The leeeiver shall prepare reports respectin; the 

statu• aa4 implementation of the scattered site program as of 

the end of .. ch mcnth in the year 1917, commenei~g with the 

month of september, 1917, and thereafter quarter.y as of 

March 31, June 30, September 30 and Cece~er ll of each year . . 
Copies of the same shall ~e filed witn the Court and served on 

-5-
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t~e ?arties •i:hin 20 days follo•i~g the end of t~e ~ec~:c 

co~ered by each sucn ce~ort. 

7 . C HA , i. : s a g en t s , s e r ~an : s a n d em~ 1 o y e e 5 5 n a u ? = 
0 

v :.. : e 

f~ll :oo?erati.on and assistance to, and snall no• 
1
· • , ... n.eC".ere 

•i:h, :~e ~eceiver in the ~erformance of tne Receivec's 

responsibilities hereunder, including without limitation 

pro~iding full access to all in!or~ation, records, d oc-..:men:s, 
files relating to tne scattered site program. 

8. There Shall be paid to tne Receiver from funds ?rO~i~ed 

~¥ ~uc pursuant to the ACC or Annual Contributions Contracts 

entered iato between the Receiver and ROO, or b~ CHA if 

appropriate, (i) all direct costs and expenses reasonacl~ 

incurred cy the Receiver in connection with the perfor~ance oy 

the Receiver o! its duties pursuant hereto, (ii) to the extent 

not included in clause (i), a pro-rata snare o! all salary, 

compensation and other direct costs o! those emplo~ees of The 

Habitat Company (otner than Oaniel E. Levin, James P. McKugn 

and Couglas R. Woodworth), James McHugh Construction co. (other 

than James P. McHugh) or other entities which are affiliates of 
--

or controlled either directly or indirectly cy the Receiver, who 

at tne direction of the Receiver perform services on behalf of 

the scattere4 aite program, for the actual time devoted c~ said 

employees to the performance of services for the scattered site .... 
. ·· 

program, and (itt) a fee in the amount of three percent (3\l of 

the aggregate development . costs (excludin9 tne costs descrioed 

in clause (iil acove and an~ costs previousl~ incurred oy CHAl 

-6-
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!~c each building in the sca~~e:ed s 1· ~e ~ ~c~gca~ (exce~e 

~uil~in~s developed ~ursuant eo a ~u:n~ey de~elo~men~) as 

re!lec~e~ on the ori~inal dev l ~ d ~ e o;~ent ~u qe~(s) thece!o: 

su~m{:ted by the Receiver and a~~cove~ by HUO, t~e !ee !oc su:~ 

building being paya~le upon the completion thereof as 

determine~ in accordance with rara;raph 5 hereof. The Cou:: 
will set a reasonable fee with respect to turnkey 

develo~ments. The Court hereby determines that included in :~e 

cateqory of expenditures for which the Receiver shall be 

e~title~ to reimbursement are all costs, e~enses and 

liabilities (icclu~in; reasonable atto~eys' fees and court 

costs) reasonably · incurre~ or sustaine~ by the Receiver by 

reason of the performance by the Receiver of its ~uties 

pursuant to the provisions hereof to the extent sai~ costs, 

expenses an~ liabilities are not covered by the insurance 

describe~ in Paragraph l(b)(iii) above. 

9. Nothing in this Or~er shall (i) preclu~e or restrict 

the Receiver or any party hereto fro~ asserting any claims 

against th~ Receiver or any other party hereto for iny matter 

in connection with the scattered site program or otherwise; 

provi~e4. however that the foregoing shall not constitute 1 

waiver ~ the Receiver or any other party of any defense which 

it may hav~to such claim, inclu~in;, but not limited to, a 

defense by the Receiver that it enjoys immunity from such claim, , 

(ii) obligate HUD to furnish fun~s to the Receiver in addition 

to . any funds which KUO woul~ otherwise be obli;ate4 to provide 

-7-
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to C~ by virtue o! any previous ~=:er o! this Cou:~ ;: o :~@:-

wise, 

!~~~s whl. ~h HUO l· s obll· ~a~ed t~ ~ · • ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~u:~ls , , by vir:~e o! such 

previ~Ys orcers or otherwise. 

10. 7he Receiver is hereby excused !~om~~ lyl.·n · • .. ~~ ... ~ ~ w:.: .. R ·..1~ e 

9(b) o! the Civil Rules of the United States Cistric~ c~urt 

the Northern District of Illinois. 

, ... .. -... . 

ll. The effective date of this Order (the •Effec~ive ca~e·) 

shall be the date upon which the Receiver has filed with this 

Court and served upon the parties hereto 1 notice signifying 

that t~e Receiver is satisfied that there is in force the 

insurance covera;e referred to in Para;raph 2(b)(iii) above. 

12. Except as and to the ezteat specifically provided in 

this Order, this Court's jud;ment orders previously entered 

herein, a·s previously modified, remain in full force and e!!ec~ . 

The Court retains jurisdictio~ of this matter !or all ~urposes, 

includinq enforcement and issuance, upo~ proper notice and 

motion, of orders modifying or supplementing the terms of this 

order upon the presen• ation of relevant information or material 

chan;es in conditions ezisting at the time of this order or any 

other matter • 

. ~ 

August _i:l_, 1917 

-a-
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UNITED STAT:S DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN OISi"MICT OF ILLINO IS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al. 

Plaintiffs, 

v. No. 66 C 1459 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, 

Defendant. 

MEMORANQUM QP!NION ANQ ORQER 

MARVIN E. ASPEN, Chief Judge: 

Nearly tt'lirty years ago, United States District Judge Richard 8. Austin entered a judgment 

order against tt'le Chicago Housing Auttlcrity {the CHA) with tt'le hopes of correcting me effects 

of tt'lat agency's unconstm.sticnai pubic housing site selection and tenant assignment procedures. 

G•utre•ux v. CHA, 304 F. Suj:~p. 738 (N.O. IU. 1989). Blacks tt'len made up 90% of me CHA 's 

tenant base, but tt'le CHA had deUbentely restricted ttle number of blacks who could live in me 

four housing projects which were located in predominantiy white areas, to ttle point where 93% 

to 99~ of ttle tenants in d'lose units were white. G•utre•ux v. CHA, 298 F. Supp. 907, 909 (N.D. 

Ill. 1989). The other CHA units - ttw 99 1 /'2 % which were located in predominantly black areas 

- housed ttle rest of ttle CHA's ~. 99" of whom were black. See id. at 910. This 

arnngement. n.Jied Judge Austin, ~~ ttle Fourteenth Amendment. See id. at 91 4. And in a 

comment wonn. reca!ling here fer its re4evance today, he wrote: 

· It is . . • undenied that sitM for d'le projects which have been constructed were 
chosen primarily to funtler the praiseworthy and urgent goals of low cost housing 
and urb•n renewal. Neverd'leless, a deliberate policy to separate me races cannot 
be justified by tt'le geed intentioN witt! which other laudable goals are pursued. 

!d. (citing Brown v. So•rd of Educ., 347 U.S. 483 (1954)) {emphasis added). 
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The building block of J d A . , 
u ge ustin s remedial judgment order was me Dwelling Unit . ·an 

apartment or single family ·d · · 
resl enca which IS to be initially made availabl . 

e to and oceup1ed by a 

lowJncome, no~ e~y, . 
1 am,1~ ' subs~uent to ~8 d h 

CHA., ate ereol, d~rectJy or ind' 
Gautreaux, 304 F S ueetiy by or through 

. upp, at 737. He barred me CHA from • . . 
implement(' 1 autnonz[~ngJ. approv(ingJ, or 

mg any plan for Dwelling 
Units" or from ·seek(ingJ an 

accept(ingj an . Y approval or request or 
Y as.s1stance from 

any government agency with res • 
0 . Pect thereto unless the plan ' 

welling Units were located . t . . s 
1n con ormrty with me d , 

or er s requirements. ld. at 738. The or 
mandated that the CHA ere . der 

ct three Dwellmg Units in a General Area ,. . 
r.e. areas 1n Cook County 

with a white population of 70% or more) for every one Dwelling Unit it erected in a Ljmited Area 

(i.e. areas with a minority 1 · 
popu atlon of 30% or more), id. at 738-39, mough it did not require any 

new construction. This ratio was later changed from 3-to-1 to 1 -to- 1 . 

In 1993, the CHA applied for and received $50 million from the Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUO) under the auspices of the HOPE VI program (an acronym for 

Homeownership and Opport\.lnity for People Everywhere). Congress created the HOPE VI program 

in 1992 with the goaJ of •empower{ing thel residents of severely distressed and obsolete public 

housing. • S. REP. 1 02-356, at 70 (1992). It intended to accomplish this via a three-part plan: (1) 

eliminating and (in some form) replacing dilapidated public housing structures, (2) providing 

residents of those structures wTth the skills necnsary to achieve self.,ufflciency, and (31 instilling 

a sense of community activism in re:adents of the blighted areas. SH id. at 71. 

It is U. tint p.n which is now at issue, as tt'le CHA believes that it must spend its HOPE 

VI construction- fta'lda exdusively in the •3 separately defined areas containing the community's 

most severely dist:reued projects, • ta which the 1992 HOPE VI appropriation refer1. s~e Pub. L 

No. 102-389, 1 oe Stu. 1579 (codified as a Note to 42 U.S.C. ! 1473/l. This would mean, of 

2 
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The building block of Judge Austin's remedial judgment order was the Dwelling Unit. •an 

apartment or single family residence which is to be initially made available to and occupied by a 

low-income, non-elderly family, subsequent to tt'le date hereof, directly or indirectly by or through 

CHA." Gauueaux, 304 F. Supp. at 737. He barred the CHA from "authoriz{ingL approv(ingJ, or 

implement(ingj any plan for Dwelling Units• or from "seek(ingJ any approval or request or 

accept(ing] any assistance from any government agency with respect thereto" unless the !=!ian ' s 

Dwelling Units were located in conformity with the order's requirements. !d. at 738. The order 

mandated ttlat me CHA erect three Dwelling Units in a General Area (i.e. areas in Cook County 

with a white population of 70% or more) for every one Dwelling Unit it erected in a Umited Area 

(i.e. areas with a minority population of 30% or more), id. at 738-39, though it did not require any 

new construction. This ratio was later changed from 3-to-1 to 1·to-1 . 

In 1993, ttle CHA applied for and received $50 million from the Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUO) under ttle auspices of ttle HOPE VI program (an acronym for 

Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywhere). Congress created the HOPE VI program 

in 1992 with me goaJ of •empower{ing ttlel residents of severely distressed and obsolete public 

-
housing. • S. REP. 1 02-358, It 70 (1992). It intended to accomplish this via a thre~art plan: (1 l 

eliminating and (in some form) f'lt)lacing dilapidated public housing structures, (2) providing 

residents of ttlose struc:tures wtth the skiDs necessary to achieve self..,utflciency, and (31 instilling 

a sense of community ac:tivism in resadents of the blighted areas. SH id. at 71. 

It is tt. ftnt p.n which is now at issue, as the CHA believes d'lat it must spend its HOPE 

VI construction- ft.lnds exclusively in d'le •3 separately defined areas containing d'le community's 

most severely distressed projects. • ta which the 1992 HOPE VI appropriation refers. s~~ Pub. L 

No. 102-389, 106 Stat. 1579 (c:cdified as a Note to 42 U.S.C. ! 147311. This would mean, of 

2 
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--.:,. 
course, mat any construction of new public housing units 1 would take place in me distressed 

areas, which, by unfortunate circumstance. are also Umited Areas as defined by me judgment 

order. Recognizing that the judgment order requires eQual construction in the General and Umi'ted 

Areas, ttle CHA has asked mat we •clarity• the judgment order and read it as not governing any 

use of HOPE Vl funds. 

The plaintiffs take issue wittl mis request. They have previously pointed out to mis Court 

that the construction of new public housing units is no longer in vogue, see Gautreaux v. CHA, 

981 F. Supp. 1091, 1093 (N.D. Ill. 1997), and the HOPE Vl money may be one of the few 

remaining funding sources for me construction of desegregated housing. Of course, if 

construction funds permanently dry up (and if the plaintiffs do not succeed in convincing us to 

· modify the judgment order, see, e.g., id. at 1 093-94), then this particular effort to desegregate 

public housing in Chicago will come to an end. We need not contemplate this possibiltty today, 

however, for the dilemma posed by the CHA - that the HOPE V1 program compels spending only 

in Umtted Areas while the judgment order compels equaJ spending in Genera! Areas - rests on an 

illusion. 

The 1992 HOPE VI authorization contemplates an •urban revitaJization demonstration 

program involving major reconstruction of severely distressed or obsolete public housing projects, • 

which is to be foetJsed on •up to 3 separately defined areas containing the community's most 

severely distressed projects. • Pub. L. No. 102-389. This does not, however, amount to a 

The CHA l't'tlmptl ta draw a distinction between replacement constnlction -
construction which doa not add to the agency's aggregate housing stock - and wholly new 
construction: the CHA argues that the injunction only governs the latter. This distinction may, as 
the CHA claims, have great significance to other housing decisions, but the judgment order do~s 
not differentiate between reconstr\iction and new constrUction: it speaks simply of Dwelling Unau 
•initiaJJy make available to and occupied by 1 low-income, non-.lderiy family, subsequent to the 
date hereof. • G•urre•ux. 304 F. Supp. It 737. Housing units constructed wi1:t1 HOPE VI funds 
obviously qualify, and the use of such tunds for the ends of desegregation is in keeping with ttle 
sweeping nature of ttle judgment order, me terms of which are as broad IS the violation which it 
was designed to correct. 
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requirement that aH HOPE VI money must be spent physically witt'lin those distressed areas . One 

way to revitalize a distressed public housing neighbomood is to tear down some of me units tl'1ere 

and rebuild mem elsewhere, mereby lessening ttle concentration of public housing on me old site. 

See Pub. L. No. 1 04· 1 34, 1 1 0 Stat. 1 321 (me 1 996 HOPE VI appropriation, providing funds for 

"replacement housing which will avoid or lessen concentration of very low-income families"); Pub. 

L. No. 104-204, 1 10 Stat. 2874 (me 1997 HOPE VI appropriation, providing for the same) . 

HUD's HOPE VI Guidebook contemplates just such an approach, discussing "[p]ublic housing 

development (including on·site reconstrUction as well as construction of off-site housing) funded 

by HOPE VI, • Pis.' Sr. Ex. D (Guidebook p. 1.0.1 l (emphasis added), and the legislative history 

is in agreement, see S. RE1'. 102-356, at 73 (--rhe balance of the (demolished] units could be 

replaced mrough . • . traditionaJ replacement means, including major reconstrUction and scattered­

site development (emphasis addedl •... 1. In a similar vein, the HOPE VI program also requires 

that some demolished public housing be re~laced by Section 8 housing vouchers, see Pub. L 1 03-

1 24, which may _be used without regard to the boundaries of the General or Umited Areas. See 

42 U.S.C. t 1473f(r). We see no inccm~atibifrty between the HOPE VI program and the judgment 

order. 

It is ironic that the CHA has ctlosen to argue that it must use the HOPE V1 funds for urban 

renewal and to the exclusion of des8C4Jregation, for, as we observed earlier, in 1969 it attempted 

to characterize desegregation as a byproduct of urban renewal efforts. No matter. Congress and 

HUO, through HOPE Vl, hav• afforded the CHA an op~ortunity both to revitalize distressed public 

housing neighbothoocU and to desegregate publie housing, and the CHA is duty-bound to 

vigorously pursu• des.gragation ~~ortunities. See Gauueaux, 304 F. Su~p. at 741 (judgment 

order Artic:f• VIII); s•• •lso GautTUwc v. undrieu, 498 F. Su~~. 1072, 1075 (N .D. 111. 1 980) 

( •oifflcutty in attaining racia!ly int19med public housing shall not be further condoned. . . . The 

CHA must have only one conc:em, housing in complianc:e with the re~eated orders of this Court. 1. 

4 
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'Ne hold ~hat ~he judgment order governs the CHA's use ot HCP: \/1 fur.cs . .J.c:::rc int;l'f . 

any construction ot public housing in Cook County must conform co :Me judgment order's 

locational requirements . It is so ordered. 

/. 

MArWIN E . .J.S?:N 
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Fund ing Av:~il01bilicy for Revic01liz:~tion 
of St!ve~ely Distressed Public Housing 
(Hope 'vI RevHaliz:~c ion) 

"~:Jgram Desc:-zpcion: App rox1macely 
- '-l! rr.dlio n is avallab le in funding for 
t..'~c ~cvi cal iz:mon of Severely Distressed 
P·..:t: lic Houstng (the " HOPE VT 
Kevicaii ::mon Program"). a.s provided in 
cr.e Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
1-:cusing and L'rban Development. and 
[:-:de;Jencem Agencies . .1.pproonacions 
.l· taag T - . . . . . ~.:c. -- . he conom.:ed fur.d tng of t.he 
1-:0 P:: 'vl Pr::gram ts :o e::ab ie 
revitalization and transformanon of the 
physical stCe of severely distressed 
public housing developments and the 
social dynamics of life for low-income 
residents at that site. or in any off-site 
re? lacemem housing. 

Applicacion Due Dace: Applications 
must be received at HlJD Headquarters 
c:-~ or tl efcre 12:00 pm. Eastern time on 
ju: .e 29 . 1998. at HLD Headquarters. 
See l"te Gc:1eral Sec:ion of this 
Super~OFA for spectfic procedures 
gtJ ve:ning the form of application of 
sut: miss ion (e.g .. mailed applications. 
express mail. overnight delivery. or 
hand earned) . 

Addresses for Submitting 
Applications: One copy of the 
completed application must be received 
at hl..:D Headquarters . 451 Seventh 

·eet SW. Room 4138. Washington. DC 
AlO. Act:ention: Deputy Assistant 

Sccre~ary for Public Housing 
Ir.vescments. In addition. two copies of 
the comple~ed application also must be 
received at the appropriate Ht:D Field 
Office Hl'B 

For Application Ki ts. Further 
Informacion . Techrlical Asszscance: 

For Application Kits. A copy of the 
application kit will be :nailed co every 
e !i~ble PHA. Application kits and any 
supplementary information also may be 
obtained by contacting the SuperNOFA 
Info rr.1ation Center at 1-800-HUD-8929. 
Persons with hearing or speech 
imp airments may call the Center's T1Y 
number at 1-800-483-2209. The 
aoolication kit also will be available on 
the Internet through the HUD web site 
at hrtp //www HUD .gov. When 
requesting an application kit. please 
refer to HOPE VI and provide your 
name. address (includifll zip c¢e) . and 
telephone number (including area code) . 

For Furth~r Information and 
Techrlical Assiscanc~. For answers to 
your questions. you may call Mr. Milan 
Ozdinec. Director. Office of Urban 
Revicali~tion. Department of Housing 

·d tl rban Development. 451 Seventh 
:e~t . SW. Room 4142. Washington. DC 

21J4l 0: telephone (202) 40 l-8812 (this iS 
not a toll free number) . Persons with 
hearing or speech impairments may 

. - ~:-;.: .. . ......... . 

access this number via 'nY by call ing 
the Federal Information Re lav Se[\1\Ce at 
1-800-877-8399. -

I. Additional Infonn01tion 

(A) Auchomy 

The funding for HOPE vl 
Revitalization grancs under this 
SuperNOFA is provided by t.he FY 1998 
HCD Approprtarions Act under t.he 
heading " ReVita lization of Severe lv 
Distressed Publ ic Housing (HO PE V1) ." 

(8) Purpose 

. The purpose of t.he HOPE VT Program 
IS to enable rev1tahzation and 
transformation of the physical site of 
severely distressed public housing 
developments and t.he social dvnamics 
of life for low-income residentS at that 
site . or in any off-site replacement 
housing . The HOPE VT Revitalization 
Program provides for grants co public 
housing agencies co assist in: 

(1) The demolition of severe ly 
distressed public housing projects or 
portions of these projects: 

(2) The revitalization (where 
appropriate) of sites (including 
remaining public housing units) on 
which such projects are located: 

(3) The provision of replacement 
housing which will avoid or lessen 
concentration of very low-income 
families : 

(4) Tenant-based assistance in 
accordance with section 8 of t.he U.S. 
Housing Act of 1937: 

(5) Assisting tenants displaced by 
demolition. 

The FY 1998 HOPE VT appropriation 
also provides for grant funds co be used 
for the demolition of severe lv distressed 
elderly public housing proje~ts and the 
replacement. where appropriate. and 
revitalization of the elderly public 
housing a.s new communities for the 
elderly designed to meet the special 
needs and physical requirements of the 
elderly. 

(C) Amounc Allocated 

(1) Revitalization grants. 
Approximately S416 million of the FY 
1998 HOPE VT appropriation has been 
allocated to fund HOPE VT 
Revitalization grants. 

(2} Eld~rly Housing grants. In 
accordance with the FY 1998 HUD 
Appropriations Act. S26 million of the 
HOPE VT appropriation has been 
allocated to fund projects proposing 
demolition of severely diStressed elderly 
public housing projects and the 
replacement. where appropriate. and 
revitalization of the elderly public 
housing as new communities for the 
elderly designed co meet the special 

needs and phys1cal req utre!7.e~cs of the 
elderly. 

. (a) Targeted develop ments mav be 
etther: · 

(i) Houstng designated for the elcer!v 
persons With dtsabdities . or mLxed- · 
po~ulatio.ns . in accordance •~v· 1ch seccton 
7 oc the L .S. Housmg Act of 193 i . or 

(ii) Projects of a PHA cesLgnaced as 
elderly by HUD in accordance with 
requirements in effect onor co 
enactment of the Housing and 
Communiry Deve lopment Ace of 1992. 

(iii) A PHA may. after re vtcalizanon. 
destgnate t.he. targeted development 
through a HUD-Approved allocation 
plan. 

(b) Applications targe!:ing elderly . 
developments wtll be rated in a seoarace 
competition. and Will be ranked onlv 
with other elderly app lications. · 

(c) Of the S26 million made availab le 
for elderly housing. t.he FY !998 HUD 
App.ropriation Ace included up co S 10 
m1lhon for Heritage House in Kansas 
Ciry, Missouri. HUD awarded 
$6.570.500 to Heritage House under the 
FY 1997 HOPE VT NO FA. t.herefore the 
full S lO million Will noc be needed. 
After funding the needs of Heritage 
Howe. the balance of the S 10 million 
set-aside will be made available for 
Elderly Housing grants eligible for 
funding under thiS SuperNOF A. 

(3) HOPE VT Demolition-Only Cranes. 
Up to S60 million in HOPE VT funds 
will be made available for che 
demolition of obsolete public housing 
Without revitalization. Those funds will 
be distributed through a separace NO FA. 

(4) Section 8. Up co S9l million 
(approximately 10 .000 unics) has been 
allocated for Section 8 tenant-based 
certificates and vouchers for public 
housing relocation or pub lic housing 
replacement (including units selected 
for the HOPE VT Program). The Section 
8 funds will be allocated by HUD after 
HUD approval of the applicant's 
demolition/disposition application or 
distressed public housing conversion 
plan submitted in lieu of a demolition/ 
diSposition application in conformance 
with the statutory requirements for the 
mandatory conversion of diStressed 
public housing units a.s required by 
section 202 of the Omnibu.s 
Consolidated Rescissions and 
Appropriations Act of 1996. These 
section 8 funds wtll be distributed 
through a separate notice. 

(D) Eligible Applicants 

PHA.s that own public housing units 
are eligible to apply. Indian Housing 
,Auth~nties are not eligible co apply. 
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iE} Ef1g1bie AccJvJt:es and P.-ogram 
Auci'lor ;cy 

El! gtble ac:ivlC: es are chose e!igtble 
:. de~ sec::ons 5 and 14 of me U.S. 

:-:cusmg . .l.ct o f !937 (42 C.S.C. 1437f. 
1 ;J7l) (1937' Act). Revitalization 
ac::vi c..:es us ing P.OPE 'vl funds must be 
fer ;:> ubiic houstng developmentS. 
. .l..:::rding ly. certain activities under me 
re•-1 :ali : :mo n p ian are subject co 
s:<:~t'...ltcry require ~enc.s app licable co 
pub lic hcus >ng developrr.e:1c.s unc!er t.he 
L' .S. Hous ing Ace of 1937 (me 193 7' . .l..ct) . 
ocr.er statu tes . and me ACC . Witlun 
sue;, rescr.ctions . HUD seeks innovative 
snlutions co me long-standing problems 
or severe ly distressed developmentS. 

In orcer :o satisfy any particular 
s:an.:tory requirement. a Grantee may 
take measures as described in 
implerr:e:1c..:ng regulations . or upon 
~e-::;:.:esc :o HCD fo r a differe!"lt approach. 
as omerwise approved in writing by 
!-: \.:0. As of me dace of publication of 
mlS Sl1per:'-i0FA. me previsions of . 
sec:ion 14 (q) of me t:.S. Housing Act of 
193 i . as amended by section 201 of me 
FY 1996 i-:L'D Appropriation Act. 
inc!uding pro vis io ns in sections 
l4 (q)(2). (3) . and (4) of me U.S. Housing 
Act of 1937 concerning mi..'(ed-income 
deve!oomem. have not been extended to 

wer FY 1998 HOPE V1 or section 14 
.odernization Funding ) 
The rec1pient must conduct the 

following activities. which may be 
undertaken with HOPE V1 grant funds . 
in accordance with the cited program 
re'Juirerner1cs or otherwise with HUD's 
wn~en appro val. consistent with me. 
1998 Appropriations Act and this : 
Sucer:\OFA. Activities which may be 
fur~ced with HOPE V1 grant funds 
inc!ude but are not lirruted co: 

(1) Total or partial demolition of 
buildings. in accordance with 24 CFR 
par: 9i0: 

(2) Disposition of property. in 
acc::>rd<:~nce with 24 CFR part 970: 

(3) Public housing development 
through me acquisition of lanct or 
acquisition of off-site units with or 
without rehabilitation to be used a.s 
public housing. in accordance with 24 
CF!\ part 941 : 

(4) Major rehabilitation and other 
physical improvements of hot.Sing and 
community facilities primarily intended 
to facilitate the delivery of self· 
sufficiency. economic development. or 
ocher supportive service opportunities 
fo r residentS of the targeted 
~e·telopmP.nt. ln accordance with 24 

:R 968. ll2 (b) , (d). (e). and (g) -(o). 24 
-.:?:\ 968.130. and 24 CFR 968.135(b) 
Jnd (d) : 

(Sj Construction of replJcemenc rental 
~ousing. both on-site and off-site . and 

communu:y facilities pnmari ly intended 
to facilitate me delivery of self­
suffic iency. econom1c develo pment. or 
other supporuve serv ice opportwniues 
for residencs of the cargeced 
developmem and off·slte rep lace!T.em 
hous1ng. in accord<:~nce wim 24 CFR 
part 941 . including m1.xed-finance 
developmem in accordance wt th 
subpart F: 

(6) Homeownership unitS will be 
deemed Replacement L'ni cs onlv as 
specified in me L'rban Re vitaliiation 
heading of me 1993 Appropriations Act 
(Pub L. 102-389: appro ved October 6. 
1992) : that is . if they meet the statutory 
requirements of the Section S(h) 
Program (42 U.S.C. l437c(h)): me HOPE 
IT program (4 2 U.S.C . 12871-80: Pub . L. 
101-625. sees . 421-31 : 104 Stat. 40i9. 
4162-72) : me HOPE IT! program (42 
U.S.C. 12891-98: Pub .L. 101 -625 . sees . 
441-48 : 104 Stat. 4079. 41 72 -80): or are 
made availab le through housing 
op portunity programs of construction or 
substantial rehabilitation of homes 
meeting essentially me same eligibility 
requirementS as the Nehemiah Program. 

(7) Management improvementS: 
(8) Administration. planning. and 

technical assistance; 
(9) Programs designed to help 

residentS gain employment and attain 
self-sufficiency: 

(10) Programs designed co meet the 
special needs and physical requirements 
of the elderly and/or disabled and 
enable th~ elderlv and/or disabled to 
live where one chooses wim dignity. 
control. and independence. 

(11) Relocation . conducted in 
accordance with 24 CFR 9i0.5 
(demolition) or 24 CFR 968.108 
(rehabilitation) . as appropriate . 

(F) Waivers 

PHAs may request. for the revitalized 
development. a waiver of HL'D 
regulations (mat are not statutory 
requirements) governing rents . income 
eligibility. or other areas of public 
housing management to permit a PHA to 
undertake measures that enhance me 
long-term viability of a development 
revitalized under this program. 

(C) Limitations on Use of Funds 

No funds awarded for the HOPE V1 
Revitalization Program under this 
SuperNOF A shall be used for any 
purpose that is noc provided for under 
the: FY 1998 HUD Appropriations Act: 
United States Housing Act of 1937: the 
Appropriations Aces for the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development. and 
Independent Agencies. for the Fiscal 
Years 1993. 1994. 1995. and 1997: and 
the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions 

and Appropn<:~ctons . .l..c: of 996 
Addiuonally. no fun ds awJrced for the 
HO PE vl Progr<:~m under tiilS 
SuperNO FA shall be used direc:! v or 
indirectly by grannng compennv~ 
advantage in awilrds co settle lL ugac:on 
or pay judgementS . 

II. Program Requirements 

In add iuo n co me program 
requirementS listed in the Ge:1e~al 
Section of chiS Supe~:.<O F . .l. . ap pl1can c.s 
are SUbjeCt (0 me following 
requirementS: 

(A) Severely Distressed 

In order to be eligib le fo r !-:OPE \1 
funding. a public housing deve ! o pme:-1~. 
or portion of me development. muse be . 
severely distressed as co physical 
condition. location. or other factors . 
making me developme:lt. in itS curre:1c 
condition . unusab le for hous ing 
purposes . Major prob lems indicative of 
severe distress are: 

(1) Physical Condition: structural 
deficiencies (e.g. settlement of earJ1 
below me building caused by 
inadequate structural fills . faulty 
structural design. or settlemer1t of 
floors). substantial deterioration (e.g .. 
severe termite damage or damage caused 
by extreme weather conditions). or other 
design or site problems (e.g .. severe 
erosion or flooding) . 

(2) Location: physical deterioration of 
the neighborhood: change from 
residential to industrial or corr.merc ial 
development: or environmental 
conditions as determined by Hlm 
environmental review. which was 
previous ly conducted in accordance 
with 2 4 CFR part 50. which jeopardize 
the suitability of the site or a portion of 
the site and itS housing structures for 
residential use. 

(3) Other factors which have seriously 
affected me marketab ili ty. usefulness . or 
management of the property. such as 
significant numbers of families living in 
poverty. significant incidence of serious 
crime. high vacancy rate . high turnover 
rate. low rent collections. ere. 

(B) Crane Limitations 

The following grant amount limitS 
apply to HOPE V1 grantS under thiS 
SuperNOF A. The grant amount shall be 
limited by the total amount determined 
by addition of paragraphs (1). (2). (3) . 
and (4) below. as applicable. 

(1) Tocal Development Case (fDC). 
TDC Ls limited to the sum of: 

(a) TDCs up to . but not to exceed 
100% of. HUD's published TDC limitS 
for the costs of demolition and new 
construction multiplied by the number 
of public housing Replacement Units : 
and/or 
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(b ) 90% o f such T'CC !i mlts mulu p lied 
by the number o f public hous ;ng un1ts 
to be su bstJnUJli v rehJb d l tJt~d . 

TJtal Deve!o!=r7-.enc C.::sc \T _ C) is 
lim1te':! t:y the nL'D-p ubli.shed TDC Cost 
T Jb!es . wh1ch are Lssued for each fiscal 
yeJr fo r the building cype and bedroom 
ci.s:r:buc:on fo r the public housing 
rep lJc e;T".enc um ts . Duplicative funding 
is proh1b1Ced fo r any replacement units 
prev1ous ly funded bv HOPE v1 or o ther 
!-:L'D funds . This requirement does not 
prohibit an y non-1-:L'D :unds co be used 
to supplement HL'O funcs fo r anv 
proJ ect cost. Disclosure of all pnor HliD 
grant ass istance is required fo r the 
targeted development. The only 
exception to this rule Ls thac the receipt 
of Section 8 relocation ass istance does 
noc affect the eligibility of the app licant 
co receive subsequent HO PE vt 
R~vicalizanon fun ding fo r replacement 
or &.e same units. 

T.'le Department has deve!ooed a new 
T'JC policy and c::>sc control .,;.hich 
app iies co 1998 grants . A HlTI :-.fotice 
and rule descnbing this policy will be 
issued in the near furure. 

(2) Communicy and Supportive 
SeiYices Programs. Applicants may 
request up co S5 .000 per household for 
community and supportive services. 
including se lf- suffic iency programs. 
based on: 

(a) The number of households in 
occupied units in the project co be 
revitalized ac the time of application 
submission. and 

(b) The estimated number of new 
households that are expected co occupy 
replacement units after revitalization: or 

(3) SeiYices co Assisc che E!cerlv. 
Applicants may request up co S5 .000 per 
househo ld for human services programs 
co address quality of life and other 
soc1al needs . as opposed co self­
suffic:ency programs of family HOPE vt 
proj ec:s. rewarding innovative 
objectives and programs. particularly as 
related co aging in place and assisted 
living. 

(4) Relocation. ApplicantS may 
request no more than S3.000 per 
occupied unit at the time of HOPE vt 
application submission for relocation 
services and expenses. 

(5) Tocal Crane Amount. 
(a) Revitalizacion Appllcacions. 
(i) A PHA may submit ort~r two 

separate Revitalizacion applicacions. 
The cocal amount requested In one or 
both applications may not exceed S35 
million. If a PHA submits ~o 
applications. each application will be 
reviewed separately. subject to the grant 
limitation amounts above. and lf both 
appllcations are selected. the coral 
amount the appllcanc may receive may 
r.oc exc~ed $35 million. 

~ C' - . . - ~- -- . \ . . --­. ~ -- -. 

(ii) :-.fot'Nithstanding the face that a 
PHA may subm1t one or C'No 
Revnalizauon app lications . each 
lnd!vtdual app licauon may include a 
request :cr fun ds for only one public 
houstng develo pment. Developments 
chat are conc:guo us . immediately 
adjacent co one another. or withrn fo ur 
Clty blocks from each ocher w1l! be 
considered one development for che 
purposes of, the HO PE 'v1 Program under 
th1s Super~OFA . There is no mrnimum 
or maximum number of housing umts 
for which funds may be requested in a 
s1ngle appl ication. 

(b) Elderly Housing Grant 
Applications . 

(i) A PHA may submit only one 
app lication under the Elderly Housing 
grant requesting no more than S5 
million. 

(ii) A PHA may noc submit an 
appl ication for an Elderly Housing grant 
that targets the same units targeted in a 
Revitalization application. 

(iii) Each application will be 
evaluated independently and muse be 
viable regardless of whether a PHA 
applies for funds under the 
Revitalization grant. 

(C) Public Me~Cirlg 

The application must include a 
certification that at least one public 
meeting was held to notify res idents and 
community members of the proposed 
activities described in the application. 
The meeting. must be held after the 
publication dace of chis SuperNOFA. 
Issues that muse be covered in the 
public meeting include: 

(a) The extent of proposed demolition : 
(b) Relocation Lssues : and 
(c) Other revitalization activities. 

{D) Replacemenc Unics 

(1) Rental units will be deemed 
Replacement Units and qualify for 
operating subsidy only if they are co be 
placed under Annual Conaibutions 
Contract and operated as Public 
Housing. 

(2) Homeownership units will be 
deemed Replacement Units only as 
specified in the Urban Revitalization 
heading of the 1993 Appropriations Act 
(Pub. L. 102-389: approved October 6. 
1992): that ~- lf they meet the starucory 
requirements of the Seccion S(h) 
program (42 U.S.C. 1437c(h)): the HOPE 
II program (42 U.S.C. 12871-80: Pub. L. 
101-625. sees. 421-31 : 104 Scat. 4079. 
4162-72) : the HOPE m program (42 
U.S.C. 12891-98: Pub.L. 101-025. sea. 
441-48: 104 Stat. 4079. 4172-80): or are 
made avallable through housing 
opportunity programs of construction or 
substantial rehabilitation of homes 

meenna Qs.se nt!a llv ·'"e - ,. · "' - . ~ · Surr.e e. :g!Ot ll cv 
requirements as the :\'er.e:T.tah :JrcgrJ~ 

(3) HOP :: 'vl funcs may r.oc ct'trec:iy . 
su pport m1xed·fi:1ance t.::-.1c.s .• , hlc:-t are 
noc ch~mselves co t:e placed l:r.C:e~ -~CC 
or be sold as homeowne ~htc untt.S as 
spec:fied abo ve. · · 

(E) Secnon 3 Econorr.Jc Opporrunu:es 
PleJse see Sec~on tift:) of U.e Ge:-. e~al 

Secuon of th1s Super:--iOfA. The 
requirements of Sec:ion 3 are aoo llc~b l e 
to HOPE vt. · ' -

(F) Flood Insurance 

In accordance w 1th the f lood Dlsas:e~ 
Protection Ace of 1973 (42 L'.S.C. 400 1_ 
4128). HliD will noc approve 
a_Ppl1canons _for grants providing · 
financ1al ass 1scance for acquisttion or ·. 
construction (including rehab di caacn) 
of properties located in an area 
identified by the Federal E:ne~gencv 
Management Agency (FE~L-\) as ha ~ 1ng 
spec ial flood hazards. unless : 
. (l) The community in which c.he area 
lS s1ruaced Ls partic ip!lting in the 
National flood Insurance program (see 
44 CFR partS 59 through 79) . or less 
than one year has passed since fE."AA 
notification regarding such hazards : and 

(2) Where the community i.s 
participating in the ~ational flood 
Insurance Program. t1ood insurance is 
obtained as a condition of approval of 
the application. 

(G) Coascal Barrier Resources Ace 
In accordance with the Coastal Bamer 

Resources Act (! 6 U.S.C . 350 1). HL'D 
wtll noc approve grant applications fo r 
properties in the Coascal Bar.ie~ 
Resources Syscem. 

(H) OMB Circulars 
Please se~ Section IT(H) of c.he Gene~al 

Section of this SuperNOf..l.. 

(!) Conflicr of Inceresc 
(!) [n addition to the conflict of 

interest requirements in 24 CFR part 85 . 
no person who is an employee. agent. 
consultant. officer. or elected or 
appointed official and who exercises or 
has exercised any functions or 
responsibilities with respect co activities 
assisted by HOPE vt funds . or who is in 
a position to participate in a 
decisionmaking proceS3 or gain inside 
lnformation with regard to such 
accivicies. may obcain a finandal interest 
or benefic from the activity. or have an 
lnterest ln wy contract. subcontract. or 
agreement with respect thereto. or the 
proceeds thereunder. either for himself 
or her3elf or for those wtth whom her 
or she has family or business ties. 
during hu or her tenure or for one year 
thereafter. 
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( 2 ~ :-:LO :nJy gram an excepuon co the 
e:·:c:us ton tn parJgraph ( l) of chis 
se-::.:.on on a case-b y-case CJsis when lt 
C: ece~mu:es thJc such an exceptlon will 

~ :-;e co fL: rther the proposes of the 
,;rcgram and the effective and efficient 
a.::r:-ams,:anon of the revitalization 
ac:.:. v1 c:es . Hl'D will consider an 
excepc:cn only after the applicant or 
>e-::piem has provided a disclosure of 
t.":e nacure of :he conflict. accompanied 
by an assurance that there has been 
pubiic d:sc!osure of cr.e conflict and a 
C:escnpuon of how the pub lic disc losure 
was made. and an opinion of the 
applicant's or recipient's accomev that 
the lncerest for which the e.xcepcion is 
sought would not violate State or local 
laws. In determining whether co grant a 
requested exception. HUD will consider 
the cumulative effect of the following 
f;:;.c:ors . as aoolicable: 

(al Whe&.·e~ the exce:nion would 
pro vice a significant c~st benefit or an 
esse:u:iai cegree of expertise co the 
revitalization program that would 
oc.":e:wise noc be available: 

(b) vlihether an opportunity was 
pro'vided for open competitive bidding 
or neootiation; 

(c) Whether the person affected is a 
mernber of a group or class intended to 
be the beneficiaries of the activicv. and 
cr.e e.xception will permit such person to 
'-:eive generally the same interest or 
e!"'.efics as are being made available or 

provided co the group or class : 
(d) Whether the affected person has 

withdrawn from his or her functions or 
responsibilities. or the decisionmaking 
process . with respect to the specific 
ac:Jvir:y in question: 

(e) Whether the interest or benefit was 
present before the affected person was 
in a position as described in paragraph 
(: l of this section: 

(f) Whether undue hardship will 
result either to the applicant. recipient. 
or the person affected when weighted 
against the public interest served by 
avoiding the prohibited conflict: and 

(g) Any other relevant considerations. 

(f) Labor Scandards 

Where HOPE \II funds provide 
assistance with respect tc low-income 
housing that will be subject to a contract 
for assistance under the U.S. Housing 
Act of 1937. Davis-Bacon or Htro­
determined wage races apply ta­
de•telopment or operation of the 
housing to the extent required under 
sec::ion 12 of the Act. Under section 12. 
cr.e wag~ race requirementS do not apply 
co individuals who: perform services for 

hich they volunteered: do not receive 
.:lmpensation for tho~e services or are 
r-atd e.xpenses . reasonable benefits. or a 
nomtnal fee for the services : and are not 

otherwise emp loyed 1n che work 
mvolved (2~ CFR part iO} . In addiuon 
if other Federal programs are used 1n · 
connection with the rev~ta lizJuon 
program. labor standards requirementS 
apply co the extent required bv such 
other Federal programs. on par-lens of 
the development that are not subJe-:t to 
Dav1s-Bacon races under me .~ct. 

(K) Lead-Based Paine Testing and 
Abacemenc 

Any property assisted under the 
HOPE \11 Program is covered bv the 
Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention 
Act (~4 US. C. 4821 er seq.) and ls 
thererore subject to 2 4 CFR part 35 : 2 4 
CFR part 965. subpart H: and 24 CFR 
968 . ll0 (k} . 

(L) Building Scandards 

All activities that include 
construction. rehabllication. lead-based 
paine removal. and related acuvities: 

(1} Must meet or exceed local building 
codes : and 

(2} Must comply with the 1992 ~!ode! 
Energy Code issued bv the Council of 
American Building Officials. 

(M) Program Income 

Where a plan contemplates the receipt 
of program-related income prior to grant 
closeout (e.g .. from sale of 
homeownership Replacement UnitS. or 
the disposition of improved land} . such 
income must be reflected in the HOPE 
\II budget and used for program 
purposes. 

m. Application Selection Process 

(A) Threshold Criteria for Funding 
Consideration 

(1} The applicant must be an eligible 
Public Housing Agency. 

(2} The targeted public housing 
development or portion thereof must be 
severely distressed. as defined in 
Section II(A} of this HOPE \11 Program 
section of the SuperNOF A. 

(3} The application must include all 
required forms. certifications and 
assurances . properly signed and 
executed. after any period provided for 
the curing of deficiencies consistent 
with section V below. 

(4} Applications that propose new 
construction of replacement housing 
must comply with !:he requirements of 
section 6(h) of the 1937 Act by 
submitting the information described in 
either paragraphs (a} or (b) of this 
section: 

(a} A PHA comparison of the costs of 
new construction (in the neighborhood 
where the PHA proposes to construct 
the housing) and the costs of acquisition 
of existing housing or acquisition and 
rehabilitation in the same neighborhood 

= (tncludtng esumated c ::~sc.s CJr :ead·based 
paint tesung and abace:-r.e !"'c). or 

(b) A PHA ceruficJtlon. ac:omoan ted 
by supporung docume!"'tauon. :.h~c ·r: e•<> 
iS msuffic1enc ex1sung :-toustng tn :...~ e· · ­
neighborhood co develop hous ing 
ch rougn acquiSition of ~.'<isung r.oustng 
or acqutsitlon and ref':ab dicanon. 

(B) Applicanon Ranng facrors 

The factors for rating and rank ing 
app l1cauons and me maximum potr.c.s 
for each factor . are provided below. The 
maximum number of points fo r eac h 
appl ication is 102 . Thts lncludes r.vo 
EZ/ EC bonus poincs. as desc~bed m che 
General Section of !:his Super:--..;OF .~. 

Rating Factor l. Capacity of the 
Applicant and Relevant Orgamzac.onal 
Expenence (20 PointS) 

This factor address~s !:he extent co 
which the applicant has me 
organizauonal resources necessary co 
successfully imp lement the proposed 
acuv1ues in a timely manner. [n order 
to ensure that revitalization efforu take 
place w1thout delays actrtbucable co 
administration and management. 
applications that demonstrate the 
highest degree of ca pilbilicv co 
implement revitalization tn an 
expeditious manner upon grant award 
will be awarded the most pointS under 
this rating factor. 

The rating of the "applicant" or the 
"applicant 's organization and staff ... 
unless otherwise specified. will inc!ude 
any sub-contractors. consul canes. 
subrecipiencs. and members of consortia 
which are firmly comrnicted co me 
project. 

In rating this factor. Hl:'D will 
consider the extent co which: 

(l} The app licant and/or itS proposed 
partners. including !:he overall proposed 
project director and staff. !:he day-eo-day 
program manager. consultantS. and 
contractors. have knowledge and recent. 
successful experience in planning. 
implementing. adapting. and managing: 

(a} Revitalization activities: 
(b) Self-sufficiency programs: 
(c) Supportive services for the elderly . 

if applicable: 
(d) Other programs similar in scope or 

nature to the proposed activities. 
HUD does not require that the 

applicant have its program manager 
and/or developer selected prior co 
submission of the application. although 
the PHA may elect co do so. Rather. the 
PHA must demonstrate itS capacity or 
Its ability to identify needs in its current 
staffmg to successfully implement its 
program. and/or describe in detail itS 
proposed method for securing a program 
manager and/or development partner to 
Implement the plan. 
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(2) The appl ic<:~nc h<:~s adequ<:~ce 
expenence 1n m<:~nageme:1c and 
m.lrkenng. The app licant has 
:t.oroughly evaluated the obstacles chat 
;:revenced good m<:~nagemenc. as \Veil as 
other problems that concnbuced co the 
obsolesce:1ce of the t<:~rgeced 
Cc:!'telopmenc. and the new management 
plan will protect against such obstacles 
and probiems and will improve the 
effic iency and economy of management 
PHAs may propose private management 
or self-management. but m the latter 
case muse demonscrace its capac:cy co 
se lf-manage: or 

(3) The applicant has sufficient 
personnel or will be able co procure 
po.rtners quickly co implement the 
revitalization plan in a timely and 
e:Tective fashion immediately after grant 
award: 

(4) The applicant proposes an 
aooroor.ace balance of oversight and 
autonomy in its use of partners and/or 
c:Jncractors: 

(5) The applicant .has satisfactory 
managerial experience with resident 
ini tiatives: 

(6) If the applicant received HOPE VI 
funding in previous years. HUD will 
evaluate its ability co demonstrate 
progress through its e.'<pendirure race 
and achievement of program ObJecoves. 

~acing Factor 2: Need/Extent of the 
.' roblem (20 Points) 

This factor addresses the extent to 
which there is a need for funding the 
proposed program activities co address a 
documented problem in the targ!t area. 

In rating this factor. HL lJ will 
c:Jnsider. 

(I) The extent to which the applicant 
has documented a critical level of need 
for the proposed activities at the 
targeted development. Documentation 
of need must demonstrate that: 

(a) There is a significant level of 
phvsical deterioration of buildings and 
sw!s. as supported by informacion and 
data which shows the extent of physical 
problems at the site such as rNjQr 
structural deficiencies. electrical 
systems under code. poor site 
conditions. leaking roofs. deteriorated 
infrastructure . high levels of deferred 
maintenance. number of units that do 
not meet Housing Quality StaA'dards. 
levels of lead based paint. and other 
factors: th . . 

(i) The level of distre53 at e me LS 

ur·,•nt and threatens co become 
im~~inently greater without immediate 
intervention: 

(ii) The PHA lacks the funds to . 
. evitalize the development to provtde 
cecent. safe. and sanitary houstng at the 
s1ce: 

.: -: ' . 
' . r ...ir: ~ - . 

(b) The level of physical distress m 
the surrounding commumty is extreme 
and concnbutes co the obsolescence of 
the site . as evidenced by mformanon 
and data addresstng such factors as 
housing densicy . housing deterior<:~tion . 
and lack of adequate infrascruccure or 
uulities; 

(c) The community as a whole has a 
demonstrated level of soc ial discress. as 
evidenced by indicators such as 
significant incidence of criminal 
activity. a high vacancy race. high races 
of housing turnover. truancy. and 
unemployment low races of rem 
collections. graduation. and other 
objective. measurable indicators: 

(d) The distress at the site was caused 
or exacerbated by obsolescence. not 
factors within the applicant's control: 

(2) The extent co which c:he level of 
need for the proposed acuvtty and c:he 
urgency in meeong the need are 
documented wic:h statistics and analyses 
contained in a data source(s) that is 
sound and reliable. To the extent chat 
the applicant 's community's 
Consolidated Plan and Analysis of 
Impediments co Fair Housing Choice 
(Al) identifies the level of the problem 
and the urgency in meeting the need. 
references to these documents should be 
included in the response. The 
Department will review more favorably 
those applicants who used these 
documents to identify need. when 
applicable. 

If the proposed activity Ls not covered 
under the scope of the Consolidated 
Plan and Analysis of Impediments co 
Fair Housing Choice (Al) . applicants 
should indicate such. and use other 
sound data sources co identify the level 
of need and the urgency in meeting the 
need. Types of other sources include. 
but are not limited to . Census reports. 
Continuum of Care gaps analysis. law 
enforcement agency crime reports. 
Public Housing Authorities' Five Year 
Comprehensive Plan. and other sound 
and reliable sources appropnate for the 
specific SuperNOF A pro~ and 
activities for which an appl1cant LS 

applying. For technical assistance 
programs. input from HUD State and 
Area omce(s) and assessments are 
included among the data sources that 
may be used to identify need. 

(3) The PHA agrees that they are 
subject to the provisions found at 24 
CFR part 971 and that they are requtred 
to submit a conversion plan. i.e .. a plan 
for removal of the distressed 
development from the public housing 
inventory. in accordance with the 
requirements at 24 CFR 97l.7(b) . 

R.lung Fac:or J S<JunC:r.ess of .~pproach 
(40 Pomts) 

Thl~ fac:or addresses c.t.e quolicy and 
cost-etfecuveness of cr.e aoc l ~c a nc s 
proposed :-evualizauon p la~ . The:-e 
muse be a clear relauonsh lp between :he 
proposed acuvities . commumcv needs 
and c:he purpose of the program fund1ng 
for an appl icant co rece 1ve polnts fo r 
this factor. In raung th1s factor . HL "0 
will consider the extent co wh1ch: 

(25 Po1nts for Subiactors (l ) through 
(i )) 

(l) There is a demonscraced 
considerable market fo r the revitalized 
and/or rep iacemer~c uni ts of the type 
and size proposed: 

(2) The purposes and goals of :.he 
program for which funding Ls reques ted· 
will be achieved wichm an appropnace · 
and reasonable timeframe and program 
activities will result in measurable 
accomp lishments cons1scenc wtt.''l c.he 
purposes of c:he program. 

(3) The cost estimates of program 
activities: 

(a) Are financ ially sustainable over 
the long run: 

(b) Are developed through the use of 
technically compe~enc methodologies 

(c) Represent a cost-effective plan for 
designing. organizing and carrying out 
the proposed activi ties ; 

(d) Are reasonab le for the work to be 
performed and consistent with races 
established for the level of expertise 
required co perform c:he work in c:he 
proposed g!ographic area: 

(e) Are projected to be within HL"O 
TDC and Community and Supportive 
Service limits: 

(f) Are reasonab le relative co c:he cost 
of providing sect1on 8 tenant-based 
assistance. 

(4) The information and scracegies 
described are coherem and incemally 
consistent. 

(5) The proposal will lessen 
concentration of low-income residents 
and create desegregation opportUnities: 

(a) The physical design of the 
proposed housing will significantly 
reduce the Lsolation of low-mcome 
residents and/or significantly promote 
mixed-income communities in well· 
functioning neighborhoods: . . 

(b) Access to municipal servtces. JOb 
informacion. mentoring opportunities. 
transportation. and educational facilities 
will be increased: 

(c) Operational and management 
principles will promote economtc and 
social diversity: 

(d) Intensive counseling will be 
provided to section 8 certificate or 
voucher holders to find houstng ltl non· 
poor areas and prepare these residents 
for self-sufficiency: 
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F ed er:ll Reg is ce r '/:l . 

(Gj The revHalizauon plan proposes 
mr.o vaa.ve approac hes co pub lic 
ho us mg transfo rmaoon . 

(a) App licants are encouraged co 
des tgn fo rv.tard-thlnking programs that 
mc:::rporace the most current sound 
~eseJrch on p lanning. implementation. 
rtnancing. partnerships. management. 
and o p~raoon of public housing and 
se!f-surf1c1ency and educational 
programs. Conven tio nal aooroaches 
should be reser.oed fo r HL'Ih formula­
based cap ital programs. 

(b) App lications should have the 
po :~ ntial co yield .~novative strategies 
or best practices that can be 
reiJ licaced and disseminated co other 
organizations . including nonprofit 
organizations . State and local 
governments . HUD will assess the 
transferability of results in terms of 
rr.cc el programs or lessons learned from 
the work performed under the award. 
Applic:>nts will be required co preiJare 
an analysis of best practices as part of 
their reports to HUD that mav be used 
by HUD co inform others who may be 
interested in learning from the 
e:-;periences gained from the work 
performed under awards funded 
through this SuperNOF A. 

(i) The design of the revitalized 
development demonstrates an 
1chievable effort to blend into and 
enrich the urban landscape: 

(1 0 Points for Subfactors (8) through 
(ll) ) 

(8) Applications for Elderly Housing 
grants: 

(a) Will create new communities for 
the elderly and disabled designed co 
mee~ the special needs and physical 
requ1rements of the elderlv and 
disab led. App licants ' e!de.rly program 
scrace~es complemenc their overall 
HO PE 'v1 revitalization strategy. 

(b) Address the issues of 
transportation. access co health care. 
seo::urity . and affordability with 
innovative approaches. 

(c) Propose demonstration programs 
based on recent research and program 
innovations. Applicants are free. 
however. co propose programs that 
address elderly and disabled needs in 
the manner most appropriate !.or their 
locality. 

(d) Include provisions for 
sustainabillty beyond the proposed 
program period. 

~' 0 ;--cin;; "';r ~a!Fae: .. ot! (9) threttslt 
:: : )) 

(9) Applications targeted coward 
r'amilies propose opportunities for self­
sufficiency. particularly for persons 
e:1rolled in welfare-co-work programs. 
The self-sufficiency plan: 

(a) Demonstrates objectives that are 
results-onented. with meJSurable goals 
and outcomes: 

(b) Demonstrates cons1s tencv wich 
scace and local welfare reform goa ls · 

(c) [s fi nanc:a llv and · 
programmatically sustainab le over the 
long run : 

(d) fs well integrated wi th the 
development process: 

(e) Proposes a program thac is of an 
appropriate scale . type . and variety of 
ser.-1ces co meet the needs of residents : 

(t) Proposes resident training. se lf­
mouvaoon. employment. and 
education: 

(g) Includes opportunities for 
economic and retail development at or 
near the pub lic housing site. as 
appropriate . 

(h) Provides commitments by service 
proV1ders co provide services and/or 
funding: 

(i) Demonstrates that relationships 
have been forged with local Boards of 
Education. instituc:ions of higher 
learning. non-profit or for-profit 
educational instirutions and public/ 
private memoring programs that will 
lead to new or improved educational 
facilities and improved educational 
achievement of children of PHA 
residents from birth through higher 
education: 

(j) Identifies employers and potential 
employment opportunities for residents 
who complete community and 
supportive service training: and 

(k) Demonstrates an effective use of 
technology. 

(l 0) Residents and members of the 
communities co be affected by the 
proposed activities have had and will 
continue to have full and meaningful 
involvement in the planning and 
implementation of the revi talization 
effort: 

(a) In addition co meeting the 
requirement for ac least one public 
meeting to inform residents and 
members of the surrounding community 
of the revitalization plan as presented in 
the application submitted co HUD. the 

. PHA has provided meaningful 
opportunities for participation co 
residents and members of the 
surrounding community of the 
meeting(s) through: 

(l) Clear information about the 
application; 

(ii) Prominent posting of information 
about the application and scheduled 
meetings in locations likely to attract 
notice: and 

(iii) Posting of the information in 
adequate time co allow participants to 
plan to attend meetings. 

(b) ResidentS and non-resident 
members of the surrounding 
community: 

(i) Have had the oppo rtunity co 
partlC lpace in the sha ptng of :l'le 
app lica tion: 

(ii) Support the ac::vm es proposed 1n 
the. s.ubm1tted app licanon: 

(l ll ) Wdl have oppo rcum cies fo r 
co nunued invo lvement and 
partic ipation as program acciv!Ues 
proceed. 

(II) The proposed operation and 
management princ iples will accomplish 
all of the following goals : 

(a) Ac hieve efficient and effeccive 
property manageme r. c and mam te nance 
through privace or PHA management: 

(b) Lead co a range of incomes in the 
targeted development including 
substantial numbers of wo rking 
res1dents thro ugh effective self­
sufficiency programs: 

(c) Reward work and promote farrulv 
stability through pos ic:ive incenuves · 
such as income disregards and ceiling 
rents . PHA.s may estab lish ceiling rents 
and may tnsocuce earned income 
disregards for FY 1998: 

(d) Provide greater safety and security 
by: 

(i) Instituting cough screening 
requuements: 

(ii) Enforcing cough lease and eviction 
provisions: 

_(iii) Enhancing on-going effortS co 
elirrunace drugs and crime from 
neighborhoods through collaborative 
efforts with local law enforcement 
agencies and local United Scates 
Attorneys and program policy efforts 
such as "One Strike and You 're Out." 
the "Officer Next Door" initiative. or 
Department of Justice "Weed and Seed" 
programs: 

(iv) Promoting healc.i1y homes. i. e .. 
improving the safety and security of 
residents through anti-crime measures 
and the installation of physical security 
or design enhancements. 

(e) Promote economic and 
demographic diversity through a system 
of local preferences: and 

(f) Encourage self-sufficiency by 
including lease requirements that 
promote resident involvement in the 
tenants association. community service. 
self-sufficiency. and transition from 
public housing. 

(12) (5 Points) The Revitalization Plan 
will affirmatively further fair housing by 
actively ensuring that marketing. 
locations of housing. and structural 
accessibility of housing will encourage 
natural integration and discourage 
Inappropriate concentrations of 
minorities In undesirable 
neighborhoods. 

(a) Developments constructed or 
rehabilitated with HOPE VI funds must 
meet the accessibility requirements 
contained in various civil rights statutes 
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~nd re~•.ll<mon.s . and rr.~~ rece ive pomts 
under th L.S f:~ccor if thev meet the 
VISlt:l bdltV Stand<J.rdS adOCted bv the 
De ;:ar~"T:e~c th<J.c app ly to .those ~mts not 
o ~:...'le!"'.v1se covered by the access1b1licy 
regu irements. 

\b) P!-:.~s are encouraged co promote 
greater cpportunioes for housing choice 
o~ maku-: g ac lease 5% of for-sale units 
ac:e.s.s1ble co individuals with mobility 
disab lliues and 2% of for-sale units 
accessib le co ir.cividua is who have 
visual or heanng disabdites . 

(c) lnnovaove des1gns are encouraged. 
particularly with respect co fo r-sale 
ho use configurations. which 
Simul taneous ly mee~ accessibili ty 
requirements and achieve marke~ability 
for non-disabled households . 

(d) Program activities should aid a 
broad diversity of eligib le residents. 
inc!uc ing those that have been 
trac!itonally underserved. Efforu to 
Lr. c~ea.se communicv awareness in a 
cultura lly sensi o.ve" manner through 
eO::ucation and outreach will also be 
evaluated. if applicable. 

Rating Fac:or 4: Leveraging Resources 
(1 0 Points) 

This factor addresses the abUitv of the 
applicant to secure additional resources 
for the proposed activities which can be 
combined with Hl_,l) 's program 
resources to achieve program purposes. 
Resources include in-kind contributions 
such as staff or supplies: grants. loans. 
and ocher financing: or other types of 
contributions to the program activities. 
This factor emphasizes the importance 
of a PHA noc just seek:ng endorsements 
and vendor relationships with ochers. 
but actively enlisting other stakeholders 
who are vested in the revitalization 
effort. including public and private non­
profit and for-profit entities with 
e:-:pe!ience in the development and/or 
management of low- and moderate­
income housing. those that are skilled in 
the delivery of services to residents of 
public housing, educational institutions. 
foundations. banks. and other. 
organizations. HUD will evaluate the 
strength of commitment articulated in 
lerters of support. 

If a P HA is also a redevelopment 
agency or other'WUe has dtywide 
responsibilities. HUD will ~ider the 
c:ty·s redevelopment or other functional 
area to be a separate partner with which 
the housing authority function is 
parme!ing. where appropriate. 

In raung this factor. HuD will 
consider the extent to which: 

(l) The PHA has initiated strong 
partnerships with entities that will 
provide significant. finn funding and 
oc!".er commitments if HOPE VI funds 
are aw:~rded. Applicants must provide 

evidence of leveraging and partnersh1ps 
b_y tncluding in the applicaoon letters of 
f1rm commitments. memoranda of 
understanding, agreements co 
partic ipate. or letters of support if firm 
commitments cannot be secured. All 
such documentation must mclude che 
organization 's name. proposed level of 
comm1tment. and proposed 
respons ibilities as they relate to the 
revitalization p lan. The comrrutment 
must be signed by an official of che 
orgamzation legally authorized co make 
commitments on behalf of che 
organization. 

(2) The infusion of HOPE VI dollars 
will leverage additional resources after 
grant award. including municipal funds . 
charitable contributions. private debt 
and equity. and other parmerships 
which may not have a dollar value but 
are critical to the successful 
transformation of the development and 
the lives of its residents . 

Rating Factor 5: Comprehensiveness and 
Coordination (10 Points) 

This factor addresses the extent to 
which the applicant coordinated its 
activities with other known 
organizations. participates or promotes 
participation in a corrununicy's 
Consolidated Planning proces.s. and is 
working towards addressing a need i.n a 
holistic and comprehensive manner 
through linkages with other activities in 
the community. 

In rating this factor. HUD will 
consider the extent to which the 
applicant demonstrates that it has: 

(1) Coordinated its proposed activities 
with those of other groups or 
organizations prior to submission in 
order to best complement. support and 
coordinate all known activities and if 
funded. the specific steps it wUl take to 
share informaCion on solutions and 
outcomes with others. Any written 
agreements. memoranda of 
understanding in place. or that wUl be 
in place after award should be 
described; 

(2) Taken or will take specific steps to 
become active in the community's 
Consolidated Planning process 
(including the Analysis of Impediments 
to Fair Ho~ing Choice) established to 
identify and addres.s a n~d/problem 
that is related to the activities the 
ap~licant proposes. 

(3) Taken or wUl take specific steps to 
develop linkages to coordinate 
comprehensive solutions through 
meetings. information nerwork.s. 
planning proces.ses or other mechanisms 
with: 

(i) Other HUD·funded projects/ 
activities outside che scope of those 
covered by the Consolidated Plan: 

l553J 

(ii) Civil nghts organ1zac.:ons. 
(ii i) Local Area Agenc y on .Ag1ng. lf 

appl1cab le: 
. (iv) _ Local agency ser;ing ;Jer5vns w1ch 

dlSabthties . tf aoo licable: 
(v) Local Weed and Seed task fo rce. 1f 

che _czrg'!ted development 1s !ocaced :n a 
destgnated Weed and Seed area . and 

(v1) Other Federa l. Scace or cca · 1 v 
funded activities. including those · 
proposed or on-going in che commun1r1 

(vii) Local law enforceme nt agenc:es· 
and che local Un~ted Scates Ac:o~ey 

(C) Applicacion EvaluaCJon. 

Awards under this HOPE vt P~ogram 
secuon of the SuperNO FA will be r.:ade 
through a seleco.on process that w1ll 
award grants to the most me!icorious 
applications . 

(1) Revtralizacion Applicacions. 
(a) HuD will pre!irrunanl~ review. 

rate and rank each elig1b le app licaaon 
on che basis of che evaluaoon fac:ors set 
forth i.n Section ill {B) of th1s nOP E V1 
Program section of the Super~OFA. 
above. excluding Factor 3(8) , which is 
specific to app licaoons proposing 
revitalization of elderly housing. 

(b) A final review panel will assess 
each of the applications advanced to 
final review and will assign che final 
scores. The final review panel wUl 
review the scores of all applications: 

(i) Whose preliminary score is above 
a base score established bv Hl"D. HUD 
intends to sec the base scores so that 
applications requesting a to tal of 
approximately S900 million are 
advanced to che final review s.:age. 

(ii) Thac proposed revitalizaoon 
activities ac sites for which HOPE vl 
revitalizao.on implementation 
applications were submitted co HL:D in 
the FY 1997 HOPE VI revmlization 
competition but were not selec:ed for 
funding. 

(c) HUD will select for funding che 
most highly-rated eligible applications 
up to available funding. except chat 
HUD. i.n its discretion. may choose to 
select a lower-rated approvable 
application over a higher-rated 
application in order co increase che level 
of national geographic diversity of 
applications selected under this HOPE 
VI Program section of the SuperNOFA. 

(2) Elderly Housing Crane 
Appficacion.s. 

(a) HUD will preliminarily review. 
rate and rank each eligible application 
on the basis of che evaluation factors set 
forth in Section ill(B). above. excluding 
Factor 3(9) . which is specific to 
applications proposing revitalization of 
family housing. 

(b) A final review panel will assess 
each application and will assign che 
final scores: 
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(c) HLD will se lect for fundir.g che 
most hlg h ly - r~ced eligible app lications 
up co ava1 lab le fu nding. 

1J) .Voaficacion of Funding Decisions. 

(_l ) [n accordance with the HL'D 
Re~orm .-\ct. Ht;O may noc notify 
app l! ~3nt:.s as co whether or not they 
have oeen se lec ted co participate until 
(.1-;e anr.o uncemem of the selection of all 
recipients for th1s HOPE v1 Program 
under this Super:\OF"A. Hl'D will 
pro vide written no ufic3uon co all 
ao plicants. 

· (2) HUD's notification of award co a 
selected applicant will constitute a 
p relim~nary approval by HUD subject co: 

(a) Tne comp letion of a subsidv 
layering review pursuant co 24 CFR 
941.10(b); 

(b) The execution by HUD and the 
reci~ient_ c_f a Grant Agreement; and 

(c, A HLD enVU'onmental review. 
s~ lec:ion for participc.tion (preliminary 
approval) does not consnrute approval 
of the proposed site . Each preliminarily· 
se lected PHA must assist HliD in 
ccmp lyi.ng with environmental review 
procedures. conducted by HUD in 
accordance with 24 CFR part 50. The 
PHA may not acquire. rehabilitate. 
convert. lease. repair. or construct a 
~roperty . or commit HtJD or local funds 
tc these activities . until written 
pproval is received from the 

.ppropriate HUD Environmental 
Cle3rance Officer in its area. certifying 
that the proposed activities have been 
approved and the PHA is released from 
all environmental conditions. The 
results of the environmental review mav 
require that proposed activities be . • 
modified or the proposed site rejected. 

(EJ Crane Agreemenc. 

Because the HOPE VI Program does 
r.ot have F"ederal regulations. upon 
selection for funding. Hl'D and the 
recipient will execute a Crane 
Agreement setting forth the amount of 
cr.e grant and applicable rules. terms. 
and conditions. including sanctions for 
violation of the agreement. The-Grant 
Agreement will set forth the precue 
schedules of the HOPE VI Projnrn. 
provide program requirements. describe 
requirements for implementation of the 
revitalization plan. and provide any 
special conditions on the Graritee. as 
applicable. Among other things. the 
Gr~nt Agreement will provide that the 
recipient agrees co: 

(!) Carry out the program in 
accordance with the provisions of thu 

Agreement or AC C amencme ~ c as 
appl icab le. · 

NOr A. applicable law. the aopro ved 
application. and all ocher applicable 
requirements. including requirements 
form_ LXed finance deve.lopment. and IV Appli·~~c~· an S b · · ' .._.. U miSSIOn 
secuon 202 of OCR-1.: Requir~ments. 

(2) C_omply with such other terms and 
condmons. tncluding recordkeeolng Each HOPE VI revHali Z3tlo n 
and reportS . as HL'D may establish for app llcauon must co nform co c.he 
the purposes of admin istering, requirements of the HO PE VI 
momtonng._ and evaluating dle program Revitalization App lication Ki t. both in 
m an effecuve and effic ient manner format and content. [n addition to the 
including full cooperation with HL"Il's forms. cerufications and assurances 
program oversight contractor: required by Section IT of dle General 

(3) Assemble a team to implement the Secuon of this SuperNOF"A. e:!ch 
HOPE VI Program thac has a strong appl.icaaon must mclude dle fol!owmg. 
management and development track as directed by the app l1caaon k1 t: 
record and has the capability to (A). A descnpuon of e:a.sung 
commence and carry out a quality HOPE condlaons that describes the extent of 
VI program. If the Grantee fails to make ' need for the program funds reques ted: 
this demonstration to the satisfaction of (B) Revitalization ? !an which 
HUD and its_program oversight describes all revitalization activities co 
manager. HUD will direct corrective be funded m the application and deta ils 
actions as a condition of retaining the how the proposed work wtll be 
grant: accomplished: 

( 4) Execute a construction contract (C) For Revitalization app lications. a 
Wlthm 18 months (or a period specified de:cnpaon of plans for"residenc Seif· 
1Il ~e Crane Agreement) . Failure co Surficiency Programs. including plans 
obhgace funds will result in the for res1dent consultation and 
~nfor~ement of default remedies up to ~ocumentation of resident involvement 
and mcluding withdrawal of funding: 1Il the planning process: 
and . . (D~ For Elderly Housing grant 

(5) Estabhsh mterim performance apphcac.on.s. a descriotion of plans for 
goals and complete the physical resident services. inciuding plans for 
component of the HOPE VI resident consultation and 
revitalization Within 48 months of documentation of resident involvement 
execution of the grant agreement. The in the planning process: 
Secretary shall enforce_ this requirement (E) A proposed Management Plan 
~roug~ default remedies up to and which describes the capacicv of dle 
mcludmg w1thdraw~l of funding that applicant and parmers to cairy cue the 
the PHA has not ob~gated. HUD will plan. and proposed management 
take mto cons1deraaon those delays principles which will be imp lemented 
caused by factors beyond the control of to support revitalization efforu: 
the Grant~e when enforcing these (F) Documentation of program 
schedules . and financing and resources· 

(6) E:"<ecute an ACC Amendment for (G) · · · 
Mixed-Finance development . A descnpuon of any capital funds 

· rece1ved by the PHA within the past five 
(F) Failure co Proceed years for improvement of the project. 

including but not limited to 
Modernization funding under section 14 
and MROP funding. 

In the event that an applicant selected 
to receive HOPE VI funding does not 
proceed in a manner consistent with its 
application. HUD may withdraw any 
unobligated balances of funding and 
make thu funding available. subject co 
applicable law. in HUD's discretion. co 
the next highest ranked applicant that 
w~ not selected for funding in the most 
recently conducted HOPE VI selection 
process or combined with funding 
under an upcoming competitive 
selection process. Failure co proceed 
with respect to obligated funds will be 
governed by the terms of the Grant 

(H) A program schedule. 
en A certification that at least one 

public meeting was held co noufy 
residents and community members of 
the proposed activities descnbed in dle 
application. 

V. Corrections to Deficient Applications 

The General Section of this 
SuperNOF A provides the procedures for 
corrections co deficient applications. 
III.UNG COOl 'Z1o-Jl_. 
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May 15 . 1998 

Jerome Butler, General Counsel 
The Chicago Housing Authority 
200 W. Adams 
Chicago. IL 60606 

Re: Gautreaux 

Dear Jerome : 
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""I.J'I ICE :O O SE"' C~O 

On May 5, 1998, Dan Levin wrote Joe Shuldiner inviting Joe to meet with 
Dan and representatives of the City of Chicago to pursue the process of preparing 

. a joint application for HOPE VI funding to be submitted to HUD by the June 29 
deadline under the outstanding SuperNOFA of March 31, 1998. Dan's letter also 
asked for input from the CHA on a number of points necessary or desirable for the 
preparation of an application. Dan has received no response . 

The time available for formulating an application is rapidly dwindling . As 
Receiver, Dan wants to be certain that a well-conceived application is submitted 
to obtain for Chicago funds that are needed and that can be used to construct public 
housing to implement the remedial orders in the Gautreaux ~ase . 

-
Under the Order of August 14, 1987 the CHA is obligated to cooperate with 

the Receiver in fulfilling the Receiver's responsibilities, which includes applying 
for funds for the construction of new, non-elderly dwelling units . Accordingly, 
unless we receive confirmation in writing from the CHA by 2 p.m. Monday. May 
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Jerome Butler 
Page 2 
May 15, 1998 

18 , that the CHA will provide that cooperation immediately , we will have no 
choice but to present the issue of CHA's failure to cooperate to Judge Aspen . 

MLS :ra 

cc : Daniel Levin 
Alex Polikoff 

Sincerely , 

Michael L. Shakman 
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Edwin Eiseodr:nh 
Ouzirm.an 

Joseph Shuldinc:r 
&ecutiw Dirwor 

Executive Ccmmittu 
Rosanaa Marquez 
Arten.sa Ra.cdolph 
Timothy W. Wright m 
Dr. Mildred Harris 

Ed Mosel 
Deputy &ecuti1.>t 

. Director for Ccmmunity 
Relations & lnvolwmmt 

Ana Var!;'U 
Dcputy Eucutiw 
Director for Fin~:nct t:nd 
A cimin istr.:tion 

'-:I c:rome M. Butler 
Gm~al Co:mstl 

The Chicago Housing Authority 

April 30, 1997 

Mr. Daniel Levin 
Chairman 
The Habitat Company 
350 W. Hubbard St. 
Chicago, Illinois 60610 

Dear Mr. Levin: 

SUBJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF EXECUTED HORNER HOPE VI 
AND ABLA/BROOKS EXTENSION HOPE VI 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

Enclosed is one (1) original executed Horner HOPE VI and 
ABLA/Brooks Extension HOPE VI Development Management 
Agreement dated April 21, 1997. This document details provisions for 
The Habitat Company to perform development manager services for 
the 350 public housing replacements units contemplated under the 
HOPE VI Program. · ABLPJBrooks Extension will receive 200 
replacement public housing units and Henry Horner homes will receive 
150 replacement public housing units. 

" 

Please do not hesitate to contact Andrew Rodriguez of my staff at 
(312) 791-8500, Extension 4501 if you have any questions or if we can 
provide assistance. 

Sincerely, 

~oseph Shuldiner 
Executive Director 

Enclosure 
RA-516 

cc: Andrew Rodriguez, Director, Redevelopment Division 
Valerie Jarrett, Executive Vice-President, The Habitat Company 
Phillip Hickman, Senior Vice-President and Director of Scattered 

Si~, The Habitat Compiaiiiny·----•• 

EXHIBIT F 
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HORNEH J·IOPE VI AND 
AI3LA/BROOKS EXTENSION 

c 0 

HOPE VI DEVELOPMENT MANAGEME:NT AGREEMENT 
. April 21 

p 

This AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made and entered into us of , 1997 between 
the Chicago Housing Authority, a municipal corporation organized and existing: under the Jaws of 
the State of Illinois (the "Authority" ), and The Habitat Company, an l!linCl is corp~ration ("Habitat"). 

RECITALS: 

A. The Authority is a publ ic hous ing agency authorized to operate public hous ing in the City 
of Chicago pursuant to the Illinois Housing Authorities Act. Daniel Levin and The Habitat 
Company were appointed Receiver for the development of all non-elderly CHA public 
housing development programs on August 14, 1987, by the U.S. District Court (Gautreaux 
Case). 

B. The Authority submitted an application to the United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development ("HUD") for funding of a Hope VI-Urban Revitalization 
Demonstration Program (Hope VI) pursuant to which HUD authorized the development 
of 200 units of housing to replace units scheduled for demolition in the public housing 
development community knov.n as Brooks Extension (IL 2-31), which is a part of the 
combined public housing property known as ABLA (Abbott, Brooks, Loomis, Addams) 
and ISO units of housing to replace units scheduled for demolition in the public housing 
development community known as Henry Horner Homes- Phase II (IL 2-19), and 
Extension (IL 2-35)_, all as described in the application. 

C. HUD approved fun.ding for the Hope VI-Urban Revitalization Demonstration Program 
and pursuant thereto, HUD and the Authority plan to enter into an Implementation Grant 
Agreement (Form HUD- I 044) to develop 200 replacement public housing units for the 
total amount of twenty-four million four hundred eighty-three thousand two hundred fifty 
dollars ($24,483,250), and to develop 150 replacement public housing units for the total 
amount of eighteen million four hundred thirty-five thousand three hundred dollars 
($18,435,300). 

D. Hope VI provides for the integration of public housing units into a sustainable, mixed­
income community, which requires coordinated and comprehensive planning, and 
effective implementation of the plan. 

E. The Authority desires to contract with Habitat to be development manager for the 350 
public housing replacement units contemplated under HOPE VI Program (The Program). 
The. Authority may desire to delegate to Chicago Metropolitan Housing Development 
Corporation (CMHDC) certain responsibilities/activities referred to in this Agreement as 
those of the Authority. 
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F. NotY.ithstanding this contract, the terms of the Receivership Order in the Gautreaux c 
dated August 14, 1987, appointing Daniel Levin and The Habitat Company as Receiv::e 
forth~ development of all non-elderly CHA public housing development programs 
(Recetver) are not affected or altered in any way by this contract . 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements set forth 
herein, the parties agree as follows : 

1. Obligations of Habitat and the Authoritv. Habitat and the Authority shall cooperate with 
each other in coordinating and managing the planning and implementation of the 
Program in accordance with the provisions of the Program in accordance with the 
provisions of the Annual Contribution Contract No. IL06URDOO_ (Note: issuance by 
HUD is pending at this time (the "ACC")), as the same may be amended from time to 
time, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by 
reference. Habitat agrees that in performing its obligations hereunder, it will comply with 
all applicable laws, including but not limited to, the applicable provisions of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, the ACC and the applicable HUD.regulations 
and HUD handbooks, but nothing shall prevent Habitat from requesting the Authority to 
seek a waiver of any of the applicable provisions of any of the foregoing. Habitat 
understands that although the Authority may request a waiver from HUD, there is no 
guarantee that HUD will grant such a waiver. In such event, Habitat shall not be relieved 
of perforining its obligations hereunder in accordance with all applicable la\,.,'S and 
regulations. 

A. Planning Phase. The Authority in conjunction with Habitat shall solicit comment from 
the City of Chicago agencies, elected officials, community and business organizations 
and residents of ABLA. The Authority and Habitat shall solicit qualifications and 
proposals from, and retain design professionals and other consultants deemed necessary 
by Habitat to assist in the physical planning and coordination of the development 
contemplated. The Authority shall review with Habitat the proposals and approve of the 
contracts for the selected design professionals and consultants. 

Habitat and the Authority shall solicit and analyze the proposals in light of the conunents .. 
received. Habitat shall assist, as requested, and cooperate with the Authority with regard 
to the preparation of a revised HOPE VI Revitalization Plan for submission to HUD, if 
necessary, and after seeking approval from counsel for the Gautreaux plaintiffs, shall · .. 
prepare a request to the U.S. District Court for permission to build replacement public 
housing in the ABLA area by declaring it a "Revitalizing Area." 

B. Implementation Phase. Upon the Authority's and HUD's approval of an acceptable 
development program (the "Approved Program"), Habitat shall in cooperation with the 
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Authority, be responsible for all aspects of the implementation phase of the Approved p · 
including, without limitation: rogram 

1) 
2) 
3) 

4) 
5) 
6) 

7) 

Land acquisition, as necessary; 
Unit design and density; 

Determination of form of construction arrangement and negotiation of terms 
thereof, 

Development budgets for each phase of the Program; 
Selection of design professionals and consultants· . , 
Negotiation of contracts with developers selected by Habitat to implement the 
Approved ProgTam and 

Supervision of the construction during the construction phase and coordination with 
the Authority and HUD during the warranty and post-construction phases. 

The Authority and Habitat shall each delegate a staff person as the Official Representative 
(O.R.) to respectively represent the Authority and Habitat in business matters regarding this 
Agreement. The· O.R. (or his/her designee) of the Authority shall provide prompt review of 
any request for approvals by Habitat. Examples of situations/activities requiring prior 
approval by the Authority's O.R. are: 

a. Contracts to acquire real property; 
b. Final design and the development site plan; 
c. Selection of design professionals and consultants; 
d. Construction contracts; 
e. The total development cost (TDC) budget prepared for HUD approval. 

The Authority's approval of the total development cost budg~t attached hereto as Exhibit B 
expressly authorizes Habitat to expend and draw down funds from CHA to the extent the 
amounts are within the limitations in the following budget categories: administration, 
planning and IOD, site acquisition (except for the property purchases). 

Habitat shall advise the Authority in advance of all communications, presentations and 
submissions to government officials, community organizations or representatives in 
connection with its role as Development Manager for the Program. Should the Authority 
deem it appropriate for Authority personnel to become involved in the aforesaid activities, 
Habitat shall fully operate with the Authority in any such effort. 

C. Persowel and Performance Habitat shall devote such time and personnel as necessary for the 
diligent, effective, thorough and careful performance of its duties hereunder. Habitat agrees 
to use its best skill and judgment in the performance of its obligations hereunder and to 
cooperate with Authority staff or agents in prop1oting the interests of the Approved Program. 
Habitat agrees to provide timely administration and advice, and to provide professional 
superintendence and administration of the work related to the Approved Program. 
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D. 

2. 

No Ernployer!Employee Relationship. Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is explicitly 
acknowledged that Habitat is engaged as an independent contractor for the performance of 
the services described herein. The Authority and Habitat are not partners, or joint venturers 
and have no employer/employee relationship. ' 

Compensation . Habitat shall be paid a development manager fee ("Developer fee") equal 
. to the greater of 3% of the Total Development Cost ("TDC") or $3672.49 per tlilit, for each 
completed unit of public housing under the Approved Program. This fee is provided for in 
the "planning" category of the Development Budget. Additionally, Habitat shall be 
reimbursed for all administrative costs directly associat~d with site acquisition, 
administration and planning ("Costs") listed in the Development Budget. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, the sum of all Developer Fees and Administrative Costs payable by the 
Authority shall not exceed the greater of7% of the TDC, or $8569.14 per unit, whichever 
is greater. The portion of the Developer's Fee attributable to each completed unit shall be 
earned and paid upon completion (denoted by issuan~ of a Certificate of Occupancy by the · 
City of Chicago) and transfer of such unit. Costs shall be paid within 30 days of receipt of 
an invoice. Habitat shall invoice the Authority no more than once each month. 
Notvlithstanding the foregoing, it is expressly agreed to and acknowledged that the Authority 
shall not be responsible for the payment of salaries, wages or other employee compensation 
and benefits, FICA, payroll taxes, administrative costs, or any federal, state or local taxes 
relative to Habitat's business. In addition to the above fees and administrative costs to 
Habitat, the Authority shall receive fees of3% of the TDC. 

The Program contemplates the development of public housing but there may also be market 
rate housing in a rni~ed-income setting. To the extent that Habitat receives any development 
management fees or other compensation in connection with its role in the planning for and/or 
development of market rate housing, such fees or other compensation shall be divided 
bet-Neen the Authority and Habitat as follows: 1/3(one third) to the Authority, 2/3(t-No thirds) 

to Habitat. 

3. Resident Outreach. The Authority shall be the principal public spokesperson with respect to 
the Approved Program. As such, the Authority shall coordinate with, and be the principal 
communication link to the ABLA residents, their official representatives and their consultants. 
The Authority shall provide Habitat advance notice of such meetings and communications and. 
shall cooperate with Habitat to facilitate. the coordination of such communication by joint 

attendance at such meetings. 

4. 

The Authority shall be responsible for the demolition and social service components of the 

Hope VI Program. 

Cooperation of the Parties. The Authority an.d Habitat agree to fully cooperate with o.ne 
another to carry out the planning and implementation of the Approved Program. Both pa~tes 
aareeto execute and deliver any all documents reasonably requested by the other or requ1red 

0 
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by ai_1Y go:ernmental authority rc~ative to the Approved Program. The parties agree that if 
modifications of the ACC or wa1vers of HUD regulations or provisions are necessa t 

. I . l · ry 0 
appropnate Y 1mp ement the Program> they Will seek such amendments or waivers from HUD. 

5. Indemnification. The Authority shall indemnify :~nd hold Habitat harmless from Rnd against 
all liabilities, costs, damages Cl.l1d expenses (including without limitation, reason<1ble attorneys' 
fees, disbursements and amounts paid in settlement of claims) incti!Ted by Habitat in 
conne~tion. with the Authority's breach of any of its duties and obligations under this 
Agreement, except any resulting from the gross negligence, or willful breach of any obligation 
under this Agreement by Habitat, its agents, or others under its direct control. Habitat shall 
indemnify and hold the Authority harmless from and against all liabilities costs, damages and 
expenses (including without limitation, reasonable attorneys' fees, disbursements and amounts 
paid in settlement of claims) incurred by the Authority in connection with Habitat's breach of 
any of its duties and obligations under this Agreement, except any resulting from the gross 
negligence of Authority or its willful breach of its obligations under this Agreement. 

6. Thrm.. The term of this Agreement shall commence on the date hereof and shall expire upon 
completion of the Approved Program unless sooner terminated in accordance with the terms 
hereof. In the event that the (Program or) Approved PrCigram is terminated, or otherwise 
limited or forestalled for reasons beyond the Authority's control, the Authority may, at its 
option, terminate this Agreement by written notice to Habitat. Upon termination of this 
Agreement, including termination pursuant to default, as provided in paragraph 7, Habitat 
shall immediately refrain from entering into any further contracts or agreements with respect 
to the implementation of the Approved Program, subject however to its oblir,a.tions as 
Receiver, to the extent any obligations exist. Habitat shall also transfer to the Authority, at the 
time and in the manner reasonably directed by the Authority, all of its right, title and interest 
in completed and uncompleted work, supplies, materials, contracts, agreements, guarantees, 
books, papers, reports, records, plans, specifications, drawings, surveys, schedules, reports, 
and all other property resulting from and related to the performance of Habitat's obligations · 
under this Agreement. Habitat shall be relieved of all responsibility to provide any further 
services hereunder and the Authority shall assume all and full r;!Sponsibility for all matters and 
contracts assigned to it and for the performance of Habitat's obligations hereunder. 
Furthermore, upon such termination, Habitat shall be promptly paid all compensation for 
services provided prior to such termination. 

7. Default. In the event that Habitat breaches any of its duties or fails to meet any of its 
obligations hereunder, the Authority shall notify Habitat in writ.ing of such br~ach or failure. 
Habitat shall have thirty (30) business days from the date of receipt of such not1ce to cure such 
breach or perform such deficient obligation. It shall. be an e~,e~t of.default ifH~bitat has failed 
to cure any breach or correct any performance deficiency Witlun thirty (30) busmess days after 
receipt of notice given in accordance with the terns of this .Agr~ement. Upon t~e occurrence 
of an event of default, the Authority shall have the followmg nghts and remedtes . 

5 
RA-521 



8. 

9. 

(a) The right to terminate this Agreement as to any or all of the Approved p 
· · · ffi · . . ro gram actiVIties e ect1ve at a trme specified by the Authority; 

(b) All other rights and remedies available at law or in equity. 

The ?arties ackno_wledge :hat thi~ provision. is solely for the benefit of the Authority and 
that rfthe Authonty permrts Hab1tat to contmue to perform despite Habitat's default 
Habitat shall in no way be relieved of any of its responsibilities, duties or obligation~ 
under this Agreement nor shall the Authority waive or relinquish any of these rights. 

The remedies under the terms of this Agreement are not intended to be exclusive of any 
other remedies provided, but each and every such remedy shall be cumulative and shall 
be in addition to any other remedies, existing now or hereafter, at law or in equity. No 
delay or failure to exercise any right or power accruing upon any event of default shall 
impair any such right or power nor shall it be construed as a waiver of any event of 
default or acquiescence thereto, and every such right and power may be exercised from 
time to time and as often as may be deemed expedient. 

Mino'ritv and \Vomcn Business Ente!'J}rise Commitment. Habitat agrees to comply with 
the terms and conditions of the Authority's Minority Business Enterprise ("MBE") and 
Women Business Enterprise ("\VBE") conditions, provided, however, that the Executive 
Director may waive the MBE and WBE participation requirements. The MBE and WBE 
schedules are attached as Exhibit C. 

During the term of this Agreement, Habitat hereby agrees to provide, and to contract with. 
all contractors and subcontractors performing work/services pursuant to this Agreement 
to provide, opportunities to the Authority Residents in acco~dance mth C.F.R. Part 135. 
The MBE and WBE schedules and 24 C.F.R. Part 135 Participation plans shall be 
attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated by references as if fully set forth herein. 

Audit ReQuirement. Habitat shall keep books, documents, paper, records and accounts in 
connection with the Approved Program accessible and open to audit by the authority, 
HUD, the Comptroller General of the United States or their duly authorized 
representatives, and allow inspection, copying, abstracting and transcriptions. Habitat 
shall make these records available to the Authority at reasonable times during the 
performance-of this Agreement. In addition, Habitat shall retain all such documents and 
records in a safe place and make them available for at least· three (3) years after the final 
paym:ent is made in connection with this Agreement and all other pending matters are 

closed. 

Payment of any invoice by the Authority do~s not constitute a waiver of the Autl:ority's 
rights to subsequently question, compromise or request repayment or future credtt for any 
invoice previously paid. Habitat shall maintain records showing actual time devoted and 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

costs incurred. 

Dn1g-Free Workplace. Habitat should establish procedures and policies to promote a 
"Drug-Free Workplace" and should notify all employees of this policy for maintainin a 
"Drug-Free Workplace," including the penalties that may be imposed for drur1 abuse g 
:'iolation: occurring in the work?lace. Habi.tat.agrees to notify the Authority~i n writing, 
1f any of 1ts employees are convrcted of a cnmmal drug offense in the workplace no later 
then ten ( 1 0) days after such conviction. 

Conflict oflnterest and Anti-Lobbying. No member of the governing body of the 
Authority or other units of government and no other officer, employee, or agent of the 
Authority or other unit of government who exercises any functions or responsibilities in 
connection with the Approved Program to which this Agreement pertains, shall have any 
personal interest, direct, or indirect, in this Agreement. No member of or delegate to the 
Congress of the United States or the Illinois General Assembly and/or Authority 
executive and senior staff or employee shall be admitted to share in any part of this 
Agreement or any financial benefits arising thereunder. 

Pursuant to the conflict of interest requirements in OMB Circular A- 1 02 and 24 CFR 
§85.36(b)(3), no person who is an employee, agent, consultant, officer, or appointed 
official of the Authority and who exercises or has exercised any functions or 
responsibilities with respect to HUD assisted activities, or who is in a position to 
participate-in a decision making process or gain inside. information \lrith regard to such 
HUD activities, may obtain a financial interest or benefit from the activity, or have an 
interest in any contract, subcontract, or agreement with respect thereto, or the proceeds 
thereunder, either for itself or for those whom it has family or business ties, during his or 
her tenure with the Authority or for one year thereafter. Furthermore, the Authority 
represents that it is and will remain in compliance with federal restrictions on lobbying 
set fo"rth in Section 319 of the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1990, 31 U.S.C. subsection 1352, and related rules 
and regulations set forth at 54 Fed. Reg. 52,309 ff. (1989), as amended. 

Comp1iance with HUD Reg\Ilations. In addition to the obligations stated in Paragraph 1, 
Habitat shall comply with the applicable provisions ofHUD regulations, and all state and . 
local laws, ordinances and executive orders including, but not limited to, the Uniform 
Administrative Requirements contained in 24 C.F.R. §§ 85.1 ~-. (1993), as amended; 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1967 (42 U.S.C. 2000d ~ .• );Fair Housing Act (42 
U.S.C. 3601-20 ~ .• );Executive Order 11063, as amended by Executive Order 12259; 
Aoe Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 U.S.C. 6101 ~.,);Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
~ 

U.S.C. 794); Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5); Contract Work 
Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S .C. 3~7 ~.);National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (24 CFR Part 58); Clean Air Act (42U.S.C. § 74011~ .• ); Federal Wat~r 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S. C.§ 1251 ~ .• ),as amended; Flood Disaster Protection 
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Acto.~~ ~73 (42.l.!.S.C. 41 06); Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acqutsltlon Policies Act of 1970 (42 U.S .C. 4601); Executive Order 11246, as amended 
by Executive Orders 120~6 and 11375; Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act (42 
U.S.C. 483 1 (b)); Executive Order 12372; Copeland "Anti-Kickback" Act (18 U.S.C. § 
874 and 40 U.S .C. § 276); Byrd 11Anti-Lobbying" Amendment (31 U.S.C. § 1352) · 
Debarment and Suspension (Executive Orders 12549 and 12689); and the regulati~ns 
implementing the laws as set forth in 24 C.F.R. Section 85 .1 et seQ., (1993), as amended. 

13. Governing Law: Dispute Resolution. This Agreement will be governed as to 
performance and interpretation in accordance with the laws of the State oflllinois. 

14. 

All claims, disputes and other matters in question arising out of, or relating to, this 
Agreement or the performance thereof may, if so elected by ·a party, be submitted to, and 
determined by, arbitration if good faith negotiations among the parties do not resolve 
such claim, dispute or other matter within sixty (60) days. Such arbitration shall proceed 
in accordance with the Commercial Arbitration rules of the American Arbitration 
Association then pertaining (the "Rules"), insofar as such Rules are not inconsistent with 
the provisions expressly set forth in this Agreement, unless the parties mutually agree 
otherwise, and pursuant to the following procedures: 

(a) Notice of the demand for arbitration shall be filed in miting with the other party 
to this Agreement and with the American Arbitration Association. Each party shall 
appoint an arbitrator, and those party-appointed arbitrators shall appoint a tl~ird neutral 
arbitrator \Vithin ten (1 0) days. If the party-appointed arbitrators fail to appoint a third 
neutral arbitrator within ten (1 0) days, such third neutral arbitrator shall be appointed by 
the American Arbitration Association in accordance with the Rules. A determination by 
a majority of the panel shall be binding. 

(b) Reasonable discovery shall be allowed in arbitration. 

(c) The costs and fees of the arbitration, including attorney's fees, shall be allocated 
by the arbitrators. 

(d) The award rendered by the arbitrators shall be final and judgement may be entered •. 
in accordance with applicable law and in any court having jurisdiction thereof. 

Patents and Copyrights. The Authority reserves an exclusive, perpetual and irrevocable 
license to reproduce, publish or otherwise use, and to authorize others to use, for the 
Authority's purposes, including, but not limited to, commercial exploitation: (a) the 
copyright or patent in any work or deliverables developed in connection with the 
implementation of the Approved Program unqer this Agreement; and (b) any rights of 
copyright or patent to which Habitat purchases ownership wi.th the fund~ awarde.d . 
pursuant to this Agreement. If HUD determines that the patent or copynght, wh1ch IS 
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either developed or purchased by Habitat serves a federal goverrunent purpose, a royalty­
free, non-exclusive and irrevocable license shall vest in HUD. 

Any discovery or invention (37 C.F.R. part 40) arising out of, or developed in 
. conjunction with the work to be performed under this Agreement shall become the 
exclusive property of HUD and be promptly and fully reported to HUD for a 
determination as to whether patent protection on such invention or discovery should be 
sought. 

15. Religious Activities. Habitat agrees that in connection with this Agreement: (a) it shall . 
not discriminate against any person on the basis of religion and shall not limit 
employment or give preference in employment to persons on the basis of religion; (b) it 
shall not discriminate against any person applying for employment on the basis of 
religion and shall not give preference to persons on the basis of religion; and (c)it shall 
provide no religious instruction or counseling, conduct no religious worship services, 
engage in no religious proselytizing, and exert no other religious influence in connection 
with its performance hereunder. 

16. Miscellaneous. 

A. Further Assurances. Each party shall hereafter execute and deliver such further 
instruments and do such further acts and things as may be required or useful to 
carry out t.~e intent and pu;:posc of this Agreement as are not inconsistent with the 
terms hereof. 

B. Reporting. Each quarter, during the term of this Agreement, Habitat shall prepare 
a written report to the Authority describing the status .of the Approved Program. 
Specifically, the report shall include an accounting of all expenditures made or 
incurred in connection with the Approved Program, and summaries of actions 
taken pursuant to Paragraph 1 (b) hereof. Said report shall be delivered to the 
Executive Director of the Authority no later than the 20th day following the 
beginning of each quarter. In addition, Habitat shall attend regularly scheduled 
meetings at such time intervals the Authority deems desirable regarding Habitat's 
progress in implementing the Approved Program. · 

C. Authority. Each party warrants and represents to the other that its execution of 
this Agreement has been duly authorized and the individuals signing this 
Agreement on behalf of each party have the authority to do so. 

Construction. The paragraph captions .used in this Agreement are for the purposes 
of convenience only and are not intended to, and shall not, affect the meaning, 

interpretation or construction of the text of this Agreement. 
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E. E.oiire Agreement: Amendment. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement 
and understanding between the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof. It 
may not be modified or amended except with the written consent of both parties. 

E Confidentiality. Each party, for itself and its agents and employees, agrees that the 
documents and information made avai lable to it (other than documents and 
information otherwise available in the public domain) are to be held by each party 
in the strictest confidence, that copies shall not be distributed to any party other than 
such parties whose knowledge of such documents and information is reasonably 
necessary to effect the purposes of this Agreement. 

G. Enforcement Costs . If either the Authority or Habitat brings an action against the 
other party to enforce the terms hereof or to declare rights hereunder, the prevailing 
party in any such action shall be entitled to recover from the other party costs, 
reasonable attorney's fees and any other expenses incurred in connection therewith. 

H. Notices. All notices, waivers demands, requests or other communications required 
or permitted hereunder shall, unless otherwise expressly provided, be .in writing and 
be deemed to have been properly given, served and received (i) if delivered by 
messenger, when received; provided that no item shall be deemed received unless 
such messenger obtains a written receipt therefor, (ii) if mailed, on the third business 
day after deposit in the United States mail, certified or registered, postage prepaid, 
return receipt requested, (iii) if telexed or tel~copied, twen!y-four hours after being 
dispatched by telex or telecopy with confirmation of valid transmittal with a copy 
delivered by mail in the manner set forth in subsection (ii) above, and (iv) if sent by 
commercial overnight carrier, prepaid for next day delivery, on the next business day 
after delivery to such courier, in each case addressed t~ the party's address appearing 

below: 

Authority: 

Habitat: 

l:'fhilloo~ff'Mpot'<:cvt!..,t ... ~ 

Chicago Housing Authority 
626 W. Jackson Boulevard 
7th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60661 
Attention: Executive Director 

The Habitat Company 
350 We~t Hubbard Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60610 
Attention: Chairman 
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or to such other address(es) or addressee(s) as any party entitled to receive notices 
hereunder shall designate to others in the manner provided herein for the service of 
notices. 

lN WITNESS WHEREOF, Habitat and the Authority have executed this Agreement as of the day 
and year first above written. 

THE CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORlTY THE HAJ3!/1 COM~ 
By: ift1J& 

Chairman 

· ~ 
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